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The difference between a naturalized citizen and a stateless
resident was not great enough to justify taking any trouble,
the former being frequently deprived of important civil rights
and threatened any moment with the fate of the latter.

Hannah Arendt (2017: 373)
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1 Introduction

It is a cold November night in Toronto, Canada, in 2022. A group of PhD
students make their way downtown to a drag show. After queueing for a few
minutes, we are asked to show our IDs. One after the other gets waved
through until the last one of our group gets out her cell phone and pulls up
a scan of her ID. ‘That won’t work‘, one of the doormen says straight away.
Dana, with a scan of her ID in her hand, looks up at him: ‘Why?’ – ‘We need
the real ID. A scan isn’t enough‘. Our group is now blocking the entrance to
the club, looking perplexedly between Dana and the doormen. Some of us
start arguing that Dana is obviously older than 19, barraging the doormen
now with random facts about Dana’s life, trying to convince them to let her
in. Dana herself, who moved to Toronto from abroad for her PhD, is quiet
and intently watches the doormen take in all the new information. When they
continue to shake their heads, she turns to us, effectively ending our discussion
with the doormen by saying, ‘Just go in without me. It’s OK. I’m tired anyway.’
A chorus of ‘No’s!’ and frustrated sighs breaks out among our group, but Dana
has made her decision. We are to go in and enjoy our night since we already
paid. Reluctantly, we wave goodbye as she heads back out towards the street.

We shake our heads as we walk down the entrance steps into the club.
Posters advertising ‘inclusive events’ like LGTBQ+ dance nights hang on the
wall. The atmosphere on the dance floor is warm and joyful and excitement
about the upcoming drag performances is in the air. There’s a sense of irony
that I cannot shake. The welcoming ambience only begins inside the club.
Entering this safe space is restricted, not just for those who are not yet 19 years
old, but also to those who are unable to show an official document. I am in
Toronto for fieldwork, so my brain immediately goes to draw parallels from
what we just witnessed to the broader experiences of immigrants in Canada
I have interviewed: that refugees are granted permanent residence – once their
claim for asylum has been accepted, which of course is in most cases only
possible if someone has entered Canada physically or sought entry into the
territory at a point of entry; that immigrants can access Canada’s healthcare
system – once they have become permanent residents, a stepping-stone that
has become more and more restricted.

I am once again stunned by the simple fact that in Canada, simply being
able to be physically present makes all the difference in someone’s migration
trajectory. What is ’inside’ – be it a drag show, access to affordable healthcare
or citizenship – is only accessible to those individuals who are able to get past
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the gatekeepers into the territory. At the same time, it is often not the law itself
that might keep someone from entering a space, but its implementation. Dana
is older than 19. Granting her access to the club would not be a breach of
Ontario’s Liquor License and Control Act, which prohibits the sale of liquor
to persons under 19. It is the requirement to show photo identification in its
original, physical form that leads to her exclusion from the club space. In other
words, the implementation of legislation often extends to more than the object
being regulated. Alcohol sale restrictions spill over into clubbing age re-
strictions, which in turn require implementation guidelines. Based on the law
as it is written, Dana should have access to the club space, but that is not what
she experienced.

It is this gap between the law on the books and its ultimate impact on those
governed by it, the law in action, that is the focus of this dissertation: the space
between citizenship law and the notions of formal membership held by natural-
ized citizens. Based on the lived experiences of new citizens, I examine the
process of citizenship acquisition, asking how does an individual acquire a
citizenship formally, administratively, and emotionally and how is that citizen-
ship interpreted? The examination is conducted in the form of two case studies
of naturalization in Germany and Canada and divided into five parts. The
first chapter develops the theoretical basis of understanding naturalization
not only as a formal administrative process, but as impacted by an individual’s
entire migration trajectory, which, in turn, is influenced by legal frameworks
beyond citizenship law. Chapter two and three examine the German case first,
exclusively from the perspective of new German citizens. This is followed by
a joint analysis of both migrants’ and caseworkers’ experiences. Chapter four
focuses on the Canadian case. Chapter five rounds off the thesis through a
comparative analysis of German and Canadian new citizens’ legal conscious-
ness.

This introductory chapter will first provide a brief introduction to natural-
ization both in scholarship and legislation, situate this interdisciplinary thesis
in the literature it contributes to, elaborate on case selection and methodology
as well as positionality, and finally outline the subsequent empirical chapters.

1.1 NATURALIZATION IN THE LAW AND IN THE LITERATURE

Questions regarding formal membership and physical presence have increas-
ingly concerned citizenship scholars. In this modern landscape of voluntary
and forced migration, states are pulled between the goal of providing political
and civil rights to those who live in their territory long-term and the tension
around questions of allegiance concerning those with more than one citizen-
ship. Bauböck has outlined the discrepancy between territorial borders and
the boundaries of membership due to people’s growing cross-border mobility
(2008). One of the questions that emerges from this tension is, how do states



Introduction 3

leverage this last ‘bastion of sovereign discretion’ that is citizenship law into
meaningful membership? (Spiro, 2011: 694)

Citizenship law has evolved drastically in liberal democratic states over
the past century as globalization has facilitated the mobility of people through
both political and technological developments (Aharonson and Ramsay, 2010:
183). Mobility, in turn, has led to an increase in individuals holding more than
one citizenship. This effect has been amplified by multiple factors: (1) bilateral
agreements negotiating obligations of loyalty concerning dual nationals (such
as military service) to only concern one country of nationality (Spiro, 2017);
(2) gender-neutral policies of citizenship distribution allowing children to also
acquire their mother‘s nationality; (3) states formerly governed exclusively
by ius sanguinis increasingly introducing ius soli provisions to accommodate
second and third generation immigrants; (4) the renunciation of nationality
when acquiring an additional citizenship being stipulated less and less.

But within citizenship law, naturalization requirements – the conditions
set by a nation state for an individual to become a member of its citizenry –
have also evolved as more and more people move across national borders and
settle in different territories than they hold citizenship of. The formal require-
ments for legal membership have generally become more open and liberalized,
but migrants are simultaneously increasingly asked to demonstrate their
worthiness of the status as states ‘grant citizenship [... depending] in part on
perceptions of their membership and contribution’ (Bloemraad et al., 2019:
96). This change is tangible in the growing number of economic requirements
for naturalization and the attempts to enforce cultural assimilation by including
citizenship tests and integration courses in the process of citizenship acquisition
(Orgad, 2020; Stadlmair, 2018). These shifts in naturalization policy have meant
that citizenship status is theoretically accessible to more people but only under
a growing number of conditions (Goodman, 2010).

While becoming a citizen was long seen as an essential part of the process
of integration, newer naturalization regulations put greater emphasis on
cultural and civic integration as a prerequisite for formal membership and
have made a lack of such integration a sufficient justification for the denial
or deprivation of said membership (Gerdes et al., 2012; Joppke, 2010; Mantu,
2018). This fundamental change in governance is a further consequence of the
increased perception of immigrants as a security risk (Graebsch, 2019; Van
der Woude et al., 2017). An individual is only allowed to gain full membership
of a citizenry once they have proven worthy of it. Criminal law and criminal
procedures thus play a growing role in the regulation of migration, a develop-
ment also referred to as crimmigration (Stumpf, 2013).

Citizenship scholarship has spent much time thinking about the nature
of citizenship: Marshall’s definition of citizenship as an expanding set of rights
bestowed by the state on the individual (Marshall, 1950); citizenship as mem-
bership of a political community marked by rights, duties, participation and
identity (Delanty, 1997; Lupien, 2015); citizenship as a set of dimensions
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encompassing legal status, rights and duties, political participation, and a sense
of belonging (Bloemraad et al. 2008); citizenship as performance also done
by non-citizens (Isin, 2019). A universal definition of citizenship within the
literature (nation states do define citizenship in their laws, of course) does not
exist and arguably should not as a rigid set of characteristics would cheapen
citizenship’s fluid, relational component (Tully, 2014).

Citizenship policies in turn are often argued to be a reflection a country’s
identity – what it values in a citizen – and are commonly used as an indicator
of a state’s overall approach to immigration (Huddleston and Vink, 2015). As
citizenship acquisition marks the final step in the formal integration process,
research focusing on the acquisition of citizenship has long tried to identify
and evaluate the precise factors that determine whether someone will natural-
ize. Early literature focused mainly on the ‘why’ of naturalization, examining
reasonings and characteristics of the citizenship applicants – especially Latin
American immigrants living in the United States (Grebler, 1966; Jones-Correa,
2001; Yang, 1994). Beyond the individual’s personal characteristics, naturaliza-
tion scholarship has since expanded to include aspects of the immigrant’s
country of origin (does it allow for dual nationality? Is it a developed nation?)
as well as the citizenship policies of the destination state (Bloemraad, 2004;
Huddleston, 2020; Vink et al., 2013). The extension of possible determinants
of naturalization outcomes within the literature demonstrates a growing
understanding that citizenship policies are ‘crucial’ in determining naturaliza-
tion outcomes as they govern the conditions under which immigrants are able
to naturalize (Vink et al., 2013: 4). It is not simply the individual’s motivation
(or lack thereof) to become a citizen that matters, but rather the interplay of
an array of factors pointing at a conceptual distinction between immigrants’
interest and ability to naturalize (Huddleston 2020).

1.2 RESEARCH QUESTION AND CONTRIBUTION

As the naturalization literature has evolved, the key questions of ‘why’ and
‘why not’ have yet to be comprehensively answered. From a quantitative
perspective, Hainmueller et al. highlight naturalization’s double selection bias
due to 1) the determinants of whether an immigrant applies for naturalization
being still largely invisible to scholars and 2) the decision-making procedures
of street-level bureaucrats processing naturalization applications remaining
similarly in the dark (2017). Birkvad outlines the developing literature centering
immigrants’ experiences and their meaning making of naturalization and
citizenship (2019). He pinpoints a divide between studies finding naturalization
decisions driven by ‘instrumental’ or ‘strategic’ reasons and those that report
emotional and sentimental motivations (see e.g. Aptekar, 2016; Erdal et al.,
2018; Gálvez, 2013; Harpaz and Mateos, 2019). Making use of similar
categorizations, Witte describes certain migrant groups’ reasons for not natural-
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izing as ‘rather trivial’ (Witte, 2018: 13). However, Birkvard’s own analysis
of immigrant experiences in Norway calls this sharp categorization of motiva-
tions into question as immigrants are not easily sorted into either category
but rather name both types of reasons for seeking citizenship, that are often
deeply intertwined (2019). This finding is consistent with other studies examin-
ing how immigrants understand their citizenship (see e.g.Della Puppa and
Sredanovic, 2017; Yanasmayan, 2015). In their review of citizenship scholarship,
Bloemraad and Sheares highlight that research should move beyond the query
of whether citizenship matters and ask why and to whom formal membership
is important (Bloemraad and Sheares, 2017). Their call for comparisons across
political regimes examining the application of citizenship law is slowly being
answered with the ‘first comprehensive, comparative study’ of naturalization
from immigrants’ perspective being published in 2021 (Badenhoop, 2021: 14).

This aspect of the ‘application of citizenship law’ is gaining in salience as
Haller and Yanasmayan have introduced the concept of the ‘bureaucratic
trajectory’, denoting both the frequency and intensity of forced-migrant-state
interactions throughout their migration trajectory (asylum, welfare, citizenship
offices, etc.) (2023). They find that immigrants with ‘particularly turbulent
bureaucratic trajectories’ react strongly towards these bureaucracies either
disengaging from them as much as possible – dropping their efforts to natural-
ize – or engaging fully. This focus on of the effects of bureaucratic encounters
on naturalization outcomes further complicates Huddleston’s (2020) differ-
entiation between someone’s interest and their ability to naturalize. Naturaliza-
tion regulations detail the ‘permeability of the defined citizenry’, the accessibil-
ity of citizenship status to immigrants, making the understanding of naturaliza-
tion law and its implementation a crucial part of what citizenship is (Price,
2017: 2). It is one thing to extrapolate what kind of citizen is meant to be
formed based solely on citizenship policy, but another to comprehend what
citizens the actual execution of the policy produces. Andreetta et al. stress the
importance of considering procedural dimensions of state-(non)citizen inter-
actions in order to grasp their role in ‘reproducing or transforming the inequal-
ities and exclusion that are at the heart of citizenship as a legal status’ (An-
dreetta et al., 2022: 905).

The question thus remains, how does an individual acquire a new citizen-
ship? It may be tempting to determine the impact of the naturalization pro-
cedure on the individual by examining the existing naturalization requirements
and to extrapolate possible challenges and impressions based on these regula-
tions. For example, some people might struggle to learn the official language
of their new home, they might be on social or economic benefits and thus not
sufficiently financially independent, or they might have committed crimes that
disqualify them from naturalizing. On the other hand, new citizens could feel
empowered through integration and language courses, studying for and taking
a citizenship test might instill or highlight certain values to them that their
new home state views as central to its civic nature, and naturalization ceremon-
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ies or oaths might impart a sense of allegiance and belonging to a state. How-
ever, it is not citizenship policy alone that determines whether someone will
become a citizen. Immigrants navigate all kinds of law during their migration
trajectory, which can lead to (unintended) interactions between bodies of law.
This thesis thus conducts its analysis on the basis of individual migrants’ lived
experiences as the interplay of legislations becomes tangible and observable
in their trajectories. As John Griffiths outlines in his work on The Social Working
of Legal Rules, legislated rules alone cannot be utilized as a means for social
change, but their impact can be understood when examining individuals’
behavior on the ‘shop floor’ or ‘street-level’, as the public administration
scholar would say (Griffiths, 2003; Lipsky, 2010).

Within naturalization scholarship, studies of individuals’ experiences and
notions of citizenship are often referred to as examining citizenship ’from
below’ instead of ‘imposing some predetermined view’ ’from above’ (Shinozaki,
2015: 19; see also Maier, 2021; Monforte et al., 2019; Winter, 2021).

This dissertation follows in the tradition of this research approach and asks

How does the naturalization procedure impact new citizens’ notions of citizenship?

In answering this question, this dissertation connects and contributes to three
main strains of literature. It addresses citizenship studies examining the why
and how of naturalization. In order to better understand these processes of
citizenship acquisition, as outlined above, I also draw from public administra-
tion literature on street-level bureaucrats and discretion as well as socio-legal
scholarship concerning crimmigration, procedural justice, and legal conscious-
ness.

The key contributions made are threefold. Firstly, I build a theoretical
bridge between naturalization and crimmigration scholarship to highlight the
necessity of considering the legal frameworks in which citizenship policies
are implemented. After examining the impact of crimmigration systems,
particularly regarding questions of legal residence, I argue that taking citizen-
ship policy at face value limits the validity of its analysis. As observed by
Haller and Yanasmayan (2023), citizenship outcomes – here, naturalizing or
not naturalizing – are not solely determined by the formal naturalization
process. Observing naturalization only from the point of the application for
citizenship onwards means disregarding, at best discounting, the previous
stages of an individual’s migration trajectory, such as entry and temporary
stay within the destination country, which are not directly governed by citizen-
ship law.

Secondly, I extend the growing naturalization literature by focusing on
the perspective of those governed by naturalization policies through the
analysis of lived experiences of citizenship acquisition in Germany and Canada.
In the German case, my work provides a unique insight in the naturalization
procedure as I gather experiences of both new citizens and their caseworkers
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at the relevant citizenship offices. Shedding light on both sides of the applica-
tion for and allocation of formal membership allows for a deeper understand-
ing of naturalization’s procedural dimension (Andreetta et al., 2022). Here,
I am further able to explore how discretionary power is understood by those
imbued with it and perceived by those impacted by it.

Lastly, by making ‘real-life vignettes’ a part of my interviewing method-
ology I add to the exploration of vignettes as tools in qualitative interviewing.
Traditionally used as stimulus material in quantitative research and most often
in the form of hypothetical scenarios (Sampson and Johannessen, 2020; Spald-
ing and Phillips, 2007; e.g. Corser and Furnell, 1992), vignettes based on the
lived experiences of my interviewees aided the discussion of socially undesir-
able behaviors and attitudes within Foreigners’ Offices.

1.3 CASE SELECTION, METHODOLOGY & POSITIONALITY

1.3.1 Naturalization in Germany & Canada

Laws regulating the allocation of citizenship are specific to every nation state,
as the constitution of a state’s people is crucial to a country’s existence and
the sovereignty over said set of laws is still viewed as critical (Spiro, 2011).
When researching citizenship implementation, the choice of state to examine
is thus effectively the selection of the case to be studied. Qualitative case
studies serve the in-depth analysis of a bounded system, which in turn denotes
‘a single entity, a unit around which there are boundaries’ (Merriam and
Tisdell, 2016: 38; Smith, 1978). For this dissertation, these bounded systems
describe the states within which the respective citizenship laws, whose imple-
mentation is to be examined, govern the acquisition of citizenship: the Federal
Republic of Germany and Canada. Between these two case studies, Germany
constitutes the primary case analyzed with two chapters solely focused on
the lived experiences of new German citizens and their caseworkers at the
naturalization offices. The Federal Republic is often characterized as the prime
example of an ‘ethnic’ nation due to its citizenship policy being based on the
principle of ius sanguinis up until the 1990s (Miller-Idriss, 2006: 543). As stated
by Triadafilopoulos, Canada and Germany form a most different cases com-
parative design with Canada being a ‘classical country of immigration’ while
Germany has been more reluctant to embrace that label (Triadafilopoulos,
2012: 3). Canada constitutes the secondary case with chapter five examining
new Canadians’ experiences of naturalization. Both countries are home to
significant migrant communities, constituting 23 percent of Canada’s popula-
tion and 14 percent of Germany’s (Bundeszentrale für politische Bildung, 2023;
Government of Canada, 2022). In recent years, the respective naturalization
dynamics as well as citizenship policy reforms have furthered the differences
in the two state’s citizenship regimes: Immigrants in Canada naturalize at a
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much higher rate than their German counterparts. 80.7 percent of eligible
permanent residents had become Canadians by 2021 compared to the German
naturalization rate of 1.1 percent (Die Bundesregierung, 2024; Statistics Canada,
2022). However, Germany has seen a recent uptake in naturalization rates (a
trend likely to continue as the country just passed major reforms making
citizenship more accessible) while the Institute for Canadian Citizenship reports
a ‘steep decline’ in eligible permanent residents naturalizing within 10 years.
In 2021, the relevant share had dropped to 45.7% compared to 67.5% in 2011
and 75.1% in 2001. The overall naturalization rate remains high, but the
downturn in naturalizations within 10 years has researchers and policymakers
concerned regarding the future of naturalization in Canada.

The two states further offer a compelling comparison based on their
approaches to citizenship policy implementation. Even though citizenship
legislation remains a federal matter in both cases, the implementation of said
policy takes place adversatively. Canada’s policy implementation operates
centralized through the department of Immigration, Refugees and Citizenship
Canada (IRCC) with only limited applicant-caseworker interactions in one
of the 23 local offices across the nation. The German bureaucratic apparatus
stands in stark contrast to the IRCC: It is fully decentralized with immigration
policy being implemented by local municipalities, where formal (and informal)
guidelines can differ by state, district government or municipality (Dörren-
bächer, 2018). German bureaucratic culture dictates largely in-person operations
and client-caseworker interactions with 82 local offices in the state of North-
Rhine Westphalia alone.

1.3.2 Methodology

A research design featuring two case studies rather than a single case study
allows the researcher to compare results across cases, enabling a comparison
of differences and similarities between both cases. Multicase case studies also
serve to enhance a study’s external validity (Merriam and Tisdell, 2016). The
inclusion of an additional case next to the German case study was important
to me specifically to avoid possible personal biases having grown up in Ger-
many that could have arisen from knowing its bureaucratic culture from
personal experiences. While the data collected during fieldwork did not lend
itself to a fully comparative thesis due to my inability to gain access to suffi-
cient IRCC respondents, expanding the analysis beyond the German case was
crucial to the quality and validity of the findings concerning both cases.

The empirical foundation of the subsequent chapters is largely made up
of 42 in-depth interviews with new German citizens (15), Canadian naturalized
citizens (15), German citizenship caseworkers (9), as well as three individuals
working for the Canadian government (namely one Canadian Member of
Parliament (MP), one employee of the IRCC, and one office staff member of
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a Canadian MP). The interviews were conducted between the fall of 2021 and
spring of 2023. Interviews took place both in-person in the governmental
district of Cologne, Germany, and the city of Toronto, Canada, as well as
online as video calls via WhatsApp, Webex and Zoom. New citizen inter-
viewees were recruited by contacting the local migrant support institutions,
calls for participants through social media, along with snowballing after the
first interviews had taken place.

In-depth semi-structured interviews were a natural fit for my research
inquiries. As I was trying to understand possible (unintended) interactions
of legal frameworks, I needed a flexible mode of data collection that allowed
for unforeseen factors to arise (Legard et al., 2003). I was able to collect not
only data that was asked for explicitly but could also ‘pursue unanticipated
opening[s]’ (Martin, 2013: 123). The shape this thesis has taken was very much
influenced by this approach. At the outset, I had planned to interview natural-
ized as well as natural born citizens in the interest of comparing their notions
of and feelings toward citizenship. However, after conducting the first few
interviews with new German citizens in the fall of 2021, I could not ignore
how present their caseworkers were in these interviews. I had planned and
asked questions about interactions with street-level bureaucrats, but the extent
to which they seemed to matter to my interviewees still surprised me. This
led me to pivot away from my initial plan and to focus instead on naturaliza-
tion itself – to examine the process from both sides and to involve caseworkers.

Caseworkers were recruited through formal inquiries with their respective
departments. I contacted the departments via mail, which included a formal
cover letter as well as an outline of the research project. Out of the three
departments I contacted and later conducted interviews at, I followed up with
one via phone call and one in person. My efforts to conduct interviews with
Canadian citizenship officers were not as fruitful, as I could only get ahold
of one IRCC staffer that was willing to be interviewed. Further inquiries both
digitally and via mail remained unanswered or continuously redirected me
towards new persons to contact. As will be discussed further in the relevant
chapters, these developments somewhat reflect the Canadian approach to
citizenship policy implementation: keeping it behind closed doors.

The new citizen interviews as well as those with bureaucrats followed a
semi-structured approach that differed in said structure. The naturalized citizen
interviews chronicled the participant’s migration history starting with their
arrival on Canadian or German territory (if they had not been born in Ger-
many) and then focused on the interviewee’s recollection of the naturalization
process itself. Subsequent questions also focused on when participants felt
their new status as citizens had become tangible in their daily lives and to
what extent they felt Canadian or German.

The interviews with bureaucrats made use of real-life vignettes. In the first
half of the interviews, the German naturalization caseworkers were similarly
asked to describe the naturalization process and their role in it. Their summary
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of the process was further developed through follow-up questions on some
of the procedural details. The second half of the interviews made use of real-
life vignettes in an effort to connect the interviews between new citizens and
naturalization caseworkers. These anonymized vignettes were based on inter-
actions that respondents who had naturalized in Germany had described to
me. Sampson and Johannessen utilized real-life vignettes ‘as a way of en-
couraging participants to recall examples of real events and (...) to explore
how commonplace some previously observed experiences were’ (2020: 60).
After being handed these vignettes, one after the other, caseworkers were
encouraged to reflect on the vignettes and the behavior of their colleagues
as well as that of the immigrants involved. The utilization of vignettes, which
the interviewees knew were based on real events, facilitated a deeper level
of conversation than would have otherwise been possible in the one to two
hours of interview time with the naturalization caseworkers.

Interviews with German citizens and caseworkers were conducted in
German while interviews with their Canadian counterparts took place in
English. Any direct quotations by German interviewees in this thesis have
been translated by the author. The interviews were transcribed and coded
manually through Atlas.ti. Further details on methodological approaches and
sampling are outlined in the respective chapters.

1.3.3 Positionality

Contemplations of positionality and reflexivity involve ‘self-scrutiny on the
part of the researcher’ (Bourke, 2014: 1-2). Reflexivity is, as Day states, ‘not
a magic cure’ (2012: 80) for methodological dilemmas, but as a qualitative
researcher conducting phenomenological interviews (Seidman, 2013), certain
aspects of my identity and life history are worth reflecting on here as they
shaped the entire research process – not least my interest in the subject of
naturalization. I focus here on the data collection stage as this is the phase
of the research where I was most aware of actively navigating facets of my
identity and their implications. As a German citizen by birth, who had lived
in the Netherlands for more than four years at the beginning of fieldwork,
the key identities I was navigating throughout the interviews were of me as
a German and me as a migrant. I noticed throughout the interviews with new
citizens that it was easier to build rapport when I was open about the fact
that I had also moved to another country. Embracing my identity as a migrant,
mentioning my struggles with learning Dutch, and navigating a new culture,
seemed to help interviewees understand why I was interested in their ex-
perience.

When speaking to naturalized Germans, this shared experience of migration
served a dual function. On the one hand, it helped me distance myself from
other Germans they would have to interact with and give information to, like
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their caseworkers. I wanted to make sure that they did not feel like they were
being tested or judged by me on their integration efforts. On the other hand,
it helped me express my empathy to their journey while offering them the
implicit opportunity to ask me questions about my experiences, which some
did. In contrast to these interviews, I leaned more into my German identity
when conducting the interviews with German caseworkers. I emphasized my
outsider perspective as someone who had not lived in the country for a few
years and asked for more tacit knowledge to be verbalized. In this case, I
balanced this outsider identity with my experience of living in Germany for
the first 22 years of my life and thus being aware of cultural contexts relating
to German bureaucracy and German life and work culture.

During my fieldwork in Canada, the implications of my identity on the
interviewing process where slightly different. In interviews with naturalized
Canadians, I also mentioned my own experiences of migration, but my identity
as a German became secondary to me not being Canadian. Hence, I had more
of an outsider’s perspective on Canada than I had on Germany. This role as
an outsider was particularly apparent during the interviews with Canadian
bureaucrats, where I could rely less on an awareness of cultural contexts than
I had in Germany.

While analyzing the interview data, re-listening to the interviews and
coding the transcripts inductively, while noting down my own expectations,
were crucial steps to (1) ensure I did not leave the contextual interpretation
of what the interviewees said up to my memory of the conversation and that
(2) I was not applying pre-determined categories and definitions to my parti-
cipants’ lived experiences. But as Bourke notes, ‘it would be naive on my part
to suggest that codes and themes emerged from the sources of data absent
of any other influences’ (Bourke, 2014: 4).

My dissertation makes use of the terms ’immigrant’, ’migrant’, ’citizen’,
’new’ or ’naturalized citizen’, etc., but I, the author, do not believe in the
natural existence of these categories. This is to say, the nation-state system
and all categorizations resulting from and reaffirming its existence have been
constructed. Nevertheless, I utilize these categories for the tangible, real-life
impact that they have. Studies of a heavily constructed concept such as citizen-
ship easily fall into the trap of methodological nationalism, the naturalization
of the nation-state (Moffette and Pratt, 2020; Wimmer and Schiller, 2003). The
centering of national citizenship in this dissertation does not signify the en-
dorsement of countries as the natural units of analysis, but rather hinges on
the dissertation’s main interest into individuals’ perceptions and experiences
of the acquisition of a nation-state citizenship. While many of the experiences
and perceptions documented in this work where heavily shaped by the
societies and places they occurred in, namely the Federal Republic of Germany
and Canada, I hope to shed light on the fact that they are neither unique to
either of these places nor exclusively produced within one nation-state’s
borders.
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1.4 OUTLINE OF THE THESIS

This thesis consists of five articles, the content of which is briefly sketched
here. The first article and second chapter of my dissertation, Future Citizens
between Interest and Ability: A Systematic Literature Review of the Naturalization
and Crimmigration Scholarship, lays the theoretical groundwork for the empirical
chapters. Through a systematic literature review of the 140 most-cited papers
from the naturalization and crimmigration literatures, I argue for the inclusion
of crimmigration as a factor in studies of naturalization. Naturalization research
has extended its analysis of the determinants of citizenship acquisition over
the years. However, it still lacks the contextualization of immigration law in
its relation to criminal law. This review of the crimmigration and naturalization
scholarships offers new insights into the underexplored relationship between
citizenship policy and the individual migrant, potentially uncovering some
of the factors hindering immigrants’ ability to seek formal membership –
particularly regarding residence requirements. I review the prominent streams
of both strands of literature by first utilizing a bibliometric analysis of the
respective citations networks and second, by diving into the substantial devel-
opments and parallels in naturalization and crimmigration research. A version
of this chapter has been published in Ethnicities 24(1).

In the third chapter, ‘I’m not German, I am a naturalized German’, I turn to
the first case study examining the rationales for naturalization. This chapter
is based on 15 semi-structured interviews with new German citizens. The
thematic analysis of their lived experiences of citizenship allocation offers
unique insights into the motivations of those choosing to apply for citizenship
and the bureaucratic and societal factors impacting these motivations. The
acquisition of German citizenship is especially potent for third-country
nationals, who wish to become or – in the case of British citizens – remain
European Union (EU) citizens. Naturalized Germans with another EU national-
ity often report identifying as a ‘European citizen’. For these citizens, natural-
ization is often not strictly necessary, but nonetheless a freeing step as citizen-
ship law does not only affect migrants through bureaucracy but also through
small indignities in everyday life. This chapter has been accepted as part of
an edited volume at Palgrave Macmillan.

The subsequent fourth chapter, The Getting and Granting of Citizenship,
further deepens the German case study introduced in chapter three by in-
cluding the perspective of naturalization caseworkers. Based on 15 semi-
structured interviews with new German citizens reflecting on the naturalization
process as well as 9 interviews utilizing ‘real-life’ vignettes with caseworkers
evaluating citizenship applications, this chapter explores the impact of dis-
cretionary power and the perception thereof by migrants on the naturalization
process. I also identify where bureaucrats have to make use of their discretion
and how they wield this power. The interviews with new German citizens
add the rare perspective of those depending on the outcome of bureaucratic
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decision-making. As the perception of discretion is seldom focused on in
studies of policy implementation (Bartels, 2013; Goodsell, 1981), this chapter
offers a unique glimpse at both sides of the naturalization process. I find that
the creation of implementation guidelines for caseworkers occurs on the state,
municipal, departmental and in some cases even on the individual level.

Chapter five, ‘Am I really a full Canadian? I’m not’: Immigration Experiences
of New Citizens in Canada, introduces the second case study exploring the lived
experiences of naturalized Canadians, mirroring chapter three. Based on 15
semi-structured interviews conducted in Toronto, Ontario, I examine ex-
periences of naturalization beyond the formal process of applying for citizen-
ship, highlighting the crucial role of permanent resident status regulations.
Canadian citizenship policy operates under the broader human-capital citizen-
ship paradigm (Ellermann, 2020), which shapes not only the naturalization
procedure but all immigration related regulations. While the literal Canadian
citizenship policy can be interpreted as liberalized over the years, it is per-
manent residence (PR) that presents the main challenge to those wanting to
become Canadian citizens. What used to be a one-step trajectory towards
citizenship as the majority of migrants used to arrive with PR on Canadian
soil, has been transformed into a two-step trajectory of temporary statuses,
which made the attainment of PR into a bureaucratic bottleneck for immigrants.
I find that the erosion of (felt) security from deportation under permanent
resident status leads many migrants to apply for citizenship in order to
minimize their own deportability.

The final chapter Legal Consciousness of New Citizens provides a rare com-
parative case study of naturalization experiences based on 30 semi-structured
interviews with naturalized citizens in Canada and Germany. In doing so,
it brings together the two case studies. Making use of Ewick and Silbey’s
approach of studying legal consciousness through the narratives of ‘ordinary’
people about the law in their daily lives (1998), the analysis pays special
attention to the relational dimension of legal consciousness. While Canadian
naturalization procedures are implemented through a centralized bureaucracy,
this process has been heavily decentralized in Germany. This means that
different kinds of relationships are cultivated between new citizens and their
state as well as their new citizenry. Hence, this chapter explores where new
citizens see themselves in relation to the law and how this perception is further
influenced in its relational dimension by the respective state’s citizenship policy
implementation.

I conclude the dissertation with a reflection on and answer to the central
research question as well as the key findings of these five chapters along with
their implications for further research as well as the limitations of the study.
Finally, a post-script contemplates the 2024 German citizenship law reform
that came into force mere weeks before the submission of this thesis.

Before diving into the substantive chapters investigating the naturalization
process mainly from the new citizens’ perspective, it is important to acknow-
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ledge one last point: The focus of much of the analysis lies on the perception
of injustices as well as unfair treatment and circumstances of migrants navigat-
ing the immigration apparatuses in Germany and Canada. This is not to say
that the experiences shared by the interviewees were exclusively difficult or
discriminatory. Not one person I spoke to regretted becoming a citizen. For
many, immigrating and acquiring citizenship meant feeling more secure in
their status and identity. These feelings of security were especially pronounced
for those fleeing war or persecution. For others, citizenship status – while
imperfect – still imbued them with a feeling of recognition of their identity
as German or Canadian. Although frustrations about bureaucratic proceedings
and in some cases individual caseworkers were omnipresent, relief and
gratitude towards the parts of the system that functioned well were also
expressed. This might of course be owed – at least partially – to the fact that
this dissertation concentrates on the ‘success stories’, those individuals that
gained citizenship. But nonetheless, it is worth stating that even in an im-
perfect, often unjust, constructed system that has established borders both
between and within territories, naturalization improves people’s lives. This
means that the procedure’s undue challenges and incidences of mistreatment
merit special attention. A process as potentially existential for immigrants and
central to a modern nation state as naturalization requires the maintenance
of procedural justice.



2 Future Citizens between Interest and Ability
A Systematic Literature Review of the Naturalization
and Crimmigration Scholarship

2.1 INTRODUCTION

In 2006, socio-legal scholar Juliet Stumpf observed two major developments
in the relationship between criminal law and immigration law in the United
States. Criminal categories were being imported into immigration law while
administrative and regulatory characteristics of immigration control were being
established in the criminal justice system. In order to describe this increasing
interweaving between both systems of law, Stumpf (Stumpf, 2006) coined the
term ‘crimmigration’. The onset of this entanglement dates back to the 1980s
when the United States Congress criminalized behaviors associated with
migration – such as hiring undocumented persons – and subsequently facil-
itated the deportation of non-citizens for criminal offenses (Sklansky, 2012;
Stumpf, 2006). A legal framework impacted by crimmigration is able to control
migration through the criminal justice system by criminalizing the immigrant
and their behavior and by utilizing immigration law for criminal justice
purposes (Van Berlo, 2020). The increasing interweaving of criminal law and
immigration law has accompanied certain developments such as the perception
of migration and the individual migrant as a risk, specifically a security risk.
What used to be mainly a discussion of financial burden on the receiving state
has been blanketed with the general assumption of security being the decisive
factor in policy changes, or as Sklansky put it, the characterization of im-
migrants changed from the ‘freeloading foreigner’ to the ‘criminal alien’ (2012:
196). Recent crimmigration scholarship has highlighted the role of racialization
within the functioning of a crimmigration system. Colorblind policies end up
harming minorities and people of color to a greater extent than those perceived
as belonging to the majority race or ethnicity (Armenta, 2017; Pickett, 2016).

The changes within legal frameworks, as they were first labelled by Stumpf
and observed by many socio-legal scholars since, speak to a blind spot within
migration scholarship, more specifically research on citizenship and the acquisi-
tion of formal membership. Naturalization policies are often used as an indi-
cator of a state’s overall approach to immigration (Huddleston and Vink, 2015).
The acquisition of citizenship constitutes a major, if not the step in the inte-
gration process marking the formal inclusion of the migrant into the polity.
Hainmueller et al. illustrate in their work on the long-term social integration
of immigrants that ‘naturalized citizenship is not randomly assigned, but
results from a complex double selection process’ (Hainmueller et al., 2017: 257).
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Research on naturalization and naturalized citizens has thus puzzled with
identifying and evaluating the exact factors determining whether or not an
individual will naturalize. Firstly, the determinants of whether or not an
immigrant applies for naturalization are to a large extent still invisible to
scholars. Those never attempting to acquire citizenship might differ in signi-
ficant ways from those who try and fail or those who succeed. Secondly, the
decisions made during the naturalization process by street-level bureaucrats,
which effectively select the new members of the citizenry, remain unobserved
(Hainmueller et al., 2017). Scholarship on citizenship acquisition is thus con-
fronted with two blind spots: the process leading up to the formal application
for citizenship and the discretionary practices of bureaucrats before and during
the naturalization procedure.

Anderson outlines the typical trajectory of long-term migration to a Western
liberal democracy as ‘entry, temporary stay, settlement, and citizenship’
(Anderson, 2013). Naturalization and the formal process itself only occur
between settlement and the acquisition of formal membership, but before that,
aspiring new citizen will have had to go through the steps of entry and tem-
porary stay in order to make it to the settlement stage in the first place. This
is to say, the new citizen, at one point in time, had to be granted territorial
access to the state and not be subsequently removed from it. As criminal
behavior is increasingly punished through immigration law, such as de-
portation, territorial access is not a given for many migrants – especially those
who are branded as criminal aliens through the racialized discourse fueling
the intersection of criminal and immigration law (Riva, 2017; Sklansky, 2012).
Only observing naturalization from the point of formal application onwards
means disregarding or at least discounting the stages of entry and temporary
stay and their impact on an individual’s migration trajectory.

This chapters seeks to construct a theoretical bridge between the literatures
on citizenship and crimmigration in an effort to illuminate these blind spots.
Research on the acquisition of citizenship has incorporated a number of deter-
minants of naturalization outcomes but lacks the contextualization of immigra-
tion law in its relation to criminal law. I argue that without the inclusion of
crimmigration as a factor impacting naturalization, scholarship is unable to
accurately use citizenship policies as an indicator of a state’s overall approach
to immigration – particularly regarding residence requirements. The conceptual
utilization of crimmigration in the context of citizenship acquisition offers new
insights into the underexplored relationship between citizenship policy and
the individual migrant, potentially uncovering some of the factors hindering
immigrants’ ability to seek formal membership. This chapter reviews the
prominent streams of both strands of literature first utilizing a visual analysis
of the respective citation networks and second, diving into the substantial
developments and parallels in naturalization and crimmigration research. Even
though the two fields of scholarship have not yet been in explicit dialogue
with one another, they do illustrate similar developments in the realm of
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citizenship policy and practice utilizing differing terminologies. I argue that
the contextualization of immigration law in its relation to criminal law has
to be included in studies of naturalization in order to overcome the literature’s
blind spot concerning immigrants’ lives before their potential application for
citizenship. This contextualization can be done most feasibly through the
application of the concept of crimmigration within the naturalization scholar-
ship.

2.2 METHODOLOGY

This literature review utilizes a semi-structured approach to examine the two
bodies of literature. I examine both fields through a visual analysis of their
respective citation networks followed by a substantive analysis of the most-
cited papers. In a first step, the 140 most-cited papers relating to crimmigration
or naturalization research were determined through the citation data base Web
of Science.1. The bibliographic network created by these papers was then
visualized through R, utilizing the ‘bibliometrix’ package, in an effort to
determine whether or not any explicit connections between both literatures
exist already existed. A full list of all the articles plotted in Figure 1 is listed
in Appendix I.

Secondly, I compare the substantive questions posed and results offered
by the 30 most-cited papers in both fields of literature published between 2010
and 2020.2. The review does not restrict itself to referring only to the top 30
most cited pieces, but also supplements these works with more recent scholar-
ship that simply has not had enough time since its publishing to garner the
number of citations a paper from the early 2010s might. These papers are
predominantly chosen by their unique positioning within the literature, such
as Graebsch’s 2019 article on crimmigration in Germany being one of the first
of its kind. By doing this, the review follows a semi-structured approach
guided by citation statistics and bibliometric-based visualizations in order to
accurately reflect the state of art. It bears acknowledging that the utilization
of citation-based criteria within a literature review always requires the repro-
duction of a somewhat problematic status quo, which prioritizes citation
statistics as an indicator of the value of a piece of scholarship. However, as
the first goal of this review lies in determining whether or not two schools
of thought have been in discernable dialogue with one another – and academic
dialogue necessitates interaction in the form of citation – I recognize my
method as flawed, but view it as the best tool available. I believe that the

1 The search terms used to aggregate the most cited papers were ‘crimmigration’, ‘naturaliza-
tion’ and ‘naturalisation’.

2 This time frame was chosen due to crimmigration being a comparatively young concept
having been first introduced in 2006 (Stumpf, 2006).
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overall argument made here, namely the value added to naturalization scholar-
ship through the inclusion of crimmigration, outweighs these limitations. After
a brief examination of the citation networks, this chapterwe will look at the
evolution of both fields as well as the substantive parallels between the bodies
of research outlining why bridging these scholarships furthers our ability to
examine and understand naturalization outcomes.

2.3 ANALYSIS

2.3.1 Bibliometric Connections

The main goal of the bibliometric analysis was to ensure the review did not
overlook any already existing explicit connections between the two fields of
literature. As naturalization research is mainly based in political science,
sociology and public administration, while crimmigration research is conducted
almost exclusively by socio-legal scholars, I did not expect to find any clear
connections made between the fields or any common scholarly ancestry.
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Figure 1: Citation Network of the 140 most-cited articles in the naturalization and crimmigra-
tion literatures

Figure 1 visualizes the first broad analysis of the 140 most-cited papers. At
the bottom of the historical direct citation network, there is a time bar starting
on the left in 1966, with Grebler’s paper on the naturalization of Mexican
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immigrants in the United States published that year, and stopping in the year
2020 on the right. Even though not all lines expressing direct citations are easily
discernable, we are able to detect two separate citation networks. The web
consisting of mainly red-labeled articles in the lower half of the diagram
illustrates the network created by the naturalization literature while the green-,
purple,- and orange-labeled network at the top of the diagram consists of the
crimmigration scholarship. It is apparent that the two bodies of literature have
not interacted with one another based on Figure 1 as both citation networks
are entirely separate from one another.

However, it is worth taking another look at the purple arm of the crim-
migration citation network extending from 1992 to 2013, closest to the top of
the naturalization citation network. As stated earlier, crimmigration as a term
was coined in 2006 and gained in prominence only within the last decade.
The purple arm of the network predating that time suggests that these publica-
tions are included in the analysis as part of the naturalization literature.
Examining the articles constituting this section of the citation network only
partially confirms this suggestion. The connection of this set of papers to the
crimmigration literature is made by Coutin inand her 2011 article on ‘The
Rights of Noncitizens in the United States’, in which she cites works by Gilboy
(1992) and Heyman (1995). Both papers are included in the analysis due to
their usage of the term ‘naturalization’ althoughalbeit that Heyman and Gilboy
do not discuss naturalization itself, but rather mention the Immigration and
Naturalization Service (INS), a United States agency functioning until 2003
as part of the U.S. Department of Justice, as well as the category of ‘immigra-
tion and naturalization law’ (Heyman, 1995: 268). This circumstance points
to more than the limitations of dissertations such as this one that utilize
keywords in their sampling: It provides an example of the crimmigration
literature drawing from and combining adjacent literatures such as sociology
and anthropology when assembling the evidence for the developments accom-
panying crimmigration.

