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Summary

This dissertation investigates the role of dual citizenship in the context of political membership
and democratic boundaries. The project draws on theoretical insights from democratic theory,
while also integrating perspectives from political sociology, as well as migration and integra-
tion research. It applies a multi-method research design to examine various dimensions of dual
citizenship policies. Empirical approaches include a comparative policy analysis guided by a
normative framework, a quantitative analysis of survey data to investigate individual behavior,
and an analysis of policy change based on a variety of documents. Data sources comprise
citizenship policy databases, survey data, as well as parliamentary debates, legislative pro-

posals, and other publicly available materials.

The cumulative dissertation consists of three articles. The first article establishes the normative
framework for the entire project. It operationalizes a normative concept as a concrete evalua-
tive framework and develops a set of criteria to assess the quality of dual citizenship regimes
in democratic states. This framework also serves as the basis for a comparative analysis across
countries. The second article shifts to the individual level, examining how dual citizenship
policies influence naturalization behavior. It highlights how both, legal and symbolic barriers,
affect the decision to apply for citizenship, and how the availability (or lack) of dual citizen-
ship can shape political inclusion in practice. The third article focuses on the policy process,
exploring the conditions under which dual citizenship reforms occur and identifies the key
political, institutional, and discursive factors that enable change in this contested policy field.
Together, the articles offer a multi-dimensional perspective on dual citizenship policy, linking
macro-level legal frameworks, micro-level behavioral responses, and meso-level political pro-

CESSES.

Taken together, the three articles demonstrate how dual citizenship policies should not only
reflect considerations of democratic theory but also actively shape the quality of democracy
by influencing patterns of political inclusion. Moreover, the findings underscore how political
advocacy and institutional dynamics can drive reform, making citizenship more inclusive over
time. By connecting normative theory to concrete policy outcomes, this dissertation contrib-
utes to a deeper understanding of democracy in an era of increasing mobility and transnational

forms of belonging.
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Zusammenfassung

Die vorliegende Dissertation untersucht die Rolle doppelter Staatsangehorigkeit im Kontext
politischer Mitgliedschaft und demokratischer Grenzziehung. Das Projekt stiitzt sich auf the-
oretische Ansétze der Demokratietheorie und integriert zugleich Perspektiven der politischen
Soziologie sowie der Migrations- und Integrationsforschung. Mittels eines multi-methodi-
schen Forschungsdesigns werden unterschiedliche Dimensionen doppelter Staatsangehdrig-
keit analysiert. Die empirischen Zugénge umfassen eine vergleichende Policy-Analyse auf der
Grundlage eines normativen Rahmens, eine quantitative Analyse von Umfragedaten zur Un-
tersuchung individuellen Verhaltens sowie eine Analyse von Politikwandel anhand verschie-
dener Dokumente. Die Datengrundlage bilden unter anderem Datenbanken zur Staatsangeho-
rigkeitspolitik, Umfragedaten, parlamentarische Debatten, Gesetzesentwiirfe und weitere

Quellen.

Die kumulative Dissertation besteht aus drei Artikeln. Der erste Artikel entwickelt das norma-
tive Fundament des Gesamtprojekts. Er operationalisiert ein demokratietheoretisches Konzept
als Bewertungsrahmen und entwickelt Kriterien zur Beurteilung der Qualitit von Regelungen
zur doppelten Staatsangehorigkeit in demokratischen Staaten. Dieses Instrument bildet zu-
gleich die Grundlage fiir eine vergleichende Analyse zwischen Staaten. Der zweite Artikel
fokussiert auf die individuelle Ebene und untersucht, wie Regelungen zur doppelten Staatsan-
gehorigkeit das Einblirgerungsverhalten beeinflussen. Er zeigt auf, inwiefern sowohl rechtli-
che als auch symbolische Hiirden die Entscheidung zur Einbiirgerung pragen und politische
Inklusion mitgestalten. Der dritte Artikel richtet den Blick auf politische Prozesse und unter-
sucht, unter welchen Bedingungen Reformen im Bereich der doppelten Staatsangehorigkeit
stattfinden. Dabei werden zentrale politische, institutionelle und diskursive Faktoren identifi-

ziert, die Verdnderungen in diesem umkadmpften Politikfeld begiinstigen.

Zusammengenommen bieten die drei Artikel eine umfassende analytische Perspektive auf
Staatsangehorigkeitspolitik, indem sie Regelungen auf der Makroebene, individuelles Verhal-
ten auf der Mikroebene und politische Prozesse auf der Mesoebene miteinander verkniipfen.
In ihrer Gesamtheit zeigen die drei Beitrége, dass Regelungen zur doppelten Staatsangehdrig-
keit nicht nur demokratietheoretische Uberlegungen widerspiegeln sollten, sondern auch aktiv
die Qualitdt von Demokratie beeinflussen. Dariiber hinaus verdeutlichen die Ergebnisse, wie
politische Interessenvertretung und institutionelle Dynamiken Reformprozesse anstofSen kon-
nen — mit dem Potenzial, Staatsangehorigkeitspolitik inklusiver zu gestalten. Durch die Ver-
bindung normativer Theorie mit konkreten Politikeffekten leistet die Dissertation einen Bei-
trag zu einem vertieften Verstindnis von Demokratie im Zeitalter zunehmender Mobilitét und

transnationaler Zugehdrigkeitsformen.
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1. Introduction to the thesis

In some parts of political science research, a concerned perspective on the future of
modern democracies has increased in recent years. Among other things, scholars argue
that modern democracies are “under stress” (van Beek and Wnuk-Lipinski 2012;
Tormey 2022; see also Giovannini and Wood 2022).! A “crisis’, ‘regression’, ‘ero-
sion’, ‘decline’ or even a ‘death’ of democracies is observed (see, among others, Cerny
1999; Merkel 2015; Ambrose 2019; Galston 2020; Gerschewski 2021; Keck 2023;
Kneuer 2021; Riib, Selk, and Trimgev 2020; M. K. Miller 2021; Laebens and
Lithrmann 2023; Levitsky and Ziblatt 2018). The causes identified include political
distrust (Bertsou 2019), populism and polarization (de la Torre and Ortiz Lemos 2016;
Bennett and Kneuer 2024), disinformation and an increasing influence of digital media
on political processes (Meyer 2002; Persily and Tucker 2020), the threat from terror-
ism (Wilkinson 2011; San-Akca 2014), the growing power of international financial
markets (Dorn 2014), the globalization of nation-state democratic governance
(Cammack 1998; Ziirn 1998), social and economic inequality (Rau and Stokes 2025)
or the transnational migration flows (Solimano 2010; Rother 2016). Challenges for
democracy that international mobility brings with it include, for example, effects of
mass migration on democratic development in migrant-sending countries (Auer and
Schaub 2024), the challenges for immigration countries with irregular migration
(Kuzelewska, Weatherburn, and Kloza 2018; Michael 2021), the securitization of mi-
gration, and anti-immigrant sentiment and populism (von Rosen 2019; Kapelner 2024)
or challenges with regard to citizenship and conceptions of membership (Soysal 1994;
Preuss 1998; Orgad 2019; Wihtol de Wenden 2025). The latter exist primarily because
international migration leads to changes in the composition of the population, thereby
creating challenges for the (re)definition of the citizenry (e.g., Pippenger 2024;
d’Annibale and De Schutter 2025).

In this broader context, the dissertation examines the role of dual citizenship with re-
gard to “political membership and democratic boundaries” (Baubock 2017). Dual cit-

izenship is framed as an indicator for democratic quality. Accordingly, the dissertation

! The idea for the doctoral project arose as part of an application for the “Democracy under Stress”
scholarship program of the Center for the Study of Democracy at the Leuphana University of Liine-
burg, see https://www.leuphana.de/en/research-centers/zdemo-english/doctoral-programme-democ-
racy-under-stress/research-programme.html (22.10.2025).



centers on the significance of citizenship policy. This policy area “specifically entails
the legal rules and practices that establish formal belonging in a national political com-
munity” (Goodman 2023, 137). The analysis investigates how dual citizenship policies
shape democratic membership and influence the quality of democracy. In light of in-
creasing global migration, these challenges are becoming ever more relevant — both

academically and societally.

The dissertation project is cumulative in nature. It draws on theoretical approaches
from democratic theory, but also incorporates perspectives from political sociology
and (sociological) migration and integration research. A range of empirical methods is
employed to address the individual sub-questions. These include a comparative policy
analysis based on a normative framework, a quantitative analysis of survey data, and
a document analysis guided by an analytical framework for examining policy change.
The data sources consist of citizenship policy databases, survey data, and documents
such as parliamentary debates, legislative proposals, and other publicly available ma-

terials.

The cumulative dissertation consists of three articles. The first article constitutes the
normative framework of the entire project by presenting and operationalizing the un-
derlying considerations of democratic theory. It not only provides the theoretical back-
ground for the overarching research question but also serves as the normative-analyt-
ical foundation for the comparative analysis of dual citizenship policies conducted in
that article. The other articles address both the implications of these policies and the
ways in which they evolve over time: the second article explores how dual citizenship
policies affect individual behavior in practice, the third investigates the conditions and

factors that drive policy change.

This dissertation examines dual citizenship as a dimension of democratic quality and
contributes both empirically and conceptually to the following (political) science de-

bates:

— Firstly, it complements normative debates by operationalizing a normative
concept into a concrete evaluative framework for assessing dual citizenship
policies in democratic states, bridging the gap between how policies should be

designed and how they are actually implemented through measurable criteria.



— Secondly, the dissertation contributes to the citizenship studies literature by
offering a multi-dimensional analysis of how dual citizenship policies affect
political membership across various levels of analysis (macro, meso, and mi-
Cro).

— Thirdly, it enriches migration and political sociology research by empirically
demonstrating how both legal and symbolic boundaries affect individual natu-
ralization behavior.

— Lastly, the dissertation provides a long-term analysis of change in dual citizen-
ship policy and sheds light on the conditions under which gradual reform be-

comes possible in contested policy issues.

In the following sections, I first outline the objectives and overarching research ques-
tion as well as the sub-questions of this cumulative dissertation (Section 1.1). This is
followed by a presentation of the study design and methodological approach (Section
1.2). Subsequently, I summarize the contribution of the three articles to the overarch-
ing research question (Section 1.3). Section 1.4 presents the key findings of the three
articles and discusses their contributions to the central research question and the exist-
ing research. This is followed by the three articles (Section 2, 3, 4). Finally, the overall

results are summarized and discussed (Section 5).

1.1 Objectives and overarching research question

This dissertation focuses on the challenges that international migration poses for de-
mocracy. It concentrates on the effects of immigration and emigration on the compo-
sition of the resident and voting population and thus on the impact on political pro-
cesses. In view of increasing migration movements worldwide, these challenges are
becoming increasingly important — both from an academic and a social perspective: In
the “age of migration” (Castles and Miller 1993), belonging to a political community
has increasingly lost its “fatefulness” (Masing 2001, 23, author’s translation). People's
center of life and place of residence are no longer ‘naturally’ and permanently prede-
termined, but are increasingly dependent on individual decisions, which in turn are
influenced by globalization and international mobility and its governance. This devel-
opment has led to significant challenges for the nation state and democracy, because

the basic principle of representative democracy (universal suffrage) and the nation



state principle (only citizens are full members) have come into conflict (Hammar
1990). While place of residence continues to play a significant role in the political
localization of individuals, this connection has become increasingly complex. The
“emergence of external citizenship, where states extend rights to their non-resident
nationals through mechanisms such as external voting rights and dual citizenship pol-
icies, reflects a shift in how membership is conceptualised beyond residence” (Falcke
and Peters 2025, 2; see also Wellman, Allen, and Nyblade 2023; Umpierrez de
Reguero and Vink 2025). In order to better understand the migration-related mismatch
between the electorate and the resident population, as well as the influence of interna-
tional migration on the legitimacy of political processes, it is important to consider

both immigration and emigration, along with their respective impacts.

The broader theoretical framework of my dissertation is centered on the well discussed
“boundary problem” in democratic theory. This problem arises from the need for a
clearly defined group of members who have the right to participate in democratic de-
cision-making within a self-governing political community, which depends on setting
clear boundaries (for primary as well as recent contributions see, among others, Dahl
1970, 1989; Whelan 1983; Abizadeh 2012; Song 2012; Scherz 2013; Angeli 2015;
Arrhenius 2018; D. Miller 2020). This normative challenge revolves around the ques-
tion of who ought to be included within a self-governing political community and who
may be excluded. The “boundary problem” has become more acute in the context of
international migration and globalization: addressing it requires clarifying how to in-
clude non-citizen residents who are permanently present within a state’s territory and
their children born there, as well as non-resident citizens and their children born out-
side the state’s territorial borders (see, among others, Carens 2016; Song 2016;
Baubock 2018). The key challenge lies in avoiding both the exclusion of individuals
who do have effective ties to the political community and the inclusion of those lacking
such ties (e.g., Shachar 2003; Song 2012). Accordingly, it is problematic in terms of
democratic theory if citizens living in the country are (permanently) excluded from
political decision-making. This is the case in countries of immigration when foreigners
who have lived in the country for many years (or were born there) do not have the right
to vote or do not acquire this right by acquiring citizenship (under-inclusion) (e.g.,
Shachar 2003; Baubock 2005). A similar problem exists in reverse, however, if the

political system in a country is (or can be) influenced by emigrants or their descendants



who are only affected to a limited extent or not at all by the political decisions made
there (over-inclusion) (e.g., Lopez-Guerra 2005; Rubio-Marin 2006; Honohan 2011).
This is particularly the case when membership and voting rights are passed on indefi-
nitely to the descendants of emigrants across generations, even when these descend-
ants have no genuine political link to the country of their ancestors and may never have
lived there (Baubdck 2007). Thus, although both constellations raise related challenges
in terms of democratic theory, they differ in their underlying dynamics: on the one
hand (1), the issue arises because immigrants (and possibly their descendants) hold
only the citizenship of their country of origin, but not that of the destination country
(and therefore lack voting rights). On the other hand (2), the problem occurs when
emigrants have more than one citizenship, namely that of the country of origin and
that of the country of destination, and pass on both nationalities and associated political
rights to their descendants. Against this background, the present dissertation aims to
contribute to a better understanding of the role of dual citizenship policies in shaping

democratic membership and the quality of democracy by answering the question:

How do dual citizenship policies influence democratic membership and

the quality of democracy?

In order to address this overarching question, several sub-questions have been speci-
fied, each of which is examined in the individual articles and presented in the following

Table 1.1.



Table 1.1: Sub-questions of the dissertation addressed in the research articles

Sub-questions Article
1 How should democracies deal with dual citizenship from a normative point 1
of view?
2 To what extent do dual citizenship policies meet democratic requirements? 1
3 How do dual citizenship policies impede democratic membership? 2
4 How is policy change taking place in the field of dual citizenship in 3
Germany?

The following section presents the study design and methodological approaches em-
ployed to address these sub-questions and to structure the cumulative dissertation ac-

cordingly.

1.2 Study design and methodological approach

The cumulative dissertation consists of three research articles, each addressing the pre-
viously formulated sub-questions. The articles draw on theoretical approaches from
democratic theory, while also incorporating perspectives from political sociology, (so-
ciological) migration and integration research as well as an analytical framework for
the study of political processes. The individual contributions employ different data
sources and methodological approaches. Moreover, they focus on different levels of

analysis. For an overview and publication status of the three articles see Table 1.2.

The three interrelated articles together provide a comprehensive analysis of the role of
dual citizenship policies in shaping democratic membership and the quality of democ-
racy. The sequence of these papers follows a clear and coherent argumentative logic,
moving from normative foundations to empirical realities and, finally, to processes of
policy change. The research approach as well as interim stages and (partial) results of
the individual articles have been presented and discussed in different contexts, as out-

lined in Appendix I: Table AO.1.



Table 1.2: Overview of research articles included in the cumulative dissertation

and publication status

Article Author Title Status
1 Martin Democracy and Dual During the dissertation review pro-
Weinmann Citizenship. A Normative cess, the manuscript progressed to
Analysis of Policies in ‘revise and resubmit’ in the journal
EU Countries. Citizenship Studies (as of May 2026).
2 Martin Barriers to Naturaliza- Published 2022 in the Journal /nter-
Weinmann tion: How Dual Citizen-  national Migration, 60 (5), 237-251,
ship Restrictions Impede  https://doi.org/10.1111/imig.12950
Full Membership.
3 Martin Advocacy Coalitions, During the dissertation review pro-
Weinmann Power and Opportunities:  cess, the manuscript underwent a re-
Policy Change in Ger- vision and was published 2026 in the
many’s Dual Citizenship  Journal German Politics, 1-26,
Policy Subsystem. https://doi.org/
10.1080/09644008.2026.2673121
Article 1

The first article addresses the question of how democracies should deal with dual cit-

izenship from a normative perspective. It focuses on the following sub-questions:

How should democracies deal with dual citizenship from a normative point of view?

(Sub-question 1)

To what extent do dual citizenship policies meet democratic requirements? (Sub-ques-

tion 2)

The article integrates normative policy analysis — focused on how dual citizenship
policies ought to be, grounded in normative concepts — with empirical analysis, which
draws on policy databases to describe citizenship regimes. Thus, it bridges the gap
between normative considerations of how policies should be designed and a fact- and
data-driven description of existing policies (Cairney 2023; Linquiti 2024). The article
establishes the theoretical framework by defining what democratic systems ideally
ought to achieve regarding dual citizenship policies. In doing so, it sets the criteria and

benchmarks that serve as a reference point for evaluating actual policies. The empirical



analysis draws on dual citizenship policies in EU member states and provides a nor-
mative comparison of how different democratic systems approach the issue in practice.
Operating at the macro level, the article focuses on states and their dual citizenship

policies, thereby laying the groundwork for the entire dissertation.

The paper starts from the observation that globalization and international mobility
have created significant challenges for nation-states, democratic systems, and the in-
stitution of citizenship. In particular, these processes generate discrepancies between
territorial borders and membership boundaries, resulting in non-resident citizens
abroad and non-citizen residents domestically — a mismatch that is directly shaped by
a country’s citizenship policy. This discrepancy is captured by the well-established
“boundary problem” in democratic theory (e.g., Dahl 1970; Whelan 1983; Song 2012;
Arrhenius 2018; D. Miller 2020), which highlights the challenge of defining a clear
and legitimate membership for participation in democratic decision-making within a
self-governing political community. Against this background, I first situate the re-
search question within the broader context of the “boundary problem” in democratic
theory and then briefly present selected normative solutions to this problem. Then I
conduct a comparative analysis of dual citizenship policies across EU member states,
employing Rainer Baubdck’s “stakeholder principle” as a normative framework
(Baubdck 2007, 2009, 2015, 2018). Among other things, the principle can be used to
address the question of who may legitimately claim full membership in two political
communities, by taking into account migration patterns and individuals’ ties to differ-
ent democratic polities. As a first step, I operationalize the “stakeholder principle” as
a normative-analytical framework for evaluating citizenship policies through the use
of comparable policy indicators. To this end, policy indicators drawn from multiple
data sources are defined to capture the major forms of dual citizenship acquisition.
They differentiate according to migrants’ generational status, as well as internal and
external regulations on dual citizenship. In doing so, the paper characterizes, catego-
rizes, and compares dual citizenship policies based on how inclusive or exclusive they
are in order to identify “variations and similarities in policy patterns” (Goodman 2023,
140). The data sets include various resources provided by the EUI Global Citizenship
Observatory (GLOBALCIT), such as the “Citizenship Law Dataset”, the Country Re-
ports and the “Global Nationality Laws Database” (Vink et al. 2023; GLOBALCIT



2025a, 2025b), as well as the “MACIMIDE Global Expatriate Dual Citizenship Data-
base” (Vink, de Groot, and Luk 2015). In addition, earlier overviews compiled by other
researchers were used for verification and double checks (Sejersen 2008; Dumbrava
2014b, 2014a; van der Baaren 2020; Solano and Huddleston 2020), alongside national
websites and other online resources containing official information on dual citizenship
regulations (for detailed information see Appendix II). The analysis considers dual cit-
izenship policies in place as of 2022, along with reforms enacted through 2024. My
focus is on EU countries because they are all democratic states, the EU represents a
major destination for international migrants from third countries, and there is signifi-
cant intra-EU mobility. Moreover, although citizenship of an EU member state auto-
matically confers Union citizenship, the rules governing the acquisition and loss of

(dual) citizenship vary considerably among the individual member states.

The article has been submitted to the journal Citizenship Studies.

Article 2

Drawing direct conclusions from dual citizenship policies to individual naturalization
behavior is not possible because aggregate policy data represent country-level patterns
that may conceal important individual differences. Inferring individual behavior solely
from such aggregated data would result in an ecological fallacy (Robinson 1950). Spe-
cifically, this means: Just because a state’s policy regarding dual citizenship is restric-
tive, we cannot conclude that it actually prevents immigrants from acquiring citizen-
ship, on the condition that they must give up or automatically lose their previous citi-
zenship in order to obtain the new one. To accurately assess the effect of policies on
immigrants’ naturalization decisions, it is therefore necessary to analyze data at the
individual level. This approach allows for consideration of personal factors — such as
sociodemographic characteristics and migration biography, social identity, individual
level of integration, or family influence — that are interrelated with policies in shaping
naturalization behavior. Against this background, the second paper empirically exam-
ines how dual citizenship policies as identified in Article 1 affect individuals’ full

membership in the political community by addressing the following sub-question:

How do dual citizenship policies impede democratic membership? (Sub-Question 3)



Focusing on immigrants who actively and consciously decided to acquire German cit-
izenship and those who chose not to naturalize despite fulfilling key eligibility require-
ments, the article explores the “consequences of policies for individuals” (Goodman
2023, 142). Germany serves as a case study in this paper, specifically in the period
prior to the 2024 citizenship reform, when restrictive rules on dual citizenship were
still in place. This context allows for a focused analysis of how policies shape individ-
ual behavior and perceptions. Thus, the paper zooms in on the micro level, showing

how macro-level policies affect individual behavior (i.e., decisions to naturalize).

Starting from the observation that dual citizenship restrictions are widely seen as one
of the major barriers to immigrant naturalization (e.g., Hammar 1985; Faist 2004), and
acknowledging the rather “ambiguous” (Peters, Vink, and Schmeets 2016, 361) em-
pirical findings regarding the effects of dual citizenship tolerance, this paper investi-
gates how both legal restrictions and immigrants’ subjective perceptions of acceptance
and belonging influence their decisions to naturalize. Theoretically, this paper primar-
ily draws on the theory of “ethnic boundary making” (Wimmer 2008, 2013), which is
particularly useful as it considers aspects of membership and affiliation. This is im-
portant because it can be assumed that naturalization is shaped not only by legal bar-
riers, but also by perceived barriers related to membership conceptions, societal ac-
ceptance, and feelings of belonging (symbolic boundaries) — especially in the context

of citizenship change (Diehl and Blohm 2003, 2011; Witte 2014, 2018).

The main data source for this paper is original survey data collected by the Federal
Office for Migration and Refugees (BAMF), specifically the “2011 BAMF Naturali-
sation Study”, a cross-sectional survey of the immigrant population in Germany
(Weinmann, Becher, and Babka von Gostomski 2012). The dataset includes both im-
migrants who actively and consciously decided to acquire German citizenship and
those who chose not to naturalize despite fulfilling key eligibility requirements. The
survey’s detailed information on immigrants’ countries of origin enables the inclusion
of origin-country-specific variables. Accordingly, the data are supplemented with in-
formation on dual citizenship policies, based on the relevant application notes from
the German Federal Ministry of the Interior and the “MACIMIDE Global Expatriate
Dual Citizenship Database” (Vink, de Groot, and Luk 2015). This allows for consid-
eration not only of whether German authorities exceptionally permit immigrants from

certain countries to retain their original citizenship upon acquiring German citizenship,
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but also of whether the laws of their countries of origin require the loss or renunciation
of citizenship after voluntarily obtaining German citizenship. This is necessary “since
dual citizenship is by definition the results of two states granting an individual citizen-
ship”, and therefore “the measurement of a dual citizenship option (in order to assess
its impact on naturalization propensity) requires taking into account the legal situation
in two states” (Vink et al. 2021, 755; for a similar approach, see also Peters and Vink
2024). Furthermore, data from the “Quality of Nationality Index 2011 (QNI)”
(Kochenov and Lindeboom 2019) are integrated, enabling an assessment of the quality
of immigrants’ original citizenship in relation to German citizenship (for detailed in-
formation see Appendix II). This also allows for controlling in the analysis for poten-
tial benefits derived from naturalization in Germany. Together, these data sources en-
able a quantitative examination of the interrelation between dual citizenship policies
and naturalization outcomes. Employing cluster-robust logistic regression models
clustered by country of origin, I focus on two outcome variables. First, [ examine how
dual citizenship options drive long-term immigrants’ naturalization decisions, taking
into account subjectively perceived barriers concerning acceptance and belonging re-
garding citizenship change. Second, I analyze the interrelation between long-term im-
migrants’ decisions not to acquire their destination country's citizenship under the con-
dition of giving up their original citizenship and the aforementioned subjectively per-

ceived barriers.

Germany, prior to the comprehensive reform of its citizenship law in 2024, presents a
particularly suitable case for studying the relationship between naturalization and dual
citizenship restrictions. Historically characterized by a restrictive approach to both nat-
uralization and dual citizenship, the country began to gradually liberalize its citizen-
ship policies only in the late 1990s. Despite these reforms, dual citizenship remained
generally restricted and politically contested, while at the same time numerous excep-
tions to the general principle of avoiding multiple citizenship existed. This makes it
possible to study the impact of different dual citizenship regulations within a single

country.

The article has been published in the journal International Migration and is accessible

via the electronic references (DOI) listed in Table 1.2.
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Article 3

The final paper turns to the dynamic dimension of the topic by investigating how and
why policies on dual citizenship change over time. It thus considers dual citizenship
policies identified in Article 1, whose effects on naturalization behavior are analyzed
in Article 2, and demonstrates how these policies can change over time. The focus of

this article is on the sub-question:

How is policy change taking place in the field of dual citizenship in Germany? (Sub-

question 4)

The article analyzes the conditions and actors that drive policy change in this field.
Studying the “determinants of citizenship policies” helps us understand what leads “to
inclusionary and exclusionary citizenship policy outcomes” (Goodman 2023, 136).
Germany serves again as a case, this time explaining why a country with traditionally
restrictive dual citizenship rules undertook significant reforms over two and a half
decades. This illustrates how barriers to full membership can be reduced, ultimately
enhancing democratic inclusion. The case demonstrates how policies can evolve to
better meet normative standards and respond to the lived realities of affected individ-
uals. Thereby the paper provides a forward-looking perspective on challenges and op-
portunities for democratic governance. This paper operates at the meso level, focusing
on the “aggregated behaviour of policy participants through advocacy coalitions”
(Bordin and Pinheiro 2022, 150), namely the role of the two dominant advocacy coa-

litions in shaping dual citizenship policy in Germany.

Building on the observation that dual citizenship is increasingly accepted worldwide,
and addressing the related questions of why some states reform their policies toward a
more open stance on dual citizenship while others maintain a restrictive approach over
extended periods (Faist, Gerdes, and Rieple 2004; Sejersen 2008), this article exam-
ines how policy change regarding dual citizenship has unfolded in Germany between
1999 and 2024. To analyze policy change in this field, I employ the Advocacy Coali-
tion Framework (ACF) (e.g., Sabatier 1987, 1993, 1998), which is well-suited for stud-
ying both policy change and stability, particularly in the context of contentious policy
issues (Weible and Jenkins-Smith 2016). A core aim of the ACF is to explain belief
and policy change over long time spans, making it an appropriate tool for investigating

the evolution of Germany’s dual citizenship policy. Germany serves as a compelling
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case study, as dual citizenship has sparked intense debate and considerable political
controversy there — more so than in most other countries (Green 2005, 923). The coun-
try offers valuable insights into both political continuity and change concerning dual
citizenship. The ACF-based analysis draws on a variety of documents, primarily par-
liamentary debates and legislative proposals concerning dual citizenship between 1999
and 2024. Additionally, publicly accessible materials such as press interviews and
statements by key advocacy coalition actors are included (for detailed information see

Appendix II).

The article is under review in the journal German Politics.

Overview of the conceptual framework

The study design and methodological approach — from normative foundations through
empirical analysis to policy change — provides a coherent and structured conceptual
framework across the three articles. Through the sub-questions addressed in each pa-

per, the dissertation engages with broader analytical concerns:

— What ought to be?
—  What is?
— What effect does it have?

— How does it change?

By working across multiple levels of analysis — state policies, individual behavior, and
political processes — and linking different domains of citizenship studies — determi-
nants and consequences of policy — the dissertation offers a multi-dimensional per-
spective on dual citizenship in democratic contexts. This approach enhances both the-
oretical depth and empirical relevance by linking democratic theory with insights from

political sociology, migration research, and policy studies.

To clarify the structure and methodological distinctions of the three articles, Table 1.3
summarizes their respective analytical focus, conceptual framework, data sources and

methods, empirical context, and role within the overall dissertation.
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Table 1.3: Overview of the conceptual framework

Article 1 Article 2 Article 3
Analytical  Normative evaluation  Impact of dual citi-  Drivers and dy-
Focus of dual citizenship zenship policies on ~ namics of policy
policies naturalization deci-  change in dual citi-
sions zenship
Key How should democra- How do dual citi- How is policy
Research cies deal with dual cit- zenship policies im-  change taking
Question(s) izenship from a nor- pede democratic place in the field of
mative point of view?  membership? dual citizenship in
To what extent do dual Germany?
citizenship policies
meet democratic re-
quirements?
Theoretical All Citizenship Stake- Theory of Ethnic Advocacy Coali-
& Analyti-  holders Principle Boundary Making tion Framework
cal Frame- (Baubock 2007) (Wimmer 2008) (ACF)
work (Sabatier 1987)
Level of Macro level Micro level Meso level
Analysis (comparative policy (individual behavior (advocacy coali-
analysis across EU of long-term tions and political
countries) immigrants in processes in
Germany) Germany)
Methodo- Comparative policy Quantitative analy-  ACF-based docu-
logical analysis based on a sis using survey data ment analysis
Approach  normative-analytical and country level in- (parliamentary de-
framework using pol-  formation, e.g., poli- bates, legislative
icy indicators cies documents, public
(GLOBALCIT, (BAMF, statements, and
MACIMIDE, MACIMIDE, others)
and others) and others)
Empirical EU member states Germany Germany
Context (2022/24) (2011) (1999-2024)
Contribu-  Normative founda- Practical implica- Policy change:
tion to the  tions: tions: explains how and
Overall establishes normative  assesses the impact ~ why dual citizen-
Study criteria and bench- of policies on natu-  ship policies

marks for evaluating
dual citizenship
policies

ralization and
political member-
ship

change

This section has outlined the study design and methodological approach that underpins

the cumulative research. The following section discusses how each article contributes

to answering the overarching research question.
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1.3 Contribution of the papers to the research question

In the following, the contribution of the three articles of the cumulative dissertation to
answering the overarching research question how dual citizenship policies influence
democratic membership and the quality of democracy is discussed. I first summarize
the results of the individual articles before I discuss their overall contribution to an-

swering the research question.
The three articles each focus on the following aspects:

— Article 1 develops a normative framework that sets out the normative require-
ments that policies should fulfill for conceptions of dual membership and es-
tablishes corresponding evaluation criteria and benchmarks for empirical anal-
ysis. A comparative analysis of EU Member States is used to examine the prac-
tical implementation of these measures in different democracies.

— Article 2 focuses on the practical impact of dual citizenship policies on immi-
grants’ naturalization behavior, demonstrating how these policies influence the
existing incongruence between resident and voting population.

— Article 3 studies how dual citizenship policies change over time, focusing on
the role of advocacy coalitions. Thereby it highlights how significant reforms

of restrictive policies can reduce barriers to full membership.

Article 1

Article 1 contributes both theoretically and empirically to the overarching research
question by establishing and operationalizing normative criteria for evaluating the
democratic quality of dual citizenship policies. Through the systematization and oper-
ationalization of the relevant aspects of the “stakeholder principle” (Baubdck 2007,
2009, 2015, 2018) related to dual citizenship, the article answers how democracies
should deal with dual citizenship from a normative point of view: first- and second-
generation migrants should be able to hold both the citizenship of their residence coun-
try and that of their origin country, while subsequent generations should no longer
automatically acquire dual citizenship (see Section 2, page 32). Building on this foun-
dation the article contributes empirically to the research question by showing how dual
citizenship policies meet democratic requirements. Through a comparative analysis of

EU member states, it highlights, at the macro level, the significant variation in how
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democracies navigate tensions between territorial borders and political membership
with regard to different dual citizenship regulations for various migrant groups. As a
result, it shows that EU countries’ citizenship policies meet normative criteria for dual
membership only to a very limited extent: Few states’ citizenship policies withstand
normative scrutiny regarding the allowance and restriction of dual citizenship for dif-
ferent migrant groups. In fact, only eight out of 27 EU countries largely fulfill the
normative criteria identified on basis of the “stakeholder principle” by permitting dual
citizenship for first- and second-generation migrants, while limiting its automatic
transmission to subsequent generations born abroad (see Section 2, page 36). The anal-
ysis reveals that many countries are either too restrictive (under-inclusive) or too per-
missive (over-inclusive), leading to democratic deficits (see Section 2, page 39-42).
The study highlights the importance of these findings in the context of increasing mi-
gration and free movement within the EU, emphasizing how dual citizenship policies
significantly affect democratic inclusion and equal treatment (see Section 2, page 43-

44),

Article 2

Article 2 bridges theory and practice by empirically examining “how individuals in-
teract with those policy contexts” (Goodman 2023, 136). By demonstrating how policy
designs concretely shape individual perceptions and behavior it sheds light on the dy-
namics of democratic membership and discrepancies between the electorate and the
resident population. The article’s key finding is that the legal requirement to renounce
one’s original citizenship constitutes a significant barrier to naturalization (see Sec-
tion 3, page 66). In doing so, it shows “how policies matter and to whom” (Goodman
2023, 145; see also Vink, Prokic-Breuer, and Dronkers 2013). However, drawing on
the theory of “ethnic boundary making” (e.g., Wimmer 2008; Witte 2014) the paper
also shows that beyond legal constraints, subjectively perceived barriers — particularly
those related to emotional and symbolic aspects of membership and belonging — also
play a crucial role in shaping naturalization decisions. Thereby the study illustrates
that it is not only (restrictive) policies that influence naturalization behavior, but also
symbolic aspects related to the necessity of renouncing the citizenship of the country
of origin, in particular family resistance against citizenship change (see Section 3,

page 66-69). This aspect is also relevant in relation to the desire to retain citizenship
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of the country of origin: non-naturalized immigrants whose family members oppose
naturalization — and thus citizenship change — are more likely to express a preference
for retaining their original citizenship than those whose family members do not oppose

naturalization under the condition of citizenship change (see Section 3, page 67-69).

Article 3

By applying the Advocacy Coalition Framework (ACF) (e.g., Sabatier 1987, 1993,
1998) to policy change on dual citizenship in Germany, Article 3 illuminates the mech-
anisms through which a democratic state adapts its citizenship policy, reducing barri-
ers to membership and enhancing alignment with normative democratic ideals. This
dynamic, process-oriented analysis underscores that dual citizenship policies are not
static but subject to ongoing negotiation and contestation. The analysis identifies two
enduring advocacy coalitions: one led by the CDU/CSU, which consistently opposed
dual citizenship, and the other led by the SPD and the Greens, which supported policy
change (see Section 4, page 89-90). These coalitions were stable in both composition
and belief systems over time (see Section 4, page 102). The paper shows that policy
change unfolded in three key phases: the introduction of ius soli with temporary and
limited dual citizenship in 1999, the abolition of this limitation in 2014, and the full
recognition of dual citizenship in 2024 (see Section 4, page 89-101). Moreover, I find
that two ACF-related mechanisms were particularly important: shifts in power as well
as changing opportunity structures at the federal policy-making level. The SPD and
Greens used electoral victories in 1999 and 2021 to advance reforms, while the
CDU/CSU leveraged Bundesrat influence in 1999 to block them, but was unable to do
so in 2023 (see Section 4, page 90-94 and 99-101). This was because basic constitu-
tional norms of Germany’s federal system that had made a blockade possible in 1999
had changed as a result of the 2006 federalism reform. The revised criteria for the
Bundesrat's approval of federal laws meant that in 2023/24, the Union parties were
unable to act as veto player as they had before, allowing the red-green parties to im-
plement their reforms without obstruction (see Section 4, page 103). Additional ACF
elements also contributed to the policy trajectory. These are public opinion, a brokered
compromise, changing beliefs as well as empirical issues concerning the seriousness

and causes of the policy problem (see Section 4, page 103-104).
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Thus, the article demonstrates that even in countries with traditionally restrictive pol-
icies, a shift toward a more democratic approach is possible: After the 2024 citizenship
reform, Germany’s dual citizenship policy is among the most inclusive in the EU — as
demonstrated by the results of the normative empirical analysis presented in Article 1

(see Section 2, page 36).

