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ABSTRACT 

Despite growing tolerance of dual citizenship in an era of globalization, this status continues to 

be problematized by the governments of both the United States and Canada. This is evident in 

recent changes to Canadian Bill C-24, in which new grounds have been established to revoke the 

Canadian citizenship of ‘dual citizens,’ and by recent political discourse, which depicts dual 

citizens as Canadians of ‘convenience’ with ‘thin’ attachments to the nation. This thesis explores 

how dual citizenship may instead be ‘inconvenient’ for particular citizen subjects, namely 

‘American-Canadians.’ To demonstrate this, twenty-three narratives of current and former 

‘American-Canadian’ dual citizens were analyzed. It would seem paradoxical to suggest that an 

individual with a robust citizenship on each end of the hyphen could experience inconveniences. 

Nonetheless, I will demonstrate how the citizenship-based tax laws of the United States create 

insecurities for this population and lead to impulses to renounce this ‘robust’ citizenship. 

 

 

  



ii 
 

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 

 

Throughout my time at Carleton, both as an undergraduate and graduate student, the 

support of Dr. Daiva Stasiulis has greatly assisted my growth as an academic. I would like to 

offer my sincerest thanks to Daiva for her care and guidance as a supervisor. As well, I am 

grateful to have received her helpful ideas and comments on earlier drafts, all of which made this 

work possible. 

I also thank Dr. Amrita Hari for her assistance with this thesis project. Particularly for her 

insights, thoughtful comments, and encouragement throughout the writing process. She helped 

make writing this thesis a positive experience.   

I am incredibly grateful to Paula Whissell for her advice and kindness in moments of 

stress. Whenever I had a question, she had the answer. Thanks to Kim Mitchell for her 

encouragement during my time as an undergraduate and graduate student. I would also like to 

thank the excellent faculty in the Sociology Department, at Carleton University; particularly, Dr. 

Xiaobei Chen, Dr. Neil Gerlach, and Dr. Augustine Park. I would not be a graduate student 

without their assistance, time, and energies. 

I would like to acknowledge Carleton University for providing me with an opportunity to 

learn, to work in a professional setting as a teaching assistant, and for financial assistance. I 

would also like to gratefully acknowledge all the participants of this study, who willingly offered 

their time and shared their experiences, as well as, Max Reed and Steve Katz, at SKL Tax, for 

volunteering their time and for offering their expertise.  

My thanks to Anne Bartlett for helping me stay on the pathway to life as a University 

student, and to Bill and Lynn Morrison for all their help; particularly, when I first arrived in 

Ottawa to begin my University studies. I am grateful to my colleagues, Victoria Spofford and 

Steven Ang, for the great conversations—both academic and personal—for the laughs, and 

friendship. I am also grateful to Nico Church, Josh Lanthier, and Chris Zettel for the fellowship. 

Thanks as well, to André Morrill for being a great roommate and friend over the years. I cannot 

thank enough Arianna Di Giacomo-Maika for calling me out on my overuse of parentheses, for 

the coffee breaks, but most of all for being a continual source of positivity and support. 

I am thankful to all my extended family dispersed across Canada. Lastly, I owe my 

deepest thanks to my family: Kate, Alex, Lauren, and to my mother, Deborah. Their continual 

support, encouragement, and love—whether in person or from a distance—has led me to where I 

am today. I cherish everything they have done for me.  

I am humbled by all the support from those mentioned and those who remain 

unmentioned, but of course, I take full responsibility for any shortcomings of this work.



iii 
 

 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

INTRODUCTION ....................................................................................................................................... 1 

Situating the Study .................................................................................................................................... 2 

Taxing Away Citizenship: Thesis Outline ................................................................................................ 5 

Self-reflexivity: ‘Locating Myself’ ........................................................................................................... 7 

I A HISTORY OF AMERICANS IN CANADA .................................................................................... 11 

1.1 U.S./Canada Comparisons ................................................................................................................ 12 

1.2 A History of American Migration to Canada .................................................................................... 15 

1.3 What is Dual Citizenship? ................................................................................................................. 18 

1.4 Canadian Nationality Laws: Implications for Dual Citizens ............................................................ 20 

1.5 American Nationality Laws: Implications for Dual Citizens ............................................................ 22 

II CONSENTING TO CITIZENSHIP: REVOCATION V. RENUNCATION/RELINQUISHMENT 

 .................................................................................................................................................................... 30 

2.1 Citizenship Loss: Revocation, Renunciation, and Relinquishment .................................................. 32 

2.2 Citizenship Obtainment: Birthright, and Naturalization ................................................................... 40 

2.3 Being Designed out of Citizenship: Theoretical Framework ............................................................ 42 

2.4 Who are ‘Accidental Americans?’ .................................................................................................... 50 

III THE FOREIGN ACCOUNTS TAX COMPLIANCE ACT (FATCA) AND TAX 

OBLIGATIONS FOR NON-RESIDENT U.S. CITIZENS ................................................................... 55 

3.1 Citizenship-based Taxation v. Residence-based Taxation ................................................................ 57 

3.2 Penalties for Inadequately Filing the FBAR ..................................................................................... 62 

3.3 ‘Amnesty Programs’ ......................................................................................................................... 63 

3.4 The Foreign Accounts Tax Compliance Act and the Intergovernmental Agreement ....................... 64 

3.5 Inconveniences for Americans Living Abroad ................................................................................. 67 

IV ‘I’M A MINNOW’: NARRATIVES OF INCONVENIENCE ........................................................ 73 

4.1 ‘Affective’ State(s)/Citizen Relations ............................................................................................... 74 

4.2 Narrative Analysis: What is it, and Why Analyze Narratives? ......................................................... 76 

4.2.1 Narrative analysis: further theoretical musings..................................................................... 79 

4.3 Data Collection: Participants ............................................................................................................ 81 

4.3.1 Data collection: procedure .................................................................................................... 88 

4.3.2 Data collection: ethics ........................................................................................................... 91 

4.4 The Listening Guide: Analytical Framework ................................................................................... 92 

4.5 Michael—Current ‘American-Canadian’ Dual Citizen .................................................................... 96 



iv 
 

4.6 Richard—Former ‘American-Canadian’ Dual Citizen  .................................................................... 98 

4.7 John—Former ‘American-Canadian’ Dual Citizen ........................................................................ 101 

4.8 Sandra—Currently Holds Multiple Citizenships (i.e., American, British, and Canadian) ............. 102 

4.9 Distancing Narratives ...................................................................................................................... 104 

4.9.1 Narratives of the state ‘chasing whales’ and ‘catching minnows’ ...................................... 107 

4.9.2 Narratives of parents and their U.S. citizen children .......................................................... 110 

4.9.3 Narratives of inconvenience: the ‘affects’ of U.S. citizenship-based tax policy ................ 113 

V ACTIVE CITIZENS, REMAKING CITIZENSHIP ....................................................................... 121 

5.1 Activist and Dissident Citizenship .................................................................................................. 123 

5.2 Remaking Citizenship ..................................................................................................................... 128 

5.3 Virtual Activism .............................................................................................................................. 133 

5.4 A Lawsuit Against the Canadian Government ................................................................................ 137 

5.5 Renunciation and Relinquishment as Political Acts ....................................................................... 138 

CONCLUSION ....................................................................................................................................... 146 

Contributions of this Study ................................................................................................................... 149 

Proposal for Future Research ................................................................................................................ 152 

Tables ....................................................................................................................................................... 159 

Illustrations .............................................................................................................................................. 161 

Appendices ............................................................................................................................................... 163 

References ................................................................................................................................................ 169 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



v 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

“In this world nothing can be said to be certain, except death and taxes.”  

- Benjamin Franklin - 
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Introduction 

 

 

 In 2014, a record 3, 415 Americans renounced their U.S. citizenship. It has been well 

documented by media outlets that the number of U.S. citizens shedding their U.S. citizenship 

continues to rise. They are either renouncing, or more broadly speaking, relinquishing it.1 News 

articles are linking this phenomenon to citizenship-based tax laws unique to the U.S., and to the 

introduction of the nation’s Foreign Accounts Tax Compliance Act in 2010 (CNNMoney 2015; 

Frank 2015; Picchi 2015). The recent annual increases in renunciation rates (particularly as of 

2010) are all the more surprising when considering the global value placed on U.S. citizenship. 

The literature has demonstrated that many migrants risk a great deal in order to become the 

naturalized citizens of a First World nation (Macklin 2007; Shachar 2009; Weber 2010). Ayelet 

Shachar (2009) uses the metaphor “lottery of birthright” (3) to describe how one’s life prospects 

(e.g., the access to wealth, health care, education, etc.) are distributed territorially through the 

involuntary mechanism of birthright citizenship (ibid: 4). The voluntariness and involuntariness 

of citizenship will be more thoroughly discussed in chapter 2, but what is of importance here are 

those questions that arise when considering the growing rate of U.S. citizens renouncing U.S. 

citizenship, which on the surface appear perplexing. To use Shachar's metaphor, why would an 

individual dispose of a winning lottery ticket? In other words, why would an individual freely 

give up her/his access to rights derived from a First World nation? An excavation of this topic 

will reveal further quandaries in regards to U.S. citizenship, including the tension between U.S. 

voluntary notions of renunciation/relinquishment and current barriers to exit. 

Nationality laws do not permit the renunciation of citizenship in cases where an 

individual would be left stateless (see chapter 2). Therefore, the current or former dual citizen 
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who has/had a second citizenship becomes a demographic of study by default when seeking 

clarification on why an individual would choose to renounce one of her/his citizenships, 

particularly one that provides rights and privileges to a First World nation.2 By selecting current 

and former ‘American-Canadian’ dual citizens as the population of study, it becomes possible to 

consider how holding two robust citizenships implicates participants’ decision(s) to renounce 

their U.S. citizenship. Speaking with ‘American-Canadian’ dual citizens allows us to consider 

whether participants are more inclined to renounce one of their citizenships to a First World 

nation if both of their citizenships offer a similar package of rights and privileges. It also allows 

us to observe a tension between the assumed ‘conveniences’ of holding citizenship in two 

relatively socio-economically privileged nations, and the burdens that emerge as a result of dual 

citizenship status. 

I will now turn to the theoretical framework of this thesis. The theoretical themes provide 

the toolkit by which I will attempt to uncover some of the paradoxes of U.S. citizenship (Herzog 

2012), and provide clarification to the central thesis question: to what extent do ‘American-

Canadian’ dual citizens consider their status to be an ‘inconvenience,’ based chiefly on U.S. 

citizenship-based tax laws for non-residents? Second, do such sentiments compel dual citizens to 

renounce their U.S. citizenship? 

 

Situating the Study  

In conducting this study, I intend to contribute to the Canadian literature. I will now 

articulate where this thesis fits within citizenship studies, in addition to how and to which 

theoretical orientations it contributes. The thesis will engage with three overlapping theoretical 

themes: ‘convenient’ and ‘inconvenient’ citizenship; the ‘design’ of citizenship; and ‘making’ and 
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‘unmaking’ citizenship (Nyers 2006/2010: Weber 2008/2010). These theoretical themes guide the 

central thesis questions.  

‘Inconvenience’ has been an absent term in political discourse encompassing the dual 

citizen. Discourses pertaining to ‘the citizen of convenience’ fit within a Canadian political 

context. In 2006, some members of the Canadian government assigned the label of “Canadians of 

convenience” to ‘Lebanese-Canadian’ dual citizens in order to question these individuals’ 

“worthiness” (Nyers 2010: 51) to evacuation efforts from the war-torn country of Lebanon (ibid: 

50). Being citizens of another country and residing abroad, they were cast as individuals who 

relied on their Canadian citizenship only for the rights or benefits it had to offer (ibid: 53). For 

the purposes of this study, I will demonstrate why the discourse on ‘convenience,’ and the 

position that dual citizens have double the rights to those of single-membership citizens, fails to 

address the inconveniences created by this status. If we are to follow this line of ‘double the 

rights’ thinking, might it not also be reasonable to suggest that dual citizens may face conflicting 

responsibilities, or in some circumstances, double obligations? This will become more evident 

when shifting into a discussion of the income tax filing obligations of U.S. citizens residing 

abroad. This thesis will continue to build on a literature that addresses the insecurities and 

precarities of being a dual citizen (Macklin 2007; Stasiulis and Ross 2006). 

In speaking to the second theme, scholars have emphasized the role states, citizens, 

denizens, and non-citizens all play in the design and redesign of citizenship infrastructure. These 

parties give particular attention to criteria of inclusion and exclusion. Designing is a process that 

takes place through the use of political discourse, such as that of ‘convenience’ (Nyers 2010; 

Weber 2010). By emphasizing the design of citizenship, one can observe the malleability of 

citizenship and how it changes through space and time. In effect, this situates the citizen as 
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holding a fluid, but also as a precarious and insecure status (Staeheli 2011; Weber 2008). This 

will involve an examination of how national citizenship designs are struggling to encompass 

those individuals with dual and plural citizenships (Nyers 2010). Continuing to flex a concept 

that has already been elaborated on by scholars, the ‘remaking of citizenship’ (Roseneil, Halsaa, 

and Sümer 2012; Smith and McQuarrie 2012), I will emphasize the context-sensitivity of 

citizenship design.  

I finally turn to ‘making’ and ‘unmaking’—terms I borrow from Peter Nyers (2006). 

Nyers has powerfully captured state designs of citizenship and their alterity as “accidental 

citizens” who in effect become rightless (23-26). I have used the terms ‘making’ and ‘unmaking’ 

to situate the individual’s decision to renounce or self-renounce U.S. citizenship. Such acts of 

‘making’ and ‘unmaking’ also need to be understood within larger macro structures, which enable 

and constrain agency—even the act of emigration (Abrams 1982; Green 2005). Ben Herzog has 

suggested that we question “the perception of the voluntary renunciation of citizenship as an 

unrestrained or free social action” (2011: 84-85). I will continue to build on literature (Herzog 

2011; Schuck and Smith 1985) that questions the voluntariness of citizenship’s ‘making’ and 

‘unmaking.’ An examination of the voluntariness of renunciation requires a context-sensitive 

understanding of the relation between state and citizen. As I will argue, the tax-related burdens 

placed on ‘American-Canadian’ dual citizens indicate that renunciation is not a ‘free’ decision. 

The financial and emotional burdens associated with state-imposed tax obligations are not only 

factors that compel the renunciation of U.S. citizenship, but also operate as barriers to this act of 

‘unmaking.’ I will be exploring the emotional and financial burdens that compel participant 

detachment from the U.S., in addition to participants’ affective and instrumental attachments to 

the U.S. (Fortier 2010; Ong 2006).   
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Taxing Away Citizenship: Thesis Outline 

Chapter 1, A History of Americans in Canada, provides the historical backbone upon 

which a context-sensitive investigation of the case study will develop. It is estimated today that 

approximately one million Americans reside in Canada (Christians and Cockfield 2014: 5). In 

this chapter, the lengthy history of Americans migrating to Canada will be highlighted, with 

particular emphasis on some of the largest migratory waves (e.g., during the Vietnam war years). 

I then define dual citizenship and suggest that although this status is met with greater tolerance 

today, it nonetheless continues to be problematized by the state. A history of Canadian and U.S. 

nationality laws and their implications for dual citizenship will be explored. The transition in 

British notions of perpetual allegiance to the right of expatriation in the U.S. will also be 

highlighted. Although expatriation has become a right of the individual, not to be determined by 

the state, this chapter begins to question the individual’s ability to enforce this right. This 

question will be taken up again and built upon in the chapters to follow. 

Chapter 2, Consenting to Citizenship: revocation, renunciation, and relinquishment, 

distinguishes the act of revocation from renunciation, and renunciation from relinquishment. It 

also establishes the theoretical framework in which the themes of this thesis are based. This 

chapter clarifies that revocation and renunciation (the latter, as an act of relinquishment in a U.S. 

legal context) are acts of ‘unmaking’ citizenship, which are often regarded as initiated either 

involuntarily by the state or voluntarily by the individual. When ‘making’ citizenship, birthright 

is conceptualized as involuntary, and naturalization as its voluntary counterpart. In this chapter, I 

will question involuntary/voluntary or state/individual ‘making’ and ‘unmaking’ distinctions by 

drawing upon Peter Nyers’ (2006) concept of ‘accidental citizenship’.   
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In Chapter 3, The Foreign Accounts Tax Compliance Act (FATCA) and Tax Obligations 

for Non-resident U.S. Citizens, I explore the inconveniences of being a U.S. dual citizen as they 

pertain to tax filing obligations. This chapter begins by illustrating the record number of annual 

U.S. citizen renunciations, and then continues with a discussion of the existing income tax filing 

obligations for U.S. citizens living abroad. For further clarification on such citizenship-based tax 

duties, the chapter draws upon interviews conducted with tax lawyers. In this chapter, I continue 

to question the ‘voluntariness’ of renunciation by explaining what barriers (e.g., financial, 

political, legal, etc.) hinder the mobility of ‘American-Canadian’ dual citizens across the 49th 

parallel. The economic precarities of being an ‘American-Canadian’ dual citizen are then also 

explained here.   

 Chapter 4, ‘I’m a Minnow’: narratives of inconvenience, provides an in-depth 

explanation of the methodological approach employed in this thesis. I have utilized narrative 

analysis in order to convey four major narrative themes that I found to have emerged across the 

twenty-three interviews conducted with dual citizens. These thematic narratives convey the 

degrees of emotional and instrumental attachments participants had/have in regards to their U.S. 

and Canadian citizenships. These stories illustrate a bleeding of ‘involuntariness’ into 

‘voluntariness’ when the individual ‘makes’ and ‘unmakes’ citizenships; in other words, 

renunciation, like naturalization (or other acts of ‘making’ and ‘unmaking’), should not be 

regarded as completely voluntary. Structural forces beyond our control not only compel acts of 

‘making’ and ‘unmaking,’ but also deter them. Cases include stories told by parents of their U.S 

citizen children and those who, after becoming naturalized Canadians, became uncertain of their 

U.S. citizenship. This chapter will demonstrate how such stories are contradictory to political 

discourses of ‘convenience’ and ‘good’ citizenship. 
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In the fifth and final chapter, Active Citizens, Remaking Citizenship, I discuss how those 

who have expatriated from the United States continue to remain not only involved in the politics 

of the country of their current residence (i.e., Canada), but also in the politics of the country of 

emigration (i.e., the United States). It will be argued that transnational networks, such as the 

internet, are enabling multi-spatial dialogue. Not only are political issues being raised 

transnationally, but also they are being raised in relation to laws that transcend the nation-state 

itself, specifically the Foreign Accounts Tax Compliance Act/Intergovernmental Agreement 

between Canada and the United States. In this chapter, I will highlight the various online and 

offline politics current, former, and non ‘American-Canadian’ citizens are engaging in, and the 

degrees to which such acts of resistance are ‘remaking’ the boundaries of U.S. and Canadian 

citizenships. 

In the concluding chapter, I highlight and summarize my findings from the participant 

interviews and relate these findings to the theoretical themes. I will also highlight the 

contributions of this thesis to the larger body of scholarly literature, and propose potential future 

research that can be conducted, which would build on the work undertaken in this thesis.   

 

 Self-reflexivity: ‘Locating Myself’  

I borrow the phrase “locating myself” from Catherine Kohler Riessman (1993: v). In her 

work titled, Narrative Analysis (1993), she explains her decision to dedicate time to writing a 

piece on this methodology. Like Riessman, I would like to situate myself within this thesis, and 

engage in a practice of self-reflexivity. As a voice in the data-collection process and active 

interpreter of research findings (researchers engage in dialogue with participants, but also 
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interpret this dialogue), they are asked to be self-reflexive (Doucet and Mauthner 2008: 404-

405).  

While completing my undergraduate degree in Sociology, I also took a handful of courses 

in Psychology and Economics. But I found my intellectual interests to lie in the field of 

citizenship studies. As a graduate student, I was fortunate enough to have the opportunity to take 

a graduate seminar on Citizenship and Globalization offered by Professor Daiva Stasiulis. While 

attending the graduate seminar, I was introduced to literature on ‘convenient’ citizenship, written 

by Peter Nyers—whose work would inform the theoretical lens used to explore the experiences 

of ‘American-Canadian’ dual citizens. 

When learning about discourses of ‘convenience’, I became puzzled as to why 

individuals would voluntarily give up any one of their citizenships, particularly if they are 

privileged by holding more than one. This led me to consider whether dual-citizens experience 

inconvenience, and whether these burdens are peculiar to their status. In order to capture the 

experiences of former and current ‘American-Canadian’ dual citizens, I conducted twenty-three 

interviews with participants from this population. By former ‘American-Canadian’ dual citizens, 

I mean those who have held U.S. citizenship at one time but have since renounced or 

relinquished this citizenship, and are now Canadians only. 

Being a more introverted individual, the process of interviewing participants at first 

seemed daunting, but the openness and willingness of participants to share their stories made for 

an enjoyable and informative experience. As participants narrated their experiences, I, at times, 

found myself emotionally affected by their stories, and I became sympathetic to those who told 

them. I have developed a desire to share these stories in order to further political discussion on 
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the effects of citizenship-based tax laws, and to bring awareness to those difficulties dual citizens 

experience.    

At the conclusion of my interviews with participants it was common for them to ask me 

why I had chosen this topic, and why I had chosen to write about their experiences. Not being a 

dual citizen myself, or a citizen of the United States, I do not have personal experiences 

negotiating two citizenships, or being subject to U.S. citizenship-based taxation laws. My own 

narrative is instead one of interprovincial migration. I believe my interest in hearing about the 

lives of migrants—how they often leave family and friends behind in another country—derives 

from my own experiences in moving from one province to another in order to attend university. I 

have only been physically present with my direct family for 2 or 3 weeks a year, over a period of 

six years of study. This is in part due to the limited financial resources that accompany being a 

student. I typically find myself questioning where my primary residence is to be long term. 

Personally, I find this question to be complicated by the ties I have established in more than one 

province, which push-and-pull me in multiple directions. Being the second largest country in the 

world, Canada is a vast landmass, and as someone internally distanced from family within this 

impressive nation, I—albeit in only a small way—relate to those who are externally separated 

from their families and friends by oceans and borders.      
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1. Endnotes 

1. Renunciation is an act of ‘unmaking,’ or a giving up of one’s own citizenship. Renunciation is an agentic 

act which is voluntarily initiated by the citizen. Under U.S. nationality laws, renunciation is one of several 

ways citizenship can be relinquished. In order to relinquish U.S. citizenship an individual must perform one 

of several expatriating acts, voluntarily, and with the intention of losing U.S. citizenship. Renunciation is 

an expatriating act performed at a U.S. consulate. Chapter 2 provides a more in-depth discussion of the 

contrasts between revocation, renunciation, and relinquishment. 

2. Other potential populations of study could have been those with multiple citizenships, or those who upon 

renouncing a first citizenship would be eligible to acquire, and would acquire a second citizenship. 
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I 

A History of Americans in Canada 

 

 

Despite an increased securitization of the U.S.-Canadian border (post 2001), more and 

more Americans are crossing the 49th parallel to reside in Canada. Today there are a greater 

number of Americans residing in Canada than at any other point since the Vietnam War years 

(i.e., 1954-1975) (Hardwick 2010: 86; Salter and Piché 2011). After Mexico, Canada receives 

the second largest total of American migrants (Croucher 2011: 114). One of the more recent 

qualitative studies on this topic, by the Association for Canadian Studies (2007) indicated that in 

2006, Canada received its largest annual number of American immigrants—a total of 10,942— 

since the year 1977 (a total of 12,388) (Jedwab 2007).¹  

This chapter serves as the historical backbone for the chapters to follow. Why examine 

U.S./Canadian migration historically? In the words of historical sociologist, Philip Abrams, 

“Sociology must be concerned with eventuation, because that is how structuring happens” (1982: 

x). In order to discuss the agency of American-Canadian dual citizens—their decision to 

renounce or retain U.S. citizenship—it is first important to recognize that such a decision has 

historically been structured by nationality laws. Nancy L. Green (2009) has mapped out a history 

of U.S. expatriation and its various meanings. Green’s insightful work re-prioritizes the study of 

emigration, what she calls the “reverse mirrors of immigration” (2009: 309). This chapter seeks 

to follow a similar line of thought by first historically examining the increase in migration of 

Americans to Canada. It will then consider how both the United States and Canada have 

historically negotiated the status of dual citizenship in relation to their own nationality laws, and 

how the act of renunciation has been negotiated between citizen and state over time. Such a 
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historical overview should capture how a status once considered “akin to bigamy” (Stasiulis and 

Amery 2010: 96, the authors quote Peter J. Spiro) is today met with greater tolerance (Faist, 

Fauser and Reisenauer 2013: 114). However, as this thesis will continue to demonstrate, this is 

not to suggest that there now exists the perfect marriage between nationality laws and the status 

of dual citizenship. Therefore, it is also important to consider both past and contemporary 

difficulties that nationality laws have presented and continue to present for ‘American-Canadian’ 

dual citizens.  

 

1.1 U.S./Canada Comparisons 

Scholars have acknowledged how the experiences of American migrants, who have 

chosen to live in Canada, remain understudied within the academic literature (Croucher 2011: 

114). Not many academic studies engage in cross-national examinations of Canada and the 

United States. One of the first extensive works and most widely cited writers on this topic is by 

Seymour Martin Lipset. Lipset has suggested that Canada and the United States “are probably as 

alike as any other two peoples on earth” (1990: 2), and that their differences are the result of the 

sides these nations chose during the American Revolution (8). More recently, cross-national 

studies of Canada and the United States have begun to gain traction. Scholars have begun asking 

whether Canada and the United States metaphorically resemble “two peas in a pod” or 

alternatively “apples and oranges” (Bloemraad 2011: 1133). Lipset has argued for the former 

(1990)—others the latter (e.g., Adams 2003). This thesis will not entertain the debate as to how 

Canada and the United States compare or differ in their national identities, but it is a debate 

worth noting. That said, the thesis does engage in a national identity comparison of sorts, 

although in doing so, it is more concerned with exploring how a US/Canadian state relation 

shapes the design of both U.S. and Canadian citizenships; in addition to what implications such 
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designs have on the sense of belonging of ‘American-Canadian’ dual citizens, and the benefits or 

burdens this demographic derives from their respective citizenships. 

There are also particular and important nuances to some studies. It has been argued that 

constructions of what Canada is are pluralist; in other words, these constructions draw on not 

only “Canada/US” comparisons, but also “English Canada/Québec comparisons” (Winter 2007: 

482). It has also been argued that a Canadian identity is not only constructed transnationally—

e.g., as “non-American” (Kymlicka 2003: 363), or as a nation of peacekeepers and peoples 

involved in international aid efforts—but also on the basis of the nation’s “internal diversity” 

(ibid: 369). In addition to the two settler societies of British-Canadians and French-Canadians, 

this diversity includes Aboriginal and immigrant populations (ibid: 359/369-370). As a result of 

settler colonialism, inequalities have been perpetuated in Canada among these groups (ibid: 376). 

For example, Canada’s past reveals a violent process of colonization, and systemic oppression, 

which sadly continues to this day. In 2008, Prime Minister, Stephen Harper, issued a formal 

apology on the behalf of Canada for the Residential Schools System, which removed the children 

of Indigenous populations from their family, communities, and cultures, and placed them under 

brutally assimilative conditions. Indeed, the last residential school closed as recently as 1996 

(Regan 2010: 2/4-6).  

As Irene Bloemraad has indicated (2011), “[m]apping the histories and contemporary 

experiences of migration in Canada and the United States, relative to other countries, reveals 

many broad similarities” (1133). She, among other scholars (Lipset 1990; Winter 2007), has 

noted that at a macro level of examination, both Canada and the United States have historically 

been settler societies or countries of immigration. Throughout the settlement process, European 

immigrants displaced Indigenous populations. Today, both Canada and the U.S. have differing 
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national ideologies as to how to integrate the cultural diversity of immigrants. Canada assumes a 

multicultural stance (cultural diversity), with beliefs and values that reflect a “compromise” 

between English-Canadians, French-Canadian, and Aboriginal populations, all of whom were 

central to the formation of Canada (Winter 2007: 490). With that noted, other ethnic minority 

groups of Canada have also historically played, and continue to play, a prominent role in the 

promotion of multiculturalism within the nation (Banting and Kymlicka 2010). Despite the 

presence of Native American populations and huge numbers of immigrants, the United States, on 

the other hand, officially adheres to a ‘melting pot’ (cultural assimilation) or a E pluribus unum 

(trans. out of many, one) model (Weber 2013: 279). It has been argued that the American 

ideology is the result of a nation that was formed out of revolution (Bloemraad 2011: 1132; 

Lipset 1990).  

In addition to an emphasis on immigration-oriented projects as a means of settling these 

large landmasses, both countries gained their independence from Britain. Canada may hold 

deeper ties to Britain, as Canada did not gain full legislative control of its Parliament, distinct 

from the British North America Act, until 1982. Certainly, both Canada and the United States 

have maintained a great deal of Britain's political practices. English is the national language in 

both countries, and one of two in Canada (Bloemraad 2011: 1135; Lipset 1990: 46). Nonetheless, 

both Canada and the United States have historically deviated from these roots in regards to their 

nationality laws and political ideologies, and I will discuss how these differences have shaped 

the experiences of expatriates and dual citizens.   

 Mark Salter and Geneviève Piché (2011) point out that “80 per cent of the Canadian 

population lives within 100 kilometers of the US–Canada border” (929). Since, such a large 

proportion of Canadians and Americans are situated relatively close to one another—
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geographically speaking—I believe it important to take up some questions of belonging 

throughout the thesis. Furthermore, in an era of globalization there has been a dramatic increase 

in cross-border mobility leading to a growing number of individuals with dual citizenship status 

(Dahlin and Hironaka 2008: 55). If Americans and Canadians are so geographically close to one 

another, so mobile across the 49th parallel, and so similar from a macro historical perspective, it 

is therefore useful for this thesis to consider how both the United States and Canada design their 

own unique citizenship and national identity. Additionally, this thesis should also consider 

whether dual citizens, who hold a claim to both nation-states, attribute differing meanings to 

their respective citizenships, and where such meanings fit along an affective-instrumental scale 

(Johnson 2010; Ong 2006). In later chapters the thesis will flush out how former and current dual 

citizens negotiate a sense of belonging, despite possessing multiple citizenships, and the 

particular nuances of their holding both American and Canadian citizenships.  

 

1.2 A History of American Migration to Canada 

There is a lengthy history of Americans migrating to Canada, and some of Canada’s 

largest migratory waves have been American immigrants. A few of the largest migratory waves 

of Americans to Canada, noted by scholars, occurred prior to Canadian Confederation on July 1, 

1867. One of the first large waves occurred in the mid-18th century, a time when there was a 

need for settlers in Nova Scotia after the Acadian expulsion by the British. In 1758, farmers from 

New England were formally invited by the then governor of Nova Scotia, Charles Lawrence, to 

take up the uninhabited farmland. It is estimated that 8,000 New England farmers had 

immigrated to Nova Scotia by 1768 (Finkel 2004; Knowles 1997: 29-30). The United Empire 

Loyalists were another sizeable (pre-Confederation) wave of migrants, having fled the Thirteen 

Colonies when American revolutionaries were seeking their independence. Throughout the 
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American Revolutionary War (i.e., 1775-1783), approximately 35,000 Loyalists settled in the 

Maritimes, and 9,500-12,000 in Quebec (Finkel 2004; Knowles 1997: 36-37). Lastly, from 1840-

1860, approximately 30,000-60,000 African Americans seeking freedom escaped slavery in the 

United States by migrating to Upper Canada through the Underground Railroad (Croucher 2011: 

118; Hardwick 2010: 88; Harvey 1991: 4; Finkel 2004).²  

Academics identify Canada’s “Land Boom,” from 1898-1914, as one of the largest 

migratory waves of Americans to Canada during the nation’s formative years (Harvey 1991: 36; 

Hardwick 2010: 90). David Harvey, in his book Americans in Canada (1991), notes how “during 

these years Americans averaged 32 percent of the total migration to Canada” (203), with the 

primary destination being Canada’s Prairie Provinces (i.e. Alberta, Manitoba, and Saskatchewan) 

(ibid.).  

The American Revolutionary War provided Canada with some of its largest waves of 

political refugees. Throughout the Vietnam War, a large number of Americans migrated to 

Canada as “draft dodgers” “deserters” and “war resisters” (Hardwick 2010: 90; Harvey 1991: 20; 

Finkel 2004). The total number of individuals entering Canada for political reasons at this time is 

unknown. This is because Canada did not keep records of individuals immigrating to resist the 

Vietnam War. Nevertheless, scholars have projected this total to be between 30,000-100,000 

migrants (Harvey 1991: 20-21; Finkel 2004). Firm statistical records have also not been kept on 

other politically motivated migration waves; such as those migrating in resistance to U.S. 

military involvement in Iraq (discussed below) (see, Croucher 2011: 119; Kobayashi and Ray 

2005).  

Throughout the 1960s and 1970s, Americans were the second largest national 

demographic of immigrants, behind only the UK (Kobayashi and Ray 2005). In addition to 
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political motivations, at the time, it has also been argued that economic incentives, especially the 

rise in professional opportunities within Canada, served as a ‘pull’ for an increasing number of 

American immigrants (Harvey 1991: 278). David Harvey has demonstrated that between 1962 

and 1980, Americans averaged 19% of Canada’s total professional immigrants. In comparison, 

British immigrants comprised 27% (280). Harvey notes how historically in Canada, “Americans 

have been preferred as immigrants over all other nationals except British subjects […]” (ibid: 

23). Economic factors continue to compel American migration to Canada today, as some 4,498 

Americans immigrated to Canada in 2006, under the economic class. Family reunification is 

another primary reason for migration, with 4,468 Americans immigrating to Canada, in this same 

year under Canada’s family class (Jedwab 2007).    

Although economic factors are a large incentive for American migration to Canada, 

political motivations should not be overlooked. Scholars (Croucher 2011: 118-119; Kobayashi 

and Ray 2005) have pointed out that while most Americans immigrate to Canada under the 

economic class (currently, Americans are encouraged to migrate to Canada through the North 

American Free Trade Agreement) this can lead to an overvaluing of economic incentives as 

‘pull’ factors of migration. Yet both political ‘pull’ and ‘push’ factors have historically been and 

remain a point of contention for Americans. The Vietnam War draft ‘pushed’ Americans north of 

the border, and following the re-election of George W. Bush (in 2004), Americans were 

politically motivated to migrate to Canada, in resistance to U.S. military involvement in Iraq and 

legal limitations on same-sex marriage. These motivations for American emigration have 

garnered attention in the media and larger public discourse (ibid.). 

Sheila Croucher (2011) points out, that an “array of factors—social, cultural, political, as 

well as economic—and the interactions among these […] prompt migration” (118). Consistent 
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with this point, I will be exploring—through the selected methodological approach of narrative 

analysis (see chapter four)—what combination of social, cultural, political, economic factors in 

addition to legal and affective (i.e., familial ties) motivations compel American-Canadian dual 

citizens, living in Canada, to either renounce or maintain their U.S. citizenship. 