Gilboy (1992) analyzes the ‘Penetrability of Administrative Systems’ by
examining the interdependence between immigration inspectors and U.S.
airlines. She describes a pattern in the decision-making of inspectors as to when
they are more likely to release a suspect that depends depending on whether
they arrive on a flight at the beginning or at the end of the day. Coutin refers
to this article in an effort to demonstrate that the conditions determining
noncitizen’s rights are also impacted by nonstate agents as shown through
the analysis conducted by Gilboy. Heyman’s work on the anthropology of
bureaucracy studies the world views of INS officers (1995). His article is
utilized by Coutin as a source documenting an increase of border control
agents being deployed at the border, which she in turn views as evidence of
the salience and polarizing character of the subject of ‘rights of resident non-
citizens’ (Coutin, 2011). While both articles do not constitute a substantive part
of the naturalization citation network as they are unconnected to the red web
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of citations, they do illustrate the variety of literatures influencing crimmigra-
tion scholars.

Much more compelling than her citations of scholars using the term
‘naturalization’ is the fact that Coutin herself published research on the topic
of naturalization and is part of its citation network. Her 2003 article ‘Cultural
logics of belonging and movement’, which can be seen colored in brown along
the upper edge of the naturalization citation network in Figure 1, explores
the experiences of Salvadoran migrants in the U.S. caught between dynamics
of exclusion and a rhetoric of inclusion broadcasted through naturalization
ceremonies. Even though she has published within both strands of literature,
Coutin has not yet incorporated both subjects into a shared piece of research.
Her 2013 journal article ‘In the Breach: Citizenship and its approximations’
reports the experiences of young migrants in the U.S., who became vulnerable
to deportation due to criminal convictions. As she recounts these developments,
Coutin refers to crimmigration and Stumpf’s work in a footnote. This con-
nection comprises the extent to which naturalization and crimmigration
literature have been in dialogue with one another, which is to say, they have
not done so extensively.

Based on the analysis of the aforementioned visualization of both citation
networks, the expectation of no clear connections between the fields as well
as no common scholarly ancestry is confirmed. We do see that it is possible
to find scholars researching within both fields but direct connections have not
been made at this point. The following section will review the evolution of
both sets of literature regarding the questions and assumptions guiding the
research as well as the substantive contrasts and parallels observed by scholars
of both fields.

2.3.2 Substantive Analysis

2.3.2.1 The State of the Art on Naturalization & Crimmigration

The central question ofto scholarship on citizenship acquisition has revolved
around the ‘why’ of naturalization: Why does a person acquire another citizen-
ship? Early works on citizenship acquisition centered around the motivations
and characteristics of the individual in question gaining citizenship – parti-
cularly Latin American immigrants residing in the United States (Grebler, 1966;
Jones-Correa, 2001; Yang, 1994). The set of determinants of naturalization
outcomes has since been expanded to include two more dimensions of factors.
The second dimension denotes the characteristics of the individual’s country
of origin such as whether or not it allows for dual citizenship or citizenship
renunciation as well as the country’s level of development (Bloemraad, 2004;
Vink et al., 2013). The third dimension illustrates the citizenship policies of
the destination state, particularly the requirements for citizenship status. These
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include but are not limited to prerequisite language classes, citizenship or
integration courses, naturalization fees, citizenship ceremonies or oaths as well
as economic and residential requirements (Goodman, 2010; Huddleston, 2020;
Verkaaik, 2010). This framework created by the citizenship laws in the coun-
tries of destination is also referred to as the ‘opportunity structure’ an immi-
grant acts within (Bloemraad, 2006; Okamoto and Ebert, 2010; Vink et al., 2013).

The inclusion of more and more factors into the analysis of naturalization
has also been accompanied by the problematization of certain assumptions
underlying the field’s scholarship. Research on naturalization often character-
izes this step as a ‘flick of a switch’. This comparison denotes two supposed
aspects of naturalization. It firstly assumes an immediacy of the process. A
person: One chooses to naturalize and simply becomes a citizen shortly after.
Secondly, it views the change in status as a binary from non-citizen to citizen.
These assumptions of immediacy and binarity are emphasized by the lack of
studies examining the process of the naturalization itself. More often, natural-
ization or being a naturalized citizen is used as a category to differentiate
between foreign residents, naturalized citizens and natural-born citizens. In
their 2018 paper, Peters et al. examine the effect of naturalization on immigrant
employment in the Netherlands. Their findings do not reproduce a ‘flicked
switch’ between naturalized immigrants and those that are long-term residents.
They conclude that though the finished naturalization process does produce
a ‘boost’ on the labor market, the employment probability of migrants also
increases significantly in the years leading up to the acquisition of citizenship.
The status change alone does not seem to be the only factor that differentiates
individuals within a population from one another.

Schlenker (Schlenker, 2016) utilized a similar categorization of the popula-
tion in Switzerland, studying the effects of dual nationality on a person’s
feelings of solidarity towards their citizenry and their self-identification in
Switzerland. Her findings also do not indicate that formal status alone matters
but also how it was acquired. Swiss citizens that had naturalized were signi-
ficantly less likely to describe themselves as Swiss, but exhibited greater
attachment and solidarity than their natural-born fellow citizens. What seems
to matter is not only whether or not a person has citizenship status, but also
how they acquired said status. The dichotomous condition of state membership
is not necessarily reflective of the multi-facetted individual understandings
of membership within the citizenry.

The recent introduction of concepts such as the opportunity structure
signals a break from the assumptions much of the older naturalization
literature made, particularly the implicit assumption that states create a citizen-
ship and immigration policy that is in a sense fair towards the immigrant,
aiming to include rather than exclude.: As long as the immigrant in question
demonstrates motivation to integrate and acquire citizenship, then the system
will allow for this process to unfold, as integration is associated with positive
economic and social outcomes (Hainmueller et al., 2017). This assumption is
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partly owed to the fact that early scholars of citizenship acquisition focused
on the individual dimension of naturalization and not policy. Formulations
such as a naturalization ‘payoff’ for immigrants, the framing of acquiring
citizenship as a mere calculation on part of the migrant as well as the fact that
scholars were not explicitly questioning the goals of states’ immigration policies
demonstrates an implicit notion of naturalization as a beneficial favor for the
immigrant offered by destination states.

Scholarship concentrated on determinants of immigrant motivation to gain
citizenship rather than factors creating hinderances for them to do so. The
inclusion of a concept outlining the systematic opportunities provided to
immigrants highlights the growing awareness within the literature that citizen-
ship policies are ‘crucial’ in determining naturalization outcomes as they
regulate the conditions under which migrants can acquire citizenship (Vink
et al., 2013: 4). This awareness has most recently translated into the inclusion
of not only immigrants’ motivation towards citizenship acquisition, but also
their ability to do so. Huddleston (2020) illustrates the conceptual difference
between an immigrant’s interest and ability to naturalize with the latter requir-
ing not only motivation but also eligibility and the capacity to submit a citizen-
ship application. Referring to sociologists Bloemraad and Aptekar, Huddleston
views the ability to become a citizen as determined by the ‘context of reception’
created by bureaucracies and service providers both before and during the
formal naturalization process (Aptekar, 2016; Bloemraad, 2002, 2006; Huddle-
ston, 2020).

The addition of the factor of ability into the trajectory of citizenship acquisi-
tion also portrays a necessary move away from the ‘flicked switch’ notion of
naturalization. The assumption of immediacy that is part of said image is no
longer viable once motivation is not the sole determinant offor an application
for naturalization. However, the contextual structure within which the ability
of an immigrant to acquire citizenship is shaped should not be limited to
institutions and immigration policies. There is ample reason to argue that the
inclusion of a broader view of the legal framework, incorporating not just
immigration law but also criminal law, as well as their respective implementa-
tion, has to be taken into consideration.

Retracing the inclusion of a growing number of dimensions into the ana-
lysis of naturalization since the field’s inception demonstrates a move away
from a focus on individual characteristics of the immigrant and towards the
institutional features and policy aspects exhibited by the states immigrants
are moving between. Contemporary research has started to look at the relation-
ship between these sets of factors, highlighting a need to explore the impact
of immigration policy and practices on the individual migrant – not only in
the sense of whether they motivate them to apply for formal membership,
but also deliberating whether this structure of opportunity limits immigrants’
ability to do so. What remains unchanged is that naturalization studies focus
on the process of naturalization from the moment of its formal initiation
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onwards. As outlined above, this concentration on the formal procedure of
citizenship acquisition neglects the stages of entry and temporary stay of an
immigrant’s migration trajectory. But what are the factors that remain
uncovered when the difficulty of acquiring citizenship is based solely on the
existing set of factors used by naturalization scholars?

As naturalization and citizenship policies fall – at least partly – under the
jurisdiction of immigration law, recent scholarship has taken to include states’
respective policies in their analyses of naturalization developments. Citizenship
regimes are commonly categorized as ‘restrictive’ or ‘liberal’, exhibiting ‘thick’
or ‘thin’ configurations of nationality (Dronkers and Vink, 2012; Goodman,
2010; Orgad, 2010). While contemporary works on naturalization incorporate
various factors possibly influencing an individual’s pathway towards and
through the naturalization process (Huddleston, 2020; Vink et al., 2013), the
legal frameworks of destination countries have not been explored beyond the
categorization of the laws on the books. However, the contextualization of
immigration law in its relation to criminal law has to be included in future
naturalization research in order to overcome the literature’s blind spot concern-
ing immigrants’ lives before their application for citizenship.

The necessity of said contextualization is due to the changing relationship
between criminal and immigration law in many Western liberal democracies.
Socio-legal scholars of immigration and penality have observed the increasing
entanglement of immigration law and criminal law, expressed in the term
‘crimmigration’ (Sklansky, 2012; Stumpf, 2006). Both systems of law are utilized
to regulate membership: The former governs the entry and exit of persons
across borders, the latter regulates the conduct within a community (Stumpf,
2011).

Since the inception of the term, crimmigration scholarship has evolved
into two main pillars of research: oneOne focusing on the concept itself examin-
ing its origins and proliferation through legal structures as well as the public
and political discourse and law enforcement (Coutin, 2011; Pickett, 2016;
Sklansky, 2012; Van der Woude et al., 2014; Van der Woude and Van Berlo,
2015) and another studying the impact of crimmigration on the treatment of
non-citizens by the criminal justice system (Aas, 2014; Armenta, 2016, 2017;
Beckett and Evans, 2015; Bosworth et al., 2018; Chacon, 2015; Kirk and Wake-
field, 2018; Ryo, 2016; Stumpf, 2011). Contemporary crimmigration scholarship
still centers around the North American context with a growing number of
studies examining the expansion of crimmigration to other Western democratic
states such as the Netherlands, Norway and Germany, which limits the scope
of this review (Aas, 2014; Graebsch, 2019; Van der Woude et al., 2014; Van
der Woude and Van Berlo, 2015).

In contrast to the field of crimmigration, scholars of naturalization and
citizenship, more broadly, have examined the subject from various perspectives
in the past ten years: its connection to international law (Orgad, 2010; Spiro,
2011), its impact on social, political and economic integration (Bean et al., 2011;
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Ersanilli and Koopmans, 2010; Hainmueller et al., 2017; Peters et al., 2018),
the evolution of citizenship policy (Dronkers and Vink, 2012; Fitzgerald et al.,
2014; Goodman, 2010; Kostakopoulou, 2010; Verkaaik, 2010; Vink et al., 2013;
Vink and De Groot, 2010) and the determining factors of naturalization out-
comes (Dronkers and Vink, 2012; Fitzgerald et al., 2014; Hainmueller and
Hangartner, 2013; Kostakopoulou, 2010; Okamoto and Ebert, 2010).

Crimmigration research is defined by its ability to connect overarching
developments in a country’s legal system to – for example – an individual’s
struggle with local police practices (Beckett and Evans, 2015). These connections
can be made due to the three layers through which crimmigration expands:
the public and political discourse progressively defining immigrants as a
security risk or as criminal aliens (Sklansky, 2012), the legislative layer where
criminal and immigration law are ‘increasingly merged’, and the layer of
implementation and enforcement (Van der Woude and Van Berlo 2015: 63).
Hence, crimmigration describes a substantive as well as a procedural merger
of two legal systems. It shows that it is not only the law as it is written that
matters, but also how it is being put into practice, because the implementation
of certain policies can entail unforeseen interactions with other pieces of the
legal system. These potential interactions are particularly apparent concerning
issues of residence. In the following section, I examine the increased importance
of legal residence and its connection to deportability, highlighting the inability
of policy evaluations, viewing immigration procedures as being independent
from other parts of the legal framework, to accurately evaluate the restrict-
iveness of a state’s immigration approach. Even though much of the crimmigra-
tion literature has not zeroed in on this issue, it is also evident that not all
migrants are equally exposed to the crimmigration system with issues such
as racialization impacting the implementation of certain policies.

2.3.2.2 The Case for Connection: The Restrictive Power of Residence Requirements

Stepping away from analyzing the developments within the fields of natural-
ization and crimmigration concerning key assumptions and research goals,
it is essential to now examine the developments within citizenship and immi-
gration policy as observed by the scholarship itself. In the context of naturaliza-
tion, Vink and De Groot (2010) describe six broad trends in citizenship attri-
bution across Western Europe: Firstly, the descent-based transmission of
citizenship by women, men and emigrants has largely been extended. Secondly,
many states have granted a path to citizenship for second and third-generation
immigrants through ius soli provisions. Thirdly, holding multiple citizenships
is an increasingly accepted practice. Fourthly, naturalization requirements such
as language and integration courses have been introduced. Fifthly, countries
try to avoid statelessness of individuals through their citizenship law. Lastly,
EU membership has gained in relevance in the context of citizenship. Concern-
ing crimmigration, Sklansky (2012) illustrates four key developments: First,
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immigration violations are increasingly being treated as crimes. Second,
criminal behavior is more and more punished through an immigration related
consequence such as deportation. Third, immigration proceedings are more
often of criminal character than previously. Fourth, immigration law is increas-
ingly enforced through local police forces.

At first glance, these outlines of key developments do not intersect in an
obvious manner, but. But there are indeed parallels that can be found between
these phenomena. While all six points made by Vink and De Groot (2010) relate
to naturalization, the clearest change in the process itself is shown in points
(4) and (6). Relating to point (4), integration and naturalization prerequisites,
the authors state that ‘apart from the required number of years, we notice a
restrictive trend towards the requirement of legal residence as a condition for
naturalisation’ (Vink and De Groot 2010: 726). This observation is not examined
more closely, but their categorization of the trend as ‘restrictive’ demonstrates
an acknowledgement of the increased burden put on the immigrant. The
number of years required for naturalization has decreased in many states –
most notably in Germany from 15 to eight years – but the quality of said
residency has changed arguably drastically. While Germany shortened the
required time of legal residence significantly, the additional requirement of
legality of said residence excludes migrants living in Germany without a
residence permit. A person might reside in Germany with only a temporary
suspension of deportation (Duldung) for years with none of that time counting
towards citizenship as naturalization policy requires a residence permit, which
a Duldung is not categorized as (Act on the Residence, Chapter 1, Section 60a).
The naturalization and citizenship literatures do describe residency require-
ments as exclusive or restrictive the more years of residence are required of
the individual who wishes to naturalize (Goodman, 2010: 765). Nevertheless,
this understanding is never given the explicit reasoning that the crimmigration
literature can provide the vocabulary for.

The potential consequences of the interweaving of criminal law and immi-
gration law on residency can be easily illustrated through the example of the
Secure Communities program developed by the US Immigration and Naturaliza-
tion Service. Secure Communities automated and established the checking of
criminal arrestees’ immigration status as routine. Within the first four years
following its complete implementation in 2013, more than 180.000 people were
deported due to the program (Pickett, 2016). From a naturalization study’s
perspective, these 180.000 individuals constitute those overlooked due to the
double selection bias of only incorporating those initiating the citizenship
application process. Their fates demonstrate that evaluating how restrictive
a citizenship policy is cannot be limited to solely examining the formal citizen-
ship requirements. Two states might prerequisite six years of residency to
apply for naturalization, but if one state reserves itself the right to remove
immigrants from its territory for traffic law violations (Armenta, 2017; Pickett,
2016) while the other has established a significantly higher threshold for
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deportation, then those respective sets of policy cannot be categorized as
equally restrictive,; especially when having been deported constitutes grounds
for disqualification from gaining any kind of permanent legal status.

However, crimmigration does not only extendsextend the list of formal
reasons for removal from state territory, it also erodes the protections of non-
citizens within the criminal justice system and undermines the stability of legal
statuses. As Aas observes in her study of the Norwegian criminal justice
system, crimmigration functions to produce a differentiation between citizens
and non-citizens resulting in a ‘more exclusionary penal culture directed at
non-citizens’ (2014: 521). This consequence manifests itself in the differing
procedural treatment and standard of rights afforded non-citizens compared
to citizens (Aas, 2014; Graebsch, 2019). In turn, these developments make non-
citizens deportable. Their status, whilst allowing them to stay within state
territory, remains precarious due to the constant possibility of status revocation
(Grabesch, 2019). At the same time, deportability also acts as an incentive for
immigrants to aspire to naturalization. Utilizing the conceptual framing pro-
vided by Huddleston (2020) of interest and ability, immigrants have a greater
interest to apply for citizenship since formal membership status is the only
fully protected status. Simultaneously, their ability to achieve their goal is
heavily limited as they are treated more harshly by the criminal justice system
and are not afforded the same rights and protections as citizens. This set of
circumstances produces an immense level of tension for the immigrant as they
have to navigate high personal incentive in citizenship acquisition to achieve
a secure status but also low ability to do so.

Interestingly, the awareness of the precarity of non-citizen status individuals
experience is also discussed in the naturalization literature. Hainmueller et
al. acknowledge that even though non-naturalized immigrants holding per-
manent resident status can feel somewhat secure and protected from expulsion,
they only ‘enjoy the full protection by the state’ once they have gained citizen-
ship (2017: 258). This psychological burden of insecurity is often carried not
only by the individual in question, but also other family members. Bean et
al.’s 2011 analysis of educational attainment of immigrant children in the
United States found that the greatest improvement of a child’s academic
performance occurred when a parent’s status changed from illegal to legal.
Residing within a certain territory thus constitutes a challenge to migrants
that goes beyond denying themselves the desire to move to another country.
Deportability creates an ongoing precarity for the immigrant since their length
of residence is not solely determined by whether or not they wish to remain
within a certain state, but also by whether or not they are allowed to do so.
This explicit description of the challenges inherent in residency requirements
has to be made, because it illustrates the importance of examining not only
the formal requirement, but also the circumstances that enable or hinder the
individual from fulfilling the required length of residence.
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Only when scholars are able to contextualize citizenship policy within the
legal framework of a nation state and consider the extent to which crimmigra-
tion has affected the functioning of said legal system, will they gain insight
into the mechanisms active between policy and individual that determine,
determining naturalization outcomes. The double selection bias of naturaliza-
tion studies as described by Hainmueller et al. (2017) can be reduced through
the analysis of citizenship policy through the crimmigration frame. Focusing
on the interaction of criminal law and immigration law enables the researcher
to determine those most affected by these policies and legal system entangle-
ments, thus offering indications of what type of immigrant is excluded from
the formal naturalization process.

Another aspect of this set of issues is indeed the question of who is most
affected by the crimmigration system. All migrants are impacted to some extent
by the concerted functioning of immigration and criminal law, but there is
reason to believe that the severity of the impact differs between groups of
migrants. In his review of two cornerstones of early crimmigration scholarship,
Garner identified ‘a reluctance to frame any aspect of these studies in terms
of racialization’ (2015: 198). Much of the crimmigration literature, especially
works set on the European continent, have not engaged with the concepts of
race and racialization3 due arguably to European scholarship’s fraught re-
lationship with the concepts, referring more often to ‘ethnicity’ rather than
‘race’ (Hellgren and Bereményi, 2022). However, when gathering knowledge
on the formulation and implementation of a legal framework that is increasing-
ly intertwining separate bodies of law, the reality that ‘race-consciousness and
social prejudices based on an individual’s phenotype endure in most societies’
(Törngren et al., 2021: 768) has to be taken into account. This reality is parti-
cularly salient with recent rulings in the Netherlands paving the way for racial
profiling to be exempt from anti-discrimination legislation (Salomon, 2022).

Current crimmigration scholarship has highlighted the interaction of
systems aiming to target immigrants through criminal law, issues of race, and
the racialization of migrants. As Armenta illustrates in the case of Latino
immigrants in the US, their deportability is not only rooted in federal immigra-
tion policy, but in ‘a system of state laws and local law enforcement practices
to reinforce Latinos’ subordinate status in the racial hierarchy’ (2017: 83).
Similarly to the aforementioned Secure Communities program, which resulted
in 180,000 additional deportations, Armenta (2017) elaborates on the 287(g)
program, which enables selected state and local law enforcement officers in
the US to enforce federal immigration law. Through 287(g), about 8,400 indi-
viduals were identified for removal with 98 percent coming from Mexico or
Central America. The majority of these individuals were arrested for a traffic
violation. The institutional pressure to conduct traffic stops at a high frequency

3 I make use of the definition of racialization as put forth by Hellgren and Bereményi: ‘an
overt or subtle form of differential treatment based on ethno-racial differentiation’ (2022: 3).
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‘may put officers into contact with all residents, [but] these practices subject
only some residents to increased levels of scrutiny’ (Armenta, 2017: 92). Race
is, to date, an under-researched yet essential aspect of how crimmigration
operates. An individual that is able to ‘pass’ as a member of the majority
ethnicity or race will be able to avoid interactions with, for example, law
enforcement and hence the crimmigration system more easily than a person
whose appearance fits the perpetuated look of someone that ‘does not belong’.

The precarity of status, most succinctly summarized by the deportability
of the individual, is not only the subject of socio-legal research, it also echoes
through naturalization studies. The vulnerability of any status other than
citizenship emphasizes the importance of accounting for the make-up of a
country’s legal framework when evaluating its naturalization policy – especial-
ly in a field of study where said policy is often utilized as an indicator of a
state’s overall approach to immigrant integration (Huddleston and Vink, 2015).
Crimmigration, its inherent interaction with racialization, and subsequently
the level of deportability a migrant has to navigate, have to be included as
factors determining naturalization outcomes.

2.3.2.3 Objectives of Immigration Policies

Naturalization and crimmigration scholarship respectively provide different
perspectives on the question as to what goal immigration policies are pursuing.
In the previous sections, this chapter outlined the growing awareness within
the field of naturalization that citizenship policies play a crucial role in the
process of acquiring formal membership, adding further dimensions to the
set of determinants. Whereas earlier studies did not explicitly question the
purpose of a nation state’s immigration policy, recent studies have begun to
scrutinize which central goal immigration procedures are serving. In her
analysis of current citizenship policy developments in the United Kingdom,
Kostakopoulou emphasizes that immigrants are increasingly made solely
responsible for the outcome of their integration process creating the ‘impression
that migrants have been the defaulting party, and must now redress this by
being willing and ready to integrate’ (2010: 836). The impact of this ‘respons-
ibilization’ is amplified by the sanctions applied should the individual not
succeed in what the state deems integration (Bloemraad et al., 2019): An
unsuccessful naturalization application under the British ‘probationary citizen-
ship’ policy, proposed by the Labour government in 2008, would have led
to the individual being asked to leave the country (Kostakopoulou, 2010: 834).
Policies such as these do not prioritize the sound integration of immigrants,
but rather follow a different outcome: the control of migration. Goodman goes
so far as to argue that the main reason for the implementation of civic require-
ments such as language courses and integration classes is ‘to limit and control
the inflow and settlement of migrants’ rather than to increase immigrants’
autonomy (2010: 767). Legal scholar Orgad, when discussing whether certain
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religious behaviors should disqualify individuals from acquiring citizenship,
seems to unknowingly describe a case of crimmigration: ‘Immigration laws
are not the appropriate means for resolving [social] tensions (...) The reason
is that immigration law is not the appropriate method by which to control
a person’s religiosity. If she violates the law, civic and criminal sanctions exist’
(2010: 95). Orgad thus acknowledges the entanglement of multiple bodies of
law. Hence, naturalization scholars portray policy mechanisms that function
to either deter immigrants from wanting to enter the country at all or to create
reasons for the state to reject their appeals for social or political rights.

Sociologist Armenta (2016) begins her paper on local policing within a
crimmigration system by posing the question of what immigration laws are
meant to accomplish. Are they meant to restrict unauthorized access to a state’s
territory or do they serve to include those with subordinate status exhibiting
the most vulnerability? The resounding answers from other socio-legal scholars
points to the former (Beckett and Evans, 2015; Chacon, 2015; Macklin, 2014;
Pickett, 2016; Stumpf, 2011). The clear goal behind the phenomenon of crim-
migration is ‘greater consolidation of state power vis-â-vis would-be entrants’
and would-be citizens (Chacon, 2015: 754). As crimmigration law ‘combines
and heightens the exclusionary power of criminal and immigration law’, it
serves the exclusion of the immigrant from equal access to the criminal justice
system, society and, ultimately, the state’s territory (Stumpf, 2011: 1709). Much
like their fellow researchers stemming from the naturalization literature in
the context of citizenship policies, crimmigration scholars identify the control
of migration as a key objective of the interweaving of criminal and immigration
law. In his analysis of threat perceptions of Latinos in the United States, Pickett
(2016) pinpoints crimmigration as the mechanism through which anti-Latino
sentiment is translated into the removal of Latino non-citizens from the state
territory. Here, the US criminal justice system functions as the primary tool
to locate and remove immigrants from the United States. Ultimately, scholars
of crimmigration view the criminalization of migrants, their detention and
eventual deportation as elements of a government strategy of power meant
to sustain national sovereignty (Beckett and Evans, 2015; Bosworth et al., 2018).
This consolidation of state power is accomplished through the creation of more
insecure, liminal legal statuses for non-citizens, forcing those affected into
precarious conditions (Chacon, 2015; Bosworth et al., 2018). Much like Kostako-
poulou (2015) observed in her analysis of British citizenship reform, the re-
sponsibility for the success of the formal integration process is placed on the
immigrant in an effort to rid the state of accountability (Coutin, 2011).

Concerning the reasoning as to why states are making these efforts to
extend their power over matters of immigration, Bosworth, Franko and Picke-
ring identify the ‘proliferation of border control’ as a reaction to the increased
mobility and globalization of human life across state borders (2018: 46). In
this context, we see a significant overlap with a key debate also occurring in
the naturalization and, more generally, citizenship literature. How do states
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generate meaningful membership when territorial borders are no longer the
main delimiters of a citizenry (Bauböck, 2017)? Citizenship scholar Spiro
highlights citizenship law as the last ‘bastion of sovereign discretion’ of the
nation state as international law and supranational entities gain in influence
(Spiro, 2011: 694).

This consistency across disciplines, the nation state’s move towards sover-
eign power concerning matters of territorial expulsion, seems to denote a
compensation of a perceived loss of power at its geographical borders (Shachar,
2020). A dialogue between scholars of crimmigration and naturalization is
essential to determine precisely how these efforts of power consolidation affect
those most vulnerable.

2.4 CONCLUSION

Scholarship examining the acquisition of formal membership within a citizenry
has expanded over the decades and now takes into account three dimensions
of factors: the characteristics of the person immigrating such as their level of
education, gender, marital status, age and financial capital; features of their
country of origin such as policies concerning dual citizenship and the renunci-
ation of nationality as well as the country’s level of development; and aspects
of the destination state such as its requirements for naturalization. However,
naturalization itself is only studied from the moment the formal process begins,
with immigrants who are never able to submit a citizenship application being
excluded from most research. I argue that the inclusion of crimmigration, as
a concept, into naturalization research offers the opportunity to extend previous
analyses of citizenship policy to evaluate not only the policies as they have
been formulated, but also in the context of the broad legal framework of the
respective nation state and how this context impacts the implementation of
said policies.

This first comparative review of the naturalization and crimmigration
literatures demonstrates a lack of discernable dialogue between the fields as
evidenced by the bibliometric analysis outline above. Nonetheless, a theoretical
bridge between both bodies of research helps us understand the factors impact-
ing an individual’s ability to naturalize. The increasing interweaving of crim-
inal and immigration law depicted by the concept of crimmigration results
in the heightening of criminal and immigration law’s exclusionary powers,
making any status but citizenship more insecure and formal membership status
within the citizenry less attainable. This context has to be considered when
classifying states based on their citizenship policies. The same requirement
for naturalization in one state – particularly those relating to residency – might
be harder to fulfill in another due to a lower threshold as to what warrants
one’s deportation. Recent crimmigration scholarship indicates that groups
negatively affected by racialization are more likely to be subjected to the
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crimmigration system, subsequently removed from the territory in question
and thus unable to become citizens. These policies thus have to be assessed
within their broader legal context, connecting the disciplines of citizenship
studies and crimmigration in order to determine who might be systematically
deterred from becoming a citizen. The focus of naturalization research has
to expand beyond the formal process of citizenship acquisition to include all
stages of the migration trajectory. Conversely, creating greater dialogue
between the fields of study could serve the understanding of the specific factors
driving states’ proliferation of exclusionary power within the realm of citizen-
ship and immigration policy.

The limitations of this study point to the future research necessary to fully
understand the interaction between crimmigration systems and the racialization
of individuals by bureaucrats and other representatives of the state. The
literature reviewed in this article and hence the scope of its argumentation
are further limited to South-North migration narratives in liberal democratic
states, specifically North America and North-Western Europe as the crimmigra-
tion scholarship centers around these contexts. The interaction between criminal
and immigration law has a significant effect on the implementation of immigra-
tion policies as well as on an immigrant’s ability to legally reside within a
given state and thus to move further along the trajectory of citizenship acquisi-
tion. Studies of South-South migration, in particular, and whether these move-
ments have also been affected by crimmigration are pertinent to the pro-
gression of this field of study.



3 ‘I’m not German. I’m a Naturalized German.’
Lived Experiences of Citizenship Acquisition in
Germany

3.1 INTRODUCTION

Citizenship is a disputed concept as scholars have failed to agree upon a single
definition of the term (van Steenbergen, 1994; Lupien 2015; Yanasmayan, 2015;
Dvir et al. 2018). One of its most prevalent contemporary characterizations
was coined by English sociologist Thomas H. Marshall, who defined citizenship
as an expanding set of rights bestowed upon an individual by the state
(Marshall, 1950). Since his post-war analysis, the Marshallian model has been
extensively criticized due to its focus on a white, male working-class perspect-
ive and its failure to take immigration into account (Joppke, 1999; Normanand
Kymlicka 2005; Benhabib, 2004). In an effort to expand the definition of the
term, scholars have referred to citizenship as membership of a political com-
munity, which is marked by rights but also duties, participation and identity
(Delanty, 1997; Lupien, 2015).

In the second half of the twentieth century, globalization had a significant
effect on citizenship law and consequently nationalization practices. It ushered
in a number of ‘technological and political developments that [facilitated] the
mobility of people (...) across national borders’ (Aharonson and Ramsay, 2010:
183). Increased migration meant an increase of individuals holding dual
nationality, an effect amplified by the fact that through a number of bilateral
agreements obligations of loyalty concerning dual nationals (such as military
service) were arranged to only concern one country of nationality (Spiro, 2017).
Allegiance was therefore no longer an essential duty of the citizen as an
individual could hold a dual nationality without being expected to choose
one over the other in times of conflict. Dual citizenship has become even more
common due to three factors: policies introducing gender-neutrality into
citizenship distributions (allowing children to inherit the nationality of their
mothers); the inclusion of ius soli principles into ius sanguinis regimes to
accommodate second and third generation immigrants; and fewer regulations
requiring the renunciation of one’s nationality of origin upon naturalization
(Brubaker, 1998; Gerdes et al., 2007; Vink and de Groot, 2010).

This growing embrace of dual nationality by Western liberal democracies
poses a stark contrast to the long-held citizenship principle of mono nationality.
The nation state had grounded its existence on the uniqueness of its nation
and the ‘special bond’ between citizen and state. As more and more people
hold bonds with multiple nations, states have had to grapple with the chal-
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lenge of finding a new denominator for their citizens’ loyalty towards the
political community. This tension has resulted in a change of how citizenship
is defined both in the political and public discourses. Recent literature has
coined the term ‘culturalization’ of citizenship, denoting a trend ‘in which what
it is to be a citizen is less defined in terms of civic, political and social rights,
and more in terms of adherence to norms, values and cultural practices’
(Tonkens and Duyvendak, 2016: 2). It is a development that is reflected in the
increase in naturalization requirements, focusing on the cultural and civic
dimension of citizenship such as citizenship tests, integration courses and
ceremonial oaths (Goodman, 2010; Verkaaik, 2010; Huddleston, 2020).

The social and formal inclusion of migrants into society is no longer seen
as a tool of integration, but rather as a security risk (van der Woude et al.,
2017; Graebsch, 2019). While becoming a citizen was long seen as an essential
part of the process of integration, culturalization of citizenship has further
put greater emphasis on integration as a prerequisite for legal membership
and hence made a lack of integration a sufficient justification for the depriva-
tion or denial of said membership (Joppke, 2010; Gerdes et al., 2012; Hain-
mueller et al., 2017; Mantu, 2018). This fundamental change in governance
is a reflection of the increased perception of immigrants as a risk factor. An
individual is only allowed to gain full formal membership of a citizenry once
they have proven to be worthy of it.

The sum of these aforementioned developments regarding the concept of
citizenship have resulted in significant changes in the naturalization require-
ments – the conditions set by a nation state for an individual to become a
member of its citizenry – instituted by Western liberal democracies (Hain-
mueller et al., 2017; Orgad, 2020). The formal requirements of legal membership
within a citizenry have become more open or liberalized, but migrants are
simultaneously increasingly asked to demonstrate their worth as states ‘grant
citizenship [... depending] in part on perceptions of their membership and
contribution’ (Bloemraad et al., 2019). This change is demonstrated by the
growing number of economic requirements for naturalization and the attempts
of enforcing cultural assimilation by including citizenship tests and integration
contracts in the process of citizenship acquisition (Stadlmair, 2018; Orgad,
2020). Sara Wallace Goodman views these shifts in naturalization policy and
in the access to citizenship as broadening in one sense (who has access?), but
also as narrowing in another sense (under which conditions?) (Goodman, 2010).

Contrary to the extensive array of theoretical and structural studies predict-
ing the downfall of citizenship as an institution, qualitative studies have found
that citizenship still holds significance in people’s lives (Hurenkamp et al.,
2011; Yanasmayan, 2015). Studies such as Miller-Idriss’ 2006 analysis of ‘or-
dinary Germans’ understandings of citizenship’ emphasize that a uniform
perception of citizenship encompassing all members of a nation cannot be
assumed (Miller-Idriss, 2006: 541). Therefore, especially qualitative studies
exploring the perceptions of individual citizens still bear great scientific signi-
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ficance: They uncover attitudes and views most other research approaches
are unable to.

However, there are only few of these qualitative studies and they tend
to focus either on one state or a minority across states (Conover-Johnson et
al., 1991; Hurenkamp et al., 2011; Lister et al., 2003; Miller-Idriss, 2006; Yanas-
mayan, 2015). The scientific as well as the political debate of citizenship has
paid only little attention to the experiences of migrants (Yanasmayan, 2015)
– although they arguably possess a more detailed perception of citizenship
than most natural-born citizens, who typically do not have to spend much
time reflecting on their status of nationality. Even fewer studies concentrate
on naturalized citizens (Badenhoop, 2021). Current citizenship studies lack
the comparative analysis of the individual effects of naturalization policies
and procedures (Orgad, 2020). This study examines the lived experiences of
those moving through the process of acquiring citizenship based on 15 semi-
structured interviews conducted in the fall of 2021 in the governmental district
of Cologne. The thematic analysis of these interviews offers unique insights
into (1) the motivations of those choosing to apply for citizenship and (2) the
sets of bureaucratic and societal structures influencing these motivations. The
analysis finds that the acquisition of German citizenship is especially potent
for third-country nationals, who wish to become or remain (in case of British
migrants) European Union (EU) citizens and who are highly aware of the
freedoms and securities granted to citizens of the EU. Those acquiring German
citizenship, who already hold an EU nationality, report identifying rather as
a ‘European citizen’ than as a national of either country specifically. For these
individuals, naturalization is often not strictly necessary, but nonetheless a
freeing step as citizenship law does not only affect migrants through the
bureaucracy and greater state system, but also through small indignities in
everyday life.

3.2 METHODOLOGY

This chapter is based on the thematic analysis of 15 semi-structured interviews
conducted with 12 new German citizens and three individuals, who were still
in the process of naturalizing. The interviews took place in the fall of 2021
with 13 being conducted in person in the district of Cologne and two taking
place as video calls via Whatsapp and Webex. The in-person interviews were
conducted in various places including parks, cafes, interviewees’ homes or
their place of work – always based on the preference of the respective inter-
viewee. Out the of 15 participants seven were women and eight men. Their
ages ranged from 24 to 63 years old with an average age of 38 years and a
median age of 35. 11 out of the 15 participants were third-country nationals
before naturalizing, holding Azerbaijanian (2), Cameroonian, Georgian, Israeli,
Serbian, Syrian (2), and Turkish citizenship, respectively. The remaining EU
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citizens held Romanian (2) and Spanish (2)1 citizenship. The interviewees were
recruited by contacting the available migrant support institutions in the greater
region of Cologne, calls for participants through social media networks as well
as snowballing once a couple of interviews had taken place. An average
interview lasted between 60 to 80 minutes and consisted of two parts: Firstly,
it chronicled the participant’s migration history starting either when and why
they entered German territory or at birth if they had been born in Germany.
Secondly, and depending on how much the respective interviewee had already
said on the matter, participants were asked to take the interviewer through
their memories of the naturalization process.2 The interviews were transcribed
and coded using an inductive approach through Atlas.ti. All interviews were
conducted in German. Any quotations in this chapter have been translated
by the author.

3.3 NATURALIZATION IN GERMANY: PRIOR WORK ON MOTIVATIONS AND

QUOTAS

Germany constitutes an interesting case for the examination of naturalization
as it is often characterized as the prime example of an ‘ethnic’ nation due to
its citizenship policy being based on the principle of jus sanguinis up until the
late 1990s (Miller-Idriss, 2006: 543).

Before the reforms of the Citizenship and Nationality Law of 1913 and
the Alien Act of 1965 in 1999, German citizenship was passed down by descent
(Anil, 2005). Germany had publicly defined itself as ‘not a country of immigra-
tion’ with naturalization only being considered ‘if a public interest in the
naturalization exists’ (Koopmans, 1999). The 2021 coalition agreement between
the Social Democratic Party of Germany, the Greens and the Free Democratic
Party describes Germany as a country of immigration (Bundesregierung, 2021).
As of 2022, when the data collection for this chapter was completed, naturaliza-
tion in Germany requires proof of unrestricted right of residence; proof of
habitual, lawful residence in Germany for at least eight years; proof of inde-
pendent means of securing a living for one’s self and one’s family; proof of
adequate German language skills; passing the naturalization test; one’s commit-
ment to the free democratic constitutional order of the Basic Law of the Federal
Republic of Germany; the relinquishing of any other (non-EU) nationalities
(with certain exceptions) and a fee of 255 Euro (Federal Office for Migration
and Refugees, 2018). The residence requirement can be shortened from eight
years to seven or six years through by participating in an ‘integration course’

1 One of the originally Spanish citizens also holds a UK citizenship.
2 ‘Would you take me through the naturalization process as you remember it?’; in German:

‘Würden Sie mich einmal durch ihre Erinnerungen an den Einbürgerungsprozess mit-
nehmen?‘
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and special ‘integration achievements’. These achievements can constitute
volunteer work or exceptional achievements by the applicant in their work
or education.

While, after some hesitancy, Germany now allows migrants to gain citizen-
ship, its naturalization rates remain low compared with other countries even
though many immigrants fulfill the requirements for naturalization (Courtman
and Schneider, 2021). According to the Federal Statistics Office of Germany,
less than 2.5 percent of those fulfilling the requirements for citizenship actually
naturalize (Statistisches Bundesamt, 2022). The share of those who acquire
German citizenship differs significantly per nationality of origin. Previous
research has sought to understand why some migrants do not apply for
citizenship and why the differences per nationality are so stark. Thränhardt
(2017) identifies the required relinquishing of the applicants’ nationality of
origin as the main reason why Turkish nationals hesitate to naturalize. Similar-
ily, Weinmann et al. (2012) find that those exempted from renouncing their
nationality of origin – such as Iranians, Afghans or Syrians – are more likely
to naturalize. Anschau and Vortmann’s (2020) survey study shows that the
majority of the nationalities that are more likely to naturalize, are those
exempted from relinquishing their original citizenship. Furthermore, parti-
cipants that stated that they had decided against naturalization cited having
to give up their first citizenship as the main reason for their decision. When
third-country nationals chose to naturalize despite the relinquishment require-
ment, they reported a significantly higher desire to be seen and accepted as
German by mainstream society compared to third-country nationals that chose
not to naturalize (Anschau and Vortmann, 2020). Weinmann et al. (2012) found
that the willingness to apply for German citizenship increased across national-
ities of origin if the immigrant un question. Believed they would be recognized
as a German holding the same rights as everybody else.

Besides the issue of dual nationality, scholarship on naturalization in
Germany has identified a set of factors affecting an immigrant’s decision to
apply for citizenship including political interest, a secure residence status,
improved labor market opportunities, and the ability to travel for an extended
time without losing their rights in Germany (Prümm, 2004; Wunderlich, 2005;
Witte, 2018). One such factor is the relationship between the migrant and the
street-level bureaucrats they encounter throughout their migration trajectory.
Anschau and Vortmann (2020) illustrate that the perceived treatment of ap-
plicants by street-level bureaucrats during the naturalization procedure had
a notable impact (both positively and negatively) on whether a migrant identi-
fied with Germany. The perception of caseworkers as representatives of the
German state means that any discriminatory action or felt inequality was seen
as direct rejection by the state and hence impedes the migrants’ ability to
identify with Germany. Dornis (2001) finds that long relationships between
applicants and caseworkers have a positive impact on the naturalization
procedure.
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Caseworkers hold a certain amount of discretion regarding the implementa-
tion of citizenship law, the Staatsangehörigkeitsgesetz (StAG) in German. The
application of the StAG is delegated to the states (Länder) within Germany’s
federal system. Said application requires the interpretation of indefinite legal
concepts, which means that the street-level bureaucrats are both interpreting
and applying the law – often in consultation within their department (Court-
man and Schneider, 2021). Under these circumstances, caseworkers have to
use discretionary powers when processing applications for citizenship, which
can lead to the development of unintended practices. For the evaluation of
whether an applicant is sufficiently financially independent, some naturaliza-
tion offices include not only reporting on whether someone is receiving social
benefits, but also a prognosis as to whether someone will continue to do so
in the future. The legal text does not require such a prognosis, but it has
become a common practice (Hofmann and Oberhäuser, 2013). Developments
such as these indicate that the migrant-caseworker relationship deserves greater
scholarly focus. The following analysis will delve into the motivations for
naturalization as voiced by the participants of this interview study and connect
them to the previously discussed literature.