Contribution to the research question

The three articles jointly respond to the overarching research question How do dual
citizenship policies influence democratic membership and the quality of democracy?
By examining this question through multiple analytical lenses, the articles offer an
account of the interplay between normative ideals, empirical realities and political pro-

CCSSES.

Taken together, the findings of the three individual articles illustrate how macro-level
policies shape behavior at the micro level, thereby influencing democratic membership
and the overall quality of democracy within a country. Moreover, meso-level processes
highlight how political dynamics and advocacy efforts can drive changes in macro-

level policies, enabling them to better align with normative democratic standards.

With regard to the overarching research question the following key findings can be

stated:

— Dual citizenship policies should meet the requirements of democratic theory in
order to define legitimate and inclusive membership boundaries for participa-
tion in democratic decision-making within self-governing political communi-
ties. (Article 1)

— Many existing dual citizenship policies are either too restrictive or too liberal,
resulting in under- or over-inclusiveness — both of which generate democratic
deficits and thereby negatively affect the quality of democracy. (Article 1)

— Dual citizenship restrictions constitute significant barriers to naturalization,
preventing migrants from acquiring the citizenship of their country of resi-
dence and becoming full political members, thereby undermining the desirable

congruence between the resident and voting population. (Article 2)
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— Dual citizenship policies are subject to continuous negotiation and contesta-
tion, shaped by political debates, institutional actors, and dynamics. However,
even in countries with traditionally restrictive policies, a shift toward a more

democratic approach is possible in the long run. (Article 3)

Together, the three articles provide an integrated, multi-dimensional analysis that cap-
tures the complex ways in which dual citizenship policies shape democratic member-
ship and the overall quality of democracy. At the macro level, such policies define
formal boundaries of membership; at the micro level, they influence individual deci-
sions and perceptions that determine political inclusion; and at the meso level, political
actors and processes mediate between these layers, enabling policy adaptation and re-

form.

This comprehensive approach enhances theoretical understanding by bridging demo-
cratic theory with empirical research and policy analysis, while also providing practi-
cal insights into how democracies can respond to the challenges of globalization and
international mobility in order to foster more inclusive forms of democratic member-

ship.

1.4 Contribution to existing research

This dissertation offers an integrated perspective on the question how dual citizenship
policies influence democratic membership and the quality of democracy. It contributes
to the existing literature across theoretical, empirical, and methodological dimensions.
By conceptualizing dual citizenship as a dimension of democratic quality, the study
engages with debates in democratic theory, citizenship studies, political sociology, and

migration research.

Theoretical contribution

The dissertation contributes to the growing body of work at the intersection of demo-
cratic theory and citizenship studies — “a robust and integrated field within political
science” (Goodman 2023, 136). At the core of the dissertation lies an engagement with

the “boundary problem” in democratic theory (see, among others, Dahl 1970; Whelan
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1983; Song 2012; Arrhenius 2018; D. Miller 2020) — a longstanding, yet increasingly
relevant issue in times of international migration. The boundary problem concerns a
foundational question of democratic legitimacy: who should be included in the demos,
and on what grounds? As democratic self-determination relies on clearly defined and
normatively justified boundaries of membership, inconsistent inclusion criteria can
undermine the legitimacy of democratic decision-making. The “boundary problem”
has been addressed from various theoretical perspectives (e.g., Shapiro 2003; Lopez-
Guerra 2005; Goodin 2007; Abizadeh 2008; Owen 2012; Angeli 2015; Baubock 2018;
D. Miller 2020). This study contributes to this debate by translating theoretical con-
siderations of democratic inclusion into a framework for evaluating how dual citizen-
ship policies align (or fail to align) with democratic criteria for legitimate membership.
Drawing on Rainer Baubdck’s “stakeholder principle” (Baubock 2007, 2009, 2015,
2018) the framework distinguishes between various dimensions of dual citizenship —
including generational status and direction of migration (i.e., immigration vs. emigra-
tion). This framing helps capture the normative tensions between overly liberal regu-
lations, such as granting dual citizenship to non-residents without social and political
ties based solely on descent, and overly restrictive regulations, such as denying dual
citizenship to long-term residents with such ties. In doing so, the dissertation advances
theories of democratic inclusion and transnational membership, offering a structured
normative approach to evaluate contemporary citizenship regimes. While previous
normative scholarship has analyzed dual citizenship based on various democratic the-
ories (Blatter 2011) no study has yet conducted a comparative assessment of how dem-
ocratic states' dual citizenship policies align with normative democratic principles.
This dissertation fills that gap by systematically assessing whether dual citizenship
regulations in democratic states (specifically, EU member states) meet the standards

set by the “stakeholder principle”.

Empirical contribution
Empirically, the dissertation addresses several aspects of dual citizenship policy and

how they influence democratic membership and the quality of democracy:

(1) Building on and combining existing data sources, such as the GLOBALCIT

“Citizenship Law Dataset” and “Global Nationality Laws Database”, as well
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as the “MACIMIDE Global Expatriate Dual Citizenship Database” (Vink et al.
2023; GLOBALCIT 2025b; Vink, de Groot, and Luk 2015), the dissertation
evaluates dual citizenship policies across democratic states. While earlier stud-
ies have shown that most states now tolerate or permit dual citizenship
(Sejersen 2008; Vink et al. 2019; van der Baaren 2020), they often overlook
key variations in how states apply these policies across different modes of ac-
quisition or migrant groups (Dumbrava 2014b; van der Baaren 2020). This dis-
sertation confirms these findings by showing that most EU states widely permit
dual citizenship, but often apply different standards to modes of citizenship
acquisition and different migrant groups. At the same time the study goes be-
yond this research by analyzing the interaction between migration direction
(immigration or emigration) and generational status (first- or second-genera-
tion migrants) in shaping dual citizenship access. In doing so, the study shows
that states which differentiate between first- and second-generation migrants
and/or immigrants and emigrants in their dual citizenship policies are particu-
larly unlikely to meet normative requirements.

(2) The dissertation further contributes empirical insights into the individual-level
effects of dual citizenship policy. Previous studies have produced mixed find-
ings regarding the impact of dual citizenship policies on immigrant naturaliza-
tion. A significant strand of the literature focuses on naturalization rates among
different immigrant groups, but results remain contradictory: Some studies find
that naturalization rates in countries which allow dual citizenship are lower for
immigrants from countries which also recognize dual citizenship compared to
immigrants from countries not recognizing it (DeVoretz 2008; Dronkers and
Vink 2012; Yang 1994). Other studies find that naturalization rates are higher
among immigrants who are allowed to retain their original citizenship — either
through the legal provisions in the country of origin or in the country of resi-
dence (Chiswick and Miller 2009; Mossaad et al. 2018; Vink, Prokic-Breuer,
and Dronkers 2013). Some scholars confirm this positive effect only for certain
immigrant groups (Helgertz and Bevelander 2017; Logan, Oh, and Darrah
2012). Studies that analyze policy changes — either in countries of origin or
destination — present more consistent results: (i) the introduction of dual citi-

zenship recognition in origin countries has positive effects on the naturalization
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of immigrants living in countries that already allow dual citizenship (Jones-
Correa 2001; Mazzolari 2005), (ii) the recognition of dual citizenship in immi-
gration countries increases naturalization, while (ii1) its abolition results in a
decrease (e.g., Bevelander and Veenman 2006; Bocker and Thranhardt 2006;
Labussiére and Vink 2020; Vink et al. 2021). Findings from immigrant surveys
support the view that the requirement to renounce origin-country citizenship
constitutes a major barrier to naturalization (Chavez 1997; Venema and Grimm
2002; Huddleston 2020; Huddleston and Tjaden 2012), but also show that not
all immigrants oppose renunciation — some accept it or proceed with naturali-
zation despite objections (Diehl and Blohm 2001; Weinmann, Becher, and
Babka von Gostomski 2012). Taken together, existing research indicates that
the effect of dual citizenship policies on naturalization is not uniform. A key
limitation in much of the literature is the assumption that all immigrants would
naturalize if dual citizenship were allowed. This overlooks the fact that natu-
ralization decisions are influenced by multiple factors, including personal, cul-
tural, and socio-economic considerations. The dissertation goes beyond this
research by taking into account not only legal barriers for dual citizenship, but
also perceived barriers, such as societal acceptance, and feelings of belonging
(symbolic boundaries) (Witte 2014, 2018). Using original survey data linked
with information on both origin-country policies and residence-country excep-
tions it demonstrates how exclusive boundaries, such as the requirement to re-
nounce prior citizenship, but also family resistance against citizenship change
act as barriers to naturalization.

(3) Moreover, the dissertation contributes to literature examining policy change
with regard to dual citizenship. Although dual citizenship has become increas-
ingly accepted worldwide — as shown above — there is still limited knowledge
about what prompts states to reform their policies, or why some countries have
maintained a negative stance towards dual citizenship (Faist, Gerdes, and
Rieple 2004; Howard 2005; Sejersen 2008). By applying the Advocacy Coali-
tion Framework (ACF) (e.g., Sabatier 1987, 1993, 1998; Weible and Jenkins-
Smith 2016) to the contested field of dual citizenship, the dissertation shows
how competing coalitions and belief systems have shaped German dual citi-

zenship policy over the last 25 years. It documents the gradual shift in Germany
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from a restrictive citizenship regime (with strict rules on dual citizenship) (e.g.,
Hollifield 1986; Brubaker 1992) to more inclusive policies that increasingly
align with democratic principles.

(4) At the same time, the dissertation provides the first comprehensive analysis to
include the landmark 2024 reform, thereby moving beyond previous research
that has largely focused on the reforms of the 1990s as well as the 1999 citi-
zenship reform (Murray 1994; Green 2000, 2005, 2006; Joppke 1999, 2003;
Faist and Triadafilopoulos 2006; Gerdes and Faist 2006; Howard 2008;
Klusmeyer and Papademetriou 2009), and, to a lesser extent, the abolition of
the option scheme (Optionspflicht) as part of the 2014 reform (Winter, Diehl,
and Patzelt 2015).

Methodological contribution

The dissertation makes several methodological contributions by bridging normative
theory and empirical analysis through an analytical framework that includes cross-
national policy comparison, original survey data, and policy process tracing. This dis-
sertation makes a distinctive methodological contribution to the study of dual citizen-
ship and democracy by integrating normative political theory with empirical, multi-
level, and mixed-method research. Unlike many existing studies that remain either in
the domain of normative theory, or focus narrowly on one analytical level (macro,
meso, or micro), this cumulative dissertation combines all three. It develops a multi-
dimensional design that enables a more comprehensive understanding of dual citizen-
ship as both a normative issue and an empirical phenomenon shaped by individual

behavior and political contestation.

First, the dissertation offers a normative-empirical integration by translating a norma-
tive concept into measurable indicators to describe different existing policies (Cairney
2023; Linquiti 2024), allowing for the systematic comparison of these policies in light
of social values (Weimer 2002). By operationalizing Rainer Baubdck’s “stakeholder
principle” using comparative indicators derived from multiple policy datasets it devel-

ops a normative benchmarking tool that enables the evaluation of dual citizenship pol-
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icies across democratic states. This typology goes beyond other analyses of dual citi-
zenship regimes, which do not distinguish between different migrant groups, genera-

tions and modes of dual citizenship acquisition.

Second, the dissertation contributes methodologically by bridging macro-level policy
data with micro-level survey data. By combining detailed individual-level data — such
as sociodemographic characteristics, indicators of integration, identity, attitudes, per-
ceptions and behavior — with national-level policy data, the dissertation addresses the
gap between dual citizenship policies, further policy related issues and immigrants’
naturalization behavior. This integration enables an empirically grounded analysis of
how both legal and symbolic boundaries of membership and belonging influence in-

dividual decisions to naturalize.

Third, the dissertation contributes to policy process research by applying the Advocacy
Coalition Framework (ACF) to the domain of citizenship policy. While the ACF has
been widely used to analyze policy change in other areas, such as energy, environmen-
tal and health policy, its application to migration-related fields remains limited
(Weible, Sabatier, and McQueen 2009; Pierce, Peterson, and Hicks 2020). Although a
few recent studies have applied the ACF to migration policy change (Ripoll Servent
and Trauner 2014; Shin 2019; Wachuku 2019), it has not yet been used to analyze
citizenship policy specifically — a surprising gap given that the ACF 1is particularly
well suited to contested policy domains. The framework provides a systematic lens for
examining how belief systems, advocacy coalitions, and political opportunity struc-
tures interact to shape policy change over extended periods of time. Citizenship policy
is a highly contested domain, where advocacy coalitions promote competing belief
systems on membership, national belonging, and integration. By extending the appli-
cation of the ACF to this policy area, the dissertation demonstrates its methodological
utility for analyzing long-term policy change in normatively charged and politically

contentious fields.

In sum, the methodological contribution of this dissertation lies in its integrative,
multi-level, and cross-disciplinary approach to studying dual citizenship. This meth-
odological framework is both normatively grounded and empirically robust. It enables
a comprehensive examination of how dual citizenship policies shape democratic mem-

bership and contribute to the broader quality of democracy.
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2. Democracy and Dual Citizenship. A Normative Analysis

of Policies in EU Countries. (Article 1)

During the dissertation review process, the manuscript underwent peer review in the
journal Citizenship Studies and received a revise-and-resubmit (R&R) decision. Status

as of May 2026: ‘revise and resubmit’ .’

Abstract

Citizenship policies can have a significant impact on the congruence between the res-
ident population and the citizenry. This paper comparatively analyses citizenship pol-
icies in EU countries based on a normative framework addressing the question which
individuals have a claim to be full members in two polities. The analysis considers
aspects of immigration and emigration as well as individuals’ relations to different
democratic polities. Using a variety of resources, the analysis shows that the EU mem-
ber states’ policies on citizenship meet normative criteria for dual membership only to
a very limited extent. Thus, citizenship policies in most EU countries result in individ-
uals who have weak ties to a political community being granted all the rights and ben-
efits of membership in different polities (over-inclusiveness), while others are denied

this right even though they have closer ties to two polities (under-inclusiveness).
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2.1 Introduction

Globalization and international mobility have significant effects on nation-states, dem-
ocratic systems, and citizenship (Hammar 1990). These lead to “discrepancies between
territorial borders and membership boundaries by generating non-resident citizens
abroad and non-citizen residents domestically” (Baubock 2018a, 18). The scope of this
mismatch is directly linked to a country’s citizenship policy. Restrictive policies for
immigrants hinder alignment between the resident population and citizenry since the
principle of avoiding multiple citizenship can be a barrier for citizenship acquisition
for long term immigrants and their descendants (e.g., Hammar 1985; Peters, Vink, and
Schmeets 2016). Conversely, too liberal provisions for emigrants exacerbate this mis-
match since far-reaching acceptance of dual citizenship allows to include emigrants
and their descendants into the citizenry. The challenge is to avoid excluding individu-
als with ties to the political community (under-inclusiveness) and including those with-
out such ties (over-inclusiveness) (e.g., Song 2012). Solving this challenge is increas-
ingly important due to rising global migration and growing acceptance of dual citizen-

ship.

Past research on the consequences of international migration for citizenship has largely
focused on immigration, with fewer comparative and normative studies on external
citizenship rights (Baubdck 2006). There is empirical evidence that democracies not
only receive immigrants from non-democracies, but also send emigrants to other coun-
tries in significant numbers (Breunig, Cao, and Luedtke 2012, 852), which may ex-
plain the growing interest in their emigration laws and external citizenship policies
(e.g., Collyer 2013; Dumbrava 2014a; van der Baaren 2020). Studies on dual citizen-
ship show an increase in dual citizenship acceptance, with some focusing on dual cit-
izenship for either immigrants or emigrants, others examining policies for different
migrant groups, and still others analyzing variations in policies based on acquisition
methods and internal versus external arrangements (e.g., Sejersen 2008; Vink et al.
2019; van der Baaren 2020; Vink et al. 2023). The latter approach is useful for norma-
tive analysis since it highlights how different states apply varying standards for dual
citizenship, with distinctions between first-generation migrants and their descendants,

and between internal versus external dual citizenship (e.g., Dumbrava 2014b).

Although dual citizenship has been normatively analyzed through various democratic

theories (Blatter 2011), no comparative study examines how well citizenship policies
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in democracies align with normative standards for dual membership. This study aims
to describe and compare citizenship policies in democratic states within a normative
framework, focusing on how they address under- and over-inclusiveness in internal
and external dual citizenship. It contributes to both the empirical literature on dual
citizenship and the democratic inclusion of migrants. The research is guided by two
questions: How should democracies deal with dual citizenship from a normative point
of view? To what extent do democratic states’ citizenship policies meet these require-

ments?

I use Rainer Brubeck’s “stakeholder principle” (Baubdck 2007, 2009, 2015, 2018a) as
anormative framework to determine which individuals are entitled to full membership
in democratic polities based on their relationships with these polities. I analyze how
citizenship policies in democratic states meet these normative requirements. I focus on
EU countries since all EU countries are democracies, the EU is a major destination for
migrants, and there is a high level of intra-EU mobility. Moreover, even though Union
citizenship is automatically granted by membership in an EU state, the acquisition and

loss of (dual) citizenship vary widely across member states (Orgad 2019).

In this article, I first operationalize a normative concept into a concrete evaluative
framework and develop a set of criteria to assess the quality of dual citizenship regimes
in democratic states. This framework then serves as the basis for a comparative anal-
ysis across countries. This approach allows for the evaluation of policies based on
normative criteria by making abstract concepts measurable, facilitating a “systematic
comparison of alternative policies in terms of social values” (Weimer 2002, 61). The
paper bridges the gap between normative considerations of policy design and data-
driven descriptions of actual policies (Cairney 2023; Linquiti 2024) by categorizing
and comparing dual citizenship policies based on their inclusivity or exclusivity to

identify "variations and similarities in policy patterns" (Goodman 2023, 140).

First, I describe the ways of dual citizenship acquisition. Then I discuss the theoretical
considerations of my paper which serve as a normative framework for my later analy-
sis. I then describe data and procedure used in my comparison, before summarizing
the findings, which show that EU citizenship policies meet normative requirements for

dual membership only to a limited extent.
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2.2 Acquisition of dual citizenship

Before analyzing dual citizenship, it is important to consider the different ways of dual
citizenship acquisition. Dual citizenship arises when a person holds citizenship in more
than one country, creating “individuals with a dual status who are full members in
several states” (Sejersen 2008, 528). The different possibilities of dual citizenship ac-

quisition vary by the generational status of migrants:

(1) First-generation migrants acquire dual citizenship through naturalization if
they do not have to renounce their original citizenship or lose it automatically
upon obtaining the receiving state’s citizenship.

(2) Second (and subsequent) generation migrants may receive dual citizenship au-
tomatically at birth or later. At birth, this occurs if (a) citizenship is passed from
the parents via descent (ius sanguinis) and the birth country grants citizenship
by birth in the territory (ius soli), or (b) if parents have different citizenship
(binational parents).ii After birth, dual citizenship is acquired if the birth coun-
try allows facilitated citizenship acquisition for children of immigrants, pro-

vided their original citizenship is not lost (Baubock 2003; Sejersen 2008).

States do not always apply the same standards for dual citizenship to immigrants, em-
igrants, and their descendants. Dual citizenship can also arise outside the territory for
groups that are not of emigrant origin, such as kin minorities or investors. Conversely,
restrictions may target non-national populations within the territory, like ethnic Rus-
sians in some former Soviet states. This underscores the need to distinguish between

internal and external standards applied to individuals (e.g., Dumbrava 2014b).

2.3 Theoretical background: Dual citizenship for whom and why?
Democratic inclusion of migrants

The broader theoretical context of my paper is the boundary problem in democratic
theory (for primary and recent contributions e.g., Dahl 1989; Whelan 1983; Abizadeh
2008; Angeli 2015; Miller 2020). This problem centers on who should be included in

a self-governing political community and who should be excluded.
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The “all affected interest principle” (AAI) and the “all subject to coercion principle”
(ASC) are widely discussed in democratic theory, addressing under-inclusiveness.
AALI argues that anyone whose interests are affected by a decision should be included
in the decision-making process (e.g., Shapiro 2003; Goodin 2007). The principle con-
siders that also individuals outside a polity’s territorial jurisdiction can be affected by
its decisions, such as emigrants who may be interested in returning and who are at least
affected by political decisions concerning their status as citizens living abroad. Critics
of AAI argue that citizens abroad are not equally affected by decisions as residents,
nor are they subject to the government’s territorial jurisdiction (e.g., Lopez-Guerra
2005). However, some interpretations of AAI suggest a global demos, claiming that
state policies affect all humans either directly or indirectly, making their exclusion

unjust (Goodin 2007).

ASC argues that all individuals subject to a government should have a claim to partic-
ipate in the democratic processes (e.g., Dahl 1989; Owen 2012). This includes non-
citizens permanently residing in a country, who are nearly as affected by policies as
citizens. A radical interpretation sees the demos as “unbounded” (Abizadeh 2008, 38)
arguing that immigration laws coercively subject the entire world, and thus people

outside a state’s borders should have a say in immigration policy.

A further principle is Rainer Baubdck’s “all citizenship stakeholder principle”
(Baubock 2007, 2009, 2015, 2018a). This principle asserts that only individuals “who
have a legitimate stake” in a polity’s self-governance can claim citizenship (Baubdck
2018a, 20). In Baubdck’s interpretation, the three principles differ in their territorial
scope and complement each other by fulfilling different purposes of democratic inclu-
sion. AAI and ASC focus on individuals’ relations to governments (decision-making
and rights protection), while the stakeholder principle focuses on their relation to po-
litical communities (membership) (Baubdck 2015, for a critical disussion see 2018b).
It differentiates between the demos (those with the franchise) and the citizenry (those
with a stake in membership). The principle is based on the idea that “only those indi-
viduals have a claim to membership whose individual autonomy and wellbeing is
linked to the collective self-government and flourishing of a particular polity”
(Baubdck 2015, 825). It is based on an understanding of political communities as

“transgenerational human societies” (Baubock 2018a, 46). This includes those whose
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fundamental rights depend on long-term protection by the polity (dependency crite-
rion) or those subject to its authorities for a significant period of their lives (criterion
of biographical subjection) (Baubock 2009). Both criteria demonstrate a genuine link

to a polity, justifying inclusion from a stakeholder perspective (Baubock 2009).

The stakeholder principle addresses both under- and over-inclusiveness by considering
discrepancies between territorial borders and membership boundaries, as well as indi-
viduals’ ties to different polities. This makes it suitable for comparing (dual) citizen-
ship policies, as it adopts a transnational perspective, viewing migrants as both emi-
grants and immigrants. It provides a framework to determine who has a claim to full
membership in two polities. While dual citizenship differs from membership, both are
connected. First, “dual citizenship breaks with the segmentary logic of the classic na-
tion-state, according to which one could belong to only one state at a time” (Joppke
2003, 441). Second, it raises the possibility of “overlapping membership between ter-
ritorially separated and independent polities” (Baubdck 2003, 700). The main argu-
ment of this paper is that citizenship policies impact democratic inclusion: restrictive

policies increase under-inclusiveness, while liberal ones increase over-inclusiveness.

Dual citizenship for first-generation migrants

Baubock’s stakeholder principle addresses both immigration and emigration, high-
lighting individuals’ relations to multiple polities. This makes it useful for analyzing
dual citizenship policies, as it identifies who can claim full membership in two states.
According to the principle, first-generation migrants have a right to dual citizenship
based on their life circumstances. Given their strong interests in long-term membership
in both their origin and residence countries, they should be able to retain their origin
country’s citizenship when naturalizing in their residence country. If dual citizenship
is not allowed, they are forced to choose between two political communities, despite

their interests in both (under-inclusiveness).

Long-term non-citizen residents are citizenship stakeholders due to their dependency
and subjection. They should be entitled to naturalization if they meet residence re-
quirements and be allowed to keep their original citizenship. Minor children immigrat-

ing after birth (1.5th generation) should have facilitated access to dual citizenship
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(Baubock 2018a). By naturalizing, immigrants voluntarily commit to joining a politi-

cal community “based on birthright” (Baubdck 2018a, 67).

Long-term non-resident citizens who emigrated from their country of origin are stake-
holders in their origin country due to their biographical ties (subjection). They should
have a lifelong right to return, which includes retaining their original citizenship. Au-
tomatic loss of original citizenship upon acquiring another abroad also means losing

the right to return (Baubock 2009).

Dual citizenship for second and subsequent generation migrants
From a stakeholder perspective, second-generation migrants similarly have a stake in

long-term membership in both their birth country and their parents’ origin country.

Regarding internal citizenship, children born to immigrants should automatically ac-
quire the citizenship of their birth country, even if they also inherit their parents’ citi-
zenship by descent (ius sanguinis). Raised in the country their parents migrated to,
these children are clear stakeholders, must be recognized as full members from birth
and should not be “treated as newcomers” (Baubock 2018a, 68). They should not need
to naturalize later or wait until adulthood to gain full citizenship (Baubock 2018a).
Without automatic citizenship provisions, these individuals face exclusion from full

membership (under-inclusiveness).

Regarding the external aspects of citizenship, second-generation emigrants have a sim-
ilar, though somewhat weaker, claim to their parents’ origin country citizenship. Until
reaching adulthood, their circumstances are shaped by their parents’ decisions, includ-
ing intentions to return. Therefore, they should have a right to return and acquire citi-
zenship by descent at birth abroad (Baubock 2009; see also Carens 2016). Children of
emigrants should automatically receive their parents’ origin country citizenship, even

if they also acquire birth country citizenship by ius soli.

However, the stakeholder principle allows for verifying the strength of second-gener-
ation migrants’ ties when they come of age — for example, by requiring an intention to
reside in the origin country or by automatic loss of citizenship if they do not. Unlimited
intergenerational transmission of citizenship by descent to further generations born

abroad is not justified under this principle and risks over-inclusiveness (Baubdck
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2018a). This concern is heightened as democracies increasingly extend voting rights
to nationals abroad (Lafleur 2015; Wellman, Allen, and Nyblade 2023; Umpierrez de
Reguero and Vink 2025; Wegschaider, Umpierrez de Reguero, and Baubock 2025).
For children of binational parents, external citizenship claims apply only if the relevant
parent is a first-generation migrant.! Consequently, the stakeholder principle makes
an unlimited external transmission of (multiple) membership to subsequent genera-
tions impossible. They typically lack a sufficient stake in their grandparents’ country
to claim citizenship, unless their parents have renewed links by residing there
(Baubock 2018a, 69). Thus, no moral right to external citizenship exists for subsequent
generations, although administrative discretion should allow exceptions, such as when
third-generation emigrants demonstrate strong ties or to prevent statelessness

(Baubock 2009).

In summary, a normative ideal type for dealing with dual citizenship can be derived
on the basis of the stakeholder principle: it should be allowed for first- and second-
generation migrants but limited for later generations. These groups have legitimate
claims to both origin and residence country citizenship due to their genuine link to

both. This ideal type serves as a framework for the following comparative analysis.

2.4 Dual citizenship in the EU

Data sources

The comparison of EU citizenship policies draws on multiple sources, primarily from
the EUI Global Citizenship Observatory (GLOBALCIT), including the Citizenship
Law Dataset (Vink et al. 2023), the Country Profiles (GLOBALCIT 2025a) and the
Global Nationality Laws Database (GLOBALCIT 2025b). It also uses data from the
MACIMIDE Global Expatriate Dual Citizenship Database (Vink, de Groot, and Luk
2015). Further resources for verification and double checks are earlier overviews com-
piled by other researchers (Sejersen 2008; Dumbrava 2014b, 2014a; van der Baaren
2020; Solano and Huddleston 2020) and additional online resources (for detailed in-
formation see Appendix II: Table A1.2 and Annex A1.1). The analysis reflects poli-
cies as of January 1, 2022, including updates through June 2024.
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Coding strategy

The comparative analysis examines dual citizenship policies based on the main acqui-
sition pathways, distinguishing by migrant generation and by internal vs. external pro-
visions (Table 2.1)."Y A country is coded as allowing dual citizenship for a given group
if it permits it generally, not only for specific countries (e.g., EU or treaty countries or
countries with special ties, for detailed information see Appendix II: Table A1.1, A1.2

and Annex Al.1).

For the internal dimension, the analysis examines whether countries allow dual citi-
zenship for first-generation migrants upon naturalization. For the second generation,
it focuses on whether children born in the country may retain another citizenship ac-
quired at birth. This includes automatic birthright citizenship (ius soli) and facilitated
naturalization for second-generation migrants or 1.5-generation immigrants (those
with a certain period of residence as minors)." If no specific provisions exist for the
second generation, general naturalization rules for the first generation apply — typically

precondition-rich and more restrictive, often requiring majority age.

Regarding external dual citizenship, the analysis focuses on whether a country allows
first-generation emigrants to retain their original citizenship after voluntarily acquiring
another abroad. For the second generation, it considers whether children born abroad
to first-generation emigrants automatically acquire their parents’ origin country citi-
zenship, even when they acquire another at birth. The analysis also examines whether
states limit dual citizenship across generations — either by restricting acquisition at
birth from a certain generation onward or by later withdrawing citizenship due to a
lack of genuine link or territorial connection (e.g., absence of residence or failure to
return by a certain age)."! While such rules may primarily aim to regulate citizenship
transmission, they also restrict the indefinite inheritance of dual citizenship. Notably,
these provisions do not apply if they would result in statelessness."'! Restrictions for
children of binational parents, whether born in or outside the country, are also included

viii

in the analysis.

Since the stakeholder principle provides the framework for assessing the extent to
which dual citizenship policies in EU countries meet normative requirements for ad-
dressing under- and over-inclusiveness, the results are presented according to how ef-

fectively these issues are mitigated.
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Comparison of dual citizenship

Citizenship policies best meet the stakeholder principle when they allow dual citizen-
ship for first and second-generation migrants, but limit it for later generations born
abroad (inclusive dual citizenship). Policies fully allowing dual citizenship after the
second generation born abroad are over-inclusive, granting citizenship to those with
minimal ties. Conversely, fully prohibiting dual citizenship results in under-inclusive-
ness, excluding individuals with strong connections to two countries. Policies are
partly under-inclusive if dual citizenship is selectively allowed for some groups of first
or second-generation migrants and delimited for subsequent generations born abroad.
If the latter is not the case the policies are partly under- and over-inclusive. Table 2.1
summarizes the policies of all EU countries. Unless otherwise noted, sources are listed

in Appendix II: Table A1.2 and Annex Al.1.

Table 2.1 shows that most EU countries permit dual citizenship in some form. 17 of
the 27 member states allow dual citizenship for both first and second-generation im-
migrants and emigrants. Only one country fully prohibits dual citizenship. The rest
allow it for some groups but restrict it for others. Fourteen states limit the transmission

of dual citizenship across generations or as ties to the political community diminish.
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Table 2.1: Dual citizenship in EU countries.

Internal dual citizenship

1 st 2nd
gen- gen-
eration eration

External dual citizenship

I 2nd limitation through loss or non-auto-

gen- gen- matic acquisition

eration  eration  genmeration: criteria; prevention of
loss / condition for acquisition

Inclusive dual citizenship

Belgium v Vent

Den- v [V/ g ]diseC1.5t)
mark

Finland v [V 15 ]
France v /auto

Ger- v v

many

Ireland v /terr, disc
Portugal  v'ent  tert/ent
Sweden VY Vv ent(1.5th)

4 4 2nd*: dual citizenship + generational
ties + territorial ties; prevention of
loss: timely declaration
31" generational ties; condition for
acquisition: timely registration

4 4 2nd*: dual citizenship + generational
ties + territorial ties; prevention of
loss: genuine link + timely applica-
tion (loss)

4 4 2"4*: dual citizenship + generational
ties + territorial ties; prevention of
loss: genuine link + timely applica-
tion (loss)

4 4 2nd*: generational ties + territorial ties
+ nationality certificate/ties to the
state (effective loss)

4 4 31" dual citizenship + generational
ties + territorial ties; condition for ac-
quisition: timely registration

4 4 31" generational ties; condition for
acquisition: registration/application
4 4 2nd: generational ties; condition for

acquisition: registration/declaration
31*: generational ties; condition for
acquisition: registration/declaration +
genuine link

v v 2nd%: dual citizenship + generational
ties + territorial ties; prevention of
loss: genuine link + timely applica-

tion

Over-inclusive dual citizenship

Czech v v/dise v v

Republic

Cyprus v [‘/18+]disc(lst) v v

Greece v vent 4 4

Hungary v v/ dise v v

Italy 4 [\/18+]em 4 4

Luxem- v Vent 4 4

bourg

Poland Vent [/] 8+] ent(1st) v v/ pater

Romania v [V/15+]di5 v v

Slovakia v v/ dise 4 4

Under-inclusive dual citizenship

Latvia 2nd*: dual citizenship + generational
ties (effective non-acquisition)

- CONTINUED -
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Table 2.1. Dual citizenship in EU countries.
- CONTINUED -

Partly under-inclusive dual citizenship

Malta v [V/ge]discdsn v [Veo] 3™ generational ties (effective non-
acquisition)

Nether- [V 18] 4 4 13*: dual citizenship + territorial ties;

lands prevention of loss: residence in EU >
1 year/nationality certificate

Slovenia [V/154]di5¢ 4 [V]eee 27" dual citizenship + generational
ties; condition for acquisition: timely
application

Croatia 4 [v']oep 2nd*: dual citizenship + generational

ties; condition for acquisition timely
registration/application

Spain [ v/ ]ro proof 4 2"*: dual citizenship + generational
ties + territorial ties; condition for ac-
quisition: timely application

Partly under-inclusive and over-inclusive dual citizenship

Bulgaria 4 4
Austria v/ pater
Estonia v
Lithua- v
nia

Sources: GLOBALCIT Citizenship Law Dataset (v2.0), GLOBALCIT Country Profiles, GLOB-
ALCIT Global Nationality Laws Database, MACIMIDE Global Expatriate Dual Citizenship Dataset
(V5); author’s own compilation; see Appendix II: Table Al.1, A1.2 and Annex Al.1 for details and
information on additional resources. Status: January 1, 2022, changes included until June 2024. Leg-
end: v' = dual citizenship is allowed; [v'15+] = dual citizenship is allowed only after coming of age;

[V 9] = dual citizenship is allowed only if born in wedlock to a citizen or out of wedlock if mother is
a citizen. Superscripts: " entitlement (naturalization / application after birth), ' ius soli (acquisition
at birth), ®° automatic attribution (after birth), 9 discretionary (application after birth), °P one citizen
parent: timely registration / application; " P™°f no proof of renunciation necessary, P** paternity / wed-
lock restriction: timely recognition; additional superscripts: (!9 27 generation must apply for regular
naturalization under the same conditions as the 1% generation (no facilitated procedure), ™ provi-
sions for facilitated naturalization for foreign-born persons with a certain period of residence (1.5
generation) apply to the 2" generation.

Inclusive dual citizenship

Belgium, Denmark, Finland, France, Germany, ™ Ireland, Portugal and Sweden largely
align with the stakeholder principle through inclusive dual citizenship. They permit
dual citizenship for both immigrants and emigrants in the first and second generation,
while limiting its transmission to later generations born abroad. However, the specifics

of these policies vary across countries (Table 2.1).

According to the stakeholder principle, first-generation migrants have a legitimate

claim to dual citizenship based on their life circumstances. All eight countries allow
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first-generation immigrants to retain their original citizenship upon naturalization.
Likewise, emigrants from these countries do not lose their citizenship if they acquire

another abroad.*

From a stakeholder perspective, second-generation migrants have a claim to long-term
membership in both their birth country and their parents’ origin country. All eight
countries allow dual citizenship for this group but apply different approaches. Bel-
gium, Portugal, and Ireland combine dual citizenship at birth with facilitated naturali-
zation for second-generation immigrants born in the territory. Germany, Portugal, and
Ireland allow dual citizenship at birth based on a conditional ius soli, while Belgium
grants citizenship to children of non-citizens upon application before the age of
twelve X These provisions are supplemented by possibilities of additional acquisition
of the respective citizenship before coming of age on the basis of facilitated naturali-
zation. France provides the possibility of dual citizenship for children born in the coun-
try to non-citizens and who have been resident in the country for five years since the
age of eleven on the basis of an automatic attribution after birth.* Sweden, Denmark,
and Finland also permit dual citizenship for second-generation immigrants. In Finland,
citizenship can only be obtained after coming of age. Even though there are no special
provisions for the second generation in Sweden and Denmark, the provisions for fa-
cilitated naturalization for young immigrants with a certain period of residence or
schooling in the country (1.5th generation) are applicable since they already enable
young migrants to acquire the country’s citizenship under facilitated conditions with-
out giving up their original one. Nevertheless, only in Sweden young immigrants are
entitled for facilitated naturalization before coming of age. In Denmark, this is only
possible after coming of age under certain conditions on the basis of a discretionary

xiii

decision.

