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Abstract 

 

Citizenship and Global Mobility: 
The International Value of National Identity  

 

Elisabeth Neal Rennick, M.A. 

The University of Texas at Austin, 2013 

 

Supervisor:  Terri Givens 

 

 In the past twenty years, a great deal of literature has been produced as to the 

value of citizenship in the global era.  Some scholars insist that globalization has 

decreased the value of citizenship with the growth of human rights. Others believe that 

such claims are premature.  Though these authors bring up important points as to the 

degree civil, political, and social rights have been granted to non-citizens around the 

world, they all fail to adequately address mobility rights.  Primarily granted to citizens, 

mobility rights are going to become increasingly important with higher rates of 

international mobility, work, and residence. As such, these rights, the extent of which is 

defined by one's national citizenship, will play a significant role in determining autonomy 

and the capacity of an individual to determine one's own destiny.  In this paper, I will 

explore inter-national and intra-national citizenship and immigration policies with the 

hopes of demonstrating the continued importance of citizenship in an increasingly 

globalized world. After laying out my theory, I will measure the value of U.S. citizenship 

inter-nationally and intra-nationally with regards to mobility rights.  
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Chapter 1: Introduction 

 
For decades, citizenship has been of great importance to a wide range of 

disciplines.  Political scientists, sociologists, anthropologists, and economists, to name a 

few, have long debated what constitutes citizenship and the benefits derived from having 

citizenship. In recent years, this debate has shifted gears, as the assumption that 

citizenship is necessarily beneficial to the individual has been brought into question.  

Along with globalization and human rights has come the question as to the value of 

citizenship.  Many have argued that citizenship is essentially meaningless in the global 

era.  Others, in trying to make counterarguments, have attempted to redefine citizenship 

such that it still has meaning within the traditional discourse of national political, social, 

and civil rights.  

 Often cited as one of the most important essays on citizenship in the twentieth 

century, T.H. Marshall’s Citizenship and Social Class (1950) theorizes as to the 

relationship between the citizen and the state.  He argues that there are three different sets 

of rights granted to the citizen: civil, political, and social (Marshall 1963, 78).  Each set 

of rights is granted in a progressive manner as countries liberalize, and are granted in 

order to provide citizens with “equal opportunity” (Marshall 1963, 95).  In Marshall’s 

theory, these rights are only to be granted to citizens in a polity.  Non-citizens, who have 

no real claim the state, should not have access to these benefits.  As Buecker (2009) 

points out, Marshall’s citizenship was in essence a tool used by the state to legitimate 

social inequality by distinguishing between citizen and non-citizen (425). 
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 Since Marshall’s essay, many scholars have added to the conversation additional 

forms and definitions of national citizenship. Some have agued for “ethnic citizenship,” 

which is outside of the political realm and determined by ancestry and ethnic status 

(Reeskens and Hooghe 2010, 579). Max Weber also identified certain economic and 

cultural forms of citizenship (Buecker 2009, 424).  One scholar chose to define 

citizenship not as an identity but as property (Shachar 2009).  Other scholars have instead 

chosen to frame citizenship not as a benefit stemming from a relationship between the 

state and the individual but “as a way of acting” or the result of public displays of 

community (Cisneros 2011, 30).  Both Rygiel and Kerber argue for self-made citizenship 

that is defined less by the state and more by what citizens make it to mean. For Rygiel, 

this is demonstrated through self-governance (Rygiel 2010, 30). For Kerber, it is a simple 

as “citizenship means what me make it to mean” (Kerber 1997, 854). 

 Though the literature on what citizenship means and how it is exercised composes 

much of the literature on citizenship, another body of literature as to the value of 

citizenship has appeared in recent years.  For these authors, globalization has put an end 

to the era of Marshall’s legitimate inequality in that non-citizens are now entitled to many 

of the same rights as citizens.  Whether these are education benefits, legal remedies, or 

social welfare benefits, many critics of citizenship have argued that the days of national 

citizenship are over.  Some believe that the nation-state itself is coming to an end while 

others are more restrained in their theories by simply advocating for a form of 

transnational citizenship. Others, such as Peter Schuck, have admitted to speaking too 

soon as to the end of national citizenship.  Some authors have attempted to redefine 
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national citizenship it in a manner that gives it value or argue that globalization has come 

to an end. Though this trend towards human rights and the liberalization of national 

policies in favor of non-citizens has been set back by developments at the very end of the 

twentieth century, this issue is still up for debate.   

 Certainly, globalization has changed the political structures of the world, but 

citizenship still remains a major tool in the maintenance of state sovereignty. Despite the 

development of transnational organizations, it seems that nation-states are here to stay.  

As long as nation-states are here, so it seems will be citizenship.  What many scholars 

overlook is the role of national citizenship, defined simply as “a fundamental identity that 

helps us situate an individual in society,” is still quite valuable in that it provides mobility 

rights both nationally and internationally (Conover 1991, 805).  As Wiener (1997) points 

out, there are three elements in the “conceptualization of citizenship. These are the 

individual, the community, and the relation between the two” (533).  It is difficult to see 

how globalization could make citizenship less important seen in this light.  After all, 

globalization has increased both the realm of political bodies that the individual may be 

situated in and the chance that they will interact directly with one of these polities.   

 In this essay, I am attempting to join the conversation as to the value of 

citizenship by bringing to the forefront the importance of mobility rights in the global era.  

By exploring citizenship, defined as the relationship between an individual and a polity 

on both the intra-national and inter-national level, I hope to provide evidence as to its 

value as a defining factor in an individual’s life chances.   In other words, the ability to 

exercise mobility rights in a global era, both within the state and internationally, will 
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determine the opportunities present to the individual and the autonomy by which they are 

permitted to make decisions as to those opportunities. As such, the value of citizenship is 

found in its role as the global identity that defines the extent of one’s mobility rights and 

thus determines an individual’s life circumstances, success, and future.   
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Chapter 2: The Value of Citizenship  

THE END OF NATIONAL CITIZENSHIP 

T.H. Marshall’s lecture on citizenship came under fire at the end of the 20th 

Century.   With the rise of transnational organizations and increasingly global economies 

came new theories as to the value of national citizenship. These theories, in large part, 

were developed as a result of new concepts of human rights that were altering access to 

many rights in western liberal democracies. The development of human rights meant that 

one only had to be a member of a polity in order to have access to some rights 

traditionally afforded only to citizens. Largely focusing on social and civil rights, these 

authors argued “citizenship is no longer legitimately the major foundation on which 

rights are restricted and determined, even within the nation-state” (Rubenstein 2007, 96) 

Yasemin Soysal’s work Limits of Citizenship: Migrants and Postnational 

Membership in Europe is one such book that has gained a significant amount of attention 

for it’s controversial take on citizenship.  Globalization, she argues, has resulted in 

increased transnational economic production and necessitated transient labor populations 

(Soysal 1994, 14).  Furthermore, in the post-war era, concepts of “universal personhood” 

have become more significant than “national belonging” (Soysal 1994, 1).  Such concepts 

of rights and globalized markets have lead to the creation of what she calls “postnational 

citizenship.”  National governments in liberal states are no longer able to marginalize 

individuals in the community or exclude them as they once had.  

To support her argument, Soysal offers data on refugees, low naturalization 

levels, and changing immigration policies.  Refugees, she argues, are proof to the 
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existence of such universal rights because, despite their stateless status, they are still 

afforded access to rights (Soysal 1994, 142).  Similarly, she uses data on low 

naturalization rates as proof that national citizenship is losing its importance to the 

individual immigrant (Soysal 1994, 24).  In combination with the development of human 

rights, this is a result of changing immigration and integration policies on the national 

level.  States, feeling pressure from transnational actors, have developed more expansive 

membership schemes and provided more expansive rights, including limited political 

participation, to foreigners living within the polity (Soysal 1994, 29).   While 

transnational actors “frame the discourse” on human rights, Soysal recognizes that 

ultimately access to these rights is provided through the nation-state, the body responsible 

for their implementation. (Soysal 1994, 35-36).   