 

1.3 What is Dual Citizenship? 

Rainer Bauböck (2009) provides a well-articulated definition of Western conceptions 

of political citizenship; that it, “has generally been conceived as a status of membership in a 

particular political community that entails equal basic rights, legal obligations and 

opportunities to participate actively in political decision making” (475). As Bauböck notes, 

citizenship facilitates a relationship among a political community of equals. In addition to 

political rights, it has also been argued that citizenship facilitates civil rights—which provide 

an individual with liberties and freedoms (e.g., freedom of speech)—and social rights (e.g., to 

health care and education)—which allow a person to participate fully in society (Marshall 

1992: 8). Citizenship also entails an exchange of obligations for rights between citizen and 

state (Matteo 1997: 7). This exchange alters slightly in the case of dual citizenship and 

multiple citizenships. Dual citizenship is a result of the global flow of peoples. This status is 

described similarly by both the Canadian and U.S. government. According to the Government 

of Canada website, “[i]f more than one country recognizes you as a citizen, you have dual 

citizenship” (2014a). The U.S. Department of State (DOS) (Worster 2010: 926) indicates that 

when “a person is a national of two countries at the same time” (U.S. Department of State 

N.d.[a]) s/he is a dual citizen. These definitions indicate that the mutual relationship between 

citizen and state is conceived differently for dual citizens. Instead, dual citizens negotiate a 

relationship with more than one nation-state. 
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Both governments have qualified the above definitions in noting how countries adhere 

to different criteria for determining their citizens (Government of Canada 2014a; U.S. 

Department of State N.d.[a]). Therefore, an exchange of rights and duties, for the dual citizen, 

occurs through asymmetrical nationality laws—producing a unique set of contextual 

“advantages and burdens” (Stasiulis and Ross 2006: 332). An asymmetry in nationality laws is 

reaffirmed under international law. The 1930 Hague Convention stipulates that every nation is 

free to establish its own citizenship criteria (Forcese 2006: 380). Green (2009: 308) notes that 

nations share similar standards for distributing citizenship, with some legal variations. These 

standards allow citizens to inherit their citizenship through jus soli (right of the soil) and/or jus 

sanguinis (right of blood) birthright. Individuals may obtain dual citizenship where these two 

standards operate in conjunction. For example, a dual citizen could inherit citizenship by jus 

soli to a first nation, while also obtaining citizenship to a second nation through jus sanguinis 

nationality laws.  

Unlike birthright citizenship, naturalization remains a common avenue for individuals 

who willingly choose to acquire the citizenship of another country. Naturalization may 

produce dual citizens where nation-states do not require naturalized citizens to renounce 

legally all other ties, or where renunciation is not recognized by the state with which the 

individual wishes to sever ties (Dahlin and Hironaka 2008: 56; Forcese 2006: 383; Spiro 1997: 

498). Now that a brief explanation of dual citizenship has been provided, the extent to which 

this status has been problematized historically, by both Canada and the United States, can be 

explored. As mentioned, the advantages and burdens of dual citizenship are highly contextual. 

With this in mind, one might ask: how have the two nations differed and/or converged in their 

treatment of dual citizens?   
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1.4 Canadian Nationality Laws: Implications for Dual Citizens 

The thesis will now investigate a history of Canadian citizenship laws, and what 

implications these laws have for dual citizens. With the enactment of the Citizenship Act of 1946 

(implemented on January 1, 1947), nationals became recognized as independent Canadian 

citizens, for the first time, rather than British subjects (Harder 2010: 208; Herzog 2010; Lipset 

1990: 46; Winter 2014: 48). Canadians would become rights bearing citizens as opposed to loyal 

subjects with “perpetual allegiance” to the monarch (Spiro 1997: 501). However, this 1946 

legislation had a number of stipulations through which Canadian citizenship could be granted or 

lost. These restrictions on citizenship continued to be rooted in the notion of commitment and 

loyalty to a single nation (Herzog 2010). Therefore, dual citizenship would be regulated through 

“‘arcane’ provisions of Canadian citizenship legislation” (Harder 2010: 203), which resulted in 

situations whereby many individuals were left without Canadian citizenship. This was despite 

being entitled to jus soli or jus sanguinis birthright citizenship. These individuals have been 

referred to in the literature and media as “Lost Canadians” (Harder 2010; Becklumb 2014; 

Winter 2014). 

These ‘arcane provisions’ have been clearly outlined by Penny Becklumb of the 

Parliament of Canada’s Law and Government Division, in a discussion on Bill C-37: An Act to 

amend the Citizenship Act (2014). The scholarly literature has effectively summarized some of 

these stipulations as well (Harder 2010). Until amendments were introduced in 1967, naturalized 

Canadians ‘lost’ their citizenship if they had resided outside of the nation for six to ten 

consecutive years (dependent on amendments made to the legislation throughout this period of 

time). The legislation also had profound effects on the citizenship status of minors. Minors born 

abroad, who inherited jus sanguinis Canadian citizenship, would not be granted, or could lose 
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their citizenship on the following three grounds: first, if a parent/parents did not register their 

child/children to be “natural-born Canadian citizen[s]” (Becklumb 2014). Second, up until 1977, 

upon turning the age of 21 minors had a year—later extended to 3 years—to declare that they 

wished to retain their Canadian citizenship. Lastly, children would be entitled to the Canadian 

citizenship of their father, if born to parents in ‘wedlock’. If born to parents out of ‘wedlock’, 

they would otherwise have inherited the Canadian citizenship of their mothers. If the child had 

been born to parents in ‘wedlock’, but the father had been a foreign citizen, the child would not 

have been eligible to receive Canadian citizenship. If the child had been born to parents out of 

‘wedlock’, and the mother held foreign citizenship, the child would again not have been eligible 

to receive Canadian citizenship. The legislation also more blatantly restricted the potential for 

dual citizen Canadians. Canadians who gained citizenship in another country, through 

naturalization, had their Canadian citizenship revoked.3 If these individuals had any children, 

their children could also lose Canadian citizenship if they “were, or also became, a citizen of 

another country” (Becklumb 2014; Harder 2010: 209-211).   

In 1967, Canada intended to eliminate some of its exclusionary immigration legislature 

by implementing a more “objective” points system (quoted from, Harvey 1991: 23; Winter 

2014). The Citizenship Act of 1977 presented some amendments to previous citizenship laws in 

Canada. Dual or multiple citizenship(s) status would now be permitted in Canada. Canada’s 

immigration laws would no longer require a renunciation of all other citizenships upon 

naturalization, and Canadians who voluntarily obtained citizenship in another country would no 

longer have their Canadian citizenship revoked. However, Canada has since introduced a 

generational cut-off on Canadian birthright citizenship for those living abroad. While Bill C-37 

restores the Canadian citizenship of ‘Lost Canadians,’ it also limits the passing of birthright 
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Canadian citizenship to only the first-generation born or adopted abroad; in other words, second-

generations born or adopted outside of Canada are not eligible to receive birthright Canadian 

citizenship from their first-generation parents (Becklumb 2008; Herzog 2010; Nyers 2010: 51-

52; Winter 2014: 48). 

 

1.5 American Nationality Laws: Implications for Dual Citizens 

The United States has had a lengthier and more extensive history of nationality laws that 

resisted and restricted dual citizenship. Since 1790, the United States’ naturalization laws have 

required those seeking to become citizens to swear an oath of allegiance to the United States. A 

renunciation of all other allegiances would be incorporated into the oath with the passing of the 

Naturalization Act of 1795. Although still practiced today, the United States does not currently 

require oath-takers to renounce legally all other citizenship(s). Furthermore, due to differing 

nationality laws among nations, the U.S. renunciation oath may not necessarily be recognized as 

a formal act of renunciation by other nations (Duckett 2000: 722; Martin 2001: 19-21; Spiro 

1997: 503). This oath in the U.S. Naturalization Act of 1795 conflicted with British nationality 

laws in the early 19th century, and played a role in the history of the United States, Britain, and 

(what would become) Canada. The United States formally regard expatriation to be a right of the 

individual with the enactment of the Expatriation Act of 1868; affirming expatriation as a 

“natural and inherent right of all people, indispensable to the enjoyment of the rights of life, 

liberty, and the pursuit of happiness” (Martin 2001: 20; Green 2009: 315). The Act recognized 

the right of U.S. citizens to renounce their citizenship (Cott 1998: 1460). This policy reflected 

longstanding ideas and beliefs in the United States that ran contrary to those in Britain, at the 

time.  
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Historically British nationality laws adhered to perpetual allegiance, whereby British 

subjects did not hold the individual right to surrender their allegiance. Only the Crown could 

determine who was and was not a subject. In the early 19th century, Britain had seized 

independent ships and impressed American sailors, whom were believed still to be British 

subjects, into military service for its Royal Navy. Britain’s conscription process would highlight 

a tension between American and British nationality laws and each country’s respective notions 

of citizenship. This disagreement culminated into an eventual outbreak of war between the two 

nations, which is referred to today as the War of 1812 (Duckett 2000: 719-720; Green 2009: 312; 

Martin 2001: 19-20; Spiro 1997: 502-503; Worster 2010: 951-953).  

 Prior to 1812, the American Revolution had been sparked by a string of British taxation 

laws imposed on the Thirteen Colonies (i.e., the 1764 Sugar Act, 1765 Stamp Act, and the 1767 

Townshend Acts), each of which was met with resistance by the colonists. The taxes were an 

effort on the part of Britain to recover financially from the Seven Years War. At the time, the 

colonists, and James Otis in particular, were vocal, declaring the Sugar Act to be a “violation of 

[their civil] rights,” as the tax had been imposed “without their consent or… representation in 

Parliament” (Burg 2013: 249-250). It was duties placed on tea, under the Townshend Acts, which 

led resistors, known as the Sons of Liberty, to board British ships and toss thousands of pounds 

of tea into the waters of Boston on December 16, 1773. The protest, referred to as the Boston Tea 

Party, created a great deal of tension between the colonists and the British Crown in lead up to 

the American Revolution (Burg 2013: 252/255). 

Additional restrictions were placed on dual nationality in 1907. The Expatriation Act of 

1907 was a particularly problematic piece of legislation for those with dual citizenship status. 

Under this policy, citizenship would be lost on any of the following grounds: naturalization in 
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another country, taking an oath of allegiance to a foreign country, and/or marrying a foreign 

national (Aleinikoff 1986: 1476; Herzog 2010). Scholars have demonstrated that the latter of 

these conditions has historically been gendered, a disadvantage particular to women. In 1855, it 

was legislated that a female foreign national could obtain the U.S. citizenship of her American 

husband through marriage, but this was not the case for an American woman who married a male 

foreign national. This disparity worsened in 1907 when the United States legislated that an 

American woman would lose her U.S. citizenship if she married a foreign national, and could be 

left stateless if the nation of the husband did not provide the wife with citizenship. Although the 

implementation of the 1922 Cable Act rescinded the gender discrimination (i.e., Section 3) of the 

1907 Expatriation Act, up until 1931 women would continue to be expatriated if they married 

individuals racialized as ‘Asians’, and/or if they resided outside of the United States for an 

extended period of time (2-5 years, dependent on whether or not the residence was in the 

husband’s country of citizenship) (Cott 1998: 1461-1462/1464; Green 2009: 309/320; Martin 

2001: 1516). 

Like the Expatriation Act of 1907 before it, the 1940 Nationality Act instituted additional 

grounds through which the loss of citizenship could occur. Citizenship duties and practices were 

made exclusive to a single nation, as revocation occurred if an individual served in a foreign 

military, voted in a foreign election, or took up a position of high office or any other position of 

employment in a foreign nation. Other grounds for revocation included acts of treason against 

the United States, and/or desertion of a U.S. military post in a time of war (Aleinikoff 1986: 

1482; Green 2009: 317; Spiro 1997: 523). Ben Herzog (2010) has made a compelling argument 

that many of the restrictions on citizenship, on the basis of military service (e.g., serving in a 
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foreign military), may be attributable to the fact that many of the United States’ nationality laws 

were implemented during periods of war.  

While Herzog’s work is insightful, it was not issues of war but rather an American voting 

in a foreign election, which would have some of the most profound effects on the United States’ 

nationality laws in the future (particularly in regards to dual citizenship). The case of Afroyim v. 

Rusk (1967) will be examined in greater detail in the following chapter, as it addresses issues of 

voluntary expatriation, but for the time being a brief historical description suffices. Beys 

Afroyim, a naturalized American, and American-Israeli dual citizen, had voted in an Israeli 

election, and as a result, the U.S. Department of State refused to renew his American passport on 

the grounds that Afroyim had engaged in an expatriating act. Citing Section One of the 

Fourteenth Amendment, the U.S. Supreme Court found the stipulation in the 1940 Nationality 

Act to be unconstitutional. Justice Hugo Black ruled that there were no grounds for the U.S. 

government to denationalize Afroyim, because as a naturalized American, citizenship was his 

constitutional right. The court determined that an act of expatriation was to be dependent on 

whether or not the individual, in this case Afroyim, had in doing so voluntarily chosen to lose his 

U.S. citizenship. The case set a precedent, being the “first time that Congress was devoid of 

power of denationalization” (Matteo 1997: 3), and it would be the benchmark by which many of 

the restrictions on dual citizenship would later be lifted and a number of cases reviewed and 

repealed (Aleinikoff 1986: 1481-83; Duckett 2000: 724; Green 2009: 323; Martin 2001: 18; 

Spiro 1997: 531-533).  

The court decision in Afroyim v. Rusk, was later reinforced in the 1980, Vance v. 

Terrazas, case. Laurence Terrazas applied for Mexican citizenship and as part of the 

requirements for obtaining status as a Mexican national, had renounced his U.S. citizenship 
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under the oath of allegiance he had taken in Mexico (Aleinikoff 1986: 1487; Duckett 2000: 724; 

James 1990; see footnotes, 893). The Supreme Court would cite and clarify Afroyim v. Rusk, 

when ruling that voluntarily engaging in an expatriating act would not be sufficient to determine 

a loss of U.S. citizenship, but that such a determination also required proof that the individual did 

so with the intent of relinquishing her/his U.S. citizenship. The Supreme Court did not make a 

ruling on Terrazas status, nor develop a standard by which to determine intent, as “the matter 

was left to the inferior courts to determine” (James 1990: 893). The 1986, Immigration and 

Nationality Act would later be amended to specify that intent was a necessary ingredient in the 

citizen’s decision to voluntarily relinquish U.S. citizenship (James 1990: 889-892/904; Spiro 

1997: 534).  

In 1990, the U.S. Department of State implemented a “new standard of evidence” in 

determining one’s intent to relinquish citizenship (James 1990: 895). It would now be presumed 

that citizens intended to retain their U.S. citizenship status if they engaged in any of the 

following seemingly ‘expatriating’ acts: naturalization in a foreign state, swearing an oath of 

allegiance with a foreign state, or occupying a non-policy employment position with a foreign 

state. Under this standard, U.S. citizenship can be relinquished only if an individual provides 

written consent to a U.S. consulate official that it was his/her voluntary intention to do so, at the 

time the expatriating act was performed (Matteo 1997: 58; James 1990: 895-896; U.S. 

Department of State N.d.[b]; Spiro 1997: 534). In chapter four, I will explore how this ‘new 

standard’ contributed to an uncertainty of status for Americans, who acquired Canadian 

citizenship prior to the implementation of such legislation. These individuals would come to 

rediscover their American citizenship, and discover their dual citizenship status. 
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The U.S. Department of State, in its explanation of what dual citizenship is, explicitly 

indicates that while “[t]he U.S. Government recognizes that dual nationality exists… [it does] 

not encourage it as a matter of policy because of the problems it may cause” (U.S. Department of 

State N.d.[a]). Such discourses suggest that despite a growing tolerance of dual citizenship—as 

evident through a loosening of legal restrictions—the U.S. government continues to regard the 

status as less ideal than holding sole allegiance to the United States and potentially problematic. 

 

Some Concluding Thoughts 

The founding of the United States was marked by a shift away from the notion of 

perpetual allegiance; exercised in Britain up until 1870 (Spiro 1997: 508). American colonists 

clung to the political belief that “the place where one hangs one’s hat” (Green 2009: 308) should 

be a consensual choice of the individual (Matteo 1997: 19). It can be argued that this old political 

ideology continues to linger today, as modern political discourse promotes the notion of the 

“good” citizen, who does not have questionable allegiance (Macklin 2007: 53). The U.S. has a 

much lengthier history and greater volume of nationality laws deterring dual citizenship. 

Expatriation has been more fundamental to the history of the United States than it has to Canada. 

In comparison to Canada, U.S. nationality laws, over time, have established more avenues in and 

through which an individual may expatriate herself or himself by participating in a foreign 

nation. Although, the expatriating act must be voluntarily performed by an individual with 

her/his intention of losing U.S. citizenship (Matteo 1997: 19). While the U.S. recognizes dual 

citizenship, it also explicitly problematizes dual citizenship today. Dual citizenship has been 

permitted in Canada since 1977. However, the status has recently been (re)problematized in 

Canada, as evident by changes to Bill C-24. The state now has greater authority to revoke the 

Canadian citizenship of ‘dual citizens’ (see chapter 2).  
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In the following chapter, I will question conceptions of renunciation as voluntary. The 

work of historical sociologists, such as Philip Abrams (1982), will assist in establishing the 

notion that agency is always enabled and constrained through social structures, and vice versa. 

Furthermore, this is a process that is highly contextual. Nancy. L. Green (2009) helps us as 

scholars to understand how even the meanings of expatriation (an umbrella term that includes 

renunciation) shift across time and space.    
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2. Endnotes 

1. Figures are also cited by (Croucher 2011: 117). 

2. Alvin Finkel’s entry in the Oxford Companion to Canadian History (2004), provides an overview of 

‘Americans in Canada’. This entry served as a useful reference point from which to elaborate on a history 

of American migration to Canada. 

3. The term ‘revocation’ will be defined and discussed in greater detail within Chapter 2.  
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II 

Consenting to Citizenship: revocation v. renunciation/relinquishment 

 

The distinction between “ascribed” and “achieved status” has been longstanding in the 

sociological literature: an ascribed status has been understood to be a social position inherited 

biologically or at birth. In contrast, an achieved status has been recognized as an acquired social 

position, obtained through performance or merit (Calhoun 2002: 3/23; Foladare 1969: 53; 

Parsons 1940: 849). Although the binary of ascribed/achieved (involuntary/voluntary) status has 

proven to be a durable analytical tool in the field of sociology, its application to the subfield of 

citizenship studies is relatively recent. Peter H. Schuck and Rogers M. Smith (1985) were the 

first to illustrate how the status of citizenship can be “ascriptive” or “consensual” (achieved)—

that is, how access to a political community may be determined by the “objective circumstance” 

of “birth” on the one hand, and “free individual choices” on the other (4). This distinction has 

also been maintained in later works (Shachar 2009: 123-124). The dichotomy between voluntary 

and involuntary as an analytical tool for discussing the status of citizenship was first brought to 

my attention through the insightful work of Ben Herzog (2010/2011/2012).¹ However, my own 

work differs from Herzog in that while he focuses more on issues of revocation, I have taken 

renunciation as the central frame of study. Herzog (2012) has suggested that voluntary and 

involuntary distinctions depend on whether the individual or the state holds the capacity to 

exercise an ‘unmaking’ of status; whether it be expatriation as a “privately initiated” or “state-

initiated” action (794). He (like Shachar, Schuck and Smith) also draws a distinction between 

voluntary naturalization and involuntary birthright citizenship (2011: 88/2012).  
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A synthesis of the literature indicates that the acquisition and loss of citizenship have 

been assumed to result through either the individual (i.e., naturalization and renunciation) or the 

state (i.e., birthright and revocation). The United States has historically determined the outcome 

of its nationals’ citizenship status on the basis of whether or not they had intended to renounce 

their U.S. citizenship when voluntarily engaging in an expatriating act. This is a point well 

summarized by T. Alexander Aleinikoff and Douglas Klusmeyer (2001):   

The distinction between ‘voluntary’ and ‘involuntary’ has traditionally been a common 

criterion by which states determine whether an individual will be required to renounce his or 

her nationality before acquiring a new one and whether the acquisition of a new nationality 

will be treated as an act of expatriation. (156)  

Is it possible to determine the presence of mens rea, or the intention behind an individual’s 

decision to renounce citizenship? ² Herzog has noted the instability of these categorizations, 

particularly in regards to citizenship renunciation. He asserts that there is a need to question “the 

perception of the voluntary renunciation of citizenship as an unrestrained or free social action” 

(2011: 84-85). This is precisely what this thesis chapter intends to do, and in doing so, it is 

important to recognize that a context-sensitive “dance” (Abrams 1982: 233) takes place between 

agency and structure, whereby the two continually co-constitute one another (Emirbayer and 

Mische 1998: 1004-1005).  

In the previous chapter, I followed the work of Nancy L. Green (2009) to articulate that 

expatriation is spatially and temporally contextual. Renunciation has not always been regarded as 

a free choice of the individual. As was discussed, Americans fought for their independence under 

a belief that allegiance should be a voluntary choice of the individual, and that it was not to be 

determined by the British Crown (i.e., the state). However, American history reveals 

contradictions between political ideologies and legal practices, as the loyalty and allegiance of 

dual nationals has long been questioned (Spiro 2010: 114-115). Furthermore, nationality laws 
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have historically been designed to denationalize Americans who voluntarily chose to participate 

in another political community. The case of Afroyim v. Rusk (1967) set a legal precedence, in 

that for the first time the Supreme Court determined that the state did not have the authority to 

strip an American involuntarily of his citizenship without the individual’s consent.  

The insights of Cynthia Weber (2008) also inform us of the malleability of U.S. 

citizenship through “time and place” and that its “design principles… change as state/society 

relations change” (131). This chapter will investigate the design of citizenship and issues of 

consenting to citizenship. This will be carried out by laying the theoretical groundwork upon 

which future chapters will build. But before providing an explanation of the theoretical 

framework, it is perhaps useful to first establish how both loss and acquisition of citizenship fits 

within frames of ‘voluntary’ and ‘involuntary’ decision-making.  

 

2.1 Citizenship Loss: Revocation, Renunciation, and Relinquishment    

Through an extensive review of various national policies, Ben Herzog has succinctly 

identified citizenship loss as either a matter of ‘voluntary’ renunciation, on the part of an 

individual, or ‘involuntary’ revocation, on the part of the state; although he acknowledges that 

this is a messy and complex distinction (Herzog 2012: 794). This chapter will explore the 

distinction and include an explanation of relinquishment—a term which should be understood 

within a U.S. legal context. Additionally, the chapter will consider how both the state and the 

individual design and redesign meanings of citizenship loss and acquisition. As Peter Nyers 

(2006) has indicated, this is accomplished through a juxtaposition of the design of citizenship 

against its not so unintended ‘accidents’ (23). Although Nyers in later works (2010) 

acknowledges the role that citizens play in design, as “key figure[s] in any design or redesign of 

the rules of membership” (47), he, nonetheless, has placed greater emphasis on the state’s 
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capacity to design ‘accidents’ (2006). It will now be considered how agency is understood to be 

exercised by the two parties in regards to citizenship loss.       

The state’s ability to revoke citizenship has been clearly outlined in both Canadian and 

U.S. nationality laws. According to section 10 of Canada’s Citizenship Act the nation reserves 

the right to revoke the Canadian citizenship “if the person obtains, retains, renounces, or resumes 

citizenship by” “false representation,” “fraud” or by “knowingly concealing material 

circumstances” (Government of Canada 2014b). Under the United States Immigration and 

Nationality Act, only naturalized citizens can have their citizenship revoked; this is referred to 

within the act as “revocation of naturalization,” but has also been called “denaturalization” 

(USCIS 2014a). Similar to Canada, the United States will revoke citizenship if the citizenship 

was obtained through a “misrepresentation or concealment [of] fact” (USCIS 2014b). 

International law, specifically the Convention on the Reduction of Statelessness permits nation-

states to revoke citizenship when it has been obtained in such a manner (Government of Canada 

2014c; Herzog 2012: 800; UN General Assembly 1961). Both Canada and the United States 

adhere to international regulations. However, the United States has some additional grounds for 

revocation of naturalization, which include an affiliation with a particular group or organization 

within the five years of naturalization; specifically, any communist, totalitarian, or terrorist 

group. The U.S. citizenship of an individual who naturalized through “honorable service in the 

U.S. armed forces” can also be revoked, provided she/he has served for less than five years and 

was released from service under conditions that were “other than honorable” (USCIS 2014b). In 

the pages to follow, I will be elaborating on how the legal landscape of revocation is shifting in 

Canada; particularly, with the recent changes made to Canadian Bill C-24.  
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As demonstrated, nation-states attempt to adhere to international norms and regulations, 

such as the Convention on the Reduction of Statelessness. The government of Canada states that 

it will not revoke citizenship in cases where it would leave former citizens stateless (Government 

of Canada 2014c). Nonetheless, cases exist whereby citizenship has been revoked despite the 

consequence of rendering a citizen stateless. The Canadian government has recently revoked the 

citizenship of Deepan Budlakoti. Deepan’s parents moved to Canada in 1985 where they were 

employed by an Indian diplomat; however, as corroborated in affidavits from the former Indian 

High Commissioner and a subsequent employer, both parents left this position of employment 

before Deepan was born (Justice for Deepan, N.d.). Born in Ottawa on October 17, 1989, 

Deepan is entitled to jus soli citizenship under Canadian law, but his birthright has been 

contested by the Canadian government. In 2009, Deepan was convicted in Canada of breaking 

and entering. The following year the Canadian government revoked his Canadian citizenship, 

rendering Deepan stateless; moreover, India does not recognize Deepan as a citizen. Canadian 

Government officials claim that Deepan was not entitled to Canadian citizenship for the reason 

that his parents were employed by a foreign diplomat when he was born in Canada. Under 

Canadian nationality law there is an exception to jus soli birthright, whereby “children born in 

Canada of foreign representatives […] do not acquire citizenship by virtue of their birth” 

(Foreign Affairs, Trade and Development Canada, 2015). The case of Deepan Budlakoti 

demonstrates an instance in which the Canadian government has rendered a citizen stateless 

despite the nation’s adoption of international laws that aim to prevent statelessness. Preventing 

statelessness is not only a priority in cases of revocation, but international laws also require that 

nation-states do not permit renunciation of citizenship, again, where it would render the 

individual stateless.  
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Article 7 in the 1961 Convention on the Reduction of Statelessness stipulates that its 

signatory states will not grant the renunciation of a national unless the individual holds, or will 

hold, citizenship in another country (UN General Assembly 1961: 178). It is interesting to note 

that the convention has been adopted into Canada’s eligibility requirements for renunciation 

(Government of Canada 2014b). This is reflected in Canadian Nationality law. The current 

possession of, or proof of the future possession of citizenship to a foreign country are 

requirements under Canadian law, which must be satisfied prior to renunciation (Government of 

Canada 2014c). The United States, on the other hand, has not signed on to the convention and the 

same requirement does not exist under U.S. nationality laws (United Nations Treaty Collection 

2014). That noted, an individual cannot (in most cases) formally renounce citizenship while 

physically present in the United States (U.S. Department of State N.d.[c]).  

State regulation of renunciation becomes somewhat confusing when examining 

additional international protocols. The 1948 Universal Declaration of Human Rights (UDHR) 

identifies the act of expatriation as a human right. Articles 13(2) and 15(2) respectively state, 

“[e]veryone has the right to leave any country, including his own, and to return to his country” 

and “[n]o one shall be arbitrarily deprived of his nationality nor denied the right to change his 

nationality” (quoted in Aleinikoff and Klusmeyer 2001: 157; also, Herzog 2012: 796; also, 

Whelan 1981: 636). Frederick G. Whelan (1981) has argued that it is these two articles “in 

conjunction… that amounts to a right of expatriation” (638). However, Craig Forcese has 

highlighted the limitations of international law regarding the issue of renunciation, as nation-

states have demonstrated their authority to set the conditions of renunciation and to determine 

whether the act is to be recognized (2006: 382). Forcese’s analysis is perhaps a more accurate 
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depiction of renunciation, as this act has been enabled and constrained in various ways, and in 

various times and places (Green 2005).   

There are some current barriers to citizenship renunciation in the United States, which 

would indicate that this act is not simply a ‘free’ decision. The cost of applying for 

renunciation of Canadian citizenship is $100, and it is a much more costly process to renounce 

U.S. citizenship (Government of Canada 2014d). In 2010, the United States set a $450 

renunciation fee, which has recently (as of 2014) quadrupled to $2,350. This dramatic increase 

has been justified by the U.S. government as a processing fee (McKenna 2014a). Expatriation 

is a right central to the formation of the United States, and it has been argued that current exit 

taxes contradict and infringe upon this fundamental right (Worster 2010). Consistent with this 

point, I would argue that the increasing financial costs of renunciation are transforming the 

right of expatriation into something more resemblant of a service or privilege. It is worth 

noting that, within the U.S. legal context, renunciation is one avenue through which citizenship 

can actually be relinquished. In reading online news articles and speaking with the participants 

of this study, I learned that—with the exception of the act of renunciation—there is no fee to 

relinquish U.S. citizenship (Montreal Gazette 2014). 

 Section 349(a), of the United States’ Immigration and Nationality Act outlines seven 

expatriating acts, that when performed “voluntarily and with the intention to relinquish U.S. 

nationality [emphasis maintained]” (U.S. Department of State N.d.[b]) will result in the loss of 

U.S. citizenship. These expatriating acts include the following: “obtaining naturalization in a 

foreign state upon one’s own application after the age of 18”; “taking an oath, affirmation or 

other formal declaration of allegiance to a foreign state or its political subdivisions after the 

age of 18”; “entering or serving in the armed forces of a foreign state engaged in hostilities 
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against the United States or serving as a commissioned or non-commissioned officer in the 

armed forces of a foreign state”; “accepting employment with a foreign government after the 

age of 18 if (a) one has a nationality of that foreign state or (b) an oath or declaration of 

allegiance is required in accepting the position”; “formally renouncing U.S. nationality before 

a U.S. diplomatic or consular officer outside the United States”; “formally renouncing U.S. 

nationality within the United States (The Department of Homeland Security is responsible for 

implementing this section of the law)”; “conviction for an act of treason against the 

Government of the United States or for attempting to force to overthrow the Government of 

the United States” (ibid.). Unlike Canada, the United States has several avenues in and through 

which an individual may voluntarily give up her/his U.S. citizenship; this is referred to in a 

U.S. legal context as relinquishing nationality. The formal act of renunciation at a U.S. 

consulate is one means through which U.S. citizenship may be relinquished. The only avenue 

in and through which Canadian citizenship may be voluntarily given up is renunciation.    

The Immigration and Nationality Act stipulates that the voluntariness in an expatriating 

act may be “rebutted” by the state in cases where evidence demonstrates otherwise (7 FAM 

1210 2014: 3). It has been argued that under U.S. law, renunciation is “the most clear” act of 

relinquishment, and the other expatriating acts are more ambiguous (Worster 2010: 925). The 

U.S. Department of State notes that the standard of evidence that presumes a person intended 

to retain citizenship is “not applicable” when an individual renounces their citizenship at a 

U.S. consulate (N.d.[b]). This point is also clarified elsewhere, that “[i]t is much more difficult 

to establish a lack of intent or duress for renunciation of U.S. citizenship” (7 FAM 1210 2014: 

3). Under the current standard of evidence an individual will retain their U.S. citizenship, 

despite having performed an expatriating act, if she/he does not demonstrate that the 
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expatriating act was performed voluntarily and with the intention to relinquish U.S. citizenship 

(U.S. Department of State N.d.[b]; Worster 2010: 926). According to the DOS, when an 

individual performs an expatriating act with an intention of losing her/his U.S. citizenship 

she/he must inform a consular official, in writing, of her/his decision to relinquish U.S. 

nationality. After the individual completes a questionnaire “to ascertain his or her intent 

toward U.S. nationality” and signs a voluntary relinquishment statement, the relinquishing act 

will then be given “consideration” by the DOS, “and, if appropriate, [be given] approval” 

(U.S. Department of State N.d.[b]). If the DOS approves, the individual will be sent a 

Certificate of Loss of Nationality (CLN) (Worster 2010: 927). Therefore, while there is no fee 

to relinquish U.S. citizenship by way of expatriating acts, other than renunciation, the state 

may deny the individual’s request to relinquish her/his U.S. citizenship. Richard’s narrative, in 

chapter four, will highlight how one’s intent to relinquish U.S. citizenship through the 

performance of an expatriating act can be questioned and denied by the state on the basis of 

voluntariness and one’s intent. It can be deduced that in order for the state to recognize an 

expatriating act the individual relinquishing U.S. citizenship must inform a U.S. consular 

official.  

Dependent on the date of expatriation, there have been tax consequences for those who 

had not informed U.S. consulate officials that they had expatriated themselves. With the 

introduction of the 2004 American Jobs Creation Act (AJCA), individuals would be subject to 

an exit tax if their annual average income tax over a period of five years back from the date of 

expatriation passed a particular threshold (i.e., $124,000 in 2004, $127,000 in 2005, $131,000 

in 2006, $136,000 in 2007, and $139,000 in 2008), or if they had a net worth of $2,000,000 on 

that same date. Between June 3, 2004 and June 17, 2008, expatriates would “continue to be 
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treated as U.S. citizens […] for U.S. tax purposes” (Internal Revenue Service 2015b) until they 

informed the IRS and the Secretary of the DOS of their expatriation, regardless of their 

average income tax the five years prior, or their net worth on the date of expatriation (Internal 

Revenue Service 2015b; Worster 2010: 937-938). Changes to the rules of exit taxes took place 

on June 17, 2008. Under the Heroes Earnings Assistance and Relief Tax Act (HEART), those 

who expatriate on or after this date (i.e., June 17, 2008), may be subject to an exit tax if 

regarded as “covered expatriates” (Internal Revenue Service 2015b; Worster 2010: 938-939). I 

elaborate on the term covered expatriates in chapter three. 

In summation, both Canada and the United States recognize renunciation as an act of 

‘unmaking’ citizenship. This act is regarded as a form of citizenship loss, voluntarily initiated 

by the individual. Unlike Canada, in the United States renunciation is one of several ways to 

relinquish U.S. citizenship. A citizen of the United States may relinquish her/his citizenship if 

any one of several expatriating acts is performed voluntarily and with the intention of losing 

U.S. citizenship. In order for the relinquishing act to be recognized by the United States, the 

individual must inform a U.S. consulate official of their intent to relinquish, as the DOS 

employs a standard presuming the individual intended to retain U.S. citizenship when the 

expatriating act was performed. There is no fee to relinquish U.S. citizenship—with the 

exception of renunciation. With that said, renunciation is ‘the most clear’ form of 

relinquishment. The state may question the degree of voluntariness and intent in other forms of 

relinquishment, and the DOS will issue a Certificate of Loss of Nationality when an act of 

relinquishment has been approved. 
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2.2 Citizenship Obtainment: Birthright, and Naturalization 

The design of citizenship mediates a relationship between individual and state (Weber 

2008). Liberal political values of the Western world designate citizenship to be a contract 

between the individual and the state, where the individual freely consents to a relationship with 

the state, and the state the individual (Herzog 2010: 90/2012: 794). But scholars have highlighted 

contradictions between Western states’ political logic and practices of citizenship distribution 

(Schuck and Smith 1985: 2-3; Shachar 2009: 124). The literature has noted that most citizens do 

not consent to a contract with the state upon receiving their citizenship at birth (Bhabha 2004: 

98; Ngai 2007: 2526; Shachar 2009: 124-125). Instead, citizens obtain their citizenship, and enter 

into this contract, through happenstance. The majority of individuals obtain their citizenship 

through the “state-sponsored apparatus” of birthright citizenship (Shachar 2009: 2). As has 

already been outlined, each nation may independently determine its citizenship criteria, and both 

Canada and the United States have chosen to confer citizenship through naturalization, in 

addition to jus soli and jus sanguinis birthright. 