3.4 ANALYSIS

Each naturalization trajectory holds its own unique set of circumstances and
motivations as to why the process was initiated in the first place and how it
unfolded. It would be easy to categorize the personal reasons the interviewees
mention into ‘practical’ and ‘sentimental’ ones. However, this dichotomy would
oversimplify the complex sets of reasons most participants have worked
through. In the majority of cases, the practical and the sentimental were both
present during the decision-making process leading up to a citizenship applica-
tion. The following sections will take a detailed look at some of the inter-
viewees’ sets of motivations and aim to gather them into common themes.
The prevalence of bureaucracy and its role throughout the process of natural-
ization demonstrates just how overbearingly present the bureaucratic state
and its representatives are in the lives of migrants. At the same time, the
everyday experiences of the exclusivity of citizenship illustrate that it is not
only state actors enforcing immigration policy.

3.4.1 Paperwork and Practicalities

‘It was during my university studies that I decided to [naturalise] actually. (...) At
that time, you couldn’t get a proper license to practice medicine as a doctor if you
were a non-German citizen, only a partial license. (...) That would have meant that
I probably wouldn’t be able to have my own practice, etc. So, I thought, I’m here
anyway and I’m staying here so I might as well naturalise and so... well, I did it.
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That was the actual reason why I did it, because it didn’t bother me otherwise,
which passport I had. It didn’t matter to me.’ – Salih3, 2021

Salih was born and raised by Turkish parents in Cologne. He did not choose
to become a German citizen for sentimental reasons, but rather because a set
of laws forbid him to practice the job he is qualified for. His reasoning for
acquiring citizenship falls into the category of what Prümm (2004) and Wun-
derlich (2005) describe as labour market opportunities. This case illustrates
a person not making a decision based on any emotional motivation, but rather
because a set of laws forbid him to practice the job he is qualified for to the
full extent. In order to acquire a proper license as a physician, Salih had to
relinquish his Turkish citizenship and apply for German nationality instead.
At the end of the interview, however, Salih conceded that would he be asked
to relinquish his German citizenship now in favour of another one, he would
not want to do so. Even though practical reasons were at the forefront of how
he remembered his decision to naturalise, a certain emotional connection to
Germany was also present. Being forced to make a decision concerning one’s
citizenship due to changing circumstances, such as Salih was, is not an un-
common occurrence.

Hila moved to Germany from Israel to study psychology and to stay with
her partner, who is German. She wanted to become a German citizen for a
while, but had been reluctant to apply for naturalization, because she did not
want to relinquish her Israeli citizenship. However, a number of administrative
as well as personal developments compelled her to re-evaluate:

‘The problem started when I had the Israeli passport and I think it was always
valid for five years with a possible extension of another five years. So, 10 years
in total. But then suddenly that wasn’t possible anymore, so it was only five years.
The embassy was here in Bonn, but then it moved to Berlin. You could take care
of everything via mail, but then that wasn’t possible anymore either. That was really
annoying, especially because my children – I have three girls – also had their
passports and of course that wasn’t all synchronized, meaning we had to travel
to Berlin nearly every year to renew someone’s passport. That was really annoying,
I’ve got to say. And... (...) then I got cancer. (...) And then I thought, what happens,
when I’m sick and I cannot go to Berlin? Then I don’t have a valid passport. (...)
And by then it also wasn’t nice to go to the Foreigners’ Office anymore. It was
always so full and... suddenly there where these giants, security guards you know,
because people sometimes weren’t... well, staying polite... waiting in line and always
checking who was there first and that wasn’t a nice feeling, really, to be scanned
like that. It didn’t use to be this way. And then I thought, okay, I don’t want to
go there every few years. And then I said, okay, I will give up my [Israeli] pass-
port.’ – Hila, 2021

3 All names of interviewees have been changed.
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In Hila’s case, it becomes clear how practical and sentimental motivations
interact with one another. The reason for her reluctance to naturalise – having
to give up her Israeli citizenship – increasingly outweighed by the bureaucratic
hurdles involved in maintaining a valid passport. When these hurdles
threatened to become insurmountable due to her cancer diagnosis, she was
forced to re-evaluate the worth of her Israeli citizenship. She describes the
changing atmosphere in the Foreigners’ Office, where she dreaded to go, as
her last straw. Wanting to avoid any interaction with the Foreigners’ Office
is a frequent motivation mentioned by respondents:

‘Not having to go to the authorities anymore and just being done with it; all that
time spent on that was always annoying. That was a great feeling.’ – Rohat, 2021

Interestingly, these quotes responses indicate that in some cases feeling fed-up
with the bureaucratic system did not hinder the naturalization process as
Anschau and Vortmann (2020) had found but acted as a catalyst in a parti-
cipant’s decision to apply for citizenship. In their study of what they coin as
the ‘bureaucratic trajectory’, Haller and Yanaşmayan (2023) similarly highlight
that intense or ‘turbulent trajectories’ can produce a tipping point either
pushing migrants to disengage from further bureaucratic procedures or to
engage the system one final time to gain citizenship. An extreme case of both
being forced into a citizenship decision and wanting to forgo any future
interaction with the immigration authorities was recounted by Filiz. She was
also born and raised in Germany to Turkish parents, much like Salih. When
she applied for a job after turning 16 years old, she realized her residence
permit had lapsed 18 months prior. Confused as to what would happen to
her, Filiz went to the local immigration offices and was told by the department
head that he would do everything in his power to deport her.

‘I got out of there and – I don’t like to cry in front of people – but I got out of there
and cried for a while, because I thought that my life was now over. I thought about
what I was supposed to do in Turkey. I have, I mean, of course, I have relatives
there and I know them maybe from holidays spent with them, but I don’t know
the life there at all! I don’t know what it’s like to live there and most of all, I speak
Turkish, but not well enough that I could go to school there or anything. I was
just like ‘fuck, what am I going to do?? My entire life is going to be destroyed if
I am deported’ and most of all, why would this person speak to me in such a way?!’
– Filiz, 2021

Having been frightened by the idea that she might soon be deported to a
country she had only visited, Filiz describes doing everything in her power
to naturalise as soon as possible – a few years earlier than her older siblings
had done. In this case, the interaction with the migration authorities becomes
a traumatizing event triggering an emotional motivation to naturalise next
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to the practical reasons: never having to interact with that part of the state
ever again.

3.4.2 Status and Security

Being subjected to the perceived whims of bureaucracy takes a mental toll
on many migrants. Elena came to Germany over 16 years ago but spent about
four years living under sufferance (Duldung), which constitutes a temporary
suspension of deportation. Sufferance status is not a legal residence permit
meaning the time spent living in Germany under it does not count toward
the eight years of residence required for naturalization.

‘[Living under sufferance] – it feels as if you’re in prison. That sounds harsh but
that’s 100 percent what it is. I felt as if I lived in a prison, but my prison did not
have a door.’

‘[Waiting to hear back from the Foreigners’ Office] it’s the worst feeling. (...) until
we had our permanent residence permit, we did not know what would happen.
Will they allow us to stay or not? (...) We couldn’t take a step forward and we
couldn’t take a step backward.’
‘[Citizenship] has a good meaning for our family, because we could move freely
and easily. That is our goal, to live like normal people.’ – Elena, 2021

For those who have not spent their childhood in Germany or hold another
EU citizenship, acquiring citizenship is a move towards freedom and personal
sovereignty. Being a citizen means no longer having to question the very basis
of living in Germany: being allowed to stay. The feeling of having to depend
on the bureaucratic system is also perceived as burdensome. For Elena, the
waiting periods between submitting an application and awaiting a decision
were especially hard. This lack of a consistent relationship with the bureaucrats
responsible meant Elena felt powerless and unable to predict the outcome of
her status applications.

At the same time, some migrants are sceptical of the stability of the policies
they live under. Consequently, citizenship constitutes the most stable type of
status to them. Najim fled from Syria to Germany in 2014 and gained German
citizenship in 2021 after a two-year long administrative process.

‘You feel comfortable living here, once you have German citizenship. You feel safe.
No danger that you might be... deported or something like that. (...) in Germany,
if you work, you’re safe [from being deported]. But you never know if the govern-
ment... *he makes the sound of something collapsing* or you never know when
a new government might take power, who might be, for example, against refugees,
like now in Denmark. Refugees in Denmark are not safe: Many Syrians were
deported and arrested straight away when they arrived back in Syria. And so, you
never know... You feel safe once you have the citizenship of the country [you live
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in]. Otherwise, you remain uncertain. (...) Citizenship is the safe option for us, for
foreigners, for refugees.’ – Najim, 2021

For Najim, the security of his family and being certain that their lives in
Germany were secured was his priority. Once he and his wife realized the
war in Syria would not be over within a couple of years, they decided to centre
their lives in Germany, also because two of their three children were born in
Germany and, according to Najim, ‘know the German language better than
Arabic and so we had the idea to apply for German citizenship’:

‘They are only Syrian by name, but they do not have any Syrian documents. Our
documents as well, the Syrian ones, are all void by now and we could do nothing
about it.’ – Najim, 2021

He describes a main factor as to why Syrian nationals tend to naturalise more
often than other nationalities: They still hold Syrian nationality formally, but
as they are unable to return home safely to renew their identification, they
are not required to relinquish their Syrian citizenship. The security of German
citizenship is also perceived by new citizens not only in the status itself, but
also in the quality of citizenship. For many interviewees, having German
citizenship matters just as much, if not more, outside of German territory. As
a German passport allows its holder to enter 194 countries visa-free, it is
understandable why so many new citizens are aware of theses privileges as
has been documented in the literature (Prümm, 2004; Wunderlich, 2005).

Besides the freedom of travel, new citizens also view holding German
citizenship as being under the protection of the German diplomatic services
when abroad. Rohat came to Germany when he was three years old with his
parents, who were Kurdish Alevis fleeing political tensions in Turkey. He grew
up knowing he could naturalise once he turned 18 but only did so when he
was in his mid-twenties.

‘I nearly did an exchange semester in Istanbul. It was all organized, I only needed
an apartment, but then the Gezi protests started and that got me thinking. (...) I
had read that they were arresting students, who had voiced criticism [against the
government]. And then I thought, if anything happens while you’re there, then
you don’t have the German consulate behind you (...) so I cancelled [the semester
abroad]. (...) That was definitely one of the reasons to naturalise, this protection
from persecution.’ – Rohat, 2021

In Rohat’s case, his confrontation with the possibility of being arrested during
a stay in his country of origin triggered his application for citizenship. He saw
himself as better protected when traveling in Turkey as a German citizen, not
a Turkish national. This striking trust in German diplomatic strength demon-
strates that security through citizenship status does not only matter to migrants
when they are on German territory but that it might matter even more when
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they leave it. Another interviewee, Carlos, was similarly impacted by the
possibility of the protection of a German passport abroad. Carlos held both
British and Spanish citizenship, when the United Kingdom voted to leave the
EU in 2016. Brexit was the main reason for him to acquire German citizenship,
but being able to travel as a German was still an advantage to him.

‘I would have never applied for a German passport if England hadn’t left the EU.
(...) My family had put me a bit under pressure to get German citizenship, because
of my trips to India. They said that if something happened to me while I was there,
it would be easier for them if I had German citizenship. That’s the only true
advantage, really.’ – Carlos, 2021

Hence, new citizens identify German citizenship as the safest status for them
to hold both because it secures their right to reside within the country and
because it offers them protection when traveling abroad. As far as practical
advantages go, security is the most fundamental one. These associations of
protection and thus trust into the German state system speak to a deep confid-
ence in the status of citizenship.

3.4.3 Indignities and Implicitness

So far, I have identified cases where the bureaucratic or legal system pressured
individuals into making a decision concerning their citizenship status: be it
due to job regulations, traumatizing interactions with the immigration services
or simply struggling to manage the administrative labour of being a foreigner.
Other motivations for citizenship acquisition voiced by interviewees had to
do with security of their status within Germany and when travelling abroad.
This section of the analysis moves away from these overarching structures
to focus on the daily interactions in migrants’ lives that reinforce their position
as an outsider and can compel them to become German citizens.

Raquel moved to Germany with her family from Spain when she was two
years old. She naturalised in 2017, more than fifty years later. During the
interview, she recounts an interaction with a postal worker, who refused to
hand her a package due to a difference in how her name was stated on the
package and how it was documented in her Spanish passport – a frustration
she encountered multiple times:

‘And then sometimes you have a post office worker or a caseworker who will go:
– ‘That doesn’t say [her husband’s last name]’
– ‘Yes, but I’m married to him.’ (...)’

[She tries to explain the situation to the clerk, but they ask:] ’Well, do you have
a certificate documenting that that is really you and that you’re allowed to pick
up the package?’ and I say ‘but that’s ME!’
– ‘Yes, but you still need a letter of authorization.’



44 Chapter 3

– ‘For my own package?’
– ‘Yes, how am I supposed to know that that’s really you’’ – Raquel, 2021

These types of interactions were unpleasant for Raquel. Additional comments
about the ‘pictures’ in her passport and the disbelief at her being Spanish while
not having a Spanish accent when speaking German illustrate a routinely
infantilizing reaction to her status as a foreigner she experienced. This cycle
of having to explain herself repeatedly whenever she had to show any proof
of ID, homed in on a feeling of never being fully accepted, not in Germany
and not in Spain. Having to show her passport during everyday interactions
like accepting mail and still being identified as ‘the Spanish girl’ made it
difficult for her to also represent the German part of her identity. Raquel had
instead found a comfortable identity in seeing herself as a European citizen,
not forced to decide between the two countries she was otherwise connected
to. Even though her nationality was that of an EU member state, Spanish
citizenship did not afford her the same degree of social inclusion as German
citizenship would. The prior anecdote is starkly contrasted with how Raquel
describes running her errands now that she has a German ID to identify herself
with:

‘Whenever I go to the post office now, I put down my German ID. Then I never
get the standard question ‘oh you’re a foreigner; you’re Spanish!’ [she claps her hands
gleefully] no ‘wow, aren’t these pretty pictures in your passport!’ or stuff like that.
Those things are okay on good days, but on days when I’m already annoyed then
I don’t need that. (...) I feel much better now, different somehow.’ – Raquel, 2021

Being able to simply exist and participate in society without having their
belonging questioned based on the form of ID they provide, offers a relief to
new citizens. This relief is felt even more strongly by those who emotionally
feel that they already are a member of the German citizenry. Filiz describes
her realization of not formally belonging into German society, even though
she grew up feeling a part of it:

‘In school, (...) when I had gotten the best grade in German class, the teacher might
go ‘you lot should be ashamed of yourselves! [Filiz] grew up bilingual, she’s
Turkish, and yet she writes better German essays than all of you!’ and I just thought
‘what’s going on with you? like... internally?’ (...) ‘Because of me being politically
active, even my friends were reproaching me like ‘why are you even volunteering?
You can’t even vote here; you can’t change anything. We don’t get it’. (...) In those
moments I think to myself, I was reduced to [her nationality].’

(...) ‘I was really shocked. It was the first time in my life that I realized that I need
a legal title to just be here, in order to live here. In the country, that I was born in,
where I go to school, I still have to proof myself like that? That was hard for me.
That really– it truly, truly dawned on me that I am not a part of this society after
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all. Even though I saw myself as part of the community... That was hard in a way.
It felt gross. Unpleasant.’
‘(...) If you don’t have the citizenship, you’re immediately reduced to your origins.
Even when you have it, it still happens, but mostly not. anymore.’ – Filiz, 2021
[emphasis as made by interviewee]

Not holding formal membership meant for Filiz that some accomplishments
were mocked. She had to push back against others wanting to deny her her
right to volunteer politically: it reduced her identity to a ‘country of origin’
she had little emotional connection to and erased her identity as a person born
and raised in Germany. These experiences demonstrate that the exclusionary
power of citizenship is not solely enforced by state actors but pervades every-
day interactions between citizens and non-citizens.

‘I was just happy to do it. Finally, because... a lot of the time it felt like ‘ok this
is the last time I have to prove anything. Nobody can accuse me now of not being
a member of this society’... even though I still get accused of that even now with
German citizenship. But for me it was a ‘ok, now it’s official and no one can take
that certainty away from me, which I have, of being formally accepted into this
society, because I now have, on all levels, the same rights and duties as everyone
else.’

‘[Besides her fears of getting deported], the naturalization went rather smoothly.
All the feelings and emotions were the more problematic part of it. This... being
confronted with it all... it was the manifestation of my entire conflict of identity
within a bureaucratic process. And you were basically told by the system that that
is a conflict that you have and must have, because you have a migration back-
ground. That was the horrible thing about it. The hard thing, because the feeling
of being different and not fitting in had mostly come from other people, but not
necessarily from a public authority.’ – Filiz, 2021

Especially for migrants who had spent their formative years in Germany, being
part of German society had become an implicit fact. They saw themselves as
a member of the community and expected their membership to be reflected
by others. For Filiz, the confrontation with the bureaucrat at the immigration
authorities offered her yet another reflection of herself that she did not recog-
nize. People had excluded her verbally from their notions of German society
before, but having this exclusion echoed by a public authority figure revealed
a whole new level of exclusion to her. These instances of mismatching ideas
of membership illustrate that citizenship and the identity tied to it are not only
constructed on a formal level, but also in the everyday exchanges between
members and non-members of a given society. In Filiz and Raquel, we also
see examples of individuals naturalizing with a strong desire to be fully
accepted as German similarly to what Anschau and Vortmann (2020) illustrated
concerning, specifically, third-country nationals. The wish to be recognized
as an equal member of German society functions as a central motivation for
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those individuals who already perceive themselves as being part of the German
citizenry.

The ‘conflict of identity’ mentioned by Filiz is another factor that plays
into the types of motivations behind individuals choosing to naturalise. Each
choice to apply for a new citizenship – particularly when an individual has
to relinquish another in return – is always also a question of identity. Some,
for example Salih, who stated that it did not matter to him which passport
he had do not perceive their formal membership to be constitutive to their
identity. Still, a complete removal of citizenship from a person’s identity does
require the individual to understand and work through what then constitutes
their identity. These choices of belonging are often not made by future citizens
alone, but are connected to their social surroundings, their families, and their
perspectives on the matter:

‘I don’t think I would have done it if my father had been still alive, because... my
father was very– I am also very proud of my Spanish citizenship, but for my father
this would have been a betrayal. As in, you’ve betrayed your homeland. Even
though you still have it. Even though I still have my Spanish citizenship... But for
him it was like that.’ – Raquel, 2021

3.5 CONCLUSION

The motivations behind citizenship acquisition are not easily filed into boxes
or categories. For each new citizen, a set of motivations, both practical and
sentimental, interact with one another. As the participants’ recollections
illustrate, when making the decision whether to apply for citizenship, this is
not solely done for sentimental reasons relating to a love for one’s county of
residence or due to a practical calculation of wanting to gain greater rights.
Interviewees repeatedly state that one of the reasons for their decision to
naturalize was the wish to simply interact less with the bureaucratic system.
Some are pushed to make a decision due to changes in regulation or their
inability to fulfill certain administrative tasks they used to fulfill easily. To
many, the renewal of passports as well as residency permits constitutes more
than a simple administrative process. It involves travel (and its costs), emo-
tional capacities to deal with the stress of gathering paperwork and hoping
to have done everything according to the rules, as well as time, which has
to be dedicated to collect documents, travel, and the actual time facing the
public official. Time also has to be taken into account when planning ahead
since some applications or extensions can take months if not years to go
through. This period of time spent waiting requires further mental facilities
to navigate the uncertainty of these waiting periods. Even if the outcome of
an application is sure, interviewees still felt stress at not having the official
confirmation of the outcome yet since a bureaucratic system reemphasizes
the importance of having tangible proof, certainty on paper. New citizens’
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reasons for acquiring German citizenship are also often rooted in a hope for
greater security. In particular, third-country nationals perceive German citizen-
ship as the safest status for them to hold. From their point of view, formal
membership secures their right to reside within the country’s territory and
offers them protection when traveling abroad.

The motivations and reasonings voiced by the participants of this study
corroborate the findings of previous research into the motivations for natural-
ization. Being able to keep one’s first nationality, easier travel, and labor market
opportunities all play into the decision whether to naturalize. However, they
also demonstrate that the bureaucratic system and in particular the relationship
between migrants and caseworkers is highly influential concerning the natural-
ization process. Studying naturalization from the perspective of the new citizen
is not only essential for understanding their relationships with citizenship and
the society that they live in, it also offers us an opportunity to examine street-
level bureaucracy from the perspective of the client. Research on policy imple-
mentation and especially the role of discretion of street-level professionals most
often takes the perspective of the bureaucrat. Clients’ lived experiences are
greatly underrepresented within the scholarship, which results in a lack of
knowledge on, firstly, whether clients actively feel bureaucrats’ discretionary
power and secondly, if so, how they navigate this clear power-imbalance
(Bartels, 2013). As we have seen with cases like that of Filiz, a single bureaucrat
can have a huge impact on how an individual navigates the questions of formal
membership. These findings only further illustrate that further research on
discretion from the perspective of the client is highly necessary, particularly
in the context of naturalization.

Lastly, examining these narratives of naturalization shows the construction
of citizenship and of whether or not someone belongs does not only happen
through the administrative apparatus. Everyday interactions between members
and non-members of a community hold a similar dynamic able to display both
the inclusive as well as the exclusive powers of citizenship:

‘I’m not German. I am a naturalized German with Spanish citizenship. I don’t know,
I guess that if you’re thinking about it realistically, then that’s nonsense, but I think
at the end of the day... I am over 50 years old now (...) and I was up till then always
only the Spanish girl and I want to still be that until the end of my life. And of
course, the Germany nationality is... it makes my life easier. I don’t have to explain
all they time why I’m Spanish.’ – Raquel, 2021





4 The Getting and Granting of Citizenship
Examining the Inequalities of Naturalization Policy
Implementation involving Discretion

4.1 INTRODUCTION

Filiz1 is 15 years old when she heads to her local Foreigners’ Office hoping
to clear up an issue regarding her legal status. Filiz was born in Germany and
has lived and gone to school there ever since. Her parents immigrated to
Germany from Turkey and both still hold Turkish citizenship – as does Filiz.
When she arrives at the Foreigners’ Office, she is told by the head official that
her legal status lapsed 18 months ago. Filiz was supposed to extend her status,
which she was unaware of as her parents hold permanent residency. Her
confusion and fear are met with the official’s promise that he will do every-
thing in his power to have her deported to Turkey. ‘I told him that I wanted
to graduate high school and to go to university here, to study law- he said
‘something’ like I would never be able to do that and that since I was already
disobeying the law, I would never become German’ (Filiz, 2021). Since this
interaction back in 2012, Filiz has become a German citizen and started study-
ing law, but the memory has stuck with her: ‘Regardless of that title issue,
I always knew that I would naturalize and that I wanted to naturalize. It didn’t
have to be this way – now that whole thing has a Gschmäckle2 (...) a bitter,
bitter aftertaste’ (Filiz, 2021). Filiz had never questioned whether she belonged
in Germany; she had been born there, seen her siblings naturalize and knew
that she wanted to do so as well. The rejection she felt from the head official
and thus the Foreigners’ Office was the first time she felt it was not just
individuals that might question her belonging in Germany, but that the state
did so as well.

Filiz’ case demonstrates that the formal change of legal status is one thing,
but seeking advice from authorities and going through the bureaucratic
motions holds its own kind of tension: the interaction with street-level bureau-
crats. The naturalization process denotes a major change in a person’s life,
as the individual becomes a fully integrated political member of the citizenry.
Each naturalization holds its own unique set of circumstances and motivations
as to why the process was initiated and how it unfolded (for research on
motivations to naturalize in the German case see: Prümm, 2004; Weinmann

1 All names of interviewees have been changed.
2 Swabian term deriving from the diminutive of ‘Geschmack’ (German for flavor/taste)

denoting both a meal or food that tastes off and, figuratively, events of a dubious kind.
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et al., 2012; Witte, 2018; Wunderlich, 2005). For most applicants in Germany,
naturalization happens through communication and exchanges of documents
and information with mainly one person: their caseworker at their local
naturalization office. Focusing on this often-overlooked relationship, this study
explores the impact of discretionary power and its perception by migrants
on the naturalization process.

The theoretical and empirical contributions of this chapter are threefold.
Firstly, it connects the concept of discretion as it is discussed in the literature
on street-level bureaucracies (e.g. in Lipsky, 2010; Zacka, 2017) to its unique
legal context in German administrative law (Arai-Takahashi, 2000; Jestaedt,
2016; Wendel, 2016). This added dimension of discretion and the understanding
thereof by frontline workers extends previous scholarship exploring the differ-
ent levels and types of discretion utilized by street-level bureaucrats (eg. Eule,
2016). Secondly, the chapter highlights the relevance of perceptions of dis-
cretionary decision-making in the discernment and assessment of procedural
justice (Andreetta et al., 2022; Tyler, 2011). As long as migrants feel that
discretionary power is utilized in an arbitrary manner, procedural justice is
impeded and thus the legitimacy of state practices undermined. Thirdly, the
article offers a unique view at the implementation of citizenship policy by
utilizing data collected from interviews with both new German citizens as
well as their caseworkers at the respective naturalization departments, thus
adding to the scholarship examining citizenship ‘from below’ (Badenhoop,
2017, 2021; Witte, 2018).

Through the use of a bottom-up approach to analyze citizenship policy
implementation, I identify where bureaucrats have to make use of their dis-
cretion, how they wield this power and how migrants perceive this process,
resulting in the following key findings: (1) Caseworkers use their discretionary
power not only to decide between alternative outcomes, but also to create their
own guidelines for the implementation of citizenship policy. Most of these
protocols are created on a departmental level while some individual case-
workers establish additional protocols for themselves. (2) Intense workloads
burdening the naturalization departments lead caseworkers to pre-evaluate
applications before they have been officially submitted by applicants in order
to avoid the issuing of lengthy formal rejections. Some new citizens report
having their applications delayed for unfair reasons by their caseworker with
one street-level bureaucrat admitting to prolonging the processing of certain
applications. (3) Past negative interactions with other bureaucrats from the
immigration authorities prime citizenship applicants negatively, making for
a potentially tension-filled relationship with their naturalization caseworkers.
Ultimately, an overburdened administrative structure unable to ensure compre-
hensive oversight that requires front-line workers to make decisions utilizing
significant discretionary power cannot guarantee procedural justice.

The following section offers a short description of the naturalization process
in the German context followed by a closer examination of the concept of
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discretion both as a legal concept in German administrative law and its some-
what contradictory role in the administrative reality of policy implementation.
I subsequently examine both new citizens’ and caseworkers’ perspectives on
discretion within the naturalization process. The chapter concludes with a
discussion and propositions for future research.

4.2 NATURALIZATION IN GERMANY

Germany is often characterized as the prime example of an ‘ethnic’ nation due
to its citizenship policy being based exclusively on the principle of jus sanguinis
up until the late 1990s (Miller-Idriss, 2006: 543). Preceding the broad reforms
of the Citizenship and Nationality Law of 1913 and the Alien Act of 1965 in
1999, German citizenship could only be acquired based on the principle of
descent (Anil, 2005). Previously, the state had openly defined itself as ‘not a
country of immigration’ where naturalization would only be considered ‘if
a public interest in the naturalization exists’ (Koopmans, 1999). Only the most
recent coalition agreement describes Germany as a country of immigration
(Bundesregierung, 2021). As of fall 2023, the German naturalization process
includes proof of unrestricted right of residence; proof of habitual, lawful
residence in Germany for at least eight years; proof of independent means
of securing a living for one’s self and one’s family; proof of adequate German
language skills; passing the naturalization test; one’s commitment to the free
democratic constitutional order of the Basic Law of the Federal Republic of
Germany; the relinquishing of any other nationalities (with certain exceptions)
and a fee of 255 Euro (Federal Office for Migration and Refugees, 2018). The
eight years of minimum legal residence can be shortened to seven or six years
through the participation in an ‘integration class’ and special ‘integration
achievements’ respectively, which can range from volunteer work to ex-
ceptional achievements in one’s work or education.

Germany poses an intriguing case for the study of naturalization due to
its comparatively low rates of citizenship acquisition in contrast with other
countries even though many migrants already fulfill the requirements for
naturalization (Courtman and Schneider, 2021). The Federal Statistics Office
of Germany estimates that less than 2.5 percent of those fulfilling the require-
ments for citizenship actually naturalize with naturalization rates differing
greatly per prior nationality. Previous research has set out to explain why so
many migrants are hesitant to apply for citizenship and why these factors seem
to differ per nationality. Thränhardt (2017) finds that Turkish nationals hesitate
to gain German citizenship since they would have to relinquish their Turkish
citizenship while Weinmann et al. (2012) find that those exempted from having
to give up their citizenship of origin – such as Iranians, Afghans or Syrians
– show more interest in naturalization. German citizenship law functions under
the principle of ‘avoidance of multiple citizenship’ meaning that new citizens
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holding a non-EU citizenship are expected to withdraw from their citizenry
of origin upon becoming German citizens. A survey study of naturalized
citizens, migrants applying for citizenship and employees of the naturalization
offices commissioned by the state of Rhineland-Palatinate found that the
majority of nationalities exhibiting high naturalization rates were those nation-
alities exempted from relinquishing their first citizenship (Anschau and Vort-
mann, 2020). At the same time, those participants that reported having decided
against naturalization cited having to give up their first citizenship as the main
reason for their decision. In cases where third-country nationals chose natural-
ization after all, participants had a significantly higher desire to be seen and
accepted as German by mainstream society compared to third-country nationals
that did not choose to naturalize (ibid.). In a similar vein, Weinmann et al.
(2012) found that the willingness to naturalize in participants across all nation-
alities increased significantly the more the participant in question presumed
that they would be accepted as a German once they held the same rights as
everybody else.

Next to the question of dual nationality, research studying naturalization
in Germany has identified an array of factors impacting a migrant’s decision
to naturalize including political interests, a secure residence status, improved
labor market opportunities, and an improved ability to travel for an extended
time without losing their rights in Germany (Prümm, 2004; Witte, 2018; Wun-
derlich, 2005). One factor that has only been taken into account in a limited
amount of research, is the relationship between the migrant and the street-level
bureaucrat working for the immigration and/or naturalization office. Anschau
and Vortmann (2020) found that the perceived treatment of migrants by street-
level bureaucrats during the naturalization process had a big impact (both
positively and negatively) on whether or not a migrant identified with Ger-
many. Their perception of their caseworkers as representatives of the Federal
Republic of Germany meant that any mistreatment or discriminatory action
was seen as direct rejection by the state of Germany and therefore hindered
the migrants’ ability to identify as German.

Dornis (2001) finds that long relationships between caseworkers and clients
have a positive impact on the naturalization process. How this relationship
functions and how migrants perceive this relationship has not been the focus
of previous studies. Caseworkers individually and as a team within their
departments hold a certain amount of discretion concerning the implementation
of citizenship law. Even though the application of the Staatsangehörigkeitsgesetz
(StAG) is delegated to the Länder within Germany’s federal system, the federal
state formulates regulatory provisions, which are binding and are meant to
ensure the uniform application of the law across all agencies and institutions.
Regarding the StAG, the last regulatory provision was passed in 2001 and is
at this point, according to Hailbronner et al. (2017), only partially practicable.
As the application of the StAG requires the interpretation of many indefinite
legal concepts, caseworkers rely on guidelines formulated by their state admin-
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istration (which differ across the Länder) and consultation with colleagues at
their local offices (Courtman and Schneider, 2021). These circumstances indicate
that caseworkers have to use discretionary powers when handling citizenship
application and might derive practices that were not explicitly intended to
be developed. When evaluating whether an applicant is able to sustain them-
selves financially, some naturalization offices have included not only whether
or not someone is receiving social benefits, but also a prognosis as to whether
someone will continue to receive these benefits in the future. This part of the
evaluation is not required in the legal text but has emerged as a common
practice (Hofmann and Oberhäuser, 2013). These developments illustrate that
the migrant-caseworker relationship deserves greater scholarly focus. The
following outlines the relevance of discretion within said relationship nexus.

4.3 DISCRETION AS A LEGAL TERM AND AN ADMINISTRATIVE REALITY

As this study examines the role of discretion in the implementation of natural-
ization policy in Germany, it is necessary to first establish discretion as a legal
term in the German context as well as in administrative practice. In the public
administration scholarship on street-level bureaucrats (Lipsky, 2010), discretion
is often defined as involving ‘the power [a public official has] to exert choice
among a range of alternatives between which the law does not discriminate’
(Zacka, 2017: 33). The literature on interactions between street-level bureaucrats
(SLBs) and their clients has mainly focused on the bureaucrats, their decision-
making and the ambiguities and uncertainties they have to manage (Harrits
and M¿ller, 2014; Raaphorst, 2018; Zacka, 2017). Researchers have examined
the tools and strategies used by bureaucrats to mitigate these ambivalences
when implementing law such as the oral exchange of traditions and ex-
periences between colleagues (Eule, 2016), the role of administrative guidelines
(Vetters, 2019), list-making (Dorondel and Popa, 2014), and producing case
files (Hull, 2003; Scheffer, 2007). The perception of discretion itself by clients
is seldom at the center of studies of policy implementation, especially regarding
immigration and citizenship policy (Bartels, 2013; Goodsell, 1981).

Recent studies have highlighted the interaction between the role of dis-
cretion within a bureaucracy and the sociolegal concept of procedural justice,
which constitutes state clients’ perceptions of just treatment in legal procedures
(Andreetta et al., 2022; Borrelli and Wyss, 2022; Nagin and Telep, 2017; Tyler,
2011). The legitimacy of state practices hinges on (non)citizens’ perception of
procedural justice, which consists of feeling informed about ongoing legal
procedures as well as being treated fairly (Borrelli and Wyss, 2022). According
to Lipsky (2010: 15), the ‘maintenance of discretion contributes to the legitimacy
of the welfare-service state’. A perception of discretionary decision-making
as fair and just is thus a prerequisite for procedural justice as an abuse of said
power indicates arbitrary uses of discretion that do not offer transparency into
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the SLB’s decision-making and in turn undermine the legitimacy of state
practices overall.

However, German administrative law uniquely defines discretion – referred
to as Ermessen, in German – as authorized to be utilized only where the law
explicitly provides for it (Arai-Takahashi, 2000). German legal scholars differ-
entiate between the ‘margin of discretion’ (Ermessenspielraum) and the ‘margin
of appraisal’ (Beurteilungsspielraum), which they explicitly do not consider to
be the same as discretion. According to German administrative law, discretion
requires that the administrative agent or authority has a choice between two
legally sound actions. Within a margin of appraisal, there is one correct choice
to be made by the agent in question: The determination of indefinite legal
concepts by a caseworker – such as ‘sufficient proof of identity’ or ‘sufficient
financial independence’ in the context of naturalization – only has one correct
outcome, which is subject to judicial supervision. Hence, as the law is written
as well as in jurisprudence, discretion does not factor into the evaluation of
naturalization requirements (Dornis, 2001; Wendel, 2016). Both legal and social
scholars have criticized this dichotomy as too far removed from the admin-
istrative practice, which de facto involves discretionary decision-making by
administrators (Arai-Takahashi, 2000; Dornis, 2001; Jestaedt, 2016; Vetters, 2019;
Wendel, 2016).

In her analysis of the use of administrative guidelines by bureaucrats
implementing immigration policy, Vetters (2019) illustrates how the decision-
making processes of caseworkers can move from the ‘margin of discretion’
to the ‘margin of appraisal’ and thus to de facto discretion. German immigration
bureaucrats used to have the ability to reject a person’s application for a
student visa even if they met all formal requirements. The law explicitly
granted this margin of discretion. After this formulation of the law (which
was the German implementation of a EU directive) was challenged by the
European Court of Justice3, the new legal text now dictates that a visa must
be granted if all requirements are fulfilled (ibid.). Vetters found that bureau-
crats preserved their discretionary leeway by adjusting the administrative
guidelines for the assessment of whether an applicant met the formal require-
ments for a student visa. Applications were now rejected on the basis of not
fulfilling all necessary requirements, which is subject to the margin of appraisal
(Vetters, 2019). As Dornis (2001) further illustrates, not every administrative
decision is taken to court either because the administrator decided in the
applicant’s favor or due to the difficulty and stressors of taking legal action.
In this context, discretion is better understood as ‘the leeway of officials in
the enforcement of rules or implementation of programs’ (Dubois, 2014: 39).
When studying the German administrative system, it is thus essential to be
aware of the simultaneous existence and non-existence of discretion and that,

3 Case C-491/13 Mohamed Ali Ben Alaya v Bundesrepublik Deutschland (ECJ 10 September 2014)
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as Eule (2016: 58) puts it, ‘the decision to exercise discretion itself is a discre-
tionary practice’.

Irrespective of whether discretion functions as the law defines it, this
definition is still a foundational piece of administrative training and the educa-
tion of street-level bureaucrats (Wendel, 2016). This disparity between how
law is written and how it functions plays into the perception of caseworkers
of themselves who state that they are not utilizing discretionary power while
their clients report the opposite. This contrast will be further elaborated on
in the empirical section of this chapter. It is essential to keep in mind that
caseworkers see themselves as working in clearly delimited spaces of dis-
cretion. Furthermore, when taking into consideration the importance of the
perception of discretion by clients for state practice legitimacy, as illustrated
by the scholarship on procedural justice, it becomes clear that a mismatch in
understanding regarding what discretion is can have a broader impact on the
state’s immigration apparatus.

4.4 METHODOLOGY

This chapter is based on the thematic analysis of 24 semi-structured interviews
conducted with 12 new German citizens, three individuals, who were still in
the process of naturalizing, and nine naturalization caseworkers. The interviews
took place in the fall of 2021 and spring of 2022 with 22 interviews being
conducted in person in the governmental district of Cologne and two taking
place as video calls via WhatsApp and Webex. The in-person interviews were
conducted in various places including parks, cafes, interviewees’ homes, or
their place of work – depending on the preference of the respective inter-
viewee.

Seven of 15 new citizens were women and eight were men. Their ages
ranged from 24 to 63 years old with an average age of 38 years. In comparison,
the average age of all new German citizens who naturalized in 2020 was 33,2
years (Bundeszentrale für politische Bildung, 2022). 11 out of the 15 participants
were third-country nationals before naturalizing, holding Azerbaijanian (2),
Cameroonian, Georgian, Israeli, Serbian, Syrian (2), and Turkish citizenship
respectively. The remaining EU citizens held Romanian (2) and Spanish (2)4

citizenship. The interviewees were recruited by contacting the available migrant
support institutions in the greater region of Cologne, calls for participants
through social media networks, as well as snowballing once a couple of
interviews had taken place. An average interview lasted between 60 to 80
minutes and consisted of two parts: Firstly, it chronicled the participant’s
migration history starting either when and why they entered German territory

4 One of the originally Spanish citizens also holds a UK citizenship.
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or at birth if they had been born there. Secondly, and depending on how much
the respective interviewee had already said on the matter, participants were
asked to take the interviewer through their memories of the naturalization
process.5

At the outset of this study, I had not planned to interview bureaucrats.
However, throughout the interviews with new German citizens, it was
apparent that their caseworkers played an important if not essential role in
the naturalization process. Many interviewees repeatedly mentioned their
caseworker by name. The bureaucrats interviewed were recruited through
official requests with their department heads. No caseworker was told by their
boss to be interviewed by me; instead, my request was circulated in each
department. Interviews were conducted in the naturalization departments in
Cologne (5 out of 17 possible participants), Bonn (2/5) and Heinsberg (2/2).6

The interviews with street-level bureaucrats working in the naturalization
offices were structured differently than those with new citizens. Similarly,
caseworkers were asked to describe the naturalization process and their role
in it in the first half of the interview. Through follow-up questions on some
of the procedural details, caseworkers were able to elaborate on the typical
trajectory of a naturalization procedure. In the second half of the interview,
interviewees were handed three separate vignettes to read and to reflect on
(see Table 1). These real-life, anonymized vignettes were based on interactions
that respondents who had naturalized had had with caseworkers and had
described to me. Sampson and Johannessen utilized real-life vignettes ‘as a
way of encouraging participants to recall examples of real events and (...) to
explore how commonplace some previously observed experiences were’ (2020:
60). Caseworker interviewees were invited to reflect on the vignettes and the
behavior both of their colleagues as well as of the immigrants involved. One
of the vignettes illustrated a discriminatory comment made by a caseworker
towards one of my interviewees. Reading what all bureaucrat participants
assessed as wrongful behavior enabled some caseworkers to talk about short-
comings they had either witnessed or addressed in themselves. Some were
able to sympathize with their colleague’s outburst. Having vignettes that they
knew were based on real interactions made it easier to more quickly get to
a deeper level of conversation than would have otherwise been possible in
the one to two hours of interview time.

5 ‘Would you take me through the naturalization process as you remember it?’; in German:
‘Würden Sie mich einmal durch Ihre Erinnerungen an den Einbürgerungsprozess mit-
nehmen?‘

6 In Cologne and Bonn, the naturalization departments share a building with the Foreigners’
Office while Heinsberg’s naturalization department is situated in the rural district’s office
which also houses further departments. Generally, municipalities can choose to attach their
naturalization department either to the Foreigners’ Office or the respective Registry Office.
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The interviews were transcribed and coded in Atlas.ti using an inductive
approach. All interviews were conducted in German. Any interview quotations
in this chapter have been translated by the author.

4.5 ANALYSIS

4.5.1 The Trouble with Indefinite Legal Concepts

Discretion – as laid out in previous sections – is an essential part of admin-
istrative work, of the implementation of laws and regulations. Bureaucrats
are tasked with balancing the law as it was written with the individual reality
and set of circumstances of the person in front of them. The ambiguities and
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uncertainties involved in said task can cause their own set of pressures on
street-level bureaucrats (Raaphorst, 2018). However, most of the interviewees
working as naturalization caseworkers rejected the idea that their discretionary
power could be an additional stressor. ‘We don’t have that much freedom of
choice at all’ (SLB Fischer, 2022), one bureaucrat stated. She elaborated that
there were always guidelines to follow, which prevented her from treating
two identical cases differently. Her remark reflected what many of her
colleagues said: At the end of the day, they were dealing with ‘cold, hard facts’
(SLB Schmidt, 2022) and that most of the time granting someone citizenship
was less of a choice and more of a foregone conclusion as long as an applicant
fulfilled the relevant conditions. This perspective is very much in line with
how the legal text governing German citizenship acquisition is structured.
Paragraph 10 of the StAG dictates that once an applicant fulfills the necessary
requirements, naturalization must be granted. There is thus little to no margin
of discretion as German administrative law would define it.

