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ABSTRACT ARTICLE HISTORY
The role of marriage in accessing membership entitlements has Received 19 February 2019
been studied extensively in the context of marriage migration, Accepted 8 September 2019

but it remains under-researched in the literature on citizenship KEYWORDS

acquisition. This paper explores specific constructions of deserving- Gender: citizenship; street-
ness vis-a-vis the foreign spouses of citizens and their marriages in level bureaucrats; nation-state;
the context of facilitated naturalization in Switzerland. Based on an marriage; politics of belonging
ethnographic investigation of the naturalization practices of street-

level bureaucrats, we show that the politics of belonging in the

context of access to citizenship is regulated by intersecting gen-

dered, ethnicized and classed logics of desirability about how

a marriage should be. Additionally, a patrilineal logic continues to

guide street-level bureaucrats de facto even when legislation has

introduced de jure gender equality. Finally, we demonstrate that it is

not only immigration regimes, but also citizenship regimes that

employ assumptions about what constitutes a ‘good marriage’ in

order to draw the boundaries of the nation.

1. Facilitated naturalization as a politics of belonging: drawing the
gendered boundaries of the nation

This article scrutinizes the naturalization practices of street-level bureaucrats in
Switzerland, demonstrating some of the ways in which citizenship becomes an important
site of a politics of belonging. By politics of belonging we mean policies involved in ‘the
maintenance and reproduction of the boundaries of the community of belonging by the
hegemonic political powers’ (Yuval-Davis 2006, 205). Citizenship politics (re)produces
the nation-state by defining who can and who cannot become a citizen. Naturalization
policies provide an especially interesting locus through which to explore how the
boundaries of the nation-state are drawn and reworked because they incorporate mean-
ings and assumptions regarding good and bad future citizens (Brace 2015; Fischer and
Dahinden 2017; Geddes and Favell 1999).

In this article, we examine one particular form of naturalization, namely what is
referred to as facilitated naturalization, a fast-track citizenship process for foreigners
married to Swiss citizens. Most European countries facilitate citizenship acquisition for
the spouses of citizens. In Switzerland, the residence requirement and application fee are
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reduced and the bureaucratic procedure is simplified for such applicants. This regime
contributes to a politics of belonging in two different ways. First, like all naturalization
politics, it maintains and reproduces the boundaries of the nation-state by indicating who
merits becoming a citizen and who does not (Mazouz 2012). Second, the candidates
obtain potential access to citizenship through marriage to a citizen. At the heart of the
evaluation process are particular ideas about good or acceptable marriages. The literature
on gender and nationalism has shown that ideas about proper forms of kinship, sexuality
and reproduction were closely entangled with nation-building processes (Anthias and
Yuval-Davis 1992). Marriage and gendered visions of kinship relations thus play a major
role in the physical and cultural reproduction of the boundaries of the nation-state and
the making of a good citizen (Andrikopoulos 2017; Duyvendak 2011). This is why the
state has a hegemonic role in deciding upon acceptable forms of family and how citizens
should behave towards each other in the intimate context of their marriages.

Historically, citizenship legislation has been used to restrict undesirable marriages,
reflecting a patriarchal conception of citizenship and excluding undesirable migrant men
(de Hart 2006). It has been argued that, as citizenship legislation in Europe came to
incorporate gender equality, the protection of the nation from undesirable marriages and
migrant men shifted from citizenship policy to immigration policy (de Hart 2015). The
scholarship on spousal migration and mixed marriages has extensively explored the ways
in which states define legitimate and fraudulent relationships (Bonjour and de Hart 2013;
Eggebe 2013). It has also demonstrated how the legitimacy of relationships is evaluated
by civil registrars (Wemyss, Yuval-Davis, and Cassidy 2018; Lavanchy 2015) and visa and
immigration officers (Pellander 2015; Scheel 2017; Satzewich 2014; Alpes and Spire
2014). Legitimacy is assessed on the basis of the norm of love marriage (D’Aoust
2013), but it also cannot be separated from the way the national community is conceived
(Bonjour and Block 2016).

