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ABSTRACT 

Marriage-based naturalization applicants’ experience with 

unwritten requirements and bureaucratic discretion: The case 

of Turkey 

 

Judith Woods 

Doctor of Philosophy in Political Science and International Relations 

January 18, 2024 

 

In Turkey, Law No. 4866 (2003) represented a significant turning point in naturalized citizenship 
through marriage, simultaneously restricting and enabling access. While it permitted naturalization 
through marriage for men for the first time, it also revoked the automatic grant of citizenship 
through marriage for women and imposed various conditions on those applying. The passage of 
Law No. 5901 (2009) set forth additional requirements for marriage-based naturalization and 
established the Citizenship Application Review Commission. Each of these developments 
increased the role of bureaucratic officials—and bureaucratic discretion—in the naturalization 
process. In their dual role as de facto policy makers and as gatekeepers of the symbolic boundary 
of the state, bureaucratic officials determine who meets citizenship requirements and (re)define 
what is and is not in the public interest. Fieldwork, consisting of responses to an online survey and 
in-depth interviews with those applying for or granted citizenship through marriage as well as 
attorneys and consultants working with citizenship applicants, allows an applicant-centered 
examination of the role of bureaucratic discretion in within the Turkish context. I argue that 
bureaucratic discretion—demonstrated through unofficial policies and additional requirements 
imposed on would-be citizens by bureaucratic officials—is utilized in support of specific 
understandings of the Turkish national identity, a legacy of historical and contemporary nation 
building efforts. This leads to disparate marriage-based naturalization trajectories and outcomes as 
well as implicitly making marriage-based naturalization part of the ongoing nation-building project, 
requiring that applicants perform their understanding of the Turkish identity throughout the 
application process. 
 
Keywords: Turkey; citizenship; marriage; bureaucratic discretion; national identity 
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ÖZETÇE 

Evlilik yoluyla vatandaşlığa başvuranların yazılı olmayan 

gereksinimler ve bürokratik takdire dair deneyimleri: Türkiye 

Örneği 

 

Judith Woods 

Siyaset Bilimi  ve Uluslararası İlişkiler, Doktora 

18-Ocak 2024 

 

 
4866 Numaralı Kanun (2003) Türk൴ye’de evlenme yoluyla vatandaşlık kazanılması hususunda 
öneml൴ b൴r dönüm noktası olmuş, b൴r yandan gerekl൴ koşulları sıkılaştırırken, b൴r d൴ğer yandan da 
çeş൴tl൴ kısıtlamaları kaldırmıştır. Erkekler ൴ç൴n evlenme yoluyla vatandaşlık kazanımı ൴lk defa 
mümkün kılınırken, kadınlar ൴ç൴n evl൴l൴k yoluyla doğrudan vatandaşlık kazanılma uygulamasına 
son ver൴lm൴ş ve vatandaşlığın kazanılması çeş൴tl൴ koşullara bağlanmıştır. 5091 Numaralı Kanun’un 
(2009) yürürlüğe g൴rmes൴yle ൴se, evlenme yoluyla vatandaşlık kazanılmasına ek koşullar get൴r൴lm൴ş 
ve Vatandaşlık Başvuru Değerlend൴rme Kom൴syonu kurulmuştur. Tüm bu gel൴şmeler, vatandaşlık 
kazanılması sürec൴nde yetk൴l൴ bürokratların rolünü ve bürokrat൴k takd൴r yetk൴ler൴n൴ arttırmıştır. “De 
facto” kanun yapıcı ve devlet sınırlarının sembol൴k koruyucuları olarak ç൴fte rol üstlenen 
bürokratlar, şahısların vatandaşlık ൴ç൴n gereken koşulları yer൴ne get൴r൴p get൴rmed൴ğ൴n൴ bel൴rlemekte 
ve toplumsal fayda açısından ney൴n doğru ya da ney൴n yanlış olduğuna karar vermekted൴rler. 
İnternet üzer൴nden yapılan anketlere ver൴len yanıtlar, evlenme yoluyla vatandaşlık başvurusunda 
bulunmuş veya vatandaşlık kazanmış k൴ş൴ler൴n yanı sıra avukatlar ve vatandaşlık başvurularında 
uzmanlaşmış danışmanlarla yapılmış olan detaylı görüşmeler൴ ൴çeren saha çalışmaları, Türk൴ye 
bağlamında bürokrat൴k takd൴r yetk൴s൴n൴n kullanımının başvuru sah൴b൴ açısından ൴ncelenmes൴n൴ 
mümkün kılmıştır. Gayrı resm൴ uygulamalar ve bürokratlar tarafından dayatılan ek koşullardan 
anlaşıldığı üzere, bürokrat൴k takd൴r yetk൴s൴n൴n, tar൴hsel ve çağdaş değerler ışığında Türk ulusal 
k൴ml൴ğ൴n൴n oluşturulması çabalarına destek olması amacıyla kullanıldığını öne sürmektey൴m. Bu 
durum evl൴l൴k yoluyla vatandaşlık kazanımı hususunda tutarsız süreç ve sonuçlara neden olup, 
evl൴l൴k yoluyla vatandaşlık kazanılmasını üstü kapalı b൴r b൴ç൴mde devam etmekte olan ulus-൴nşa 
prrojes൴ b൴r parçası hal൴ne get൴rmekte, başvuru sürec൴ boyunca, başvuru sah൴pler൴n൴n Türk k൴ml൴ğ൴ne 
aş൴nalıklarına da൴r b൴r performansı gerekl൴ kılmaktadır. 
 

Anahtar sözcükler: Türk൴ye, vatandaşlık, evl൴l൴k, bürokrat൴k takd൴r, ulusal k൴ml൴k
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DEFINITION OF KEY TERMS 

Bureaucratic discretion: The ability of a civil servant to use professional judgment determining 

applicant eligibility and/or compliance decisions. The level and type of discretion exercised (e.g., 

determining compliance with seemingly objective criteria versus more subjective requirements) 

depends on the position held.  

Citizenship: As meant in this dissertation, citizenship refers to the legal status of “citizen” 

conferred by a state. This status may be widely available or limited to a select few. Citizenship, as 

a legal status, is generally conferred at birth to the children of citizens, though there may be specific 

regulatory requirements to fulfill (e.g., timely registration of birth). All others with an interest in 

obtaining citizenship in a given state must meet additional requirements to become naturalized 

citizens. 

Fake marriage: Alternately termed a fraudulent marriage or marriage of convenience, a fake 

marriage may be defined from the perspective of the state as one entered into for the purpose of 

obtaining rights or benefits the recipient is not otherwise qualified for or entitled to (e.g., 

citizenship). 

International marriage migration: Also termed cross-border marriage, I define international 

marriage as one between two individuals from different countries of origin. International marriage 

migration is defined as immigration for the purpose of or resulting in an international marriage, 

even if marriage is not the primary goal of the initial immigration (e.g., tourism, education, labor 

immigration may all result in international marriage migration). Such marriages typically have the 

potential to change one partner’s citizenship status within their partner’s home state. 

International marriage research nexus: Research focusing on international marriage migration 

and at least one of the following: gender, immigration, citizenship, and/or nation building. 

National identity: A deeply held public understanding of the characteristics of a member of the 

nation or state (i.e., citizen) in terms of ethnicity, culture, language, and/or religion. 
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Naturalization: This is a process by which a non-citizen may obtain citizenship in a particular 

state. The pathways for naturalization depend on state legislation and are thus presented according 

to typical divisions or pathways. 

Regular naturalization. One of the ways adult labor and education migrants who meet state 

requirements may gain state citizenship is through the “regular” naturalization processes. 

State requirements generally include a period of residence and some level of fluency in the 

state language(s), though income and/or integration requirements are fairly common as 

well. 

Marriage-based naturalization. Many states offer a non-citizen spouse the opportunity to 

gain state citizenship after marriage provided state requirements are met. These 

requirements may include that the marriage have been in effect for a particular period, a 

specified period of residence within the state, and some level of fluency in the state 

language(s). 

Exceptional naturalization. Due to globalization, many states feel the need to compete with 

others to attract and retain top-level foreign talent, which may include athletic, scientific, 

business, or other skills. State perceptions of individual mobility have led them to create 

specific procedures to offer citizenship to those who display such “exceptional” abilities.1 

There are no general trends in state requirements for this pathway. 

Investment-based naturalization. In order to facilitate the inflow of global investment 

capital, many states have created a specific pathway toward citizenship for those who 

invest a significant amount of capital in the state. This may be done in the form of real 

estate or business ventures, depending on state regulations. This pathway also often 

requires a certain period of residence, but it is often much shorter than the period required 

for regular naturalization or naturalization through marriage. Typically, there is no 

language fluency requirement for this naturalization pathway. 

 

 
1 I use the term “perceptions of individual mobility” because a significant number of otherwise talented individuals 

are immobile in a “mobile,” globalized world. 
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CHAPTER 1. AN INTRODUCTION AND METHODOLOGICAL 

OVERVIEW OF MARRIAGE-BASED NATURALIZATION AND THE 

ROLE OF BUREAUCRATIC DISCRETION 

1.1 Background 

From the perspective of the state, marriage is a relatively simple legal matter, a contract between 

two parties, albeit one with a host of financial and legal implications. International marriage—

marriage between those from different countries of origin—elevates this simple matter to one of 

much greater state concern. There are two reasons for this. First, international marriage is a highly 

symbolic act, perhaps particularly in a nation-state. This is because through this private, yet state-

governed action, one person traditionally becomes a member of their partner’s nation, adopting its 

cultural customs and social mores (at least to a certain extent). Secondly, in many states around 

the world, the act of marriage also provides a noncitizen with the means to become a member of 

that state—a citizen—with attendant claims to legal and political rights. International marriage 

therefore brings together the issues of nation-building, immigration, and citizenship in ways that 

labor and other types of (im)migration do not, creating a nexus of research opportunity. 

There is a variety of scholarly literature focusing on the international marriage research 

nexus (i.e., research that focuses on international marriage and immigration, citizenship, gender, 

and/or nation-building). Such research includes studies on traditional “settler” states (e.g., the U.S., 

Australia, and Canada), East Asia (e.g., Thailand, South Korea, and Japan), as well as popular 

destination states within the E.U. (e.g., Germany, Denmark, and Finland). While some scholars 

have examined Turkey within the varying frameworks of international marriage migration, much 

of the research involving Turkey positions it as the sender of cross-border marriage migrants (see, 

for example, Bonjour & de Hart, 2013; Charsley & Liversage, 2015; Kulu & Hannemann, 2016). 

English-language research about Turkey as a marriage migration destination has generally focused 

on the experience of specific ethnic groups, specifically (women) from Bulgaria, Georgia, and the 

post-Soviet space in general (see, for example, Akyüz, 2017; Bloch, 2011; Kaytan, 2016). There 

is little research on the experience of other marriage migrants to Turkey, despite its growing 
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popularity as a transit and destination state for international migrants from Europe as well as Africa, 

Asia, and the Americas. 

Research conducted in a variety of contexts further indicates immigration, specifically the 

pathways it provides to naturalization, is a key battleground in struggles over the national identity 

(see, for example, Bonjour & de Hart, 2013; Cole, 2014; Hobsbawm, 1992; Hollifield & Wong, 

2015). Thus, one important theme that reoccurs throughout the marriage migration literature 

focusing on Europe is the role of bureaucratic officials as gatekeepers of the citizenship status. 

Primed to spot potential “fake marriages,” bureaucratic officials often rely on the lenses of gender 

and culture—that is to say, whether the migrant spouse adheres to the racialized and gendered 

expectations the official has regarding their country of origin—and bureaucratic scrutiny, 

probationary periods, and restrictions fall more heavily on those from specific countries and ethnic 

groups (Andrikopoulos, 2021; Eggebo, 2013; Pellander, 2015; Wray, 2006). In Turkey, 

(im)migration and naturalization access have been tools of nation building since the inception of 

the state itself (de Bel-Air, 2016; Gülalp, 2006; İçduygu & Aksel, 2013). There has been less 

discussion, however, on officials’ lenses in Turkey (e.g., gender, culture, politics, etc.) and the use 

of bureaucratic discretion in officials’ work (for important exceptions, see Kadirbeyoğlu & Çınar, 

2016; Toktaş & Çelik, 2017). 

Concerns that individuals are using marriage to gain citizenship in order to access the labor 

market, take advantage of state welfare regimes, and/or cover up illicit activities (e.g., prostitution, 

smuggling, etc.) are not limited to the Global North and have led to greater bureaucratic scrutiny 

and space for discretionary decisions around the world (see, for example, Bloch, 2011; Bonjour & 

de Hart, 2013; Brettell, 2017; Gutekunst, 2015; G. Kim & Kilkey, 2017; Le Bail, 2017; Lee, 2015; 

Leinonen & Pellander, 2014; Töttős, 2015; Yeoh et al., 2013). In Western Europe and the United 

States, this has also been linked with issues of racism and Islamophobia resulting from both official 

policy and bureaucratic discretion (Alexander, 2013; Chowdhury, 2018; de Hart, 2015b; Kofman 

et al., 2015; Leutloff-Grandits, 2019; Mouritsen, 2013; Saulnier, 2015; Topak et al., 2015). Less 

attention, however, has been paid to how increased bureaucratic scrutiny and discretion have been 

experienced in non-Western countries with regard to the international marriage research nexus. In 

light of growing nationalism and politicization of (im)migration in Turkey, in particular, it is worth 

examining how official policy and bureaucratic discretion play out. 
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In Turkey, Law No. 4866 (2003), which amended Turkish Citizenship Law No. 403 (1964) 

represented a significant turning point in a noncitizen’s ability to naturalize through marriage. 

Replacing the declaration of intent required by the earlier law with a three-year waiting period and 

defined application process, Law No. 4866 (2003) also allowed men to gain citizenship through 

marriage for the first time (Law No. 403 Türk Vatandaşlığı Kanunu [Turkish Citizenship Law], 

1964; Law No. 4866 Türk Vatandaşlığı Kanununda Değişiklik Yapılmasına İlişkin Kanun [Law 

Amending the Turkish Citizenship Law], 2003). Just as importantly, it created multiple 

opportunities for bureaucratic discretion to play a greater role in determining who would be able 

to access citizenship. It was replaced in 2009 by Law No. 5901, the new Turkish Citizenship Law. 

While the law itself made no changes regarding marriage-based naturalization, its implementation 

via Regulation 2010/139 increased the importance of bureaucratic discretion in the decision-

making process. 

This research fills three important gaps within the literature. First, it positions Turkey as a 

destination country for marriage migrants. A number of geographic and political factors, including 

Turkey’s relative proximity to states experiencing upheaval, its location between the E.U. and 

Western Asia, its quest for E.U. accession, and strong tourism industry, have served to increase its 

popularity as both a transit and destination state for international migrants. Not surprisingly, 

intermarriage between Turkish citizens and noncitizens has also increased, but existing literature 

is limited to particular groups (e.g., post-Soviet and/or Eastern European women, ethnic kin). My 

fieldwork goes beyond these widely studied groups and finds that Turkey plays host to women and 

men from around the world who have married Turkish spouses. Secondly, I recognize that nation-

building is an ongoing process, one that supports specific understandings of the national identity. 

In the case of Turkey, this ongoing nation-building project—and thus ethno-religious national 

identity—is also strengthened by increasing nationalist rhetoric and policy (Acar & Altunok, 2013; 

Hoffman et al., 2018; International Institute for Strategic Studies, 2020; Kirişci & Sloat, 2019; 

Uzgel, 2022). While Turkey officially considers itself a secular state, both the concept of 

secularism and the secular state have come under increasing challenge since the 1980s (Hoffman 

et al., 2018; Öztürk, 2019; Kali Robinson, 2022). Along with these socio-political challenges, 

Turkey has a history of discrimination against specific populations, with clear geographic, socio-

political, and legal boundaries historically drawn between those who are Turkish, those who may 
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become Turkish, and those who have been judged unassimilable. It is because of this history and 

ongoing contention that Turkey presents an interesting case in which to examine the role of 

bureaucratic officials in marriage-based naturalization. Applying the perspective of street level 

bureaucracy and discretion to matters of migration in Turkey, Kadirbeyoğlu and Çınar (2016) 

highlight a major gap between the legal framework of naturalization and bureaucratic 

implementation when interpreting undefined or unclear conditions for naturalization. Toktaş and 

Çelik (2017) additionally note a significant difference between the laws governing border 

crossings and the reality on the ground at the Sarp land border gate between Turkey and Georgia. 

They go on to describe the key role of discretion in implementing laws, arguing that it is officials’ 

preferences that determine “…how strictly legislation is imposed. Thus, there emerges a gap 

between official and de facto policy and between national legislation and local implementation of 

laws regulating migration and border crossings” (Toktaş & Çelik, 2017). Finally, despite the 

contestation—and continued strength—of the Turkish identity, existing literature has not 

considered how often bureaucratic discretion is used in service of the national identity, reifying 

specific understandings of what it means to be “Turkish.” Thus, in light of its history, changes to 

the laws and regulations governing marriage-based naturalization, and the challenges posed to the 

national identity by increased immigration, an examination of marriage-based naturalization in 

Turkey through the lens of bureaucratic discretion offers contributions to the literature to help fill 

these gaps. 

1.2 The puzzle: Research questions and methodological approach 

From a procedural perspective, the acquisition of citizenship does not appear unduly complex: one 

must only meet certain requirements and submit specific paperwork. This is not the case, however. 

Citizenship defines the boundaries of membership within a state. Even where it is not a highly 

politicized issue, immigrants and would-be citizens may (purposefully or inadvertently) challenge 

certain aspects of the national self-identity, such as the ethnic or religious makeup of society or 

the socio-cultural practices of citizens. Moreover, according to the literature on street-level 

bureaucracy, in situations where applicable law(s) and/or regulation(s) are vaguely written or lack 

quantifiable criteria and/or clear and specific definitions of key terms, there is an inherent level of 

discretion in decisions made by bureaucratic officials—from appointed policy makers all the way 
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down to street-level (e.g., lower level and/or public facing) staff. In the Turkish context, the 

national identity is contested and laws governing access to that identity lack specific criteria; at 

the same time, bureaucratic officials involved in the naturalization process see themselves as 

keepers of the symbolic boundaries of the nation. These factors have the potential to create 

discrimination in citizenship access along ethnic, religious, and/or cultural lines. This research 

therefore asks whether applicants experience discrimination in the naturalization process based on 

particular understandings of the national identity. 

 

Overall, this work seeks to examine marriage-based applicants’ experiences with 

naturalization to determine whether and how specific understandings of the Turkish national 

identity impact their process of marriage-based naturalization. In order to aid in this determination, 

from the general to the specific, I also ask the following questions: 

 What are applicants’ experiences with bureaucratic decision making and discretion during 

the process of marriage-based naturalization? 

o Do demographic factors, particularly those related to contested aspects of the 

Turkish identity, impact applicants’ naturalization process? 

 Have discretionary decisions led to informal policies of citizenship eligibility based on 

specific understandings of the Turkish national identity? 

I take a pragmatic approach to my research questions and methods. As defined by Creswell 

(2009), researchers within this paradigm draw from qualitative and quantitative assumptions, 

methods, techniques, and procedures and specifically look for multiple approaches in data 

collection and analysis, emphasizing the research problem and making it well-suited for mixed-

methods research. As my research questions include both objective (e.g., legal requirements) and 

subjective realities (e.g., applicant experiences), a pragmatic approach to overall data collection 

and analysis is beneficial. This paradigm allows an examination of the messy multiple realities of 

how an event is experienced by individuals alongside and in contrast to the regulatory environment. 

In doing so, it spotlights the messy reality of policy implementation. 

I draw upon a mixed-methods strategy that centers applicants’ experiences in the 

naturalization application process. Through: examination of statistical data, an online survey, and 
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in-depth semi-structured interviews with successful and unsuccessful marriage-based 

naturalization applicants, as well as attorneys and consultants who work with them, I highlight 

how specific understandings of the national identity guides the use of bureaucratic discretion 

throughout the application process. The quantitative data sets the stage: what we know about the 

population of international marriage migrants in Turkey and how survey respondents compare to 

this population. The qualitative data adds individuals’ stories, highlighting personal experiences 

of the naturalization process with reference to the legislation and regulations in effect at the time. 

Through an online survey and semi-structured interviews, applicants describe their naturalization 

process from initial document requirements through the interview process(es). 

In this research, I distinguish between official policy as written policy, which may be 

formally legislated or found in employee handbooks, agency policy manuals, and the like, and de 

facto or unofficial policy as unwritten and comprised of institutionalized collective practices. This 

is consistent with the pragmatic approach of my study, which recognizes the important effects of 

both types of policies. This dissertation also provides a novel perspective—that of immigrants and 

consultants—by exploring individual experiences with the naturalization process. This mixed 

methods, pragmatic approach allows me to present respondents’ lived experiences in meeting the 

official objective criteria (e.g., document requirements) and subjective criteria (e.g., a “real 

marriage,” “family unity,” etc.) and highlights variations in their experiences. 

1.3 Chapter outline 

Taking a pragmatic, mixed methods approach, I examine the marriage-based naturalization 

application process from the applicants’ perspectives, which allows me to highlight 

implementation gaps in Turkish naturalization policy. In doing so, I make use of statistical data, 

an online survey, and interviews with successful and unsuccessful marriage-based naturalization 

applicants as well as with attorneys and consultants who work with them. My research reveals 

variation in applicants’ experiences that point to the use of bureaucratic discretion in decision 

making. I argue many of these discretionary decisions reflect and are used in support of specific 

understandings of the Turkish national identity. 
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 The remainder of this dissertation is structured as follows. In Chapter 2, I introduce and 

examine the theoretical frameworks that inform my research in the international marriage research 

nexus. Based on the literature presented, I argue that the naturalization process, the acquisition of 

citizenship status other than by birth, is inherently part of a state’s ongoing nation-building project 

and can be used to reify specific understandings of “the nation.” I add that bureaucratic discretion 

in decision making related to naturalization often serves to support these understandings, creating 

unofficial policies of deservingness and belonging. In Chapter 3, I turn my attention to the case of 

Turkey in light of the gaps identified in the literature, explain my choice of the Turkish case, and 

provide a fuller discussion of my research methodology and design. In Chapter 4, I explore the 

long history of the Turkish identity, setting the stage for the contemporary context in Turkey for 

marriage-based naturalization applicants. I argue that core components of this identity have 

remained consistent since the late Ottoman period, despite ongoing contestation. More recently, 

as Turkey has undertaken a nationalist and authoritarian turn, the traditional ethno-religious 

understanding of the Turkish identity has been further instrumentalized by the ruling AKP in 

response to challenges to this ethno-religious identity. Chapters 5-9 present empirical data gathered 

during fieldwork in 2019. Chapter 5 presents the contemporary context of Turkey via analysis of 

statistical data, which also serves to contextualize responses to the online survey offered to foreign-

born spouses of Turkish citizens. I examine what is known about the population of marriage-based 

citizens and naturalization applicants. I then compare respondents to the online survey to this 

population. Finally, I examine the online survey respondents in light of trends highlighted within 

the literature to see how Turkey “fits.” In Chapters 6, 7, and 8, I examine data from the online 

survey and interviews as related to each of the three phases of the (current) marriage-based 

naturalization process: the initial application and documentation, interactions with the police 

and/or security forces, and the interview with the Citizenship Application Review Commission 

(CARC). In each chapter, I highlight differences between the official requirements or process and 

applicants’ lived experiences. In Chapter 9, I further explore specific themes raised during the 

interviews vis-à-vis the theoretical frameworks I discuss in Chapter 2: nation-building, identity, 

gender, and bureaucratic discretion. I argue that the ethno-religious Turkish identity is actively 

protected and reinforced by the gatekeepers of the nation and national identity—those officials 

charged with overseeing the acquisition (and loss) of citizenship—who utilize the discretion 

inherent in their positions to require marriage-based naturalization applicants to demonstrate their 
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“Turkishness” throughout the application process. Finally, in Chapter 10, I discuss the implications 

of this research—the disparate ethnicized and gendered impacts of inconsistently applied informal 

policies of citizenship eligibility—and argue that the various discretionary requirements applied 

to marriage-based naturalization applicants not only require them to fall within the contours of the 

Turkish national identity and cultural norms but also make the marriage-based naturalization 

process part of an ongoing nation-building process. 
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CHAPTER 2. THEORETICAL FRAMEWORKS OF MARRIAGE-BASED 

NATURALIZATION AND TURKEY 

2.1 Introduction 

It can be argued that the ability to acquire citizenship through marriage serves as a litmus test for 

whether an individual is allowed to belong to a society. Unlike citizenship through investment, so-

called “regular” naturalization, or naturalization through ethnic or family connection, laws 

governing the acquisition of citizenship through marriage—broadly speaking—typically include 

far fewer requirements (see Error! Reference source not found.); they are typically predicated 

on the presence of a “real” marriage and—lacking simple disqualifiers such as ethnic/historic 

connection or monetary investment thresholds—often focus on how well the applicant “fits” with 

the society. It is in making these determinations that marriage-based naturalization is particularly 

interesting: In their official role as gatekeepers to citizenship, officials—from street-level 

functionaries and career civil servants to political appointees—are tasked with determining 

whether applicants meet all legal requirements, including whether applicants’ marriages are “real” 

and how well they “fit” a particular society. Often, such decisions are made without recourse to 

more technical or quantifiable reasons for denial, instead relying on these more subjective criteria. 



10 

 

10 

 

 

 
2 In Turkey, for example, under Law No. 5901 (2009), a “regular” citizenship applicant must reside in Turkey for five 

years before applying, must not have a disease posing a danger to public health, must be of good morals, must speak 

“an adequate level of Turkish,” have sufficient income or employment, and not pose a threat to national security and 

the public order. While the residence requirement for a descent-based applicant drops to two years, the other 

requirements remain in place. By contrast, a marriage-based applicant must only wait three years from the date of 

marriage (and the marriage must be ongoing), must be living in “family unity” with the Turkish spouse, must avoid 

acts “not compatible with the marriage unity,” and must not pose a threat to national security or the public order; there 

are no residency, public health, or morality requirements in either Law No. 5901 (2009) or Regulation 2010/139 

(2010). 

 

Figure 2-1: Typical naturalization pathways and requirements2 

Source: Compiled by the author based on Bauböck et al. (2006), Bauböck et al. (2009), Huddleston 
and Vink (2015), Hwang (2015), Kim and Kwon (2012), Shah and Menski (2006), and Xu et al. 
(2015) 
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Bringing together issues of nation-building, immigration, citizenship, and gender the 

international marriage research nexus contains literature from multiple perspectives about these 

themes, particularly when it also involves the issue of bureaucratic discretion. Specifically, 

literature within this nexus may be from the perspective of the state, individuals, or even 

bureaucratic officials themselves. 3  Because I have chosen to present an applicant-centered 

perspective in the context of a specific legal/regulatory environment, I have also chosen to include 

multiple perspectives on nexus themes such as the national identity, citizenship, and gender. 

According to the literature on cross-border marriage migration, bureaucratic discretion has 

the potential to create discrimination in citizenship access based on varying understandings of a 

“real” marriage and expectations toward integration, regardless of how well the applicant meets 

legal requirements of Law No. 4866, Türk Vatandaşlığı Kanununda Değ൴ş൴kl൴k Yapılmasına İl൴şk൴n 

Kanun [Law Amending the Turkish Citizenship Law] (2003), implemented by Regulation 

2004/7275, and Law No. 5901, Türk Vatandaşlığı Kanunu [Turkish Citizenship Law] (2009), 

implemented by Regulation 2010/139.4 In the context of Turkey, there has long been contention 

over defining the “Turkish” identity—ethno-religious or civic—as well as a history of 

discrimination against particular populations. As such, it is valid to inquire whether and how 

bureaucratic discretion in decision-making might contribute to creating barriers or facilitating 

access to naturalization through marriage in Turkey based on applicant characteristics. 

English language research on cross-border marriage migration has been most 

comprehensively focused on the context of Asia, particularly South Korea, but also including 

 
3 The perspective of bureaucratic officials should be considered as distinct from the government, as distinct from the 

state. The state encompasses both the political government and career bureaucratic officials who may or may not share 

the same aims. Bureaucratic officials also have different priorities and areas of focus than the state, making their 

perspectives unique from one another. 
4 Law No. 4866 (2003) is available at https://www.resmigazete.gov.tr/eskiler/2003/06/20030612.htm#1; Regulation 

2004/7275, “Regulation 2004/7275 on the Implementation of Turkish Citizenship Law Due to Marriage With a 

Turkish Citizen” is available at https://www.resmigazete.gov.tr/eskiler/2004/05/20040524.htm#4; Law No. 5901 

(2009) is available at https://www.resmigazete.gov.tr/eskiler/2009/06/20090612-1.htm; “Regulation 2010/139 on the 

Implementation of Turkish Citizenship Law” is available at 

https://www.resmigazete.gov.tr/eskiler/2010/04/20100406-9.htm.  
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China, Vietnam and Singapore (Chee et al., 2014; Hao, 2015; M. Kim, 2010; Lu, 2005; Williams, 

2010), and traditional settler states like the U.S. and Australia (including Obinna, 2017; Kathryn 

Robinson, 2007; Ryabov, 2016; Williams, 2010). More recent studies have expanded to include 

popular destination states, both in the E.U. (including Cole, 2014; de Hart, 2006; Eggebo, 2013; 

Fernandez & Jensen, 2014; Kofman, 2004; Niedomysl et al., 2010; Pellander, 2015; Wray, 2006) 

and its periphery (including Akyüz, 2017; Bloch, 2011; Dumbrava, 2017). Such research has 

drawn on the more general literature on citizenship, including the legal context of citizenship status 

and rights (Abrams, 2013; Bauböck et al., 2006, 2009; Blackledge, 2016; Toner, 2006), the 

political context of immigration and citizenship regimes (Abou-Chadi, 2016; Bonjour & de Hart, 

2013; Howard, 2009; H. J. Kim et al., 2014; J. Kim & Kwon, 2012), marriage brokers and 

regulations (Chee et al., 2012; J. Kim et al., 2014; Pellander, 2019; Reinold et al., 2016; Yakushko 

& Rajan, 2017), and the social context of marriage migrant experiences (e.g., Charsley & Wray, 

2015; Cheng, 2011; M. Kim, 2010, 2013; Kofman, 2005; Malhotra et al., 2016). In the case of 

Turkey, research on cross-border marriage migration has largely focused on Turkey as the country 

of origin not as the destination (Bonjour & de Hart, 2013; Charsley & Liversage, 2015; Kulu & 

Hannemann, 2016). Existing scholarship about Turkey as a marriage migration destination has 

generally focused on the experience of specific ethnic groups, including (women) from Bulgaria 

(Kaytan, 2016), Georgia (Akyüz, 2017) and the post-Soviet space (Bloch, 2011), with a focus on 

marriage between ethnic kin and/or “fake marriages.” This dissertation research goes beyond this 

focus to examine the field of international marriage migration and marriage-based naturalization 

more generally. Moreover, this dissertation research views the legal context of citizenship in light 

of applicants’ lived naturalization experiences, recognizing that citizenship laws and regulations 

are (re)interpreted through the everyday practices of bureaucratic officials who are affected by the 

social and political contexts. 

This review of the literature is thus intended to situate the context of contemporary Turkey 

within the larger literature related to the international marriage research nexus and street level 

bureaucracy, which also includes the related literatures of nation-building, immigration and 

naturalization, and gender. With nation-building as an ongoing project, the acquisition or denial of 

citizenship serves as one nation-building mechanism. The mechanism of citizenship, as well as the 

ongoing nation-building project it supports, have ethnicized and gendered outcomes. These do not 
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occur in a vacuum: they result from discretionary decisions made over time as well as official 

policy. While citizenship itself is nation-building mechanism, creating a legal status with attendant 

rights and obligations, access to citizenship is a matter of national identity. It provides a 

demarcation between those who share a particular “imagined community” and “invented” 

traditions—a national identity—and those who do not (Anderson, 1991; Hobsbawm & Ranger, 

1983). This national identity is an area of ongoing socio-cultural, even political, contestation, even 

when citizenship itself is less politicized. 

As Klusmeyer (2001) notes, the issue of citizenship connects a number of policy domains 

because it is related to the fundamental questions of defining the boundaries of membership within 

and between polities, the allocation of benefits and burdens, and how member identities should be 

understood and accommodated. Even where citizenship and immigration are not highly politicized 

issues, immigrants and would-be citizens may (purposefully or inadvertently) challenge certain 

aspects of the national self-identity. One potential result of this challenge is identified within the 

literature regarding street-level bureaucracy. When it comes to certain matters, particularly those 

where applicable law(s) and/or regulation(s) are vaguely written, lacking quantifiable criteria, or 

absent clear and specific definitions of key terms, there is an inherent level of discretion in 

decisions made by bureaucratic officials—from appointed policy makers all the way down to 

street-level (e.g., lower level and/or public facing) staff. This discretion, if applied consistently in 

a single direction, adds up to de facto policy. In a context such as Turkey where the national 

identity is contested, for example, and laws governing access to that identity are vaguely written, 

informal understandings of the nation—the national identity—have a significant potential to affect 

the implementation and enforcement laws governing naturalization. 

2.2 Building the nation(al identity) 

For a state, nation-building is, at heart, the process of determining who belongs within the nation 

as evidenced by their citizenship within the state. Brubaker (1992) famously argued that 

citizenship policies are a legacy of nation-building activities, thus tying citizenship policies to 

historical experience. In some cases, (e.g., France), this led to an assimilationist, though expansive, 

view of potential belonging whereas in others (e.g., Germany), this led to strongly descent-based 
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exclusive citizenship (Brubaker, 1992). In both cases, the critical factor was how the nation-state 

was formed. 

Greenfeld (1992, 2006b, 2019) further explored the issue of nation-building and citizenship 

as a historical legacy, arguing that citizenship expresses a reflection of ethnic identity and positing 

three potential types of ethnic understandings: collectivistic-ethnic, collectivistic-civic and 

individualistic-civic, each with specific understandings of national self-understanding and 

citizenship regime outcomes. These potential types come about based on “whether the nation is 

seen as a composite entity or in unitary terms, and on whether the criteria of national membership, 

that is, nationality, are civic or ethnic” (Greenfeld, 2006a, p. 194). Collectivistic-ethnic states, for 

example, have a traditional ethnic distinction to state membership and citizenship is an expression 

of ethnic identity. The collectivistic-civic group of states have an assimilationist or republican 

model of citizenship; while the nation continues to have a collective identity, the state and 

citizenship are defined in political and secular terms. Individualistic-civic states follow a pluralist 

or civic pluralism model, allowing full political membership while accepting ethnic or cultural 

differences. Weldon (2006) used this framework of ethnic understandings to examine different 

outcomes in terms of the restrictiveness of citizenship policies and treatment of ethnic minorities 

in the case of the European Union. Despite global trends toward convergence in citizenship laws 

due to domestic and international pressures, Weldon (2006) found “a strong relationship between 

the laws governing the acquisition and expression of citizenship, that is, citizenship regime type, 

and individual [citizen] tolerance judgments [of ethnic minorities]” and argues this is due to the 

embodiment of cultural traditions that govern state membership within citizenship laws and 

policies (Weldon, 2006, p. 331). While these understandings of how citizenship policies are 

formed are important, they remain limited to the European and/or settler-state context (e.g., the 

U.S., Canada and Australia). Looking outside of this context is important in examining citizenship 

policies, particularly with regard to ethnicity and other demographic characteristics, allowing a 

better grasp of the interplay of different factors. 

Hobsbawm (1992) argues that different understandings of nations are both the product of 

and legitimation for various political interests. As such, they are not apolitical, organic or 

impervious to change and may further reflect changes in or challenges to the national self-identity 
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resulting from the forces of immigration, globalization or other exogenous shocks (Hollifield & 

Wong, 2015). Brubaker (1992) agrees, in that the nation is supported by contemporary 

understandings of citizenship which produce national membership identity; the definition of 

citizenship is shaped and mediated by cultural arrangements which are subject to change (albeit 

slowly). This status of citizenship allows the state and society to divide “insiders” from “outsiders,” 

but may be more or less permeable or stable (Bauböck, 2006a). While national citizenship is a 

“membership organization,” it goes beyond legal membership within a nation-state and represents 

an important “social closure” delineating access to territory, goods, opportunities and rewards, 

(Brubaker, 1992, p. 21). 

Nation-building activities seek to institutionalize a specific understanding of the nation in 

terms of ethnicity, culture, language and religion; this can also be understood as an ongoing process 

that can be challenged by (im)migration, leading to state mitigation efforts; see Figure 2-2: 

National identity, immigration, and state mitigation strategies. International marriage may pose a 

particular threat to the self-conception of the state (Bonjour & de Hart, 2013; Cole, 2014; Moon, 

2015; Orgad, 2016). At least in part, this has led to the trend toward cultural assimilation as a 

prerequisite for admission and/or citizenship, and the extension of cultural assimilation 

requirements beyond the borders of the state to incoming family members who are required to be 

familiar with and follow native-born customs and culture in addition to familiarity with the state 

language(s) (de Leeuw & van Wichelen, 2012; Muhleisen et al., 2012; Orgad, 2016). Gutekunst 

(2015) similarly discusses how pre-immigration language requirements serve to reinforce national 

self-identity, both by excluding “undesirable” social populations (e.g., those who are poor, 

illiterate or lacking in education) and exempting specific groups (e.g., migrants from the U.S., 

Canada, Japan, Australia, New Zealand, etc.) from such requirements. This has a significant 

ethnocultural impact on who is allowed even the possibility of belonging. While such policies beg 

the question of whether culture is a legitimate criterion for regulating immigration, they may be 

also be seen as reinforcing a specific understanding or idea of the nation—an ongoing nation-

building project. 
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According to Gülalp (2006), it is important to recognize that the process of nation-building 

necessitates the creation of minority populations that differ from the population exercising 

sovereignty in terms of culture, language, ethnicity, and/or religion. This is a continuous process 

and may involve migrants or previously established populations and occurs in both newly-formed 

states engaging in initial nation-building activities as well as established states reinforcing 

symbolic borders and national conceptions of who belongs within the state. For Antonsich (2016), 

this  reinforcement may be accomplished through political speech. In examining the so-called 

“civic turn” in citizenship policy in Italy, Antonsich (2016) describes how the political speech of 

elected officials of the Italian political right is used to reinforce state boundaries and symbolically 

preserve the powers reserved to the ethnocultural majority.  

Political speech is also part of the ongoing nation-building project in that it can strengthen 

an institutionalized understanding of the national identity or seek to rewrite it in more (or less) 

inclusive terms. This type of political speech—that related to immigration, citizenship, and the 

boundaries of the state—cannot help but impact bureaucratic officials involved in the 

naturalization process regardless of whether or not it leads to legislative or regulatory changes. 

This is because—in addition to their policy making role—bureaucratic officials involved in 

 

Figure 2-2: National identity, immigration, and state mitigation strategies 
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naturalization play a key function in maintaining or reinforcing the boundaries of citizenship; 

political speech is one factor defining the context in which officials make their decisions.5  

Defining membership within the state affects citizens’ self-identity, rights and interests; 

thus membership within the state is a reflection of culture, political will, economic interests, 

markets and international institutions (Brubaker, 1992; Jacobson, 1996; Joppke, 1998; Kymlicka 

& Norman, 1994). From the perspective of the state and society, the question then becomes: who 

“deserves” membership within the state and the associated benefits? This issue of deservingness 

may be linked to national self-understanding and identity, political and cultural factors which 

affect political institutions, and state policies allowing the state access to members that maintain 

the nation-state itself (Marshall, 1963) and provide the resources for state self-reproduction 

(Torpey, 2000). This research situates the question of who “deserves” citizenship by examining 

the role of bureaucratic discretion in making this determination. 

2.3 Factors influencing naturalization aspirations 

According to Kymlicka and Norman (1994, p. 352), “citizenship is intimately linked to ideas of 

individual entitlement on the one hand and of attachment to a particular community on the other.” 

As a legal status that grants participatory political and economic rights, citizenship is a complex 

notion with meaning both for the state and the individual.6 For the state, there is an interest in 

ensuring a clear boundary between citizens and non-citizens to ensure that only citizens benefit 

from the associated rights and entitlements. The act of naturalization also serves as an opportunity 

for the state to make certain demands of would-be citizens that are not required of native-born 

 
5  An investigation of the effect of political speech on bureaucratic official decision-making is, unfortunately, not 

possible within the scope of this research as it focuses on applicants’ experiences with the naturalization process, not 

the bureaucracy itself. While potentially a fruitful avenue for future research, given proper operationalization of the 

variable, such is not possible at this time. One effect of the attempted coup of July 15, 2016, was limiting public access 

to bureaucratic officials, making such research extremely difficult; this is discussed further in Chapter 3, section 3.5

 Limitations. 
6 This research focuses on citizenship as a legal status within a state, while recognizing that the words “citizen” and 

“citizenship” can have multiple meanings (see, for example, Smith, 2002). Unfortunately, a full discussion of the 

possible meanings of citizenship, both for the state and the individual, is beyond the scope of this work. 
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citizens, which may include oaths of loyalty, assimilation (or integration to a specific level), 

language fluency, and/or conformity with particular norms and beliefs in applicants’ personal lives 

and habits (see, for example, Bauböck (2006a), Kraler (2006), Orgad (2016), Piller (2001), etc.). 

Because international marriage migration is unique in that the marriage itself forms the basis for 

either permanent residence or citizenship status—a status that may not be open to many others—

the state takes an active role in scrutinizing international marriages for “worthiness” as a condition 

for either or both immigration and citizenship. As such, international marriage migrants may face 

additional state demands related to marriage practices and child-rearing (for examples of this in 

practice, see Alexander (Alexander, 2013), Blackledge (2016), Brettell (2017), Chee et al. (2014), 

Cole (2014), de Leeuw and van Wichelen (2012), Kim and Kilkey (2017), Pellander (2015), 

Robinson (2007), Williams (2010), etc.). 

While Brubaker’s (1990, p. 380) ideal-typical model of nation-state citizenship argues that 

“profane attitudes toward membership, involving calculations of personal advantage, are 

profoundly inappropriate” in citizenship decisions, this does not reflect the messy reality of 

naturalization where pragmatic and ideological concerns may overlap, conflict, and/or 

complement each other. According to Kraler (2006), there are three types of factors that affect 

migrants’ propensity to naturalize: those related to the country of residence (e.g., immigration and 

citizenship regime, precariousness of status), country of origin factors (dual citizenship availability, 

political and economic context, etc.), and individual migrant characteristics (including age, sex, 

occupational status, ties to the host country, etc.). Similarly, Dronkers and Vink’s (2012) three 

strands of explanations, which maintains a macro focus with the legal or formal perspective, 

socioeconomic perspective, and cultural perspective, highlight the importance of socio-economic 

factors in the decision to naturalize. Specifically, Dronkers and Vink (2012) found that variables 

related to socio-economic conditions in the country of origin and cultural factors were more 

important than the overall policy context of citizenship access in determining naturalization rates; 

while the accessibility of citizenship matters, it is less important than other factors. While 

comparative studies of naturalization rates should be taken cautiously due to differences in how 

states measure and report related data (see, for example, Haller & Yanaşmayan, 2023), they have 

provided a wealth of information on potential factors and emphasized the importance of 

recognizing the role of multiple interrelated factors, which may include seeking greater financial 
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security (Graeber, 2016), other pragmatic concerns such as access to social, economic or political 

rights (e.g., equal treatment, family reunification, ability to change employers or vote) (Bauböck, 

2006b; Kraler, 2006), intangible benefits of status and upward mobility (Graeber, 2016), the effect 

of spousal naturalization (Helgertz & Bevelander, 2017) and feelings of belonging and 

commitment to the host state (Aptekar, 2016; Graeber, 2016; Kraler, 2006; Piller, 2001; 

Wunderlich, 2002). Conversely, people may choose not to naturalize based on similar reasons, 

particularly retaining rights in the home state or as a symbolic marker of ethnonational identity 

(Bauböck, 2006b) and insufficient feelings of belonging to the host state (Andrejuk, 2016), which 

may be caused (or increased) by the politicization and securitization of immigration and 

naturalization.  

Irrespective of residents’ naturalization aspirations, the state establishes the legal and 

regulatory framework in which naturalization may occur. This framework serves as an expression 

and reinforcement of the national identity. At the same time, it is also affected by domestic and 

international politicization and securitization of immigration and naturalization. As Hollifield and 

Wong (2015) note, there has been a significant amount of debate around whether widespread 

international migration poses an existential threat to state sovereignty and integrity, as it can 

present challenges related to national security and/or the national identity. While this debate has 

not fully been resolved, the characterization of international migration and citizenship as a 

potential threat has become more widespread over the past few decades. Concurrently, these issues 

have become more politicized in the wake of immigration surges linked to social, political, 

economic, and/or environmental upheavals around the world. In response to these challenges, the 

state make seek to reinforce its literal and/or symbolic borders. In the case of Turkey, for example, 

we can see the politicization and securitization of marriage-based naturalization in response to 

domestic and international factors (see, for example, Bloch, 2011, 2017; Pusch, 2012; Toksöz & 

Ulutaş, 2012 and discussion in Chapter 4). Marriages with “Russian” women were particularly 

subject to public backlash and politicization, including “discourses on how post-Soviet women 

were destroying Turkish families” (Bloch, 2017, p. 127). 7  This was accompanied by growing 

securitization of marriage-based naturalization as the belief that “Russian” women were engaged 

 
7 See Chapter 4 for more information on the stigmatization so-called “Russian” women. 
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in fake marriages, prostitution, and/or other illicit/illegal activities became widespread (Bellér- 

Hann, 1995; Bloch, 2017; Hacaoğlu, 2002). 

For the most part, the question of who is or is not interested in and able to naturalize has 

been dominated by the European and settler states. There is little scholarship regarding citizenship 

aspirations when it comes to South-South or North-South immigration, let alone marriage-based 

naturalization in these contexts. By surveying and interviewing foreigners married to Turkish 

citizens, I examine these questions outside of the European and settler state contexts, in a state that 

has nevertheless been affected by growth in politicization and securitization of marriage-based 

naturalization. 

2.4 The multi-faceted impacts of gender on marriage-based naturalization 

For the state, performance of a specific female gender role plays a significant role in nation-

building. Yuval-Davis (1996), for example, notes that the central myth of a nation is that of a 

common origin; this is only possible through women’s reproductive role; one joins the collective 

by virtue of being born into it. Nationalistic projects that affect (or even override) women’s own 

preferences toward childbearing then become part of women’s responsibilities toward their ethnic 

or national collectives (Yuval-Davis, 1996). De Hart (2015a) agrees that part of women’s role in 

nation-building is inherently related to reproduction. Without biological reproduction, the nation-

state cannot continue to exist and, further, relationships with racial or ethnic “others” that might 

result in children could pose a threat to the national identity (de Hart, 2015a). 

 The issue of gender, as related to reproduction and nation-building, becomes particularly 

salient when combined with immigration and marriage. Frequently, women who marry into a 

collective—or at least any resulting children—are implicitly assumed to be part of it. In Japan, for 

example, the issue of reproduction dominates and there is sharp criticism of foreign women who 

do not have children after marrying Japanese men (Le Bail, 2017). The same is not necessarily 

true for men. While the caregiving role of female international marriage migrants is assumed by 

the state, men’s families are frequently seen as marginal to their lives; for men with only family 

claims to permanent residence, emotional attachments to their children or involvement in 

caregiving roles is insufficient to overcome barriers to legal status (Wray, 2015). 
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The assigned female role in nation-building extends beyond biological reproduction and 

into ideological and cultural reproduction of the nation-state. The family serves as the primary 

location for education about and the reproduction of social order, with the wife implicitly serving 

as the home instructor (Parisi, 2015; Richardson & Turner, 2001). It is with this in mind that South 

Korea has invested heavily in policies and programs targeted at marriage migrants believing that 

(female) marriage migrants’ failure to integrate puts the South Korean family and society at risk 

(G. Kim & Kilkey, 2017). Marriage migrants to South Korea are expected to not only increase the 

Korean-born population, but also assimilate into Korean society and reproduce Korean culture by 

taking care of elders and engage in child rearing and education—to be a good Korean wife (Cheng, 

2011; M. Kim, 2013; Moon, 2015). In Japan, as in Korea, language learning materials specifically 

focus on child-rearing activities, ignoring the workplace or other spheres of activity (J. Kim & 

Kwon, 2012; Le Bail, 2017; Moon, 2015). State support programs for migrant women in South 

Korea similarly focus on their role in reproducing the nation-state regardless of citizenship status 

(Cheng, 2011; J. Kim & Kwon, 2012; N. H.-J. Kim, 2012). At the same time, however, the ethno-

racial state policy of South Korea has ensured that children of South Korean women with non-

Korean men were seen as non-Korean; this practice of national identity has only recently begun to 

change after decades of producing and reproducing a discriminatory legal and sociocultural 

structure that had significant impacts on feelings of belonging to the nation-state (M. Kim, 2010; 

Lim, 2010). 

While South Korea focuses on assimilating international marriage migrants, predominantly 

women, immigration visa requirements and/or citizenship tests in many European states are 

primarily aimed at excluding women from outside the E.U. or other countries of the Global North 

(Bonjour & de Hart, 2013; de Leeuw & van Wichelen, 2012). Germany, for example, requires a 

language test prior to approval of a spousal visa, which has significant impacts on women from 

Morocco who are more likely to be illiterate than men and who may not be able to afford the time 

and distance required to take language courses and pass the exam (Gutekunst, 2015). Further, 

spouses from the E.U. are exempt from this requirement, as are those from countries of “long 

standing and close relations” (i.e., the U.S.A., Canada, Japan, Australia, New Zealand, the 

Republic of Korea, Brazil, Honduras and Israel) (Gutekunst, 2015, p. 541). In the U.K., citizenship 

tests serve to exclude “…the most vulnerable migrants from the poorest parts of the globe,” 
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particularly women who “…not only have the lowest literacy levels, but tend to occupy the most 

vulnerable migrant statuses, are less likely to be able to access ESOL classes, have fewer financial 

resources and are more likely to be engaged in unrecognized and unacknowledged citizenship 

practices (Morrice, 2017, p. 606). In Norway, access to a spousal visa requires that the Norwegian 

citizen (assumed to be male) meet specific subsistence requirements, which has reified the 

“breadwinner” role of men who import spouses (Eggebo, 2010), while at the same time imposing 

additional controls on marriage between a local woman and a foreign man—particularly ones from 

the Indian subcontinent (Eggebo, 2013; Muhleisen et al., 2012).  