In instances where they were granted leeway by the law7, bureaucrats
described it as adding to their enjoyment of their work with one interviewee
saying that he had chosen the position for that reason, after working at a
different government office for years: ‘I thought (...) you have more freedom
of choice, more discretion (...) and I thought the topic of naturalization was
very interesting.’ (SLB Weber). Another bureaucrat went on to say,

‘What’s fun about the job? No process is the same. If you’ve acquired a lot of
knowledge, especially concerning identity verification, doctor’s certificates, every-
thing concerning the social code (...) then you can really have a ball with it, let’s
say that.’ – SLB Becker, 2022

What Mr. Becker is referring to is the interpretation of indefinite legal concepts.
Indefinite legal concepts have to be concretized by front-line workers in order
to determine whether a requirement for citizenship has been met. Requirements
such as the residency and language conditions are clearly formulated: a certain
number of years, a certain language certificate. Requirements such as a ‘verified
identity’ or ‘one’s financial independence from the state’ are more difficult
to concretize. This process falls within the ‘margin of appraisal’ and does not
constitute discretion according to German administrative law. When evaluating
whether an applicant fulfills the necessary conditions, interviewees from every
naturalization office I visited reported coming together with the other case-
workers in the department to make sure everyone was following similar
approaches:

7 Paragraph 8 of the StAG constitutes the ‘discretionary naturalization’ (Ermessenseinbür-
gerung), which allows for naturalization after less than 8 years of residence under certain
conditions.
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‘That means we are applying the law ourselves and try to delimit the indefinite
legal concept (...), to develop discretion-guiding information – and then we have
to make sure that everyone on the team is prepared in a way and understands
[the issue] so that everyone addresses these legal issues in the same manner’ – SLB
Neumann, 2022

‘We got a new form that states, for example, if they have A or B then their identity
is [verified]- or if they don’t have A or B, then their identity isn’t verified. (...) I
always talk to [a] colleague in those moments and ask, what can we do? Should
I send [the client] over to the consulate or...’ – SLB Schulz, 2022 [emphasis as made
by interviewee]

‘You can’t figure that out on your own. You always have to talk to your colleagues.
Either your colleagues or your team leader or ideally in a department meeting (...).
We used to do that at least once a month. (...) Based on these meetings, we would
sometimes come up with standardized provisions’ – SLB Hoffmann, 2022 [emphasis
as made by interviewee]

Through these meetings, departments had established internal regulations and
practices. Two departments had instituted shortcuts for applicants that did
not hold the necessary language certificate but had lived in Germany for a
long time and spoke fluent German during the consultations with their case-
workers. In one case, for example, these applicants would be sent to a separate
department, where their language ability could be evaluated effectively without
having to pay for one of the specific certificates. In one naturalization depart-
ment, caseworkers agreed to only count higher language proficiency (C1 or
C2 German) as ‘extraordinary integration efforts’, which can shorten the
residency requirement by a year. Before establishing this rule, caseworkers
had struggled to determine whether, for example, volunteering or a hobby
in a group setting constituted such an effort. ‘No, that’s when you have too
much discretionary leeway – what is ‘integration’ anyway?’ (SLB Hoffmann,
2022). In this case, the extreme vagueness of the legal exemption led to case-
workers establishing a departmental regulation that reduced ‘integration
efforts’ to solely constitute a higher language proficiency than required for
naturalization.

Most interviewees would describe departmental agreements, but one
caseworker outlined that he had created his own set of questions that he used
to determine whether someone met the ‘financial self-sufficiency’ requirement.
When asked whether his colleagues at the department were using this question
catalogue as well, he stated:

‘Now my colleagues are using the same approach as I am – I hope at least. I came
up with my questions myself. They aren’t definite. This question catalogue can
– will be extended’ – SLB Becker, 2022



60 Chapter 4

This personalized question catalogue to determine one of the relevant indefinite
legal concepts demonstrates that strategies deployed by caseworkers to cope
with these concepts can be found on the departmental as well as the individual
level.

Interviewees reported knowing little about other naturalization offices’
daily practices and strategies. Some knew individual people who worked for
a neighboring city or municipality and others remembered going to inter-
departmental events pre-pandemic once a year. These results corroborate
Courtman and Schneider’s finding of regular deliberative processes within
naturalization departments that compensate for the lack of federally issued
guidelines (2021). While these responses speak to the somewhat siloed nature
of the German administrative structure and to how these administrative
processes are supposed to function – uniformly across (at least) departments
and efficiently – they portray a different picture than that illustrated by the
new citizen interviewees about their experiences with their caseworkers. In
the following subsection, we will look at more individualized approaches taken
by some bureaucrats and how they have impacted former applicants.

4.5.2 To Process, Or Not To Process

Most of the interviews I conducted with new German citizens could be sum-
marized by how Natasha described her interactions with the naturalization
office: ‘It was super easy, I gotta say. I did not expect that at all!’ (2022). While
naturalizations departments often share a building with the Foreigners’ Office,
the department is not strictly part of it and can also be situated at a registry
office. Many participants reported having had bad experiences with the
Foreigners’ Office prior to applying for citizenship. Two female interviewees
described having been refused permanent residence for what they felt were
unjust reasons.

‘The caseworker there said they couldn’t grant me permanent residence because
... my income was not enough. Even though... they are supposed to add it up,
because I’m married to my husband and she said, ‘no that is excluded from your
data.’ (...) How am I supposed to understand that? My impression is... a lot of the
time, they just do what they want to.’ – Elena, 2021

Elena’s case falls under the indefinite legal concept of ‘sufficient financial
means’, which falls into the caseworkers individual margin of appraisal.
However, according to the bureaucrats I interviewed, married women are
always considered as sharing income with their partners and do not need to
make a significant amount of money on their own. The interaction Elena
experienced thus does not fit into what caseworkers describe as their regular
practices. Interviewee Zahra encountered a similar situation when she and
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her husband applied for permanent residency and only his application was
accepted:

‘That women, she said to me– [that] I basically met all the criteria for permanent
residency, I speak German, I have a work contract, all these things, pay slips. (...)
everyone in the neighboring city [office] told me I fulfilled the requirements, and
she then showed me some small print, some law, that said that each local admin-
istration could decide for themselves through discretion’ – Zahra, 2022

All new citizen interviewees were very aware of the power imbalance between
them and their caseworker. For them, the issue was not only that the bureau-
crat could decide over whether their permits were granted or extended, they
were also missing the necessary information to explain why bureaucrats were
deciding a certain way. In the context of procedural justice, this perceived
opacity of the decision-making process indicates a lack thereof as new citizens
did not feel sufficiently informed about the ongoing legal procedures (Borrelli
and Wyss, 2022). As exemplified by Vignette 3, migrants would create strat-
egies based on their own and other migrants’ experiences to cope with the
fact that ultimately they felt they had little influence on how their caseworker
would decide. When asked to react to the third vignette, caseworkers most
often referred to the excessive amount of cases their colleagues at the
Foreigners’ Office had to cope with and thus would spend less time on each
evaluation, making the ‘safe’ choice of granting shorter extensions for example.
One bureaucrat criticized the limited training young caseworkers were getting:
‘That’s one of these issues. A lot of young people that are now sitting at the
Foreigners’ Office and have no idea what they are doing’ (SLB Fischer, 2022).
Besides the Foreigners’ Offices being overwhelmed by applications and under-
staffed, caseworkers took issue with their colleague’s limited efforts to explain
their decisions to the applicants.

‘I get the impression sometimes that clients are not being properly informed in
these matters. (...) People are left in the dark a bit, I think sometimes, because it
isn’t communicated ahead of time. (...) Every extension has its reasoning and
everyone that would want to hear the reasoning, could hear it, if they inquired
with the administration. (...) In my view (...) this process of informing [clients] is
a bit inadequate.’ – SLB Schmidt, 2022

Mr. Schmidt’s statements further highlight the issue of transparency between
applicants and caseworkers and thus a lack of procedural justice that takes
place by withholding information – be it due to time constraints or strategical-
ly. As stated earlier, most applicants did not report feeling mistreated by their
naturalization caseworker and had a positive experience in their interactions
with them. Most reported having difficulty reaching their caseworker to inquire
about their application, especially during the early stages of the Covid-19
pandemic that forced administrative offices to close and the still often paper-
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based German bureaucratic system to go remote and digital. However, for
many new citizens, the discretionary power of the naturalization caseworker
did not only lie in the evaluation or general outcome of an application for
citizenship, but in the civil servants’ freedom to choose when they would
actually process an application. Hani, who had come to Germany as a Syrian
refugee 6 years prior to being interviewed and who now works as a welfare
administrator, described his confusion at seeing friends and acquaintances,
who all met the requirements for a certain status, get said status after vastly
different waiting periods: ‘Why? In my opinion, it’s the people that are
employed by the authorities that process the applications. (...) there should
be proper oversight that the civil servants are doing their job correctly’ (Hani,
2021). Calls for greater oversight were frequent in the interviews with new
citizens, who felt less impacted by the requirements themselves and more by
the people reviewing whether they met them:

‘There is this – how do you say that [in German]; the applications end up in...
a drawer?8 (...) If someone complains because their application hasn’t been looked
at in months, they go: ‘oh you are complaining? You are not getting an answer
from me!’’ – Hani, 2021

Most bureaucrats reported reviewing applications on a ‘first come, first served’
basis with exceptions being made for urgent cases, where an applicant needed
citizenship before an official deadline for a government job or in the aftermath
of the 2016 Brexit referendum, when many long-term British residents in
Germany applied for German citizenship while they could still become dual
nationals and did not have to relinquish their British citizenship. But during
an interview with one of the bureaucrats, the interviewee used similar imagery
to Hani to convey how he treated applications he thought should not have
been submitted:

‘People who have issues [fulfilling the requirements] – they know that. They
generally go to a lawyer and have them represent them. (...) Well, those applications
lie dormant in my drawers, where I say, ‘no that doesn’t work for me’’. – SLB
Becker, 2022

Admitting to this practice of willfully delaying the processing of an application
only occurred once during the caseworker interviews but matched the ex-
periences of several new citizens. Marian had graduated from a German-
speaking university in Romania and had acquired a written statement by his
employer, the Federal Agency for Technical Relief, of his services to the coun-
try, but his caseworker refused to accept his application:

8 Here to mean ‘get swept under the rug’ from the German ‘etwas in der Schublade verschwinden
lassen’, which literally translates to ‘making something disappear in a drawer’.
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‘The law allows for [a two-year reduction of the residency requirement], but he
didn’t want to hear that. All I got to hear was ‘well, you can submit the application’
– I work in admin, so I know my stuff – ‘feel free to submit the application, but
you know yourself since you work in admin that I, the caseworker, make the
decision and that will not pass my judgement.’ I asked why because it’s in the law
and was told]: ‘no, I don’t do that.’’ – Marian, 2021

These experiences in combination with Mr. Becker’s description of his process-
ing approach highlight an important issue in the German naturalization
process: While German administrative law generally grants three months of
processing time before applicants are authorized to submit an action for failure
to act (Untätigkeitsklage), the responsible administrative courts are just as
overburdened with cases and migrants do not want to risk extending the
process even further while possibly souring the relationship with their case-
worker. Bureaucrats at the Foreigners’ Office, naturalization department and
other parts of the administrative structure know how overburdened the entire
apparatus is by the number of applications. Hence, individual cases are rarely
followed up upon by supervisors. Marian felt he had no other choice than
to wait out the required eight years and submit his application once his case-
worker allowed for it. Hani, after waiting to hear back from his caseworker
for months, submitted his naturalization application on his own hoping that
would jumpstart the process. Another few months of no contact went by, and
Hani finally contacted his caseworker’s supervisor hoping to get an update
on his application. After a couple more weeks, Hani finally heard back from
his caseworker. He had returned all of Hani’s paperwork too him stating that
there was an additional document he needed and before Hani had acquired
said document, he would not accept the application. In these instances, case-
workers hold a significant amount of informal discretionary power. It is up
to them when an application is processed and even though they are not legally
allowed to refuse an application they are still able to employ tactics to dissuade
clients from submitting their applications.

Vetters’ study of the use of administrative guidelines by front-line workers
illustrates how bureaucrats had shifted in strategy from rejecting visa applica-
tions that theoretically met all requirements to being stricter when evaluating
whether someone met the requirements due to the former type of rejections
being ruled unlawful (Vetters, 2019). In the case of the naturalization case-
workers, we see the ‘rejection’ taking place even earlier in the process before
an application has even been submitted. Some caseworkers reported advising
clients not to submit their applications if they thought the applicant had little
chance of succeeding.

‘Naturalization- ultimately, it’s an application- and I am not allowed to tell the
person, ‘You may not submit an application’. That person is of course allowed to
submit the application, but I am allowed to indicate that the application will be
denied.’ – SLB Weber, 2022
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The practice of carefully checking applications before accepting them was
justified by caseworkers as a consequence of their heavy workload and that
the applicant would only lose money in the process if they were to pay the
processing fees just to be denied. In the context of an overburdened admin-
istrative system, it makes sense that caseworkers would try to avoid the
lengthy process of writing up rejections (which must hold up in court), when
it is easier and more efficient for them to perform an informal check of the
application before it is even submitted. This move into informality, rejecting
or halting applications before it is legally even possible, grants the front-line
bureaucrat a significant amount of discretion outside of the formal process
itself. Most caseworkers might not misuse this discretionary power, but the
experiences outlined above demonstrate that they easily could. Ultimately,
this finding illustrates that an overwhelmed bureaucratic system pressures
caseworkers into informal practices, which in turn offer space for arbitrary
processing procedures which harm certain applicants. With informality often
comes a certain opacity in procedures which hinders applicants understanding
of the process and might trigger perceptions of arbitrariness, in turn under-
mining procedural justice and thus the legitimacy of state practices (Borrelli
and Wyss, 2022).

4.5.3 The Client-Caseworker Relationship

The previous sections have outlined to what extent the legal framework as
well as the caseworkers’ work environment impact their discretionary power
and ultimately their clients. The focus of this section is on the client-caseworker
relationship and how the kind of interaction affects migrants’ naturalization
processes. In the aforementioned case of Filiz, disrespectful treatment by the
head official she had turned to for help left her feeling rejected by the German
state even years after the event. Out of all the interviews I conducted for this
study, she was not the only one detailing difficult experiences of the same
sort that had a lasting impact. Natasha, whose interaction with an official at
the Foreigners’ Office served as the basis for vignette 2, described how she
had always felt bad going to the immigration authorities thinking that the
officials were always looking for something nefarious that she had done.
Referring to the incident described in vignette 2, she said, ‘that gesture, of him
pulling away my papers so easily, that stayed with me, and I had more
moments like that at the Foreigners’ Office’ (Natasha, 2022).

Natasha’s vignette made for a constructive prompt when presented to the
caseworkers during the interviews. The insulting remark made by the official
was condemned by all interviewees, who emphasized that no civil servant
should speak to a client in such a manner. The vignette did offer caseworkers
the opportunity to theorize why their colleague had acted in such a manner
with some expressing sympathy with their colleague. They described feeling
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betrayed or hurt if applicants had lied to them or if they felt the applicant
was not putting in enough effort.

‘And of course, it’s burdensome when you want to help someone and the person
in front of you says, ‘no, I’m taking advantage of this, I know the law very well.
(...) You can cut some [of my social assistance], but not everything. And that not
everything is enough for me to get by, so I won’t get a job. I won’t do it.’ That
hurts your ego of course, you know. Of course, officially [that reaction] is repre-
hensible, but it does hurt your ego. I get that.’ – SLB Schmidt, 2022

The client-caseworker relationship thus has an intersubjective quality to it,
which in an overburdened work environment with many stressors has the
potential to erupt in an interaction with the applicant. New citizens reported
feeling nervous going to the immigration authorities due to prior experiences
and the obvious power imbalance between them and their caseworker.

‘You go [to the Foreigners’ Office] with a certain amount of respect because you
want to live in this country, you want to stay– you’re hoping that you’ll be allowed
to stay. (...) this power differential that grows out of that... people sense that. And
some people sit there and take advantage of their power.’ – Filiz, 2021

Caseworkers also noted that some applicants were apprehensive and would
tell them about bad experiences they had with other bureaucrats. When asked
to theorize why applicants were having such intimidating interactions with
colleagues, interviewees mostly referred to their colleagues’ workload and
the tension felt from some applicants, who, according to the bureaucrats,
thought their life was hanging in the balance with each residency permit
extension. When a naturalization application would be processed slowly,
because additional documents had to be requested and verified, for example,
then this dynamic between the overworked caseworker and stressed-out
applicant could lead to misunderstandings:

‘I get the impression sometimes that people are misreading things: We are the
naturalization office, we’re not the naturalization prevention office. – we are working
towards the same goal. The naturalization office is not the adversary of the citizen-
ship applicant. It is not my goal to reject you. It is my goal to have you naturalized.’
– SLB Schmidt, 2022 [emphasis as made by interviewee]

The interactions with clients could also be personal in a positive manner, where
bureaucrats remembered being thanked for their work by former clients and
valued applicants showing appreciation for their work. One bureaucrat re-
ported still getting regular calls from former applicants that would inquire
concerning friends’ issues with residency permits or the immigration author-
ities more generally. Her work as a naturalization caseworker had made her
a trusted person to contact for many of the new citizens she had naturalized
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– not only for them personally, but for their social circle. New citizens were
quick to also refer to the positive interactions they had had with caseworkers,
emphasizing that the negative experiences were individual cases.

Crossley (2022) highlights in his work on the agency-structure problem
that social relations and interactions are fundamental to the social structure.
He defines institutions such as governmental agencies as being ‘nested’ within
multi-level configurations of relations between humans (Crossley, 2022: 170).
In the case of the German naturalization office and more broadly the immigra-
tion authorities, we can gauge a similar formational structure: Caseworkers
form relations with their clients and each interaction influences the overall
relationship clients have towards the institution. It becomes clear that even
few negative interactions have a lasting effect on migrants’ perception of the
administration and thus impact future interactions with said institution. As
exemplified by Mr. Schmidt’s quote on the misunderstandings between
applicants and caseworkers, these dynamics can evolve into a vicious cycle
of tensions and distrust that hinders the necessary administrative processes
and thus hampers the legal integration of migrants. Viewed through the
perspective of procedural justice, this dynamic perfectly demonstrates the
interaction between the perception of discretionary decision-making and the
legitimacy of state practices.

4.6 CONCLUSION

This study of both the experiences of new citizens as well as their caseworkers
offers new insights into the implementation of citizenship policy adding an
essential perspective to the existing naturalization literature. Its inclusion of
the legal definition of discretion in German administrative law further extends
the understanding of German street-level bureaucracy by connecting legal and
social scholarship on discretion (Arai-Takahashi, 2000; Eule, 2016; Jestaedt,
2016; Vetters, 2019; Wendel, 2016; Zacka, 2017). The linking of both sides of
the administrative process through real-life vignettes offers a unique view of
the implementation of naturalization policy in Germany, extending the still
modest catalogue of scholarship on the topic by examining citizenship acquisi-
tion ‘from below’ (Badenhoop, 2017, 2021; Courtman and Schneider, 2021;
Witte, 2018).

The preceding analysis offers three key findings: Firstly, caseworkers refer
to departmental regulations as well as individually created guidance in order
to manage the evaluation of indefinite legal concepts. This process might not
be considered discretionary decision-making under German administrative
law, yet it de facto requires the caseworkers to use discretion in their assess-
ment. Secondly, the immense workload burdening the naturalization offices
has led some caseworkers to pre-evaluate applications before they have been
officially submitted in order to avoid having to write lengthy formal rejections.
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In some instances, new citizens report having their applications delayed for
unjust reasons by their caseworkers with one street-level bureaucrat admitting
to willfully delaying the processing of certain applications. Thirdly, it is
apparent that negative interactions with their caseworkers often have an overall
effect on migrants’ perceptions of the immigration authorities. Even those
interviewees who rejected the idea that their caseworker was representative
of the state felt that the administrative system was failing in its duty to super-
vise front-line workers. The fact that caseworkers reported feeling personally
betrayed or hurt by the behavior or attitudes of their clients highlights the
personal aspect of the client-caseworker relationship. An overburdened admin-
istrative structure, where comprehensive oversight is not possible and front-line
workers are required to make decisions using significant discretionary power
cannot guarantee procedural justice.

Aside from the differences between naturalization departments regarding
the regulations concerning indefinite legal concepts, individual caseworkers
have the ability to use guidelines created by themselves. Without regular
communication and comparison of these kinds of guidelines with higher-level
officials, it is difficult to imagine how equal treatment of each applicant can
be ensured. This circumstance is exacerbated by the intense workload and
tensions caseworkers are faced with while conversely their clients might be
apprehensive towards them due to their past experiences with other case-
workers. A system that allows for such large amounts of discretionary leeway
as outlined in the preceding analysis while also having a significant personal
dimension to its client-caseworker relations inevitably creates inequalities.

The limitations of this study highlight the future research necessary to gain
further understanding of the client-caseworker relationship in the context of
migration policy implementation and its interaction with the discretionary
powers legally and informally granted to street-level bureaucrats. Future
research expanding the scope of this sample beyond the governmental district
of Cologne is essential in order to gauge the extent to which different depart-
ments and individual officials develop distinctive regulations to cope with
their discretionary leeway and whether practices such as the willful delay of
processing certain applications are prevalent elsewhere. Conducting qualitative
research based on interview data needs to account for certain issues such as
social-desirability bias. In this study, the use of real-life vignettes, particularly
vignette 2, proved effective in enabling bureaucrats to voice otherwise socially
undesirable feelings towards their work and clients. Additional studies are
necessary to further evaluate the merit of this interviewing method beyond
the sample of this study.





5 ‘Am I really a full Canadian? I’m not’
Immigration Experiences of New Citizens in Canada

5.1 INTRODUCTION

Canadian citizenship is not as in demand as it used to be. The Institute for
Canadian Citizenship released new data in February 2023 indicating that the
number of recent immigrants choosing to become citizens has been in ‘steep
decline’ with 45.7% of eligible permanent residents naturalizing within 10 years
compared to 67.5% in 2011 and 75.1% in 2001. (Hasan, 2023). The Institute’s
report does not offer any concrete explanations for the outlined decrease but
sees the trend on par with similar developments in other Organisation for
Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) member states, namely the
United States (US), Australia, France, and the United Kingdom (UK) – even
though the Canadian trend constitutes the steepest decline out of the group.
The institute’s prepared comparison of naturalization requirements across these
states seems to provide only small differences between these cases. This points
towards a difficulty prevalent in studies (particularly comparative ones) of
naturalization, namely, that taking citizenship policy at face value limits the
validity of said analysis as citizenship outcomes, in this case, naturalizing or
not naturalizing, are not solely determined by the formal naturalization pro-
cess. The observation of naturalization only from the point of the application
for citizenship onwards means disregarding, at best discounting, the previous
stages of an individual’s migration trajectory such as entry and temporary
stay within the destination country (Bliersbach, 2024). A naturalization pro-
cedure that requires the applicant to hold permanent resident status, as is the
case in Canada, has to be evaluated in conjunction with the requirements for
permanent residence.

In an effort to combat curtailed analyses of naturalization and to expand
existing studies of citizenship acquisition in Canada, this chapter examines
experiences of naturalization beyond the formal process of applying for citizen-
ship, thus highlighting the crucial role of permanent resident status regulations.
Canadian citizenship policy operates under the broader human-capital citizen-
ship paradigm (Ellermann, 2020), which shapes not only the naturalization
procedure but all immigration related regulations. While the literal Canadian
citizenship policy can be interpreted as liberalized over the years, it is per-
manent residence (PR) that presents the main challenge to those wanting to
become Canadian citizens. This chapter’s analysis of 15 in-depth interviews
with new and prospective Canadians conducted in Toronto in the fall of 2022
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points to a narrowing of citizenship into its dimension as a legal status at the
cost of its dimensions of belonging and political participation and rights
(Bloemraad et al., 2008). While none of the immigrants interviewed regretted
their decision to come and naturalize in Canada, their experiences throughout
their migration trajectory highlight the ‘econocentric’ character of Canada’s
immigration policy (Winter, 2021). Their experiences underline a ‘human-
capital citizenship’ (Ellermann, 2020) in which immigrants see themselves
reduced to their set of skills and less as a politically empowered new citizen
exercising a feeling of belonging.

This chapter aims to extend the limited list of studies examining citizenship
acquisition ‘from below’ focusing on the experiences of those going through
the naturalization process (see also: Aptekar, 2016; Badenhoop, 2021; Winter,
2021). Previous studies have often focused on the formal naturalization process
as such, but as I have previously argued (Bliersbach, 2024), there is ample
reason to extend the scope of analysis to not just begin at the moment of the
formal application for citizenship, but even earlier at the outset of a person’s
migration trajectory. This way, one is able to glean a more comprehensive
picture of the challenges and dynamics experienced throughout the naturaliza-
tion process Questions of access to a state’s territory and the accessibility of
a status that provides a legal right to remain in said territory are crucial in
determining whether an individual will ever be able to apply for citizenship.
With migrants moving through a legal system that is increasingly interwoven
by crimmigration dynamics (Sklansky, 2012; Stumpf, 2006), scholars cannot
take citizenship policy alone at face value but have to examine the broader
immigration policy framework. Apart from the expansion of the frame of
analysis beyond the formal naturalization process, studying the acquisition
of citizenship ‘from below’ allows for insights into which notions and dimen-
sions of citizenship are most prominent to new citizens. These dimensions
are distilled by examining the reasons and motivations given for naturalization
as well as interviewees’ reflections on the connection between their citizenship
status and their self-awareness of ‘being Canadian’.

Furthermore, this chapter adds to the existing literature by providing
evidence that defensive citizenship (Aptekar, 2016; Gilbertson, 2006; Ong, 2011;
Van Hook et al., 2006) calculations are a driving force behind why people
choose to naturalize in Canada. The erosion of security from deportation under
Permanent Resident status is what motivates many migrants to apply for
citizenship in order to minimize their own deportability with some acknow-
ledging that even citizenship no longer constitutes an entirely safe status due
to recent policy advancements concerning denationalization in Canada (Mack-
lin, 2014).

The following sections first outline the broad developments in citizenship
policies across Western democracies and how those policies impact the char-
acter of citizenship as such; second, an introduction to the Canadian immigra-
tion system and its requirements for formal membership including their
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rationale; third, the methodological section, which is followed by section four
analyzing the experiences of naturalization by new Canadian citizens.

5.2 THE DIMENSIONS AND DEVELOPMENTS OF CITIZENSHIP

5.2.1 General Trends

The historical development of citizenship policies is very much connected to
how citizenship is construed. Usually defined as a form of membership in
a geographic or political community (Norman and Kymlicka, 2005), citizenship
can be divided into four core dimensions: 1) citizenship as a legal status; 2)
rights and duties equally imbued to each citizen; 3) political participation; and
4) a sense of belonging (Bloemraad et al., 2008). The legal status dimension
centers on who is entitled to the status of citizen and how this status is
acquired – be it by birth (ius soli), descent (ius sanguinis), or naturalization
(Bauböck, 2001; Bloemraad, 2006; Odmalm, 2005). A second dimension studies
the legal rights and duties of citizens and questions of equality before the law
for all members of a citizenry (Bauböck, 1994; Janoski, 1998; Somers, 2006; Tilly,
1995; Yuval-Davis, 1997). The political participation dimension of citizenship
examines who within a state may take part in the governing of the territory
from both a historical perspective, highlighting the developments in en-
franchisement, and through a contemporary lens, inspecting the interde-
pendences of one’s ability to use political rights with social and economic
inclusion (Marshall, 1950; Somers, 2005; Yuval-Davis, 1999). Citizenship’s fourth
dimension, belonging, focuses on the paradoxical constitution of being included
and belonging to a group: the exclusion of others without whom a ‘we’ is not
possible (Bosniak, 2001). In their review of normative and empirical debates
on (Western) citizenship, Bloemraad et al. outline these dimensions as ‘[cutting]
across each other, reinforcing or undermining the boundaries and content of
citizenship’ (2008: 156). The authors endorse the utilization of these separate
dimensions of citizenship to enable researchers to examine how far immigrants
are incorporated into receiving societies.

The regulations and requirements concerning the acquisition of citizenship
– and hence the access to its four dimensions – have developed over the past
century as naturalization has become a more common phenomenon. Increased
migration meant an increase in individuals holding dual nationality, an effect
amplified by (1) policies introducing gender-neutrality into citizenship distribu-
tion, (2) the inclusion of ius soli principles into ius sanguinis regimes to accom-
modate second and third generation immigrants, (3) fewer regulations requir-
ing the renunciation of one’s nationality of origin upon naturalization, and
(4) a number of bilateral agreements through which obligations of loyalty
concerning dual nationals (such as military service) were arranged to only
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concern one country of nationality (Brubaker, 1998; Gerdes et al., 2012; Spiro,
2017; Vink and De Groot, 2010).

As more and more people hold bonds with multiple nations, states have
grappled with the challenge of defining a new denominator for their citizenry.
Some literature has pointed to the ‘culturalization’ of citizenship meaning that
civic, political and social rights have come to define a citizen less than the
adherence to certain norms, values and cultural practices (Duyvendak et al.,
2016). This development is reflected in the increase in naturalization require-
ments focusing on the cultural and civic aspects of citizenship such as citizen-
ship tests, integration courses and ceremonial oaths (Goodman, 2010; Huddle-
ston, 2020; Verkaaik, 2010). These new requirements point towards states’
efforts to ‘re-nationalize’ citizenship (Joppke, 2019; Winter and Sauvageau,
2015).

While the formal requirements for legal membership within a citizenry
have been generally liberalized by most Western nations, migrants are increas-
ingly asked to prove their worth as states ‘grant citizenship [... depending]
in part on perceptions of their membership and contribution’ (Bloemraad et
al., 2019: 96) This change is demonstrated by the growing number of economic
requirements for naturalization. Citizens are no longer seen as the bearers of
rights concerning welfare and employment – as first imagined by social citizen-
ship – but as bearers of human capital, denoting ‘the skills and psychocultural
attributes associated with high-status and highly paid positions in the global
knowledge economy’ (Ellermann, 2020: 2516). In a human-capital citizenship
system as outlined by Ellermann, the link between membership and its benefits
becomes ‘conditional and tenuous with rights being transformed into earned
privileges’ (ibid.). Regarding the four dimensions of citizenship, this means
that greater emphasis is put on the legal status dimension of citizenship while
especially the aspects of belonging and political participation are deprioritized
in favor of economic calculations of an individual’s fiscal contribution in
exchange for formal membership of the citizenry. The following section will
relate the broader developments in Western citizenship policy to the case of
Canada.

5.2.2 Naturalization in Canada

In 2021, 405.000 immigrants were admitted to Canada with the federal govern-
ment aiming to take in 1.3 million migrants by 2024 (Sangani, 2022). In order
to apply for Canadian citizenship, prospective applicants must (1) be per-
manent residents, (2) have been physically present on Canadian soil for at
least three out of five years (1095 days) since becoming a permanent resident,
(3) have filed an income tax return at least three times out of the last five years
prior to the application, and (4) not be under a removal order or inadmissible
on security or criminal grounds. Applicants between the ages of 18 and 54
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must also take the citizenship test and demonstrate adequate knowledge of
English or French (Government of Canada, 1985).

Immigrants entering and wanting to remain in Canada are generally
separated into three categories: the economic class, which accounts for about
58% of migrants that have permanently settled on Canadian soil in 2021, the
family class, and the humanitarian class (Statistics Canada, 2022; Winter, 2021).
The economic class is admitted as skilled workers based on a points system,
which was established in 1967 in a move away from Canada’s previous
‘unabashedly racist’ immigration system as a settler colonial state (Nakache
et al., 2020; Satzewich, 2016: 240; Winter, 2021). Some scholars have argued
that this new ‘universal’ or ‘merit-based’ immigration selection policy has done
away with racist immigration restrictions by pointing towards the increasingly
diverse list of countries of origin of permanent immigrants (FitzGerald and
Cook-Mart’n, 2014; Joppke, 2005; Reitz, 2012; Triadafilopoulos, 2012). Other
scholarship, in particular coming from a critical race perspective, points
towards still existing racial biases among immigration bureaucrats, the geo-
graphically unequal distribution of visa processing centers as well as the
discrepancies in resources like personnel (Aiken, 2007; Anderson, 1995; Jaku-
bowski, 1997; Simmons, 1999). Racial exclusion is further directed through
the focus on education and skills as selection criteria since educational and
occupational opportunities are not equally distributed between the Global
North and Global South (Elrick, 2021).

Still, the establishment of the points system in the late 1960s marked a
liberalization of citizenship policy in Canada that predates the general trend
of liberalization in the early 2000s among Western states (Nakache et al., 2020).
Throughout the late 1970s and early 1980s, the majority of migrants arrived
through the family and humanitarian immigration streams. In an effort to alter
the balance between economic and family immigration, the 1980s–2000s saw
a number of policy reforms expanding economic admissions while establishing
restrictions for family sponsorship. In addition to policy reforms, administrative
resources were also redirected from processing family immigration applications
to those of business entrepreneurs (Ellermann, 2021).

Recent changes in policy have prioritized economy-driven migration
(Dufour and Forcier, 2015; Ellermann, 2020) and efforts to ‘strengthen’ Cana-
dian citizenship by tightening naturalization requirements and introducing
regulations enabling the denationalization of citizens (Winter, 2015) similarly
to other North American and European states. While some of the Conservative
government’s restrictive turn under Prime Minister Stephen Harper was
watered down by the liberal Trudeau administration, many policies have
remained in place, at least partially (Griffith, 2017). One example concerns
when physical presence in Canada counts towards the residence requirement
for citizenship: The Harper government had disallowed counting any time
spent in Canada prior to becoming a permanent resident towards citizenship.
Under Prime Minister Justin Trudeau, applicants may now count 12 hours
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of each day within the preceding five-year period that they were present in
Canada as a temporary resident or protected person, up to a maximum of 365
days (Government of Canada, 1985). Furthermore, allowing for the revocation
of Canadian citizenship has ended the total security of status formal member-
ship used to offer. The rights dimension of citizenship has been thus reduced
to set of fickle rights – especially for dual citizens who would not be left
stateless if denationalized.

The question thus remains what constitutes citizenship – what is its con-
tent? What are its boundaries? – within a system as thoroughly impacted by
the human-capital paradigm as in the Canadian case? The subsequent analysis
seeks to answer this query. In conjunction with the rise of human-capital
citizenship, the developments in Canada point towards a narrowing of citizen-
ship to its legal status dimension at the cost of its dimensions of belonging,
political participation, and rights.

5.3 METHODOLOGY

The scientific as well as the political debate of citizenship has paid little atten-
tion to the experiences of migrants (Yanasmayan, 2015) although migrants
arguably possess a more detailed awareness of citizenship than most natural-
born citizens, who typically have less cause to reflect on their status and
nationality. Even fewer studies concentrate on naturalized citizens (Badenhoop,
2021). This case study contributes to the citizenship and naturalization literat-
ure that studies the acquisition of citizenship ‘from below’, focusing on the
experiences of migrants (see also: Aptekar, 2016; Badenhoop, 2021; Winter,
2021). It is based on the thematic analysis of 15 semi-structured interviews
conducted with 15 new Canadian citizens and one individual who was still
in the process of naturalizing. The interviews took place in the fall of 2022
with seven interviews being conducted in person in the city of Toronto,
Ontario, and eight taking place as video calls via Zoom. The in-person inter-
views were conducted in various places including parks, cafes, interviewees’
homes, or their place of work – depending on the preference of the respective
interviewee.

Ten out the of 16 interviewees identified as women and six as men. Their
ages ranged from 24 to 80 years old with an average age of 41 years, which
matches the average age of Canadian citizens, 42.8 years of age (Statistics
Canada, 2022). Participants previously held citizenship of Albania (1), Colum-
bia (2), Croatia (1), Ethiopia (2), Germany (1), Ghana (1), Serbia (1), Sri Lanka
(1), Turkey (1) the United Kingdom (3), and the United States (2). The inter-
viewees were recruited by contacting the available migrant support institutions
in the greater region of Toronto as well as contacting possible gatekeepers
through the University of Toronto’s criminology and socio-legal studies net-
work, calls for participants through social media, as well as snowballing once
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the initial interviews had taken place. An average interview lasted between
60 to 80 minutes and consisted of two parts: Firstly, it chronicled the parti-
cipant’s migration history starting with when and why they entered Canadian
territory. Secondly, and depending on how much the respective interviewee
had already said on the matter, participants were asked to take the interviewer
through their memories of the naturalization process. Subsequent questions
also focused on when interviewees had first become aware of their new citizen-
ship in their daily lives and to what extent they felt Canadian. All interviews
were conducted in English and then transcribed and coded in Atlas.ti using
an inductive approach.

The subsequent analysis of their naturalization experiences highlights new
Canadian citizens’ struggles with their deportability and the increasing erosion
of security of statuses such as permanent residence and citizenship as well
as the difficulties with feelings of belonging in a system that prioritizes eco-
nomic factors and skills.

5.4 ANALYSIS

5.4.1 Deportability and Belonging

Any individual’s formal status apart from citizenship comes with a certain
level of deportability and thus precarity. Concrete thresholds for deportation
vary by state legislation and said state’s level of crimmigration as well as the
ethnic or racial background of the migrant in question due to crimmigration’s
inherent interaction with racialization (Bliersbach, 2024; Törngren et al., 2021).
On an individual level, deportability puts an omnipresent stressor on migrants
and their families (Bean et al., 2011). In her 2016 study of motivations for
naturalization comparing the United States and Canada, Aptekar found a stark
contrast between new US and Canadian citizens concerning ‘defensive natural-
ization’. Defensive naturalization occurs when ‘immigrants seek citizenship
to protect themselves from criminalization and anti-immigrant policies’ (Ap-
tekar, 2016; Gilbertson, 2006; Ong, 2011). While defensive naturalization was
a common theme in interviews with new US citizens, Aptekar states that none
of her Canadian interviewees mentioned something relating to becoming a
citizen for protective reasons (2016). This finding was not reproduced by this
study. While some interviewees reported having felt safe once they had
acquired PR, many also spoke of the goal of naturalization being connected
to acquiring a secure status and to protect themselves from possible future
changes in immigration policy.

Their deportability and dependence on the immigration authorities is
omnipresent for migrants. Venera, who followed her sister to Canada from
Albania for her last years of high school in 2013 and has lived in Toronto ever
since, explains that ‘the first thought that comes to mind [is]: ‘I’m getting
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deported!’ That’s like the first (...) thought that comes with everything. You
know, anytime you hear anything from immigration: ‘I’m getting deported!’’
(2022). For her, becoming a permanent resident meant ‘peace’ from a lot of
these stressful moments: ‘I don’t have the passport yet – and that is the end
goal (...) to become a Canadian citizen, but now I feel like I have security’
(Venera, 2022). She describes fears connected to health care, which is only free
for Canadian citizens and permanent residents, and the awareness of having
a temporary status, ‘I can be kicked out for anything’ (ibid.). For Venera,
getting PR was the decisive moment in her migration trajectory that offered
her relief from deportability. While other interviewees agreed that PR was
the more difficult hurdle to clear on the path towards citizenship, many did
not share Venera’s sense of security. Isaac, who had come to Canada from
Ghana describes PR as ‘the crucial critical moment’ (2022). At the same time,
when asked whether he feels like his life has changed in any tangible way
since becoming a citizen, he reports:

‘Nothing has changed (...) apart from that (...) feeling at home now, nobody’s going
to throw me out, things like that. That would be the only thing, I would say is
different. Because when you’re a permanent resident, you can still, under some
circumstances (...) become a security issue and things like that.’ – Isaac, 2022

For Isaac, PR meant a set of new rights such as health care and access to a
new range of jobs, but security from deportation was still reserved to citizen-
ship status, in his perception. Isaac’s experience indicates that the rights
dimension of citizenship has thinned in the sense that also non-citizens can
access many decisive rights apart from political ones once they acquire PR.
At the same time, the legal status aspect of citizenship takes center stage in
migrant’s minds as security of status becomes a growing priority in light of
their deportability. Other interviewees describe similar ‘defensive’ motivations
for naturalizing. Kamran’s family moved to Canada from the United Kingdom
when he had just finished secondary school. According to him, becoming a
citizen in Canada ‘was always the goal’ (Kamran, 2022). The young lawyer
cites security of status as the motivation to apply for citizenship as soon as
possible:

‘In Canada, the rules are pretty strict, you know. They recently, for example, made
a change where even someone convicted of drunk-driving, that becomes a serious
criminal offense, which okay, as abhorrent as drunk-driving is, I don’t necessarily
agree that that should be reason that someone should lose their immigration status
in the country, you know, just automatically because of the way the law works.
(...) The amount of cases I’ve come across where people [had] been [permanent
residents] in Canada for like a decade, and then they’ve had the one stupid mistake
in their life, which okay, it’s a grave mistake, but that shouldn’t be reason that
suddenly they are being deported from the country, back to a country, which they
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might not even have ties to or might have problems with. So, that was the motiva-
tion, just really protection‘. – Kamran, 2022

With criminal offenses triggering the revocation of an immigration status being
a common occurrence in modern crimmigration systems (Armenta, 2017;
Macklin, 2014), Kamran’s awareness and worry about being punished through
deportation demonstrates the erosion of the supposed security of permanent
resident status. The legal status dimension of citizenship is thus again em-
phasized as the central reason for acquiring formal membership.

The emphasis of citizenship’s legal status dimension also affects the other
dimensions of citizenship, most clearly the dimension of belonging. Inter-
viewees described having difficulties feeling like they fully belonged to Canada.
Asked how far she feels Canadian, Lochani’s answer comes fast and clear,
‘Not a lot. And (...) that’s actually a really nuanced thing because I don’t know
how many immigrants actually feel fully Canadian. I think their children will.
But for me, I don’t belong anywhere’ (2022). She recounts her time living in
the Middle East as a Sri Lankan citizen on temporary status. Talking about
Canada again, she says, ‘And then here, it’s funny but I don’t think I’ll ever
feel free. Maybe I will one day but in my opinion it’s difficult for me. Because
even in the last 10 years I always carried myself as someone that can get kicked
out’ (ibid.). She describes seeing fellow immigrants’ struggle with depression
and other mental health issues that kept them from attending university and
ended with them being deported. ‘I was still aware of, like, I can’t let my
depression [take over], like I’ll get kicked out’ (ibid.). She says she is afraid
to jaywalk having seen fines of hundreds of dollars impede a migrant’s ability
to stay in Canada. Working in immigration, she knows ‘too much’ to feel fully
secure in the North American state: ‘See, most people don’t know that citizen-
ship can be revoked, and it can. (...) I’m a citizen, yeah, but you can take it
away. So, am I really a full Canadian? I’m not’ (Lochani, 2022). Lochani’s
elaborations point to a development in which citizenship is not only increasing-
ly defined by its legal status dimension but is narrowed into it at the cost of
– in particular – the dimension of belonging. If an individual’s status remains
tenuous, or is at least perceived as such, said person is impeded in establishing
a feeling of belonging, of being an equal member of the citizenry. The
aforementioned experiences of new Canadian citizens also show that defensive
citizenship is not only a US phenomenon, but also occurs in Canada.