In this article, we argue that the evaluation of marriage legitimacy remains crucial in
citizenship policies, and especially in facilitated naturalization. Concretely, we examine
bureaucratic practices in administrative offices in charge of naturalization procedures in
Switzerland. Adopting a street-level-bureaucracy approach (Lipsky 1980; Hupe 2013), we
focus on the discretionary power of naturalization caseworkers in the naturalization
procedure. Considering that discretionary practices are shaped by a normative context
consisting of both formal and informal rules (Buffat 2015), we demonstrate how the
normative logics guiding naturalization caseworkers’ practices shape their procedural
discretionary power (Brodkin and Majmundar 2010). Scholarly work has shown that
naturalization caseworkers assess applicants on the basis of gendered, racialized and
ethnicized ascriptions, and that their practices rely on representations of (un)desirable
citizens (Fassin and Mazouz 2009; Fortier 2013). To date, however, the research has not
examined specific constructions of deservingness concerning the foreign spouses of
citizens and their marriages or the role of marriage norms in naturalization practices.

Switzerland is an especially revealing case study for two reasons. First, the country
maintained gender inequalities in citizenship legislation until far later than other
European countries. Swiss women were only granted the right to vote in 1971, and
they did not have the same rights as men to maintain or transmit their citizenship in the
context of marriage until 1992. This traditional gender order continues to affect the
country’s citizenship regime. Second, Switzerland is well known for its restrictive
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naturalization policy, and it ranks 31 out of 38 in the Migrant Integration Policy Index’s
access to citizenship index (MIPEX 2015). The country’s facilitated-naturalization pro-
cedure for spouses of national citizens is also restrictive, as it is only open to heterosexual
married couples, and these spouses do not have an automatic right to citizenship. Rather
they must apply, and their applications are evaluated through a discretionary procedure.

We begin the paper by describing the Swiss facilitated procedure and our methodology.
We then discuss our core findings. We first present caseworkers’ gendered understanding
of a ‘good marriage’ as a traditional heteronormative ‘conjugal community’. Second, we
identify four different logics through which street-level bureaucrats frame desirable citizens
and thus define ‘Swissness™: the ius sanguinis principle of citizenship, patrilinearity, post-
colonial representations of the West and the ‘Rest’ and social class. These logics intersect in
complex ways and can co-constitute each other.

In the conclusion we argue that immigration regimes and citizenship regimes both
employ assumptions about what constitutes a ‘good marriage’ in order to draw the
boundaries of the nation. While the role of immigration regimes in this regard has
been studied extensively, this article demonstrates that immigration and citizenship
regimes are part of the same continuum relative to inclusion and exclusion based on
marriage norms. Furthermore, we argue that, while the Swiss case exhibits a particular
form of patriarchy and especially conservative marriage norms, it can nonetheless
probably be considered paradigmatic of the current pattern of gendered, ethnicized
and classed access to citizenship in Western Europe: although citizenship laws are
formally gender equal, naturalization practices remain highly gendered and gender
unequal.

2. Context and methodology

In Switzerland, facilitated naturalization is defined in the Federal Act on the Acquisition
and Loss of Swiss Citizenship and the Handbook on Nationality." Foreigners who have
been married to a citizen for three years and have resided in the country for five years are
eligible to apply for facilitated naturalization. The facilitated procedure is significantly
easier than the ordinary procedure, to which all other citizenship applicants are subject.
Application through the ordinary procedure is first possible after 12 years of residence
(ten years since 2018), is much longer and more expensive and is subject to a decision
involving all three levels — federal, cantonal and municipal - of the Swiss state. The
legislation outlines the criteria according to which applications under either procedure
must be assessed: candidates have to comply with the rule of law, they must not pose
a threat to Switzerland’s internal or external security and they must have become
integrated. Additionally for the facilitated procedure, which is premised on marriage
with a Swiss citizen, the spousal relationship must be judged to be effective and stable.
The State Secretariat for Migration (SEM), a federal body, alone is competent to make
decisions regarding applications. But the SEM bases its decision on a report about the
candidate produced by cantonal authorities. This report is informed by an administrative
inquiry - which considers information from other state institutions, including tax
authorities, social services and the police — and a personal interview with the candidate.
During this interview, the candidate is questioned on several topics based on a model
questionnaire issued by the SEM: their identity and life trajectory; their relationship with
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their Swiss spouse; their children, if any, and their plans regarding children; criminal
convictions and issues with the police or immigration services; their financial situation;
and their social and professional integration. This last topic includes knowledge ques-
tions about Swiss institutions, politics, history, geography and habits. As part of their
procedural discretionary power, naturalization caseworkers can extend the inquiry if they
deem it necessary, for example by making a surprise visit to the candidate’s home, asking
for more documents or contacting individuals from their private or professional life.