The involuntary conferral of citizenship has not only been practiced and recognized on a 

national scale, but also at the international. Craig Forcese (2006) has pointed to Article 6 of the 

Convention on Certain Questions Relating to the Conflict of Nationality Laws, or what he refers 

to as the “1930 Hague Convention,” to demonstrate how international organizations 

acknowledge that more than one nationality can be “acquired without any voluntary act” on the 

part of an individual (Forcese 2006: 383; League of Nations 1930). In other words, in addition to 

a single nationality, the acquisition of a dual/multiple citizenship status may be entirely 

involuntary. Dual citizenship status results involuntarily through birthright when a child receives 

both jus soli citizenship to a first nation, by being born in its territory, and jus sanguinis 
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citizenship of a second nation through the bloodline of their parent(s); provided the second 

nation continues to recognize the child’s parent(s) as citizen(s) (Dahlin and Hironaka, 56, 2008). 

If birthright is positioned as the involuntary acquisition of citizenship, naturalization is 

said to be its voluntary counterpart (Herzog 2012: 794). Since the individual does not provide 

consent to the state upon the conferral of birthright, scholars have argued “naturalized citizens 

and only naturalized citizens give explicit consent to citizenship and its obligations” (Ngai 2007: 

2526). As scholars have noted, it is puzzling that involuntary ‘natural-born’ citizens are not 

required to prove their allegiance in the same manner as voluntary naturalized citizens (e.g., by 

taking an oath of allegiance, or in passing a points test); considering the latter has risked more in 

the pursuit of this status (Shachar 2009: 126). It has also been argued that they are under greater 

risk of having their citizenship ‘unmade’ or revoked, and this is compounded for dual citizens 

(Herzog 2010; Shachar 2009: 126).  

Scholars have argued that despite a liberal political discourse which positions dual 

citizenship as a privileged status up and above membership to a single nation state (as one’s 

access to rights is believed to multiply), this status may actually be more precarious, as a result 

of the greater risk of having citizenship status revoked (Macklin 2007; Stasiulis and Ross 2006). 

States become better equipped to politically legitimize or justify state initiated revocation in 

cases where the individual would lose the membership to only one nation, and in effect, not be 

left stateless (Macklin 2007: 61). Dual citizenship is becoming a more precarious status in 

Canada, particularly with revisions made to Bill C-24 on May 29, 2015 (Government of Canada 

2015). Dual citizens are now increasingly vulnerable to having their Canadian citizenship 

revoked (ibid.). Their Canadian citizenship can now be revoked for serving in a foreign military 

in conflict with Canada, and/or if convicted of “terrorism, high treason, and/or treason or 
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espionage offences” (Government of Canada 2015b). Individuals born in Canada, “who do not 

have another nationality (and are not eligible to apply for another nationality)” will not be 

affected by these changes (BCCLA 2015).      

As mentioned earlier, revocation is built into the United States’ legislation in a manner 

where only naturalized citizens may have their status involuntarily terminated, in cases where 

their eligibility has been made questionable (e.g., on the basis of residency requirements, 

misrepresentation of facts, or particular affiliations) (Herzog 2012: 800; USCIS 2014a). 

However, scholars have noted how in both Canada and the United States birthright has also been 

made questionable by the state (e.g., on the basis of its accidental character), and is under 

increasing scrutiny (Bhabha 2004: 97-99; Ngai 2007: 2523; Nyers 2006/2010). 

 

2.3 Being Designed out of Citizenship: Theoretical Framework 

The theoretical framework of the thesis engages with the notion of citizenship design 

established by the likes of Peter Nyers (2006) and Cynthia Weber (2008) who argue that 

citizenship is a technology with a particular design, and one which is continually redesigned 

(Nyers 2006: 23; Weber 2008: 131). As I discuss in chapters four and five, this last point leaves 

room for a remaking of citizenship. Why should design be the lens through which to discuss 

citizenship renunciation? In Weber’s words, “[d]esign also has much to tell us about the making 

and unmaking of citizens and citizenships in relation to states and societies” and through such a 

lens “we get indications of how some populations are designed into and designed out of 

citizenship” (2010: 11). I borrow the terms “making” and “unmaking” citizenship, not only from 

Cynthia Weber, but also from Peter Nyers (2006: 23). In doing so, I examine how not only the 

state, but also individuals ‘design themselves out’ of citizenship, and unmake their status through 

renunciation/relinquishment. Herzog has stressed that scholars should critically examine “the 
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meaning of the tie between the individual and the state” (2012: 793), although it is important to 

remember that the individual’s decision to renounce is situated within a nexus of political 

ideologies and nationality laws. Nations have differing logics in regards to renunciation; 

therefore, it may be more beneficial to expand Herzog’s lens to encompass an individual/state(s) 

relation.         

The literature on design indicates that the state is not the only designer of citizenship, and 

that citizens and non-citizens alike are also agents of re/design (Weber 2010: 8). The latter (i.e., 

the non-citizen) should be extended to include those who were citizens, but have since renounced 

their citizenship, and are now former citizens. As will be discussed in the fifth chapter of this 

thesis, the former citizen or non-citizen continues to design her/his former American citizenship 

through acts of political resistance and dissidence. Therefore, it becomes possible to suggest that 

the design of one’s citizenship, at times, involves the act of renunciation.  

The theoretical framework draws on Nyers’ notion of the “accidental citizen” first 

proposed in The Accidental Citizen: acts of sovereignty and (un)making citizenship (2006), and 

again later as a means by which to discuss dual citizenship (Nyers, 2010). Nyers incorporates the 

accident into discussions of citizenship design by indicating that, “[t]he invention or production 

of any technology is simultaneously also the production of its accident” (2006: 23). He goes on 

to indicate that the ‘accident’ is “deployed as a discursive means to unmake citizenship” (2006: 

24). What is of importance to Nyers is how the state makes questionable its own apparatus of 

citizenship distribution—which bestows citizenship through involuntary birthright—with the 

intention of casting citizens as ‘accidental’ (ibid.). In other words, the state makes the potential 

“misuse and abuse” (Weber 2010: 10) of its involuntary birthright mechanism suspect. As Nyers 

argues, it is those “exploiting America’s tradition of birthright citizenship” (Nyers 2008: 24) who 
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become discursively cast as the ‘accident’. He asserts that those labelled with this “pejorative 

term” are both the non-citizen parent(s), who gained citizenship status through the birth of their 

child, and the child, who received jus soli citizenship to a nation in which her/his parent(s) were 

not yet loyal, nor ‘good’ citizens (ibid.). For Nyers, the state through “[exceptional] acts of 

sovereignty” constructs the ‘accidental citizen’ and legitimizes the denial of protections to those 

deemed to be this technology’s accident (ibid: 26).  

In later works, Nyers has acknowledged how “the citizen is the key figure in any design 

or redesign of the rules of membership” (Nyers 2010: 47). Therefore, Nyers is aware that 

citizens, even former or non-citizens (Weber 2010: 11), all play a role in shaping this design. 

However, I will argue that Nyers overemphasizes the state’s capacity to make some citizens 

“essential” and others “accidental” (2006: 26), and in doing so, overlooks the role of the citizen 

in these constructions of the ‘accident.’ Nyers has argued that “[t]he accident, perhaps, 

unsurprisingly, usually carries a pejorative connotation: it is something to be avoided, not 

embraced” (ibid: 24). Surprisingly, some dual citizens are currently embracing this label and, 

more generally speaking, ‘unmaking’ their relation with the state. Therefore, I argue that Nyers 

has yet to account for how citizens choose to design their own citizenship status as ‘accidental’, 

and in doing so, voluntarily seek to unmake their status and untie their bundle of obligations to 

the state. In chapter five, I will demonstrate how changing nationality laws and political 

ideologies continually ‘make’ and ‘unmake’ the status of citizens in unique ways.   

In order to make this point, there is another layer to this theory which must be addressed, 

and that is how the state struggles to define dual citizenship—a process whereby the state 

attempts to sort citizens from non-citizens into neat territorial containers (Aleinikoff and 

Klusmeyer 2001: 164). As Aleinikoff and Klusmeyer suggest, “persons with two or more state 
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memberships might be seen as causing headaches for states[…] Either we have a radically 

altered conception of the singularity of the state-citizen relationship, or we have a large number 

of accidents waiting to happen” (164-165). In his work, Nyers has extended the discourse on 

‘accidental citizen’ to the dual citizen. For example, he has spoken to the 2006 War in Lebanon. 

During evacuation efforts, some members of the Canadian government dubbed dual Lebanese-

Canadian nationals ‘accidental citizens’ and ‘citizens of convenience’ as a means of questioning 

their worthiness to Canadian national aid throughout the crisis (2010: 50).  

“Citizenship of convenience” has garnered much attention in the Canadian media (Park 

2014; Nyers 2010). Dual citizens have been discursively cast, in the media, as ‘citizens of 

convenience,’ as individuals who hold thin affective ties to Canada and instead rely on this 

citizenship for instrumental reasons. These individuals live outside of Canada, and have been 

deemed to have greater attachment and loyalty to the nation of their residence, as opposed to 

Canada (Nyers 2006: 25/2010: 53-54). It can then be said that national discourses position 

‘convenient citizenship’ as the alterity to ‘good citizenship’. “[G]ood citizenship” conveys 

citizens who hold affective ties of “loyalty and attachment to nation” (Fortier 2010: 19). As 

Nyers work indicated, when speaking to the case of Lebanese-Canadians, it is the dual citizen 

residing abroad whose loyalty to Canada is called into question. It is perhaps beneficial to now 

briefly distinguish instrumental citizenship from affective citizenship; with ‘citizens of 

convenience’ falling under the former, and ‘good citizens’, the latter (Johnson 2010; Nyers 

2006). 

Aihwa Ong (2006) has defined instrumental or “flexible citizenship” as the “manoeuvres 

of mobile subjects who respond fluidly and opportunistically to dynamic borderless market 

conditions” (501). In this scenario, migrants are deemed to seek access to a political community, 
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and engage in the citizenship practices of said community, on the basis of cost/benefit utility 

(Ong 2006: 501; Waters 2003: 231-232). In contrast, affective citizenship refers to how the 

private world of emotions (e.g., fear, sorrow, love, joy) can be contested, politicized, and 

mobilized in the public sphere to construct citizen identities and shape appropriate citizenship 

practices (Fortier 2010: 19; Johnson 2010: 496). It has been argued that affects are relationally 

produced; in other words, they are the responses of mobile agents to encounters with 

communities of humans and nonhumans (e.g., places, or symbolic representations of nation) 

(Conradson and Mckay 2007: 170; Stasiulis and Amery 2010: 97; Svašek 2010: 867).  

In the chapters to come, I will highlight the inconveniences that accompany being an 

‘American-Canadian’ dual citizen, and this would appear to present a quandary given that this 

population of dual citizen have a robust citizenship on each end of the hyphen. Nonetheless, I 

argue that discourses which emphasize ‘convenience’ overlook the ‘inconveniences’ dual 

citizens experience; particularly in regards to their tax-related obligations. As will be discussed, 

‘accidental Americans’ are described as individuals who were unaware of their U.S. citizenship 

and tax obligations, and are also regarded as individuals with little-to-no ties (e.g., family, 

economic) to the United States. To this point, I have noted how individuals have been claiming 

the label of ‘accidental’ to deny their obligations to the United States. Nevertheless, in the 

following chapters, I will also demonstrate how many ‘American-Canadian’ participants, who 

did not necessarily identify as ‘accidental Americans’, are also ‘distancing’ themselves from 

their U.S. citizenship (on legal and identity levels). This is despite participants having indicated 

affectual ties to the nation (see chapter 4). While many of these participants were aware of their 

U.S. citizenship, some described an uncertainty as to their citizenship status—the result of 

changing nationality laws. The participants also narrated an array of emotive responses to U.S. 
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citizenship-based tax legislation. In highlighting the narratives, I will be calling into question the 

notion that dual citizens, residing abroad, lack thick (positive or negative) affective ties to more 

than one nation, and will demonstrate how the U.S. tax laws are having negative (emotional, 

financial, legal, political) and paradoxical effects on ‘American-Canadian’ dual citizens.  

Nyers (2010), Weber (2010), and Herzog (2012), have all spoken to wrinkles in the 

current liberal citizenship design; that is, the paradoxes that emerge when those with multiple 

citizenship are encompassed under this design. Nyers has demonstrated that citizenship design is 

not a straightforward contractual exchange between state and citizen, but rather serves as a site 

for potential contestation with the capacity to “make” certain citizens and “unmake” others 

(Nyers 2010: 57). Nyers, in his own words, has argued that “[d]ual citizenship therefore becomes 

a site not only where citizenship is multiplied, but also a site where citizenship can be deleted, 

effaced and unmade” (2010: 49). To use an idiomatic expression, dual citizenship becomes an 

attempt to ‘fit a square peg into a round hole’, as this status presents paradoxical challenges for 

the infrastructure of national citizenship in an era of globalization.  

Ben Herzog has specifically explored the paradoxes of citizenship removal by 

questioning understandings of ‘voluntary’ loss of citizenship; that is, involuntary revocation by 

the state as opposed to voluntary renunciation by citizens (Herzog 2012: 794). Despite this, 

Herzog has noted cases in which “those who moved usually did not want to, while those who 

most wanted to leave were not permitted to do so” (ibid: 798). Both Herzog and Nyers have 

highlighted the case of Yaser Esam Hamdi to articulate differing insights. Hamdi was born in 

Louisiana, in 1980. His father was in the United States on a temporary worker permit at the time 

of Hamdi’s birth. When Hamdi was a toddler, he and his parents—both citizens of Saudi 

Arabia—left the United States. In 2001, Hamdi was suspected of aiding Taliban forces and 
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captured by the U.S. military in Afghanistan. He would spend over two years (from January 

2002-October 2004) in detention with a short period of time served at Guantanamo Bay. In 

labelling Hamdi an ‘accidental citizen,’ the United States government was able to strip a 

birthright American of his national rights and protections (e.g., he was not permitted a trial). The 

U.S. government also presented Hamdi with an ultimatum: renounce American citizenship in 

exchange for release from indefinite detention. Herzog asks us to be skeptical of the 

voluntariness in Hamdi’s decision to renounce (Herzog 2011: 78; Nyers 2006: 25/29-30). This is 

the theoretical insight I have found most intriguing across Herzog’s body of work. How 

involuntariness and voluntariness often bleed into one another across various political, legal, and 

one may include economic and affectual contexts. The case of Hamdi reveals the instability of 

agency and status under these various contexts. For Nyers, the case of Hamdi illustrates how the 

‘accidental’ becomes mobilized by the state to rationalize the ‘unmaking’ of citizenship status, 

even for those who might claim a birthright tie to the nation (2006: 25/32). 

In applying these theoretical insights, this thesis recognizes how the tax laws in the 

United States elicit the following array of sociological questions: why are national policies 

intended to prevent the ‘rich’ from renouncing as a means of tax avoidance and yet forcing those 

of ‘ordinary economic circumstances’ to renounce for this very reason? Why are dual citizens 

cast as ‘convenient’ citizens when they are experiencing a great deal of ‘inconvenience’? Would 

individuals have preferred to maintain their U.S. citizenship despite having renounced it (a 

modification on a question posed by Ben Herzog; see Herzog 2012: 794)? Might individuals 

continue to hold affective ties to a nation (e.g., patriotism) after renouncing their citizenship for 

material or economic reasons (i.e., economic precarity) (see Weber 2008: 129)?  
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Before moving on to a discussion of citizen-promoted discourses on ‘accidental 

citizenship’—those about being an ‘accidental American’—I will briefly revisit citizenship 

‘design’ and acts of  ‘making’ and ‘unmaking’ citizens, in order to clarify that, although these 

concepts overlap, they are not synonymous. Weber (2008/2010) and Nyers (2006/2010) regard 

citizenship as an object or technology of design. Citizenship, as an object of design, not only 

mediates the conduct and relations of the state, citizen, and non-citizen, but can, itself, be 

‘redesigned’ through acts of the state, citizen, and non-citizen (Weber 2010). Citizenship has 

substance, it has “packaging” (e.g., rights and obligations), and it has been designed with the 

intention of keeping “safe” both state and citizens (Weber 2008: 130). Both Weber (2010) and 

Nyers (2010) view design as a political process. The state, citizen, non-citizen (and former 

citizen) engage with and contest citizenship in an effort to determine, not only how this design 

should be used, but also who is permitted to use this design—including its ‘package’ of rights 

and obligations. While Nyers has emphasized the state’s role as a designer of citizenship, I, like 

Weber, wish to highlight acts of design initiated by citizens, non-citizens, and former citizens. 

Designs are intended to fulfill particular purposes. “What designers do,” according to 

Weber, “is solve problems by inventing objects or systems that make the world function more 

smoothly” (2008: 127). But, as Weber notes, “[u]nanticipated subject, object, and system 

combinations may exceed design parameters” (2008: 128). As was discussed, liberal citizenship 

designs struggle to encompass the dual citizen. Nyers has argued that, when a design is 

assembled, so too are the unanticipated ‘accidents’ of this design and, in the case of citizenship, 

these ‘accidents’ may be citizen-subjects who do not fit smoothly within the design. Nyers has 

described birthright as “regimes of making — and unmaking — citizenship” (Nyers 2006: 23). 

Important to Nyers’ (2006) work is the notion that, by problematizing the birthright citizenship 
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design, particular categories of citizens can be ‘unmade’ by the state through exceptional acts of 

sovereignty.  

By engaging with its design, individuals can make a claim to, or deny, their position of 

citizenship and obligations as citizen. I have argued that the discourse on ‘accidental Americans’ 

has been taken up by citizens as a means to ‘unmake’ their own U.S. citizenship in more 

exceptional and unconventional ways—by this I mean, as opposed to renouncing/relinquishing 

their citizenship through the formal legal channels of the state. I have shown how acts of 

‘making’ and ‘unmaking’ can be initiated either by the state or citizen. Although, as Herzog’s 

(2012) work illustrates, and as I will continue to demonstrate, the degree of agency behind such 

acts is fuzzier than what might be suggested by these rigid categories of state-initiated birthright 

and revocation, or citizen-initiated naturalization and renunciation/relinquishment.  

 

2.4 Who are ‘Accidental Americans’? 

The term ‘accidental American’ has become increasingly prevalent online and in the 

media.³ After conducting participant interviews, and a review of a number of news articles, 

scholarly literature, and blog posts, I have found ‘accidental Americans’ to be described as 

having “other than their U.S. citizenship […] no other direct family, business or personal ties to 

the United States” (Martin 2012: 47). They are also individuals who were previously, or are 

currently uncertain about, or unaware of their connections to the United States, let alone that they 

hold birthright U.S. citizenship (either jus soli or jus sanguinis). Furthermore, these individuals 

would also be unaware of their citizenship-based tax obligations to the United States. This may 

have been the result of changing nationality laws. For example, they may have been informed 

that they would be losing their U.S. citizenship when becoming a naturalized citizen of another 

country. There are also individuals who never resided in the U.S., or resided outside of the U.S. 
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for most of their lives. For example, they may have been born in the United States, but emigrated 

as a young child. This has been the case for parents whose baby was born while they were 

visiting or temporarily residing in the U.S. (e.g., for work or study). This is also the case for 

‘border babies’, whose parents were living in border towns and crossed the Canada-US border to 

have their baby born in a U.S. hospital. Many ‘American-Canadian’ dual citizens may have also 

been born outside the US but inherited American citizenship through their citizen parents 

(Christians and Cockfield 2014: 36; Isaac Brock Society 2012; Martin 2012; McKenna 2014; 

Montreal Gazette 2014; Wood 2014).  

The discourse on ‘accidental Americans’ has revolved around the changing tax laws in 

the United States, and whether some American citizens residing outside of the United States are 

unaware of their U.S. citizenship and obligations to file taxes. ‘Accidental Americans’ 

unknowingly ‘consent’ to citizenship with the United States, and while some ‘American-

Canadian’ dual citizens are aware of their U.S. citizenship they may be unaware of U.S. 

implemented citizenship-based tax laws. As a result, some ‘American-Canadian’ dual citizens, 

and ‘accidental Americans’ of other countries, have been discovering that they owe thousands of 

dollars’ worth of back taxes to the IRS due to years of non-compliance, and the unique tax laws 

of the United States. The U.S. is only one of two countries, the other being Eritrea, to tax citizens 

residing outside of the country on their foreign income. All U.S. citizens and residents are 

required to file income taxes regardless of residence (Fitz-Morris 2014; Hildebrandt 2014; 

Nightingale and Turchen 2013: 34; Yan 2014). This has led some individuals to claim the label 

of ‘accidental American’ in an effort to challenge their U.S. tax obligations (Erb 2014). Such 

challenges demonstrate how the term ‘accidental’ serves not only (sovereign) states but also 

citizens and non-citizens as a strategy of unmaking and denial. That noted, ‘accidental 
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Americans’ are not the only ones challenging their American citizenship and U.S. tax 

obligations. Such challenges are also being made by ‘American-Canadian’ dual citizens, more 

broadly, who do not necessarily identify as ‘accidental Americans’ (this is discussed in chapter 

four). 

 

Some Concluding Thoughts 

A distinction exists between naturalization and birthright mechanisms of citizenship 

conferral, whereby through the former an individual can be said to have consented to citizenship. 

It has been well noted that those who become naturalized citizens demonstrate ‘explicit consent 

to citizenship,’ as they have proved allegiance by risking much to obtain their citizenship, and 

are at perhaps a greater risk of losing it. However, the distinction between voluntarily obtaining 

and involuntarily obtaining citizenship has become blurry at different times. There have been 

cases where individuals have been required to consent to their birthright citizenship in order to 

be permitted to retain this status. It should not be forgotten that at one time Canadians born 

abroad (jus sanguinis) would be lost under the nation’s old nationality laws if their parents failed 

to register their dependents as citizens, or if said dependents did not declare their intent to retain 

Canadian citizenship upon turning 21 years of age. As was noted in the case of lost Canadians, 

such policies came at a time when dual citizenship was not permissible. This demonstrates how 

the meaning of consent between the individual and the state, or states, is contextual and ever 

changing. Therefore, as Herzog (2011) so well noted, these categorizations must be viewed as 

unstable and dynamic. This is important to keep in mind when discussing Nyers (2006) notion of 

‘accidental citizenship’. Individuals living abroad, and/or with dual citizenship have historically 

had their status questioned by the state, and continue to face insecurity—as evident by the recent 

changes to Bill C-24.  
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Many citizens, who received American citizenship involuntarily and without awareness 

of holding that citizenship, are now denying a relationship with the U.S. state. They are 

withholding their consent to this citizenship and the particular obligations bundled into it (i.e., 

the payment of taxes). In the following chapters, I illuminate how many American citizens are 

having difficulty legally unmaking their relationship with the United States, as there are 

particular barriers in place preventing this act of unmaking. Therefore, they are resisting their 

citizenship through other means: political, economic, and even affective forms of resistance to be 

explored later in the thesis. 
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3. Endnotes 
1. This is not to suggest Herzog was the first or only individual to examine citizenship as a social status 

through this voluntary/involuntary or achieved/ascribed lens. 

2. Mens rea is Latin for ‘the intending mind’, and is used to determine guilt in a court of law.  

3. ‘Accidental Americans’ have also been referred to as “accidentals” (see, Erb 2014). 
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III 

The Foreign Accounts Tax Compliance Act (FATCA), 

 And Tax Obligations for Non-resident U.S. Citizens 

 

Chapter one outlined the belief of American colonists that the British monarchy had 

violated the autonomy of the Thirteen Colonies by imposing taxes in the absence of their consent 

or representation. British taxation laws would eventually spark the American Revolution, as the 

Thirteen Colonies were united in their stance that there should be ‘no taxation without 

representation.’ However, as has been discussed thus far, many dual citizens unknowingly owe 

taxes to the United States, due to the unique tax laws of the country. Academics and experts have 

argued that some of the more recent taxation laws of the United States have begun to violate the 

autonomy of other countries, including its northern neighbour, Canada (Christians and Cockfield 

2014: 45). This chapter will explore the changing tax laws in greater detail, as well as how said 

legislation situates dual citizens in a precarious position.  

The text, A Tax Guide for American Citizens in Canada (2013), by Richard W. Pound 

and Max Reed, has been a useful tool for clarifying some aspects of the U.S. tax system. Due to 

my own academic background in Sociology, as opposed to a legal or financial background, I 

sought further clarification on my findings from two tax lawyers, Max Reed and Steve Katz, at 

SKL Tax; one of the leading cross-border tax advisory firms in Canada (SKL Tax N.d.). Steve 

Katz is the founder of SKL Tax. The interview with Max Reed and Steve Katz has been referred 

to and cited throughout the chapter. This chapter is not intended to provide legal advice, nor does 

it aim to provide an in-depth step-by-step tax filing ‘how to’ for Americans residing in Canada, 

but it will provide a surface level account of such tax-filing requirements. This is done with the 

intention of highlighting the inconveniences of dual citizenship; specifically, those that are tax-
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related. It also aims to draw out how tax-filing obligations have and do shape the practices of 

U.S. citizenship for expats, with particular attention provided to the act of renunciation.      

Attention will be paid to the recent Foreign Account Tax Compliance Act (FATCA). 

FATCA will be explored in conjunction with the Intergovernmental Agreement (IGA) that was 

reached between Canada and the United States. I will discuss how this tax-related policy 

correlates with increasing U.S. renunciations each year (since FATCA’s implementation in 

2010).¹ A new annual record of U.S. renunciations was reached in 2013 (2,999 in total)—only 

two years removed from the previous record in 2011 (1,781 in total) (Wood 2014a). Robert W. 

Wood (2014a), a contributor to Forbes magazine, directs his readers to the Department of the 

Treasury’s Federal Register, which publishes a quarter-annual list of the names of ‘chosen’ 

expatriates. This information is available as far back as 1997. According to the Federal Register 

the published names apply to those “losing their United States citizenship” including “US 

citizens who have renounced their citizenship” as established under section 877(a) and 877A of 

the Internal Revenue Code (IRC) (Federal Register 2015). The figures provided by the Federal 

Register include those who either renounced or relinquished their U.S. citizenship, and 

permanent residents who ended their residency status. The international tax blog has posted a 

generated chart outlining the annual totals of expatriates published on the Federal Register.² This 

chart indicates that the highest total of published expatriates, prior to the 2010 total of 1,534 (the 

year FATCA was introduced) was 762 in 2005 (International tax blog 2014). 

 It has been argued that renunciation rates may actually be even higher than those reported 

by the Treasury Department’s Federal Register (Cain, Paperny and Young 2013). The Federal 

Bureau of Investigation (FBI) also tracks the annual total of renunciations—keeping record of 

their own statistics for gun control purposes in the National Instant Criminal Background Check 
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System (NICS). These statistics only track those who renounced their citizenship, as opposed to 

those who relinquished, more broadly. The figures are maintained for the purposes of preventing 

those who have renounced their U.S. citizenship from purchasing firearms in the United States, 

as outlined under the Brady Handgun Violence Prevention Act of 1993. In their article for 

Global News, Patrick Cain, Anna Mehler Paperny, and Leslie Young (2013) have noted how 

according to the FBI, 4,650 individuals renounced their U.S. citizenship in 2012. The authors 

contrast these figures to the 932 individuals who lost their U.S. citizenship and were published 

on the Federal Register (Cain, Paperny and Young 2013; Isaac Brock Society 2013). Cain’s 

article demonstrates the difficulty in locating accurate estimates of renunciants, and while I 

highlight this article, it should be noted that more scholars and journalists have referred to the 

Federal Register for such figures, and I do the same in this chapter.     

 

3.1 Citizenship-based Taxation v. Residence-based Taxation 

Canada, similar to most other countries in the world, adheres to residence-based taxation. 

The Supreme Court of Canada has ruled residence to mean, “a matter of the degree to which a 

person in mind and fact settles into or maintains or centralizes his ordinary mode of living with 

its accessories in social relations, interests and conveniences at or in the place in question 

[emphasis added]” (Canada Revenue Agency 2014). The residential ties Canada regards as 

“most important” for determining its “factual residents” who have tax obligations to the nation, 

are: the ownership of a dwelling(s) in the nation, if a spouse or common-law partner resides in 

Canada who the individual was living with prior to leaving Canada, and/or if the individual has 

dependents residing in Canada (ibid.). A combination of secondary residential ties may also be 

used to determine factual residency for tax purposes (e.g., a passport, a driver’s license, 

Canadian bank accounts, health coverage etc.). An individual could also be considered a 
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“deemed a resident” of Canada if they have resided in Canada for 183 days (a day is regarded as 

a stay in the nation for any part of the day) or more within the calendar year (ibid.). She/he 

would be required to file income taxes for that year. There are some additional cases whereby an 

individual may be regarded a deemed resident of Canada for tax purposes (e.g., service in the 

Canadian Armed Forces for in whole or part of the year etc.) (ibid.).³ 

Canada and the United States have two different approaches to taxation. The United 

States is unique in that it is one of only two countries, the other being Eritrea, to impose 

citizenship-based taxation, as opposed to residence-based (that said, residency is, nonetheless, 

used in the U.S. as central criteria for determining particular U.S. tax-related obligations) 

(Nightingale and Turchen 2013: 34). Eritrea imposes a 2% “Income Tax on Eritreans Working 

Abroad” (Tecle and Goldring 2013: 195)—also referred to as a “diaspora tax” (Fitzpatrick 2013). 

The tax is an annual 2% flat rate imposed on the income earned by Eritreans living abroad 

(ibid.). The Canadian government came to the defense of Eritrean-Canadians, who were being 

contacted by the Eritrean consulate (in Toronto) to pay this 2% ‘diaspora tax.’ Eritrean-

Canadians, who did not comply, became concerned about the treatment of their family members 

back in Eritrea. The Canadian government took action by expelling the head of the Eritrean 

consulate in Toronto, Semere Ghebremariam O. Micael, in 2013, and then informing the Eritrean 

consulate that if the tax policy was not lifted the Canadian government would take action to close 

the consulate (Fitzpatrick 2013/2014; Tecle and Goldring 2013: 201).     

While the U.S. has made numerous changes to its tax system over the years, a 

citizenship-based taxation system has been in effect in the United States since 1913. On February 

the 3rd, 1913, a federal income tax was legislated, requiring “every citizen of the United States, 

whether residing at home or abroad” to file annually, even where not a single penny had been 
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earned in the United States within that given calendar year (Kirsch 2007: 454; Schneider 2012: 

4). All permanent residents and citizens of the United States must complete a 1040 income tax 

return form. Individuals residing in Canada have until June the 15th, each year, to file (due to a 

two month extension from the standard April 15 deadline) (Pound and Reed 2013; 9-10).  

In order to prevent double taxation, both Canada and the United States have agreed to a 

tax treaty which, in 2015, allows up to $100,800 (US) of earned income to be excluded from 

taxation (the total was $99,200 in 2014, $97,600 in 2013, $95,100 in 2012, and $92,900 in 2011). 

This total of excludable earned income increases every year, and is referred to as Foreign Earned 

Income Exclusion. However, one must meet certain eligibility requirements in order to exclude 

this portion of earned income (Internal Revenue Service 2015c). First, it must be earned income 

(e.g., in the form of salaries, wages, tips etc.). Second, it must be income that is taxed in Canada 

(or outside of the United States more broadly), and finally, individuals must satisfy either the 

bona fide residence test or physical presence test; in other words, one must prove that they reside 

mainly in Canada (for the purposes of this study) (Pound and Reed 2013: 21). In order to meet 

the bona fide residence test, an individual must have resided in a country, other than the United 

States, for an “uninterrupted period” (Pound and Reed 2013: 22) of the full tax year. The bona 

fide residence test appears to be more ambiguous than the physical presence test. To satisfy the 

physical presence test the individual must be residing in a country, other than the United States, 

for a minimum of 330 days over 12 months. For the purposes of this test, a day is considered to 

be the full 24 hours (and not in part) (ibid: 21-22).   

It should be noted that forms of passive income are not included under this earned 

income exclusion, such as that derived from TFSAs, RESPs, RDSPs (these will be discussed in 

greater detail), or mutual funds, or capital gains realized through the sale of capital assets (etc.). 
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An example of the latter would be a principal residence, which could be subject to a capital gains 

tax when the home is sold (Pound and Reed 2013: 61). One participant's experiences illustrates 

this case:  “We had sold our house in Vancouver, and a year or two after we sold the house we 

found out we were U.S. taxpayers, but the proceeds of the house created a tax liability in the 

U.S., to the tune of about sixtyfive thousand dollars” (Interview 2015, 59 year old female 

former realtor, w/ dual Am.-Can. citizenship, 2015). U.S. tax law can classify Canadian mutual 

funds as passive foreign investment companies (PFIC). When Canadian mutual funds are owned 

outside of an RRSP, they are subject to “punitive tax consequences” and require “complicated” 

filing (Reed 2015). Gains realized through the sale of a Canadian mutual fund are taxed at the 

highest marginal tax rate, and the tax owed is then subject to additional interest, which is 

determined on the basis of how long the mutual fund was owned (Reed: 2015; Pound and Reed 

2013; 302-304).    

Many individuals do not earn upwards of $100,000 in a year. Most of the research 

participants (whose stories will be shared in the following chapter) indicated that they would not 

owe the IRS any tax money because of their ability to exclude a large portion of foreign earned 

income. However, a major obstacle has been the complexity of the system. While many 

individuals found that they did not owe the IRS a penny in tax money, they nonetheless, paid 

accountants thousands of dollars in a given calendar year to make sense of their tax filing 

obligations. Reed and Katz provide a range for what individuals may expect to pay across 

various smaller and larger firms, “depending on who you go to, [and] depending on what your 

situation is” the annual cost falls between $200 and $20,000 (Interview May 11, 2015, Katz and 

Reed). Katz and Reed spoke to the complexity of filing U.S. tax returns and have provided an 
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example of a non-complex account: a student, who has income only. They elaborated on this 

when asked the question: 

I: Based on your own experience and knowledge of tax laws, do you believe it is 

feasible for an individual to file their U.S. tax returns without the assistance of a 

professional? And is this really a complex process?  

 
R: It depends on the situation. I think—I wrote a book about this. The purpose of my 

book was to try and tell people how to do it without—you know, hiring an 

accountant. That’s the point. Yeah, I’ve gotten—there’s tons of people who do it on 

their own. So it’s definitely possible. Some people do it wrong and then have to come 

see us. If the IRS sends them a letter saying, you’ve done it wrong. But it’s not easy. 