 Alternatively, some scholars argue not only for the devaluation of national 

citizenship but also, as a result of such devaluation, the decline of the nation-state 

altogether.  In Rights Across Borders, David Jacobson argues that human rights, which 

“are not predicated on nationality,” have resulted in the decline of state sovereignty and 

the very existence nation-state (Jacobson 1996, 2).  In his study, Jacobson focuses on 

how transnational migration has altered the capacity of the state to define its citizenry.  

He argues that the state has been unable to control immigration in recent decades, which 

has resulted in large non-citizen populations residing within nation-states.  The state is 

unable to properly interact with such populations given that they are outside of the 

citizenry and thus “cannot be absorb[ed] in the conventional sense” (Jacobson 1996: 74).  
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These non-citizens cannot be afforded national rights or incorporated into the national 

structure.   

 As a result of the state’s inability to properly deal with such a large population of 

non-citizens, governments have turned to transnational institutions and international law.  

Such institutions have developed “human rights” that are then used by nations in their 

interactions with non-citizens.  This reliance on international concepts, Jacobson argues, 

has resulted in a weakening of the nation-state.  Similarly, non-citizens are also able to 

use transnational institutions and human rights to make claims against the state (Jacobson 

1996, 76-77).  In this sense, the non-citizen, residing in the state is not subject to the laws 

of the state but is subject to the laws of the transnational organization, and the state 

becomes subject to transnational organizations and becomes a forum for transnational 

associations rather than a sovereign body.  

 In the American context, a few years prior to Soysal’s book on the decreasing 

value of citizenship, Peter Schuck published an essay titled “the Devaluation of 

Citizenship.”  Similar to Jacobson and Soysal, Shuck points out the impact of new 

concepts of equality and rights as a result of liberalism: 

  “I contend that the distinctive meaning of American Citizenship, as revealed by 
the distinctive rights and obligations it entails, has been transformed in recent 
decades by a public philosophy that is steadily expanding the equality and due 
process principles in the pursuit of liberal values.” (Schuck 1998, 163). 

 
Rather than emphasizing the impact of transnational actors on concepts of national 

citizenship, Schuck focuses on how liberalism has changed the value of American 

citizenship through domestic actors.  Changing liberal ideas of equality and access to due 
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process among members of the American polity have resulted in more expansive rights.  

He argues that while there are dangers to this equality and indistinctiveness between the 

status of resident aliens and citizens, these developments are a triumph for liberal values 

and inclusiveness (Schuck 1998, 173).  He notes, in the same vein as Jacobson and 

Soysal, that the only thing required for constitutional rights has become mere presence 

within the nation (Schuck 1998, 175).    

 While many of these arguments were appealing with rapid globalization in the 

latter half of the 20th century, there are significant problems with these theories.  

Primarily, and as will be noted in more depth later, all three theories became less relevant 

at the end of the 1990s with the sudden halt in the liberalization of immigration policies.  

Immigration and citizenship policy once again had become more restrictive with regard 

to rights for noncitizens and differences between residents and citizens became more 

pronounced.  Jacobson begins to reference the beginning of this return to restrictive 

policies in the United States when he mentions California’s Proposition 187.  However, 

he argues that this legislation demonstrates the way that immigration policy only targeted 

undocumented immigrants, not legal immigrants (Jacobson 1996, 105). Though in 

retrospect, such claims seem premature as the passage of legislation like the Personal 

Responsibility and Work Opportunity Act (PRWORA) in 1996 restricted benefits for all 

immigrants legal or otherwise. 

Unlike Soysal, Jacobson also ignores the importance of the nation-state as a 

middleman in the development and application of human rights to members of a polity. 

For example, the United States has often decided not to follow policy suggestions from 
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supranational organizations.  At the Supreme Court, it is very rare, and frankly 

discouraged, to use any international law in their jurisprudence. Instead, the Court 

restricts its decisions to the U.S. Constitution in deciding whether members, citizens and 

noncitizens, are eligible or not for rights.  Furthermore, as one author has noted, states are 

integral in implementing and managing these new conditions of globalization: 

 Although it is tempting to conclude that the state is in terminal decline, such a 
conclusion is rejected by most writers on globalization.  Instead, globalization 
assumes that the state continues to play an integral role as an administrative unit 
for creating and orchestrating the conditions for managing the global community. 
(Evans 2000, 420) 
 

States remain sovereign entities and, even with the development of human rights and 

transnational organizations, are solely responsible for decisions as to whether or not to 

adopt certain policies.  European Union (EU) member states offer the clearest example of 

this in that, despite membership to a supranational organization, they often take years to 

consider and adopt policy suggestions from the EU level government. 

 It is also important to keep in mind that often these organizations, such as the EU 

require the individual to be a citizen of a member state in order to access rights. 

Undoubtedly, the development of transnational institutions through globalization had 

impacts on the development of human rights and liberalism in the latter part of the 20th 

century. However, it seems Jacobson’s claims as to the fall of the nation-state are largely 

unfounded. One cannot ignore that states were the instigators of such developments, 

often times through other national level policy decisions. Transnational actors are 

products of national governments, and ultimately states are able to implement or refuse 
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policy suggestions from said actors.  Furthermore, the representatives in transnational 

bodies are frequently representative of nation-states as separate sovereign bodies.  

 

A REEVALUATION OF CITIZENSHIP.  

 
At the same time as Soysal, Jacobson, Schuck, and others were arguing for the 

devaluation of American Citizenship, others were arguing for its continued importance in 

the global era.  One such author is Rogers Brubaker who published Citizenship and 

Nationhood in France and Germany in 1992, two years prior to Yasemin Soysal’s Limits 

of Citizenship.  In his book, Brubaker argues for the importance of the immigration policy 

of the individual state and its larger impact on the European community as a whole.  In 

this sense, national citizenship policies are becoming more important as transnational 

institutions become more significant. 

 While he recognizes that citizenship is no longer as important in the social and 

economic realm, Brubaker emphasizes its continued importance in the political domain 

and its tie to national identity (Brubaker 1992, 182).  Brubaker then goes on to 

demonstrate that citizenship is a part of a larger idea of “closure” in that it is internally 

inclusive but externally exclusive (Brubaker 1992, 21):  

Only citizens have an unqualified right to enter (and remain in) the territory of a 
state.  The suffrage and military service are normally restricted to citizens.  And 
naturalization, which governs access to the status of citizen, is itself closed, 
restricted to the qualified.  Citizenship is thus both an instrument and object of 
closure. (Brubaker 1992, 23) 
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Thus, closure includes limitations on suffrage, jobs, and access to social programs for 

non-citizens, and national citizenship permits the state to maintain its sovereignty 

(Brubaker 1992, 29). Furthermore, he notes that citizenship policy is increasingly 

important “viewed against the backdrop of the loss of sovereign control over admission 

to the territory and access to civil and socioeconomic rights” (Brubaker 1992, 180).   To 

Brubaker, citizenship still remains an important aspect of the modern nation-state’s 

administrative structure and system. 

 Brubaker also offers insight as to the importance of citizenship for the individual 

in that the access to rights such status confers may “decisively shape life chances” 

(Brubaker 1992, 180-181).  For Brubaker, globalization, if anything, increased the 

importance of citizenship. Rygiel echoes this sentiment noting that as a result of 

globalization, securitization, and international cooperation “citizenship has become an 

increasingly popular means by which governing authorities regulate these diverse flows” 

of migration (2010, 1).  

 Over a decade later, Marc Howard published The Politics of Citizenship in 

Europe.  Unlike Brubaker who largely argues for the increased importance of citizenship 

from the perspective of the state, Howard focuses on the value of citizenship from the 

perspective of the individual.  The main goal of his research is to explain why some 

countries that historically had conservative citizenship policies liberalized their policies 

in the post-war era.  He argues that this liberalization can be explained by the state’s 

experience as a colonial power and the democratization of its political institutions.  
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Interestingly, the public at large is not usually involved or supportive of such 

liberalization in citizenship policy. 