Regarding external aspects, second-generation emigrants from Belgium, Finland,
France, Germany, Ireland, Portugal, and Sweden are allowed dual citizenship if they
automatically acquire another citizenship at birth. This aligns with the stakeholder
principle, as their life circumstances are shaped by their parents until adulthood. It is
reasonable to verify their ties to their parents’ origin country upon reaching majority.
However, unlimited transmission of dual citizenship beyond the second generation
contradicts the stakeholder principle and leads to over-inclusiveness. Accordingly,

Belgium, Denmark, Finland, France, Germany, Ireland, Portugal, and Sweden restrict
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citizenship transmission by descent for later generations. The countries differ in the
conditions and effectiveness of these limits. In Denmark, Finland, France, and Swe-
den, children born abroad lose citizenship from the second generation if they cannot
prove a link to the country. Nordic citizens born abroad with another citizenship and
no residence history in their origin country or another Nordic country must request to
retain citizenship before age 22, or lose it.*"V Proof of connection can include military
service, frequent vacations, or educational stays. In Sweden, for example, second-gen-
eration emigrants’ retention requests are usually approved, while later generations’
requests are granted only if ties to Sweden remain (Bernitz 2012, 16). The French case
differs: French citizenship can, in principle, be transmitted abroad indefinitely. How-
ever, it can be lost under strict conditions if no link to France is established — meaning
the individuals have never resided habitually in France, never held French nationality,
and their parents neither lived in France for 50 years nor held French nationality. Even
though “(t)he loss of French nationality is mainly governed by the objective of limiting
the number of cases of dual nationality” (Bertossi and Hajjat 2013, 16), the rule applies
to all descendants living permanently abroad without ties to France, regardless of
whether they hold another citizenship. In Portugal and Belgium, citizenship transmis-
sion differs by generation. Children born abroad to Portuguese parents do not auto-
matically acquire citizenship but can acquire citizenship besides another citizenship
through a procedure of “[v]oluntary acquisition of citizenship at birth” (Gil and Picara
2020, 16). Even if the acquisition of citizenship is based on descent, the person must
declare the will to become Portuguese (in person or through a legal representative).™”
For the third generation, applicants must also demonstrate effective ties to Portugal,
such as language proficiency and regular contact with the territory. Belgium restricts
dual citizenship from the second generation onward if ties to the territory are lacking:
Foreign-born children with another citizenship lose Belgian citizenship automatically
if they live abroad continuously from age 18 to 28 and do not declare their wish to
keep it before reaching the age of 28. Subsequent generations acquire Belgian citizen-
ship only if their birth is registered before the age of five. However, to prevent state-
lessness, Belgian citizenship is automatically granted if the person has not acquired
another citizenship by the age of 18. Thus, the rules limit citizenship transmission

mainly when another citizenship is acquired before adulthood. Children born abroad
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to German citizens who were also born abroad no longer automatically acquire Ger-
man citizenship.®"! However, they can obtain it retroactively from birth if their parents
register the birth with German authorities before the child’s first birthday. This process
means that citizenship acquisition — and thus dual citizenship — “depends on the legal
knowledge and administrative skills of the parents, which is hardly suitable as an in-
dication for a genuine link” to the country (Masing 2001, 7; author’s translation). In
Ireland, the third emigrant generation does not automatically acquire citizenship but
may apply for it through foreign birth registration. Even though this provision aims at
delimiting automatic acquisition of citizenship abroad in general, it can also delimit
dual citizenship in the succession of generations. However, citizenship may be passed
on to foreign-born descendants “from generation to generation, provided that the chain
is not broken by a failure to register” (Handoll 2010, 10) even though a second citi-
zenship is automatically acquired. Thus, although Belgium and Ireland restrict auto-
matic acquisition of (dual) citizenship, these limits “can be easily overcome by way of

formal registration” (Dumbrava 2014a, 2345) without proving a genuine link.

Over-inclusive dual citizenship

Nine EU countries — Cyprus, the Czech Republic, Greece, Hungary, Italy, Luxem-
bourg, Poland, Romania, and Slovakia — have over-inclusive dual citizenship policies.
They allow dual citizenship for first and second-generation migrants but do not limit
its transmission across generations abroad (Table 2.1). In all nine countries, immi-
grants can retain their original citizenship upon naturalization, and first-generation em-

igrants can keep their citizenship when voluntarily acquiring another. ™"

All nine countries allow second-generation immigrants to hold dual citizenship from
birth, but with varying approaches. In Greece, second-generation immigrants can ac-
quire dual citizenship through facilitated naturalization before adulthood.*" In Lux-
embourg, second generation immigrants can acquire dual citizenship through facili-
tated naturalization if both they and their parents meet residence requirements — either
before adulthood based on a declaration at the age of 12, or automatically after coming
of age.*™* In the Czech Republic and Hungary, second-generation immigrants may ac-

quire dual citizenship before adulthood through a special naturalization procedure, but
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only at the authorities’ discretion if multiple conditions are met.*™ In Slovakia, the
second generation can additionally acquire Slovak citizenship under a facilitated nat-
uralization procedure before coming of age.* In Italy and Romania, second-genera-
tion immigrants may acquire citizenship through facilitated naturalization, but only
after reaching adulthood — and in Romania, only at the authorities’ discretion. In Cy-
prus and Poland, second-generation immigrants cannot acquire dual citizenship at birth
or through special procedures as minors; they must wait until they qualify for regular

naturalization.

In all nine countries, citizenship can be transmitted indefinitely: children born abroad
to a citizen automatically acquire their family's origin-country citizenship, regardless
of generation, allowing for unrestricted dual citizenship.* This unlimited transmis-
sion by descent goes beyond the stakeholder principle and leads to over-inclusiveness.
Poland, however, limits this slightly — children born to binational parents, whether in
Poland or abroad, acquire Polish citizenship only if parenthood is established within

one year of birth. This can be seen as a time-limited pathway to dual citizenship.

Under-inclusive dual citizenship

Latvia’s citizenship law is under-inclusive, as it largely prohibits dual citizenship (Ta-
ble 2.1). It is not permitted for first- and second-generation immigrants, nor for emi-
grants and their descendants. ™! Citizenship by birth abroad is generally granted only
if both parents are Latvian citizens. If only one parent is Latvian, citizenship is passed
on only if the other parent is from a country with which dual citizenship is permit-
ted. ™ If a child acquires another citizenship before adulthood, it must choose between
the two before the age of 25. As a result, dual citizenship is even not possible for

children of binational parents.

It is important to note that, after regaining independence from the Soviet Union, Latvia
reinstated pre-Soviet citizenship law to restore citizenship to former citizens and their
descendants. The restrictive policy primarily aims to deny automatic citizenship to a
specific group: immigrants from the Soviet period, particularly the ethnic Russian mi-

nority (Dumbrava 2014b).
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Partly under-inclusive dual citizenship

The citizenship policies of Croatia, the Netherlands, Malta, Slovenia and Spain are
partly under-inclusive. They allow dual citizenship for some migrant groups but not
others, and restrict dual citizenship for descendants of long-term emigrants through

various provisions (Table 2.1).

Malta allows dual citizenship for first-generation immigrants, but their descendants
cannot acquire Maltese citizenship automatically or through a special procedure. The
second generation must wait for regular naturalization to gain dual citizenship upon
reaching adulthood. With regard to the external aspects, the country allows dual citi-
zenship for first-generation emigrants, but not generally for subsequent generations.
Malta does so only as long as the child is born to a Maltese mother. Dual citizenship
is not possible for children born to unmarried binational couples where the father is
Maltese.™" From the third generation onwards, Maltese citizenship cannot be acquired

abroad at all.

The Netherlands and Slovenia allow dual citizenship only for second-generation im-
migrants as well as for emigrants and their direct descendants.®™"' However, in the
Netherlands, second-generation immigrants can acquire Dutch citizenship through fa-
cilitated naturalization without renouncing previous citizenship, but only after reach-
ing adulthood and if they have been residents since birth.*"!! In Slovenia, the second
generation can acquire dual citizenship only through naturalization by discretionary
decision, after meeting numerous requirements, reaching adulthood, and having re-
sided in Slovenia since birth. " Externally, children born abroad to binational parents
do not automatically receive Slovenian citizenship at birth; it requires a parental ap-
plication or the child’s application between the age of 18 and 36. However, this re-
striction does not effectively delimit an intergenerational transmission of (dual) citi-
zenship. Children born abroad who acquire another citizenship by birth also acquire
Slovenian citizenship, and children of binational parents can apply for Slovenian citi-
zenship. In the Dutch case, dual citizenship is not restricted by emigrants’ generational
status. However, dual citizens living abroad lose Dutch citizenship after turning 18 if
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they have lived outside the EU continuously for 13 years™* and do not apply for a
passport or other proof of nationality. This effectively limits dual citizenship for later

generations by tying citizenship to territorial contact. It also aligns with a stakeholder
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principle, as it preserves the first generation’s lifelong right to return if they maintain

their passport or nationality certificate.

Croatian citizenship law is asymmetrical regarding internal and external dual citizen-
ship. Multiple citizenship is allowed for emigrants and their children but not for im-
migrants and their descendants. Automatic dual citizenship abroad is limited from the
second generation onward, as a child’s birth must be registered before age 21 if only
one parent is a citizen and the other holds another citizenship. While this temporary
registration requirement complicates dual citizenship acquisition for later generations,

it does not effectively restrict it in principle.

On paper, Spain allows dual citizenship only for second-generation emigrants.™* Chil-
dren born abroad to a Spanish citizen automatically acquire citizenship, even if they
have another citizenship at birth. Dual citizenship is restricted from the third genera-
tion onwards: those living permanently abroad lose Spanish citizenship when they
reach the age of 21 unless they declare to retain it. For naturalization, an oath to re-
nounce citizenship of countries with which dual citizenship is not explicitly tolerated
is required, but actual renunciation is not enforced. Thus, renunciation is a nominal,

not a de facto, condition for naturalization.

Partly under-inclusive and over-inclusive dual citizenship

Bulgaria, Austria, Estonia, and Lithuania have partly under-inclusive and over-inclu-
sive dual citizenship. All four countries allow dual citizenship for foreign-born chil-
dren of citizens regardless of generation (over-inclusive).** However, immigrants and
their descendants cannot additionally acquire citizenship of these countries (under-in-
clusive). i Only Bulgaria generally allows first generation emigrants to additionally
acquire another country’s citizenship. In Austria, time limits apply for children born
to binational parents: for children born out of wedlock to a foreign mother and an

Austrian father, paternity must be acknowledged within eight weeks after birth.
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2.5 Summary and discussion

Regarding the implications of internal and external aspects of dual citizenship in dem-
ocratic polities for conceptions of membership, this paper shows that EU countries’
citizenship policies meet normative criteria for dual membership only to a very limited
extent. Only the citizenship policies of few states stand up to normative scrutiny when
it comes to allowing and prohibiting dual citizenship. Based on Baubock’s stakeholder
principle which serves as a normative framework for the comparative analysis of citi-
zenship policies, migrants’ membership claims in different polities depend on their
generational status: first- and second-generation migrants should be able to hold both
the citizenship of their residence country and that of their origin country, while subse-
quent generations should no longer automatically acquire dual citizenship. However,
only eight out of 27 EU countries largely meet these normative requirements by al-
lowing dual citizenship for first and second-generation immigrants and emigrants
while delimiting the intergenerational transmission of dual citizenship to subsequent

generations born abroad.

Due to increasing migration movements to and within the EU as well as worldwide
and an increasing acceptance of dual citizenship these findings are of importance from
anormative as well as a societal perspective: citizenship policies can have a significant
impact on the congruence between the resident population and the citizenry in coun-
tries with an internationally mobile population. Overly restrictive policies deny mi-
grants all the rights and benefits of full membership in a polity if they have another
country’s citizenship even though they have close ties to both polities (under-inclu-
siveness). Overly liberal policies result in individuals who have weak ties to a political
community being granted these rights and benefits automatically and additionally even
though they have another country’s citizenship (over-inclusiveness). In some cases,
both issues coexist — excluding individuals with ties to the political community while

including others with only weak ties.

The comparative analysis of citizenship policies confirms findings of other studies,
showing that the majority of states worldwide and in the EU now widely permit dual
citizenship and that states do not either allow or prohibit dual citizenship, but often
apply different standards to modes of citizenship acquisition and different migrant
groups (e.g., Sejersen 2008; Dumbrava 2014b; Vink, de Groot, and Luk 2015; van der
Baaren 2020). Going beyond these findings, this study shows that especially those
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states do not meet normative requirements that distinguish between first- and second-
generation migrants and/or immigrants and emigrants with regard to the possibility of
dual citizenship. This is problematic not only for reasons of equal treatment and anti-
discrimination (Spiro 2011), but also because different standards for individual mi-
grant groups can promote democratic under- and over-inclusiveness. However, the
study leaves unanswered the reasons why some states make differences regarding dual
citizenship between different migrant groups and others do not. Reasons can, for ex-
ample, be “different historic starting points and conditions” (Winter 2014, 48), “pref-
erential membership policies” (Dumbrava 2014b), to create closer ties with emigrants
or to politically integrate immigrants by making naturalization easier (Sejersen 2008),
Future research should explore whether normative principles guide states that apply
uniform rules and uphold democratic values, through comparative case studies and

analyses of policy debates.

However, in terms of policy implications, this paper highlights democratic deficits in
EU countries that apply different criteria to migrant groups, leading to under- or over-
inclusiveness. This issue matters for the EU as an area of free movement and common
citizenship (Orgad 2019), as immigrants from third countries can easily become dual
citizens and EU citizens in one EU country, while this is impossible in another EU
state. Conversely, emigrating citizens from one EU state lose their national and Union
citizenship if they acquire the citizenship of a third country, while citizens from an-
other EU state can retain both their national and Union citizenship and even be able to
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pass both on to their descendants abroad without any restriction.

Endnotes of Article 1

I thank Sybille Miinch and Rainer Baubdock for their useful comments on this paper.

i A child born to binational parents in a third country and who acquires both parents’ citi-
zenship by descent may also acquire a third citizenship if the birth country’s citizenship is
acquired through ius soli or if at least one parent is a naturalized citizen who then passes
on the origin country’s citizenship by descent.

il Depending on the parents’ citizenship constellation and the dominant acquisition principles
in their country of residence, second-generation migrants may even have a claim to a
third citizenship. If first-generation migrants already hold dual citizenship, their children
could potentially acquire citizenship in more than three states.

v The comparative analysis focuses on dual citizenship provisions for migrants, excluding
cases such as extraterritorial naturalization of kin minorities or citizenship restrictions tar-
geting non-immigrant populations within a country.

44



v Provisions for double ius soli are considered but not central to the analysis, as they primar-
ily apply to third-generation immigrants — i.e., children born in a country to a parent who
was also born there.

¥i This may already apply to first-generation emigrants after a certain period of residence
abroad.

Vi When assessing dual citizenship limitations for children born abroad, a country is coded as
providing a limitation if such a provision exists in principle — regardless of how strict or
effectively enforced it is. This includes requirements like applying for citizenship due to
the absence of automatic acquisition by descent, for example through short time limits for
birth registration or the need for an application or declaration to claim citizenship. Stand-
ard birth registration procedures, however, are not considered limitations.

Vit Pyrely formal recognition or legal establishment of maternity or paternity as prerequisites
for acquiring citizenship by descent are not considered restrictions, provided they are not
subject to strict time limits. Recognition or establishment occurring up to beyond the age
of majority does not apply as such narrow time limit.

X On January 19, 2024, the German Bundestag passed a reform of the German Citizenship
Act entering into force on June 27, 2024. The so-called "Act on the Modernization of Cit-
izenship Law" facilitates access to German citizenship and enables dual citizenship.

* In Denmark, Finland, France, and Sweden, young foreign-born individuals with sufficient
residence or schooling (1.5™ generation) can acquire citizenship under certain conditions.
Only France and Sweden allow this before adulthood.

% In Portugal and Belgium these provisions are supplemented by a double ius soli (3™ gener-
ation).

%ii This provision is supplemented by a double ius soli.

xit A gsimilar provision exists in Finland, where facilitated naturalisation is available for five
years after coming of age, provided residence requirements are met.

*v See also the Judgment of the Court of Justice of the European Union in Case C-689/21.

XV A registration of birth is regarded as a tacit declaration.

™ Provided the German parent was born abroad after 31 December 1999 and normally re-
sides abroad at the child’s birth.

it Since April 1, 2022, Slovak citizens living abroad for at least five years can naturalize in
their country of residence without losing Slovak citizenship.

Wil Thig is supplemented by a possibility for young foreign-born individuals (1.5" genera-
tion) with sufficient residence or schooling to acquire citizenship before adulthood, along
with a double ius soli rule.

*ix This is supplemented by a facilitated naturalisation procedure for those with a certain pe-
riod of residence before adulthood. Provided they have attended school in Luxembourg.

* In the Czech Republic, young foreign-born individuals (1.5™ generation) can acquire
Czech citizenship through facilitated naturalization, but only after adulthood. In contrast,
Hungary offers a special, though highly conditional, naturalization procedure that enables
young foreign-born immigrants to acquire dual citizenship before adulthood.

i This also applies to a separate procedure under which persons who have lived in Slovakia
as minors for at least three years (1.5" generation) can additionally obtain the country’s
citizenship after coming of age.

i In Cyprus birth registration is theoretically required for children born and permanently re-
siding abroad. However, “(n)either the Law nor any regulations issued under the law pro-
vide [...] for the manner the registration should take place” (Trimikliniotis 2015, 12).

wiil Bxceptions exist for citizens of EU, EFTA or NATO member states, as well as Australia,
Brazil or New Zealand, and countries with which Latvia has signed a dual citizenship
agreement — though no such agreement has been concluded.

v Another option is acquiring (dual) citizenship based on important state interests.

*v Although the European Court of Human Rights (ECtHR) ruled in 2011 (Genovese v.
Malta) that this differential treatment was discriminatory, Maltese law still retains this
provision (Aditus Foundation; European Network on Statelessness; Institute on

Statelessness and Inclusion 2023).
45



v Dutch citizenship is not lost when another citizenship is voluntarily acquired in certain
cases, such as if the person obtained citizenship by birth in the Netherlands (1% genera-
tion).

it Thig provision is supplemented by allowing young foreign-born individuals with a cer-
tain period of residence (1.5™ generation) to additionally acquire the country’s citizenship
under certain conditions (after reaching adulthood), as well as a double ius soli.

it This is supplemented by a special naturalisation procedure for individuals with a certain
period of residence after reaching adulthood, provided several conditions are met.

wix Before April 1, 2022: ten years.

*x Exceptions exist for citizens of Latin American and some other countries. Facilitated nat-
uralization is possible, either before or after coming of age, for individuals born in Spain
who have lived there for one year, but dual citizenship is only allowed in exceptional
cases. However, Spain applies a double ius soli.

xxi Bstonian provisions regarding children born abroad to emigrants are fuzzy. The Citizen-
ship Act requires individuals who acquire dual citizenship at birth to choose one citizen-
ship between the ages of 18 and 21. However, “citizens by birth are constitutionally pro-
tected from involuntary loss of citizenship, which means that the loss provision is only
applicable to a minority of Estonian citizens” (van der Baaren 2020, 5). In Lithuania,
since 2015, individuals who acquired both Lithuanian and another citizenship at birth no
longer have to choose between both citizenship at the age of 21. Since 2021, all persons
who acquired Lithuanian citizenship by birth and another citizenship as minors — either at
birth or later — may retain both after reaching adulthood.

wodi Ag in Latvia, Estonia's restrictive law is primarily aimed at preventing automatic access
to citizenship for individuals who immigrated during the Soviet era.

wiil See ¢.g., the Judgment of the Court of Justice of the European Union in Case C-689/21.
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3. Barriers to Naturalization: How Dual Citizenship Re-

strictions Impede Full Membership. (Article 2)
This article is published as follows:!

Weinmann, Martin. 2022: “Barriers to Naturalization: How Dual Citizenship Re-

strictions Impede Full Membership.” International Migration 60 (5): 237-251.

It is accessible here: https://doi.org/10.1111/imig.12950

Abstract

Dual citizenship restrictions are widely recognized as one of the major barriers for
immigrant naturalization. Yet, we know surprisingly little about what drives migrants’
concerns about trading off their former citizenship for a new one. This paper aims at
closing this gap by analyzing the interrelation between dual citizenship policies and
naturalization outcomes on basis of original survey data from Germany. I examine
how dual citizenship restrictions as well as subjectively perceived barriers concerning
acceptance and belonging regarding citizenship change drive immigrants’ naturaliza-
tion decisions. Using cluster-robust logistic regression models clustered by origin
country, I find that the requirement of giving up one's original citizenship for natural-
ization impedes immigrants’ naturalization decisions and that perceived barriers con-
cerning acceptance and belonging are also relevant for long-term exclusion from full

membership in the destination country.
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3.1 Introduction

The access to citizenship has an important impact on immigrants’ opportunities in their
country of residence. Several researchers have shown positive outcomes of naturaliza-
tion for immigrants’ socio-economic and social integration, for example regarding the
access to the labor market, wages, political knowledge and participation as well as
identification with the country of residence (e.g., Bevelander and Pendakur 2011; Fick
2016; Hainmueller, Hangartner, and Pietrantuono 2015; Steinhardt 2012).% Moreover,
naturalization currently remains the only serious option for immigrants to acquire na-
tional voting rights in most polities since denizen enfranchisement usually contributes
to democratization at the local level only (Pedroza 2015). Thus, barriers to naturaliza-
tion impede immigrants’ ability to integrate and fully participate in their country of

residence.

Against this background, researchers identified several “legal and bureaucratic barriers
to naturalization” (Bloemraad 2006, 928). These are, for example, the legal and insti-
tutional context in the country of descent as well as the country of residence, naturali-
zation requirements, dual citizenship regulations and policies, or bureaucratic hurdles
like long processing times or administrative costs and fees (e.g., Bloemraad 2006;
Freeman et al. 2002; Hainmueller et al. 2018; Jones-Correa 2001b; Peters, Vink, and
Schmeets 2016; Spiro 1999). In this context, the requirement of giving up the original
citizenship has been described as one of the most important legal barriers for immi-
grant naturalization (e.g., Faist 2004; Hammar 1985). However, “empirical findings
regarding the impact of dual citizenship toleration are ambiguous” (Peters, Vink, and
Schmeets 2016, 361)). One reason might be that citizenship has to be understood as a
multi-dimensional concept which is more than just a set of rights, but rather “a legal
status and identity” defining membership (Joppke 1999, 630). This means that citizen-
ship can also be a symbol of belonging. Regarding the necessity of giving up the orig-
inal citizenship for naturalization, legal aspects of membership are merged with emo-
tional aspects what raises the costs of naturalization (e.g., Hammar 1985). This con-
glomerate of aspects may be one reason why we still know surprisingly little about
what drives migrants’ concerns about trading off their original citizenship for a new
one. Does only the legal restriction play a role or are subjectively perceived barriers

concerning acceptance and membership regarding citizenship change relevant as well?
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This paper takes a closer look at this question with special regard to dual citizenship
policies in origin and destination countries as well as immigrants’ individual desires
regarding citizenship retention. First, I examine how dual citizenship options drive
immigrants’ naturalization decisions, taking into account subjectively perceived bar-
riers concerning acceptance and belonging regarding citizenship change. Secondly, I
take a closer look at the individual importance of giving up the original citizenship for
long-term immigrants’ decision not to acquire their destination country's citizenship,
taking also into consideration subjectively perceived barriers concerning acceptance
and belonging. This allows me to obtain a generalizable picture about the importance

of dual citizenship restrictions and individual perceptions to citizenship change.

I use survey data from Germany to answer this research question. Germany is a suita-
ble case to study the interrelation between naturalization and dual citizenship re-
strictions for multiple reasons: Historically, Germany is known for its comparatively
restrictive approach to citizenship acquisition as well as dual citizenship. The country
only began to slowly liberalize both aspects in the late 1990s. Nevertheless, dual citi-
zenship is still not accepted in general and tolerance of dual citizenship as well as
facilitating naturalization are often negatively debated, for example in the run-up to
the 2017 parliamentary elections (e.g., Baldi and Goodman 2015; The Telegraph
2017). Due to several amendments of the 2000 Nationality Act, today German citizen-
ship law is marked by a “dual-passport asymmetry” (Expert Council on Integration
and Migration 2015, 18) in several respects: Dual citizenship is usually accepted when
citizenship is acquired through birth, but only exceptionally if German citizenship is
acquired through naturalization. Regarding the latter, dual citizenship acceptance var-
ies depending on the immigrants’ countries of origin. This makes it possible to study
the impact of different dual citizenship regulations within a single country. Neverthe-
less, even though Germany is a unique case in Europe and across the world regarding
citizenship policies, it is one example for several countries which still do not fully
accept dual citizenship. In Europe, for example, renunciation or automatic loss of cit-
izenship of another country is also a condition for naturalization in Austria, Bulgaria,

Croatia, Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania, the Netherlands, Slovenia and Spain. !

Following, I first provide an overview of the conditions of dual citizenship in Ger-

many, before I discuss empirical findings on the relation between dual citizenship and
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naturalization. Then, I present the underlying theoretical considerations of my anal-
yses. Next, I describe my data and measurement and present my analyses. Finally, I
summarize and discuss the results which show that the requirement of giving up one's
original citizenship for naturalization impedes individual naturalization decisions even

if other individual aspects are considered.

3.2 Dual citizenship in Germany

In Germany, which has been described as an “ethnic” nation, “the automatic transfor-
mation of immigrants into citizens [...] [was] unthinkable” (Brubaker 1992, 185) for
a long time since citizenship was solely based on descent (ius sanguinis). Although
immigrants had the opportunity to acquire citizenship through naturalization on dis-
cretionary decision, they did not have any legal claim up to the early 1990s when Ger-
many began to slowly reform its citizenship regulations (e.g., Green 2001)."Y However,
a real paradigm shift did not take place until a fundamental reform in 1999 (e.g.,
Joppke 2003). It introduced the possibility of acquiring German citizenship through
birth on territory for children of foreign parents (ius soli), but also significantly re-
duced the requirements for naturalization, for example the mandatory residence pe-
riod. Even though the original bill of the Coalition between the Social Democratic
Party (SPD) and the Green Party also provided for the broad acceptance of dual citi-
zenship, the final proposal of the Nationality Act did not allow dual citizenship in
general. This was preceded by an intensive political debate and a change in the major-
ity in the Bundesrat, the upper house of the German parliament, whose approval was
required for the reform of the Nationality Act. Regarding naturalization, the law even
contains a tightening by closing a legal loophole concerning dual citizenship: The so-
called domestic clause was abolished. This clause had previously enabled naturalized
immigrants to circumvent the existing requirement to renounce their foreign citizen-
ship for naturalization by reacquiring their original citizenship after naturalization

(Falcke and Vink 2020; Farahat and Hailbronner 2015).

Nevertheless, the Nationality Act coming into force on 1 January 2000 did not prohibit
dual citizenship for immigrants of all countries equally. Naturalized EU citizens (as
well as citizens of Switzerland) were initially allowed to keep their citizenship under

the condition of reciprocity of treatment (i.e., if the respective country also allows dual
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citizenship for Germans). Amendments in the aftermath of the 1999 citizenship reform
even led to a general acceptance of dual citizenship for immigrants from these coun-
tries since 2007. In contrast, immigrants from non-EU countries still have to give up
their foreign citizenship for naturalization. Dual citizenship for non-EU citizens is only
possible in exceptional cases, for example if it is impossible to give up the origin coun-
try's citizenship or if the origin country regularly rejects a release.” Moreover, it is not

required that recognized refugees have to give up their original citizenship.

In contrast, dual citizenship is generally accepted if citizenship is acquired by birth,
for example for children born to binational parents. Moreover, since the Nationality
Act came into force in 2000, children born in Germany to foreign parents automati-
cally acquire the German as well as their parents’ citizenship if at least one parent has
been a legal resident for a period of eight years and holds an unlimited right of resi-
dence (conditional ius soli). Until the end of 2014, these children had to decide by the
age of 23 between their German citizenship and the citizenship passed down to them
by their parents (known as Optionspflicht, the “duty to choose”). This requirement has
been abolished through an amendment in 2014 (for a detailed discussion see Winter,

Diehl, and Patzelt 2015; Worbs 2014).

As a consequence to the aforementioned exceptions, dual citizenship rates vary con-
siderably between naturalized immigrants from different countries of origin: While in
2020, for example, 100 per cent of all naturalized Iranians and 99 per cent of all natu-
ralized EU citizens retained their original citizenship, 90 per cent of all people of Turk-
ish origin had to renounce their Turkish citizenship for naturalization (Destatis 2021a).
In 2020, there were approximately 2.9 million foreign nationals living in Germany
who fulfilled the minimum length of residence required for naturalization, but whose
citizenship may not be retained due to one of the aforementioned exceptions (Destatis

2021b; own calculations).

3.3 Empirical findings on naturalization and dual citizenship
The question of the effects of dual citizenship policies has been tackled with various

empirical approaches and has produced different and sometimes contradicting results.

Research on migration flows suggests that migrants are well informed about dual cit-

izenship opportunities and that these opportunities influence their decision to move to
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a country: Sending states allowing for dual citizenship experience more emigration
than countries not allowing dual citizenship and migration flows are higher to coun-
tries allowing dual citizenship than to countries forbidding dual citizenship. Moreover,
migration flows are the highest between sending and receiving states allowing dual
citizenship and lowest between sending states prohibiting and receiving states allow-

ing dual citizenship (Alarian and Goodman 2017).

Studies focusing on naturalization rates of different immigrant groups have obtained
contradictory results regarding the effect of dual citizenship policies on immigrant nat-
uralization. Several researchers study the effect of legal requirements in the countries
of origin and find that immigrants coming from countries that recognize dual citizen-
ship are less likely to be naturalized in countries that generally accept dual citizenship
than those who come from countries not recognizing dual citizenship (DeVoretz 2008;
Dronkers and Vink 2012; Yang 1994b). Other authors find higher naturalization rates
for those who are allowed to retain citizenship, either through legal requirements in
the origin country and/or the country of residence (Chiswick and Miller 2009;
Mossaad et al. 2018; Vink, Prokic-Breuer, and Dronkers 2013). Still others confirm
this only for few immigrant groups (Helgertz and Bevelander 2017; Logan, Oh, and
Darrah 2012).

Results from studies focusing on policy changes are more unanimous regarding the
effect of dual citizenship policies on immigrant naturalization. Multivariate studies on
policy changes in origin countries find “relatively small, but positive, effects” (Jones-
Correa 2001a, 1023) for immigrants living in countries that generally allow dual citi-
zenship after their countries of origin recognized dual citizenship. Research on these
policy changes finds not only positive effects of dual citizenship on immigrant natu-
ralization, but also indicates positive effects on immigrants’ socio-economic integra-
tion, for example employment and wages (Mazzolari 2009). Regarding policy changes
in immigration countries, studies find that immigrant naturalization increased when
dual citizenship was accepted and decreased when dual citizenship was abolished (e.g.,
Bevelander and Veenman 2006; Bocker and Thrianhardt 2006; Labussiére and Vink
2020; Vink et al. 2021; see Falcke and Vink 2020 for other findings).

Immigrant surveys show that immigrants who have to renounce their original citizen-

ship before acquiring their country of residence's citizenship see renunciation as one
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of the biggest obstacles and that origin country tolerance of dual citizenship is corre-
lated with immigrants’ interest in naturalization in the country of residence (e.g.,
Chavez 1997; Huddleston 2020; Huddleston and Tjaden 2012). Regarding the German
case, where dual citizenship is not generally accepted, surveys regularly show that
immigrants see this restriction as one of the most important barriers for naturalization
(e.g., Venema and Grimm 2002; Weinmann, Becher, and Babka von Gostomski 2012).
Nevertheless, few surveys also show that some immigrants do not have a problem with
giving up citizenship and others decide to naturalize even though they have a problem
with giving up citizenship (e.g., Diehl and Blohm 2001; Weinmann, Becher, and
Babka von Gostomski 2012). Other surveys suggest that “the rejection of dual citizen-
ship seems to be so deeply entrenched in Germany that even those who by law are
eligible to hold two passports are not aware of their right or avoid its application with
an eye towards the significant effort required to do so” (Fick 2016, 118, author’s
translation; see also Weinmann, Becher, and Babka von Gostomski 2012; Fick et al.

2014).

As has been shown, research results regarding the effect of dual citizenship policies
on immigrants’ naturalization behavior are partly inconsistent. One reason might be
that assuming all immigrants would acquire citizenship if they would be able to keep
their original citizenship underestimates that naturalization decisions do not only de-

pend on the legal ability to naturalize.

3.4 Theoretical background

Understanding citizenship as a legal status and identity (Joppke 1999) implies that
citizenship not only defines membership legally, but is also a symbol of membership.
Thus, it can be assumed that there are not only legal barriers for naturalization, but
also perceived barriers regarding membership conceptions, acceptance and feelings of
belonging. Regarding these aspects of naturalization, the theory of ethnic boundary
making is useful since it takes into account aspects of membership and affiliation (e.g.,

Diehl and Blohm 2003, 2011; Witte 2014, 2018).

Ethnic boundary making can be described as drawing, maintaining and changing

boundaries between ethnic or national groups (e.g., Wimmer 2008). These boundaries
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are institutionally and socially created and shaped from both the origin and the desti-
nation context. It can be distinguished between legal and symbolic boundaries. This
distinction makes the theory useful for analyzing legal barriers to naturalization and
perceived barriers regarding membership conceptions, acceptance and feelings of be-
longing. Regarding citizenship acquisition, legal boundaries for example describe pol-
icies or legal preconditions for legal membership acquisition like the necessity of giv-
ing up the original citizenship for naturalization. Symbolic boundaries can be defined
as socially created distinctions that “separate people into groups and generate feelings
of similarity and membership” (Lamont and Molnar 2002, 168). These symbolic as-
pects of membership, like the prevailing definition of belonging in a national context,

are mostly based on individual's feelings, perceptions and expectations (e.g., Witte

2018).

Naturalization under the condition of giving up the origin country's citizenship can be
described as a form of individual boundary crossing (Alba 2005; Diehl and Blohm
2011), since

“the boundary is bright and thus there is no ambiguity in the location of individ-
uals with respect to it. In this case, assimilation is likely to take the form of
boundary crossing and will generally be experienced by the individual as some-
thing akin to a conversion, i.e., a departure from one group and a discarding of
signs of membership in it, linked to an attempt to enter into another, with all the
social and psychic burdens a conversion process entails: growing distance from

peers, feelings of disloyalty, and anxieties about acceptance” (Alba 2005, 24).

The latter can for example be the case if the origin group opposes naturalization or a
lack of acceptance in the country of residence. For Germany, previous research
showed that it is important for citizenship decisions whether the family supports or
opposes the decision (e.g., Diehl and Fick 2012; Worbs 2014). Furthermore, it has
been shown that some young immigrants believe that having German citizenship
would not change the perceptions of the native German majority about them and that

they would still be excluded and discriminated against (Celik 2015).
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Against this background, it can be assumed that there are not only legal barriers for
naturalization like the necessity of giving up the original citizenship, but also subjec-
tively perceived barriers regarding membership conceptions, acceptance and feelings
of belonging. Moreover, it can be assumed that these perceived barriers are especially
relevant for those immigrants who have a problem with giving up their original citi-
zenship for naturalization. Thus, two aspects should be considered regarding naturali-
zation and dual citizenship: (1) legal barriers in the origin country and the country of
residence for retaining the original citizenship and (2) subjectively perceived barriers
concerning acceptance and belonging regarding the origin as well as the residence

context.
Based on the above, my hypotheses are as follows:

Hypothesis 1:  Immigrants who are able to retain their original citizenship are more
likely to naturalize than immigrants who are not able to retain their

original citizenship.

Hypothesis 2a: Immigrants who perceive barriers concerning acceptance and be-
longing are less likely to naturalize under the condition of giving up
their original citizenship than immigrants not perceiving these barri-

ers.

Hypothesis 2b: Immigrants who perceive barriers concerning acceptance and be-
longing are more likely to desire to retain their original citizenship

than immigrants not perceiving these barriers.

3.5 Data and analysis

Data

In order to study how dual citizenship restrictions and individual perceptions drive
naturalization decisions, [ use data from the 2011 BAMF Naturalisation Study, a cross-
sectional survey of the immigrant population in Germany (see Weinmann, Becher, and
Babka von Gostomski 2012). It was designed for a comparison of (1) first and second
generation immigrants who were naturalized between 2005 and the time of the survey
(2011), (2) immigrants undergoing the naturalization process at the time of the survey

and (3) immigrants who fulfil the necessary residence requirements for naturalization
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at the time of the survey (i.e., have been living in Germany for at least eight years and
have a secure residence status), but did not yet naturalize (non-naturalized immi-
grants). The random sampling for all three target groups was devised disproportion-
ately, in order to warrant a sufficient basis of survey interviews for the five most im-
portant regions of origin of naturalized and non-naturalized persons living in Germany
(i.e., Turkey, successor states to the former Yugoslavia, Greece/Italy, Afghani-
stan/Iran/Iraq and Russian Federation/Ukraine/Belarus). All in all there are 17 coun-
tries of origin represented in the sample (see Appendix II: Table A2.2). To ensure a
representative analysis, the data are weighted on the basis of information from official
statistics for naturalizations and foreign nationals in Germany. All naturalized immi-
grants were 18 or older at the time of their naturalization to ensure that they did not
co-naturalize with their parents. All other interviewees were 18 or older at the time of
the survey (for a more detailed overview about data collection and sampling see Ap-

pendix II: Annex A2.1).