It’s not easy, but it’s certainly possible [...]  
 
K: It depends on—you know, if you’re a student and you have very limited income. 

Let’s say you get a T4 because you’re, let’s say, working a job to get through school. 

You don’t have a TSFA, you don’t have investment income, you don’t have rent, you 

don’t trade stocks […] you’ve got nothing but salary. That’s it. Yeah, you could do it 

yourself, and we tell people who call us up that they can do it themselves. On the 

other hand, as you build complexity into your—into the financial model, then it’s 

dependent on the aptitude of the individual and the inclination to spend the time and 

effort to try to master it themselves, and there’s lots of examples where they just miss 

little things[…] There are little quirks that we know. (Interview May 11, 2015, Katz 

and Reed)         

 

As Katz and Reed have articulated, while it is possible to file these taxes without the assistance 

of an expert—some of the individuals interviewed for this study have done so—doing so requires 

a large investment of time in order for one to make sense of a complicated tax code; particularly 

in cases where an individual's finances are more diversified. As Wood puts it, “The U.S. tax code 

is the most complex in the world by any measure [...]” (2014b). Wood demonstrates this 

complexity by pointing to the U.S. tax law in 1913, which was 27 pages, and then noted how 

today the Internal Revenue Code and regulations are now over 9,000 pages in length (ibid.)! As 

Katz and Reed noted, experts have knowledge as to the nuances of this code, but depending on 

one’s situation and where one goes for assistance, the costs can be steep. A statement by one 

participant highlights a frustration many individuals share: “all this money just to prove we owe 

nothing” (Interview 2015, 59 year old female former realtor, w/ dual Am.-Can. citizenship). This 
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statement speaks to a situation many face. Americans residing in Canada have paid thousands of 

dollars a year to certain tax experts/firms just to be informed that they had owed nothing to the 

United States, but without the assistance of an expert, many of the participants feared making a 

mistake and facing willful or non-willful penalties, even criminal prosecution. Willfulness is 

distinguished from non-willfulness on the basis of “whether there was a voluntary, intentional 

violation of a known legal duty” (Wood 2014c) and the IRS may investigate an individual’s 

financial activities in order to determine whether a failure to comply with tax regulations was 

willful (ibid.)          

 

3.2 Penalties for Inadequately Filing the FBAR 

If the total of all foreign (non-US) financial accounts held by an individual exceeds 

$10,000 at any point in time during a calendar year, the individual must file a FinCen Report 114 

(once referred to as a TD-F 90-22.1), also known as a Report of Foreign Bank and Financial 

Accounts (FBAR) form. As Pound and Reed (2013) note, the definition on what constitutes a 

financial account is very broad (309).4 These reports on financial accounts are to be filed to the 

Financial Crimes Enforcement Network (FinCen) (Internal Revenue Service 2015d; Pound and 

Reed 2013: 309). The FBAR is a reporting requirement, as opposed to a form for the purposes of 

tax filing. Americans living abroad have been required to report annually their foreign accounts 

on an FBAR form since the 1970’s (Cockfield 2014: 8). Those who are deemed to have 

unintentionally or non-willfully “fail[ed] to properly file a complete and correct FBAR” may 

face a “nonwillful” penalty of up to $10,000 (Internal Revenue Service 2015d). If an individual 

is deemed to have willfully evaded filing the FBAR, they may face willful penalties, which “may 

be the greater of $100,000 or 50 percent of the balance in the account at the time of the violation, 

for each violation” (Internal Revenue Service 2015d; also, Pound and Reed 2013: 311).      
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3.3 ‘Amnesty’ Programs 

I will now discuss the voluntary disclosure programs of the IRS, which have also been 

referred to as “amnesty program[s]” (Mckenna 2014b). As will be demonstrated, newer 

programs have eased the penalties on those “honest” Americans living abroad, who are looking 

to become compliant and wish to enter into these programs (McKenna 2014b). However, 

participant experiences with past programs have been punitive. Therefore, I have placed the 

word ‘amnesty’ in brackets because one participant indicated that they disagree with those who 

use the term amnesty to describe these programs (their experiences will be discussed in greater 

detail in the following chapter).  

On March 23rd, 2009, the IRS introduced an Offshore Voluntary Disclosure Program 

(OVDP) to provide previously non-compliant individuals with an opportunity to enter 

voluntarily into compliance without “the risk of criminal prosecution” (Internal Revenue Service, 

2014a). Under the 2009 OVDP individuals were required to back file income tax returns, from 

2003 to 2008. In this program there was a 20% penalty assessed on the year of the highest 

cumulative balance of all foreign bank accounts. The program ended October 15th, 2009. (ibid.). 

It was announced on February 8th, 2011, that the IRS would be introducing a new voluntary 

program called the Offshore Voluntary Disclosure Initiative (OVDI), which now required non-

compliant individuals to back file income tax returns from 2003 to 2010. The penalty increased 

to 25% under this program, but on June 8th, 2011 it was determined that most Americans living 

abroad would now be subject to a 5% penalty, rather than the 25% penalty. The program ended 

September the 9th, 2011 (Internal Revenue Service 2012; Nightingale and Turchen 2013: 7-9). 

The IRS then reintroduced a modified OVDP in 2012 and 2014; the penalties in the latest OVDP 

range from 27.5% to 50% (Internal Revenue Service 2014b; Nightingale and Turchen 2013: 10). 
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Streamlined Filing Compliance Procedures became available on September 1st, 2012, 

and are distinct from the OVPI and OVPD. Back filing procedures are streamlined, requiring 

individuals to report tax returns for the previous three years and FBARs for the previous six 

years. Those who enter into streamlined procedures must certify that a failure to comply with 

U.S. tax laws was ‘non-wilful’. The IRS has clearly stated that individuals who wilfully evaded 

U.S. taxes are ineligible for the Streamlined procedures, and should enter into the OVDP. Under 

the 2014 streamlined procedures, both non-U.S. residents and U.S. residents can apply where 

previously only non-residents could apply. Also, one’s eligibility is no longer based on a 

compliance risk determination; with low risk accounts owing no penalties. Non-U.S. residents 

will continue to pay no penalties, while US-residents will pay a 5% penalty (Barba 2014; Internal 

Revenue Service, 2014c/2014d; Nightingale and Turchen 2013: 10-11)5. 

 

3.4 The Foreign Account Tax Compliance Act and the Intergovernmental Agreement 

Kevyn Nightingale and David Turchen (2013) have noted that FATCA—legislated in 

2010—was a direct response on the part of the U.S. government to tax evasion scandals. In 2008 

it was revealed that Swiss and Liechtenstein banks, such as the Union Bank of Switzerland AG 

(UBS) and Liechtensteinische Landesbank AG (LLB), had been enabling tax evasion by 

providing thousands of wealthy American clients with undeclared offshore bank accounts, which 

were used to hide taxable income and other assets, worth millions in tax revenue, from the 

Internal Revenue Service (IRS) (Browning 2008; Nightingale and Turchen 2013: 7; Wood 2013). 

Therefore, FATCA is tax legislation designed to prevent tax evasion through the use of 

undisclosed offshore bank accounts. 

Under FATCA, foreign financial institutions (FFI’s) (Harvey 2012: 473), or banks 

outside of the United States, are required to report back to the IRS and indicate whether they 



65 
 

have clients who are U.S. citizens or have clients with connections to the U.S. In such a case, 

these FFI’s would then provide the IRS with the banking and personal information of said 

clients. Through an intergovernmental agreement (IGA) between Canada and the United States, 

Canadian financial institutions are now required to report such information, regarding their U.S. 

clients (who are both U.S. citizens and residents), to the Canada Revenue Agency (CRA) and this 

information may then be shared with the IRS. Experts have noted that noncompliance on the 

part of Canadian financial institutions would have resulted in a 30% withholding tax on 

payments received from U.S. financial institutions. The IGA came into effect in Canada through 

the omnibus Bill C-31, on Canada Day (i.e., July 1 2014), and reporting begins this year (i.e., 

2015). These annual reports are to be made to the CRA by May 2. In effect, FATCA makes it 

more difficult for U.S. citizens to evade taxes through the use of undisclosed offshore accounts 

where more FFI’s comply with the reporting scheme (Christians and Cockfield 2014: 1/45; 

Deraspe and Yong 2014; Harvey 2012: 480-481; Nightingale and Turchen 2013: 8). 

Through the IGA it was determined that certain accounts would remain exempt; in other 

words, the CRA will not report to the IRS some of the following accounts: registered retirement 

savings plans (RRSP), registered disability savings plans (RDSP), registered pension plans 

(RPP), registered retirement income funds (RRIF), pooled registered pension plans (PRPP), 

registered education savings plans (RESP), deferred profit-sharing plans (DPSP), tax-free 

savings accounts (TFSA) (Deraspe and Yong 2014). However, it is important to note that 

although the CRA will not report these accounts to the IRS, individuals are still required under 

U.S. law to disclose them to the IRS. Furthermore, the U.S. does not recognize TFSA, RESP, 

and RDSP accounts in a manner similar to Canada. Unlike Canada, such accounts are not 

excluded from taxation (that is, they are taxable) under U.S. law, and may even be regarded as 
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foreign trusts. Furthermore, there is some confusion among tax experts as to how to proceed with 

reporting these accounts, due to a lack of clarification from the IRS (Pound and Reed 2013: 43). 

When interviewed, many ‘American-Canadian’ dual citizens expressed frustration over the U.S. 

taxation of Canadian services, or felt as though they could not open these Canadian programs for 

the reason that this would add complexity to their U.S. tax returns. One participant stated, “I am 

in my mid-forties. I should be contributing to those[...] I’m too afraid that if I started an RRSP 

the filing paperwork, I think would be a little too difficult for me, and if I make a mistake the 

penalties are usurious” (Interview 2015, 44 year old female professor, w/ dual Am.-Can. 

citizenship).        

 While the stated “targets” of such national policy are “‘rich’ Americans” (Nightingale 

and Turchen 2013: 15), one of the main demographics being required to make the very difficult 

decision to renounce their American citizenship are typically those in “very ordinary economic 

circumstances” (i.e. those who are neither very wealthy nor hiding offshore bank accounts) 

(Geller 2014). The consequences of FATCA have been profound for dual citizens, with 

particular focus placed on ‘American-Canadian’ dual citizens. At first glance, it may seem 

puzzling to suggest that ‘American-Canadian’ dual citizenship could be financially precarious, 

particularly when a First World nation appears on each end of the hyphen.  

It becomes important to question whether access to two First World nations offers some 

individuals, as Ayelet Shachar (2009) suggests, “more diversified bundles or shares in[…] 

membership” in comparison to those with, “merely a single citizenship parcel” (130). Shachar's 

work was drawn upon in chapter two, in order to demonstrate the lack of voluntariness in 

birthright citizenship. What she considers akin to playing “the lottery of birthright” (ibid: 3); 

whereby one’s life prospects (e.g., access to wealth, healthcare, education) are distributed on the 
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basis of chance (ibid: 4). Without examining U.S. tax laws it does seem somewhat puzzling to 

suggest that such a citizenship portfolio could be at all risky, and it is even more puzzling to 

suggest that an increasing number of individuals are renouncing a privileged U.S. citizenship. 

 

3.5 Inconveniences for Americans Living Abroad  

Scholars and media sources have noted a number of issues that have arisen as a result of 

citizenship-based taxation. One issue pertains to income that is not ‘earned’, but nonetheless is 

still required to be reported to the IRS. Other forms of income (e.g., dividend income, capital 

gains, pension income etc.) require additional paperwork beyond the 1040. For example, any 

capital gains or losses that were realized (e.g., through the sale of a home) are to be reported on 

the 8949 form (Pound and Reed 2013: 64). Katz and Reed summarized many of these common 

tax-related issues, when asked: 

I: What are some of the recurring tax issues U.S. person clients face, to your 

knowledge? 

  
R: There’s a couple of issues. So one is—you know, the fees they have to pay to file 

the paperwork. The paperwork is very complicated […] You know most people find 

it a little bit daunting to do it by themselves. So there’s one issue—is the price they 

pay the accountant to actually do the work […] So that’s one issue, and then in terms 

of the standard tax issues—probably the biggest one, in our practice, is, is the U.S. 

tax treatment of Canadian mutual funds […] That’s the most punitive tax exposure. 

Otherwise, the answer is that most people get to zero, unless they have U.S. source 

income.  

K: With two sort of classic examples, exceptions to that rule. One is, and this is all 

based on […] the relative […] level of Canadian tax fees for the U.S. tax on any 

particular item you want to think about. So when I say item I mean things like 

salaries, or dividends, or house sale […] and capital gains are items of income, but in 

Canada, the gain on the sale of a principal residence is not taxed at all. Whereas in 

the US, it’s taxed if the gain exceeds two-hundred and fifty thousand U.S. […] I have 

clients that have been with me for forty years. Some of those people arrived when I 

did in the early 70’s and bought real-estate on the West-side of Vancouver, for 

twenty, thirty, forty-thousand dollars. Now it’s worth two, three, four million, and it’s 

their homes. So that’s not double tax, it’s single tax because there isn’t any Canadian 

tax, but the irony is there’s [sic] no Canadian tax, there’s likely to be U.S. tax […]  
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R: I think the two issues that most U.S. citizens in Canada face, where they have U.S. 

tax exposure, is the sale of their house, and their retirement savings […] [T]here’s 

also another subset of issues is [sic] a more mundane, but also kind of—you know, 

the U.S. doesn’t recognize the tax-free savings accounts, RESPs, or the RDSP, and 

the income that it generates in those accounts is taxed by the U.S. Although, that 

doesn’t always result in taxable U.S. income, but it is taxable in the U.S. (Interview 

May 11, 2015, Katz and Reed).  

These issues have become particularly vocalized within an era of FATCA. Many ‘American-

Canadian’ dual citizens born in the United States, but who share little to no ties with the U.S.— 

having moved to Canada as young children—will now have their banking information shared 

with the IRS and may be required to file extensive back taxes (Wingrove 2014). Some of these 

individuals were unaware that they were required to pay taxes to the United States, some have 

thought that their ties with the U.S. were severed (without going through the formal act of 

renunciation), and others were unaware that they held U.S. citizenship and are now discovering 

this for the first time. 

While the cost of retaining U.S. citizenship has been noted, a second burden for 

‘American-Canadian’ dual citizens is the economic cost of renouncing U.S. citizenship. 

Recently, the cost to renounce U.S. citizenship increased from $450 (a person) to $2,350 

(McKenna 2014). In comparison, Canada’s processing fee to renounce is $100 dollars and the 

application can be mailed to Canada’s Case Processing Centre (Government of Canada 2014e). 

In contrast, the U.S. requires renunciants to visit, in person, a U.S. consulate outside of the 

country. The U.S. does not accept mailed applications. It has been noted by the U.S. Department 

of State that renunciation “does not allow persons to avoid […] possible or escape the repayment 

of financial obligations previously incurred in the United States or incurred as United States 

citizens abroad” (U.S. Department of State N.d.[c]). In addition to the fee, individuals regarded 

as covered expatriates (Nightingale and Turchen 2013) may be subject to an exit-tax 

(Nightingale and Turchen 2013: 16; Wood 2014a). Individuals who are not five years tax 
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compliant prior to renunciation would be regarded as a covered expatriate. Additionally, there 

are two other criteria by which an individual may be considered a covered expatriate upon 

expatriation; that is, if their net worth is greater than $2,000,000, or if they have been assessed, 

on average, an income tax of $150,000 over the previous five years (ibid.). 

Another recurring inconvenience—which at this point in time has not proven to be a 

barrier—pertains to cross-border mobility. In 1996, the Illegal Immigration Reform and 

Immigration Responsibility Act (IIRIRA) was passed. This policy introduced a provision to the 

United States’ Immigration and Nationality Act of 1952, a provision commonly referred to as the 

Reed Amendment (Kirsch 2004: 890-891) Essentially the amendment renders “inadmissible” 

those deemed to have renounced their American citizenship for tax avoidance purposes (ibid: 

891). On a legal level the Reed Amendment poses restrictions on the mobility of American 

renunciants into the U.S.; however, practically speaking, the provision has yet to be enforced by 

the Department of Homeland Security (ibid: 900). Furthermore, as was already noted (above) the 

United States does not permit individuals renouncing American citizenship to avoid the 

repayment of tax debt (acquired either as a resident or while living abroad). A renunciation for 

such tax-related purposes may even be rendered “ineffective” by U.S. courts (U.S. Department 

of State N.d.[c]). When asking a participant if the tax laws played a role in her/his decision to 

renounce, the respondent replied, “[w]ell the thing is when you’re going for your exit interview it 

can’t be an issue at all” (Interview 2015, 57 year old female company owner, renounced Am. 

citizenship). Therefore, one could conclude that there is somewhat of a disconnect between the 

Reed Amendment and U.S. procedures which already place a limit on renunciation for tax 

avoidance purposes.  
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Katz and Reed have noted that they provide more “conservative advice about 

renunciation”—in comparison to other firms—in order for their clients to continue to have 

access to the United States in the future. They voiced a concern over the Reed amendment, “[w]e 

do know it is law. The Reed amendment is law. It’s a law that’s not currently applied, but it’s 

law, and they could start applying it” (Interview May 11, 2015, Katz and Reed). Reed noted that 

fifty to seventy percent of his clients had thought about renouncing at some point. Katz provided 

a much lower figure, at approximately thirty percent, and noted that it is only about one percent 

of clients that actually do renounce their U.S. citizenship (Interview May 11, 2015, Katz and 

Reed). Some of the participants in the study feared they would lose access to the United States, 

or could be hassled at the border, if they renounced their U.S. citizenship. None of the 

participants I spoke with, who had renounced U.S. citizenship (n = 6), had been denied access to 

the United States. Nonetheless, some were fearful of being denied entry. 

Some scholars have documented inconveniences that ‘American-Canadian’ dual citizens 

face when traveling to the United States. When ‘American-Canadian’ dual citizens attempt to 

enter the United States with a Canadian passport, they are often “hassled” by border agents, who 

“told [dual citizens] that without a [U.S.] passport, they will be denied entry” (Nightingale and 

Turchen 2013: 11). Many of the participants in the study—who had an American place of birth 

listed on their Canadian citizenship—reported at least one incident of being questioned or 

‘harassed’ at the border; either because they identified as ‘dual’ when asked what their 

citizenship status was, or because they had presented a Canadian rather than U.S. passport. When 

interviewing participants I learned that it is law for U.S. persons to be traveling on a U.S. 

passport—which I later verified (Volpp 2007: 2581, see footnote 17). The participants revealed 

their experiences with U.S. border guards: some were told that they were not to identify as a 
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“dual” and instead must “declare the citizenship of the passport [which they were] traveling on” 

(Interview, 26 year old female student, w/ dual Am.-Can. citizenship). Others recalled being 

questioned as to why they were not travelling on a U.S. passport if born in the U.S., and some 

individuals explained that they or their friends were told that they may not be allowed to enter 

the U.S. in the future without a U.S. passport.      

 

Some Concluding Thoughts 

 This chapter has demonstrated that despite holding two robust citizenships, ‘American-

Canadian’ dual citizens face a number of inconveniences as a result of their status, which 

include: complex and costly U.S. tax returns, not being able to hold Canadian government 

financial accounts (e.g., RESPs, RDSPs, and TFSAs) as a result of these Canadian programs 

being taxable by the U.S. and being complex to file. Individuals also noted feelings of being 

treated as a criminal; particularly, in regards to the FATCA reporting scheme, and being required 

to file FBARs to the U.S. Financial Crimes Enforcement Network. There are also inconveniences 

of mobility. ‘American-Canadians’ travelling to the U.S. may be questioned or hassled at the 

border. Those who wish to expatriate may be subject to an ‘exit-tax,’ and will be required to pay 

$2,350 if renouncing U.S. citizenship. Furthermore, the option to maintain ‘American-Canadian’ 

dual citizenship is costly. As was discussed, regardless of whether ‘American-Canadian’ dual 

citizens have a zero balance on their U.S. tax returns, assistance from tax experts is potentially 

expensive; depending on the firm one goes to and complexity of the filing. On the other hand, 

choosing to file taxes without the assistance of a tax expert is time-consuming. Additionally, 

mistakes may result in punitive penalties.  
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4. Endnotes 

1. FATCA was made part of the U.S. Internal Revenue Code (IRC) through the passing of the Hiring 

Incentives to Restore Employment (HIRE) Act (see, Cockfield 2014: 8). 

2. See Illustrations, Image 3.1, for generated chart.  

3. The full list of secondary residential ties and other conditions for determining Canadian residence can be 

found here: http://www.cra-arc.gc.ca/tx/tchncl/ncmtx/fls/s5/f1/s5-f1-c1-eng.html#N101D9 

4. FinCen regards the following as a financial account, but the list is not limited to: securities, brokerage, 

checking, savings, a deposit, insurance etc. FinCen provides a definition of ‘financial accounts’: 

http://www.fincen.gov/forms/files/FBAR%20Line%20Item%20Filing%20Instructions.pdf 

5. For how low and high risk compliance determinations were made, see Nightingale and Turchen 2013 
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IV 

‘I’m a Minnow’: narratives of inconvenience 

 

 

This chapter is one of two in the thesis inviting an analysis of my empirical findings. 

Here I will argue that while dual citizenship has its conveniences, it nonetheless is a status not 

devoid of inconveniences. As was demonstrated in chapter three, Americans abroad are subject 

to a number of tax-related and mobility related burdens. The chapter will also suggest that it is 

possible for dual citizens to hold affective attachments to more than one nation state. This 

position challenges political discourses, which position dual citizenship as a status with one 

affective citizenship and a second for ‘convenience.’ By engaging with the stories of twenty-

three current and former ‘American-Canadian’ dual citizens, it will be possible to explore how 

participants are ‘making’ and ‘unmaking’ their U.S. citizenship, and the degree to which such 

acts are instrumentally and/or affectively informed. Through this kind of investigation, it 

becomes possible to consider whether choices to renounce or retain U.S. citizenship can be 

understood within frameworks of ‘instrumental citizenship’/ “flexible citizenship” (Ong 2006; 

Waters 2003) and/or ‘emotional citizenship’/“affective citizenship” (Fortier 2010; Stasiulis and 

Amery 2010). The twenty-three stories have been analyzed using a narrative analysis approach; 

more specifically, using the listening guide technique proposed by Andrea Doucet and Natasha 

S. Mauthner (2008). The narratives have then been organized thematically, in order to discuss 

commonalities and differences among participant stories. Four participant narratives in particular 

will be shared in depth to serve as a reference point by which to discuss further these 

commonalities and differences.  
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4.1 Affective State(s)/Citizen Relations 

A discussion of instrumental and affective citizenship is not a new phenomenon or recent 

lens for sociologists. Ferdinand Tönnies coined the concepts Gemeinschaft und Gesellschaft or 

community and society (respectively) in 1887. In his writing, Tönnies describes the transition in 

Europe away from traditional communities (i.e., Gemeinschaft) towards modern capitalist 

society (i.e., Gesellschaft). He relies on this binary of Gemeinschaft vs. Gesellschaft to highlight 

a shift in how social ties are formed within the two systems of social organization. Where social 

networks in the former were characterized by close friendships or emotional bonds, and one’s 

status was ascribed through kinship and tradition, in the latter, social organization becomes more 

impersonal or contractual, and status becomes the pursuit of rational and calculating actors 

(Nisbet 1967: 75-76; Winter 2011 56-58). Contributions would later be made by Émile 

Durkheim and Max Weber—recognized today as founders of the field of sociology (Nisbet 

1967: 78-79; Winter 2011: 57-58).  

On a theoretical level, Elke Winter (2011) has elaborated on the work of Weber by noting 

how he took Tönnies insights one step further. In a 1913 essay titled Some Categories of 

Interpretive Sociology, Weber first conceptualized Vergemeinschaftung and Vergesellschaftung 

or “communal” and “associative” social ties (Swedberg and Agevall 2005: 43-44; Winter 2011: 

59). For Weber, the former denotes affective ties and the latter rational social ties. Although the 

two concepts maintain a distinction developed by Tönnies, Weber applied these concepts 

differently—acknowledging the fluidity of the two forms of social networks. Weber argued that 

any one individual or group action (including but not limited to that of the nation) could exhibit 

signs of both Vergemeinschaftung and Vergesellschaftung: of both an affective and instrumental 

quality (Winter 2011: 58-60; Turner and Stets 2005: 21). Today, the sociology of emotions 
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echoes Weber’s thoughts from the early 20th century, that rational behaviour is informed by 

emotions; “[p]eople pursue lines of conduct because they bring about positive (emotional) 

outcomes, while avoiding those that lead to negative (emotional) consequences” (Turner and 

Stets 2005: 22). Engin F. Isin (2004) uses the concept of the “neurotic citizen” (2004: 217) as a 

means to argue counter to the notion that citizens engage in only instrumental and rational 

decision-making. Instead, he argues that citizens often make emotionallybased decisions as a 

means of “managing [their] anxieties and insecurities” (Isin 2004: 226). What is of interest here 

is Isin’s point that emotion also extends into ‘rational’ economic decision-making; more 

specifically, into consumption practices (in addition to others spaces) (ibid: 226227). This 

chapter will also follow a Weberian view on affective and instrumental social actions by 

demonstrating how emotional relations flow into all sorts of state and citizen decision making: 

whether they be economic (Conradson and Mckay 2007; Isin 2004), political (Berezin 2002; 

Butler 2004), and/or legal (Nyers 2010).    

One might ask: why emotions? Many scholars have begun to make room for a discussion 

of emotion in individual/state relations by indicating that emotion is not only a micro experience, 

but actually bridges a micro/macro gap. Judith Butler (2004) eloquently articulates the relational 

quality of grief and mourning by noting how the experience of such sentiments is actually a 

matter of one’s social connections and disconnections; as she writes, “[m]any people think that 

grief is privatizing, that it returns us to a solitary situation and is, in that sense, depoliticizing. 

But I think it furnishes a sense of political community” (22). This statement speaks to Butler’s 

discovery of the political quality inherent in grief and mourning. Grief and mourning, for Butler, 

are implicated in “cultural frames” (ibid: 32) that deem some lives grievable and ‘Others’ 

ungrievable (ibid: 33-34). She goes on to argue that when “a life is not grievable, it is not quite a 
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life; it does not qualify as a life and is not worth a note” (ibid: 35). For Butler, emotions, such as 

grief and mourning, become caught up in politics. If a life is not mourned then the suffering and 

vulnerability associated with that life cannot possibly be answered, and the particular narrative of 

that life will be absent from a political community of voices (ibid: 37-38).  

What Butler’s chapter on Violence, Mourning, Politics (2004) reveals, and what other 

scholars continue to demonstrate, is a spatial quality to emotions. This quality has been referred 

to as emotional geographies, cartographies, and communities of feeling (Berezin 2002; Davidson 

and Milligan 2004; Stasiulis and Amery 2010). Butler demonstrated how an encounter with and 

loss of the ‘Other’ is what enables the mourning of lost life. It is, therefore, important to discuss 

the role citizenship plays in regulating space because as Mabel Berezin (2002) states, 

“citizenship law specifies who will [and who will not] participate in the national community of 

feeling [emphasis maintained]” (48). It is our very place in the world (both spatially and 

temporally speaking) which comes to shape our sense of self (including the emotional self), and 

this self-reference can then be imparted back onto our situated community (of feeling) (Davidson 

and Milligan 2004: 524). Through an analysis of original data of transnational experiential 

accounts, this chapter hopes to highlight what meaning U.S. and Canadian citizenships have to 

participants. Since narratives invite us to listen to an individual’s personal experiences in relation 

to her/his community (Gilligan et al. 2006: 253-255), narrative analysis can be an appropriate 

technique to investigate how emotion is experienced both privately and publicly.      

 

4.2 Narrative Analysis: What is it, and Why Analyze Narratives?  

Definitions abound; conceptions of narrative are as diverse as their theorizations and 

analytical techniques (Franzosi 1998: 520; Gubrium and Holstein 1998: 163; Riessman 1993: 17; 
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Smith and Sparkes 2008: 19; Squire et al. 2013: 13). In synthesizing the literature, some scholars 

have attempted to define more broadly both narrative and narrative analysis.  

Brett Smith and Andrew C Sparkes (2008) recognize that a definitive understanding of 

narrative analysis has been muddied by a large volume of literature, which has been produced 

across diverse fields of study. Therefore, the authors more broadly identify narrative analysis as 

an “umbrella term” for “a method that takes the story itself as its object of enquiry” (19). The 

story, as a coherent series of events, has been identified as the defining feature of narrative 

(Franzosi 1998: 520). Coherence is described as a relational product (re)established by the 

narrator, listeners, analysts, and readers. A coherent narrative will follow cultural conventions 

and meanings (Linde 1993: 12-18). In addition to plot, a narrative also employs in varying 

degrees, settings, characters/characterizations, and themes (Brockmeier and Harré 1997: 265; 

Franzosi 1998: 520-523; Gubrium and Holstein 1998: 166; Maines 1993: 21), and these stories 

may be in oral, written, or visual form (or some combination of the three) (Brockmeier and Harré 

1997: 264; Denzin and Lincoln 1998: 42; Landman 2012; 29).  

Describing humans as “story-telling animal[s]” (Flyvbjerg 2001: 137; Smith and Sparkes 

2008a: 17), researchers note the central role narrative plays in many social practices. Narratives 

not only rely on “cultural resources” (Gubrium and Holstein 1998: 166) as integral components 

to the form in which their telling takes, but in turn, also (re)constitute this very culture through 

the meanings they comes to produce. This is accomplished through both narrative and counter-

narrative (Atkinson and Delamont 2006: 168; Frank 2002: 111; Fraser 2004: 180; Maines 1993: 

20; Smith and Sparkes 2008: 18-19). From the 1960’s onwards—in what is referred to as the 

“narrative turn” (Maines 1993: 17)—an increasing number of researchers throughout the social 
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sciences have been turning to the post-positivist methodology of narrative analysis (Brockmeier 

and Harré 1997: 263; Riessman and Quinney 2005: 392). 

As a post-positivist epistemological approach, scholars have been questioning what 

narrative analysis can reveal about the social stage and its actors. Some of these scholars have 

argued that it is an “objective fallacy [italics maintained]” to presume that there is an authentic 

‘story waiting to be told’, and that such a story could exist a priori to the narrative process 

(Brockmeier and Harré 1997: 273). Narration is understood to be a relational action or practice. 

Stories unfold in such relational contexts, and may unfold differently in different relational 

contexts; in other words, they are always open to revision and contestation (Gubrium and 

Holstein 1998: 166/179). Scholars caution against presuming that any one narrative (or voice) 

conveys an ontological subject or reality (Atkinson and Delamont 2006). Some have instead 

come to the conclusion that regardless of whether an authentic subject exists “outside [of the] 

narrative”, the researcher can only have access to the “narrated subject” (Doucet and Mauthner 

2008: 404). Taking a dialogical approach to narrative, Arthur W. Frank notes that, “authenticity 

is interpersonal” (2002: 115). Narrative is co-constituted by the narrator, the listener(s), the 

analyst(s), and the reader(s) (Riessman 1993: 15). This runs counter to positivism, which 

presumes that the researcher can have uninhibited access to objectivity—if properly distanced 

from the object of study. In contrast to the positivist, Bent Flyvbjerg (2001) has advocated for a 

phronetic approach. This approach recognizes the benefits of narrative analysis, in that it is a 

context sensitive study. Phronetic research, “is a focus on [...] actual daily practices” of everyday 

life (Flyvbjerg 2001: 134). Where the positivist approach is potentially silencing, by assuming 

that there is one vantage point from which to speak, a voice-centered post-positivist approach 

recognizes that narrative analysis is a relational methodology with political implications. 
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Therefore, narrative analysis allows the researcher to play an active role in discovering the 

nuances of our social world (at both the micro and macro level and) over a period of time (past, 

present, and future) (Anthias 2002: 500; Denzin and Lincoln 1998: 36/56; Flyvbjerg 2001: 135-

138; Squire et al. 2013: 2). Personal narratives, according to Barbara Laslett (1999), “are works 

of history about an individual or individuals, about the social spaces they inhabit, about the 

societies in which they live… [and] also about the intersection of all three” (392). Narrative 

analysis is apt in bridging a gap between macro (e.g., state) processes and micro (e.g., citizen) 

experiences of structuration and agency. 

 

4.2.1 Narrative analysis: further theoretical musings. In order to elaborate on the need 

for a context-sensitive methodology when discussing what sense of belonging former and current 

‘American-Canadian’ dual citizens feel, there will be a brief theoretical engagement with 

positioning theory, and how ‘positions’ are taken up relationally in narrative. Bronwyn Davies 

and Rom Harré (1990) have defined “positioning” as:   

[T]he discursive process whereby selves are located in conversation as observably 

and subjectively coherent participants in jointly produced story lines. There can be 

interactive positioning in which what one person says positions another. And there 

can be reflexive positioning in which one positions oneself. (48)  

The authors elaborate on this point, arguing that during the narrative process a narrator will 

position themselves, or the listener(s), as characters in the story. Davies and Harré go on to note 

how in a single narrative, or across multiple narratives, the same individual can take on 

“contradictory” character positions (ibid: 58-59). Therefore, the narrator and listener(s) may not 

share the same conceptions of characters. Furthermore, they may disagree on how individuals are 

being positioned throughout the story. As a result, characterizations may be contested and 
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re/positioned through the act of narration. This point demonstrates how positioning is a relational 

and discursive exercise (Davies and Harré 1990: 50-55). 

Narratives contain the, “complexities and contradictions of real life”, which phronetic 

research aims to convey (Flyvbjerg 2001: 84). Floya Anthias adopts the position that the 

analytical use of identity as a fixed “possessive” (2002: 494) does not adequately convey 

belonging as a set of “relational” (2008: 8) and contingent experiences in everyday life; 

experiences which are often “complex” and “contradictory” (2002: 502). The author argues that 

identity can be a “disabling concept” in that it “moves the analyst away from context, meaning 

and practice” (2002: 493) and risks, “reintroducing essentialism through the back door” (2002: 

494). In recognizing that belonging is context sensitive, Anthias (2002/2008) coins the term 

translocational positionality—a concept that emerges out of her own research with narratives of 

migration. According to Anthias, “[n]arratives of location are also narratives of dislocation and 

alterity” (2002: 499). She argues that narratives, as a relational and situational practice, are 

capable of conveying translocations, whereby one is both “locat[ed]” in and “dislocat[ed]” from 

multiple and intersecting spaces of national belonging, ethnicity, race, gender, and class. These 

‘positional’ spaces and places are navigated structurally (they can be culturally ascribed) and 

personally (achieved) (2002: 502/2008: 16). I will be highlighting the multiple and contingent 

locations and dislocations current and former ‘American-Canadian’ dual citizens described 

throughout their narratives. This includes, how participants are located within both Canada and 

the United States by way of their affective and material ties—what one participant described as a 

state of “existential doubleness—of living in two places at the same time” (Interview 2015, 

female professor, w/ dual Am.-Can. citizenship). But while many are located by these ties, they, 

nonetheless, have been dislocating themselves from the United States on legal and identity 
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levels. Participants are contesting claims that they have tax obligations to the United States, and 

denying their status as a U.S. citizen.  