This article is based on ethnographic fieldwork in 2016 and 2017 in administrative
offices responsible for producing these reports in French-speaking Switzerland. In total,
we conducted approximately five months of ethnographic fieldwork in two cantons.
During fieldwork, we were granted permission to observe naturalization caseworkers’
everyday routines, including interviewing naturalization candidates. This fieldwork
allowed us to build trustworthy relationships with the caseworkers, with whom we
then conducted eleven expert interviews. An additional interview was conducted at the
SEM with a caseworker in charge of decision making.

The analysis in this article is based primarily on our field notes and the 12 interviews.
It was not possible for us to follow individual applications from start to finish for two
reasons. First, the procedure takes a long time in each individual case, and second, the
inquiries are conducted by cantonal administrations, while the decision is made by the
SEM. We were granted access to observe the former, but not the latter. We therefore
focus here on the moments when caseworkers evaluated and processed applications, thus
examining their procedural discretionary power.

3. What makes an ‘acceptable marriage’, and who merits Swiss citizenship?

In this section, we examine the normative logics underlying street-level bureaucrats’
practices regarding facilitated naturalization. We have identified a common overarching
frame of ‘acceptable couples’ and four different logics that determine who is and is not
a desirable Swiss citizen. Naturalization caseworkers mobilize this frame and these logics in
their procedural practices, categorizing the candidates as more or less deserving of Swiss
citizenship and their Swiss spouses as more or less legitimate Swiss citizens. These categor-
izations act as indicators for whether candidates should be questioned further, including
about whether their marriage is a ‘true’ one and the spouses are integrated, for example.

The frame and logics intersect in complex ways. In some cases, they constitute each
other intersectionally (Crenshaw 1991). In others, however, the logics are mutually
exclusive. All naturalization caseworkers do not necessarily mobilize the same logics in
similar cases. Additionally, certain normative logics may be shared by all caseworkers
working in a given institution, while other logics may be mobilized only in a particular
institution or by certain individuals. We first discuss each logic separately and then
discuss how they do or do not intersect.

3.1. A common overarching frame: the normative definition of the ‘acceptable’
couple

Only foreigners married to Swiss citizens have access to the facilitated-naturalization
procedure, but contracting a legal union is far from sufficient for these individuals to have
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their citizenship application accepted. First, same-sex partners of Swiss citizens do not
have access to this facilitated procedure because same-sex marriage is not permitted in
Switzerland, and only a registered civil partnership is open to homosexual couples.”
Second, only couples who fit into what we call a ‘traditional’ understanding of marriage
are granted Swiss citizenship through this procedure. This traditional understanding is
operationalized through the SEM-issued questionnaire’s criterion of the ‘conjugal com-
munity’, which has been defined more precisely in a 2016 Federal Administrative Court
(TAF) decision (TAF, F-5326/2014). According to that decision, the facilitated-
naturalization procedure is based on a specific vision of marriage, one that involves
spousal ‘fidelity and assistance’ and the intention ‘to found a family’ (p.8 point 4.3.3).
Accordingly, having children out of wedlock, engaging in extra-conjugal relationships
and ‘any attitude in contradiction with the traditional image of marriage’ can call into
question the existence of a conjugal community (p.10, point 5.2.2). The TAF and the
SEM consider both heterosexual marriage and monogamy moral imperatives to ensure
both paternal filiation and the legitimacy of children, which are themselves necessary for
the reproduction of the cultural and national community (Moret, Andrikopoulos, and
Dahinden 2019).

But what formal criteria do naturalization bureaucrats rely on in evaluating applicants’
conjugal community, and hence their deservingness of Swiss citizenship? The model
questionnaire mentions criteria caseworkers can take into account: the spouses are more
than 15 years apart in age, have the intention to separate or divorce, already live
separately or have contact with prostitution. In the report, caseworkers are required to
declare whether they suspect a marriage of convenience. However, the questionnaire also
states explicitly that caseworkers should address these suspicious criteria during the
interview only ‘if necessary’ — pointing to their procedural discretionary power — and
caseworkers are not provided with any guidelines for how to pursue these questions
during the interviews. Our ethnographic data allows us to understand how state repre-
sentatives themselves understand the conjugal community. Laetitia, a caseworker, com-
mented on this evaluation as follows:

If I see 30 years’ age difference’, I find it difficult to understand. There are many cases where
they don’t share anything. They’re unable to name shared hobbies. They say, ‘Yeah, our
hobbies are watching TV and cleaning the house together’. They’ve never travelled together,
not even for a weekend. They have no common friends. And if you add the 30 years’ age
difference, it’s really hard to see a romantic story there.

