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F

ueled in part by enormous and, in this century,
unprecedented numbers of new immigrants, the
United States is becoming dramatically more diverse  racially, ethnically, and culturally. The latest
census figures show that the number of legal and illegal immigrants living in the United States has almost
tripled since 1970, rising from 9.6 million to 26.3 million today and far outpacing the growth of the nativeborn population.1 Moreover, a substantial percentage
of these immigrants arrive here from countries with
very different cultural and political traditions at a time
when American cultural values are increasingly questioned by some.2 A critically important question, therefore, is whether the unprecedented diversity brought
about by recent immigration is being achieved at the
expense of a common national culture.
It is within this context that questions about the
impact and advisability of allowing or encouraging dual
or multiple citizenships arise.3 The consequences of
allowing or encouraging the acquisition of multiple
citizenships by immigrants and citizens in the United
States have rarely come up outside of a small group of
law school professors and post-modern theorists, but
they deserve to be discussed. This narrow group has
generally endorsed the desirability of allowing new immigrants and American citizens to pursue their associations with their countries of origin. Some go farther and advocate the acquisition and consolidation of
active attachments to other countries as a means of
overcoming what they view as the parochialism of
American national identity.
Yet, the basis for either endorsing or advocating
the development of multiple national attachments is
ordinarily based on narrow legal analysis wherein anything permitted is acceptable, or on the post-modern advocates highly abstract theoretical musings,
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wherein anything permitted is suitable. The psychological implications and political consequences of having
large groups of Americans holding multiple citizenships
are rarely, if ever, seriously considered. Yet, such questions go to the very heart of what it means to be an
American and a citizen. They also hold enormous implications for the integrity of American civic and cultural traditions. Is it possible to be a fully engaged and
knowledgeable citizen of several countries? Is it possible to follow two or more very different cultural traditions? Is it possible to have two, possibly conflicting,
core identifications and attachments? Assuming such
things are possible, are they desirable?
Before we can address these questions, several others must be considered. First, how many countries allow their nationals to have multiple citizenships? Solid
numbers are in short supply. In a 1996 paper, Jorge
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tries that allow it and examine them in the context of
American immigration policy in recent years. These numbers lead to the subtitle of this study: An Issue of Vast
Proportions and Broad Significance.

How can a person owe allegiance or
fully adhere to the responsibilities of
citizenship in several countries at the
same time? In the United States, the
legal answer is: easily.

What Is Dual Citizenship?
At it most basic level, dual or multiple citizenship involves the simultaneous holding of more than one citizenship or nationality. That is, a person can have each, or
many, of the rights and responsibilities that adhere to a
citizen in all of the several countries in which he or she is
a citizen, regardless of length of time or actual residence
in a country, geographical proximity, or the nature of his
or her economic, cultural, or political ties.10
The idea seems on its face counterintuitive. How
could a person owe allegiance or fully adhere to the responsibilities of citizenship in several countries at the
same time? In the United States, the legal answer is:
easily.
The United States does not formally recognize dual
citizenship, but neither does it take any stand  politically or legally  against it. No American citizen can
lose his or her citizenship by undertaking the responsibilities of citizenship in one or more other countries. This
is true even if those responsibilities include obtaining a
second or even a third citizenship, swearing allegiance to
a foreign state, voting in another countrys election, serving in the armed forces (even in combat positions, and
even if the state is a hostile one), running for office,
and if successful, serving.11 Informed constitutional judgment suggests Congress could legislatively address any
of these or other issues arising out of these multiple,
perhaps conflicting, responsibilities.12 Yet, to date, it has
chosen not to do so.
A person in the United States may acquire multiple
citizenships in any one of four ways.13 First, he or she
may be born in the United States to immigrant parents:
All children born in the United States are U.S. citizens
regardless of the status of their parents (jus soli). Second,
a person may be born outside the United States to one
parent who is a U.S. citizen and another who is not. A
child born to an American citizen and British citizen in
the United Kingdom, for example, would be a citizen of
both countries. Third, a person becomes a naturalized
citizen in the United States and that act is ignored by his
or her country of origin.14 This is true even if the country of naturalization requires, as the United States does,
those naturalizing to renounce former citizenship/nationality ties. In the case of the United States, failure to
take action consistent with the renunciation carries no