 

4.3 Data Collection: Participants    

Before continuing with a discussion of data collection procedures, I would first like to 

note that throughout the thesis ‘American-Canadian’ has been placed in single quotation marks. 

In reading, Timothy J. Stanley’s, Contesting White Supremacy (2011), this grammatical choice 

was influenced by Stanley’s “anti-racist strategy” (16). In his text, Stanley acknowledges the 

“slipperiness” of the term ‘Chinese’, which can be used to produce meanings that, in turn, 

stabilize or destabilize particular power relations (ibid.). He goes on to argue that the term 

‘Chinese’ is also “complicated” by the fact that it has been used, historically, as “an ascribed 

identity that […] had little meaning for the people it was applied to” (ibid.). While I 

acknowledge that the term ‘American-Canadian’ has its own set of historical, spatial, and 

political contexts, I also recognize similarities in how the label can be used. But due to the theme 

of the research, I must fall back on some variation of this identifier, as an easily understandable 

point of reference: whether this be ‘Canadian-American’, ‘U.S.-Canadian’, or ‘Canadian-U.S.’ 

dual citizen. Many of the participants interviewed made explicit their displeasure in being 

referred to as an ‘American-Canadian’ dual citizen, for the reason that they did not self-identify 

as an American. This was despite being ascribed the legal status of citizen by the United States. I 

will, therefore, follow the aforementioned strategy proposed by Stanley, in an effort to avoid 

problematic categorizations. 

Citizenship status was the primary inclusion criterion for this population of study; in 

other words, I sought the participation of current and former ‘American-Canadian’ dual citizens. 

The latter refers to those individuals who once held both American and Canadian citizenship, but 
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have gone through the formal process of renouncing their American citizenship at a U.S. 

consulate. The purpose of including current and former ‘American-Canadian’ dual citizens is to 

determine both, why they have chosen to maintain their dual citizenship and when and why they 

chose to renounce their U.S. citizenship. I was concerned with locating those structural 

conditions that influence the individual citizenship act of renunciation. If the inclusion criteria 

were set to only individuals who had renounced their American citizenship then important 

theoretical nuances could potentially go unnoticed. For example, I would not be able to account 

for the temporal aspects of such a decision; such as, those who have considered renouncing (to 

some degree), but have yet to exercise this agency. Additionally, I would fail to be representative 

if I did not leave open the possibility of hearing narratives from those who never considered 

renouncing their American citizenship.       

The projected sample size was initially set at fifteen to twenty individuals. Of this sample 

size, half of the participants selected (n = 7 to 10) were to be those who had renounced their U.S. 

citizenship, and the other half were to be those who (at the time of the interview) had chosen to 

maintain their ‘American-Canadian’ dual citizenship. After all of the interview data was 

collected, the final sample size consisted of:   
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Table 1. Citizenship status 

Citizenship status Number of participants 

Dual ‘American-Canadian’ citizen 15 

Multiple citizenships (holds more than two citizenships; 

including Canadian and American) 
1 

Relinquished U.S. citizenship (Canadian only) 1 

Renounced U.S. citizenship (Canadian only) 6 

TOTAL 23 

Notes: This graph categorizes participants according to their legally recognized citizenship status, and does not 

account for how each participant self-identified. For example, one participant indicated that s/he self-renounced U.S. 

citizenship, but had not renounced through a formal legal process with a U.S. consulate. 

 

Other secondary criteria were strongly considered as well, as I was concerned with having a 

diverse sample.³ When recruitment was completed, I arrived at a sample size (n = 23) diverse in 

regards to a number of criteria: gender, age (i.e., date of birth), geographic location (i.e., place of 

birth), and socio-economic status (i.e., occupation):  

Table 2. Gender 

Gender Number of participants 

Female 13 

Male 10 

TOTAL 23 
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Table 3. Age 

Age (in intervals of five years) Number of participants 

Did not answer 7 

26-30 1 

31-35 0 

36-40 0 

41-45 2 

46-50 1 

51-55 3 

56-60 3 

61-65 2 

66-70 1 

71-75 2 

76-80 1 

TOTAL 23 

 

Table 4. Country of birth 

Country of birth Number of participants 

Canada 2 

Great Britain 1 

United States of America 20 

TOTAL 23 
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Table 5. Born in the United States of America 

Place of birth (by state) Number of participants 

Did not answer 0 

California 1 

Florida 1 

Hawaii 1 

Illinois 1 

Massachusetts 1 

Michigan 1 

New Hampshire 1 

New Mexico 1 

New York 4 

North Carolina 1 

Ohio 2 

Virginia 1 

Washington 3 

Wisconsin 1 

TOTAL 20 
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Table 6. Most recent occupation 

Most recent occupation Number of participants 

Did not answer 3 

Administrator 2 

Company owner 1 

Executive 1 

Fine artist 1 

Graphic designer 1 

Human resource advisor 1 

Laboratory technologist 1 

Manager  2 

Online Instructor 1 

Professor 6 

Realtor  1 

Software developer 1 

Student (employed by university) 1 

TOTAL 23 

 

The largest concentration of participants are aged 51-55 (n = 3), and 56-60 (n = 3); however, it is 

important to note that several participants did not provide an answer. New York (n = 4), 

Washington (n = 3), and Ohio (n =2) were the states that yielded the largest concentration of 

participants born in the U.S. (n = 20). The most common responses for most recent occupation 

were, as follows: professor (n = 6), administrator (n = 2), and manager (n = 2). Information on 

this secondary criteria was acquired by asking the participants structured questions. Variables on 

socio-economic status were obtained by asking participants: ‘what is your most recent 

occupation? Are you self-employed? What sort of work do you do?’ Participant's most recent 
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occupation served as a proxy for income, particularly as some participants may be hesitant to 

provide financial information. I did not make the sharing of financial information a requirement 

of the interview for this reason, and in order to avoid information not pertinent to the study (this 

will be discussed). The online invitation stated, ‘If you choose to participate in the study you do 

not have to answer questions or discuss sensitive financial information.’    

The literature on qualitative research has identified theoretical saturation (Robinson 

2014: 31; Sandelowski 1995: 179) as the yardstick by which to determine sample size. 

Theoretical saturation refers to the point where “further data collection will not bring incremental 

benefit” (Robinson 2014: 31). For those seeking interview data, it is the point at which each 

successive interview would no longer reveal new information (Seidman 2013: 58-59). I found 

theoretical saturation to have been reached for the category of ‘American-Canadian’ dual citizen 

between the tenth and fifteenth interview. Due to an initial delay in response from individuals 

who had renounced their American citizenship, more dual citizens were recruited for the study 

than the original 7-10 outlined. This resulted in a larger sample size than the one initially 

proposed. In doing so, I sought to compensate for an initially low volume of participants who 

had renounced their American citizenship. When contact was eventually established with a 

greater number of individuals who had renounced (and one who had relinquished) their 

American citizenship, it was determined that theoretical gains could still be obtained by slightly 

exceeding the sample size initially proposed. The secondary reason behind this increase in 

sample size was due to an unexpectedly high number of dual citizens who had expressed interest 

in participating in the study.       
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4.3.1 Data collection: procedure. Participants were recruited using a purposive stratified 

sampling strategy (Robinson 2014). Noted above, current and former ‘American-Canadian’ dual 

citizens were chosen as the population of study. The research objective was to investigate 

whether individuals holding two robust citizenships experience inconveniences or burdens, as a 

result of their dual citizenship status. Additionally, it was to explore whether these 

inconveniences compelled their decision to renounce American citizenship. Therefore, the 

recruitment strategy is stratified into two categories: those holding both American and Canadian 

citizenship, and those who, after having renounced their American citizenship, now possess only 

Canadian citizenship. A pre-determined number of 15-20 participants had been set with a 

purposively recruitment strategy used (Robinson 2014: 32-33). 

A two-phase stratified procedure was designed in order to locate and recruit participants 

for the study. The first phase involved locating and recruiting participants through faculty and 

peer contacts. In both phases a snowball sampling technique was also implemented; a technique 

particularly useful when the population of study is “hard to reach” (Abrams 2010: 541). At the 

end of each interview, participants were asked, ‘do you know of any other contacts that may be 

willing to participate in this study?’ Participants could then refer an acquaintance of theirs to the 

researcher, if the participant was willing to participate in the study (Robinson 2014: 37). In order 

to limit bias in the sample, the referral chains (established through a snowball sampling method) 

were controlled by the researcher. No more than two referrals would be interviewed from a 

single referral chain. By controlling referral chains, I intended to produce a more diverse sample 

on the basis of the primary and secondary criteria described above (Biernacki and Waldorf 1981: 

154-157). For example, by controlling each referral chain, I intended to limit the potential of a 

socioeconomically and geographically homogenous sample. 
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The second phase of the recruitment strategy involved recruiting individuals through 

online blogs. I will outline the benefits of this recruitment strategy. Nicholas Hookway (2008) 

has noted that blogs “enable access to populations otherwise geographically or socially removed 

from the researcher” (93). This strategy was employed since current and former ‘American-

Canadians’ were not a readily accessible population. The second phase was carried out by 

posting an online invitation on to blog websites. The content of said blogs centered around the 

interests of U.S. persons living in Canada. It was made explicit in the online invitation that the 

researcher was seeking the participation of current and former ‘American-Canadian’ dual 

citizens residing in Canada. Once the invitation was posted, I then made contact with the 

population of study. I posted the online invitation on two separate blog websites: 

maplesandbox.ca, and isaacbrocksociety.ca. Participants were recruited through both phase one 

(n = 7), and phase two (n = 16).  

Interview data is preferable for the reason that by asking open-ended questions the 

researcher is able to promote a dialogical setting, which provides participants the freedom to 

narrate their experiences (Riessman 1993: 54). Catherine Riessman (1993) has argued that open-

ended questions promote “conversations in which both participants—teller and 

listener/questioner—develop meaning together, a stance requiring interview practices that give 

considerable freedom to both” (55). In agreement with Riessman’s position semi-structured 

questions are appropriate, since they allow the researcher to guide the flow of conversation (e.g., 

to provide an entry point for narration), to gain unscheduled clarification where needed, and also 

to provide the participant with space to digress and speak to concerns of their own. Furthermore, 

unstructured and semi-structured interview questions provide respondents with greater space to 

address the structural barriers that they encounter in their everyday lives (Fontana and Frey 1998: 
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51/64-65). This more voice-centered approach to interviewing has been encouraged in feminist 

studies, allowing interviews to serve as “a potential agent of social change, where new identities 

and new definitions of problematic situations are created, discussed and, experimented with” 

(Denzin and Lincoln 1998: 36). Semi-structured interviewing should facilitate space for current 

and former ‘American-Canadian’ dual citizens to speak about those structures that enable and 

constrain acts of citizenship. 

Two separate questionnaires were developed—one set of questions for current 

‘American-Canadian’ dual citizens, and a second set for Canadian citizens who had renounced 

their American citizenship.¹ Each questionnaire contained a set of five scheduled structured 

questions and twenty semi-structured questions. The questionnaires began with structured 

questions, and semi-structured questions followed. The semi-structured questions were ordered 

thematically, addressing: affective citizenship, identity, patriotism, and the burdens or 

inconveniences of citizenship. In reflecting on this decision, I would have included less prepared 

semi-structured questions in order to enable longer periods of silence, and more time for and 

more spontaneity in follow-up questions. Doing so would have helped facilitate longer periods of 

storytelling, in addition to more spontaneous and more in-depth storytelling moments.   

Originally, interviews were to be conducted face-to-face, and originally only participants 

who resided in Ottawa, Ontario (the location of the researcher) were to be included in the study. I 

initially intended to conduct all of the interviews in person, and due to time and resource (e.g., 

cost) constraints I chose to conduct the interviews in Ottawa. However, due to this being a hard-

to-reach population, few participants were initially recruited (n = 6); none of whom had 

renounced their American citizenship. I subsequently sought participants from across Canada to 

participate in the study. Interviews were also now to be conducted by telephone. While the 
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disadvantage of telephone interviews is a lack of visual data, the ability to reach a greater 

number of participants, by geographically expanding the inclusion criteria of the study, 

outweighed this disadvantage (Berg 2007: 108-110). All of the participants who renounced their 

American citizenship were interviewed by telephone, and none of whom were located through 

peer and faculty contacts. Presumably, this is the result of renunciants being a hard-to-reach 

population, despite the growing annual numbers of Americans renouncing their U.S. citizenship. 

This group remains a small subsection of a larger population of Americans abroad (see chapter 

five for this projected total).  

Interviews were approximately one hour in length, and with participants’ permission, 

interviews were audio-recorded. These audio-recordings were transcribed to electronic text 

verbatim (Halcomb et al. 2006). However, information was omitted from the transcripts when 

the information could potentially compromise the anonymity of the participant, or if it did not 

pertain to the research. In some cases, questions asked by the interviewer were not fully 

transcribed. All of the interviews were transcribed by the researcher. Noticeable changes to vocal 

tone were italicized; this transcription technique was not emotion-specific (the researcher did not 

attempt to guess at what emotional state the participant was in). Verbal interruptions, such as 

laughter, sighs, and long silences or long pauses, were noted with square brackets in the 

transcriptions (Seidman 2013: 118). The transcriptions were on average between 7-11 single 

spaced pages in length, and the average amount of time it took to transcribe an interview was 

between 3-6 hours, or thirty minutes of transcription time for every five minutes of audio.     

 

4.3.2 Data collection: ethics. This project was reviewed and cleared by the Carleton 

University Research Ethics Board. Ethical clearance was given on December the 12th, 2014, and 

ethical clearance ended May the 31st, 2015. All participant data was collected within this 
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timeframe. All participants consented to being interviewed and audio-recorded. Consent was also 

received from the tax lawyers interviewed. In contrast to the participants, the tax lawyers were 

informed that their ‘name and job title [would] be [made] available in the study and associated 

with the interview data collected’. In order to protect participants’ identities, they have been 

given a pseudonym in the research or have been identified using a number (e.g., participant 8).2 

Because the research topic addresses the issue of tax compliance, in the consent form 

participants were informed not to disclose any illegal activities, which could include, ‘deliberate 

cheating of taxes, falsification of tax information, and/or tax evasion’. After reading literature 

and speaking with tax lawyers, I learned that likely only a small percentage of Americans living 

abroad comply with the tax laws of the United States. In order to protect participants’ identities, I 

did not want to be placed in a situation in which the disclosure of such tax-related activities 

would be required by law; therefore, questions were designed not to elicit such information from 

the participants. Bringing this to the participants’ attention, prior to the interview, may have 

influenced their responses to some extent.  

Participants had the right to withdraw from the study at any point in time and for any 

reason, up until one month (or 30 days) after the date of the interview. They were also allowed to 

request a copy of the interview by contacting the researcher. Participants could also request that 

certain responses not be included in the final project. Participants were not given compensation 

for their time, but some described the interview process as ‘cathartic’.  

 

4.4 The Listening Guide: Analytical Framework 

I have chosen to utilize a method of narrative analysis referred to in the literature as the 

listening guide (Brown 1997; Gilligan et al. 2006; Doucet and Mauthner 2008). While I have 

read across the literature on the listening guide, and will be citing the various scholars who have 
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established and innovated this narrative approach, the thesis has relied primarily on a version 

developed by Andrea Doucet and Natasha Mauthner (2008). In choosing this variation of the 

listening guide, my intention is to adjust for the benefits and the setbacks of narrative analysis 

(outlined above). Both variations of the listening guide approach narrative as a relational 

product; therefore, such an approach is designed to capture the layers of voices built into each 

narrative. The listening guide makes room for an analysis of each distinct voice, but also 

converges these voices by asking how each informs the cumulative narrative whole (Doucet and 

Mauthner 2008: 407; Gilligan et al. 2006: 253-254).   

The Listening Guide is a four-step methodological approach, which involves “a series of 

[four] sequential listenings” (Gilligan et al. 2006: 255). The first two ‘listenings’ or ‘readings’ of 

the Doucet and Mauthner listening guide (2008) are consistent with those found in the Carol 

Gilligan, Renée Spencer, M. Katherine Weinberg, and Tatiana Bertsch (2006) version. The first 

listening has two distinct exercises. Therefore, both guides could perhaps be further broken down 

into five separate readings or listenings, a format similar to that taken by Lyn Mikel Brown 

(1997). Brown had conducted narrative analysis on her interviews with girls of working-class 

families, from the town of Mansfield, Maine, as a way to explore how they negotiate cultural 

notions of femininity (ibid: 686). In stage one, the researcher is asked to be reflexive by writing 

her/his “reactions and interpretations” in one column, and the “respondent’s words” in an 

adjacent column (a worksheet is suggested for this exercise) (Doucet and Mauthner 2008: 405). 

These recordings should indicate how the researcher views oneself as positionally consistent and 

inconsistent with the participant (Gilligan et al. 2006: 257-258). In this same stage the researcher 

then listens for those “whats” (i.e., plot and content) (Smith and Sparkes 2008: 20) of the 
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narrative—highlighting “recurring” settings, characters/characterizations, themes, sub themes, 

plots, and subplots (Doucet and Mauthner 2008: 405).  

While Doucet and Mauthner (2008) identify the first reading as “relational” and 

“reflexive” (405), I believe it could also be said to be ‘thematic’, as the exercise is consistent 

with a thematic narrative analysis—an approach that focuses solely on the ‘whats’ of narrative, 

and is less concerned with ‘how’ the content is being conveyed (Riessman 2008: 53). This 

analytical approach allows researchers to read across narratives in order to locate common 

themes. In doing so, the researcher may deductively theorize down. Theory informs the analysis 

and the research questions, which then shape participant responses (Gubrium and Holstein 1998: 

175). The researcher may then inductively work back up, allowing the responses to re-inform the 

theory and analysis (Frost 2011: 108-109; Riessman 2008: 74). In one of the more 

comprehensive academic articles on thematic analysis, Virginia Braun and Victoria Clarke 

(2006) assert that “[a] theme captures something important about the data in relation to the 

research question, and represents some level of patterned response or meaning within the data 

set” (82). Similar to other studies that have employed a thematic narrative analysis (Ross and 

Green 2011), I have paid close attention to the commonalities (and differences) in content 

without employing a formal coding scheme. The decision not to employ a coding scheme was 

based on two time-related factors: first, in addition to theme, I also listened for plots and 

characters; each highlighted using a different colour. Second, I committed to reading each of the 

twenty-three narratives, four separate times listening for a distinct voice in every 

reading/listening.         

In the second listening, the researcher is concerned with how the participant constructs 

their own identity by positioning herself or himself in the story through the use of the singular 
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first-person pronoun, ‘I’. It is recommended that the researcher highlight (with a coloured pencil) 

this first-person pronoun when reading the interview for the second time (Doucet and Mauthner 

2008: 405-406). Contrary to a positivist approach, this step emphasizes the participant’s voice—

how they narrate a subjectivity—providing the researcher with “a way of coming into 

relationship that works against distancing ourselves from that person in an objectifying way” 

(Gilligan et al. 2006: 259). For this listening, I have incorporated one additional exercise, which 

was not outlined in Doucet and Mauthner’s listening guide. Instead, it is described in the 

listening guide of Gilligan and colleagues. The exercise Gilligan and colleagues recommend is 

for the listener to create “I poems” (Gilligan et al. 2006: 259).3 This involves taking the 

highlighted ‘I’ sentences from the narrative and placing each sentence into a stanza that 

preserves the narrator’s chronological (beginning-to-end) ordering of self. In doing so, the 

researcher becomes more sensitive to any subtle changes in how the pronoun is being used by the 

participant, narrating his/her subjectivity (ibid: 259-260). 

Doucet and Mauthner’s listening guide differs from Gilligan and colleagues’ in listening 

three. Doucet and Mauthner’s listenings are intended more for “sociological purposes” (Byrne et 

al. 2009: 68). Therefore, rather than listening for a narrator’s “contrapuntal voices” (Gilligan et 

al. 2006: 262) Doucet and Mauthner suggest that the researcher listen for social networks, which 

can include intimate relations (2008: 406). I also highlighted these networks. This listening is 

particularly pertinent to the thesis in that I ask where U.S. citizenship falls along an 

instrumental/affective continuum for dual citizens. In the fourth listening, Doucet and Mauthner 

ask the researcher to “re-tell and reconfigure” (407) the narrative in relation to the research 

question, and this is accomplished through the larger “conceptual narrative”, which links the 
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micro narrative to macro narrative structures (Doucet and Mauthner 2006: 406). These are the 

structures that the narrator identified in the story as having enabled and constrained their agency. 

I will now highlight four narratives that can be thematically linked to the larger sample: 

the first two narratives are of Michael and Richard. Michael is an ‘American-Canadian’ dual 

citizen. Richard has renounced his American citizenship. Both Michael and Richard’s narrative 

contain a number of commonalities with the larger sample size. The second two narratives are 

outliers in this sample. They are the stories of John and Sandra. John went to the greatest lengths 

to renounce his own American citizenship. There were cases of individuals going to 

extraordinary lengths and spending large amounts of money in order to renounce their own U.S. 

citizenship and that of their child’s. I do not intend to minimize these two cases; they will be 

discussed in the analysis. Sandra is an individual with multiple citizenships. She had received the 

most punitive penalties as a result of her status, in comparison to any other individual 

interviewed. Again I do not wish to minimize other cases—those individuals who have had to 

pay thousands of dollars to tax experts, or individuals who have been taxed heavily on what the 

U.S. considers to be sources of passive income (e.g., the capital gains on a principal residence). 

 

4.5 Michael—Current ‘American-Canadian’ Dual Citizen 

Born and raised in the United States, Michael describes a country that now “feels more 

foreign” to him. In 1992, at the age of thirty, Michael and his wife moved to Canada together to 

be able to work in the same location; they are both academics. In my conversation with Michael, 

he described the implementation of U.S. tax policies as “bizarre”, and is finding U.S. politics, in 

general, to be “increasingly bizarre”. When asked if his perceptions of U.S. citizenship had 

changed over time, Michael said:  
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I don’t think it’s changed that much. I mean, certainly—there’s certainly insights that 

come from living in Canada, and seeing the U.S. from the outside. The political 

environment seems more and more strange to me—catches my attention more. 

Whereas when you live there, and are in your day-to-day life, you tend to get used to 

what you see every day.  

Michael became a Canadian citizen five years after arriving in the country. He is one of fifteen 

‘American-Canadian’ dual citizens in this study. Michael recalls being “open and keen” to move 

to Canada—a country he identifies as having political values more consistent with his own. 

Politically, Michael identifies with Canada more than the US. Despite feeling a lack of political 

attachment to the U.S., he continues to have an attachment to the nation. He has family in the 

United States, and his family and other connections are flourishing in Canada.  

U.S. citizenship-based tax policies have negatively affected how Michael perceives his 

U.S. citizenship. He identifies as Canadian, and maintaining his Canadian citizenship is of 

greater importance to him. Michael expressed his feelings towards U.S. citizenship-based tax, “I 

feel immensely angry with the U.S. tax policy. You know, immensely angry [...] as I started 

researching and learning more, I just got more and more angry,” Michael says. “[T]hese sorts of 

policies make me appalled and embarrassed to be a U.S. citizen. They make me feel infuriated 

to be a U.S. citizen, and they make me very—want to be rid of my U.S. citizenship.” Michael 

and I spoke about whether obligations should be based on citizenship or residence. 

I find it ironic that a government based on the principle of no taxation without 

representation is—provides me with zero services, won’t even clarify what the rules 

are, and feels entitled to tax me on services that I receive as a participating active 

Canadian citizen […] What services do I get from the United States, aside from the 

ability to get a passport?[…] but I don’t even hold a U.S. passport. So what services 

do I get from the US? That’s it, I’m really hard pressed to think of any. Do I have an 

obligation essentially because the U.S. coerces me and forces me to be a U.S. 

citizen?... I tried to think of one service that the U.S. provides to me, they provide 

consular services, and I can access consular services in Canada[…] Yes, citizenship 

comes with obligations, but there at least has to be some quidproquo. 
 

Michael explained to me which Canadian savings and investment accounts the U.S. taxes. These 

include Canadian RRSPs, RESPs, TFSAs accounts, and Canadian mutual funds. He questioned 
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these policies asking, “Why as a Canadian should I be penalized for owning a Canadian mutual 

fund?”  In addition to being taxed on these Canadian programs, he is also angry about the lack of 

tax-related resources made available by the IRS, to him, and others in his situation.  

The U.S. tax policies have led him to actively consider renouncing his U.S. citizenship. 

The cost of the renunciation process—now US $2,350—and the uncertainty of how renunciation 

could affect himself and his family, have “forced” Michael to maintain his American citizenship. 

A concern that was brought up by Michael was a fear that if he renounced his U.S. citizenship, 

he could be “treated more harshly” when attempting to cross the border into the United States. I 

followed up by asking Michael if he had ever experienced any difficulties crossing the border. 

The last time Michael travelled to the U.S. alone, he was questioned and “harassed” by a U.S. 

border guard who wanted to know why as a U.S. citizen, Michael was not travelling with a U.S. 

passport. 

As we neared the end of our conversation, he described how complicated filing his U.S. 

tax returns could be. He does not believe that the average person could complete her/his U.S. tax 

returns, and Michael must frequently take breaks when filing his own tax returns because of the 

frustration he feels. He completes his taxes without the assistance of a professional and has spent 

“hundreds of hours” on his U.S. taxes. (Interview 2015, ‘Michael’—54 year old male professor, 

w/ dual Am.-Can. citizenship) 

 

4.6 Richard—Former ‘American-Canadian’ Dual Citizen             

Richard is one of six individuals I spoke with who renounced U.S. citizenship. At the age 

of sixteen, he immigrated from the U.S. to Canada with his family. “[I]n 1965, I’m the oldest of 

three boys. It probably had something to do with Vietnam,” Richard recalls of the move. Six 

years later, he became a Canadian citizen, and remembers having to renounce his American 
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citizenship as part of the Canadian citizenship ceremony. At that time, dual citizenship was not 

permitted under Canadian nationality laws. Additionally, naturalizing in a foreign country was 

considered an expatriating act under U.S. nationality laws. During our conversation, Richard 

reveals to me that he has a Certificate of Loss of Nationality, which says he lost his U.S. 

citizenship in 2012. 

During the 1990’s, Richard got word of the United States restoring citizenship to those 

who had lost their status under previous nationality legislation. He then inquired into the status of 

his once U.S. citizenship by contacting the U.S. consulate in Halifax. The consulate informed 

him that because he did not receive a letter from the U.S. State Department outlining his loss of 

citizenship status he was still a U.S. citizen. “So, I guess at the time just renouncing my U.S. 

citizenship to the Canadian authorities wasn’t enough. I had to do that with the U.S. authorities,” 

Richard explains. He would formally renounce his citizenship in 2012. In our conversation, 

Richard described renunciation as a “serious decision,” having “giv[en] it some thought.” He 

paid US $450, to do so. Initially, Richard believed he was allowed to relinquish his citizenship: 

[W]hat I tried to do when I went down there, James, was to try and relinquish 

because I had renounced in 1971. So I felt that I should be able to relinquish. In 

hindsight it turns out I could have just relinquished at no fee except one tiny thing. In 

2008, I said, ‘Well, if I’m a U.S. citizen, I’m going to vote,’ and I voted in the 2008 

election, and that cost me $450 [laugh]. That one thing because it showed my 

intentions, and my intentions were that I was still a U.S. citizen. 
 

I ask him about what was involved in this renunciation process. Richard had to fill out a number 

of forms online and make an appointment with a U.S. consulate. When arriving at the U.S. 

consulate in Halifax, he remembers passing through metal detectors and was not allowed to bring 

electronics in with him. Richard tells me that the experience was “pretty intimidating.” He 

explains the environment to me, “I had to go in there and sit in this kind of round room with—if 
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you can imagine four-to-six bank teller windows.” There, Richard sat until U.S. officials “dealt” 

with him.  

Richard recalls driving home and feeling “pretty mad” about paying US $450, but this 

anger subsided quickly. “The next morning I said, that is the best four-hundred and fifty dollars I 

have ever spent. So, I got over it pretty quickly.” Richard loves both countries, but cares more 

for the geography, people, and history than he does his citizenships. When I asked him if he 

identified with one nationality more than the other, Richard explained that he continues to feel 

both American and Canadian but his attitudes towards the U.S. have become “a lot more 

negative.”  

Speaking to some of the U.S. tax related obligations and sharing his own experiences as 

well, Richard says, “I don’t use any services—I don’t now, but when I was—I didn’t use any 

services, and I haven’t since 1965, from the US. Yet I have to do all this kind of thing. That 

seems bizarre to me.” Richard learned about his tax obligations while reading a newspaper 

article. The topic of the article was IRS ‘amnesty’ programs. Previously unaware of these 

obligations, he immediately began back filing eight years of tax returns and FBARs. Once this 

was completed, Richard remembers being concerned about potential penalties, but never heard 

back from the IRS. Taking issue with these penalties Richard says: 

There are enormous penalties, in Canada, if you make a mistake you get a letter from 

CRA saying, ‘we need more information.’ Blah, blah, blah. In the US, all those 

mistakes start at ten-thousand dollars […] I can’t put my family in that kind of 

jeopardy. 
 

As a U.S. citizen, Richard could have applied for U.S. citizenship for his two daughters before 

their eighteenth birthdays. Unaware of this at the time, he did not. Today he is relieved he did not 

apply, “turns out that was the best thing; otherwise, they’d be under the same problem I have.” 

(Interview 2015, ‘Richard’—66 year old male fine artist, renounced Am. citizenship) 
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4.7 John—Former ‘American-Canadian’ Dual Citizen 

John’s story is of an individual who went to great lengths in order to renounce his U.S. 

citizenship. John was born in Canada and received jus sanguinis citizenship from his American 

mother, who moved to Canada when she married his father. During our conversation, he 

explained that he doesn’t “begrudge” his parents for applying for his U.S. citizenship. “[I]n those 

days I think it was a benefit to have as opposed to a burden, as it feels like it is now,” John says. 

He noted how his perceptions of U.S. citizenship began changing within the last four years when 

he “first started hearing about” the tax-related issues Americans living abroad face. John held 

both American and Canadian citizenships up until September 2014, when he renounced his 

American citizenship. He had learned about the U.S. citizenship-based tax obligations through 

the media. John had been paying approximately US $500 annually to remain U.S. tax compliant, 

after paying over US $4,000 to become compliant two-to-three years ago. This required back 

filing five years of tax returns and six years of FBARs. In our conversation, John explained that 

after one accounting firm quoted him with a cost of $15,000–$18,000 to become compliant, he 

“had difficulty sleeping for the next two or three days.” John explains, “that’s like basically all 

my life savings.”  

Renunciation was something John had been contemplating for some time. He 

acknowledges that this was a difficult decision for him, and identifies some benefits to having 

U.S. citizenship, which included a warmer climate, job prospects in the States, and the ability to 

move closer to his mother’s side of the family—who live in the States. However, he eventually 

“found it too burdensome to maintain.” When he heard news of the renunciation fee increase 

from US $450 to US $2,350, he recalls, “that for me was the straw that broke the camel’s back.” 

John was now faced with the obstacle of renouncing before the fee increase took effect on 
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September the 12th, 2014, but also lengthy waiting times for an appointment with U.S. 

consulates in Canada. After giving it some further thought, John realized that the appointment 

did not have to be with a U.S. consulate on Canadian soil. He then began emailing consulates 

outside of the country: 

So I emailed about ten to fifteen different consulates all throughout Mexico, 

throughout the Caribbean, Bahamas, Bermuda, Barbados, Belize, some of the one’s 

in Central America, Mexico, Mexico City, Tijuana. I can’t remember all of them, but 

I just kind of found the list of the State department’s worldwide. Found their email 

addresses and just started emailing a bunch of them […] 
 

After initially booking an appointment with the U.S. consulate in the Bahamas, John would 

renounce his U.S. citizenship in Tijuana, Mexico. For John, this process involved both a phone 

interview, and an in-person interview at the U.S. consulate in Tijuana. By renouncing before 

September the 12th, 2014, John believes he saved about US $1,300, after the cost of travel and 

the U.S. renunciation fee.  

While going through the renunciation process at the U.S. consulate in Tijuana, John 

remembers being asked by a consulate official, “is there any reason you picked September the 

11th to renounce?” His response to this question, “yeah, because the fees go up on September the 

12th. That’s why I picked September the 11th. If it was September the 19th, I probably would 

have picked September the 18th to come down and visit you guys.” John recognizes an irony in 

having to renounce his U.S. citizenship on a day like September the 11th. At the time of the 

interview, John had yet to receive his Certificate of Loss of Nationality. (Interview 2015, 

‘John’—male laboratory technologist, renounced Am. citizenship) 

 

4.8 Sandra—Currently Holds Multiple Citizenships (i.e., American, British, and Canadian) 

 The narrative has been selected because it stands as an outlier. Of the twenty-three 

narratives the researcher heard, this particular story was the most punitive encounter a participant 



103 
 

had with the IRS; what Sandra described as a “two year nightmare.” The narrative highlights the 

IRS’s ability to assess fines to individuals who do not comply fully with U.S. taxation laws. 

Even in cases where tax preparers had been overseeing the individual’s tax returns.  

Sandra was born in Great Britain and is a naturalized citizen of the United States. She 

worked in the United States before marrying a Canadian and moving to Canada. Sandra had 

made active efforts to comply with U.S. taxation laws since arriving in Canada in 1988, each 

year having a zero balance owing on her U.S. tax returns. Once, “happy to be American,” Sandra 

today struggles with the question of what to do with her American citizenship. Sandra is torn 

between “the heartache, and pain, and fear, and everything else” her American citizenship has 

and continues to bring her, and a “need to go to the States for treatment for [a medical 

condition].” This last year she has “considered [...] quite seriously” whether to renounce her 

American citizenship.  

Back in 2009, Sandra had stumbled across an article in a Canadian newspaper about the 

Offshore Voluntary Disclosure Program. She recalls, at the time, there being “no other 

information written in any newspapers except for that one tiny article [...] and it was hidden in 

another article.” She remembers the news article outlining a requirement to file FBARs. Sandra 

had been filing her income taxes, but not FBARs. She explains to me that this requirement was 

never pointed out to her by her tax preparers. Sandra recalls her reaction when stumbling across 

this information, “I just happened to read it and think, wow, this is the best day of my life. I’ve 

done something—I haven’t done something I was supposed to do, and here is my chance to come 

forward and be excused.” Contacting the tax lawyer cited in the article, Sandra was advised to 

enter into the amnesty program, and did so. Sandra recalls her “shock” when two years after 

entering into this amnesty program she was assessed a wilful non-compliance penalty for not 
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filing FBARs. Sandra remembers months in which she had seventeen boxes of banking 

information on her dining room table, and the stress of getting her paperwork together for her 

(new) lawyer. During this time she would receive letters and phone calls from the IRS, “I was 

getting a letter saying, ‘If you don’t pay by this moment, you know, you—we’ll start criminal 

charges.’” She eventually paid a $78,000 fee, which was less than the initial penalty she was 

assessed.  