5.4.2 Human-Capital Citizenship

With the majority of permanent residents in Canada having acquired per-
manent status through the economic immigration stream, it is important to
examine the possible effects of such an econocentric immigration system on
how citizenship is valued and perceived by migrants. As outlined above, a
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citizenship regime centered around human capital creates a conditional and
tenuous membership where rights have become earned privileges (Ellermann,
2020). But what does this mean for the every-day experiences of new citizens?
The skill-based point system through which Canada administers most of its
selection of immigrants creates first and foremost competition between immi-
grants. PR is not granted once a person amasses a certain number of points
but depends on the entire cohort applying for said status since only a set
number of immigrants have their applications approved per round. Inter-
viewees that had gained permanent status through the economic stream
outlined their strategic choices in how and when to apply in order to not only
maximize their points but to also decrease the likelihood of too many fellow
immigrants submitting applications boasting higher point scores.

‘It’s like a Hunger Games sort of thing. (...) You literally have to prove like (...)
why are you worthy of this? (...) you have to prove like, why am I better than the
next migrant? Which is a very messed up mentality, if you think about it. (...) the
point system, like that’s what it creates. It creates this competitiveness.’ – Venera,
2022

Venera’s description of the competition between migrants fostered by the so-
called point system corresponds to what Ellerman outlines at the desirability
of immigrants coming ‘to correspond to their rank in the labour market hier-
archy’ (2020: 2515). As a safer immigration status and thus reduced deport-
ability is closely tied to an economic sense of deservingness, becoming an equal
citizen becomes inextricably bound to one’s economic contribution. This con-
dition for inclusion does not necessarily create a significant bond between
immigrant and destination country. Coupled with its competitive component
between migrants, basing an individual’s deservingness to be included on their
human capital means impeding them from developing a sense of belonging
beyond their economic contribution.

When asked whether she sees her future based in Canada, Venera states,

‘I don’t really have anything that’s tying me down (...) I definitely have a life in
Canada and belonging in Canada. And things that tie me down, like to a degree,
but not a hundred percent. And like, I would also be open to moving from Canada.
And that’s what I kind of feel like, like, yes, the goal is getting the citizenship. And
this is going to sound kind of like, selfish. Yeah, it could be selfish. But like, that
was really just the goal. The goal is like, I want the citizenship. Because it will give
me like, the stability that I want and the ability to, like, come in and out of Canada
whenever I want. But not necessarily to live here forever.’ – Venera, 2022

Venera describes a tension between acquiring a formal status that is meant
to connect one individual to a certain state and what Canadian citizenship
actually does: It offers immigrants a new freedom of movement that also allows
them to leave Canada after becoming citizens without losing the ability to
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return. The transactional character of Canadian naturalization closely tied to
its prioritization of economic requirements in the immigration process once
again impedes a sense of belonging to be developed and new citizens consider-
ing leaving as soon as their status allows for it.

Rahel had come to Canada in 2016 from Ethiopia through the humanitarian
stream. Even though human capital was not the central requirement for her
being granted permanent residence, economic factors seem to dominate her
considerations of where to reside:

‘H.B.: Do you see yourself moving to another country at some point or do you
think, like, ‘really Canada, is it for me right now‘?
Rahel: I think if you asked me this question five years ago, I would tell you yes.
Now half, half.
H.B.: Okay.
R: So, I think when you grow older, you travel with purpose. If I get a job at a
different country, or if I get school opportunities at a different country, yeah, I don’t
mind relocating. Yeah, but with nothing, no, somebody has to pay the bills. [she
laughs]’ – Rahel, 2022

Rahel’s deliberations clearly focus on her ability to financially sustain herself
or to gain additional skills. A feeling of belonging to Canada or ideas of ‘home’
are not decisive. These prioritizations indicate that a citizenship paradigm
focusing on economic factors risks constructing a sense of citizenship in its
new citizens that remains void of emotional connection and belonging and
is instead built on the transaction of contributions to the state’s economy for
political rights and security from deportation.

The aforementioned hierarchy established between immigrants within a
human-capital citizenship system also exists between Canada’s immigration
categories of ‘economic class’, ‘family class’ and ‘humanitarian class’. Zafer
had come to Canada from Turkey together with his then boyfriend, first as
a student and then later claimed refugee status as it became clear that due
to a previous employment working on a project related to the Armenian
genocide, he would most likely be imprisoned if he were to return to Turkey.

‘...when I was applying for refugee status, I didn’t know there is a huge stigma
on being a refugee, maybe I did, but I didn’t want to think about it, because I
realize that years later, I confess, I was so ashamed of becoming a refugee, because
I wanted to be like an economic immigrant, right? (...) like you don’t know why
I’m ashamed of feeling ashamed, because it was my legal right. (...) And I felt like,
you know, I was stealing something from these people, like, you know, I had that
one-bedroom apartment, you know, [thinking:] ‘I’m renting this apartment and
a beautiful white Québécois cannot rent an apartment‘. I know it doesn’t make
sense and I never ever thought I would think like that.’ – Zafer, 2022

Zafer’s feelings of shame towards his immigration status are clearly related
to a logic of deservingness that values individuals based on their economic
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contributions. Even though he knew he had the legal right to claim refugee
status, he still felt lesser than an economic migrant. Zafer further describes
the relief brought by being granted PR: not because it meant a safer status,
but because he now could show his PR card and no longer needed to disclose
being a migrant when having to identify himself. He further illustrated his
frustrations with the role of deservingness within the immigration process
when talking about studying Canadian history for his citizenship test:

‘that’s so funny, you feel like, you know, you are a newcomer, so, do you really
deserve to be here? They always make you question that because, you need to
deserve it, right? I need to be educated, young, have money, so and patience, and
etc., etc. So, and after that, like, you know, when you reach 400 points, ding, ding,
ding, ding ding, now you deserve to be here. So, but you [colonial settlers] came
here, like, 500 years ago’ – Zafer, 2022

Zafer describes the incongruity of being made to feel like he did not deserve
to be in Canada when the people that made him feel this way never asked
for permission when they arrived. In Zafer’s case, while the stigmatization
of his refugee status is still painful to him, he does see Canada as his home
and feels ‘existentially grateful for Canada’ (Zafer, 2022) due to the Canadian
state recognizing his same-sex partnership. Here, a sense of belonging was
bolstered by Canadian citizenship offering him additional rights that he was
not able to access as a Turkish citizen. It becomes apparent that while a focus
on the legal dimension of citizenship can hinder the dimension of belonging,
the latter can be strengthened through a strong dimension of citizens’ rights.

The analysis of these new citizen interviews clearly indicates that natural-
ized Canadians are aware of and impacted by the human-capital paradigm
dominating Canada’s immigration structures. Immigrants’ reduction of their
sense of self to their economic contribution produces a hierarchy between the
migration classes as well as stark competition between economic migrants.
Consequently, interviewees reported a lessened sense of belonging as they
viewed their naturalization in transactional terms.

5.5 CONCLUSION

The analysis of 15 in-depth interviews with new and future Canadian citizens
finds that both deportability and defensive citizenship constitute major factors
in a migrant’s decision to naturalize. The focus on the dimension of legal status
and the awareness of being disposable to the Canadian state impede feelings
of belonging. At the same time, ‘earning’ formal status is perceived as an
increasingly transactional procedure with interviewees noting that once they
have gained citizenship, they feel a ‘selfish’ urge to leave and make use of
their new passport by accessing yet another state’s territory they were unable
to travel to before. These findings align with what Winter formulates as ‘the
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attribution of citizenship as an earned privilege on the basis of citizenship
candidates’ successful demonstration of individual human capital’ (2021: 302).
The analysis further offers extensive evidence for the pervasiveness of the
human-capital citizenship paradigm impacting migrant’s feeling of
deservingness that establishes a hierarchy between classes of migration as well
as a sense of competition between individual immigrants.

The findings of this study are limited by the fact that an above-average
number of interviewees were lawyers or involved in immigration law. It can
thus be assumed that they were more aware of certain complications and
obstacles of the immigration system in Canada than the average immigrant
might. Interviewing only those who are in the process of naturalizing or
already have naturalized of course limits this study’s view on possible factors
that hinder immigrants from becoming citizens. However, this analysis demon-
strates the advantage of expanding the frame of analysis beyond the formal
naturalization process. As PR is a requirement for citizenship and the applica-
tion for PR is much more extensive than citizenship applications, the real
bottleneck moment towards formal membership is not the naturalization
procedure, but everything that precedes it. Citizenship – at least administrative-
ly – is being clearly denoted as a grant given once integration has been accom-
plished, not as a catalyst of integration. The naturalization procedure is thus
institutionally deprioritized leading to long waiting times for what feels for
many interviewees like a foregone conclusion since they have already ‘earned’
their permanent residence. These waiting times and paperwork headaches
in turn lead to frustration for new citizens who report having felt less emo-
tional about their naturalization than they expected due to the number of
bureaucratic frustrations. An administrative devaluation of the naturalization
procedure can thus affect how far becoming a citizen and thus crossing that
final boundary towards full integration is meaningful to new citizens. Further
research should pay closer attention to these effects of the administrative
procedure of naturalization as such on the potential citizen. It also remains
to be determined why exactly immigrants in Canada are naturalizing at a lower
rate than before.





6 Comparing the Legal Consciousness of New
Citizens
Perceptions of Naturalization in Canada and
Germany

6.1 INTRODUCTION

Citizenship is often described as a state institution guaranteeing equal rights
for the members of a citizenry. However, research examining notions and
understandings of citizenship by individuals has complicated that description
as citizenship intersects ‘with race, gender, class, sexuality, disability and other
markers of social location to determine the contours of lived realities of citizen-
ship’ (Abrego, 2019: 642). In an effort to understand the role of policy pro-
cedures in the creation of an individual’s citizenship identity, this article
examines the legal consciousness of new citizens in Canada and Germany.
Based on 30 semi-structured interviews with naturalized citizens conducted
in the Greater Toronto Area as well as in the governmental district of Cologne,
this chapter explores how new citizens experience their relationship with the
law across differing policy implementation systems.

Comparing these two cases with one another offers an interesting opportun-
ity to examine both a centralized and a decentralized implementation system
alongside one another. Both countries are federations and have federal laws
governing citizenship policy but differ significantly in how far citizenship
policy execution is handed down to the lower levels of government. Canadian
citizenship policy is implemented by the department of Immigration, Refugees
and Citizenship Canada (IRCC). Applications are collected in a central location,
checked for completeness, and then send on to one of the IRCC’s 23 local
offices across the country, where they are fully processed. The German bureau-
cratic structure passes the implementation of citizenship law all the way down
to the municipality level. The Ausländerbehörden (ABs; Foreigners’ Offices) are
run locally by counties and municipalities; North-Rhine Westphalia alone hosts
82 of these offices (Dörrenbächer, 2018). The front-line worker putting law
into action is working with the legal text as well as guidelines produced at
the federal level, the state level, the district government, their local department,
and, as explored in chapter 3, individually crafted guidelines.

These differences in implementation of policies between both countries
beg the question whether these discrepancies in how the law is brought into
action can affect new citizens’ legal consciousness. At face value, the naturaliza-
tion process produces very different types of relationships between state and
citizen. In the Canadian case, the relationship with the state remains mostly
anonymized. A deeper sentimental connection is fostered during citizenship
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oath ceremonies, when the presiding citizenship judges introduce themselves
to the naturalizing citizens and give a speech on the meaning of Canadian
citizenship. During the application process, migrants might foster new relation-
ships with their immigration lawyer or consultant, but only rarely with a state
official. In contrast, the German system cultivates a different set of relationships
as applicants are required to have in-person consultations with their respective
caseworker, who will handle their application for citizenship (in most cases,
applicants are assigned a caseworker based on their last name). Additionally,
having an immigration lawyer is far less common in Germany, but migrants
might still foster relationships with, for example, immigration advisors working
for foundations or non-governmental organizations.

This chapter contributes to the relevant scholarship on naturalization and
legal consciousness by examining two aspects of the legal consciousness of
new citizens in Canada and Germany. Firstly, and similar to de Hart and
Besselsen (2021), this chapter makes use of Ewick and Silbey’s approach of
studying legal consciousness through the narratives of ‘ordinary’ people about
the law in their daily lives, differentiating between stories of being before the
law, with the law, and against the law (Ewick and Silbey, 1995, 1998). Secondly,
within these narratives, the analysis pays special attention to the relational
dimension of legal consciousness (Chua and Engel, 2019; Young, 2014). As
the Canadian and German naturalization procedures differ significantly in
their approaches to policy implementation, different kinds of relationships
are cultivated between new citizens and their state as well as their new citizen-
ry. Hence, this chapter explores where new citizens see themselves in relation
to the law and how this perception is further influenced in its relational
dimension by the respective state’s citizenship policy implementation. I find
that (1) in both cases migrants experience the law, at times, as arbitrary,
obscure, and as producing inequality while it also explicitly plays a role in
how they define what it means to be Canadian or German; (2) what differen-
tiates new Canadians’ and new Germans’ legal consciousness is their ex-
periences of what part of the state system produces this felt inequality. While
Canadians are more likely to see legislation and regulations themselves as
unfair, Germans perceive those who implement these regulations to be the
creators of inequalities.

The subsequent sections will first offer a brief introduction to German and
Canadian Citizenship law followed by a closer discussion of the legal con-
sciousness scholarship and its relational aspect. The analysis then examines
both Canadian and German new citizens’ legal consciousness. The chapter
concludes with a discussion of limitations and propositions for further research.
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6.2 COMPARING CANADIAN AND GERMAN CITIZENSHIP LAW

Germany and Canada are both Western liberal democracies with citizenships
established within the last 100 years. Germany’s population is about double
that of Canada (82 versus 40 million people), while immigrants in Canada
naturalize at a much higher rate than those living in Germany: 80.7 percent
of eligible permanent residents had become Canadians in 2021 compared to
the German naturalization rate of 1.1 percent (Die Bundesregierung, 2024;
Statistics Canada, 2022). Canada has branded itself as a country of immigration
and multiculturalism. In contrast, Germany has struggled with the label of
an ‘immigration country’ and governments avoided the self-categorization
until recently (Eule, 2016). Both states host significant migrant communities
– which make up 23 percent of the Canada’s population and 14 percent of
Germany’s (Bundeszentrale für politische Bildung, 2023; Government of
Canada, 2022) – and have seen reforms of their citizenship law in recent
decades with Germany being on the precipice of another considerable reform
in early 2024.

At the time of writing, the two differ in their requirements for naturaliza-
tion and contrast each other significantly in the implementation of said policy.
Canadian citizenship acquisition requires permanent residence and 1095 days
spent on Canadian soil. The applicant must also be free of criminal charges,
demonstrate sufficient skill in either French or English, and submit their
income tax returns in the years leading up to their naturalization. After an
initial evaluation of an individual’s file, applicants are asked to take the
citizenship test and upon passing this test, they are invited to a citizenship
ceremony to take the oath and become a formal member of the nation (Citizen-
ship Act, 1985).

German applicants do not need permanent residence, but they must have
lived in the country legally and habitually for at least 8 years, 7 or 6 years
depending on certain exceptions. They are also required to demonstrate a B1-
level proficiency of the German language and their ability to sustain their life
financially without receiving funds from the state. Their legal identity must
also be fully proven, which constitutes a distinction to the Canadian trajectory
of naturalization. For a migrant in Canada, the application for permanent
resident status (PR) constitutes the largest hurdle in terms of paperwork and
being able to fully prove their identity. After PR has been granted, applicants
are not subject to further inquiry concerning their legal identity. In Germany,
however, citizenship applications apply a higher threshold of scrutiny to
questions of legal identity than other status applications do. If someone, for
example, entered the country without a passport, they may be able to acquire
a legal and permanent status to reside in Germany, but in order to become
a citizen, they would need to take further steps in order to fully prove their
legal identity (Haller and Yanaşmayan, 2023). In this sense, there is a distinct
variation in how these formal processes are prioritized by German and Cana-
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dian authorities that can be seen in the amount of scrutiny they employ at
the stages of naturalization and PR.

In some sense, the formal Canadian citizenship procedure is more straight-
forward and for most applicants simply boils down to the (re-)submission of
documents and a waiting period. If one imagines a person’s entire migration
trajectory as a certain total of bureaucratic labor that has to be done, then the
requirement of PR functions as a forward displacement of workload in the
Canadian case. Most of the bureaucratic work has already been done by the
time the migrant applies for citizenship. While the German citizenship applica-
tion is also much more straightforward than those for primary statuses, it can
still involve more workload than the Canadian system would allow for. The
Stufensystem (tier system) of proving one’s legal identity requires the case-
worker processing the application do more work than a Canadian citizenship
officer would have to complete.

Besides these differences in requirements and their effects on the general
dynamics of each citizenship trajectory, Canada and Germany differ greatly
in the manner of implementation of immigration and citizenship policy. The
Canadian system operates centralized through the department of Immigration,
Refugees and Citizenship Canada (IRCC). Applications are collected in one
location and checked for completeness. Once an application has been formally
’acknowledged as received’, it is sent to one of 23 local offices across Canada,
where it is processed. Communication with applicants occurs mainly through
e-mail, with messages only being signed by an officer’s code number, not their
name. It is also quite common for migrants to hire a lawyer or immigration
consultant, who will handle their application and communication with the
IRCC. The German bureaucratic system stands in stark contrast to what was
often described by interviewees as the ’black box’ of the IRCC: Germany’s
implementation structure is decentralized with immigration policy being put
into action by local municipalities, where formal guidelines for implementation
can differ by state, district government or municipality (Dörrenbächer, 2018).
The state of North-Rhine Westphalia alone, which hosts about 17 million
inhabitants, has 82 local offices (ibid.).

These differences in naturalization policy and implementation structure
create a key characteristic that will be explored as influential on migrants’
notions of citizenship and law: the relationships cultivated during the natural-
ization process. Canada’s centralized system would be unable to conduct its
daily affairs in the way Germany does through in-person consultations. There
are simply not enough IRCC offices and staff to handle this type of imple-
mentation at their caseload. Consequently, the average applicant in Canada
is much further away from the frontline bureaucrats within the IRCC than
their counterparts in Germany are from their caseworkers, who they meet and
know. It is thus clear that each system is constructed in a way that supports
its bureaucratic culture: Germany’s local offices operate largely in-person, while
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communication between the IRCC and immigrants takes place almost
exclusively online.

6.3 STUDYING LEGAL CONSCIOUSNESS IN A MIGRATION CONTEXT

The concept of legal consciousness first emerged in the early 1980s and quickly
proliferated throughout socio-legal research – particularly scholarship on the
US context – as the commonsense notions of the law (Chua and Engel, 2019;
Merry, 1990). One of the most prominent conceptualizations of legal conscious-
ness was coined by Patricia Ewick and Susan Silbey in The Common Place of
Law (1998). The authors examined how ordinary people talk and think about
law in their daily lives and how their perceptions of law impact the way they
navigate it. According to Ewick and Silbey, no matter the gender, ethnicity
or class of an individual, people view law through three different ‘stories’:
before the law, with the law and against the law. The before the law story denotes
that someone sees laws as just, impartial, and rational with clear and well-
known rules and procedures that are separate from everyday life. People who
are with the law, so to say, see laws as a resource that can be utilized to serve
their own goals. Working with the law is a competition that can be played with
the appropriate means and resources, such as money and/or a good lawyer.
Lastly, those that see themselves positioned against the law perceive law as
an unjust, oppressive system, which is the product of unequal power. Within
this story, law is neither objective nor fair, but rather unreliable and arbitrary.
Each of these narratives invokes a different set of normative claims, justifica-
tions, and values to express how the law is supposed to function, as well as
the constraints on legal action. Therefore, as Ewick and Silbey argue, it is
impossible to reject the law as a whole. Criticism of the law requires possessing
an ideal of how the law would be fair and just, meaning that even when the
law is perceived negatively, its power and hegemony are confirmed.
Consequently, people often mention all three narratives of law at the same
time, and it is not possible to categorize individuals’ overall ‘story’ of the law.

Due to the plethora of literature examining legal consciousness, researchers
have sought to categorize the existing scholarship. Ewick and Silbey’s work
is part of what Chua and Engels categorize as the Hegemony School of legal
consciousness research (2019). Other schools include the Identity school, which
focuses on ‘the fluidity and multiplicity of legal consciousness and identities’
(ibid: 337), and the Mobilization school, where studies aim to understand ‘law’s
potential for transforming society’ (ibid: 340). These schools of legal conscious-
ness scholarship differ in their assumptions and objectives but are not clearly
delineated with the lines between the categories often blurring.

This study positions itself within the hegemony school with a specific focus
on the relational dimension of legal consciousness. In order to fully concept-
ualize legal consciousness as it is applied here, a short note on the terms ‘legal’
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and ‘consciousness’ is necessary: ‘Legal’ refers to migrants’ legal consciousness
in relation to state law. Migration trajectories are of course mainly impacted
by destination state regulations, but especially concerning citizenship law and
matters like dual nationality, country of origin legislation matters as well.
Following Chua and Engel’s (2019) conception of the term, ‘consciousness’
here includes both people’s perceptions of the law as well as their actions
towards it.

Socio-legal scholars agree that legal consciousness is never formed in a
social vacuum (Abrego, 2019; Chua and Engel, 2019). However, Young’s study
of Hawaiian cockfighting (2014), which explores the social processes underlying
the understanding of and actions involving the law, was the first piece of
scholarship to explicitly address the relational element of legal consciousness.
In 2022, Young and Chimowitz extended Young’s elaborations on relational
legal consciousness in their study of parole boards’ decision-making. They
differentiate between ‘relational legal consciousness’ – the umbrella term
capturing all ways a person’s legal consciousness ‘is shaped by their relation-
ships to another person or group’ – and ‘second-order legal consciousness’,
a subset of relational legal consciousness, which describes how ‘Person A’s
perceptions of Person B’s or Group B’s legal consciousness’ in turn shapes
Person A’s perception of the law (2022: 242). Second-order legal consciousness
thus specifies an aspect of a relationship between individuals or groups that
can influence legal consciousness: how one person thinks another person thinks
about the law. Hertogh (2023) differentiates in his quantitative analysis of
Dutch welfare recipient’s legal consciousness between how clients view
official’s understanding of the law and how their own legal consciousness is
impacted by their relationships with officials.

Within studies of migration, research on legal consciousness has centered
on immigrants, in particular undocumented migrants, which points to the
scholarship’s ambition to highlight the experiences of underrepresented and
vulnerable populations (Abrego, 2011; Gleeson, 2010; Güdük and Desmet,
2022). Further legal consciousness research in the field of migration studies
includes, as reviewed by Güdük and Desmet (2022), (mixed-status) families
and family migration (Abrego, 2019; de Hart and Besselsen, 2021; Kulk and
Hart, 2013) as well as return migrants and refugees (Chakraborty et al., 2015;
Kubal, 2015). Migrants with other (regular) statuses such as naturalized citizens
have not been studied extensively (Güdük and Desmet 2022). When examining
the relational dimension of migrants’ legal consciousness, scholars have ex-
amined family and community ties (e.g. Hirsh and Lyons, 2010; Kulk and de
Hart, 2013), but have not taken up second-order legal consciousness regarding
state agents or institutions. This chapter contributes to the field of legal con-
sciousness research concerning migration by investigating new citizens’ legal
consciousness, taking into account second-order legal consciousness through
the relationship between citizenship applicants and the state actors they interact
with. Comparing the Canadian and German context, this chapter delves into
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the connection between the architecture of citizenship policy implementation
and individuals’ perceptions of their formal membership and how it was
granted to them. Firstly, this chapter takes a look at what types of narratives
– as developed by Ewick and Silbey – are most prominent in how new
migrants reflect on their naturalization process. In a second step, the focus
lies on the relational dimension of legal consciousness.

6.4 METHODOLOGY

This comparative case study of the Canadian and German citizenship policy
implementation is based on the thematic analysis of 30 semi-structured inter-
views conducted with naturalized Canadians (161) as well as naturalized
Germans (15).2 It contributes to the citizenship and naturalization literature
that studies the acquisition of citizenship ‘from below’ focusing on the ex-
periences of migrants (see also: Aptekar, 2016; Badenhoop, 2021; Winter, 2021).
The interviews took place in 2021 and 2022 and were conducted in-person
in the governmental district of Cologne, Germany (13), the city of Toronto,
Canada (7), and as video calls via WhatsApp (1), Webex (1) and Zoom (8).
The in-person interviews were conducted in various places including parks,
cafes, interviewees’ homes or places of work, or the interviewer’s office –
depending on the preference of the respective interviewee. Interviews lasted
between half an hour to over three hours. An average interview lasted between
60 to 80 minutes and consisted of two parts. Firstly, it chronicled the parti-
cipant’s migration history starting with when and why they entered Canadian
or German territory (if they had not been born in Germany). Secondly, and
depending on how much the respective interviewee had already said on the
matter, participants were asked to take the interviewer through their memories
of the naturalization process. Subsequent questions also focused on when
interviewees had first become aware of their new citizenship in their daily
lives and to what extent they felt Canadian or German. German new citizens
were interviewed in German; Canadian new citizens were interviewed in
English. Out of the 31 interviewees, 17 were women and 14 men. Participants
previously held 19 different nationalities across Europe (9), the Americas (2),
Asia (5), and Africa (3). All interviews were fully transcribed and coded in
Atlas.ti.

1 One couple was interviewed together.
2 Of the Canadian interviewees, 12 were fully naturalized and 4 were in the process of doing

so; German interviewees were split 12/3.
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6.5 ANALYSIS: BLACK BOX VS. DECENTRALIZED DISCRETION

Naturalized citizens have often gained a singular perspective of a country’s
immigration system, after having completed the typical trajectory of long-term
migration though ‘entry, temporary stay, settlement, and citizenship’
(Anderson, 2013). Examining their understanding of a country’s legality offers
a unique view on how its laws are made sense of and felt in practice. The
subsequent sections first take a look at interviewees’ legal consciousness
concerning citizenship policies itself, followed by their notions concerning the
implementation of said policies.

6.5.1 Understandings and Impact of the Letter of the Law

Structural criticism – expressions of stories oriented against the law focusing
on the law on the books are present in both groups of interviewees. These
frustrations ranged from criticisms of specific aspects within the formalized
naturalization process to distaste for the nation state system as a whole. Filiz,
who was born to Turkish immigrant parents in Germany and did not qualify
for birthright citizenship, remarked, ‘I really never understood why I didn’t
have German citizenship to begin with. That is something that I still do not
understand to this day.’ For her, having grown up in and finishing high school
in Germany, having ‘German’ as part of her identity had never been a question.
The need to apply for and be granted citizenship put her against the law in
a way that did not reflect her own understanding of herself. ‘I take a dim view
of the whole concept of nation states and nationalism. To me, the German
passport is a piece of paper that puts me into a privileged position. And a
position where I, as a German – and I do identify with this country – get to
have certain rights and privileges, which I am entitled to. And which I also
want to make use of’ (Filiz, 2021). There is a clear tension in her distaste for
the nation state centered system she lives in and her self-identification as part
of one of these states. This ambivalence demonstrates the difficulty of rejecting
certain parts of legality. It is so prevalent that even stories of criticism end
up reaffirming the law.

Isaac, who immigrated to Canada from Ghana as a PhD student, became
a Canadian citizen in 2022. When asked about the citizenship ceremony and
the oath he took, which includes a pledge of allegiance to the reigning monarch
of the United Kingdom, his answer was a pragmatic one:

‘I saw it as part of the package. (...) If I had my own way, I’d do it differently. But
if I want to be Canadian, I cannot want to (...) change how and what it is to be
Canadian. If you get what I mean, I like it and all, but if I had my own way, we
shouldn’t be swearing allegiance to an individual. If I had my own way, I don’t
think that is right. And if you’re coming from the Global South like me and under-
stand how the Crown and the Empire treated colonies (...) you can begin to see
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why. (...) I understand it, it’s the Canadian culture of sustaining that relationship
with the British Empire today. (...) I want to be part of this community. (...) So then
it’s for me to choose. (...) So if I had my own way, would it be different? Yes, but
it’s not a big deal.’ – Isaac, 2022

For Isaac, the formal step of having to swear allegiance to the British monarchy
did not necessarily create an injustice as to what was asked of him. Swearing
the oath is a necessary ‘part of the package’ of becoming a Canadian citizen
and being part of the community, according to him. In his weighing of
interests, the decision to fulfill the condition of the oath positions him with
the law. According to Isaac, there is a logic to the system he is navigating and
even if he does not agree with the system’s logic, he chooses to fulfill its
requirements in order to access citizenship.

This understanding of the ‘logic’ of certain parts of citizenship policy was
not universal among interviewees. Irina moved from a Balkan state to Toronto
as a teenager more than 13 years ago and was able to naturalize in 2022.
During her interview, we discussed the Canadian points system, which was
established in 1967 and is utilized to admit skilled workers through the eco-
nomic immigration stream (Elrick, 2021). In 2021, 58% of migrants, who had
permanently settled on Canadian soil, had entered the country as part of the
economic immigration stream (Statistics Canada, 2022). Irina recalls her path-
way towards permanent resident status: ‘Throughout the entire permanent
residency process one of the biggest stressors is like you’re playing this
delusional game of your life, where you’re like ‘oh my gosh, I need to get more
points! More points! Like, do I have enough?’’ (2022). Her descriptions of
coming up with a ‘game plan’ in order to navigate the points system positions
her story clearly as one of being with the law. Much like Ewick and Silbey
describe it, immigration law is gamified by those navigating it.

Looking back on the process now that she is a citizen, Irina is frustrated
by the memories of having to ‘score’ points: ‘It’s like playing a game in the
dark, you know? You navigate it in darkness with no explanations. Like,
there’s no logic to this point system. I don’t think anyone would be able to
tell you, really’ (2022). Even though she was able to play the game of the points
system successfully, her understanding of it situates her also against the law.
Without the necessary explanations and no discernable logic, the policy func-
tions arbitrarily to her. Irina further outlines the effect of having to wade
through a long and exhausting immigration process that remains at least
partially opaque at all times:

‘Like, at that point people are a little bit disillusioned and I think perhaps less
inclined to be as active as citizens as they would be earlier on [if they were formally
integrated quicker] (...) If you are shutting me out in every other way and I have
to like really prove myself for this, well, it’s like, ‘I don’t want to be part of your
club’, like by the end of it’ – Irina, 2022
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The participation in a game, where the rules are not clear to all players lead
in Irina’s case to her being hindered in easily embracing her new formal
identity.

A process experienced as unjust devalues the status gained through it.
Stories of being against the law in the context of citizenship policy impact new
citizens’ ability of fully embody their new identity. When asked how far she
feels Canadian, Lochani does not hesitate before answering, ‘Not a lot. And
(...) that’s actually a really nuanced thing because I don’t know how many
immigrants actually feel fully Canadian. I think their children will. But for
me, I don’t belong anywhere’ (2022). Lochani grew up in the Middle East as
a Sri Lankan citizen on temporary status. She recounts her experiences there
before coming back to the Canadian context: ‘And then here, it’s funny but
I don’t think I’ll ever feel free. Maybe I will one day but in my opinion it’s
difficult for me. Because even in the last 10 years I always carried myself as
someone that can get kicked out’ (Lochani, 2022.). Working in immigration
as a law clerk, she says she knows ‘too much’ to feel fully secure about her
status in Canada: ‘See, most people don’t know that citizenship can be revoked,
and it can. (...) I’m a citizen, yeah, but you can take it away. So, am I really
a full Canadian? I’m not’ (Lochani, 2022). Being a naturalized citizen in Canada
thus constitutes a continuous state of being against the law for Lochani, as the
existences of denaturalization clauses put her on unequal footing to those with
birthright citizenship.

Filiz, who had stated as outlined above that the German part of her identity
had always belonged to how she saw herself, described her naturalization
experience as what could be paraphrased as a state-mandated identity crisis,
which included rescinding her Turkish nationality and being told by an official
at the Foreigners’ Office that he would do everything to have her deported.

‘The naturalization itself was relatively unproblematic. All the feelings and emotions
connected to it were the more problematic bit. This being put on the spot... the
manifestation of my identity conflict in a bureaucratic process. And that it’s coming
from the authorities, that you need to and must have this conflict, because you
have a migration background. That was the bad thing about it. The tough thing
– because experiences of being ‘other’ used to come from interactions with regular
people, not from the authorities.’ – Filiz, 2021

For her, dealing with ‘othering’ or being excluded by other people had not
induced a conflict of identity. She had seen herself as German and viewed
naturalization simply as a formal process she would fulfill to also claim this
part of her identity legally. But citizenship acquisition constituted not only
a formal process but necessitated a questioning of her identity and belonging.
It created a chasm between individual and state she had not perceived to exist
before.

It is important to highlight that the experiences interviewees shared of their
migration history were not all difficult or manifestations of injustice. For many,
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gaining access to their destination country (if they had not been born in it)
and acquiring citizen rights constituted an alignment with the law that they
had not encountered before. Zafer, who had fled to Canada from Turkey in
2016 and submitted his application for citizenship in 2022, illustrated being
‘existentially grateful for Canada’ (2022). As a gay man, submitting his joint
tax returns with his partner meant he was positioned before the law in a way
he had not been before: ‘I went to my accountant, we filled [out] the forms
together and I looked at the form and cried. So probably I’m the first person,
who cried [over] a tax form. (...) I’m not crying because I’m going to pay taxes,
but I was crying because for the first time, I am with a person and I’m in love
with him. And [the state says] ‘yeah, just give your name’ (Zafer, 2022).
Natasha, who had come to Germany first as an au pair and then went on to
study at and graduate from a German university, described in a similar vein
that through all the opportunities she had been given, she had always felt ‘very
wanted in this country’ and had been given ‘so much’ (2022). For her, be-
coming a citizen and working for the German state felt like a way to repay
the country for the chances it offered her.

In both Canada and Germany, interviewees were most likely to report
notions of being positioned against the law when discussing citizenship policy
and requirements in their destination country. A procedure of citizenship
acquisition that was perceived as unjust saw some new citizens being less
inclined to fully embrace their new formal identity. Requirements for gaining
membership such as the ceremonial oath are understood as more than formal-
ities, but a meaningful part of what it means to be Canadian. At the same time,
citizenship rights and privileges still hold enough meaning and importance
in interviewees’ lives that they continued on their pathway to formal citizen-
ship. It can be observed yet again that the hegemony of the law as illustrated
by Ewick and Silbey continues to be omnipresent in migrants’ ambivalent
notions of immigration policy. At the same time, migration outcomes, specific-
ally the legal inclusion of immigrants as new citizens, still constitute a highly
meaningful step to naturalized citizens and are often part of their self-realiza-
tion.

6.5.2 Understanding the Relationships Built through Implementation

Analyzing the notions of legal consciousness of new citizens in Germany and
Canada side by side demonstrates that while the structural differences in how
policy is delivered might not impact the stories told about the reigning legality
(whether one is with, before or against the law), the mode of implementation
– be it centralized or decentralized, personal or impersonal – does impact who
individuals see as ‘the law’ as the implementation systems produce differing
sets of relationships between state and migrant.
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When talking about the implementation of citizenship policy and its short-
comings, Canadian interviewees would most often refer to ‘the IRCC’ as the
actor they were up against: Kamran, who moved from the UK to Canada in
2011 and now works as an immigration lawyer, states, ‘The government is
the ‘them’, you know, it’s the behind-the-scenes. (...) and I mean, even for us
working in the field, the government agencies make it so difficult to try and
communicate with them’ (Kamran, 2022). Irina hits a similar tone saying,
‘Frequently even lawyers and consultants will tell you like, ‘well, the black
box that is the IRCC? We don’t know!’’ (Irina, 2022). Frustrations about the
inability to contact the right people at the IRCC in order to get an update for
an application and the opaqueness of the organization to an outsider were
frequent topics in the interviews with new Canadian citizens. Aweke, who
came to Canada from Ethiopia in 2013, describes his ambivalence towards
his new home state, ‘I am happy that I’m Canadian. (...) I am grateful and
happy. Disappointed with the... government, and especially this department,
IRCC. Incompetence, to tell the truth (...) and it is very discriminatory (...) It
is not predictable. And if it is not predictable, it will create a lot of stress’
(Aweke, 2022). It is this inability to anticipate how fast an application will be
processed as well as insecurity about how applications are reviewed, which
lead to applicants telling stories of being against the law.

Whereas Canadian interviewees mainly understood the IRCC as part of
the government – which of course is also factually correct as the department
is headed by the Minister of Immigration, Refugees and Citizenship – German
interviewees often understood the Foreigners’ Offices as well as the naturaliza-
tion departments to be more separate and sometimes in opposition to govern-
ment and law. Naijm, who was trained as a lawyer in Syria, arrived in Ger-
many in 2014 and naturalized in 2021, recounted how for a part of 2021, local
offices where rejecting naturalization applications due to legal uncertainty
regarding whether applicants needed B1-level proficiency German overall or
to also pass each sub-category of the B1-level exam.

‘They rejected many applications in that period. Until the legislative amendment
on August 18th, that’s when [the government] changed it and said that the overall
result of the exam matters and not the three separate parts. That means that the
local authorities don’t have any leeway anymore. This office had required the
overall result– another wanted all three parts – now it’s clear.’ – Najim, 2021

In Najim’s – and many fellow new German citizens’ – understanding of the
policy implementation process, the local authorities have agency. When bring-
ing in second-order legal consciousness, it becomes clear that while the Cana-
dian IRCC is viewed as one actor, be it opaque, that is implementing the will
of the government, local authorities implementing immigration policy in
Germany appear to have their own objectives and reasons for implementing
the same policy in varying ways. In moments of contention, when applicants
find themselves against the law, the law in question is often not the literal legal
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text, but the implementer of said policy: applicants find themselves against
their caseworker. It is thus the interpretation of the law by the caseworker that
creates certain injustices according to how migrants understand the law.

When discussing the state of the current naturalization requirements, in
particular financial conditions, Najim further states that even though the law
allows for certain exceptions, these exceptions will only apply if the caseworker
decides that they do. According to Najim’s understanding of the workings
of German government offices, this outcome is often unlikely: ‘The agency
has leeway. Always. They cannot – if they don’t want to then they don’t do
anything. The law is a little slack’ (2021). The central assumption of how
citizenship law implementation in Germany operates is thus that if offices have
discretionary power, then they will use it arbitrarily. Similarly, Rohat, who
came to Germany as a small child with his family and grew up in a rural part
of Germany, described how his family repeatedly resubmitted their documents
for permanent residence but was only granted temporary status until he
finished high school. Looking back now, he could not pinpoint what made
the exact difference in their last application but he remembered feeling
frustrated about its timing: ‘Back then I thought ‘cool, now that I have the
Abitur [qualification for university entrance] and can go to university, I get
the stupid PR’ as if the German authorities were just waiting to see if I was
good for anything’ (2022). It is once again not the fulfilling of a set of require-
ments that is perceived as the determining factor for whether one is granted
a certain status, but rather that the authorities implementing the regulations
control the success of an application.

German interviewees often felt they were at the mercy of a single civil
servant’s disposition. Elena had come to Germany as an au pair and student
in 2005 from Georgia. She recalls having been refused permanent resident
status for what she felt was an unjust reason:

‘The caseworker there said they couldn’t grant me permanent residence, because...
my income wasn’t enough. Even though... they are supposed to add it up, because
I’m married to my husband and she said ‘no that is excluded from your data’ (...)
How am I supposed to understand that? My impression is... a lot of the time, they
just do what they want to.’ – Elena, 2021.

Hani, who had come to Germany as a Syrian refugee in 2015 when he was
25 and now works as a welfare administrator, illustrated how perplexing it
was to see friends and acquaintances, who all fulfilled the requirements for
a certain status, be granted said status after vastly different waiting periods:
‘Why? In my opinion it’s the people that are employed by the authorities that
process the applications. (...) there should be proper oversight that the civil
servants are doing their job correctly’ (Hani, 2021). Calls for greater oversight
came up often during the interviews with German new citizens, who felt less
impacted by the requirements for a status, such as citizenship, but rather by
the people deciding whether they met said requirements. Interviewees also
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reported experiences of implementation strategies differing between local
authorities or between caseworkers. Zahra, who came to Germany as a medical
student from Azerbaijan, had to reapply for PR after she had moved from
one municipality to another which had a significant effect on her status due
to her new caseworker:

‘That woman, she said to me – I basically met all the criteria for permanent resid-
ence, I speak German, I have a work contract, all these things, pay slips. (...)
Everyone in the neighboring city [office] told me I fulfilled the requirements, and
she then showed me some small print, some law, that said that each local admin-
istration could decide for themselves through discretion.’ – Zahra, 2022

As evidenced by their perceptions of the implementation of citizenship policy,
new German citizens recalled having been against the law in the form of the
street-level bureaucrat processing their applications. While some Canadian
interviewees would mention an imagined person sitting at a computer and
looking over their file, they did not assign them as much agency and power
as their German counterparts did. In some interactions with street-level bureau-
crats, Canadian interviewees reported a frustration with how impersonal these
meetings would be. For example, Caroline had become a Canadian citizen
after emigrating from the US. Her naturalization certificate, however, was
missing one of her middle names compared to her older Ontario ID which
proved problematic when she attempted to get a driver’s license during a
longer stay in British Columbia: ‘They had multiple offices around where I
was living. And so, I went to one and then I went to another one. I think I’ve
been three times. I think I went to one office once and the other offices twice.
And so it was like three, two different offices, three different bureaucrats’
(2022). After being refused three times, Caroline contacted her Provincial
Parliament Member in hopes of setting up an appointment at the relevant
agency where the street-level bureaucrat would have prior knowledge of her
situation. ‘I want them to know what I’m bringing or what I’m not bringing.
(...) And then I want to know who I’m going to see, like I want to see a person
who is expecting me and knows all this information’ (2022). The scheduled
meeting ultimately fell through, but Caroline’s inquiry for someone to already
know about her situation before she arrives describes the role of a caseworker:
A bureaucrat responsible for her case who has all the relevant documents on
file and is familiar with her administrative issues. When asked whether she
felt that it was an individual or systematic decision to refuse her application
for a driver’s license, Caroline agreed with the latter: ‘They all really, really
took very seriously [that] policing’ (2022). In contrast to many of the German
interviewees, Caroline did not place the blame for the specific decision on the
individual frontline bureaucrat.

The decentralized bureaucratic structure of the German policy imple-
mentation system thus seemingly creates a distance between the legislator and
the implementor of the legislation in the interviewees’ legal consciousness.
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New German citizens were impacted by their second-order legal consciousness
of their caseworkers. Their experiences led them to believe that their case-
worker viewed the law as something the bureaucrat got to shape and use at
their convenience. How much of the implementation of a policy is visible to
immigrants will have an impact on how they make sense of this process. While
frustrations with the law in the Canadian context focus either on the legal
requirements themselves or the IRCC as one entity, these issues in the German
context are often influenced by the individual’s personal relationship with
their caseworker demonstrating the enormous impact of second-order legal
consciousness regarding state actors.