Vargas put the number at 40.4 One year later, a 1997 draft
memorandum on dual citizenship prepared for the United
States Commission on Immigration Reform said that at
least 37 and possibly as many as 47 countries allow their
nationals to possess dual nationality.5 Eugene Goldsteins
list of countries allowing multiple citizenships (published
in 1998) put the number at 55.6 The small number of
others who have written on multiple citizenships mostly
seem content to list a few multiple-citizenship-allowing
countries, apparently believing that the actual number of
such countries has no bearing on their analyses, implications, or others responses to this phenomenon.
How many Americans are eligible for, or claim, multiple citizenship status? We dont know. As The Wall Street
Journal puts it, no one knows just how many citizens
claim a second nationality,7 or are entitled to do so. Why?
According to Peter Spiro, an enthusiastic advocate of
multiple citizenships, Statistical surveys of the number
of dual nationals appear never to have been undertaken,
nor have the United States or other governments sought
to collect such information.8 Yet, he estimates that
Mexico alone, which recently passed a law allowing its
nationals dual-citizenship rights, could create in the United
States, almost overnight a concentrated dual-national
population numbering in the millions. How many millions? He doesnt say.
According to T. Alexander Aleinikoff, another advocate of multiple citizenships, The U.S. Government
does not record, and has not estimated, the number of
U.S. dual citizens, but the total may be quite large.9 How
large? He doesnt say.
The purpose of this Backgrounder is to provide some
numerical specificity to vague or otherwise non-existent
estimates of the number of persons in the United States
who are eligible for dual or multiple citizenship status.
Numbers alone, of course, do not necessarily confer
political or cultural significance. Neither, however, are
they irrelevant to them. Vast numbers of citizens eligible
for multiple citizenships are surely of more concern than
small numbers.
I first briefly discuss the concept of multiple
citizenships. I then turn to an enumeration of those coun-
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penalties, and others countries can, and usually do, ignore that oath of allegiance. Fourth, a person can become a naturalized citizen of the United States and in
doing so lose her citizenship in her country of origin,
but can regain it at any time, and still retain her U.S.
citizenship.15
Dual or multiple citizenship is not the same as dual
nationality. Citizenship is a political term. It draws its importance from political, economic, and social rights and
obligations that adhere to a person by virtue of having
been born into, or having become a recognized or certified member of, a state.
Nationality, on the other hand, refers primarily to
the attachments16 of members of a community to each
other and to that communitys ways of viewing the world,
practices, institutions, and allegiances. Common community identifications develop through several or more of
the following elements: language, racial identifications,
ethnicity, religion, culture, geography, historical experience, and identification with common institutions and
practices.
In many culturally homogenous countries nationality and citizenship coincide, yet they are not synonymous.
Or, as Peter Schuck argues, an individuals national identity is not necessarily the same as the passport she holds.17
This, of course, is precisely the problem, but a detailed
analysis of those issues must await another time and
place.18