 Howard also discusses the value of citizenship policy in the modern nation-state.  

In his work, he borrows both Brubaker’s social closure argument and Reinhard Bendix’s 

definition of citizenship as membership within a “national political community” (Howard 

2009, 3).  Like Soysal, Howard notes problems with T.H. Marshall’s view on citizenship 

in that social and civil rights are now being granted to non-citizens in liberal 

democracies. He deviates from other authors in his view of social rights as an ultimate 

priority and objective.  Such arguments, he notes, seem to imply that citizenship is 

becoming irrelevant.   

 However, Howard argues that such dismissals of national citizenship are 

premature by emphasizing domestic rights and access to transnational organizations.  On 

the domestic level, he focuses primarily on political rights, noting that the right to vote in 

national elections and the ability to run for political office is limited to citizens.  

Additionally, many local elections are restricted to citizens as are some social benefits 

and public sector jobs.  Furthermore, citizenship promotes a level of integration that is 

not always achieved by residents and denizens (Howard 2009, 6-7).  In terms of access to 

transnational organizations, Howard uses the EU to demonstrate the value of national 

citizenship.  EU citizenship, for example, is “strictly derivative of national citizenship,” 

and, as such, the privileges associated with this larger “umbrella citizenship” are only 

accessible through the nation-state (Howard 2009, 6).  His argument, in turn, also strips 

supranational organizations of the power afforded to them by authors such as Soysal and 
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Jacobson. The author believes that instead of arguing that national citizenship is no 

longer important, as Soysal and Jacobson did in the 1990’s, scholars need to rethink the 

“principles that citizenship are meant to satisfy” and redefine what citizenship means in 

the age of globalization (Howard 2009: 204). 

 In addition to these works on the value citizenship in the European context, Peter 

Schuck published essays on the value of American citizenship in his book Citizens, 

Strangers, and In-betweens.  While Schuck did argue in the late 1980’s that the value of 

American citizenship was declining, political events in the late 1990’s lead Schuck to 

publish an essay entitled “The Reevaluation of American Citizenship.”  While still 

recognizing the continued rapid globalization in production, labor, and communications, 

Schuck admitted that his previous devaluation of citizenship was premature and that 

citizenship had once again become a salient and decisive political and legal issue (Schuck 

2006, 445). 

 In 1996, Congress passed the Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Act 

(PRWORA).  The act restricted legal immigrant groups from receiving welfare benefits 

like Temporary Aid for Needy Families (TANF), Supplemental Security Income (SSI), 

and food stamps.   The legislation also provided a larger role for states in determining 

immigrant eligibility for different social services and welfare programs.  Schuck argues 

that Congress established such restrictions in order to “increase the value of citizenship 

and decrease the value of legal permanent resident status” (Schuck 2006, 439).   

 In a similar vein to Howard, Schuck also notes in an earlier chapter titled “the 

Transformation of Immigration Law” the disadvantages of being a non-citizen in the 
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United States despite the expansion of human rights and globalization.  He primarily 

focuses on legal remedies for immigrants through due process and equal protection.  

While it is true that immigrants are afforded equal protection in the same ways as 

American citizens if they are discriminated against because of race or ethnicity, their 

legal status as aliens is not afforded such protection.  That is, the government may 

discriminate against them simply because of their status if there is a rational basis for 

doing so (Schuck 1998, 33). 

 In a chapter on “Plural Citizenships,” Schuck, like Howard, describes citizenship 

as “membership in a political community with a more or less political identity” (Schuck 

1998, 236).   Plural citizenship, or membership to multiple communities, he argues can be 

a beneficial thing for the community through its contribution to individual growth and 

benefits to the community as a whole (Schuck 1998, 231). While he emphasizes that the 

growth of multinational corporations, multiculturalism, and easier travel have not lead to 

a devaluation of American citizenship, like Howard he argues that such conditions 

necessitate a reevaluation of what citizenship is.   Schuck also recognizes the important 

role the nation-state still plays in that “the forces of globalization notwithstanding, the 

nation-state, with its national citizenship, will remain the fundament of international law 

and politics for the foreseeable future” (1998, 225). 

 While these theories offer important insights as to the continued value of 

citizenship, they undervalue certain aspects of citizenship and thus do not adequately 

address some of the points made by Soysal and others.  Primarily, these authors 

underestimate the value of entrance and exit policies.  Brubaker, who begins his 
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discussion with an explanation of territorial closure, quickly moves past it to emphasize 

domestic and social closure.  Such dismissal ignores the continued importance of 

residence within a territory being necessary for just the opportunity to receive some of 

the benefits offered to citizens and non-citizens.  All the authors recognize residence and 

legal status as being the most important factors in determining whether or not one is 

eligible for benefits, which implies the continued importance of territorial boundaries. 

The capacity of the state to decide who enters and exits has not disappeared with rapid 

globalization. Far from it – access to a territory still is regarded as central to state 

sovereignty.  At the very least, this can be used as a counter argument to Jacobson’s 

theory on the decline of the nation-state in the post-war era. 

 Furthermore, and particularly with regard to Howard and Shuck, these theories 

don’t entirely address the evident liberalization of some social and civil rights as a result 

of globalization.  Their theories imply a focus on political rights, but they do not 

explicitly note this change in the value of citizenship.  In other words, other than 

Brubaker who mentions the very obvious attribution of social and civil rights to non-

citizens and thus a break with T.H. Marshall’s traditional theory on citizenship, these 

authors do not adequately remedy the fact that some social and civil rights have been 

granted to non-citizens, even with the restrictions on rights that occurred in the latter part 

of the 1990’s.  Their theories imply that the most significant distinction now between 

citizens and non-citizens within a polity is limited to their political rights, but don’t 

adequately address the liberalization that has occurred with the development of universal 
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human rights.  If the only difference between citizens and non-citizens is political rights, 

certainly citizenship is at least less valuable than it once was. 

 

IS CITIZENSHIP STILL VALUABLE? 

 
The theories discussed so far have largely ignored mobility rights.  Admittedly, 

most at least mention mobility and citizenship in passing.  Jacobson notes that 

transnational organizations do not “guarantee aliens the right to enter and exit in a 

country” (Jacobson 1996, 83).  Brubaker states, “only citizens have an unqualified right 

to enter (and remain in) the territory of a state” (Brubaker 1992, 23).  Soysal recognizes 

that “citizens of member states have the right to free movement…and residence within 

the boundaries of the community” (Soysal 1992, 148).   Unfortunately, none of them 

fully develop this idea of movement and citizenship, which is major flaw given that, if 

anything, globalization has resulted in the increased interstate movement of people.  In 

this sense, the ability of one to move is more important now than ever, and citizenship, by 

defining the extent of this ability, is increasingly valuable. 

Many scholars also restrict the venue in which they are examining citizenship, 

most often focusing on the domestic or national level. Kim Rygiel echoes this point by 

noting that “citizenship is almost always discussed within the context of politics and 

populations within the state and rarely in terms of how it functions as an international 

regime of governing” (2010, 47).  This is particularly true of scholars who have focused 

on the value of citizenship.  As we have seen, most argue this point using evidence as to 
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rights and services provided by the state. There are a few who do discuss citizenship on 

the international level, but these individuals, such as Kim Rubenstein (2007), attempt to 

change the definition of citizenship such that their analysis of citizenship on the 

international level involves ignoring much of its relationship to the nation-state. Others, 

as we’ve seen, attempt to argue that the existence of transnational citizenship indicates 

that state-conferred citizenship is becoming worthless and abandon it altogether in favor 

of alternative identities.  

 Globalization has made national citizenship more important.  In a world that 

increasingly demands interstate movement, travel, and, often, work or residence in 

countries other than the one to which the individual belongs, an individual’s citizenship is 

going to determine the extent to which individuals are able to move internationally.  