6.6 CONCLUSION

The analysis of the legal consciousness of naturalized citizens in Canada and
Germany demonstrates that in both cases migrants employ stories where they
are against the law. The law and more specifically the requirements for natural-
ization are often interpreted as being a meaningful part of what it means to
be Canadian or German. A key difference that is apparent in the interviews
with both new Canadians and new Germans is the emphasis put not only on
having an understanding of the law itself, but how individuals come to under-
stand its implementation process. How law is put into action makes a differ-
ence to how law is understood – ‘the law’ being perceived as just not only
denotes the rules as they are set up, but also their implementation. Legal
consciousness is impacted by both aspects of the legality someone is living
in.

Where new citizens’ experiences concretely differ is that ‘the law’ they are
up against takes a different shape depending on the national context. In the
Canadian case, the law remains more abstract: The IRCC is blamed as an entity
and the rules and regulations are often what interviewees see themselves being
against. The IRCC is understood as the long arm of the legislature with little
inherent agency. The opaqueness of the IRCC – and to a large part Canadian
citizenship policy implementation as a whole – contributes to feelings of
uncertainty and arbitrariness in migrants. In the German context, under-
standings of where procedural injustices stem from are negotiated through
the individual’s personal relationship with their caseworker. In this bureau-
cratic system, the borders between what is due to a literal ‘law’ and what is
due to the person implementing said law has become blurred to migrants.
In Germany’s decentralized implementation structure, interviewees assign local
authorities and individual caseworkers more agency and power than their
Canadian counterparts do. The local German authorities are assumed to hold
significant discretionary leeway and that they make use of said leeway when-
ever they see fit and not necessarily in the interest of the immigrants. Some
interviewees call on the legislature to formulate regulations in a stricter manner
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to reduce the discretionary powers of the implementing agencies. Here, we
see a stark contrast to how naturalized Canadians understand the relationship
between their legislature and the IRCC.

What becomes apparent is that the bureaucratic structure does not necessar-
ily impact which ‘story’ of the law is told the most, but that there is a differ-
ence in how it is told – the closest point of contact will be the one that is most
associated as being what the applicant is up against, which can be an im-
personal system or a single individual i.e. the caseworker. Every new type
of relationship created by the implementation system adds to the relational
dimension of migrants’ legal consciousness. In their experience, caseworkers
hold an immense amount of power that some use at their own whim. In this
understanding of the law, impacted by their perceptions of how the responsible
frontline bureaucrats see the law, unequal outcomes of immigration policy
are due to how it is implemented, not the literal policy as it was formulated.

This rare comparative view of naturalized citizens’ legal consciousness
offers a new understanding of how state-citizen relations can impact per-
ceptions of legality whenever the state is personified and thus second-order
legal consciousness, as coined by Young and Chimowitz (2022), is enabled.
It also raises questions concerning the purpose of the respective implementation
structures. Firstly, how do the experiences of new Germans locating the root
of many injustices in the decision-making of street-level bureaucrats reflect
the levers of legal power? Do street-level bureaucrats hold the reigns of citizen-
ship law or do they function as scapegoats within a system that structurally
hampers the exclusion of some while aiding others? Conversely, what does
a state like Canada gain from keeping its implementation evidently in the dark
while putting the focus on its legislators? Future research has the opportunity
to home in on these questions as well as broadening the scope of this study
geographically beyond the Greater Toronto Area as well as the governmental
district of Cologne.



7 Conclusion

7.1 REVISITING THE RESEARCH QUESTION

This dissertation set out to understand How the naturalization procedure impacts
new citizens’ notions of citizenship. Exploring this question across the preceding
five chapters through the analysis of lived experiences of the naturalization
process brought forth a number of findings regrading questions of identity,
procedural justice, perceptions of discretion, and legal consciousness. Before
summarizing these points in more detail, it is worth reflecting on the research
question itself.

This project was initially specifically focused on naturalization as a formal
process shaped by citizenship law. However, this conceptualization of natural-
ization only as the formal process of applying for citizenship overlooks im-
portant aspects of what naturalization entails. An essential element of under-
standing the impact of naturalization as an administrative procedure is under-
standing that it is impossible to examine the effects of naturalization proced-
ures separately from a person’s preceding migration trajectory. Formal law
and administrative structure might differentiate between these phases, but
naturalization as a legal act does not occur in a vacuum. Prospective citizens
enter the application procedure having already collected an array of ex-
periences with the state’s immigration bureaucracy. Even when asked how
they perceived the naturalization procedure itself, this perception always
included a reflection of how this part of their formal integration compared
to previous steps. The strategies of how applicants approach the naturalization
procedure are already impacted by the interactions with the migration bureau-
cracy they had beforehand. Citizenship law, in turn, might apply only in the
moment of processing the relevant application, but migrants are often aware
of the requirements for citizenship long before applying for formal membership
and thus already impacted by the conditions set for full civic integration. If
we want to understand how new citizens’ notions of citizenship are shaped,
we have to conceptualize naturalization not only as a formal procedure but
include migrants’ intentional efforts towards citizenship before entering the
application process. Naturalization and its impact span back further into new
citizens’ lives than the day they applied for formal membership. The research
question this dissertation ended up answering is thus better formulated as

How does naturalization impact new citizens’ notions of citizenship?
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Based on my research, naturalization impacts new citizens’ understanding
of citizenship in three ways: through its requirements, its relevance, and its
implementation. The formal requirements for naturalization led citizens know
what needs to be achieved prior to being able to apply for membership. A
focus on economic accomplishments, as is the case for most PR trajectories
in Canada, creates both a hierarchy between the classes of migration (with
economic migration being valued over immigrating as a refugee) and a sense
of competition between migrants as permanent status is a scarce resource given
to a set number of people each year. Canada’s move away from a one-step
model towards citizenship where most migrants had already been granted
PR by the time they gained access to Canadian territory and towards a two-
step system that first doles out temporary statuses might account for the slow
decline in Canadian naturalization rates. In the German case, the requirement
of relinquishing one’s original nationality serves as a proof of alliance with
the state and for some interviewees meant a mismatch between identity and
nationality.

The relevance of naturalization describes the tangible difference made by
citizenship status in a migrant’s life, which lead to the questions, how far is
citizenship a choice for additional civic rights and duties and how far is it
perceived as a necessity in order to safely continue living in one’s country
of residence? New citizens in both Germany and Canada report naturalizing
due to fears of being deported despite having permanent resident status. In
Germany, these fears were voiced by third-country nationals while EU-citizens
already tended to feel more secure in their legal status. These results suggest
a context in which citizenship constitutes the only status that is perceived as
safe is prone to reduce citizenship to its legal dimension and to lessen the sense
of belonging states stress is a crucial aspect of citizenship. A growing aware-
ness of the possibility of losing one’s formal status through denationalization
further depletes understandings of citizenship that go beyond its legal rel-
evance.

The implementation of naturalization impacts notions of citizenship through
how implementation is structured and how it unfolds concretely. The respect-
ive approaches to citizenship law implementation demonstrate to new citizens
what value the state apparatus assigns to the procedure. The specialized
naturalization departments in Germany often serve to separate the naturaliza-
tion procedure from the Foreigners’ Office. For many new citizens, applying
for citizenship constituted a much smoother process than any prior status
application they had to go through. However, the highly decentralized
structure of German policy implementation installs caseworkers as the face
of the bureaucracy with many new citizens blaming injustices and irregularities
of immigration procedures on said caseworkers. In the Canadian case, long
waiting times and untransparent proceedings within the IRCC meant that some
new citizens viewed naturalization as deprioritized by the Canadian state.
This de-prioritization in turn led to frustration for those seeking citizenship
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as it denoted a certain disinterest of the state in its newest members. During
the naturalization procedure itself, the concrete interactions with the state also
influenced new citizens’ notions of citizenship. Experiences of perceived
inequalities affected migrants’ overall perception of the (immigration) author-
ities and how far these authorities are able to ensure procedural justice.

7.2 THEORETICAL, EMPIRICAL, AND METHODOLOGICAL CONTRIBUTIONS

This interdisciplinary dissertation connects and contributes to three strains
of literature: It addresses citizenship studies examining the why and how of
naturalization while drawing from public administration’s scholarship on
street-level bureaucracy and discretion as well as socio-legal literature regard-
ing crimmigration, procedural justice and legal consciousness. This section
details these contributions starting with those of theoretical nature followed
by the empirical as well as the methodological contributions made.

7.2.1 Extending the Theory of Citizenship Allocation

The first chapter, Future Citizens between Interest and Ability, establishes the
theoretical framework for the rest of the dissertation. It focuses on the under-
explored relationship between citizenship policy and the individual migrant.
The review of the state-of-the-art of the naturalization and crimmigration
literatures demonstrates that the inclusion of crimmigration offers insights
into how intertwining legal frameworks impact the individual migrant. I
conclude that citizenship policy alone is not enough to evaluate a state’s
approach to citizenship and underscore the claim that an individual’s perspect-
ive matters as the different legal realms of criminal and immigration law
collide in the individual‘s migration trajectory. By examining citizenship from
below, we are able to gauge which factors might be overlooked or falsely
deemed irrelevant from above.

This chapter also highlighted the theoretical importance of research on
crimmigration. While the concept was only explicitly featured in three out
of the five chapters, grasping the dynamics of a crimmigration system was
crucial to my understanding of the modern functioning of legal systems. As
I illustrate in the literature review of the naturalization and crimmigration
scholarship, any evaluation and comparison of citizenship policies has to
consider the full legal framework within which these policies are implemented.
Immigration law is not fully separate from criminal law but interwoven with
it. In other words, migration can be governed through the criminal justice
system by criminalizing immigrants and their behavior (Van Berlo, 2020). We
are thus only able to fully interpret the workings of immigration legislation
once we consider the presence of crimmigration dynamics and can determine
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the extent of their pervasiveness. This effect is particularly observable regarding
residence requirements for citizenship: The same requirement for naturalization
in one country can be significantly harder to fulfill than in another because
potential reasons for deportation might range from violent criminal offenses
to traffic law violations (Armenta, 2017; Pickett, 2016). The mere amount of
time that an applicant is required to reside in the country they seek to gain
citizenship in is therefore not a sufficient indicator of the restrictiveness of
a state’s citizenship law. The necessity to examine citizenship policies in their
full legal context only strengthens the argument that the naturalization traject-
ory as it is experienced by new citizens is not confined to the formal naturaliza-
tion procedure.

Chapter five, Comparing the Legal Consciousness of New Citizens, concludes
the dissertation by extending the socio-legal literature on the legal conscious-
ness of migrants – particularly its relational dimension. As coined by Young
and Chimowitz, ‘second-order legal consciousness’ – a subset of relational legal
consciousness – shapes a person’s perception of the law through said person’s
understanding of how another person or group perceives legality (Young and
Chimowitz, 2022). Prior research had studied the relational dimension of legal
consciousness regarding family and community ties while second-order legal
consciousness concerning state agents and institutions had not been examined.
Through the comparison of new German and new Canadian citizens’ legal
consciousness, I found that the manner of implementation of citizenship law
impacts how naturalized citizens perceive formal membership: How law is
put into action makes a difference as to how law is understood. Germany’s
decentralized implementation structure produces an additional state-(non)-
citizen relationship that is not present in the centralized Canadian implementa-
tion approach: the caseworker – (non)citizen relationship. In the experiences
of new German citizens, their caseworkers hold immense power in formal
immigration procedures, which some interviewees feel caseworkers use based
on their own subjective assessment. In this perception of the law, impacted
by the understanding of how the responsible frontline bureaucrat sees the law,
unequal outcomes of immigration policy are due to how and by whom it is
implemented not the way the policy itself as was formulated. I thus found
that every new relationship created by the implementation structure adds to
the relational dimension of migrants’ legal consciousness.

7.2.2 Extending the Literature on Citizenship ‘From Below’

The central empirical contribution of this thesis is its addition to the growing
naturalization scholarship focusing on the experiences of those governed by
citizenship law in Germany and Canada. Here, I proceeded with the under-
standing that if we want to know how people are impacted by naturalization,
we first need to know why and when people naturalize – how do people
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expect citizenship to impact them? In my second chapter, ‘I’m not German. I’m
a Naturalized German’, as well as my fourth chapter, ‘Am I Really a Full Cana-
dian? I’m Not’, I thus focus on the motivations for and expectations of natural-
ization in Germany and Canada. As implied by the titles of both chapters,
the formal inclusion in the citizenry does not automatically result in all-encom-
passing feelings of belonging for new citizens.

The second chapter explores the questions of why and when people natural-
ize, in the German context. Knowing applicants’ reasons for naturalization
and when these reasons first developed furthers our understanding of which
hopes and expectations prospective citizens have when they apply for citizen-
ship. These expectations are either fulfilled or interviewees report feelings of
disillusionment. Fulfillment for those with a third-country nationality prior
to naturalizing often meant feeling safer in their legal status as citizens. Inter-
viewees repeatedly stated that part of their decision to naturalize was the wish
to have fewer interactions with the German bureaucratic system. For many
interviewees, the renewal of passports and residence permits constituted more
than a simple administrative process. It involved travel time and costs, as well
as emotional capacities to deal with the stress of gathering the correct docu-
mentation and interacting with their caseworker. No interviewee reported
complete disillusionment with the naturalization procedure as everyone I spoke
to was glad to have gained citizenship. However, for some interviewees the
process itself constituted a state-mandated crisis of identity as they had to give
up their prior citizenship. For each new citizen, a set of motivations both
practical and sentimental influenced each other – a finding consistent with
other studies examining reasons for naturalization (e.g. Birkvad, 2019; Della
Puppa and Sredanovic, 2017).

In the same vein as chapter two, my fourth chapter asks the questions of
why and when of naturalization in the Canadian context but also addresses
the quality of said citizenship. I find that both deportability and defensive
citizenship are major factors in immigrants’ decision to naturalize. The focus
on the legal dimension of citizenship as well as the awareness of denationaliza-
tion clauses impede feelings of belonging. The analysis finds ample evidence
of the pervasiveness of the human-capital citizenship paradigm (Ellermann,
2020), which influences migrants’ feelings of deservingness and establishes
a hierarchy between classes of migration as well as a sense of competition
between immigrants. Gaining formal status is increasingly perceived as a
transactional procedure. We again come back to the central argument that
citizenship policy alone is not what determines naturalization experiences and
outcomes but also legislation of the prior stages in the migration trajectory.
Especially in the Canadian case, citizenship policy is often interpreted as
generous while disregarding that pathways to permanent resident status have
become longer and more fraught. As PR constitutes a prerequisite of citizenship
acquisition, PR policies crucially contribute to an immigrants’ naturalization
trajectory and thus notions and impressions of Canadian citizenship.
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In the case of Germany, my research provides unique insights concerning
the naturalization procedure. My third chapter, The Getting and Granting of
Citizenship, combines lived experiences of both new citizens and their case-
workers at the respective naturalization offices. This analysis of the naturaliza-
tion process itself focuses on the impact of discretionary power and migrants’
perception thereof on naturalization and procedural justice. Here, I found the
‘overlooked factors’ alluded to in the literature review: (1) the caseworker-
applicant relationship and its personal dimension; (2) the differing interpreta-
tions of what discretion is among caseworkers and migrants; (3) the differences
in guidelines developed and utilized per naturalization department. Starting
with the last factor concerning the guidelines consulted by naturalization
bureaucrats, I found that caseworkers refer to departmental as well as indi-
vidually produced guidance in order to navigate the evaluation of indefinite
legal concepts. While German administrative law strictly does not consider
this process as discretionary decision-making, it de facto requires the case-
workers to use discretion in their assessment. Additionally, the intense work-
load managed by caseworkers has led some frontline bureaucrats to pre-
evaluate applications before they have been officially submitted: a strategy
to avoid the drafting of lengthy formal rejections, which provides the case-
worker with more informal control over the application process as they get
to decide when a file will be officially processed. Some new citizens reported
having their applications delayed by their caseworkers for unfair reasons and
one frontline bureaucrat admitted to willfully delaying the processing of certain
applications. The relationship between caseworker and applicant not only
impacts the course of the application procedure, but also new citizens’ per-
ception of the immigration authorities. Even interviewees who rejected the
idea that their caseworker was a representative of the state felt that the admin-
istrative system was failing in its duty to supervise frontline workers and to
ensure procedural justice.

The final empirical chapter asks where new citizens see themselves in
relation to the law and how this perception is influenced in its relational
dimension by the respective state’s policy implementation approach. We take
a rare comparative look at naturalization and legal consciousness in Germany
and Canada. Even though both cases vary greatly in their approach to citizen-
ship policy and its implementation, immigrants in both countries view them-
selves as positioned against the law. What the difference in implementation
does produce is differing interpretations of where injustice or rather the
unfairness of the law is produced. In the Canadian case, interviewees take
issue with the letter of the law or the government while seeing the IRCC as
the long arm of the legislature. New citizens do not view the IRCC as an
independent actor with agency. Conversely, German new citizens often locate
the source of injustice to be the implementation process, namely the case-
worker. German bureaucracy is not necessarily seen as one with the govern-
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ment, but rather able to act independently and having agency of their own,
which, according to new citizens, can create inequalities.

7.2.3 Extending Interviewing Methodologies

Chapter three, The Getting and Granting of Citizenship, which examines the
naturalization procedure from both the perspective of the applicant as well
the caseworker, utilizes ‘real-life vignettes’ to connect the two subsets of
interviews as well as to deepen the level of conversation during the exchanges.
Vignettes are traditionally used as stimulus material in quantitative research
and most often in the form of hypothetical scenarios (Sampson and Johan-
nessen, 2020; Spalding and Phillips, 2007). Here, they were based on case-
worker-applicant interactions the new citizen interviewees had experienced.
Caseworker interviewees were handed these vignettes one after the other and
asked to reflect on their content – specifically the behavior of both their col-
leagues as well as of the immigrants involved. As one of the vignettes por-
trayed a situation where a discriminating comment was made by a caseworker,
bureaucrat participants could reflect on a case of wrongful behavior. Reading
what all caseworker interviewees assessed as mistreatment of the immigrant
enabled some of them to talk about shortcomings they had witnessed or
addressed in themselves with some being able to sympathize with their col-
league’s outburst. Being able to state that the vignettes were ‘real’, which was
a question nearly every caseworker asked, gave the discussion of these inter-
actions a certain gravity: Caseworkers could not just state, ‘this would never
happen’. Having ‘real-life’ vignettes for the bureaucrats to react to also meant
that the naturalized citizens I had interviewed previously were included in
these conversations with the caseworkers. The vignettes proved themselves
as an effective tool to enable caseworkers to voice otherwise socially less
desirable feelings regarding their work or clients.

7.3 LIMITATIONS AND FUTURE RESEARCH

The findings and conclusions of this dissertation have to, of course, be context-
ualized along the limitations of this qualitative study. I firstly want to address
the factor of race and racialization, followed by issues concerning sampling
as well as questions that remain unanswered.

While I do touch on racialization and its impact on immigrants in my first
chapter, the literature review, it is mainly absent from the remainder of my
dissertation. The comparative analysis of perceptions of race across continents
can be difficult as understandings of and vocabularies for the discussion of
race are highly dependent on local context. For my thesis, this meant that race
was an explicitly named and discussed topic in the interviews with new
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Canadians. New Germans would describe race implicitly. They would say,
‘I don’t look German’ or refer to their appearance or name as something that
signified them as not-German, but they would not use the term ’race’ be it
the English word or a German equivalent. In Europe, especially in Germany,
a skepticism towards the registering of racial categories due to the systematic
prosecution of minorities during the Third Reich remains. While a reasonable
legacy after the atrocities of the Second World War, a refusal to engage with
race now hinders, as Hellgren and Bereményi state, the ‘general recognition
and examination of racial hierarchies in Europe’ (2022: 1). In the case of my
dissertation, it was impossible to not see race as a factor in my interviewees’
migration trajectories, but as my central research question as well as the
questions asked during the interviews were not focused on race, it felt inappro-
priate for me to interpret it ‘into’ our conversations where it was not explicitly
brought up by the participants – namely, the interviews with new Germans
and German caseworkers. As race and racialization permeate notions of
nationality and citizenship, it is crucial for naturalization scholars to find
avenues to discuss these issues, especially in the European contexts where
race as a socially constructed yet impactful concept continues to exist regardless
of whether it is engaged with or not.

One of the key findings of this dissertation is the variety in approaches
to citizenship policy implementation in Germany across naturalization depart-
ments. Besides federal and state-level guidelines, caseworkers also consult
implementation protocols created by their own departments and even indi-
vidually produced guidelines (see chapter four). The results of this study
indicate that if such variance can exist within one governmental district, then
there is ample reason to suggest that this phenomenon occurs in other muni-
cipalities and states as well. However, sweeping generalization cannot be made
in qualitative research and merely three naturalization departments were
included in this dissertation. Therefore, this finding requires additional research
broadening the sample of naturalization departments studied beyond the
governmental district of Cologne and the state of North-Rhine Westphalia.

The centralized structure of Canadian citizenship policy implementation
lends itself to a higher degree of extrapolation than the decentralized German
bureaucracy. However, as Canadian provinces differ in the pathways available
to become a permanent resident – for example through Provincial Nominee
Programs – as well as their demographic make-up concerning the share of
immigrants, studies of naturalization experiences beyond the Greater Toronto
Area and Ontario could yield important insights into Canadian citizenship
allocation.

Another shortcoming of this research is owed to the fact that I was unable
to gain sufficient access to Canadian citizenship officers and thus could not
examine the Canadian naturalization process from the bureaucrats’ perspective.
I remain hopeful that future research projects will be able to open up the ‘black
box’ that is Immigration, Refugees and Citizenship Canada. It is also up to sub-
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sequent scholarship to hopefully find answers to the question as to why the
demand for Canadian citizenship is declining (Hasan, 2023).

Research on migration inevitably deals with the inequalities and injustices
of our modern world. This project, in many ways, felt privileged as it focused
on the ‘success stories’, the stories of those that had braved and prevailed over
the immigration apparatus. For every new citizen, there are others that remain
excluded – either because they are unable or reluctant to obtain citizenship.
It thus remains crucial to continue work examining naturalization pitfalls and
challenges in order to comprehensively understand why some people cannot
or do not become naturalized citizens.

I conclude this dissertation by reiterating the sentiments acknowledged
in the introduction: None of the people I spoke to regret their naturalization.
Civic inclusion serves as a tool of integration but also enables people to align
their felt identity with their legal status and improves lives. Ultimately, a
procedure as existentially potent for immigrants and central to the constitution
of modern nation states as naturalization requires the assurance of procedural
justice.





8 Post-Script
Germany’s 2024 Citizenship Law Reform

At the time this thesis is being submitted (July 2024), the biggest overhaul of
German citizenship law since the seismic changes of 2000 is coming into force.
Parts of the reform unquestionably signal progressive changes in German
citizenship policy: the residence requirement has been shortened from eight
to five years and – no doubt the most important legal change – applicant no
longer have to relinquish their other citizenship(s). Millions of Turkish
nationals, many of whom have lived in Germany for decades, will now be
able to gain German nationality without giving up their Turkish citizenship.
The ’state mandated identity crisis’ is, as so succinctly put by my interviewee
Filiz, no longer. The next few years will show whether the hurdle of mono-
nationality was truly the issue holding back so many residents in Germany
from becoming citizens.

But as we have seen in many other democratic states reforming their
citizenship law: liberalization rarely comes without drawbacks. Or as Ger-
many’s Minister of Justice, Marco Buschmann, summarized the reform: ‘The
acquisition of German citizenship will be faster in the future – but also more
difficult’ (Strauss, 2023). When the proposal for the reform was first circulated,
the German Institute for Human Rights (DIfM, Deutsches Institut für Menschen-
rechte) flagged the policy changes concerning the financial requirements for
naturalization. Prior legislation had allowed for the naturalization of indi-
viduals who receive social benefits if ‘the recourse to such benefits is due to
conditions beyond his or her control’. This exception has been stricken. Instead,
the Nationality Act now waives this condition for immigrants who either
(1) came to German as a contract worker or as the spouse of a contract worker
prior to 1990 (or ‘not long after’), (2) have been employed full-time for at least
20 out of the last 24 months, or (3) are the spouse or registered civil partner
of a person fulfilling the second condition and live ‘with that person and a
minor child as a family unit’.

The DIfM notes that the new formulation allows for the discrimination
of disabled people unable to be full-time employed, those caring for sick or
elderly family members, students attending school or other formal education
that does not provide them with a livable wage, as well as single parents
whose full-time employment would put their children at risk (DIfM, 2023).
Buschmann justified the change stating that financial independence is a key
part of integration, which in turn is a requirement ‘for the German passport’,
and that those who are hardworking and diligent should be rewarded (Strauss,
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2023). His justification underlines the criticism voiced by the DIfM. Citizens
are people who work – if one is unable to work, one cannot be a citizen – and
‘work’ denotes paid labor, not unpaid labor like care work. It is a worrying
development that civic rights will be especially difficult to access for those
in the most precarious circumstances. Citizenship based on economic merit
in a country of income inequality like Germany, where the poorest 50 percent
earned 15.9 percent of all income in 2016, seems grotesque (Frieden et al., 2023).

While the removal of the exception concerning circumstances outside the
applicant’s control could be (generously) interpreted as an effort to reduce
caseworkers’ workload, another proposal by the Minister of the Interior, Nancy
Faeser, would add significant labor for those working in Foreigners’ Offices
and naturalization departments. Faeser plans to ease the revocation of residence
permits if individuals endorse or express approval of a terror act. Said endorse-
ment does not have to be actively voiced through the creation of content but,
according to the drafted government policy, a ‘like’ on a social media platform
would be sufficient (Tagesspiegel, 2024). Disregarding the time and expertise
needed to effectively screen an applicant’s entire online presence, lowering
the threshold of an offence triggering deportation to a ‘like’ expressed through
a single click signals the persistence of the securitization of immigration and
increased crimmigration. The proposal dismally reiterates my argument made
in Chapter 2, crimmigration systems require researchers to evaluate immigra-
tion and citizenship policies not only based on their content, but also in how
far they are interwoven with criminal law. As Germany makes a significant
step towards the civic inclusion of all its long-term residents, those structurally
disadvantaged must not be excluded from formal membership and a person’s
entire existence within a state should not be reduced to a single click.
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Citizenship and our ability to identify ourselves through legal documentation
when we want to cross borders or access rights have never been more im-
portant. As security concerns are increasingly used to justify the surveillance
and monitoring of people’s legal identity and status, asking questions concern-
ing the allocation of citizenship and how nation-states determine who belongs
to their citizenry has become a vital part of migration scholarship. Naturaliza-
tion literature has long sought to determine and evaluate the precise factors
deciding whether someone will acquire formal membership. Citizenship
policies are often argued to reflect a state’s identity – what it values in a
citizen – and are commonly used as an indicator of a country’s overall
approach to immigration. Certain challenges can be extrapolated from a state’s
respective naturalization requirements. Some migrants might struggle to learn
a new language, they might be on benefits and hence not financially inde-
pendent, or they might have committed crimes that disqualify them from
naturalizing. However, citizenship law alone does not determine whether
someone will become a citizen. Throughout their migration trajectories,
migrants navigate all kinds of legislation, which can lead to (unintended)
interactions between different bodies of law. This thesis thus conducts its
analysis on the basis of migrants’ lived experiences as the interplay of legis-
lation becomes tangible and observable in individual trajectories. It examines
the implementation of citizenship law by answering the following central
research question:

How does naturalization impact new citizens’ notions of citizenship?

Based on the lived experiences of new citizens in Germany and Canada, I
examine the process of citizenship acquisition asking how one acquires citizen-
ship formally, administratively, and emotionally and how that citizenship is
interpreted. This analysis is conducted across five articles and two case studies:
Germany and Canada. The first article sets up the theoretical foundation of
the dissertation conceptualizing naturalization not only as a formal administrat-
ive process, but as being impacted by an individual’s entire migration tra-
jectory, which in turn is shaped by legal frameworks beyond citizenship law.
Articles two and three focus on the German case illustrating the implementa-
tion of citizenship policy first solely from the migrant perspective and second
through an analysis of both migrant and caseworker experiences. The fourth
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article centers new Canadians’ perspectives on naturalization and their sense
of belonging. Article five provides a comparative analysis of the legal con-
sciousness of new German and new Canadian citizens.

– Methodology

The empirical foundation of this project consists of 42 in-depth interviews with
new German citizens (15), Canadian naturalized citizens (15), German natural-
ization caseworkers (9), and three individuals working for the Canadian
government (one Canadian Member of Parliament (MP), one employee of
Immigration, Refugees and Citizenship Canada (IRCC), and one office staff
member of a Canadian MP). The interviews were conducted during fieldwork
in the governmental district of Cologne, Germany, and in the city of Toronto,
Canada, between the fall of 2021 and spring of 2023. Interviews with new
citizens chronicled the interviewees’ migration histories and then focused on
the interviewees’ memories of the naturalization procedure itself. During the
interviews with the German street-level bureaucrats, they were first asked to
describe a typical naturalization procedure and their role in it. In a second
step, they were asked to a set of three real-life vignettes. These vignettes were
based on interactions between applicants and caseworkers as respondents who
had naturalized in Germany has described them to me. These vignettes served
as a bridge between both sets of interviewees and facilitated a deeper level
of conversation than would have otherwise been possible in the one to two
hours of interview time with each caseworker. The interviews were transcribed
and coded manually in Atlas.ti.

– Findings

Research on the acquisition of citizenship has incorporated a number of deter-
minants of naturalization outcomes over the past decades but lacks the context-
ualization of immigration law in its relation to criminal law. Chapter 2, a
systematic literature review of the 140 most-cited papers across the natural-
ization and crimmigration literatures, seeks to construct a theoretical bridge
between the disciplines. The term crimmigration describes the increased
interweaving of criminal law and immigration law. The chapter reviews the
prominent streams of both strands of literature first utilizing a bibliometric
analysis of the respective citation networks and subsequently delves into the
substantial developments and parallels in naturalization and crimmigration
research. I argue that the inclusion of crimmigration as a factor impacting
naturalization is essential for citizenship scholarship in order to accurately
use citizenship policies as an indicator of a state’s overall approach to immigra-
tion. Crimmigration developments result in the heightening of criminal and
immigration law’s exclusionary powers making any status aside from citizen-
ship more insecure and formal membership less attainable for immigrants.
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Concretely, this means that the same requirement for naturalization in one
country – in particular residence requirements – might be harder to fulfill in
another. Two states might prerequisite six years of residence in order to
naturalize, but if one state reserves itself the right to remove immigrants from
its territory for traffic law violations, while the other has established a signi-
ficantly higher threshold for deportation, then those respective sets of policy
cannot be categorized as equally restrictive. Recent crimmigration scholarship
indicates that groups negatively affected by racialization are more likely to
be subjected to crimmigration systems, removed from the territory in question
and consequently excluded from naturalization.

Chapter 3, titled ‘I’m not German, I am a naturalized German’, turns to the
German case study and examines motivations for naturalization of 15 new
citizens in the governmental district of Cologne. The story of naturalization
in Western liberal democracies in the past decades has been one of liberaliza-
tion. With women having gained the right to pass on their citizenship to their
children, ius soli provisions being added to citizenship regulations, and the
holding of multiple citizenships becoming increasingly accepted, states claim
to have paved the way for immigrants to gain formal membership. This chapter
focuses on the lived experiences of those moving through the process of
acquiring German citizenship. The thematic analysis of these interviews offers
unique insights into (1) the motivations of those choosing to apply for citizen-
ship and (2) the sets of bureaucratic and societal structures influencing these
motivations. The analysis finds that the acquisition of German citizenship is
especially potent for third-country nationals, who wish to become or remain
(in case of British migrants) EU citizens and who are highly aware of the
freedoms granted to citizens of the EU. Naturalization does not only improve
new citizens’ ability to access other countries through travel but also the quality
of said mobility, as interviewees report feeling safer travelling as German
nationals. Those acquiring German citizenship, who already hold an EU
nationality, report identifying rather as ‘European citizens’ than as nationals
of either country specifically. For non-EU-citizens who grew up in Germany
and identified as German, naturalization constitutes tangible evidence of their
membership and belonging. However, while they can gain legal recognition
and align their legal and personal identities, those who are not perceived as
ethnically German are unable to acquire full social recognition – a circumstance
some interviewees view as unlikely to change in the future.

Chapter 4 further deepens the German case study by including the perspect-
ive of naturalization caseworkers. Based on 15 semi-structured interviews with
new German citizens as well as nine interviews utilizing real-life vignettes
with caseworkers evaluating citizenship applications, this chapter explores
the impact of discretionary power and the perception thereof by migrants on
the naturalization process. As the perception of discretion is seldom centered
in studies of policy implementation, this chapter offers a unique glimpse at
both sides of the naturalization process. The analysis offers three key findings:
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Firstly, caseworkers refer to departmental regulations as well as individually
created guidance to manage the evaluation of indefinite legal concepts. This
process might not be considered discretionary decision-making under German
administrative law, yet it de facto requires the caseworkers to use discretion
in their assessment. Secondly, the immense workload burdening the naturaliza-
tion offices has led some caseworkers to pre-evaluate applications before they
have been officially submitted in order to avoid having to write lengthy formal
rejections. In some instances, new citizens report having their applications
delayed for unjust reasons by their caseworkers with one street-level bureaucrat
admitting to delaying the processing of certain applications. Thirdly, it is
apparent that negative interactions with their caseworkers often have an overall
effect on migrants’ perceptions of the immigration authorities. Even inter-
viewees who rejected the idea that their caseworker was representative of the
state, felt that the administrative system was failing in its duty to supervise
front-line workers. Caseworkers reporting feeling personally betrayed or hurt
by the behavior or attitudes of their clients highlights the personal aspect of
the applicant-caseworker relationship. An overburdened administrative struct-
ure, where comprehensive oversight is not possible and front-line workers
are required to make decisions using significant discretionary power cannot
guarantee procedural justice.

‘Am I really a full Canadian? I am not’, the fifth chapter of the dissertation,
shifts the focus to the second case study exploring the lived experiences of
naturalized Canadians mirroring Chapter 3. Canadian citizenship policy
operates under the broader human-capital citizenship paradigm, which impacts
not only the naturalization process but immigration legislation overall. While
the requirements for Canadian citizenship have been liberalized over the years,
it is permanent residence (PR) that presents the main hurdle to those wanting
to gain formal membership in Canada. What used to be a one-step trajectory
towards citizenship as the majority of migrants arrived with PR on Canadian
soil, has evolved into a two-step trajectory of temporary statuses, which turned
the attainment of PR into the bureaucratic bottleneck for immigrants. Based
on 15 semi-structured interviews conducted in the Greater Toronto Area,
Ontario, this chapter examines the experiences of Canadian citizenship acquisi-
tion beyond the formal naturalization procedure highlighting the crucial role
of permanent resident status regulations. The analysis finds that both
deportability and defensive citizenship constitute major factors in the decision
whether to naturalize. Immigrants’ felt reduction to their economic contribu-
tions produces a hierarchy between the migration classes as well as stark
competition between economic migrants. Interviewees report a lessened sense
of belonging as they view their naturalization in transactional terms. Similarly
to Chapter 3 and the German case, some interviewees voiced doubts whether
they would ever be perceived as ‘fully’ Canadian.

The final empirical chapter, Legal Consciousness of New Citizens, provides
a rare comparative case study of naturalization experiences finally bringing
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together both case studies. Nation state citizenship is often conceptualized
as a universally equal status, while migrants’ perceptions of citizenship and
belonging do not always reflect said normative conception. Based on 30 semi-
structured interviews with naturalized citizens in Canada and Germany, this
chapter examines two aspects of legal consciousness: Firstly, it makes use of
Ewick and Silbey’s approach of studying legal consciousness through the
narratives of ‘ordinary’ people about the law in their daily lives differentiating
between stories of being before the law, with the law, and against the law.
Secondly, the analysis pays special attention to the relational dimension of
legal consciousness. As Canadian naturalization procedures are implemented
through a centralized bureaucracy while this process has been heavily decen-
tralized in Germany, different kinds of relationships are cultivated between
new citizens and their state as well as their new citizenry. Hence, this chapter
explores where new citizens see themselves in relation to the law and how
this perception is further influenced in its relational dimension by the respect-
ive state’s citizenship policy implementation. The analysis finds that (1) in both
cases migrants experience the law as arbitrary, obscure, and producing inequal-
ity; (2) new Canadians’ and new Germans’ legal consciousness differ in their
experiences of which part of the state system produces this felt inequality.
While Canadians are more likely to see legislation and regulations themselves
as unfair, Germans perceive those who implement these regulations to be the
creators of inequalities. Bureaucratic structures do not necessarily impact which
‘story’ of law is told the most, but that there is a difference in how it is told:
The closest point of contact will be the one that is seen as responsible for
perceived inequalities, which can be an impersonal system like the IRCC or
an individual like a caseworker.

– General Conclusions and Contributions

Coming back to the overall research question of the dissertation – how does
naturalization impact new citizens’ notions of citizenship? – naturalization
impacts new citizens’ understanding of citizenship in three ways: through its require-
ments, its relevance, and its implementation.

The formal requirements for naturalization communicate to citizens what
needs to be achieved prior to being able to apply for membership. A focus
on economic accomplishments as is the case for most PR trajectories in Canada
creates both a hierarchy between the classes of migration (with economic
migration being valued over immigrating as a refugee) and a sense of com-
petition between migrants as permanent status is a scarce resource given to
a set number of people each year. Canada’s move away from a one-step model
where most migrants had already been granted PR by the time they gained
access to Canadian territory and towards a two-step system that first doles
out temporary statuses might account for the slow decline in Canadian natural-
ization rates. In the German case, the requirement of relinquishing one’s
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original nationality serves as proof of allegiance with the state and for some
interviewees meant a mismatch between identity and nationality.

The relevance of naturalization describes the tangible difference made by
citizenship status in a migrant’s life: In how far is citizenship a choice for
additional civic rights and duties and in how far is it perceived as a necessity
to safely continue living in one’s country of residence? New citizens in both
Germany and Canada report naturalizing due to fears of being deported
despite having permanent resident status. In Germany, these fears were voiced
by third-country nationals while EU-citizens tended to feel more secure in
their legal status. A context in which citizenship constitutes the only status
that is perceived as safe is prone to reduce citizenship to its legal dimension
and to lessen the sense of belonging, which states stress is a crucial aspect
of citizenship. A growing awareness of the possibility of losing one’s formal
status through denationalization further depletes understandings of citizenship
that go beyond its legal relevance.

The implementation of naturalization impacts notions of citizenship through
how implementation is structured and how it unfolds. The respective
approaches to citizenship law implementation demonstrate to new citizens
what value the state apparatus assigns to the procedure. The specialized
naturalization departments in Germany often serve to separate the naturaliza-
tion procedure from the Foreigners’ Office. For many new citizens, applying
for citizenship constituted a much smoother process than any prior status
application they had to go through. However, the highly decentralized
structure of German policy implementation installs caseworkers as the face
of the bureaucracy with many new citizens blaming injustices and irregularities
of immigration procedures on said caseworkers. In the Canadian case, long
waiting times and untransparent proceedings within the IRCC meant that some
new citizens viewed naturalization as deprioritized by the Canadian state.
This de-prioritization in turn lead to frustration for those seeking citizenship
as it denoted a certain disinterest of the state in its newest members. During
the naturalization procedure itself, the concrete interactions with the state also
influenced new citizens’ notions of citizenship. Experiences of perceived
inequalities affected migrants’ overall perception of the (immigration) author-
ities and in how far these authorities are able to ensure procedural justice.

The key-contributions of this thesis are threefold: Firstly, the new theoretical
bridge between the naturalization and crimmigration scholarships highlights
the necessity of considering the legal frameworks in which citizenship policies
are implemented. Examining the impact of crimmigration systems, particularly
regarding questions of legal residence, I argue that taking citizenship policy
at face value limits the validity of said analysis. Citizenship outcomes – natural-
izing or not naturalizing – are not solely determined by the formal naturaliza-
tion process. The observation of naturalization only from the point of the
application for citizenship onwards means disregarding, at best discounting,
the previous stages of an individual’s migration trajectory such as entry and
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temporary stay within the destination country, which are not directly governed
by citizenship law.

Secondly, I extend the growing naturalization literature centering the
perspective of those governed by it through the analysis of lived experiences
of citizenship acquisition in Germany and Canada. In the German case, this
work provides a unique insight in the naturalization procedure as I gather
experiences of both new citizens and their caseworkers at the relevant citizen-
ship offices. Shedding light on both sides of the application for and allocation
of formal membership allows for a deeper understanding of naturalization’s
procedural dimension. Here, I am further able to explore the understanding
of discretionary power of those imbued with it and the perception thereof by
those impacted by it.

Lastly, by making ‘real-life vignettes’ a part of my interviewing method-
ology I add to the exploration of vignettes as tools in qualitative interviewing.
Traditionally used as stimulus material in quantitative research and most often
in the form of hypothetical scenarios, vignettes based on the lived experiences
of my interviewees aided the discussion of socially undesirable behaviors and
attitudes within Foreigners’ Office.

The focus of this dissertation lies on the perceptions of injustice as well
as unfair treatment of migrants navigating the immigration apparatuses in
Germany and Canada. I want to stress that this does not mean that the ex-
periences shared by the interviewees were exclusively difficult or discrimin-
atory. Not one person I spoke to regretted becoming a citizen. For many,
immigrating and acquiring citizenship meant feeling more secure in their status
and identity. These feelings of security were especially pronounced for those
fleeing war or persecution. Although frustrations about bureaucratic proceed-
ings and caseworkers were omnipresent, relief and gratitude towards the parts
of the system that functioned sufficiently were so as well. This might of course
be owed to the fact that this dissertation concentrates on the ‘success stories’,
those that gained citizenship. But nonetheless, it is worth stating that in an
imperfect, often unjust system that has established borders both between and
within territories, naturalization improves people’s lives. Civic inclusion serves
as a tool of integration but also enables people to align their felt identity with
their legal status. This in turn means that naturalization’s undue challenges
and incidences of mistreatment merit special attention.
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‘ERBIJ KOMEN EN ERBIJ HOREN?

Ervaringen met naturalisatie en de implementatie van de burgerschapswet in Duits-
land en Canada’.

Staatsburgerschap en ons vermogen om onszelf te identificeren aan de hand
van wettelijke documenten wanneer we grenzen willen oversteken of rechten
willen uitoefenen, zijn nog nooit zo belangrijk geweest. Nu veiligheidsover-
wegingen steeds vaker worden gebruikt om toezicht en controle op de wettelij-
ke identiteit en status van mensen te rechtvaardigen, is het stellen van vragen
over de toekenning van staatsburgerschap en hoe natiestaten bepalen wie tot
hun staatsburgerschap behoort, een vitaal onderdeel geworden van de migratie-
wetenschap.