An individuals national identity is
not necessarily the same as the passport she holds.
Peter Schuck
that the United States is the only country in the world
(so far as I can establish) to allow its citizens, natural or
naturalized, to do all of these things. If their disbelief
has not broadened to astonishment, further inform them
that a number of academic, legal, and ethnic activists
welcome these developments, and are critical only of the
fact that the United States hasnt gone farther, faster to
reduce and loosen the ties that bind Americans to their
country, instead of helping them to develop identifications and emotional ties to larger and, in their view, more
democratic world communities.
People, even those who are attentive to public life
and affairs, are genuinely surprised at the large and rapidly growing number of countries that allow and encourage multiple citizenships. In 1996, a survey by a Hispanic
advocacy group studied 17 Latin American countries;19
only seven of those (41 percent) were listed as allowing
some form of multiple citizenships. By 2000, only four
year later, 14 out of 17 (84 percent) were allowing multiple citizenships and another, Honduras, had a bill to do
so pending before its legislature.
A list of countries allowing or encouraging multiple
citizenships is listed in Table 1 on the next page.
Drawing on several helpful but sometimes inconsistent lists20 in conjunction with my own inquiries, I have
established that there are currently 89 countries worldwide that allow some form of multiple citizenship. It is
important to underscore, however, that the specific rights
and responsibilities that accrue to such citizens
vary.
Some countries allow their citizens to become dual
citizens but balk at allowing immigrants to their country
to do so (Germany).21 New Zealand now permits dual
nationality unless, in a specific instance, this is not conducive to the public good. The French Civil Code formerly provided that any adult who voluntarily accepted
another nationality would automatically forfeit French citizenship, but this provision was amended in 1973 so that
now any adult, habitually residing abroad, who voluntarily accepts another nationality will only lose the French
nationality if he expressly so declares (italics mine). Some
countries, like Algeria and France, allow their nationals
to chose which countrys armed forces to join. Others
do not.22 Irish citizens in Britain may vote and sit in Par-

Countries Allowing Dual Citizenship:
A Large and Fast-Growing Group
Conduct a small experiment. Ask your friends and colleagues how many countries world-wide permit their citizens to also be citizens of one or more other countries.
Frame the question by asking whether it might be a few,
fewer than a dozen, several dozen, or even more. Aside
from puzzled looks, it is likely that the modal response
would be a few or fewer than a dozen.
Then, continue the experiment by asking more specifically how many countries would allow a citizen to do
all of the following: take out one or more other
citizenships, swear allegiance to a foreign state, vote in
foreign elections, hold high office in another country,
and/or fight in another countrys army even if that country were hostile to the interests of the home country.
Chances are the looks you receive will change from
puzzlement to disbelief. Almost without fail, if you elicit
a number at this point, it will be either very small or nil.
Then, to complete the experiment, ask if they are aware
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Table 1. Countries/Territories Allowing Dual Citizenship in Some Form
1. Albania