A strength of the survey is that it provides data for immigrants who actively and con-
sciously decided to acquire their country of residence's citizenship as well as immi-
grants who did not naturalize but fulfil important requirements for naturalization. Fur-
thermore, the data allow an isolated analysis of the question whether giving up the
original citizenship is seen as a problem for naturalization or not. The data include first
and second generation immigrants. Second generation immigrants in the sample are
born between 1944 and 1993. Thus, they could not benefit from the conditional ius
soli which was introduced in German nationality law in 2000. Therefore, regarding the
acquisition of citizenship, second generation immigrants in the sample are comparable
with first generation immigrants since their only option to acquire German citizenship

is naturalization.

Another strength of the survey is detailed information about the immigrants’ countries
of origin. This makes it possible to include information on countries of origin, like
information about the possibility of dual citizenship. All in all dual citizenship is pos-
sible for immigrants from four countries of origin in the sample. These are immigrants
from Greece and Italy who are allowed to retain their original citizenship due to special

regulations for EU citizens. Moreover, immigrants from Afghanistan and Iran are al-
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lowed to retain their original citizenship since German authorities know that citizen-
ship renunciations are “never or hardly ever” accepted in these countries (for further

information see Appendix II: Annex A2.2 and Table A2.2).

Measures

Dependent variables

My analyses focus on two outcome variables: In a first step, I examine how dual citi-
zenship options drive long-term immigrants’ naturalization decisions, taking into ac-
count subjectively perceived barriers concerning acceptance and belonging regarding
citizenship change. In the next step, I take a closer look at the individual importance
of giving up the original citizenship for long-term immigrants’ decision not to acquire
their destination country's citizenship: Among those immigrants who have not yet nat-
uralized or applied for naturalization, I analyze the interrelation between long-term
immigrants’ decisions not to acquire their destination country's citizenship under the
condition of giving up their original citizenship and the aforementioned subjectively
perceived barriers. The two dependent variables are operationalized and analyzed as

follows:

Analysis I: Naturalization decision is coded as a binary variable indicating whether an
immigrant actively and consciously decided for naturalization or not (0 = no; 1 = yes).
Naturalized immigrants and immigrants going through the naturalization process are
treated as one group. Immigrants from both groups have taken a conscious decision to
naturalize and applied for naturalization. Even though the authorities have not yet de-
cided on the application in the latter case, rejection rates in Germany are comparatively
low (e.g., Behorde fiir Inneres und Sport 2020; Regierungspriasidium Darmstadt 2019).
Conversely, it is assumed that non-naturalized immigrants are denizens who are eligi-
ble for naturalization and deliberately decided not to naturalize (see for this
interpretation Baubdck 2007). At the time of taking part in the survey, they were ful-
filling the necessary residence requirements for naturalization since they had been liv-

ing in Germany for at least eight years and had a secure residence status.
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Analysis 2: The individual importance of giving up the original citizenship for long-
term immigrants’ decision not to acquire their destination country's citizenship is ana-
lyzed through the desire to retain the original citizenship as a reason against naturali-
zation. This analysis focusses on the subsample of non-naturalized immigrants. The
analysis includes immigrants who are able to retain their original citizenship and im-
migrants who are not since survey results indicate that those who are able to have dual
citizenship are not necessarily aware of their right (e.g., Fick et al. 2014; Weinmann,
Becher, and Babka von Gostomski 2012). Non-naturalized immigrants were given dif-
ferent statements on potential reasons against naturalization. One reason was “I want
to retain my original citizenship.” Then, they were asked whether these reasons are of
importance for them or not. The response categories range from “very important” (1)
to “not important” (4). The categories are summarized to a binary variable that indi-
cates whether an immigrant has a desire to keep the original citizenship (1) or not (0;

for further information on operationalization and coding see Appendix II: Table A2.1).

In both analyses, I conduct logistic regression models that will be described after the

presentation of the explanatory and control variables.

Explanatory and control variables

In Analysis 1, 1 consider two types of explanatory variables: (1) legal barriers concern-
ing dual citizenship and (2) subjectively perceived barriers concerning acceptance and

belonging regarding citizenship change.

Legal barriers concerning dual citizenship are measured through the possibility of dual
citizenship. This variable has been coded for origin countries in the sample based on
different sources. It shows whether immigrants from a certain country are able to have
dual citizenship or not when they naturalize in the country of residence. The variable
includes information on both legal contexts: official information from the German
Federal Ministry of the Interior whether immigrants from certain countries are excep-
tionally allowed to retain their original citizenship when they acquire German citizen-
ship (see Appendix II: Annex A2.3) as well as information on origin country rules
regarding loss or renunciation of citizenship after voluntarily acquiring another citi-

zenship based on the MACIMIDE Global Expatriate Dual Citizenship Database (Vink,
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De Groot, and Luk 2015). Regarding naturalized immigrants, I use the respective in-
formation for the year in which an individual has been naturalized for coding. As for
immigrants undergoing the naturalization process and non-naturalized immigrants, I
use the respective information for the time of the survey in 2011. Possibility of dual
citizenship is coded “yes” (1) if citizenship retention is possible due to regulations in
the receiving country and if there is no automatic loss of the origin country's citizen-
ship when the receiving country's citizenship is voluntarily acquired. The variable is
coded “no” (0) if citizenship retention is not possible in the receiving country and the
origin country's citizenship is automatically lost when the receiving country's citizen-
ship is voluntarily acquired. The same applies if citizenship retention is not possible
in the receiving country even if the origin country's citizenship is not automatically
lost when the receiving country's citizenship is voluntarily acquired (for an overview

about coding see Appendix II: Annex A2.2 and Table A2.2).

For subjectively perceived barriers concerning acceptance and belonging regarding
citizenship change, I include different operationalizations to take into account per-
ceived barriers regarding the destination and the origin context. These aspects are
measured through statements reflecting individual's feelings, perceptions and expec-
tations. The perception of acceptance through the residence country's majority is used
to measure a subjectively perceived barrier regarding the destination context. The var-
iable indicates whether an individual believes that he or she is perceived as a foreigner
in the country of residence. The variable is useful to measure residence context-related
perceived barriers regarding citizenship change since research has shown that some
immigrants believe that acquiring the residence country's citizenship would not change
the native German majority's perceptions about them. The statement that a person's
family is opposed to naturalization is used to measure subjectively perceived barriers
regarding the origin context. Opposing naturalization is synonymous with opposing
citizenship change due to the existing dual citizenship restrictions regarding naturali-

zation in the German case.

Control variables: In the 2011 BAMF Naturalisation Study, it was assumed that non-
naturalized immigrants would be eligible for naturalization if they fulfil the necessary
residence requirements for naturalization. Since proof of German language proficiency
is a further requirement for naturalization in Germany, I use German language skills

as a control variable for integration requirements. The individual level of integration
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is an important determinant for naturalization as has been shown before (e.g., Bernard
1936; Liang 1994; Yang 1994b). Studies also show the importance of social identity
and symbolic aspects of membership for naturalization (e.g., Diehl and Blohm 2003;
Hochman 2011; Maehler, Weinmann, and Hanke 2019). Therefore, an item indicating
whether a person feels a greater affinity with the origin country or the country of resi-
dence (or feels affiliated with both countries equally) is included in the analysis. A
further control variable is included measuring the potential benefit from naturalization
since some researchers show a relationship between immigrants’ naturalization inten-
tions and perceived costs and benefits (e.g., Garcia 1981; Witte 2014, 2018). This var-
iable is based on the Quality of Nationality Index for 2011 (Kochenov and Lindeboom
2019; for further information see Appendix II: Annex A2.2) and describes the quality
of the original citizenship in relationship to the quality of the country of residence's
citizenship (i.e., difference between values). The intention to stay in the receiving
country is also positively correlated to immigrants’ naturalization behavior; the length
of stay in the receiving country has an ambivalent impact: some authors find positive
correlations between the duration of stay and naturalization or the intention to natural-
ize, and some find negative effects for immigrants with a very long stay (e.g., Constant,
Gataullina, and Zimmermann 2009; Diehl and Blohm 2003; Evans 1988; Yang 1994a).
Against this background, the intention and the length of stay in the receiving country
are included in the analysis. Furthermore, sex serves as control variable. Appendix II:
Table A2.3 gives an overview of the sample characteristics regarding all individual
level variables. For further information on operationalization and coding, see Appen-

dix II: Annex A2.2 and Table A2.1 and A2.2.

Including information on the origin country level in the analysis of the survey data
results in a hierarchical data structure with immigrants nested in 15 origin countries
(Appendix II: Table A2.2). Due to the limited number of contextual units, I conduct a
cluster-robust logistic regression model clustered by origin country. 1,046 cases are

included in the regression analysis due to listwise deletion.

In Analysis 2, 1 focus on subjectively perceived barriers concerning acceptance and
belonging regarding citizenship change. These are measured similarly to my first anal-
ysis: the perception of being seen as a foreigner (destination context), the perception

that one's family opposes naturalization (origin context).
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Again, German language skills, identification with the origin country and the country
of residence, perceived benefits from naturalization, length of stay, the intention to
stay and sex serve as control variables. Due to the limited sample size, I conduct a
cluster-robust logistic regression clustered by origin country, but without including
origin context variables. Perceived benefit from naturalization is measured through the
subjective expectation whether naturalization brings individual benefits or not. 361
cases are included in the regression analysis due to listwise deletion. For an overview
of the sample characteristics see Appendix II: Table A2.3, for further information on

operationalization and coding, see Appendix II: Table A2.1.

Analyses and findings

Analysis 1

Figure 3.1 visualizes the main results from the cluster-robust logistic regression model
with “naturalization decision” as the dependent variable (0 = no; 1 = yes) clustered by
origin country (full details are provided in Appendix II: Table A2.4). The model shows
immigrants able to keep their original citizenship are more likely to decide for natu-
ralization than immigrants who have to give up their original citizenship for naturali-
zation (H1). The wide confidence intervals may be a sign for a possible effect hetero-
geneity due to the limited variation of origin countries in the sample. In the group of
immigrants able to retain their citizenship, immigrants from Greece and Italy, for ex-
ample, may be less likely to naturalize compared to immigrants from Afghanistan and
Iran whose legal benefits from naturalization are larger. My hypothesis regarding per-
ceived barriers can only be confirmed to a limited extent (H2a). | find that only per-
ceived barriers concerning acceptance and belonging regarding the origin context are
relevant for citizenship change: While naturalization decisions are less likely for those
immigrants whose family opposes naturalization, the perception of acceptance through
the residence country's majority is not that relevant. Whether an individual believes
that he or she is perceived as a foreigner in the country of residence is not significantly

correlated to naturalization.
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I controlled for further important determinants of immigrant naturalization: The resi-
dence country's language proficiency as a proxy for requirements regarding the indi-
vidual level of integration is positively correlated to naturalization decisions. Immi-
grants who identify with the country of residence or at least equally with their origin
country and the country of residence are more likely to naturalize than immigrants who
identify with their origin country only. Taking into account the quality of nationality
shows that immigrants are more likely to decide for naturalization if they can expect
higher legal benefits from naturalization since the difference between the value of the
destination country's citizenship and their origin country's is higher. The intention to
stay in the receiving country is positively correlated to naturalization what is in line
with previous studies. Regarding length of stay, my analysis also confirms the results
of other studies: a very long stay in the country (i.e., at least 25 years) is negatively
correlated to naturalization decisions. This effect has been explained by the fact that
immigrants who have resided in the country for a long time without citizenship “learn
to live without it and see no advantage in changing their citizenship status” (Constant,
Gataullina, and Zimmermann 2009, 80; see also Diehl and Blohm 2003). There are no
significant effects for sex. Several robustness checks are presented in Appendix II:

Annex A2.3.

Analysis 2

Figure 3.2 visualizes the main results from the cluster-robust logistic regression model
with “desire to retain the original citizenship” as the dependent variable (0 = no;
1 = yes) clustered by origin country (full details are provided in Appendix II: Ta-
ble A2.5). My hypothesis can only be partially confirmed (/2b): Giving up the origi-
nal citizenship appears to be a problem for non-naturalized immigrants who perceive
origin context-related barriers, but not for those who perceive destination context-re-
lated barriers. Non-naturalized immigrants who have family members opposing natu-
ralization, and thus citizenship change, are significantly more likely to desire to retain
their origin country's citizenship. Perceived barriers regarding the destination context

are not significantly correlated with the desire to retain the original citizenship.

Furthermore, non-naturalized immigrants who identify with the residence country or
at least with their origin country and the residence country are less likely to desire

retaining their original citizenship than those who identify with their origin country
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only. There is no significant effect for the subjective expectation of benefits through
naturalization. Moreover, the analysis shows that a stay of under 25 years is negatively
correlated to the desire to retain the origin country's citizenship. However, there is no
significant effect for the intention to stay. The same applies to sex and the individual
level of integration measured through residence country language skills. Several ro-

bustness checks are presented in Appendix II: Annex A2.3.

Figure 3.1: Main results of the cluster-robust logistic regression on decision to
naturalize clustered by origin country (N = 1,046).
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Note: Control variables: residence country language proficiency, identification, difference in quality

of nationality, sex, length of stay, intention to stay. Standard errors adjusted for 15 clusters. Bars rep-
resent confidence intervals. See Appendix II: Table A2.4 for full results. Source: 2011 BAMF Natu-

ralisation Study

68



Figure 3.2: Main results of the cluster-robust logistic regression on desire to re-
tain the original citizenship clustered by origin country (non-naturalized immi-
grants only, N = 361).
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Note: Control variables: residence country language proficiency, identification, subjective expectation
of benefits through naturalization, sex, length of stay, intention to stay. Standard errors adjusted for 16
clusters. Bars represent confidence intervals. See Appendix II: Table A2.5 for full results. Source:
2011 BAMF Naturalisation Study

3.6 Conclusion and discussion

The most important implication of this paper is that the requirement of giving up the
original citizenship is an important barrier for immigrant naturalization. However,
there are further barriers regarding citizenship change besides this legal barrier. Sub-
jectively, perceived barriers concerning acceptance and belonging regarding citizen-
ship change are also relevant when it comes to naturalization decisions under the
condition of giving up the original citizenship. Nevertheless, these perceived barriers
are particularly relevant regarding the origin context. As has been shown, family re-
sistance to naturalization is negatively correlated with the decision to acquire the res-
idence country's citizenship, which is equivalent to citizenship change due to the ex-

isting dual citizenship restrictions in the German context. Against this, the results
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suggest that residence context-related perceived barriers regarding citizenship change
are not that relevant for naturalization decisions. Immigrants decide to acquire the
residence country's citizenship irrespective of whether they believe to be perceived
as a foreigner or not. Regarding long-term immigrants’ desire to retain their original
citizenship, the results show also that citizenship change appears to be a problem for
non-naturalized immigrants who perceive origin context-related barriers, but not for
those who perceive destination context-related barriers. The importance of country-
of-origin aspects is also supported by other findings, for example, that immigrants
who identify with their origin country only are less likely to naturalize than those
who identify with their country of residence (or both countries equally). Even though
Germany might be a very special case regarding citizenship policy, these findings are
important. They suggest that especially emotional and symbolic attachment to the
origin context is relevant that giving up the original citizenship is not an option for

some immigrants.

With a view to the existing literature, this paper closes a gap by studying the impact
of different dual citizenship options, taking also into consideration subjectively per-
ceived barriers concerning acceptance and belonging regarding citizenship change.
Bringing together survey data from Germany where dual citizenship acceptance var-
ies depending on immigrants’ countries of origin if citizenship is acquired through
naturalization with origin country data regarding this variation of immigrants’ legal
possibility to retain their original citizenship allows an in-depth analysis of the inter-
relation between naturalization and dual citizenship restrictions as well as immi-
grants’ desires concerning dual citizenship. This approach strengthens previous find-
ings on the effect of dual citizenship restrictions by also looking for the first time at
subjectively perceived barriers concerning acceptance and belonging regarding citi-
zenship change and controlling for a variety of individual aspects identified in the lit-
erature as significant for naturalization, not only regarding sociodemographics and
individual integration, but also regarding aspects of identity and utility-maximiza-

tion.

Regarding practical implications in the context of immigrant integration, this paper
shows that the impossibility of dual citizenship represents a barrier for the political

integration of immigrants since those who have to give up citizenship are less likely
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to decide for naturalization. This has significant implications for countries with ex-
clusive naturalization policies since naturalization currently remains the only serious
option for immigrants to acquire national voting rights in most polities. The basic
principle of self-determination is violated if permanent immigrants are non-citizens
(denizens) and thus do not have full political rights (under-inclusiveness, e.g.,
Baubock 2015; Dahl 1989, 120-29). If dual citizenship is accepted, the influence of
subjectively perceived origin context-related barriers, such as family resistance to
naturalization, should also diminish because naturalization would no longer have to
be accomplished as citizenship change. Moreover, symbolic gestures could encour-
age immigrants to naturalize: After the City of Hamburg's former mayor, Olaf
Scholz, took the lead of the city's naturalization campaign through a personal letter
inviting immigrants eligible for naturalization to acquire German citizenship, the
number of immigrants becoming citizens rapidly increased in Hamburg (Cities of
Migration 2014). Actively addressing and inviting immigrants to naturalize might re-
duce the influence of subjectively perceived barriers concerning acceptance and be-

longing on naturalization decisions.

Endnotes of Article 2

" Note: This paper was written and published prior to the German citizenship reform of Janu-
ary 2024, which resulted in dual citizenship being generally accepted. It therefore refers
to the situation prior to the so-called "Act on the Modernization of Citizenship Law".

i The survey data used in this study have been provided by the Research Centre Migration,
Integration and Asylum of the German Federal Office for Migration and Refugees
(BAMF) for this research. The data have been analysed only by the author mentioned in
the user contract. Stata code for replication can be requested from the author. I thank
Sybille Miinch, Maarten Vink and Susanne Worbs for their useful comments on this pa-
per. This paper solely reflects the personal opinion of the author.

it See GLOBALCIT 2017; Mode A06.

¥ Only Statusdeutsche, mostly refugees and displaced persons of German ethnicity (Volks-
zugehdrigkeit), were entitled to acquire German citizenship.

¥ The former is generally applicable to Argentina and Bolivia, or to native citizens of Costa
Rica, Ecuador, Guatemala, Honduras, Mexico, Nicaragua, Panama and Uruguay, and in
certain cases Brazil and the Dominican Republic. The latter applies to Afghanistan, Alge-
ria, Angola, Eritrea, Iran, Cuba, Lebanon, Maldives, Morocco, Nigeria, Syria, Thailand
and Tunisia (Bundesministerium des Innern 2015).
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Abstract

Citizenship policy in Germany has been highly contested, particularly regarding dual
citizenship. Nearly 25 years after the failed attempt of the SPD and Biindnis 90/Die
Griinen coalition to fully accept dual citizenship, the principle of avoiding multiple
citizenship was abolished with the Citizenship Modernization Act of 2024. This paper
examines the long-term policy change using the Advocacy Coalition Framework
(ACF), which is well-suited for analyzing both policy stability and change over ex-
tended periods, especially with regard to contested policy issues. The policy change
took place in three central stages: the introduction of ius soli with temporary limited
dual citizenship (1999), the abolition of this limitation (2014), and the full acceptance
of dual citizenship (2024). Key factors explaining policy change and stability between
1999 and 2024 are strongly linked to the federal system. These are the shifts in power
at federal and Linder level as well as relatively stable parameters lying outside the
policy subsystem and the related and changing coalition opportunity structures due to
the federalism reform of 2006. Further aspects are public opinion, a brokered compro-
mise, changing beliefs as well as empirical issues concerning the seriousness and

causes of the policy problem.
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4.1 Introduction

Dual citizenship is increasingly accepted worldwide (e.g. Sejersen 2008; Mirilovic
2015; Vink et al. 2019; van der Baaren 2020). Nevertheless, while scholarly debate on
change and continuity in citizenship policy has a long tradition, further studies are still
needed to better understand how the mechanisms of policy change operate within this
highly contested field (Graeber 2022). Against this background, two questions are of
interest: What prompts states to reform their policies (Faist, Gerdes, and Rieple 2004;
Howard 2005)? Why have countries “maintained a negative attitude to dual citizen-
ship” even though there has been a broad debate on dual citizenship (Sejersen 2008,
540)? Germany is an appropriate case study since “dual nationality has aroused pas-
sions and a degree of party political conflict in Germany which has been witnessed in
few other countries” (Green 2005, 923). It is suitable for examining both political sta-
bility and political change in relation to dual citizenship: The initial draft of the 1999
German citizenship reform provided for dual citizenship, but the final law did not. In
the following decade, various exceptions were introduced, without dual citizenship
being generally permitted. As a result, dual citizenship was accepted in 80.9% of all
naturalizations in 2023 (Statistisches Bundesamt 2024). In 2024, 25 years after the
1999 reform, dual citizenship was finally fully introduced by the Act on the Moderni-

zation of Citizenship Law (Citizenship Modernization Act).

Against this background, the overarching research interest of this paper is how policy
change has taken place in the area of dual citizenship in Germany between 1999 and
2024. The paper thus builds upon analyses of earlier reforms of German citizenship
policy, such as in the early 1990s or the 1999 citizenship reform (e.g. Murray 1994;
Green 2000, 2006; Howard 2008), but at the same time goes beyond these by tracing
developments up to the mid-2020s. To examine policy change in the policy field of
dual citizenship in Germany, I take recourse on the Advocacy Coalition Framework
(ACF) (e.g. Sabatier 1987, 1993, 1998). The ACF is particularly well suited to study
“contentious policy issues” (Weible and Jenkins-Smith 2016, 26) and for examining
both policy change and policy stability. One of the overarching purposes of the ACF
is “to explain belief change and policy change over long periods” (Sabatier and Weible
2007, 208). This makes the ACF a suitable instrument for examining dual citizenship

policy in Germany.
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The article is structured as follows: First, [ develop a research framework, which I then
use to examine dual citizenship policy in Germany between 1999 and 2024, before
concluding with a summary and a discussion of the findings. I argue that two central
aspects of the ACF play a particularly important role which are strongly related to
Germany’s federal system: shifts in power at federal level and the level of the Lénder
as well as relatively stable parameters lying outside the policy subsystem and the re-
lated and changing coalition opportunity structures due to the federalism reform of

2006.

4.2 Research framework

This study examines policy change in the field of dual citizenship in Germany using
the Advocacy Coalition Framework (ACF) (e.g. Sabatier 1987, 1993, 1998). The ACF
was primarily used as an analytical framework to analyze policy change in other areas,
such as energy, environmental and health policy, its application to migration-related
fields remains limited (Weible, Sabatier, and McQueen 2009; Pierce, Peterson, and
Hicks 2020). Although a few recent studies have applied the ACF to migration policy
change (Ripoll Servent and Trauner 2014; Shin 2019; Wachuku 2019), it has not yet
been used to analyze citizenship policy, which is particularly surprising considering
that the ACF is especially effective in studying “contentious policy issues” (Weible
and Jenkins-Smith 2016, 26). The framework provides a systematic lens for examining
how belief systems, advocacy coalitions, and political opportunity structures interact
to shape policy change over extended periods of time. Citizenship policy is a highly
contested domain, where advocacy coalitions promote competing belief systems on
membership, national belonging, and integration. This makes the ACF a suitable in-

strument for explaining the case of policy change in the field of dual citizenship.

Before introducing the ACF as the analytical framework, I take a brief look at what
can be learned from reforms and debates on dual citizenship in different countries. In
particular, this overview explores what is contested about dual citizenship reform,
which actor constellations and advocacy coalitions typically emerge, and what obsta-
cles as well as facilitating factors shape the prospects for successful reform. These

insights provide the empirical foundation for the subsequent analytical application of
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the ACF. The section concludes with a short overview of the empirical data and the

methodological approach underlying the analysis.

Dual citizenship reforms as a contested policy issue

In many countries, citizenship laws are a major political issue. Political actors often
disagree over whether extending citizenship rights to settled migrants or not, with typ-
ical actor coalitions consisting of left-wing parties that support granting citizenship
rights to already-entered migrants and right-wing parties that oppose such extensions
in favor of a more conditional status (Blatter, Erdmann, and Schwanke 2009; Janoski
2010; Natter, Czaika, and de Haas 2020; Graeber 2022). Especially, “the acceptance
of dual citizenship is often a very controversial aspect of citizenship reforms” (Blatter,
Erdmann, and Schwanke 2009, 32). Contested issues surrounding the acceptance of
dual citizenship include concerns about dual obligations — such as compulsory military
service, taxation, or jurisdiction in matters of diplomatic protection — as well as debates
over its effects on migrant integration. While some argue that granting dual citizenship
promotes integration by removing barriers to naturalization, others contend that it may
hinder integration by allowing migrants to maintain exclusive attachments to more
than one country, potentially generating loyalty conflicts and devaluing citizenship
(Naujoks 2009; Blatter, Erdmann, and Schwanke 2009; Faist, Gerdes, and Rieple
2004). These “traditional arguments” (Midtbeen 2019) for or against dual citizenship
can be traced, for example, in debates in Denmark, Germany, the Netherlands, Nor-
way, and Sweden, where conservative and right-wing actors have often expressed res-
ervations, whereas left-leaning actors have supported its acceptance (Midtbgen 2019;
Gustafson 2002; Faist, Gerdes, and Rieple 2004; Ersbell 2021). In these countries,
dual citizenship reforms have been strongly shaped by parliamentary and decision-
making structures and elite-level agreements. Stable majorities or government coali-
tions often blocked reform (Sweden 1990s, Germany 1990s, Denmark and Norway
early 2000s), while shifts in power (Denmark 2011, Germany 2021), wide cross-party
consensus (Netherlands 1991, Sweden 2001), and changes in party positions (Liberal
Party in Denmark 2011, Conservative and Progress Party in Norway 2017) paved the
way for the introduction of dual citizenship (Netherlands 1993, Sweden 2001, Den-
mark 2015, Norway 2020, Germany 2024). Conversely, the reintroduction of the re-

nunciation requirement for naturalization in the Netherlands (1997) resulted from
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changing positions among conservative parties. The extent to which mainstream par-
ties avoided politicizing the issue influenced whether dual citizenship could be adopted
without provoking public controversy (Netherlands early 1990s, Sweden, Denmark,
Norway), whereas when the issue moved from elite-level discussions to the public
arena, it could result in opposition to dual citizenship (Netherlands 1997; Germany
1999). Overall, these cases illustrate that dual citizenship reform depends not only on
political and ideological attitudes, but also on the interaction of political majorities,
elite consensus, institutional mechanisms, and the degree of public support or mobili-
zation, which can open or close windows of opportunity for change (Faist, Gerdes, and
Rieple 2004; van Oers, de Hart, and Groenendijk 2013; Midtbeen 2019; Ersbell 2021;
Weinmann 2024).

Advocacy Coalition Framework

A central premise of the Advocacy Coalition Framework (ACF) is that the process of
policy change can only be understood in a time perspective of a decade or more (Sa-
batier 1993). The approach assumes that policy change over such a period of time can
best be examined if policy subsystems are considered since political decisions are
made in these subsystems. A subsystem is “the set of actors who are involved in deal-
ing with a policy problem” (Sabatier 1993, 24). These actors include not only politi-
cians or representatives of the legislative, judicial and executive branches, but also
representatives of interest groups, academics and journalists specializing in this policy
field (Sabatier and Weible 2007). Subsystems include, on the one hand, actors with
clear positions, who generally form two to four coalitions. These groups compete
against each other with the goal to change policies based upon their beliefs. There is
usually one dominant coalition, which is opposed by one or more “minority coalitions”
(Sabatier 1993, 34). Minority coalitions usually try to influence political programs by
confronting the majority coalition with weaknesses in current policy. The so-called
“devil shift” is important in this context. It is characterized by the fact that both sides
perceive the intentions of the other side as particularly hostile (demonization) and at
the same time overestimate the influence of the other side (e.g. Sabatier and Weible
2007). On the other hand, subsystems include policy brokers who cannot be clearly
assigned to these (opposing) positions and who offer solutions and aim to resolve con-

flicts between opposing coalition groups (Weible, Sabatier, and McQueen 2009).
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Another central assumption of the ACF is that coalitions are bound by a consistent set
of beliefs (“belief systems™) and aim to change policies based on these beliefs (e.g.
Sabatier 1998). A distinction is made between three levels of belief systems: deep core
beliefs, policy core beliefs and secondary aspects. The deep core beliefs are the deci-
sive normative beliefs of the members and are “very difficult to change” (Sabatier and
Weible 2007, 194). Policy-related core beliefs are general perceptions and values in
relation to the policy field. These policy core beliefs are more changeable than deep
core beliefs, but more stable than secondary aspects. The latter are specific beliefs and
attitudes, for example in relation to the choice of instruments to realize core beliefs.
The approach assumes that in major disputes within a policy subsystem, i.e. when core
beliefs are at stake, the alignment of allies and opponents remains relatively constant
over a period of about a decade. Moreover, advocacy coalitions emerge on the basis
of converging core beliefs and that within these coalitions the core beliefs remain rel-

atively constant (Sabatier 1993).

In early versions of the ACF “policy-oriented learning and external perturbations” (Sa-
batier and Weible 2007, 192) played a central role for belief and policy change. It was
assumed that policy learning only leads to changes in secondary beliefs (e.g. Jenkins-
Smith and Sabatier 1993). This as well as relatively stable parameters lying outside
the policy subsystem (e.g., basic constitutional norms, sociocultural values) thus ex-
plain political stability over time rather than policy change. In terms of policy change,
it is assumed that fundamental changes only occur following externally induced shifts
in power, e.g., through elections, economic change or changes in public opinion (e.g.
Sabatier 1993; Sabatier and Weible 2007). Public opinion is also a policy relevant
resource since “(a) supportive public is more likely to elect coalition supporters to
legislative and other positions of legal authority and to help sway the decisions of
elected officials” (Sabatier and Weible 2007, 203). Public opinion acts both as an ex-
ternal event and as a strategic resource for advocacy coalitions (Sabatier and Weible
2007). On the one hand, changes in public opinion can create opportunities for policy
change; on the other hand, public support serves as a strategic resource. Coalitions can
mobilize public opinion to legitimize their positions and influence policy change, with
greater public support enhancing the likelihood of advocacy success (Rasmussen,
Maéder, and Reher 2018). Another important prerequisite for policy change is, for ex-

ample, that the conflict is dealing with “empirical issues” primarily concerning the
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seriousness and causes of the problem to be solved (Sabatier and Weible 2007, 206—

7).

Later adaptations of the ACF put a stronger focus on “coalition opportunity structures”
which “refer to relatively enduing features of a polity that affect the resources and
constraints of subsystem actors” (Sabatier and Weible 2007, 200). These opportunity
structures capture the institutional context of a policy subsystem and define the strate-
gic landscape within which advocacy coalitions operate. They shape which actors can
effectively promote or block policy change and structure the relative power of com-
peting coalitions. Although these opportunity structures are relatively stable, they may
evolve over time, thereby altering coalition resources and the “likelihood of policy
change” (Gupta et al. 2025, 131). These include, for example, the degree of consensus
or compromise and the number of decision-making bodies that are crucial for major
political change. Institutional veto points play a central role in this regard. The number
of decision-making venues and the degree of agreement required among potential veto
players (Tsebelis 1995) are particularly important for understanding how coalition op-
portunity structures operate (Gupta et al. 2025; Heinmiller 2023). In relatively open
systems with numerous veto players whose consent is necessary for reform, policy
change tends to be “slow and difficult” (Gupta et al. 2025, 134; see also Ingold and
Varone 2012). Even minority coalitions may trigger a stalemate by blocking proposals
advanced by others (Heinmiller 2023, 2025). Thus, a coalition defending the policy
status quo can be considered “in power” (Heinmiller 2023, 33) when it controls or
effectively influences one or more veto points, enabling it to prevent changes that
would undermine its core policy beliefs. This can result in a “hurting stalemate”, an
important trigger for negotiated agreements (Sabatier and Weible 2007, 206—7). In
systems characterized by multiple institutional veto points, such hurting stalemates are
particularly likely, as competing coalitions may be able to block each other’s initiatives
over extended periods (Heinmiller 2023; Gupta et al. 2025). Understanding how ad-
vocacy coalitions interact with institutional veto points is therefore essential for ex-
plaining why policy change is often incremental, contested, and why certain coalitions
are able to defend the policy status quo effectively (Heinmiller 2023, 2025). This per-
spective is especially relevant for interpreting complex reforms in federal parliamen-
tary systems such as Germany, where multiple decision-making venues and veto play-

ers structure the dynamics of coalition competition. Political systems requiring broad
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agreement for major reforms create strong incentives for coordination and compromise
among advocacy coalitions (Sabatier and Weible 2007). Thus, the role of policy bro-
kers becomes particularly salient in institutional contexts characterized by multiple
veto points, as they strategically navigate between advocacy coalitions and coordinate
compromise solutions (Sabatier and Weible 2007; Ingold and Varone 2012). By me-
diating between competing coalitions, they may stabilize existing policies or facilitate
negotiated change. At the same time, brokerage enables them to advance their own
interests, for instance by shaping policy outcomes that lie between the positions of

rival coalitions (Ingold and Varone 2012).

Empirical strategy

The overarching research interest of this paper is how policy change has taken place
in the area of dual citizenship in Germany between 1999 and 2024. The study therefore
focuses on the policy subsystem of citizenship policy. The analysis is based on several
documents. These include parliamentary debates on dual citizenship and law proposals
between 1999 and 2024, as well as other publicly accessible documents like press in-
terviews and statements by advocacy coalition representatives, in particular the parlia-
mentary party leaders in the Bundestag and the Federal Ministers of the Interior, as
they are considered to play a central role in migration and citizenship policy (Murray
1994; Green 2006). The more than 30 transcripts of the relevant debates and the law
proposals were collected from the Documentation and Information System for Parlia-
mentary Materials (DIP) of the German Bundestag. All other publicly accessible
sources were collected as part of a systematic internet search (for an overview of all
documents analyzed see Appendix II, Appendix of Article 3). Building on previous
analyses of German citizenship reforms in the 1990s (Murray 1994; Green 2000, 2005,
2006; Howard 2008; Gerdes and Faist 2006), I first identify the main advocacy coali-
tions and their belief systems. This provides the basis for an ACF-based analysis of
the reforms from 1999 onwards, conducted through a systematic reading of the col-

lected documents, focusing on political stability and change.
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4.3 Dual citizenship policy in Germany between 1999 and 2024

Citizenship policy before the 1999 reform

Germany’s citizenship policy was long seen as outdated and restrictive, failing to ad-
dress large-scale immigration and the associated demographic trends (Brubaker 1992).
As far as the acceptance of dual citizenship is concerned, Germany had been “known
as an international laggard” for decades (Hofhansel 2023, 200). Intense political de-
bates over German citizenship policy began in the 1980s and gained momentum in the
1990s (Murray 1994). The policy field was largely shaped by the political parties, with
the discourse being political and legal-academic in nature and rather elitist (Murray
1994; Green 2005; Howard 2008). The Reichs- und Staatsangehorigkeitsgesetz from
1913 was still the applicable legal norm in the Federal Republic of Germany. Even
though foreigners could apply for naturalization on a discretionary basis, a legal right
to naturalization was not embodied in citizenship law until shortly after German reu-
nification. Liberalizations in the 1990s aimed to integrate long-term foreign residents
and their descendants. However, prior to the Citizenship Act of July 15, 1999, German
citizenship was granted primarily according to the principle of descent (ius sanguinis)
and foreign nationals had to fulfil a minimum residence period of 15 years for entitle-
ment-based naturalization and give up their previous citizenship in order to be natu-

ralized.

The field of citizenship policy in Germany in the 1990s was highly contested, with the
lines of conflict running along different understandings of the role of citizenship ac-
quisition in the process of immigrant integration (Green 2005; Gerdes and Faist 2006).
The political parties, especially the parliamentary groups in the Bundestag and their
leaders as well as the Federal Ministers of the Interior, played a central role at the time
in migration and citizenship policies (Murray 1994; Green 2006). The federal states
also had significant influence, as many laws required approval by the Bundesrat, the
second federal legislative chamber. Moreover, the federal states are responsible for
implementing citizenship law. Trade unions, churches, and welfare organizations, as
well as migrant self-organizations, by contrast, played only a very subordinate role

(Green 2006).