Last year Sandra submitted a sixty-four-page tax return with a zero balance owing. “How 

am I going to be able to do this? How will I do this? I will have to give up citizenship somehow, 

because it’s just so complicated,” Sandra says. (Interview 2015, ‘Sandra’—female manager, w/ 

multiple citizenships: GB/Am./Can.) 

 

4.9 Distancing Narratives 

In reading each of the fifteen current and six former ‘American-Canadian’ dual citizens’ 

transcripts four separate times, commonalities and differences in content could be located across 

the narratives. I will now outline four common, and at times overlapping, themes among the 

narratives. These themes contain discussions based around self-identification, social networks, 

and structural constraints. 

I understood Michael’s narrative to be one of distancing or ‘dislocation’—borrowing this 

notion from Anthias (2002). She argues that the “narrative of location” or “story about how we 

place ourselves” (498) may contradict or be consistent with those of the larger society (498-501). 

Despite formal belonging (i.e., holding legal status) to the United States, and the United States 

claiming its citizens abroad through the imposition of tax obligations, Michael spoke about the 

United States and its political culture as ‘foreign’ or ‘bizarre’ to him. Additionally, he described 

the political climate as one becoming ‘more and more strange.’ Richard also found it ‘bizarre’ to 
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be taxed by the U.S. without having drawn any services from the country. Similar to Michael and 

Richard, many of the participants in the study described U.S. citizenship-based tax policy as 

being ‘bizarre’ or ‘ridiculous’, and have considered renouncing their U.S. citizenship—this is 

perhaps the most significant commonality among the narratives.  

Twelve of the participants stated that they considered renouncing their U.S. citizenship; 

many of whom had considered renunciation recently. Only three of the participants had never 

considered renunciation. One of these three participants explained that the only complications 

she is experiencing from her U.S. citizenship are tax-related, but that she wants her family to 

have “options” and her child to have U.S. citizenship (Interview 2015, female, w/ dual Am.-Can. 

citizenship). Each dual citizen participant had been asked, ‘have you ever considered renouncing 

your U.S. citizenship?’:  

Yes, I have absolutely considered it, and it’s very likely that I will unless the situation 

improves quickly, and I’m talking about in the next couple of years […] I’m not 

going to continue as a U.S. citizen in the long term if things don’t get better. 

(Interview 2015, 59 year old female former realtor, w/ dual Am.-Can. citizenship) 

I would renounce my citizenship, I suppose, if there were no consequences in doing 

so, but there are. There are a number of different consequences that I am aware of, 

and that is that I would then be on a list of those who renounced, and that list would 

then be sent, most likely, to the border people, and there’s no telling how you would 

be treated under those circumstances. And there is a financial implication as well. 

(Interview 2015, 77 year old male retired administrator, w/ dual Am.-Can. 

citizenship) 

No, I’ve never considered it. It’s never been a hindrance or anything like that. It’s 

never been—I guess the only situation where I would give it up is if I had a job that 

forced me to not have dual citizenship. (Interview 2015, 26 year old female student, 

w/ dual Am.-Can. citizenship) 

 

Although dual citizen participants had not gone through the formal legal process of renunciation 

(at the time of the interview), U.S. citizenship-based taxation is, nonetheless, having a profound 

effect on their sense of belonging, as participants are severing their ties with the nation at other, 

non-legal levels: political, economic, and/or emotional.  
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Michael is ‘hard pressed to think of any [benefits]’ that he derives from the U.S., and 

believes there should be ‘some quidpro-quo’ between these benefits and obligations. This was a 

common sentiment among the narratives. Participants felt being a U.S. citizen provided them 

with few to no benefits. Every ‘American-Canadian’ dual citizen interviewed felt that one should 

have obligations to the country that they reside in, but some narrowed the scope further to a more 

communal level. They spoke about the importance of engagement and participation in whichever 

community one finds him or herself situated within. While each participant tied obligations to 

residency, approximately one-third made explicit that they have no such obligations to the 

United States: “I never felt I had any duties or obligations to the U.S. whatsoever” (Interview 

2015, 54 year old female professor, w/ dual Am.-Can. citizenship).  

In chapter two, I described a situation in which, by claiming the label of ‘accidental,’ 

citizens have been denying their tax obligations to the United States. During the interviews, few 

participants described themselves as ‘accidental Americans,’ although some of the participants’ 

experiences fit within the definitional bounds of this identifier. Participants questioned their duty 

or obligation to file U.S. income tax returns. Such sentiments are reflected in the following 

statement: “I don’t feel any obligation to the US. I don’t receive any services from them […] I 

don’t have any connection to the US. I just don’t want them interfering with my life” (Interview 

2015, male, w/ dual Am.-Can. citizenship). Most participants felt as though they received few or 

no benefits; others shared how since leaving the U.S. they have not enjoyed any of the benefits 

of being a U.S. citizen, and a few indicated that one must be residing in the U.S. to be eligible for 

services or benefits. I myself found it somewhat puzzling as to why U.S. tax-related obligations 

were not also assigned by the state on the basis of residency. It is also perplexing, as to why a 

barrier of $2,350 would be imposed on those who wish to renounce their U.S. citizenship; 
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particularly, when voluntary expatriation has been fundamental to the nation’s history. One 

participant spoke about the fee when asked: 

I: Do you believe there should be a cost to renounce your citizenship? 
 

That’s a good question. I think, I think—I don’t expect people to work for free, and I 

think people’s time is valuable, and so if there is an administrative cost associated 

with using the consular services, I don’t mind paying for a reasonable cost […] But 

do I think it should be four-hundred and fifty dollars? I thought that was a bit high. 

Twenty-three hundred and fifty dollars to me seems punitive. And that’s one of the 

things I’ve come to realize, that the U.S. punishes anybody who leaves. It’s like 

there’s this belief that it’s the best country in the world and why would anybody want 

to leave, but you know, the reality with immigration is that it’s a constant […] 

There’s lots of legitimate reasons to move away, and it doesn’t necessarily mean that 

a person is anti-American, or—but because of the fact that they have this weird 

citizenship-based taxation they kind of—they treat their citizens almost like property, 

and in the case of somebody who has been born there it’s as arbitrary as the colour of 

a person’s skin. People cannot control where they’ve been born […] (Interview 2015, 

44 year old female professor, w/ dual Am.-Can. citizenship) 

Although, expatriation has historically been regarded as a right of the individual (see chapter 

one) participants discussed the consequences of leaving, such as the recently imposed $2,350 

service fee. This is illustrated by the participant’s comment, ‘the U.S. punishes anybody who 

leaves.’ As a result of not being able to legally and formally renounce their U.S. citizenship (e.g., 

due to cost to do so), participants may instead be ‘renouncing’ a U.S. identity.    

 

4.9.1 Narratives of the state ‘chasing whales’ and ‘catching minnows.’ While Michael’s 

story is one about distancing, it is also a narrative that reveals the state’s capacity to ‘force’ 

citizenship on those not physically located within the state’s geographical boundaries. This 

theme and relation to the state can be found in Michael’s comments, ‘Do I have an obligation 

essentially because the U.S. coerces me and forces me to be a U.S. citizen?’ The capacity of the 

United States to enforce citizenship over vast geographical bounds was discussed in relation to 

the Foreign Accounts Tax Compliance Act/Intergovernmental Agreement. The intention behind 

FATCA was to catch wealthy tax evaders, who had been hiding money in undisclosed offshore 
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accounts, but as Richard puts it, “in chasing the whales, they’re catching all the minnows. I’m a 

minnow” (Interview 2015, ‘Richard’—66 year old male fine artist, renounced Am. citizenship). 

Contrary to the intended targets, FATCA entangles all ‘US persons’ within its reporting 

requirements, including those in “very ordinary economic circumstances” (Geller 2014). Some 

participants feel as though by living in Canada, they are being treated as ‘criminals’—in being 

required to report their (foreign) Canadian bank account information on an FBAR, which would 

then be sent to Financial Crimes Enforcement Network. They also feel as though FATCA 

positions ‘ordinary’ Canadians as tax evaders, as illustrated in the comments of one participant:  

Frankly, I have no idea how effective any of this has been in catching those 

onepercenters who live in the U.S. […] I know it’s affected a lot of average people 

here in Canada. I mean FATCA treats all nations of the world like their tax havens 

and treats all U.S. citizens, no matter where they are, like tax evaders. Now think 

how that applies in Canada. Is Canada a tax haven? It certainly isn’t. And are 

Canadians tax evaders? [...] I would think the majority of American citizens in 

Canada would not be considered tax evaders. We never took any action to evade 

because we didn’t know, right? (Interview 2015, 59 year old female former realtor, 

w/ dual Am.-Can. citizenship) 

Some participants were aware of their U.S. citizenship but for a period of time were unaware of 

their U.S. tax filing obligations. Furthermore, some of the ‘minnows’ being caught in FATCA’s 

nets are those who were uncertain as to their citizenship status. The state’s capacity to reclaim, 

restore, or remake a citizenship once misplaced under previous nationality laws, is reflected in 

Richard’s narrative. For years, Richard was under the impression that he had renounced his U.S. 

citizenship by becoming a Canadian citizen. Surprisingly, while participants such as Richard 

hold/held two robust citizenships, in their narratives they described periods of uncertainty about 

their status. Approximately one-third of the participants recollected their experiences becoming a 

naturalized Canadian throughout the 1970s-80s. These individuals believed that by committing 

an expatriating act, their U.S. citizenship would be relinquished. Prior to becoming a Canadian 

citizen, they had been in contact with either U.S. or Canadian consular officials.  
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[S]ometime in 80—it was the late ‘80’s, and that was about the same time I came 

here because when I came here, I was told very clearly by the consular official in the 

United States, or in Canada, sorry […] they said, just so you know, you know, you 

live in Canada, we’re going to let you in—if you—to be very cautious about getting 

your citizenships here because at that time—she told me this—the U.S. did not 

recognize dual citizenship, and if you acquired a second citizenship they would—you 

would be relinquishing your original. (Interview 2015, 48 year old female human 

resource advisor, w/ dual Am.-Can. citizenship) 

I became a Canadian citizen in 1975. I was warned by the U.S. consulate in Calgary 

that I would be, by becoming a Canadian citizen, I would be losing my U.S. 

citizenship […] but I became a Canadian citizen knowing I would be told that I 

would be losing my U.S. citizenship. (Interview 2015, 72 year old female retired 

administrator, renounced Am. citizenship) 

Consular officials informed them that dual citizenship was not recognized, and that they would 

be relinquishing their U.S. status by becoming a Canadian citizen. Canada began permitting dual 

citizenship in 1977. This has left some dual citizens in an ambiguous threshold between their 

sense of belonging and legality of status. When asked, ‘what is your citizenship status?’ one 

participant, who arrived in Canada in 1964, responded: 

You know, I consider myself a Canadian citizen. I didn’t ask to be a dual citizen 

[emphasis added], and the time that I became a Canadian citizen there were no dual 

citizens. So, it’s a difficult question to answer [ …] [W]hen I became a Canadian 

citizen, I relinquished my American citizenship by that very act, and I went to the 

American consulate in Toronto, and spoke to them, and asked what would happen if I 

became a Canadian citizen, and I was told that I would lose my American citizenship. 

(Interview 2015, 77 year old male retired administrator, w/ dual Am.-Can. 

citizenship) 
 

The participant’s comments emphasize a citizenship paradox, where changing nationality laws 

can produce individuals with two robust citizenships yet uncertain status. These individuals 

believed they had voluntarily relinquished their citizenship status long ago under previous 

nationality laws.  

As I noted in chapter one, by 1990 a ‘new standard’ was introduced to determine the 

intent of individuals who engaged in expatriating acts (James 1990).4 This has resulted in an 

uncertainty of status for those Americans who had become naturalized Canadians prior to the 

introduction of this standard. As noted, they were informed by U.S. and Canadian consular 
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officials that by becoming a naturalized Canadian they would be losing their American 

citizenship. The United States regards “naturalization in a foreign state” to be an expatriating act. 

However, the current standard of evidence holds that a U.S. citizen “intends to retain” their status 

when becoming the naturalized citizen of a foreign nation—in addition to other expatriating acts 

one may perform (U.S. Department of State N.d.[b]). In order to lose U.S. citizenship, an 

individual engaging in an expatriating act must inform the United States that this act was 

performed voluntarily and with the intent to lose citizenship. The participants share similarities 

with cases of ‘Lost Canadians’ whose citizenship status was uncertain due to changes in 

Canadian nationality laws (Government of Canada 2013b). Echoing Richard’s story, participants 

shared their experiences rediscovering an American citizenship they had ‘retained.’ They also, 

subsequently, discovered that they had U.S. tax obligations as an American residing abroad. Up 

until that point, they had believed themselves to be Canadian citizens only, or they were 

uncertain about their American citizenship status due to changing nationality laws in Canada and 

the United States. Although they did not explicitly identify themselves as such, these individuals 

could fall under the definition of ‘accidental American’ (see chapter two).  

 

4.9.2 Narratives of parents and their U.S. citizen children. Scholars have written some 

important works on the citizenship rights of children and how their citizenship status is often tied 

to the status of the parent(s) (Bhabha 2004; Ngai 2007). One of the themes to emerge across the 

narratives pertains to ‘making’ and ‘unmaking’ the citizenship of children/dependents. When 

speaking to the ‘unmaking’ of child citizenship, I stress that under U.S. law parents are not 

permitted to renounce the citizenship of their children (US State Department 2015c). I would like 

to now reintroduce the work of Nyers (2006) (as outlined in chapter two) who has discussed how 

the state strategically and discursively renders citizens ‘accidental’ by questioning the design of 
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birthright citizenship. The state makes questionable jus soli citizens, born of non-citizen parents, 

in order to rationalize the hollowing-out and unmaking of their status. These discourses claim 

that non-citizen parents intended to “to produce ‘anchor babies’ that will allow [their] families to 

[then] obtain U.S. citizenship” (2006: 24). However, the narratives I heard from current and 

former ‘American-Canadian’ dual citizens were stories of concern for their children, a concern 

that they may have inherited American citizenship. These individuals spoke of the 

‘accidentalness’ of American birthright, not as an instrumental mechanism that advantages, but 

as one that disadvantages. This is reflected in the comments of one ‘American-Canadian’ 

mother, who was living and working in the U.S. at the time her child was born: “[m]y child has 

no control over the place he was born, and I just feel bad for him that I’ve cursed him with this” 

(Interview 2015, 44 year old female professor, w/ dual Am.-Can. citizenship). Another 

participant, reflecting on the jus sanguinis laws of the United States, shared, “I was concerned 

about whether my children were American citizens, and luckily I didn’t live in the States long 

enough that they were automatically American citizens” (Interview 2015, 57 year old female 

company owner, renounced Am. citizenship).  

Of the six individuals with whom I spoke—who had renounced their American 

citizenship—there were two cases in which both the parent and child/ren had gone through the 

renunciation process. One parent explained that upon turning the age of eighteen, his child paid 

the $450 service fee to renounce his citizenship. In these same stories, the parents also spoke of 

their disabled U.S.-born citizen children: 

[M]y main issue is with persons like my son, who has a mental—what the U.S. 

considers a mental incapacity, and because of that are unable to renounce for any 

amount of money that they could pay to any U.S. tax lawyer, or accountant, or 

anything. The Department of State says that they cannot renounce because they do 

not have the ability to understand what citizenship is for renouncing it, and they must 

have no influence by anybody else in making that decision. A parent, a guardian, or 

trustee cannot act on their behalf, even with a court order […] I never registered my 
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son with the U.S. but that makes no difference. He was automatically—the 

Department of State says, ‘from the moment he took his first breath he was a U.S. 

citizen.’ I think with U.S. citizenship-based taxation consequences [sic] for anybody, 

and particularly for the most vulnerable. That is complete entrapment […] which 

unfortunately leaves my son and many others who don’t know it yet with no option 

[…] I don’t want them on my mind at all. I just want to be free, and my son to be 

free, and I don’t think that that will ever happen unless the U.S. comes to their sense 

and has residencebased taxation, like most of the world does. (Interview 2015, 72 

year old female retired administrator, renounced Am. citizenship) 

As the participant indicated, according to U.S. law, individuals with a “mental incapacity” 

cannot fully understand the consequences of an expatriating act and, as a result, are unable to 

renounce their citizenship (U.S. Department of State, 7 FAM 1290 2013: 3).5 Furthermore, 

parents cannot renounce on their child’s behalf because the decision is “personal” and must be 

made voluntarily (ibid.). But as one parent recounts, “he’s still going to be taxed because his 

mental deficiency doesn’t prevent them from being taxed and having to fall under the U.S. tax 

rules [...] but his mental disability prevents him from renouncing” (Interview 2015, 56 year old 

male unemployed, renounced Am. citizenship). One of the two participants also shared how she 

has been taxed by the U.S. on the Canadian Registered Disability Savings Plan she holds for her 

child (Interview 2015, 72 year old female retired administrator, renounced Am. citizenship).  

Those deemed to have a ‘mental incapacity’ are ineligible to renounce U.S. citizenship. 

This is the case in Canada as well, according to Section 9(1) of the Citizenship Act. To be 

eligible to renounce Canadian citizenship individuals must not be “prevented from understanding 

the significance of renouncing citizenship by reason of having a mental disability” (Government 

of Canada 2015a). Participant narratives illustrate how the involuntariness of birthright 

citizenship in conjunction with the voluntariness of relinquishment can produce cases in which 

individuals are forced to retain their U.S. citizenship.    
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4.9.3 Narratives of Inconvenience: the ‘affects’ of U.S. citizenship-based tax policy. 

When examining U.S. citizenship-based tax laws it is possible to discuss the degrees of 

“insecurity” (Stasiulis and Amery 2010: 72) those with ‘American-Canadian’ dual citizenship 

currently face, and whether such tax obligations can be understood as “inconvenient” for them 

(Wood 2014a). Such a position challenges discourses that depict individuals with dual 

citizenship as instrumental—rational actors or double-dippers on rights. Following this line of 

thinking, one might also posit that dual citizens face double the obligations, which in some 

circumstances can be conflicting, as is the case with double taxation. While I have provided a 

detailed outline of the burdens of being a dual ‘American-Canadian’ citizen in chapter three (for 

example, complex U.S. tax returns, FBAR reporting, taxable RESPs, RDSPs, and TFSAs—to 

name a few), the following comment by one participant reaffirms some of these burdens or 

inconveniences:  

Well since FATCA, the burdens are that certainly there’s a lot of what I consider to 

be very unnecessary paperwork to the IRS. I’ve spent probably—although, one of the 

burdens are financial—I’ve spent probably about two-thousand dollars in 

accountant’s fees to look after this. I’m not done yet, and I haven’t even consulted a 

lawyer, which a lot of people have, about their tax situation. So that’s one of the 

burdens. Another one of the burdens is emotional. Just the stress this has involved in 

knowing that perhaps the IRS is going to be able to tax me on RRSPS and things that 

are sheltered in Canada—tax sheltered, and might be able to really severely alter my 

financial situation for retirement, and that’s a burden actually that my husband shares 

too, even though he’s not American; he’s just had the misfortune of marrying a U.S. 

citizen. So, that’s going to affect him. So, financial, emotional and it’s a huge burden 

in time too—just the time it’s taken to deal with this because I’ve had to go to the 

consulate at least once, maybe twice for the tax situation. I had to get records of my 

birth and so forth. So it’s been, it’s been burdensome in all those, all those ways, and 

I think it’s a burden too—just in thinking that even though the IRS has the right—has 

somehow the right to do this. I have never benefited since I was fifteen years old 

from being an American citizen [...] I don’t see any benefit. I have never lived in the 

country. My kids have never gone to American schools. I have never driven on an 

American road etc., and yet it’s very much a burden to me, psychologically, to think 

they have been able to do this (Interview 2015, 62 year old female online instructor, 

renounced Am. citizenship) 
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Here, the participant does not emphasize the conveniences of dual citizenship, but instead 

highlights a number of inconveniences; particularly those pertaining to ‘time,’ as well as those 

that are ‘financial’ and ‘emotional.’ The participant considers both the economic and affective 

implications of U.S. tax laws. It was explicitly stated by the participant that her ‘stress’ is tied to 

burdens her husband experiences—who is ‘not American’. The participant does not ‘see any 

benefit’ to being an American citizen. Although experiencing negative emotions, participants, 

nonetheless, are affectively engaged with their (former) U.S. citizenship. These narratives 

countered the discourse of ‘convenience.’ During our conversations together, participants 

conveyed feelings of ‘anger’ and ‘embarrassment’ over U.S. tax-related burdens, and in some 

cases, this emotion was expressed in conjunction with a dialogue around the participant's 

consideration to renounce U.S. citizenship. Nyers (2010) has argued that emotions implicate 

practices of ‘making’ and ‘unmaking’ citizenship (49). Consistent with this position, the 

narratives reveal how emotions affect participant acts of ‘making’ and ‘unmaking’ Canadian and 

U.S. citizenships: from the ‘anger’ or ‘sorrow’ some participants felt when they renounced their 

U.S. citizenship, to others being compelled by ‘love’ to take up Canadian residence and became 

a Canadian citizen. For example, by choosing to marry a Canadian and then later immigrating to, 

and becoming a citizen of Canada, as heard in Michael’s narrative. An array of affects, emotions, 

and behavioural traits were also identified by some participants as having contributed to their 

decision to maintain U.S. citizenship, including ‘fear’, ‘inertia’, and ‘laziness’. Many current 

‘American-Canadian’ dual citizens had also indicated their ‘disappointment’ in, or ‘unhappiness’ 

with the Canadian government’s decision to implement the IGA, under Bill-C31. Participants 

believe the FATCA/IGA now reduces the ‘American-Canadian’ dual citizen to a position of 

‘second-class’ citizen in Canada (please see chapter five).  
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When explicitly asked about which ties to Canada and the United States former and 

current ‘American-Canadian’ dual citizens regarded as most important, they overwhelming 

identified family and friends as the most substantial ties they had to either country. Family and 

friends were also most frequently the first ties participants identified, and in some cases, the only 

ties identified. Economic ties (e.g., occupation, property etc.) were not frequently discussed in 

relation to the United States, but more frequently identified as ties to Canada. Participants also 

commonly identified healthcare as a tie they enjoyed to Canada. When economic opportunities in 

the U.S. were discussed by participants, this was often done so in a family-oriented context. 

Three participants noted that they would maintain their U.S. citizenship in order to provide their 

children with U.S. citizenship and work-related opportunities in the United States. In some cases, 

the children of participants had moved to the United States. Additionally, participants may 

(have) delay/ed renouncing their U.S. citizenship so that their access to family members—

residing in the US—would remain unencumbered. For example, participants would retain the 

ability to move closer to family. Other more prominent ties to the United States identified were 

family history, personal memories/nostalgia, and geography (i.e., a warmer climate, travel, and 

recreation). In relation to Canada, they often described culture, place, familiarity, a family 

history, and a general feeling of home as important ties to the nation.  

Earlier, I noted an emerging theme in the narratives; the state’s capacity to (re)claim 

citizens through a transnational financial reporting scheme. One of the conversations I had with a 

participant stood out to me, in relation to this theme. While examining a participant’s use of the 

‘I’ first person pronoun, I read a sort of identity crisis in her own sense of association with the 

United States: 

I: So, what does your U.S. citizenship mean to you, and what does your 

Canadian citizenship mean to you? 
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It’s hard to answer. Well Canada is my home. I definitely feel Canadian. I felt 

American too. Because I moved here as a child I didn’t have all the experiences other 

people have as being American, but I do identify as being an American, right. It’s 

something that I don’t want to give up easily; not that I think it’s going to benefit me 

in any special way. (Interview 2015, 59 year old female former realtor, w/ dual Am.-

Can. citizenship) 
 

During our conversation, the participant indicated that she identifies more strongly with Canada, 

but also identifies with the United States, although, this identification has not been fixed or 

steady over the years. Despite being ‘alienated from the U.S.’, her identification with, and 

engagement in the U.S. has grown over the ‘last few years’: 

Well I’ve been alienated from the U.S. to a certain degree. You know [pause], you 

know I’ll refer to the U.S. govern [sic]—another American’s U.S. government as 

like, ‘your government’. Right, I don’t identify as much as I would have if I was 

living in the States—with being an American, so. They have a lot of problems there, 

but Canada has problems too […] I guess it’s sort of made me anti-American […] but 

since I’ve been more involved politically in the U.S. in the last couple of years I’m 

not so against them, I guess. In fact in the last few years I’ve probably become—I 

feel more American in the last few years than I had in the last forty […] I’m trying to 

change things down there as a U.S. citizen. 
 
I: What do you think sparked that involvement, that political involvement? 
[… ] It took the U.S. staking its claim on me to become involved, and it’s taken me 

objecting to that to want to become more involved in the U.S. (Interview 2015, 59 

year old female former realtor, w/ dual Am.-Can. citizenship) 
 

Being ‘claimed’ by the United States had compelled the participant to become more politically 

involved. Asked to define patriotism, the participant indicated that she believed patriotism to be a 

“duty to change” laws one feels are “unjust” (Interview 2015, 59 year old female former realtor, 

w/ dual Am.-Can. citizenship). This response was consistent with those articulated by other 

participants in the study, some of whom believed patriotism to mean “standing up for what is 

right” and that, “[i]t doesn’t mean blindly following your country” (Interview 2015, ‘Richard’—

66 year old male fine artist, renounced Am. citizenship). Such comments echo and support 

Brubaker’s (2004) position on patriotism. Brubaker argues that patriotism can be politically 

mobilized to stir an array of emotional sentiments, which may range from pride or “love of one’s 
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country” (Abbott 2007: xxiv) to feelings of (but not limited to) anger or shame. Both positive 

and negative emotions are responses that may help promote active citizens who are concerned 

about the wellbeing of the nation, or community, to which they identify (Brubaker 2004: 121).  

 When asked about their sense of patriotism, participants provided a variety of 

overlapping responses. One participant felt patriotic to both Canada and the United States. Nine 

of the participants did not consider themselves to be patriotic, or used to feel more patriotic, or 

indicated that their patriotism ‘has limits’. Six individuals did not identify with or feel patriotic to 

the U.S. Ten participants felt more patriotic to, or identified more with Canada, or had pride in 

being Canadian. The emotional register of patriotism has been described as a “highly flexible 

political language” (Brubaker 2004: 120) which can be mobilized by the state to encourage 

identification, as is the case with discourses on ‘convenient’ and ‘good citizenship’ (ibid.). The 

narratives did suggest  flexibility and context-sensitivity to patriotism, as some individuals’ sense 

of patriotism to nation had strengthened or weakened depending on what political-legal activities 

a state took (e.g., military involvement, or the implementation of tax policy). Many of the 

participants were skeptical or critical of the term patriotism when asked if they considered 

themselves to be patriotic citizens. They indicated that patriotism is permeated with notions of 

‘my country, right or wrong’, ‘flag-waving’, ‘militaries and marching’, as well as ‘jingoism’, 

‘nationalism’, ‘domination’ and ‘imperialism’. Canada was described by one participant as 

having “a softer patriotism” than the United States (Interview 2015, 59 year old female former 

realtor, w/ dual Am.-Can. citizenship).  

Scholars have noted “patriotism’s many faces” (Abbott 2007: xxiv) and definitional 

variations (Huddy and Khatib 2007). Nevertheless, Leonie Huddy and Nadia Khatib (2007) 

assert that patriotism is generally accepted to mean “a deeply felt affective attachment to the 
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nation” (63). Patriotism and obligations were often described by participants as an active 

involvement in community, whether ‘political or civil’, patriotism for them was more about 

assisting and improving one’s community. It was described at a collective, rather than an 

individualistic level. As we turn to chapter five, Active Citizens, Remaking Citizenship, I will 

now elaborate on how emotions compel greater community involvement. The final substantive 

chapter will explore how U.S. citizenship-based tax policies have encouraged former and current 

‘American-Canadian’ dual citizens to take on positions of political activism, in both Canada and 

the United States.      

 

Some Concluding Thoughts 

As I discussed above, emotions permeate different spaces and systems, such as politics, 

economies, and legalities. From the outset, I indicated that my argument is more in-line with a 

Weberian perspective, whereby citizen/state relations or citizen/state(s) relations—for the dual 

citizen or plural citizen—are affectively and instrumentally informed. Through the use of 

participant narratives, I have demonstrated how discourses, which depict dual citizens as 

‘citizens of convenience,’ fail to acknowledge the inconvenience of this status, in addition to 

(negative and positive) emotional contexts, complexities and contingencies which connect and 

disconnect individuals with/from not only the country of residence, but also the country of non-

residence. Current and former ‘American-Canadian’ dual citizens were emotive about their 

citizenships. Participants expressed feelings of ‘happiness’, ‘unhappiness’, ‘love’, ‘anger’, 

‘sorrow’, ‘fear’, ‘inertia’, even ‘disappointment’ in relation to their U.S. and Canadian 

citizenships. These are deep affective relations or attachments that the ‘convenient citizen’ lacks, 

or could not have to multiple nations.  
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In hearing the stories of twenty-three current and former ‘American-Canadian’ dual 

citizens, the malleability of citizenship becomes evident. In response to Nyers’ question, “what’s 

left of citizenship?” Stasiulis (2004) concluded that citizenship had not “evolved to its highest 

stage […] of development” (295). Rather than demonstrating fixity, citizenship continues to 

adjust along a scale of hollowness and robustness. Stasiulis asserts that citizenship is more aptly 

conceptualized in “relational terms—as an unstable set of social relations” (ibid: 296). Through 

such relations citizenship can also be ‘lost’, found, ‘made’, ‘unmade’, and ‘remade’ again. 

Perhaps, like the ‘wound that won’t heal’, our relationship with citizenship will never quite be 

lost, but instead, will always be felt—if at times closer and at other times from more an affective 

and geographical distance. 
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5. Endnotes 
1. See Appendix A4.1 and A4.2 for questionnaires    

2. See Tables for table 7, on ‘participant demographics’ 

3. The authors cite Elizabeth Debold who coined the term, ‘I poems’. 

4. See chapter 1 for a full list of these other expatriating acts. 

5. In addition to a parent, neither a trustee nor guardian can renounce on behalf of an individual. 
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V 

Active Citizens, Remaking Citizenship 

 

 

 

Both state and citizen are politicizing exit. The state sets legal and political conditions on 

immigration to, and emigration from the nation (e.g., the $2,350 renunciation fee). Following the 

work of Green (2005) and Hoffman (2010), this chapter will demonstrate how citizens and 

former citizens are contesting these conditions that regulate national space, but also those 

transnational policies which extend beyond national boundaries. In chapter three it was noted 

that the Foreign Account Tax Compliance Act (FATCA) had been enabled through a Canada-

U.S. Intergovernmental Agreement (IGA); in other words, the Internal Revenue Service (IRS) 

would now be able to obtain, via the Canada Revenue Agency (CRA), financial account 

information of ‘U.S. person’ clients in Canada. This chapter will address the various ways in 

which current and former ‘American-Canadian’ dual citizens have chosen to respond to the 

intergovernmental reporting scheme. Like chapter four, this chapter will draw on interview data 

in order to articulate how participants are responding to these policies through acts of resistance, 

relinquishing, and/or renouncing U.S. citizenship. The chapter will also carry out a context-

sensitive analysis that examines the structural and agentic layers of ‘making’ and ‘unmaking’ 

citizenship. Earlier in the thesis, I noted the reciprocity of agency and structure. Those barriers to 

renunciation have been discussed in previous chapters. Here, virtual citizenship will be 

discussed; more specifically, how netizens are engaging in practices of dissent online, as a means 

of contesting structures that impose citizenship-based taxation. This will be consistent with 

chapter one’s call for a historical sociology approach.     
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 In chapter four, I argued that individuals might hold citizenship for the various 

‘conveniences’ it brings to their lives, but that this did not imply that the status is bare of 

inconvenience, nor that it is held without emotional attachments to the nation. Consistent with 

Peter Nyers’ (2010) conceptions of how citizenship is both ‘made’ and ‘unmade,’ I argued that 

emotions inform both expected practices of citizenship and unanticipated acts. Emotions are 

experienced relationally and contextually when we enter into or exit human and nonhuman 

communities. The participants in this study expressed their attachments to both Canada and the 

United States, as culture, family, friends, history, and place. Emotions can promote active 

citizens who will engage in acts of dissident citizenship (Sparks 1997) or activist citizenship (Isin 

2008). Holloway Sparks (1997) insightfully argues that acts of dissidence require courage, 

despite a sense of fear—this demonstrates the complexity of emotions involved in dissident 

citizenship (Turner and Stets 2005: 288-289). Multiple, even conflicting emotions may compel 

acts of dissidence (Sparks 1997: 92). Sparks point also echoes what has been argued in the 

sociology of emotions, that negative events—these may be moments of oppression—have the 

potential to produce positive emotional responses—such as courage (Sparks 1997: 101; Turner 

and Stets 2005: 288). Emotions also have the capacity to promote a sense of solidarity, discord, 

connection, and disconnection among group(s) (Jasper 2011; Turner and Stets 2005: 289).  

An exploration of current and former ‘American-Canadian’ dual citizens’ congregation 

online can provide further insights. Karen A. Cerulo (1997) has found that online communities 

“contradict the physical co-presence standard that typically guides sociologists’ explorations of 

intimate or quality interactions” (50). Throughout this chapter, I will be exploring the various 

ways participants have utilized blogs to engage affectively with Canadian and U.S. politics. I 

will also investigate how by retaining, relinquishing, or renouncing their citizenship, former and 
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current dual citizens may be taking the role of ‘activist citizens,’ and doing so through the use of 

online technologies. Online communities challenge state discourses of attachment and loyalty, 

whereby the active and loyal citizen is said to be physically located in her/his community. This 

chapter will consider whether acts of ‘unmaking’ citizenship—claiming the label of ‘accidental 

American,’ self-renouncing, or renunciation and/or relinquishment—are to be regarded as 

dissident or activist.¹  

 

5.1 Activist and Dissident Citizenship 

Isin (2009) asserts that citizenship is temporally and spatially fluid (368). This position allows 

Isin to develop his concept of activist citizenship. He argues that ‘activist citizenship’ is not an 

engagement in routinized citizenship ‘practices’, such as the practice of “voting, taxpaying and 

enlisting”, but rather are ‘acts’ “against habitus, practice, conduct, discipline and routine” 

because they “make a difference[...] We make a difference when we break routines, 

understandings and practices” (ibid: 379). For Isin, the ‘activist citizen’ is in contrast to the 

‘active citizen,’ as the latter simply participates in pre-established practices and habits of 

citizenship (ibid: 381). By exploring how the citizen ‘makes a break’ it is possible to examine the 

citizen half of state/citizen relations, and build on Nyers’ (2006) conception of how the state 

‘makes’ and ‘unmakes’ citizenship. Consistent with Isin, I have argued that ‘acts of citizenship’ 

which ‘break’ from ‘practices’ of citizenship are not only the work of the state, but also citizens, 

non-citizens, and former citizens (Isin 2009: 371-372). It has been argued that each play a role in 

redesigning the conditions of citizenship, and as will be discussed, citizens, former citizens, and 

non-citizens do so by drawing on the resources of the transnational networks within which they 

are linked (Stasiulis and Bakan 2003: 166-167). 
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Sparks (1997) recognizes that citizenship does not make equal all members of a political 

community, and that society’s marginalized can engage in acts of dissent. Sparks is consistent 

with Isin when arguing that to dissent is to “contest prevailing arrangements of power” through 

politically unconventional avenues when conventional “channels are inadequate or unavailable” 

(1997: 75). However, while engaging with Isin’s conceptual language (a distinction between 

active and activist citizens) it is at the same time important to not lose sight of how the dissenting 

citizen continues to be “an engaged, active, self-governed citizen” and one who demonstrates “a 

level of commitment to participatory democracy rarely matched by nondissenting citizens” 

(Sparks 1997: 83). Sparks provides a framework for understanding acts of dissent: 

In the broadest terms, people living in democratic polities can conceivably contest 

prevailing norms, decisions, laws, and other arrangements of power through a range 

of nondemocratic and democratic practices. Choices include: 1) using violence 

(either as revolutionaries or as terrorists); 2) exiting (either as emigrants or as internal 

separatists); 3) remaining in the polity but deliberately choosing silence or inaction 

rather than participation (as nonvoters and other nonparticipants); 4) using the 

formal, institutionalized channels of democratic contestation that address the state (as 

voters, as lobbyists, as plaintiffs in legal cases against the state); 5) using the 

institutionalized but marginalized channels of democratic contestation that address 

the state and the wider polity (as members of oppositional organizations such as the 

NAACP or the National Organization for Women); or 6) using the 

noninstitutionalized and marginalized channels of democratic contestation that 

address both the state and the wider polity (as demonstrators, as civil disobedient). 