As Williams (2010) notes, marriage defines the limits of a collectivity—who can and 

cannot belong. Piller (1999), for example, found that women who marry outside the “collective” 

(e.g., someone of a different nationality) are frequently no longer seen as fully part of their native 

national community. This perspective has had significant social and legal impacts. In the 

Netherlands for example, as part of a strategy to ensure that migrant men could not become part 

of the nation-state, from 1892 to 1964 women lost their Dutch citizenship upon marriage to a 

foreign national, and Dutch women could not pass along their citizenship to their children until 

1985 (de Hart, 2006). This loss of Dutch citizenship for a woman was predicated on the idea of 

her alienation from her society, which was expressed in her preference in terms of national 

belonging through marriage; state policy sought to ensure immigrant men would not be able to 

become part of the Dutch nation-state by expatriating women (Bonjour & de Hart, 2013; de Hart, 

2006). The Netherlands is far from alone in this respect. Similar legal principles were followed in 

Argentina and the United States through the 20th century, as well as elsewhere around the world 

until the early 21st century (see, for example, Abrams, 2013; Augustine-Adams, 2002; Pellander, 

2015; Sherlock, 2009; Stalford et al., 2009). At the same time, economic restructuring and 

insecurity over the last several decades have led to women predominating in migratory flows from 

Eastern Europe, Latin America and the Philippines, as well as contributing to the gendered 

composition of family migration and related state policies (e.g., points-based systems and family 

reunification requirements favor male migrants) (Charsley & Wray, 2015; Currie, 2009; Kofman, 

2004, 2005; Ryabov, 2016; Williams, 2010; Yeoh et al., 2013). 
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While the wording of derivative domicile laws has been changed in a number of states in 

favor of more gender-neutral language, the impact of citizenship laws remain significantly 

gendered (Pellander, 2015; Sherlock, 2009; Stalford et al., 2009). In  Taiwan, for example, 

eligibility criteria for permanent residence and employment permits vary by gender, thereby 

disadvantaging the male spouse of female citizens (Chee et al., 2014). In Singapore, foreign 

domestic workers are denied reproductive rights while immigrant wives are not permitted to work, 

remaining dependent on short term or long term visit passes because marriage does not necessarily 

qualify a migrant spouse for permanent residence or citizenship (Yeoh et al., 2013). By comparison, 

in Turkey until 2003, female international marriage migrants automatically gained citizenship but 

male spouses were not permitted to naturalize based on the marriage (Çiçekli, 2006). This is similar 

to the case in South Korea, where female international marriage migrants lost the right to automatic 

citizenship in the same year that the male spouse was finally permitted to naturalize (M. Kim, 2013; 

Williams, 2010).  

As access to citizenship increasingly requires proof of integration with the host society, 

gender remains a problematized category. In some states, women are seen as more assimilable (see, 

for example, Cheng, 2011; J. Kim & Kwon, 2012; Moon, 2015), while in others the presence of a 

migrant family—generally assumed to the wife and child(ren) of the primary (male) migrant—is 

seen as an obstacle to integration (Alexander, 2013; de Leeuw & van Wichelen, 2012; Fernandez, 

2013). Even as individual primary migrants, women may not be considered candidates for 

migration because they are more resource intensive; immigration criteria is related to ideas of 

social citizenship, and migrant women are considered to be greater consumers of welfare and state 

resources (Sherlock, 2009). Immigrant women’s reproduction is thus politicized and an area of 

state concern (Brettell, 2015; Yeoh et al., 2013).  

For male marriage migrants, the situation can be even more complex. Gendered (and 

ethnicized) access to naturalization through marriage—resulting from both explicit policy and 

discretionary decision-making—occurs without regard to social class, ethnicity or education level 

and is often accompanied by political speech depicting foreign men as preying on vulnerable 

women or oppressing family members (Charsley & Liversage, 2015; Charsley & Wray, 2015; 

Obinna, 2017; Parisi, 2015; Pellander, 2015; Ryabov, 2016; Sherlock, 2009; Williams, 2010; Wray, 
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2015). This frequently results in male marriage migrants being subject to extra levels of state 

suspicion, despite differences between immigrants from varying ethnic groups and states (Boyle 

et al., 2009; Niedomysl et al., 2010; Williams, 2010).8  In addition to this, male international 

marriage migrants may find themselves in the unenviable position of dependency and vulnerability 

typically reserved for women in terms of access to wage labor, social opportunities and self-

sufficiency, representing challenges to their (self)conceptions of masculinity (Charsley & 

Liversage, 2015; Charsley & Wray, 2015). 

My research examines the naturalization process for marriage-based citizenship in Turkey. 

Using data obtained from an online survey and semi-structured interviews, I examine how Turkey 

fits into the literature regarding gender and citizenship. Assuming that women predominate this 

stream of would-be citizens, as in other countries, are there also integration/assimilation 

requirements that may discriminate against certain populations? Do there appear to be gendered 

expectations by the state in terms of reproductive roles? Examining these questions from the 

applicants’ perspective helps fill in gaps in the literature related to the context of Turkey as a 

marriage migration destination state in terms of how gender may affect the naturalization process. 

2.5 The bureaucracy: Discretionary scrutiny 

In the context of naturalized citizenship, street-level bureaucrats serve as gatekeepers to 

membership in the nation-state through front-line decision-making and policy interpretation 

(Alpes & Spire, 2014; Bastien, 2009; Evans, 2016; Evans & Harris, 2006; Kosar, 2011; Lipsky, 

2010). Because of their intermediary role between the state and the citizen, Lipsky (2010, p. 4) 

argues these individuals “…hold the keys to a dimension of citizenship.” In the case of those who 

seek to naturalize, bureaucratic officials are key to citizenship itself, but are rarely included in 

examinations of the process. With the exception of Satzewich (2014), most of the literature 

regarding citizenship, cross-border marriage migration, and the state does not explicitly 

incorporate research on street-level bureaucracy. While a focus on the U.S. and Global North 

 
8 For example, the majority of Filipino spousal immigration to the U.K. has long consisted of men, but male spouses 

of female citizens were only permitted entry at the discretion of immigration officials until 1974 (Charsley & Liversage, 

2015; Wray, 2015). 
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predominate within the literature, studies by Carte (2017) and Henderson, Țiclău, and Balica (2017) 

have demonstrated the applicability of the street-level bureaucracy lens to other contexts. While 

recognizing the distinction between street-level bureaucrats and managers articulated by Lipsky 

(2010), I follow Evans (2016) in arguing that bureaucratic officials—from the street-level through 

the higher ranks of career public servants—all exercise significant amounts of discretion in policy 

implementation that may complement or conflict with official policies set by policymakers. 

The decisions made by bureaucratic officials regarding the potential for naturalization are 

indicative of both formal state policy and more informal understandings of the nation. Cross-

border marriage migrants are seen, by virtue of their marriage alone, as prospective or even quasi 

members of the state (legal status notwithstanding) because the marriage itself forms the basis for 

permanent residence or naturalization and the attendant rights of that status (Abrams, 2013; 

Balakrishnan, 1999; Bendix, 1996; Brubaker, 1992; D’Aoust, 2013; Howard, 2009; Kovacs & 

Toth, 2009). For D’Aoust (2013), this tension over immigration is related to tensions within liberal 

conceptions of citizenship—the right to love is taken as given but becomes contentious in the ways 

it is combined with other claims, such as claims to rights. Thus the state’s interest is in risk 

management regarding rights and citizenship through the discipline of specific migration flows 

(Chee et al., 2014; D’Aoust, 2013). In practice, state scrutiny of marriage migration functions as 

both state control over national identity and control over immigration. States thus have a vested 

interest in controlling international marriage migration. Policies governing naturalization through 

marriage are part of nation-building activities that seek to institutionalize and/or reify a specific 

understanding of the nation; this is an ongoing process that may be challenged by migration, 

particularly cross-border marriage migration by individuals with significantly different values and 

lifestyles that may undermine the self-conception of the state (Bonjour & de Hart, 2013; Brubaker, 

1992; Castles, 2014; Cole, 2014; Moon, 2015; Orgad, 2016). As Pellander (2015) notes, marriage 

migration challenges both national norms and boundaries, intersecting with societal 

understandings of how people ought to live their family life. The state then creates moral 

boundaries based on its interest in ensuring conformity with national identity and practices, thus 

shaping relationships according to the national agenda and investigating intimate aspects of 

marriage migrants’ lives (Williams, 2010). For Kofman (2004) as well, state control over 

migration is strongly related to state definitions of “family;” this forces incoming migrants to 
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conform to specific gender roles and understandings of what exactly constitutes a “family member,” 

which is often limited to solely the nuclear family, as opposed to the extended family more 

common in other parts of the world (Cole, 2014; Eggebo, 2013; Muhleisen et al., 2012; Mustasaari, 

2015, 2017). 

As noted by both Cole (2014) and Williams (2010), international marriage migration may 

serve as a proxy for greater family or community migration, contesting both national 

understandings of identity and migration management. Therefore, the imposition of formal 

prerequisites of cultural assimilation, language and financial conditions for entry, or specific types 

of citizenship tests may serve both to reinforce national self-identity and to exclude “undesirable” 

populations (Alexander, 2013; Blackledge, 2016; Bonjour & de Hart, 2013; de Hart, 2006; de 

Leeuw & van Wichelen, 2012; Eggebo, 2010, 2013; Gutekunst, 2015; Morrice, 2017; Muhleisen 

et al., 2012; Pellander, 2015; Sherlock, 2009). Blackledge (2016) agrees, in that international 

marriage migration creates a migration opportunity for those who might not otherwise be admitted, 

presenting a challenge to state migration control. As Robinson (2007) notes, the regulation of 

migration itself creates the need for and regulation of spousal migration. For Williams (2010), 

however, the potential migrant’s status as spouse and dependent then become the defining 

characteristics for the state.  

As a result of these state concerns, discourse surrounding “fake” marriages, “gray” 

marriages or marriages of convenience have arisen, with discourse suggesting that immigrants will 

use marriage to access scarce state resources, including the labor market and social welfare 

programs (de Hart, 2015a; Faier, 2007; Shen, 2017). Female international marriage migrants are 

frequently depicted as utilizing their youth or sexuality to gain access to the state, while male 

international marriage migrants are constructed as opportunistically taking advantage of native 

women (de Hart, 2015a). However in some states, particularly in East Asia, marriage may be the 

only way to ensure permanent settlement or citizenship (Williams, 2010). Thus the state seeks to 

ensure that international marriage migration is not a “backdoor” to labor migration through forcing 

potential migrants (citizens) to prove personal commitment, emotional involvement (Williams, 

2010) or  the quality or “worthiness” of their marriage (Faier, 2007; Kathryn Robinson, 2007). At 

the same time, changes in state migration policies may indirectly push women to seek the 
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protection of marriage as a means of continuing to work beyond tourist visas, provide a way to 

break out of circular migration patterns, or provide a safer means of migration (Bloch, 2011; 

Williams, 2010). The state demonstrates such a concern with “pragmatic” marriages with 

foreigners that is not demonstrated in marriage between two natives, which assumes that desires 

for love and family can be separated from desires for safety, security and adequate prosperity in 

the case of foreign relationships (Williams, 2010).  

The goal of protecting European states from “marriages of convenience,” defined as 

“marriages contracted for the sole purpose of enjoying the right of free movement and residence 

under [Directive 2004/38/EC] that someone would not have otherwise,” has led to the creation of 

the E.U. Handbook on Fighting Marriages of Convenience to provide guidance to immigration 

authorities in distinguishing between real marriages and marriages of convenience (Töttős, 2015). 

In practice, in distinguishing between “real” and “fake” marriages, migrant spouses are tested by 

bureaucratic officials against various norms that may depend on stereotypes regarding migrant’s 

state of origin and age, with relationships that appear atypical for the country of origin more likely 

to be rejected, creating axes of discrimination along the lines of both gender and ethnicity (Bonjour 

& Block, 2016; Bonjour & de Hart, 2013; Eggebo, 2013; Pellander, 2015; Williams, 2010). 

Criteria may include the motive or purpose of the marriage, and immigrants are often questioned 

(individually or simultaneously) about sex life practices, private conduct and beliefs, and social 

differences between spouses (Muhleisen et al., 2012; Wray, 2015; Yeoh et al., 2013). Applicants 

naturalizing through marriage may also be subject to home visits and information requests of third 

parties who may be called upon to certify the “authenticity” of the marriage (Eggebo, 2013; Parisi, 

2015; Töttős, 2015). Narratives of romantic love and intimacy are utilized to both determine and 

prove the legitimacy of a relationship (Cole, 2014; Eggebo, 2013; Fernandez, 2013; Fernandez & 

Jensen, 2014) The standard of proof is often very high and migrants spouses may be met with 

extreme skepticism, resulting in denial of visa or citizenship; male spouses in particular remain 

more likely to be denied in various contexts (Cole, 2014; Leinonen & Pellander, 2014; Wray, 

2015). 

My research applies the lens of bureaucratic discretion to Turkey, which has not yet 

occurred within the literature. Aydinli (Aydinli, 2010), for example, questions whether Western 
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conceptualizations of the “state” can even be transferred to parts of the developing world that have 

significant security concerns, referring to a dual-governance structure that consists of an 

autonomous “state” bureaucracy and a political “government.” Aras and Yorulmazlar (2018) also 

reference the ongoing conflict between the bureaucracy and the government, which has caused a 

deficit in the state structural capacity and a lack of institutionalization, as well as problems with 

state performance and bureaucratic implementation. The constitutional change following the failed 

2015 coup attempt was meant, in part, to sideline bureaucratic resistance (Aras & Yorulmazlar, 

2018). At the same time, however, they argue that the bureaucracy sees itself as the protector of 

the founding principles (Aras & Yorulmazlar, 2018). As such, one would expect bureaucratic 

discretion to play an important role in Turkey. While a centralized state, there is nevertheless 

discretion in bureaucratic officials’ work, from frontline decision-making to policy interpretation. 

Decisions made by officials regarding naturalization applications may be seen as reflecting both 

formal state policy and more informal understandings of who should be permitted to naturalize. In 

examining the case of Turkey, I take a bottom-up approach to examining the impact these informal 

understandings have on naturalization through marriage in Turkey. 

2.6 Conclusion 

Nation-building, as an ongoing process, reinforces specific identities and gender roles within the 

moral boundaries delineated by the state. In the context of Turkey, these identities are related to 

ethnicity and religion. The state has an interest in defining who deserves membership, which is 

inextricably linked to the maintenance and reproduction of the nation-state and its identity, making 

naturalization part of the ongoing nation-building project and linked to a particular understanding 

of the national identity. As gatekeepers of the Turkish national identity, bureaucratic officials are 

not only charged with implementing official citizenship policies (e.g., legislation and regulations) 

but also create them through the everyday application of discretion—i.e., professional 

judgement—in the naturalization application process. This bureaucratic discretion has been 

observed elsewhere to have disparate effects along the axes of gender and ethnicity, resulting in 

discriminatory access to citizenship. While there has been limited research on the use of 

bureaucratic discretion in Turkey, there has been no discussion on how it may be used in support 

of specific understandings of the national identity. Given the role the ethno-religious understanding 
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of the Turkish identity has played in Turkish immigration and other policies to date (see Chapter 

4), this is an important gap I aim to fill. 

 Taking the idea of marriage-as-belonging and the assumption that the national identity of 

a state is reinforced through who it permits to become a citizen, I examine the naturalization 

process for marriage-based citizenship in Turkey from the perspective of the applicant. As 

marriage-based applicants face fewer requirements to naturalize, bureaucratic discretion has the 

potential to create unofficial policies of eligibility in contravention of official policy. Examining 

the naturalization process from the applicant’s perspective helps highlight how this may occur in 

practice. This novel, applicant-centered perspective, along with a broader examination of 

marriage-based naturalization in Turkey—one not limited to a particular ethnic group—helps 

address gaps in the literature related to Turkey as a destination state for international marriage 

migrants and the use of bureaucratic discretion related to the Turkish national identity. 
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CHAPTER 3. RESEARCH METHODS 

3.1 Introduction 

In this section, I describe my approach to my primary research question—whether and how the 

national understanding of the Turkish identity impacts the process of marriage-based 

naturalization—with reference to the opportunities and challenges of studying this process. Further, 

I explain the mixed methods approach I have taken to examine my hypothesis that bureaucratic 

discretion is used during the process of naturalization in support of specific understandings of the 

national identity. In the following sections, I address my case selection, the need for a mixed 

methods approach, and the methods selected. I then delineate how this research addressed the 

ethical concerns and practical issues of researching the sensitive topic of citizenship. 

3.2 Case selection and research questions 

Despite the apparent simplicity of naturalization application procedures, each step in the 

application process involves decision-making by officials who can facilitate the naturalization 

process or create barriers for applicants. When it comes to the naturalization process itself, the so-

called “regular” naturalization process typically requires applicants meet requirements that may 

include language fluency, integration, and so on. Because these requirements are not imposed upon 

those applying for citizenship through marriage, this research focuses on the marriage-based 

naturalization pathway. In doing so, it seeks to bypass these other requirements to illustrate the 

role of bureaucratic discretion in the naturalization process—potentially facilitating or obstructing 

access to citizenship through marriage—after changes to the Turkish citizenship law in 2003 and 

2009. In Turkey, the only legally recognized form of marriage is between one man and one woman. 

Because this is an examination of the acquisition of a legal status, this research solely examines 

non-polygamous, heterosexual marriages. 

In recognition of the importance given to various issues within the literature related to 

marriage migration and citizenship—particularly how immigration and/or naturalization policies 

may be instrumentalized to reinforce a specific understanding of the nation and/or national identity 
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and bureaucratic discretion employed in service of this understanding—from the general to the 

specific, this research, as stated in the Introduction, examines the following questions: 

 Does the national understanding of the Turkish identity impact the process of 

marriage-based naturalization? How? 

o What are applicants’ experiences with bureaucratic decision-making and 

discretion during the process of marriage-based naturalization? 

 Do demographic factors, particularly those related to contested 

aspects of the Turkish identity, impact applicants’ naturalization 

process? 

o Have discretionary decisions led to informal policies 9  of citizenship 

eligibility based on specific understandings of the Turkish national identity? 

Taking a pragmatic approach that draws from both qualitative and quantitative assumptions, 

I utilize a mixed methods strategy that centers applicants’ experiences in the naturalization 

application process. On the quantitative side, I examine statistical data and selected data obtained 

from an online survey; on the qualitative side, I present data from in-depth, semi-structured 

interviews with successful and unsuccessful marriage-based naturalization applicants, as well as 

attorneys and consultants who work with this population. I examine the statistical and online 

survey data for naturalization patterns related to demographic characteristics such as age, sex, 

income level, and education. Based on my knowledge of the Turkish context and international 

marriage migration literature, I would not be surprised by some level of disparate treatment 

between applicants of different backgrounds, such as applicants of a Kurdish or non-Sunni Muslim 

background facing more difficulty in naturalizing as a legacy of former Turkish immigration and 

citizenship policies or female applicants from Russia facing more difficulty in naturalizing due to 

bureaucratic officials’ skepticism toward these relationships (see Chapter 4 for discussions of this 

history and the current Turkish context). I also compare applicants’ reported experiences in the 

 
9  For the purposes of this research, I distinguish between official or formal policy as written policy that may be 

formally legislated or found in agency policy manuals, employee handbooks, and the like and unofficial, informal, or 

de facto policy as unwritten and comprised of institutionalized collective practices. 
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marriage-based naturalization application process to official policies in terms of required 

documentation and application interviews, providing first-hand accounts of the naturalization 

process as experienced by applicants.  

In the remainder of this chapter, I discuss the methodologies of my research design and 

fieldwork. The first section explains the need for a mixed methods approach, with a specific focus 

on qualitative analysis. The second section discusses the ethical concerns and practical issues in 

researching “sensitive” topics and how this affected the research design. Following that, I discuss 

my research design, the specific tools used for data collection, and why they are suitable for 

answering my research questions. The final section describes the tools used for data analysis. 

3.3 My approach 

To examine how biases may be present during the naturalization process, I utilize several 

methods—including analysis of numeric data, an online survey, and in-depth interviews—along 

with a pragmatic approach. I believe both qualitative and quantitative data are necessary to 

understanding the experience of applying for naturalization; quantitative data sets the stage while 

qualitative data adds individuals’ stories, rich with detail. Moreover, my research questions, which 

include both subjective and objective realities, fit well within the pragmatic paradigm defined by 

Creswell (2009), wherein researchers are not bound to specific philosophical assumptions but 

instead “…emphasize the research problem and use all approaches available to understand [it]” 

(Creswell, 2009). 

Because my research locates the use of bureaucratic discretion through applicants’ 

experiences with it, it is necessary to utilize a mixed methods strategy to corroborate data. 

Following Fetters and Molina-Azorin (2016, p. 5), I define mixed methods research as a subset of 

multi-method research that includes “a combination of qualitative and quantitative approaches” 

and analysis. The use of mixed methods and a pragmatic approach are necessary to answer my 

research questions. Along with Morgan (2014), I recognize the importance of integrating these 

approaches with one another throughout. In this research, sources of data collection include 

statistical data, survey data, and interview data; both qualitative and quantitative analysis of these 

data are undertaken to provide evidence of applicants’ experiences with marriage-based 
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naturalization. Quantitative data plays a role in locating potential patterns that may be inductively 

determined from qualitative data. At the same time, qualitative data obtained through surveys and 

one-on-one interviews provides insights into interactions between applicants and officials that 

simply do not exist in quantitative form.  

In fieldwork research, it is also important to be aware of the underlying epistemologies and 

biases of particular methodologies. As many scholars have noted, research design is inextricably 

linked to specific philosophical and methodological assumptions (Bazeley, 2013; Creswell, 2007, 

2009; May & Perry, 2014; Prasad, 2005; Shkedi, 2019; Spencer et al., 2014). Della Porta and 

Keating (2008), for example, identify four general approaches to social science research—

positivist, post-positivist, interpretivist, and humanistic—that express divides in social science 

research along two ontological and two epistemological axes. These four approaches may be 

combined in various ways but tend to favor particular methodologies. In qualitative research, for 

example, the researcher often emphasizes reality as “constructed” or “subjective and multiple” 

(Creswell, 2007; Iosifides, 2018; Prasad, 2005), mapping to della Porta and Keating’s (2008) 

interpretivist and humanistic approaches. For Bryman (2004, p. 61), the defining characteristic of 

qualitative research “…is its express commitment to viewing events, action, norms, values, etc. 

from the perspective of the people who experience them in everyday life,” thus highlighting the 

importance of multiple lived realities. For Green and Thorogood (2004), however, qualitative 

research is defined by its focus on the questions of how, why, and what. And for Shkedi (2019), 

qualitative research is that which includes both intuitive and analytical human research skills and 

is characterized by using language as the medium of research. In quantitative research designs, the 

foundational paradigm emphasizes numeric measurements, “value-free” objectivity, and verifying 

or refining theory (Creswell, 2009; Iosifides, 2018; Shkedi, 2019), mapping to della Porta and 

Keating’s (2008) positivist and post-positivist approaches, which tend to seek causal relationships 

through the logic of inference. While I have adopted a pragmatic approach and a mixed method 

strategy, I rely upon and emphasize the importance of qualitative methodologies and 

epistemologies. As I explain in the following sections, this is partly due to the research context but 

primarily results from the research questions themselves. Determining whether and how 

bureaucratic discretion is used in support of a particular understanding of the national identity 
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necessitates understanding applicants’ experiences and the meanings ascribed by applicants 

themselves—a goal best undertaken through qualitative analyses. 

3.4 Research design 

My research design consists of overlapping components, including analysis of statistical data, an 

online migrant survey, and semi-structured interviews with individuals who have—successfully 

or unsuccessfully—applied for naturalization through marriage as well as with consultants and 

attorneys who assist with this process. These overlapping components serve multiple purposes. 

My examination of available statistical data helps contextualize responses to my online survey. 

The online survey also functioned to create a pool of potential interviewees who naturalized at 

different times and were interested in participating in an interview about their experiences. This 

allowed me to gather demographic and naturalization data from this (non-representative) sample 

of immigrant spouses and consider changes over time. The resulting semi-structured interviews 

illuminated individuals’ experiences, highlighting specific challenges faced in the naturalization 

process. Finally, interviews with consultants and attorneys who assist in this process provided a 

wider perspective of the more general types of obstacles and facilitators immigrant spouses may 

encounter and general trends they have observed within their professional practice. Each of these 

tools contributes to my inquiry, adding layers of information to form a better picture of who 

naturalizes and what facilitators and/or obstacles they may experience. 

3.4.1 Statistical data 

To examine various demographic characteristics of naturalization applicants, I sought data from 

the Turkish Statistical Institute (Türk൴ye İstat൴st൴k Kurumu, TUİK) regarding immigrant marriage, 

marriage-based naturalization, and province of residence from 1990-present. While some TUİK 

data is available online regarding immigrant demographics, it is limited. Available information on 

the TUİK website includes breakdowns by sex, origin and/or province, but does not give any 

indication of naturalization rates. Similarly, yearly press releases from TUİK indicate the top three 

foreign nationalities (male and female) marrying Turkish citizens but lack naturalization 

information. Official data is limited, but upon an official request to TUİK, I was provided with 

statistical data for the top 10 countries of those obtaining citizenship according to sex and 
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nationality (2000-2011). From the TUİK website, I was also able to obtain data regarding the 

number of marriages by citizenship and sex (2009-2021), and foreign population membership as 

of 2019—the year fieldwork was conducted. This official statistical data is compared with the 

demographic data of online survey respondents using Microsoft Excel (2023) to determine totals 

and percentages. This helps provide insight into the Turkish context and the ways in which survey 

respondents are—and are not—similar to the overall immigrant and Turkish populations. 

3.4.2 Online survey 

An online survey for immigrants married to Turkish citizens was created in 2018 using Qualtrics 

(2020), pilot tested in January 2019, and made available to the public from February to December 

2019. Of the 643 responses to the online survey, 389 (342 women, 47 men) were deemed 

potentially usable (e.g., foreigners married to Turks, completed at least a majority of the survey, 

etc.). Data from the survey was downloaded from Qualtrics (2020) and prepared for analysis. 

Quantitative data was analyzed using Microsoft Excel (2023), which allowed analytical procedures 

such as calculations of subtotals and percentages of respondents in various groups or with 

particular characteristics. Data for qualitative analysis were exported to NVivo (2022) using 

Survey Import Wizard and according to instructions in Bazeley and Johnson (2013) and QSR 

International (2022). Initial codes came from responses to survey questions (e.g., country of origin, 

sex, etc.). Additional qualitative analysis codes were posited based on themes from the literature 

(e.g., identity, fake marriage, bureaucratic discretion, etc.) prior to importing survey and interview 

data, with additional codes created and applied to the survey data as necessary. 

The creation and distribution of this survey was aimed at two goals. First, it was intended 

to create a pool of potential respondents for more in-depth, semi-structured interviews. Second, it 

was intended to gain additional demographic information about those who had married Turkish 

citizens, including religious background, family income level, Turkish language skill, and so forth, 

in order to look for common themes in the application process.  

While denigrated by Patton (2002), the use of a convenience sample is appropriate for 

multiple reasons. First, there are gaps in the available statistical data from TUİK regarding the rate 

of naturalization through marriage, making the actual population more difficult to determine. 
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Second, the population is geographically dispersed; “foreign spouses” are not necessarily visible 

within the larger Turkish community, nor do they form a cohesive group. While a variety of 

scholars have discussed the pitfalls of online surveys and other methodologies in terms of varying 

levels of internet access and use among populations, non-representative samples, and recruiting 

difficulties, many also recognize it as one of the best ways to reach less visible or geographically 

dispersed, difficult-to-access, or marginalized communities, as well as those who might not 

otherwise participate in research due to the inconveniences or constraints of more traditional face-

to-face methods (Alessi & Martin, 2010; Best et al., 2001; Lyons et al., 2005; McInroy, 2016; 

Pascoe, 2011; Pecáková, 2016; Riggle et al., 2005; Willis, 2011). Moreover, when the issue under 

inquiry is considered to be of a sensitive nature, online data collection can “create a sense of social 

distance for some target populations, resulting in more open responses” (Lyons et al., 2005, p. 

345). Further, recruitment for online surveys may also result in a more diverse sample of the overall 

population (McInroy, 2016), providing what Patton (2002) terms an “information-rich” 

perspective. While recognizing the validity of these issues compared to the potential benefits of 

the online survey, as well as the budget and time constraints, the decision was made to move 

forward. Notably, the survey was not intended to ensure a demographically representative sample 

of immigrant spouses. This is partially due to the difficulties associated with ensuring a 

representative sample of a population that is often invisible but also to obtain information about 

those whose experiences may differ, including individuals whose applications were denied. The 

survey data, therefore, provides information about respondents but cannot necessarily be 

generalized to the larger population of those seeking citizenship through marriage in Turkey. 

The survey was available in four languages—English, Turkish, Arabic, and Russian—with 

the hope of reaching a wide range of migrants who had married Turkish citizens and continued to 

reside in the country, thereby gaining information regarding a wide range of experiences. These 

languages were chosen based on the top countries of origin for immigrants naturalizing through 

marriage (noted in Table 5-1: Top 10 countries of persons obtaining citizenship through marriage, 

2000-2011, by gender and nationality). This is a population that is virtually invisible in Turkey. 

As Pecáková (2016) notes, internet use often varies according to age and income factors; 

presumably, internet access itself varies along the same axes. I therefore disseminated information 

and survey invitations using a variety of methods: posts on social media sites Facebook, Twitter, 
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and V.K., direct and group emails through individual networks, referrals, word of mouth and direct 

contact. I focused on the cities of Istanbul, Ankara, and Antalya due to their overall population 

levels, the different types of immigrants they attract, and overall immigrant population density. I 

printed survey introductions and invitations in all four languages, bringing copies with me to 

restaurants, bars, and coffee shops—virtually anywhere that served the public—sharing the 

information with staff and/or posting a flyer. 

From February 2019 through December 2019, information about the study and an 

invitation to the survey were posted (and reposted) in all four languages in various “Groups” 

(Facebook) or “Communities” (V.K.) based on the posting frequency allowed by each group (see 

Appendix B for social media and language posting list). Social media sites Facebook and V.K. 

were chosen because of their reach. Facebook, in particular, is known for its global reach, with 

more than 2.5 billion users each month, and almost 90% of daily active users are located outside 

the U.S./Canada (Omnicore, 2020). In Turkey, Facebook is the third most visited website overall; 

there are 37 million Facebook accounts in Turkey and 56% of people over age 13 use Facebook 

(BIA News, 2020). However, within Russia and the states of the former U.S.S.R., the native 

platform V.K. (VKontakte) is used by 83% of active social media users (Prins, 2019). Thus, in 

order to reach a wide variety of people who are trying to stay in touch with friends and family in 

their countries of origin, Facebook and V.K. were the logical social media sites to use in soliciting 

a wider range of potential survey respondents. 

Information presented to respondents regarding the study and invitation text both specified 

that the study was aimed at foreigners who were eligible to apply for Turkish citizenship through 

marriage, would be eligible in the near future, or who had already obtained Turkish citizenship 

through marriage. Following Alessi and Martin (Alessi & Martin, 2010), I avoided using overly 

technical language in the solicitation. Instead, potential respondents were provided with a brief 

overview of the study—that it was about the process of gaining citizenship through marriage in 

Turkey—and contained a link to the study itself. The first “question” of the survey provided more 

detail about the research, my university affiliation, and my supervisor’s information. The second 

“question” of the survey further informed respondents that their information would remain 

anonymous and that they had the right to end their participation at any time. This survey utilized 
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an explicit consent model wherein respondents were informed they would need to click “begin” to 

be taken to the actual survey. With respect to the survey questions themselves, simpler questions 

were asked first with more detailed questions occurring later in the survey.  

Survey respondents were asked basic demographic questions about themselves and their 

Turkish partners, including country of origin, level of education, family income level, and Turkish 

citizenship status (see Appendix C for online survey questions). Those who indicated they had 

received Turkish citizenship through their marriage or who had already applied were asked about 

their experience with the naturalization process in terms of the documents they needed to supply, 

their understanding of the process, and the ease of the process. Respondents who indicated they 

did not want to obtain Turkish citizenship were asked about their reasons. 

Because citizenship can be considered a sensitive topic, survey questions were ordered to 

help respondents feel comfortable with giving information, and their anonymity was guaranteed 

from the beginning. Questions such as respondent’s sex, religious background and income level 

were preceded by more general questions regarding Turkish and other language skills, country of 

origin and education level. Notably, questions could not be presented randomly, as certain 

contingency questions were only available to those who had responded in a specific way to filter 

questions (Barrett, 2008). However, questions were grouped thematically in order to make the 

survey easier to complete and respondents feel more comfortable (Holyk, 2008; Trobia, 2008). 

Questions with a Likert response set utilized the traditional five symmetrically balanced categories, 

plus an option for “don’t know / don’t remember” due to the time frame involved. In order to avoid 

inadvertently priming respondents, question order was carefully considered; there were no 

instances where an open-ended question followed a closed-ended question about the same specific 

topic (Holyk, 2008; Parkin, 2008). For example, while the open-ended question inquiring which 

year the respondent applied for Turkish citizenship precedes closed-ended questions about the 

difficulty and clarity of the process, the former should not have a priming effect on the latter two. 

Question order and wording were reviewed multiple times by university faculty, research assistants, 

and translators (native English, Turkish, Arabic, and Russian speakers) and extensively discussed 

to ensure they did not create bias and were understandable across cultural contexts (Gubrium et 

al., 2012). 
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In asking about respondents’ experience with the citizenship process, questions were asked 

about respondent’s perceived difficulty with the process, as well as more factual questions about 

the types of documents required. In many questions, respondents were permitted to choose 

multiple answers and/or add additional information if they felt comfortable doing so. I sought to 

balance the potential negative impact of open-ended questions through the inclusion of closed-

ended, multiple response questions (McInroy, 2016). At the end of the survey, respondents were 

given the option to be contacted for further interviews, with the understanding that it was not a 

requirement, and their information would not be shared. 

3.4.3 Semi-structured interviews 

Between March and October 2019, I conducted a total of 25 interviews with immigrants married 

to Turkish citizens and 10 with attorneys or consultants who work with immigrants.10  Each 

interview typically lasted 45-60 minutes and focused on the marriage-based naturalization process 

and immigrants’ experience with it. Respondents were asked for their permission to record the 

interviews, which were then transcribed and coded. In the few cases where permission was denied, 

extensive notes were taken, which were then coded in the same manner as the transcripts and 

analyzed using NVivo (2022). Some interviews with immigrants were conducted in languages 

other than English. For these interviews, an interpreter was present, and the same procedure was 

followed regarding recording. Interviews were then transcribed in the language of the interview 

and translated into English. This two-step process for non-English interviews was followed to help 

ensure accurate translation. The coding of interview data was an iterative process. Initial codes 

were developed based on themes from the literature and online survey responses (e.g., fake 

marriage, process challenges, etc.) and applied to interview transcripts. As additional codes were 

developed, based on themes shared by respondents (e.g., the importance of children, network 

connections, employment, etc.), transcripts were freshly examined for applications of each code. 

 
10 Survey respondents who indicated a willingness to participate in further research were contacted for interviews; 

only 21 survey respondents, all women, agreed. The remaining three women were recruited via personal contact; the 

man replied to a social media post seeking interviewees made while conducting fieldwork in Ankara. 
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Recognizing that “…interviewing, like communication in general, is as much 

collaboratively constructive of the meanings of experience…” (Gubrium et al., 2012, p. 3), I chose 

to make semi-structured interviews an integral component of my research methodology and 

inquiry. As active subjects in the interview, interviewees and the researcher can call forth migrant 

experiences and understandings of marginalization and empowerment, migrant strategies of 

representation and negotiation, and the informal, unwritten structures and strictures governing 

acceptance into a society (Borer & Fontana, 2012; Gubrium & Holstein, 2012). As Platt (2012) 

further notes, while structured interviews use standardization to enhance reliability, unstructured 

interviews are more appropriate for discovering possible social patterns. I therefore adopted a 

semi-structured approach using a standardized introduction and initial questions but largely 

allowing the respondent to structure the interaction from there. Through the use of open-ended 

questions, I sought to ensure each respondent’s unique perspective was highlighted as I encouraged 

them to tell their stories in their own words (Platt, 2012). This allows a bottom-up approach to 

understanding the barriers and facilitators of the naturalization process, with new perspectives and 

information. 

In addition to the widely recognized challenges of conducting interview research—locating 

interviewees, interviewee willingness to participate, etc.—conducting cross-cultural research in 

another language creates the additional potential for error due to linguistic and cultural variations 

(Bazeley, 2013). I sought to minimize these risks by working closely with native speakers of the 

target languages, including graduate researchers at MiReKoç, the Migration Research Center at 

Koç University, and professional translators in target cities. I sought feedback on draft survey and 

interview questions in the different languages to ensure my intended meaning was clear and 

culturally applicable. 

While there were some practical reasons for the choice of languages used in recruitment, 

the online survey, and the interview (e.g., language fluencies and availability of research assistants 

and/or professional translators), I also recognize this decision was based on certain assumptions 

arising from discussions with colleagues and research assistants. The first assumption was that 

marriage migrants speaking a language or dialect closely related to one of the languages used—

English, Turkish, Arabic, and Russian—would be able to understand and participate in the online 
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survey. The second assumption followed from the first; that those who could not understand one 

of the four languages would be able to understand another (presumably Turkish). I recognize this 

a) privileges specific languages over others and b) ignores the myriad reasons why a marriage 

migrant might not understand any of the available languages. The decision to proceed with the 

practical language options available was made with the hope that, if an interested person could not 

understand any of the available languages, she or he may still choose to participate in the survey 

using online translation (e.g., Google translate). 

Immigrant spouse interviews 

Because the naturalization application process changed over time, I sought to interview people 

who had naturalized or applied for naturalization at different times. I therefore conducted 

interviews with six women who applied for naturalization prior to 2003, five women who applied 

2003-2009 and 14 people (13 women, 1 man) who applied 2010-2019; see Table E-1: Immigrant 

interviewees . Of these, two naturalization applications were denied, five are still pending, and one 

was withdrawn. The other 17 applications for naturalization were successful. 

In order to locate potential immigrant spouse interviewees, I reviewed online survey 

responses for those who had indicated they were open to being contacted for an interview; these 

respondents were emailed individually for scheduling. When contacting potential interviewees, I 

again introduced myself and asked if they would be available for an interview to discuss their 

experience with the naturalization process. I assured participants their responses would remain 

confidential, one component of building trust (Heggen & Guillemin, 2012; Kaiser, 2012). 

Following James and Busher (2012, p. 182), I answered potential interviewees responses quickly 

and sought to be “proactive in establishing a permissive and friendly atmosphere” in our pre-

interview interactions. Emails to participants were sent in the language in which they had taken 

the survey, and potential interviewees were asked in which language they would prefer to conduct 

the interview so that a translator could be present. 

During my fieldwork in Istanbul, Ankara and Antalya, I also posted interview requests to 

Facebook and V.K., in addition to visiting community organizations that might have contact with 

immigrants to Turkey, such as Orthodox churches and ethnic organizations. I also spent time 
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walking around, exploring each location and speaking with people because, as Beitin (2012, p. 

248) argues, “…face-to-face contact is more engaging than flyers.” Thus, I chatted with waitstaff 

at restaurants, shop attendants, hotel staff, coffee baristas, and tour guides. Because my knowledge 

of Turkish is insufficient to conduct a lengthy conversation in the language, I prepared flyers that 

I could leave with people that summarized my research and the types of respondents I was looking 

for in English, Turkish, Arabic, and Russian. 

One of the most important aspects of my fieldwork was the need to build trust with potential 

survey respondents and interviewees, which was an ongoing process. I take Williamson’s (2015, 

p. 18) holistic approach seriously, wherein “migration, the global political economy, civil society, 

social movements and micro-level cultural and social changes [are] mutually constituted.” 

Moreover, Grinyer and Thomas (2012, p. 221) argue that interviewees must not only feel a 

connection with the interviewer but also that “…trust needs to be nurtured and, as with rapport, 

cannot be taken for granted as a ‘once and for all.’” Keeping these issues in mind, I sought personal 

introductions and references whenever possible. I made it a point to respond to every comment on 

my social media posts, even if the information had been given previously. I offered my phone 

number and email address, expressing my willingness to answer any questions or concerns an 

individual had—which would remain off the record—either about the survey or a potential 

interview.  

Carter and Bolden (2012) highlight the impact the choice of location has on the information 

provided by the interviewee and how the interviewee views the interviewer, particularly in terms 

of insider versus outsider status. Despite this, I also wanted to follow Talmage’s (2012, p. 297) 

advice that “…it is important for the researcher to conduct interviews in places that allow the 

respondents to feel comfortable and do not inadvertently make them feel subservient or otherwise 

ill at ease.” I therefore asked interviewees where and how they would like to speak, whether 

meeting in person or via phone, Skype, WhatsApp, and so on. Some interviewees choose to meet 

at a local coffeeshop or restaurant while others preferred to speak via phone. For many 

interviewees, the choice was a pragmatic one due to distance or time constraints. Interviewees 

were asked to set a time that would be convenient for them, recognizing the time sacrifice they 

were choosing to make in participating in my research. Reflecting on Herzog (2012, p. 216), who 
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argues “[u]sing terms such as comfortable atmosphere, convenience, intimacy, or friendliness as 

explanations for the choice of interview location depoliticizes the research practice,” I find it 

notable that only two interviews with immigrant spouses were conducted in an office setting, and 

none were conducted face-to-face with participants in my office. Meeting interviewees in the field, 

at their choice of location (or via phone), demonstrated not only my willingness to position myself 

as the knowledge seeker but also helped demonstrate my relative harmlessness as a researcher 

despite my relatively privileged position, as discussed later in this section. 

A number of scholars have commented on the importance of building a good rapport with 

interviewees through friendly chit chat and/or shared experiences (see, for example, Beitin, 2012; 

Grinyer & Thomas, 2012; Heggen & Guillemin, 2012; Johnson & Rowlands, 2012). Semi-

structured interviews with immigrants, therefore, began with a bit of light conversation. During 

the interviews, I would also offer commiseration for difficult experiences and/or share my own 

experiences with being a foreigner in Turkey. Interviewees were asked to sign the consent form or 

give verbal consent to the interview at the beginning which provided an opportunity to discuss my 

interest in the topic with interviewees and to answer questions they might have about me. Through 

body language and active listening techniques, I encouraged interviewees to elaborate on their 

responses, including asking respondents to provide examples, expand on what they had said, or 

describe how they had felt (Lillrank, 2012). In doing so, I sought to obtain not only factual 

information but a greater understanding of how the processes affected respondents. While some 

interviewees expressed reservations at the beginning of the interview—either in terms of how they 

would remain anonymous or how the information would be used—by the end of the interview, all 

respondents were comfortable with the topic and happy they had decided to discuss their 

experiences, both good and bad. Many felt this research could prove helpful for future immigrants 

to understand the process and challenges they might face. 

Attorney and consultant interviews 

While the survey was active online, and concurrent with conducting respondent interviews, I 

sought attorneys and consultants working with immigrants—professionals with specific expertise 

in navigating the naturalization application process—to gain a wider view of the process itself, 

how policies are implemented, and any changes in the field. Using a combination of Google 
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searches, foreign embassy websites, and referrals, an initial list of approximately 75 attorneys or 

consultants was compiled. With the help of a translator, attorney and consultant offices were 

contacted via phone and/or email to determine suitability and willingness to be interviewed, 

resulting in ten semi-structured interviews conducted in Istanbul, Ankara, and Antalya; see Table 

E-2: Attorney/consultant interviewees. Attorneys and consultants predominantly spoke only 

Turkish; an interpreter was therefore present for these interviews as well. These semi-structured 

interviews focused on the application process and barriers (or facilitators) applicants may 

encounter. Attorney and consultant respondents were also asked about trends in marriage-based 

naturalization, changes they’ve observed over the years in the process or in interactions with the 

bureaucracy, their understanding of “public order” as it relates to the disqualification of applicants 

from citizenship, and how different hypothetical applicants might compare with each other (those 

who have children, those from different areas, male or female applicants, etc.). Several of the 

consultants had prior experience with the gendarmerie or police in conducting investigations of 

citizenship applicants, including those applying through marriage. 

Attorneys and consultants working with immigrants have significant contextual knowledge 

of the marriage-based naturalization process and are generally better positioned to discuss changes 

over time in terms of the clients they see, the difficulties these clients face, and specific 

characteristics that might assist in the process or create barriers (Bogner & Menz, 2009). Thus, 

these semi-structured interviews may be characterized as systematizing expert interviews in that 

“the focus here is on knowledge of action and experience, which has been derived from practice, 

is reflexively accessible, and can be spontaneously communicated. This kind of expert interview 

is an attempt to obtain systematic and complete information” and is an important tool in data 

triangulation (Bogner & Menz, 2009, p. 47). At the same time, the semi-structured nature of the 

interview process also allows for “communicative opening up and analytic reconstruction of the 

subjective dimension of expert knowledge,” which are critical in theory-generating expert 

interviews (Bogner & Menz, 2009, p. 48). 

Similar to immigrant spouse interviews, I sought to build rapport with attorneys and 

consultants prior to conducting the interview. This was generally less intensive than with 

immigrant spouses; as Bogner, Littig and Menz (2009, p. 2) note, experts and researchers often 
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share an understanding of the relevance of research on a given topic and experts’ own professional 

achievements can often serve to motivate them to participate in research interviews. With that 

being said, however—and similar to immigrant spouses—a number of attorneys and consultants 

were simply not interested in participating in interviews or had concerns regarding how the 

information might be (mis)used. Attorney and consultant interviewees were most often reassured 

by my institutional affiliation rather than through a personal connection, different from immigrant 

spouses. In another striking difference from immigrant spouse interviews, interviews with such 

“experts” almost universally took place in their offices. The one exception was interviewed in the 

lobby of the hotel where he was staying in Istanbul on business. This decision of location, made 

by the interviewees, had the effect of positioning me as the supplicant to their expert role, with the 

interviewee seated behind her/his desk while the translator and I sat in chairs normally occupied 

by clients seeking services. This required I “reposition” myself at times, as discussed in the next 

subsection: Positionality. Moreover, while I hesitate to apply the label of a “good expert” or a “bad 

expert,” it is worth noting that certain attorneys or consultants were better informed than others 

with regard to the objective application criteria and more or less willing than others to discuss 

potential challenges or engage in discussions of what may be viewed as “subjective” criteria and 

its implications (Gläser & Laudel, 2009). In fact, the only attorney to suggest the potential impacts 

of political climate on the implementation of immigration and citizenship regulation was the one 

interviewed outside of the office. Perhaps he felt more comfortable to engage in hypothetical 

discussions away from his office in giving a less “official” opinion (i.e., one that cannot be 

mistaken for a legal opinion or advice). 

Positionality 

Though an immigrant myself, I had to recognize the privileges of my position—a student at a 

prestigious university with an American passport—and how this might impact interactions with 

interviewees. People in Turkey (citizens and foreigners alike) often openly asked me what an 

American was doing in Turkey. The reality of my position as immigrant, a student, and an 

American had to be addressed. 

For many potential respondents, the primary concern was why I, an American, was 

interested in the topic. Many people initially believed (inaccurately) that I was interested in 
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conducting research on this topic due to a personal situation (i.e., marriage to a Turkish national). 

Because I am an American citizen, some potential respondents were worried that I was affiliated 

with the CIA or somehow sought to access damaging information on Turkey. Others were 

concerned that the information I collected might be used against them in their naturalization 

applications or some other manner. Alleviating these concerns meant that trust building was an 

important part of the process leading up to and during interviews. Explaining how I came to be 

interested in the topic—my friends’ experiences in South Korea and elsewhere—often provided 

common ground for discussions on spouses’ experiences in Turkey and helped alleviate some of 

their concerns. Providing additional detail about my research goals and supervisors helped build 

rapport and trust with potential respondents, particularly immigrant spouses. 

The realities of my position as well as the need to help respondents feel comfortable meant 

I needed to be flexible in my methods of data collection. My decision to have respondents choose 

where and how the interview was to be conducted helped validate my position as a student and 

researcher in their eyes. This decision was also made with an eye toward shifting the perceptions 

and privileges of my position. As several scholars have noted, there is a strong connection between 

respondents’ perceptions of the researcher vis-à-vis themselves and their refusal to participate in 

research regarding “sensitive” issues (Adler & Adler, 2002; Herzog, 2012). Adler and Adler 

(2002), in particular, noted the greater the distance between the perceived power, prestige and 

socioeconomic class of the researcher compared to the (potential) respondent, the more likely it 

was the individual would refuse to participate in the study. It was therefore necessary to take these 

additional steps to facilitate building trust and compensate—at least somewhat—for potential 

difficulties caused by respondents’ perceptions of distance between my position as a “foreign 

researcher” in Turkey and respondents’ understandings of their own positions. 

Interviews conducted with attorneys and consultants were different in terms of location 

and tone than those conducted with immigrant spouses. First, I almost always met with attorneys 

and consultants at their offices, which has an impact on how interviewees viewed me (Carter & 

Bolden, 2012; Herzog, 2012; Talmage, 2012). Meeting with attorneys and consultants in their 

office locations put me into a position similar to that experienced by immigrant spouses; at times, 

I was seen as lacking understanding of the naturalization process or more like a member of the 



47 

 

47 

 

“general public” (Pfadenhauer, 2009). It was therefore necessary to position myself as a “quasi-

expert” throughout the interview. Following Trinczek (1995; cited in Pfadenhauer, 2009, p. 86), 

demonstrating my thematic competence through the use of “qualified assessments, reasons and 

counter arguments every now and then in the course of the interview” helped me reposition myself 

in the eyes of attorney and consultant interviewees as a quasi-expert rather than a well-informed 

layperson, a necessary component for ensuring greater openness and willingness to discuss more 

subjective understandings. 

While most of the attorney and consultant interviewees were happy to share their expertise 

on the subject, when I sought clarification on specific points—where information conflicted with 

that provided by the General Directorate of Population and Citizenship Affairs (Nüfus ve 

Vatandaşlık İşler൴ Genel Müdürlüğü) or other interviewees, for example—some attorney or 

consultant interviewees became defensive or otherwise acted as though their expertise were being 

called into question. Such individuals generally took a paternalistic approach, seeking to educate 

me on why their information or interpretation was correct and/or belittle the source of the 

information (Pfadenhauer, 2009). While such interactions were not contentious, they did require 

careful self-management throughout the interview in order to both ensure congeniality and 

maintain my position as a quasi-expert (Lillrank, 2012; Pfadenhauer, 2009). 

3.4.4 Ethical concerns 

From an ethical standpoint, maintaining participant anonymity is a crucial component of 

conducting research on sensitive topics or with vulnerable populations (Bazeley, 2013; Creswell, 

2009; Iosifides, 2018; McInroy, 2016; Traianou, 2014). Ensuring anonymity is only a starting point, 

however, as my ethical commitments in this research go beyond this fundamental basis. Approval 

for human research was granted by the Institutional Review Board on December 12, 2018 (see 

Appendix D: IRB Approval). As a practical matter, the potential vulnerability of respondents—as 

well as the possibility they experienced humiliation or marginalization as part of their 

naturalization process—also meant that building trust with potential respondents was an ongoing 

process (Mertens & Tarsilla, 2015; Olson & Jason, 2015) that factored into all interactions with 

respondents. 
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Another component deserving of ethical scrutiny was the choice of online survey and 

interview language(s). I chose to present the invitation and online survey in four languages: Arabic, 

English, Russian, and Turkish. Further, for interviewees whose first language was not English, I 

was accompanied by a translator, often a research assistant or other colleague, who translated in 

real time to ensure successful, culturally sensitive, cross-cultural communication. My ethical 

obligation, in this case, was to ensure interviewees’ voices were not “lost in translation.” Following 

Bazeley (2013), I sought to involve the translators throughout the process, discussing my intended 

research with them to not only ensure they understood the research aims but also encouraging their 

suggestions and corrections to more accurately convey the intended meanings between myself and 

interviewees. 

According to Traianou (2014), Creswell (2009), Preissle et al. (2015), Bazeley (2013), and 

others, awareness and sensitivity to ethical concerns is a critical component of qualitative and 

mixed methods research. Iosifides (2018, p. 103) further argues that qualitative researchers of 

migration must be extremely sensitive to “…the ways that data are collected and produced and the 

approaches within which findings are interpreted and presented.” This is because there is often a 

significant power difference between the researcher and research participant(s), who are frequently 

disadvantaged in social hierarchies. Even in my case, an immigrant and a student researching other 

immigrants, some power difference remains. While academic research may not have the same 

reach as mass media, for example, the qualitative researcher has a particular obligation to 

accurately analyze and faithfully report the stories respondents share. Moreover, research on 

naturalization—even when citizenship isn’t a politicized topic per se—can be considered sensitive 

in that migrants occupy a more vulnerable legal position and may be subject to deportation for a 

wide variety of reasons. Ethical considerations therefore had a significant role in the research 

design and fieldwork. 