Transnational and supranational organizations, which often enhance the individual’s 

capacity for interstate movement, are often only accessible to individuals with certain 

citizenships. As Smith and Guarnizo point out, “mobility is embedded in a web of 

historically changing opportunities and constraints operating in the context of economic 

globalization mediated by the institutional practices of nation-states and highly variable 

local contexts of reception” (2009, 620).  Thus, citizenship dictates the opportunities that 

individuals have and the extent to which they are capable of making free decisions or are 

autonomous.  Their capacity to make decisions and move is highly limited in the world 

by restrictions and rules put in place by nation-states, many of which not only vary from 

state to state but are also highly dependent on the citizenship of the individual seeking to 

move. Citizenship status is an identity in the international realm that can determine life 
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chances. It is here that I will attempt to show that national citizenship, by defining 

movement, determines opportunity and autonomy and as such is increasingly valuable in 

the global era. 
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Chapter 3: Globalization, Citizenship, and Mobility 

 
As I have noted in the introduction, I am defining citizenship as a status 

describing the relationship between an individual and a political body.  Unless nation-

states and political entities cease to exist as we know them, citizenship will continue to 

exist.  My discussion here may also include those who are traditionally considered 

subjects; that is, individuals who are not members of democratic states, but who 

nonetheless are considered citizens of their country in the international system by virtue 

of their passport. After all, “citizenship does not necessarily imply democracy” (King and 

Waldron 1988, 425). My analysis of citizenship will also suggest that not only is 

citizenship valuable but that certain citizenships may be of more value than others. This 

will be discussed in more detail later, but certain citizenships, such as citizenship in an 

EU member country, are going to appear more valuable as they open up more 

opportunities for individual movement. 

 Citizenship defines opportunity, and though many authors have acknowledged 

this connection in one way or another, most quickly pass over it in conversations as to the 

value of citizenship.  As Alessandra Von Burg noted, migration after World War II 

became rampant as individuals migrated for “economic, social, and personal 

opportunities” (2012, 355).  The role of both the nation-state and citizenship in dictating 

international migration flows is also often overlooked.  However, as one scholar has 

pointed out in his discussion of passport policy, “the authority to regulate movement 

came to be primarily a property…of nation-state acting in concert to enforce their interest 
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in controlling who comes and goes” (Torpey 2000, 9). The “who” here is defined by an 

individual’s citizenship.   As such, mobility and migration are essential to my discussion 

of citizenship as they bring to light the importance of citizenship in the international 

realm within the context of personal autonomy and opportunity.   

As such, my approach as to the value of citizenship is different from other authors 

discussed here.  Rather than framing the importance of citizenship as a system of global 

governance, as Rygiel has done, or focusing only on differences within the nation-state 

between citizens and non-citizens, I will be discussing the importance of citizenship 

through its contribution to an individual’s opportunity and autonomy. By this I mean 

mobility rights, work opportunities, residency, and decision-making capacity both on an 

intra-national level and the inter-national stage. Citizenship has value in that it can 

determine the course of one’s life.  As Dobson notes, “citizenship is better understood as 

an institutional role than as a status, and is less about passive rights-holding than it is 

about having effective powers to shape existential conditions” (2006, 12).  This 

connection has only become stronger in the global era where opportunities to work and 

live, which are defined as a result of one’s nationality, are growing abroad.  

 Given the important role globalization plays in my analysis here, it is worth 

pausing to briefly discuss what I mean when I talk about globalization.  For my purposes, 

though undoubtedly globalization encompasses many social and cultural factors, I will be 

referring to globalization primarily as “the creation of a global economy characterized by 

rapid and unregulated flows of capital across and between states and regions” (Glenn 

2000, 9). It is this new integrated market that migrants are looking to access in countries 
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around the world so that they may be productive and successful individuals.  

Globalization, made possible by travel and communication, has resulted in transnational 

corporations and new opportunities abroad.  Cheaper and faster travel has also provided 

access to new labor markets and living conditions. 

 Irene Bloemraad points out that immigrants are being “forced to migrate due to 

global capitalism” (2004, 94).  Though the capital flowing across borders may not be as 

intensely regulated, states continue to regulate individuals wishing to participate in global 

markets.  As Shachar notes: 

Even enthusiastic advocates of post-Westphalian citizenship, such as Richard 
Falk, concede that at present “[d]espite globalization in its various impacts, the 
individual continues to be caught in a statist web of rights, duties, and identities.” 
For instance, international travel still depends on passports issued by sovereign 
states, “borders are exclusively managed by governmental authority, and an abuse 
of rights in a foreign country is almost always dealt with by seeking help from 
one’s country of citizenship”. (2009, 29) 
 

Glenn also echoes this sentiment, as expressed by Saskia Sassen noting “when it comes 

to immigrants and refugees…we see the national state claiming all of its old splendor and 

asserting its sovereign right to control borders (Glenn 2000, 14). An individual’s capacity 

to participate in these global markets, thus, can depend not just on having citizenship 

status but where that citizenship status is from.  For example, European citizenship can 

lead to access to a range of European economic markets which may otherwise be 

inaccessible to third-country nationals.  Visa procedures for immigrants with certain 

citizenships may be easier for some than others.  Globalization has resulted in global 

markets that need a global labor pool, but the ability to participate in that pool, and thus 

opportunity, is increasingly defined by citizenship. 
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In the pages that follow, I will lay out my theory as to the way in which 

citizenship is more valuable than ever in this era of globalization. First, I will begin with 

a discussion of how citizenship has grown in importance in the international realm.  Here, 

I will focus on visa policy, diplomatic protection, dual citizenship, and transnational 

citizenship.  Then, I will discuss the ways in which citizenship are valuable from an intra-

national perspective.  I will put this in the context of personal security, rights, and 

mobility. Finally, I will address statelessness in an attempt to further emphasize the 

importance of citizenship in the global era. 

 

INTER-STATE BENEFITS. 

 
 Given the increasing interconnectedness of the world’s politics and economy, 

citizenship has had an important role in the international context.  First and foremost, 

citizenship defines the diplomatic protection and treatment received abroad. Citizenship 

also determines one’s capacity to travel (enter and exit), work, and live in other states.  It 

can also impact one’s capacity to hold dual citizenship, which not only provides access to 

another set of rights and protections, but also an alternate identity by which to interact 

with the world.  Finally, state citizenship determines access to transnational citizenship, 

which, like dual citizenship, provides access to specific markets and societies.  

 Rubenstein notes the importance of nationality in international law by listing 

diplomatic benefits resulting from citizenship.  This list includes: 

- Entitlement to diplomatic protection 
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- No-one shall be arbitrarily deprived of the right to enter his own country as 
provided by Paragraph 4 of article 12 of the International Covenant on Civil 
and Political Rights of 1966. 

- A state has a general right, in absence of a specific treaty binding it to do so, 
to refuse to extradite its own nationals to another state requesting surrender.  
 

(Rubenstein 2007, 89).  There are also provisions in international law that individuals 

may be treated certain ways simply based on their nationality.  For example, “enemy 

status in time of war may be determined by the nationality of the person concerned” and 

“states may frequently exercise criminal or other jurisdiction on the basis of nationality” 

(Rubenstein 2007, 89).  This demonstrates just a few of the ways in which one’s 

citizenship determines the manner by which one interacts with the international 

community.  As globalization continues to become more expansive, these interactions are 

going to become increasingly important, and the rules by which individuals are governed 

as a direct result of their citizenships are going to increasingly play a role in both their 

decision-making and their livelihoods. 

  In addition to impacting the way in which one interacts with the international 

community, citizenship can wholly define one’s mobility rights.  As Shachar points out, 

mobility is a right but other rights may limit it (2009, 73-74).  In this instance, it is 

limited by the sovereignty of other nations and their right to self-determination.  This 

self-determination is partly exercised through entrance, exit, and visa policies.  As John 

Torpey (2000) notes in his book, these policies were more open or restricted depending 

primarily on the economic needs of the country.  For example, in the post-war era, there 

was a “deepening commitment to free labor mobility in the countries of the European 

Communities” (Torpey 2000, 152). This lead to economic booms in countries such as 
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France and Germany as labor became more readily available as well as to improvements 

in the migrant’s home countries as excess labor left and remittances were sent home.  