In this quotation, the caseworker elaborates on elements that she considers inconsistent
with the normative definition of a conjugal community. Age differences and the beha-
viour of the spouses in terms of things couples should share are the most important.
Another normative criterion is also apparent: marriage should be based on romantic
love. This criterion is not mentioned in the legislation, but it is a constituent element of
‘proper’ Swiss marriages.

This construction of Swiss marriages as based on romantic love affects caseworkers’
practices in evaluating the conjugal community. European or Western partners are
assumed to have married for love. Regarding such partners, caseworkers’ questions
tend to focus on the romantic dimension, as when a caseworker asked a French man
whether it was ‘love at first sight?’ In contrast, non-European spouses are asked questions
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regarding their autonomy, like the Vietnamese woman married to a Swiss man with
Vietnamese parents, who was asked whether her family ‘organized the first meeting with
[her] spouse?” As we demonstrate in the next section, this norm also intersects with the
logic of essentialized cultural distance.

The formal criteria of intention ‘to found a family’ and sexual fidelity are also relevant
in caseworkers’ practices. If the couple does not have children at the time of the
application, the caseworker usually directly asks whether they plan to have children in
the future. Having children out of wedlock is also a cause for suspicion. We attended an
interview that was part of a procedure intended to cancel a naturalization decision. The
cancelation procedure was initiated because the man had a child out of wedlock less than
two years after becoming naturalized. During the interview, the caseworkers attempted to
determine whether the man had been having extra-conjugal relationships during his
naturalization procedure, which would have compromised the conjugal community and
made it possible to cancel the naturalization. Questions regarding children and mono-
gamy not only point to a governance of intimacy, but also show how the state evaluates
marriages according to traditional and restrictive marriage norms. These norms do not
apply to Swiss citizens, who are never faced with these kinds of evaluations, but migrants
and foreigners are forced to ‘traditionalize’ if they want to become Swiss.

In sum, in their daily practices these caseworkers mobilize a heteronormative defini-
tion of the good couple based on specific criteria: a conjugal community, romantic love,
similar age, a lifestyle appropriate for couples, the desire to have children and sexual
fidelity. The literature on marriage migration reveals similar normative criteria in many
countries’ immigration and family-reunification regimes. Surprisingly, this normative
logic also applies to citizenship acquisition: access to citizenship is more difficult for
spouses in relationships that do not conform to these criteria. Spouses in such relation-
ships are seen as illegitimate reproducers of the cultural and national group.

3.2. Logics framing the naturalization practices of street-level bureaucrats

Beyond this common normative frame of an ‘acceptable marriage’, we have found four
different logics that inform caseworkers’ discretionary power. These intersecting logics
allows us to understand how these caseworkers construct Swissness.

3.2.1. Essentialized cultural distance: ‘the West and the Rest’

People from the European Union won’t do a sham marriage to get the passport, there’s no
interest [in it for them ... When] the candidates are French, Italian, Spanish, we conclude
quite quickly that there is no problem.

This was the spontaneous answer of Laetitia, a naturalization caseworker, when she was
asked what kind of applications she considers problematic. In the quotation, she makes
a clear distinction between candidates from Europe and those from elsewhere.
Indirectly, she indicates that candidates from outside Europe are more readily sus-
pected of concluding sham marriages with Swiss citizens. She and other caseworkers
categorically distinguish between Europeans, or Westerners more broadly, and people
from the rest of the world. Audrey, a caseworker in charge of producing naturalization
reports, told us:
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Nationalities [of spouses] closer to Switzerland, like the European Union, or Canada, whose
mentality is close to ours, their base is very similar to Switzerland’s. But the [Swiss] spouse is
still an added value: he can transmit his or her love for Switzerland. So there, no problem [in
becoming naturalized].