3.5 Limitations 

Each of the research methods has particular limitations that impact the findings of this study. With 

regard to statistical data, for example, the limited data available imposes limits on the types of 

analysis that can be conducted and its potential explanatory value. The lack of data specifically on 

residence, marriage vs. naturalization rates, and application denial rates limit the extent to which 
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the question of the impact of Turkish identity on naturalization can be explored through statistical 

analysis. Unfortunately, TUİK has declined requests to provide additional, more detailed data.  

Similarly, the explanatory value of the online survey is limited with regard to the larger 

population. Many of the respondents were from Western Europe, particularly the U.K., and 

respondents were overwhelmingly female. Moreover, there was a notable lack of respondents from 

places such as Syria and Georgia. While I have previously noted that the actual population of 

naturalized foreign spouses is not known, the number of those naturalizing through marriage 

(2000-2011) and the number of foreigners who married Turks (2009-2021) provide some 

indication of potential naturalization numbers. The contrast between the two emphasizes that 

online survey respondents are not representative of known population trends in terms of origin or 

sex. While tens of thousands of men are potentially eligible for marriage-based naturalization, the 

male response rate to the survey was quite low, with only about 12% of respondents identifying 

themselves as men. Thus, it is evident that the online survey is not representative of the population 

as a whole. With that in mind, analysis of survey data and trends are only intended to apply to 

survey respondents; it cannot be generalized to the larger population. Related limitations exist with 

regard to the semi-structured interviews. Interviewees were largely recruited from survey 

respondents, though efforts were made to recruit additional interviewees through the same social 

media channels and personal networks while conducting fieldwork in the cities of Ankara, Istanbul, 

and Antalya. Unfortunately, only one man consented to being interviewed about his experiences, 

which represents a significant limitation in understanding how the gendered expectations of the 

marriage-based naturalization process is experienced by men. 

By far, the biggest limitation to this research is the lack of interviews with bureaucratic 

officials. While providing a novel perspective—that of migrants and consultants— and taking an 

exploratory approach to my research questions, input from bureaucratic officials could have 

provided information regarding specific practices, standard operating procedures (and changes in 

these over time), and discussion regarding the different ways discretion might be applied 

throughout the naturalization application process. Unfortunately, however, despite repeated 

attempts that included emails (in Turkish), phone calls to numbers that appeared to be assigned to 

officials, and phone calls to the migration helpline, I was unable to make email or telephone contact 
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with any bureaucratic officials involved in migration decision making. Moreover, due to security 

concerns following the 2015 attempted coup, buildings housing bureaucratic officials were closed 

to the public without an appointment, and appointments were not accepted for foreigners unless 

the residence card was about to expire. Attempts to speak with staff while submitting renewal 

paperwork were not successful.  

Despite these limitations, however, this study provides a novel perspective on the ways in 

which national understanding of the Turkish identity can impact the naturalization application 

process. By examining the experiences of naturalization applicants (micro) and consultants who 

work with a number of migrants (meso), this dissertation is a multi-level exploration of factors 

affecting the naturalization process itself, going beyond asking who chooses to naturalize and why 

and asking, instead, what barriers or challenges naturalization applicants face in a context where 

identification with a particular ethno-religious identity has governed naturalization since the 

inception of the state. This question is really only possible to ask in the case of marriage-based 

citizenship acquisition, as the marriage itself forms the basis to acquire citizenship. It is in 

examining this particular set of applicants, those who are not required to speak the language, share 

in the cultural history of the nation, or meet income requirements as a precondition for 

naturalization, that we can explore the impact of the national identity on the naturalization process 

experienced by applicants.11 

3.6 Conclusion 

In this chapter, I have described the processes I followed in analyzing the quantitative and 

qualitative data obtained from TUİK, an online survey, and semi-structured interviews with 

immigrants as well as consultants and attorneys who routinely assist immigrants with navigating 

 
11 While there is not an income requirement to apply for citizenship, the sponsor of a family residence permit—whether 

a Turkish citizen or the holder of another type of residence permit—is required by Law No 6458 (2016), “Law on 

Foreigners and International Protection,” to meet specific income minimums as well as the providing insurance and 

sufficient housing for the holder(s) of the family residence permit. A family residence permit does not, however, allow 

the holder access to the labor market. Thus, a foreign spouse on an educational or employment visa may opt to continue 

on such rather than obtain a family residence permit.  
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immigration-related processes. Quantitative data was subjected to analytical procedures such as 

calculating averages, percentages, and totals using Microsoft Excel (2023). Qualitative data was 

analyzed using NVivo (2022) in an iterative process that began with themes gleaned from the 

literature and continued with themes extracted from the interviews. In the next chapter, I will 

examine the historical roots and modern expressions of the ethno-religious Turkish identity. I 

argue that because this understanding of the Turkish identity is deeply rooted in Turkish history 

and culture, it cannot help but influence the gatekeepers of citizenship—bureaucratic officials 

responsible for the naturalization process—impacting the ways in which they respond to 

naturalization applications.   
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CHAPTER 4. A BRIEF EXPLORATION OF THE HISTORICAL 

BACKGROUND OF CITIZENSHIP AND NATIONAL IDENTITY IN 

TURKEY 

4.1 Introduction 

Understanding the contemporary context of citizenship in Turkey, particularly with regard to how 

regulations are interpreted and/or applied, is assisted by an exploration of the historical context of 

citizenship within the state. While a significant amount of research has been conducted with 

respect to the Western world, generally the settler context of the U.S.A., Australia and Canada, 

and the European sphere, particularly Western Europe, far less scholarly attention has been paid 

to citizenship regimes at the European periphery and beyond. Moreover, specific socio-political 

factors related to the Turkish context—as a secular Muslim state at the European periphery—

indicate the importance of reviewing how the concept of citizenship has been shaped and reshaped 

by domestic and international factors. As Adar (Adar, 2019) notes, “Turkey is the only country in 

the Middle East which applies a non-religious and unified law to matters related to the family,” 

while at the same time “religious difference [remain] central to the definition of who is included 

in, and excluded from, the nation.” Thus, the context in which “Turkish citizenship” was 

formulated and developed is different than other Muslim-majority states as well as from the 

European states it borders. 

In exploring this concept of citizenship in the Turkish context, this chapter highlights the 

impact of both domestic and transnational factors, from the roots of Turkish citizenship 

understandings in the late Ottoman period through the contemporary period. The goal of 

combining domestic and transnational factors is to bring greater clarity in later chapters that 

specifically discuss marriage-based naturalization. The history of citizenship in Turkey, with all 

its complexity, demonstrates a concern with territorial boundaries (as the 1869 Ottoman 

Nationality Law sought to ensure) as well as cultural boundaries (including “Turkishness” as a 

varying mix of Islam, ethnicity and other characteristics as demonstrated most clearly from the 

founding of the Republic of Turkey through the interwar years). 
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4.2 The late Ottoman period: The origin of the Turkish identity 

In order to fully discuss the understanding of citizenship in the Republic of Turkey, it is important 

to first indicate the preceding conditions that had a significant impact on state formation and this 

understanding. Contestation over the rights, role and definition of a citizen date back at least to the 

late Ottoman period. According to Hanioğlu (2008), the last century and a half of the Ottoman 

Empire cannot be understood in isolation from the larger European context and struggle for power. 

The impact of the French Revolution and Napoleon’s invasion of Egypt highlighted the declining 

international power of the Ottoman sultan (Ahmad, 1993). This was followed in short order by 

ethnic uprisings inspired by French nationalism (Ahmad, 1993). As the Ottoman Empire became 

more entangled with the European political and economic systems, it also began to look more 

toward the West for models of modernization (Hanioğlu, 2008). As such, it is clear that some of 

the earliest transnational actors and ideas affecting the trajectory of the Ottoman Empire and the 

Republic of Turkey came not with 20th century globalization but with 19th century imperialism, 

colonialism and state rivalries. 

In the first half of the nineteenth century, nationalism first became important in the 

Ottoman Empire as a political principle; the Ottoman understanding of nationalism was heavily 

influenced by European principles and experiences of both nationalism and patriotism (Breuilly, 

1996; Dawn, 1961). The adoption of nationalism as a political principle formed part of the push 

toward modernization, primarily along the French model, as well as a bid to gain wider European 

support as demonstrated by the structural reforms under Mahmud II and during the Tanzimat 

period (Dawn, 1961; Hanioğlu, 2008). While early experience with nationalism consisted of 

attempts to suppress movements toward autonomy by Serbs, Greeks, Egyptians and others—often 

supported by the West and legitimized by nationalist rhetoric (Breuilly, 1996; Hanioğlu, 2008) —

the Ottoman Empire eventually adopted the principle of nationalism on its own terms. The most 

important actor bringing nationalism to the forefront of the Ottoman imagination was Egyptian 

author Rifa ah Rafi, whose 1834 book (republished in Turkish in 1840) focused on the territoriality 

of the nation (Dawn, 1961). 

Inspired by Rafi and others, Tanzimat reformers created a new understanding of citizenship 

through the Reformation Edict of 1856, the Ottoman Nationality Law of 1869 (though focused on 
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the acquisition of nationality not citizenship per se (Hanley, 2016)), and the 1876 Ottoman 

Constitution. In contrast with the prior millet system, in which religion was the main system of 

identification (Gülalp, 2006), this understanding was less focused on religious or ethnic affiliation 

and recognized all residents as nationals of the Empire (Kadirbeyoğlu, 2010) while retaining Islam 

as the official state religion—allowing the free exercise of religion provided non-interference with 

“public order and morality” —and the sultan as the “protector of the Muslim faith” (Hanioğlu, 

2008, p. 117; Ottoman Const. art. 11, art. 4). Citizenship itself is defined by the Constitution thusly: 

“All subjects of the empire are called Ottomans, without distinction whatever faith they profess; 

the status of an Ottoman is acquired and lost according to conditions specified by law” (Ottoman 

Const. art. 8). According to Yeğen (2004), it is important to note this wording in contrast to that 

used in later years during the early republican era of Turkey. 

Inspired by Montesquieu, Rousseau and others, this Ottoman citizenship, among other 

Western-oriented reforms, was hotly contested by the conservative Muslim population and Young 

Ottomans as “a capitulation to European dictates” (Hanioğlu, 2008, p. 103). The supranational 

ideology of Ottomanism, an overarching Ottoman identity, clashed not only with local practices 

and conservative or traditionalist elements in society but also conflicted with religious and other 

nationalist identities, leading members of various alienated groups to view Ottomanism as merely 

“Turkification” under another name (Hanioğlu, 2008). I argue, however, that the idea of 

Ottomanism as Turkification indicates that a reasonably well-developed idea of what constitutes 

“Turkishness” was already present by the late Ottoman Era. 

With regard to spousal citizenship, the Ottoman Empire followed the larger trends of 

family citizenship and derivative domicile wherein children take their legal membership status 

from their father and married women take their citizenship status from their husbands, thus a 

woman who married a non-Ottoman citizen would normally be expected to lose her Ottoman 

citizenship and gain the citizenship of her husband. The 1869 Ottoman Nationality Law, however, 

specifically exempted Ottoman women who had married Iranian men and the children of such 

marriages from this citizenship loss/gain, indicating that they remained Ottoman subjects (Hanley, 

2016). Following the death of the foreign-born spouse or divorce, the woman was permitted to 

regain her original Ottoman citizenship if she had lost it through marriage and children born to 
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foreign parents could apply for citizenship upon reaching their majority (Hanley, 2016). Male 

foreign spouses were treated differently; as of 1873, the foreign husbands and children of Ottoman 

women were not allowed to inherit from them (Hanley, 2016). While foreigners were generally 

permitted to naturalize following a period of residence, male spouses did not automatically obtain 

access to citizenship in the way that women did, and women who had lost their citizenship through 

marriage to a foreign spouse (and had not divorced or become widowed) had to reapply for their 

citizenship with their foreign husbands. 

Spurred on by internal factors such as corruption, instability and lack of opportunity for 

political participation, international factors including the Great Game between Great Britain and 

Russia, and transnational influences including exiled reformists, the 1908 Young Turk Revolution 

was instrumental not only in re-establishing a constitutional monarchy within the Ottoman Empire, 

in abeyance since 1878, but also set the stage for further modernization and Turkish nationalism 

(Ahmad, 1968, 1993). However the ideals of Ottomanism, specifically those of a pan-Ottoman 

identity and citizenship, did not survive the frequent internal and external conflicts plaguing the 

Ottoman Empire leading up to WWI, though the Empire did become far more homogeneous as a 

result of its territorial losses (Ahmad, 1993). The pan-Ottoman identity, state membership 

irrespective of ethnicity and religion, can be partly contrasted with the Turkish identity laid out 

during the early years of the Republic of Turkey (Yeğen, 2004), the foundation of which was 

facilitated by the outbreak of yet another war. 

The start of WWI allowed the Ottoman Empire to reject privileges previously allocated to 

foreign residents at the insistence of the European powers and strike out on a path toward 

independence and a Turkish state (Ahmad, 1993). Notably, it was during this time that the state 

wrested control over marriage from religious authorities via the 1917 Decree on Family Law 

(Ahmad, 1993), setting the stage for stage for later control over marriage-related immigration. At 

the same time, the push for Western-oriented modernization continued to be felt and the idea of 

Turkish nationalism, present since the late Ottoman stage, emerged as a strong ideology (Ahmad, 

1968; Hanioğlu, 2008). The legacies of the Ottoman Empire, including the ideal of a strong, 

centralized state identified with the nation, had a significant impact on the formation of the 

Republic of Turkey (Ahmad, 1993; İçduygu, 2004). 
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4.3 The early modern Republic of Turkey and interwar period: Creating ethnic, cultural, 

and territorial definitions of “Turkishness” 

Following its own nationalist uprising and eventual nation-state formation, citizenship within the 

newly formed Republic of Turkey remained a contested issue informed by transnational events 

and influences. Ongoing conflict had had a significant impact on the demographics of what became 

Turkey; there was a 20% population decline within the borders of the new state by 1923, which 

aggravated labor shortages (Ahmad, 1993). Moreover, the Great War left the Ottoman Empire 

partitioned by European powers who became far more interested in preventing each other from 

gaining additional territory than in continuing to fight Turkish nationalists (Ahmad, 1993; 

Hanioğlu, 2008). Nationalist rebels found value in utilizing Islamic discourse in mobilizing the 

mixed population, strategies included using words derived from millet (e.g., m൴ll൴yetç൴, 

m൴ll൴yetç൴l൴k, m൴ll൴) (which had come to mean a religious community in the Turkish usage) to 

describe nation, national, and nationalism and in claiming the sultan-caliph was a prisoner of 

Christian forces in order to unite disparate Islamic ethnic groups (Ahmad, 1993). Despite later 

distancing from and conflict with conservative religious groups, this strategic decision may have 

contributed to the conceptions of citizen and national identity eventually put into place as part of 

the nation-building process based on being part of the majority ethnic group (Turk) and religion 

(Sunni Muslim), or membership in a group thought to be easily assimilated to this identity (e.g., 

migrant Bosnians, Circassians, Pomaks, and Tatars from the Balkans (Coban, 2012)). During the 

first years of the Republic, 836,826 migrants from the Balkans settled in Turkey, a clear indication 

of their welcome (Pusch, 2012). Even before specific legislation defining a citizen had been 

promulgated, Turkey was among those states seeking ethnic homogeneity. The emergence of new 

boundaries following the end of WWI divided ethnic groups among new nation-states, creating 

minority and majority populations within the nation-state and led to the use of various tools by the 

nascent states to solidify ethnic boundaries. As part of this process, Turkey utilized migration as a 

tool both before and after legally defining Turkish citizens and Turks, including the emigration of 

non-Muslims and immigration of Turkish Muslim populations through reciprocal agreements with 

other states (including the 1923-1926 Turkish-Greek population exchanges), forced displacements 

(including the forced deportation of Armenians during WWI)  and various policies that triggered 
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emigration, including the reservation of numerous professions to ethnic Turks (Aktar, 2009; 

Çağaptay, 2003; de Bel-Air, 2016; Gülalp, 2006; Hanioğlu, 2008; İçduygu & Aksel, 2013, 2015).  

As part of the nation-building process, Mustafa Kemal and his supporters emphasized the 

importance of a modernized, secular Turkey through Turkish nationalism (Ahmad, 1993), 

necessitating a solidified Turkish identity. Reference to Islam as the state religion were thus 

removed from the Turkish Constitution in 1928 (Ahmad, 1993). Citizenship and citizenship 

education were considered critical to the success of the nation-building process (İçduygu et al., 

1999). Laws and institutions, including the Ministry of Population Exchange, Development and 

Settlement (1923), the Constitution (1924), and the Turkish Citizenship Law (Law 1312, 1928) 

sought to create this identity. Article 88 of the 1924 Constitution of the Republic of Turkey thus 

defined a Turk and Turkish citizen as “The name Turk, as a political term, shall be understood to 

include all citizens of the Turkish Republic, without distinction of, or reference to, race or religion” 

(Earle, 1925) and granted citizenship to all residents (Kadirbeyoğlu, 2010). At the same time, 

however, the word “Turk” was often used in reference to a specific group of people—ethnic 

Turks—not necessarily for Turkish citizens overall (Çağaptay, 2003; Yeğen, 2004). This 

demonstrates the importance of an ethnic understanding of citizenship from the beginning. 

Moreover, part and parcel of this ethnic identity was identification with Islam; between 1914 and 

1927, the percentage of non-Muslims in the state dropped from 19.1% to 2.5% (Coban, 2012). The 

first citizenship law, passed in 1928, continued to use jus sanguinis, complemented by a territorial 

understanding of citizenship, as well as outlining the conditions for naturalization and 

denaturalization (Çağaptay, 2003; Kadirbeyoğlu, 2010).  

As Secor (2004) notes, the Turkish understanding of citizenship has always been 

paradoxical, based on a nearly incompatible mix of ethnic and civic conceptions of national 

identity, combining territorial, ethnic and religious understandings of citizenship. This may be 

observed in a variety of instances. As Yeğen (2004) and Çağaptay (2003) discuss, “Turk” may be 

used to refer to either a person of a specific ethnic group or to a citizen of Turkey depending on 

the context. Yeğen (2004) argues that the parliamentary discussion regarding the wording of the 

1924 Constitution article on citizenship—specifically the use of “Turk as a political term” —is 

evidence that “Turk” carries with it a defined ethnic meaning, buttressing his case with a discussion 
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of various government announcements for “Turks” versus those for “Turkish citizens.” Çağaptay 

(2003) follows this with an overview of parliamentary discussions defining a “Turk” as an ethnic 

group (e.g., those exempting Turkish companies from customs duties) as well as a discussion of 

various policies that benefitted ethnic Turks over Turkish citizens, including the 1924 exemption 

from customs duties for imported boats, the 1926 Law on Government Employees, Law 1214 

(1928) limiting the professions of doctors, dentists, midwifes and nurses to ethnic Turks and the 

1936 Law on Associations prohibiting the establishment of organizations and associations 

representing ethnic and religious minorities, among others. At the same time, the “Turkish History 

Thesis” and “Sun Language Theory” rose to prominence (Çağaptay, 2003); present in school texts 

beginning from the 1930s and lasting through the 1980s, these further utilized and solidified a 

specific ethno-nationalist view of Turks as a historic race, native to Central Asia, and responsible 

for bringing civilization and advanced culture to various regions (Copeaux, 2016). 

During the interwar period, Atatürk and the Kemalists looked to fascist Italy and Nazi 

Germany as models for state development and policy (Ahmad, 1993). Non-Muslims, while given 

minority status following the establishment of the Republic of Turkey in 1923, were frequently 

perceived as a threat to the Turkish and Muslim identity of the nation-state (de Bel-Air, 2016). 

This is significant in that one of the first milestones of Turkish citizenship policy was the 1934 

Law on Settlement, which facilitated the (im)migration and integration of people of “Turkish 

origin and culture” while obstructing the entry of those who did not meet this criteria (İçduygu & 

Aksel, 2015). As Çağaptay (2003) notes, naturalization and denaturalization were likewise linked 

to the criteria of Turkishness, with those seen as able to assimilate—and having at least nominally 

converted to Islam and/or taken Turkish names—were able to access citizenship while others were 

deported. Marriage to a Turkish-Muslim woman could also increase the possibility of gaining 

citizenship through Article 5 of Law 1312 (1928) on Turkish citizenship. Race, as linked to 

language and culture, became a significant element of Turkishness during the 1930s as did the idea 

of an exclusive nationalism, which was incorporated into the constitution in 1937 (Ahmad, 1993; 

Gülalp, 2006). Migrant settlement involved elements of territoriality in that concentric zones of 

“Turkishness” were designated and groups were assigned settlement based on perceptions of 

whether they could be assimilated into Turkish society (Gülalp, 2006; İçduygu & Aksel, 2015; 

Yeğen, 2004). While Içduygu et al. (1999) and Çağaptay (2003) argue that access to citizenship 
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was not based on ethnic background, the exclusion of specific groups from settlement, access to 

naturalization and the ethnic / religious characteristics of denaturalized citizens indicate there was 

at least a de facto, if not always a full de jure, reliance on ethnicity and religion in the understanding 

of citizenship and Turkishness. Minorities, including Armenians and Greek Orthodox, who had 

left Turkey during the struggle for independence were excluded from citizenship in 1927 

(Kadirbeyoğlu, 2010). Laws governing the return of Anatolian Christians to Turkey denied return 

to most Armenians and Greek Orthodox expatriates while various other deterrence policies made 

it difficult, if not impossible, for non-Turkish citizens to be employed within Turkey, thereby 

“encouraging” the emigration of other groups, particularly Jews, from Turkey (Çağaptay, 2003; 

Kadirbeyoğlu, 2010). Kadirbeyoğlu (2010) and Çağaptay (2003) further indicate that while a 

significant number of Greeks were forced to leave due to these laws, specific groups (e.g., 

Belarusians and White Russians) were granted citizenship to avoid this fate; this speaks to the 

desirability of certain groups over others based on a combination of ethnicity and religion. 

4.4 The Second World War through the early 1980s: Solidifying and reifying Turkishness 

by encouraging emigration/immigration 

While Turkey did not enter World War II until early 1945—on the side of the Allies (Wagman, 

2018)—Nazi Germany and its racial policies may have still had influence. In 1942, for example, 

Turkey again employed specifically targeted legislation with the 1942 Capital Tax Law which 

imposed taxes on those who had gained wealth during World War II with different rates for 

Muslims and non-Muslims; public opinion at the time was that it was geared toward destroying 

the commercial supremacy of minorities (Ahmad, 1993). While this did not affect immigration 

policy directly, it did have the effect of encouraging minority, particularly Jewish, emigration from 

Turkey. Moreover, Adar (Adar, 2019) argues that the link between ethnicity and religion 

intensified between the period following WWII and the military coup in 1960. Combined with the 

disparate treatment of minorities enacted and strengthened by legislative instruments, such 

emphasis on religion and ethnicity was in keeping with policies and identity created around the 

formation of the Turkish Republic. 

Beginning in the 1950s, migration in Turkey predominantly consisted of rural-urban 

migration and “temporary” labor migration to Europe based on bilateral labor agreements: 
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Germany in 1961, Austria, the Netherlands and Belgium in 1964, France in 1965 and Sweden in 

1967 (Kadirbeyoglu, 2009; Korfalı et al., 2014; Tiryakioğlu, 2006). Citizenship policies during 

this time were therefore predominantly focused on Turkish guest workers abroad, their families 

and returnees (Pusch & Splitt, 2013). During this period, citizenship acquisition was governed by 

the 1964 Turkish Citizenship Act, which continued to favor the principle of jus sanguinis generally 

based on the father’s citizenship (excepting in cases where the father’s citizenship could not be 

passed down or the child was illegitimate) (Tiryakioğlu, 2006). The 1964 Turkish Citizenship Act 

further set out conditions for acquiring citizenship through naturalization, specifying that a foreign 

woman who married a citizen of Turkey could obtain citizenship upon making a declaration of 

intent, though all others must meet conditions that included length of residency, intent to remain 

in Turkey and being of “good morals” (Law No. 403 Türk Vatandaşlığı Kanunu [Turkish 

Citizenship Law], 1964). This Act also provided for the Turkish citizenship of a child born out of 

wedlock to a foreign mother, provided the progeny was recognized by the Turkish father (Law No. 

403 Türk Vatandaşlığı Kanunu [Turkish Citizenship Law], 1964). International marriage 

migration during this time period, however, was predominantly emigration from Turkey via family 

reunification policies abroad, which is reflected in the laws governing citizenship. First, in that a 

woman marrying a foreigner would lose her Turkish citizenship, reifying the idea that (only) 

women assimilate to their partners’ culture; second, in that a child born of a Turkish father or a 

Turkish mother (whether within Turkey or abroad), would be a Turkish citizen from birth; and 

third, in the allowance for some of those who had lost their Turkish citizenship abroad, their 

spouses and their children, to regain Turkish citizenship provided they re-settled in Turkey (Korfalı 

et al., 2014; Law No. 403 Türk Vatandaşlığı Kanunu [Turkish Citizenship Law], 1964). 

4.5 The 1980s through 2003: International upheavals, international marriage, and domestic 

backlash 

Beginning in roughly the last quarter of the 20th century, Turkey became an important country of 

immigration. The political, economic and social transformations of neighboring states—including 

the breakup of the U.S.S.R. and upheavals in successor states, multiple debt crises in developing 

states, rapid population growth and the rapid spread of technology—all contributed to rising 

numbers of immigrants in Turkey (Bloch, 2011, 2017; Pusch, 2012; Toksöz & Ulutaş, 2012). Such 
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immigrants included forced migrants, labor migrants, suitcase traders and transit migrants from 

throughout the former Soviet Union, Eastern Europe, the Balkans, the Middle East, Asia, Africa 

and the Western world (İçduygu & Karaçay, 2012; Pusch, 2012; Sağıroğlu, 2015). It is important 

to note, however, that many of these migrants were not allowed access to citizenship. As Kirişçi 

and Kirişçi (2000) argue, “examining a state’s immigration and refugee legislation and policies 

can be a revealing way of testing whether a state lives up to its formal definition of citizenship.” 

In practice, Turkish immigration and refugee policies have been biased in favour of people of 

‘Turkish descent and culture’ and then only as long as such persons were of a Sunni-Hanefi 

background” (Kirişçi & Kirişci, 2000). Thus, while Turkey was undergoing a migration transition, 

and the state continuously espoused a secular ideology, the definition of Turkish identity remained 

linked with an ethnic and Muslim identity (Copeaux, 2002). At the same time, however, the regular 

and irregular so-called “new immigration” —a term coined by Kirişçi (2006) to indicate the newer 

waves of non-Muslim immigrants or those not of Turkish descent—also came a rise in marriages 

within Turkey between Turkish citizens and (potentially non-Muslim) foreigners, forcing a 

redefinition (or at least a questioning) of cultural and civic identities in Turkey (İçduygu & Aksel, 

2015; Kirişçi & Kirişci, 2000; Tolay, 2015). 

Beginning in the 1980s and dramatically increasing during the 1990s, marriages between 

women from Eastern Europe, particularly Russia, and the former Soviet sphere became far more 

common (Akyüz, 2017; Bloch, 2011, 2017; İçduygu, 2013; E.M. Özgür et al., 2014). As Bloch 

(2017, p. 4) notes, “…global economic crises and related neoliberal restructuring are integrally 

tied to what is often relegated to ‘emotional,’ ‘private,’ or ‘intimate’ realms.” Thus, the 

transnational factors associated with the collapse of the Soviet Union, as well as other upheavals 

and transformations within and beyond the region, had a direct impact on what would become 

marriage migration to Turkey. Domestically, the 1980 coup and subsequent military tutelage 

helped stabilize and revitalize the Turkish economy over the next several years (despite civil unrest 

and the 1982 international debt crisis) (Naylor, 2004). The 1981 Amendments to Law 403 on 

Turkish Citizenship continued to focus primarily on Turkish citizens abroad; specifying that a 

child born to Turkish citizen mother and a Turkish citizen father would be a citizen from birth, 

and adding a provision for the loss of citizenship for any individual who intentionally gains 

citizenship of a foreign state without permission and for any individual who gains foreign 
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citizenship and does not return to Turkey within seven years to demonstrate continuing interest 

and ties to the state (Law No. 403 Türk Vatandaşlığı Kanunu [Turkish Citizenship Law, as 

Amended], 1981). With regard to the question of Turkish identity, the preamble to the 1982 

Constitution reaffirmed the principles of nationalism, defined to include the “material and spiritual 

well-being of the Republic,” lack of protection for “thoughts or opinions contrary to… Turkish 

historical and moral values” while simultaneously reiterating a commitment to secularism 

(Preamble, Constitution of the Republic of Turkey, 1982).  

Within the next decade, open borders, the offering of tourist visas at entry as of the early 

1990s and prosperous Turkish economy encouraged a large number of would-be migrants from 

the post-Soviet sphere (Akyüz, 2017; Bloch, 2011, 2017). Notably, in an indeterminate number of 

cases, marriages were made with the instrumental intent of gaining Turkish citizenship, to gain or 

retain access to the labor market—to circumvent new restrictions meant to control the informal 

economy—or to remain in Turkey; this was done both between co-ethnics (from Georgia, Moldova, 

Azerbaijan and elsewhere) as well as between those of different ethnic backgrounds (Akyüz, 2017; 

Bloch, 2011, 2017; Deniz & Özgür, 2020; E.M. Özgür et al., 2014; Ertuğrul Murat Özgür & Deniz, 

2014). This was only possible because, at that time, Turkish citizenship could be conferred 

virtually automatically upon declaration of “intent” by the foreign spouse (Law No. 403 Türk 

Vatandaşlığı Kanunu [Turkish Citizenship Law, as Amended], 1981; Law No. 403 Türk 

Vatandaşlığı Kanunu [Turkish Citizenship Law], 1964).12 A number of authors have noted that the 

high number of migrants (and marriages), specifically women from the former Soviet sphere, led 

to a public backlash as well as the politicization and securitization of international marriage, 

including rising “discourses on how post-Soviet women were destroying Turkish families” and 

widespread public belief that “Russian” women were, by and large, hypersexual by nature, 

engaged in fake marriages and/or prostitution, and had a variety of sexually transmitted infections 

(Bellér- Hann, 1995; Bloch, 2017, p. 127; Hacaoğlu, 2002).13 

 
12 As I discuss in my research findings, this was not the case with everyone but seemed to be the general practice. 
13 Women from throughout the former U.S.S.R. are often stigmatized as being “Russian,” synonymous with being a 

prostitute. In Turkey, the common Russian name “Natasha” also became synonymous with “prostitute” in the early 

1990s; Béller-Hann (1995) argues the connection is due to a song that was popular at the time. 
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4.6 The 2000s: E.U. accession, minority rights, and immigration (unsuccessfully) challenge 

the ethno-religious Turkish identity 

During the latter half of the 20th century, Turkey continued to look toward Europe and the West 

both for political support and for modernization strategies to emulate; its formal status as an E.U. 

candidate country as of 1999 simply marked the latest in a series of moves seeking greater 

integration with Europe (Bürgin, 2016; Featherstone, 2003). The initial politicization of 

immigration, particularly marriage immigration, combined with potential E.U. accession and 

acquis requirements that necessitated citizenship policy convergence along semi-securitized lines, 

led to the 2003 promulgation of Law No. 4866, amending the Turkish Citizenship Law with regard 

to naturalization through marriage for the first time since the Turkish Citizenship Law had been 

enacted in 1964. According to these amendments, citizenship through marriage to a Turkish citizen 

would no longer occur based on the “intent” of the foreign bride. A waiting period of three years 

was introduced before a foreigner married to a Turkish citizen could apply for citizenship, provided 

the foreigner had been residing with the Turkish spouse (Law No. 4866 Türk Vatandaşlığı 

Kanununda Değişiklik Yapılmasına İlişkin Kanun [Law Amending the Turkish Citizenship Law], 

2003). 14  Interestingly, for the first time, male foreign spouses were permitted to apply for 

citizenship through marriage, as the law specified only “foreign spouse,” not (foreign) female 

partner (Law No. 4866 Türk Vatandaşlığı Kanununda Değişiklik Yapılmasına İlişkin Kanun [Law 

Amending the Turkish Citizenship Law], 2003). Law No. 4866 (2003) was implemented via 

Regulation 2004/7275, which set forth the documents required to apply for naturalization through 

marriage. The significance of the changes wrought by Law No. 4866 (2003) are such that it 

provides the first natural division in survey and interview respondents: those who naturalized 

before 2003 and those who naturalized after; see Chapter 5, section Error! Reference source not 

found. as well as discussions of the impacts of changes to the legal framework in Chapters 6-8. 

As part of ongoing accession negotiations and convergence between domestic policy and 

E.U. policies, the 2003 changes in naturalization through marriage were further solidified in 2009, 

with Turkish Citizenship Law No. 5901 and the attendant regulation for implementation 

(Regulation 2010/139). Article 16 of Law No. 5901 sets out the basic requirements for the 

acquisition of Turkish citizenship through marriage. These requirements are that the applicant must 
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be married to a Turkish citizen for at least three years (and be married at the time of the application), 

applicant and spouse must be “living in family unity,” not engaging in acts that are incompatible 

with such unity, and must not pose a threat to national security or public order (Law No. 5901 

Türk Vatandaşlığı Kanunu [Turkish Citizenship Law], 2009). The implementation regulation sets 

out a list of required documents and procedures that must be followed as well as the investigative 

steps that will be taken (Regulation 2010/139 on the Implementation of Turkish Citizenship Law, 

2010). Combined with its implementing regulation, Law No. 5901 (2009) provides another natural 

division of interviewees: those who naturalized after 2003 but before 2010, allowing basic 

comparisons across time periods. These laws—Law No. 4866 (2003), Regulation 2004/7275, Law 

No. 5901 (2009), and Regulation 2010/139—and their associated requirements, are examined vis-

à-vis survey responses and interviewee experiences in Chapters 6-8. It is interesting to note that 

while Law No. 5901 (2009) made marriage-based naturalization more difficult, it conversely made 

ethnic/historical connection-based naturalization easier. That is to say, by removing certain 

military related clauses in the Turkish Citizenship Law, Law No. 5901 (2009) removed potential 

barriers to citizenship mostly affecting Turkish citizens living abroad and/or their descendants 

(Kadirbeyoğlu, 2010), highlighting the continued importance of Turkish ethnicity in citizenship 

policy. 

Alongside changes to citizenship law, Turkey was undergoing what seemed to be a seismic 

shift away from assimilationism and toward multiculturalism and reconciliation with minority 

populations, with increased discourse around diversity and the elimination of discriminatory 

restrictions and/or bans targeting minority groups (Aktürk, 2012; Kakışım, 2018; A. Kaya, 2013b). 

Despite this apparent move toward multiculturalism, however, Çirakman (2011) notes that the 

ethnonationalist discourse of the 2000s painted ethnic and minority communities in Turkey as 

“enemies-within.” Additionally, N. Kaya (2015, pp. 10, 11) argues that the Turkish education 

system continues to discriminate against students based on “colour, ethnic origin, language, 

religion, and belief,” while school curricula and textbooks depict minority communities as 

 
14 This three-year period of residence with the Turkish spouse does not necessarily have to occur in Turkey, marking 

a significant difference between the Turkish citizenship regime and many European citizenship regimes. This 

difference is largely due to Turkey’s position regarding Turkish emigrants and interest in maintaining citizenship ties. 
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“enemies of the country.” This has a tangible effect. Kaya (2013a) cites research showing that 

more than 40% of Turks would not tolerate Greeks or Armenians as neighbors and 28% of Turks 

would not want a neighbor of Kurdish origin. Further, according to an article in the Hurriyet Daily 

News (2017), significant percentages of young people view atheists, non-Muslims, and minorities 

as “others” that may pose a threat to Turkey and the Turkish lifestyle. Data from the World Values 

Survey further supports the idea that attitudes toward minority communities in Turkey are slow to 

change. According to Wave 7 of the World Values Survey (WVS), 41.2% of Turks would not like 

to have a person of a different race as a neighbor (2022). While down from 52% in the 1994-1998 

data series, this apparent dislike or distrust for those of a different race has consistently been 

mentioned by more than one-third of Turkish WVS respondents (Inglehart et al., 2022). Similarly, 

at least one-third of Turkish WVS respondents have consistently indicated they would not like to 

have an immigrant / foreign worker or someone of a different religion as a neighbor (Inglehart et 

al., 2022). Notably, the percentage of Turkish WVS respondents who have said they would not 

like these types of people as neighbors has increased over the last few WVS data gathering rounds, 

highlighting a growing dislike or distrust of these populations. 

As accession talks stalled in the mid-2000s, Turkey lost trust in the accession process; 

Europeanization continued in the realms of domestic policy but at a diminished rate and 

questionable effectiveness, particularly when it came to administrative reforms (Bürgin, 2016; 

Çelenk, 2009; Polat, 2013; Soyaltin, 2017). At the same time Europeanization was diminishing, 

there was a rising tide of (ethno) nationalist rhetoric and Islam was becoming a more potent 

political force, both have been instrumentalized by the ruling Justice and Development Party 

(Adalet ve Kalkınma Partisi, AKP), particularly after 2011 when Turkey began to receive large 

numbers of people fleeing conflict in neighboring Syria, and immigration became more politicized 

(Apaydın & Müftüler-Baç, 2022; Çirakman, 2011; A. Kaya, 2015; Ozsoy, 2022; Öztürk, 2019; 

Tremblay, 2017; Uras, 2022).15 

 
15 As Turkey retains the geographic limitation to the 1951 Refugee Convention, limiting refugee status to those of 

European origin, Syrian immigrants were termed “guests.” Registered Syrian “guests” were eventually given 

“temporary protection status;” a quasi-legal status that includes residence and work permits but also restricts where 

the holder may live, work, and/or travel.  
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The rise of the AKP has had significant impacts on the political landscape of Turkey. In 

power since taking over the reins of the national government in 2002, the right-wing AKP has 

become increasingly Islamist, populist, and authoritarian over the past two decades (Akyol, 2019; 

Baker, 2018; A. Kaya, 2015; Öztürk, 2016; Yilmaz, 2017). During this time, there has also been a 

rise in intertwined (ethno) nationalist and Islamic rhetoric, instrumentalized by the AKP (Çirakman, 

2011; Hoffman et al., 2018; Yabanci, 2022). According to Acar and Altunok (2013), even when 

not explicitly religious, AKP rhetoric demonstrates moral judgement and stigmatization of certain 

practices, blurring the distinction between public and private practices and putting the state in 

charge of establishing and overseeing the moral-religious direction of society. Discursively and 

ideologically, the AKP has focused on the family as the locus of social order (Acar & Altunok, 

2013); as such, policies ostensibly meant to strengthen the (“traditional”) family have accompanied 

political and economic liberalization while promoting and even legislating conservative social and 

cultural values and practices. In practice, this has meant the use of religious-nationalist symbols 

and language to appeal to the public as well as increasing politicization and/or retraction of support 

for policies and causes viewed as contrary to the Islamic principles and morals espoused by the 

ruling party, which include a strong emphasis on family and “traditional” (patriarchal, cisgender, 

and heterosexual) gender roles (Acar & Altunok, 2013; Akyol, 2019; Yabanci, 2022). This 

religious-political populist stance is reflected in Turkey’s recent withdrawal from the Council of 

Europe Convention on Preventing and Combating Violence Against Women and Domestic 

Violence (Istanbul Convention), the banning of LGBTQI+ Pride marches since 2015 on the 

grounds of immorality, the institution and support of “politicized leisure” activities among youth, 

changes in education policy, and so on (Acar & Altunok, 2013; Akyol, 2019; Bilginsoy & 

Badendieck, 2022; Öztürk, 2016; Tuysuz & Sariyuce, 2021; Yabanci, 2022). As part of its Islamic 

populist and ethnonationalist rhetoric, the AKP has further engaged in “politics of exclusion,” and 

now “…focuses more on ‘who [does] not belong to the people’ through ethnoreligious criteria,” 

highlighting the ongoing securitization of minority and immigrant populations (Yabanci, 2022). 

This has had the effect of increasing political and social cleavages in Turkish society along ethnic 

and religious lines, particularly following the 2016 attempted coup, which escalated exclusionary 

AKP rhetoric (Baker, 2018; Hoffman et al., 2018; Yabanci, 2022). 
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One cannot examine the current Turkish context, particularly with regard to citizenship, 

without at least mentioning the Syrian population in Turkey. Following the outbreak of a multi-

sided civil war in 2011, Syrians began to flood over the Turkish border. As of 2022, Turkey was 

host to approximately 3.7 million Syrian refugees, out of a total population of 5.5 million 

foreigners (Uras, 2022). As diverse in immigration intentions as any other group, some Syrians 

only passed through Turkey briefly on their way to European destinations. Others remained in 

Turkey a while longer, though still intending to move on. Still others see their move to Turkey as 

permanent. Life in Turkey for many Syrians can be precarious, however. As Turkey retains the 

geographic limitation to the 1951 Refugee Convention, limiting refugee status to those of 

European origin, Syrian immigrants were initially termed “guests.” Registered Syrian “guests” 

were eventually given “temporary protection status,” a quasi-legal status that restricts where the 

holder may live, work, and/or travel; travel documents must be provided to taxi and bus drivers in 

order to travel between cities or provinces (D’Ignoti, 2023; Human Rights Watch, 2022; Uras, 

2022).16 Moreover, as Uras (2022) and Mourenza (2023) note, parallel with increasing anti-refugee 

sentiment in Turkey, administrative processes have become slower and more difficult to navigate 

for foreigners, Syrians in particular. As of February 2022, for example, applications for temporary 

and international protection are no longer accepted in 16 (of 81) provinces, including Istanbul, 

Ankara, and provinces along the Syrian border (Human Rights Watch, 2022). Foreigners seeking 

a residence permit are also restricted to a limit of 20% per neighborhood for non-nationals, 

resulting in 1,200 neighborhoods being off-limits to additional foreign residents (Human Rights 

Watch, 2022; Uras, 2022). Unfortunately, even Syrians with temporary protection status and 

employment face abusive employment practices, increasing violence from neighbors and security 

forces, and forced deportation to northern Syria (Human Rights Watch, 2022; Uras, 2022). Finally, 

as holders of temporary protection status, Syrians are limited in their ability to apply for citizenship, 

eligible only to apply via the marriage, investment, or “exceptional” pathways (D’Ignoti, 2023; 

Levkowitz, 2023). 

 
16 Temporary protection status grants the successful applicant a kimlik document that serves as a residence permit and 

identification card. The temporary protection status also allows holders to apply for a work permit, receive healthcare, 

and access education. 
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While a full examination of Syrian citizenship in Turkey, including citizenship aspirations 

and strategies, is beyond the scope of this research, it is worth highlighting certain key points of 

interest. While statistical data indicate a large number of Syrian women have entered into marriage 

with Turkish men, this data understates the number of Syrian women “married” to Turkish men. 

This is because Turkey only grants legal recognition to civil marriages between one man and one 

woman. While religious marriage ceremonies (nikâh) are permitted—a growing number of which 

are polygynous—such a ceremony confers no legal rights or benefits.17 A significant number of 

Syrian women and girls, however, have only entered into such religious marriages—often as a 

second or third wife—and therefore lack access to citizenship and other legal benefits such as 

healthcare, divorce, child support, and inheritance rights (Bülbül, 2016; Holland, 2016; Nawa & 

Sebzeci, 2016a, 2016b; Oppenheim, 2020). Legally, any children are treated as the offspring of an 

unwed (foreign) mother. If the Turkish father claims paternity, they can become Turkish citizens. 

The Syrian mother may then lose custody of the children, and she will have no legal recourse. If 

he does not, and given the difficulty of registering the birth of a Syrian child with the Syrian state, 

they may join the ranks of tens, even hundreds, of thousands of children facing statelessness 

(Davison, 2016; Nawa & Sebzeci, 2016b). While asylum-seekers from Syria are eligible to apply 

for temporary protection status for themselves and their children, doing so requires they present 

themselves to appropriate authorities with a reasonable period of time, which, as previously noted, 

may not be possible in many areas of Turkey (Human Rights Watch, 2022; UNHCR, n.d.; Uras, 

2022). 

Overall, the politicization and securitization of (marriage) immigration and growth in 

ethnonationalist rhetoric should not be a surprise. Neoliberal E.U. accession requirements, 

advancement of minority rights, and increased immigration have represented ongoing challenges 

to the ethno-religious Turkish national identity. This presents an opportunity for political actors to 

institute efforts to either reify and strengthen the challenged national identity or solidify a new 

national identity. Thus, even as domestic legislation was passed to bring Turkish policies into 

convergence with the E.U., and some political factions sought to institutionalize a more inclusive 

 
17 While the practice of polygamy was outlawed in Turkey in 1926, it has continued to be practiced and is not seen as 

uncommon, particularly in the province of Kilis (Bülbül, 2016). 
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Turkish national identity, the conservative AKP instrumentalized Islam and exploited disaffection 

with E.U. conditionalities to activate and discursively strengthen the ethno-religious understanding 

of Turkish identity deeply rooted in Turkish history and tradition (Apaydın & Müftüler-Baç, 2022; 

A. Kaya, 2015). This became more apparent following the attempted coup and subsequent purges 

of the bureaucracy in 2016, even as the Syrian refugee crisis continued, with increasing 

politicization of immigration and calls to repatriate Syrian refugees (Al-Mehdi, 2019; Ozsoy, 2022; 

Tremblay, 2017; Uras, 2022).  

4.6 Conclusion 

It is with the full context of Turkey in mind—a history of ethno-religious based citizenship and 

exclusion of minority populations, current nationalism and ongoing nation-building activities, and 

recently politicized naturalization through marriage—that I will present the findings from my 

research. This chapter has shown that the territorial and cultural boundaries of “Turkishness” have 

been reified time and again through state policies and practices seeking ethno-religious 

homogeneity, including (forced) migration, discriminatory labor market and settlement policies, 

and preferential treatment of ethnic kin who immigrate to Turkey. In the Turkish imagination, clear 

ethnic and cultural boundaries remain around the idea of “Turkishness,” despite apparent moves 

toward multiculturalism over the past few decades, with growing ethnonationalism and 

politicization of immigration. Thus, while official policies may outwardly conform to E.U. 

accession requirements, an ethno-religious understanding of Turkishness remains influential in 

public attitudes as well as in policy and practice. 

The remaining chapters of this dissertation are structured as follows. Chapter 5 presents 

immigration and marriage statistics from Turkey, which serve to situate survey respondents within 

the larger environment. Chapters 6-8 describe the three stages of the current marriage-based 

naturalization application process, with each chapter focusing on survey respondents and 

interviewees’ experiences with a single stage: documentation, police interviews, and interviews 

with the Citizenship Application Review Commission. Chapter 9 describes themes raised during 

interviews with would-be citizens, consultants, and attorneys vis-à-vis themes of the literature 

review. Chapter 10 concludes this study and recommends potential avenues for further exploration. 
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CHAPTER 5. EXAMINING THE TURKISH CONTEXT THROUGH 

ANALYSIS OF STATISTICAL AND SURVEY DATA 

5.1 Introduction 

In this chapter, I examine statistical data for clues regarding the role(s) of the Turkish national 

identity in cases of naturalization through marriage. Demographic factors are examined for present 

day information as well as longer term trends (e.g., who naturalizes through marriage and where 

they are from), with an eye toward whether and to what extent particular demographic factors 

might impact an applicant’s ability to naturalize through marriage. According to the international 

marriage research nexus literature, identifiable gender and ethnic patterns can be found in 

marriage-based immigration and naturalization (e.g., women more likely to naturalize than men, 

ethnic differences in naturalization trajectories and difficulty based on country of origin, concern 

with integration, and so on). I therefore analyze survey data for evidence as to whether Turkey is 

subject to the same trends in terms of who is naturalizing and the characteristics that might impact 

this process. I find evidence of self-selection in naturalization aspirations as well disparities in 

navigating the naturalization process for individuals of particular backgrounds. 

5.2 The Turkish context: Statistical data 

In light of domestic and international push and pull factors described in Chapter 4, I analyze 

available data related to immigration and marriage in Turkey. I begin by examining information 

provided by Türkiye İstatistik Kurumu (Turkish Statistical Institute, TUİK) regarding 

naturalization through marriage. Unfortunately, little data on this topic available. Available data 

highlight the top countries of origin for the period 2000-2011; see Table 5-1: Top 10 countries of 

persons obtaining citizenship through marriage, 2000-2011, by gender and nationality. Most of the 

top countries of origin for this period are home to populations of ethnic Turks (or ethnic Kurds, to 

a lesser extent), have strong tourism links with Turkey, and/or were part of the former U.S.S.R., 

all factors linked to immigration to Turkey (see, for example, Akyüz, 2017; Bloch, 2011, 2017; de 

Bel-Air, 2016; İçduygu & Aksel, 2013, 2015; Pusch, 2016). This data also indicates that, overall, 

women make up the largest percentage of persons obtaining citizenship through marriage in this 

period, even after men became eligible to apply for citizenship through marriage in 2003, though 



72 

 

72 

 

men outnumber women in a few instances. There is also a significant, across-the-board increase 

in the number of both women and men obtaining citizenship through marriage beginning in 2007. 

It is notable that this occurred after the 2003 amendments to the Turkish citizenship law, which 

imposed new requirements on would-be citizens by marriage, including that the applicant be 

married to the Turkish spouse for three years before becoming eligible for naturalization. 

Interestingly, this naturalization data also indicates that a (very) small number of men from 

Bulgaria and Romania were able to naturalize through marriage prior to the passage and 

implementation of the 2003 amendments to Law no. 403. I can only offer conjecture as to why 

these men were able to obtain citizenship. Both Romania and Bulgaria are home to populations of 

ethnic Turks, which raises the possibility of that such individuals were of Turkish heritage. 

However, Turkey provides an alternate pathway to citizenship for those of “Turkish descent or 

heritage” that did not have the sex-based restriction of the pre-2003 citizenship framework, making 

it less likely that these individuals were of Turkish descent or heritage. Article 7 of Law No. 403 

did provide a naturalization route through “exceptional citizenship for “those who are married to 

a Turkish citizen and their resident children” (Law No. 403 Türk Vatandaşlığı Kanunu [Turkish 

Citizenship Law], 1964) in addition to marriage-based naturalization (available only to women), 

so it is plausible these (non-Turk) Bulgarian and Romanian men were married to Turkish citizens 

and had a particular background or skill the Turkish state found advantageous. The rarity of it, 

however, highlights the difference between how foreign spouses were treated based on sex: women 

were allowed to become “Turkish” based on marriage alone while men had to prove their worth. 
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I then turned to areas with more data available: marriage and immigration. Using publicly 

available data from TUİK (2022b, 2022c), I put foreign resident numbers by origin side-by-side 

with marriages between Turks and foreigners, which highlights interesting, often gendered, 

distinctions between immigrant populations; see Table 5-2: Selected immigrants married to Turks 

vs. immigrant populations (total 2009-2021) and Table D-1: Immigrants married to Turks vs. 

immigrant populations (total 2009-2021) in Appendix D. While data for the period 2009-2021 

indicates there have been a similar number of female and male migrants (901,179 and 890,857, 

respectively), there are identifiable differences in marriage patterns. There are countries of origin, 

for example, from which only or primarily women have married Turkish citizens, including Russia 

but also Indonesia and Japan. There are others from which only or mostly men have married 

Turkish citizens, such as Australia, Egypt, and Spain; women predominate among foreign spouses, 

however, with more than four times as many foreign women than foreign men marrying Turks.18 

In some cases, ethnicized and gendered immigration patterns are a clear continuation of ongoing 

intermarriage trends, with higher rates (as a rough percentage) of specific immigrant populations 

marrying Turkish citizens. Such cases may reflect historical/ethnic connections (e.g., Azerbaijan 

and Bulgaria) and/or high rates of labor immigration, including higher status circular migration 

related to education and tourism (e.g., Russia and Sweden). Other populations have a strikingly 

low rate of intermarriage with Turkish citizens (e.g., Ethiopia and Libya). This could indicate 

populations that are more recently established and/or less assimilated into Turkish society as well 

as countries of origin without strong connections to Turkey. With that said, however, such a 

 
18 Women’s (apparent) dominance in international marriage immigration and citizenship has been linked to country-

specific factors (e.g., hypergamy in South-North immigration, regional upheavals, a shortage of marriageable women 

resulting in concerted efforts to import brides, family reunification, etc.); see, for example, Bean and Brown (2015), 

Brettell (2015), Castles et al. (2015), de Hart (2015a), Hollifield and Wong (2015), Kim and Kilkey (2017), and 

Robinson (2007). With prima facie non-discriminatory immigration regimes widespread, however, alternative 

explanations such as widespread traditions of patrilocality and/or women exercising agency in finding alternative 

means to immigrate, remain, and access the labor market should also be considered; see, for example, Ahsan Ullah 

and Chattoraj (2023), Beck and Beck-Gernsheim (2010), Brettell (2015), FitzGerald (2015), Le Bail (2017), and 

Williams (2010). Differences in state’s definitions and categorizations between international “labor,” “family 

reunification” (or family formation), and “marriage” immigration also obscure the reality on the ground wherein an 

individual falls into multiple immigration categories but can only be counted for a single “type.”  
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comparison provides an interesting glimpse of possible future spouses and would-be citizens of 

Turkey and provides a framework for comparing and understanding both survey results and 

interview data regarding international marriage and naturalized citizenship. 