Essentially, two central advocacy coalitions can be identified: The dominant coalition
consisted of the CDU and CSU (Union parties), which formed a joint parliamentary
group, participated in the government, and provided the Federal Chancellor. The belief
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system that bound this coalition together was primarily based on the deep core belief
that acquiring citizenship represented the completion of the integration process. Ac-
cordingly, dual citizenship was seen as an obstacle to integration fostering loyalty con-
flicts and preventing immigrants from fully engaging with the host country (e.g. Mur-
ray 1994; Green 2000; Gerdes and Faist 2006; Howard 2008). In contrast, there was a
minority coalition, which was essentially made up of the Social Democratic Party
(SPD) and Biindnis 90/Die Griinen (Greens), then opposition. The belief system that
bound this coalition together was essentially based on the deep core belief that the
acquisition of citizenship was a catalyst for integration. Accordingly, dual citizenship
can be accepted, as it leads to a quick legal integration of long-term foreign residents
(e.g. Green 2005, 2006; Gerdes and Faist 2006). The liberal FDP, ' which was also part
of the government at the time, cannot be assigned to any of these coalitions. The FDP
took a middle position, viewing citizenship as complementary to integration and dual
citizenship as a temporary exception — an offer of integration followed by a conscious

choice of German citizenship (e.g. Murray 1994; Howard 2008).

This constellation marked the starting point for the 1999 reform and the subsequent

policy change on dual citizenship.

Stability and Change: The Citizenship reform in 1999

The 1998 federal elections brought a shift in power that marked a turning point in
German citizenship policy. The new governing parties, SPD and the Greens, aimed to
reform the law by introducing territorial principle (ius soli) and accepting multiple
nationality. While Interior Minister Otto Schily’s 1999 first draft bill included both,

general acceptance of dual citizenship was dropped in the final version.

The failure of this part of the 1999 reform was due to a political campaign and a shift
in Bundesrat power. Roland Koch, CDU candidate in the Hesse state election,
launched a petition against the red-green reform plans. The campaign “represented an
innovative political tactic” (Cooper 2002, 89) and led to an intensive political and so-
cial debate. The line of conflict between the two central advocacy coalitions ran along
their opposing core beliefs about the role of (dual) citizenship in integration. The fol-

lowing quotes from key representatives of both sides illustrate this:
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Kerstin Miiller, Chairwoman of the Biindnis 90/Die Griinen parliamentary group
in the Bundestag: “[...] dual citizenship is and was always intended only as an
instrument to achieve fast and unbureaucratic naturalization”. (Appendix II: Ta-

ble A3.2: Plenary protocol 14/28, 2289; author’s translation)

Wolfgang Schéauble (CDU) chairman of the CDU/CSU parliamentary group in
the Bundestag and CDU party chairman: “Of course, in many naturalizations —
even in the past — there is a situation where dual citizenship is accepted in justi-
fied individual cases. That is not a bad thing, it is quite normal. But if the excep-
tion becomes the rule, then the decision to acquire German citizenship no longer
means a decision for integration in Germany. Thus, dual citizenship as a rule
does not promote integration, but hinders it, and that is why we have said that
we will fight this with the possibilities we have: in parliament as well as in the
mobilization of public opinion pressure against this wrong project of the federal
government”. (Appendix II: Annex A3.1: Deutschlandfunk 1999c; author’s

translation)

Within a few weeks, over four million people signed the petition against the federal
government’s reform plans entitled “Yes to integration — No to dual citizenship” (Ap-
pendix II: Spiegel Archiv 2016, author’s translation). The campaign was criticized by
the Christian churches, welfare associations, trade unions and migrant associations and
interest groups, such as the Turkish Community of Germany (7iirkische Gemeinde
Deutschland) or the Federal Advisory Council for Foreigners (Bundesauslinderbei-
rat), which spoke out in favor of dual citizenship (Bade and Miinz 2000) and can there-
fore be assigned to the advocacy coalition of the then governing parties. However, the
reform plans were literally demonized in the political debate by the other side — de-
scribed as “devil shift” in the ACF — as a quote from the Bavarian Minister President
Edmund Stoiber (CSU) from January 1999 makes particularly vivid: “The planned
dual citizenship will endanger the security situation in Germany more than the terrorist
actions of the Red Army Faction (RAF) in the seventies and eighties” (Appendix II:
Annex A3.1: Spiegel Archiv 1999, author’s translation). The governing parties were
not prepared for this and had “badly misjudged public opinion” (Green 2005, 938).

This was not least because the proposed liberalization of citizenship law had been an
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“elite-driven process” which was now countered by the “mobilisation of xenophobia
[...] [leading] to a rather sudden restrictive backlash” (Howard 2008, 41). Public opin-
ion surveys showed a significant increase in opposition to dual citizenship: while less
than half of the population rejected dual citizenship in the early 1990s, this figure rose
to two-thirds by the end of the 1990s (Abal1 2009). As a result of the campaign, the
SPD and the Greens lost the state election in Hesse (Schmitt-Beck 2000). The defeat
cost the SPD-led states their absolute majority in the Bundesrat, whose approval was
required for the reform of the Citizenship Act. Given the symbolic nature of migration
and citizenship policy, party politics strongly shaped Bundesrat dynamics (Green
2005): Despite holding only ten votes, the Union parties were able to block the intro-
duction of dual citizenship, as the SPD-led states held only 33 votes — two short of the
35 required for an absolute majority in the Bundesrat. The remaining votes were held
by states where either both the SPD and CDU, or one of the two parties together with
the FDP, formed the government (Bundesrat 2024a). The Union parties formally con-
stituted the minority coalition defending the policy status quo but, by virtue of their
control over a veto point, were able to create a hurting stalemate — an important trigger
for negotiated agreements in the ACF (Sabatier and Weible 2007) — and were thus
effectively “in power” (Heinmiller 2023, 33). This prompted the Bundesrat to call on
the Mediation Committee (Vermittlungsausschuss), a joint body of Bundestag and
Bundesrat tasked with resolving legislative disputes. Securing a majority now required
cooperation with the liberal FDP, made possible by its coalition with the SPD in Rhine-
land-Palatinate (Green 2000). However, the FDP, opposed to general dual citizenship,
brokered a compromise that was in line with their own beliefs. In the parliamentary
debate, FDP Secretary General Guido Westerwelle phrased the FDP’s position as fol-

lows:

“We, as the F.D.P., advocate that the integration offer should also be followed
by an integration decision. That is why we have clearly and consistently opposed
the coalition’s original plans to introduce permanent dual citizenship for all. An-
yone who wants to become a German citizen should in principle commit to our
country by renouncing their previous citizenship. The German passport is not
just some paper that you are happy to receive in addition, but requires a con-

scious commitment to the German state. [...] But in the case of children born
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here, we accept multiple nationality for a certain period of time because, as mi-
nors, they cannot decide for themselves. [...] We clearly and unambiguously ad-
here to the principle of avoiding multiple nationality.” (Appendix II: Table A3.2:
Plenary protocol 14/28, 2294, author’s translation)

The compromise was based on a model already discussed in the 1990s (see e.g. Green
2006; Howard 2008), which allowed dual citizenship only temporarily until age 23 for
those acquiring German nationality through the place of birth principle. The final law
(Appendix II: Table A3.1: BT-Drs. 14/533), passed by Bundestag and Bundesrat, thus
marked a clear departure from the original draft, which had envisioned full acceptance
of dual nationality. Nevertheless, the reform represented a paradigm shift compared to
previous policy (Green 2000; Joppke 2003; Gerdes and Faist 2006). It can be catego-
rized between stability and change: With the new conditional ius soli, children born in
Germany to foreign parents were granted dual citizenship at birth — but only tempo-
rarily. They had to choose between German and parental citizenship by age 23 (known
as Optionspflicht, the “obligation to choose”; hereinafter also referred to as option
scheme). A transitional rule extended this to those born between 1990 and 1999. While
general acceptance of dual citizenship was rejected, the 2000 Citizenship Act allowed
naturalized EU and Swiss citizens to retain their original nationality, provided reci-
procity applied (i.e. when Germans acquired the respective country’s citizenship). In
addition, a regulation was introduced that restricts the automatic acquisition of German
citizenship by the descendants of German emigrants — and thus dual citizenship among

il

this group of people. However, it did not play a role in the debate.

The governing parties viewed the reform as only a first step toward full acceptance of
multiple nationality (Appendix II: Table A3.2: Plenary protocol 14/28, 2289). Liberal
legal scholars similarly saw it as the “beginning of the necessary complete overhaul”
(Renner 1999, 162; author’s translation). In contrast, the CDU/CSU called for a quick
reversal of the new rules (Appendix II: Table A3.2: Plenary protocol 738, 182). The
FDP, however, opposed both rollback and expansion, explicitly reaffirming its com-
mitment to the compromise that had been reached (Appendix II: Table A3.2: Plenary
protocol 14/40, 3438).
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In May 2003, the CDU/CSU opposition tried to tighten the territorial principle during
the legislative process for the Immigration Act (Zuwanderungsgesetz) by proposing a
double ius soli: automatic citizenship would require that at least one foreign parent had
been born in Germany, thus delaying dual citizenship by a generation. This, they ar-
gued, would enable a more reliable assessment of integration (Appendix II: An-

nex A3.1: Deutscher Bundestag 2003). The proposal ultimately failed.

Adjustments and Change: Problem solving from 2007 to 2014

Following the federal elections in September 2005, a grand coalition of CDU/CSU and
SPD under Chancellor Angela Merkel (CDU) governed until October 2009. During
this period, only minor, pragmatic adjustments were made to dual citizenship. How-
ever, the 2007 Act on the Transposition of Residence and Asylum Directives of the
European Union, expanded the acceptance of multiple nationality for EU citizens and
Swiss nationals, alongside other changes to naturalization rules (Appendix II: Ta-
ble A3.1: BT-Drs. 16/5065). The previous principle of reciprocity was replaced by a
general acceptance of multiple nationality for naturalized individuals from these coun-
tries. These changes reflected problem solving, as the reciprocity requirement for EU
citizens had led to “legal and practical problems” (Appendix II: Table A3.1: BT-Drs.
16/5065, 229; author's translation) since it relied on interpretations of foreign nation-
ality law. Unlike the newly introduced language requirement for naturalization, the
general acceptance of multiple nationality for EU citizens and Swiss nationals was not

part of the debate.

Under Merkel’s grand coalition, the debate over the option scheme and dual national-
ity for ius soli children intensified from 2008. The trigger was the first cohorts born
between 1990 and 2000 reaching adulthood; they had retroactively acquired dual citi-
zenship due to a transitional rule. They now had to choose one nationality, requiring
authorities to initiate option procedures often involving repeated contact and docu-

mentation. From 2018, around 40,000 such cases were expected annually.

The issue also sparked conflict within the grand coalition. The SPD called for abolish-
ing the option scheme and accepting dual nationality for ius soli Germans, while the
CDU/CSU opposed this and even proposed returning to pre-1999 law, as a quote of
the deputy chairman of the parliamentary group in the Bundestag, Wolfgang Bosbach
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(CDU), shows: “We want to return to the old nationality law from before 1999, be-
cause there can be no dual loyalties” (Appendix II: Annex A3.1: Der Tagesspiegel
2008, author’s translation). Parliamentary inquiries, motions, and hearings followed.
The opposition party Biindnis 90/Die Griinen unsuccessfully introduced two draft bills
in 2006 and 2009 to abolish the option scheme and generally allow dual citizenship.
In 2008, the SPD-led states of Berlin and Bremen submitted a joint motion to the Bun-
desrat to abolish the option scheme, which failed to gain a majority and was not for-

warded to the Bundestag (for an overview see Appendix II: Table A3.1).

Meanwhile, the debate increasingly involved welfare organizations, civil society, ex-
perts, and administrators. Debate during this period centered on the administrative
challenges of temporary dual citizenship under the option scheme, along with related
constitutional and integration policy concerns. Civil society actors increasingly called
for ending the option scheme, exemplified by the 2009 initiative “Wider den Op-
tionszwang!” (‘““‘Against the compulsion to choose!”; author’s translation) which gath-
ered online signatures (Worbs 2014, 55-56) or the welfare organizations which de-
scribed the option scheme as an “obstacle to integration” (Appendix II: Annex A3.1:
BAGFW 2012, author’s translation). These actors included civil rights groups like Pro
Asyl, the Intercultural Council (Interkultureller Rat), the German Lawyers Association
(Deutscher Anwaltverein), the Association of German Cities (Deutscher Stddtetag),
the churches, and welfare organizations. They can be clearly assigned to the advocacy
coalition around the red-green parties, which strived for greater acceptance of multiple

citizenship.

After the grand coalition ended in 2009, the SPD and Greens renewed efforts to abolish
the option scheme and generally allow dual citizenship with draft bills in 2010, but
these failed under the CDU/CSU-FDP government. Similar Bundesrat motions by
SPD, Greens, and Left Party-led states also failed (for an overview see Appendix II:
Table A3.1). Interior Minister Thomas de Maiziere (CDU) rejected legislative changes
as premature, while his successor Hans-Peter Friedrich (CSU) opposed dual citizen-
ship, calling it a barrier to integration, contrasting with more open CDU voices like

Armin Laschet (Appendix II: Annex A3.1: Deutscher Bundestag 2010; Merkur 2013).
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In the 2013 federal election campaign, dual citizenship was again controversial. SPD,
Greens, and Left Party sought to abolish the option scheme and accept multiple citi-
zenship, while CDU/CSU wanted to maintain the status quo. The FDP, unlike before,
supported dual citizenship (Appendix II: Annex A3.1: FDP 2013, 49), but lost Bun-
destag representation. CDU/CSU and SPD once again formed a grand coalition under
Chancellor Angela Merkel. During the coalition talks, the Expert Council on Integra-
tion and Migration (SVR), an independent body providing research-based policy ad-
vice on integration and migration, proposed a model of dual citizenship with genera-
tional limitation: the option scheme would be abolished, but unlimited inheritance of
citizenship through descent would be limited. Nationality should instead depend on a
person’s main place of residence (Appendix II: Annex A3.1: SVR 2013). Though the
model was not adopted, it influenced later political debate. Public opinion was divided
at the time of the debate: according to a nationwide population survey conducted in
2013, a narrow majority was in favor of dual citizenship, but slightly more than 40%

were against it (FORSA 2013).%Y

In the coalition agreement the parties agreed that dual citizenship should be possible
in the future for “children of foreign parents born and raised in Germany” (Appen-
dix II: Annex A3.1: CDU, CSU, and SPD 2013, 74, author’s translation) by removing
the obligation to choose one citizenship. Apart from that, the current nationality law
would remain untouched. A quote from the then Federal Minister of the Interior,
Thomas de Maiziere (CDU), in a press interview illustrates the concessions that the

compromise represented for both parties:

“One must first realize what a significant step this agreement represents for both
sides of the coalition. For the Union, citizenship holds enormous importance.
The fundamental belief that a person can only have loyalty to one state has been
something like a genetic code within the CDU and CSU for decades. [...] And
anyone who opts for two citizenships can never integrate here in the same way
as someone who is clearly committed to this country. For the SPD, the opposite
has been and remains a deep conviction. Integration, so the argument goes, will
only succeed if we allow both citizenships to coexist. [...] Both are coherent po-
sitions that are well-founded. Now, there is a compromise in the coalition agree-
ment, with both sides having made concessions.” (Appendix II: Annex A3.1:

Der Tagesspiegel 2014, author’s translation)
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After the coalition agreement, a dispute arose over how to define “raised in Germany”.
The opposition Greens and Left Party pushed for a full and immediate abolition of the
option scheme but failed due to the grand coalition majority. SPD-led states also in-
troduced an unsuccessful Bundesrat motion (for an overview see Appendix II: Ta-
ble A3.1). After intensive debates, CDU/CSU and SPD agreed on a bill in March 2014:
ius soli children would no longer need to choose a nationality if they had lived in
Germany for eight years until the age of 21, attended school in Germany for six years,
or held school or vocational qualification obtained in Germany. Citizens of EU mem-
ber states and Switzerland were generally no longer required to choose between na-

tionalities. The law passed in July 2014 (Appendix II: Table A3.1: BT-Drs. 18/1312).

A key reason for the broad compromise was the difficulty of implementing the option
scheme in an effective and legally secure way. Conservative authors had suggested
that the red-green government had already in 1999 expected enforcement to fail and
aimed to abolish the scheme later (Luft 2008, 45). The compromise may thus have
been driven by “empirical issues” — about the seriousness and causes of the problem —
which the ACF identifies as a key condition for negotiated agreements (Sabatier and

Weible 2007, 206-7).

The compromise involved significant concessions for both sides, the Union and the
SPD. The SPD made no secret of its goal for broader acceptance of multiple citizenship
and saw the compromise as just a step towards that aim (Appendix II: Table A3.2:
Plenary protocol 18/39, 3355). However, for the Union, the concession was more sig-
nificant, as it marked a clear departure from its core belief that dual citizenship hinders
integration. By largely abolishing the option scheme, it enabled permanent multiple
nationality for most ius soli Germans — a policy the CDU/CSU had strongly opposed
in 1999. SVR Chair Christine Langenfeld called it a “spider-fly compromise”
(Langenfeld 2014, 2), where one side’s interests ultimately prevail at the expense of

the other.

The CDU/CSU justified this concession by arguing that dual citizenship for children
born and raised in Germany did not contradict its core belief that citizenship marks the
end of integration, as this group was seen as already integrated. As Glinter Krings

(CDU), Parliamentary State Secretary to the Federal Minister of the Interior, put it:
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“Those who are born and raised here develop a formative bond with this country.
[...] However, we allow them to have multiple citizenship as part of their per-
sonal biography. We want to spare them the decision between their nationalities
— not to promote their integration, but because we assume they are already well
integrated here.” (Appendix II: Table A3.2: Plenary protocol 18/39, 3337; au-

thor’s translation)

Stability: Ongoing debates without change between 2014 and 2019

Even after largely abolishing the option scheme, the dual citizenship debate continued.
Following a July 2016 demonstration in Cologne supporting Turkish President
Erdogan after the failed coup in Turkey, calls to reinstate the option scheme resurfaced
— opposed by SPD and the opposition but supported by some CDU/CSU members
(Appendix II: Annex A3.1: Siiddeutsche Zeitung 2016, author’s translation). Interior
Minister Thomas de Maiziére (CDU) rejected reversing the 2014 reform, favoring dual
citizenship only for a transitional generation: “I prefer loyalty and a clear commitment
to one state, not two. [...] For a transitional generation, dual citizenship can actually
strengthen loyalty to the new state. However, in my opinion, it should not become the
norm for generations to come” (Appendix II: Annex A3.1: Der Tagesspiegel 2016;
author’s translation). The CDU remained divided, and at the federal party conference
in December 2016, a narrow majority backed a motion to end dual citizenship for chil-
dren of immigrants born in Germany. Chancellor Merkel opposed this, ensuring no
changes to citizenship law during the legislative period (Appendix II: Annex A3.1:
Deutsche Welle 2016). With regard to public opinion, survey results show that in 2016,
the population was almost evenly divided between supporters and opponents of dual

citizenship (Giilzau 2025).

Throughout the legislative period, the Greens pushed for unconditional ius soli and a
general recognition of multiple nationality, submitting draft laws in 2015 and 2017
that expired with the term’s end (for an overview, see Appendix II: Table A3.1). In the
run-up to the 2017 parliamentary election in Germany, the Union parties and the far-
right Alternative for Germany (AfD) opposed dual nationality, while the Social Dem-
ocrats, the Greens, and the Left Party supported dual nationality (Natter, Czaika, and
de Haas 2020). The liberal FDP, unlike in their 2013 election program, advocated for
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a model of dual citizenship with generational limitation (Appendix II: Annex A3.1:
FDP 2017). In the following legislative term (2017-2021), under another grand coali-
tion, the Greens introduced similar proposals to those of the previous term, but they
were rejected once again (for an overview, see Appendix II: Table A3.1). Regulations
limiting multiple citizenship for Germans born abroad did not play a significant role
in the discussion (Weinmann 2017). The debate quieted until gaining momentum again

during the 2021 federal election campaign.

Change: The Citizenship Modernization Act of 2024

In its 2021 federal election manifesto, the SPD called for a “modern citizenship law”
that would allow general dual citizenship (Appendix II: Annex A3.1: SPD-
Parteivorstand 2021, 46, author’s translation). The Greens also supported dual citi-
zenship (Appendix II: Annex A3.1: Biindnis 90/Die Griinen 2021). The FDP advo-
cated for a “liberal citizenship law” allowing dual citizenship upon naturalization, but
with a generational limitation requiring descendants in the third generation to choose
one citizenship (Appendix II: Annex A3.1: FDP 2021, 58, author’s translation) — a
model first proposed by the Expert Council in 2013.

Following the 2021 election, the SPD, Greens, and FDP formed a coalition and
pledged to simplify access to German citizenship by reducing residency requirements
and allowing multiple citizenship. However, they also agreed to examine how to pre-
vent the intergenerational transmission of foreign citizenship (Appendix II: An-
nex A3.1: SPD, Biindnis 90/Die Griinen, and FDP 2021, 94; author’s translation).
This generational limitation was not included in the initial 2023 draft bill. This led to
criticism from the FDP, whose parliamentary group leader Christian Diirr emphasized
in January 2023 that there was a “need for improvement” and that the generational
limitation was essential: “It is understandable if someone who immigrates to Germany
is also allowed to retain the citizenship of their country of origin. But true integration
means that later generations only have one citizenship” (Appendix II: Annex A3.1:
Der Tagesspiegel 2023). The Interior Ministry, which was responsible for the draft
law, downplayed the dispute, citing ongoing interdepartmental coordination (Appen-
dix II: Annex A3.1: Tagesschau 2023). However, the generational limitation was also

not included in the final draft bill (Appendix II: Table A3.1: BT-Drs. 20/9044) and the
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FDP abandoned its demand (Thym 2024). One reason was that such a model would
have been nearly impossible to implement legally, as it would require bilateral agree-
ments with countries of origin on transitional rules (Weinmann 2017; Thym 2024).
The FDP, as a former policy broker, now abandoned its core belief that dual citizenship
should entail an individual’s active choice to integrate by opting for one nationality.
This shift cleared the way for policy change, though it was not entirely unexpected:

the party had already endorsed multiple nationality in principle in its 2013 manifesto.

The governing parties’ plans sparked heated parliamentary debate and were firmly re-
jected by parts of the opposition. In the debate, the government framed the reform as
a modernization of citizenship law. The Minister of State at the Chancellery and Fed-
eral Commissioner for Migration, Refugees, and Integration, Reem Alabali-Radovan
(SPD), for example, stressed that the reform would complete what had been started 25
years ago (Appendix II: Table A3.2: Plenary protocol 20/148, 18922). Representa-
tives of the governing coalition reiterated their core belief about the connection be-
tween dual citizenship and integration, for example through Lamya Kaddor, the do-
mestic policy spokesperson for the parliamentary group Biindnis 90/Die Griinen, who
stated: “Multiple citizenship is a driver, a motor for integration” (Appendix II: Ta-
ble A3.2: Plenary protocol 20/141, 17821; author’s translation). Her colleague Gii-
listan Yiiksel, from the SPD, explained: “You cannot achieve loyalty by forcing people
to give up a part of their identity” (Appendix II: Table A3.2: Plenary protocol 20/141,
17823, author’s translation). The Left Party welcomed the general possibility of dual
citizenship, but criticized other aspects of the reform (Appendix II: Table A3.2: Ple-
nary protocol 20/141, 17816). In contrast, the opposition center-right CDU/CSU,
stated that the amendment would diminish the value of German citizenship and once
again demonized the red-green reform plans as a “citizenship devaluation law” (Ap-
pendix II: Table A3.2: Plenary protocol 20/141, 17809; author’s translation). Union
representatives restated their core belief, as Member of Parliament Philipp Amthor
(CDU) put it: “I tell you — this is a fundamental belief that distinguishes us — for us,
citizenship is not at the beginning, but at the end of the integration process” (Appen-
dix II: Table A3.2: Plenary protocol 20/141, 17820, author’s translation).The parlia-
mentary group’s domestic policy spokesman, Alexander Throm (CDU), described the
acceptance of multiple citizenship as “fundamentally wrong” since it would not require

naturalized citizens to make a clear commitment to Germany and would increase the
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political influence of foreign states in Germany (Appendix II: Table A3.2: Plenary
protocol 20/141, 17810, author’s translation). Even harsher criticism came from the
far-right anti-immigration Alternative fiir Deutschland (AfD) party, which referred to
the reform as a “sell-out” (Verramschung) of German citizenship (Appendix II: Ta-

ble A3.2: Plenary protocol 20/141, 17813, author’s translation).

Unlike in the parliamentary debate, the reform plans played only a minor role in the
public debate compared to 1999, and public opinion was not mobilized as it had been
in the campaign at that time. Surveys conducted in 2023 also revealed a different pic-
ture of public opinion than at the end of the 1990s: while just over 40% were in favor
of introducing dual citizenship, only slightly more than a third of the population op-
posed such a reform (Siegel et al. 2023)." Younger respondents in particular were more

open to reform (Gtilzau 2025).

On January 19, 2024, the Bundestag passed the Citizenship Modernization Act. The
vote revealed ongoing political division: 382 MPs voted in favor, 234 against, and 23
abstained. The reform introduced general acceptance of dual nationality for immi-
grants and their descendants. In addition, the required residence period was reduced
from eight to five years for both conditional ius soli and naturalization. Germans also
no longer automatically lose their citizenship when acquiring another. However, as in
the past, dual citizenship for German emigrants and their descendants was not an issue
in the debate. With the 2024 reform, the SPD and Greens achieved their long-standing

goal of enshrining multiple citizenship, first pursued in the 1999 reform.

Unlike the earlier reform, the 2024 reform did not require Bundesrat approval due to
the 2006 federalism reform (Weinmann 2024; Thym 2024). This reform had changed
the criteria for approval of federal laws by the Bundesrat. Its previous extensive power
to participate in federal legislation, which effectively gave it the status of a second
legislative chamber with almost equal rights to the Bundestag, was restricted with the
result that fewer laws require approval (Hermes 2018). By altering the required level
of consensus and the number of decision-making bodies, it changed “relatively endu-
ing features” of the polity — described in the ACF as crucial for major political change
— by modifying the degree of consensus or compromise and the number of decision-
making bodies (Sabatier and Weible 2007, 200). This resulted in altered coalition op-

portunity structures, described in the ACF as affecting the resources and constraints of

101



subsystem actors and thereby policymaking (Sabatier and Weible 2007, 199). Given
the approval rules that existed prior to the federalism reform, it would have been un-
likely for the federal government to secure a majority in the Bundesrat for the law: 37
of the 69 Bundesrat votes came from states where the CDU/CSU was part of the gov-
ernment (Bundesrat 2024b). The federalism reform had thus fundamentally altered the
coalition opportunity structures and changed the likelihood of policy change, as citi-
zenship law was no longer subject to mandatory approval by the Bundesrat and, in this
policy field, the number of veto points had therefore been reduced. Unlike in 1999, the
Union parties, as a minority coalition, were no longer able to block policy change.
Thus, a change in relatively stable parameters outside the dual citizenship policy sub-
system — set in motion nearly two decades earlier — enabled the SPD and the Greens,
following the 2021 shift in power, to complete the paradigm shift in German national-

ity law they had begun 25 years before.

4.4 Summary and discussion

Citizenship policy in Germany — particularly the issue of dual citizenship — is a highly
contested field. The underlying lines of conflict reflect diverging beliefs about the role
of citizenship acquisition in immigrant integration. Nearly 25 years after the red-green
government under Chancellor Gerhard Schroder (SPD) failed to fully implement dual
citizenship, the principle of avoiding multiple citizenship was finally abolished with
the Citizenship Modernization Act on January 19, 2024. While the SPD and the Greens
consistently pursued the goal of enabling dual citizenship during this period, the CDU
and CSU maintained their negative stance. This raises two key questions: Why did it
take so long for Germany to adopt dual citizenship despite a broader international trend
in its favor? And how did this policy change ultimately come about, even though the
lines of conflict largely remained unchanged? Against this backdrop, this paper exam-
ines how this policy change unfolded over two and a half decades. To study the case
of policy change in the field of dual citizenship in Germany, I applied the Advocacy
Coalition Framework (ACF), which is particularly well-suited for this case. The ACF
(1) offers a framework for analyzing both policy change and stability, (2) is designed
for studying policy change over a decade or more, and (3) is applicable to contested

policy issues (Sabatier 1993; Weible and Jenkins-Smith 2016).
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The two dominant advocacy coalitions remained stable throughout the period under
review. Their core actors are primarily the political parties and their representatives,
who have traditionally played a central role in shaping migration and citizenship policy
in Germany. These advocacy coalitions largely align with the parties that have held
government power at various times: the CDU/CSU on one side, and the SPD and
Biindnis 90/Die Griinen on the other. While other actors — such as those from civil
society — can also be assigned to the red-green advocacy coalition, their influence has

been secondary.

In summary, two core aspects of the Advocacy Coalition Framework (ACF) are par-
ticularly relevant to understand the change of Germany’s dual citizenship policy —both
closely tied to the federal system. First, competing advocacy coalitions make strategic
use of externally induced shifts in power to advance policies aligned with their belief
systems. This includes changes in power following federal elections, which the SPD
and the Greens leveraged in 1999 and again in 2021 to pursue their reform agendas.
Equally important are shifts in power at the state level resulting from elections in the
Lander, which alter the balance of majorities in the Bundesrat. In 1999, the CDU/CSU
successfully used its influence in the Bundesrat to block and reshape the red-green
government’s reform plans in line with its own beliefs. Second, relatively stable pa-
rameters outside the policy subsystem — along with the evolving coalition opportunity
structures they create — play a crucial role in shaping how advocacy coalitions attempt
to implement their policy goals on dual citizenship. This refers to the basic constitu-
tional norms embedded in the federal system of the Federal Republic, which in 1999
allowed the Union parties to act as a veto player — despite holding relatively few votes
in the Bundesrat — thanks to the requirement for Bundesrat approval. These stable
institutional parameters help explain the political continuity in maintaining the princi-
ple of avoiding dual citizenship at that time. However, the coalition opportunity struc-
tures changed following the federalism reform. The revised criteria for Bundesrat ap-
proval of federal legislation meant that a similar blocking scenario was no longer pos-
sible in 2024 allowing the red-green parties to implement their reforms without ob-

struction.

Other elements identified as relevant in the ACF also help explain the gradual shift in
Germany’s dual citizenship policy over the course of two and a half decades. With

regard to the stability of dual citizenship policy, which is characterized by the principle
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of avoiding multiple citizenship in the context of the 1999 reform, these include, above
all, the demonization of the reform plans (the so-called “devil shift”) and the associated
public sentiment and opinion. Public opinion, as a policy-relevant resource, played a
crucial role in 1999, when opponents of dual citizenship reform successfully mobilized
popular support. This ultimately contributed to a shift in power in the state of Hesse,
altering the majority in the Bundesrat. The resulting hurting stalemate was ultimately
the decisive factor why the FDP was able to act as a policy broker and mediate a po-
litical compromise. This compromise introduced ius soli and temporary dual citizen-
ship, thus allowing for limited policy change while preserving the underlying principle
of avoiding dual nationality. In the subsequent reform process and debates, public
opinion played only a secondary role and was not mobilized to any significant extent;
moreover, while the population has remained divided in its attitudes toward dual citi-
zenship, opposition has become considerably less pronounced than it was in the late

1990s.

An examination of the belief systems held by the competing advocacy coalitions re-
veals that they remained largely stable over time. However, the 2024 policy change
would likely not have occurred had the FDP, as a former policy broker, continued to
uphold its core belief that dual citizenship represents an offer of integration by the
state, which should be met with an active decision by the individual. A similar depar-
ture from long-standing beliefs occurred in 2014, when the Union parties supported
abolishing the option model, despite their earlier insistence that dual citizenship hin-
ders integration. This marked a significant shift toward ius soli with unrestricted dual
citizenship — an outcome the Union had strongly opposed in 1999. That said, the key
driver behind the 2014 change lay less in shifting beliefs than in mounting empirical
concerns. From 2008 onwards, the public debate increasingly centered on the admin-
istrative and legal difficulties of enforcing the option scheme, which had become evi-

dent and ultimately made its continuation untenable.

Due to the interplay of various factors, the policy change pursued by the advocacy
coalition around the red-green parties could not be fully implemented as originally
envisioned in 1999. Instead, it unfolded in three key stages: first, the introduction of
ius soli in 1999 with temporary and limited dual citizenship; second, the removal of
this limitation in 2014; and third, the general abolition of restrictions on multiple citi-

zenship in 2024.

104



By examining the “determinants of citizenship policy” in Germany, this qualitative
case study helps us to better understand what leads “to inclusionary and exclusionary
citizenship policy outcomes” (Goodman 2023, 136). Furthermore, it contributes to a
more precise understanding of how the mechanisms of policy change operate in this
contested field of citizenship policy (Graeber 2022). The case of Germany illustrates
how an important barrier for citizenship acquisition is reduced over two and a half
decades in a country with traditionally restrictive dual citizenship rules. However, de-
spite the policy change in favor of dual citizenship over the past two and a half decades,
the field remains highly contested in Germany. In their joint election program for the
2025 federal election, the CDU and CSU once again expressed their rejection of the
reform and announced their intention to roll back the general acceptance of dual citi-
zenship (Appendix II: Annex A3.1: CDU; CSU 2025). The AfD, which has emerged
as a significant political force, goes even further by not only announcing its intention
to abolish dual citizenship, but also to revert to the nationality law as it existed before
1990. This law provided for the exclusive acquisition of German citizenship either
through birth to at least one German parent or through naturalization at the discretion
of the state (Appendix II: Annex A3.1: AfD 2025). However, lacking the necessary
majorities after the election, such a reversal — particularly within a grand coalition
between the Union parties and the SPD — appears unlikely for the time being. Never-
theless, a corresponding reversal of the reform is conceivable, especially in light of
changing power dynamics. Dual citizenship remains a contested issue and is rarely
introduced or abolished permanently. Instead, it tends to evolve over time, influenced
by political debates and broader policy dynamics. This is illustrated by multiple re-
forms in the Netherlands: while restrictions on dual citizenship in the context of natu-
ralization were temporarily lifted in the early 1990s, they were reintroduced in 1997

(e.g., Bocker and Thrianhardt 2006; Labussiére and Vink 2020).

Endnotes of Article 3

'T thank Sybille Miinch and Holger Kolb for their useful comments on this paper.

i The abbreviation F.D.P. was used until 2001. For simplicity, FDP is used throughout, ex-
cept in quotations.

il The regulation stipulates that a child of German emigrants born abroad still acquires Ger-
man citizenship through the principle of descent. This then exists alongside any citizen-
ship acquired through the territorial principle in the country of birth. However, for the
third emigrant generation, the automatic acquisition of German citizenship was restricted
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as part of the reform: It is no longer automatically acquired at birth abroad if the German
parent was born abroad after December 31, 1999, and has their habitual residence there,
unless the child would otherwise be stateless. However, German citizenship — and thus
dual citizenship — can still be acquired relatively easily, provided that an application for
registration of the birth in the birth register is submitted within one year of birth (Wein-
mann 2017).

v The rest were undecided.

v The rest were undecided.
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5. Summary and conclusion of the thesis

This dissertation investigates the role of dual citizenship with regard to political mem-
bership and the drawing of democratic boundaries. It makes a significant contribution
to understanding how dual citizenship policies influence democratic membership and
the overall quality of democracy by integrating normative, empirical, and process-ori-
ented perspectives. By framing dual citizenship as a dimension of democratic quality,
I highlight how both overly expansive and overly restrictive regulations create distinct
yet equally relevant challenges for democratic inclusion. This sets the stage for the
entire thesis, which is driven by the overarching research question: How do dual citi-
zenship policies influence democratic membership and the quality of democracy? 1
address this question through a multi-dimensional analytical approach spanning

macro, micro, and meso levels.

This cumulative dissertation consists of three articles, focusing on the following key
dimensions: the establishment and operationalization of normative criteria for evalu-
ating the democratic quality of dual citizenship policies and the normative comparison
of existing policies (Article 1); the examination of how dual citizenship policies affect
individual behavior and thereby political membership (Article 2); and the investigation

of how these policies change to better meet normative criteria (Article 3).

5.1 Main findings

Overall, the dissertation demonstrates that the quality of democratic citizenship is not
merely a function of abstract ideals, but emerges from the dynamic interplay between
policies and legal frameworks, individual perceptions and behavior, as well as institu-
tions, beliefs and advocacy. It thus addresses concerns about the resilience and legiti-
macy of democratic systems by showing how the definition and allocation of political
membership — through (dual) citizenship policy — can either reinforce or undermine

democratic quality in times of increasing international mobility.

The combined findings of the three articles show that macro-level policies do not op-
erate in isolation but actively shape individual choices and perceptions, which are cen-
tral to political inclusion and democratic membership. At the same time, meso-level

processes reveal how political advocacy and institutional dynamics can influence and
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transform macro-level frameworks, aligning them more closely with normative dem-

ocratic principles.