16. Cape Verde

31. Ghana

46. Lesotho

2. Antigua & Barbuda

17. Chile

32. Greece

47. Liechtenstein
c

61. Northern Ireland

75. Slovenia

62. Panama

76. South Africa

63. Paraguay

77. Sri Lanka

3. Argentina

18. Colombia

33. Grenada

48. Lithuania

4. Australiaa

19. Costa Rica

34. Guatemala

49. Macao (w/ Portu.)

64. Peru

78. Sweden

5. Bahamas

20. Croatia

35. Haiti

50. Macedonia

65. Pitcairn

79. Switzerland

6. Bangladesh

21. Cyprus

36. Hungary

51. Madagascar

66. Philippines

80. Taiwan

7. Barbados

22. Cyprus (North)

37. India

52. Malta

67. Poland

81. Trinidad/Tobago

8. Belize

23. Dominica

38. Iran

53. Mexico

68. Portugal

82. Thailand

9. Benin

24. Dominican Rep.

39. Ireland

54. Montenegro (Yugo.) 69. Romania

83. Tibet

10. Bolivia

25. Ecuador

40. Israel

55. Mongolia

70. Russia

84. Turkey

11. Brazil

26. Egypt

41. Italy

56. Morocco

71. Saint Kitts &

85. United Kingdom

Nevis

86. United States

d

12. Bulgaria

27. El Salvador

42. Jamaica

57. Netherlands

13. Burkina Faso

28. Fiji

43. Jordan

58. New Zealand

72. Saint Lucia

87. Ukraine

14. Cambodia

29. France

44. Latvia

59. Nicaragua

73. Saint Vincent

88. Uruguay

45. Lebanon

60. Nigeria

74. Serbia (Yugo.)

89. Vietnam

15. Canada

30. Germany

b

Sources: Capriotti & Associates-International Law, Portland, OR 97208-2792 (www.capriotti.com); T. Alexander Aleinikoff, Between Principles and Politics: The Direction of U.S. Citizenship
Policy; Eugene Goldstein and Victoria Piazza, “Naturalization and Retention for Foreign Citizenship: A Survey;” Ruta M. Kalvaitis. 1998. “Citizenship and National Identity in the Baltic States.”
Boston University International Law Journal, Spring, 16:231, fn 184; K. Connie Kang. 1998. “Dual U.S.-Korean Nationality Nears.” Los Angles Times, June 14, p.1; Norman Kempster. 1999.
“Crises in Yugoslavia: 3,000 to 4,000 U.S. Civilians Believed Stuck, Many of Those Living in the Two Republics Hold Dual Citizenship.” Los Angeles Times, April 3, p. 8; Peter M. Schuck. 1998.
Citizens, Strangers, and In-Betweens: Essays on Immigration and Citizenship. Boulder, Colo.: Westview Press, 1998, p. 223; Peter J. Spiro. 1997. “Dual Nationality and the Meaning of
Citizenship.” Emory Law Review, Fall, 46:4, p. 1455, 1457-58; Jorge A. Vargas. 1996. “Dual Nationality for Mexicans?” Chicano-Latino Law Review, 18:1, p. 50, fn 198; Gianni Zappala and
Stephan Castles. 1999. “Citizenship and Immigration in Australia.” Georgetown Immigration Law Journal, 1999, 13:273; Micheal Jones-Correa. 2000. “Under Two Flags: Dual Nationality in Latin
America and Its Consequence for the United States.” Working Papers in Latin America (No. 99/00-3), The David Rockefeller Center for Latin American Studies, Harvard University, pp. 3,5.
The strategy employed for this study was to accept as accurate countries listed as allowing dual citizenship by reputable academic authorities in the study of immigration. Where a
country was not listed as accepting multiple citizenships by previous studies, but was important for our purposes in the analyses that follow, we e-mailed and called the embassies of those
countries directly. We asked: A. Whether the country now permits the children born of its nationals living abroad (e.g., in the United States) to obtain or retain citizenship in the parents’country;
and B. Whether the country now permits adult nationals living abroad to retain their citizenship in the country if the adult nationals also become citizens of another country (e.g., the United
States).
a
Gianni Zappala and Stephan Castles. 1999. “Citizenship and Immigration in Australia.” Georgetown Immigration Law Journal, 13: 273. At footnote 137, they quote the Australian Citizenship
Act of 1948 as follows: “People must have deliberately sought and acquired the citizenship of another country in order to lose their Australian citizenship, if they acquire it automatically rather
than by taking some action to acquire it they do not lose their Australian citizenship.” See also Stephen Castles. 1997. “Multiculturalism Citizenship: A Response to the Dilemma of Globalization
and National Identity?” 18 Journal of Intercultural Studies, 5, 14-15.
b