 

 



76 

 

76 

 

 

Table 5-2: Selected immigrants married to Turks vs. immigrant populations (total 2009-2021) 
Source: TUİK (2022b, 2022c) 

Citizenship 
Marriage 
total 
(Female) 

Marriage 
total (Male) 

Total 
migrants 

Total 
migrants 
(Female) 

Total 
migrants 
(Male) 

Marriage % 
(Female) 

Marriage % 
(Male) 

Australia 
 

204 1,202 544 658 0.00% 31.00% 

Azerbaijan 25,046 1,304 68,562 37,072 31,490 67.56% 4.14% 

Bulgaria 7,479 973 15,426 8,892 6,534 84.11% 14.89% 

Egypt 104 581 34,162 14,507 19,655 0.72% 2.96% 

Ethiopia 
  

6,633 3,305 3,328 0.00% 0.00% 

Finland 630 64 844 494 350 127.53% 18.29% 

Indonesia 1,647 
 

10,219 7,104 3,115 23.18% 0.00% 

Italy 40 851 2,386 912 1,474 4.39% 57.73% 

Japan 490 
 

1,507 831 676 58.97% 0.00% 

Libya 
  

24,188 10,242 13,946 0.00% 0.00% 

Russia 17,112 219 66,786 41,616 25,170 41.12% 0.87% 

Spain 
 

392 1,440 600 840 0.00% 46.67% 

Sweden 863 352 3,919 1,732 2,187 49.83% 16.10% 

All others 189,224 44,865 1,554,762 773,328 781,434 24.47% 5.74% 

Total 242,635 49,805 1,792,036 901,179 890,857 26.92% 5.59% 
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5.3 Survey respondents: By the numbers 

Excluding survey respondents who did not complete a majority of the survey as well as those who 

naturalized other than by marriage and fall outside the scope of this research yields 389 responses 

(342 women and 47 men) for analysis. Respondents reside throughout Turkey but are concentrated 

in the provinces of Istanbul (172) and Muğla (96), highlighted in Figure 5-1: Respondent province 

of residence. Respondents came from more than 60 countries; see Figure 5-2: Respondent country 

of origin and Table 5-3: Respondent country of origin by sex. However, it is clear from even a 

cursory comparison of survey respondent origins and the top countries of those gaining Turkish 

citizenship through marriage that respondents from certain countries are vastly overrepresented 

among survey respondents (see Table 5-4: Comparison of top nationalities naturalizing through 

marriage (2000-2011) and survey respondents). 

 

 

Figure 5-1: Respondent province of residence 
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Table 5-3: Respondent country of origin by sex 

Country Female respondent Male respondent Total 

Algeria 2 0 2 1% 

Argentina 1 0 1 0% 

Australia 10 3 13 3% 

Bangladesh 0 1 1 0% 

Belgium 4 0 4 1% 

Bosnia and Herzegovina 3 0 3 1% 

Brazil 1 0 1 0% 

Bulgaria 2 0 2 1% 

Canada 6 0 6 2% 

China 1 0 1 0% 

Colombia 5 1 6 2% 

Croatia 1 0 1 0% 

Denmark 1 1 2 1% 

Ecuador 1 0 1 0% 

 

Figure 5-2: Respondent country of origin 
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Table 5-3: Respondent country of origin by sex 

Country Female respondent Male respondent Total 

Estonia 1 0 1 0% 

Finland 1 0 1 0% 

France 6 0 6 2% 

Germany 5 1 6 2% 

Ghana 1 5 6 2% 

Greece 5 2 7 2% 

Hong Kong 1 0 1 0% 

Hungary 3 0 3 1% 

India 2 0 2 1% 

Indonesia 3 0 3 1% 

Ireland 4 0 4 1% 

Italy 7 4 11 3% 

Kazakhstan 2 0 2 1% 

Kyrgyzstan 2 0 2 1% 

Latvia 10 0 10 3% 

Lebanon 1 0 1 0% 

Lithuania 4 0 4 1% 

Malta 1 0 1 0% 

Mexico 6 0 6 2% 

Moldova 2 0 2 1% 

Mongolia 1 0 1 0% 

Morocco 2 1 3 1% 

Namibia 1 0 1 0% 

Netherlands 4 1 5 1% 

New Zealand 3 0 3 1% 

Norway 1 0 1 0% 

Pakistan 0 1 1 0% 

Peru 1 0 1 0% 
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Table 5-3: Respondent country of origin by sex 

Country Female respondent Male respondent Total 

Philippines 3 0 3 1% 

Poland 12 0 12 3% 

Romania 6 0 6 2% 

Russia 13 1 14 4% 

Serbia 2 0 2 1% 

Singapore 1 0 1 0% 

South Africa 6 0 6 2% 

Spain 3 0 3 1% 

Sweden 5 0 5 1% 

Switzerland 1 1 2 1% 

Syria 1 1 2 1% 

Thailand 2 0 2 1% 

Tunisia 1 0 1 0% 

U.K. 112 11 123 32% 

Ukraine 5 0 5 1% 

U.S.A. 44 9 53 14% 

U.S.S.R. 1 0 1 0% 

Venezuela 2 0 2 1% 

Vietnam 1 0 1 0% 

Zambia 1 0 1 0% 

No response 2 3 5 1% 

Total 342 47 389 100% 
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Table 5-4: Comparison of top nationalities naturalizing through marriage (2000-2011) and survey respondents  
Source TUİK (2019) 

Previous nationality 
Total female 

naturalizations 
Total male 

naturalizations 
Country 

total 
# Survey 
respondents 

% Survey 
respondents (389) 

Bulgaria 2,488 677 3,165 2 0.5% 

Azerbaijan 2,584 213 2,797 0 0% 

Syria 1,322 819 2,141 2 0.5% 

Russian Federation19 1,774 15 1,789 15 3.9% 

Moldova 1,200 19 1,219 2 0.5% 

Ukraine 936 14 950 5 1.3% 

Romania 761 76 837 6 1.5% 

United Kingdom (U.K.) 505 179 684 123 31.6% 

Kazakhstan 563 14 577 2 0.5% 

Iran 219 338 557 0 0% 

 
19 This figure includes both those who indicated the Russian Federation and those who listed the U.S.S.R. as their country of origin on the survey. 









85 

 

85 

 

5.4 Survey data and citizenship 

As a legal status, citizenship is deceptively simple: one is, or is not, a citizen. However, there are 

multiple possible divisions or potential categorizations of would-be and potential citizens. For the 

purposes of this research and with the Turkish legal context in mind, I created five categories of 

interest: those applying for Turkish citizenship in 2002 and before, when citizenship through 

marriage was virtually automatic for women, (38), those who successfully applied in 2003 and 

after (100), those who have applied and are waiting or were rejected (30), those who have not yet 

applied for citizenship (113), and those who are not interested in applying for citizenship (108); 

see Table 5-5: Survey respondents by naturalization group. Those who have applied, whether or 

not successful, are termed “applicants” when discussing results of the online survey. 

Table 5-5: Survey respondents by naturalization group 
 

Women Women (%) Men Men (%) Total Total % 

Applied prior to 2003 37 10.8% 1 2.1% 38 10% 

Successful applicants (2003+) 87 25.4% 13 27.7% 100 26% 

Applied (waiting or rejected) 28 8.2% 2 4.3% 30 8% 

Not yet applied 100 29.2% 13 27.7% 113 29% 

Not interested 90 26.3% 18 38.3% 108 28% 

 

According to the international marriage research nexus literature, there are identifiable 

gender and ethnic patterns in marriage-based immigration and naturalization in the European and 

U.S. contexts. Demographic factors such as sex, income, religion, ethnicity, and length of stay in 

the host country, among others, have been found to play a role in the naturalization decision and 

process (Alexander, 2013; Constant et al., 2008; Dronkers & Vink, 2012; Graeber, 2016; 

Niedomysl et al., 2010; Orgad, 2016; Pantoja & Gershon, 2006; Yang, 1994). I therefore utilized 

the opportunity offered by the online survey to determine whether and how similar patterns might 

exist in Turkey. Information from the online survey was examined to determine whether certain 

demographic characteristics might impact the naturalization process with a focus on who is—and 

is not—interested in becoming a Turkish citizen. 
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Because citizenship acquisition through marriage was (nearly) automatic prior to 2003, I 

focus on the latter four groups—351 respondents—unless otherwise noted- to determine whether 

there are significant differences between successful applicants (100, 28%), waiting applicants (30, 

9%), those who have not applied (113, 32%), and those who are not interested (108, 31%). Where 

applicable, I also highlight differences between successful applicants (100) and those who are still 

waiting for a decision on their applications (30).22  

5.4.1 The impact of specific factors on naturalization aspiration and success among online 

survey respondents 

Scholarship in the international marriage research nexus highlights specific demographic and 

individual factors that have the potential to impact the naturalization aspirations as well as the 

process itself (Andrejuk, 2016; Aptekar, 2016; Bauböck, 2006b; Dronkers & Vink, 2012; Graeber, 

2016; Kraler, 2006). The literature has also made clear that disparate outcomes, particularly those 

related to more subjective criteria, may be intentional or unintentional and result from formal 

policies as well as discretionary decision making (see, for example, Alpert et al., 2005; Armenta, 

2016; Bastien, 2009; Charsley & Liversage, 2015; de Leeuw & van Wichelen, 2012; Leinonen & 

Pellander, 2014; Ross, 2014; White et al., 2015). In particular, I examine online survey data for 

evidence whether applicant sex, income, age, level of education, region of origin, ethnic or 

religious background affect applicant naturalization aspirations or process. While each of the 

examined characteristics could be salient for many types of would-be citizens, I argue they could 

have particular importance for marriage-based naturalization applicants. This is because certain 

factors, including a large age difference between the applicant and spouse, have been shown in 

other contexts to create suspicion of a “fake” marriage in bureaucratic officials charged with 

overseeing the naturalization process (see, for example, Blackledge, 2016; Eggebo, 2013; 

Fernandez, 2013; Williams, 2010). Other factors are related to the Turkish national identity itself, 

of particular importance in international marriage and related immigration and naturalization (see 

discussions in Chapter 2 and Chapter 4). 

 
22 With a total of 130 “applicants,” 30 of whom are still waiting for a decision, instances where more than 25% of 

“applicants” are still waiting may also be a finding of interest warranting further examination. 
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General characteristics: Sex and income level 

While men have historically been denied access to marriage-based citizenship, this is no longer 

the case in Turkey. 23 With that said, however, women remain more likely to naturalize than men. 

This may be due to multiple factors. For example, Dronkers and Vink (2012) and Money et al. 

(2023) both find that men are less likely to naturalize than women unless the citizenship of the 

host state is perceived as sufficiently “better” than the citizenship of the home state (e.g., granting 

higher social status, enhancing mobility, or providing economic advantages). Alexander 

(Alexander, 2013), Bonjour and de Hart (2013), Brettell (Brettell, 2017), Charsley and Liversage 

(2015), de Hart (2015a) , Eggebo (2013), Kim and Kilkey (2017), Leinonen and Pellander (2014), 

Williams (2010), Wray (2015) and others have also noted differences in both perceptions regarding 

male and female marriage immigrants and their treatment by immigration officials, particularly 

with reference to the performance of prescribed gender roles. Either or both could be true—host 

state biases regarding male marriage immigrants may make men less inclined to pursue 

naturalization, particularly if the citizenship is not seen as sufficiently valuable with regard to 

rights and benefits. 

 In determining whether sex plays a role in marriage-based naturalization in Turkey, I first 

eliminated those who had obtained Turkish citizenship through marriage prior to 2003, as men 

were generally ineligible to naturalize through marriage. I compare the number of individuals in 

each group by sex; see Table 5-6: Naturalization group by sex. Nearly equal percentages of female 

and male respondents have obtained Turkish citizenship. There is a significant difference, however, 

in the percentage of respondents who are not interested in obtaining Turkish citizenship, with 39% 

of male respondents versus 30% of female respondents indicating they have no interest in applying 

for Turkish citizenship, indicating that women are more likely than men to naturalize via marriage 

in Turkey as well. This may be due to a number of factors, as discussed in 2.3 Factors 

influencing naturalization aspirations and at the end of this section. 

 
23 See 2.3 Factors influencing naturalization aspirations and 2.4 The multi-faceted impacts of gender on 

marriage-based naturalization. 
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Table 5-6: Naturalization group by sex 
 

2003+ Applied Not yet applied Not interested Total 

Female respondent 87 29% 28 9% 100 33% 90 30% 305 

Male respondent 13 28% 2 4% 13 28% 18 39% 46 

 

A higher income level has been linked with a propensity to naturalize (see, for example, 

Dronkers & Vink, 2012; Niedomysl et al., 2010; Yang, 1994). This may be due to multiple reasons. 

First, there is an element of self-selection in naturalization as the process can be costly and time 

intensive even when specific income requirements are not present. This necessitates that would-

be citizens have sufficient resources in terms of income and time to navigate the procedure. Host 

country specific policies, particularly related to income and taxation, may also play a role in 

naturalization decision making. Applicants with lower income levels may also be perceived as less 

desirable citizens by bureaucratic officials, or may raise officials’ suspicions, leading the official 

to require additional documentation and slowing down the application process. 

After eliminating survey respondents who naturalized prior to 2003, I investigate whether 

there might be a connection between income level and interest in applying for Turkish citizenship. 

Comparing information across groups, I find some evidence of self-selection and/or disparate 

impacts in naturalization as respondents with very low or very high levels of income are less likely 

to apply; see Table 5-7: Average monthly income level by group (lira). 

Table 5-7: Average monthly income level by group (lira) 

Income 2003+ Applied Not yet applied Not interested 

Average (female respondent) 8,908.00 7,984.20 7,577.00 11,229.00 

Average (male respondent) 9,418.00 5,501.00 10,079.00 11,973.00 

Average 8,971.00 7,918.80 7,864.00 11,355.00 
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Examining this data in more detail provides clear differences between groups; see Table 

D-2: Monthly income level by group in lira in Appendix D. For example, only two respondents 

making ₺0 - ₺1999 per month have applied for Turkish citizenship through marriage, and both are 

still waiting for a determination on their applications. The other 12 respondents at this income 

level have either not yet applied (11) or are not interested in applying (1). Beginning with those 

earning ₺10,000 or more per month, there is a sharp increase in the percentage of respondents who 

are not interested in obtaining Turkish citizenship; 56 of 120 (47%) respondents earning ₺10,000 

or more per month are not interested in Turkish citizenship compared with an average of 23% at 

lower income levels. It is also possible that applicants at higher income levels who want Turkish 

citizenship are processed faster than those at lower income levels. As Table D-2: Monthly income 

level by group in lira details, few “applicants”—six of 35 or 17%—at higher income levels (i.e., 

₺10,000 or more per month) are still waiting for a determination, notably less than the overall 

percentage of those waiting compared to those who have been approved (23%). For those at the 

middle income levels, however, higher rates of “applicants” are waiting. For those earning ₺4,000 

– ₺7,000 per month, 10 of 35 “applicants” (29%) and 9 of 36 “applicants” (25%) of those earning 

₺7,001 – ₺10,000 per month are still waiting for a determination. In addition to self-selection, this 

overall pattern related to income may indicate greater bureaucratic scrutiny or discretion applied 

at lower income levels—leading to rejection or a longer wait—while bureaucratic scrutiny and/or 

respondent desire for citizenship decrease as income increases. 

 As previously noted, among online survey respondents, women were more likely to be 

interested in applying for Turkish citizenship than men. This is consistent with available data on 

marriage-based naturalization in Turkey, as in other contexts. Online survey data also indicates 

that those earning less than ₺10,001 are more likely to be interested in Turkish citizenship, and 

those making at least ₺2000 per month more likely to be successful. 

Factors related to perceptions of marriage validity: Age, education, and “Russian” origins 

The literature on cross-border marriage migration and naturalization suggests that certain 

demographic characteristics, including large age gaps or differences in level of education between 

partners, might raise suspicion with regard to whether a marriage is valid, thereby causing 

difficulties in naturalization and affecting naturalization status (see, for example, Bonjour & de 
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Hart, 2013; Cole, 2014; Eggebo, 2013; Fernandez, 2013; Töttős, 2015). Recognizing the strong 

association between prostitution and fake marriages with “Russian” women in the Turkish context, 

I added being from Russia or the former U.S.S.R. to this list. When applicants display these 

characteristics, bureaucratic officials may require additional “proof” of marriage validity (e.g., 

additional documentation, witnesses, interviews, etc.), thereby causing application processing 

delays or higher rates of denial for lack of documentation. It is also possible otherwise qualified 

applicants may choose not to apply for Turkish citizens for reasons related to these characteristics 

(e.g., retirement benefits); applicant age and education are therefore considered individually as 

well as in conjunction with the Turkish spouse. 

Online survey respondents span a large age range. The oldest survey respondent was born 

in 1941; the youngest in 2000; see Figure 5-6: Respondent year of birth by sex. Eliminating those 

who obtained Turkish citizenship through marriage prior to 2003, I compare the remaining groups 

by age cohort to see if age itself could be correlated with citizenship status. As presented in Table 

5-8: Survey respondent year of birth by naturalization group, younger foreigners, both men and 

women, are less likely to have applied for citizenship. Of those born in 1985 or later (126), only 

15 (12%) have citizenship, while 28 (22%) have applied for citizenship, 42 (33%) have not yet 

applied, and 56 (44%) are not interested. Of the 225 respondents born 1940-1984, aged 

approximately 35+ at the time of the survey, 102 (45%) have applied for citizenship and the 

majority of applications have been successful. 





92 

 

92 

 

Table 5-8: Survey respondent year of birth by naturalization group 

2000-2004 1 100% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 1 

No response 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 1 100% 1 

Average age (years) 44 37 40 38  
 

Male respondent 
 

2003+ Applied Not yet applied Not interested Total 

1940-1944 0 0% 0 0% 1 100% 0 0% 1 

1945-1949 0 0% 1 33% 1 33% 1 33% 3 

1950-1954 0 --- 0 --- 0 --- 0 --- 0 

1955-1959 3 75% 0 0% 1 25% 0 0% 4 

1960-1964 1 50% 0 0% 0 0% 1 50% 2 

1965-1969 0 0% 0 0% 1 50% 1 50% 2 

1970-1974 5 83% 0 0% 0 0% 1 17% 6 

1975-1979 1 13% 0 0% 4 50% 3 38% 8 

1980-1984 1 33% 0 0% 0 0% 2 67% 3 

1985-1989 0 0% 0 0% 2 25% 6 75% 8 

1990-1994 2 29% 1 14% 2 29% 2 29% 7 

1995-1999 0 0% 0 0% 1 100% 0 0% 1 

2000-2004 0 --- 0 --- 0 --- 0 --- 0 

No response 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 1 100% 1 

Average age (years) 46 50 44 39  
 

Totals 
 

2003+ Applied Not yet applied Not interested Total 

1940-1944 2 50% 0 0% 1 25% 1 25% 4 

1945-1949 0 0% 1 20% 1 20% 3 60% 5 

1950-1954 2 33% 0 0% 2 33% 2 33% 6 

1955-1959 9 56% 0 0% 5 31% 2 13% 16 

1960-1964 4 21% 2 11% 9 47% 4 21% 19 

1965-1969 7 33% 1 5% 9 43% 4 19% 21 

1970-1974 20 59% 0 0% 9 26% 5 15% 34 
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Table 5-8: Survey respondent year of birth by naturalization group 

1975-1979 18 35% 3 6% 19 37% 12 23% 52 

1980-1984 23 34% 10 15% 16 24% 19 28% 68 

1985-1989 11 15% 8 11% 19 26% 36 49% 74 

1990-1994 3 7% 5 12% 19 44% 16 37% 43 

1995-1999 0 0% 0 0% 4 67% 2 33% 6 

2000-2004 1 100% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 1 

No response 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 2 100% 2 

Average age (years) 44 38 41 38  

 

I next look for significant age differences between partners. According to the literature, 

partners with a significant age difference may face greater scrutiny from bureaucratic officials due 

to stereotyped narratives that claim (female) marriage-based naturalization applicants are 

essentially trading their youth for citizenship (Alexander, 2013; Balistreri et al., 2017; Bonjour & 

de Hart, 2013; Töttős, 2015). These types of narratives can impact the naturalization process as 

officials may require such applicants to submit additional documentation or undergo additional 

interviews or other investigations. Overall, however, most survey respondents did not have a 

significant age difference with their partner. As Figure 5-7: Age difference, respondent to partner, 

by sex indicates, 51% of female respondents and 55% of male respondents were within five years 

of their spouse’s age. Providing further contrast to this stereotype, Figure 5-7: Age difference, 

respondent to partner, by sex uses negative values in parentheses to indicate the respondent is 

younger than their partner. Doing so highlights an interesting, and unexpected, pattern. While both 

foreign men and women are partnered with Turks 10 or more years older than they are, only foreign 

women (30, 9%) are partnered with a Turkish person 10 or more years their junior; the left side of 

Figure 5-7 shows responses where the Turkish partner is older; the right side highlights where the 

foreign partner is older. This finding contradicts what is considered the “typical” pattern of the 

(much) younger bride and may indicate that the allure of a foreign bride could outweigh any 

potential social stigma of having an older wife. Examining those who naturalized after 2003 shows 

that couples with a significant age difference are less likely to have applied for citizenship through 

marriage; see Table 5-9: Age difference by group. Of the 56 couples with an age gap of 10 or more 
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Table 5-9: Age difference by group 

(1-4) years 11 22% 5 10% 20 41% 13 27% 49 

0-4 years 42 37% 7 6% 33 29% 31 27% 113 

5-9 years 16 27% 7 12% 11 19% 25 42% 59 

10-14 years 3 19% 4 25% 5 31% 4 25% 16 

15-19 years 2 33% 0 0% 3 50% 1 17% 6 

20+ years 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 1 100% 1 

No response 0 0% 0 0% 1 50% 1 50% 2 

Average years24 4.8 6.1 5.7 5.9  
 

Male respondent 
 

2003+ Applied Not yet applied Not interested Total 

(20+) years 2 67% 0 0% 1 33% 0 0% 3 

(15-19) years 0 0% 1 33% 1 33% 1 33% 3 

(10-14) years 3 75% 0 0% 1 25% 0 0% 4 

(5-9) years 2 29% 0 0% 2 29% 3 43% 7 

(1-4) years 3 21% 1 7% 4 29% 6 43% 14 

0-4 years 3 25% 0 0% 3 25% 6 50% 12 

5-9 years 0 0% 0 0% 1 100% 0 0% 1 

10-14 years 0 --- 0 --- 0 --- 0 --- 0 

15-19 years 0 --- 0 --- 0 --- 0 --- 0 

20+ years 0 --- 0 --- 0 --- 0 --- 0 

No response 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 2 100% 2 

Average years 7.8 9.5 6.5 3.9  
 

Totals 
 

2003+ Applied Not yet applied Not interested Total 

(20+) years 3 38% 0 0% 3 38% 2 25% 8 

(15-19) years 2 14% 2 14% 5 36% 5 36% 14 

(10-14) years 4 36% 1 9% 4 36% 2 18% 11 

 
24 Averages were calculated using the absolute value of the mid-point of each category. 
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Survey respondents with very high or very low levels of education appear to be less likely 

to apply for Turkish citizenship through marriage; see Table 5-10: Education level by group. There 

are 32 respondents with a high school level education or less; of those, only 13 (41%) have applied. 

Level of education does not appear to impact the naturalization process itself, however, as only 

two of 13 “applicants” are still waiting on a decision.25 When it comes to higher levels of education, 

respondents with a professional or master’s degree (129), only 47 (36%) respondents have applied 

for naturalization. Of those, 14 (30%) are still waiting. Of the 15 respondents with a doctorate, 

only 3 (20%) have applied; all have obtained citizenship. This lack of motivation to naturalize 

could indicate an element of self-selection and is likely related to income level as well. Those with 

low levels of education are likely in the lower income level categories as well. Such individuals 

are less likely to have access to the necessary time and financial resources necessary to apply for 

naturalization. On the other hand, those with high levels of education or income may face less 

difficulty in navigating the Turkish labor market and thus face less pressure to naturalize. 

Moreover, there may be an economic or social advantage to residency over citizenship for those 

who work in certain fields. 

 

Table 5-10: Education level by group 
 

Female respondent 
 

2003+ Applied Not yet applied Not interested Total 

Less than high school 1 33% 0 0% 1 33% 1 33% 3 

High school graduate 8 32% 1 4% 10 40% 6 24% 25 

Some college  22 35% 6 10% 26 41% 9 14% 63 

4-year degree 24 27% 8 9% 26 29% 31 35% 89 

Professional degree 29 26% 13 12% 31 27% 40 35% 113 

 
25  In this chapter, the word “applicants” refers to respondents who applied for Turkish citizenship after 2003, 

regardless of whether they obtained it. 
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Table 5-10: Education level by group 

Doctorate 3 25% 0 0% 6 50% 3 25% 12 
 

Male respondent 
 

2003 Applied Not yet Not int Total 

Less than high school 0 --- 0 --- 0 --- 0 --- 0 

High school graduate 2 50% 1 25% 1 25% 0 0% 4 

Some college 4 44% 0 0% 2 22% 3 33% 9 

4-year degree 3 21% 0 0% 6 43% 5 36% 14 

Professional degree 4 25% 1 6% 2 13% 9 56% 16 

Doctorate 0 0% 0 0% 2 67% 1 33% 3 
 

Totals 
 

2003 Applied Not yet Not int Total 

Less than high school 1 33% 0 0% 1 33% 1 33% 3 

High school graduate 10 34% 2 7% 11 38% 6 21% 29 

Some college 26 36% 6 8% 28 39% 12 17% 72 

4-year degree 27 26% 8 8% 32 31% 36 35% 103 

Professional degree  33 26% 14 11% 33 26% 49 38% 129 

Doctorate 3 20% 0 0% 8 53% 4 27% 15 

 

I also looked for significant differences in levels of education between partners; see Table 

5-11: Difference in education level by group. While respondents and their partners are well 

educated overall, there are differences among respondents and their partners. For purposes of 

determining partners’ education levels relative to one another, each category of education from the 

prior section is considered a level. Thus, for example, if one partner has a 4-year degree and the 

other has less than a high school education, there would be a difference of three levels. Of those 

with no difference in partners’ education levels, respondents are fairly evenly split between those 

who have applied (43), those who have not yet done so (34), and those who are not interested (39), 

with the vast majority of those who have applied obtaining citizenship in the post-2003 era (35). 

Looking at couples with significant differences in education level, however, tells a different story. 
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Of the 33 respondents with a difference of three or more levels of education to their partner, almost 

one-third of those who have applied marriage-based naturalization (five of 16) are still waiting for 

a decision. This may be an indication of bureaucratic discretion slowing the application process as 

officials may choose to require additional documentation or investigate such couples more closely, 

questioning the validity of the marriage when such differences are present. 

 

Table 5-11: Difference in education level by group 
 

Female respondent 
            

 
2003+ Applied Not yet applied Not interested Total 

No difference 33 32% 8 8% 30 29% 33 32% 104 

1 level 27 23% 10 9% 43 37% 35 30% 115 

2 levels 17 31% 5 9% 22 40% 11 20% 55 

3 levels 7 37% 2 11% 4 21% 6 32% 19 

4+ levels 3 25% 3 25% 1 8% 5 42% 12 
 

Male respondent 
 

2003+ Applied Not yet applied Not interested Total 

No difference 2 17% 0 0% 4 33% 6 50% 12 

1 level 6 29% 1 5% 8 38% 6 29% 21 

2 levels 4 36% 1 9% 1 9% 5 45% 11 

3 levels 1 100% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 1 

4+ levels 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 1 100% 1 
 

Totals 
 

2003+ Applied Not yet applied Not interested Total 

No difference 35 30% 8 7% 34 29% 39 34% 116 

1 level 33 24% 11 8% 51 38% 41 30% 136 

2 levels 21 32% 6 9% 23 35% 16 24% 66 

3 levels 8 40% 2 10% 4 20% 6 30% 20 

4+ levels 3 23% 3 23% 1 8% 6 46% 13 
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While only 14 survey respondents actually originated from Russia, many others might be 

considered “Russian.” This is because popular perceptions often group those from the Russian 

Federation, the former U.S.S.R. and Eastern Europe together as “Russian.” Overall, there were 14 

respondents from Russia and a total of 98 “Russians,” illustrated in Figure 5-9: "Russian" 

respondentsError! Reference source not found.. After eliminating those who applied for 

marriage-based naturalization prior to 2003, I examine the naturalization status of the remaining 

respondents. As Table 5-12: "Russian" respondents by group highlights, few of these respondents 

naturalized prior to 2003. Of those from the former U.S.S.R. (presumably not of “Turkish 

heritage”), five of sixteen “applicants”—almost one-third—are still waiting for a decision on their 

applications. Similarly, six of 17 “applicants” (35%) from Eastern Europe are still waiting on a 

decision, both of which may indicate increased bureaucratic scrutiny leading to a longer wait. To 

verify this finding, I then checked for other potential explanations. Due to overlap between the 

categories of U.S.S.R. and Eastern Europe, there are a total of seven unique “applicants.” These 

individuals are of different economic statuses, with two having a monthly income of ₺4000 or less, 

one a monthly income of ₺4001-7000, three an income of ₺7001-10,000, and one a monthly 

income of ₺10,001-20000. Income is clearly not a factor in the delay for these “applicants.” All of 

these individuals are also well-educated; all have at least a 4-year degree. Only two have significant 

age differences with their partners and only one has a significant difference in level of education 

between “applicant” and spouse. Thus, origin seems the most likely explanation for these delayed 

“applicants.” Additionally, origin appears to have another impact: those from Eastern Europe 

appear less likely to be interested in pursuing naturalization, with 14 (32%) indicating such. 
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It is important to note, however, that the “Russian” population is by no means monolithic. 

Significant percentages of “Russians” have either not yet applied or are not interested in applying. 

This may be due to a number of factors, including difficulties in retaining the home passport, 

political or economic conditions, perceptions of passport utility, and so forth. I will return to the 

question of who is not interested in naturalizing in Turkey in Section  

5.4.2 Remaining a “resident”: Factors influencing the decision not to naturalize. 

Factors related to the Turkish national identity: Integration markers and ethno-religious 

background 

Given Turkey’s historical emphasis on the necessity of Turkish heritage and current focus on 

integration, it is plausible that applicant’s perceived level of integration or identification with the 

Turkish national identity could impact survey respondents’ naturalization status, both in regard to 

the decision to seek naturalization as well as the ease of the process. Also in relation to the issue 

of the national identity, because specific ethno-religious characteristics are an integral part of the 

Turkish identity, I consider it possible that the historically problematized identity characteristics 

of religion and ethnicity could affect applicants’ naturalization status. 

After eliminating respondents who naturalized prior to 2003 from consideration, I analyze 

how applicant’s level of integration might be related to naturalization. I use responses to two 

questions as proxies for respondent level of integration with Turkish society: amount of time 

respondent has lived in Turkey and Turkish language skill level.26 As expected, few respondents 

who have lived in Turkey for less than one year have applied for citizenship; see Table 5-13: Time 

in Turkey by group. Of the 23 respondents who have lived in Turkey for less than one year, only 

seven indicated they have no interest in applying while 11 have not yet applied, about half of which 

were not yet eligible to apply for citizenship as they had not been married for long enough. 

 
26 It is necessary for the applicant and Turkish spouse to be married for at least three years, but they do not necessarily 

have to live in Turkey during that time. Nor are marriage-based naturalization applicants required to speak Turkish. 

See Chapters 5-8 for a discussion of applicant requirements for each time period under consideration. 
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Conversely, respondents who have lived in Turkey for longer are more likely to be interested in 

and/or apply for citizenship. For example, of those who have lived in Turkey for 10 years or more 

(104), 55 (53%) have applied for citizenship. At the same time, however, of the 71 “applicants” 

who have lived in Turkey for less than 10 years, 27 (38%) are still waiting for a determination on 

their applications. These two trends may be interpreted in multiple ways. First, individuals who 

remain in a country for longer periods of time are simply more likely to seek citizenship, for 

practical reasons if nothing else. At the same time, those who are unhappy with the situation in a 

country, and have the ability to do so, may leave, adding strong elements of self-selection into the 

relationship between time of residence and citizenship. With that said, however, the high 

percentage of “applicants” who are still waiting for a determination could indicate bureaucratic 

discretion at work, with officials choosing to require additional documentation or conduct 

additional investigate these applicants because of integration concerns. 

 

Table 5-13: Time in Turkey by group 
 

Female respondent 
 

2003+ Applied Not yet applied Not interested Total 

Less than 1 year 4 21% 1 5% 9 47% 5 26% 19 

1-3 years 1 2% 2 5% 21 51% 17 41% 41 

3-5 years 5 9% 9 17% 21 39% 19 35% 54 

5-10 years 29 28% 14 13% 26 25% 36 34% 105 

10-20 years 37 56% 1 2% 18 27% 10 15% 66 

20+ years 10 53% 1 5% 5 26% 3 16% 19 

No response 1 100% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 1 
 

Male respondent 
 

2003+ Applied Not yet applied Not interested Total 

Less than 1 year 0 0% 0 0% 2 50% 2 50% 4 

1-3 years 0 0% 0 0% 4 57% 3 43% 7 

3-5 years 1 20% 0 0% 0 0% 4 80% 5 

5-10 years 4 36% 1 9% 2 18% 4 36% 11 
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Table 5-13: Time in Turkey by group 

10-20 years 7 44% 1 6% 4 25% 4 25% 16 

20+ years 1 33% 0 0% 1 33% 1 33% 3 

No response 0 --- 0 --- 0 --- 0 --- 0 
 

Totals 
 

2003+ Applied Not yet applied Not interested Total 

Less than 1 year 4 17% 1 4% 11 48% 7 30% 23 

1-3 years 1 2% 2 4% 25 52% 20 42% 48 

3-5 years 6 10% 9 15% 21 36% 23 39% 59 

5-10 years 33 28% 15 13% 28 24% 40 34% 116 

10-20 years 44 54% 2 2% 22 27% 14 17% 82 

20+ years 11 50% 1 5% 6 27% 4 18% 22 

No response 1 100% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 1 

 

 When it comes to Turkish language skill, most survey respondents considered themselves 

at an advanced or fluent level; see Table 5-14: Turkish language skill by group. Those who had 

lower levels of Turkish language skill have generally not applied for citizenship. Of 48 respondents 

who indicated they either do not speak Turkish or can only manage simple conversations, 24 have 

not yet applied and 19 have no interest in doing so. This could indicate the possibility of self-

selection with regard to applying for naturalization, with applicants believing that language fluency 

is important for marriage-based applicants, making those with lower levels of skill less likely to 

apply. This could also indicate that a lower level of Turkish language skills is the result of a lack 

of interest in Turkish citizenship or lack of desire to remain in Turkey. Of the five “applicants” 

with lower levels of Turkish language skill, two are still waiting for a determination on their 

applications. Of the 78 “applicants” who consider themselves fluent in Turkish, 21 (26%) are still 

waiting. This indicates that officials may consider language fluency important for marriage-based 

naturalization applicants, but not to the exclusion of other factors. 
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Table 5-14: Turkish language skill by group 
 

Female respondent 
 

2003+ Applied Not yet applied Not interested Total 

None 0 0% 0 0% 1 33% 2 67% 3 

Simple conversation 2 6% 2 6% 16 48% 13 39% 33 

Intermediate 5 31% 0 0% 5 31% 6 38% 16 

Advanced 28 29% 6 6% 35 36% 29 30% 98 

Fluent 52 34% 20 13% 43 28% 40 26% 155 
 

Male respondent 
 

2003+ Applied Not yet applied Not interested Total 

None 0 --- 0 --- 0 --- 0 --- 0 

Simple conversation 1 8% 0 0% 7 58% 4 33% 12 

Intermediate 1 33% 1 33% 0 0% 1 33% 3 

Advanced 6 50% 0 0% 1 8% 5 42% 12 

Fluent 5 26% 1 5% 5 26% 8 42% 19 
 

Totals 
 

2003+ Applied Not yet applied Not interested Total 

None 0 0% 0 0% 1 33% 2 67% 3 

Simple conversation 3 7% 2 4% 23 51% 17 38% 45 

Intermediate 6 32% 1 5% 5 26% 7 37% 19 

Advanced 34 31% 6 5% 36 33% 34 31% 110 

Fluent 57 33% 21 12% 48 28% 48 28% 174 

 Taken together, the two characteristics used as proxies for respondents’ level of 

integration—residence and language skill—seem to demonstrate a slight preference for applicants 

demonstrating integration (longer residence in Turkey and higher language skill). I then turn to 

religious and ethnic characteristics, which remain strong components of the Turkish national 

identity (see discussion on the ongoing importance of the ethno-religious identity in Turkey in  
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applying. Protestant respondents, on the other hand, show less interest in applying, with only 12 

of 53 having applied (22%), 20 (38%) not having applied yet, and 21 (40%) not interested in 

obtaining Turkish citizenship. Of four Jewish respondents, three have not yet applied for Turkish 

citizenship and one is not interested in obtaining it. The survey data further indicate that five of 14 

(36%) Orthodox applicants, five of 15 (33%) “other Christian” applicants, and six of 10 Sunni 

applicants (60%) are still waiting for a determination on their naturalization applications.27  

 

Table 5-15: Religious background by group 
 

Female respondent 
 

2003+ Applied Not yet applied Not interested Total 

Catholic 26 32% 6 7% 27 33% 23 28% 82 

Protestant 7 15% 2 4% 19 40% 19 40% 47 

Orthodox 9 33% 5 19% 8 30% 5 19% 27 

Other Christian 10 28% 5 14% 14 39% 7 19% 36 

Sunni 3 13% 5 22% 9 39% 6 26% 23 

Shia 1 100% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 1 

Other Muslim 2 100% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 2 

Buddhist 0 0% 0 0% 1 50% 1 50% 2 

Hindu 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 1 100% 1 

Jewish 0 0% 0 0% 3 100% 0 0% 3 

Other religion 2 22% 1 11% 4 44% 2 22% 9 

None 18 36% 1 2% 12 24% 19 38% 50 

Prefer not to say 8 40% 3 15% 3 15% 6 30% 20 

No response 1 50% 0 0% 0 0% 1 50% 2 

 
27 Because the last finding was rather surprising, I investigated more closely. The five female applicants are from 

Algeria, Bulgaria, the U.K., Latvia, and Hong Kong. The sole male is from Germany and applied for naturalization in 

2016. One woman applied for citizenship in 2018, the other four in 2019. By comparison, of the 14 total survey 

respondents who applied in 2019, only four have obtained citizenship. The best explanation for this seeming anomaly 

is the recent nature of most of the Sunni applications. 
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Table 5-15: Religious background by group 
 

Male respondent 
 

2003+ Applied Not yet applied Not interested Total 

Catholic 3 30% 0 0% 2 20% 5 50% 10 

Protestant 2 33% 1 17% 1 17% 2 33% 6 

Orthodox 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 3 100% 3 

Other Christian 0 0% 0 0% 3 100% 0 0% 3 

Sunni 1 14% 1 14% 2 29% 3 43% 7 

Shia 0 --- 0 --- 0 --- 0 --- 0 

Other Muslim 0 0% 0 0% 1 100% 0 0% 1 

Buddhist 0 0% 0 0% 1 100% 0 0% 1 

Hindu 0 --- 0 --- 0 --- 0 --- 0 

Jewish 0 0% 0 0% 0 0 1 100% 1 

Other religion 1 100% 0 0% 0 0 0 0% 1 

None 4 40% 0 0% 3 30% 3 30% 10 

Prefer not to say 2 67% 0 0% 0 0 1 33% 3 

No response 0 --- 0 --- 0 --- 0 --- 0 
 

Totals 
 

2003+ Applied Not yet applied Not interested Total 

Catholic 29 32% 6 7% 29 32% 28 30% 92 

Protestant 9 17% 3 6% 20 38% 21 40% 53 

Orthodox 9 30% 5 17% 8 27% 8 27% 30 

Other Christian 10 26% 5 13% 17 44% 7 18% 39 

Sunni 4 13% 6 20% 11 37% 9 30% 30 

Shia 1 100% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 1 

Other Muslim 2 67% 0 0% 1 33% 0 0% 3 

Buddhist 0 0% 0 0% 2 67% 1 33% 3 

Hindu 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 1 100% 1 

Jewish 0 0% 0 0% 3 75% 1 25% 4 

Other religion 3 30% 1 10% 4 40% 2 20% 10 



109 

 

109 

 

Table 5-15: Religious background by group 

None 22 37% 1 2% 15 25% 22 37% 60 

Prefer not to say 10 43% 3 13% 3 13% 7 30% 23 

No response 1 50% 0 0% 0 0% 1 50% 2 

 

Because of Turkey’s Sunni identity, I expected that Muslim applicants who were not Sunni 

might not be as interested in obtaining Turkish citizenship. This does not appear to be the case as 

three of four non-Sunni, Muslim respondents indicated they obtained Turkish citizenship through 

marriage after 2003. Because of the strong religious component of the Turkish identity, I also 

considered the role of religion itself in the desire to naturalize. Being of no religious background 

appears to have an effect on the decision to seek Turkish citizenship but not necessarily on the 

success of the application. A total of 60 respondents indicated they were of no religious 

background, with equal numbers having received citizenship as having no interest in obtaining it 

(22, 36%). Of those who have applied, 22 of 23 were successful. The remaining 16 respondents 

might potentially be interested in Turkish citizenship but have not yet applied. 

The other large component of the Turkish identity is ethnicity. In particular, the Kurdish 

ethnicity has consistently been problematized. I therefore hypothesize that someone of a Kurdish 

background, or married to someone of a Kurdish background, might face particular hurdles in the 

naturalization process. On the other hand, someone of Turkish ethnicity might face fewer 

difficulties in naturalizing through marriage, if not applying through their heritage, as they may be 

assumed to be “Turkish” nearly by default. For both these respondent groups, language skill was 

used as a proxy characteristic—those who have some level of Kurdish language skill and those 

who indicated Turkish is their mother tongue, respectively. Three out of five Kurdish-linked 

respondents are uninterested in obtaining Turkish citizenship, while three of four Turkish-speaking 

respondents have applied (two-thirds of them successfully); see Table 5-16: Ethnic group. There 

appears to be a significant level of self-selection related to naturalization for respondents with 

these characteristics, indicating that ethnicity does have an effect on naturalization status.  



110 

 

110 

 

 

Table 5-16: Ethnic group 
 

Female respondent 
 

2003+ Applied Not yet applied Not interested Total 

Kurdish 0 0% 1 20% 1 20% 3 60% 5 

Turkish 1 100% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 1 
 

Male respondent 
 

2003+ Applied Not yet applied Not interested Total 

Kurdish 0 --- 0 --- 0 --- 0 --- 0 

Turkish 1 33% 1 33% 1 33% 0 0% 3 
 

Totals 
 

2003+ Applied Not yet applied Not interested Total 

Kurdish 0 0% 1 20% 1 20% 3 60% 5 

Turkish 2 50% 1 25% 1 25% 0 0% 4 

 

5.4.2 Remaining a “resident”: Factors influencing the decision not to naturalize 

While I focus on naturalization throughout this paper, it is worth taking a moment to examine who 

chooses not to naturalize and why. The 108 (90 women and 18 men) online survey respondents 

who indicated they were not interested in obtaining Turkish citizenship were asked about their 

reasons; see Figure 5-11: Why some survey respondents do not want Turkish citizenship. 

Interestingly, the primary reason respondents—both women (57%) and men (67%)—list as to why 

they are not interested in obtaining Turkish citizenship is that they feel it is “not worth it;” This is 

followed by reasons related to Turkish politics (43% women; 38% men) and the Turkish economy 

(30% women; 27% men). Respondents who listed “other” reasons primarily noted practical issues 

(e.g., citizenship would complicate or jeopardize their finances or work situation) or concerns 

about their rights. With a higher percentage of men not being interested in obtaining Turkish 

citizenship, I thought perhaps they were concerned about the required period of military service. 

Instead, only two respondents indicated this was the case. Finally, only one respondent indicated 

it was a matter of identity, writing, “I am German and that is it.” 
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What is the value of citizenship? Dronkers and Vink (2012), Money et al. (2023), and Yang 

(1994), among others, have found that immigrants, particularly men, are generally less likely to 

naturalize when the citizenship of the host state does not convey an advantage over the citizenship 

of the home state in terms of social status, mobility, or economic advantages. This applies even 

when dual citizenship is available. One result is that those from wealthier countries are less likely 

to naturalize than those from comparatively less wealthy or less developed countries. This could 

partly explain why some respondents would prefer to remain living in Turkey on a residence permit 

rather than apply for naturalization, as many survey respondents are from countries such as the 

U.K., U.S.A., Germany, and Denmark. Country of origin does not tell the full story, however; 

respondents from less wealthy countries (e.g., Ghana, Lebanon, Kazakhstan), have declared they 

do not intend to naturalize while other respondents from these wealthier countries have already 

applied for or are interested in applying for Turkish citizenship. 

 

 

Figure 5-11: Why some survey respondents do not want Turkish citizenship 
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As highlighted by the previous sections, those choosing not to naturalize tend to be in the 

higher income levels, well-educated, and born in 1980 or after. It is possible that such relatively 

well-situated individuals face less economic pressure to naturalize, feeling that their lack of 

Turkish citizenship imparts no economic or social disadvantage. There may be other factors 

outweighing any potential disadvantage not naturalizing brings as well. Many survey respondents 

indicated that reasons related to Turkish politics were part of their decision-making, occasionally 

providing additional comments. One survey respondent wrote, “for the field of work I’m interested 

in, being a Turkish citizen is limiting and can pose a threat to my rights.” Another said, “I don’t 

want Turkish laws and punishments to be applied to me. I don’t trust the government nor the legal 

system. It is unfair and repressive.” Clearly, at least some respondents believe being fully treated 

as a Turkish citizen has the potential for significant drawbacks. Interviewees who had naturalized 

also provided additional perspective; many ensured their children would carry both the foreign 

citizenship along with the Turkish citizenship—if their children even had Turkish citizenship at 

all. Several women I interviewed indicated their children did not have Turkish citizenship. When 

asked, they talked about the military service requirement, the advantage for their children vis-à-

vis the Turkish education system in remaining foreign citizens, wanting to ensure their children 

had a choice in their citizenship, and the potential for international mobility. It is possible that 

those who are not interesting in naturalizing are concerned about the current Turkish context itself; 

see discussion in section 4.6 The 2000s: E.U. accession, minority rights, and immigration 

(unsuccessfully) challenge the ethno-religious Turkish identity. Due to a variety of concerns, these 

respondents are choosing to continue living in Turkey on a residence permit, with all the attendant 

precarities of doing so. Overall, however, it is clear that those who are choosing not to naturalize 

are indicating that the exchange—the economic, mobility, or social benefits in return for the 

obligations of citizenship—is not sufficiently weighted in favor of naturalization. 

5.5 Conclusion 

Implicitly or explicitly, the international marriage research nexus often reinforces the primacy of 

South-North migration. In positioning Turkey as a destination state for international marriage 

migration, my research shifts the focus to South-South and even North-South migration. It is 

therefore relevant to consider whether findings from Western states and/or Asia are applicable to 
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the Turkish context. Certain gendered and ethnicized patterns appear similar in Turkey as 

elsewhere, including the dominance of women in marriage-based naturalization, the importance 

of income level, and concerns or proxy indicators used in determining the validity of applicants’ 

marriages. When it comes to issues related to the national identity, however, there were fewer 

similarities. In the West, disparate experiences and outcomes in naturalization have been linked 

with racism and Islamophobia resulting from official policy and/or bureaucratic discretion 

(Alexander, 2013; Chowdhury, 2018; de Hart, 2015b; Kofman et al., 2015; Leutloff-Grandits, 

2019; Mouritsen, 2013; Saulnier, 2015; Topak et al., 2015). In the context of Turkey, I sought to 

examine indicators associated with problematic “others,” including religious background, atheism, 

and minority group membership (Hurriyet Daily News, 2017).28 Jewish, Protestant, and Kurdish-

linked online survey respondents were less interested in pursuing naturalization in Turkey, which 

may be another indication of the continued significance of ethnic and religious affiliation—the 

ethno-religious Turkish identity—in the government and public imagination. 

This research first situated survey respondents within the larger environment of Turkey, 

finding that while respondents may not be fully representative of the population of interest (i.e., 

those potentially eligible to apply for citizenship through marriage), they do provide an interesting 

cross-section of successful and not-yet-successful applicants, potential applicants, and non-

applicants, providing information on who is (not) interested in naturalizing as well as who tends 

to be more successful during the application process (i.e., the application process taking less time). 

Moreover, given the nature of the survey, respondents who naturalized did so at various times, 

allowing for simple comparisons between groups. With regard to specific demographic factors 

potentially influencing the naturalization process, this survey data found that respondents with 

significant differences between partners in age or level of education, who have very high (or low) 

levels of income or education, are from Eastern Europe, of specific religious backgrounds, or were 

Kurdish-affiliated were less interested in naturalization. When applying for citizenship, 

 
28  While the Hurriyet article focuses on Turkish youth, these are widespread opinions about who constitutes a 

problematic “other.” According to World Values Survey Wave 7, 41.2% of Turks would not like to have a person of 

a different race as a neighbor, 48.1% would not like to have an immigrant or foreign worker, and 41.4% would not 

want to have someone of a different religion (Haerpfer et al., 2022). 
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respondents with significant differences between partners in age or level of education, who have 

very high (or low) levels of income or education, are “Russian,” or are of specific religious or 

ethnic backgrounds experienced disparities in navigating the naturalization process, as evidenced 

by the higher percentages of such respondents reporting that they are still waiting for a 

determination on their application. Survey respondents who indicated they are not interested in 

naturalizing provided a variety of reasons that informed their decision-making. While some may 

not be pursuing Turkish citizenship due to their problematized identity characteristics, many 

believe naturalization as “not worth it,” often citing concerns with Turkish politics as well as more 

pragmatic concerns. In the next several chapters, I examine applicants’ lived experiences with the 

application process to try to understand how various identity characteristics impact the application 

process once the decision has been made to seek naturalization. 
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CHAPTER 6. THE ROLE OF BUREAUCRATIC DISCRETION IN 

“OBJECTIVE” NATURALIZATION DOCUMENTATION 

REQUIREMENTS 

6.1 Introduction 

When applying for naturalization, applicants must first meet any residency or waiting period 

requirements. After this requirement is met, applicants must next submit their application 

documents. The documents required to accompany the application, however, have significantly 

changed. Prior to 2003, a simple declaration of intent was sufficient to obtain citizenship through 

marriage. In 2003-2004, two additional documents became necessary: a copy of the family 

population registration and applicant’s passport. In 2009-2010, the official list of required 

documents expanded to include an official application form, applicant’s passport, birth certificate, 

and residence permit. 