The key takeaway from the dissertation can be summarized as follows: While dual
citizenship policies should align with democratic theory to establish legitimate and
inclusive boundaries of political membership, many existing policies are either too
restrictive or too permissive, resulting in democratic deficits that weaken the quality
of democracy. This is demonstrated, among other things, by the fact that restrictive
dual citizenship policies — both in countries of origin and residence — discourage nat-
uralization, thereby reducing political inclusion and the congruence between resident
and voting populations. However, these policies are dynamic and subject to ongoing
political negotiation and contestation, leaving room for more democratic and inclusive

reforms over time.

5.2 Main contributions

Conceptually, the core contribution of the dissertation lies in its integrative framework
that connects normative theory, empirical analysis, and policy studies, bridging multi-
ple subfields of political science — including democratic theory, political sociology,
citizenship studies, and policy analysis. The three articles are united by a common
focus on how dual citizenship policies mediate democratic inclusion, with each ad-
dressing different levels of analysis — normative evaluation of policies, empirical pat-
terns of naturalization, and the political dynamics of policy change — thus collectively
providing a holistic understanding of democratic membership in the context of migra-

tion.

This is achieved through a triangulation of diverse methodological approaches: a sys-
tematic comparison and description of policies based on normative criteria; a quanti-
tative analysis of micro-level data that incorporates both macro-level aspects and in-
dividual-level factors; and policy process research to examine policy change. Citizen-
ship, as a complex political phenomenon, demands such a multi-perspective approach.
This layered framework illustrates how macro-level policies influence micro-level be-
haviors, such as naturalization decisions, while meso-level political processes and ac-
tors — particularly advocacy coalitions — play a crucial role in transforming those

macro-level policies.
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In doing so, the dissertation reveals that the quality of democracy is shaped not only
by abstract ideals but also through the dynamic interplay of policies and legal struc-
tures, individual perceptions and behavior, as well as political beliefs and advocacy
efforts. Ultimately, it underscores that the question of who belongs to the demos is not
fixed but continuously shaped by legal norms, individual choices, and political pro-

CCSSES.

Overall, the main methodological and theoretical contribution lies in the fact that the
three articles collectively provide a comprehensive multi-dimensional analysis, cap-
turing the complex ways in which dual citizenship policies shape democratic member-
ship and the overall quality of democracy. This integrated approach advances theoret-
ical understanding by bridging democratic theory with empirical research and policy
analysis, while also offering practical guidance on how democracies can effectively
respond to the challenges posed by globalization and increased international mobility

to foster more inclusive forms of democratic membership.

5.3 Limitations and perspectives for future research

As with any research endeavor, a fundamental consideration lies in assessing the scope
and generalizability of its findings. To what extent can the findings be applied beyond
the specific context under study? This question is particularly pertinent when evaluat-

ing the broader relevance and applicability of the findings.

First, this study leaves unresolved important questions concerning variation across
states. For example, why do some states differentiate between migrant groups in grant-
ing or restricting dual citizenship, while others apply uniform rules? Literature points
to a range of explanatory factors, including “different historic starting points and con-
ditions” (Winter 2014, 48), political integration strategies for immigrants as well as
diaspora engagement efforts aimed at strengthening ties with citizens abroad (Sejersen
2008), or so-called “preferential membership policies” (Dumbrava 2014b). A deeper
understanding of these motivations could be gained through comparative case studies,
especially those combining legal analysis with qualitative research on political de-
bates, legislative processes, and public discourse. While this study provides an illus-
trative example through the examination of policy change in Germany, further re-

search — ideally involving comparative analyses of similar or contrasting reforms —
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would be valuable. Such comparative studies are particularly relevant in light of the
liberalization of citizenship laws on the one hand and restrictions on the other, espe-
cially since both are intended to address the ongoing challenges of integrating immi-

grants (Dumbrava 2025, 8).

Another limitation concerns the distinction between formal policies and their admin-
istrative implementation. This study focuses on the legal-institutional level — primarily
the design, evolution and consequences of dual citizenship policies — but does not en-
gage in depth with how these rules are applied in practice. Yet uniform legal standards
do not necessarily yield uniform bureaucratic outcomes. What appears legally possible
or impossible can, in practice, lead to different results. Research has highlighted sig-
nificant regional variation in the application of dual citizenship policies, shaped by
local political dynamics and demographic factors, even under identical national regu-
lations (Schneider and Zuber 2025; Mende and Zuber 2025). In light of such evidence
suggesting uneven implementation across administrative units of a state or immigrants
of different origins, the gap between formal rules and administrative implementation
deserves more systematic investigation. Future research should therefore examine di-
vergent decision-making practices in assessing the fulfillment of legal requirements,
as well as the influence of organizational culture on how willing naturalization author-
ities are to allocate (personnel) resources (Mende and Zuber 2025). These aspects be-
come particularly relevant in the context of Germany’s recent citizenship reform,
which is expected to lead to a substantial increase in applications. This reform coin-
cides with an already significant backlog of unresolved cases, pointing to possible im-
plementation failures due to overburdened administrative structures (Giilzau and

Schneider 2024).

Moreover, this study is situated within the context of affluent democracies in Europe.
As such, its findings may have limited applicability to countries in Latin America, East
Asia, or other regions. Importantly, migration is not confined to the liberal democratic
West. Migrants frequently move between dissimilar regime types — from democracies
to autocracies and vice versa — challenging normative frameworks that assume shared
political values or institutional compatibility. Future research would therefore benefit
from broadening both the geographical and political scope of inquiry, incorporating
cases beyond Europe and adopting a more global and comparative perspective

(Goodman 2023).
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In light of these limitations, several promising avenues for future research emerge.
First, there is a need to systematically explore how citizenship policies reflect broader
democratic principles — or fall short of them. Comparative studies could assess the
extent to which states differentiate between migrant groups with regard to dual citi-
zenship for normative reasons or due to pragmatic or strategic considerations. Second,
the EU context presents a particularly interesting field for further inquiry. Despite
shared legal and normative frameworks, member states diverge significantly in their
citizenship regimes. What shapes these differences and similarities? How do national
differences influence common EU citizenship? Further research should also investi-
gate the inconsistencies and contradictions between EU citizenship and national citi-
zenship laws, and how these tensions affect the coherence and legitimacy of European

democratic governance (Orgad 2019).

In sum, while this study offers a multi-dimensional perspective on dual citizenship in
democratic contexts, it also identifies conceptual and empirical gaps that invite
broader, comparative, and interdisciplinary research. Addressing these questions is es-
sential for understanding the evolving nature of citizenship in an era characterized by

increasing international mobility, political fragmentation, and normative contestation.

5.4 Implications and outlook

This study also carries important implications for citizenship policy, particularly with
regard to immigrant integration and democratic inclusion. Exclusive dual citizenship
policies continue to pose a significant barrier to the political integration of immigrants
in their country of residence. Naturalization remains the primary pathway to full po-
litical rights for immigrants in most democratic polities (Pedroza 2015), and the re-
quirement to renounce a prior citizenship or automatically lose it can discourage eligi-
ble individuals from applying. This is especially the case when dual citizenship poli-
cies involve not only legal obstacles but also symbolic dimensions of membership tied
to the act of citizenship change. Recognizing dual citizenship can help reduce such
barriers by allowing for political inclusion without requiring a break with one’s iden-
tity, while simultaneously allowing emigrants and their descendants to maintain exist-
ing political ties. At the same time, avoiding dual citizenship can be justified when

such ties weaken or no longer exist across generations.
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A particularly relevant issue arises in the European context, where Union citizenship
is derived from national citizenship. Yet significant disparities persist across EU mem-
ber states regarding dual citizenship policies. Immigrants from third countries may
acquire EU citizenship besides their origin country’s citizenship relatively easily in
one member state, while their compatriots may be barred from doing so in another.
Conversely, emigrants may face very different consequences depending on their coun-
try of origin: while some may lose both their national and EU citizenship upon natu-
ralizing in a third country, others retain both and may even transmit them without re-

striction to future generations.

Despite gradual liberalization trends, dual citizenship remains a contested issue — both
in Germany and in many other countries. This is evident, among other things, in the
example of Germany, where the CDU and CSU emphasized in their joint election pro-
gram for the 2025 federal election that they reject the recent reform and want to reverse
the acceptance of dual citizenship. A corresponding reversal of the reform is therefore
conceivable, especially in view of changing power relations. Accordingly, dual citi-
zenship is not simply introduced or abolished once and for all, but often proves to be
subject to change, depending on political debates and broader policy dynamics. This
is demonstrated by several reforms in the Netherlands: while restrictions on dual citi-
zenship in the context of naturalization had been temporarily abolished in the early
1990s, they were reintroduced in 1997 (Bocker and Thrénhardt 2006; Labussiere and
Vink 2020; Peters and Vink 2024).

The findings of this study point to persisting democratic deficits where states apply
differentiated rules to different migrant groups. This is problematic not only in terms
of equal treatment and anti-discrimination (Spiro 2011), but also because inconsistent

standards may foster patterns of democratic under- and over-inclusiveness.

Finally, the dissertation contributes to the broader discussion about the future of de-
mocracy (e.g., van Beek and Wnuk-Lipinski 2012; Merkel 2015; Levitsky and Ziblatt
2018). In this context, debates around membership, inclusion, and exclusion have
taken on renewed urgency (Preuss 1998; Orgad 2019; Paparusso and Wihtol de
Wenden 2025; Wihtol de Wenden 2025). By framing dual citizenship as a dimension

of democratic quality, this dissertation provides both a diagnosis of the legitimacy
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challenges facing contemporary democracies and an optimistic outlook on how dem-
ocratic states can resolve tensions between inclusion and exclusion through policy
change. The findings suggest that even in restrictive regimes, democratic reform is
possible. Recent developments — including Germany’s policy change toward recog-
nizing dual citizenship — demonstrate that citizenship law is not static, but responsive
to broader normative debates and political dynamics. Such changes open up space for
more inclusive policies that better reflect the realities of transnational mobility and

integration.

In sum, this study highlights not only the tensions and inconsistencies within and be-
tween citizenship regimes, but also the potential for democratic renewal through more
inclusive and coherent approaches to citizenship policy. Future reforms should aim to
reduce arbitrary differentiation, strengthen political inclusion, and align legal practice
more closely with democratic principles. The dissertation offers an optimistic outlook
on such change by highlighting the potential to gradually address and resolve these
tensions within democratic states through ongoing processes of negotiation. However,
in light of the aforementioned securitization of migration, rising anti-immigrant senti-
ments, and the surge of populism (von Rosen 2019; Kapelner 2024), the feasibility of
such change remains questionable. Nevertheless, despite a polarized debate on this
issue within Germany itself, the country — traditionally known for its rather restrictive
citizenship policies — has moved towards a more liberal and open approach, contrary
to “a more restrictive trend in citizenship policies” (Dumbrava 2025, 8) in many other

countries.
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7. Appendix I: Presentations of the Dissertation Project

and Articles

The research approach as well as interim stages and (partial) results have been pre-

sented and discussed in different contexts, as outlined in the table below.

Table A0.1: Presentations of the dissertation project and articles

Date Forum Details

05.05.2017 Netzwerk Norddeutsche Demokratiefor-  Presentation of the research de-
schung (NND), 10. Doktoranden- sign and the conceptual founda-
workshop Demokratieforschung, tions of the dissertation
Leuphana University Liineburg

21.11.2017 Tuesday Seminar, Center for the Study of  Presentation of the research de-

Democracy, Leuphana University Liine-  sign and preliminary results of
burg Article 2

25.01.2021 Tuesday Seminar, Center for the Study of  Presentation of the research de-
Democracy, Leuphana University Liine-  sign and preliminary results of
burg Article 1

19.02.2024 Doctoral Candidate Workshop of the Fed- Presentation of the research de-
eral Institute for Population Research sign, the conceptual foundations
(BiB), Johannes Gutenberg University and preliminary results of the
Mainz dissertation

17.04.2024 Master-, Promotions- und Habilitations- Presentation of the research de-
kolloquium Politikwissenschaft, Univer-  sign and preliminary results of
sity of Hildesheim Article 3

17.06.2025 Research colloquium, Research Area Presentation of the research de-

“Migration & Mobility”, Federal Institute  sign of the dissertation and the
for Population Research (BiB), Wiesba- concept for the framework pa-

den per
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8. Appendix II: Appendices of the Articles

8.1 Appendix of Article 1

Supplemental materials: Democracy and Dual Citizenship. A Normative Analy-

sis of Citizenship Policies in EU Countries.
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Table A1.2: Research results and sources

Variable intl: internal dual citizenship, 1st generation - dual citizenship through naturalization

Country

Austria

Belgium

Bulgaria

Croatia

Cyprus

Czech
Republic

Denmark

Estonia

Finland

France

Germany

Greece

Hungary

Ireland

1502

AT

HR

CcYy

cz

DK

EE

FI

FR

GR

HU

intl

no

no

yes

no

yes

Additional
information

not allowed if
citizenship is
acquired

allowed if
citizenship is
acquired

not allowed if
citizenship is
acquired

not allowed if
citizenship is
acquired

allowed if
citizenship is
acquired

allowed if
citizenship is
acquired

allowed if
citizenship is
acquired

not allowed if
citizenship is
acquired

allowed if
citizenship is
acquired

allowed if
citizenship is
acquired

allowed if
citizenship is
acquired

allowed if
citizenship is
acquired

allowed if
citizenship is
acquired

allowed if
citizenship is
acquired

Conditions

renunciation /
automatic
loss

na.

renunciation

renunciation /
automatic
loss

na.

na.

na.

renunciation

na.

na.

na.

na.

na.

Further conditions

6-10 years residence; language

integration (certification/test); criminal record (specified
crimes, offences, character queries, general moral character);
economic resources

5 years residence; language (certification/test); civic
integration (certification/test); criminal record (specified
crimes, offences, character queries, general moral character);
[NO economic requirement]

5 years residence; language (without
civic integration requirement]; criminal record (specified
crimes, offences, character queries, general moral character);
economic resources

6-10 years residence; language

integration (without certification/test); criminal record
(without specification, good moral character); economic
resources

5 years residence; [NO language
integration (without certification/test); criminal record
(without specification, good moral character); [NO economic
requirement]

5 years residence; language (without

integration (certification/test); criminal record (specified
crimes, offences, character queries, general moral character);
economic resources

6-10 years residence; language

integration (certification/test); criminal record (specified
crimes, offences, character queries, general moral character);
economic resources.

6-10 years residence; language i ); ¢
integration (certification/test); criminal record (specified
crimes, offences, character queries, general moral character);
economic resources

6-10 years residence; language

integration (certification/test); criminal record (specified
crimes, offences, char:
cconomic resources

6-10 years residence; language

integration (certification/test); criminal record (specified
crimes, offences, character queries, general moral character);
[NO economic requirement]

3-5 years residence; language

integration (certification/test); criminal record (specified
crimes, offences, character queries); economic resources

6-10 years residence; language (without certification/test);
civic integration (without certification/test); criminal record
(specified crimes, offences, character queries); economic
resources

6-10 years residence; general assimilation (without

fon/test); civic i ion (certification/test);
criminal record (specified crimes, offences, character querics,
general moral character); economic resources

5 years residence; [NO language

integration requirement]; criminal record (without
specification, good moral character); [NO economic
requirement]
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Procedure
); civie
(grant)
discretionary
(grant)
); [NO
(grant)
); civie
(application)
]; civie iscreti
(grant)
): civie
(grant)
); civic
(grant)
(grant)
); civic
(grant)
cter queries, general moral character);
); civie iscreti
(grant)
st); civic
(application)
discretionary
(grant)
discretionary
(grant)
J; [NO civie
(grant)

Main sources

GLOBALCIT
CLD (A06,
A06b; 2022)

GLOBALCIT
CLD (A06,
A06b; 2022)

GLOBALCIT
CLD (A06,
A06b; 2022)

GLOBALCIT
CLD (A06,
A06b; 2022)

GLOBALCIT
CLD (A06,
A06b; 2022)

GLOBALCIT
CLD (A06,
A06b; 2022)

GLOBALCIT
CLD (A06,
A06b; 2022)

GLOBALCIT
CLD (A06,
A06b; 2022)

GLOBALCIT
CLD (A06,
A06b; 2022)

GLOBALCIT
CLD (A06,
A06b; 2022)

GLOBALCIT
CLD (A06,
A06b; 2022)

GLOBALCIT
CLD (A06,
A06b; 2022)

GLOBALCIT
CLD (A06,
A06b; 2022)

GLOBALCIT
CLD (A06,
A06b; 2022)

Additional sources

https://www.mipex.cu/austria
(18.11.2021)

https://diplomatie.belgium.be/en/s
ervices/services_abroad/nationalit
y/possessing_several_nationalities
(18.11.2021)

https://www.foreigner.bg/is-dual-
citizenship-allowed-in-bulgari:
https://www.dualcitizenship.com/c
ountries/bulgaria.html
https://www.dualcitizenshipreport
.org/dual-citizenship/bulgaria/
(18.11.2021)

https://www.dualcitizenshipreport
.org/dual-citizenship/croatia/
(18.11.2021)

https://www.dualcitizenshipreport
.org/dual-citizenship/cyprus/
(18.11.2021)

https://www.dualcitizenshipreport
.org/dual-citizenship/czech-
republic/

EUDO Country Report (2014)
(18.11.2021)

https://www.dualcitizenshipreport
.org/dual-citizenship/denmark/
(18.11.2021)

https://www.dualcitizenshipreport
.org/dual-citizenship/estonia/
(18.11.2021)

https://www.dualcitizenshipreport
.org/dual-citizenship/fintand/
(18.11.2021)

https://www.mipex.cu/france

(18.11.2021)

https://www.bundesregierung.de/b
reg-de/aktuelles/modernisation-
citizenship-law-2254382
https://www.recht.bund.de/bgbl/1/
2024/104/VO.html
https://www.bmi.bund.de/Shared
Docs/faqs/EN/topics/ministry/staat
sangehoerigkeits_reform_en/staats
angehoerigkeits-reform-liste.html
https://www.bmi.bund.de/Shared
Docs/kurzmeldungen/EN/2024/01/
new_nationality_law.html
https://canada.diplo.de/ca-
en/about-us/vancouver/-/2650490
(11.06.2024)

https://www.migrationdataportal.
org/themes/citoyennete-et-
migration#data-sources
(18.11.2021)

https://www.migrationdataportal.
org/themes/citoyennete-et-
migration#data-sources
(18.11.2021)

https://www.migrationdataportal.
org/themes/citoyennete-et-
migration#data-sources
(18.11.2021)
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Country 1S02 intl Additional Conditions Further conditions Procedure Main sources  Additional sources
information

Italy T 1 yes  allowed if na. 6-10 years residence; language ); [NO civie GLOBALCIT  https://www.migrationdataportal.
citizenship is integration requirement]; criminal record (specified crimes, (grant) CLD (A06, org/themes/citoyennete-et-
acquired offences, character queries); economic resources A06b;2022)  migration#data-sources

(18.11.2021)

Latvia LV 0 no notallowed if  renunciation/ 5 years residence; language (without ); civie GLOBALCIT  https://www.dualcitizenshipreport
citizenship is  automatic integration (without certification/test); [NO criminal record (grant) CLD (A06, .org/dual-citizenship/latvia/
acquired loss requirement]; economic resources A06b; 2022)  (18.11.2021)

Lithuania LT 0 no not allowed if ~ renunciation/  6-10 years residence; language (without certification/test); discretionary  GLOBALCIT  https://www.dualcitizenshipreport
citizenshipis  automatic civic integration (without certification/test); criminal record  (grant) CLD (A06, .org/dual-citizenship/lithuania/
acquired loss (specified crimes, offences, character queries); economic A0Gb; 2022)  (18.11.2021)

resources

Luxembourg LU 1 yes  allowed if na. 5 years residence; language (certification/test); civic discretionary  GLOBALCIT  https://www.mipex.eu/luxembourg
citizenship is integration (certification/test); criminal record (specified (grant) CLD (A06, (18.11.2021)
acquired crimes, offences, character queries); [NO economic A06b; 2022)

requirement]

Malta MT 1 yes  allowed if na. 6-10 years residence; language (without certification/test); discretionary  GLOBALCIT  https://www.dualcitizenshipreport
citizenship is [NO civic integration requirement]; criminal record (without ~ (grant) CLD (A06, .org/dual-citizenship/malta/
acquired specification, good moral character); [NO economic A06b; 2022)  EUDO Country Report (2015)

requirement] (18.11.2021)

Netherlands NL 0 no not allowed if ~ renunciation/ 5 years residence; language (certification/test); civic entitlement GLOBALCIT  https://www.mipex.eu/netherlands
citizenship is  automatic integration (certification/test); criminal record (specified (application)  CLD (A06, (18.11.2021)
acquired loss crimes, offences, character queries); [NO economic A0Gb; 2022)

requirement]

Poland PL 1 yes  allowed if na. <5 years residence; language (certi ); [NO civie GLOBALCIT  https://www.migrationdataportal.
citizenship is integration requirement]; criminal record (specified crimes, (application)  CLD (A06, org/themes/citoyennete-et-
acquired offences, character queries); economic resources A06b; 2022)  migration#data-sources

https:/www.dualcitizenshipreport
.org/dual-citizenship/poland/
https:/www.dualcitizenship.com/f
ree-consultation/poland.html
(18.11.2021)

Portugal PT 1 yes  allowed if na. 5 years residence; language (without certification/test); civic  entitlement ~ GLOBALCIT  https://www.migrationdataportal.
citizenship is integration (without certification/test); criminal record (application)  CLD (A06, org/themes/citoyennete-et-
acquired (specified crimes, offences, character queries); [NO A06b; 2022)  migration#data-sources

economic requirement] (18.11.2021)

Romania RO 1 yes  allowed if na. 6-10 years residence; language (without certification/test); discretionary  GLOBALCIT  https://www.dualcitizenshipreport
citizenship is civic integration (without certification/test); criminal record ~ (grant) CLD (A06, .org/dual-citizenship/romania/
acquired (without specification, good moral character); economic A06b; 2022)  (18.11.2021)

resources

Slovakia SK 1 yes  allowed if na. 6-10 years residence; language (without certification/test); discretionary  GLOBALCIT  https://www.dualcitizenshipreport
citizenship is [NO civic integration requirement]; criminal record (grant) CLD (A06, .org/dual-citizenship/slovakia/
acquired (specified crimes, offences, character queries, general moral A06b; 2022)  (18.11.2021)

character); economic resources

Slovenia St 0 no notallowed if ~ renunciation  6-10 years residence; general assimilation (without discretionary  GLOBALCIT  https://www.mipex.eu/slovenia
citizenship is i ; [NO civic i i i J; criminal  (grant) CLD (A06, https://www.gov.si/en/topics/citize
acquired record (without specification, good moral character); A06b; 2022)  nship/

economic resources (18.11.2021)
Spain ES 0 no notallowed if ~ oath of 6-10 years residence; language ); civie GLOBALCIT  https://www.mipex.eu/spain
i is i i i ification/test); criminal record (without (application)  CLD (A06, (18.11.2021)
acquired noprooffno  specification, good moral character); [NO economic A06b; 2022)
consequences  requirement]

Sweden SE 1 yes  allowed if na. 5 years residence; [NO language J; [NO civie GLOBALCIT  https:/www.migrationsverket.se/E
citizenship is integration requirement]; criminal record (without (grant) CLD (A06, nglish/Private-
acquired specification, good moral character); [NO economic A06b; 2022) individuals/Becoming-a-Swedish-

requirement] citizen/What-does-Swedish-
zenship-mean.html
https:/www.dualcitizenshipreport
.org/dual-citizenship/sweden/
(18.11.2021)

Variable int2: internal dual citizenship, 2™ generation - dual citizenship through birthright / facilitated naturalization

Country 1S02 int2 Additional Gen- Conditions Further information Procedure Main sources  Additional sources
information  eration

Austria AT 0 no not allowed n.a. na. no dual citizenship through birth in na. GLOBALCIT  https://www.mipex.eu/austri
if born in the country or facilitated naturalization CLD (A02a, a
country before age of majority; restriction A02b, AO4, https://www.dualcitizenship

for children of binational parents A03, A07, report.org/dual-
born out of wedlock to foreign L06; 2022) citizenship/austria/
mother and Austrian father: (18.11.2021)
recognition of paternity within 8

weeks after birth

Belgium BE 1 yes allowed if 2nd/ + facilitated dual cif upon GLOBALCIT  https://www.dualcitizenship
born in the 3rd after birth (< age of 12, parental application + facilitated (application)/  CLD (A02a,  report.org/dual-
country residence restriction) / double ius soli naturalization before age of automatic A02b, A4, citizenship/belgium/

majority (attribution) A0S, A07, (18.11.2021)
L06; 2022)

Bulgaria BG 0 no  notallowed  na. na. 1o dual citizenship through birthin ~ n.a. GLOBALCIT  https:/www.dualcitizenship
if born in the country or facilitated naturalization CLD (A02a,  report.org/dual-
country before age of majority A02b, A04, citizenship/bulgaria/

A05, AO7, (18.11.2021)
LO6; 2022)

Croatia HR 0 no not allowed n.a. na. no dual citizenship through birth in n.a. GLOBALCIT  https://www.migrationdatap
if born in the country or facilitated naturalization CLD (A02a, ortal.org/themes/citoyennete
country before age of majority A02b, A04, -et-migration#data-sources

A05, A07, (18.11.2021)
L06; 2022)
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Country 1S02 int2 Additional Gen- Conditions Further information Procedure Main sources  Additional sources
information  eration

Cyprus cy 2 yes  allowedif Ist 2nd generation must apply for regular no dual citizenship through birth in ~ n.a. GLOBALCIT  https:/www.mipex.eu/cypru
born in the naturalization under the same conditions  country or facilitated naturalization CLD (A02a, s
country after as the 1st generation (no facilitated before age of majority, 2nd A02b, A04, (18.11.2021)
age of procedure) generation must apply for regular A05, AO7,
majority naturalization under the same L06; 2022)

conditions as the 1st generation

Czech cz 1 yes  allowed if 1.5th/  facilitated naturalisation for person with  dual citizenship before age of entitlement GLOBALCIT  https://www.mipex.eu/czech

Republic born in the 2nd certain period of residence after age of ~ majority: naturalisation after birth ~ (application)/ ~ CLD (A02a,  -republic
country ‘majority, residence requirement + (not facilitated) discretionary  A02b, A04, (18.11.2021)

further requirements / special procedure (grant) A0S, AO7,
for person born in Czech Republic L06; 2022)
before age of majority, but no facilitated

naturalisation, numerous requirements

(permanent residence + further

requirements)

Denmark DK 2 yes  allowedif 1.5th/  facilitated naturalization for person with  dual citizenship: facilitated discretionary  GLOBALCIT  https:/www.mipex.eu/denm
bominthe  2nd certain period of residence after age of  naturalization after age of majority  (grant) CLD (A02a,  ark
country after ‘majority, residence requirement + A02b, AO4, https://www.refworld.org/p
age of further requirements A0S, A07, dfid/5fe138154.pdf
majority L06; 2022) (18.11.2021)

Estonia EE 0 no not allowed n.a. na. no dual citizenship through birth in na. GLOBALCIT  https://www.migrationdatap
if born in the country or facilitated naturalization CLD (A02a,  ortal.org/themes/citoyennete
country before age of majority A02b, A4, -et-migrationfdata-sources

A05, AO7, (18.11.2021)
L06; 2022)

Finland FI 2 yes allowed if 1.5th/ facilitated naturalization for person with  dual citizenship: facilitated entitlement GLOBALCIT  https://www.mipex.eu/finlan
born in the 2nd certain period of residence after age of naturalization after age of majority (application) /  CLD (A02a,
country after majority, residence requirement / entitlement A02b, A04, (18.11.2021)
age of facilitated naturalization after age of (application) A0S, A07,

‘majority ‘majority (< age of 23) L06; 2022)

France FR 1 yes allowed if 1.5th/ facilitated naturalization for person with  dual citizenship: automatic entitlement GLOBALCIT  https://www.mipex.eu/franc
born in the 2nd/  certain period of residence before age of  attribution / declaration after birth  (application)/  CLD (A02a,
country 3rd majority if schooled in France (5 years ~ (conditional) automatic A02b, A04, (18.11.2021)

education) / automatic attribution after (attribution) / A0S, A07,
birth (residence for 5 years since age of automatic L06; 2022)
11) / double ius soli (attribution)

Germany DE 1 yes allowed if 2nd ius soli dual citizenship: conditional ius soli  automatic GLOBALCIT  https:/www.bundesregieru
born in the (attribution) ~ CLD (AO2a,  ng.de/breg-
country A02b, A04, de/aktuelles/modernisation-

A05, A07, citizenship-law-2254382

L06; 2022) https://www.recht.bund.de/
bgbl/1/2024/104/VO.html
https://www.bmi.bund.de/S
haredDocs/faqs/EN/topics/m
inistry/staatsangehoerigkeit
s_reform_en/staatsangehoer
igkeits-reform-liste.html
(11.06.2024

Greece GR 1 yes  allowed if 1.5th / facilitated naturalization for person with  dual citizenship: facilitated entitlement GLOBALCIT  https:/tile.loc.gov/storage-
born in the 2nd/ certain period of residence before age of  naturalization before age of (application) /  CLD (A02a, services/service/ll/lighrd/201
country 3rd majority if schooled in Greece (9 /6 majority entitlement A02b, A04, 8299336/2018299336.pdf

years of primary secondary / secondary (application)/ A0S, A07, https://data.globalcit.cu/Nat
education) / facilitated naturalization automatic L06; 2022) ionalDB/docs/GRE%20Citiz
(conditional) / double ius soli (attribution) enship%20Code%20(as%2
00f%202010,%20English)_1
pdf
EUDO Country Report
(2013)
(18.11.2021)

Hungary HU 1 yes  allowedif 1.5th/  special procedure for person with certain ~ dual ci ization (not GLOBALCIT  https://home-
born in the 2nd period of residence, but no facilitated facilitated) (grant) / CLD (A02a, affairs.ec.europa.eu/system/
country naturalization, numerous requirements discretionary A02b, A04, files/2020-

(residence, criminal record, citizenship (grant) A05, AO7, 01/13_hungary_citizenship_
test + further requirements) / special L06; 2022) study_en.pdf

procedure for person born in Hungary, EUDO Country Report

but no facilitated naturalization, (2013)

numerous requirements (residence, (18.11.2021)

criminal record, citizenship test +

further requirements)

Treland 1E 1 yes allowed if 2nd ius soli + facilitated after dual iussoli  automatic GLOBALCIT  https://www.citizensinforma
born in the birth + facilitated naturalization before (attribution), CLD (A0O2a, tion.ie/en/moving_country/i
country age of majority discretionary  A02b, A04, rish_citizenship/your_right_

(grant) A0S, AO7, to_irish_citizenship.html#lb
L06; 2022) 5530
EUDO Country Report
(2012)
(19.11.2021)

Italy IT 2 yes allowed if 2nd facilitated naturalization after age of dual citizenship: facilitated entitlement GLOBALCIT  https://www.dualcitizenship
born in the majority (< age of 23) naturalization after age of majority  (application) ~ CLD (A02a,  report.org/dual-
country after A02b, A04, citizenship/italy/
age of A05, AO7, EUDO Country Report
majority L06; 2022) (2013)

(19.11.2021)

Latvia LV 0 no  notallowed  na. na. no dual citizenship through birthin ~ n.a. GLOBALCIT  https://www.pmlp.gov.lv/en/
if born in the country or facilitated naturalization CLD (A02a, dual-citizenship
country before age of majority (+ A02b, AO4, https://www.dualcitizenship

withdrawal if person obtained A05, AO7, report.org/dual-
another citizenship before reaching L06; 2022) citizenship/latvia

the age of majority and wishes to
retain that citizenship: application
for renunciation of Latvian
citizenship after age of majority
(before age of 25)
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Country 1S02 int2 Additional Gen- Conditions Further information Procedure Main sources  Additional sources
information  eration

Lithuania LT 0 no not allowed n.a. na. no dual citizenship through birth in na. GLOBALCIT  https://www.dualcitizenship
if born in the country or facilitated naturalization CLD (A02a, report.org/dual-
country before age of majority (+ A02b, AO4, citizenship/lithuania/

withdrawal if person acquired A0S, A07, (19.11.2021)
citizenship of Lithuania and of L06; 2022)

another state by birth and has not,

upon reaching the age of 21 years,

renounced citizenship of the other

state)

Luxembourg LU 1 yes  allowed if 1.5th/ facilitated naturalization for person with  dual citizenship: facilitated entitlement GLOBALCIT  https://ec.europa.eu/migrant
born in the 2nd certain period of residence before age of  naturalization before age of (application)/  CLD (A02a,  -integration/library-
country ‘majority if schooled in Luxembourg (7 majority entitlement A02b, A04, document/luxembourg-

years education) / facilitated (application) / A0S, A07, nouvelle-loi-sur-la-

naturalization after birth (declaration at automatic L06; 2022) nationalite_en

age of 12 + residence restrictions > (attribution) https://globalcit.cu/new-

person + parents) + automatic luxembourg-nationalif

attribution after age of majority law-came-into-force-on-

(residence restrictions -> person + april-1/

parents) https://guichet.public.lu/en/c
itoyens/citoyennete/nationali
te-
luxembourgeoise/possession
-automatique/effet-loi.html
(22.11.2021)

Malta MT 2 yes  allowedif Ist 2nd generation must apply for regular  no dual citizenship through birthin  n.a. GLOBALCIT  https://www.legal-
born in the naturalization under the same conditions  country or facilitated naturalization CLD (A02a, malta.com/articles/malta-
country after as the 1st generation (no facilitated before age of majority, 2nd A02b, A04, citizenship-by-birth
age of procedure) generation must apply for regular A05, AO7, EUDO Country Report
‘majority naturalization under the same L06; 2022) (2015)

conditions as the st generation (22.11.2021)

Netherlands NL 1 yes allowed if 1.5th/ facilitated naturalization for person with  dual citizenship: facilitated entitlement GLOBALCIT  https://ind.nl/en/dutch-
born in the 2nd/  certain period of residence after age of naturalization after age of majority  (application)/ CLD (A02a, citizenship/Pages/Renouncin
country 3rd ‘majority, residence requirement / entitlement A02b, A4, g-another-nationality-when-

facilitated naturalization after age of (application) /  A05, A07, you-become-Dutch.aspx
majority / double ius soli automatic L06; 2022) (22.11.2021)

(attribution) https://www.mynta.nl/en/kn
owledge-base/dual-
citizenship-for-new-dutch-
citizens-ways-to-retain-
your-current-nationality
https://ind.nl/en/renouncing
-your-
nationality#exceptions-
when-you-do-not-have-to-
renounce-your-nationality
(26.01.2023)

Poland PL 2 yes allowedif Ist 2nd generation must apply for regular 1o dual citizenship through birthin  n.a. GLOBALCIT  https:/archiwum.mswia.gov
born in the naturalization under the same conditions  country or facilitated naturalization CLD (A02a, .plen/document/ways-of-
country after as the 1st generation (no facilitated before age of majority, 2nd A02b, A4, acquiring-poli/793, Ways-of-
age of procedure) generation must apply for regular A05, A07, acquiring-Polish-

‘majority naturalization under the same L06; 2022) citizenship.html
conditions as the 1st generation; (22.11.2021)
restriction for children of binational
parents: establishment of
paternity/maternity must occur
within one year after birth

Portugal PT 1 yes allowed if 2nd/ conditional ius soli + facilitated dual citizenship: conditional ius soli automatic GLOBALCIT  https://www.dualcitizenship
born in the 3rd naturalization after birth (minor, + facilitated naturalization before (attribution), CLD (A02a, report.org/dual-
country parental residence restriction + other age of majority entitlement A02b, A04, citizenship/portugal/

conditions) + facilitated naturalization (application) / A0S, A07, (22.11.2021)
for person with certain period of automatic L06; 2022)

residence if born in Portugal before age (attribution)

of majority if schooled in Portugal

(completed primary / secondary school)

/ double ius soli

Romania RO 2 yes allowed if 2nd special procedure for person born inand  dual citi i ion after GLOBALCIT  https://www.dualcitizenship
born in the resident in Romania after age of age of majority (not facilitated) (grant) CLD (A02a,  report.org/dual-
country after majority, but no facilitated A02b, AO4, citizenship/romania/
age of naturalization, numerous requirements A0S, AO7, (22.11.2021)
majority (residence, criminal record, civic L06; 2022)

integration + further requirements)

Slovakia SK 1 yes allowed if 1.5th/ facilitated naturalization for person with  dual citizenship: facilitated discretionary GLOBALCIT  https://www.mic.iom.sk/en/c
born in the 2nd certain period of residence after age of naturalization before age of (grant) / CLD (A02a, itizenship/conditions-for-
country majority / facilitated naturalization majority discretionary  A02b, A04, granting-slovak-citizenship-

before age of majority (residence (grant) A0S, AO7, naturalization.html
restriction) L06; 2022) (22.11.2021)

Slovenia St 2 yes allowedif 1.5th/  special procedure for person with certain ~ dual citi after GLOBALCIT  https://www.gov.si/en/topics
born in the 2nd period of residence after age of majority, age of majority (not facilitated) (grant) / CLD (A02a, citizenship/
country after residence requirement + further discretionary  A02b, A04, EUDO Country Report
age of requirements / special procedure for (grant) A05, AO7, (2013)

‘majority person born in Slovenia after age of L06; 2022) (22.11.2021)

‘majority, but no facilitated
naturalization, numerous requirements
residence, criminal record + further
requirements)

Spain ES 0 no not allowed 2nd/ facilitated naturalization after birth no dual citizenship through birth in ~ entitlement GLOBALCIT  https://www.dualcitizenship
ifborninthe  3rd (minor or adult, residence restriction), country or facilitated naturalization  (application)/  CLD (A02a,  report.org/dual-
country but dual citizenship only in exceptional  before age of majority automatic A02b, A04, citizenship/spain/

cases / double ius soli (attribution) A0S, AO7, (22.11.2021)
LO6; 2022)

Sweden SE 1 yes allowedif 1.5th facilitated naturalization for person with  dual citizenship: facilitated entitlement GLOBALCIT  https:/www.bpb.de/gesellsc
born in the certain period of residence before age of  naturalization before age of (application) ~ CLD (A02a, haft/migration/laenderprofil
country ‘majority, residence requirement majority A02b, A04, e/english-version-country-

A05, A07, profiles/58636/citizenship
L06; 2022) EUDO Country Report
(2012)
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Variable ex1: external dual citizenship, Ist generation — dual citizenship through naturalization

Country

Austria

Belgium

Bulgaria

Croatia

Cyprus

Czech
Republic

Denmark

Estonia

Finland

France

Germany

Greece

1S02

AT

BE

BG

HR

cY

cz

DK

EE

FI

FR

DE

GR

exl

0 no
1 yes
1 yes
1 yes
1 yes
1 yes
1 yes
0 no
1 yes
1 yes
1 yey
1 yes

Additional
information

not allowed if
foreign
citizenship is
acquired

allowed if
foreign
citizenship is
acquired

allowed if
foreign
citizenship is
acquired

allowed if
forcign
citizenship is
acquired

allowed if
foreign
citizenship is
acquired

allowed if
foreign
citizenship is
acquired

allowed if
forcign
citizenship is
acquired

not allowed if
foreign
citizenship is
acquired

allowed if
foreign
citizenship is
acquired

allowed if
foreign
citizenship is
acquired

allowed if
foreign
citizenship is
acquired

allowed if
foreign
citizenship is
acquired

Conditions

loss: voluntary acquisition of

another citizenship

na.

na.

na.

na.

n.a.

na.

loss: voluntary

Further information

exceptions (e.g. interest of
Austria, agreement of other

country, clean criminal record+

other conditions)

another citizenship

na.

na.

na

na.