Often taken for granted, these mobility rights, when accessible, can greatly 

improve the lives of individuals.  However, these rights are often inaccessible to 

immigrants based on their specific citizenship.  As is also pointed out by Torpey (2000) 

throughout his book, Italian immigrants with the help of their government strove to make 

sure that all their documentation was in order as they often had a difficult time crossing 

orders by virtue of their Italian citizenship.  In an extreme example, many immigrants 

fleeing situations of extreme poverty or violence depend entirely on their capacity to 

enter a different country. Unfortunately, if not recognized as an asylee or refugee these 

individuals may be turned away or unable to enter even temporarily due to their 

citizenship. As you can see, if given the opportunity to exercise their mobility rights and 

the ability to obtain a visa or a work permit, migration can improve the lives of migrants 

and their family. As transportation becomes even less strenuous and costly and 

globalization continues, this statement will continue to hold true and citizenship will 

become increasingly important. 

 Another piece of evidence as to the increasing value of citizenship status in the 

global era is the recent growth in rates of dual citizenship.  Though once unacceptable 

from the standpoint of the state, dual citizenship has been increasingly acknowledged in 

recent years: “While the concept of insoluble allegiance was defensible in times of 

limited individual mobility, it became difficult to maintain in the face of large-scale 

international migration” (Rubenstein 2007, 102).  Though there are admittedly benefits to 
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having rights and access to social services in two polities, the evidence is fairly clear that 

dual citizenship is primarily a tool for increased international mobility, further proving 

the point that citizenship will be increasingly valuable as the result of globalization.  

Irene Bloemraad discusses this at length in her piece “Who Claims Dual Citizenship?”.  

Here, she notes that individuals who are “particularly apt to lead transnational lives” and 

from developing countries have the greatest rate or desire of dual nationality (2004, 410).  

Furthermore, in her study on dual citizenship in Canada she found that single, educated 

individuals who recently lived abroad were more mobile and as a result more likely to be 

dual citizens (2004, 392; 418).  

Glenn also points out the value of dual citizenship in noting that “transnationality 

– maintaining dual or even multiple citizenships – is a strategy that individuals can use to 

maximize economic and social benefits” (2000, 10).   Governments, such as that of 

Australia, have conceded to this point in changing their policies to permit dual 

citizenships.  The Australian Joint Standing committee on Migration noted in 1994 that: 

The overwhelming view in submissions was that Australia’s insistence on single 
citizenship for those born in Australia is outmoded and discriminatory. In a world 
of increasing mobility, it was considered anachronistic that one section of the 
Australian population should be disadvantaged by a prohibition on accessing 
more than one citizenship. (Rubenstein 2007, 100) 
 

Citizenship in the international context has become increasingly important as it permits 

individuals to access additional economic markets and thus live more full lives.  If 

anything, the ever-increasing rate of dual citizenship is evidence of the value of 

citizenship, particularly in order to open up new economic and social opportunities in 

both home countries and abroad.  These dual citizenships provide individuals with two 
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national and international identities, which can be strategically used such that the 

individual is able to take advantage of far more opportunities, international treaties, and 

protections abroad. However, like many other benefits, one’s ability to hold multiple 

citizenships depends entirely on what national identities the individual holds. 

 Supranational or transnational citizenship also demonstrates the increasing value 

of citizenship.  As noted previously, citizenship can best be understood in the global era 

as defining the relationship between the individual and the political world, both intra-

nationally and inter-nationally.  With regard to supranational citizenship, the European 

Union offers the best example.  The EU, in an attempt to both promote mobility rights 

and create a sense of a common European community, created European citizenship. As 

one author points out, the EU wanted to create a European identity such that they appear 

to be “acting together in relation to the rest of the world” (Wiener 1997, 539).  Such a 

unified vision, often materialized in the European passport and EU diplomatic protection, 

provides individuals who possess such citizenship with another identity by which to 

interact with the international community in a similar vein to dual citizenship.  

 Furthermore, like dual citizenship, supranational citizenship provides additional 

social and economic opportunities.  The creators of EU citizenship intended to confer 

rights, such as free movement, residence, establishment, and suffrage, to individuals who 

possessed this particular citizenship.  The EU has continued to emphasize free movement 

with the passage of the Schengen Agreement, which impacts individuals of different 

citizenships in different ways.  Both of these demonstrate the importance placed on 

mobility by the EU for both citizens of the EU and certain third country nationals.  Again, 
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the accessibility of these mobility benefits are only available to individuals with certain 

citizenships, thus demonstrating the important role citizenship itself plays in the 

international community. 

 Finally, it is also important to acknowledge the manner by which individuals can 

access supranational citizenship and thus the benefits associated with said citizenship. 

Though the EU is a distinct political body, it is composed of European member states and 

“union citizenship…is granted on the basis of Member State nationality, not European 

nationality” (Wiener 1997, 529). Thus, even with the evolution of transnational or 

supranational citizenship, as authors like Yasmin Soysal have emphasized, nation-states 

have remained central to the conferral of citizenship and associated intra- and inter-

national benefits.  After all, as Dobson points out, “supra” is defined as “above, beyond, 

in addition to,” not instead of (2006, 8).  

Though citizenship is being increasingly utilized outside of the home state in 

bodies like the EU and has implications in the international sphere, national citizenship 

has still managed to retain its value.  As citizens are increasingly leaving their home 

countries to travel abroad in search of opportunity and economic success, their national 

citizenship has become even more important. It determines what markets and polities 

they have access to as well as their eligibility for dual or supranational citizenship.  Their 

national citizenship has determined the extent of their mobility rights and where they will 

be able to exercise them. 
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INTRA-STATE BENEFITS. 

 
While certainly evident that citizenship is becoming increasingly important, 

particularly when viewed as dictating mobility rights, opportunity, and autonomy on the 

international stage, it is also important to examine the way in which citizenship continues 

to be important on the domestic or intra-state level. Though human rights certainly have 

changed some legal processes and social welfare benefits such that they are now 

accessible to non-citizens, there are many rights, often taken for granted, that are only 

reserved for citizens.  First, as scholars such as Schuck have noted, many countries do not 

provide the same welfare benefits to non-citizens as they do to citizens. However, most 

significant and most overlooked is the degree to which citizens have access to intra-state 

mobility rights that non-citizens do not.  These mobility rights can contribute to the 

success of the individual living within the state as they provide both security and greater 

autonomy in the decision-making processes.  

Undoubtedly, like inter-state benefits, the differences between citizen and non-

citizen and the rights conferred differ greatly from state to state.  For example, in a 

country like the United States, where anonymity is a cultural value to the extent that there 

is no national ID, mobility rights may be stronger for citizens than in an autocratic 

country where citizens are treated as subjects and have few mobility rights.  Shachar 

notes that “membership in a particular state (with its particular level of wealth, degree of 

stability, and human rights record) has a significant impact on our identity, security, well-

being, and on the range of opportunities realistically available to us” (2009, 5). However, 
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this only further demonstrates that citizenship in itself is of value, though the citizenship 

of certain countries may be more desired or valuable than others.  

 First, “only citizens have an unconditional right to enter and stay in the state…non 

citizens do not” (Shachar 2009, 34). This right, though often taken for granted, provides 

individual citizens with a sense of security. Nowhere is this more reflected than in 

individuals who have dual or multiple citizenships and thus the right to enter and exit 

more than one state.  Though generally able to move about in a country as they wish, 

non-citizens are also often subject to home address reporting laws and identification 

requirements that citizens are not.  Such policies can place added pressure on citizens by 

the government such that they do not feel as autonomous in their actions as citizens do. 

Thus, intra-state mobility rights are also provided to citizens in a way that they simply 

aren’t to non-citizens. Though taken for granted, it is worth discussing the impact that 

such rights can have on the success of the individual. 