This initial step in the application process, applicants’ first encounter with the citizenship 

bureaucracy, also marks the first generalized instance of bureaucratic discretion in action. While 

the documentation requirements changed with Law No. 4866 (2003) and Law No. 5901 (2009)—

and their implementing regulations—this chapter highlights the consistent inconsistency of their 

implementation. In this chapter, I draw on data provided by 168 respondents to the online survey 

who have obtained Turkish citizenship through marriage. I also utilize data obtained from 

interviews with 25 immigrants married to Turkish spouses, both with and without Turkish 

citizenship, as well as 10 attorneys or consultants who work with them; see Table E-1: Immigrant 

interviewees  and Table E-2: Attorney/consultant interviewees in Appendix E. I compare the 

documentation requirements reported by survey respondents and interviewees’ (or their clients’) 

experiences to those described within application documents and implementing regulations. This 

chapter is divided into sections according to the time period under consideration—pre-2003, 2003-

2009, and 2010-2019; see Table 6-1: Survey respondents and interviewees by application period 

for a breakdown of survey respondents and interviewees by naturalization time period.  
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Table 6-1: Survey respondents and interviewees by application period 

 Survey respondents Interviewees 

Application period Women Men Women Men 

<2003 37 1 6 0 

2003 – 2009 15 3 5 0 

2010 – 2019 102 10 13 1 

Totals 16829 2530 

 

6.2 Documentation requirements prior to 2003 

Survey respondents who naturalized before 2003 generally reported an easy process as the sole de 

jure conditions were marriage to a Turkish citizen and declaring one’s intent to acquire Turkish 

citizenship; see Table 6-4: Application requirements prior to 2003. 31  Where and how this 

declaration was made depended on who conducted the wedding ceremony. Article 42, Law No. 

403 (1964) states that if the ceremony is performed by Turkish authorities, the declaration is 

submitted at the wedding. If the marriage is conducted by duly authorized foreign authorities, the 

applicant has one month to submit a written declaration, along with the marriage registration, to 

the appropriate office. 

  

 
29 Of the 168 survey respondents who have applied for citizenship, 138 were successful and 30 are still waiting for a 

decision on their applications. 
30 Of the 25 interviewees, 17 have received Turkish citizenship, the applications of six are still under review, and the 

applications of two were denied. 
31  Law No. 403, Türk Vatandaşlığı Kanunu [Turkish Citizenship Law] (1964). Available from 

http://www.resmigazete.gov.tr/  
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Table 6-2: Application requirements prior to 2003 

Statute Article I § 3, Law No. 403, Türk Vatandaşlığı Kanunu [Turkish 

Citizenship Law] (1964)32 

Enacted February 11, 1964 

Application prerequisites Marry a Turkish citizen 

Application documents A declaration of intent to obtain Turkish citizenship 

Application submitted to If the ceremony is conducted in front of Turkish authorities, the 

declaration is submitted to that office and forwarded to the 

relevant population office. If the ceremony is conducted in 

front of authorized foreign officials, the declaration should be 

submitted in writing within a month of the ceremony and sent 

with the marriage registration 

 

While ostensibly only requiring a declaration of intent, citizenship through marriage was 

not always automatic, and the 38 survey respondents from this period reported a variety of 

documentation requirements. Only one person recalled needing to submit a declaration of intent, 

though more than 80% (32 respondents) had to provide their marriage certificate. At the same time, 

others were required to submit proof of residence (4, 11%), written proof of Turkish language skill 

(4, 11%), or a health report (3, 8%); see Table E-3: Survey respondent documents by application 

period. While the majority of survey respondents who naturalized prior to 2003 indicated their 

naturalization application process took less than six months, two respondents indicated their 

process took between six months, and a year, and three respondents indicated their process took 

more than two years; see Figure 6-1: Survey respondent application processing time by year 

 
32 While there were several amendments to Law No. 403 prior to 2003 resulting in changes to the referenced article 

and section number, none impacted the text governing the acquisition of Turkish citizenship through marriage.  
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(through 2009).33 With that said, however, neither the additional documentation requirements nor 

the longer processing time appear to be targeted toward a particular demographic of survey 

respondents. This could indicate officials’ individual use of discretion rather than targeted 

campaigns spurred on by growing politicization of marriage-based citizenship. However, given 

that none of the 38 survey respondents who naturalized through marriage during this period were 

from Russia or Eastern Europe in general, it is certain the picture provided by the survey is 

incomplete. 

 

 

 For most of the six interviewees who applied for marriage-based naturalization before 2003, 

the process was easy, even if the implications were not always clear. “Grace,” originally from the 

 
33 The three respondents whose applications took more than two years are all women from the U.S.A. who indicated 

they had to provide various documents and undergo interviews. Unfortunately, no further information is available as 

to why their naturalization applications took so much longer. 

 

Figure 6-1: Survey respondent application processing time by year (through 2009)
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U.K., married in the mid-1980s.34 She remembers needing to submit a dilekçe (petition) before the 

marriage and being asked during her wedding if she would like to receive Turkish citizenship. She 

agreed and received Turkish citizenship the day after her marriage. “Diana,” also from the U.K., 

married in the late 1990s. She remembers being told that as long as she informed the government, 

in writing, in advance of the wedding, she would receive citizenship immediately. However, she 

remembers being “warned” that she might lose her rights as a U.K. citizen by obtaining Turkish 

citizenship. After Diana learned that Turkish citizenship only meant she would be treated as a 

Turkish citizen while in Turkey, she specified she wanted dual citizenship and says, “that was that” 

(May 29, 2019). “Olivia,” on the other hand, had no idea that dual citizenship was an option before 

her wedding in the early 2000s; obtaining accurate information was difficult and misinformation 

abounded. Olivia recalls, 

I didn’t want to get it [Turkish citizenship] because I had heard that they would take my British passport 
away. I don’t know who I thought “they” would be, but I was very nervous about getting it. When I went 
with my husband—and the mayor of the village had to come with us to do the paperwork—they said that I 
had to have it. So, I took it, and it was just part of the process of getting married. And no one took my passport 
away (June 5, 2019). 

While Grace, Diana, and Olivia knew they were eligible for citizenship, if not exactly sure 

whether they wanted it, such was not always the case. “Elizabeth” from South Africa met her 

husband in an online chat room; they married in the late 1990s. Elizabeth didn’t speak Turkish or 

understand the documents she was signing at the wedding. Her husband, who served as her 

translator, neglected to provide details, telling her only that she was signing the standard marriage 

paperwork. She was therefore rather surprised to receive notification of Turkish citizenship a few 

months later, though she felt welcomed by it. While “Sofia” and “Olga,” both from Russia, applied 

for citizenship at their weddings in 2000 and 2002, respectively, their application processes took 

longer than a year. As the only two interviewees from Russia who naturalized during this period, 

it is interesting to note that while all the interviewees had been living and working in Turkey when 

 
34 All respondent names and other identifying details have been changed to respect respondents’ privacy. 
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they married, Sofia and Olga were the only ones to be investigated for the possibility of a “fake 

marriage” or “marriage of convenience”; this will be addressed in the next chapter.35 

It is possible that some of the variation in documentation requirements is due to differences 

in who officiated applicant’s ceremony. This may explain why some respondents indicate they 

needed a written declaration of intent, others were simply asked at the wedding, and others had 

both. Variations in application processing time may be related to additional documentation 

requirements in some cases, though in others it appears related to the decision to conduct 

interviews with applicants, which will be discussed in the next chapter. Both of these possibilities 

are related to the exercise of bureaucratic discretion, as neither the additional documentation nor 

interview requirements were applied equally to all applicants. 

6.3 Documentation requirements during the period 2003-2009 

In 2003, Law No. 4866 was enacted, significantly amending the Turkish citizenship law and 

adding requirements for marriage-based citizenship applicants.36  Describing the procedures to 

apply for citizenship, Regulation 2004/7275 was implemented the following year.37  Together, 

 
35 The terms “fake marriage” and “marriage of convenience” were sometimes used interchangeably by interviewees, 

but at other times, there was a slight difference in how they were used. When interviewees used the term “fake 

marriage,” it more often described situations where either 1) the foreign spouse is engaged in prostitution and pays 

money to an “Uncle Hasan” (generally an older man living in a rural area) to marry her in name only so that she can 

continue her activities without being deported; or 2) the foreign spouse is engaged in a relationship with a married 

man who arranges for a third party to marry the woman in name only so that the first two can continue their relationship. 

A “marriage of convenience,” on the other hand, was more often used by interviewees to describe a marriage 

contracted for the purpose of gaining citizenship or its benefits (e.g., access to the labor market, healthcare, education, 

etc.), without the connotations of illegal/illicit (sexual) behavior. 
36 Law No. 4866, Türk Vatandaşlığı Kanununda Değ൴ş൴kl൴k Yapılmasına İl൴şk൴n Kanun [Law Amending the Turkish 

Citizenship Law] (2003). Available from https://www.resmigazete.gov.tr/. Notably, Law No. 4866 also allowed 

women who had previously lost Turkish citizenship (specifically due to marriage with a foreign national) the 

opportunity to regain it. 
37 Karar Sayısı 2004/7275 Türk vatandaşı ൴le evlenme neden൴yle Türk vatandaşlığının kazanılmasına ve Kuzey Kıbrıs 

Türk Cumhur൴yet൴ vatandaşlarının Türk vatandaşlığını kazanmalarına ൴l൴şk൴n yönetmel൴k (mülga) [Regulation 
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these codified the legal, procedural, and documentation requirements for all applicants, including 

those applying through marriage, which are laid out in Table 6-6: Application requirements 2003-

2009. The primary requirements set forth in Law No. 4866 were that the applicant must be married 

to a Turkish citizen for at least three years to be eligible for citizenship, the marriage must be 

ongoing at the time of the application, and the applicant must not have engaged in activities such 

as prostitution or be objectionable in terms of national security, the public order, or general 

morality. Under Regulation 2004/7275, official documentation requirements are minimal, 

consisting of a copy of the family population registration and a notarized Turkish translation of 

applicant’s passport or state issued identification. 

 

Table 6-3: Application requirements 2003-2009 

Statute Article I, Law No. 4866, Türk Vatandaşlığı Kanununda 

Değişiklik Yapılmasına İlişkin Kanun [Law Amending the 

Turkish Citizenship Law]. (2003)38 

Enacted June 4, 2003 

Governing regulation Regulation 2004/7275: Regulation regarding the acquisition of 

Turkish citizenship and the acquisition of the Turkish 

citizenship of the Northern Cyprus Turkish Republic due to 

marriage with a Turkish citizen39 

Application prerequisites  Must be married to a Turkish citizen for at least three 
years; and 

 The marriage must be ongoing at the time of 
application. 

Application documents  Annotated family population registration; and 

 Notarized Turkish translation of passport or other 
state issued identification. 

 

2004/7275 on the implementation of Turkish Citizenship Law due to marriage with a Turkish citizen…] (2004). 

Available at https://www.resmigazete.gov.tr/eskiler/2004/05/20040524.htm#4  
38 Text of Law No. 4866 (Turkish) available at https://www.resmigazete.gov.tr/eskiler/2003/06/20030612.htm#1  
39  Text of Regulation 2004/7275 (Turkish) available at 

https://www.resmigazete.gov.tr/eskiler/2004/05/20040524.htm#4  
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Table 6-3: Application requirements 2003-2009 

Application submitted to Provincial governorship / highest administrative authority of 

residence, then forwarded to the General Directorate of 

Population and Citizenship Affairs. 

Application processed by General Directorate of Population and Citizenship Affairs, 

which determines whether applicant meets the application 

requirements. 

 

Survey respondents report that marriage-based naturalization applications filed during the 

period 2003-2009 typically took a year or less to be processed; see Figure 6-1: Application 

processing time by year (through 2009). Most survey respondents indicated the process for this 

period was at least somewhat clear; see Figure 6-2: Application process clarity. Respondents who 

naturalized during this period also report being required to submit a variety of documents beyond 

those noted in Regulation 2004/7275, including written proof of language skill (10, 56%), and 

additional proof of marriage validity (7, 39%); see Table E-3: Survey respondent documents by 

application period. During this period, the additional proof noted by respondents included photos 

of the couple together, information about the Turkish partner, and other documents; see Figure 6-

3: Documents submitted for additional proof of marriage validity. 
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Figure 6-2: Application process clarity 

Figure 6-3: Documents submitted for additional proof of marriage validity 
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Five interviewees naturalized based on marriage 2003-2009; their stories reflect a wide 

range of experiences, and several report a frustrating and confusing process in which they received 

conflicting information by people in different offices. “Kirstin” lives in Istanbul. She married her 

Turkish husband in the U.S.A. in the early 1990s, but they did not realize she could have acquired 

Turkish citizenship at that time. Instead, they waited until they moved to Turkey in 2003. As 

Kirstin recalls, 

There wasn’t any one source of information where you could find out what the process was and what 
documents you needed for each step in the process. […] It wasn’t like there was a checklist. It was a lot of 
going from bureaucratic office to bureaucratic office and asking. Somebody tells you something, you do the 
things they tell you, bring that document, and then they tell you to bring something else. Then you bring them 
that document and they tell you to bring yet something else (April 28, 2019). 

In addition to being required to submit extra documentation, Kirstin also experienced 

frustration in providing notarized Turkish translations: 

We had a lot of difficulty with the documents not matching one another. For example, there’s a lot of this 
bureaucratic stuff where one says I was born in A.B.D. [Amerika Birleşik Devletleri], and the other one says 
I was born in the U.S.A. They would make me go back and get them changed so that they matched one 
another. Or Texas. One is spelled with an “x” and one has “ks” because that is where I was born.  So, I would 
have to keep going back and getting the documents I already had reissued, getting revisions to them. But that 
would always require writing a dilekçe, a petition, and then getting that submitted and waiting for [it] to be 
reviewed (April 28, 2019). 40 

Kirstin was far from alone in experiencing these kinds of challenges. “Mary,” an attorney 

in Istanbul who focuses on foreigners in Turkey, is also a naturalized Turkish citizen due to her 

marriage. According to Mary, document errors (e.g., spelling mistakes, errors in names, etc.) are 

the most common problem affecting her clients. She also has personal experience in this area. 

Mary met and married her Turkish husband in the U.S.A. in the early 1990s. Afterward, while they 

were living in the U.S.A., Mary took her husband’s surname but used her maiden name as her 

middle name. When she applied for citizenship in 2009, the General Directorate of Population and 

Citizenship Affairs refused to accept her documentation. Mary was eventually able to get 

documents from the U.S. Consulate demonstrating her identity. Unfortunately, after she took these 

 
40 The presence and/or absence of the dot in the English letter i/I causes it not to match a Turkish spelling of a name 

or place that uses ı/I or ൴/İ; the letter “x” in English spellings is generally replaced with a “ks” in Turkish spellings, 

causing the same issue. 
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documents to the Directorate, they made a further error in entering the information, giving her a 

completely unassociated name. She had to sue the office; her naturalization application process 

lasted around three years. 

Interviewees often cite difficulties stemming from bureaucratic inflexibility and an 

apparent unwillingness to assist applicants. This attitude toward would-be citizens is part of a 

larger change. Beginning in 2003, there is a clear shift toward requiring additional documentation 

from applicants as well as applications taking longer to be processed. While some of the confusion 

and required documents reported by survey respondents and interviewees may be linked to the 

challenges of implementing any new regulation (e.g., confusion about the requirements resulting 

in officials requiring different documents, uneven implementation, etc.), there was also a striking 

shift in attitude among bureaucratic officials from pre-2003, and several respondents describe more 

challenging interactions with officials. While Elizabeth, who naturalized before 2003, felt 

welcomed by her automatic citizenship, interviewees who naturalized during this period felt much 

less welcomed by officials in charge of application procedures. As Kirstin recalls,  

I remember one time I got frustrated and said something. … The lady took the file folder full of papers and 
kind of threw them over the desk at me and said, “nobody called you up and said, ‘please come and be a 
Turkish citizen.’ If you want to be a Turkish citizen, then you are going to do every damn thing we tell you 
to do. Nobody is knocking on your door begging you to please become a Turkish citizen.” (April 28, 2019). 

This changing attitude toward marriage-based applicants reflects the growing politicization 

of marriage-based naturalization during this period as well as underlying tensions between 

international and domestic pressures encouraging migration and settlement in Turkey and the 

official conception of the national identity. While it is not clear whether bureaucratic discretion in 

imposing additional requirements was part of an official policy to make gaining citizenship more 

difficult, it did have that result for many, as well as slowing the overall application process. 

6.4 Documentation requirements during the period 2010-2019 

In 2009, Türk Vatandaşlığı Kanunu [Turkish Citizenship Law], Law No. 5901 was enacted with 

the goal of harmonization with E.U. legislation as part of the accession process. However, as 

Kadirbeyoğlu (2010) argues, many significant changes—particularly the acceptance of dual 

citizenship—were as at least as much due to the demands of the Turkish diaspora, especially those 
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in Germany who maintained strong ties with Turkey. Alongside these major changes, Law No. 

5901 (2009) changed certain requirements for marriage-based naturalization; see Table 6-7: 

Application requirements 2009-2019. The requirements of an ongoing marriage lasting at least 

three years and living with the Turkish spouse were retained, with the caveat that the applicant and 

spouse must be living in “family unity,” an undefined and thus subjective criteria. The specific list 

of activities to be avoided from 2003 was replaced with “acts not compatible with marriage unity.” 

Interestingly, the requirement that the applicant not be “objectionable in terms of….general 

morality” was dropped, though applicant still must not pose a threat to national security or the 

public order. 

 

 

Table 6-4: Application requirements 2009-2019 

Statute Article 16, Law No. 5901, Türk Vatandaşlığı Kanunu [Turkish 

Citizenship Law] (2009)41 

Enacted May 29, 2009 

Governing regulation Regulation 2010/139: Regulation on the implementation of 

Turkish Citizenship Law No. 5901 (2009)42 

Application prerequisites  Must be married to a Turkish citizen for at least three 
years and marriage is ongoing. 

Application documents   Petition (application) form; 

 Identity register copy belonging to the Turkish spouse 
taken from the system by the application authorities; 

 
41  Text of Law No. 5901 (Turkish) available at https://www.refworld.org/cgi-

bin/texis/vtx/rwmain?page=search&docid=4a9d204d2&skip=0&quer  
42  Text of Regulation 2010/139 (Turkish) available at https://www.resmigazete.gov.tr/eskiler/2010/04/20100406-

9.htm. Requirements listed on the November 2019 application form differ slightly from the text of the regulation, 

omitting the identity register copy and further requiring duly approved identity and passport documentation be 

notarized and translated into Turkish, as well as the inclusion of 2 pcs 50x60 mm machine readable biometric 

photographs. 
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Table 6-4: Application requirements 2009-2019 

 Passport or similar document showing the state of 
which the person is a citizen. If the person is stateless 
a document showing this situation (if available); 

 A document such as a birth certificate or an identity 
register copy showing the identity information of the 
person; 

 If the place of residence is in Turkey, the last residence 
permit; 

 If there is a final court decision about any crime, a 
certified copy; 

 If the person does not have a month and day of birth, a 
signed document from the competent authorities of 
his/her country for the completion of his date of birth 
and the signed declaration that he/she accepts the 
transaction pursuant to Article 39 of the Population 
Services Law numbered 5490; and 

 A receipt showing that the service fee has been 
deposited in the Revenue Department of the Treasury. 

Application submitted to and 

processed by 

Provincial Directorate of Population and Citizenship Affairs, 

which determines whether 

 the foreigner has been married to a Turkish citizen for 
at least three years; 

 the marriage has ended due to reasons such as divorce 
or death before the application date; 

 there is an ongoing criminal trial, or the applicant has 
been convicted or imprisoned for any crime; and 

 applicant has presented the documents requested in 
accordance with Article 26. 

 

Law No. 5901 (2009) was implemented via Regulation 2010/139, which set forth the 

documentation and procedural requirements, but did not define these key terms. While the law 

opened up the possibility for greater bureaucratic discretion in not defining key terms within the 

law itself, the major changes to the marriage-based naturalization application process for this 

period came as a result of implementing Regulation 2010/139; the year 2010 is therefore used to 
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define the boundary of this category. The implementing regulation could reasonably be expected 

to offer guidance but does not, thereby further institutionalizing greater latitude in discretionary 

decision making by officials. The new documentation requirements established by Regulation 

2010/139 include an official petition (application) form, passport, birth certificate or copy of the 

identity register, residence permit, certified copy of any final court ruling, and an application fee. 

Instead of the application being submitted to the provincial governorship for forwarding to the 

(central) General Directorate of Population and Citizenship Affairs (Nüfus ve Vatandaşlık İşleri 

Genel Müdürlüğü), after 2010 applications are to be submitted to the Provincial Directorate of 

Population and Citizenship for initial eligibility determination. 

More than 100 survey respondents applied for naturalization during the period of 2010-

2019. Of these, 82 provided additional information regarding their application processes. The 

majority of applications took between six months and one year to be processed, though a 

significant proportion took two years or more; see Figure 6-4: Application processing time by year 

(2010 - 2019). Of 82 respondents, 22 reported the naturalization application process (e.g., required 

documents, procedures, etc.) was either “somewhat unclear” or “extremely unclear,” with only 29% 

rating the process “extremely clear”; see Figure 6-2: Application process clarity.  
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Just as survey respondents report varying levels of process clarity, attorneys and 

consultants have varying understandings of the documents required as part of the naturalization 

application. Erkan, a consultant in Istanbul, states that—absent extraordinary circumstances—the 

health report is the only additional document that might be required of applicants. İlkin and Ahmet, 

consultants in Antalya and Ankara, respectively, emphasize that health reports are especially 

important for applicants from Africa, South Africa in particular, to submit with their applications. 

It was unclear why these immigrants would be considered a higher health risk. Moreover, 

respondents who naturalized during this period also report being required to submit a variety of 

additional documents, including written proof of language skill, health reports, housing contracts, 

proof of education, and communication records; see Table E-3: Survey respondent documents by 

application period in Appendix E. 

 I interviewed 14 individuals who applied for marriage-based naturalization during this 

period. “Ava,” originally from Germany, submitted her naturalization application in 2015 and was 

approved for citizenship the following year. She was not aware of this right away, however, as she 

was not contacted directly; officials sought to contact her attorney who had since moved abroad to 

study. Eventually, Ava checked the e-Devlet (e-Government) website and realized she needed to 

return to the government office to finalize the information that would appear on her identification 

card. She recalls, 

After I left, I saw that there were some spelling mistakes on the form—my mother and father’s names were 
wrong. I was told I should return immediately to the vatan.43 When I got there, the same person told me that 
the information had already been sent to Ankara. I didn’t want to have to sue and spend a lot more money to 
fix it. Thankfully, the person was able to fix it […] and the card arrived in a few days (March 1, 2020). 

 Ava was fortunate in not having to submit a petition or file a lawsuit over these spelling 

mistakes. As Mary, an attorney and successful marriage-based naturalization applicant, made clear, 

it is very common for minor spelling mistakes to result in application denials, creating a need for 

additional petitions and lawsuits as officials are unwilling to assist in making minor corrections. 

 
43 While the direct translation of vatan is homeland, Ava used vatan and vantandaş (citizen) as short for the Nüfus ve 

Vatandaşlık İşleri Müdürlüğü (Directorate of Population and Citizenship Affairs). 
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This unwillingness may be a reflection of changing Turkish attitudes toward would-be citizens; in 

recent years, even those once implicitly assumed to “Turkish” by virtue of their marriage are more 

frequently perceived by Turks as less than welcome. Moreover, this attitude includes a lack of 

understanding the ways in which specific types of available documents may differ by country, 

even ones from which higher numbers of marriage-based applicants originate. “Melissa,” for 

example, is originally from the U.S.A. and lives with her Turkish husband in the Hatay province. 

She submitted her naturalization application in 2018, but says, 

When we went there [Provincial Directorate of Population and Citizenship], it seemed like they weren’t really 
that familiar with the procedures for an American citizen. [...] In fact, they refused the translations of my 
birth certificate and my passport. […] They said they weren’t valid, and that I needed to go back, have them 
retranslated and re-notarized, which of course is a large expense. It took several weeks. Then they again 
refused my birth certificate because it was issued by my state. Because in the United States, births and 
education are registered by the state, not by the federal government. So, they demanded a federally issued 
birth certificate, which doesn’t exist (May 30, 2019). 

Melissa was eventually able to network with other would-be citizens who had encountered 

similar problems. She was finally able to resolve the issue with the assistance of the American 

Consulate in Adana, which issued a notarized letter stating the validity of the birth certificate, and 

the Provincial Directorate eventually accepted Melissa’s application. 

Often, attitudes toward would-be citizens go beyond an unwillingness to assist or lack of 

understanding into outright hostility. Michelle, originally from the U.K., submitted her application 

for naturalization in 2017 in the province of Antalya. Her husband visited the office in Antalya to 

ask about the process and was told to download the application from the website. When Michelle 

and her husband went to the office a few days later, having filled out the application from the 

website, they were told it was the old form and invalid. They were initially told they needed to go 

home and find the correct form online (despite having used the only form available online), but 

the official eventually relented and provided them with a copy of the correct form and updated list 

of required documents. She says, 

They were really, really rude. They gave us the list, and on the list, it said four photographs. I’d just had a 
packet of ten done, so we said “okay, fine.” […] So, we filled all the form in and gave him the form and the 
documents. He looked through them all and then he said, “where are your photographs?” I said “there, in the 
packet.” He said, “okay. How many?” I said, “well, you said four.” He said, “I want six.” I said, “there’s six 
in there.” He said “tamam.” Then he said, “we need this document, you’ve not given us this document.” I 
said, “it’s not on the list.” He said, “well, I want it.” […] So, then we went back, and they said, “okay, fine. 
Right, that’s everything. Wait, I want eight photographs.” I said, “there are eight photographs in there.” 
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“Tamam.” Then, a few minutes later, he said “I want this notarized” as well. We said, “but, earlier, you said 
everything else was fine.” “I changed my mind.” [It took a few hours, but Michelle returned with the notarized 
document] So, I said, is that everything?” He said, “that’s everything, that’s fine.” All the time, I was speaking 
in Turkish. I never spoke English to them. I said, “okay, okay. So, I can go back to Alanya?” “Yes, go, go. 
Git, git.” I said, “are you sure?” “Git, git!” So, I started to go down the stairs and then suddenly he shouts, “I 
need ten photos; I want ten!” I said, “there are ten in it!” And then I went. They just made everything as 
difficult as possible. Two of the things they insisted on having weren’t on the list. I think they just thought 
we didn’t have them, but I took everything. I took every form I could think of. Every form, every document, 
everything (September 4, 2019). 

 Keiser (1999), Alpes and Spire (2014) and Kristol and Dahinden (2019), among others, 

have all noted how the political environment affects the practices of bureaucratic officials. Thus, 

while it is possible to dismiss Michelle’s experience as simply due to a bureaucratic official having 

a bad temper and a bad day, or even—less kindly—as due to an official demonstrating his control 

over the applicant and application process, we should also consider how the political environment 

shapes the implementation of immigration and naturalization policies on an ongoing basis. Thus, 

as immigration and naturalization have become more politicized and anti-immigrant rhetoric more 

heated, as described in Chapter 4, naturalization applicants may be required to more routinely 

submit additional documentation and may also experience more aggression, even hostility, in 

interactions with bureaucratic officials who are fully immersed in this anti-immigrant political 

environment and have adopted its position. 

6.5 Conclusion  

Prior to 2003, the only documentation requirement to obtain citizenship through marriage was a 

declaration of intent. The list of required documents was expanded in 2003-2004, then again in 

2009-2010 to include an official application form and applicant’s passport, birth certificate, and 

residence permit. Applicants, however, report submitting a much wider variety of documents, 

many of which do not appear on the official list of requirements. Applicants’ experiences that I 

have described in this chapter, therefore, serve to illustrate one type of potential discretion vested 

in individual, lower-level bureaucrats: determining whether an applicant has met the 

documentation requirements. While the required documents are laid out in the laws and 

implementing regulations, respondents consistently report variation in what they were required to 

submit. Perhaps not surprisingly, consultants and attorneys likewise provided conflicting 

responses in terms of the “required” application documents. While the regulations governing 

naturalization indicate that language fluency, income, health status, and insurance requirements 
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should not apply to those naturalizing through marriage, the variation in applicant and attorney 

experience highlights how (in)frequently this is observed. While potentially evidence of 

bureaucratic discretion in action, influenced by the political environment, the variation in 

responses may also signal confusion within the bureaucracy and private sector regarding 

applicable requirements for different types of would-be citizens. With that said, however, the 

imposition of these requirements on marriage-based naturalization applicants, officially or not, 

brings them in line with other would-be citizens, making their suitability as citizens, their 

“Turkishness,” something to be proven rather than assumed by virtue of their marriage to a Turk. 
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CHAPTER 7. DISCRETIONARY POLICING AND SECURITIZATION: 

DETERMINING APPLICANTS’ “SUITABILITY” FOR CITIZENSHIP 

7.1 Introduction 

Officially beginning in 2003, would-be marriage-based citizenship applicants needed to not only 

be married for three years before becoming eligible to apply for citizenship, but the marriage also 

needed to be “ongoing” at the time of the application, with applicant and spouse living together, 

and marriages became more frequently subject to verification—at the discretion of application 

officials. This was in response to the practice of marrying only for citizenship, a practice that was 

so widespread that Kaan, an attorney in the Antalya region who works with a firm specializing in 

issues affecting foreigners, says, 

Through marriage, that is to say, before the law was amended, there were dozens of individuals who acquired 
citizenship. How do we know that? It was so intense, there was such high demand, that some men here were 
doing it for money. So, they were getting married with the ladies, the ladies were acquiring citizenships, and 
we carried out their divorce procedures. […] These weren't real marriages. When there was an arranged 
marriage at that time, they were required to get divorced immediately after acquiring their identity cards. 
They would come immediately. They did not wait (September 11, 2019). 

 Even before 2003, however, some marriages were already subject to police scrutiny. Four 

(out of 38) survey respondents and two interviewees who naturalized prior to Law No. 4866 (2003) 

report being interviewed as part of their application process; see Table 7-1: Survey respondents 

reporting interviews by time period. Nearly all survey respondents who had an interview also 

report lengthened application processes. Despite the fact that citizenship was virtually immediate 

for most applicants prior to 2003, the application process for two of the four survey respondents 

took more than two years. For Sofia and Olga, interviewees from Russia, the process was not quite 

that long, lasting about a year, and involved the police visiting their homes. As Sofia recalls, “they 

came and asked a lot of private questions like my husband’s eye color, shoe size, and so on.”44 

While my survey data indicates Russian women were not alone in having to complete additional 

 
44  Because Turkey has a dual police/gendarmerie law enforcement structure, references to the police or Police 

Directorate include the gendarmerie. 
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steps to naturalize in Turkey, the lengthened application process for certain applicants during this 

period was likely related to growing public concern over fake marriages. 

 

Table 7-1: Survey respondents reporting interviews by time period 
 

<2003 (38) 2003+ (18) 2010+ (82) Total (138) 

Respondent 4 11% 16 89% 67 82% 87 63% 

Partner 2 5% 13 72% 67 82% 82 59% 

Partner family 0 0% 0 0% 7 9% 7 5% 

Respondent family 0 0% 0 0% 2 2% 2 1% 

Neighbors 0 0% 0 0% 5 6% 5 4% 

Respondent / Partner 

children 

0 0% 0 0% 3 4% 3 2% 

Partner friends 0 0% 0 0% 1 1% 1 0.7% 

Respondent friends 0 0% 0 0% 2 2% 2 1% 

Don't know/don't 

remember 

0 0% 1 5% 0 0% 1 0.7% 

 

7.2 Investigations and interviews of applicants: 2003-2009 

Under Law No. 4866 (2003), the Ministry of the Interior is authorized to carry out an investigation 

to determine whether marriage-based naturalization applicants meet the conditions of the law and 

implementing regulations. Specifically, applicant must not be engaged in activities that include 

prostitution, trafficking in women, etc., as well as not being objectionable in terms of the public 

order, national security, or general morality, see Table 7-2: Application processing 2003-2009. 

Determining applicants’ suitability may be done via criminal history report or an interview. This 

represents the second stage of applicants’ interactions with the bureaucracy as well as the second 

point of application officials’ discretionary decision making. Where the initial interaction with the 

bureaucracy—and related discretionary decision—focuses on whether the applicant meets 
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technical requirements (i.e., the content and submission of “necessary” documentation), this 

second stage focuses on whether applicant meets specific objective requirements as well as 

subjective requirements related to applicants’ character and morality. We also see increased 

securitization of marriage-based naturalization during this period. Moving from the increased 

politicization of the issue during the late 1990s, marriage-based naturalization applicants are 

increasingly constructed as a potential threat to Turkey during this period, justifying stronger state 

investigation activities. This is apparent not only in the changed applicant criteria but also in how 

the application process is carried out by officials. 

 

Table 7-2: Application processing 2003-2009 

Criteria  Applicant must be living with her/his Turkish spouse 
(force majeure exceptions apply); 

 Applicant must not be engaged in activities such as 
prostitution, mediation or forced prostitution, or 
trafficking in women; and 

 Applicant must not be objectionable in terms of public 
order, national security, or general morality. 

Process General Directorate of Population and Citizenship Affairs 

(Ministry of the Interior). The Ministry of the Interior then 

determines the form and content of the research and 

investigation to be conducted. 

Police / Gendarmerie Conduct investigation, which may include a criminal record 

check and/or interview(s) 

Application processing time Varies 

 

Of 18 survey respondents who naturalized during the period 2003-2009, 16 (89%) report 

being interviewed and 12 (67%) report their Turkish spouse was interviewed. Whether applicants 

were interviewed and whether they took place at the police station or at applicants’ homes was at 

the discretion of the officer(s). Therefore, the experiences of the five interviewees who applied for 

marriage-based naturalization during this period also vary from single, short, pro forma interviews 
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to more in-depth sessions attempting to ferret out a “fake” marriage. “Ashley” and “Juana” about 

their experiences with police interviews. 

“Ashley” feels her police interview was more of a formality than anything else. She was 

married abroad; the ceremony was held in the U.K. in the early 1970s. While eligible for 

citizenship at the time of her marriage, applying for citizenship did not occur to Ashley; she and 

her husband had no real plans to move to Turkey at that time. This changed a few decades later, 

and they moved to Turkey in the early 2000s to build a home on his family’s land. She applied for 

citizenship in Turkey to avoid the hassle of ongoing residence permit applications. Ashley recalls 

that she and her husband were interviewed by the police, but they were allowed to be together. She 

felt the police viewed the interview as a mere formality because Ashley and her husband were 

financially stable, and their children were adults. Ashley found the overall process relatively easy, 

though she strongly believes—based on what she has heard of others’ experiences through various 

expat networks—that what is “required” for the application process depends on where the 

applicant lives. She says that she has frequently seen posts on social media from marriage-based 

naturalization applicants describing different requirements and steps they had to go through; she 

feels that officials in different areas have different levels of concern and impose different 

requirements for the process. 

“Juana,” moved to Turkey and applied for citizenship at about the same time as Ashley, 

but she is from Colombia and lives in Istanbul. Juana also had a family residence permit until she 

applied for citizenship. Like Ashley, she grew tired of the constant need to renew her residence 

permit. Instead of a single interview, Juana had multiple interviews with the police: a home visit 

to see how the marriage was going and an interview at the police station. While she did not believe 

officials thought her marriage might be fake, Juana also never felt like any of her interviews were 

a formality; she found them a bit challenging. While she says the police weren’t unkind, they made 

it a point to test her Turkish language fluency and asked questions about a lot of different things, 

including her marriage and employment status. 

Because police interviews were performed at the discretion of officials, their content and 

level of formality varied widely. These variations serve to highlight bureaucratic discretion in 

action, as some applicants were essentially rubber stamped while others who appear to be similarly 
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situated experienced a more difficult process. We also see increased securitization for applicants 

who naturalized 2003-2009 compared to applicants from before 2003. Police interviews are more 

common and appear more in depth, with some interviewees even reporting multiple police 

interviews. 

7.3 Investigations and interviews of applicants: 2010-2019 

Under Regulation 2010/139, the Police Directorate is tasked with conducting an investigation as 

to whether “applicant and spouse live in a family union,” whether applicant has engaged in 

activities “incompatible with the marriage union,” and whether the applicant poses a risk to 

national security or the public order; see Table 7-3: Application processing 2009-2019. Notably, 

none of these terms are defined. While the legislative intent may have been to establish more 

objective criteria for marriage-based naturalization applicants, the lack of definition and clarity 

surrounding these terms opens the way for greater bureaucratic discretion in this arena. Moreover, 

interviewee experiences indicate applicants may be treated very differently. 

 

Table 7-3: Application processing 2009-2019 

Criteria  Applicant must live with spouse in family unity; 

 Applicant must avoid acts not compatible with 
marriage unity; and 

 Applicant cannot pose a threat to national security or 
the public order. 

Process Directorate of Population requests an investigation from the 

Provincial Police Directorate 

Provincial Police Directorate Determines the form and content of the investigation, which 

may include a criminal record check and/or interview(s) 

Application processing time Varies 

 

I spoke with 14 individuals who applied for marriage-based naturalization during the 

period 2010-2019 about their experiences with police interviews and investigations. Like those 
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from other periods, applicants’ experiences differ. Though originally from Belgium, “Adeline” is 

a French citizen. She married in Turkey in 2015. When she applied for naturalization in 2018, 

Adeline was told she needed to make an appointment to be fingerprinted so the police could handle 

the background check, but this would take several weeks. As she recalls, 

My husband wanted me to obtain citizenship before my residency permit expired because it had become 
more and more of a hassle to obtain it. So, he picked up his phone and called some guy he knows to put 
pressure on the bureaucracy. […] They took my fingerprints the same day. Then they said there would be an 
inquiry; that a police officer would come to our home and visit and ask questions and check if we were really 
living where we stated we were and so on. But he said that we could do it on the phone. The phone call was 
very effective. I don’t know who he called (June 9, 2019). 

 Adeline’s simplified process is quite a contrast to the experience of “Evelyn.” Originally 

from the U.K., Evelyn applied for naturalization in 2015. While Adeline’s “home visit” was 

handled via phone call, Evelyn recalls, 

Two policemen turned up at my house. They asked my neighbors what kind of a neighbor I am. So, it’s pretty 
intrusive. They go through your whole family and your neighbors. At the time, I didn’t like my neighbors 
and they didn’t like me. We didn’t really get on very well. So that was a dodgy conversation. […] They even 
went to three streets up from my house and were asking people there if I cause a commotion, if I make noise 
(June 9, 2019). 

A few days later, one of these neighbors knocked on her door and introduced herself to 

Evelyn. The neighbor said she had told the police nice things about Evelyn, despite never having 

met her. Evelyn invited the neighbor in for coffee; what else could she do? The kinds of questions 

the police asked Evelyn’s neighbors are also strikingly different from previous police interviews 

noted by respondents where the officers’ questions tended to focus on the Turkish spouse’s family 

or personal characteristics (eye color, shoe size, etc.) rather than whether applicant is a “good 

neighbor.” 

According to consultants I interviewed, if the Turkish spouse is not home when the police 

conduct a visit, the police are to return at a later date to ensure applicant and spouse actually live 

together. Even though her husband was not home at the time, Evelyn had only one visit from the 

police. Michelle, on the other hand, received several visits; her then-husband is an intercity bus 

driver and was not at home. She notes, “[The police] said it’s no trouble. They just called my 

husband while I was there, or I called and gave them the phone. They spoke to him and said it 

wasn’t a problem and everything was fine.” The one requirement the police eventually imposed 
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was that one of her husband’s relatives needed to sign a form saying he knew Michelle. The police 

then told her everything was fine and not to worry. 

 “Iris” lives in a small village in the province of Antalya; she applied for naturalization in 

2018. An officer came to their home but did not enter the house or speak with Iris. The officer told 

her husband they needed to come to their office the next day to be fingerprinted and have the 

interview. When they arrived at the office, they were told they would need four witnesses for their 

relationship, which was difficult at short notice in their small village. Iris’ father-in-law was able 

to convince one person to come, which the gendarmerie accepted as sufficient. The gendarmerie 

asked Iris’ husband about her Turkish language skills and whether she worked, but there did not 

appear to be any problems. They then had to go to the police station in Antalya for fingerprinting. 

As Iris notes, 

That’s where it started to go wrong. […] There was a policewoman, and she asked my name and things like 
that and whether I spoke Turkish. I told her “A little.” Then she asked me when we met. I started to say in 
Turkish “b൴r eylül” and she went “hayır, hayır! Yıl, yıl!” And it totally threw me, because in my head, I was 
thinking the first of September. I wanted to say 2013 and she stopped me mid-flow and it threw me off. That 
was it. She asked various other questions. Then she asked if my parents were still alive and about my name. 
Then she asked about my education. It was all in Turkish. When she asked about my education, if someone 
in England had asked me what my education was, I would have said that I went to school, I went to college 
and I went to university. So, I said, “okul, kolej, üniversite.” At Antalya, they’d written lise because they said, 
“just put lise.” But I was asked a question and I was giving an honest answer. She went “hangi, hangi?” So, 
I said “üniversite.” Then she asked me something and I didn’t understand, so my husband said, “but what did 
you do at university?” I studied horticulture, and I knew he wouldn’t be able to translate it. So, I said 
“gardening.” She turned to him and said, “you don’t need to study gardening.” So, what did she do? She 
grilled him on his background, his history, his previous marriage, his family’s history, his work, etc. […] 
Anyway, at the end of it, she gave me my report and she told him to read it. He was not happy, but he signed 
it. He told me that she’d written that my Turkish is very poor, and his English is very poor. But that none of 
it really mattered as the problem was our age difference. I’m 52 and he’s 37. That is the big problem. I left 
in tears, and he left really angry. Because it was the police, he didn’t say anything (June 28, 2019).  

  The variety of experiences reported by respondents—where interviews are held, the 

questions asked, and whether witnesses are required—provide an interesting contrast to what I was 

told by consultants and attorneys. I interviewed two consultants with a background in law 

enforcement, both of whom specifically noted their job duties had included investigations of 

applicants seeking to naturalize through marriage: İlkin (who was with the gendarmerie for 20 

years prior to becoming a consultant in 2013) and Erkan (who left the police after 15 years to start 

a consulting firm in 2016). During interviews with these two consultants, both primarily 

emphasized the role of officers in uncovering fake marriages. To that end, both described a process 
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in which the officer(s) walk through the home to check for personal belongings and interview both 

spouses separately and together. While İlkin and Erkan say they may ask local shopkeepers or 

neighbors about the couple in unusual circumstances, they say their interviews really focused on 

the marriage—not the applicant’s background or other daily activities. 

 Apart from ensuring the marriage is “real,” the Police Directorate is charged with ensuring 

the applicant is not a risk to national security or the public order, though other officials weigh in 

on this as well. This question—what could be considered a risk to national security or the public 

order—was an interesting area of discussion with attorneys and consultants as neither phrase is 

defined within the law or governing regulations though it allows the state to take extraordinary 

steps in mitigating any such risk. For consultants İlkin and Erkan, the prohibition on citizenship 

for a person who poses a risk to the public order was solely equated with issues of prostitution 

and/or fake marriage. Perhaps this is not surprising, given their backgrounds in law enforcement. 

For Kaan and Ayşe, attorneys in the Antalya region, the public order requirement simply means 

the applicant cannot be a terrorist or have been convicted of any crime, whether in Turkey or 

elsewhere. While most attorneys and consultants interviewed focus on potential ties to crime or 

terrorism, one sees the issue quite differently. Başar is an attorney in Istanbul. He has not handled 

many cases related to naturalization but is familiar with the legal requirements and process. He 

says: 

The public order is an interesting phrase to explain. What does public order mean? I don’t know; nobody 
knows. […] You prepare all the documents needed for this application and submit them to the officials. You 
think you’ve done everything, you put that you’ve been married to a Turkish citizen for at least three years 
(more is welcome) and you put videos and social media accounts—this is important as well nowadays. […] 
But it ultimately depends on what the officials think about your marriage and you. This is how it works in 
Turkey (April 10, 2019). 

He goes on to say, 

That’s why you have to be careful. You have to consider that your political thoughts, your political view, and 
which part of the country you come from matter. They dig into you. […] I have heard but it is not proven 
that they check all your social media. It doesn’t matter which country you are coming from, whether you are 
Norwegian, Dutch, a Berliner, Londoner, it doesn’t matter. They do that. And when they do that kind of 
search, they think they are defending their country against evil (April 10, 2019). 

 Applicants’ experiences with the police offer contrasting insights into what might be 

considered red flags for a fake marriage or a threat to the public interest. While Adeline found that 
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her husband’s connections put her above suspicion—the police only conducting a short interview 

by phone—others experienced a more intrusive process. As these interview snippets indicate, the 

police may impose additional requirements or interviews to prove the validity of the marriage, 

such as conducting multiple visits, interviewing neighbors, or requiring witnesses and/or affidavits. 

In Iris’ case, they were very concerned about the 15-year age difference, believing it a “big 

problem.” They may also show wide latitude in determining whether an applicant is a threat to the 

public interest; Adeline had a simple background check performed, Evelyn’s neighbors were asked 

if she “causes a commotion,” and Iris was asked about her education and family background. 

7.4 Conclusion 

While the potential for securitization—the construction of marriage-based naturalization 

applicants as a threat to national security—has been part of the legal and regulatory landscape of 

these would-be citizens, it was not until after 2003 that it was actively employed, and a majority 

of survey respondents were interviewed. Beginning in the post-2009 period, we can see a much 

more active role for the police/security forces in terms of who is interviewed as part of the 

naturalization process, and interviewees indicate a wider variety of questions are more frequently 

asked. Police officials’ questions include anything, from the Turkish spouse’s physical 

characteristics or background to applicant’s background and employment to daily practices. Police 

officials use these interviews to gauge the authenticity of applicants’ marriages as well as whether 

they “deserve” citizenship. Decisions regarding the authenticity of a marriage may be determined 

with reference to apparent inconsistencies with “typical” marriage practices (e.g., a large age gap 

between spouses), whether applicant and spouse live together, and/or whether applicant has 

detailed knowledge of their Turkish spouse. “Deservingness,” or suitability, appears correlated 

with applicant’s background and Turkish skill level, which appears to be another area of concern 

for police officials, as well as private behaviors that neighbors may have noticed (e.g., being a 

“good” neighbor). 

It is after 2009 that there also appears to be much more of a focus on the question of whether 

applicant poses a problem in terms of the public order. As the second point of discretionary 

decision making, it is crucial to understand the guidelines informing whether an applicant meets 

the subjective criteria of marriage unity, good morals, and not posing a threat to the public order. 
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Unfortunately, other than a few bright line boundaries, neither former law enforcement officials 

nor other consultants or attorneys were able to clearly and consistently articulate how applicants 

may or may not demonstrate these characteristics. Moreover, police officials’ concern with 

interviewees’ Turkish skill level, background, and other characteristics reveals a potential lack of 

internal guidance on the subject as well as how extralegal factors may be considered at officials’ 

discretion. The characteristics expected of marriage-based naturalization applicants—e.g., Turkish 

language skills, private behaviors, and being a “good” neighbor—also serve to highlight how the 

performance of a particular understanding of the Turkish national identity plays a role in officials’ 

decision-making process. 
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CHAPTER 8. THE ROLE OF BUREAUCRATIC DISCRETION IN THE 

CITIZENSHIP APPLICATION REVIEW COMMISSION 

8.1 Introduction 

The Citizenship Application Review Commission (CARC) is first mentioned in Article 17 of the 

Turkish Citizenship Draft Law (2006), which notes “…the Citizenship Application Review 

Commission to be established in the provinces will determine whether the foreigners who want to 

acquire Turkish citizenship meet the necessary conditions for application. As a result of the 

determination, the requests of those who do not meet the necessary conditions for the application 

will not be processed and unnecessary time loss will be prevented. The establishment and working 

principles of this commission will be determined by a regulation.”45 After the police/gendarmerie 

conclude their investigation, their findings are included in the applicant’s file that is then forwarded 

to the CARC. These files are to include documents submitted as part of the first stage of the 

application, including any additional documents demanded by officials, as well as investigative 

interview findings, and the results of any criminal background checks. Applicants are then 

contacted to schedule the final interview with the CARC. 

8.2 2003-2009: The roots of the Citizenship Application Review Commission? 

The CARC was officially instituted when Law No. 5901 (2009), the new Turkish Citizenship Law, 

was enacted on June 12, 2009. According to Regulation 2010/139, the applicant and spouse are to 

be examined separately and together by the CARC to investigate whether the marriage is “real” or 

was made in order to acquire Turkish citizenship. However, several interviewees who naturalized 

Law No. 5901 was enacted were required to have panel interviews similar to the CARC, indicating 

that the practice may predate the legal requirement. I asked “Kirstin,” “Ekaterina,” “Mary,” and 

“Juana” about any additional interviews they had after being interviewed (or investigated) by the 

police. 

 “Kirstin,” from the U.S., applied for Turkish citizenship in 2003. She recalls, 

 
45 Turkish text of draft law dated February 20, 2006, available at https://www2.tbmm.gov.tr/d22/1/1-1192.pdf 
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There were seven people there in U-shaped conference room area. They took my husband and I in separately 
and they asked me to recite the first verses of the national anthem. Then they asked us a bunch of questions 
like “how long have you been married? Do you have kids?” […] I was able to speak Turkish by that point, 
so I didn’t have too much trouble with it. They didn’t ask us a lot of questions. Mostly they were just curious 
about how we had met and things like that. There were other couples in the line where it was a considerably 
older Turkish man with a very young Ukrainian or Russian woman. Some of them came out crying. They 
didn’t have as easy a time as we did. By that time, our kids were already in middle school, so I don’t think 
they questioned the legitimacy of our marriage (April 28, 2019). 

 

“Ekaterina” is originally from Moldova and a member of the Gagauz (ethnic Turkic) 

minority. She and her husband married in 2004, and she applied for citizenship in 2007. She recalls 

the naturalization application process took about a year after she became eligible for citizenship. 

Ekaterina remembers feeling as though she were sitting in front of the exam board as she faced 18 

people, including psychologists from Ankara who were there to observe the behavior of applicants. 

During her interview with the panel, Ekaterina was asked questions such as whether she knows 

her husband’s family and how much he earns. Ekaterina also had to sing the Turkish national 

anthem. She made sure to bring their son with her to the panel interview; as both a holder of 

Turkish citizenship through marriage and a consultant that primarily works with other immigrants 

from Moldova, Ekaterina strongly believes that applicants with children experience an easier time 

with their cases. 

“Mary,” on the other hand, is an attorney originally from the United States, where she and 

her Turkish husband met and married during university. More than a decade later, they moved to 

Turkey with their teenage children, but Mary chose not to apply for citizenship right away. Because 

she had a work permit, she feels there was less pressure to naturalize. When she finally applied for 

naturalization in 2009, she says her CARC interviewers frequently expressed concerns that hers 

was a fake marriage, despite the fact Mary and her husband had children in their late teens. It is 

interesting that, in Mary’s case, having children together was not necessarily seen as proof of a 

“real” marriage. This might have been because Mary was employed; there has been concern with 

the instrumental use of citizenship to access the labor market. 