(egi
protection + other conditions)
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Procedure

loss (lapse)

na.

na.

na.

na.

na.

loss (lapse)

na.

na.

na.

Main sources

MACIMIDE
GEDDD
V.5.00;
GLOBALCIT
CLD (L05;
2022)

MACIMIDE

V.5.00;
GLOBALCIT
CLD (LOS;
2022)

MACIMIDE
GEDDD
V.5.00;
GLOBALCIT
CLD (L05;
2022)

MACIMIDE
GEDDD
V.5.00;
GLOBALCIT
CLD (LOS;
2022)

MACIMIDE
GEDDD
V.5.00;
GLOBALCIT
CLD (LOS5;
2022)

MACIMIDE
GEDDD
V.5.00;
GLOBALCIT
CLD (L05;
2022)

MACIMIDE
GEDDD
V.5.00;
GLOBALCIT
CLD (LO0S;
2022)

MACIMIDE
GEDDD
V.5.00;
GLOBALCIT
CLD (LO0S;
2022)

MACIMIDE
GEDDD
V.5.00;
GLOBALCIT
CLD (L05;
2022)

MACIMIDE
GEDDD
V.5.00;
GLOBALCIT
CLD (LOS;
2022)

MACIMIDE
GEDDD
V.5.00;
GLOBALCIT
CLD (L05;
2022)

MACIMIDE
GEDDD
V.5.00;
GLOBALCIT
CLD (LOS;
2022)

Additional sources

Pp: .oesterreich.gv.
/leben_in_oesterreich/staatsbucrgerscha
1t/Seite.260430.html#austrians

ps: .oesterreich.g
ben_in_oesterreich/staatsbuergerschaft/
Seite.260430.html#%C3%96sterreicher
https://www.bmeia.gv.at/reise-
ser

8
erschaft/
https:/www.dualcitizenshipreport.org/d
ual-citizenship/austria/

EUDO Country Report (2013)
(30.11.2021)

ie.belgium. vice
slservices_abroad/nationality/possessing
_several_nationalities
htps:/justitie.belgium.be/en/themes_an
d_files/children_and_youth/citizenship/
dual_citizenship/adult
//www.dualcitizenshipreport.org/d
zenship/belgium/
(30.11.2021)

https:/www.dualcitizenshipreport.org/d
ual-citizenship/bulgaria/
https://visaforbulgaria.com/bulgarian-
citizenship#dual-citizenship
(30.11.2021)

https://www.dualcitizenshipreport.org/d
ual-citizenship/croatia/
EUDO Country Report (2013)

(30.11.2021)

https://www.dualcitizenshipreport.org/d

https://hrvatiizvanrh.gov.hr/useful-
| ! g

https:/www.odvjetnik-
strniscak.hr/en/strucni-clanci/how-to-
get-dual-citizenship-in-croatia/
(30.11.2021)

https://www.dualcitizenshipreport.org/d
ual-citizenship/czech-republic/
(30.11.2021)

https://www.dualcitizenshipreport.org/d
ual-citizenship/denmark/
(30.11.2021)

htps:/www.dualcitizenshipreport.org/d
ual-citizenship/estonia/
https:/news.err.ce/874367/do-they-
really-have-to-choose-estonian-
citizenship-explained-in-detail

EUDO Country Report (2013)
(30.11.2021)

https://www.dualcitizenshipreport.org/d
ual-citizenship/finland/
(30.11.2021)

https:/www.dualcitizenshipreport.org/d
ual-citizenship/france/
(30.11.2021)

https://www.bundesregierung.de/breg-

law-2254382
https://www.recht.bund.de/bgbl/1/2024/
104/VO.html
https://www.bmi.bund.de/SharedDocs/f
aqs/EN/topics/ministry/staatsangehoerig
keits_reform_en/staatsangehoerigkeits-
reform-liste.html

ps .bmi.bund.de/S
urzmeldungen/EN/2024/01/new_nationa
lity_law.html
https://canada.diplo.de/ca-en/about-
us/vancouver/-/2650490
(11.06.2024)

https:/www.dualcitizenshipreport.org/d
ual-citizenship/greece/
(30.11.2021)
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information
Hungary HU 1 yes  allowed if na. na na. MACIMIDE  https://www.dualcitizenshipreport.org/d
foreign GEDDD ual-citizenship/hungary/
citizenship is V.5.00; (30.11.2021)
acquired GLOBALCIT
CLD (LO5;
2022)
Ireland IE 1 yes  allowed if loss only for naturalised loss is the exception (i.c. loss MACIMIDE  https://www.dualcitizenshipreport.org/d
foreign citizens/citizens otherwise than by naturalized citizens) (withdrawal) GEDDD ual-citizenship/ireland/
citizenshipis  birth: voluntary acquisition of V.5.00; (30.11.2021)
acquired another citizenship GLOBALCIT
CLD (L05;
2022)
Ttaly T 1 yes  allowed if na. na. na. MACIMIDE  https://www.dualcitizenshipreport.org/d
foreign GEDDD ual-citizenship/italy/
citizenship is V.5.00; (30.11.2021)
acquired GLOBALCIT
CLD (L05;
2022)
Latvia LV 0 no not allowed if  loss: voluntary acquisition of exceptions (e.g. citizens of EU,  loss MACIMIDE  https://www.dualcitizenshipreport.org/d
foreign another citizenship EFTA or NATO Member States ~ (withdrawal) GEDDD ual-citizenship/latvia/
citizenship is + other exceptions) V.5.00; (30.11.2021)
acquired GLOBALCIT
CLD (L05;
2022)
Lithuania LT 0 no not allowed if  loss: voluntary acquisition of exceptions (e.g. flight orexile loss (lapse) MACIMIDE  https:/www.dualcitizenshipreport.org/d
foreign another citizenship before March 11, 1990, GEDDD ual-citizenship/lithuania/
citizenship is acquisition of Lithuanian V.5.00; (30.11.2021)
acquired citizenship while having GLOBALCIT ps: r It/en/dual
refugee status in Lithuania + CLD (L05; citizenship/
other highly exceptional 2022) ps: .mij 1t/dual-multipl
situations) citizenship-for-minors-in-lithuania-
took-effect
(01.12.2022)
Luxembourg LU 1 yes  allowed if na. na na. MACIMIDE ~ https://www.dualcitizenshipreport.org/d
foreign GEDDD ual-citizenship/luxembourg
citizenship is 00; (30.11.2021)
acquired GLOBALCIT
CLD (L05;
2022)
Malta MT 1 yes  allowed if na. na na. MACIMIDE ~ https://www.dualcitizenshipreport.org/d
foreign GEDDD ual-citizenship/malta/
citizenship is V.5.00; EUDO Country Report (2015)
acquired GLOBALCIT
CLD (L05; (30.11.2021)
2022)
Netherlands ~ NL 1 yes  allowed if allowed for Ist gen; loss: voluntary ~ exceptions (e.g. first generation loss (lapse) MACIMIDE  https:/www.dualcitizenshipreport.org/d
foreign isition of another citi i ‘migrants, i.e. isition of GEDDD ual-citizenship/netherlands/
citizenshipis ~ BUT provision does not apply if (1) Dutch citizenship by birth in V.5.00; (30.11.2021)
acquired person is born and resides in another  the Netherlands + other GLOBALCIT
country, or (2) resided in another exceptions) CLD (L0S;
country for 5 years before majority, 2022)
or (3) is married to a citizen of
another country (adults), or (4)
his/her parent is citizen of the
Netherlands (minors), or (5)
acquired citizenship by birth in the
Netherlands.
Poland PL 1 yes allowed if n.a. na. na. MACIMIDE https://www.dualcitizenshipreport.org/d
foreign GEDDD ual-citizenship/poland/
citizenship is. V.5.00; (30.11.2021)
acquired GLOBALCIT
CLD (LOS;
2022)
Portugal PT 1 yes  allowed if na. na. na. MACIMIDE  https:/www.dualcitizenshipreport.org/d
foreign GEDDD ual-citizenship/portugal/
citizenship is V.5.00; (30.11.2021)
acquired GLOBALCIT
CLD (LOS;
2022)
Romania RO 1 yes allowed if n.a. na. na. MACIMIDE https://www.dualcitizenshipreport.org/d
foreign GEDDD ual-citizenship/romania/
citizenship is. V.5.00; (30.11.2021)
acquired GLOBALCIT
CLD (LOS;
2022)
Slovakia SK 1 yes  allowed if loss: voluntary acquisition of exception (allowed since April  loss (lapse) MACIMIDE  https://www.dualcitizenshipreport.org/d
foreign another citizenship, but exception if 1, 2022 if 5 years registered and GEDDD ual-citizenship/slovakia/
citizenshipis  permanent resident (at least 5 years  actual resident in the country of V.5.00; https://www.mic.iom.sk/en/citizenship/lo
acquired ina country) which he/she acquires GLOBALCIT html
citizenship) CLD (LO5; https://www.mic.iom.sk/en/citizenship/lo
2022) ss-of-slovak-citizenship.html
https://www.schengenvisainfo.com/news
lovaks-living-abroad fo-be-abl
to-hold-dual-citizenship/
pst akm: to-k
slovak-citizenship-after-acquiring-
citizenship-of-another-state/
(01.12.2022)
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Slovenia Sl 1 yes  allowed if na na na. MACIMIDE  https://www.dualcitizenshipreport.org/d
foreign GEDDD ual-citizenship/slovenia/
citizenship is V.5.00; (30.11.2021)
acquired GLOBALCIT
CLD (LO5;
2022)
Spain ES 0 no not allowed if  loss: voluntary acquisition of exceptions (¢.g. Latin American  loss (lapse) MACIMIDE  https://www.dualcitizenshipreport.org/d
foreign another citizenship countries, Andorra, the GEDDD ual-citizenship/spain/
citizenship is Philippines, Equatorial Guinea V.5.00; (30.11.2021)
acquired or Portugal) GLOBALCIT
CLD (LO5;
2022)
Sweden SE 1 yes  allowed if na. na na. MACIMIDE  https://www.dualcitizenshipreport.org/d
foreign GEDDD ual-citizenship/sweden/
citizenship is V.5.00; (30.11.2021)
acquired GLOBALCIT
CLD (LO5;
2022)
Variable ex2: external dual citizenship, 2nd generation — dual citizenship through birthright
Country 1502 ex2 Additional Conditions Further information Procedure Main sources  Additional sources
information
Austria AT 1 yes  allowed if restriction for children of binational parents ~ n.a. automatic GLOBALCIT  https://www.oesterreich.gv.at/en/the
born abroad born out of wedlock to foreign mother and (attribution) CLD (A01b, men/leben_in_oesterreich/staatsbuer
Austrian father: recognition of paternity A04,L02; gerschaft/Seite.260430.html#children
within 8 weeks after birth 2022) https:/www.migration.gv.at/en/livin
g-and-working-in-
austria/integration-and-
citizenship/citizenship/
EUDO Country Report (2013)
(01.12.2021)
Belgium BE 1 yes allowed if dual citizens born abroad who resided proof of link if resident automatic GLOBALCIT  https:/justitie.belgium.be/en/themes
born abroad uninterruptedly abroad from the age of 18 abroad (after majority); (attribution)  CLD (AOlb,  _and_files/children_and_youth/citize
until 28: request to remain a citizen (before  registration only from 3rd A04, L02; nship/dual_citizenship/adult
reaching the age of 28); registration if parent  generation 2022) https://diplomatie.belgium.be/en/ser
is born abroad vices/services_abroad/nationality/pos
sessing_several_national
https:/www.dualcitizenshipreport.or
g/dual-citizenship/belgium/
EUDO Country Report (2013)
(30.11.2021)
Bulgaria BG 1 yes allowed if na. na. automatic GLOBALCIT  https://visaforbulgaria.com/bulgaria
born abroad (attribution) ~ CLD (AOlb,  n-citizenship
A04, L02; https://www.dualcitizenship.com/cou
2022) ntries/bulgaria.html
(01.12.2021)
Croatia HR 1 yes  allowed if registration if only one parent is a citizen dual citizenship restriction  automatic GLOBALCIT  https://www.dualcitizenshipreport.or
bornabroad  (before age of 21) (registration before age of  (attribution); ~ CLD (AOlb,  g/dual-citizenship/croatia/
21) if born abroad  A04, L02; (01.12.2021)
to one citizen:  2022) EUDO Country Report (2013)
discretionary https://mvep.gov.hr/UserDocsImages
(application) /2022/datoteke/Croatian%20Citizens
hip%200verview%20Jan%202022.p
df
https:/www.expatincroatia.com/croa
tian-citizenship-descent/
(20.12.2022)
Cyprus cy 1 yes  allowed if registration if born abroad and resident restriction for naturalized ~ automatic GLOBALCIT  https://www.dualcitizenshipreport.or
born abroad abroad / naturalized dual citizens: citizens who reside (attribution) CLD (A01b, g/dual-citizenship/cyprus/
declaration of interest to remain citizen permanently abroad A04, L02; (01.12.2021)
(annualy) if person is permanently resident 2022)
abroad
Czech cz 1 yes allowed if n.a. n.a. automatic GLOBALCIT  https://www.dualcitizenshipreport.or
Republic born abroad (attribution) ~ CLD (AOlb,  g/dual-citizenship/czech-republic/
A04, L02; EUDO Country Report (2014)
2022) (01.12.2021)
Denmark DK 1 yes allowed if dual citizens born abroad who never lived or  proof of link if resident automatic GLOBALCIT  https://www.dualcitizenshipreport.or
bornabroad stayed in Denmark under circumstances abroad (after majority); (attribution)  CLD (AOlb,  g/dual-citizenship/denmark/
indicating a link to the the country upon the note: wedlock restriction A04, L02; (01.12.2021)
age of 22: request to remain a citizen (before ~ before 2014 2022) https://usa.um.dk/en/travel-and-
reaching the age of 22) residence/consular-
matters/citizenship
(05.01.2023)
Estonia EE 1 yes allowed if n.a. n.a. automatic GLOBALCIT  https://www.dualcitizenshipreport.org/
born abroad (attribution) CLD (A01b, dual-citizenship/estonia/
A04, L02; https://www.eesti.ee/en/citizenship-
2022) and-documents/citizenship/estonian-
citizenship
https:/mews.err.ee/874367/do-they-
really-have-to-choose-estonian-
citizenship-explained-in-detail
EUDO Country Report (2013)
(01.12.2021)
Finland FI 1 yes  allowed if dual citizens born abroad who never lived or  proof of link if resident automatic GLOBALCIT  https:/www.dualcitizenshipreport.or
born abroad stayed in Finland under circumstances abroad (after majority) (attribution) CLD (AO01b, g/dual-citizenship/finland/
indicating a link to the country upon the age A04,L02; https://migri.fi/en/retaining-finnish-
of 22: request to remain a citizen (before 2022) citizenship-at-the-age-of-22

reaching the age of 22); legitimation or
declaration if born out of wedlock and only
father is a citizen (automatic acquisition at
birth: in wedlock OR out of wedlock if
mother is a citizen; acquisition through

legitimation or declaration: out of wedlock if

father is a citizen)
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France FR 1 yes  allowed if na. na. automatic GLOBALCIT  https://www.dualcitizenshipreport.or
born abroad (attribution) CLD (A01b, g/dual-citizenship/france/
A04, L02; https://www.dualcitizenship.com/fre
2022) e-consultation/france.html
(01.12.2021)
Germany DE 1 yes  allowed if registration if parent is born abroad registration only from 3rd  automatic GLOBALCIT  https://www.bundesregierung.de/bre
born abroad generation (attribution) CLD (A01b, g-de/aktuelles/modernisation-
04, L02; citizenship-law-2254382
2022) https://www.recht.bund.de/bgbl/1/20
24/104/VO.html
https://www.bmi.bund.de/SharedDoc
s/faqs/EN/topics/ministry/staatsange
hoerigkeits_reform_en/staatsangeho
erigkeits-reform-liste.html
https://www.bmi.bund.de/SharedDoc
s/kurzmeldungen/EN/2024/01/new_n
ationality_law.html
https://canada.diplo.de/ca-en/about-
us/vancouver/-/2650490
(11.06.2024)
Greece GR 1 yes allowed if na. n.a. automatic GLOBALCIT  https://www.dualcitizenshipreport.or
born abroad (attribution) ~ CLD (AOlb,  g/dual-citizenship/greece/
A04, L02; https://www.dualcitizenship.com/fre
2022) e-consultation/greece.html
(02.12.2021)
Hungary HU 1 yes  allowed if na. na. automatic GLOBALCIT  https://www.dualcitizenshipreport.or
born abroad (attribution)  CLD (AOlb,  g/dual-citizenship/hungary/
A04, L02; (02.12.2021)
2022)
Ireland 1E 1 yes allowed if dual citizens: ion of only from 3rd automatic GLOBALCIT  https://www.dualcitizenshipreport.or
bornabroad interest to remain citizen (annualy) if person  generation; restriction for (attribution)  CLD (AOlb,  g/dual-citizenship/ireland/
is permanently resident abroad; registration  naturalized citizens who A04,L02; (02.12.2021)
if parent is born abroad reside permanently abroad 2022)
Italy IT 1 yes  allowed if na. na. automatic GLOBALCIT  https://www.dualcitizenshipreport.or
born abroad (attribution)  CLD (AOlb,  g/dual-citizenship/italy/
A04, L02; (02.12.2021)
2022)
Latvia LV 0 no not allowed if  dual citizenship only allowed if born abroad ~ dual citizenship restriction n.a. GLOBALCIT  https://www.dualcitizenshipreport.or
born abroad  to a citizen when dual citizenship has (exceptional countries CLD (AOIb,  g/dual-citizenship/latvia/
occurred with countries with which dual only); registration if born A04,102; https://www.pmip.gov.Iv/en/dual-
citizenship is permitted; registration ifonly ~ abroad 2022) citizenship
one parent is a citizen EUDO Country Report (2015)
(02.12.2021)
https:/www.pmlp.gov.Iv/en/child-
born-abroad-if-one-or-both-parents-
are-latvian-citizens-time-birth-
child?utm_source=https%3A%2F %
2Fwww.google.com%2F
(02.12.2022)
Lithuania LT 1 yes allowed if n.a. n.a. automatic GLOBALCIT  https://www.migration.It/a-
born abroad (attribution)  CLD (AOlb, citizenship-of-children
A04, L02; https:/medium.com/@Ihor_80324/n
2022) ew-amendment-allows-keeping-dual-
citizenship-for-lithuanians-born-
abroad-c743fa3¢7f65
https:/www.migration.It/dual-
children-citizenship-at-the-age-of-
21-they-do-not-need-to-choose-one-
of-the-citizenships-anymore
(02.12.2021)
https://www.renkuosilietuva.lt/en/du
al-citizenship/
https:/www.migration.It/dual-
multiple-citizenship-for-minors-in-
lithuania-took-effect
(01.12.2022)
Luxembourg LU 1 yes allowed if n.a. na. automatic GLOBALCIT  https://www.dualcitizenshipreport.or
born abroad (attribution)  CLD (AOlb,  g/dual-citizenship/luxembourg/
A04, L02; (02.12.2021)
2022)
Malta MT 1 yes allowed if dual citizenship: generally allowed if born non-acquisition for 3rd automatic GLOBALCIT  https://komunita.gov.mt/en/servi
born abroad abroad to a parent who is a citizen of Malta generation; restriction for (attribution) CLD (AO1b, acquisition-of-citizenship/
by birth (in Malta) or by naturalisation or by  naturalized citizens who A04, L02; https:/www.grantthornton.com.mt/s
registration; no dual citizenship if parentor  reside permanently abroad; 2022) ervice/citizenship/acquisition-of-

grandparent has Maltese citizenship by
registration based on descent; naturalized /
registered dual citizens: declaration of
interest to remain citizen if person is
permanently resident abroad; out of wedlock
+ Maltese father: non-acquisition (wedlock
restriction)

wedlock restriction if born
out of wedlock and father
is Maltese citizen
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citizenship-by-
registration/#:~:text=The%20Maltes
€%20Citizenship%20Act%20(Cap,a
cquire%20Maltese%20citizenship%
20by%20registration.
https://www.malta-
citizenship.eu/maltese-citizenship-

ext=A%20person%20bo
rn%200utside%20Malta,there%20is
%20n0%20residency%20requireme
nt.
https://visaguide.world/europe/malta
~visalcitizenship/
https://www.dualcitizenshipreport.or
g/dual-citizenship/malta/

EUDO Country Report (2015)
(02.12.2021)
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Netherlands NL 1 yes allowed if dual citizens who have been resident outside  residence restriction automatic GLOBALCIT  https://www.dualcitizenshipreport.or
born abroad the European Union (EU) for an (attribution)  CLD (AO1b,  g/dual-citizenship/netherlands/
uninterrupted period of 10 years for other A04, L02; https://www.netherlandsworldwide.n
than diplomatic purposes or work in an 2022) V/dutch-nationality/birth-recognition
international organisation: loss of (02.12.2021)
citizenship; prevention: residence in the EU
for more than 1 year, or when the person
obtains a certificate of possession of
citizenship or a passport-like document
Poland PL 1 yes  allowed if restriction for children of binational parents: ~ n.a. automatic GLOBALCIT  https://www.dualcitizenshipreport.or
bornabroad establishment of paternity/maternity must (attribution)  CLD (AOIb,  g/dual-citizenship/poland/
occur within one year after birth A04, L02; (02.12.2021)

2022)

Portugal PT 1 yes  allowed if registration/declaration if born abroad (and ~ n.a automatic GLOBALCIT  https://washingtondc.embaixadaport
bornabroad  parents not in the service of portugal) (attribution);  CLD (AOlb,  ugal.mne.gov.pt/en/consular-
entitlement A04, L02; services/consular-

(application) ~ 2022) services/acquisition-of-portuguese-

if parents are nationality-by-children-of-

not in the portuguese-ci

service of (02.12.2021)

Portugal https://eportugal.gov.pt/en/servicos/r
egistar-um-nascimento
https:/www.portuguese-
nationality.com/nationality/citizenshi
p-for-descendants
https://portaldiplomatico.mne.gov.pt
/en/communication-and-
media/press-releases/online-birth-
registration-now-available-outside-

stext=Access%20to%20the
%20birth,the%20PIN%2
Ocode?%20for%20authentication.
(07.12.2022)
Romania RO 1 yes  allowed if na. na. automatic GLOBALCIT  https://www.dualcitizenshipreport.or
born abroad (attribution) ~ CLD (AOlb,  g/dual-citizenship/romania/

A04, L02; (02.12.2021)

2022)

Slovakia SK 1 yes allowed if n.a. na. automatic GLOBALCIT  https://www.dualcitizenshipreport.or
born abroad (attribution)  CLD (AOlb,  g/dual-citizenship/slovakia/

A04, L02; EUDO Country Report (2013)

2022) (02.12.2021)
https://www.mic.iom.sk/en/citizenshi
plloss-of-slovak-citizenship.html
https://www.akmv.sk/en/how-to-
Keep-slovak-citizenship-after-

itizenship-of-another-
(02.02.2023)
Slovenia St 1 yes  allowed if application if only one parent is a citizen dual citizenship restriction  entitlement GLOBALCIT  https://www.gov.si/en/topics/citizens
born abroad (application before age of ~ (application) ~ CLD (AOIb,  hip/
18 or between 18 and 36) A04, L02; (02.12.2021)
2022)
Spain ES 1 yes allowed if dual citizens born abroad to a citizen who request for 2nd generation automatic GLOBALCIT  http://www.exteriores.gob.es/Portal/e
born abroad was also born abroad, and resident abroad: after age of majority (attribution) CLD (A01b, n/ServiciosAlCiudadano/Informacio
declaration expressing the desire to retain A04, L02; nParaExtranjeros/Paginas/Nacionali
citizenship within 3 years of attaining 2022) dad.aspx
majority or emancipation (02.12.2021)
Sweden SE 1 yes allowed if dual citizens born abroad who never lived or  proof of link if resident automatic GLOBALCIT  https://www.dualcitizenshipreport.or
bornabroad  stayed in Sweden under circumstances abroad (after majority); (attribution) ~ CLD (AOlb,  g/dual-citizenship/sweden/
indicating a link to the the country upon the  note: wedlock restriction A04, L02; (02.12.2021)
age of 22: request to remain a citizen (before  before 2014 2022) https://www.migrationsverket.se/En

reaching the age of 22)

147

glish/Private-individuals/Becoming-
a-Swedish-citizen/Apply-for-
citizenship/Automatic-citizenship-
through-birth-adoption-or-the-
parents-marriage.html

(02.12.2022)




Variable ex2+: external dual citizenship, limitation — limitation of dual citizenship acquisition abroad based on the generational status

1502 ex2+ Additional

information

Country

Austria AT 0 no  unlimited
dual
citizenship if
born abroad

delimited
dual
citizenship if
born abroad

Belgium BE 1 yes

unlimited
dual
citizenship if
born abroad

Bulgaria BG 0 no

Croatia HR 1 yes delimited
dual
citizenship if

born abroad

Cyprus cy 0 no  unlimited
dual
citizenship if
born abroad

Czech cz 0 no
Republic

unlimited
dual
citizenship if
born abroad

delimited
dual
citizenship if
born abroad

Denmark DK 1 yes

Estonia EE 0 no unlimited
dual
citizenship if
born abroad

delimited
dual
citizenship if
born abroad

Finland FI 1 yes

Gen-  Conditions

eration

na. na.

2nd/  after age of

3rd ‘majority, before
age of 28:
request / before
age of 5:
registration

na. na.

2nd registration if
only one parent
is a citizen
(before age of
21)

na. na.

na. na.

2nd before age of
22: request

na. na.

2nd before age of

22: request

Criteria / Further information

Link

na. restriction for children of
binational parents born out of
wedlock to foreign mother and
Austrian father: recognition of
paternity within 8 weeks after
birth

generation  2nd gen: loss if born abroad

(2nd) + AND citizen of another country

dual AND resided uninterruptedly

citizenship abroad from the age of 18 until

+residence 28 AND no request to remain a

+request+  citizen before reaching the age

age (after of 28 (dual citizenship

majority) /  restriction)

generation  from the 3rd gen: non-

(3rd+) + acquisition if born abroad AND

registration  parent also born abroad AND
no registration before reaching
the age of 5 (dual citizenship
restriction; avoidance of
statelesness: automatic
acquisition if no citizenship of
another country at the age of
18)

na. na.

generation  from the 2nd generation: non-

(2nd+) + acquisition if born abroad AND

dual only one parent is citizen of

citizenship  Croatia AND no registration

+ before reaching the age of 21

registration  (dual citizenship restriction;

+age (after  avoidance of statelesn

majority) provision does not apply if
person would become stateless)

n.a. registration necessary, but
neither regulated by a law nor
any regulation, i.e. not (timely)
restricted; theoretically: from
the 2nd generation: non-
acquisition if born abroad AND
permanently resident abroad
AND no registration; i.c.
generation (2nd+) + residence
+ registration

na. na.

generation  from the 2nd generation: loss if

(2nd+) + born abroad AND citizen of

dual another country AND never

citizenship  lived or stayed in Denmark

+residence  under circumstances indicating

(+ genuine a link to the

link) + the country upon the age of 22

request + AND no request to remain a

age (after  citizen before reaching the age

‘majority) of 22 (dual citizenship
restriction; avoidance of
statelesness: provision does not
apply if person would become
stateless)

na. na.

generation  from the 2nd generation: loss if

(2nd+) + born abroad AND citizen of

dual another country AND never

citizenship lived or stayed in Finland under

+residence  circumstances indicating a link

(+genuine  to the

link) + the country upon the age of 22

request + AND no request to remain a

age (after  citizen before reaching the age

‘majority) of 22 (dual citizenship
restriction; avoidance of
statelesness: provision does not
apply if person would become
stateless)

— CONTINUED —
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Procedure

loss: lapse (if
no request);
acquisition:
automatic
(attribution) /
entitlement
(application)

na.

acquisition:
one parent
Croation
discretionary
(application)

acquisition:
automatic
(attribution)

loss: lapse (if
no request);
acquisition:
automatic
(attribution)

na.

loss: lapse (if
no request);
acquisition:
automatic
(attribution)

Main sources

GLOBALCIT
CLD (A01b, AO4,
L02;2022)

GLOBALCIT
CLD (A01b, AO4,
102; 2022)

GLOBALCIT
CLD (A01b, AO4,
L02; 2022)

GLOBALCIT
CLD (A01b, A04,
L02; 2022)

GLOBALCIT
CLD (AO1b, AO4,
L02; 2022)

GLOBALCIT
CLD (A01b, AO4,
102; 2022)

GLOBALCIT
CLD (A01b, A04,
L02; 2022)

GLOBALCIT
CLD (A01b, AO4,
L02;2022)

GLOBALCIT
CLD (A01b, AO4,
L02;2022)

Addi

nal sources

https://www.migration.gv.at/e
n/living-and-working-in-
austria/integration-and-
citizenship/citizenship/
EUDO Country Report (2013)

(01.12.2021)

https://www.multiplecitizenshi
p.com/wscl/ws_BELGIUM.ht
ml

EUDO Country Report (2013)

(01.12.2021)

https://www.dualcitizenship.co
m/countries/bulgaria.html
(01.12.2021)

EUDO Country Report (2013)

(02.12.2021)
https:/mvep.gov.hr/UserDocsl
mages/2022/datoteke/Croatian
%20Citizenship%200verview
%20Jan%202022.pdf
https://www.expatincroatia.co
m/croatian-citizenship-
descent/

(20.12.2022)

https://www.dualcitizenshipre
port.org/dual-
citizenship/cyprus/
(01.12.2021)

https://www.dualcitizenshipre
port.org/dual-
citizenship/czech-republic/
(01.12.2021)

htps://canada.um.dk/en/travel
-and-residence/consular-
matter/danish-citizenship
EUDO Country Report (2015)

(01.12.2021)

https:/www.dualcitizenshipre
port.org/dual-
citizenship/estonia/
https://www.cesti.ce/en/citizens
hip-and-
documents/citizenship/estonia
n-citizenship

(01.12.2021)

https://migri.fi/en/retaining-
finnish-citizenship-at-the-age-
of-22
https:/www.dualcitizenshipre
port.org/dual-
citizenship/finland/

EUDO Country Report (2013)
(01.12.2021)



Table A1.2: Research results and sources — V ex2+
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Country 1502 ex2+ Additional Gen-  Conditions Criteria/ _ Further information Procedure Main sources Additional sources
information  eration Link

France FR 1 yes  delimited 2nd own + parental  generation from the 2nd generation: loss if  loss: GLOBALCIT https://www.legislationline.org
dual residence (<50 (2nd) + born abroad AND never withdrawal; ~ CLD (AO1b, A04, /documents/id/20111
citizenship if years abroad) +  residence +  possesed ‘status of French acquisition: L02; 2022) EUDO Country Report (2013)
born abroad ties to the state partental national’ (i.e. has never applied  automatic

residence for a passport, registered at the  (attribution) (02.12.2021)
(>50 years  consulate or for the elections of https://www.fd.ulisboa.pt/wp-
abroad) + the country) AND has never content/uploads/2014/12/Codig
nationality  resided in France AND parents o-Civil-Frances-French-Civil-
certificate did not have the status of Code-english-version.pdf
French national AND have not (21.12.2021)
resided in France (>= 50 years)
(parental / residence restriction)

Germany DE 1 yes  delimited 3rd before age of 1:  generation  from the 3rd gen: non- acquisition: GLOBALCIT https://uk.diplo.de/uk-
dual registration (Brd+) + acquisition if born abroad AND  entitlement CLD (AO1b, A4,  en/02/citizenship/acquiring-
citizenship if dual citizen of another country AND  (registration) ~ L02; 2022) german-
born abroad citizenship  parents resident abroad at citizenship/2463622#content_3

+parental  child's birth AND no (02.12.2021)
residence + registration before reaching the
registration  age of 1 (dual citizenship
+age(<l)  restriction; avoidance of
statelesness: provision does not
apply if person would become
stateless)

Greece GR 0 no unlimited na. na. na. na. na. GLOBALCIT https://www.dualcitizenship.co
dual CLD (AO1b, AO4,  m/free-
citizenship if L02; 2022) consultation/greece.html
born abroad (02.12.2021)

Hungary HU 0 no  unlimited na. na. na. na. na. GLOBALCIT https://www.dualcitizenshipre
dual CLD (A01b, AO4,  port.org/dual-
citizenship if L02; 2022) citizenship/hungary/
born abroad (02.12.2021)

Ireland IE 1 yes  delimited 3rd registrationin  generation from the 3rd gen: non- acquisition: GLOBALCIT https://www.citizensinformatio
dual foreign birth (Brd+) + acquisition if born abroad AND entitlement CLD (AO1b, AO4,  n.iefen/moving_country/irish_
citizenship if register registration  no registration (registration) L02; 2022) citizenship/irish_citizenship_th
born abroad rough_birth_or_descent.html

https://www.dfa.ie/citizenship/
born-abroad/
https://www.dualcitizenship.co
m/free-
consultation/ireland.html
(02.12.2021)

Italy T 0 no unlimited na. na. na. na. na. GLOBALCIT https://www.dualcitizenshipre
dual CLD (AO1b, A4,  port.org/dual-citizenship/italy/
citizenship if 102; 2022) EUDO Country Report (2013)
born abroad

(02.12.2021)

Latvia LV 1 yes  delimited 2nd permitted dual from the 2nd gen: non- non- GLOBALCIT https://www.dualcitizenshipre
dual country only citizenship  acquisition if born abroad AND  acquisition/  CLD (AO1b, A04,  port.org/dual-
citizenship if citizen of another country with  decision after ~ 102; 2022) citizenship/latvia/
born abroad which dual citizenship is not age of maority https://www.pmlp.gov.lv/en/du

permitted (dual citizenship (18-25 years) al-citizenship

restriction) if dual EUDO Country Report (2015)
citizenship (02.12.2021)
has been
acquired

Lithuania LT 0 no unlimited na. na. na. na. na. GLOBALCIT https://www.renkuosilietuva.lt/
dual CLD (AO1b, A4,  en/dual-citizenship/
citizenship if 102; 2022) https:/www.migration.lt/dual-
born abroad

age-of-21-they-do-not-need-to-
choose-one-of-the-citizenships-
anymore

(02.12.2021)
https://www.migration.It/dual-
multiple-citizenship-for-
minors-in-lithuania-took-effect
(01.12.2022)