This idea of a supposedly shared ‘mentality’, the emic expression most street-level
bureaucrats used, among Swiss and other Westerners implies an opposite, and unspoken,
idea - that there is a greater ‘cultural difference’ between Switzerland and non-Western
countries, where people have a different ‘mentality’. The caseworkers referred to this idea
when they stressed that ‘socio-cultural differences’ between the Swiss spouse and the
foreign spouse are among the criteria that make them suspicious that a couple may not
meet the definition of the conjugal community and even live a sham marriage. As Paul,
the head of a naturalization section, told us:

A significant age difference, significant socio-cultural differences, we see that the language is
poorly mastered, so we ask ourselves how the two people can engage with each other. It’s
these kinds of criteria [that make us suspect an ineffective conjugal community or sham
marriage]. When I see someone with an MA who gets married to a guy who can hardly say
three sentences in French. Well, maybe there are other criteria, other parameters, but there
is such a difference between the people that we think: “Why is this guy together with this girl?
It’s not possible; the differences are too big’.

Paul here defines the Swiss marriage norm - two spouses who are not culturally different.
This construction of cultural difference intersects with ideas about social class, here
exemplified by differences in educational levels. We develop the class dimension below,
but the example of Paul here shows how cultural and class categories shape each other
and produce the norm of ‘Swiss marriages’.

This representation of the “‘West and the Rest’ is part of the colonial legacy (Hall 1992;
Nader 1989) - a legacy that also exists in countries that, like Switzerland, were not formal
empires (Purtschert, Liithi, and Falk 2012). These imaginaries function as discursive
legitimations of global power hierarchies that are reproduced by the street-level bureau-
crats: they orientalize (Said 1978) and naturalize the organization of the population into
distinct cultural groups, link them to particular nation-states and establish a global and
spatial power hierarchy.

This normative and hierarchizing logic regarding a supposedly shared mentality
among Western countries and essentialized cultural differences directly affects the ways
in which naturalization caseworkers approach the applications. Caseworkers scrutinize
non-Western candidates more closely, investigating whether their marriage is a sham
marriage or corresponds to the traditional ‘conjugal community’, and whether their
mentality is compatible with ‘ours’.

3.2.2. Ethnicization of Swiss citizenship

An important aspect of the politics of citizenship and belonging is the fact that the
‘imagined community’ may not completely overlap with the actual citizenry. Possessing
citizenship of a state does not always result in being considered a member of the
political or national community of that state. Bonjour and Block (2016) refer to
‘ethnicized citizenship® when explaining that formal citizens, unlike ‘real citizens’
(Ceuppens and Geschiere 2005), may be symbolically excluded from the nation. In
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Switzerland, this distinction is demonstrated by the French term citoyen de souche,
‘citizen by origin’ and the German Papierschweizer, ‘Swiss by paper’, people who have
formal citizenship but are excluded from the nation because of their ethnic or racial
background (Reiter 2008).

The facilitated-naturalization procedure formally distinguishes between individuals
who are Swiss by birth and those who are Swiss by naturalization: candidates are
required to indicate whether their spouse is a Swiss citizen by birth or by naturaliza-
tion. This distinction is justified by the requirement that facilitated naturalization is
only available to the foreign spouses of individuals who were already Swiss at the time
of their marriage. However, our data suggests that this distinction is not only made due
to this formal requirement, but also reflects an understanding of Swiss citizenship as
‘ethnicized’ and based on a surprisingly strict form of ius sanguinis. This logic has
concrete effects on the applications of foreign spouses with partners who are Swiss by
naturalization.

In its explanation of the 1992 Federal Act on the Acquisition and Loss of Swiss
Citizenship (Feuille Fédérale 1987 III 300ss), the Federal Council justified the creation
of the facilitated-naturalization procedure for foreign spouses of Swiss citizens by
affirming that such spouses would ‘adapt to the Swiss lifestyle and habits more quickly
than a foreigner without a Swiss spouse’ (p. 301). This justification is based on the
assumption that a ‘real’ Swiss partner, as a pillar of Swissness, can automatically support
foreigners’ process of integration. Given the ethnicity-based understanding of the Swiss
nation and the highly culturalist integration discourses that prevail in Switzerland
(Dahinden 2014), a ‘real’ Swiss partner can only be someone who is not him or herself
a naturalized citizen. Naturalization therefore implies that the foreign spouse becomes
a member of the cultural group of ‘the Swiss nation’. At the same time, the ability of the
Swiss spouse to transmit Swiss culture is also at the centre of the facilitated-naturalization
procedure. Naturalized Swiss are therefore suspected of not being able to fulfil this role
because they are not ‘truly’ Swiss. The following quotation by Jeanne, a caseworker
discussing an interview we observed, illustrates this well:

So the Vietnamese, there he was, a Vietnamese man who obtained Swiss citizenship. He
married a Vietnamese woman he met in his home country. And the problem with such cases
is that the husband, who is Swiss, is the pillar for integration for his wife. And when the
person is naturalized, the strength of the pillar, in my opinion, is weakened. Because the
woman could opt for ordinary naturalization after 12 years, but here she can apply for
naturalization after five years and three years of marriage. So this means that the husband
has an important role to play [...]. Atleast in this specific case, the woman’s integration was
incomplete. I think this is typical in such cases.