Like Mary, “Juana,” from Colombia, also applied in 2009, straddling the line between 

when Law No. 5901 (2009) was enacted and when it was implemented. While Mary did not have 

an interview with the police, Juana had multiple interviews with officials, including two with the 
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police and one with the CARC, more typical of those who applied after Law No. 5901 (2009) was 

implemented via Regulation 2010/139. Regarding the CARC interview, she recalls: 

You had to sing part of the national anthem and they wanted to hear you speaking Turkish somewhat fluently. 
They would ask you some questions here and there (June 20, 2019). 

The extralegal requirement of knowing the national anthem serves to highlight a concern with the 

Turkish national identity on the part of officials involved in the naturalization application process. 

Going beyond the question of integration, requiring applicants to sing the national anthem may be 

an attempt by officials to instill (or test for) the sense of (national) identity, connection, and 

patriotism believed to be evoked by hearing or singing one’s national anthem (see, for example, 

Gilboa & Bodner, 2009). 

Further contrasting Mary and Juana’s experiences, though they applied at nearly the same 

time in the same province, provides an interesting glimpse of differences in their application 

processes. While both had been living in Turkey for several years before applying for citizenship, 

Mary was employed during this time while Juana was not. Did this difference contribute to their 

different experiences with the CARC, which was concerned about the possibility of a fake 

marriage in Mary’s case but focused on language fluency in Juana’s case? This apparent interest 

in ensuring Turkish language fluency is also interesting; language fluency is not a requirement for 

those seeking Turkish citizenship through marriage but can be considered an indicator of 

integration and/or overall “Turkishness.” As discussed in Chapter 2, maintaining the national 

identity is a key component of the ongoing nation-building project. As such, those who show 

conformance with the current understanding of the national identity—or at least a sufficient degree 

of integration so as not to be perceived as a threat to that identity—are more likely to be seen as 

“deserving” or “worthy” of citizenship. 

8.3 2010-2019: Institutionalization of the Citizenship Application Review Commission 

Law No. 5901 (2009) was implemented via Regulation 2010/139. Under this regulation, the 

Deputy Provincial Governor and representatives from the Provincial Police Directorate, Provincial 

National Education Directorate, and Economics Ministry comprise the Citizenship Application 

Review Commission (CARC), which is tasked with investigating whether the marriage is “real” 
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or made to acquire Turkish citizenship.46 Though the procedures set out in the regulation specify 

the applicant and spouse are to be questioned separately and together to make this determination 

of authenticity, actual practices—and areas of inquiry—vary widely. Interestingly, the attorneys 

and consultants interviewed had very different ideas about the goals and questions of the CARC. 

According to Erkan, consultant, the CARC interview: 

… estimates knowledge on Turkish culture and determines whether the migrant feels Turkish. They [the 
CARC] consider Turkish language and history of Turkey the most important. For example, they ask questions 
on Ataturk or the presidents or significant state officials spontaneously. Sometimes, two stanzas of the 
national anthem are asked (June 12, 2019). 

Deniz (an attorney) and Ahmet (a consultant) stated the CARC seeks to evaluate whether an 

applicant’s lifestyle is compatible with Turkish culture and customs and whether the individual 

will be able to integrate into Turkish society. Ahmet further notes the CARC evaluates the 

applicant’s moral character. F൴şek and Cansu, both consultants, challenge this assertion and 

emphasize the CARC is only concerned with whether the applicant and spouse live in family unity. 

These different understandings of the CARC, based on attorney and consultant experiences 

with it, indicate the CARC may seek to achieve wildly different goals, leading to very different 

experiences with the CARC for marriage-based naturalization applicants. I spoke with 14 fourteen 

people—13 women and one man—who applied for marriage-based naturalization during the 

period 2010-2019 about their experiences with the CARC. Originally from Sweden, “Klara” was 

working in the tourism industry when she met and married her husband in the late 1990s. Similar 

to several others, Klara chose to apply for citizenship in 2010 so she would be able to more easily 

work legally and no longer have to apply for visas and residence permits. In fact, she notes she 

and her husband actually chose to marry so she could get citizenship and take advantage of the 

convenience it offered. When Klara was interviewed by the CARC, she says it felt like more of a 

formality, and they showed little concern about the possibility of a fake marriage. She recalls 

having a brief chat with the CARC about her life in Turkey and how she made her living. She 

 
46 During the period 2010-2019, 13 of 82 (16%) of survey respondents report that neither they nor their spouse were 

interviewed as part of the application process (neither by the police nor the Citizenship Application Review 

Commission). Most interviewees, however, were interviewed by one or both. This seems to indicate that interviews 

are commonly—if not always—performed. 
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notes, “Where I got my money from was the important question for them. It took maybe 2-3 

minutes; it was very, very short.” Adeline had a similar experience. She says she was asked very 

general questions such as her profession, how long she had lived in Turkey, and the household 

monthly income. 

“David,” the son of a Swedish mother and Tunisian father, lives in Ankara. David met his 

wife online, through a music sharing program, and moved to Turkey to be with her. They married 

in 2010; he applied for citizenship in 2015. When David met with the CARC in late 2016, he was 

asked why he wanted to become a citizen, though he says it seemed to be a source of pride that a 

European was applying for citizenship. He recalls having to learn the national anthem and sing it 

for the CARC interview. Notably, Klara, Adeline, and David were interviewed with their spouses 

present; none were interviewed separately. 

From the physical setup of the room to how the interview is handled, applicants’ 

experiences can be strikingly different. Instead of facing a single table filled with officials like 

Ekaterina, Michelle recalls a somewhat informal setup, with two couches and a long table, and 

several people seated on the sofas. The moment the interview started, however, 

They immediately started firing Turkish at me that was so fast, it was like from a comedy movie. Even my 
husband said they were speaking too fast for him to understand half of it. He said to them “if you speak a bit 
slower, she will understand you.” But then they didn’t speak to me after that. They just spoke to him about 
his job (September 4, 2019). 

While her own interview was uneventful, Evelyn from the U.K. recalls, 

There was a Dutch lady there on the same day as me. I’m 32; She was a good 20-something years older than 
me. She got asked some personal questions; they don’t mince their words. They said, “why do you want 
citizenship; we take it, at your age, your husband is just marrying you for your money.” They don’t mess 
around (May 30, 2019). 

Iris experienced this firsthand. Iris was interviewed solely with her husband and continued 

to struggle speaking Turkish at the CARC interview. Her husband was told he would not be 

allowed to assist her, and she would have to answer everything in Turkish. Iris misunderstood the 

first question, and says, 

They just spoke to my husband the whole time after that. They didn’t ask me another question. At the end, 
they spoke to Mehmet, and the chairman said to me “you must go to school, and you must learn Turkish.” 
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Then he said to my husband “when your wife comes back, she will be expected to answer everything in 
Turkish.” Also, my husband told me a few days ago that he said, “she will be very lucky to get it.” Apparently 
on the way out, he could hear them discussing it, with one person saying they wanted to give it and another 
saying he didn’t (June 28, 2019). 

Melissa, who is from the United States, had a similarly interesting interview with the 

CARC. She recalls, 

They took my husband in first and I heard some shouting inside, which was a little disconcerting. I couldn’t 
tell what was going on. My husband came out with a grim look on his face. He later told me that they had 
given him trouble. […] Apparently when my husband came in, the vice-governor […] made some rude 
comments about me and my husband (May 30, 2019). 

Then it was her turn with the CARC. After confirming her name, the vice-governor claimed he 

had seen Melissa looking “harshly” at her husband when he passed them in the hallway earlier. He 

told Melissa, “I just assumed you were Russian because you were treating your husband badly. 

You shouldn’t treat our aslan gibi oğlumuz [lionlike] men like that. We are proud of our Turkish 

citizens; you shouldn’t treat your Turkish husband that way.” Because Melissa had also taken a 

Turkish middle name, in addition to her husband’s surname, the CARC wanted additional 

information: 

He [the vice-governor] said, “oh, I see that you’ve chosen a Muslim name, so you must have converted, 
right?” I said, “oh, does it say that? I actually didn’t put that on my application.” He said “oh, don’t you like 
Islam? Don’t you respect Islam” or something like that. I said “I do. I respect it but I haven’t chosen to 
convert. Duşunuyorum.” […] He said, “oh, have you learned of Islam and from whom?” I said, “from my 
mother-in-law; she taught me how to pray.” Which he seemed satisfied by. Then he started asking questions 
about my religious practice. He said, “do you go to church?” […] Then he started asking about my family, 
my in-laws. “What do your in-laws think about you, as a Christian, marrying into the family? Do they approve 
of you? Do they like you? Do they want you?” […] Then they asked about my family. “Have they visited 
you in Turkey?” I said “no.” “Why haven’t they? Don’t they like Turkey? […] Are they religious? Do they 
go to church?” (May 30, 2019).  

According to Melissa, “It seemed like they were trying to determine if I was a missionary or if I 

had some kind of secret agenda.” After they asked about her adopted siblings, the CARC continued 

on the subject of family, asking whether Melissa had any children. 

Overall, applicants’ experiences with the CARC demonstrate some level of concern with 

fake marriages but a significantly higher level of concern with applicants’ “Turkishness,” 

including how well applicants speak Turkish, their knowledge of the national anthem, even their 

religious practices. This adds support to statements from Erkan, Deniz, and Ahmet, who all 

indicate the CARC is more concerned with applicants’ knowledge of Turkey and its customs, how 
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well they will integrate, and even applicants’ moral character than rooting out fake marriages. This 

also indicates a strong connection between marriage-based naturalization and the nation-building 

activities of the state,  

8.4 Conclusion 

While the Citizenship Application Review Commission was not officially instituted for marriage-

based naturalization applicants until Law No. 5901 (2009) was enacted, some applicants needed 

to undergo this third step in the application process. Interview and survey data indicate significant 

variation in whether interviews occurred and who was interviewed. Even after interviews with the 

CARC became required, not all applicants or their partners were interviewed. Moreover, we can 

see significant variation in the types of questions asked by the CARC. While interviews with the 

CARC are ostensibly meant to ascertain the validity of the marriage, they often focus as much—

if not more so—on indications of “Turkishness” (e.g., knowledge of Turkish language, culture, 

and religion) and children, highlighting an apparent preference for applicants who are performing 

the Turkish identity in specific ways. This is also be linked to the current Turkish context. Not 

only has heightened anti-immigrant sentiment likely affected the naturalization process itself, 

making it more challenging to navigate, but the national identity has also been under challenge. 

The state, therefore, may be seeking to reinforce specific conceptions of the Turkish national 

identity by ensuring marriage-based naturalization applicants are correctly performing this identity. 

Overall, interviewees experiences with the CARC have raised two important areas to 

address. First, applicants’ experiences, specifically the roles of gender, identity, and the public 

interest in an ongoing nation-building project, should be examined. Second, the reported variability 

in CARC interviews raises an important question: when does bureaucratic discretion amount to a 

de facto policy? In the next chapter, I will specifically discuss both of these areas: the interview 

themes of identity, gender, reproductivity, and the public interest vis-à-vis the literature review 

and the question of what constitutes a de facto policy. 
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CHAPTER 9. THEMES FROM THE LITERATURE AND 

RESPONDENT LIVED EXPERIENCES: GENDER, REPRODUCTIVITY, 

IDENTITY, AND THE PUBLIC INTEREST 

9.1 Introduction 

Even for those with an individual residence permit, life without citizenship can be daunting and 

precarious. A foreigner married to a Turkish spouse—and thus potentially eligible for 

citizenship—therefore has incentives and pressures to naturalize if they plan to remain in Turkey. 

While these incentives and pressures are not unique to marriage-based citizenship applicants, these 

applicants are uniquely positioned within the citizenship law and attendant regulations in not being 

required to speak Turkish, reside in Turkey for a specific period of time, or show other indications 

of integration. In line with the literature, I have shown that these types of requirements for (most) 

would-be citizens are reinforcing the contours of the Turkish identity and are explicitly considered 

part of an ongoing nation-building project. The exemption for marriage-based applicants would 

appear to except them from the ongoing nation-building project. Instead, I provide evidence that 

bureaucratic discretion applied during the naturalization application process frequently imposes 

many of the same requirements, thereby making the process of naturalization for marriage-based 

citizenship applicants an unofficial part of this ongoing nation-building project. 

In this chapter, I first examine specific themes raised in the interviews (identity, gender, 

and the public interest) vis-à-vis the themes presented in the literature review (the national identity, 

gender, and bureaucratic discretion in service of the ongoing nation-building project). This is 

followed by a discussion on how the Turkish state polices the marriage, culture, and/or national 

identity of marriage-based citizenship applicants as a means of protecting the Turkish national 

identity. I then turn to the question of bureaucratic discretion and de facto policy. 

9.2 Naturalization and the ongoing nation-building project 

Citizenship policy is a critical component of nation-building as it delineates members and non-

members, who the state is meant to protect, and who is excluded. Perhaps particularly for 

destination and transit countries of immigration, naturalized citizenship plays a significant role in 
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ongoing nation-building, reinforcing conceptions of the state and the national identity. To some 

extent, citizenship policies of a state may be seen as a reflection of contemporaneous culture, 

political will, economic interests, markets and international institutions  (Brubaker, 1992; Jacobson, 

1996; Joppke, 1998; Kymlicka & Norman, 1994). At the same time, both citizenship policies and 

how they are applied in practice reinforce specific understandings of the state, which may be at 

odds with these competing interests. Moreover, as Weldon (2006) found, cultural traditions 

governing state membership are embodied within citizenship laws and regulations, resulting in a 

strong relationship between the laws governing citizenship and citizens’ tolerance of ethnic 

minorities. Thus, despite apparent convergence and liberalization in citizenship policy, it is used 

explicitly and implicitly to reinforce symbolic borders and national conceptions of who belongs 

within the state.  

9.3 Identity: State expectations and applicant performances 

As Bauböck (2006b, p. 16) notes, the definition of citizenship encompasses “…individual practices, 

dispositions and identities attributed to, or expected from those who hold [citizen] status.” As 

expressed by citizens and society, these characteristics noted by Bauböck create and reify the 

national identity and the moral boundaries of the state. Individual and collective identities—their 

perception and negotiation—are a crucial component of the nation-building project. For the nation-

state, the national identity—and its limits—may be expressed in terms of shared language, culture, 

and/or ethnic or ethno-religious identity. While those who seek to naturalize via so-called “regular” 

citizenship are subject to integration requirements as a means of restricting would-be citizens to 

those sharing the same identity characteristics, international pressure and internal demographics 

have frequently resulted in the exclusion of marriage-based naturalization applicants from these 

types of requirements. It is for this reason that marriage-based naturalization, in particular, can 

pose a threat to understandings of the national identity and thus the ongoing nation-building project 

(Bonjour & de Hart, 2013; Cole, 2014; de Hart, 2015a; Orgad, 2016). While various states have 

responded by imposing cultural assimilation requirements as a prerequisite for citizenship—even 

immigration—this is not the case for those seeking citizenship through marriage in Turkey. This 

crucial theme of identity, however, becomes apparent through interviews as applicants discuss 

their experiences with unwritten integration requirements and performance of the Turkish identity. 
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At the applicant level, Turkey does not have the same stringent expectations of (female) 

marriage migrants of states like South Korea or Japan (e.g., full assimilation into and reproduction 

of the dominant culture, including gendered caregiving responsibilities),47 but interviews indicate 

there is an expectation that marriage migrants be aware of and integrated into Turkish cultural 

activities and norms to a significant degree. For most attorneys and consultants I spoke with, 

interactions with the Citizenship Application Review Commission (CARC) are intended to gauge 

applicants’ integration into Turkish society and culture—regardless of applicants’ naturalization 

pathway—as much as whether the marriage forming the basis for the application is genuine. 

According to Cansu, Murat, and Erkan, consultants, the CARC gauges applicant’s level of 

integration based on answers to proxy questions about Turkish history or preparing Turkish food, 

whether applicant can sing or recite the national anthem, and applicant’s Turkish language skills. 

Erkan (consultant) specifically notes that the CARC asks questions “about Turkey and being a 

Turk,” which may include questions about famous Turks, political figures, family life, and/or 

current events. 

As discussed in Chapter 8, when it comes to the CARC interview, applicants must 

essentially perform their understanding of the Turkish identity, the individual practices and 

attitudes referenced by Bauböck (2006b). This could be in regard to Islam, having children, and 

family life (as in Melissa’s case) or may involve other aspects of “Turkishness,” including 

language skills. As Piller (2001) points out, the importance of a shared language as part of the 

national identity is ideologically driven (e.g., “one nation, one language”). This emphasis on a 

single shared language has long been part of the Turkish context but has not necessarily been 

applied to marriage-based naturalization applicants; higher levels of skill may serve as another 

indicator of “Turkishness.” 

In addition to (unofficially) testing applicant’s language skills, CARC officials may also 

applicant’s association with the Turkish identity in another way: requiring the applicant to sing or 

recite all or part of the national anthem. While many of the attorneys and consultants interviewed 

indicated that knowledge of the national anthem was no longer required of applicants, the 

 
47 See, for example, Cheng (2011); J. Kim & Kwon (2012); M. Kim (2013); Le Bail (2017); Moon (2015). 
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experience was very common among applicant interviewees. According to Gilboa and Bodner 

(2009), hearing the national anthem of one’s home state is associated with feelings of community 

and patriotism. Waterman (2019) argues that  national anthems are created and utilized by the state 

in order to generate such feelings among citizens.48 Officials requiring that applicants sing or recite 

the national anthem may therefore be attempting to either instill such feelings in applicants or 

testing whether applicants have feelings of patriotism, pride, and community toward Turkey. As 

an expression of knowledge of Turkey and Turkish culture, knowledge of the national anthem goes 

somewhat beyond what is expected of native-born Turkish citizens. As Kaan (attorney) notes, 

“Turks don't even know [it]! Go out on the street, choose a random guy, and ask him to say it; he 

can't say [the anthem] from beginning to end.” 

Perhaps the clearest indication of the importance of identity in the naturalization 

application process is when the applicant is denied citizenship based on a component of their 

identity. Inessa is from Russia and is the head of a Russian cultural organization in the province 

where she lives. She and her husband moved to Turkey in 2005 with their four children. She did 

not apply for citizenship right away because she was not sure if she wanted to stay in Turkey. She 

eventually realized she felt more comfortable in Turkey than in Russia and decided to apply for 

citizenship in 2011. She recalls the CARC asked very simple, superficial questions and did not 

seem concerned. Then, in October 2012, she received notice that her naturalization application had 

been rejected because she “represented a danger to the Turkish Republic.” Inessa and her husband 

hired an attorney and filed an appeal; they wanted the court to explain how she represented a 

danger. She received a ruling from the court confirming the decision to deny her citizenship and 

providing more detailed information about the denial. Inessa’s application was denied for two 

primary reasons: first, because she is in contact with representatives of the embassy and consulate 

of the Russian Federation; and second, because she was accused of missionary activity. Inessa 

does not deny being in contact with representatives of the Russian government through the 

consulate and embassy. She explains that, due to her role in the Russian cultural organization, 

 
48 He notes, however, that national anthems are less effective in generating feelings of patriotism and connection 

among members of the state’s minority and/or marginalized communities as they may also serve to exaggerate 

differences (Waterman, 2019).  
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people often approach her and other staff members for assistance, which requires they contact the 

consulate. She insists she has never participated in missionary activity, though she did help collect 

signatures from other Christians on a petition encouraging the building of a new Orthodox 

Christian church. After her naturalization application was denied, when Inessa next renewed her 

family residence permit, she received a visit from the gendarmerie seeking to verify her marriage, 

where their four children were born, and their age. She has noticed the residence permit process 

becoming more difficult but is resolved to remain in Turkey. 

“Michelle” was also denied for citizenship but does not know why; she would have to 

travel to Antalya from Alanya to find out, as she never received a letter or official statement. 

Originally from the U.K., Michelle moved to Turkey in 2008—long before she met her (now ex) 

husband. After her application was denied, she eventually got divorced and has decided to return 

to the U.K. She links both her divorce and her decision to return to the U.K. to her failed 

naturalization application. Reflecting on the situation, she says, “I think being turned down for 

citizenship […] I was so upset. I found it […] a massive rejection. It sounds silly even when I’m 

saying it, but that’s how it felt. Like I don’t belong. That’s how I felt, and that’s how I feel.”  

For Michelle, Turkey’s rejection of her as a would-be citizen was also an unwritten 

rejection of a fundamental part of her identity: her religion. Having spent more than a decade living 

in Turkey, Michelle believes growing Islamization is erasing the “secular” component of the 

Turkish state and national identity. She connects this to both the ruling party and society, saying, 

“I actually think it has come down from the government. I think it starts at the top with Erdoğan. 

I think he instructs the officials. I think the whole thing is going through to the public from him.” 

She believes this is behind some of the changes she has seen in Turkey that add to her feeling of 

not belonging, saying, “Prejudice is getting more. […] Turks are getting much more prejudiced 

against foreigners generally and Christians particularly. It’s so difficult now to just get your ikamet. 

They’re just making everything more and more difficult.” Once openly Christian, Michelle has 

stopped wearing her cross in public because people seem so offended by it. She says she has heard 

people speaking in Turkish about her, calling her a “dirty Christian” and saying it’s a “disgusting 

religion.” 
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9.4 Gender: The expected roles of women and gendered vulnerabilities 

Statistical data indicate that while only slightly more women than men immigrate to Turkey 

(901,179 women vs. 890,857 men), they marry Turkish citizens more than four times as often 

(242,635 women vs. 49,805 men) and, according to the most recent data available (2000-2011), 

seek naturalization through marriage at strikingly higher rates than men: more than five times as 

often for the top ten countries of origin (see Error! Reference source not found. and Error! 

Reference source not found.). While the current laws and regulations governing citizenship 

acquisition are gender neutral, the strongly gendered patterns of immigration and citizenship still 

have an impact on the naturalization application process. This can be seen in the reproductive role 

expected by officials throughout the naturalization application process, the type of relationship 

perceived as a “real” marriage, and the gendered vulnerabilities resulting from marriage and 

naturalization patterns. 

Yuval-Davis (1996) and de Hart (2015a) have both written extensively on gender roles in 

nation-building, particularly with regard to women’s reproductive roles. Kofman (2004), further 

asserts that state immigration and citizenship controls related to marriage force applicants to 

conform to specific understandings of their gender roles, particularly the reproductive roles of 

women. This became important for several interviewees. As Ada notes, “Children are kind of a 

national fixation; you are asked by everybody [about kids] because the purpose of a woman is to 

get married and carry children.” In fact, if applicant has children with the Turkish spouse, many 

attorneys and consultants encourage applicant to bring their child(ren) to any appointments or 

interviews in the process to prove how much of a “family unit” they are. Evelyn recalls she was 

told “You have to take the children; you’re not allowed to not take the children with you. At the 

time, my daughter was in crèche, and I asked if I could leave her there and just go. But no, you 

have to all come together to everything.” Cansu (consultant) and Mary (attorney) from Istanbul 

also note that applicants with children experience an easier time. According to Erkan, another 

consultant, this is because “having a child […] indicates an unbreakable tie.” Fişek (consultant) 

calls children a “fundamental” component of family unity. Kaan, an attorney in the Antalya region, 

goes a bit further and asserts that a child born after the wedding is what makes the marriage a “real” 

one. 
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Applicants who do not have children with their spouse may navigate this issue differently. 

David and his wife brought his step-daughter—his wife’s child from a previous marriage—with 

them to various appointments. He was not asked whether they planned to have additional children. 

Melissa had also heard through social media and other network connections that people who have 

children with their Turkish spouse experience a much faster and easier process. Though she and 

her partner do not have children, she kept this in mind during her interviews. She recalls, 

They asked me “don’t you have any children?” I said “no, not yet.” I said it in kind of a sad tone. I’ve heard 
that it helps in the application process if you have children. So, I said something like “İnşallah,” and they 
accepted that (May 30, 2019). 

For older applicants, this focus on reproduction can be an issue. Both Iris and Michelle are 

older applicants. Iris was in her late 40s when she married in 2015; she cannot have children, 

though her (Turkish) doctor took her and her husband to task for not trying harder. The CARC 

reacted in a similar fashion, haranguing Iris’ husband about their lack of children. Michelle was 

also asked about children. She says,  

They asked us if we’d got any children and why not. I said, “what are you talking about? I’m 53! My kids 
are grown up.” He’s not a 20-year-old waiter; he’s 50 as well. But he hasn’t got any kids, and they seemed 
to think it was strange (September 4, 2019). 

While Evelyn was waiting for her turn with the Commission, she met a Dutch woman in 

her mid-50s who fell in love with her Turkish husband after her first husband had died of cancer. 

She believes that older people, older women in particular, have a more difficult time obtaining 

citizenship through marriage. In Evelyn’s province, the CARC interviewed each applicant in front 

of the others. As Evelyn recalls, “[the CARC] said ‘why do you want citizenship? You don’t have 

kids. We take it, at your age, your husband is just marrying you for your money.’ They don’t seem 

to understand that love can come at any age; that’s what I thought was quite disturbing in a way.” 

 Children may provide evidence of family unity and/or of a “real marriage,” but they are 

also the focus of significant state efforts to inculcate the national identity, as well as norms and 

practices related to family life. The focus of officials evaluating the application therefore shifts 

from the foreign spouse—generally the wife—as the applicant to the family as the applicant. As 

Pellander (2015), Williams (2010), Acar and Altunok (Acar & Altunok, 2013) and Kofman (2004), 

among others, note, the state has an interest in regulating intimate and family practices, particularly 
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for those applying for citizenship through marriage. In effect, this means family practices and/or 

dynamics are open to questioning and criticism. When Iris and her husband were interviewed by 

the CARC, for example, she recalls, 

They asked about his background, about his previous marriage. They asked about my family and if he had 
met them. They asked about his family. In public, my husband is very much a no emotion, no physical contact 
kind of person; it’s just the way he is. So, we sat apart on the sofa, and he told them that he loved me very 
much and so on. The chairman told him “Sit next to your wife.” Then he said to my husband, “promise me 
you’ll not divorce her like you have already divorced your first wife.” He made Mehmet translate that to me 
(June 28, 2019). 

This focus on family and intimate practices is meant to ensure the success of the ongoing 

nation-building project, that couples’ values and behavior, both public and private, are “compatible 

with Turkish culture and customs,” i.e., that they fit within socio-cultural practices and 

understandings of what it means to be Turkish. This occurs within the context of growing 

Islamization and focus on the family by the AKP. As Coşar & Yeğenoğlu (2011) note, “[the AKP] 

has also been persistent in its conservative approach to womanhood, shaped first and foremost in 

terms of the familial sphere on the basis of religious-nationalist understanding.” Kaya (2015) also 

notes a strong emphasis on the family in AKP policy and states, “The AKP's approach to women 

also deserves particular attention: it tends to see family and marriage as the natural course for 

women.” Kaya (2015) cites statements made by Erdoğan about women and abortion, changes in 

abortion availability and procedures, and decreasing female employment in Turkey as evidence of 

this approach. It is also worth noting that, according to Acar and Altunok (Acar & Altunok, 2013), 

AKP government rhetoric is traceable to specific Islamic teachings that prescribe and/or stigmatize 

particular behaviors and the law has been instrumentalized to achieve moral purposes based on 

this rhetoric. The attempted criminalization of adultery and institutionalization of abortion without 

anesthesia (as “punishment”) at public hospitals noted by Kaya (2015) are clear examples of this 

and further indicate that even when such rhetoric does not become law, it has a demonstrable effect. 

As such, I argue that government rhetoric is a contributing factor in the use of bureaucratic 

discretion supporting a specific understanding of the national identity. 

 Gendered and ethnicized immigration, marriage, and naturalization patterns in Turkey also 

create patterns of vulnerabilities. As in many other states, an immigrant’s ability to access the labor 

market is tied to the type of visa s/he was granted. A family residence permit, for example, does 
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not allow the foreign spouse access to the labor market; this must be applied for separately with 

sponsorship from the perspective employer. Because the vast majority of foreign spouses are 

women, this reifies the male’s role as the primary (or sole) breadwinner, encouraging dependence 

on the Turkish spouse and exacerbating the potential vulnerability of the foreign spouse. If the 

foreign spouse does not speak a sufficient amount of Turkish, s/he may not even be aware that 

citizenship is an option if the couple already meets the three-year marriage requirement. Unlike 

many other states, Turkey’s requirement for foreign spouses is based on the length of the marriage, 

not residence within the state itself.49 Inessa, for example, was eligible for citizenship when she 

moved to Turkey in 2004. Her husband declined it on her behalf when he applied for her family 

residence permit. In a similar fashion, the Turkish spouse may also deny their spouse citizenship 

during the police/gendarmerie interview and/or home inspection phase of the naturalization 

application process. According to several interviewees, it is at this time, while the partners are 

separated, that the investigator asks the Turkish spouse if s/he consents to the foreign spouse 

gaining Turkish citizenship. This is asked in addition to questions seeking to determine the veracity 

of the marriage. According to Ahmet, a consultant, “If the Turkish spouse answers in the negative, 

the standard procedures continue. Approximately eight months or one year later the applicant 

receives a denial. But explanations for the denial are never provided.” When I expressed my 

surprise and asked other attorneys and consultants about such situations, I was told it did not occur 

frequently but Kaan, Ayşe, and Deniz have also had clients—women—experience this situation.  

 Overall, interviews with marriage-based naturalization applicants and attorneys and 

consultants illustrate the impact of the strongly gendered patterns of immigration and 

naturalization. From women’s role in biological and cultural reproduction to the importance (and 

gendered role) of the family in government rhetoric and policy, interviews indicate that 

naturalization officials, police and CARC members alike, are concerned with specific 

performances of gender identity that relate to the “Turkish” identity. While this research cannot 

speak to the variety of questions men may be asked or the encounters they specifically may have 

 
49 Turkey’s lack of a residence requirement for marriage-based naturalization may be another manifestation of its 

favorable policies toward Turkish emigrants and the diaspora described by Kadirbeyoğlu (2010) and may encourage 

return migration. 
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with officials, it is clear that there are often unwritten expectations of women who apply for 

marriage-based naturalization related to reproductive and caregiving work. 

9.5 Bureaucratic discretion and the public interest 

Naturalization decisions made by bureaucratic officials serve as indicators of formal state policies 

and informal understandings of the nation, citizenship, and the public interest. While Turkey is a 

centralized state, there remains significant room for discretion in bureaucratic officials’ work, from 

frontline decision-making to policy interpretation. Just as importantly, as Aras and Yorulmazlar 

(2018) have noted, the bureaucracy sees itself as the protector of the nation and its founding 

principles. With this in mind, a significant component of naturalization highlighted by interviews 

is the discretionary nature of both what constitutes “national security” and/or the “public interest” 

and what constitutes a threat to either. While it is possible these are defined by the central 

government, there are sufficient variations that would seem to indicate a certain amount of latitude 

in areas of focus. Ahmet, a consultant in Ankara who has been in business for 18 years, highlights 

regional differences in how national security is defined by bureaucratic officials: “In Western cities, 

such as Ankara and Istanbul, involvement in prostitution for women or drug-related activities for 

men are topics of particular attention. In Hatay and in provinces, located further east, [more 

attention is paid] to terrorism.” Ahmet asserts that the “public interest,” on the other hand, has been 

defined as “leading a lifestyle compatible with Turkish customs and traditions.” He says, “This 

expression—leading a lifestyle, compatible with Turkish customs and traditions—is not a 

colloquial one. This exact expression [for the public interest] is used by the Directorate General of 

Population and Citizenship Affairs.” By comparison, Başar, an attorney in Istanbul, emphasizes 

the importance of the political climate in defining the characteristics that might be seen as a threat 

to national security and/or the public interest. For example, he posits how a recent political clash 

between Turkey and Norway, combined with perceptions of Norwegians as “activists” and 

“atheists,” could impact bureaucratic review of an application. In his view, “activism” could be 

seen as a threat by the government, and the latter is perceived as a threat by the public (see, for 

example, Freedom House, 2023; Gurini, 2018; Hurriyet Daily News, 2017; Stockholm Center for 

Freedom, 2023). He says: 
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Nowadays, we have some kind of political situations. [… Imagine] you are coming from Norway where most 
of the population is activists. And your husband is Turkish. Okay, you love each other, and you’ve been 
married more than three years, and your financial status is perfect, and you want to live in the lovely country 
of Turkey. However, the officer who is going to be reviewing your case is thinking, “Okay, this woman, why 
is she coming from Norway where she can make 60,000 euros per month? […] She’s going to come here, 
spread atheism through Turkish youth and poison their minds!” That’s what I’m telling you; [public interest] 
is so vague (April 10, 2019). 

 Not all attorneys and consultants agreed, however, and many took great care to stress the 

naturalization process as impartial when it comes to demographic characteristics such as gender 

or national origin. They focus on the technical aspects of the application, whether the written 

requirements have been met, and minimize the role of any potential discretion. Erkan, a consultant 

in Istanbul who has handled more than 400 cases of naturalization through marriage, was asked if 

there were people who might face additional scrutiny or be questioned more carefully. He responds, 

“What you must know is that there are no prejudices against any countries. No one is denied or 

demographically blamed. No one says that Russians and Kyrgyz people are [bad]. The real causes 

are security and ethics.” İlk൴n, a consultant in Antalya who handles around 100 cases of 

naturalization per year, largely agrees with Erkan, though he does allow for differing 

documentation requirements based on applicant’s origin. He notes, “It doesn't matter from which 

country the person comes from. But there is something else regarding African countries; health is 

important. Health examinations are also important; they ask for such things if the person is from 

Africa, but most especially from South Africa.” Even as these interviewees seem to stress the 

process as impartial, they implicitly accept the presence of biases (e.g., marriage-based 

naturalization applicants from certain places are judged a higher security risk and those from Africa 

a greater health risk). 

The differing accounts by attorneys and consultants could indicate that bureaucratic 

discretion plays a larger role than recognized, particularly when it comes to questions of national 

security and/or the public interest. While other respondents know people who have been denied 

citizenship under this provision and can speculate as to the causes, it is the lived experience of 

“Inessa” that truly provides insight into how bureaucratic discretion in matters of national security 

and/or the public interest can be applied to marriage-based naturalization applicants. 

Inessa, who was denied Turkish citizenship because she “represented a danger to the 

Turkish Republic” believes her denial was neither due to her contact with the Russian embassy 
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nor the petition she assisted with. Instead, Inessa believes a particular incident was the determining 

factor in her denial. In 2012, her organization helped organize a Russian cultural festival, and she 

was interviewed by a television reporter. Allegedly, this reporter asked her opinion about the lack 

of foreigners in the Turkish parliament in comparison to Germany, for example. Inessa says,  

I said, “Well, of course, in principle, the Russian diaspora is young and sizeable, and I think that, probably, it 
would also be logical to have their interests represented by someone in the parliament.” He asked, “Would 
you like to become such a representative?” I said, “Why not?” That's it. And after that, the rejection letter 
came (October 22, 2019). 

She goes on to assert a pattern of application denials: 

Now I hear more and more about failed applications. I can’t name you the reasons. But for myself, I made 
the conclusion that the more a person is assimilated into the Turkish environment... As an example, a woman 
starts speaking Turkish only, she converts to Islam ... Here is such a picture. I see that if a woman is busy 
with her family and children, there is a 99 percent chance she will receive her citizenship. And if she is 
politically or socially active, I think that it is already 100 percent clear that she will be denied (October 22, 
2019). 

 Inessa highlights the intersection of the expected performance of gender for would-be 

Turkish women (family-oriented) and the national identity (expectations of assimilation and 

religious conversion) in naturalization applications. These unwritten, unofficial expectations, 

however, are not given as reasons for denial. As Başar—an attorney in Istanbul—notes, “You can’t 

find that kind of [reason] written. It is only as ‘against the public interest.’” As multiple scholars 

have noted, cross-border marriage may undermine the self-conception of the state, leading to the 

state’s interest in ensuring conformity with national identity and practices, which may be achieved 

through naturalization policies imposing formal integration or assimilation requirements 

(Alexander, 2013; Blackledge, 2016; Bonjour & de Hart, 2013; Brubaker, 1992; Castles, 2014; 

Cole, 2014; de Hart, 2006; de Leeuw & van Wichelen, 2012; Eggebo, 2010, 2013; Gutekunst, 

2015; Kofman, 2004; Moon, 2015; Morrice, 2017; Muhleisen et al., 2012; Orgad, 2016; Pellander, 

2015; Sherlock, 2009; Williams, 2010). Where there are no such formal requirements, the 

availability of bureaucratic discretion may create unofficial requirements under the guise of the 

public interest. 

 One of the many ways in which bureaucratic discretion may be applied during the 

naturalization process is in determining what is—and what is a threat to—national security and/or 

the public interest. These ill-defined terms include activities from terrorism to prostitution to not 
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living a lifestyle compatible with Turkish customs and are subject to change with the political 

climate. Differing accounts by attorneys and consultants who work with foreign nationals indicate 

different standards and/or requirements are in place in different areas as a matter of unofficial, 

unwritten policy. Moreover, because the bureaucracy views itself as the protector of the nation, as 

immigration becomes more politicized and public sentiment toward immigrants—particularly 

Syrians—becomes more negative, such unofficial ethnicized policies are likely to become more 

widespread. Bureaucratic officials have already demonstrated they may slow down or even halt 

naturalization applications, using discretion to require additional documentation as well as 

increasing the scope of activities viewed as against national security and/or the public interest. 

9.6 Discussion 

Bureaucratic officials determine not only whether applicants meet the technical qualifications for 

citizenship but also whether they “deserve” to become citizens, policing various aspects of 

applicants’ identities. This issue of deservingness is linked to whether applicants will help maintain 

the nation-state and/or provide resources for state self-reproduction; that is, whether applicants 

will engage in biological and ideological reproduction for the maintenance and benefit of the state 

(Marshall, 1963; Torpey, 2000). Officials’ policing of applicants’ identities may be seen as 

narrowing or filtering the “deserving” to those with strong connections to the national identity, 

thereby mitigating the identity challenges posed by marriage-based citizenship. This positions 

nation-building as an ongoing process, with naturalization as a mechanism for nation-building that 

rests on specific understandings and perpetuation of the national identity and gender roles. These 

understandings act much the same as the biases and stereotypes described by Lipsky (2010), which 

allow officials to routinize and simplify their work, allowing for easier differentiation between 

“worthy” applicants who properly perform these understandings and “unworthy” applicants who 

do not. 

 Because—as Lipsky (2010, p. 85) argues—the discretionary decisions made by 

bureaucratic officials as a routine part of their work often rely on their “occupational and personal 

biases, including the prejudices that blatantly and subtly permeate the society,” it is all too easy to 

reify attitudes that, collectively, amount to (unofficial) policies of bias favoring specific groups 

and/or discriminating against others. As such, it is worth considering when these collective 
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discretionary decisions add up to de facto agency policy. Lipsky (2010) argues the specific 

contexts in which street-level bureaucrats operate require the development of particular decision-

making strategies; this context includes the political, economic, and socio-cultural environment in 

which the agency is situated (e.g., a street-level bureaucrat working in Istanbul would have 

different strategies than in Van or Gaziantep). If similar patterns of disparate outcomes are 

observed, particularly in economically, socially, or culturally different areas, it could be evidence 

that certain biased practices are sufficiently widespread to consider them de facto agency policy 

rather than (unofficial) policy for a single office location. This is also why I follow Evans (2016) 

in widening the focus of this research beyond the street-level to other bureaucratic officials 

exercising discretion in their decision-making and consider the wider context in which such 

officials are acting. I also distinguish between official policy as written policy, which may be 

formally legislated or found in employee handbooks, agency policy manuals, and the like, and de 

facto or unofficial policy as unwritten and comprised of institutionalized collective practices. 

 With all of this in mind, the question then becomes how Turkish citizenship policy—as 

practiced—demonstrates biases and whether these biases amount to unofficial citizenship policies. 

Lack of access to specific figures regarding successful and unsuccessful naturalization applications 

makes discerning larger patterns difficult.50  What that said, survey and interview data indicate 

specific factors, particularly gender, ethnicity, and those related to performance of the national 

identity, have an impact on the naturalization application process. Moreover, requirements related 

to certain types of documentation as well as the performance of gender roles and the national 

identity appear sufficiently widespread as to constitute unofficial policies of citizenship eligibility, 

occurring throughout Turkey and reported by multiple sources. It is not clear, however, whether 

these are meant to slow or impede the process for all marriage-based naturalization applicants, 

making it more difficult for them, or rather these practices are the results of decisions to treat 

marriage-based applicants the same way as “regular” applicants. There is another possibility as 

 
50 Despite multiple requests from myself and the Migration Research Center and Prof. Dr. İçduygu at Koç University, 

the Türkiye İstatistik Kurumu (Turkish Statistical Institute, TUİK) declined to provide additional statistical data on 

successful or unsuccessful marriage-based naturalization applicants. This may be a response to the growing 

politicization of immigration and citizenship in Turkey. 
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well. It is possible that all naturalization applicants are facing more difficulty in naturalizing as 

anti-immigrant sentiment in Turkey increases. 

9.7 Conclusion 

In this chapter, I examined specific themes from the literature review—gender, identity, and 

national security and/or the public interest—for salience in the Turkish context based on 

respondents’ experiences. It is clear that while bureaucratic discretion may be used to facilitate an 

application, it is more often used to hinder (even block) particular types of applicants from gaining 

membership in the nation-state by imposing extra-legal requirements tied to gender and/or identity 

under the guise of national security and/or the public interest. These extra-legal requirements may 

include additional documentation (e.g., related to health, marriage validity, etc.), but may also 

include Turkish language fluency, specific knowledge of Turkish culture, and engaging in Turkish 

cultural practices. These requirements may be enforced by any official during the process, from 

the initial application submission through the final interview with the Citizenship Application 

Review Commission. 

Throughout this research, I argue that citizenship serves as a mechanism of the ongoing 

nation-building project, which also seeks to reinforce a specific understanding of the national 

identity (including prescribed gender roles). As a means of reinforcing this identity—or ensuring 

that marriage-based naturalization applicants conform to it—officials may require applicants to 

essentially perform their understanding of the Turkish national identity throughout the 

naturalization application process in both public and private practices. I also argue that there appear 

to be various unofficial policies in place making it more difficult for some to gain citizenship 

through marriage in Turkey, though whether this is the intended goal is unclear. Moreover, 

interviewees and respondents reported a variety of experiences with the marriage-based 

naturalization application process; this may be due to multiple reasons. This variation may indicate 

discretionary decision making in action, whether in an attempt to bring marriage-based 

applications more in line with “regular” naturalization applications or to give consideration to 

regional or contextual areas of greater concern (e.g., prostitution versus terrorism). On the other 

hand, the variation in respondents’ experiences may also reflect goal and process ambiguity within 
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the agency itself related to the evolving geopolitical context and increasing politicization of 

immigration and citizenship. 
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CHAPTER 10. CONCLUSION:  

10.1 Marriage-based naturalization, informal naturalization policies, and the national 

identity 

International marriage—marriage between those from different countries of origin—can bring 

with it a host of challenges. In addition to the usual legal and practical questions relating to the 

ceremony and embarking on married life, international marriage implicitly brings an outsider into 

a nation and often explicitly grants the potential for citizenship in the state of one’s spouse. In 

many cases, this citizenship bypasses restrictions imposed on “regular” naturalization applicants 

(e.g., language fluency, cultural knowledge, financial status, etc.). As a result, international 

marriage poses challenges to the state and national identity in a way that other types of immigration 

do not, and the state may then respond with policies and/or practices meant to strengthen the 

national identity. In the case of marriage-based naturalization, some states have done so by 

explicitly ensuring these types of requirements apply to marriage-based naturalization applicants. 

In Turkey, however, while laws governing marriage-based naturalization are similar to those found 

elsewhere (e.g., the E.U., the U.S.A.), there are no explicit links to integration or nation building 

policies (e.g., language fluency, cultural knowledge), nor are there requirements that the marriage 

residence period must occur in Turkey. This makes Turkey somewhat of an outlier compared to 

policies seen in other states. 

Recognizing the connection between nation-building policies, including those meant to 

strengthen the national identity, and marriage-based naturalization, this research has examined 

whether and how a specific understanding of the Turkish national identity impacts the process of 

marriage-based naturalization. To do so, I began by examining the Turkish identity itself. A 

national understanding of the Turkish identity as an ethno-religious one is deeply rooted in Turkish 

history and law. While it has been contested by secularism, immigration, multiculturalism, and 

Europeanization, I argue that the territorial, ethnic, and socio-cultural boundaries remain clear in 

the public imagination, as evidenced by AKP activation of this understanding in political discourse 

that is explicitly linked to Islamic populism as well as the increasing level of Islamization and 
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ethnonationalism in Turkey (see, for example, Çirakman, 2011; Gurini, 2018; A. Kaya, 2013b, 

2015; N. Kaya, 2015; Ozsoy, 2022). 

 In order to gauge the impact of the Turkish identity on the experience of marriage-based 

naturalization, this dissertation research includes an online survey and interviews with foreigners 

married to Turkish citizens as well as attorneys and consultants who work with them. I first 

examined statistical data for information regarding the Turkish context and how online survey 

respondents and interviewees compare with the larger population. While there is no data regarding 

the overall population of those who have naturalized via marriage in Turkey, available data does 

indicate factors often linked to immigration to Turkey (e.g., states with larger populations of ethnic 

Turks (or ethnic Kurds), states with strong tourism links with Turkey, and/or states that were part 

of the former U.S.S.R.) are also linked with intermarriage. At the same time, publicly available 

data from TUİK (2022b, 2022c) highlights differences between specific immigrant populations 

and intermarriage rates (as a rough comparison of marriage and population data), where 

populations that may be more recently established, less assimilated into Turkish society, and/or 

originate from states without strong connections to Turkey seem to have much lower rates of 

intermarriage. Compared to the Turkish population as a whole, online survey respondents (and 

their Turkish partners) tend to more educated and better off financially. While online survey 

respondents are not representative of the population of marriage-based Turkish citizens, their 

responses provided invaluable information regarding the naturalization application process. 

I used statistical and survey data to determine whether Turkey is experiencing the 

ethnicized and gendered trends observed in other marriage migration destination states, including 

an emphasis on ensuring the validity of applicant’s marriage and conformance with the national 

identity. Online survey data indicate that respondents with significant differences between partners 

in age or level of education, who have very high (or low) levels of income or education, are from 

Eastern Europe, of specific religious backgrounds, or Kurdish-affiliated were less interested in 

naturalization to begin with, demonstrating an element of self-selection in the process. Women 

were also more likely to be interested in applying for Turkish citizenship than men. This is 

consistent with available data on marriage-based naturalization in Turkey, as in other contexts, 

which highlights indicates both that there are overarching patterns in citizenship acquisition 
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between host country contexts and that certain factors affecting self-selection may be host country-

specific (e.g., which ethnic or religious groups are more/less likely to seek naturalization). Online 

survey data further indicates that those earning less than ₺10,001 are more likely to be interested 

in Turkish citizenship, and those making at least ₺2000 per month more likely to be successful. 

This may indicate that social class serves as a prerequisite to citizenship acquisition, even when 

income requirements are not specified. When it comes to the naturalization process itself, 

applicants with significant differences between partners in age or level of education, who have 

very high (or low) levels of income or education, and/or are “Russian”—factors associated with 

questioned marriage validity in Turkey and elsewhere—seem to experience greater difficulty with 

their naturalization process. Applicants of specific religious backgrounds (e.g., Orthodox Christian, 

other Christian) experienced similar difficulties, as evidenced by the higher percentages of such 

respondents reporting they are still waiting for a determination on their application. While Turkey 

may not match the specific demographics of trends experienced elsewhere (i.e., the particular 

population targeted by naturalization restrictions and/or extralegal requirements), it is clear that it 

is experiencing similar trends in marriage-based naturalization. 

I also sought to determine applicants’ experiences with bureaucratic decision making and 

discretion during the process of marriage-based naturalization, whether discretionary decisions 

have led to informal policies of citizenship eligibility based on specific understandings of the 

Turkish national identity, and whether demographic factors impact applicants’ naturalization 

process. Absent access to bureaucratic officials and lacking official statistical data on 

naturalization rates, such an examination provides an alternative means of understanding potential 

areas of bias and trends in marriage-based naturalization. Moreover, centering applicants’ 

experiences with the naturalization process emphasizes the importance and impact of bureaucratic 

discretion in action. Documentation and interview requirements reported by online survey 

respondents were compared to the requirements listed in legislation and regulations. Interviews 

were conducted to gain more information about applicants’ experiences with the marriage-based 

naturalization process. My findings indicate the continued salience of the ethno-religious 

understanding of the Turkish national identity, which impacts the marriage-based naturalization 

process in multiple ways. 
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First, my findings indicate that there may be an element of self-selection prior to applying 

for naturalization; many individuals who do not conform to the ethno-religious Turkish identity 

appear to be self-selecting out of the naturalization process. Individuals who believe they may be 

marginalized because of their identity characteristics, particularly religious or ethnic identities that 

have been problematized throughout Turkish history (e.g., Jewish, Kurdish, Alevi) may opt out of 

citizenship, choosing instead to remain on long-term residence permits. Those choosing not to seek 

naturalization tend to be better situated economically and better educated, as well as born in 1980 

or after. These demographic characteristics may mitigate economic and/or social pressure to 

naturalize. At the same time, while inconclusive, findings from the online survey suggest that a 

significant number of those who do not want Turkish citizenship feel that Turkish citizenship is 

“not worth it.” This could be due to reasons related to Turkish politics, the second-most frequently 

cited reason for not being interested in Turkish citizenship. While practical concerns, such as those 

related to the Turkish economy and/or labor market also played a role in the decision not to seek 

naturalization, respondents also expressed concerns about their rights. As highlighted in Chapter 

4, growing Islamization and ethnonationalism, alongside the politicization of immigration, may 

make immigrants (and potential citizens) feel unwelcome, as expressed in their choice of 

citizenship. 

Further, after an individual has applied for citizenship, survey and interview data indicate 

bureaucratic discretion in decision making may also utilize this understanding of the Turkish 

national identity to make it more difficult for some applicants to gain citizenship. I argue that a 

specific understanding of the Turkish identity, an ethno-religious one with specific perspectives 

on gender, is also evident in decisions related to who is permitted past this symbolic national 

boundary—who is permitted to become Turkish—despite legislation and/or regulation(s) in place. 

In part, this is because marriage-based naturalization intersects with and may challenge societal 

conceptions and national norms, particularly those related to family life and the national identity. 

In response to these challenges, the state may create or strengthen its moral boundaries, requiring 

(and investigating) conformance with national norms and the national identity. 

Using online survey data and applicant interviews, this research has demonstrated that 

informal policies of eligibility for naturalization are applied inconsistently but frequently 
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throughout the provinces of Turkey, leading to disparate impacts on applicants. Moreover, 

interviews indicate these policies are often related to aspects of the Turkish identity and practices. 

According to attorneys and/or consultants who work with marriage-based naturalization applicants 

as well as applicants themselves, in addition to displaying at least some level of language fluency, 

applicants were commonly required to sing or recite the national anthem, answer questions “about 

Turkey and/or being a Turk,” including those about current events, Turkish politics, culture, family 

life (or plans to have children), and/or religious practices. While there is no evidence of official 

policies requiring marriage-based naturalization applicants to assimilate to or “perform” this 

Turkish identity through their use of and/or skill in Turkish knowledge, language, or culture—

yet—these discretionary requirements reflect unofficial policies of citizenship eligibility roughly 

corresponding with the contours of the national identity and cultural norms, making marriage-

based naturalization an unofficial part of the ongoing nation-building process. Taken together, 

survey and interview data further indicate ethnicized and gendered impacts of bureaucratic 

discretion during the naturalization process. 