 Citizenship rights also determine economic and social opportunity.  In larger part, 

decision-making is dictated by security in the sense that individuals will make different 

decisions if they feel secure.  Citizenship may provide this security.  King and Waldron 

put this most eloquently when they discuss security of expectation.  Echoing Jeremy 

Bentham, they note that “[s]ecurity of expectation…is the basis of people’s ability to plan 

their lives” (1988, 6).  They point out that violating these expectations is “to radically 

disrupt [one’s] planning” (1988, 434).  Nowhere is this more evident than in discussing 

the least secure members of the international migrant community: undocumented 

migrants.  With the threat of deportation in the state in which they reside, they are unable 
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to have any security of expectation.  As such, they are unable to take advantage of 

opportunities or have true autonomy in their decision-making.  This, to some extent, is 

also true for other legal non-citizens.  These individuals also have the shadow of 

deportation looming over them in the event of a minor legal issue or the loss of a job and 

a work permit.  There is a certain level of personal security that comes with citizenship 

status that is never fully realized by non-citizens.   

 Finally, there are also real economic benefits to being a citizen according to some 

scholars.  Certain studies have found that “selected groups of immigrants received an 

economic award from citizenship ascension” (DeVoretz 2008 681).  Though DeVoretz 

goes on to note that the “degree of…the economic impacts arising from citizenship will 

differ” from country to country, so do many benefits typically associated with citizenship 

(2008, 692).  Despite this variation, it is hard to argue that there is no economic benefit 

found by virtue of citizenship.  Certainly it means less or unrestricted access to certain 

labor markets and heightened job security. In some states, it can also mean 

unemployment benefits with the loss of a job rather than loss of a visa and possible 

deportation.  

Like many rights associated with security and autonomy, these intra-state benefits 

are often overlooked in discussions of equality as the result of the rapid development of 

human rights. However, mobility, security, and economic possibility are central to 

providing individuals the freedom to make decisions about their lives and to provide for 

themselves and their families.  Citizenship shapes all three of these aspects of human life 
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and cannot be ignored if we are to discuss whether citizenship still retains value in the 

21st century. 

STATELESSNESS. 

 Another important and unavoidable topic in the discussion of citizenship is 

statelessness.  Though affecting a small number of people around the globe, a brief look 

at the situation of the stateless quickly demonstrates that citizenship status is incredibly 

valuable. Shachar describes statelessness as a “desperately cold and dangerous place to 

be in”, and one can see why (2009, 60).    Kerber, quoting Hannah Arendt discussing 

World War II notes: 

“Once they had left their homeland they remained homeless, once they had left 
their state they became stateless, once they had been deprived of their human 
rights they were rightless.” The next time you are boarding an international flight, 
watch for the difference in the treatment of people with passports and of those 
with international “travel documents.” (Kerber 1997, 853) 
 

Not only do these individuals not have any rights, but they have no security and no 

capacity to work.  These individuals are at the mercy of the international community with 

little autonomy in their decision-making, and thus are virtually unable to exercise their 

mobility rights.  Torpey puts this most eloquently when he note that “just as possession of 

citizenship in certain countries may present barriers to international movement, the lack 

of a nationality – the condition of statelessness – may also pose severe problems for 

anyone wishing to navigate the international state system” (2000, 163).  

 The development of human rights has come far in recent decades, and political 

bodies such as the United Nations have developed resources for stateless individuals and 
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refugees.  However, there is no denying that statelessness often results in, at least for a 

time, a complete lack of control over one’s destiny.  Any scholar who has argued that 

citizenship has lost its value in recent years has failed to adequately address statelessness.  

In the global era, we are defined by our citizenship.  To not have citizenship is to not 

have an identity in the international community. 
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Chapter 4: Citizenship in the United States 

 In order to further demonstrate my argument as to the continued value of 

citizenship, I will examine U.S. citizenship through this theoretical frame.  As a classic 

country of immigration, the United States has been confronted with issues of migration 

and citizenship policy for centuries.  Furthermore, as a non-EU global economic power, 

the U.S. provides an interesting look at how citizenship dictates one’s interactions with 

the international community.  Given controversial U.S. policies towards citizens of other 

nations, the U.S. also provides an excellent frame by which to view global mobility rights 

as issues such as visa reciprocity have become increasingly tense in recent years.  

 As has already been laid out, I will be discussing how citizenship, as a result of 

globalization, is more important now than ever before both intra-nationally and inter-

nationally. First, I will examine inter-state mobility and how U.S. citizenship dictates 

opportunity for Americans wishing to go abroad.  Second, I will discuss how U.S. 

citizenship has maintained its value on the intra-national or domestic level.  I will first 

briefly discuss policies relating to social, political, and constitutional rights, which Peter 

Schuck has already pointed out, continue to separate citizens from non-citizens.  Then, I 

will discuss mobility rights for citizens versus non-citizens within the United States, 

which will become increasingly important as migration flows continue to become 

stronger with globalization. 
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INTER-STATE BENEFITS. 

The first way to approach the value of U.S. citizenship in terms of mobility is by 

looking at the extent to which U.S. citizens can enter and exit foreign countries.  By 

gathering data from the U.S. Department of State, a visa processing service, and various 

state consulates, I compiled data as to the visa requirements for U.S. citizens travelling 

abroad.  A sample of this information, which includes maximum length of stay, cost, and 

any unique information about that visa, can be found in the appendix, but here I will 

discuss the broad findings.  Of the 213 countries analyzed, U.S. citizens do not need any 

visa to enter 122 of those countries.  For these 122 countries, U.S. citizens are able to 

remain in 98 of them for a stay of 90 days or longer, meaning only 24 have shorter time 

limits.  Fifty countries require that citizens obtain a visa upon arrival, often with small 

fees.  Only 41 countries require U.S. citizens to obtain a visa in advance.  When fees are 

charged, they can be as low as $5 and as high as a few hundred dollars.  Some countries 

have put these requirements in place because of U.S. policies towards their citizens 

attempting to enter the U.S. For example, Chile requires U.S. citizens to obtain a visa at 

the cost of $160 because it is not one of the 37 countries included in the United States’ 

visa waiver program (U.S. Department of State).  Some countries require the payment of 

a departure fee, often included in the cost of airfare or transportation in and out of the 

country.  There are also some additional restrictions for U.S. citizens who have recently 

traveled to Israel that have been noted in the appendix.  

 Henley & Partners, a law firm specializing in citizenship and immigration 

globally, has complied a “visa restriction index” that does something similar to what I 
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have done above.  This index is a “global ranking of countries according to the travel 

freedom their citizens enjoy.”  In this index, United States citizenship is ranked second 

with a score of 172 (which indicates the number of countries they can travel to visa-

free).1  Clearly they include in this score countries where visas are required but 

obtainable at the port of entry. Though they only focus on one aspect of mobility (visa-

free access), this measure demonstrates that citizenship does indeed retain value.  Though 

there are other factors that may alter the ranking put together here, such as dual 

citizenship, consular protection, and supranational citizenship, the range of scores on this 

list emphasizes that citizenship very much dictates the individual’s capacity to move 

around the globe.  This ability, with rapid globalization, can dictate one’s capacity to 

participate in foreign and domestic markets among other things.  Given the Henley & 

Partner’s information as well as my own, U.S. citizens have fairly expansive access to 

foreign countries.  Though U.S. policies towards other nations may have reduced the 

number of countries to which they have completely visa-free access, U.S. citizens 

generally have a high level of international mobility when examining visa policy alone. 

 Dual nationality, as stated in section three of this paper, also increases the 

mobility of an individual as it permits unrestricted access to two states as well as their 

markets.  However, some citizenships do not permit dual or multinational citizenship, 

which can make citizenship in that instance restrictive to international mobility.  Though 

the Immigration and Nationality Act technically states that U.S. citizens can lose U.S. 

                                                
1 The United States was tied for second in the Henley & Partners ranking.  Finland, Sweden, and UK were 
tied for first with scores of 173 and Afghanistan was located at the very bottom.   