De literatuur over naturalisatie heeft lang geprobeerd de precieze factoren
te bepalen en te evalueren die van invloed zijn op het verwerven van een
formeel lidmaatschap. Er wordt vaak gesteld dat het staatsburgerschapsbeleid
de identiteit van een staat weerspiegelt – wat deze waardeert in een burger –
en dat het vaak wordt gebruikt als indicator voor de algehele benadering van
een land ten aanzien van immigratie. Bepaalde uitdagingen kunnen worden
afgeleid uit de respectieve naturalisatievereisten van een staat. Sommige
migranten kunnen moeite hebben met het leren van een nieuwe taal, afhanke-
lijk zijn van een uitkering en daardoor niet financieel onafhankelijk zijn, of
misdaden hebben gepleegd die hen diskwalificeren voor naturalisatie.

De wet op het staatsburgerschap bepaalt echter niet uitsluitend of iemand
staatsburger wordt. Tijdens hun migratietrajecten navigeren migranten door
allerlei soorten wetgeving, wat kan leiden tot (onbedoelde) interacties tussen
verschillende soorten regelgeving. Deze dissertatie analyseert daarom de
doorleefde ervaringen van migranten, aangezien het samenspel van wetgeving
tastbaar en waarneembaar wordt in individuele trajecten. Het onderzoekt de
implementatie van het staatsburgerschapsrecht door de volgende centrale
onderzoeksvraag te beantwoorden:

Hoe beïnvloedt naturalisatie de noties van burgerschap van nieuwe burgers?

Gebaseerd op de doorleefde ervaringen van nieuwe burgers in Duitsland en
Canada wordt in deze dissertatie het proces onderzocht van naturalisatie door
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te vragen hoe men formeel, administratief en emotioneel het staatsburgerschap
verwerft en hoe dat staatsburgerschap wordt geïnterpreteerd. Deze analyse
wordt uitgevoerd aan de hand van vijf artikelen en twee casestudies: Duitsland
en Canada. Het eerste hoofdstuk legt de theoretische basis voor het proefschrift
en conceptualiseert naturalisatie niet alleen als een formeel administratief
proces, maar ook als een proces dat beïnvloed wordt door het volledige
migratietraject van een individu. Dit migratietraject wordt op zijn beurt ge-
vormd door juridische kaders die verder reiken dan het burgerschapsrecht.
Hoofdstukken twee en drie richten zich op de Duitse casus en illustreren de
implementatie van het staatsburgerschapsbeleid. Hoofdstuk 2 benadert dit
uitsluitend vanuit het perspectief van de migrant, terwijl hoofdstuk 3 de
ervaringen van zowel de migrant als de caseworker analyseert. Het vierde
hoofdstuk onderzoekt de perspectieven van nieuwe Canadezen op naturalisatie
en hun gevoel van erbij horen. Hoofdstuk 5biedt een vergelijkende analyse
van het juridisch bewustzijn van nieuwe Duitse en Canadese burgers.

– Methodologie

De empirische basis van dit project bestaat uit 42 diepte-interviews met nieuwe
Duitse burgers (15), Canadese genaturaliseerde burgers (15), Duitse naturalisa-
tiemedewerkers (9), en drie personen die voor de Canadese overheid werken
(een Canadees parlementslid (MP), een medewerker van Immigration, Refugees
and Citizenship Canada (IRCC), en een kantoormedewerker van een Canadees
parlementslid). De interviews werden afgenomen tijdens veldwerk in het
regeringsdistrict Keulen, Duitsland, en in de stad Toronto, Canada, tussen de
herfst van 2021 en de lente van 2023.

Tijdens de interviews met nieuwe burgers werden de migratiegeschiedenis-
sen van de geïnterviewden opgetekend, waarna de nadruk lag op hun herinne-
ringen aan de naturalisatieprocedure zelf. In de interviews met Duitse bureau-
craten werd hen eerst gevraagd om een typische naturalisatieprocedure te
beschrijven en hun specifieke rol daarin. In een tweede stap werden hen drie
levensechte vignetten voorgelegd. Deze vignetten waren gebaseerd op inter-
acties tussen aanvragers en caseworkers, zoals beschreven door respondenten
die in Duitsland waren genaturaliseerd. De vignetten fungeerden als een brug
tussen beide groepen geïnterviewden en faciliteerden een dieper gespreks-
niveau dan anders mogelijk zou zijn geweest binnen de beperkte één tot twee
uur interviewtijd met elke caseworker. Alle interviews werden getranscribeerd
en handmatig gecodeerd in Atlas.ti.

– Bevindingen

Onderzoek naar de verwerving van staatsburgerschap heeft de afgelopen
decennia een aantal determinanten van naturalisatieresultaten opgenomen,
maar mist de contextualisering van immigratierecht in relatie tot strafrecht.
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Hoofdstuk 2, een systematisch literatuuroverzicht van de 140 meest geciteerde
artikelen in de literatuur over naturalisatie en crimmigratie, probeert een
theoretische brug te slaan tussen de disciplines. De term crimmigratie beschrijft
de toenemende verwevenheid van strafrecht en immigratierecht. Het hoofdstuk
bespreekt de centrale concepten en inzichten binnen de naturalisatieliteratuur
en de crimmigratieliteratuur. Hiertoe wordt eerst een bibliometrische analyse
van de respectieve citatienetwerken uitgevoerd, om vervolgens nader in te
zoemen op substantiële ontwikkelingen en parallellen binnen naturalisatie-
en crimmigratieonderzoek. Het hoofdstuk betoogt dat het in acht nemen van
crimmigratie als een factor die naturalisatie beïnvloedt essentieel is voor de
burgerschapswetenschap om het staatsburgerschapsbeleid nauwkeurig te
kunnen gebruiken als een indicator voor de algehele aanpak van immigratie
door een staat. Processen en praktijken van crimmigratie leiden tot een verster-
king van de uitsluitingsbevoegdheden van het strafrecht en het immigratie-
recht, waardoor elke status naast het staatsburgerschap onzekerder wordt en
formeel lidmaatschap minder haalbaar wordt voor immigranten. Concreet
betekent dit dat hetzelfde vereiste voor naturalisatie in de ene staat – in het
bijzonder verblijfsvereisten – moeilijker te vervullen kan zijn in een andere
staat. Twee staten kunnen een verblijf van zes jaar als voorwaarde stellen om
te kunnen naturaliseren, maar als de ene staat zich het recht voorbehoudt om
immigranten van zijn grondgebied te verwijderen voor verkeersovertredingen,
terwijl de andere een aanzienlijk hogere drempel voor deportatie heeft inge-
steld, dan kunnen deze respectieve beleidslijnen niet als even restrictief worden
gecategoriseerd. Recent crimmigratieonderzoek geeft aan dat groepen die als
gevolg van geracialiseerde crimmigratieprocessen en -praktijken meer kans
lopen om verwijderd te worden van het grondgebied in kwestie en bijgevolg
uitgesloten te worden van naturalisatie.

Hoofdstuk 3, getiteld ‘Ik ben geen Duitser, ik ben een genaturaliseerde Duitser’,
richt zich op de Duitse casestudie en de beweegredenen voor naturalisatie
van 15 nieuwe burgers in het regeringsdistrict Keulen. Het verhaal van
naturalisatie in westerse liberale democratiën in de afgelopen decennia was
er een van liberalisering. Nu vrouwen het recht hebben gekregen om hun
staatsburgerschap door te geven aan hun kinderen, ius soli-bepalingen zijn
toegevoegd aan de regels voor staatsburgerschap en het bezit van meerdere
staatsburgerschappen steeds meer wordt geaccepteerd, beweren staten dat
ze de weg hebben vrijgemaakt voor immigranten om formeel lid te worden.
Dit hoofdstuk richt zich op de doorleefde ervaringen van degenen die het
proces van het verwerven van het Duitse staatsburgerschap doorlopen. De
thematische analyse van deze interviews biedt unieke inzichten in (1) de
motivaties van degenen die ervoor kiezen om het staatsburgerschap aan te
vragen en (2) de bureaucratische en maatschappelijke structuren die deze
motivaties beïnvloeden. Uit de analyse blijkt dat het verwerven van het Duitse
staatsburgerschap vooral belangrijk is voor burgers uit derdelanden, die EU-
burgers willen worden of blijven (in het geval van Britse migranten) en die
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zich zeer bewust zijn van de vrijheden die aan EU-burgers worden toegekend.
Naturalisatie verbetert niet alleen het vermogen van nieuwe burgers om naar
andere landen te reizen, maar ook de kwaliteit van die mobiliteit.
Geïnterviewden geven aan dat zij zich veiliger voelen als Duits staatsburger.
Degenen die het Duitse staatsburgerschap verwerven terwijl ze al een EU-
nationaliteit bezitten, melden vaker dat zij zich eerder identificeren als
‘Europese burgers’ dan als staatsburgers van een specifiek land. Voor niet-EU-
burgers die in Duitsland opgroeiden en zich als Duitser identificeerden, is
naturalisatie een tastbaar bewijs van hun staatsburgerschap en erbij horen.
Hoewel ze wettelijke erkenning kunnen krijgen en hun juridische en per-
soonlijke identiteit op elkaar kunnen afstemmen, blijven degenen die niet als
etnisch Duits worden gezien verstoken van volledige sociale erkenning – een
situatie die volgens sommige geïnterviewden waarschijnlijk ook in de toekomst
onveranderd zal blijven.

Hoofdstuk 4 verdiept de Duitse casestudie verder door het perspectief van
naturalisatiemedewerkers erbij te betrekken. Op basis van 15 semigestructureer-
de interviews met nieuwe Duitse burgers en 9 interviews met praktijkvignetten
van caseworkers die aanvragen voor het staatsburgerschap evalueren, wordt
in dit hoofdstuk de impact onderzocht van discretionaire beoordelingsvrijheid,
en dus macht, en de perceptie daarvan op het naturalisatieproces. De perceptie
van de caseworker en van de migrant worden hier bij elkaar gezet. Aangezien
de perceptie van discretionaire bevoegdheid zelden centraal staat in studies
over beleidsimplementatie, biedt dit hoofdstuk een unieke blik op beide kanten
van het naturalisatieproces. De analyse levert drie belangrijke bevindingen
op: ten eerste verwijzen caseworkers zowel naar departementale voorschriften
als naar individueel gecreëerde richtlijnen om de evaluatie van juridische
concepten van onbepaalde duur te beheren. Dit proces wordt misschien niet
beschouwd als discretionaire besluitvorming onder Duits administratief recht,
maar toch vereist het de facto dat de medewerkers discretie gebruiken bij hun
beoordeling. Ten tweede heeft de enorme werkdruk op de naturalisatiebureaus
ertoe geleid dat sommige medewerkers aanvragen vooraf beoordelen voordat
ze officieel zijn ingediend, om te voorkomen dat ze lange formele afwijzingen
moeten schrijven. In sommige gevallen melden nieuwe burgers dat hun aanvra-
gen om onterechte redenen worden vertraagd door hun dossiermedewerkers;
één bureaucraat op straatniveau gaf toe dat hij de verwerking van bepaalde
aanvragen vertraagde. Ten derde is het duidelijk dat negatieve interacties met
hun dossiermedewerkers vaak een algemeen effect hebben op het beeld dat
migranten hebben van de immigratiediensten. Zelfs geïnterviewden die het
idee verwierpen dat hun dossierbeheerder een vertegenwoordiger van de staat
was, hadden het gevoel dat het administratieve systeem er niet in slaagde om
toezicht te houden op eerstelijnswerkers. caseworkers die rapporteerden dat
ze zich persoonlijk verraden of gekwetst voelden door het gedrag of de hou-
ding van hun cliënten, benadrukten het persoonlijke aspect van de relatie
tussen de aanvrager en de caseworker. Een overbelaste administratieve structuur,
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waar uitgebreid toezicht niet mogelijk is en eerstelijnswerkers beslissingen
moeten nemen met een aanzienlijke discretionaire bevoegdheid, kan procedu-
rele rechtvaardigheid niet garanderen.

‘Ben ik echt een volwaardige Canadees? Dat ben ik niet’, het vijfde hoofdstuk
van het proefschrift, verschuift de focus naar de tweede casestudie waarin
de doorleefde ervaringen van genaturaliseerde Canadezen worden onderzocht.
Het Canadese staatsburgerschapsbeleid werkt volgens het bredere human-capital
staatsburgerschapsparadigma, dat niet alleen het naturalisatieproces beïnvloedt,
maar ook de immigratiewetgeving in het algemeen. Hoewel de vereisten voor
het Canadese staatsburgerschap door de jaren heen zijn geliberaliseerd, is het
de permanente verblijfsvergunning (PR) die de grootste hindernis vormt voor
diegenen die formeel lid willen worden van Canada. Wat vroeger een traject
in één stap naar staatsburgerschap was, aangezien de meerderheid van de
migranten met PR op Canadese bodem aankwam, is geëvolueerd naar een
traject in twee stappen van tijdelijke statussen, waardoor het verwerven van
een PR het bureaucratische knelpunt voor immigranten is geworden. Gebaseerd
op 15 semigestructureerde interviews die werden afgenomen in de Greater
Toronto Area, Ontario, onderzoekt dit hoofdstuk de ervaringen van het
verwerven van het Canadese staatsburgerschap na de formele naturali-
satieprocedure, waarbij de cruciale rol van de regelgeving rond de status van
permanent ingezetene wordt benadrukt. De analyse stelt vast dat zowel depor-
tabiliteit als defensief burgerschap belangrijke factoren zijn in de beslissing
om al dan niet te naturaliseren. Immigranten voelen zich beperkt tot hun
economische bijdragen, wat leidt tot een hiërarchie tussen de migratieklassen
en een scherpe concurrentie tussen economische migranten. Geïnterviewden
geven aan dat ze zich minder verbonden voelen omdat ze hun naturalisatie
zien als een transactie. Gelijk aan de Duitse casus zoals beschreven in hoofd-
stuk 3, betwijfelden sommige geïnterviewden of ze ooit als ’volledig’ Canadees
zouden worden beschouwd.

Het laatste empirische hoofdstuk 6, Wettelijk bewustzijn van nieuwe burgers,
biedt een unieke vergelijkende casestudie van naturalisatie-ervaringen die beide
casestudies samenbrengt. Het staatsburgerschap wordt vaak geconceptualiseerd
als een universeel gelijke status, terwijl de percepties van migranten over
staatsburgerschap en ‘erbij horen’ niet altijd deze normatieve opvatting weer-
spiegelen. Op basis van 30 semigestructureerde interviews met genaturaliseerde
burgers in Canada en Duitsland, onderzoekt dit hoofdstuk twee aspecten van
juridisch bewustzijn: ten eerste maakt het gebruik van de benadering van
Ewick en Silbey om juridisch bewustzijn te bestuderen aan de hand van de
verhalen van ’gewone’ mensen over de wet in hun dagelijks leven. Ten tweede
besteedt de analyse speciale aandacht aan de relationele dimensie van juridisch
bewustzijn. Aangezien de Canadese naturalisatieprocedures worden uitgevoerd
door een gecentraliseerde bureaucratie, terwijl dit proces in Duitsland sterk
gedecentraliseerd is, worden er verschillende soorten relaties gecultiveerd
tussen nieuwe burgers en hun staat en hun nieuwe burgerij. Daarom wordt
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in het hoofdstuk onderzocht waar nieuwe burgers zichzelf zien in relatie tot
de wet en hoe deze perceptie verder wordt beïnvloed in zijn relationele
dimensie door de implementatie van het staatsburgerschapsbeleid van de
respectievelijke staten. Uit de analyse blijkt dat (1) in beide gevallen migranten
de wet ervaren als willekeurig, obscuur en ongelijkheid producerend; (2) het
juridisch bewustzijn van nieuwe Canadezen en nieuwe Duitsers verschilt in
hun ervaringen van welk deel van het staatssysteem deze gevoelde
ongelijkheid produceert. Terwijl Canadezen eerder geneigd zijn om de wet-
en regelgeving zelf als onrechtvaardig te zien, zien Duitsers degenen die deze
regelgeving uitvoeren als de veroorzakers van ongelijkheid. Bureaucratische
structuren zijn niet noodzakelijk van invloed op welk ’verhaal’ van de wet
het meest verteld wordt, maar wel op de manier waarop het verteld wordt:
Het dichtstbijzijnde contactpunt is degene die verantwoordelijk wordt geacht
voor de waargenomen ongelijkheden, wat een onpersoonlijk systeem kan zijn
zoals de IRCC of een individu zoals een caseworker.

– Bijdragen en algemene conclusies

De belangrijkste bijdragen van dit proefschrift zijn drieledig: ten eerste bena-
drukt de ontwikkeling van een theoretische brug tussen de naturalisatie- en
crimmigratiewetenschappen de noodzaak om de wettelijke kaders waarin het
burgerschapsbeleid wordt geïmplementeerd, in ogenschouw te nemen. Het
onderzoek toont aan dat de impact van crimmigratiesystemen, met name in
relatie tot legaal verblijf, een cruciale rol speelt bij het begrijpen van de resul-
taten van naturalisatie. Het enkel analyseren van burgerschapsbeleid vanuit
een formele en juridische invalshoek zonder de bredere context van migratie-
wetgeving mee te nemen, beperkt de geldigheid van dergelijke analyses.
Naturaliseringsuitkomsten – of iemand al dan niet staatsburger wordt –
worden niet uitsluitend bepaald door het formele proces. Het negeren van
eerdere fasen van het migratietraject, zoals toegang tot en tijdelijk verblijf in
het land van bestemming, resulteert in een onvolledig beeld van de factoren
die naturalisatie beïnvloeden.

Ten tweede levert dit proefschrift een bijdrage aan de groeiende naturalisa-
tieliteratuur door het perspectief van degenen die betrokken zijn bij het staats-
burgerschapsproces centraal te stellen. Aan de hand van een analyse van de
doorleefde ervaringen van nieuwe burgers in Duitsland en Canada biedt dit
onderzoek diepgaand inzicht in de praktijk van staatsburgerschapsverwerving.
In het Duitse geval worden ervaringen verzameld van zowel nieuwe burgers
als caseworkers die betrokken zijn bij de toekenning van het staatsburgerschap.
Door beide perspectieven te belichten – dat van de aanvragers en dat van de
uitvoerende ambtenaren – ontstaat een beter begrip van de procedurele en
discretionaire dimensies van naturalisatie. Dit omvat niet alleen de aard van
de macht die caseworkers uitoefenen, maar ook hoe deze wordt ervaren door
de aanvragers.
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Tot slot draagt dit proefschrift bij aan de methodologie van kwalitatief
onderzoek door het gebruik van ’levensechte vignetten’ in interviews. Traditio-
neel worden vignetten vooral toegepast in kwantitatief onderzoek, vaak in
de vorm van hypothetische scenario’s. In dit onderzoek zijn de vignetten echter
gebaseerd op de doorleefde ervaringen van geïnterviewden. Deze methode
bleek bijzonder nuttig om gevoeligheden rondom sociaal ongewenst gedrag
en houdingen binnen de kantoren van immigratiediensten bespreekbaar te
maken, en droeg bij aan een dieper en meer genuanceerd gesprek tijdens de
interviews.

Terugkomend op de algemene onderzoeksvraag van het proefschrift,
beïnvloedt naturalisatie het begrip van burgerschap van nieuwe burgers op drie
manieren: door de vereisten, de relevantie en de implementatie ervan.

De formele vereisten voor naturalisatie geven aan burgers weer wat moet
worden bereikt voordat ze het staatsburgerschap kunnen aanvragen. Een focus
op economische prestaties, zoals het geval is voor de meeste PR-trajecten in
Canada, creëert zowel een hiërarchie tussen de migratieklassen (waarbij econo-
mische migratie wordt gewaardeerd boven immigratie als vluchteling) als een
gevoel van competitie tussen migranten, aangezien de permanente status een
schaars goed is dat elk jaar aan een vast – en dus beperkt – aantal mensen
wordt gegeven. De overstap van Canada van een eenstapmodel waarbij de
meeste migranten al een PR hadden gekregen tegen de tijd dat ze toegang
kregen tot het Canadese grondgebied naar een tweestapssysteem waarbij eerst
tijdelijke statussen worden toegekend, kan de langzame daling van het Cana-
dese naturalisatiepercentage verklaren. In het Duitse geval dient het vereiste
om afstand te doen van iemands oorspronkelijke nationaliteit als bewijs van
trouw aan de staat wat sommige geïnterviewden zagen als een discrepantie
tussen identiteit en nationaliteit.

De relevantie van naturalisatie beschrijft het tastbare verschil dat het staats-
burgerschap maakt in het leven van een migrant: in hoeverre is het staatsbur-
gerschap een keuze voor bijkomende burgerrechten en -plichten en in hoeverre
wordt het gezien als een noodzaak om veilig te kunnen blijven leven in het
land waar men woont? Nieuwe burgers in zowel Duitsland als Canada melden
dat ze zich hebben genaturaliseerd uit angst om uitgezet te worden ondanks
het feit dat ze een permanente verblijfsstatus hadden. In Duitsland werden
deze angsten geuit door burgers van derdelanden, terwijl EU-burgers zich
veiliger voelden in hun legale status. Een context waarin het staatsburgerschap
de enige status is die als veilig wordt beschouwd, heeft de neiging om staats-
burgerschap te reduceren tot uitsluitend zijn juridische dimensie. Dit gaat ten
koste van het gevoel van erbij horen, dat door staten zelf wordt gepresenteerd
als een cruciaal aspect van staatsburgerschap. Een groeiend bewustzijn van
het risico om de formele status door denationalisatie te verliezen, ondermijnt
het begrip van burgerschap, dat verder reikt dan alleen de juridische dimensie,
nog verder.
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De implementatie van naturalisatie heeft een impact op noties van burger-
schap door de manier waarop de implementatie is gestructureerd en hoe het
zich ontvouwt. De respectieve benaderingen van de implementatie van de
burgerschapswetgeving laten nieuwe burgers zien welke waarde het staats-
apparaat toekent aan de procedure. De gespecialiseerde naturalisatieafdelingen
in Duitsland zijn er vaak op gericht om de naturalisatieprocedure los te koppe-
len van de vreemdelingendienst. Voor veel nieuwe burgers was het aanvragen
van het staatsburgerschap een veel vlotter proces dan elke eerdere statusaan-
vraag die ze moesten doorlopen. De sterk gedecentraliseerde structuur van
de Duitse beleidsimplementatie positioneert caseworkers als het gezicht van
de bureaucratie. Veel nieuwe burgers wijten onrechtvaardigheden en onregel-
matigheden in immigratieprocedures dan ook aan deze caseworkers. In het
Canadese geval leidden lange wachttijden en ondoorzichtige procedures binnen
het IRCC ertoe dat sommige nieuwe burgers naturalisatie beschouwden als
een laaggeprioriteerde zaak voor de Canadese staat. Dit laatste leidde op zijn
beurt tot frustratie bij diegenen die het staatsburgerschap zochten, omdat het
duidde op een zekere desinteresse van de staat in zijn nieuwste leden. De
concrete interacties met de staat tijdens de naturalisatieprocedure zelf hadden
eveneens invloed op de opvattingen van nieuwe burgers over burgerschap.
Ervaringen met waargenomen ongelijkheden beïnvloedden de algemene
perceptie van migranten van de (immigratie)autoriteiten en in hoeverre deze
autoriteiten in staat zijn om procedurele rechtvaardigheid te garanderen.

De focus van dit proefschrift ligt op de percepties van onrechtvaardigheid
en oneerlijke behandeling van migranten die navigeren door het immigratie-
apparaat in Duitsland en Canada. Het is echter belangrijk te benadrukken dat
dit niet impliceert dat de ervaringen van de geïnterviewden uitsluitend negatief
of discriminerend waren. Geen van de geïnterviewden gaf aan spijt te hebben
van het verkrijgen van staatsburgerschap. Voor velen betekende immigratie
en naturalisatie een grotere zekerheid over hun status en identiteit. Deze
gevoelens van veiligheid waren met name sterk onder degenen die gevlucht
waren voor oorlog of vervolging. Hoewel frustraties over bureaucratische
procedures en de interacties met caseworkers wijdverbreid waren, werd er ook
opluchting en dankbaarheid geuit voor die onderdelen van het systeem die
naar behoren functioneerden. Dit kan deels worden verklaard door de focus
van dit onderzoek op ’succesverhalen’ – personen die het staatsburgerschap
daadwerkelijk hebben verkregen. Toch is het de moeite waard om te stellen
dat, binnen een imperfect en vaak onrechtvaardig systeem dat grenzen trekt
tussen en binnen gebieden, naturalisatie het leven van mensen aanzienlijk
verbetert. Naturalisatie dient niet alleen als een instrument voor integratie,
maar stelt mensen ook in staat hun gevoelde identiteit beter af te stemmen
op hun juridische status. Dit onderstreept het belang van het aanpakken van
onnodige obstakels en gevallen van mishandeling in het naturalisatieproces,
die speciale aandacht verdienen in zowel onderzoek als beleidsvorming.
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Haller L and Yanaşmayan Z, ‘A Not-so ‘Natural’ Decision: Impact of Bureaucratic
Trajectories on Forced Migrants’ Intention and Ability to Naturalise’ (2023) 0
Journal of Ethnic and Migration Studies 1

Harpaz Y and Mateos P, ‘Strategic Citizenship: Negotiating Membership in the Age
of Dual Nationality’ (2019) 45 Journal of Ethnic and Migration Studies 843

Harrits GS and Møller MØ, ‘Prevention at the Front Line: How Home Nurses, Peda-
gogues, and Teachers Transform Public Worry into Decisions on Special Efforts’
(2014) 16 Public Management Review 447

Hasan A, ‘Citizenship at Crossroads: Comparing Peer Naturalization Rates’ (Institute
for Canadian Citizenship, 26 May 2023) <https://inclusion.ca/article/naturalization-
rates-decline-globally/> accessed 12 August 2023

Hellgren Z and Bereményi BÁ, ‘Introduction to the Special Issue: Far from Colorblind.
Reflections on Racialization in Contemporary Europe’ (2022) 11 Social Sciences
21



Bibliography 133

Hertogh M, ‘Relational Legal Consciousness in the Punitive Welfare State: How Dutch
Welfare Officials Shape Clients’ Perceptions of Law’ (2023) 57 Law & Society
Review 293

Heyman J, ‘Putting Power in the Anthropology of Bureaucracy: The Immigration
and Naturalization Service at the Mexico-United States Border’ (1995) 36 Current
Anthropology 261

Hirsh E and Lyons CJ, ‘Perceiving Discrimination on the Job: Legal Consciousness,
Workplace Context, and the Construction of Race Discrimination’ (2010) 44 Law
& Society Review 269

Hofmann R and Oberhäuser T, ‘Einbürgerungsanspruch Und Sicherung Des Lebens-
unterhalts: Gesetzgeberische Festlegungen vs. Behördliche/Gerichtliche Umdeutun-
gen’, Gesellschaftliche Herausforderungen des Rechts. Eigentum – Migration – Frieden
und Solidarität. Gedenkschrift für Helmut Rittstieg (2013)

Huddleston T, ‘Naturalisation in Context: How Nationality Laws and Procedures
Shape Immigrants’ Interest and Ability to Acquire Nationality in Six European
Countries’ (2020) 8 Comparative Migration Studies 18

Huddleston T and Vink MP, ‘Full Membership or Equal Rights? The Link between
Naturalisation and Integration Policies for Immigrants in 29 European States’
(2015) 3 Comparative Migration Studies 8

Hull MS, ‘The File: Agency, Authority, and Autography in an Islamabad Bureaucracy’
(2003) 23 Language & Communication 287

Hurenkamp M, Tonkens E and Duyvendak JW, ‘Citizenship in the Netherlands:
Locally Produced, Nationally Contested’ (2011) 15 Citizenship Studies 205

Isin E, ‘Doing Rights with Things: The Art of Becoming Citizens’ in Paula Hildebrandt
and others (eds), Performing Citizenship: Bodies, Agencies, Limitations (Springer
International Publishing 2019) <https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-97502-3_4>
accessed 13 March 2024

Jakubowski L, Immigration and the Legalization of Racism (Fernwood Publishing 1997)
Janoski T, Citizenship and Civil Society: A Framework of Rights and Obligations in Liberal,

Traditional, and Social Democratic Regimes (Cambridge University Press 1998) <https:
//www.cambridge.org/core/books/citizenship-and-civil-society/9BCC0E74D
66A3E5718721786FBD35291> accessed 16 August 2023

Jestaedt M, ‘Das doppelte Ermessensantlitz’ [2016] Osaka University Law Rreview
Jones-Correa M, ‘Under Two Flags: Dual Nationality in Latin America and Its Conse-

quences for Naturalization in the United States’ (2001) 35 International Migration
Review 997

Joppke C, ‘How Immigration Is Changing Citizenship: A Comparative View’ (1999)
22 Ethnic and Racial Studies 629

——, Selecting by Origin: Ethnic Migration in the Liberal State (Harvard University Press
2005)

——, Citizenship and Immigration (Polity 2010) <https://www.wiley.com/en-us/
Citizenship+and+Immigration-p-9780745658391> accessed 4 February 2025

——, ‘The Instrumental Turn of Citizenship’ (2019) 45 Journal of Ethnic and Migration
Studies 858



134 Bibliography

Kirk DS and Wakefield S, ‘Collateral Consequences of Punishment: A Critical Review
and Path Forward’ (2018) 1 Annual Review of Criminology 171

Koopmans R, ‘Germany and Its Immigrants: An Ambivalent Relationship’ (1999) 25
Journal of Ethnic and Migration Studies 627

Kostakopoulou D, ‘Matters of Control: Integration Tests, Naturalisation Reform and
Probationary Citizenship in the United Kingdom’ (2010) 36 Journal of Ethnic and
Migration Studies 829

Kubal A, ‘Legal Consciousness as a Form of Social Remittance? Studying Return
Migrants’ Everyday Practices of Legality in Ukraine’ (2015) 3 Migration Studies
68

Kulk F and de Hart B, ‘Mixed Couples and Islamic Family Law in Egypt. Legal Con-
sciousness in Transnational Social Space’ [2013] http://opo.iisj.net/index.php/
osls/article/view/338/334<https://repository.ubn.ru.nl/handle/2066/156309>
accessed 21 March 2024

Legard R, Keegan J and Ward K, ‘In-Depth Interviews’ in Jane Ritchie and Jane Lewis
(eds), Qualitative Research Practice: A Guide for Social Science Students and Researchers
(2003)

Lipsky M, Street-Level Bureaucracy: Dilemmas of the Individual in Public Services (30th
anniversary expanded edition., Russell Sage Foundation 2010)

Lister R and others, ‘Young People Talk about Citizenship: Empirical Perspectives
on Theoretical and Political Debates’ (2003) 7 Citizenship Studies 235

Lupien P, ‘Mechanisms for Popular Participation and Discursive Constructions of
Citizenship’ (2015) 19 Citizenship Studies 367

Macklin A, ‘Citizenship Revocation, the Privilege to Have Rights and the Production
of the Alien’ (2014) 40 Queens Law Journal 1

Maier F, ‘Citizenship from below: Exploring Subjective Perspectives on German
Citizenship’ (2021) 3 Political Research Exchange 1934048

Mantu S, ‘‘Terrorist’ Citizens and the Human Right to Nationality’ (2018) 26 Journal
of Contemporary european StudieS 28

Marshall TH, Citizenship and Social Class and Other Essays (Cambridge University Press
1950)

Martin CJ, ‘Crafting Interviews to Capture Cause and Effect’ in Layna Mosely (ed),
Interview Research in Political Science (Cornell University Press 2013)

Merriam SB and Tisdell EJ, Qualitative Research. A Guide to Design and Implementation
(4th edn, Jossey-Bass 2016)

Merry SE, Getting Justice and Getting Even: Legal Consciousness among Working-Class
Americans (University of Chicago Press 1990) <https://press.uchicago.edu/ucp/
books/book/chicago/G/bo3774571.html> accessed 4 March 2024

Miller-Idriss C, ‘Everyday Understandings of Citizenship in Germany’ (2006) 10
Citizenship Studies 541

Moffette D and Pratt A, ‘Beyond Criminal Law and Methodological Nationalism:
Borderlands, Jurisdictional Games, and Legal Intersections’ in Carolyn Côté-
Lussier, David Moffette and Justin Piche (eds), Contemporary Criminological Issues:
Moving Beyond Insecurity and Exclusion (University of Ottawa Press 2020) <https://
www.academia.edu/42952566/2020_Beyond_Criminal_Law_and_Methodological_



Bibliography 135

Nationalism_Borderlands_Jurisdictional_Games_and_Legal_Intersections_Moffette_
and_Pratt_> accessed 8 July 2024

Monforte P, Bassel L and Khan K, ‘Deserving Citizenship? Exploring Migrants’
Experiences of the ‘Citizenship Test’ Process in the United Kingdom’ (2019) 70
The British Journal of Sociology 24

Nagin DS and Telep CW, ‘Procedural Justice and Legal Compliance’ (2017) 13 Annual
Review of Law and Social Science 5

Nakache D, Stone J and Winter E, ‘Aiming at Civic Integration? How Canada’s
Naturalization Rules Are Sidelining Refugees and Family-Class Immigrants’ (2020)
36 Revue européenne des migrations internationales 77

Norman W and Kymlicka W, ‘Citizenship’ in RG Frey and Christopher Heath Well-
man (eds), A Companion to Applied Ethics (John Wiley & Sons, Ltd 2005) <https://
onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/abs/10.1002/9780470996621.ch16> accessed 16 August
2023

Odmalm P, Migration Policies and Political Participation (Palgrave Macmillan UK 2005)
<http://link.springer.com/10.1057/9780230512382> accessed 16 August 2023

Okamoto D and Ebert K, ‘Beyond the Ballot: Immigrant Collective Action in Gateways
and New Destinations in the United States’ (2010) 57 Social Problems 529

Ong PM, ‘Defensive Naturalization and Anti-Immigrant Sentiment: Chinese Immi-
grants in Three Primate Metropolises’ (2011) 21 Asian American Policy Review
39

Orgad L, ‘Illiberal Liberalism Cultural Restrictions on Migration and Access to
Citizenship in Europe’ (2010) 58 American Journal of Comparative Law 53

——, ‘Naturalization’ in Ayelet Shachar and others (eds), The Oxford Handbook of
Citizenship (Oxford University Press 2020) <https://doi.org/10.1093/oxfordhb/
9780198805854.013.15> accessed 26 March 2024

Peters F, Vink M and Schmeets H, ‘Anticipating the Citizenship Premium: Before
and after Effects of Immigrant Naturalisation on Employment’ (2018) 44 Journal
of Ethnic and Migration Studies 1051

Pickett JT, ‘On the Social Foundations for Crimmigration: Latino Threat and Support
for Expanded Police Powers’ (2016) 32 Journal of Quantitative Criminology 103

Price P, ‘Naturalising Subjects, Creating Citizens: Naturalisation Law and the Condi-
tioning of ‘Citizenship’ in Canada, 1881-1914’ (2017) 45 Journal of Imperial and
Commonwealth History 1

Prümm K, ‘Einbürgerung als Option: die Bedeutung des Wechsels der Staats-
angehörigkeit für Menschen türkischer Herkunft in Deutschland’ (thesis, Univer-
sität Osnabrück 2004) <http://osnascholar.ub.uni-osnabrueck.de/handle/unios/
63677> accessed 31 March 2023

Raaphorst N, ‘How to Prove, How to Interpret and What to Do? Uncertainty Exper-
iences of Street-Level Tax Officials’ (2018) 20 Public Management Review 485

Reitz JG, ‘The Distinctiveness of Canadian Immigration Experience’ (2012) 46 Patterns
of Prejudice 518



136 Bibliography

Riva S, ‘Across the Border and into the Cold: Hieleras and the Punishment of Asylum-
Seeking Central American Women in the United States’ (2017) 21 Citizenship
Studies 309

Ryo E, ‘Detained: A Study of Immigration Bond Hearings’ (2016) 50 Law & Society
Review 117

Salomon S, ‘The Racialized Borders of the Netherlands’ (Verfassungsblog, 29 January
2022)<https://verfassungsblog.de/the-racialized-borders-of-the-netherlands/>
accessed 16 November 2022

Sampson H and Johannessen IA, ‘Turning on the Tap: The Benefits of Using ‘Real-
Life’ Vignettes in Qualitative Research Interviews’ (2020) 20 Qualitative Research
56

Sangani P, ‘Canada to Take in 1.3 Million Immigrants in 2022-24’ The Economic Times
(15 February 2022) <https://economictimes.indiatimes.com/news/international/
world-news/canada-to-take-in-1-3-million-immigrants-in-2022-24/articleshow/
89593324.cms> accessed 13 August 2023

Satzewich V, Points of Entry: How Canada’s Immigration Officers Decide Who Gets in
(University of British Columbia Press 2016) <https://press.uchicago.edu/ucp/
books/book/distributed/P/bo70053160.html> accessed 16 August 2023

Scheffer T, ‘File Work, Legal Care, and Professional Habitus – an Ethnographic
Reflection on Different Styles of Advocacy’ (2007) 14 International Journal of the
Legal Profession 57

Schlenker A, ‘Divided Loyalty? Identification and Political Participation of Dual
Citizens in Switzerland’ (2016) 8 European Political Science Review 517

Seidman I, Interviewing as Qualitative Research: A Guide for Researchers in Education
and the Social Sciences (4th ed., Teacher College Press 2013)

Shachar A, The Shifting Border: Legal Cartographies of Migration and Mobility: Ayelet
Shachar in Dialogue (1st edn, Manchester University Press 2020) <https://www.
jstor.org/stable/j.ctvzgb81d> accessed 16 November 2022

Shinozaki K, ‘Migrant Citizenship from Below’ in Kyoko Shinozaki (ed), Migrant
Citizenship from Below: Family, Domestic Work, and Social Activism in Irregular
Migration (Palgrave Macmillan US 2015) <https://doi.org/10.1057/9781137410429-
2> accessed 8 July 2024

Simmons AB, ‘Immigration Policy: Imagined Futures’ in Leo Driedger and Shiva
Halli (eds), Immigrant Canada (University of Toronto Press 1999) <https://www.
degruyter.com/document/doi/10.3138/9781442676022-004/html> accessed 16
August 2023

Sklansky DA, ‘Crime, Immigration, and Ad Hoc Instrumentalism’ (2012) 15 New
Criminal Law Review 157

Smith LM, ‘An Evolving Logic of Participant Observation, Educational Ethnography,
and Other Case Studies’ (1978) 6 Review of Research in Education 316

Somers M, ‘Citizenship Troubles: Genealogies of Struggle for the Soul of the Social’
in Julia Adams and others (eds), Remaking Modernity (Duke University Press 2005)
<https://www.degruyter.com/document/doi/10.1515/9780822385882-016/
html?lang=en> accessed 16 August 2023

Somers MR, ‘Citizenship, Statelessness and Market Fundamentalism: Arendtian Right
to Have Rights’ in Y Michal Bodemann and Gökçe Yurdakul (eds), Migration,



Bibliography 137

Citizenship, Ethnos (Palgrave Macmillan US 2006) <https://doi.org/10.1057/9781
403984678-3> accessed 16 August 2023

Spalding NJ and Phillips T, ‘Exploring the Use of Vignettes: From Validity to Trust-
worthiness’ (2007) 17 Qualitative Health Research 954

Spiro PJ, ‘A New International Law of Citizenship’ (2011) 105 American Journal of
International Law 694

——, ‘Multiple Citizenship’ in Ayelet Shachar and others (eds), The Oxford Handbook
of Citizenship (Oxford University Press 2017) <https://doi.org/10.1093/oxfordhb/
9780198805854.013.27> accessed 16 August 2023

Stadlmair J, ‘Earning Citizenship. Economic Criteria for Naturalisation in Nine EU
Countries’ (2018) 26 Journal of Contemporary European Studies 42

Statistics Canada, ‘Census in Brief. A Portrait of Citizenship in Canada from the 2021
Census’ (Statistics Canada 2022) 98-200–X <https://www12.statcan.gc.ca/census-
recensement/2021/as-sa/98-200-X/2021008/98-200-X2021008-eng.cfm>accessed
14 August 2023

Statistisches Bundesamt, ‘Einbürgerungen und ausgeschöpftes Einbürgerungspotential’
(Statistisches Bundesamt, 2022) <https://www.destatis.de/DE/Themen/Gesell
schaft-Umwelt/Bevoelkerung/Migration-Integration/Tabellen/einbuergerungen-
einbuergerungsquote-lr.html> accessed 12 April 2023

Statistisches Bundesamt (Destatis), ‘Bevölkerung Und Erwerbstätigkeit. Einbürgerun-
gen 2020’ (2021) Reihe 2.1

Strauss H, ‘Buschmann-Interview: Voraussetzung für den deutschen Pass ist eine
gelungene Integration’ (Freie Demokraten | FDP, 22 May 2023) <https://www.fdp.
de/pressemitteilung/buschmann-interview-voraussetzung-fuer-den-deutschen-
pass-ist-eine-gelungene> accessed 10 July 2024

Stumpf JP, ‘The Crimmigration Crisis: Immigrants, Crime, and Sovereign Power’
(2006) 56 American University Law Review 367

——, ‘Doing Time: Crimmigration Law and the Perils of Haste’ (2011) 58 UCLA Law
Review 1705

——, ‘Social Control and Justice: Crimmigration in the Age of Fear. Introduction’
in Maria Jo‹o Guia, Maartje van der Woude and Joanne van der Leun (eds), Social
control and justice: crimmigration in the age of fear (2013)

Thränhardt D, ‘Einbürgerung im Einwanderungsland Deutschland: Analysen und
Empfehlungen’ [2017] WISO Diskurs <https://library.fes.de/pdf-files/wiso/13590-
20170821.pdf>

Tilly C, ‘Citizenship, Identity and Social History’ (1995) 40 International Review of
Social History 1

Tonkens E and Duyvendak JW, ‘Introduction: The Culturalization of Citizenship’
in Jan Willem Duyvendak, Peter Geschiere and Evelien Tonkens (eds), The Cultur-
alization of Citizenship: Belonging and Polarization in a Globalizing World (Palgrave
Macmillan UK 2016) <https://doi.org/10.1057/978-1-137-53410-1-1> accessed
26 March 2024

Törngren SO, Irastorza N and Rodríguez-García D, ‘Understanding Multiethnic and
Multiracial Experiences Globally: Towards a Conceptual Framework of Mixedness’
(2021) 47 Journal of Ethnic and Migration Studies 763



138 Bibliography

Triadafilopoulos T, Becoming Multicultural: Immigration and the Politics of Membership
in Canada and Germany (University of British Columbia Press 2012) <https://
www.degruyter.com/document/doi/10.59962/9780774815680/html> accessed
16 August 2023

Tully J, On Global Citizenship: James Tully in Dialogue (Bloomsbury Academic 2014)
<http://www.bloomsburycollections.com/collections/monograph-detail> accessed
13 March 2024

Tyler TR, Why People Cooperate: The Role of Social Motivations (Princeton University
Press 2011) <https://www.jstor.org/stable/j.ctt7sn55> accessed 16 October 2023

Van Berlo P, ‘Human Rights Elephants in an Era of Globalisation: Commodification,
Crimmigration and Human Rights in Confinement’ (Leiden University 2020)
<https://scholarlypublications.universiteitleiden.nl/handle/1887/83277>

Van der Woude M, Barker V and Van der Leun J, ‘Crimmigration in Europe’ (2017)
14 European Journal of Criminology 3

Van der Woude MAH and Van Berlo P, ‘Crimmigration at the Internal Borders of
Europe? Examining the Schengen Governance Package’ (2015) 11 Utrecht Law
Review 61

Van der Woude MAH, Van der Leun JP and Nijland J-AA, ‘Crimmigration in the
Netherlands’ (2014) 39 Law & Social Inquiry 560

Van Hook J, Brown SK and Bean FD, ‘For Love or Money? Welfare Reform and
Immigrant Naturalization’ (2006) 85 Social Forces 643

Verkaaik O, ‘The Cachet Dilemma: Ritual and Agency in New Dutch Nationalism’
(2010) 37 American Ethnologist 69

Vetters L, ‘Administrative Guidelines as a Source of Immigration Law?: Ethnographic
Perspectives on Law at Work and in the Making’ (2019) 3 Journal of Legal Anthro-
pology 70

Vink MP and De Groot G-R, ‘Citizenship Attribution in Western Europe: International
Framework and Domestic Trends’ (2010) 36 Journal of Ethnic and Migration
Studies 713

Vink MP, Prokic-Breuer T and Dronkers J, ‘Immigrant Naturalization in the Context
of Institutional Diversity: Policy Matters, but to Whom?’ (2013) 51 International
Migration 1

Weinmann M, Becher I and Babka von Gostomski C, ‘Einbürgerungsverhalten von
Ausländerinnen und Ausländern in Deutschland sowie Erkenntnisse zu Options-
pflichtigen - Ergebnisse der BAMF-Einbürgerungsstudie 2011’ (Bundesamt für
Migration und Flüchtlinge 2012) 15

Wendel M, ‘Asylrechtlicher Selbsteintritt Und Flüchtlingskrise Zugleich Ein Beitrag
Zu Den Grenzen Administrativer Entscheidungsspielräume Im Mehrebenensystem’
(2016) 71 JuristenZeitung (JZ) 332

Wimmer A and Schiller NG, ‘Methodological Nationalism, the Social Sciences, and
the Study of Migration: An Essay in Historical Epistemology’ (2003) 37 The Inter-
national Migration Review 576

Winter E, ‘Country Report on Citizenship Law: Canada’ <https://cadmus.eui.eu/
handle/1814/38289> accessed 16 August 2023



Bibliography 139

——, ‘Multicultural Citizenship for the Highly Skilled? Naturalization, Human
Capital, and the Boundaries of Belonging in Canada’s Middle-Class Nation-
Building’ (2021) 21 Ethnicities 289

Winter E and Sauvageau M-M, ‘Vers Une Compréhension Nationaliste de La
Naturalisation Au Canada’ Analyse Des Changements Récents En Matière d’octroi
de La Citoyenneté Dans Le Contexte Canadien’ (2015) 30 Canadian Journal of
Law and Society / La Revue Canadienne Droit et Société 73

Witte N, Negotiating the Boundaries of Belonging: The Intricacies of Naturalisation in
Germany (Springer VS 2018)

Wunderlich T, ‘Die neuen Deutschen: subjektive Dimensionen des Einbürgerungspro-
zesses’ (doctoralthesis, University of Bamberg 2005) <https://fis.uni-bamberg.de/
handle/uniba/12247> accessed 31 March 2023

Yanasmayan Z, ‘Citizenship on Paper or at Heart? A Closer Look into the Dual
Citizenship Debate in Europe’ (2015) 19 Citizenship Studies 785

Yang PQ, ‘Explaining Immigrant Naturalization’ (1994) 28 International Migration
Review 449

Young KM, ‘Everyone Knows the Game: Legal Consciousness in the Hawaiian
Cockfight’ (2014) 48 Law & Society Review 499

Young KM and Chimowitz H, ‘How Parole Boards Judge Remorse: Relational Legal
Consciousness and the Reproduction of Carceral Logic’ (2022) 56 Law & Society
Review 237

Yuval-Davis N, ‘Women, Citizenship and Difference’ [1997] Feminist Review 4
——, ‘The ‘Multi-Layered Citizen’’ (1999) 1 International Feminist Journal of Politics

119

Zacka B, When the State Meets the Street: Public Service and Moral Agency (Belknap Press
2017) Act on the Residence, Economic Activity and Integration of Foreigners in
the Federal Territory Citizenship Act R.S.C., 1985, c.C-29 1985





Appendix

– List of Articles Included in the Historical Citation Network

Aas KF (2014) Bordered penality: Precarious membership and abnormal justice.
Punishment and Society 16(5): 520–541. DOI: 10.1177/1462474514548807.