While variation in respondents’ experiences may derive from a number of sources—

gatekeeping of the national identity, a desire to bring marriage-based naturalization closer in line 

with other types of naturalization and the ongoing nation-building project, or even goal and process 

ambiguity within the agency—it is also clear that bureaucratic discretion is often being used to 

hinder, even block certain applicants from citizenship by imposing extra-legal requirements tied 

to gender and identity under the guise of national security and/or the public interest. 

10.2 Implications 

These research findings suggest a few larger implications. To begin, it has been reported that 

immigration and naturalization have become more politicized in Turkey over the past decade 

(Ozsoy, 2022; Tremblay, 2017; Uras, 2022). Taking the overall political context into account, this 

research demonstrates how bureaucratic discretion functions in practice, despite a centralized, top-

down administrative structure. Increasing unofficial requirements for marriage-based 

naturalization may reflect a strategy for bureaucratic officials to simplify their work and/or 

conform to the anti-immigrant environment (Lipsky, 2010). Integrating marriage-based 

naturalization, even unofficially, into the ongoing nation-building project may also represent a 
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retrenchment of or a desire to return to traditional (legal and socio-cultural) understandings of the 

Turkish identity as an ethno-religious one with specific socio-cultural practices. As a political goal, 

strengthening the nation-building project and this understanding of the Turkish identity may also 

be linked to growing Islamization and ethnonationalism in Turkey under the AKP (Coşar & 

Yeğenoğlu, 2011; A. Kaya, 2015; Kirişci & Sloat, 2019; Yilmaz, 2017). 

Whether stemming from officials’ work strategies, a response to overt political goals, or 

even goal ambiguity within the agency, the current application of bureaucratic discretion in 

naturalization is part of the weakening of state institutions, particularly the rule of law, reported 

by Kakışım (2018) and Kirişci and Sloat (2019). In the shorter term, the strengthening or 

continuation of these trends will have an effect on who is allowed to naturalize. In their dual role 

as de facto policy makers and as gatekeepers of the symbolic boundary of the state—absent official 

instruction to the contrary—bureaucratic officials are perhaps particularly susceptible to 

heightened politicization of naturalization and anti-immigrant sentiment; these factors establish 

the context in which officials work, provide clues to the direction of future policy making, and 

bestow greater importance on officials’ work in maintaining or reinforcing the boundaries of 

citizenship. To this end, bureacratic officials determine who meets citizenship requirements and 

(re)define what is and is not in the public interest. In the case of Turkey, online survey respondents 

and interviewees report official concern or focus (i.e., documentation demands, 

investigative/police research, and/or interview questions) on whether the marriage-based 

naturalization applicant is a good neighbor, applicants’ family plans or practices, and what their 

religious practicies entail, including whether they engage in “missionary activity.” The growing 

securitization of marriage-based (and other) immigration and naturalization, in which applicants 

are increasingly cast as potential threats to the Turkish state and society, also allows for greater 

flexibility in how the public interest standard is applied. In current practice, this has meant that 

applicants need to essentially perform their understanding of the Turkish identity throughout the 

application process, demonstrating fluency in the language and culture as a means of lessening any 

“threat” they pose. 

Provided that the trends observed by this research continue, there are short term and longer 

term implications. In the near term, for example, an acceptable performance of the Turkish identity 
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could become more universally seen as a necessary component of obtaining citizenship. It could 

even become a matter of official policy to require marriage-based naturalization applicants to 

conform with specific socio-cultural behaviors and attitudes; such policies are in place elsewhere 

for these would-be citizens (Alexander, 2013; Blackledge, 2016; Bonjour & de Hart, 2013; 

Fernandez, 2013) . Officials’ understanding of what constitutes a threat to the public interest may 

also expand to include a wide range of political, social, and cultural behaviors—including those 

not necessarily illegal—to justify prohibiting access to citizenship. Even as marriage-based 

naturalization becomes more difficult, there could be an increase in the number of applicants. 

Because there is not yet an official integration requirement for marriage-based naturalization 

applicants, it may remain the naturalization pathway of choice for those who might not otherwise 

be able to qualify for citizenship. Moreover, recent restrictions on where foreigners may live, 

shutting non-citizens out of thousands of neighborhoods, may provide further incentive for 

residents to naturalize rather than renew a family residence permit. 

In the longer term, these trends could have further impacts in a number of areas, particularly 

the political economy and international relations. First, Turkey has become home to a number of 

diasporas that have maintained close family and economic links with their countries of origin. 

Anti-immigration sentiment expressed through limiting naturalization is bound to affect these ties 

and the capital that results from them, whether in terms of reduced immigration or decreased 

foreign direct investment stemming from a less welcoming attitude toward foreigners. Moreover, 

as a general rule, fewer international investments are made in states with weaker rule of law, 

particularly in a context of growing nationalism, as such investments are seen as riskier. 

10.3 Limitations 

While the survey and interview findings are interesting, there are important limitations to the 

conclusions that can be drawn. First, the availability of statistical data is limited. Specifically, the 

lack of detailed data regarding naturalization rates and citizenship denial rates limits the extent to 

which statistical analyses can be performed. Such data regarding would-be citizens (and denied 

applicants) would be invaluable in determining whether larger patterns exist regarding the impact 

of specific understandings of the Turkish national identity on naturalization. Unfortunately, TUİK 

has declined requests to provide this data. Similarly, the explanatory value of the online survey is 
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limited with regard to the larger population. Many of the respondents were from Western Europe, 

particularly the U.K., and respondents were overwhelmingly female. While I have previously 

noted that the actual population of naturalized foreign spouses is not known, the number of those 

naturalizing (2000-2011) compared to the number of foreigners who married Turks (2009-2021) 

provide some indication of potential applicants, and it is evident that the online survey is not 

representative of the population as a whole. With that in mind, analysis of survey data and trends 

are only intended to apply to survey respondents and cannot be generalized to the larger population. 

By far, the biggest limitation to this research is the lack of interviews with bureaucratic 

officials. Input from officials could have provided additional information regarding specific 

practices, standard operating procedures (and changes in these over time), as well as discussion 

regarding different ways discretion might be applied throughout the naturalization application 

process. Unfortunately, however, despite repeated attempts that included emails (in Turkish), 

phone calls to numbers that appeared to be assigned to officials, and phone calls to the migration 

helpline, I was unable to make email or telephone contact with any bureaucratic officials involved 

in migration decision making. Moreover, due to security concerns following the 2016 attempted 

coup, buildings housing bureaucratic officials were closed to the public without an appointment, 

and appointments were not accepted for foreigners unless the residence card was about to expire. 

Attempts to speak with staff while submitting renewal paperwork were not successful.  

Despite these limitations, however, this study provides a novel perspective on the ways in 

which national understanding of the Turkish identity can impact the naturalization application 

process. By examining the experiences of naturalization applicants (micro) and consultants who 

work with a number of migrants (meso), this research is a multi-level exploration of factors 

affecting the naturalization process itself, going beyond asking who chooses to naturalize and why 

and asking, instead, what barriers or challenges naturalization applicants face in a context where 

ethno-religious identity has governed naturalization since the inception of the state. This is really 

only possible to ask in the case of marriage-based citizenship acquisition as the marriage itself 

forms the basis to acquire citizenship. While other applicants may be denied for any number of 

reasons, it is in examining marriage-based applicants in particular that we can explore the impact 

of identity apart from other potentially mitigating factors. 
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10.4 Recommendations for future research 

This research has focused on the experiences of marriage-based naturalization applicants, and the 

findings indicate the existence of biases in the naturalization process that have gendered and 

ethnicized impacts. The implications of the findings, moreover, highlight the importance of 

marriage-based naturalization as a litmus test for who is able to become part of a nation-state. With 

the limitations of this research in mind, there are directions future research could take that could 

further illuminate the impact of these unofficial policies of citizenship eligibility. First, access to 

and analysis of statistical data related to successful and unsuccessful naturalization applications 

would greatly broaden the scope of this research, allowing for a clearer determination of 

underlying patterns that may be present, including any systemic biases that may exist. This 

becomes ever more important in light of growing anti-immigrant sentiment and reported 

difficulties in immigration-related administrative processes (see, for example, Mourenza, 2023; 

Uras, 2022). An additional avenue for future research that could be quite fruitful is the specific 

examination of the immigration and naturalization experiences of North-South immigrants in 

Turkey vis-à-vis the experiences of those from the Global South. In particular, the experience of 

Syrians seeking marriage-based naturalization could be particularly illuminating given their 

unique position in Turkey. This area is touched upon but not specifically considered by this 

research, and could retain a novel, bottom-up approach. Finally, future research could also expand 

into the decision-making processes of bureaucratic officials in making discretionary decisions 

related to naturalization. Such research could help determine the root cause(s) of biases described 

in this research, which could be invaluable if and when there is political will to ameliorate the 

political, economic, and cultural implications of continuing trends in biased citizenship access. 

  



175 

 

175 

 

SOURCES CITED 

Abou-Chadi, T. (2016). Political and institutional determinants of immigration policies. Journal 

of Ethnic and Migration Studies, 42(13), 2087–2110. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/1369183X.2016.1166938 

Abrams, K. (2013). Citizen spouse. California Law Review, 101, 407–444. 

Acar, F., & Altunok, G. (2013). The “politics of intimate” at the intersection of neo-liberalism and 

neo-conservatism in contemporary Turkey. Women’s Studies International Forum, 41(P1), 

14–23. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.wsif.2012.10.001 

Adar, S. (2019). Religious difference, nationhood and citizenship in Turkey: Public reactions to 

an interreligious marriage in 1962. The History of the Family, 24(3), 520–538. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/1081602X.2019.1633380 

Adler, P. A., & Adler, P. (2002). The reluctant respondent. In J. A. Holstein & J. F. Gubrium (Eds.), 

Handbook of interview research: Context and method (pp. 515–535). Sage. 

Ahmad, F. (1968). The Young Turk Revolution. Journal of Contemporary History, 3(3), 19–36. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/002200946800300302 

Ahmad, F. (1993). The making of modern Turkey. Routledge. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/03068373708730790 

Ahsan Ullah, A. K. M., & Chattoraj, D. (2023). International marriage migration: The predicament 

of culture and its negotiations. International Migration, 61(6), 262–278. 

https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1111/imig.13172 

Aktar, A. (2009). “Turkification” policies in the early Republican era. In C. Dufft (Ed.), Turkish 

literature and cultural memory: “Multiculturalism” as a literary theme after 1980 (pp. 29–

62). Harrassowitz Verlag. 

Aktürk, Ş. (2012). Regimes of ethnicity and nationhood in Germany, Russia, and Turkey. 

Cambridge University Press. 

Akyol, M. (2019, April 25). Turkey’s troubled experiment with secularism. The Century 

Foundation. https://tcf.org/content/report/turkeys-troubled-experiment-secularism/ 



176 

 

176 

 

Akyüz, L. (2017). Ethnicity, gender and the border economy: Living in the Turkey-Georgia 

borderlands. Routledge. 

Al-Mehdi, D. (2019, July 31). The tribulations, and deportations, of Syrian guests in Turkey. 

Refugeehosts.Org. https://refugeehosts.org/2019/07/31/the-tribulations-and-deportations-of-

syrian-guests-in-turkey/ 

Alessi, E. J., & Martin, J. I. (2010). Conducting an internet-based Survey: Benefits, pitfalls, and 

lessons learned. Social Work Research, 34(2), 122–128. https://doi.org/10.1093/swr/34.2.122 

Alexander, C. (2013). Marriage, migration, multiculturalism: Gendering “the Bengal diaspora.” 

Journal of Ethnic and Migration Studies, 39(3), 333–351. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/1369183X.2013.733857 

Alpert, G. P., MacDonald, J. M., & Dunham, R. G. (2005). Police suspicion and discretionary 

decision making during citizen stops. Criminology, 43(2), 407–434. 

Alpes, M. J., & Spire, A. (2014). Dealing with law in migration control: The powers of street-level 

bureaucrats at French consulates. Social & Legal Studies, 23(2), 261–274. 

Anderson, B. (1991). Imagined communities: Reflections on the origin and spread of nationalism 

(2nd ed.). Verso. 

Andrejuk, K. (2016). Why do some denizens reject naturalization? The case of long-term 

immigrants in Poland. Società Mutamento Politica: Rivista Italiana Di Sociologia, 7(13), 

255–268. https://doi.org/10.13128/SMP-18284 

Andrikopoulos, A. (2021). Love, money and papers in the affective circuits of cross-border 

marriages: beyond the ‘sham’/‘genuine’ dichotomy. Journal of Ethnic and Migration Studies, 

47(2), 343–360. https://doi.org/10.1080/1369183X.2019.1625129 

Antonsich, M. (2016). International migration and the rise of the “civil” nation. Journal of Ethnic 

and Migration Studies, 42(11), 1790–1807. https://doi.org/10.1080/1369183X.2016.1155980 

Apaydın, S., & Müftüler-Baç, M. (2022). The Syrian refugee crisis through the lenses of Turkish 

political discourses: An analysis of deliberations in the Turkish Parliament. International 

Migration, 60(5), 217–236. https://doi.org/10.1111/imig.12949 

Aptekar, S. (2016). Making sense of naturalization: What citizenship means to naturalizing 



177 

 

177 

 

immigrants in Canada and the USA. Journal of International Migration and Integration, 17, 

1143–1161. 

Aras, B., & Yorulmazlar, E. (2018). State, institutions and reform in Turkey after July 15. New 

Perspectives on Turkey, 59, 135–157. https://doi.org/10.1017/npt.2018.23 

Armenta, A. (2016). Between public service and social control: Policing dilemmas in the era of 

immigration enforcement. Social Problems, 63(1), 111–126. 

https://doi.org/10.1093/socpro/spv024 

Augustine-Adams, K. (2002). `She consents implicitly’: Women’s citizenship, marriage, and 

liberal political theory in late-nineteenth- and early-twentieth-century Argentina. Journal of 

Women’s History, 13(4), 8–30. https://doi.org/10.1353/jowh.2002.0001 

Aydinli, E. (2010). Governments vs states: Decoding dual governance in the developing world. 

Third World Quarterly, 31(5), 693–707. https://doi.org/10.1080/01436597.2010.502687 

Baker, R. (2018). The Islamization of Turkey (No. 805; BESA Center Perspectives Papers). BESA: 

Begin-Sadat Center for Strategic Studies. https://besacenter.org/islamization-turkey/ 

Balakrishnan, G. (Ed.). (1999). Mapping the nation. Verso. 

Balistreri, K. S., Joyner, K., & Kao, G. (2017). Trading youth for citizenship? The spousal age gap 

in cross-border marriages. Population and Development Review, 43(3), 443–466. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/padr.12072 

Barrett, K. (2008). Contingency question. In P. J. Lavrakas (Ed.), Encyclopedia of survey research 

methods (pp. 142–143). Sage. 

Bastien, J. (2009). Goal ambiguity and informal discretion in the implementation of public policies: 

The case of Spanish immigration policy. International Review of Administrative Sciences, 

75(4), 665–685. 

Bauböck, R. (2006a). Citizenship and migration: Concepts and controversies. In R. Bauböck (Ed.), 

Migration and citizenship: Legal status, rights and political participation. Amsterdam 

University Press - IMISCOE. 

Bauböck, R. (2006b). Introduction. In R. Bauböck (Ed.), Migration and citizenship: Legal status, 

rights and political participation. Amsterdam University Press - IMISCOE. 



178 

 

178 

 

Bauböck, R., Ersboll, E., Groenendijk, K., & Waldrauch, H. (Eds.). (2006). Acquisition and loss 

of nationality: Policies and trends in 15 European countries: Vol. I. Amsterdam University 

Press - IMISCOE. 

Bauböck, R., Perchinig, B., & Sievers, W. (Eds.). (2009). Citizenship policies in the new Europe: 

Expanded and updated edition (2nd Ed.). Amsterdam University Press - IMISCOE. 

Bazeley, P. (2013). Qualitative data analysis: Practical strategies. Sage. 

Bazeley, P., & Jackson, K. (2013). Qualitative data analysis with NVivo (2nd ed). Sage. 

Bean, F. D., & Brown, S. K. (2015). Demographic analyses of immigration. In C. B. Brettell & J. 

F. Hollifield (Eds.), Migration theory: Talking across disciplines (3rd Ed). Routledge Taylor 

& Francis. 

Beck, U., & Beck-Gernsheim, E. (2010). Passage to hope: Marriage, migration, and the need for a 

cosmopolitan turn in family research. Journal of Family Theory & Review, 2(4), 401–414. 

Beitin, B. K. (2012). Interview and sampling: How many and whom? In J. F. Gubrium, J. A. 

Holstein, A. B. Marvasti, & K. D. McKinney (Eds.), The Sage handbook of interview 

research: The complexity of the craft (2nd Ed, pp. 243–253). Sage. 

Bellér- Hann, I. (1995). Prostitution and its effects in Northeast Turkey. European Journal of 

Women’s Studies, 2(2), 219–235. https://doi.org/10.1177/135050689500200206 

Bendix, R. (1996). Nation-building & citizenship: Studies of our changing social order. 

Transaction Publishers. 

Best, S. J., Krueger, B., C., H., & Smith, A. (2001). An assessment of the generalizability of 

Internet surveys. Social Science Computer Review, 19(2), 131–145. 

BIA News. (2020, June 2). There are 54 million social media users in Turkey. BIA News. 

http://bianet.org/english/society/226764-there-are-54-million-social-media-users-in-turkey 

Bilginsoy, Z., & Badendieck, R. (2022, September 23). Turkey: Anti-LGBTQ display reflects 

nation’s political shift. AP News. https://apnews.com/article/middle-east-turkey-gay-rights-

istanbul-8009c04d425f67a1c802b6332410aba8 

Blackledge, A. (2016). Language, marriage migration and the law. The International Journal of 

Speech, Language and the Law, 23(1), 1–23. https://doi.org/10.1558/ijsll.v23i1.25894 



179 

 

179 

 

Bloch, A. (2011). Intimate circuits: Modernity, migration and marriage among post-Soviet women 

in Turkey. Global Networks, 11(4), 502–521. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1471-

0374.2011.00303.x 

Bloch, A. (2017). Sex, love, and migration: Postsocialism, modernity, and intimacy from Istanbul 

to the Arctic. Cornell University Press. 

Bogner, A., Littig, B., & Menz, W. (2009). Introduction: Expert interviews – an introduction to a 

new methodological debate. In A. Bogner, B. Littig, & W. Menz (Eds.), Interviewing experts 

(pp. 1–13). Palgrave Macmillan. 

Bogner, A., & Menz, W. (2009). The theory-generating expert interview: Epistemological interest, 

forms of knowledge, interaction. In A. Bogner, B. Littig, & W. Menz (Eds.), Interviewing 

experts (pp. 43–80). Palgrave Macmillan. 

Bonjour, S., & Block, L. (2016). Ethnicizing citizenship, questioning membership. Explaining the 

decreasing family migration rights of citizens in Europe. Citizenship Studies, 20(6–7), 779–

794. https://doi.org/10.1080/13621025.2016.1191429org/10.1080/13621025.2016.1191429 

Bonjour, S., & de Hart, B. (2013). A proper wife, a proper marriage: Constructions of “us” and 

“them” in Dutch family migration policy. European Journal of Women’s Studies, 20(1), 61–

76. https://doi.org/10.1177/1350506812456459 

Borer, M. I., & Fontana, A. (2012). Postmodern trends: Expanding the horizons of interviewing 

practices and epistemologies. In J. F. Gubrium, J. A. Holstein, A. B. Marvasti, & K. D. 

McKinney (Eds.), The Sage handbook of interview research: The complexity of the craft (2nd 

Ed). Sage. 

Boyle, P. J., Cooke, T. J., Gayle, V., & Muldere, C. H. (2009). The effect of family migration on 

union dissolution in Britain. In H. Stalford, S. Currie, & S. Velluti (Eds.), Gender and 

migration in 21st century Europe. Ashgate Publishing Ltd. 

Brettell, C. B. (2015). Theorizing migration in anthropology: The cultural, social, and 

phenomenological dimensions of movement. In C. B. Brettell & J. F. Hollifield (Eds.), 

Migration theory: Talking across disciplines (3rd Ed). Routledge Taylor & Francis. 

Brettell, C. B. (2017). Marriage and migration. Annual Review of Anthropology, 46, 81–97. 



180 

 

180 

 

Breuilly, J. (1996). Approaches to nationalism. In G. Balakrishnan (Ed.), Mapping the Nation. 

Verso. 

Brubaker, R. (1990). Immigration, citizenship and the nation-state in France and Germany: A 

comparative historical analysis. International Sociology, 5(4), 379–407. 

Brubaker, R. (1992). Citizenship and nationhood in France and Germany. Harvard University 

Press. 

Bryman, A. (2004). Social research methods (2nd ed). Oxford University Press. 

Bülbül, F. (2016, April 4). Syrian-Turkish marriages fueling social change. Anadolu Agency. 

https://www.aa.com.tr/en/turkey/syrian-turkish-marriages-fueling-social-change/548866 

Bürgin, A. (2016). Why the EU still matters in Turkish domestic politics: Insights from recent 

reforms in migration policy. South European Society and Politics, 21(1), 105–118. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/13608746.2016.1152653 

Çağaptay, S. (2003). Citizenship policies in interwar Turkey. Nations and Nationalism, 9(4), 601–

619. 

Carte, L. (2017). Mexican bureaucrats and the everyday restriction of transnational migration in a 

context of scarcity. Territory, Politics, Governance, 5(3), 304–317. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/21622671.2017.1306458 

Carter, S. K., & Bolden, C. L. (2012). Culture work in the research interview. In J. F. Gubrium, J. 

A. Holstein, A. B. Marvasti, & K. D. McKinney (Eds.), The Sage handbook of interview 

research: The complexity of the craft (2nd Ed, pp. 255–268). Sage. 

Castles, S. (2014). International migration at a crossroads. Citizenship Studies, 18(2), 190–207. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/13621025.2014.886439org/10.1080/13621025.2014.886439 

Castles, S., Ozkul, D., & Cubas, M. A. (Eds.). (2015). Social transformation and migration: 

National and local experiences in South Korea, Turkey, Mexico and Australia. Palgrave 

Macmillan. https://doi.org/10.1057/9781137474957 

Çelenk, A. A. (2009). Europeanization and administrative reform: The case of Turkey. 

Mediterranean Politics, 14(1), 41–60. https://doi.org/10.1080/13629390902747392 

Charsley, K., & Liversage, A. (2015). Silenced husbands: Muslim marriage migration and 



181 

 

181 

 

masculinity. Men and Masculinities, 18(4), 489–508. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/1097184X15575112 

Charsley, K., & Wray, H. (2015). Introduction: The invisible (migrant) man. Men and 

Masculinities, 18(4), 403–423. https://doi.org/10.1177/1097184X15575109 

Chee, H. L., Lu, M. C. W., & Yeoh, B. S. A. (2014). Ethnicity, citizenship and reproduction: 

Taiwanese wives making citizenship claims in Malaysia. Citizenship Studies, 18(8), 823–838. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/13621025.2014.964545 

Chee, H. L., Yeoh, B. S. A., & Vu, T. K. D. (2012). From client to matchmaker: Social capital in 

the making of commercial matchmaking agents in Malaysia. Pacific Affairs, 85(1), 91–115. 

https://doi.org/10.5509/201285191 

Cheng, S. (2011). Sexual protection, citizenship and nationhood: Prostituted women and migrant 

wives in South Korea. Journal of Ethnic and Migration Studies, 37(10), 1627–1648. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/1369183X.2011.613335 

Chowdhury, F. D. (2018). Immigration through marriage: A case study of Bangladeshis in Toronto. 

Journal of Muslim Minority Affairs, 38(2), 280–300. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/13602004.2018.1475621 

Çiçekli, B. (2006). Impact of the EU membership process on the development of the Turkish 

immigration law regime. In P. Shah & W. F. Menski (Eds.), Migration, diasporas and legal 

systems in Europe (pp. 265–282). Routledge-Cavendish. 

Çirakman, A. (2011). Flags and traitors: The advance of ethno-nationalism in the Turkish self-

image. Ethnic and Racial Studies, 34(11), 1894–1912. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/01419870.2011.556746 

Coban, A. (2012). Migration policy and formation of national identity in Turkey. 

https://mirekoc.ku.edu.tr/research-and-training/past-projects/ 

Cole, J. (2014). Working mis/understandings: The tangled relationship between kinship, Franco-

Malagasy binational marriages, and the French state. Cultural Anthropology, 29(3), 527–551. 

https://doi.org/10.14506/ca29.3.05 

Constant, A. F., Gataullina, L., & Zimmermann, K. F. (2008). Naturalization proclivities, ethnicity 



182 

 

182 

 

and integration (CEPR Discussion Paper No. DP6656). SSRN. 

https://ssrn.com/abstract=1140585 

Constitution of the Republic of Turkey, (1982). 

http://www.unhcr.org/refworld/docid/3ae6b5be0.html 

Copeaux, E. (2002). Religious identities in Turkish textbooks. In C. Koulouri (Ed.), Clio in the 

Balkans. The politics of history education (pp. 300–312). Center for Democracy and 

Reconciliation in South-East Europe (CDRSEE). 

Copeaux, E. (2016). Turkish nationalism and the invention of history. REPAIR - Armenian-

Turkish Platform. https://repairfuture.net/index.php/en/identity-other-standpoint/turkish-

nationalism-and-the-invention-of-history-part-1 

Coşar, S., & Yeğenoğlu, M. (2011). New grounds for patriarchy in Turkey? Gender policy in the 

age of AKP. South European Society and Politics, 16(4), 555–573. 

https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1080/13608746.2011.571919 

Creswell, J. W. (2007). Qualitative inquiry and research design: Choosing among five approaches 

(2nd Ed). Sage. 

Creswell, J. W. (2009). Research design: Qualitative, quantitative and mixed approaches (3rd ed.). 

Sage. https://doi.org/10.2307/1523157 

Currie, S. (2009). Regular migrants in the irregular workplace: Central and Eastern European 

women in the UK after EU enlargement. In H. Stalford, S. Currie, & S. Velluti (Eds.), Gender 

and migration in 21st century Europe. Ashgate Publishing Ltd. 

D’Aoust, A.-M. (2013). In the name of love: Marriage migration, governmentality, and 

technologies of love. International Political Sociology, 7(3), 258–274. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/ips.12022 

D’Ignoti, S. (2023, June 8). Future unknown but Syrians “relieved” after Erdogan win. Al Jazeera. 

https://www.aljazeera.com/news/2023/6/8/future-unknown-but-syrians-in-turkey-relieved-

after-erdogan-win 

Davison, J. (2016, May 3). A generation of Syrian children who don’t count. Reuters.Com. 

http://www.reuters.com/investigates/special-report/syria-refugees-stateless/ 



183 

 

183 

 

Dawn, C. E. (1961). From Ottomanism to Arabism: The origin of an ideology. The Review of 

Politics, 23(3), 378–400. 

de Bel-Air, F. (2016). Migration profile: Turkey (Policy Brief 2016/09). 

de Hart, B. (2006). The morality of Maria Toet: Gender, citizenship and the construction of the 

nation-state. Journal of Ethnic and Migration Studies, 32(1), 49–68. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/13691830500335267 

de Hart, B. (2015a). Regulating mixed marriages through acquisition and loss of citizenship. The 

ANNALS of the American Academy of Political and Social Science, 662, 170–187. 

de Hart, B. (2015b). Superdads: Migrant fathers’ right to family life before the European Court of 

Human Rights. Men and Masculinities, 18(4), 448–467. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/1097184X15575110 

de Leeuw, M., & van Wichelen, S. (2012). Civilizing migrants: Integration, culture and citizenship. 

European Journal of Cultural Studies, 15(2), 195–210. 

della Porta, D., & Keating, M. (2008). How many approaches in the social sciences? An 

epistemological introduction. In D. della Porta & M. Keating (Eds.), Approaches and 

methodologies in the social sciences: A pluralist perspective (pp. 19–39). Cambridge 

University Press. 

Deniz, A., & Özgür, E. M. (2020). Mixed marriage and transnational marriage migration in the 

grip of political economy: Russian- Turkish Case. Turkish Studies. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/14683849.2020.1763797 

Dronkers, J., & Vink, M. P. (2012). Explaining access to citizenship in Europe: How citizenship 

policies affect naturalization rates. European Union Politics, 13(3), 390–412. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/1465116512440510 

Dumbrava, C. (2017). Introduction: Citizenship in post-communist Eastern Europe. Central and 

Eastern European Migration Review, 6(1), 5–13. https://doi.org/10.17467/ceemr.2017.14 

Earle, E. M. (1925). The new constitution of Turkey. Political Science Quarterly, 40(1), 73–100. 

Eggebo, H. (2010). The problem of dependency: Immigration, gender, and the welfare state. Social 

Politics, 17(3), 295–322. https://doi.org/10.1093/sp/jxq013 



184 

 

184 

 

Eggebo, H. (2013). A real marriage? Applying for marriage migration to Norway. Journal of 

Ethnic and Migration Studies, 39(5), 773–789. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/1369183X.2013.756678 

Evans, T. (2016). ‘Street-level bureaucracy, management and the corrupted world of service.’ 

European Journal of Social Work, 19(5), 602–615. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/13691457.2015.1084274 

Evans, T., & Harris, J. (2006). A case of mistaken identity? Debating the dilemmas of street-level 

bureaucracy with Musil et al. European Journal of Social Work, 9(4), 445–459. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/13691450600958494 

Faier, L. (2007). Filipina migrants in rural Japan and their professions of love. American 

Ethnologist, 34(1), 148–162. https://doi.org/10.1525/ae.2007.34.1.148 

Featherstone, K. (2003). Introduction. In K. Featherstone & C. M. Radaelli (Eds.), The politics of 

Europeanization. Oxford University Press. 

Fernandez, N. T. (2013). Moral boundaries and national borders: Cuban marriage migration to 

Denmark. Identities, 20(3), 270–287. https://doi.org/10.1080/1070289X.2013.806266 

Fernandez, N. T., & Jensen, T. G. (2014). Intimate contradictions: Comparing the impact of Danish 

family unification laws on Pakistani and Cuban marriage migrants. Journal of Ethnic and 

Migration Studies, 40(7), 1136–1153. https://doi.org/10.1080/1369183X.2013.854692 

Fetters, M. D., & Molina-Azorin, J. F. (2016). The Journal of Mixed Methods Research starts a 

new decade: Principles for bringing in the new and divesting of the old language of the field. 

Journal of Mixed Methods Research, 11(1), 3–10. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/1558689816682092 

FitzGerald, D. S. (2015). The sociology of international migration. In C. B. Brettell & J. F. 

Hollifield (Eds.), Migration theory: Talking across disciplines (3rd ed.). Routledge Taylor & 

Francis. 

Freedom House. (2023). Freedom in the world 2022. 

https://freedomhouse.org/country/turkey/freedom-world/2022. 

Gilboa, A., & Bodner, E. (2009). What are your thoughts when the national anthem is playing? An 



185 

 

185 

 

empirical exploration. Psychology of Music, 37(4), 459–484. 

https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1177/030573560809 

Gläser, J., & Laudel, G. (2009). On interviewing “good” and “bad” experts. In A. Bogner, B. Littig, 

& W. Menz (Eds.), Interviewing experts (pp. 117–137). Palgrave Macmillan. 

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), 

1670–1692. https://doi.org/10.1080/1369183X.2016.1162353 

Green, J., & Thorogood, N. (2004). Qualitative methods for health research (2nd ed). Sage 

Publications. 

Greenfeld, L. (1992). Nationalism: Five roads to modernity. Harvard University Press. 

Greenfeld, L. (2006a). Nationalism and modern economy: Communing with the spirit of Max 

Weber. In Nationalism and the mind: Essays on modern culture (pp. 176–202). OneWorld 

Publications. 

Greenfeld, L. (2006b). Nationalism and the mind: Essays on modern culture. OneWorld 

Publications. 

Greenfeld, L. (2019). Nationalism: A short history. Brookings Institution Press. 

Grinyer, A., & Thomas, C. (2012). The value of interviewing on multiple occasions or 

longitudinally. In J. F. Gubrium, J. A. Holstein, A. B. Marvasti, & K. D. McKinney (Eds.), 

The Sage handbook of interview research: The complexity of the craft (2nd Ed, pp. 219–230). 

Sage. 

Gubrium, J. F., & Holstein, J. A. (2012). Narrative practice and the transformation of interview 

subjectivity. In J. F. Gubrium, J. A. Holstein, A. B. Marvasti, & K. D. McKinney (Eds.), The 

Sage handbook of interview research: The complexity of the craft (2nd Ed). Sage. 

Gubrium, J. F., Holstein, J. A., Marvasti, A. B., & McKinney, K. D. (2012). Introduction: The 

complexity of the craft. In J. F. Gubrium, J. A. Holstein, A. B. Marvasti, & K. D. McKinney 

(Eds.), The Sage handbook of interview research: The complexity of the craft (2nd Ed., pp. 

1–5). Sage. 

Gülalp, H. (2006). Citizenship vs. nationality? In H. Gülalp (Ed.), Citizenship and ethnic conflict: 



186 

 

186 

 

Challenging the nation state. Taylor & Francis. 

Gurini, F. (2018, April 19). Turkey’s persistent Kurdish question. Middle East Analysis. 

https://carnegieendowment.org/sada/76128 

Gutekunst, M. (2015). Language as a new instrument of border control: The regulation of marriage 

migration from Morocco to Germany. The Journal of North African Studies, 20(4), 540–552. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/13629387.2015.1065038 

Hacaoğlu, S. (2002, June 16). Turkey battles a tide of foreign prostitutes. Los Angeles Times. 

https://www.latimes.com/archives/la-xpm-2002-jun-16-adfg-natasha16-story.html 

Haerpfer, C., Inglehart, R., Moreno, A., Welzel, C., Kizilova, K., J., D.-M., Lagos, M., Norris, P., 

Ponarin, E., Puranen, B., & et al. (Eds.). (2022). World values survey wave 7 (2017-2022) 

Cross-National Data-Set. Version: 4.0.0. World Values Survey Association. 

https://www.worldvaluessurvey.org/WVSOnline.jsp 

Haller, L., & Yanaşmayan, Z. (2023). A not-so “natural” decision: Impact of bureaucratic 

trajectories on forced migrants’ intention and ability to naturalise. Journal of Ethnic and 

Migration Studies, 1–19. https://doi.org/10.1080/1369183X.2023.2268844 

Hanioğlu, M. Ş. (2008). A brief history of the late Ottoman Empire. Princeton University Press. 

Hanley, W. (2016). What Ottoman nationality was and was not. Journal of the Ottoman and 

Turkish Studies Association, 3(2), 277–298. https://doi.org/10.2979/jottturstuass.3.2.05 

Hao, H. (2015). A tale of a global family: Shifts and connections among different streams of 

marriage migrations in Asia. Cross-Currents: East Asian History and Culture Review, 15(15), 

9–29. http://cross-currents.berkeley.edu/e-journal/issue-15 

Heggen, K., & Guillemin, M. (2012). Protecting participants’ confidentiality using a situated 

research ethics approach. In J. F. Gubrium, J. A. Holstein, A. B. Marvasti, & K. D. McKinney 

(Eds.), The Sage handbook of interview research: The complexity of the craft (2nd Ed, pp. 

465–476). Sage. 

Helgertz, J., & Bevelander, P. (2017). The influence of partner choice and country of origin 

characteristics on the naturalization of immigrants in Sweden: A longitudinal analysis. 

International Migration Review, 51(3), 667–700. https://doi.org/10.1111/imre.12244 



187 

 

187 

 

Henderson, A., Țiclău, T., & Balica, D. (2017). Perceptions of discretion in street-level public 

service: Examining administrative governance in Romania. Public Performance and 

Management Review, 9576, 1–28. https://doi.org/10.1080/15309576.2017.1400987 

Herzog, H. (2012). Interview location and its social meaning. In J. F. Gubrium, J. A. Holstein, A. 

B. Marvasti, & K. D. McKinney (Eds.), The Sage handbook of interview research: The 

complexity of the craft (2nd ed., pp. 207-). Sage. 

Hobsbawm, E. (1992). Nations and nationalism since 1780: Programme, myth, reality. Cambridge 

University Press. 

Hobsbawm, E., & Ranger, T. (Eds.). (1983). The invention of tradition. Cambridge University 

Press. 

Hoffman, M., Werz, M., & Halpin, J. (2018). Turkey’s “new nationalism” amid shifting politics. 

In Center for American Progress. https://www.americanprogress.org/article/turkeys-new-

nationalism-amid-shifting-politics/ 

Holland, Y. E. (2016, June 22). Syrian refugees are becoming second wives in Turkey. Vice. 

https://www.vice.com/en/article/ppvyjn/syrian-refugees-second-wives-turkey 

Hollifield, J. F., & Wong, T. K. (2015). The politics of international migration: How can we “bring 

the state back in”? In C. B. Brettell & J. F. Hollifield (Eds.), Migration theory: Talking across 

disciplines (3rd Ed). Routledge Taylor & Francis. 

Holyk, G. G. (2008). Questionnaire design. In P. J. Lavrakas (Ed.), Encyclopedia of survey 

research methods (pp. 656–659). Sage. 

Howard, M. M. (2009). The politics of citizenship in Europe. Cambridge University Press. 

Huddleston, T., & Vink, M. P. (2015). Full membership or equal rights? The link between 

naturalisation and integration policies for immigrants in 29 European states. Comparative 

Migration Studies, 3(8). https://doi.org/10.1186/s40878-015-0006-7 

Human Rights Watch. (2022). Turkey: Hundreds of refugees deported to Syria. 

https://www.hrw.org/news/2022/10/24/turkey-hundreds-refugees-deported-syria# 

Hurriyet Daily News. (2017, December 22). Turkish youth overwhelmingly against “other,” study 

says. Hurriyet Daily News. https://www.hurriyetdailynews.com/turkish-youth-



188 

 

188 

 

overwhelmingly-against-other-study-says-124595 

Hwang, M.-C. (2015). Exploring marriage migrants’ citizenship acquisition in South Korea. Asian 

and Pacific Migration Journal, 24(3), 376–402. https://doi.org/10.1177/0117196815596291 

İçduygu, A. (2004). From nation-building to globalization: An account of the past and present in 

recent urban studies in Turkey. International Journal of Urban and Regional Research, 28(4), 

941–947. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.0309-1317.2004.00562.x 

İçduygu, A. (2013). Turkey and international migration, 2012-13. In Turkey and international 

migration. https://mirekoc.ku.edu.tr/publications/reports-and-policy-briefs/ 

İçduygu, A., & Aksel, D. B. (2013). Turkish migration policies: A critical historical retrospective. 

Perceptions, XVIII(3), 167–190. 

İçduygu, A., & Aksel, D. B. (2015). Migration realities and state responses: Rethinking 

international migration policies in Turkey. In S. Castles, D. Ozkul, & M. A. Cubas (Eds.), 

Social transformation and migration: National and local experiences in South Korea, Turkey, 

Mexico and Australia. Palgrave Macmillan. 

İçduygu, A., Çolak, Y., & Soyarik, N. (1999). What is the matter with citizenship? A Turkish 

debate. Middle Eastern Studies, 35(4), 187–208. http://www.jstor.org/stable/4284044 

İçduygu, A., & Karaçay, A. B. (2012). Demography and migration in transition: Reflections on 

EU-Turkey relations. In S. P. Elitok & T. Straubhaar (Eds.), Turkey, migration and the EU: 

Potentials, challenges and opportunities (pp. 19–38). Hamburg University Press. 

Inglehart, R., Haerpfer, C., Moreno, A., Welzel, C., Kizilova, K., Diez-Medrano, J., Lagos, M., 

Norris, P., Ponarin, E., Puranen, B., & Al., E. (Eds.). (2022). World values survey: All rounds 

- country pooled datafile (1981-2022). JD Systems Institute. 

https://www.worldvaluessurvey.org/WVSOnline.jsp 

International Institute for Strategic Studies. (2020, September). Turkey’s increasingly assertive 

foreign policy. 26(6), iv–vi. https://doi.org/10.1080/13567888.2020.1830557 

Iosifides, T. (2018). Epistemological issues in qualitative migration research: Self-reflexivity, 

objectivity and subjectivity. In R. Zapata-Barrero & E. Yalaz (Eds.), Qualitative research in 

European migration studies (pp. 93–109). Springer Open. 



189 

 

189 

 

Jacobson, D. (1996). Rights across borders: Immigration and the decline of citizenship. Johns 

Hopkins University Press. 

James, N., & Busher, H. (2012). Internet interviewing. In J. F. Gubrium, J. A. Holstein, A. B. 

Marvasti, & K. D. McKinney (Eds.), The Sage handbook of interview research: The 

complexity of the craft (2nd Ed, pp. 177–191). Sage. 

Johnson, J. M., & Rowlands, T. (2012). The interpersonal dynamics of in-depth interviewing. In 

J. F. Gubrium, J. A. Holstein, A. B. Marvasti, & K. D. McKinney (Eds.), The Sage handbook 

of interview research: The complexity of the craft (2nd Ed, pp. 99–113). Sage. 

Joppke, C. (1998). Why liberal states accept unwanted immigration. World Politics, 50(02), 266–

293. https://doi.org/10.1017/S004388710000811X 

Kadirbeyoglu, Z. (2009). Changing conceptions of citizenship in Turkey. In R. Bauböck, B. 

Perchinig, & W. Sievers (Eds.), Citizenship policies in the new Europe: Expanded and 

updated edition. Amsterdam University Press - IMISCOE. 

Kadirbeyoğlu, Z. (2010). Country report: Turkey. EUDO Citizenship Observatory. 

https://cadmus.eui.eu/bitstream/handle/1814/19640/Turkey.pdf?sequence=1&isAllowed=y 

Kadirbeyoğlu, Z., & Çınar, D. (2016). Migration and citizenship in Turkey. In I. Sirkeci & B. 

Pusch (Eds.), Turkish migration policy (pp. 183–204). Transnational Press London. 

Kaiser, K. (2012). Protecting confidentiality. In J. F. Gubrium, J. A. Holstein, A. B. Marvasti, & 

K. D. McKinney (Eds.), The Sage handbook of interview research: The complexity of the 

craft (2nd Ed, pp. 457–464). Sage. 

Kakışım, C. (2018). Turkey’s current position in the way of multiculturalism: Legacy of past and 

today’s dead-end. European Journal of Multidisciplinary Studies, 3(1), 62–72. 

Kaya, A. (2013a). Multiculturalism: The culturalisation of what is social and political. Perceptions, 

XVIII(3), 63–91. 

Kaya, A. (2013b). Multiculturalism and minorities in Turkey. In R. Taras (Ed.), Challenging 

multiculturalism: European models of diversity (pp. 297–316). Edinburgh University Press. 

Kaya, A. (2015). Islamisation of Turkey under the AKP rule: Empowering family, faith and charity. 

South European Society and Politics, 20(1), 47–69. 



190 

 

190 

 

https://doi.org/10.1080/13608746.2014.979031 

Kaya, N. (2015). Discrimination based on colour, ethnic origin, language, religion and belief in 

Turkey’s education system. Tarih Vakfı, Minority Rights Group International (MRG). 

Kaytan, Ö. (2016). Gendered citizenship: Experiences and perceptions of the Bulgarian Turkish 

immigrant women. In I. Sirkeci & B. Pusch (Eds.), Turkish Migration Policy (pp. 55–72). 

Transnational Press London. 

Keiser, L. R. (1999). State bureaucratic discretion and the administration of social welfare 

programs: The case of Social Security Disability. Journal of Public Administration Research 

and Theory, 9(1), 87–106. https://doi.org/10.2307/1181852 

Kim, G., & Kilkey, M. (2017). Marriage migration policy in South Korea: Social investment 

beyond the nation state. International Migration, 56(1), 23–38. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/imig.12350 

Kim, H. J., Kim, P. S., & Moon, K. (2014). Policy diffusion and its determinants: The case of the 

Multicultural Family Support Ordinance in South Korean local governments. Philippine 

Political Science Journal, 35(2), 158–184. https://doi.org/10.1080/01154451.2014.964793 

Kim, J., & Kwon, Y.-S. (2012). Economic development, the evolution of foreign labor and 

immigration policy, and the shift to multiculturalism in South Korea. Philippine Political 

Science Journal, 33(2), 178–201. https://doi.org/10.1080/01154451.2012.734097 

Kim, J., Yang, S. B., & Torneo, A. (2014). Marriage immigration and multicultural families: 

Public policies and their implications for the Philippines and South Korea. Asian Politics and 

Policy, 6(1), 97–119. https://doi.org/10.1111/aspp.12091 

Kim, M. (2010). Gender and international marriage migration. Sociology Compass, 4(9), 718–731. 

Kim, M. (2013). Citizenship projects for marriage migrants in South Korea: Intersecting 

motherhood with ethnicity and class. Social Politics, 20(4), 455–481. 

https://doi.org/10.1093/sp/jxt015 

Kim, N. H.-J. (2012). Multiculturalism and the politics of belonging: The puzzle of 

multiculturalism in South Korea. Citizenship Studies, 16(1), 103–117. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/13621025.2012.651406 



191 

 

191 

 

Kirişçi, K. (2006). National identity, asylum and immigration: The EU as a vehicle of post-national 

transformation in Turkey. In H.-L. Kieser (Ed.), Turkey beyond nationalism: Toward post-

nationalist identities (pp. 183–199). I.B. Tauris. 

Kirişçi, K., & Kirişci, K. (2000). Disaggregating Turkish citizenship and immigration practices. 

Middle Eastern Studies, 36(3), 1–22. https://www.jstor.org/stable/4284090?seq=1 

Kirişci, K., & Sloat, A. (2019). The rise and fall of liberal democracy in Turkey: Implications for 

the West. In B. Jones & T. Taussig (Eds.), Democracy & disorder: The struggle for influence 

in the new geopolitics. Brookings. https://www.brookings.edu/research/the-rise-and-fall-of-

liberal-democracy-in-turkey-implications-for-the-west/ 

Klusmeyer, D. B. (2001). Introduction. In T. A. Aleinikoff & D. B. Klusmeyer (Eds.), Citizenship 

today: Global perspectives and practices. Carnegie Endowment for International Peace. 

Kofman, E. (2004). Family-related migration: A critical review of European studies. Journal of 

Ethnic and Migration Studies, 30(2), 243–262. 

Kofman, E. (2005). Gendered migrations, livelihoods and entitlements in European welfare 

regimes (Background Paper Prepared for the UNRISD Report “Gender Equality: Striving for 

Justice in an Unequal World.” Policy Report on Gender and Development: 10 Years after 

Beijing). UNRISD. 

http://www.unrisd.org/unrisd/website/document.nsf/(httpPublications)/3D6D3CEDC4703D

17C1256FF00046C428?OpenDocument 

Kofman, E., Saharso, S., & Vacchelli, E. (2015). Gendered perspectives on integration discourses 

and measures. International Migration, 53(4), 77–89. https://doi.org/10.1111/imig.12102 

Korfalı, D. K., Üstübici, A., & De Clerck, H. (2014). Turkey: Country and research areas report 

(MiReKoç Project Reports). https://mirekoc.ku.edu.tr/publications/reports-and-policy-briefs/ 

Kosar, K. R. (2011). Street level-bureaucracy: The dilemmas endure. Public Administration 

Review, 71(2), 299–302. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6210.2011.02342.x 

Kovacs, M. M., & Toth, J. (2009). Kin-state responsibility and ethnic citizenship: The Hungarian 

case. In R. Bauböck, B. Perchinig, & W. Sievers (Eds.), Citizenship policies in the new 

Europe: Expanded and updated edition (2nd Ed.). Amsterdam University Press - IMISCOE. 



192 

 

192 

 

Kraler, A. (2006). The legal status of immigrants and their access to nationality. In R. Bauböck 

(Ed.), Migration and citizenship: Legal status, rights and political participation. Amsterdam 

University Press - IMISCOE. 

Kristol, A., & Dahinden, J. (2019). Becoming a citizen through marriage: How gender, ethnicity 

and class shape the nation. Citizenship Studies, 24(1), 40–56. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/13621025.2019.1691152 

Kulu, H., & Hannemann, T. (Eds.). (2016). Partnership dynamics among immigrants and their 

descendants in Europe [Special issue]. Demographic Research, 35. 

Kymlicka, W., & Norman, W. (1994). Return of the citizen: A survey of recent work on citizenship 

theory. Ethics, 104(2), 352–381. 

Law No. 403 Türk Vatandaşlığı Kanunu [Turkish Citizenship Law, as Amended], (1981). 

https://www.refworld.org/docid/3ae6b4d210.html 

Law No. 403 Türk Vatandaşlığı Kanunu [Turkish Citizenship Law], (1964). 

http://www.resmigazete.gov.tr/main.aspx?home=http://www.resmigazete.gov.tr/arsiv/11638

.pdf&main=http://www.resmigazete.gov.tr/arsiv/11638.pdf 

Law No. 4866 Türk Vatandaşlığı Kanununda Değişiklik Yapılmasına İlişkin Kanun [Law 

Amending the Turkish Citizenship Law], (2003). 

https://www.resmigazete.gov.tr/eskiler/2003/06/20030612.htm#1 

Law No. 5901 Türk Vatandaşlığı Kanunu [Turkish Citizenship Law], (2009). 

https://www.resmigazete.gov.tr/eskiler/2009/06/20090612-1.htm 

Le Bail, H. (2017). Cross-border marriages as a side door for paid and unpaid migrant workers: 

The case of marriage migration between China and Japan. Critical Asian Studies, 49(2), 226–

243. https://doi.org/10.1080/14672715.2017.1300860 

Lee, H.-K. (2015). An overview of international migration to South Korea. In S. Castles, D. Ozkul, 

& M. A. Cubas (Eds.), Social transformation and migration: National and local experiences 

in South Korea, Turkey, Mexico and Australia. Palgrave Macmillan. 

Leinonen, J., & Pellander, S. (2014). Court decisions over marriage migration in Finland: A 

problem with transnational family ties. Journal of Ethnic and Migration Studies, 40(9), 1488–



193 

 

193 

 

1506. https://doi.org/10.1080/1369183X.2013.846825 

Leutloff-Grandits, C. (2019). When men migrate for marriage: Negotiating partnerships and 

gender roles in cross-border marriages between rural Kosovo and the EU. Journal of Ethnic 

and Migration Studies, 47(3), 1–16. https://doi.org/10.1080/1369183x.2019.1625133 

Levkowitz, J. (2023, April 19). Naturalized Syrians are in the spotlight ahead of Turkey’s 

upcoming elections. Middle East Institute. https://www.mei.edu/publications/naturalized-

syrians-are-spotlight-ahead-turkeys-upcoming-elections 

Lillrank, A. (2012). Managing the interviewer self. In J. F. Gubrium, J. A. Holstein, A. B. Marvasti, 

& K. D. McKinney (Eds.), The Sage handbook of interview research: The complexity of the 

craft (2nd Ed, pp. 281–294). Sage. 

Lim, T. (2010). Rethinking belongingness in Korea: Transnational migration, “migrant marriages” 

and the politics of multiculturalism. Pacific Affairs, 83(1), 51–72. 

Lipsky, M. (2010). Street-level bureaucracy: Dilemmas of the individual in public services (30th 

Anniv). Russell Sage Foundation. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-21272-2 

Lu, M. C.-W. (2005). Commercially arranged marriage migration: Case studies of cross-border 

marriages in Taiwan. Indian Journal of Gender Studies, 12(2–3), 275–303. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/097152150501200206 

Lyons, A. C., Cude, B., Lawrence, F. C., & Gutter, M. (2005). Conducting research online: 

Challenges facing researchers in family and consumer sciences. Family and Consumer 

Sciences Research Journal, 33(4), 341–356. 