In July 1999, The Citizenship Law Reform Act was published in the German official gazette. This act entered into force on January 1, 2000. Under the new law, German citizenship has always
been and will continue to be passed on by parents to the children. Any child of a German national (mother or father, married or not married) will be considered a German citizen by birth,
whether born inside or outside Germany. The Reform Act introduces an aspect of “Äûterritorial acquisition:” Any child born inside Germany to parents of foreign nationality will acquire German
nationality by birth if at least one parent has been lawfully residential in Germany for at least eight years and has for at least three years been the holder of a certain higher form of residence
permit. This new provision will apply to most children of migrant workers who have been living in Germany for at least eight years. Once they have grown up, however, those children will have
to decide between keeping German citizenship and renouncing their other citizenship (i.e. that of their parents) or keeping the foreign nationality and losing the German nationality.
Under the existing German Citizenship Law (which in this respect corresponds to that of many other countries, the United States included) German nationals lose their German
citizenship if and when they acquire a foreign nationality upon their own application, i.e. by naturalization. It has always been possible in theory to be granted a waiver by German authorities for
keeping German citizenship when acquiring a foreign nationality.
Under the new law, this waiver will be granted more easily. The relevant section of the Act reads: “When deciding upon an application in accordance with sentence 1 (waiver), the public
and private interests will have to be balanced. In the case of an applicant with residence abroad, it will have to take into consideration whether he/she can make the case for continuing links to
Germany.”
That means, in effect, that in terms of the naturalization of foreigners as well as the acquisition of foreign citizenship by Germans, the threshold of tolerance of dual citizenship (which
has never been a problem in the case of acquisition of several nationalities by birth) will be made much more flexible.
While there is a provision requiring renunciation, Stephan Senders says that in the past there has been no requirement to prove that it was done. He reports that, according to unofficial
government estimates, 8 percent of naturalizing Turks retain their Turkish citizenship. Ethnic Germans who have other citizenships were allowed, even under the old law, to retain their German
citizenships even when they were naturalized in other countries. A 1993 government study estimated that 1.2 million Germans legally held a second foreign citizenship. See Stephan Senders.
1996. “National Inclusion in Germany.” New German Critique, 67, pp. 158-159.
The fact that the United States makes no effort to follow through on the renunciation clause in its own oath of allegiance essentially renders any such provisions in the laws of other
countries essentially a moot point.

c
Ruta M. Kalvaitis. “Citizenship and National Identity in the Baltic States.” Footnote 184 reads: “Members of the Latvian Diaspora, however, are allowed to hold dual citizenship. See Law on
Citizenship (Lat.), supra note 175, transitional provisions 1, 2.” Footnote 227 reads: “Lithuania, however, allows members of its Western emigre community to hold dual nationality, despite the
fact there is no established law to this effect.”
d
Barbara Schmitter-Heisler. 1998. “Contents of Immigrant Incorporation.” In Herman Kurthen, Jurgen Fijalkowski, and Gert G. Wagner, eds. Immigration, Citizenship, and Welfare in Germany
and the United States: Welfare Policies and Immigrants’ Citizenship, pp. 103-140, footnotes 14,15.
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liament. The Irish constitution was changed in 1984 to
permit Britons living in the republic to vote in elections
to the lower house of the Irish national parliament. Spain
does not permit those who hold other Latin American
citizenships to vote or stand for election.23 Peru, Argentina, and Columbia allow absentee voting by their dual
citizen nations. El Salvador, Panama, Uruguay, and the
Dominican Republic do not.24 The new Mexican law creates Mexican dual citizenship (but not dual nationality)
and regulates it. Holders of Declaration of Mexican
Nationality IDs will not be able to vote or hold political
office in Mexico, to serve in the Mexican Armed Forces,
or to work aboard Mexican-flagged ships or airlines.25 It
is possible to both permit and regulate dual citizenship.
Most countries that allow it also restrict it, but not the
United States.
This brief survey is not meant to be exhaustive.
However, it is meant to underscore one important point:
Countries that allow multiple citizenships vary substantially in the
specific ways and the extent to which they encourage or limit the
responsibilities and advantages of their multi-citizenship
nationals.
It would be useful to have an up-to-date survey of
the practices of all dual-citizenship-allowing countries.
Yet, if additional evidence is consistent with the limited
survey above, the United States would surely be among
the most, if not the most permissive  having no restrictions whatsoever in any of the wide range of practices that other countries regulate. This seems not to have
been so much a matter of conscious public or political
choice, but rather the result of one core Supreme Court
case26 that has made is virtually impossible to lose ones
American citizenship, coupled with the economically,
politically, and cultural motivated acts of others countries acting in their own self interest.