In this case, based on the logic of Swiss citizenship understood as based on ius sanguinis,
the legitimacy of a Swiss spouse who is not Swiss ‘by blood’ is called into question because
he is not considered a full member of the nation. Regula, another caseworker, demon-
strated this same logic:

Well, if this Swiss person has been Swiss for centuries, so to speak, or if he’s only been Swiss
for a few years, because he is naturalized, that makes a big difference. [...] The person who
comes from another country, who becomes naturalized and gets married to someone of the
same origin, it’s the same, even if he has a Swiss passport. It’s not mixing. It’s the same thing.
It’s only the paper that changes.
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In this statement, Regula clearly operationalizes the distinction between ‘true’ Swiss on
the one hand and formal citizens, those who have become naturalized, on the other. Her
words reflect the logic of an ethnicized Swiss citizenship in that she does not recognize
naturalized Swiss as belonging to the Swiss ‘imagined national community’, but as merely
having the administrative status of a Swiss citizen. According to this logic, the marriage
between a naturalized citizen and a partner from their country of origin is seen as
a marriage between two persons belonging to the same and essentialized non-Swiss
cultural group. These marriages are not met with suspicion with regard to the existence
of a conjugal community, but rather because they are seen as belonging ‘there’ rather
than ‘here’. Hence, the inquiry in such cases focuses much more on integration than on
the legitimacy of the union.

The ability to transmit ‘Swiss culture’ is subject to stricter scrutiny even in the case of
the spouses of individuals who were born in Switzerland to immigrant parents.
Caseworkers repeatedly frame these marriages as not being freely chosen by the spouses,
but as forced or influenced by their parents or the community. These ‘bad’ marriages are
interpreted as evidence that the Swiss-born spouse is not sufficiently culturally integrated
(Charsley, Bolognani, and Spencer 2017; Moret, Andrikopoulos, and Dahinden 2019).
The following quotation by Jeanne exemplifies this understanding:

Let’s take a Kosovo Albanian. [...] Even if he was born here, he will go to Kosovo all his life,
in the summer, on holidays. He will end up understanding, or he might not understand it,
that his parents might have played an indirect role in him meeting his wife there. [...] But
the integration? There is a correlation between what is induced and unspoken and the
[degree of] integration. [...] And it’s true that Kosovo Albanian women come here, because
their husband is Swiss, and they have a lot of difficulty integrating. Or they integrate like
him, very superficially. [...] So, in the end, these applications are not successful.

In such cases, a wife’s application for facilitated naturalization can only be seen as
problematic.

This ethnicization of Swiss citizenship intersects with the logic of essentialized cultural
distance that we addressed in the previous section. Only naturalized Swiss citizens of
a non-European background, and especially those who marry someone from their
parents’ country of origin, are constructed as not being truly Swiss.

3.2.3. Deserving citizenship based on class hierarchies
Although, as we have just demonstrated, Swiss citizenship works according to an
ethnicizing logic, our data also shows that street-level bureaucrats can also interpret
naturalized Swiss citizens and their foreign spouses completely differently when categor-
ized by street-level bureaucrats as belonging to the upper class.

During our fieldwork, we observed a facilitated-naturalization interview with
a woman of Iranian origin who had previously acquired British nationality. Her husband,
who was also born in Iran, came to Switzerland as an asylum seeker and acquired Swiss
citizenship through the facilitated procedure because he had previously been married to
a Swiss woman, with whom he also had a child. The man is an independent private
wealth manager. The woman declared herself to be a housewife who spends most of her
time taking care of their daughter, who attends a private international school. The couple
owns a large property in the centre of one of Switzerland’s largest cities.
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Laurent, the caseworker responsible, handled this case quite differently from others.
The interview was significantly shorter, and it involved fewer questions regarding
Switzerland and its political system, again revealing caseworkers’ procedural discretion-
ary power. When we asked Laurent after the interview why he had asked so few
questions, he answered straightforwardly that he did not want to ‘bother them too
much by asking too much about the Swiss political system, as they contribute so much
to society in other ways’. He later made it clear that he was mainly referring to their
economic contribution.