While all six of these practices contest power arrangements and are therefore 

oppositional, only the last three are democratic, and only the last two are dissident. 

(83-84)      

The second form of contestation, exiting, is most pertinent to understanding the activities of 

those former ‘American-Canadian’ dual citizens who have renounced their U.S. citizenship. 

Sparks does not identify exiting as a form of dissidence, noting how “[e]xit, separatism, and 

silence are also not democratic practices because they involve the failure to participate in 

collective political engagement at all” (ibid: 84). However, those who have exited, by either 

living abroad (outside the United States) or relinquishing/renouncing U.S. citizenship, in many 
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cases, remain affectively involved in U.S. politics. Indeed, one participant interviewed actually 

identified renunciation as a form of patriotism: 

I actually think that renouncing is a form of patriotism […] because you’re, you’re 

making a stand. You’re standing up to what isn’t right, and I try to do that when I 

can. I’m not a freedom fighter by any means. I’ve got lots to do and lots to occupy 

my mind, but I do like to do things like participating in this interview. I’ve been in 

some online forums, and I, I do like to stand up for what’s right. So, I think this 

whole citizenship-based taxation is at the root of it. If that would change, I think a lot 

of things would change. (Interview 2015, ‘Richard’—66 year old male fine artist, 

renounced Am. citizenship)  

The participant’s comments suggest that renunciation can be regarded as a form of political 

engagement—even an act of resistance. Therefore, this calls for a more flexible discussion of 

‘exit.’ To do so, I turn to what Nancy L. Green has called the politics of exit (2005).  

Green recognizes the implications exit has on citizenship—how ‘exit’ can be political. 

Exit is a process that states either promote or impede across space and time (ibid: 269). As I have 

discussed elsewhere, in 2010 the United States implemented a renunciation fee of $450 and this 

fee has since increased to $2,350. Green’s work echoes the sentiments of participants. When 

participants speculated as to why the recent fee was approximately five-times the previous one, 

the consensus was that—due to the recent increase in U.S. renunciations—the fee operated as a 

‘cash-grab’ or ‘tax-grab’, and may also serve as a mechanism of law through which the state 

discourages future renunciations. These positions regarding the renunciation fee are illustrated by 

the following two participant comments:  

The whole thing. The tax legislation and this fee thing is just a tax-grab and it has 

nothing to do with, you know, the rights of citizenship, or the rights of the U.S. Like, 

why would they have a right to impose themselves on you? [...] No, I think it’s 

ridiculous. I mean maybe a small processing fee, like $100 dollars or something. 

(Interview 2015, 54 year old female professor, w/ dual Am.-Can. citizenship) 

There should be a fee, but it should be a simple processing fee […] considering that 

you do all the work when you renounce. You print it off of your computer. You take 

your gas and you drive down [...] Setting the fee that high was designed for only one 

purpose [...] and they only designed it to make sure that—to reduce the number of 

people renouncing. They were embarrassed by these numbers, you know, and they 

just want to shut the door. Since they can’t outlaw renunciations, since it’s a 
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constitutional right, then what they’ll do is make sure that people don’t do it […] [I]t 

looks bad when eighteen year old children are renouncing. (Interview 2015, 56 year 

old male unemployed, renounced Am. citizenship)  

Many participants were not opposed to paying a ‘small’ processing fee to renounce their 

citizenship, similar to the $100 fee in Canada. In the second comment, the participant explains 

that the state is ‘designing’ the rules of exit in a manner by which the fundamental right of 

expatriation is not ‘outlawed,’ but nonetheless, becomes increasingly difficult for an individual 

to exercise due to the associated financial costs of doing so. Might the renunciation fee serve as a 

mechanism of law that aims to impede the exit of U.S. citizens?  

According to Green, the ‘politics of exit’ is also coordinated among states, as “[o]ne 

country’s immigrants are another’s emigrants” (ibid: 289). She argues that the state has often 

been concerned with its migratory flows of emigrants and the impact they could have on their 

former nation-state (e.g., might they join the military of another state) (ibid: 280). Nonetheless, 

what is of particular interest is Green’s engagement with the work of Albert Hirschman, 

specifically how “[d]issent may be expressed through voice or exit [emphasis added]” (ibid: 

282). Bert Hoffmann (2010) has also engaged with the work of Hirschman; however, he argues 

that while Hirschman initially conceived of ‘exit’ and ‘voice’ as contrasting practices—whereby 

the exercise of one would lead to a suppression of the other—when applying these concepts 

within the subfield of migration studies it is evident that both acts may interact (57-59). 

Hoffmann indicates that through a migratory lens, exit can be conceived as emigration from a 

country, and voice as the protest of “dissatisfied citizens” (ibid: 59). For Hoffmann, an 

examination of transnational migration reveals a reformulated conceptualization of ‘exit’ and 

‘voice’, which “exhibits different dynamics of exit and reentry into politics” (ibid: 62). He notes 

how in an era of globalization, the introduction of new technologies—such as the internet—

makes it possible for individuals to exit a country and continue to maintain transnational ties 
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with the country of emigration. Such technologies open up the potential for migrants to have 

their voices heard by those both within and outside the country of emigration (ibid: 60). Daiva 

Stasiulis and Abigail Bakan (2003) have also argued that these technologies are not only 

enabling the transnational communication of migrants, “link[ing] together their societies of 

origin and settlement/residence” but also promoting migrant political involvement in “two or 

more nation-states” (160). Migrants may or may not be citizens of the nation to which they are 

politically involved, but by engaging in acts of “transnational dissident citizenship” (ibid: 

160/165) migrants attempt to change the dynamics of citizenship in both sending and receiving 

nation-states. These frameworks can be applied to a current phenomenon, whereby both former 

‘American-Canadian’ dual citizens—who have exited at a legal and/or identity level (they 

formally renounced or self-renounced)—and current ‘American-Canadian’ dual citizens—living 

outside of the United States—continue to remain involved politically, both online and offline. 

During one of the interviews, a participant used the term “self-renounced” to describe his 

status (Interview 2015, 53 year old male manager, w/ dual Am.-Can. citizenship). He indicated 

that he now identifies only as Canadian, and as for his U.S. citizenship: “I cease to have it, so it 

means nothing to me anymore” (ibid.), he also explained that he has no intention of ever going 

back to the United States. The participant has not gone through the formal legal process of 

renouncing his U.S. citizenship at a U.S. consulate, but has (self) renounced his U.S. citizenship 

on an identity level. Another participant did not like being referred to as a dual citizen. She 

explained to me that she relinquished her U.S. citizenship by performing two expatriating acts, 

but has not formally documented this with the U.S. State Department. During the interview, she 

asserted, “I have not done anything that marks me as a U.S. citizen since gaining my Canadian 

citizenship” (Interview 2015, 48 year old female human resource advisor, w/ dual Am.-Can. 
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citizenship) and later identified naturalization in a foreign nation, and formally declaring an oath 

of allegiance to a foreign country as her two performed expatriating acts. On an identity level, 

the participant explained what U.S. and Canadian citizenships mean to her: “my U.S. citizenship 

doesn’t mean anything to me anymore because I don’t consider myself an American citizen, and 

my Canadian citizenship is everything” (ibid.). Both participants have self-

renounced/relinquished their U.S. citizenship, and particularly an American identity, but have 

not formally documented this with the state. 

 

5.2 Remaking Citizenship 

 In chapter four, I noted how citizenship can be remade by states and society. I use the 

term ‘remaking citizenship’ to capture a more spatially and temporally dynamic view of 

‘making’ and ‘unmaking’ citizenship. Acts which ‘make’ citizenship are also often accompanied, 

or followed, by acts which ‘unmake’ it, and the inverse (as demonstrated in a few of the case 

studies below).  

Sasha Roseneil, Beatrice Halsaa, and Sevil Sümer have also used the term ‘remaking 

citizenship’ in their edited volume of feminist research, titled, Remaking Citizenship in 

Multicultural Europe: Women’s Movements, Gender and Diversity (2012). The work 

demonstrates how women’s movements, including citizens, denizens, and noncitizens alike, have 

been resisting and ‘remaking citizenship’ across Europe, “as a concept, as law, policy, and state 

practice, and as everyday lived experience” (ibid: 8). This ‘remaking’ has been occurring in 

distinct but interconnected spaces of citizenship. These spaces, where struggles for equality have 

been taken up, include: the intimate, practices of the body, as well as economic, social, cultural 

and the political realms (ibid: 4-5). Perhaps most pertinent to this thesis, is a recognition on the 

part of the authors that acts of “remaking citizenship through the claims, demands, and cultural 
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and discursive practices of women’s movements, and of the waves made by these movements—

their ripples, resonances and reverberations—are historically and spatially situated” (ibid: 2). 

Consistent with these authors, I recognize how ‘remaking citizenship’ is a spatially and 

temporally sensitive process.  

Not only has it been argued that citizenship is being ‘remade’ across times, but also on 

different spatial ‘scales’ (Smith and McQuarrie 2012)—macro, meso, and micro (e.g., states, 

institutions, and interpersonal relations). Luis Eduardo Guarnizo (2012) asserts that citizenship 

today is “pluri-dimensional, multi-scalar, and fluid” (11) and remade by way of “scale, 

inequality, and mobility” (12). His work demonstrates how, in an era of globalization, mobile 

populations are altering citizen/state relations and how rights and obligations are being 

distributed. States are responding by regulating these distributions across multiple scales. This 

point is perhaps best summed by Guarnizo, in stating that, “[o]verlapping scales of excluding, 

controlling, and ruling dialectically intersect with new ways of belonging, participating, and 

resisting” (ibid: 28-29). I would argue that ‘remaking citizenship’ involves the challenging of 

nationality laws, or interpretations of such laws, and political discourses of belonging (e.g., the 

convenient citizen). The dual citizen’s rights and obligations are tethered to two different sets of 

nationality laws. Therefore, security of status for the dual citizen is dictated on different spatial 

scales. Current and former ‘American-Canadian’ dual citizens are challenging cross-national tax 

policies, specifically the FATCA/IGA. It will be discussed how participants are involved in 

transnational virtual networks, and by doing so, seek political-legal change in two distinct 

nation-states—both Canada and the United States—each of which implement this policy to 

varying degrees. By referencing their Canadian citizenship, they have been contesting identity 

claims made by the United States—claims that they are citizens who are required to file income 
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taxes. Participants are untethering themselves from the U.S. to varying legal and non-legal 

degrees. As I noted in chapter two, individuals have used the label ‘accidental American’ to 

challenge such claims.  

Other scholarly literature has acknowledged that citizenship itself and citizen-subjects are 

contingent: “citizenship is always in formation, is never static, settled, or complete, and identities 

or subjectivities as citizen are similarly unstable” (Staeheli 2011: 398-399). It has already been 

explained how the citizen-subject continually experiences complex and contingent locations and 

dislocations of belonging (Anthias 2002/2008). Citizenship is unstable and spatially uneven in 

design and robustness. Even the citizen with two robust citizenships may face insecurities. The 

previous chapters have demonstrated how citizenships are unequal across nation-states, and that 

citizens of the same country are often unequal as well. Citizenship is also in a state of flux across 

time. I would argue that as citizenship is ‘remade’, as it shifts in its design, this can create 

insecurity for citizen-subjects, whose subject positions (e.g., legal status or sense of belonging) 

are never quite fixed, or certain; particularly, in the case of the dual or multiple citizen. In the 

pages to follow I will elaborate on how former dual citizen participants negotiate multiple acts of 

‘making’ and ‘unmaking’ U.S. citizenship, as a response to changes in citizenship design. 

When there are changes to nationality laws over time, and/or where the nationality laws 

of countries conflict, individuals may find that they have ‘lost’ (Harder 2010), ‘misplaced’, or 

become ‘uncertain’ about their citizenship status. The inverse is also a possibility, as there is also 

the potential for a ‘restoration’, ‘clinging’ (Forcese 2006) and ‘rediscovering’ of one’s status. 

Citizenship can be “clinging” or “lingering” (Forcese 2006: 382) when a first country continues 

to recognize the citizenship of an individual, despite that person having renounced this 

citizenship in accordance with the naturalization laws of a second country. This raises the 
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question: might an individual believe herself/himself to have only one citizenship after 

renouncing all other citizenships as part of a country’s requirements for naturalization? If so, this 

could lead to a potential rediscovery of ‘clinging’ citizenship. In addition to the notion that 

citizenship has an unstable spatial and temporal design—that it can be redesigned (Weber 

2010)—Peter Nyers’ (2006) ‘making’ and ‘unmaking’ of citizenship are concepts that open up 

the possibility of understanding how citizenship can be ‘remade’ again. 

Time has shown that the individual can take on a trajectory of citizen identity while being 

a noncitizen (on a legal level), before again becoming a citizen (this could be both in one sense 

of belonging and legal status). This was the case for the ‘lost Canadians’. They engaged in 

practices of citizenship under the belief that they were citizens but, unbeknownst to them, for 

years, were not recognized as such by the Canadian state. Recently they have had their legal 

Canadian citizenship status restored by the state (as discussed in chapter four) (CBC News 

2013). One could also look to the current Justice for Deepan campaign, which is working 

towards the restoration of Deepan Budlakoti’s birthright citizenship and rights; a status the 

Canadian government has extinguished despite Canada having been the place of his birth and 

life-long residence (Justice for Deepan N.d.). The Canadian government claims that Deepan was 

never a Canadian citizen for the reason that he was ineligible to receive birthright citizenship. 

Restoration efforts involve challenging “a highly technical reading of the law and a biased 

interpretation of available evidence” (ibid.). This case could also fit within a ‘remaking of 

citizenship’ framework.  The instability of citizenship status and identity, and their remaking by 

states and individuals, also pertains to ‘American-Canadian’ dual citizens who identify as 

‘accidental Americans’. Some individuals from this demographic were informed by Canadian 

and U.S. consulate officials, prior to becoming a Canadian citizen, that they would be 
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surrendering their American citizenship in accordance with (past) Canadian or American 

nationality laws. Over time, as these nationality laws changed, these now-Canadians would once 

again be recognized as Americans by the U.S. state. These individuals—perhaps upon learning 

about U.S. citizenship-based tax obligations—went through a period of rediscovering their 

American citizenship. Presumably, others continue to remain unaware of this status, but this is 

not the case for participants in this study, who are aware of their U.S. citizenship status. As 

noted, some choose not to recognize or self-identify themselves as American, instead they may 

have identified as an ‘accidental American’ or as having ‘self-renounced.’ 

If we are to understand citizenship within relational terms (Stasiulis 2004) then this 

requires a discussion of how the introduction of new technologies (e.g., the internet), shifts the 

scales of citizenship relations and practices beyond the boundaries of nation-state (Hoffmann 

2010: 60; Staeheli et al. 2012: 637-639). State relations impact the status of citizenship (Forcese 

2006; Green 2005)—as evidenced by the Foreign Account Tax Compliance 

Act/Intergovernmental Agreement between Canada and the United States. Canadian citizens may 

now have their Canadian financial information shared with the United States. Individuals 

engaging in practices and acts of resistance also play a “generative role” (Roseneil, Halsaa, and 

Sümer 2012: 2) in whatever new configurations citizenship will take. The remaking of 

citizenship can occur through the coordinated activism of citizens, denizens, non-citizens, and 

former citizens (Roseneil, et al. 2012; Guarnizo 2012). A community of “netizens” is a form of 

relation mediated through the geographies of virtual space (Dean 2003: 101; Papacharissi 2002: 

22; Yang 2009: 33). 
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5.3 Virtual Activism 

Social networks can be established through the internet or virtual space, particularly by 

and for individuals who due to the social position they occupy, may not have accessibility to a 

face-to-face community (Diani 2000: 391-392). This virtual space, in and of itself, is not equally 

accessible to all individuals, as individuals may not have the appropriate social capital to engage 

in computing activities, or may not have the financial capital necessary to afford virtual 

technologies and internet (Dahlberg 2001: 628). Scholars have engaged theoretically with the 

work of Jürgen Habermas to debate whether virtual space constitutes its own public sphere 

(Dean 2003; Goldberg 2011; Papacharissi 2002). I will not entertain this debate, but my position 

is that virtual space can facilitate political involvement and promote acts of activism or dissent 

(Papacharissi 2002: 13).  

The internet compresses space, promoting a meeting and interaction of individuals who 

are dispersed across various geographical boundaries (Wellman et al. 2001: 438-440); such as 

those experiencing “geographical isolation” (Diani 2000: 392). This is of particular significance 

when considering which political activities Americans living abroad are engaged in, in addition 

to what forms of social networks they possess. The internet may also offer a space for the non-

citizen or former citizen to engage politically with American (dual) citizens, all of whom would 

also be the virtual community ‘netizens.’ In which virtual spaces do they discuss and contest US 

politics? Does virtual space offer access to community resources (Diani 2000: 387)? These are 

questions I will take up while investigating the engagement of non-resident Americans in virtual 

space.  

 The blog is the online medium addressed in this section. Blogs can be organized around 

particular content or genres, and the content of some blogs can be political (Rettberg 2014: 32; 

Tremayne 2007: xii-xiii).1 Blogging presents one medium by which political decision-making 
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can be challenged. Blogging communities have proven to be politically active both online and 

offline. It has been noted that mainstream media outlets often monitor and report on political 

issues taken up by communities of bloggers and, by doing so, the media provides further volume 

to bloggers’ voices (Papacharissi 2009). My own exploration of blogs revealed a blog-media 

relationship, as bloggers engaged with content produced by the mainstream media–this 

observation is consistent with what has already been stated in the literature (Kahn and Kellner 

2004: 91; Tremayne 2007: 261). Bloggers will take the URL of another website and link it to the 

blog (Rettberg 2014: 10; Tremayne 2007: vii/261). The content of a URL link—this may be an 

online media news story—can then be contested on the blog by its community. The literature has 

also spoken to the connections between what occurs in virtual spaces and ‘real’ offline spaces 

(Diani 2000; Tremayne 2007). It has been argued that while the engagement in online activities 

can lead to social isolation, the internet also has the potential to assist in the maintenance of 

offline relationships. The internet is one medium through which to organize and gather as a 

community, whether this be online or offline (Wellman et al. 2001 450-451). Virtual spaces have 

been used to organize offline acts of dissent, such as protests, and with the assistance of handheld 

devices bloggers can record and post offline political events online in the form of “pictures, text, 

audiom [sic] and video” (Kahn and Kellner 2004: 93). Such audio, textual, and visual 

information can then be discussed and contested online by the larger blogging community.  

 Some notable blogs that pertain to the treatment of American expats are the Maple 

Sandbox (maplesandbox.ca) and Isaac Brock Society (isaacbrocksociety.ca). I have chosen to 

discuss the latter in greater detail, as it was more frequently mentioned during participant 

interviews, and it is one of the larger political blogs concerning such issues. The Isaac Brock 

Society identifies as a group which, “consists of individuals who are concerned about the 
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treatment by the United States government of US persons who live in Canada and abroad” (Isaac 

Brock Society December 14, 2011).3 The Society “want[s] to fight for US persons” and this 

group of bloggers indicates that its aim is “to provide one another with resources and strategies, 

comfort and advice” (ibid.). The latter quote speaks to a community that provides both 

instrumental and emotional assistance. This online group is engaged in activities that provide 

both online and offline community support to ‘American-Canadian’ dual citizens, and more 

broadly, to US persons living outside of the United States. Some participants spoke about the 

affective support they received from online communities, as illustrated by the following 

comment:  

I would have loved to have had a line I could call to say, ‘hey, this is what’s going on 

with me right now. Help. What do I do now? What do I do next?’ Cause the first few 

weeks were agonizing. It was just not knowing what was going on, what could 

happen, and having to do all this research […] [T]he best help I found online was 

from Canadians in exactly my situation, saying ‘here’s what you need to do to get 

caught up.’ It just struck me as odd that the best source was just citizens trying to 

help other citizens. (Interview 2015, male software developer, w/ dual Am.-Can. 

citizenship). 

This comment speaks to the difficulty the participant had in locating resources that could provide 

assistance with understanding U.S. citizenship-based tax policy. As the participant indicates, the 

‘best help’ came from an online community of American citizens. Participants did not find the 

IRS to be particularly useful in clarifying their tax-filing obligations.  

The online activities of Isaac Brock Society bloggers are not limited to political 

discussions on forums. Since 2011, this blogging community has been involved in various online 

and offline acts which include: the compiling and sharing of research (with the larger 

community) on US tax-related policies, the organizing of offline protests and information 

sessions, sending a human rights complaint to the United Nations, speaking with Canadian 

political representatives, communicating with professionals and academics (Isaac Brock Society 
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December, 10, 2014).4 During the interviews, a couple of participants noted that they had 

contacted their Members of Parliament concerning citizenship-based taxation and Canada’s 

involvement with the Foreign Account Tax Compliance Act. Bloggers are also engaging with 

media outlets by sharing their own stories/experiences with the media, and by regularly 

commenting on their news stories. A few of the participants noted during the interview that they 

had shared their stories with the media. As explained by one of the participants earlier, by 

participating in the interview for this study, and more broadly by openly sharing their own 

experiences with U.S. citizenship-based tax laws and the FATCA/IGA, participants are 

contesting such policies. Finally, the blog has been used as a medium through which to collect 

financial donations from the online community, in order to help support offline political-legal 

activities. This includes fund-raising in support of a lawsuit by a non-profit corporation, the 

Alliance for the Defense of Canadian Sovereignty (ADCS). The stated mandate of the ADCS is 

“[t]o defend Canada’s sovereignty and its peoples from the attempt of other countries to impose 

their legislation on Canada” (ADCS N.d.[a]). A couple of participants spoke about their own 

financial contributions to the lawsuit being carried out by this group, one of which stated: 

I don’t know if you’ve been following the lawsuit. I’ve donated what I can. Sort of 

like I have—whenever I have any extra money, I’m like, do I save to renounce or do I 

donate to the, to the […] to the lawsuit [laugh]. So I sort of split it. Every now and 

then I send like twenty dollars, thirty dollars, which you know is not a lot of money 

but I bet you they’ve been funding this lawsuit, and I bet it’s because there are lots of 

people like me, who when they can, send twenty-five, or fifty dollars, or one hundred 

dollars. I send, whenever I can I send money because they’re, they’re fighting the […] 

they’re fighting the IGA. (Interview 2015, 44 year old female professor, w/ dual Am.-

Can. citizenship)          

As of June 21 2015, the organization had raised $425,000 of the $500,000 in legal costs needed 

to move forward with the case (ADCS N.d.[a]). Communities of bloggers have been and 

continue to be resourceful and highly active, both online and offline, in providing resources, 
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strategies, comfort, and advice to a community of Americans abroad and in fighting for a 

political-legal change. 

 

5.4 A Lawsuit against the Canadian Government   

 On August 11, 2014, two Ontario women filed a lawsuit against the Government of Canada for 

its implementation of the FATCA, through an IGA with the US (Evans 2014; Hasselback 2014). 

The plaintiffs’ claim is that FATCA violates sections 7, 8, 15 of the Canadian Charter of Rights 

and Freedoms; more specifically (in numerical order) the rights to, life, liberty, and security of 

person; search and seizure; equality before and under law and equal protection and benefit of 

the law (Justice Laws Website 2015). The argument is that the Foreign Accounts Tax 

Compliance Act/Intergovernmental Agreement infringes upon these sections of the Canadian 

Charter of Rights and Freedoms by implementing a reporting scheme, in Canada, which would 

create a distinction among Canadians—criteria would identify certain citizens and residents as 

‘US persons’—and enable a foreign government to have access to the account information of 

Canadian citizens and residents, identified as ‘US person’ account holders. The reporting scheme 

would deprive these Canadian citizens and residents of their liberty and security of person. The 

ADCS provides a more sufficient and in-depth overview of these claims on their website (ADCS 

N.d.[b]). When asked the question, “what difficulties have you experienced as a U.S.Canadian 

dual citizen? Are any of these difficulties a result of this status?” one participant responded, 

“[h]ave I been discriminated against? Yes […] with the FATCA/IGA, enabling legislation which 

has created a discrimination in Canada” (Interview 2015, 59 year old female former realtor, w/ 

dual Am.-Can. citizenship).   

‘American-Canadians’ have been learning about this lawsuit online, “[s]o they [the 

ADCS] have a record of these Charter challenges, and I found out about it through the website 
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Maple Sandbox and the Isaac Brock Society” (Interview 2015, male, w/ dual Am.-Can. 

citizenship). As I noted in chapter 4, some of the participants expressed a sense of anger in 

relation to the recent changes in U.S. and Canadian policy, in addition to feelings of betrayal by, 

and disappointment in the Canadian government. At the time of writing, the case has yet to reach 

court, but has received much political and financial support from various online communities. 

The litigation is being carried out by a legal team under a non-profit organization called the 

Alliance for the Defense of Canadian Sovereignty (ADCS). The legal opinion for the ADCS was 

provided by Canadian Lawyer, Joseph Arvay. Arvay will be representing the plaintiffs, as the 

litigator for this case (ADCS N.d.[b]/N.d.[c]). The two plaintiffs hold both American and 

Canadian citizenships, but “never developed any meaningful relationship with the US” (ADCS 

N.d.[d]); both having left the U.S. at the age of five, and never having worked in, or held a 

passport to the country of their birth (ADCS N.d.[d]; Evans 2014). They fall within conceptions 

of the ‘accidental American’.          

 

5.5. Relinquishment and Renunciation as Political Acts 

I will now discuss the degree to which participants used renunciation and/or relinquishment as 

political strategies (As noted in chapter two, renunciation is one form of relinquishment under 

U.S. nationality laws). With approximately 7 million U.S. citizens residing abroad (Yan 2015), 

this year’s new annual record of 3,415 renunciations remains a small total of the larger 

population of expatriates. As I noted in chapter 4, twelve of the fifteen current ‘American-

Canadian’ dual citizens interviewed had considered renouncing their U.S. citizenship. While 

many may be considering ‘exit,’ few have chosen to take up this strategy—only six of the 

participants in the study renounced their U.S. citizenship. The numbers, however, have been 

growing annually. 
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The six individuals who had renounced their U.S. citizenship identified tax 

complications, conflicting nationality laws, and changing nationality laws as factors compelling 

their decision to renounce. Four of the participants spoke about having renounced their U.S. 

citizenship due to changes in nationality laws. Richard shared a story of believing he’d lost his 

U.S. citizenship when he became a naturalized Canadian. Like Richard, two more participants 

renounced their U.S. citizenship after discovering that they continued to hold this status—this 

was despite having been informed by consulate officials that naturalization in Canada would 

cause them to lose U.S. citizenship.  

I renounced it because I found out I had to. I thought that when I became a Canadian 

citizen that I automatically lost my US citizenship. That used to be the old rule, but it 

seems they changed the rules and I wasn’t aware of the fact that you actually have to 

go down and officially renounce your citizenship, and I did that in 2012. (Interview 

2015, 56 year old male unemployed, renounced Am. citizenship) 

This comment, and, more broadly, the narratives, highlight how changes to nationality rules can 

result in unaware citizens. They would now be required to renounce formally in order to be no 

longer considered U.S. citizens. The stories also illustrate the potential for overlapping acts of 

‘making’ and ‘unmaking’ citizenship across space and time: in ‘making’ themselves Canadian, 

participants thought they had ‘unmade’ their U.S. citizenship by way of an expatriating act (i.e., 

naturalizing in a foreign country). Their U.S. citizenship would then be ‘made’ again when they 

later discovered their ‘clinging’ status. Participants would then later choose to ‘unmake’ their 

U.S. citizenship through the act of renunciation. John’s narrative was one where he renounced 

his U.S. citizenship in response to changes in nationality laws. He renounced his U.S. citizenship 

before the renunciation fee increased. Two more participants spoke of the ‘complications’ and 

‘conflicts’ between Canadian and U.S. laws, which had compelled their decision to renounce 

U.S. citizenship. Both noted the tax laws, but one of the participants explained a further conflict, 



140 
 

that she was being advised to travel on a Canadian passport, by Canada, and a U.S. passport, by 

the United States.  

Some of the current ‘American-Canadian’ dual citizens spoke to the financial costs that 

would be involved in renouncing their U.S. citizenship, and identified the $2,350 renunciation 

fee as one deterrent to this act.  

You know the only reason I would have renounced before is just because I was in 

protest with what their [the United States] policies are, but I wouldn’t have gone so 

far because of—just out of pure laziness, and I don’t want to pay any money ‘cause I 

don’t think I should have to [laugh]. (Interview 2015, female graphic designer, w/ 

dual Am.-Can. citizenship) 

Despite being in ‘protest’ with U.S. ‘policies,’ the costs of renunciation and the behaviour of 

‘laziness’ deterred the participant from engaging in this act of ‘unmaking’. One participant I 

spoke with had “fully intended to renounce”, but due to lengthy waiting times was unable to do 

so before the renunciation fee increased to $2,350, to which she responded by stating, “I don’t 

have that [amount of savings]” (Interview 2015, 44 year old female professor, w/ dual Am.-Can. 

citizenship). John, in his narrative, had also encountered lengthy waiting times for an 

appointment with a U.S. consulate in Canada. In response, John went to great lengths to book an 

appointment with a U.S. consulate in Tijuana, in order to renounce before this fee increase took 

effect.  

The narratives of current ‘American-Canadian’ dual citizens highlight how the state has 

been transforming the right of expatriation into a costly service. In the narratives participants 

weighed the costs of renouncing against the costs of filing income taxes each year, as illustrated 

by the following participant comment: “If I can do the taxes myself then I might retain it for a 

little while […] If I feel that I’m having to spend, you know, several hundred dollars or a 

thousand dollars a year to file the taxes, I’m just going to renounce” (Interview 2015, male 

software developer, w/ dual Am.-Can. citizenship). But as I demonstrated in chapter 4, 
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participants often weighed this financial balancing against their affectual ties. For example, 

participants considered whether renunciation would hinder access to their family members back 

in the United States.      

Throughout this thesis, I have demonstrated how liberal citizenship designs are 

paradoxically laden. When considering the status of the dual citizen—how they are designed in 

and out of this citizenship—perplexing questions emerge, such as: why does the United States 

tax individuals, who are/were unaware of their status, when the principle of ‘no taxation without 

representation’ was key to the formation of the nation? Stasiulis (2004) has noted that, “[n]eo-

liberal governance has led to the thinning of citizenship” (295). The citizenship right of ‘exit’ is 

also being thinned out and further commodified. Neo-liberal governance is characterized by a 

decrease in state funded social policies, a hollowing of citizenship rights (social and political), 

and the state promotion of responsible “economic-rational actors” (Sparke 2006: 155) on a 

transnational scale (ibid: 153-157). Despite the growing tolerance and incidence of dual 

citizenship, in an era of globalization, ‘exit’ is becoming increasingly inconvenient. The right to 

expatriate, so fundamental in U.S. history, is being transformed into a service. Americans 

residing abroad are subject to complex and costly income tax filing obligations, and those who 

wish to renounce (but not relinquish) their U.S. citizenship are required to pay a $2,350 

processing fee. Participants speculated that fee may be serving as a barrier to renunciation, and 

one participant in particularly (see chapter four) asserted that ‘the U.S. punishes anyone who 

leaves’ and ‘they treat their citizens almost like property.’ In speaking to FATCA and the IGA, 

Richard stated, “[i]t just becomes more and more impossible to be a U.S. citizen abroad” 

(Interview 2015, ‘Richard’—66 year old male fine artist, renounced Am. citizenship), and when 

speaking to the renunciation fee, John asserted “I think that they make it insidiously hard to give 



142 
 

up and renounce your American citizenship” (Interview 2015, ‘John’—male laboratory 

technologist, renounced Am. citizenship) 

 

Some Concluding Thoughts  

In this chapter, I have shown how the act of exit can be political—what Green termed ‘the 

politics of exit.’ Exit, as a concept has its origins in Albert Hirschman’s work. Its usage today, in 

migration literature, conveys the decision to emigrate a country, and, under this term, I have 

included the acts of relinquishment and renunciation. Green (2005) has argued that emigration is 

more fully conceptualized when also considering patterns of immigration. Following a historical-

sociological approach, one can more aptly explore exit as a spatially and temporally contextual 

act of citizenship, which is continually (re)enabled and (re)constrained on multiple scales. 

As Hoffmann (2010) identified how exit can be an act of dissidence when technologies 

promote transnational ties and enable the ‘voices’ of ‘dissatisfied citizens’ to be heard by those 

both within and outside the country of emigration. I have argued that renunciation can be 

understood as a form of dissidence, but one that is not exercised by a large number of Americans 

abroad. Renunciation is becoming an increasingly inconvenient and costly act for the dual citizen 

to exercise. However, current and former ‘American-Canadian’ dual citizens are exiting the 

United States and dissenting online. Some of the participants interviewed have been contesting 

national policies and donating to the FATCA lawsuit on blog websites.  