of immigration to the United States following Congress
1965 landmark changes in the countrys immigration law.
No single number can do justice to the complex array of
changes this law has promoted; however, some perspective can be gained from the most recent Census Bureau
figures.27
The latest official estimates (1997) of the number
of foreign-born persons in the United States is almost
twenty-six million (25.8). This is the largest foreign-born
population in our history and represents a 30 percent
rise (6 million) over the 1990 figures. The number of
immigrants for the last few years of the decade stretching from 1990, coupled with the total number of immigrants in the previous decade (1980-90) add up to the
largest consecutive two- decade influx of immigrants in
the countrys history. Half of the foreign-born population is from Latin America, and more than a quarter (28
percent) is from Mexico.
The Census Bureau estimates that the foreign-born
share of the population is likely to increase in future years
given that groups relative youth and high fertility rates.
For example, the average foreign-born household had
larger numbers of children under 18 than the average
native-born household (1.02 vs. 0.67) Or, to put it another way, 60 percent of those households with at least
one foreign-born person living there had one or more
children under 18 compared with 45 percent of native
households. Foreign-born households were more likely
to have two (44 versus 36 percent) or more (16 versus 9
percent) children than native-born households. Of families with a foreign-born householder from Latin America,
25 percent had three or more children. Among married
couples with householders from Mexico, this figure is 79
percent.
We have now reached the threshold necessary to
begin answering the question: So what?
The answer, however, begins with asking another:
What is the relationship between the countries that provide the vast pool of immigrants to the United States
and the multiple citizenship status of those they send
us? Some data are presented in Table 2 on the next page.
Table 2 presents a list of 20 selected high-immigrantsending countries from the INS official figures for 19941998. Those countries that allow their nationals to hold
multiple citizenship status are highlighted in bold print.
These data show that 17 of these top 2028 immigrantsending countries (85 percent) allow some form of multiple citizenship. Of the remaining three, Korea, is actively considering adopting such legislation.
The numbers for specific years are even more graphic.
Of the 443,058 immigrants admitted in 1998 from the

So What? Multiple Citizenship
and American Immigration
A question arises as to why Americans should care how
many other countries allow their nationals to hold multiple citizenships, their motivation for doing so, or the
specific ways in which they regulate, encourage, or limit
specific responsibilities and entitlements. The answers
to these questions are complex and cannot be fully analyzed here. However, surely one key element of the answer has to do with recent patterns of American
immigration.
The numbers noted at the beginning of this paper
reflect the well-known sea change in the rates and nature
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top 20 sending countries, 361,437 (84.5 percent) were
from multiple-citizenship-allowing countries. In 1997,
493,493 of 552, 556 immigrants from the top 20 sending countries (89.3 percent) were from multiple-citizenship-allowing countries. The figures for the years
1996, 1995, and 1994 are comparable, with multiple-

citizenship-allowing countries accounting for 86.1 percent, 85.4 percent and 84.8 percent respectively for each
of these years. Overall, of the 2.6 million plus immigrants from the top 20 sending countries, 1994 through
1998, 2.2 million plus (86 percent) were multiple citizenship immigrants.

Table 2. Dual Citizenship of the Top 20 ImmigrantSending Countries, 1994-1998 (Based on 1998 Figures)
Country of Birth

1998
Number(Pct.)

1995
Number(Pct.)

1994
Number(Pct.)

1. Mexico
2. China
3. India
4. Philippines
5. Dominican Republic
6. Vietnam
7. Cuba
8. Jamaica
9. El Salvador
10. South Korea*
11. Haiti
12. Pakistan
13. Colombia
14a. Russia
14b. Ukraine
15. Canada
16. Peru
17. United Kingdom
18. Bangladesh
19. Poland
20. Iran
“Top 20” Total