Malhotra, R. S., Misra, J., & Leal, D. F. (2016). Gender and reproductive labor migration in Asia, 

1960-2000. International Journal of Sociology, 46(2), 114–140. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/00207659.2016.1163989 

Marshall, T. H. (1963). Class, citizenship, and social development: Essays. University of Chicago 

Press. 

May, T., & Perry, B. (2014). Reflexivity and the practice of qualitative research. In U. Flick (Ed.), 

The Sage handbook of qualitative data analysis (pp. 109–122). Sage. 

McInroy, L. B. (2016). Pitfalls, potentials, and ethics of online survey research: LGBTQ and other 



194 

 

194 

 

marginalized and hard-to-access youths. Social Work Research, 40(2), 83–93. 

https://doi.org/10.1093/swr/svw005 

Mertens, D. M., & Tarsilla, M. (2015). Mixed methods evaluation. In S. Hesse-Biber & R. B. 

Johnson (Eds.), The Oxford handbook of multimethod and mixed methods research inquiry 

(pp. 426–446). Oxford University Press. 

Microsoft. (2023). Excel. 

Money, J., Kazemian, S., Klotz, A., & Rodriguez, M. (2023). Social status and gendered pathways 

to citizenship. International Migration Review. https://doi.org/10.1177/01979183221142774 

Moon, K. H. S. (2015). South Korea’s demographic changes and their political impact (East Asia 

Policy Paper No. 6). 

Morgan, D. L. (2014). Integrating qualitative and quantitative methods: A pragmatic approach. In 

Integrating Qualitative and Quantitative Methods: A Pragmatic Approach. Sage Publications, 

Inc. https://doi.org/10.4135/9781544304533 

Morrice, L. (2017). British citizenship, gender and migration: The containment of cultural 

differences and the stratification of belonging. British Journal of Sociology of Education, 

38(5), 597–609. 

Mourenza, A. (2023, November 13). Xenophobia grows in Turkey: Ten of thousands of 

deportations and human rights violations. El Pais. 

https://english.elpais.com/international/2023-11-13/xenophobia-grows-in-turkey-ten-of-

thousands-of-deportations-and-human-rights-violations.html 

Mouritsen, P. (2013). The resilience of citizenship traditions: Civic integration in Germany, Great 

Britain and Denmark. Ethnicities, 13(1), 86–109. 

https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1177/1468796812451220 

Muhleisen, W., Rothing, A., & Svendsen, S. H. B. (2012). Norwegian sexualities: Assimilation 

and exclusion in Norwegian immigration policy. Sexualities, 15(2), 139–155. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/1363460712436540 

Mustasaari, S. (2015). The “nuclear family paradigm” as a marker of rights and belonging in 

transnational families. Social Identities, 21(4), 359–372. 



195 

 

195 

 

https://doi.org/10.1080/13504630.2015.1071699 

Mustasaari, S. (2017). Ruling on belonging: Transnational marriages in Nordic immigration laws. 

Migration Letters, 14(1), 25–37. https://doi.org/10.33182/ML.V14I1.313 

Nawa, F., & Sebzeci, O. (2016a, July 20). Activists condemn Turkey over polygamy upsurge. New 

Humanitarian. 

https://deeply.thenewhumanitarian.org/womenandgirls/articles/2016/07/20/activists-

condemn-turkey-over-polygamy-upsurge 

Nawa, F., & Sebzeci, O. (2016b, October 3). Turkish husbands and Syrian wives: Why polygamy 

is on the rise in Turkey. Medium. https://medium.com/@faribanawa/turkish-husbands-and-

syrian-wives-why-polygamy-is-on-the-rise-in-turkey-fd1664856853 

Naylor, R. T. (2004). Hot money and the politics of debt (3rd ed.). McGill-Queen’s University 

Press. 

Niedomysl, T., Östh, J., & van Ham, M. (2010). The globalisation of marriage fields: The Swedish 

case. Journal of Ethnic and Migration Studies, 36(7), 1119–1138. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/13691830903488184 

Obinna, D. N. (2017). Ethnicity, reception and the growth of American immigration. Ethnic and 

Racial Studies. https://doi.org/http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/01419870.2017.1360503 

Olson, B. D., & Jason, L. A. (2015). Participatory mixed methods research. In S. Hesse-Biber & 

R. B. Johnson (Eds.), The Oxford handbook of multimethod and mixed methods research 

inquiry (pp. 393–405). Oxford University Press. 

Omnicore. (2020). Facebook by the numbers (2020): Stats, demographics & fun facts. 

https://www.omnicoreagency.com/facebook-statistics/ 

Oppenheim, M. (2020, July 8). Syrian families in Turkey marrying off “underage daughters for 

money amid coronavirus crisis,” campaigners warn. Independent. 

https://www.independent.co.uk/news/world/europe/syria-underage-daughters-marriage-

coronavirus-turkish-men-a9606706.html 

Orgad, L. (2016). Illiberal liberalism: Cultural restrictions on migration and access to citizenship 

in Europe. American Society of Comparative Law, 58(1), 53–105. 



196 

 

196 

 

Özgür, E.M., Deniz, A., Hasta, D., Yüceşahin, M. M., & Yavuz, S. (2014). The immigration of 

Russians and Azerbaijanis to Turkey: Who are they? Why are they here? Insight Turkey, 

16(4), 105–121. http://file.insightturkey.com/Files/Pdf/02_ozgurdeniz_5.pdf 

Özgür, Ertuğrul Murat, & Deniz, A. (2014). Rusya ile Türkiye arasında turizme dayalı bir göç 

sistemi oluşumu [The formation of a tourism-based migration system between Russia and 

Turkey]. Ege Coğrafya Dergisi [Aegean Geographical Journal], 23(2). 

https://dergipark.org.tr/en/pub/ecd/issue/4879/66934 

Ozsoy, T. (2022, June 11). Turkey to impose residence quotas on foreigners from July 1. 

Bloomberg. https://www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/2022-06-11/turkey-to-impose-

residence-quotas-on-foreigners-from-july-1#xj4y7vzkg 

Öztürk, A. E. (2016). Turkey’s diyanet under AKP rule: From protector to imposer of state 

ideology? Southeast European and Black Sea Studies, 16(4), 619–635. 

Öztürk, A. E. (2019). An alternative reading of religion and authoritarianism: The new logic 

between religion and state in the AKP’s new Turkey. Southeast European and Black Sea 

Studies, 19(1), 79–98. 

Pantoja, A. D., & Gershon, S. A. (2006). Political orientations and naturalization among Latino 

and Latina immigrants. Social Science Quarterly, 87(5), 1171–1187. 

Parisi, R. (2015). Practices and rhetoric of migrants’ social exclusion in Italy: Intermarriage, work 

and citizenship as devices for the production of social inequalities. Identities, 22(6), 739–756. 

Parkin, M. (2008). Priming. In P. J. Lavrakas (Ed.), Encyclopedia of survey research methods (pp. 

611–612). Sage. 

Pascoe, C. J. (2011). Resource and risk: Youth sexuality and new media use. Sexuality Research 

and Social Policy, 8, 5–17. 

Patton, M. Q. (2002). Qualitative research & evaluation methods (3rd ed.). Sage. 

Pecáková, I. (2016). Pitfalls of quantitative surveys online. Acta Oeconomica Pragensia, 24(6), 3–

15. https://doi.org/10.18267/j.aop.560 

Pellander, S. (2015). “An acceptable marriage”: Marriage migration and moral gatekeeping in 

Finland. Journal of Family Issues, 36(11), 1472–1489. 



197 

 

197 

 

Pellander, S. (2019). Buy me love: Entanglements of citizenship, income and emotions in 

regulating marriage migration. Journal of Ethnic and Migration Studies, 0(0), 1–16. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/1369183x.2019.1625141 

Pfadenhauer, M. (2009). At eye level: The expert interview – a talk between expert and quasi-

expert. In A. Bogner, B. Littig, & W. Menz (Eds.), Interviewing experts (pp. 81–97). Palgrave 

Macmillan. 

Piller, I. (1999). "Something tattooed on my forehead”: Gendered performances and perceptions 

of linguistic and national identity. In U. Pasero & F. Braun (Eds.), Wahrnehmung und 

Herstellung vonGeschlecht —Perceiving and Performing Gender (pp. 117–126). 

WestdeutscherVerlag. 

Piller, I. (2001). Naturalization language testing and its basis in ideologies of national identity and 

citizenship. International Journal of Bilingualism, 5(3), 243–369. 

https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/epdf/10.1177/13670069010050030201 

Platt, J. (2012). The history of the interview. In J. F. Gubrium, J. A. Holstein, A. B. Marvasti, & 

K. D. McKinney (Eds.), The Sage handbook of interview research: The complexity of the 

craft (2nd Ed). Sage. 

Polat, N. (2013). Regime change in Turkey. International Politics, 50(3), 435–454. 

https://doi.org/10.1057/ip.2013.12 

Prasad, P. (2005). Crafting qualitative research: Working in the postpositivist traditions. M. E. 

Sharpe, Inc. 

Preissle, J., Rohan, R. M., Glover-Kudon, E. A., Boehm, J. E., & DeGroff, A. (2015). Putting 

ethics on the mixed methods map. In S. Hesse-Biber & R. B. Johnson (Eds.), The Oxford 

handbook of multimethod and mixed methods research inquiry (pp. 144–163). Oxford 

University Press. 

Prins, N. (2019). An analysis of the Russian social media landscape in 2019. Linkfluence. 

https://www.linkfluence.com/blog/russian-social-media-landscape 

Pusch, B. (2012). Bordering the EU: Istanbul as a hotspot for transnational migration. In Turkey, 

migration and the EU: Potentials, challenges and opportunities (pp. 167–197). Hamburg 



198 

 

198 

 

University Press. 

Pusch, B. (2016). Legal membership on the Turkish side of the transnational German-Turkish 

space. In I. Sirkeci & B. Pusch (Eds.), Turkish Migration Policy (pp. 205–226). Transnational 

Press London. 

Pusch, B., & Splitt, J. S. (2013). Binding the Almancı to the “homeland” - notes from Turkey. 

Perceptions, XVIII(3), 129–166. 

QSR International. (2022). NVivo (1.6.1(1137)). 

Qualtrics. (2020). Qualtrics XM platform (March 2020). https://www.qualtrics.com 

Regulation 2010/139 on the Implementation of Turkish Citizenship Law, (2010). 

https://www.resmigazete.gov.tr/eskiler/2010/04/20100406-9.htm 

Reinold, J., Roosen, I., Hoogenboom, A., Westendorp, I., & Koch, K. (2016). International 

marriage brokers and mail order brides. Analysing the need for regulation. Policy 

Department for Citizen’s Rights and Constitutional Affairs. 

Richardson, E. H., & Turner, B. S. (2001). Sexual, intimate or reproductive citizenship? 

Citizenship Studies, 5(3), 329–338. https://doi.org/10.1080/1362102012008528 

Riggle, E. D. B., Rostosky, S. S., & Reedy, C. S. (2005). Online surveys for BGLT research: Issues 

and techniques. Journal of Homosexuality, 49(2), 1–21. 

Robinson, Kali. (2022). Turkey’s growing foreign policy ambitions. 

https://www.cfr.org/backgrounder/turkeys-growing-foreign-policy-ambitions 

Robinson, Kathryn. (2007). Marriage migration, gender transformations, and family values in the 

“global ecumene.” Gender, Place & Culture, 14(4), 483–497. 

Ross, D. (2014). Pouring old poison into new bottles: How discretion and the discriminatory 

administration of voter ID laws recreate literacy tests. Columbia Human Rights Law Review, 

45(2), 362–440. 

Ryabov, I. (2016). Post-migration experiences of female immigrant spouses from the former 

Soviet Union. Journal of Intercultural Studies, 37(3), 286–302. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/07256868.2016.1163531 



199 

 

199 

 

Sağıroğlu, A. Z. (2015). The fundamental parameters of Turkey’s new migration policy and 

management within the terms of new legislation. In G. Şeker, A. Tilbe, M. Ökmen, P. Yazgan, 

D. Eroğlu, & I. Sirkeci (Eds.), Turkish Migration Conference 2015: Selected Proceedings. 

Transnational Press London. 

Satzewich, V. (2014). Canadian visa officers and the social construction of “real” spousal 

relationships. Canadian Review of Sociology, 51(1), 1–21. https://doi.org/10.1111/cars.12031 

Saulnier, A. (2015). Racialized borders: Hypothesizing the diasporic implications of 

discriminatory surveillance at Canadian borders. Journal of Borderlands Studies, 30(2), 227–

245. https://doi.org/10.1080/08865655.2015.1045922 

Secor, A. (2004). “There is an Istanbul that belongs to me”: Citizenship, space, and identity in the 

city. Annals of the Association of American Geographers, 94(2), 352–368. 

Shah, P., & Menski, W. F. (Eds.). (2006). Migration, diasporas and legal systems in Europe. 

Routledge-Cavendish. 

Shen, S. (2017). The bibimbap migration theory? Challenges of Korea’s multicultural mix and 

social integration development. Journal of International Migration and Integration, 18(3), 

771–789. https://doi.org/10.1007/s12134-016-0489-6 

Sherlock, C. (2009). Gender, family unity and migration: Discourses and dilemmas. In H. Stalford, 

S. Currie, & S. Velluti (Eds.), Gender and migration in 21st century Europe. Ashgate 

Publishing Ltd. 

Shkedi, A. (2019). Introduction to data analysis in qualitative research. Asher Shkedi. 

Smith, R. M. (2002). Modern citizenship. In E. Isin & B. S. Turner (Eds.), Handbook of citizenship 

studies (pp. 105–115). Sage. 

Soyaltin, D. (2017). Public sector reforms to fight corruption in Turkey: a case of failed 

Europeanization? Turkish Studies, 18(3), 439–458. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/14683849.2017.1314185 

Spencer, R., Pryce, J. M., & Walsh, J. (2014). Philosophical approaches to qualitative research. In 

P. Leavy (Ed.), The Oxford handbook of qualitative research (pp. 81–98). Oxford University 

Press. 



200 

 

200 

 

Stalford, H., Currie, S., & Velluti, S. (Eds.). (2009). Gender and migration in 21st century Europe. 

Ashgate Publishing Ltd. 

Stockholm Center for Freedom. (2023). Crackdown on the Kurdish political movment and 

opposition groups: 2022 in review. https://stockholmcf.org/crackdown-on-the-kurdish-

political-movement-and-opposition-groups-2022-in-review/ 

Talmage, J. B. (2012). Listening to, and for, the research interview. In J. F. Gubrium, J. A. Holstein, 

A. B. Marvasti, & K. D. McKinney (Eds.), The Sage handbook of interview research: The 

complexity of the craft (2nd Ed, pp. 295–304). Sage. 

Tiryakioğlu, B. (2006). Multiple citizenship and its consequences in Turkish law. Ankara Law 

Review, 3(1). 

Toksöz, G., & Ulutaş, Ç. Ü. (2012). Is migration feminized? A gender- and ethnicity-based review 

of the literature on irregular migration to Turkey. In S. P. Elitok & T. Straubhaar (Eds.), 

Turkey, migration and the EU: Potentials, challenges and opportunities (pp. 85–112). 

Hamburg University Press. 

Toktaş, Ş., & Çelik, N. (2017). Border crossings between Georgia and Turkey: The Sarp land 

border gate. Geopolitics, 22(2), 383–406. https://doi.org/10.1080/14650045.2016.1219998 

Tolay, J. (2015). Discovering immigration into Turkey: The emergence of a dynamic field. 

International Migration, 53(6). https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-2435.2012.00741.x 

Toner, H. (2006). New judicial developments in EU citizenship: Solidarity, security, and second-

class citizens. In P. Shah & W. F. Menski (Eds.), Migration, diasporas and legal systems in 

Europe (pp. 87–106). Routledge-Cavendish. 

Topak, Ö. E., Bracken-Roche, C., Saulnier, A., & Lyon, D. (2015). From smart borders to 

perimeter security: The expansion of digital surveillance at the Canadian borders. Geopolitics, 

20(4), 880–899. https://doi.org/10.1080/14650045.2015.1085024 

Torpey, J. (2000). The invention of the passport: Surveillance, citizenship, and the state. 

Cambridge University Press. 

http://www.cambridge.org/us/academic/subjects/sociology/sociology-general-

interest/invention-passport-surveillance-citizenship-and-



201 

 

201 

 

state?format=PB&isbn=9780521634939 

Töttős, Á. (2015). The fight against marriages of convenience in the EU and in Hungary. Pécs 

Journal of International and European Law, 1612, 55–65. 

Traianou, A. (2014). The centrality of ethics in qualitative research. In P. Leavy (Ed.), The Oxford 

handbook of qualitative research (pp. 62–77). Oxford University Press. 

Tremblay, P. (2017, December 7). Proposed bill challenges Turkish citizenship for foreign spouses. 

Al-Monitor. http://www.al-monitor.com/pulse/originals/2014/12/turkey-citizenship-criteria-

moral-foreigners.html 

Trobia, A. (2008). Questionnaire. In P. J. Lavrakas (Ed.), Encyclopedia of survey research methods 

(pp. 652–655). Sage. 

Türkiye İstatistik Kurumu [Turkish Statistical Institute]. (2019). Evlilik yoluyla vatandaşlık 

kazananların (2000-2011) cinsiyete ve uyruğa göre dağılımı [Distribution of persons 

obtaining citizenship through marriage (2000-2011) according to gender and nationality]. 

TUİK. https://www.tuik.gov.tr/ 

Türkiye İstatistik Kurumu [Turkish Statistical Institute]. (2020). Income and living conditions 

survey. TUİK. https://data.tuik.gov.tr/ 

Türkiye İstatistik Kurumu [Turkish Statistical Institute]. (2022a). Bitirilen eğitim durumuna ve 

cinsiyete göre nüfus, 2008-2021 [Population by attained education level and sex, 2008-2021]. 

TUİK. 

Türkiye İstatistik Kurumu [Turkish Statistical Institute]. (2022b). Erkek ve kadının uyruğuna göre 

evlenmeler, 2009-2021 [Marriages by citizenship of male and female, 2009-2021]. TUİK. 

https://www.tuik.gov.tr/ 

Türkiye İstatistik Kurumu [Turkish Statistical Institute]. (2022c). Türkiye’de ikamet etmeye 

başladığı yıla, cinsiyete ve vatandaşlık ülkesine göre yabancı uyruklu nüfus, 2021 [Foreign 

population by sex, country of citizenship and the first year of residence in Turkey, 2021]. 

TUİK. https://www.tuik.gov.tr/ 

Tuysuz, G., & Sariyuce, I. (2021, March 21). Turkey withdraws from Istanbul convention to 

combat violence against women. CNN. https://www.cnn.com/2021/03/20/europe/turkey-



202 

 

202 

 

convention-violence-women-intl/index.html 

UNHCR. (n.d.). Temporary protection in Türkiye. Help: Türkiye. Retrieved February 5, 2023, 

from https://help.unhcr.org/turkiye/information-for-syrians/temporary-protection-in-turkey/ 

Uras, U. (2022, July 27). Rising anti-refugee sentiment leads to debate in Turkey . Al Jazeera. 

https://www.aljazeera.com/news/2022/7/27/rising-anti-refugee-sentiment-leads-debate-

turkey 

Uzgel, İ. (2022). Turkish foreign policy after presidentialism. 

https://www.mei.edu/publications/turkish-foreign-policy-after-presidentialism 

Wagman, G. (2018). The bid to break Turkish neutrality in WWII. Warfare History Network. 

https://warfarehistorynetwork.com/daily/wwii/the-bid-to-break-turkish-neutrality-in-wwii/ 

Waterman, S. (2019). National anthems and national symbolism: Singing the nation. In S. D. 

Brunn & R. Kehrein (Eds.), Handbook of the changing world language map. Springer 

International Publishing. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-73400-2_102-1 

Weldon, S. A. (2006). The institutional context of tolerance for ethnic minorities: A comparative, 

multilevel analysis of Western Europe. American Journal of Political Science, 50, 331–349. 

White, A. R., Nathan, N. L., & Faller, J. K. (2015). What do I need to vote? Bureaucratic discretion 

and discrimination by local election officials. American Political Science Review, 109(1), 

129–142. https://doi.org/doi:10.1017/S0003055414000562 

Williams, L. (2010). Global marriage: Cross border marriage migration in global context. 

Palgrave Macmillan. 

Williamson, R. (2015). Towards a multi-scalar methodology: The challenges of studying social 

transformation and international migration. In S. Castles, D. Ozkul, & M. A. Cubas (Eds.), 

Social transformation and migration: National and local experiences in South Korea, Turkey, 

Mexico and Australia. Palgrave Macmillan. 

Willis, P. (2011). Talking sexuality online: Technical, methodological and ethical considerations 

of online research with sexual minority youth. Qualitative Social Work, 11, 141–155. 

Wray, H. (2006). Hidden purpose: UK ethnic minority international marriages and the immigration 

rules. In P. Shah & W. F. Menski (Eds.), Migration, diasporas and legal systems in Europe 



203 

 

203 

 

(pp. 163–184). Routledge-Cavendish. 

Wray, H. (2015). “A thing apart”: Controlling male family migration to the United Kingdom. Men 

and Masculinities, 18(4), 424–447. https://doi.org/10.1177/1097184X15575108 

Wunderlich, T. (2002). Migrants’ motivation to naturalize. In E. Isin & B. S. Turner (Eds.), 

Handbook of citizenship studies (pp. 54–55). Sage. 

Xu, X., El-Ashram, A., & Gold, J. (2015). Too Much of a Good Thing? Prudent Management of 

Inflows under Economic Citizenship Programs (No. WP/15/93). 

Yabanci, B. (2022). Religion, nationalism, and populism in Turkey under the AKP (Turkish Views: 

Crisis and Opportunities for Turkey in 2023). Middle East Institute. 

Yakushko, O., & Rajan, I. (2017). Global love for sale: Divergence and convergence of human 

trafficking with “mail order brides” and international arranged marriage phenomena. Women 

& Therapy, 40(1–2), 190–206. https://doi.org/10.1080/02703149.2016.1213605 

Yang, P. Q. (1994). Explaining immigrant naturalization. International Migration Review, 28(3), 

449–477. https://doi.org/10.2307/2546816 

Yeğen, M. (2004). Citizenship and ethnicity in Turkey. Middle Eastern Studies, 40(6), 51–66. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/0026320042000282874 

Yeoh, B. S., Chee, H. L., & Baey, G. H. (2013). The place of Vietnamese marriage migrants in 

Singapore: Social reproduction, social “problems” and social protection. Third World 

Quarterly, 34(10), 1927–1941. 

Yilmaz, Z. (2017). The AKP and the spirit of the “new” Turkey: Imagined victim, reactionary 

mood, and resentful sovereign. Turkish Studies, 18(3), 482–513. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/14683849.2017.1314763 

Yuval-Davis, N. (1996). Women and the biological reproduction of “the nation.” Women’s Studies 

International Forum, 19(1–2), 17–24. https://doi.org/10.1016/0277-5395(95)00075-5 

 

 



204 

 

204 

 

APPENDIX A: SOCIAL MEDIA POSTS 

Survey invitations were posted multiple times in the following Facebook groups / V.K. communities from March 2019 to December 2019. Where 

allowed, invitations were posted monthly. Different groups have different posting rules, affecting the frequency of posts. Because many of these 

groups have similar names, URLs have been included for reference. 

 

Website Group / community name Posting 

language(s) 

Facebook Expats of Turkey, lets help each other out 

https://www.facebook.com/groups/136448146550933/ 

English 

Facebook Turkish-Russian-Ukraine Dating-Marriage 

https://www.facebook.com/groups/turkishsite/ 

Turkish & 

Russian 

Facebook ISAT: International Students Association in Turkey 

https://www.facebook.com/groups/InternationalSAT/ 

English & 

Turkish 

Facebook Foreigners in Istanbul 

https://www.facebook.com/groups/foristanbul/ 

English & 

Turkish 

Facebook Foreigners who live in Istanbul 

https://www.facebook.com/groups/foreignerswholiveinistanbul/ 

English & 

Turkish 

Facebook Istanbul Expat Center 

https://www.facebook.com/groups/288523151622/ 

English & 

Turkish 
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Website Group / community name Posting 

language(s) 

Facebook International Community of Koç University 

https://www.facebook.com/groups/internationalkustudent/ 

English 

Facebook Expats & Foreigners in Turkey™ 

https://www.facebook.com/groups/americansinistanbul/ 

English & 

Turkish 

Facebook ا انقرةᘭترك  ᢝ
ᡧᣚ ةᘭᗖᖁة العᘭالجال 🇹🇷 [the Arab Community in Turkey]  

https://www.facebook.com/groups/Family.Faceb0ok/ 

Arabic & 

Turkish 

Facebook اᘭترك   ᡧᣚ والاسلامᘭة  العᘭᗖᖁة   Türkiye'de Arap ve Müslüman toplum [The Arab and Muslim - الجالᘭة 

Community in Turkey]  

https://www.facebook.com/groups/1890505231270862/ 

Arabic & 

Turkish 

Facebook Русский Авсаллар [Russian Avsallar] 

https://www.facebook.com/groups/Avsallar.biz/ 

Turkish & 

Russian 

Facebook ةᘭᗖᖁا للدول العᘭتجارة من ترك  [Trade from Turkey to Arab Countries]  

https://www.facebook.com/groups/1350476154993924/ 

Arabic & 

Turkish 

Facebook ا عامةᗖا واوروᘭترك  ᢝ
ᡧᣚ  ةᘭᗖᖁة العᘭᗖة والمغارᗫᖁة الجزائᘭالجال  dz  [Algerian Community and Maghreb Arabs in Turkey] 

https://www.facebook.com/groups/711528645847064/ 

Arabic & 

Turkish 

Facebook Bodrum Echo Community 

https://www.facebook.com/groups/BodrumEchoCommunity/ 

English 
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Website Group / community name Posting 

language(s) 

Facebook اᘭا انقرە وقونᘭترك  ᢝ
ᡧᣚ ةᘭᗖᖁه العᘭالجال [The Arab Community in Turkey, Ankara and Konya] 

https://www.facebook.com/groups/538369302968697/ 

Arabic & 

Turkish 

Facebook Russkie V Stambule/ Russkogovoryashie [Russians In Istanbul / Russian Speakers] 

https://www.facebook.com/groups/461333853921215/ 

Russian & 

Turkish 

Facebook РУССКИЕ В СТАМБУЛЕ [Russians in Istanbul] 

https://www.facebook.com/groups/163218764054293/ 

Russian 

Facebook Русские проживающие в Турции [Russians living in Turkey] 

https://www.facebook.com/groups/449779415189923/ 

Russian 

Facebook Ankara Expat Life 

https://www.facebook.com/groups/Ankaraexpatlife/ 

English 

Facebook Foreigners in Istanbul 

https://www.facebook.com/groups/foreignerinistanbul/ 

English 

Facebook Foreigners in Istanbul 

https://www.facebook.com/groups/1519542708275652/ 

English 

Facebook Foreigners Living in Izmir / Expats in İzmir 

https://www.facebook.com/groups/foreignersizmir/ 

English 

Facebook Foreigners living in Istanbul - group by www.istexpats.com English 
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Website Group / community name Posting 

language(s) 

https://www.facebook.com/groups/foreignerslivinginistanbul/ 

Facebook اᘭترك  ᢝ
ᡧᣚ ةᘭᗖᖁة العᘭالجال [Arab community in Turkey] 

https://www.facebook.com/groups/923161234445927/ 

Arabic & 

Turkish 

Facebook Göç Araştırmacıları Platformu [Migration Researchers Platform] 

https://www.facebook.com/groups/1714193008816225/ 

Turkish & 

English 

Facebook Русские эмигранты в Турции/Russian emigrant's in Turkey 

https://www.facebook.com/groups/RussianslivinginIstanbul/ 

Russian, 

Turkish & 

English 

Facebook Expats in istanbul - Istanbul Expats - Expatriates of Istanbul 

https://www.facebook.com/groups/istanbulexpats/ 

English 

Facebook İstanbul Expats & Internationals Group 

https://www.facebook.com/groups/istanbulexpatsinternationals/ 

English 

Facebook Foreigners in Antalya 

https://www.facebook.com/groups/ForeignersInAntalya/ 

English 

Facebook اᘭترك  ᢝ
ᡧᣚ ةᘭᗖᖁة العᘭالجال [Arab community in Turkey] 

https://www.facebook.com/groups/libyangrup.tr/ 

Arabic & 

Turkish 

Facebook Istanbul English Speaking Foreigners English 
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Website Group / community name Posting 

language(s) 

https://www.facebook.com/groups/ISTANBULENGLISHSPEAKERS/ 

Facebook Русский и Турецкий.....Слова.....О жизни  [Russian and Turkish Words About Life] 

https://www.facebook.com/groups/ARFKAYA/ 

Turkish & 

Russian 

Facebook Foreign Women of Istanbul 

https://www.facebook.com/groups/IstanbulExpatWomen/ 

English 

Facebook  انقرة  ᢝ
ᡧᣚ ةᘭᗖᖁة العᘭا –الجالᘭترك   [Arab Community in Ankara, Turkey] 

https://www.facebook.com/groups/1721482534767373/ 

Arabic & 

Turkish 

Facebook Rusça Öğreniyoruz - Русский Язык для Всех [Russian Language for All] 

https://www.facebook.com/groups/1466574863560792/ 

Turkish & 

Russian 

Facebook ةᘭᗖᖁا والدول العᘭترك  ᢝ
ᡧᣚ  ᡧ ᢕᣌᗫالسور  ᡧ ᢕᣌᗖ ᡨᣂزواج المغ  [Marriage of Syrian Expatriates in Turkey and Arab Countries] 

https://www.facebook.com/groups/710376129118346/ 

Arabic & 

Turkish 

VK.com Турция для друзей - Turkey for friends 

https://vk.com/turkeyforfriends 

Russian 

Facebook Latvieši Turcijā [Latvians in Turkey] 

https://www.facebook.com/groups/latviesiturcija/ 

Latvian 

Facebook Istanbul Expat Community 

https://www.facebook.com/groups/istexpats/ 

English 
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Website Group / community name Posting 

language(s) 

Facebook Foreigners living in Istanbul 

https://www.facebook.com/foreignerslivinginistanbul/ 

English 

Facebook Istanbul Expats 

https://www.facebook.com/IstanbulExpats/ 

English 

VK.com Gönül Almak/Турция-Turkey-Türkiye/Красивые посты 

https://vk.com/turklove 

Russian & 

Turkish 

VK.com Турция Türkiye Turkey 

https://vk.com/turkeylife 

Russian & 

Turkish 

VK.com Турция ⨅⨆⨈⨉ Turkey 

https://vk.com/turtsia 

Russian 

VK.com Турция ВКонтакте 

https://vk.com/tr_vk 

Russian 

VK.com Турция Turkey Discussion board 

https://vk.com/turkey_otzivi 

Russian 

VK.com ТУРЦИЯ 

https://vk.com/turkiyemiz 

Russian 
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Website Group / community name Posting 

language(s) 

VK.com Русскоязычные мусульмане в Турции [Russian Speaking Muslims in Turkey] Discussion board 

https://vk.com/muslims_in_turkey 

Russian 

VK.com Русская Турция | Türkiye Ruslar [Russian Turkey] 

https://vk.com/russianturkey 

Russian & 

Turkish 

Facebook Русские мамы в Стамбуле [Russian mothers in Istanbul] 

https://www.facebook.com/groups/384896371660833/ 

Russian & 

Turkish 

Facebook اᘭاسطنبول_ترك  ᢝ
ᡧᣚ ةᘭᗖᖁة العᘭوظائف وخدمات الجال  [Jobs and Arab Community Services in Istanbul, Turkey] 

https://www.facebook.com/groups/935869523248873/ 

Arabic & 

Turkish 

Facebook Русский-турецкий язык - Rusca-Türkçe Dili [Russian-Turkish Language] 

https://www.facebook.com/groups/217219655748703/ 

Turkish & 

Russian 

Facebook اᘭترك  ᢝ
ᡧᣚ ةᘭᗖᖁة العᘭالجال [Arab community in Turkey] 

https://www.facebook.com/groups/1929708117271491/ 

Arabic & 

Turkish 

Facebook اᘭترك  ᢝ
ᡧᣚ ةᘭᗖᖁة العᘭالجال ♥ [The Arab Community in Turkey] 

https://www.facebook.com/groups/1445413095767417/ 

Arabic & 

Turkish 

Facebook Expat Women in Turkey 

https://www.facebook.com/expatwomeninturkey/ 

English 



211 

 

 

APPENDIX B: SURVEY QUESTIONS 

Naturalized citizenship and cross-border marriage migration: The case 

of Turkey51 

Q1.1 My name is Judith Woods; I am a researcher at Koç University and my supervisor 

is Dr. Ahmet İçduygu. My dissertation focuses on people who apply for citizenship in 

Turkey through marriage. I am specifically researching the barriers or challenges that may 

occur during the application process. For this project, I want to ask you some questions 

about your background, your relationship and the process of getting Turkish citizenship. 

Your information will not be shared outside of this project and your answers are 

confidential. 

____ Cancel 

____ Continue  

Skip To: End of Survey If My name is Judith Woods; I am a researcher at Koç University and my supervisor 

is Dr. Ahmet İçduy... = Cancel 

Q1.2 This survey will take ten to fifteen minutes. There should not be any risks associated 

with your participation, but you have the right to stop the survey at any time. Information 

you provide is confidential and your responses will be anonymous. Your name and any 

identifying details will be changed in any reports using this survey. If you agree to 

participate, please click “begin” to be taken to the survey. This research has been 

reviewed and approved by the Ethics Board of Koç University. If you have any further 

questions or concerns about this study, please contact Judith Woods, PhD candidate 

(jwoods15@ku.edu.tr) or Dr. Ahmet İçduygu, Supervisor (aicduygu@ku.edu.tr) 

____ Cancel 

____ Begin  

Skip To: End of Survey If This survey will take ten to fiŌeen minutes. There should not be any risks associated 

with your... = Cancel 

Q2.1 First, I'm going to ask you some demographic questions. 

 

Q2.2 What is your year of birth?  

 ____________________________________ 

 
51 Formatting has been modified from the online version to conserve space 
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Q2.3 What country are you originally from? 

 ____________________________________ 

Q2.4 What is your level of education? 

____ Less than high school  (ISCED 0-2 / UK 1) 

____ High school graduate  (ISCED 3 / UK 2) 

____ Some college / 2-year degree / vocational certificate  (ISCED 4-5, UK 3-5) 

____ 4 year degree  (ISCED 6 / UK 6) 

____ Professional degree / Master's degree  (ISCED 7 / UK 7) 

____ Doctorate  (ISCED 8 / UK 8) 

 

Q2.5 What is your level of Turkish language skill? 

____ None / A little Turkish 

____ I can manage simple 

conversations 

____ Intermediate 

____ Advanced 

____ Fluent 

Display This QuesƟon: 

If What is your level of Turkish language skill? [anything other than] I do not speak or understand Turkish 

Q2.6 How did you learn to speak or understand Turkish? Check all that apply. 

____ From my partner 

____ Turkish language courses 

____ Private instruction 

____ During an exchange program in 

Turkey 

____ It is my mother tongue 

____ Other (please specify)

 ____________ 



213 

 

 

Display This QuesƟon: 

If What is your level of Turkish language skill? [anything other than]= I do not speak or understand Turkish 

And How did you learn to speak or understand Turkish (check all that apply)? [anything other than]!= It is 

my mother tongue 

Q2.7 Where have you studied Turkish? 

____ Only in my home country 

____ Only in Turkey 

____ Both in my home country and 

Turkey 

____ Other (please specify)

 __________

 

Q2.8 What other languages do you speak? Please check all that apply. 

 A little 
Simple 

conversation 
Intermediate Advanced Fluent 

English  ____ ____ ____ ____ ____ 

Russian  ____ ____ ____ ____ ____ 

Arabic  ____ ____ ____ ____ ____ 

Kurdish  ____ ____ ____ ____ ____ 

German  ____ ____ ____ ____ ____ 

Other (please 

specify)  
____ ____ ____ ____ ____ 

Other (please 

specify)  
____ ____ ____ ____ ____ 

 

Q2.9 What is your sex? 

____ Male   

____ Female   

 

Q2.10 What is your religious background? 

Christian 

____ Catholic   

____ Protestant   

____ Orthodox   

____ Other  

Muslim 

____ Sunni   

____ Shia   

____ Other  
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Other 

____ Buddhist  

____ Hindu  

____ Sikh   

____ Jewish   

 

____ Other   

____ None   

____ Prefer not to say 

  

 

Q2.11 In Turkey, what city do you live in?

 __________________________________________ 

 

Q2.12 Considering the last six months and the income (e.g. salary, rent, pension, other 

business income, etc.) of all family members, which of the following groups is closest to 

your average total monthly household income [in Turkish lira]? 

____ Less than 2000 TL per month  

____ 2000 to 4000 TL per month  

____ 4001-7000 TL per month  

____ 7001-10000 TL per month  

____ 10001-20000 TL per month  

____ More than 20000 TL per month  

 

Q3.1 Now I'm going to ask you some questions about your relationship with your Turkish 

partner. 

 

Q3.2 What is your partner's year of birth?

 __________________________________________ 

 

Q3.3 What is your partner's level of education? 

____ Less than high school (ISCED 0-2 / UK 1)  

____ High school graduate (ISCED 3 / UK 2) 

____ Some college / 2-year degree / vocational certificate (ISCED 4-5, UK 3-5) 

____ 4-year degree (ISCED 6 / UK 6) 

____ Professional degree / Master's degree (ISCED 7 / UK 7) 

____ Doctorate (ISCED 8 / UK 8) 

 

Q3.4 Do you live with your Turkish partner? 

____ Yes   

____ No  
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Q3.5 What is your relationship status with your Turkish partner? 

____ Engaged  

____ Married   

____ Divorced   

____ Other (please specify) 

____________ 

 

 

Display This QuesƟon: 

If What is your relaƟonship status with your Turkish partner? = Married 

 

Q3.6 What year did you marry your Turkish partner?

 ______________________________ 

 

Q3.7 How did you meet your partner? 

____ Friends / family   

____ School / university   

____ Work   

____ Internet   

____ Dating agency / website   

____ Other (please specify)

 ____________

 

Q3.8 When did you meet your Turkish partner (year)?

 ______________________________ 

 

Q3.9 Did you meet your Turkish partner in Turkey or abroad? 

____ Turkey   

____ Abroad (where?)    

 ______________________________ 

 

Q4.1 Now, I'm going to ask some questions about your migration to Turkey and 

citizenship. 

 

Q4.2 How long have you lived in Turkey? 

____ Less than 1 year   

____ 1-3 years   

____ 3-5 years   

____ 5-10 years   

____ 10-20 years   

____ 20+ years   

 

Q4.3 Why did you move to Turkey? 
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____ Education   

____ Work   

____ Marriage / relationship   

____ Other (please specify)

 ____________ 

 

Q4.4 Do you have Turkish citizenship? 

____ Yes  

____ No  

 

Display This QuesƟon: 

If Do you have Turkish ciƟzenship? = Yes 

 

Q4.5 Did you receive your Turkish citizenship because of your marriage? 

____ Yes   

____ No   

 

Display This QuesƟon: 

If Do you have Turkish ciƟzenship? = Yes 

And Did you receive your Turkish ciƟzenship because of your marriage? = Yes 

 

Q4.6 When did you apply for Turkish citizenship? ________________________ 

 

Display This QuesƟon: 

If Do you have Turkish ciƟzenship? = Yes 

And Did you receive your Turkish ciƟzenship because of your marriage? = Yes 

 

Q4.7 How long did the citizenship application process take (including interviews, 

verifying information) after you submitted your application? 

____ Less than 6 months   

____ 6 months - 1 year  

____ 1-2 years  

____ More than 2 years   

____ I don't know / don't remember   

 

Display This QuesƟon: 

If Do you have Turkish ciƟzenship? = Yes 

And Did you receive your Turkish ciƟzenship because of your marriage? = Yes 

Q4.8 How easy or difficult was the process of obtaining Turkish citizenship? 



217 

 

 

____ Extremely easy   

____ Somewhat easy   

____ Neither easy nor difficult   

____ Somewhat difficult   

____ Extremely difficult   

____ I don't know / don't remember  

Display This QuesƟon: 

If Do you have Turkish ciƟzenship? = Yes 

And Did you receive your Turkish ciƟzenship because of your marriage? = Yes 

Q4.9 When you applied for citizenship, was the process clear to you in terms of what 

steps you would need to take and the information you would need to provide? 

____ Extremely clear   

____ Somewhat clear  

____ Neither clear nor unclear   

____ Somewhat unclear   

____ Extremely unclear   

____ I don't know / don't remember  

Display This QuesƟon: 

If Do you have Turkish ciƟzenship? = Yes 

And Did you receive your Turkish ciƟzenship because of your marriage? = Yes 

Q4.10 Compared to other people you know who have applied for citizenship, how 

difficult was your application process? 

____ Much easier   

____ Easier   

____ Neither easier nor more difficult   

____ More difficult   

____ Much more difficult   

____ I don't know / don't remember   

Display This QuesƟon: 

If Do you have Turkish ciƟzenship? = Yes 

And Did you receive your Turkish ciƟzenship because of your marriage? = Yes 

Q4.11 Compared to other people you know who have applied for citizenship, how long 

did your application process take? 

____ Much shorter   

____ A little shorter   

____ About the same amount of time   

____ A little longer   

____ Much longer   

____ I don't know / don't remember   

Display This QuesƟon: 

If Do you have Turkish ciƟzenship? = Yes 

And Did you receive your Turkish ciƟzenship because of your marriage? = Yes 
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Q4.12 What kinds of information did you have to provide during the citizenship 

application process (check all that apply)? 

____ Marriage certificate   

____ Proof of prior divorce   

____ Proof of residence   

____ Proof your relationship is valid 

(not fake)  

____ Home rental / ownership contract   

____ An interview   

____ Proof of Turkish language skill   

____ Other (please specify)

 ____________ 

____ I don't know / don't remember   

Display This QuesƟon: 

If What kinds of informaƟon did you have to provide during the ciƟzenship applicaƟon process (che... = 

Proof your relaƟonship is valid (not fake) 

Q4.13 What kinds of information did you have to provide to prove the validity of your 

relationship (check all that apply)? 

____ Photos of you together as a 

couple 

____ Home rental / ownership contract 

with both names  

____ Communication records (phone, 

message records, letters, etc.) 

____ Information about partner's daily 

habits   

____ Other (please specify)

 ____________ 

____ I don't know / don't remember   

Display This QuesƟon: 

If What kinds of informaƟon did you have to provide during the ciƟzenship applicaƟon process (che... = An 

interview 

Q4.14 Who was interviewed as part of the application process (check all that apply)? 

____ Me   

____ My partner   

____ My partner's family   

____ My family   

____ My partner's friends   

____ My friends   

____ Other (please specify)

 ____________ 

____ I don't know / don't remember  

Display This QuesƟon: 

If Do you have Turkish ciƟzenship? = No 

 

Q4.15 Are you interested in obtaining Turkish citizenship? 

____ Yes, I have already applied   

____ Yes, but I have not applied yet   

____ I applied but was denied 
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____ No, I am not interested in 

obtaining Turkish citizenship 

Display This QuesƟon: 

If Are you interested in obtaining Turkish ciƟzenship? = Yes, I have already applied 

Q4.16 When did you apply for Turkish citizenship? 

 ______________________________ 

Display This QuesƟon: 

If Are  you  interested  in  obtaining  Turkish  ciƟzenship?  = No,  I  am  not  interested  in  obtaining  Turkish 

ciƟzenship 

Q4.17 I am not interested in applying for Turkish citizenship because (check all that apply) 

____ It is too expensive  

____ I would have to give up my 

citizenship   

____ It isn't worth it to me  

____ It is too difficult   

____ Reasons related to Turkish 

politics   

____ Reasons related to Turkish 

economy   

____ Other (please specify)

 ___________

 

Q4.18 Does your Turkish partner have / plan to get citizenship from your home country? 

____ Yes, she or he has applied or received citizenship from my home country  

____ Yes, she or he plans to apply for citizenship from my home country   

____ No, she or he does not plan to apply for citizenship from my home country  

____ Other (please specify) 

 ________________________________________________ 

Display This QuesƟon: 

If Does your Turkish partner have / plan to get ciƟzenship from your home country? = No, she or he does 

not plan to apply for ciƟzenship from my home country 
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Q4.19 My partner does not plan to apply for citizenship from my home country because 

(check all that apply) 

____ Turkey's citizenship is better   

____ She or he isn't eligible   

____ My home country does not allow dual citizenship  

____ Too expensive   

____ Too difficult   

____ She or he does not want it due to political reasons related to Turkey   

____ She or he does not want it due to political reasons related to my home country   

____ Other (please specify) 

 ________________________________________________ 

 

Q5.1 Are you interested in participating in further interviews or focus groups for this 

research? 

____ Yes, I am interested in participating in further interviews or focus groups  

____ No, I am NOT interested in participating in further interviews or focus groups  

Display This QuesƟon: 

If Are you  interested  in parƟcipaƟng  in further  interviews or focus groups for this research? = Yes, I am 

interested in parƟcipaƟng in further interviews or focus groups 

 

Q5.2 Please provide your name and email address

 ____________________________________ 
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Table D-2: Monthly income level by group in lira 
 

Female respondent 

Income (₺) 2003+ Applied Not yet applied Not interested Total 

0 - 1999 0 0% 2 17% 10 83% 0 0% 12 

2000 - 4000 14 30% 3 6% 21 45% 9 19% 47 

4001 - 7000 22 30% 9 12% 26 36% 16 22% 73 

7001 - 10,000 24 35% 8 12% 19 28% 18 26% 69 

10,001 - 20,000 22 27% 5 6% 20 24% 36 43% 83 

20,000+ 3 18% 1 6% 4 24% 9 53% 17 

No response 2 50% 0 0% 0 0% 2 50% 4 

Average52 ₺8,908 ₺7,984 ₺7,577 ₺11,229  
 

Male respondent 
 

2003+ Applied Not yet applied Not interested Total 

0 - 1999 0 0% 0 0% 1 50% 1 50% 2 

2000 - 4000 2 50% 0 0% 1 25% 1 25% 4 

4001 - 7000 3 33% 1 11% 3 33% 2 22% 9 

7001 - 10,000 3 30% 1 10% 3 30% 3 30% 10 

10,001 - 20,000 3 20% 0 0% 3 20% 9 60% 15 

20,000+ 1 20% 0 0% 2 40% 2 40% 5 

No response 1 100% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 1 

Average ₺9,418 ₺5,501 ₺10,079 ₺11,973  
 

Totals 
 

2003+ Applied Not yet applied Not interested Total 

0 - 1999 0 0% 2 14% 11 79% 1 7% 14 

2000 - 4000 16 31% 3 6% 22 43% 10 20% 51 

4001 - 7000 25 30% 10 12% 29 35% 18 22% 82 

 
52 Averages are calculated using the middle value of each category excepting the category ₺20,000+, which takes the 

value ₺20,001. 
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Table D-2: Monthly income level by group in lira 

7001 - 10,000 27 34% 9 11% 22 28% 21 27% 79 

10,001 - 20,000 25 26% 5 5% 23 23% 45 46% 98 

20,000+ 4 18% 1 5% 6 27% 11 50% 22 

No response 3 60% 0 0% 0 0% 2 40% 5 

Average ₺8,971 ₺7,919 ₺7,864 ₺11,355  
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APPENDIX E:  CHAPTER 6 ADDITIONAL TABLES AND 

FIGURES 

Table E-1: Immigrant interviewees 53 

Interviewee Origin Sex Status Applied Granted Province 

Grace UK F Granted 1984 1984 Muğla  

Diana UK F Granted 1999 1999 Muğla  

Elizabeth South Africa F Granted 1999 1999 Kocaeli 

Sofia Russia F Granted 1999 2000 Antalya 

Olga Russia F Granted 2002 2003 Antalya 

Olivia UK F Granted 2002 2002 Muğla  

Kirstin USA F Granted 2003 2006 Istanbul 

Ashley UK F Granted 2004 2004 Kocaeli 

Ekaterina Moldova F Granted 2007 2008 Istanbul 

Juana Colombia F Granted 2009 2010 Istanbul 

Mary USA F Granted 2009 2012 Istanbul 

Klara Sweden F Granted 2010 2011 Muğla  

Inessa Russia F Denied 2011  ---- Antalya 

Joanna UK F Granted 2013 2014 Istanbul 

Ava Germany F Granted 2015 2016 Istanbul 

David Sweden M Granted 2015 2016 Ankara 

Evelyn UK F Granted 2015 2017 Muğla  

Michelle UK F Denied 2017  ---- Antalya 

Adeline Belgium F Granted 2018 2019 Istanbul 

Emily Hong Kong F Pending 2018  ---- Istanbul 

Irina Ukraine F Pending 2018  ---- Istanbul 

Iris UK F Pending 2018  ---- Antalya 

Josie UK F Pending 2018  ---- Ankara 

 
53 All names and identifying details have been changed to respect respondents’ privacy. 
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Table E-1: Immigrant interviewees 53 

Melissa USA F Pending 2018  ---- Hatay 

Ulyana Ukraine F Pending 2019  ---- Antalya 

 

 

Table E-2: Attorney/consultant interviewees54 

Interviewee Role City Province No. Cases 

Fatıh Attorney Istanbul Istanbul 5-10 per year 

Başar Attorney Istanbul Istanbul <5 

Murat Consultant Istanbul Istanbul 40 per year 

Cansu Consultant Istanbul Istanbul 3-4 per year 

Erkan Consultant Istanbul Istanbul ~ 400 per year 

Fişek Consultant Istanbul Istanbul 3-5 per year 

Ahmet Consultant Ankara Ankara ~ 200 per year 

Hamdi Consultant Antalya Antalya 40-50 per year 

İlkin Consultant Antalya Antalya 100 per year 

Kaan, Ayşe and Deniz Attorney Kemer Antalya 3-5 per year 

 

 

Table E-3: Survey respondent documents by application period 
 

<2003 (38) 2003+ (18) 2010+ (82) Total (138) 

Marriage certificate 32 84% 17 94% 71 87% 120 87% 

Proof of divorce 3 8% 0 0% 12 15% 15 11% 

Proof of residence 4 11% 16 89% 58 71% 78 57% 

Evidence of relationship 

validity 

1 3% 7 39% 35 43% 43 31% 

Home rental/ownership 

contract (proof of residence) 

0 0% 0 0% 31 38% 31 22% 

 
54 All names have been changed to respect respondents’ privacy. 
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Table E-3: Survey respondent documents by application period 

Proof of language skill 4 11% 10 56% 40 49% 54 39% 

Other 6 16% 0 0% 19 23% 25 18% 

*Health report 3 8% 0 0% 0 0% 3 2% 

*Respondent birth certificate 0 0% 0 0% 6 7% 6 4% 

*Child(ren) birth certificate 0 0% 0 0% 1 1% 1 1% 

*Proof of education 0 0% 0 0% 1 1% 1 1% 

*Translated & notarized 

documents 

0 0% 0 0% 3 4% 3 2% 

*Partner population 

registration 

0 0% 0 0% 1 1% 1 1% 

*Partner ID card 0 0% 0 0% 2 2% 2 1% 

*Criminal record 0 0% 0 0% 2 2% 2 1% 

*Respondent parent/family 

info 

0 0% 0 0% 1 1% 1 1% 

*Statement of intent 1 3% 0 0% 0 0% 1 1% 

*Nothing 2 5% 0 0% 0 0% 2 1% 

Don't know/don't remember 1 3% 3 17% 12 15% 16 12% 

 