 36 

citizenship as the result of “naturalization in a foreign state,” volume 7 of the Foreign 

Affairs Manual notes that citizens will not lose status as the result of naturalization and 

that “intent to retain U.S. citizenship will be presumed” when adjudicating on these 

issues (U.S. Department of State 2011).  Furthermore, they permit naturalized U.S. 

citizens to retain the nationality of their birth.  This indicates that both natural born and 

naturalized U.S. citizens have the possibility to become dual citizens, which increases the 

value of U.S. citizenship in terms of global mobility.  This dual citizenship, however, 

does not include direct access to supra or transnational citizenship.  Unlike citizens of EU 

member states, U.S. citizens do not have access to European citizenship or something 

similar. EU citizenship provides citizens of member states with a great deal of access to 

other EU countries, thus making citizenship to certain EU states worth more than U.S 

citizenship, particularly when traveling within the Union itself.  At this point in time, a 

U.S. citizen can only obtain transnational citizenship in a roundabout fashion as they 

must first obtain citizenship to an E.U. member state. 

 Another inter-state benefit of full citizenship status is diplomatic consular 

protection.  As is noted in the Foreign Affairs manual, “international law recognizes the 

right of a State to afford diplomatic and consular protection to its nationals and represent 

their interests” (Department of State 2013). The term “national” under U.S. law does not 

include legal permanent residents (though it may include nationals of American Samoa 

and other U.S. territories).  Thus, only citizens are entitled to government assistance in 

cases of emergency abroad.  Furthermore, access to programs like the Smart Travel 

Enrollment Program allow U.S. citizens to register with the government while they are 
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abroad so that they can take full advantage of these diplomatic and consular protections 

in the case of emergency or injury.  The effectiveness of diplomatic protection of course 

depends on the relationship between both countries, and, as Henley & Partners point out, 

the greater freedom of movement is often a reflection of the relationship between two 

countries.  The ease that U.S. citizens experience in moving between countries is thus a 

reflection also of the degree of overseas protection they might get from the United States.  

Such protection only enhances mobility rights for U.S. citizens. 

 Non-citizen status, such as legal permanent residence (LPR), can actually greatly 

restrict the mobility of an individual globally. United States Citizenship and Immigration 

Services (USCIS) notes that certain rules on global mobility must be followed in order 

for LPR status to be maintained.   Primarily, an LPR cannot “remain outside of the 

United States for more than 1 year” without a permit or permission from the U.S. 

government without losing their residency status. Furthermore, they note that “any length 

of absence from the United States may be considered, even if less than a year” when 

deciding whether LPR status has been abandoned (USCIS 2013).  Unlike LPRs, US 

citizens do not experience these limitations and will not lose their status for residing 

outside of the United States for an extended period of time.  Therefore, LPR status 

inherently limits the global mobility of an individual and emphasizes the growing value 

full citizenship has in a globalized world. 
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INTRA-STATE BENEFITS. 

 Though many scholars have argued that other than political rights there are very 

few differences between citizens and non-citizens, it’s becoming increasingly clear that in 

the United States the gap between immigrants and non-immigrants has grown in the last 

two decades.  Schuck (2006) argued that he spoke too soon about the devaluation of 

citizenship given 1990’s reforms.  Bhuyan (2010) notes the restrictive nature of the 1996 

welfare reforms in that immigrants who were previously receiving benefits were now 

considered ineligible (73).  Though human rights still play a role in welfare eligibility, 

these reforms have narrowed benefit eligibility such that very few immigrant groups can 

receive benefits. For example, in order for legal permanent residents to receive 

Supplemental Security Income (SSI) benefits, they have to have accrued enough 

qualifying quarters of work.  U.S. citizens, on the other hand, do not need to have a work 

history to qualify for SSI. Other legislation, such as the Deficit Reduction Act of 2005, 

have begun to require states to verify citizenship when an individual applies for benefits 

to ensure that they are not immigrants.  Though the gap between the rights of immigrants 

and non-immigrants may have been closing until the late 1990s, this legislation indicates 

a clear push towards widening that gap once again. 

 In addition to these differences between citizens and non-citizens, there are higher 

intra-state mobility restrictions placed on non-citizens. A Supreme Court decision from 

1868 noted that the “right to travel from state to state was a right of national citizenship” 

and they have since “reaffirmed the right to domestic travel as a right of citizenship” 

(Torpey 2000 95, 131). Though such decisions don’t necessarily imply that all categories 
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of non-citizens do not have the right to movement, further research suggests that this 

right is by no means absolute at least insofar as the heavy monitoring of non-citizen 

movement in the United States.  Non-citizens, including legal-permanent residents, must 

report any change in their address when they are in the United States (USCIS 2011). 

Failure to do so could result in detention and deportation.  Requirements for non-citizens 

to carry documentation on them at all times, as in the part of Arizona’s SB1070 that was 

ultimately upheld by the Supreme Court, further emphasizes the degree of monitoring 

that non-citizens are subject to (Liptak 2012).  Though ultimately these requirements do 

not necessarily restrict movement, they do place additional burdens on noncitizens when 

traveling or moving around the country. Citizens, on the other hand, are not subject to 

such stringent monitoring.  

 Clearly the starkest difference between citizens and noncitizens in terms of intra-

state freedom of movement is the possibility of detention and deportation. This is most 

stark with regards to undocumented immigrants whose very presence in the United States 

is grounds for deportation.  For these individuals, movement is highly restricted in that 

any misstep – such as a traffic violation – can result in their detention and forced exit of 

the United States. Even LPRs may be detained and deported for certain legal violations.  

One attorney writes that “crimes involving moral turpitude,” “aggravated felonies,” and, 

as noted above, failure to file a change of address can result in deportation (Bray 2013). 

Though deportation is not necessarily automatic with these issues, its very existence 

demonstrates that, unlike citizens, even LPR’s do not have an absolute claim over access 

to the United States.  They cannot enter and exit freely, and their ability to remain inside 
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of the United States is contingent upon certain behaviors.  As Shachar (2009) notes, 

immigrants are “not guaranteed the crucial right to remain in the country, as this is a right 

reserved for citizens alone” (117). The power of the federal government to claim absolute 

control over deportation was recently emphasized in Arizona v. United States (2012)2 

when the Court noted that the criteria and removal procedures for immigrants is the 

exclusive power of Congress and that immigration officials have broad discretion in this 

matter. In this sense, citizenship does matter.  It provides unrestricted movement within 

the United States, freedom to enter and exit at will, and life without the threat of 

deportation and detention, the combination of which give U.S. citizens much greater 

mobility rights than non-citizens. Such freedoms greatly contribute to the sense of 

security and personal autonomy experienced by citizens alone. 

 

EVALUATION. 
 
 The above section clearly demonstrates both the value of U.S. citizenship from 

the perspective of inter-national mobility as well as the value of citizenship from the 

standpoint of intra-national mobility.  Inter-nationally, U.S. citizens have a high degree of 

freedom in moving around the world.  Though they do not have direct access to 

supranational citizenship, native born and naturalized U.S. citizens are permitted to hold 

multiple citizenships.  The diplomatic protection offered to citizens by the U.S. 

government enhances the sense of security citizens feel abroad, thus enhancing mobility 

                                                
2 Arizona v. United States (2012)  567 U.S. ___ , 8(2012) 
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rights.  This suggests that U.S. citizenship in particular may be highly valuable from an 

inter-national mobility standpoint.  Furthermore, citizenship status alone is valuable as 

LPR status can actually restrict mobility rights and does not provide for any of the inter-

national movement benefits afforded to citizens alone. 

 Intra-nationally citizenship status is valuable when speaking in terms of mobility 

rights.  The Supreme Court has long recognized movement within the United States as a 

right associated with citizenship.  Noncitizens, though not necessarily restricted in this 

movement, do face more hurdles in this regard.  They are subject to monitoring by the 

United States government and state level authorities and are not entitled to absolute 

access to the United States.  Noncitizens, even if they are LPRs, may be detained or 

deported for a variety of reasons, all of which are ultimately at the discretion of the U.S. 

government.   