131,575 (19.9) 146,865 (18.4) 163,572 (17.9) 89,932 (12.5)
35,463 (4.9)
41,728 (4.6)
36,884 (5.6)
41,147 (5.2)
34,748 (4.8)
44,859 (4.9)
36,482 (5.6)
38,071 (4.8)
50,984 (7.1)
55,876 (6.1)
34,446 (5.2)
49,117 (6.2)
38,512 (5.3)
39,604 (4.3)
20,387 (3.1)
27,053 (3.4)
41,752 (5.8)
42,067 (4.6)
17,649 (2.7)
38,519 (4.8)
17,937 (2.5)
26,466 (2.9)
17,375 (2.6)
33,587 (4.2)
16,398 (2.3)
19,089 (2.1)
15,146 (2.3)
17,840 (2.2)
11,744 (1.6)
17,903 (2.0)
14,590 (2.2)
17,969 (2.3)
16,047 (2.2)
18,185 (2.0)
14,268 (2.2)
14,329 (1.8)
14,021 (1.9)
18,386 (2.0)
13,499 (2.0)
15,057 (1.9)
9,774 (1.4)
12,519 (1.4)
13,094 (2.0)
12,969 (1.6)
10,838 (1.5)
14,283 (1.6)
11,836 (1.8)
13,004 (1.6)
14,560 (2.0)
19,668 (2.1)
16,632 (2.1)
11,529 (1.7)
17,432 (2.4)
21,079 (2.3)
15,696 (2)
NR
12,932 (1.8)
15,825 (1.7)
11,609 (1.5)
10,190 (1.5)
8,066 (1.1)
12,871 (1.4)
10,154 (1.5)
10,853 (1.4)
12,427 (1.7)
13,624 (1.5)
9,011 (1.4)
10,651 (1.3)
NR
NR
NR
8,621(1.3)
13,824 (1.9)
15,772 (1.7)
12,038 (1.5)
8,469 (1.3)
9,201 (1.3)
11,084 (1.2)
9,642 (1.2)
7,883 (1.2)
476,592
624,460
443,058
552,556

111,398 (13.8)
53,985 (6.7)
34,921 (4.3)
53,535 (6.7)
51,189 (6.4)
41,345 (5.1)
14,727 (1.8)
14,349 (1.8)
17,644 (2.2)
16,011 (2.0)
13,333 (1.7)
8,698 (1.1)
10,847 (1.3)
15,249 (1.9)
21,010 (2.6)
16,068 (2.0)
9,177 (1.1)
16,326 (2.0)
NR
28,048 (3.5)
11,422 (1.4)
559,282

1997
Number(Pct.)

1996
Number(Pct.)

Dual-Citizenship-Allowing Countries
374,531

493,493

538,081

407,145

474,559

84.5

89.3

86.1

85.4

84.8

Other** Immigration

217,419

245,822

291,440

243,869

245,134

Total Immigration

660,477

798,378

915,900

720,461

804,416

Share
Percent of “Top 20” Total

Key
Dual citizen countries in bold
NR = not reported
* Dual-citizenship legislation pending in legislature
** Includes both dual and non dual-citizenship allowing countries
Source: U.S. Department of Justice/Immigration and Naturalization Service. 1999. “Annual Report: Legal
Immigration, Fiscal Year 1998.” No. 2, p. 8; and U.S. Department of Justice/Immigration and Naturalization
Service. 1999. “Annual Report: Legal Immigration, Fiscal Year 1997.” No. 1, p. 9.
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Recall too, that while 17 of the top 20 immigrantsending countries are multiple-citizenship-allowing countries, that number represents only a small percentage of
the total number (85, not including the United States) of
such countries. And, of course, many of these remaining 67 multiple-citizenship-allowing countries send the
United States many thousands of immigrants. A more
detailed analysis might well find that numbers approaching or exceeding 90 percent of all immigrants come from
multiple-citizenship-allowing countries.29
These numbers establish a basic and important fact:
American immigration policy, is resulting in the admission of large
numbers of persons from countries that have taken legislative steps
(for economic, political, and cultural reasons) to maintain and foster their ties with countries from which they emigrated. One may
disagree about the importance or implications of these
facts, but not with their presence.