In this case, the logic of class — belonging to the economic elite — shapes the other logics,
with the result that neither the legitimacy of the naturalized Swiss husband with a non-
European background nor the integration of the wife were questioned. By justifying the
small number of questions he asked on the basis that ‘they contribute [economically] so
much to society’, the caseworker demonstrates that, to him, their values or way of life were
irrelevant. Bonjour and Chauvin (2018, 7) recently demonstrated some of the ways in
which economic and identity rationales are fused in the case of migration. As this case
shows, class can serve as an analytical connector between economic and national logics of
belonging.

The stratification of deservingness according to a class logic is not specific to
Switzerland, as it can also be found in recent national-citizenship trends in other
countries, including cash-for-passports programmes (regarding the debates surrounding
such trends, see the first section in Baubock 2018). This logic also needs to be considered
in relation to the logic of the welfare state in Switzerland and elsewhere, as it reflects
a concern over who can profit from the national community of solidarity and long-
established fears over granting citizenship to individuals who may need social benefits
later (Niederberger 2004). In sum, classed dimensions and hierarchies are deeply rooted
in the construction of citizenship, and it is clear that the economic elite is constructed as
more desirable, including in the context of facilitated naturalization.

3.2.4. The persistent logic of patrilineal nationality

The facilitated-naturalization procedure was introduced with the 1992 Federal Act on the
Acquisition and Loss of Swiss Citizenship and has been available to spouses of both genders
from the beginning. As has happened in other countries (de Hart 2006; Nicolosi 2001), this
legislation introduced a major change regarding the loss and acquisition of citizenship in the
context of marriage, as Studer (2001) has demonstrated: before 1992, Swiss citizenship policy
was formally shaped by a strong patrilineal logic. Swiss men (by ‘nature’) automatically passed
citizenship to foreign women upon marriage. According to this logic, the Swiss citizen was
first and foremost male, as men could benefit from all the rights associated with citizenship,
including the rights to vote and marry without losing their citizenship (de Hart 2006). Until
1952, in contrast, Swiss women lost their Swiss citizenship when they married a foreigner.
Between 1952 and 1992, women were able to retain their Swiss citizenship by filing
a declaration stating their desire to do so upon marriage with a foreigner, but they continued
not to have the right to transmit their nationality to foreigners or their children.

We understand this historical patrilineal citizenship consistently with scholars of
gender and nationalism: women were seen as biological (re)producers of the national
stock, and it was therefore important that they give birth to new members who con-
formed to ethnicized and racialized representations of the nation (Yuval-Davis 1993).
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Additionally, women were seen as responsible for the continuation of the ‘cultural line’ of
the national group and maintaining group boundaries. In this logic, women were
implicitly reduced to their ‘natural’ function as birth-givers and educators of children
(Yuval-Davis 1993).

Although the 1992 Federal Act on the Acquisition and Loss of Swiss Citizenship
abolished foreign women’s automatic right to become Swiss upon marriage to a Swiss
citizen, we were surprised to find that this logic of patrilineal citizenship continues to
influence state representatives in charge of naturalization. While this logic has been widely
identified in current spousal immigration regimes and practices (Wray 2006), scholarship
on citizenship legislation has argued that gender equality has become well established in
citizenship policies (de Hart 2015; Sainsbury 2018). However, our case study shows that this
logic persists in citizenship regimes. Concretely, this patrilineal logic affects the different
ways in which caseworkers handle the applications of foreign men and foreign women.

On the one hand, Swiss men are intrinsically seen as legitimate transmitters of their
citizenship to their foreign spouse even when their marriage does not correspond to the
ideal of love marriage described previously. For example, Myriam, a caseworker, elabo-
rated on the kinds of applications that are usually successful:

Or women from Africa, for example, who lived in extreme poverty, they marry Swiss men
who would otherwise often not find a spouse in Switzerland. Generally, these marriages
work. And generally Swiss women would not stay with this type of men. These men are
generally older, they are not very delicate, but they enable these women to have a better life
than they had in their country. So these women are happy to be married. Often, they are
happy to be mothers. So they continue along this trajectory and everything goes well.