 In this brief case study, I have illustrated the enhanced mobility rights citizenship 

provides, thus proving that citizenship is still a valuable status.  U.S. citizenship defines 

how these individuals interact with the world.  It dictates both their opportunities 

domestically as well as internationally.  Furthermore, it provides a sense of security that, 

as noted earlier, enhances the autonomy of the individual and permits that individual to 

make decisions without fear of detention, deportation, or restriction.  Enhanced mobility 

rights open up economic opportunities and promote self-determination.  

 Though U.S. citizenship may not be the most valuable citizenship, it certainly 

provides for a high level of freedom of movement.  As it stands, E.U. citizenship, 

especially that of a world power, may be more valuable as it provides for supranational 
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citizenship and enhanced mobility within a wider range of markets and polities.  

However, with increased globalization this could continue to change.  As markets 

continue to globalize, the possibility always remains that additional supranational or 

transnational organizations could provide citizenship-like statues to member states. As it 

stands, the capacity of a U.S. citizen to obtain dual nationalities means that EU 

citizenship is not entirely out of reach. Citizenship status in the United States at the very 

least has retained is value and will continue to become more valuable as more citizens 

travel and work abroad.  There are mobility benefits of citizenship that are simply not 

provided to non-citizens, and as long as nation-states retain these policies of international 

migration the value of citizenship will continue to grow. 
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Chapter 5: Conclusion 

 
 Mobility rights are essential to self-determination in that they dictate opportunity 

and autonomy.  In a world where nation-states rule, citizenship is the factor that 

determines the extent of these mobility rights.  As I have demonstrated, globalization has 

made these rights, and as a result citizenship, increasingly valuable.  Discussions 

surrounding citizenship to this point have been too narrow, often overlooking the very 

essence of human migration, which is international movement.  By bringing this to the 

forefront, I have shown how citizenship status determines global and domestic 

opportunity and as a result both present and future existential conditions. 

 It is important to take a moment to discuss the currently limited exercise of these 

rights.  Though citizens of all walks of life do exercise their mobility rights at the national 

level on a regular basis, international mobility rights are still in large part only regularly 

exercised by educated, wealthy individuals.  Though there is much evidence that many 

international migrants are citizens of less developed nations seeking to make a life in the 

developed world, this move often involves only one moment in which the individual 

exercises their mobility rights.  In fact, dual citizens, those individuals who are some of 

the most internationally mobile individuals, are mostly limited to those who are “highly 

educated” and may be “the purview of an educated global elite” (Bloemraad 2004, 392).  

 On a domestic or intra-national level, there may also be indicators of mobility 

rights being reserved for a global elite.  As Torpey (2000) points out, individuals who 

have citizenship from authoritarian governments are often unable to exercise their 
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mobility rights internationally due to restrictive laws and treaties related to their countries 

of nationality. They are also often highly restricted on a national level.  Many individuals 

who are “subjects” are restricted in both their movement intra-nationally as well through 

special documentation requirements and check points (166).  These policies have largely 

disappeared in developed liberal democracies where personal autonomy is of great value.  

As such, some citizenships are associated with many more mobility rights than others. 

 These issues, however, do not make this theory invalid. Rather, they provide 

interesting opportunities for future research.  Particularly with regard to the exercise of 

international mobility rights, they may not always be restricted to such an elite group. 

Globalization has not halted, and as transportation and communication costs become 

cheaper, opportunities will become more accessible.  As Glenn (2000) noted: 

Earlier transnational economic activity and travel took place only on an 
occasional basis or, if more regular, involved only a small elite group. What has 
changed, therefore, is that transnational movement, exchange, and communication 
have become routine and regular, with masses of people engaged in regular and 
sustained contact across national borders. This critical mass has been made 
possible by certain technological prerequisites: air transport, long-distance 
telephones, facsimile communication, and electronic mail.  These technological 
developments have also accelerated the speed of movement. (9) 
 

As these things continue to develop, they may give rise to more individuals with multiple 

citizenships and new supranational agreements and organizations. These facts only 

provide additional evidence that globalization has the potential to make citizenship more 

important in determining one’s life than other factors such as socioeconomic status or 

race. This can be further studied in the years to come. 
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 Finally, in reference to the large difference in mobility rights between citizens of 

democracies versus autocracies, the question arises as to whether there is a hierarchy of 

citizenships such that some are more valuable than others.  Perhaps this could be 

measured using indicators relating to international travel and work restrictions, in the 

same vein as Henley & Partners, as well as intra-national mobility restrictions, but that is 

entirely separate from the issue of whether citizenship, simply as a status, has any value.  

Though some may be more valuable than others, it is quite evident that in the global era 

citizenship remains essential to not only the state but also the individual.  Maybe 

someday it can be transformed into the great equalizer that authors such as Shachar hope 

it can be, but for now it is valuable as a national identity that dictates how individuals 

navigate a world of opportunity. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 46 

Appendix 

Visa Restrictions for U.S. Citizens. The following table is a small sample of the data 

cited in chapter four of this paper.  This particular sample of countries was selected to 

demonstrate the variety of visa requirements U.S. citizens confront while traveling 

abroad.  The data was collected primarily using the information provided by the U.S. 

State Department’s country specific international travel information found at 

travel.state.gov.  Any holes in the data, often found in the cost of the specific visa, were 

filled using a database created by a visa service company (VisaHQ) and various consular 

websites.   
 

Country 
Visa Required 
for Entry? 

Max Length 
of Stay Cost? Notes 

Albania No  90 days 10 

may be charged 
a fee for entry 
stamp, often 
waived; can also 
charge 10 euro 
entry tax 

Argentina No 90 days 
$160 
reciprocity fee 

fee valid for 10 
years, only 
applicable to 
tourist passport 
holders 

Australia Yes 90 days 20 

ETA can be 
obtained through 
website, travel 
agents, airlines;  

Cameroon 
Yes - In 
Advance 30 days 124 

do not recognize 
dual nationality 

Congo, DR 
Yes - In 
Advance 30 days 115-400 

Price depends on 
Single/Multiple 
Entry and length 
of validity 

Fiji No 120 days   

Germany No 90 days  
Schengen 
Agreement 
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Indonesia Yes 60 days 

45-100, 
departure tax in 
addition 

Can obtain on 
arrival at airports 
and some 
seaport, price 
depends on 
single or 
multiple entry 

Kazakhstan 
Yes - In 
Advance 30 days 160 

Multiple Entry 
requires an 
invitation, 

Libya 
Yes - In 
Advance n/a  

Individuals with 
an Israeli visa 
stamp may not 
enter Libya 

Panama No 180 days 5 tourist fee 

Additional fee if 
entering Panama 
via your own 
boat 

Russian 
Federation 

Yes - In 
Advance 180 days 170-280 

There are 
restricted regions 
and closed cities, 
applicants must 
list areas of 
Russia they 
intend to visit 
and register with 
authorities in 
each location 

South Sudan 
Yes - in 
advance n/a 160 

Must register 
with government 
if you are staying 
for more than 3 
days 

Sri Lanka Yes 180 days 100 

Visa or 
Electronic Travel 
Authorization 

Syria 
Yes - In 
Advance 15 days 

131 & 
Departure tax 
of 12 

Stays of longer 
than 15 days 
must register 
with the 
government; 
prior travel to 
Israel restricts 
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entry 

Uzbekistan Yes 30 days 
160- 240, Reg 
fee of 20 to 200 

Tourists must 
reside in hotels 
during stay, no 
letter needed for 
tourist visa, 
restricted land 
crossings, must 
register with 
government for 
stays exceeding 
3 days 

Yemen 
Yes - In 
Advance 30 days 23+ 

Must register 
with Yemeni 
authorities 
within two 
weeks of arrival, 
exit visa 
required for 
stays longer 
than 30 days, 
extensions 
available, cost 
varies depending 
on stay  
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