been both the expectation and the reality.32 It seems obvious that immigrants who enter a country where this
view of assimilation is operative and legitimate enter a
different country than one in which it is not. It also seems
obvious that the potential meaning and implications of
having enormous numbers of immigrants entering the
United States with dual or multiple attachments to other
countries also differs in the two cases.
Again, to state the basics: A country in which the
institutional operation and legitimacy of assimilation to
its ways of life is under attack and weakened is different
than one in which it is not. The first will be more likely to
result in the development of alternative psychological
attachments and loyalties to countries, traditions, values,
customs, ways of viewing the world, and the psychologies that these reflect, than one in which good-faith effort and commitment to assimilation is the operative and
legitimate frame of inclusion. Whether one applauds or
laments this development in the United States, it is important to keep this fact in view. Arriving in a solidly
assimilationist receiving culture is very different from
entering a porous and contested one. In short, the
impact of the enormous numbers of multiple-citizenship immigrants coming to this country varies as a function of the context in which their older and newer attachments unfold.
There is a second element as well to the context in
which multiple citizenships unfolds in the United States.
The arguments over assimilation assume a stable, coherent culture into which immigrants should (or should not)
be assimilated. This is increasingly not the case. The major
cultural traditions and values that underlie American national culture have themselves become contested. That
is the meaning of the phrase culture wars. Though the
reality is that there are a series of wars  science wars,
history wars, school wars, military- culture wars,
gender wars, and so on. In addition to these, one must
add the political wars that permeate our domestic policy
debates from affirmative action to welfare.
Immigrants, whether from countries that allow or
discourage multiple citizenships, enter into different cultural circumstances in countries in which the primary
culture is stable and secure as opposed to those in which
it is not. Conversely, multiple citizenship has different
meanings and implications in these two different circumstances. Again, to state the basics: Multiple citizenship
immigrants entering a country whose cultural assumptions are fluid and contested will find it harder to assimilate, even if they wish to do so and, in such a circumstance, are more likely to maintain former cultural/country attachments that put at risk development and consolidation of newer cultural/county identifications.

So What? Revisited: Some
Implications of Multiple Citizenships
The subtitle of this paper is An Issue of Vast Proportions and Broad Significance. Weve examined the proportions, but what of the significance? What are the possible implications of having vast and increasing numbers
of residents in the United States with multiple
citizenships? Reversing the subtitle somewhat, we can
say that the implications of these numerical facts raise
issues of vast significance and broad proportions. We
can do no more here than note them.
The place to begin is with the implications of these
figures for American national identity. The question,
What does it mean to be an American? has never been
easy to answer. It is less so now.
Is there now, or was there ever, a national American
identity? If so, of what elements does it consist? Whatever ones answers, and historically there have been many,
these are matters of content  whether the focus be
ideals, customs, emotional attachments, creeds, values,
or psychologies.30 Less appreciated is another question
that has become increasingly prominent in the last four
decades: Even if there is an American national identity,
is it legitimate to ask immigrants to subscribe to it? Increasingly the answer from immigrant advocates and their
political allies is No.31
Assimilation  with its implications that there is a
national American identity and immigrants choosing to
come here should, in good faith, try to embrace it  is
contested, to borrow a somewhat dainty post-modern
term that hardly does justice to the fierce assault on it as
a normative and descriptive model. At one time, that had
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It is within the frames of these two critically important contextual elements that the entry of enormous
numbers of immigrants from countries that allow and
increasingly actively encourage the maintenance and deepening of ties to their homeland must be considered.
Surely, when over 85 percent of the very large number
of immigrants that the United States admits each year
are from such countries it is time to carefully consider

the implications. When immigrants enter a country in
which the assumption that they should be motivated to
adapt to the values and traditions of the country is fiercely
debated  and the question of assimilation to what is
increasingly difficult to answer  dual citizenship in
America is indeed truly an issue of vast proportions and
broad significance.
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T

his Backgrounder provides some numerical specificity to vague or otherwise nonexistent estimates of the number of persons in the United States who are eligible for
dual or multiple citizenship status. Numbers
alone, of course, do not necessarily confer political or cultural significance. Neither, however,
are they irrelevant to them. Vast numbers of
citizens eligible for multiple citizenships are
surely of more concern than small numbers.
It first briefly discusses the concept of multiple citizenships. It then turns to an enumeration of those countries that allow it and examine them in the context of American immigration policy in recent years. These numbers lead
to the subtitle: An Issue of Vast Proportions
and Broad Significance.