Luxembourg LU 0 no unlimited na. na. na na. na. GLOBALCIT https://www.luxcitizenship.co
dual CLD (A01b, AO4, m/luxembourg-dual-
citizenship if 102; 2022) citizenship-eligibility/
born abroad EUDO Country Report (2017)

(02.12.2021)

Malta MT 1 yes  delimited 3rd generation (= generation  from the 3rd generation: non-  non- GLOBALCIT https://komunita.gov.mt/en/ser
dual parentsbomnin  (3rd+= acquisition if born abroad acquisition CLD (AO1b, AO4,  vices/acquisition-of-
citizenship if territory) place of L02; 2022) citizenship/
born abroad birth of https://www.dualcitizenshipre

parents) port.org/dual-
citizenship/malta/
EUDO Country Report (2015)
(02.12.2021)
https://legislation.mt/eli/cap/18
8$/eng/pdf
(21.12.2022)

~ CONTINUED —
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Table A1.2: Research results and sources — V ex2+

— CONTINUED —

Country 1S02 ex2+ Additional Gen- Conditions Criteria/  Further information Procedure Main sources Additional sources
information eration Link

Netherlands ~ NL 1 yes  delimited Ist after age of residence /  from the Ist gen: loss if person  loss: lapse (if ~ GLOBALCIT https:/www.government.nl/to
dual majority also nationality is an adult AND has been no residence CLD (AO1b, A04,  pics/dutch-
citizenship if for Ist certificate +  resident outside the EU for an >1 year) / L02; 2022) citizenship/documents/forms/2
born abroad generation if dual uninterrupted period of 13 nationality 017/06/16/factsheet-could-i-

residence citizenship  years (before April 1,2022: 10 certificate; lose-my-dutch-nationality-

abroad (not +age (after  years); prevention: residence in  acquisition: automatically-and-how-can-i-

based on birth majority) the EU for more than 1 year automatic avoid-this

abroad). OR certificate of possession of  (attribution) https://www.government.nl/bi

residence (>1 citizenship or a passport-like naries/government/documente

year) / document (dual citizenship n/forms/2017/06/16/factsheet-

nationality restriction; avoidance of could-i-lose-my-dutch-

certificate statelesness: provision does not nationality-automatically-and-

apply if person would become how-can-i-avoid-
stateless) this/22404921_RO_JENV_A4_

FS_Nationaliteit_ EN_V2.pdf
https:/www.netherlandsworld
wide.nl/declaration/dutch-
nationality-certificate-when
https://www.netherlandsworld
wide.nl/dutch-nationality/loss
https://www.everaert.nl/en/are
as-of-expertise/dutch-
citizenship/1264-how-to-
prevent-the-loss-of-dutch-
citizenship
(05.12.2022)

Poland PL 0 no unlimited n.a. n.a. n.a. restriction for children of na. GLOBALCIT https://www.dualcitizenshipre
dual binational parents: CLD (AO1b, A04, port.org/dual-
citizenship if establishment of L02; 2022) citizenship/poland/
born abroad paternity/maternity must occur (02.12.2021)

within one year after birth

Portugal PT 1 yes delimited 2nd / 2nd gen: isition if GLOBALCIT https://portuguese-american-
dual 3rd (before or after (2nd) + born abroad AND no entitlement CLD (A01b, A04,  journal.com/community-
citizenship if age of majority)  registration registration (application)  L02;2022) citizenship-granted-to-
born abroad / generation  from the 3rd generation: non- grandchildren-of-portuguese-

(3rd+) + acquisition if born abroad AND expats-portugal/
ionali no grand| with Portugu https://washingtondc.embaixa
of nationality AND no registration daportugal.mne.gov.pt/en/cons
grandparent  and declaration AND no ular-services/consular-
+ effective ties to the national services/acquisition-of-
registration  community (c.g. language, portuguese-nationality-by-
+genuine  regular contacts with territory) children-of-portuguese-
link citizens
EUDO Country Report (2020)
(02.12.2021)
https://www.refworld.org/pdfi
d/3ae6b52ed.pdf
(21.12.2022)

Romania RO 0 no unlimited n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. GLOBALCIT https://www.dualcitizenshipre
dual CLD (AO1b, A04, port.org/dual-
citizenship if L02; 2022) citizenship/romania/
born abroad (02.12.2021)

Slovakia SK 0 no unlimited n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. na. GLOBALCIT https://www.dualcitizenshipre
dual CLD (AOlb, AO4,  port.org/dual-
citizenship if L02; 2022) citizenship/slovakia/
born abroad EUDO Country Report (2013)

(02.12.2021)

Slovenia St 1 yes delimited 2nd application if generation  from the 2nd generation: non-  acquisition: GLOBALCIT https://www.gov.si/en/topics/ci
dual only one parent  (2nd+) + acquisition at birth if born entitlement CLD (A01b, A04, tizenship/
citizenship if is a citizen dual abroad AND only one parentis ~ (application) ~ L02;2022) EUDO Country Report (2013)
born abroad (before age of citizenship citizen of Slovenia AND no

18 or between + application before reaching the (02.12.2021)
18 and 36) application  age of 18/36 (dual citizenship

restriction; avoidance of

statelesness: provision does not

apply if person would become

stateless)

Spain ES 1 yes  delimited 3rd after age of generation  from the 3rd gen: loss if born loss: lapse (if ~ GLOBALCIT http://www.exteriores.gob.es/P
dual majority, before  (3rd+) + abroad AND citizen of another no request); CLD (A01b, A04,  ortal/en/ServiciosAlCiudadano
citizenship if age of 21: dual country AND resident abroad ~ acquisition: 102; 2022) /InformacionParaExtranjeros/
born abroad request citizenship ~ AND 21 years of ageor 19in  automatic Paginas/Nacionalidad.aspx

+residence  exceptional cases AND no (attribution) (02.12.2021)
“+request+  request to remain a citizen after https://www.immigrationspain
age (after  age of majority and before .es/en/lose-citizenship/
‘majority) reaching the age of 21 (dual (05.01.2023)

citizenship restriction;

avoidance of statelesness:

provision does not apply if

person would become stateless)

Sweden SE 1 yes  delimited 2nd before age of generation  from the 2nd generation: loss if ~ loss: lapse (if ~ GLOBALCIT https:/www.dualcitizenship.co
dual 22: request (2nd+) + born abroad AND citizen of no request); CLD (A01b, A04,  m/countries/sweden.html
citizenship if dual another country AND never acquisition: L02;2022) (02.12.2021)
born abroad citizenship resided in Sweden (or at least automatic

+residence  seven years in Sweden or (attribution)
(+ genuine  another Nordic state), and

link) + never stayed in Sweden under

request + circumstances indicating a

age (after special tie to the country AND

‘majority) no request to remain a citizen

before reaching the age of 22
(dual citizenship restriction;
avoidance of statelesness:
provision does not apply if
person would become stateless)
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Annex Al.1: Overview of sources

Main sources for all variables

Vink, Maarten, Luuk van der Baaren, Rainer Baubdck, Jelena Dzanki¢, Iseult Honohan, and Bron-
wen Manby. 2023. “GLOBALCIT Citizenship Law Dataset, v2.0, Country-Year-Mode Data
([Acquisition]/[Loss]).” Florence. https://hdl.handle.net/1814/73190.

Vink, Maarten, Gerard-Rene De Groot, and Ngo Chun Luk. 2015. “MACIMIDE Global Expatriate
Dual Citizenship  Dataset. Harvard  Dataverse, V5 [2020].”  Maastricht.
https://doi.org/10.7910/DVN/TTMZ0S.

GLOBALCIT. 2023. “Country Profiles.” Florence. https://globalcit.eu/country-profiles/.

. 2022. “Global Nationality Laws Database.” Florence. https://globalcit.eu/national-citizen-
ship-laws/.

For further information about respective variables see Table A1.2

Further resources for verification and double checks

Baaren, Luk van der. 2020. “Dual Citizenship in the European Union : Trends and Analysis (2010-
2020).” Florence.

Dumbrava, Costica. 2014. “External Citizenship in EU Countries.” Ethnic and Racial Studies 37(13):
2340-60. https://doi.org/10.1080/01419870.2013.826812.

. 2014. “Nationality, Citizenship and Ethno-Cultural Belonging. Preferential Membership
Policies in Europe.* Palgrave M. Basingstoke.

Sejersen, Tanja Brandsted. 2008. ““I Vow to Thee My Countries’ - The Expansion of Dual Citizen-
ship in the 2Ist Century.” International Migration Review 42(3): 523-49.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1747-7379.2008.00136.x.

Solano, Giacomo, and Thomas Huddleston. 2020. “Migrant Integration Policy Index 2020.” Brus-
sels/Barcelona. https://www.mipex.eu/.

For information about sources and additional online resources for the individual variables and countries see Table A1.2
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8.2 Appendix of Article 2

Supplemental materials: Barriers to naturalization: How dual citizenship re-

strictions impede full membership.

The following supplemental materials are also accessible here:

https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/action/downloadSupple-
ment?doi=10.1111%2Fimig.12950&file=imig12950-sup-0001-Supinfo.doc
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Annex A2.1: Overview of data collection and sampling

The 2011 BAMF Naturalisation Study (N=1,133) is a cross-sectional survey of the immigrant popu-
lation in Germany.! It was designed for a comparison of first and second generation immigrants who
were naturalized since 2005 (n=319), immigrants undergoing the naturalization process (n=403) as
well as immigrants who fulfil the necessary residence requirements for naturalization (i.e., have been
living in Germany for at least eight years and have a secure residence status), but did not yet natural-
ize (non-naturalized immigrants; n=411).?

The data was collected in 2011 in a mixed-mode method: Naturalized and non-naturalized immi-
grants were interviewed nationwide by means of computer-assisted telephone interviews based on a
multistage sampling procedure. This was necessary since there is neither a central register with ad-
dresses for naturalized immigrants nor for foreigners living in Germany which could be used for
random sampling in order to conduct personal interviews. In the first step, households were randomly
sampled with an onomastic technique, i.e., an identification of immigrants in the telephone index by
their names. Target persons were identified through a screening interview in the second step. If there
were at least two persons of the target group living in the household, the interviewee was identified
in a third step through a computer-based random selection process. Immigrants undergoing the nat-
uralization process were interviewed personally (computer-assisted personal interviews). This was
possible, because the BAMF researchers were able to generate a random sample based on a register.
This register has been compiled on the basis of address lists of immigrants who had applied for
naturalization in 23 large cities, but had not yet been naturalized. The lists were provided by the
naturalization authorities of these cities.

The interviews with naturalized immigrants and immigrants undergoing the naturalization process
were conducted in German since proof of German language proficiency is a relevant requirement for
naturalization. Non-naturalized immigrants were interviewed in German or another language (Farsi,
Greek, Italian, Russian, Serbo-Croatian, or Turkish) because it was expected that not all target per-
sons would have sufficient German language skills; 16% of the interviewees chose to be interviewed
in one of these languages. It was planned to conduct interviews also in Arabic and Paschtu, but it
was not possible to find interviewers with adequate language skills. All naturalized immigrants in
the survey were naturalized between 2005 and the year of the survey (2011) and were 18 or older at
the time of their naturalization. All other interviewees were 18 or older at the time of the survey.
The random sampling for all three target groups was devised disproportionately, in order to warrant
a sufficient basis of interviews for the five most important regions of origin of naturalized and non-
naturalized persons living in Germany (i.e., Turkey, successor states to the former Yugoslavia,
Greece/Italy, Afghanistan/Iran/Iraq, and Russian Federation/Ukraine/Belarus). All in all there are 17
countries of origin represented in the sample (see Table A2.2). To ensure a representative analysis,
the data are weighted on the basis of information from official statistics for naturalizations and for-
eign nationals in Germany.?

Note:

1. For the 2011 BAMF Naturalisation Study see Weinmann et al. (2012); for a summary in English see Federal Office for
Migration and Refugees 2012 The Naturalisation Behaviour of Foreigners in Germany, and Findings Concerning
Optionspflichtige (Persons Required to Choose between Two Nationalities). Results of the 2011 BAMF Naturalisation
Study. Nuremberg: BAMF.

2. Besides these three groups regarding usual naturalization, the original study includes a special sample (n=401) of so called
Optionspflichtige (persons required to choose between two nationalities). Optionspflichtige are a very special group re-
garding citizenship acquisition in Germany. After a conditional ius soli was introduced in German citizenship law in
2000, children who acquired German citizenship through this rule were required to choose between their German citizen-
ship and the citizenship of their parent’s origin country when they reached majority. This rule (the requirement to choose)
was widely abolished in 2014. The sample of Optionspflichtige in the original study was born before the ius soli was
introduced (between 1990 and 1999), but they were allowed to acquire German citizenship retrospectively under the same
conditions and requirements as ius soli children if the parents had applied for German nationality on behalf of their chil-
dren. Only 49,000 benefited from this opportunity. The sample of Optionspflichtige is not available for research on the
grounds of data protection and thus not part of this study.

3. For detailed information about the weighting procedure see the methodology report: Pupeter, M., M. Stadler and U.
Schneekloth 2011 Das Einbiirgerungsverhalten von Auslinderinnen und Auslindern in Deutschland — Methodenbericht.
Miinchen: TNS Infratest Sozialforschung: 41-48.
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Annex A2.2: Coding of origin country data for Analysis 1

Possibility of dual citizenship (explanatory variable, see also Table A2.2): The possibility of dual
citizenship shows whether immigrants from a certain country are able to have dual citizenship or not
when they voluntarily acquire the country of residence’s citizenship (Germany). It has been coded
for origin countries in the survey sample based on different sources to take into account both legal
contexts.

The country of residence context was considered by official information whether immigrants from
certain countries are exceptionally allowed to retain their original citizenship when they acquire Ger-
man citizenship (see below: “Table A2.2: Retention possible in Germany”). The German regulations
know few exceptions from the requirement of giving up the original citizenship for naturalization in
Germany. First, there are exceptions for EU citizens (i.e., under condition of reciprocity of treatment
for citizens of some EU countries until 2006 and in general since 2007). Second, there are exceptions
if withdrawal of the origin country citizenship is legally or virtually impossible. There are no immi-
grants from countries of origin that do not legally allow for citizenship withdrawal in general in the
sample. However, there are immigrants from two countries (Afghanistan, Iran) where “withdrawal
is virtually impossible”. This means that German regulations allow immigrants from these countries
who naturalize in Germany to retain their origin country’s citizenship if German authorities know
that citizenship renunciations are “never or hardly ever” accepted in these countries. Thus, immi-
grants from these countries are allowed to retain their original citizenship even if it is theoretically
possible to renounce it. The information is based on the instructions on citizenship law from the
German Federal Ministry of the Interior from 2004, 2007 and 2009 (valid for the period from 2005
to 2011).!

The origin country context was considered by information on origin country rules regarding loss or
renunciation of citizenship after voluntarily acquiring another citizenship based on the MACIMIDE
Global Expatriate Dual Citizenship Database (Vink et al., 2015; see below: “Table A2.2: Automatic
loss of origin country citizenship”).

Data for naturalized immigrants is coded based on the legal information for the respective year of
naturalization for each naturalized individual. As for immigrants undergoing the naturalization pro-
cess as well as non-naturalized immigrants the respective information for the time of the survey in
2011 is used for coding. Possibility of dual citizenship is coded “yes” (1) if citizenship retention is
possible due to regulations in the receiving country and if there is no automatic loss of the origin
country’s citizenship when the receiving country’s citizenship is voluntarily acquired. The variable
is coded “no” (0) if citizenship retention is not possible in the receiving country and the origin coun-
try’s citizenship is automatically lost when the receiving country’s citizenship is voluntarily acquired.
The same applies if citizenship retention is not possible in the receiving country even if the origin
country’s citizenship is not automatically lost when the receiving country’s citizenship is voluntarily
acquired (see below: “Table A2.2: Synthesis: Possibility of dual citizenship”).

Quality of nationality (control variable, see also Table A2.2): Information about the quality of
citizenship is based on the Quality of Nationality Index? for 2011 (Kochenov and Lindeboom, 2019,
see below: “Table A2.2: Quality of nationality”). It measures the internal value of nationality (the
quality of life within the origin country) as well as the external value of nationality (the quality of
opportunities abroad). The quality of an origin country’s nationality in relation to the quality of the
country of residence’s nationality is measured by the difference between the value of German citi-
zenship, which was rated second in 2011, and each origin country’s value (see below: “Table A2.2:
Difference in quality of nationality”). Since there is no Quality of Nationality data for the time before
2011 immigrants naturalized between 2005 and 2010 are also coded based on the data from the year
of the survey (2011); the quality of nationality for most of the countries of origin varies little within
a few years (see Kochenov and Lindeboom, 2019).

Note:

1. Bundesministerium des Innern 2004 Vorldufige Anwendungshinweise des Bundesministeriums des Innern zum durch das
Zuwanderungsgesetz gednderten Staatsangehorigkeitsgesetz in der ab 1.1.2005 geltenden Fassung, Stand: 10. Dezember
2004. Berlin: BML

2007 Vorldufige Anwendungshinweise des Bundesministeriums des Innern vom 19. Oktober 2007 zum Staatsan-

gehorigkeitsgesetz in der Fassung des Gesetzes zur Umsetzung aufenthalts- und asylrechtlicher Richtlinien der Europd-

ischen Union vom 19. August 2007. Berlin: BML

2009 Vorliufige Anwendungshinweise des Bundesministeriums des Innern zum Staatsangehdérigkeitsgesetz in der
Fassung des Gesetzes zur Anderung des Staatsangehorigkeitsgesetzes vom 5. Februar 2009, Stand: 17. April 2009. Ber-
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Annex A2.3: Robustness checks

I performed several robustness checks on my analyses. Regarding Analysis 1 1 conducted a multilevel
model since it could be argued that the hierarchical data structure resulting from the inclusion of
information on the origin country level makes multilevel modelling necessary.! The results remain
widely unchanged with respect to the direction of the relationship and significance of the variables.
Nevertheless, in the multilevel model immigrants who believe that they are perceived as foreigners
in Germany are significantly less likely to decide for naturalization (Table A2.6).

Further checks address the analysis of the desire to retain the original citizenship. Due to the limited
sample size I did not include origin context variables in Analysis2. In an alternative model I included
an additional variable on the origin context level to control whether dual citizenship is possible or
not (Table A2.7). The results remain widely unchanged regarding the independent and control vari-
ables; there are no significant effects for the possibility of dual citizenship. As has been stated in the
main text several surveys in Germany show that even immigrants who are able to hold two passports
are not necessarily aware of their right (e.g. Weinmann et al., 2012; Fick et al., 2014). Thus, addi-
tional robustness checks concern immigrants’ knowledge about their dual citizenship options. An
explanation for this finding could be that some immigrants do not know for sure which rules apply
for them due to the exceptions for some immigrant groups in Germany. Descriptive checks illustrate
that even immigrants who are able to retain their original citizenship say that citizenship retention is
important to them (Table A2.8). This is less confusing if one considers that even 27 per cent of those
immigrants who are able to retain their original citizenship incorrectly assume that they could not
retain their original citizenship if they naturalize in Germany and 30 per cent do not know whether
they are able to retain their original citizenship or not (Table A2.8). A further model controlling for
immigrants’ knowledge about their dual citizenship options shows no significant results for aware-
ness of citizenship options (Table A2.9).

Additional robustness checks address possible concerns regarding potential left out variables. It
could be argued that variables not included in my analyses might be relevant explanatory variables.
Since several studies show that the individual level of integration affects immigrant naturalization I
included further variables regarding individual integration in my models, i.e., educational attainment
and employment. Employment can also serve as a proxy for further naturalization requirements to
isolate potential bias from a lack of (practical) eligibility due to integration requirements for natural-
ization in Germany since means of subsistence have to be ensured on a sustained basis without re-
quiring social benefits. Table A2.10 and Table A2.11 show that neither educational attainment nor
employment are relevant explanatory variables for naturalization decision or the desire to retain the
original citizenship.

Further checks concern alternative operationalisations of the variable “Length of stay” (not shown
in the tables). The operationalisation in the main analysis follows findings of other studies on natu-
ralization in Germany (Diehl and Blohm, 2003; Chiswick and Miller, 2009). These studies show that
immigrants who have resided in the country for 25 years or longer are less likely to naturalize com-
pared to immigrants who have resided in the country less than 25 years. Data from the German Fed-
eral Office for Statistics show that the average time of residence of immigrants who have been natu-
ralized in 2011 was 15.6 years. An alternative operationalisation of the variable “Length of stay”
shows that compared to immigrants born in Germany (n=232) immigrants who have been living in
Germany for less than 16 years (n=424) are more likely to decide for naturalization while immigrants
who have been living in Germany for at least 16 years (n=390) are less likely to naturalize. Another
alternative operationalisation of the variable “Length of stay” in “years” (with “age in years” for
immigrants who are born in Germany) shows a negative effect of “Length of stay”. There are no
significant effects for “Length of stay” using these alternative operationalisations for analysing the
desire to retain the original citizenship. This is in line with the results of the main analysis.

Note:
1. Multilevel models usually require a higher number of contextual units (e.g. Maas, C.J.M. and J.J. Hox 2004 “Robustness
issues in multilevel regression analysis”, Statistica Neerlandica, 58(2): 127-137.)
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Table A2.1: Operationalization and coding

Variable Source, operationalisation, wording, categories Coding
Dependent varia-
bles
Naturalization deci- BAMF Naturalisation Study
sion sample groups
non-naturalized immigrants (0) no
immigrants undergoing the naturalization process (1) yes

naturalized immigrants

Desire to retain the
original citizenship

BAMF Naturalisation Study

Non-naturalized immigrants only: / will give you potential reasons against

naturalization. Which one of the following are playing an important or very
important role for you? And which one are playing a less important role or
no role at all?

— I want to retain my original citizenship

(4) no important role (0) no
(3) less important role
(2) rather important role (1) yes

(1) very important role

Explanatory varia-
bles

Possibility of dual
citizenship

Federal Ministry of the Interior / MACIMIDE Global Expatriate Dual Citi-
zenship Database

Information on both legal contexts

Germany: Federal Ministry of the Interior (Bundesministerium des Innern
2004, 2007, 2009)

countries of origin: MACIMIDE Global Expatriate Dual Citizenship Data-
base

not allowed to retain original citizenship when natu-
ralizing in Germany / loss or renunciation of origin
country citizenship when acquiring another citizen-
ship

(0) no

allowed to retain original citizenship when naturaliz- (1) yes
ing in Germany / no loss or renunciation of origin

country citizenship when acquiring another citizen-

ship

Perceived as a for-
eigner

BAMF Naturalisation Study

Please tell me to what extent you agree or disagree with the following state-
ments.

— I am perceived as a foreigner in Germany.

(5) do not agree at all () no
(4) rather disagree

(3) partly (2) partly
(2) rather agree (3) yes
(1) fully Agree

— CONTINUED —

156



Table A2.1: Operationalisation and coding

— CONTINUED —

Family against natu-
ralization

BAMF Naturalisation Study

Naturalized immigrants and immigrants undergoing the naturalization pro-
cedure: / will give you potential reasons against naturalization. Which one
of the following were playing an important or very important role for you —
at least in the beginning? And which one were playing a less important role
or no role at all?

Non-naturalized immigrants: I will give you potential reasons against natu-
ralization. Which one of the following are playing an important or very im-
portant role for you? And which one are playing a less important role or no
role at all?

— My family is against naturalization

(4) no important role (0) no
(3) less important role

(2) rather important role (1) yes
(1) very important role

Control variables
Residence country lan-
guage proficiency

BAMF Naturalisation Study

Now I would like to know more about your German language skills. Based
on your self-assessment:

a) How well do you speak German?

b) How well do you read German?

¢) How well do you write German?

(1) very good Index: mean out of
) speak, read, write; re-
3) coded (min.: 1 “abso-
4) lutely not“, max.: 6
®) “very good”)

(6) not at all

Identification

BAMF Naturalisation Study
With which country do you feel a greater affinity?

(1) primarily country of origin (1) country of origin

(2) both countries equally (2) both countries

(3) primarily Germany (3) country of resi-
dence

Difference in quality
of nationality

Quality of Nationality Index
Ranking of the quality of nationalities

Quality of Nationality Index 2011: Difference between in-

Difference between the value of residence country  dex values:

citizenship and value of origin country citizenship ~ Germany — origin
country (min. 2.6,
max.: 66.9)

— CONTINUED —
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Table A2.1: Operationalisation and coding

— CONTINUED —

Subjective expectation BAMF Naturalisation Study

of benefits through Non-naturalized immigrants only: / will give you potential reasons against
naturalization naturalization. Which one of the following are playing an important or very
important role for you? And which one are playing a less important role or
no role at all?
— I do not expect benefits from naturalization.
(4) no important role (0) no
(3) less important role
(2) rather important role (1) yes
(1) very important role
Sex BAMF Naturalisation Study
Interviewer reported
(2) male (0) male
(1) female (1) female
Length of stay BAMF Naturalisation Study

born in Germany (second generation) / years since immigration to Ger-
many (first generation, naturalized immigrants and immigrants undergoing
the naturalization procedure: at the time of the naturalization application;
non-naturalized immigrants: at the time of the interview)

born inland (second generation) born in Germany
time of immigration (first generation) <25 years of residence
time of immigration (first generation) >25 years of residence

Intention to stay

BAMF Naturalisation Study

Do you intend to leave Germany for a longer period of time, i.e. more than
one year or to leave for good — meaning no vacations? If so, where to
would you like to leave?

(1) Yes, to my country of origin (0) no
(2) Yes, to another country
(3) No, intend to stay in Germany (1) yes

Note: Source: 2011 BAMF Naturalisation Study, German Federal Ministry of the Interior, MAC-
IMIDE Global Expatriate Dual Citizenship Database, Quality of Nationality Index
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automatic loss, 2=no automatic loss, but

renunciation of citizenship is possible or not, / =country does not exist in the reference year and can-
not be coded alternatively; *Kosovo has been coded based on data from the EUDO Citizenship Obser-

vatory (see Krasniqi, G. 2012 EUDO Citizenship Observatory. Country Report: Kosovo. Revised and

country does not exist in the reference year and cannot be coded
159

Analysis 2; Retention possible in Germany: O=retention not possible,

Analysis 1, A2
retention possible (i.e., withdrawal virtually impossible), 2=retention possible under condition of

reciprocity of treatment for citizens of some EU countries (2005-2006) or retention possible for EU

citizens in general (2007-2011), /

country does not exist in the reference year and cannot be coded alternatively. See An-

1

nex A2.2 for further information regarding the coding of the origin country data. Source: 2011 BAMF
Naturalisation Study, German Federal Ministry of the Interior, MACIMIDE Global Expatriate Dual

updated November 2012. San Domenico di Fiesole: European University Institute.); Quality of nation-
Citizenship Database, Quality of Nationality Index.

alternatively; Automatic loss of origin country citizenship: 1
ality: /

Note: n: Al



Table A2.3: Sample characteristics

Indicator % Mean SD N
Analysis 1

Dependent variable

Naturalization decision 1,046
no 36%
yes 64%

Legal barriers

Possibility of dual citizenship 1,046
no 81%
yes 19%

Perceived barriers

Perceived as a foreigner 1,046
no 42%
partly 24%
yes 34%

Family against naturalization 1,046
no 89%
yes 11%

Control variables

Individual level of integration

Residence country language proficiency 1,046
index (self-estimation): speak, read, write 5.2 0.8
(min.: 1 “absolutely not”, max.: 6 “very
good”)

Identification and aspects of utility maximization

Identification 1,046
country of origin 5%
both equally 44%
country of residence 51%

Difference in quality of nationality 1,046
difference between index values (min.: 2.6, 46.1 15.2
max.: 66.9)

Sociodemographic characteristics and migration biography

Sex 1,046
male 53%
female 47%

Length of stay 1,046
born in Germany 26%
<25 years of residence 52%
>25 years of residence 22%

Intention to stay no 7% 1,046
yes 93%

— CONTINUED —
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Table A2.3: Sample characteristics

— CONTINUED —
Analysis 2

Dependent variable

Desire to retain the original citizenship 361
no 32%
yes 68%

Perceived barriers

Perceived as a foreigner 361
no 39%
partly 21%
yes 40%

Family against naturalization 361
no 80%
yes 20%

Control variables

Individual level of integration

Residence country language proficiency 361
index (self-estimation): speak, read, write 5.1 0.9
(min.: 1 “absolutely not”, max.: 6 “very
good”)

Identification and aspects of utility maximization

Identification 361
country of origin 10%
both equally 51%
country of residence 39%

Subjective expectation of benefits through naturalization 361
no 51%
yes 49%

Sociodemographic characteristics and migration biography

Sex 361
male 51%
female 49%

Length of stay 361
born in Germany 23%
<25 years of residence 37%
>25 years of residence 40%

Intention to stay no 12% 361
yes 88%

Note: SD = Standard deviation. See Table A2.1 for further information on source, operationalisation
and coding. Source: 2011 BAMF Naturalisation Study.
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Table A2.4: Cluster-robust logistic regression on decision to naturalize (0=no;
1=yes) clustered by origin country

Odds Ratio Robust Stand-
ard Error

Legal barriers

Possibility of dual citizenship (Ref-: no) 1.84%* 0.53
Perceived barriers

Perceived as a foreigner (Ref-: no)

partly 1,01 0.16
yes 0.75 0.12
Family against naturalization (Ref.: no) 0.41%* 0.13

Control variables

Individual level of integration

Residence country language proficiency (index) 1.92%%* 0.42
Identification and aspects of utility maximization

Identification (Ref-: country of origin)

both equally 2.62%* 0.97
country of residence 3.90%** 1.29
Difference in quality of nationality (index) 1.06%** 0.01
Sociodemographic characteristics and migration biography
Sex: female (Ref.: male) 0.86 0.14
Length of stay (Ref-: born in Germany)
<25 years of residence 1.20 0.23
>25 years of residence 0.27%** 0.09
Intention to stay (Ref.: no) 2.11%* 0.65
Constant 0.00%** 0.00
N 1,046
Prob > Chi? 0.000

Note: Ref. = Reference; Level of significance: ***p < 0.001; **p < 0.01; *p < 0.05. Standard errors
adjusted for 15 clusters. See Table A2.1 for further information on source, operationalisation and
coding. Source: 2011 BAMF Naturalisation Study.
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Table A2.5: Cluster-robust logistic regression on desire to retain the original cit-
izenship (0=no; 1=yes) clustered by origin country (non-naturalized immigrants
only)

Odds Ratio Robust Stand-
ard Error
Perceived barriers
Perceived as a foreigner (Ref.: no)
partly 1.64%* 0.40
yes 1.15 0.37
Family against naturalization (Ref.: no) 3.41%x* 1.19

Control variables

Individual level of integration

Residence country language proficiency (index) 1.01 0.18
Identification and aspects of utility maximization

Identification (Ref.: country of origin)

both equally 0.11%*** 0.04
country of residence 0.03*** 0.02
Subjective expectation of benefits through naturaliz. (Ref.: no) 1.40 0.33
Sociodemographic characteristics and migration biography
Sex: female (Ref.: male) 1.67 0.49
Length of stay (Ref.: born in Germany
<25 years of residence 0.53* 0.16
>25 years of residence 1.07 0.45
Intention to stay (Ref.: no) 0.35 0.28
Constant 26.25 53.89
N 361
Prob > Chi? 0.000

Note: Ref. = Reference; Level of significance: ***p < 0.001; **p <0.01; *p < 0.05. Standard errors
adjusted for 16 clusters. See Table A2.1 for further information on source, operationalisation and
coding. Source: 2011 BAMF Naturalisation Study.
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Table A2.6: Logistic multilevel analysis on decision to naturalize (0=no; 1=yes)

Odds Ratio Robust Stand-
ard Error

Legal barriers

Possibility of dual citizenship (Ref-: no) 2.18* 0.71
Perceived barriers

Perceived as a foreigner (Ref.: no)

partly 0.96 0.16
yes 0.63** 0.11
Family against naturalization (Ref.: no) 0.37** 0.14

Control variables

Individual level of integration

Residence country language proficiency (index) 1.98%** 0.39
Identification and aspects of utility maximization

Identification (Ref.: country of origin)

both equally 2.75%%* 0.98
country of residence 3.98%** 1.34
Difference in quality of nationality (index) 1.07*** 0.01
Sociodemographic characteristics and migration biography
Sex: female (Ref.: male) 0.86 0.14
Length of stay (Ref.: born in Germany)
<25 years of residence 1.33 0.28
>25 years of residence 0.28*** 0.10
Intention to stay (Ref.: no) 1.97 0.73
Constant 0.00%** 0.00
Origin country variance 0.26 0.12
N 1,046
Prob > Chi? 0.000

Note: Ref. = Reference; Level of significance: ***p < 0.001; **p <0.01; *p < 0.05. Standard errors
adjusted for 15 clusters. See Table A2.1 for further information on source, operationalisation and
coding. Source: 2011 BAMF Naturalisation Study.
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Table A2.7: Cluster-robust logistic regression on desire to retain the original cit-
izenship (0=no; 1=yes) clustered by origin country (non-naturalized immigrants
only; with control variable for dual citizenship options)

Odds Ratio Robust Stand-
ard Error
Perceived barriers
Perceived as a foreigner (Ref.: no)
partly 1.65* 0.38
yes 1.17 0.41
Family against naturalization (Ref.: no) 3,33k 1.14

Control variables

Individual level of integration

Residence country language proficiency (index) 1.02 0.18
Identification and aspects of utility maximization

Identification (Ref.: country of origin)

both equally 0.10%*** 0.04
country of residence 0.03*** 0.02
Subjective expectation of benefits through naturaliz. (Ref.: no) 1.33 0.36
Sociodemographic characteristics and migration biography
Sex: female (Ref.: male) 1.70 0.50
Length of stay (Ref.: born in Germany
<25 years of residence 0.58* 0.14
>25 years of residence 1.10 0.44
Intention to stay (Ref.: no) 0.34 0.29
Dual citizenship options
Possibility of dual citizenship (Ref.: no) 1.46 0.50
Constant 2291 45.57
N 361
Prob > Chi? 0.000

Note: Ref. = Reference; Level of significance: ***p < 0.001; **p < 0.01; *p < 0.05. Standard errors
adjusted for 16 clusters. See Table A2.1 for further information on source, operationalisation and
coding. Source: 2011 BAMF Naturalisation Study.

Table A2.8: Desire to retain the original citizenship and knowledge about possi-
bility of citizenship retention by possibility of dual citizenship (non-naturalized
immigrants only)

Possibility of dual citizenship

no yes N

Desire to retain the original no 35% 24% 361
citizenship yes 65% 76%
Knowledge about possibil- I could not retain my 68% 27%
ity of citizenship retention citizenship

I could retain my citi- 19% 43% 360

zenship

I do not know 13% 30%

Note: Questioning concerning knowledge about dual citizenship options: “Can your current citizen-
ship be retained when you acquire German citizenship through naturalization?”. Source: 2011
BAMF Naturalisation Study.
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Table A2.9: Cluster-robust logistic regression on desire to retain the original cit-
izenship (0=no; 1=yes) clustered by origin country (non-naturalized immigrants
only; with control variable for knowledge about dual citizenship options)

Odds Ratio Robust Standard

Error
Perceived barriers
Perceived as a foreigner (Ref.: no)
partly 1.68* 0.39
yes 1.17 0.39
Family against naturalization (Ref.: no) 3.25%* 1.20

Control variables

Individual level of integration

Residence country language proficiency (index) 1.04 0.23
Identification and aspects of utility maximization

Identification (Ref.: country of origin)

both equally 0.14%** 0.06
country of residence 0.04%** 0.02
Subjective expectation of benefits through naturaliz. (Ref.: no) 1.45 0.40
Sociodemographic characteristics and migration biography
Sex: female (Ref.: male) 1.70 0.52
Length of stay (Ref.: born in Germany
<25 years of residence 0.55% 0.15
>25 years of residence 1.10 0.51
Intention to stay (Ref.: no) 0.33 0.25

Knowledge about dual citizenship options
Awareness of citizenship options (Ref.: aware)

unaware of retention 1.63 0.57
unaware of loss 1,55 0.78
Constant 14.97 36.91
N 360
Prob > Chi? 0.000

Note: Ref. = Reference; Level of significance: ***p < 0.001; **p < 0.01; *p < 0.05. Standard errors
adjusted for 16 clusters. See Table A2.1 for further information on source, operationalisation and
coding. Awareness of citizenship options controls for whether immigrants are aware of their citizen-
ship options (i.e. correctly know whether they would lose or be able to retain their original citizen-
ship, 1=aware of options) or not; these are immigrants who would be able to retain and incorrectly
assume they would lose their citizenship or do not know about it (2=unaware of retention) as well as
immigrants who would lose and incorrectly assume they could retain their citizenship or do not
know about it (3=unaware of loss). Source: 2011 BAMF Naturalisation Study.
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8.3 Appendix of Article 3

Supplemental materials: Advocacy Coalitions, Power and Opportunities: Policy

Change in Germany’s Dual Citizenship Policy Subsystem.
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