Abascal M (2017) Tu Casa, Mi Casa: Naturalization and Belonging among Latino
Immigrants. International Migration Review 51(2): 291–322. DOI: 10.1111/imre.12221.

Akbari AR (2015) Explaining Crimmigration in Indonesia: A Discourse of the Fight
Against People Smuggling, Irregular Migration Control, and Symbolic Criminaliza-
tion. Indonesia Law Review 5(3): 276–290. DOI: 10.15742/ilrev.v5n3.163.

Alarian HM and Goodman SW (2017) Dual Citizenship Allowance and Migration
Flow: An Origin Story. Comparative Political Studies 50(1, SI): 133–167. DOI:
10.1177/0010414015626443.

Anil M (2005) No More Foreigners? The Remaking of German Naturalization and
Citizenship Law, 1990-2000. Dialectical Anthropology 29(3–4, SI): 453–470. DOI:
10.1007/s10624-005-1544-4.

Anil M (2007) Explaining the naturalisation practices of Turks in Germany in the
wake of the citizenship reform of 1999. Journal of Ethnic and Migration Studies 33(8):
1363–1376. DOI: 10.1080/13691830701614262.

Armenta A (2016) Between Public Service and Social Control: Policing Dilemmas
in the Era of Immigration Enforcement. Social Problems 63(1): 111–126. DOI:
10.1093/socpro/spv024.

Armenta A (2017) Racializing Crimmigration: Structural Racism, Colorblindness, and
the Institutional Production of Immigrant Criminality. Sociology of Race and
Ethnicity 3(1): 82–95. DOI: 10.1177/2332649216648714.

Arriaga F (2016) Understanding Crimmigration: Implications for Racial and Ethnic
Minorities Within the United States. Sociology Compass 10(9): 805–812. DOI:
10.1111/soc4.12401.

Badenhoop E (2017) Calling for the Super Citizen: Citizenship ceremonies in the UK
and Germany as techniques of subject-formation. Migration Studies 5(3, SI):
409–427. DOI: 10.1093/migration/mnx053.

Baldi G and Goodman SW (2015) Migrants into Members: Social Rights, Civic Re-
quirements, and Citizenship in Western Europe. West European Politics 38(6):
1152–1173. DOI: 10.1080/01402382.2015.1041237.

Balistreri K and Van Hook J (2004) He more things change the more they stay the
same: Mexican naturalization before and after weflare reform. International Migra-
tion Review 38(1): 113–130. DOI: 10.1111/j.1747-7379.2004.tb00190.x.



142 Appendix

Barker V (2017a) Nordic vagabonds: The Roma and the logic of benevolent violence
in the Swedish welfare state. European Journal of Criminology 14(1, SI): 120–139.
DOI: 10.1177/1477370816640141.

Barker V (2017b) Penal power at the border: Realigning state and nation. Theoretical
Criminology 21(4, SI): 441–457. DOI: 10.1177/1362480617724827.

Baubock R (2019) Genuine links and useful passports: evaluating strategic uses of
citizenship. Journal of Ethnic and Migration Studies 45(6, SI): 1015–1026. DOI: 10.
1080/1369183X.2018.1440495.

Bean FD, Leach MA, Brown SK, et al. (2011) The Educational Legacy of Unauthorized
Migration: Comparisons Across US-Immigrant Groups in How Parents’ Status
Affects Their Offspring. International Migration Review 45(2): 348–385. DOI: 10.1111/
j.1747-7379.2011.00851.x.

Beckett K and Evans H (2015) Crimmigration at the Local Level: Criminal Justice
Processes in the Shadow of Deportation. Law & Society Review 49(1): 241–277. DOI:
10.1111/lasr.12120.

Bevelander P and Pendakur R (2012) Citizenship, Co-ethnic Populations, and Employ-
ment Probabilities of Immigrants in Sweden. Journal of International Migration and
Integration 13(2, SI): 203–222. DOI: 10.1007/s12134-011-0212-6.

Bevelander P and Veenman J (2006) Naturalization and Employment Integration of
Turkish and Moroccan Immigrants in the Netherlands. Journal of International
Migration and Integration 7(3): 327–349. DOI: 10.1007/s12134-006-1016-y.

Bloemraad I (2006) Becoming a citizen in the United States and Canada: Structured
mobilization and immigrant political incorporation. Social Forces 85(2): 667–695.
DOI: 10.1353/sof.2007.0002.

Bosworth M, Franko K and Pickering S (2018) Punishment, globalization and migra-
tion control: ‘Get them the hell out of here’. Punishment & Society 20(1): 34–53.
DOI: 10.1177/1462474517738984.

Bourbeau P (2019) Detention and immigration: Practices, crimmigration, and norms.
Migration Studies 7(1): 83–99. DOI: 10.1093/migration/mnx069.

Bowling B and Westenra S (2020) ‘A really hostile environment’: Adiaphorization,
global policing and the crimmigration control system. Theoretical Criminology 24(2):
163–183. DOI: 10.1177/1362480618774034.

Brettell CB (2006) Political belonging and cultural belonging - Immigration status,
citizenship, and identity among four immigrant populations in a southwestern
city. American Behavioral Scientist 50(1): 70–99. DOI: 10.1177/0002764206289655.

Brouwer J, Van der Woude M and Van der Leun J (2017) Framing migration and
the process of crimmigration: A systematic analysis of the media representation
of unauthorized immigrants in the Netherlands. European Journal of Criminology
14(1): 100–119. DOI: 10.1177/1477370816640136.

Brouwer J, Van der Woude M and Van der Leun J (2018) (Cr)immigrant framing in
border areas: decision-making processes of Dutch border police officers. Policing
& Society 28(4, SI): 448–463. DOI: 10.1080/10439463.2017.1288731.

Calavita K (2007) Immigration Law, Race, and Identity. Annual Review of Law and
Social Science 3. Annual Review of Law and Social Science: 1–20. DOI: 10.1146/
annurev.lawsocsci.3.081806.112745.



Appendix 143

Carrillo D (2015) Politics and Group Belonging: Predictors of Naturalisation Behaviour
in France. Journal of Ethnic and Migration Studies 41(12): 1932–1957. DOI: 10.1080/
1369183X.2015.1032900.

Cho W (1999) Naturalization, socialization, participation: Immigrants and (non-)
voting. Journal of Politics 61(4): 1140–1155. DOI: 10.2307/2647557.

Corluy V, Marx I and Verbist G (2011) Employment chances and changes of immi-
grants in Belgium: The impact of citizenship. International Journal of Comparative
Sociology 52(4, SI): 350–368. DOI: 10.1177/0020715211412112.

Cort DA (2012) Spurred to Action or Retreat? The Effects of Reception Contexts on
Naturalization Decisions in Los Angeles. International Migration Review 46(2):
483–516. DOI: 10.1111/j.1747-7379.2012.00894.x.

Coutin S (2003) Cultural Logics of Belonging and Movement: Transnationalism,
Naturalization, and Us Immigration Politics. American Ethnologist 30(4): 508–526.
DOI: 10.1525/ae.2003.30.4.508.

Coutin SB (2011) The rights of noncitizens in the United States. Annual Review of Law
and Social Science 7: 289–308. DOI: 10.1146/annurev-lawsocsci-102510-105525.

De Leon J (2013) Undocumented Migration, Use Wear, and the Materiality of Habitual
Suffering in the Sonoran Desert. Journal of Material Culture 18(4): 321–345. DOI:
10.1177/1359183513496489.

Desipio L (1987) Social-Science Literature and the Naturalization Process. International
Migration Review 21(2): 390–405. DOI: 10.2307/2546322.

DeSipio L (2011) Immigrant Incorporation in an Era of Weak Civic Institutions:
Immigrant Civic and Political Participation in the United States. American
Behavioral Scientist 55(9, SI): 1189–1213. DOI: 10.1177/0002764211407842.

DeVoretz DJ (2008) The economics of citizenship: A common intellectual ground for
social scientists? Journal of Ethnic and Migration Studies 34(4): 679–693. DOI:
10.1080/13691830801961688.

DeVoretz DJ and Pivnenko S (2005) The Economic Causes and Consequences of
Canadian Citizenship. Journal of International Migration and Integration 6(3–4):
435–468. DOI: 10.1007/s12134-005-1021-6.

Dronkers J and Vink MP (2012) Explaining access to citizenship in Europe: How
citizenship policies affect naturalization rates. European Union Politics 13(3):
390–412. DOI: 10.1177/1465116512440510.

Ersanilli E and Koopmans R (2010) Rewarding Integration? Citizenship Regulations
and the Socio-Cultural Integration of Immigrants in the Netherlands, France and
Germany. Journal of Ethnic and Migration Studies 36(5): 773–791. DOI: 10.1080/
13691831003764318.

Espenshade T, Baraka J and Huber G (1997) Implications of the 1996 Welfare and
Immigration Reform Acts for US immigration. Population and Development Review
23(4): 769+. DOI: 10.2307/2137379.

Euwals R, Dagevos J, Gijsberts M, et al. (2010) Citizenship and Labor Market Position:
Turkish Immigrants in Germany and the Netherlands. International Migration
Review 44(3): 513–538. DOI: 10.1111/j.1747-7379.2010.00816.x.



144 Appendix

Fabini G (2017) Managing illegality at the internal border: Governing through ‘differ-
ential inclusion’ in Italy. European Journal of Criminology 14(1, SI): 46–62. DOI:
10.1177/1477370816640138.

Fassin D and Mazouz S (2007) What is it to become French? Naturalization as a
republican institutional rite. Revue Francaise De Sociologie 48(4): 723+. DOI: 10.3917/
rfs.484.0723.

Fassin D and Mazouz S (2009) What Is it to Become French? Naturalization as a
Republican Rite of Institution. Revue Francaise De Sociologie 50(S): 37–64. DOI:
10.3917/rfs.505.0037.

Felix A, Gonzalez C and Ramirez R (2008) Political Protest, Ethnic Media, and Latino
Naturalization. American Behavioral Scientist 52(4): 618–634. DOI: 10.1177/
0002764208324611.

Fibbi R, Lerch M and Wanner P (2007) Naturalisation and Socio-Economic Character-
istics of Youth of Immigrant Descent in Switzerland. Journal of Ethnic and Migration
Studies 33(7): 1121–1144. DOI: 10.1080/13691830701541655.

Finotelli C, La Barbera M and Echeverria G (2018) Beyond instrumental citizenship:
the Spanish and Italian citizenship regimes in times of crisis. Journal of Ethnic and
Migration Studies 44(14, SI): 2320–2339. DOI: 10.1080/1369183X.2017.1345838.

Fitzgerald J, Leblang D and Teets JC (2014) Defying the Law of Gravity: The Political
Economy of International Migration. World Politics 66(3): 406–445. DOI: 10.1017/
S0043887114000112.

Fox C and Bloemraad I (2015) Beyond ‘White by Law’: Explaining the Gulf in Citizen-
ship Acquisition between Mexican and European Immigrants, 1930. Social Forces
94(1): 181–207. DOI: 10.1093/sf/sov009.

Fox C and Guglielmo TA (2012) Defining America’s Racial Boundaries: Blacks,
Mexicans, and European Immigrants, 1890-1945. American Journal of Sociology
118(2): 327–379. DOI: 10.1086/666383.

Garcia J (1981) Political-Integration of Mexican Immigrants - Explorations into the
Naturalization Process. International Migration Review 15(4): 608–625. DOI: 10.2307/
2545515.

Garner S (2015) Crimmigration: When Criminology (Nearly) Met the Sociology of
Race and Ethnicity. Sociology of Race and Ethnicity 1(1): 198–203. DOI: 10.1177/
2332649214561479.

Gerth MA and Siegert G (2012) Patterns of Consistence and Constriction: How News
Media Frame the Coverage of Direct Democratic Campaigns. American Behavioral
Scientist 56(3, SI): 279–299. DOI: 10.1177/0002764211426326.

Gest J, Boucher A, Challen S, et al. (2014) Measuring and Comparing Immigration,
Asylum and Naturalization Policies Across Countries: Challenges and Solutions.
Global Policy 5(3): 261–274. DOI: 10.1111/1758-5899.12132.

Gilboy J (1992) Penetrability of Administrative Systems - Political Casework and
Immigration Inspections. Law & Society Review 26(2): 273–314. DOI: 10.2307/
3053899.

Goodman SW (2010) Integration Requirements for Integration’s Sake? Identifying,
Categorising and Comparing Civic Integration Policies. Journal of Ethnic and
Migration Studies 36(5): 753–772. DOI: 10.1080/13691831003764300.



Appendix 145

Goodman SW (2015) Conceptualizing and Measuring Citizenship and Integration
Policy: Past Lessons and New Approaches. Comparative Political Studies 48(14):
1905–1941. DOI: 10.1177/0010414015592648.

Graeber J (2016) Citizenship in the shadow of the Euro crisis: explaining changing
patterns in naturalisation among intra-EU migrants. Journal of Ethnic and Migration
Studies 42(10, SI): 1670–1692. DOI: 10.1080/1369183X.2016.1162353.

Grebler L (1966) Naturalization of Mexican Immigrants in United-States. International
Migration Review 1(1): 17–32. DOI: 10.2307/3002232.

Green S (2005) Between ideology and pragmatism: The politics in dual nationality
in Germany. International Migration Review 39(4): 921–952. DOI: 10.1111/j.1747-
7379.2005.tb00294.x.

Gubernskaya Z, Bean FD and Van Hook J (2013) (Un)Healthy Immigrant Citizens:
Naturalization and Activity Limitations in Older Age. Journal of Health and Social
Behavior 54(4): 427–443. DOI: 10.1177/0022146513504760.

Guest A (1980) The Old-New Distinction and Naturalization - 1900. International
Migration Review 14(4): 492–510. DOI: 10.2307/2545424.

Hainmueller J and Hangartner D (2013) Who Gets a Swiss Passport? A Natural
Experiment in Immigrant Discrimination. American Political Science Review 107(1):
159–187. DOI: 10.1017/S0003055412000494.

Hainmueller J, Hangartner D and Pietrantuono G (2017) Catalyst or Crown: Does
Naturalization Promote the Long-Term Social Integration of Immigrants? American
Political Science Review 111(2): 256–276. DOI: 10.1017/S0003055416000745.

Hampshire J (2011) Liberalism and Citizenship Acquisition: How Easy Should
Naturalisation Be? Journal of Ethnic and Migration Studies 37(6, SI): 953–971. DOI:
10.1080/1369183X.2011.576197.

Harpaz Y (2015) Ancestry into Opportunity: How Global Inequality Drives Demand
for Long-distance European Union Citizenship. Journal of Ethnic and Migration
Studies 41(13): 2081–2104. DOI: 10.1080/1369183X.2015.1037258.

Harpaz Y (2019) Compensatory citizenship: dual nationality as a strategy of global
upward mobility. Journal of Ethnic and Migration Studies 45(6, SI): 897–916. DOI:
10.1080/1369183X.2018.1440486.

Helbling M (2010) Switzerland: Contentious Citizenship Attribution in a Federal State.
Journal of Ethnic and Migration Studies 36(5): 793–809. DOI: 10.1080/136918310
03764334.

Helgertz J and Bevelander P (2017) The Influence of Partner Choice and Country
of Origin Characteristics on the Naturalization of Immigrants in Sweden: A Long-
itudinal Analysis. International Migration Review 51(3): 667–700. DOI: 10.1111/imre.
12244.

Helgertz J, Bevelander P and Tegunimataka A (2014) Naturalization and Earnings:
A Denmark-Sweden Comparison. European Journal of Population – Revue Europeenne
De Demographie 30(3): 337–359. DOI: 10.1007/s10680-014-9315-z.

Heyman J (1995) Putting Power in the Anthropology of Bureaucracy - the Immigration
and Naturalization Service at the Mexico United-States Border. Current Anthro-
pology 36(2): 261–287. DOI: 10.1086/204354.

Heyman J (2001) Class and classification at the US-Mexico border. Human Organization
60(2): 128–140. DOI: 10.17730/humo.60.2.de2cb46745pgfrwh.



146 Appendix

Heyman J (2002) US immigration officers of Mexican ancestry as Mexican Americans,
citizens, and immigration police. Current Anthropology 43(3, SI): 479–507. DOI:
10.1086/339527.

Hochman O (2011) Determinants of Positive Naturalisation Intentions among Ger-
many’s Labour Migrants. Journal of Ethnic and Migration Studies 37(9): 1403–1421.
DOI: 10.1080/1369183X.2011.623615.

Holmes SM (2007) ‘Oaxacans like to work bent over’: The naturalization of social
suffering among berry farm workers. International Migration 45(3): 39–68. DOI:
10.1111/j.1468-2435.2007.00410.x.

Ivlevs A and King RM (2012) From immigrants to (non-)citizens: political economy
of naturalisations in Latvia. Iza Journal of Migration 1. DOI: 10.1186/2193-9039-1-14.

Jasso G, Massey D, Rosenzweig M, et al. (2000) The New Immigrant Survey Pilot
(NIS-P): Overview and new findings about US legal immigrants at admission.
Demography 37(1): 127–138. DOI: 10.2307/2648101.

Just A and Anderson CJ (2015) Dual Allegiances? Immigrants’ Attitudes toward
Immigration. Journal of Politics 77(1): 188–201. DOI: 10.1086/678388.

Kahanec M and Tosun MS (2009) Political Economy of Immigration in Germany:
Attitudes and Citizenship Aspirations. International Migration Review 43(2): 263–291.
DOI: 10.1111/j.1747-7379.2009.00765.x.

Kanjanapan W (1995) The Immigration of Asian Professionals to the United-States -
1988-1990. International Migration Review 29(1): 7–32. DOI: 10.2307/2546995.

Kilpi-Jakonen E (2014) Citizenship and Educational Attainment amongst the Second
Generation: An Analysis of Children of Immigrants in Finland. Journal of Ethnic
and Migration Studies 40(7): 1079–1096. DOI: 10.1080/1369183X.2013.831543.

Kiwan D (2011) ‘National’ citizenship in the UK? Education and naturalization policies
in the context of internal division. Ethnicities 11(3): 269–280. DOI: 10.1177/146879
6811407811.

Koopmans R (2004) Migrant mobilisation and political opportunities: Variation among
German cities and a comparison with the United Kingdom and the Netherlands.
Journal of Ethnic and Migration Studies 30(3): 449–470. DOI: 10.1080/
13691830410001682034.

Kostakopoulou D (2010) Matters of Control: Integration Tests, Naturalisation Reform
and Probationary Citizenship in the United Kingdom. Journal of Ethnic and Migra-
tion Studies 36(5): 829–846. DOI: 10.1080/13691831003764367.

Kymlicka W (2011) Multicultural citizenship within multination states. Ethnicities
11(3): 281–302. DOI: 10.1177/1468796811407813.

Leblang D (2017) Harnessing the Diaspora: Dual Citizenship, Migrant Return Re-
mittances. Comparative Political Studies 50(1, SI): 75–101. DOI: 10.1177/0010414015
606736.

Levin I (2013) Political Inclusion of Latino Immigrants: Becoming a Citizen and
Political Participation. American Politics Research 41(4): 535–568. DOI: 10.1177/15326
73X12461438.



Appendix 147

Liang Z (1994a) On the Measurement of Naturalization. Demography 31(3): 525–548.
DOI: 10.2307/2061756.

Liang Z (1994b) Social Contact, Social Capital, and the Naturalization Process -
Evidence from 6 Immigrant Groups. Social Science Research 23(4): 407–437. DOI:
10.1006/ssre.1994.1016.

Logan JR, Darrah J and Oh S (2012) The Impact of Race and Ethnicity, Immigration
and Political Context on Participation in American Electoral Politics. Social Forces
90(3): 993–1022. DOI: 10.1093/sf/sor024.

Martinez L (2005) Yes we can: Latino participation in unconventional politics. Social
Forces 84(1): 135–155. DOI: 10.1353/sof.2005.0113.

Mateos P (2019) The mestizo nation unbound: dual citizenship of Euro-Mexicans and
US-Mexicans. Journal of Ethnic and Migration Studies 45(6, SI): 917–938. DOI:
10.1080/1369183X.2018.1440487.

Matthes J (2012) Framing Politics: An Integrative Approach. American Behavioral
Scientist 56(3, SI): 247–259. DOI: 10.1177/0002764211426324.

Menjivar C, Cervantes AG and Alvord D (2018) The expansion of ‘crimmigration,’
mass detention, and deportation. Sociology Compass 12(4). DOI: 10.1111/soc4.12573.

Milani TM (2008) Language testing and citizenship: A language ideological debate
in Sweden. Language in Society 37(1): 27–59. DOI: 10.1017/S0047404508080020.

Moffette D (2020) The jurisdictional games of immigration policing: Barcelona’s fight
against unauthorized street vending. Theoretical Criminology 24(2): 258–275. DOI:
10.1177/1362480618811693.

Mouritsen P (2013) The resilience of citizenship traditions: Civic integration in Ger-
many, Great Britain and Denmark. Ethnicities 13(1): 86–109. DOI: 10.1177/14687968
12451220.

Nam Y and Kim W (2012) Welfare Reform and Elderly Immigrants’ Naturalization:
Access to Public Benefits as an Incentive for Naturalization in the United States.
International Migration Review 46(3): 656–679. DOI: 10.1111/j.1747-7379.2012.00900.x.

North D (1987) The Long Gray Welcome - a Study of the American Naturalization
Program. International Migration Review 21(2): 311–326. DOI: 10.2307/2546318.

Okamoto D and Ebert K (2010) Beyond the Ballot: Immigrant Collective Action in
Gateways and New Destinations in the United States. Social Problems 57(4):
529–558. DOI: 10.1525/sp.2010.57.4.529.

Orgar L (2010) Illiberal Liberalism Cultural Restrictions on Migration and Access
to Citizenship in Europe. American Journal of Comparative Law 58(1): 53–105. DOI:
10.5131/ajcl.2009.0004.

Pachon H (1987) Naturalization - Determinants and Process in the Hispanic Commun-
ity - an Overview of Citizenship in the Hispanic Community. International Migra-
tion Review 21(2): 299–310. DOI: 10.2307/2546317.

Pakes F and Holt K (2017) Crimmigration and the prison: Comparing trends in prison
policy and practice in England & Wales and Norway. European Journal of Crimino-
logy 14(1, SI): 63–77. DOI: 10.1177/1477370816636905.



148 Appendix

Pantoja A (2005) Transnational ties and immigrant political incorporation: The case
of Dominicans in Washington Heights, New York. International Migration 43(4):
123–146. DOI: 10.1111/j.1468-2435.2005.00335.x.

Paquet M (2012) Beyond Appearances: Citizenship Tests in Canada and the UK.
Journal of International Migration and Integration 13(2, SI): 243–260. DOI: 10.1007/
s12134-011-0233-1.

Peters F, Vink M and Schmeets H (2016) The ecology of immigrant naturalisation:
a life course approach in the context of institutional conditions. Journal of Ethnic
and Migration Studies 42(3): 359–381. DOI: 10.1080/1369183X.2015.1103173.

Peters F, Vink M and Schmeets H (2018) Anticipating the citizenship premium: before
and after effects of immigrant naturalisation on employment. Journal of Ethnic
and Migration Studies 44(7): 1051–1080. DOI: 10.1080/1369183X.2017.1367650.

Portes A and Curtis J (1987) Changing Flags - Naturalization and Its Determinants
Among Mexican Immigrants. International Migration Review 21(2): 352–371. DOI:
10.2307/2546320.

Ramakrishnan S and Espenshade T (2001) Immigrant incorporation and political
participation in the United States. International Migration Review 35(3): 870–909.
DOI: 10.1111/j.1747-7379.2001.tb00044.x.

Ryo E (2016) Detained: A Study of Immigration Bond Hearings. Law & Society Review
50(1): 117–153. DOI: 10.1111/lasr.12177.

Safran W (1997) Citizenship and nationality in democratic systems: Approaches to
defining and acquiring membership in the political community. International
Political Science Review 18(3): 313–335. DOI: 10.1177/019251297018003006.

Sanchez G (1997) Face the nation: Race, immigration, and the rise of nativism in late
twentieth century America. International Migration Review 31(4): 1009–1030. DOI:
10.2307/2547422.

Sapiro V (1984) Women, Citizenship, and Nationality - Immigration and Naturaliza-
tion Policies in the United-States. Politics & Society 13(1): 1–26. DOI: 10.1177/
003232928401300101.

Schemer C, Wirth W and Matthes J (2012) Value Resonance and Value Framing Effects
on Voting Intentions in Direct-Democratic Campaigns. American Behavioral Scientist
56(3, SI): 334–352. DOI: 10.1177/0002764211426329.

Sklansky DA (2012) Crime, Immigration, and Ad Hoc Instrumentalism. New Criminal
Law Review 15(2): 157–223. DOI: 10.1525/nclr.2012.15.2.157.

Soehl T, Waldinger R and Luthra R (2020) Social politics: the importance of the family
for naturalisation decisions of the 1.5 generation. Journal of Ethnic and Migration
Studies 46(7): 1240–1260. DOI: 10.1080/1369183X.2018.1534584.

Spiro PJ (2010) Dual citizenship as human right. Icon-International Journal of Constitu-
tional Law 8(1): 111–130. DOI: 10.1093/icon/mop035.

Spiro PJ (2019) The equality paradox of dual citizenship. Journal of Ethnic and Migration
Studies 45(6, SI): 879–896. DOI: 10.1080/1369183X.2018.1440485.

Sredanovic D (2016) Political parties and citizenship legislation change in EU28
countries, 1992-2013. International Political Science Review 37(4): 438–452. DOI:
10.1177/0192512115584008.



Appendix 149

Stadlmair J (2017) Which policies matter? Explaining naturalisation rates using
disaggregated policy data. Austrian Journal of Political Science 46(1): 59–73. DOI:
10.15203/ozp.1585.vol46iss1.

Steinhardt MF and Wedemeier J (2012) The Labor Market Performance of Naturalized
Immigrants in Switzerland – New Findings from the Swiss Labor Force Survey.
Journal of International Migration and Integration 13(2, SI): 223–242. DOI: 10.1007/
s12134-011-0213-5.

Stewart E and Mulvey G (2014) Seeking Safety beyond Refuge: The Impact of Immi-
gration and Citizenship Policy upon Refugees in the UK. Journal of Ethnic and
Migration Studies 40(7): 1023–1039. DOI: 10.1080/1369183X.2013.836960.

Street A (2014) My Child Will Be a Citizen: Intergenerational Motives for Naturaliza-
tion. World Politics 66(2): 264+. DOI: 10.1017/S0043887114000033.

Street A (2017) The Political Effects of Immigrant Naturalization. International Migra-
tion Review 51(2): 323–343. DOI: 10.1111/imre.12229.

Trujillo-Pagán N (2014) Emphasizing the ‘Complex’ in the ‘Immigration Industrial
Complex’. Critical Sociology 40(1): 29–46. DOI: 10.1177/0896920512469888.

Van Berlo P (2015) Australia’s Operation Sovereign Borders: Discourse, Power, and
Policy from a Crimmigration Perspective. Refugee Survey Quarterly 34(4): 75–104.
DOI: 10.1093/rsq/hdv011.

Van der Woude M and Brouwer J (2017) Searching for ‘Illegal’ Junk in the Trunk:
Underlying Intentions of (cr) Immigration Controls in Schengen’s Internal Border
Areas. New Criminal Law Review 20(1): 157–179. DOI: 10.1525/nclr.2017.20.1.157.

Van der Woude M and Van der Leun J (2017) Crimmigration checks in the internal
border areas of the EU: Finding the discretion that matters. European Journal of
Criminology 14(1, SI): 27–45. DOI: 10.1177/1477370816640139.

Van der Woude M, Barker V and V J (2017) Crimmigration in Europe. European
Journal of Criminology 14(1, SI): 3–6. DOI: 10.1177/1477370816639814.

Van der Woude MAH and Van Berlo P (2015) Crimmigration at the Internal Borders
of Europe? Examining the Schengen Governance Package. Utrecht Law Review
11(1): 61–79. DOI: 10.18352/ulr.312.

Van Hook J, Brown SK and Bean FD (2006) For love or money? Welfare reform and
immigrant naturalization. Social Forces 85(2): 643–666. DOI: 10.1353/sof.2007.0029.

Verkaaik O (2010) The cachet dilemma: Ritual and agency in new Dutch nationalism.
American Ethnologist 37(1): 69–82. DOI: 10.1111/j.1548-1425.2010.01242.x.

Vink MP and De Groot G-R (2010) Citizenship Attribution in Western Europe:
International Framework and Domestic Trends. Journal of Ethnic and Migration
Studies 36(5): 713–734. DOI: 10.1080/13691831003763914.

Vink MP, Prokic-Breuer T and Dronkers J (2013) Immigrant Naturalization in the
Context of Institutional Diversity: Policy Matters, but to Whom? International
Migration 51(5): 1–20. DOI: 10.1111/imig.12106.

Wanner P and Piguet E (2002) The Practice of Naturalization in Switzerland: A
Statistical Overview. Population 57(6): 913–922. DOI: 10.2307/1534737.



150 Appendix

Wettstein M (2012) Frame Adoption in Referendum Campaigns: The Effect of News
Coverage on the Public Salience of Issue Interpretations. American Behavioral
Scientist 56(3, SI): 318–333. DOI: 10.1177/0002764211426328.

Wong J (2000) The Effects of Age and Political Exposure on the Development of Party
Identification Among Asian American and Latino Immigrants in the United States.
Political Behavior 22(4): 341–371. DOI: 10.1023/A:1010630130895.

Woodrow-Lafield K, Xu X, Kersen T, et al. (2004) Naturalization of US immigrants:
Highlights from ten countries. Population Research and Policy Review 23(3): 187–218.
DOI: 10.1023/B:POPU.0000034097.35915.e1.

Yang P (1994) Explaining Immigrant Naturalization. International Migration Review
28(3): 449–477. DOI: 10.2307/2546816.



Curriculum vitae

Hannah Bliersbach (Aachen, 1995) graduated from the Gymnasium der Stadt
Hückelhoven in 2013 and began her undergraduate studies at the Rheinische
Friedrich-Wilhelms-Universität Bonn in that same year. After an Erasmus
exchange semester at Leiden University, she graduated in 2017 with a BA in
Political Science and Sociology and a minor in English Studies. She
subsequently returned to Leiden for her graduate studies obtaining a MSc.
(res) in Political Sciences and Public Administration in 2019. Her master thesis
analyzed citizenship allocation principles such as ius nexi in the context of
denationalization. Before starting her PhD, Hannah worked as a workgroup
instructor at Leiden University’s Institute of Political Science teaching Academic
Skills and Statistics.

In April 2020, she joined the Institute of Public Administration and the
Van Vollenhoven Institute for Law, Governance and Society as a PhD candidate
in the Leiden University research program Social Citizenship and Migration
under the supervision of prof. dr. Olaf van Vliet and prof. dr. mr. Maartje van
der Woude. As part of her PhD trajectory, Hannah attended the Vrije Universi-
teit Amsterdam Graduate Winter School, the ECPR Winter School and co-
founded the Early Careers Lounge at the ECPR Standing Group on Citizenship.
Her doctoral research took her to fieldwork in both Germany and Canada,
where she was a Visiting Junior Fellow at the Centre for Criminology and
Sociolegal Studies and a Harney Visiting Research Fellow at the Munk School
of Global Affairs & Public Policy at the University of Toronto (Sept-Dec 2022).

As a PhD candidate, Hannah taught several courses on qualitative method-
ology, socio-legal studies and street-level bureaucracy in both English and
Dutch. Since April 2025, Hannah continues her work as a PostDoc at the Van
Vollenhoven Institute as part of the research line ‘Resilience & Security’ of
the NWO-funded project Crafting Resilience.





In the range of books published by the Meijers Research Institute and Graduate School of Leiden
Law School, Leiden University, the following titles were published in 2024-2025:

MI-414 E. Hutten, Belastingprofessionals onder maatschappelijke druk. Een Nederlandse casestudie
naar reacties op BEPS, (diss. Leiden), Amsterdam: Ipskamp Printing 2024

MI-415 R. Stolk, Procederende belangenorganisatie in de polder. Een interdisciplinair perspectief op
de toegang tot de rechter, (diss. Leiden), Zutphen: Uitgeverij Paris 2024

MI-416 A. Sarris, International law and governance of the Arctic in an era of climate change, (diss.
Leiden), Amsterdam: Ipskamp Printing 2024, ISBN 978 94 6473 382 2

MI-417 F. Heitmüller, Combatting tax avoidance, the OECD way? The impact of the BEPS Project
on developing and emerging countries’ approach to international tax avoidance, (diss. Leiden),
Amsterdam: Ipskamp Printing 2024

MI-418 F.I. Kartikasari, Mining and environmental protection in Indonesia: Regulatory pitfalls, (diss.
Leiden), Amsterdam: Ipskamp Printing 2024, ISBN 978 94 6473 462 1

MI-419 S.H. Starrenburg, Striking a balance between local and global interests. Communities and
cultural heritage protection in public international law, (diss. Leiden), Amsterdam: Ipskamp
Printing 2024

MI-420 D. Stefoudi, Legal and policy aspects of space big data. Legal implications of the use of large
amounts of space data – Regulatory solutions and policy recommendations (diss. Leiden),
Amsterdam: Ipskamp Printing 2024, ISBN 978 94 6473 479 9

MI-421 S. Poulopoulou, Towards the establishment of a new International Humanitarian Law compli-
ance mechanism. Lessons learned from monitoring systems within the International Human-
itarian and Human Rights Law frameworks, (diss. Leiden), Amsterdam: Ipskamp Printing
2024

MI-422 M. Aalbers, De werking van algemene belangenafwegingen in het Europese staatssteunrecht.
Tussen verbod en verenigbaarheid?, (diss. Leiden), Amsterdam: Ipskamp Printing 2024

MI-423 J.M. Elbers, Reward Systems in Prison, (diss. Leiden), Alblasserdam: Ridderprint 2024
MI-424 Z. Tian, Legal Aspects of Active Debris Removal (ADR): Regulation of ADR under Inter-

national Space Law and the Way Forward for Legal Development, (diss. Leiden), Amsterdam:
Ipskamp Printing 2024

MI-425 J.P. Cnossen, Wisselwerking tussen commuun en bijzonder materieel strafrecht. Een analyse
en waardering in het licht van de beginselen van codificatie, schuld en legaliteit, (diss. Leiden),
Den Haag: Boom juridisch 2024, ISBN 978 94 6212 967 2, ISBN 978 94 0011 466 1
(e-book)

MI-426 L.B. Louis, Towards Better Policing. Achieving Norm Internalization and Compliance with
Persuasively Designed Technology, (diss. Leiden), Amsterdam: Ipskamp Printing 2024,
ISBN 978 94 6473 559 8

MI-427 J.P. Loof & R.A. Lawson (red.), Diverse mensen en gelijke rechten anno 2024. Essays ter
gelegenheid van het emeritaat van prof. Titia Loenen als hoogleraar Mensenrechten en diversiteit,
Leiden: Stichting NJCM-Boekerij 2024, ISBN 978 90 6750 070 8

MI-428 Y. Shi, Labour Regulation of International Aviation. A Crawl-Walk-Run Approach in Inter-
national Law, (diss. Leiden), Amsterdam: Ipskamp Printing 2024, ISBN 978 94 6473 588 8

MI-429 I.S. Ouwehand, Toetsing van deskundigenadviezen door de bestuursrechter, (diss. Leiden),
Zutphen: Uitgeverij Paris 2024, ISBN 978 94 6251 362 4

MI-430 P.L. Koopmans, Essays on the Economics of Household Finance and Social Insurance, (diss.
Leiden), Amsterdam: Ipskamp Printing 2024

MI-431 N.U. van Capelleveen, Radicalisering bij minderjarigen en overheidsingrijpen. Over de
interactie van rechtsgebieden en een kinder- en mensenrechtenconforme inzet van juridische
instrumenten, (diss. Leiden), Den Haag: Boom 2024, ISBN 978 94 6212 009 9, ISBN 978
94 0011 504 0 (e-book)

MI-432 A.B. Muñoz Mosquera, The North Atlantic Treaty Organization. An International Institu-
tional Law Perspectivee, (diss. Leiden), Amsterdam: Ipskamp Printing 2024

MI-433 S. Vandenbroucke, Navigating Corporate Responsibility in Global Supply Chains using Codes
of Conduct, (diss. Leiden), Amsterdam: Ipskamp Printing 2025



MI-434 B.N. van Ganzen, Dynamism and Democracy. Essays on the Fiscal Social Contract in a
Globalised World , (diss. Leiden), Amsterdam: Ipskamp Printing 2025

MI-435 M. Michels, Meerouderschap en het erfrecht. Een onderzoek naar de erfrechtelijke positie van
het kind en zijn ouders in een intentioneel meeroudergezin, (diss. Leiden), Amsterdam:
Ipskamp Printing 2025

MI-436 D.K. Jongkind, Netwerksubsidies. Een onderzoek naar de wijze waarop samenwerking in
subsidierelaties binnen het bestuursrecht kan worden vormgegeven, (diss. Leiden), Deventer:
Kluwer 2025, ISBN 978 90 1318 051 0

MI-437 G. Boffi, Socio-Economic Integration and Social Citizenship of Migrants: Empirical Analyses,
(diss. Leiden), Amsterdam: Ipskamp Printing 2025

MI-438 A. Kaviani Johnson, From concept to application: A critical reflection on child safeguarding
from a children’s rights perspective, (diss. Leiden), Amsterdam: Ipskamp Printing 2025
ISBN 978 94 6473 734 9

MI-439 J. Choi, Criminal Liability of Pilots in Aviation Accident Cases, (diss. Leiden) 2025
MI-440 K. Sharma, The Assembly of States Parties to the International Criminal Court – A Good

Governance Approach, (diss. Leiden), Amsterdam: Ipskamp Printing 2025
MI-441 B. Budinská, The European Central Bank’s centralised application of national law under the

Single Supervisory Mechanism. A rule of law analysis, (diss. Leiden), Amsterdam: Ipskamp
Printing 2025

MI-442 H. Bliersbach, Becoming and Belonging? Lived Experiences of Naturalization and Implementa-
tion of Citizenship Law in Germany and Canada, (diss. Leiden), Amsterdam: Ipskamp
Printing 2025

MI-443 D.P.L. van Thiel, Fundamental Labour Standards and the Shift from International to Trans-
national Labour Law. Countervailing Power in the Globalised World of Work, (diss. Leiden),
Amsterdam: Ipskamp Printing 2025, ISBN 978 94 64 73 757 8