I started subscribing to the Brock Society post, or blog, and they made it quite—they 

made—they clarified the situation considerably and they made it clear that if 

someone who was born in the U.S. did not want to consider themselves to be 

American, or U.S. citizens, they would have to relinquish their citizenship. (Interview 

2015, 64 year old male executive, relinquished Am. citizenship) 
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Blogs have also provided participants with information on how to relinquish U.S. citizenship 

(provided they are eligible to do so) and avoid paying a $2,350 renunciation fee. These online 

and offline acts play a significant role in the ‘remaking of citizenship’.    
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6. Endnotes 

1. The word blog is “a contraction of the words ‘web’ and ‘log’” (Rettberg 2014: 30). Log is being derived 

from the logbook of a ship; which held chronological entries of important information about a voyage (such 

as, navigation information). Jill Walker Rettberg (2014) asserts that the word, “[w]eb is fitting, as people in 

the nineties tended to talk about navigating the Web” (ibid.). Rettberg acknowledges the difficulty of 

formulating a “watertight definition of ‘blog’” (2014: 34), but like others defines a blog more broadly as a 

website, which stores entries of information in reverse chronological order (Papacharissi 2009; Rettberg 

2014: 32; Tremayne 2007: vii). 

2. The annual total of U.S. renunciations over the last several years are as follows: 3,415 in 2014, 2,999 in 

2013, 932 in 2012, 1781 in 2011, 1534 in 2010, 742 in 2009, and 231 in 2008. For dates beyond what has 

been listed here, see chapter 3. 

3. Sir Isaac Brock was born on October 6, 1769. Brock came from a wealthy family background (Turner 

1999: 59/77). In 1785, at 15 years of age, Brock enlisted in the British military, and during his time of 

service, he quickly climbed the military ranks. Brock was assigned command of the 49th Foot infantry in 

1797, and obtained his last rank of Major-General in 1811. Wesley Turner (1999) describes Brock as one to 

act “boldly” and even with a degree of “recklessness” (60). Narratives of Brock center on his heroics 

during the War of 1812 (ibid: 58-61). With war already declared between Canada and Britain, Brigadier-

General, William Hull captured Fort Malden, on July 12, 1812. This has been regarded as, “the first 

American invasion of Canadian territory in the war [of 1812]” (ibid: 71). After learning of a British capture 

of Michilimackinac, Hull retreated to Fort Detroit on August 8, 1812. On August, 16—of that same year—

Brock led an attack against Fort Detroit, resulting in a surrender by Hull and an unexpected British victory 

over American forces there (ibid: 72-74). For Brock, the battleground would soon shift to the Niagara River 

region where American forces were strengthening (ibid: 75). Recognizing this, Brock anticipated an attack 

on Fort George. But on the morning of October 13, American Major-General, Stephen Van Rensselaer’s 

forces crossed the Niagara River, and attacked Queenston Heights. Upon learning of the nearby attack, 

Brock and his troops rode by horse from Fort George to Queenston Heights, in an effort to intercept 

American forces there. During the effort to regain control of Queenston, Brock was shot through the chest 

and died instantly. A victory came that afternoon, as British forces, led by Sir Roger Hale Sheaffe, 
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successfully retook Queenston Heights (ibid: 76-77). Today a monument commemorating Brock’s heroic 

actions can be found at Queenston Heights (ibid: 81). The Isaac Brock Society has tied this piece of history 

into their own current campaign, stating, “Sir Isaac Brock prepared Canadians for war with the United 

States and gave his life repelling a US invasion in 1812. So we also want to fight for US persons who are 

frightened by the IRS, the border guards, and the media” (Isaac Brock Society 2011). 

4. A much more in depth overview of the online and offline activities of this blogging community can be 

found at: http://isaacbrocksociety.ca/2014/12/10/happy-birthday-isaac-brock-society-2/  
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Conclusion 

 

 

To conclude, I will first note that the three overlapping themes—‘convenient’ and 

‘inconvenient’ citizenship, the ‘design’ of citizenship, and ‘making’ and ‘unmaking’ 

citizenship—have all guided this exploration, and addressed two central thesis questions. The 

first theme raises the question: to what extent do ‘American-Canadian’ dual citizens consider 

their status to be an ‘inconvenience,’ based chiefly on U.S. citizenship-based tax laws for non-

residents? Second, do such sentiments compel dual citizens to renounce their U.S. citizenship? In 

order to provide clarity to the first central thesis question, Chapters 1 and 2 combined have 

served as a historical backbone to the thesis—demonstrating that as state(s)/citizen relations alter 

across spaces and times citizenship is redesigned (Nyers 2010; Weber 2010); consequently, how 

expatriation is exercised also changes (Green 2009). The arguments presented in these two 

chapters also challenge the notion that renunciation is completely voluntary (Herzog 2011), as 

the state places pressures on the citizen, in the form of complex and inconvenient tax obligations. 

Chapter 3 continues this discussion. The findings of this chapter demonstrate that 

‘American-Canadian’ dual citizens do, indeed, face a variety of inconveniences and burdens. To 

list a few, they have experienced inconveniences in mobility. The majority of participants have 

been questioned and/or hassled at the border for not identifying adequately their nationality 

and/or for not traveling on a U.S. passport. For Americans living abroad, these inconveniences 

are also financial and tax-related. Americans living in Canada must adhere to the complex 

citizenship-based tax laws of the United States. There are punitive financial penalties for 

inadequately filing U.S. income taxes. As a result, participants either invest a great deal of time 

filing their own income taxes, or pay tax lawyers/experts hundreds to thousands of dollars a year 

to file on their behalf. Furthermore, the opening of Canadian programs, such as a TFSA, RESP, 
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and RDSP, or the owning of Canadian mutual funds, adds to the complexity of tax filing (Pound 

and Reed 2013). Those who wish to unmake their U.S. citizenship, and in effect their 

obligations, must pay a $2,350 service fee. Participants also feel as though they are being treated 

as criminals. They must file an annual Report of Foreign Bank and Financial Accounts form to 

the U.S. Financial Crimes Enforcement Network, and those living in Canada, are now caught in 

the web of the Foreign Accounts Tax Compliance Act.    

In addressing the second question regarding the sentiments that compel non-resident U.S. 

citizens to renounce, I turn to the participant responses of those who had renounced their 

American citizenship, as well as those who have expressed a desire to renounce but have not yet 

done so. They spoke of the complications of citizenship-based taxes, but also the complications 

of changing and/or conflicting nationality laws. In chapters four and five, I highlighted how 

changing nationality laws could leave ambiguous the legal status and sense of belonging of 

‘American-Canadians.’ Some were told by U.S. and Canadian consulate officials that by 

becoming a Canadian citizen they would lose their U.S. citizenship. However, they have since 

discovered that the United States continues to regard them as citizens. Three of the participants 

renounced their U.S. citizenship after learning they had unknowingly retained their U.S. 

citizenship. One participant, John, was compelled to renounce his U.S. citizenship after learning 

of the impending renunciation fee increase (from US $450 to $2,350). Two more of the 

participants cited conflicting laws as reason for renunciation, with one of these complications 

being double taxation.  

By analyzing these narratives, I have also explored the social, economic, political, legal, 

familial and affectual spaces current and former dual citizens hold in two countries. One 

‘American-Canadian’ dual citizen participant described herself as being in a state of “existential 
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doubleness—of living in two places at the same time” (Interview 2015, female professor, w/ dual 

Am.-Can. citizenship). She explained, “I feel split, like my identity’s so much here, but it’s there 

[as well]” (ibid.). The transnational ties of current and former ‘American-Canadians’ were also 

investigated; more specifically, the degrees to which these ties were instrumentally and/or 

affectively thick or thin.  

Scholars have been arguing that emotions are relational products which implicate group 

solidarity (Butler 2004; Conradson and Mckay 2007; Svašek 2010). Emotions can either promote 

solidarity or sow discord (Jasper 2011; Turner and Stets 2005). The literature has engaged 

theoretically with trauma. It has been argued that “emotional shock” (Eyerman 2013: 42) can be 

discursively constructed at the societal level, as “cultural trauma” (ibid: 43). Emotions implicate 

a sense of belonging. They compel acts that ‘make’ and ‘unmake’ citizenship, and emotions can 

result from these very acts (Nyers 2010). Emotions, affects, and behavioural traits compelled 

participants to maintain their American citizenship—a result of feelings of ‘fear’ or ‘laziness’—

but were also derived from the act of renunciation. In some cases, participants felt an ‘anger’ or 

‘sorrow’ in giving up their U.S. citizenship. Love had compelled some Americans to form 

relationships with Canadians and later move to Canada to become Canadian citizens. Participants 

recalled a ‘keenness’ to become Canadian and a ‘happiness’ in being a citizen. In time, they 

came to love Canada itself. Participants described feelings of ‘nostalgia’ associated with place—

in addition to the personal memories they formed in both countries. Participants also directed 

‘anger’ towards U.S. citizenship-based tax laws, “I just, I’m angry […] you know, I think their 

behaviour is atrocious. Their behaviour is despicable and that’s a shame” (Interview 2015, 77 

year old male retired administrator, w/ dual Am.-Can. citizenship). These tax-related policies are 

having a negative effect on participants’ sense of belonging to the United States:  
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[I]f FATCA had not reared its ugly head, I would have gone on being an expositor of 

the good things about the United States of America […] I actually have some sorrow 

that the United States is going through this. You know, but that they are silly enough 

to pursue it and to pursue little guys like me […] (ibid.)    

The literature demonstrates how emotions promote, shape, and guide particular practices or acts 

of citizenship (Fortier 2010; Johnson 2010). Emotions can stir political involvement (Brubaker 

2004), even acts of dissent (Sparks 1997). I noted how citizens—current and former—are 

contesting the citizenship-based tax laws of the U.S., in addition to the enforcement of foreign 

tax policy in Canada. In doing so, participants are ‘remaking citizenship’ (Roseneil, Halsaa, and 

Sümer 2012) and its material (e.g. legal) and symbolic (e.g., identity) conditions. Current and 

former ‘American-Canadians’ are negotiating the formal legal channels regulating rights, 

obligations, and exit by altering notions of belonging. Some U.S. citizens have declared 

themselves ‘accidental Americans,’ and as those who have ‘self-renounced.’ This challenge is 

one of belonging, and raises questions about from which nation(s) one derives rights and owes 

obligations. As Stasiulis and Bakan (2003) have articulated, “[transnational] migrant networks 

challenge conventional notions of citizenship” (163). In my research, the ‘remaking of 

citizenship’ is occurring on a transnational scale by way of communities of netizens 

(Papacharissi 2002). Online blogs reveal an engaged group of former and current ‘American 

Canadian’ dual citizens contesting citizenship-based taxation through online forums. They are 

also donating to the FATCA/IGA lawsuit by the Alliance for the Defense of Canadian 

Sovereignty, and providing other Americans, living abroad, with tax-related resources. 

 

Contributions of This Study 

This research has contributed to the Canadian literature on the lived experience of 

citizenship through the analysis of original interview data with twenty-three Canadians who had 
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held, or do currently hold American citizenship. The analysis has examined not only what it 

means to negotiate the citizenship obligations (i.e., tax-related) of the United States, but has also 

captured revealing perspectives on Canadian citizenship. For example, in chapters 4 and 5, I 

have captured participants’ sense of belonging to Canada, in addition to their affective and 

political perspectives on recent changes to Canadian laws; specifically, those made to Bill C-31, 

which will enforce the U.S. Foreign Accounts Tax Compliance Act policy in Canada. 

Participants expressed a ‘disappointment’ and ‘unhappiness’ with the Canadian government. 

They also believe the policy created a ‘second class’ citizenship for dual citizens in Canada. 

Since the Intergovernmental Agreement, which implements FATCA in Canada, has only been 

passed as recently as July 2014 (Deraspe and Yong 2014), the effects FATCA has on Americans 

residing in Canada—who are also Canadian citizens—presents new avenues for empirical 

research. Through the participant narratives, this thesis has contributed some initial findings and, 

hopefully, continue the dialogue on the implementation of this cross-national, U.S./Canadian tax 

policy.       

The thesis also has, more broadly, contributed to the literature on citizenship and 

migration. Few studies exist which explore the experiences of Americans in Canada (Croucher 

2011: 114). Empirically, I have chosen to contribute to the literature by providing ‘American-

Canadians’ with an opportunity and platform upon which to speak about their experiences, not 

only about living in and emigrating from the U.S., but also about immigrating to and living in 

Canada. One of the most significant analytical contributions of this thesis is a flipping of the 

‘convenience’ argument on its head: thus, in Canadian political discourse the ‘conveniences’ of 

dual citizenship have been emphasized at the expense of the ‘inconveniences’ attached to this 

status. This has been the case with Lebanese-Canadian dual citizens, who received evacuation 
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assistance from the Canadian government but were subsequently treated with suspicion (see 

chapter 2) (Nyers 2010; Stasiulis and Amery, 2010). This analytical insight is of significance 

when discussing ‘American-Canadian’ dual citizens, for the reason that, as individuals with a 

First World nation on each end of the hyphen, it is paradoxical to regard this status as potentially 

inconvenient or even precarious. Nonetheless, throughout this thesis, the analysis of my 

narratives with ‘American-Canadian’ dual citizens has highlighted the significance of such 

burdens or inconveniences.  

With respect to another theme, ‘unmaking’ citizenship, this study has revealed how 

renunciation has served as an alleviation for the aforementioned burdens, suggesting the need for 

more extensive discussions of renunciation in the citizenship and migration literature. Green 

(2005) has noted benefits to “reversing the immigration perspective” (265); in other words, it is 

by not only emphasizing and studying immigration, but also emigration, that scholars may 

provide fuller explanations of individual/state relations and identity constructions (288). One 

such benefit is that it allows scholars to gain further insight into how nations regulate agentic acts 

of exit, and in doing so, construct a national identity and citizenship (ibid: 266/288-289). Despite 

all that ‘exit’ can tell us about the state, Green notes how “little attention has been given to the 

history of policies and attitudes of states and societies with regard to departure” (ibid: 266). I 

have taken up the proposal to question the voluntariness of expatriation and more specifically 

renunciation (Herzog 2011). Such an approach is consistent with Nyers (2010) and Weber’s 

(2010) points that citizenship is continually open to redesign through state, citizen, and 

noncitizen relations and acts of ‘making’ and ‘unmaking’ of citizenship. 
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Proposal for Future Research 

There are some choices made throughout the process of researching this thesis that with 

hindsight could have been done differently. First, questionnaires could have contained less 

structured questions, as this would have provided more opportunity for silences, more 

spontaneous story-telling moments, and unscheduled follow-up questions. Second, it would have 

been insightful to conduct an interview with those considered to be a ‘resident alien’ under U.S. 

nationality laws (for reasons to be explained). 

I will now propose some future research directions that could build on the foundation of 

my thesis findings and analyses. The population of this study has been current and former 

‘American-Canadian’ dual citizens. In selecting this population, it has been possible to explore 

the paradox that inconveniences would be derived from a status that provides individuals with 

two robust citizenships. The findings challenge the notion of dual citizenship as an 

unproblematically privileged status, as reflected in the decision to renounce U.S. citizenship. 

Future research would collect interview data from participants who hold a first citizenship to a 

First World nation, and a second citizenship to a Third World nation. A comparison between the 

demographic of this study (i.e., those with citizenship in two First World nations), and that of 

future studies, may yield other interesting nuances about the burdens or benefits of dual 

citizenship. It would also provide insight into how approximately 7 million Americans abroad 

are negotiating U.S. tax laws (Croucher 2011: 114). For example, studies have noted that more 

Americans live in Mexico than in Canada—an estimated 1 million Americans reside in Mexico 

(Croucher 2011: 114; Martin 2012: 46). 

On this note, future research could also explore what non-U.S. nationalities former U.S. 

citizens possess, and what other citizenships they held at the time of renunciation. For example, 
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what percentage of American renunciants also held/hold Canadian citizenship? I was unable to 

locate such figures for this study. These figures would be of interest as they could allow 

researchers to compare and contrast the rights and obligations of renunciants with non-U.S. 

citizenships. One question that could be taken up in future quantitative research is: are American 

dual citizens, with a second citizenship in a First World nation, more inclined to 

renounce/relinquish their U.S. citizenship than American dual citizens with their second 

citizenship in a non-First world nation? I phrase the question in this manner because it would be 

interesting to investigate if individuals are more likely to renounce/relinquish their U.S. 

citizenship if their second citizenship (i.e., also to a First World nation) offers a similar package 

of rights and privileges. Are they less likely to renounce their U.S. citizenship if their second 

citizenship offers less civil, political, and social security? 

Future research would also seek to convey the experiences of individuals with only U.S. 

citizenship who are living outside of the United States. For example, (non-citizen) permanent 

residents of Canada have the same income tax-filing obligations as an ‘American-Canadian’ dual 

citizen. This is also the case for citizens of Canada—who are living in Canada—and who have 

permanent residency in the United States. Permanent residents or “resident aliens” of the U.S., 

residing abroad, must also file annual income taxes (IRS 2015a: Pound and Reed 2013: 9). 

Again, this demographic could provide narratives that capture a different bundle of conveniences 

and inconveniences not experienced by the dual citizen. Furthermore, the patterns of exit, and 

exit options for this population would be different from that of the dual citizen. 

Scholars (Gordon and Lenhardt 2007; Thobani 2007) engaging with critical race theory 

and the literature on citizenship and migration, have been exploring how citizens experience 

citizenship unequally. The categorization of citizens by “race and class [and ethnicity and gender 
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etc.]” (Gordon and Lenhardt 2007: 2495) produces a citizenship hierarchy. Thobani (2007) uses 

the term “exalted” to convey how the national subject is, “universally deemed the legitimate heir 

to the rights and entitlements proffered by the state” (3-4). In her work, Thobani discusses the 

institutionalization of inequality, whereby laws target particular populations (both internal and 

external citizens), as a result of discourses, narratives, and norms which have cast these 

populations as strangers in their own land—as opposed to rights bearing national subjects (ibid: 

5-6/76). She also notes the efforts that have been made to silence, erase, and homogenize these 

‘alien’ populations into the national body—as was the case with British colonization projects 

(ibid: 82). Other scholars have explored how nation-building projects racialize space (Dua, 

Razack and Warner 2005). 

Within a theoretical framework of design, Peter Nyers (2010) has described the citizen 

as, “the end product of the desire to design a visible subject of politics” (Nyers 2010: 47). But as 

critical race theorists might point out, not all citizen-subjects are equally ‘visible.’ At times, 

particular groups of citizen have been politically silenced and have had their rights suspended. 

Nyers acknowledges this, and argues that acts of securitization (re)establish hierarchies among 

citizens (ibid: 48). In particular, he has explored the precarity of being a Lebanese-Canadian dual 

citizen. As I noted elsewhere, the dual citizen is at a greater risk of having her/his status revoked. 

Dual citizenship is a precarious status, with the possibility of becoming more insecure when 

intersecting with “other actual or assumed identities” (e.g., race, ethnicity etc.) (Stasiulis and 

Ross 2006: 332). Stasiulis and Ross (2006) have demonstrated how—in the Western world—

dual citizens, men of Muslim background have been profiled, subject to surveillance techniques, 

and targeted by anti-terrorism policies. I acknowledge that an intersectional approach could have 

furthered understandings of the burdens of being an ‘American-Canadian’ dual citizen, and 
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future studies could indeed examine how First world citizenship is far from ‘robust’ for all 

categories of citizens—e.g., indigenous peoples and racialized minorities. In my study I chose 

not to examine these significant differences in my participant research, given the difficulties that 

would be entailed in using ‘race’ and ethnicity to stratify my sample. ‘American-Canadian’ dual 

citizens are a ‘hard-to-reach’ population (see chapter 4, where I elaborate on recruitment), and 

recruitment would have been increasingly difficult if the sample was selected with ethnicity and 

‘race’ as criteria. Future studies could adopt a more intersectional approach and explore the 

burdens of being an ‘American-Canadian’ dual citizen with ethnicity and/or ‘race’ (e.g., being a 

member of a visible minority) as participant recruitment criteria. Doing so, one could elaborate 

on any further dual citizen identity complexities and any additional internal burdens for this 

demographic. 

 Future studies could also focus solely on the stories of individuals with what the U.S. 

considers to be a ‘mental incapacity,’ as well as the experiences of their families. In my opinion, 

one of the more informative findings to come out of this study pertained to those the state would 

not allow to renounce/relinquish their citizenship for this very reason. Studies could also 

potentially focus on this barrier to renunciation under Canadian nationality laws (Government of 

Canada 2015a). Finally, research could capture the more long-term effects of citizenship 

renunciation. It was noted in chapter 3 that U.S. law, in the form of the Reed Amendment, 

imposes restrictions on the mobility of American renunciants deemed to have renounced their 

citizenship for tax avoidance purposes. A study of this sort could investigate whether American 

renunciants have encountered any long-term restrictions on their mobility when attempting to 

enter the United States. Studies do not have to be limited to an investigation of mobility, as they 

could also address other potential precarities (i.e., legal, political, financial, emotional).    
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Each year, more and more Americans are untethering themselves from U.S. citizenship. 

While the total number of Americans renouncing their U.S. citizenship remains a small 

percentage of a larger population of Americans abroad, I, nonetheless, found that citizenship-

based tax laws, and associated tax policies, are having negative impacts on both current and 

former ‘American-Canadian’ dual citizens sense of belonging. Participants who may not have 

formally renounced their U.S. citizenship, nonetheless, are disassociating themselves from this 

status. Four thematic narratives emerged from twenty-three interviews with current and former 

‘American-Canadian’ dual citizens: the first of these narratives, revealed participants distancing 

themselves from their U.S. citizenship. Twelve of fifteen dual citizen participants have 

considered renouncing their U.S. citizenship. They indicated that they derive little-to-no benefits 

from the United States, and for this reason, do not believe themselves to have obligations 

(particularly tax-related) to the nation. U.S. tax policy was described by participants as being 

increasingly bizarre, and even ridiculous. In the second set of narratives, participants spoke about 

their experiences being (re)claimed for tax purposes by the United States through the 

implementation of aggressive transnational policy—specifically, the Foreign Accounts Tax 

Compliance Act. They noted that despite an intended goal, on the part of the U.S., to catch 

wealthy Americans hiding undisclosed offshore accounts, FATCA, in application, also targets 

those in very ordinary economic circumstances. This includes those who were not aware of their 

U.S. citizenship, let alone an obligation to file income taxes with the United States. In the third 

thematic narrative, parents expressed a concern that their children could have U.S. citizenship. 

They did not want their children to experience the burdens of citizenship-based taxation. A few 

participants have chosen to maintain their U.S. citizenship in order to provide their child(ren) 
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with this status—and any opportunities U.S. citizenship would provide. However, these same 

parents also noted some burdens of U.S. citizenship that are derived from citizenship-based tax 

policy. Furthermore, two participants shared narratives of their disabled children being forced to 

retain U.S. citizenship, as a result of U.S. nationality laws, which do not permit those with a 

‘mental incapacity’ to renounce citizenship. Finally, participants expressed the financial (e.g., the 

costs of filing) and emotional (e.g., stress) burdens of being taxed by two nations. These 

emotions implicated participants’ sense of belonging and their decisions to ‘make’ and ‘unmake’ 

citizenship. In the majority of narratives, participants’ family ties were emphasized and 

prioritized over their instrumental ties to nations.    

 The privileged status of dual citizenship is causing headaches for ‘American-Canadians.’ 

Some have found it (emotionally and financially) expensive to be a citizen. It is also potentially 

expensive if one were to choose not to be a citizen. Those with two privileged citizenship(s) are 

experiencing insecurities, uncertainties, and fears. Dual citizenship continues to be 

problematized by Canada and the United States. Many former Americans have thus ‘chosen’ to 

hold only one citizenship in order to alleviate these burdens. 
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7. Endnotes 
1. The term ‘self-renounced’ was used by one the participants in this study. For the purposes of this study, it 

denotes a renouncing of identity without going through the formal legal channels of citizenship 

renunciation.   
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TABLES 

Table 7. Participant Demographics 

Participant # Demographics 

1 male, w/ dual Am.-Can. citizenship 

2 64 year old male executive, relinquished Am. citizenship   

3 56 year old male unemployed, renounced Am. citizenship 

4 female graphic designer, w/ dual Am.-Can. citizenship  

5 ‘Michael’—54 year old male professor, w/ dual Am.-Can. citizenship   

6 male software developer, w/ dual Am.-Can. citizenship 

7 59 year old female former realtor, w/ dual Am.-Can. citizenship 

8 female professor, w/ dual Am.-Can. citizenship 

9 26 year old female student, w/ dual Am.-Can. citizenship 

10 54 year old female professor, w/ dual Am.-Can. citizenship 

11 ‘John’—male laboratory technologist, renounced Am. citizenship 

12 57 year old female company owner, renounced Am. citizenship 

13 ‘Richard’—66 year old male fine artist, renounced Am. citizenship  

14 ‘Sandra’—female manager, w/ multiple citizenships (UK/Am./Can.) 

15 72 year old female retired professor, w/ dual Am.-Can. citizenship 

16 77 year old male retired administrator, w/ dual Am.-Can. citizenship 

17 44 year old female professor, w/ dual Am.-Can. citizenship 

18 72 year old female retired administrator, renounced Am. citizenship 

19 48 year old female human resource advisor, w/ dual Am.-Can. citizenship  

20 53 year old male manager, w/ dual Am.-Can. citizenship 

21 62 year old female online instructor, renounced Am. citizenship 

22 female, w/ dual Am.-Can. citizenship 
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23 40 year old male professor, w/ dual Am.-Can. citizenship 
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ILLUSTRATIONS 

Image 3.1 

 

 
Image 3.1. Andrew Mitchel LLC. 2014. “2013 Expatriates Increase by 221%.” 

International Tax Blog. February 6. Retrieved Jan 09 2015 

(http://intltax.typepad.com/intltax_blog/2014/02/2013-expatriations-increase-by-

___.html) 
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Image 3.2 

 

Image 3.2 James Eastman-Timmons. February 2014. Photo taken on Carling Avenue, Ottawa, 

Ontario, Canada 
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APPENDICES 

A4.1 

Questionnaire for Research Participants (currently a dual citizen) 

 

Question 

Structured Questions 

1) What is your current citizenship status? Are you currently a dual citizen? 

2) What is your most recent occupation? Are you self employed? What sort of work do you 

do? 

3) Were you born in the United States? Where in the United States were you born? In what 

year were you born?  

4) Why did you come to live in Canada? When did you first come to live in Canada? For how 

many years have you lived in Canada? 

5) Have you ever considered renouncing your U.S. citizenship? What would actually make you 

renounce your citizenship? 

Semi-structured questions pertaining to affectual citizenship, identity and patriotism 

6a) What does your U.S. citizenship mean to you? b) What does your Canadian citizenship 

mean to you? Are any one of these citizenships more important to you?  
 

b) What qualities do you understand to be American? What qualities do you understand to be 

Canadian? Do you identify with some of these qualities more than others? 

 

c) What do you feel are the most important ties you have (if any) to the US, and could you 

rank these in order of importance to you? (e.g. family living there, do you vacation/travel 

there, do you do any work there, have property etc., participate politically)? 

 

d) What do you feel are the most important ties you have to Canada, and again could you rank 

these in order of importance to you? (same as above... health care, etc.)  

7) What do you believe the benefits are of being a U.S. citizen?... of being a Canadian citizen? 

8) Why have you chosen to maintain your dual citizenship? (explore some of the other reasons 

they may have maintained their status as well: e.g., economic, family, politically) 

9) Has your perception of U.S. citizenship changed over time? If so, how? b) (If so) What 

circumstances or events have changed your perception of your US citizenship? 

10) How has the amount of time you’ve spent in Canada influenced your connection to 

Canada?  
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b) How has your time spent outside of the United States shaped your connection to the U.S.?... 

to Canada? 

11) Would you consider yourself to be a patriotic citizen? Would you consider yourself to be 

patriotic to only the United States or Canada, or to both the United States and Canada?   
 

b) What do you consider to be a patriotic citizen? (e.g., a love for your country, political 

involvement, or particular expressions, such as being present at national celebrations [Canada 

Day or Independence day]? 

 

c) Have you ever felt patriotically conflicted between the U.S. and Canada? For example, 

because you are politically active in one country but not the other. 

12) Do you believe citizens should have obligations to the country that they reside in? 

 

b) What do you believe these obligations should be? 

 

c) Should residency effect these obligations? Do you believe these obligations should continue 

to apply to citizens residing in another country? 

Semi-structured questions pertaining to the burdens or inconveniences of citizenship 

13) What difficulties have you experienced as a U.S.-Canadian dual citizen? Are there any 

inconveniences as a result of your status? 

 

b) (if so) What do/did you consider these burdens to be? 

 

14) How often do you visit the United States? 

15) Have you experienced any issues crossing the U.S. border? Have you been questioned by 

U.S. border officials when presenting a Canadian passport? 

16) In 2010, the United States government introduced a renunciation fee of $450, and this fee 

has recently increased to $2,350. Do you believe there should be a fee to renounce U.S. 

citizenship, and why?  
 

b) Do you believe this fee would prevent you from renouncing your U.S. citizenship? 

17a) How confident are you that you are compliant with U.S. tax obligations?  

18) Can you speak to your own experiences filing your U.S. taxes? Describe what was 

involved.  
 

b) Was this a complex process?  

c) Was this a costly process? 
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19) What if any effect have your U.S. tax obligations had on members of your family?  

b) Do any of your family members share your US citizenship status?   

20) Would you be comfortable sharing whether or not the IRS has ever contacted you? 

21) Have you ever felt insecure as a citizen of the United States?... as a citizen of Canada? 

22) A particular motivation behind the recent changes to tax policies in the United States, has 

been the intentionally circumvention of this system by very wealthy individuals (for example 

those hiding offshore bank accounts etc.). Some media articles and scholarly literature have 

noted that the policy has had more negative effects on those in ‘very ordinary economic 

circumstances’, than it has had on the very wealthy.    

In your own words, how would you describe someone who is economically ‘ordinary’? 

Do you consider yourself to be economically ‘ordinary’?  

23) Are you aware of the Foreign Account Tax Compliance Act policy introduced by the U.S. 

government, in 2010? (if so) What, if any effects, do you believe the FATCA policy has on 

U.S. citizenship?  

24) Were you ever unaware that you held U.S. citizenship? 

25) Do you believe it is fair to be taxed by the United States government if you reside mainly 

in Canada? Why or why not? 

26) It has been noted in recent news articles that some Canadians were unaware that they held 

U.S. citizenship and now owe the IRS back taxes because of years of non-compliance. What 

are your thoughts on this? Do you believe Canadian citizens who were unaware of their 

American citizenship should owe the IRS tax money, or should their be an exception 

made in this case?   

27) Do you know of any other contacts who may be willing to participate in this study? 
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A4.2 

Questionnaire for Research Participants (renounced) 

 

Question 

Structured Questions 

1) What is your current citizenship status? Are you currently a dual citizen? 

2) What is your most recent occupation? Are you self employed? What sort of work do you 

do? 

3) Were you born in the United States? Where in the United States were you born? In what 

year were you born? 

4) Why did you come to live in Canada? When did you first come to live in Canada? For how 

many years have you lived in Canada? 

5) When and why did you renounce your U.S. citizenship? (in order to probe further, ask: Can 

you explain the process by which you went about renouncing your US citizenship, from start to 

finish?) 
 

b) What other reasons caused you to renounce your U.S. citizenship (probe: economic, 

political, family etc.). 

Semi-structured questions pertaining to affectual citizenship, identity and patriotism 

6a) What does your U.S. citizenship mean to you? b) What does your Canadian citizenship 

mean to you? Are any one of these citizenships more important to you?  
 

b) What qualities do you understand to be American? What qualities do you understand to be 

Canadian? Do you identify with some of these qualities more than others? 

 

c) What do you feel are the most important ties you have (if any) to the US, and could you 

rank these in order of importance to you? (e.g. family living there, do you vacation/travel 

there, do you do any work there, have property etc., participate politically)?  
 

d) What do you feel are the most important ties you have to Canada, and again could you rank 

these in order of importance to you? (same as above... health care, etc.)  
 

7) What do you believe the benefits are of being a U.S. citizen (if any)?... of being a Canadian 

citizen? 

8) Has your perception of U.S. citizenship changed over time? If so, how? b) (If so) What 

circumstances or events have changed your perception of U.S. citizenship?  
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9) How has the amount of time you’ve spent in Canada influenced your connection to Canada?  

Can you describe what are the most important connections for you to Canada?  
 

b) How has your time spent outside of the United States shaped your connection to the U.S.?... 

to Canada? 

10) Would you consider yourself to be a patriotic citizen? Would you consider yourself to be 

patriotic to only the United States… Canada, or to both the United States and Canada?   
 

b) What do you consider to be a patriotic citizen? (e.g., a love for your country, political 

involvement, or particular expressions, such as being present at national celebrations [Canada 

Day or Independence day]? 

 

c) Have you ever felt patriotically conflicted between the U.S. and Canada? For example, 

because you are politically active in one country but not the other. 

11) Do you believe citizens should have obligations to the country that they reside in? 

 

b) What do you believe these obligations should be? 

 

c) Should residency affect these obligations? Do you believe these obligations should continue 

to apply to citizens residing in another country? 

Semi-structured questions pertaining to the burdens or inconveniences of citizenship 

12) Did any burdens or inconveniences of having dual citizenship influence your decision to 

renounce your U.S. citizenship?  

13) How often do you visit the United States? 

14) Have you experienced any noticeable differences crossing the U.S. border between the 

time you held U.S. citizenship and since you renounced it? (if yes) How so? 

15) In 2010 the United States government introduced a renunciation fee of $450, and this fee 

has recently increased to $2,350. Do you believe there should be a fee to renounce U.S. 

citizenship, and why?  
 

b) Did this fee influence your decision to renounce U.S. citizenship? 

16) Can you speak to your own experiences filing your U.S. taxes? Describe what was 

involved.  
 

b) Was this a complex process? 

c) Was this a costly process? 

17) What if any effect did your U.S. tax obligations have on members of your family?  
 

b) Did any of your family members share your US citizenship status? Do any of your family 
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members have/continue to hold U.S. citizenship? 

18) Would you be comfortable sharing whether or not the IRS has ever contacted you? 

19) Had you ever felt insecure as a citizen of the United States?... as a citizen of Canada? 

20) Was renouncing your U.S. citizenship a difficult decision?  
 

b) Would you rather have kept your U.S. citizenship?  

21) A particular motivation behind the recent changes to tax policies in the United States, has 

been the intentionally circumvention of this system by very wealthy individuals (for example 

those hiding offshore bank accounts etc.). Some media articles and scholarly literature have 

noted that the policy has had more negative effects on those in ‘very ordinary economic 

circumstances’, than it has had on the very wealthy.    

In your own words, how would you describe someone who is economically ‘ordinary’? 

Do you consider yourself to be economically ‘ordinary’?  

22) Are you aware of the Foreign Account Tax Compliance Act policy introduced by the U.S. 

government, in 2010? (if so) What, if any effects, do you believe the FATCA policy has on 

U.S. citizenship?  

23) Were you ever unaware that you held U.S. citizenship? 

24) Do you feel you should be taxed by the United States government if you reside mainly in 

Canada? Why or why not? 

25) It has been noted in recent news articles that some Canadians were unaware that they held 

U.S. citizenship and now owe the IRS back taxes because of years of non-compliance. What 

are your thoughts on this? Do you believe Canadian citizens who were unaware of their 

American citizenship should owe the IRS tax money, or should an exception be made for 

them?   

26) Do you know of any other contacts who may be willing to participate in this study? 
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