In the quotation, foreign women are presented mainly as victims of poverty or as dis-
advantaged, achieving upward social mobility through marriage to a Swiss man. Being
married and becoming a mother are the core elements of their new positive situation in
Switzerland. These Swiss men are not seen as ideal partners for Swiss women, but their
marriages with disadvantaged foreign women are acceptable — even when romantic love is
missing. This is a marriage relationship that fits the traditional understanding of marriage
perfectly, where the spouses conform to the patriarchal gender roles of the male breadwin-
ner and the female mother. The legitimacy of Swiss men to transmit their citizenship is
fundamentally anchored in this patrilineal logic of citizenship, and the intersection of
marriage norms and ethnicized and classed dimensions of citizenship also contribute to
shaping the legitimacy of Swiss men’s ability to transmit citizenship.

On the other hand, in the eyes of street-level bureaucrats, women are seen as less
legitimate vehicles for transmitting Swiss citizenship to their foreign spouses. As the
following example demonstrates, Swiss women who marry foreign non-Western men are
often presented as passive, as victims, rather than as active citizens. Moreover, the figure of
the Swiss woman appears as needing protection from an abusive marriage, a kind of moral
panic about foreigners stealing ‘our’ women that has been well described in the literature on
fraudulent marriages (Scheel 2017). The following statement by Laetita exemplifies this:

There are many men who arrived as asylum seekers and find a much older Swiss woman.
Sometimes it’s a shared agreement and then he gets naturalized, and then, well, he leaves
her. But sometimes, some people use their partner to get a Swiss passport, and they even try
to betray their partner financially. There are really difficult stories.
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Marriages between Swiss women and non-European men are constructed as unaccep-
table, which reflects the persistence of a logic of control over women’s intimate relation-
ships. In the same vein, these foreign men are not seen as legitimate holders of Swiss
citizenship. Male asylum seekers — and, more generally, non-Western males - are
generally suspected of getting married to Swiss women out of interest rather than love:
they are suspected of engaging in sham marriages, a suspicion that is blatantly absent in
the case of non-European women who marry Swiss men. Marriages between Swiss
women and younger asylum seekers are not seen as legitimate, because they have the
potential of ending in separation or betrayal. They fall into the category of unacceptable
marriages because of the age difference and the presumed absence of romantic love -
a representation that has also been shown in other studies (Scheel 2017).

However, naturalization caseworkers construe these marriages as unacceptable on the
basis of not only the ideal and acceptable romantic love marriage and the traditional
conjugal community, but also representations of the foreign male’s culture, which is
deemed to be incompatible with Swiss values (Dahinden 2014), once again intersecting
with the logic of ‘the West and the Rest’ described above:

This is a typical case. So, he’s a Maghrebi, he’s from Tunisia. We have this kind of case very often.
The woman doesn’t have a very high level of education, and him, he’s much younger. And we
don’t know what the outcome will be. Maybe it’s a little bit cliché; [...] it could be a true love
marriage. But generally, Maghrebis don’t marry someone older than them. That’s not seen
positively in their culture. It's not normal there. They do it here, because it’s a way to come to
Switzerland. And the family accepts, because it’s a way for their son to go to Switzerland. And
later, they’ll have a real marriage with someone from their country of origin, whom they’ll then
bring here.

This quotation, from Jeanne, shows how caseworkers simultaneously mobilize orienta-
lized and patrilineal logics of citizenship to declare these marriages unacceptable.

4. Conclusion

In this article, we have demonstrated that it is through logics of desirability about how
a marriage should be that a politics of belonging in the context of access to citizenship is
governed. We have identified an overarching normative frame regarding the desired
conjugal community - traditional, heterosexual and monogamous - and four logics that
frame state representatives’ procedural discretion in the context of facilitated naturaliza-
tion of foreign spouses of Swiss citizens: the ius sanguinis principle of ‘ethnicized citizen-
ship’, patrilinearity, post-colonial representations of ‘the West and the Rest’ and social
class. Importantly, while these logics guide the ways in which street-level bureaucrats
handle facilitated-naturalization applications, they are never referred to explicitly in their
decisions. Based on these results, we conclude with four main points.

First, migrant marriages have recently become the target of state surveillance, an issue of
public concern and an object of intense scholarly research (see, for instance, the special
issue edited by Moret, Andrikopoulos, and Dahinden 2019). According to the literature,
spousal migration and mixed marriages are the two sites where marriage legitimacy is
constructed. Interestingly however, the role of marriage in naturalization processes has
attracted much less scholarly attention. This neglect might partly be due to recent work on
gender and nationalism, according to which control over undesirable marriages has shifted
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from citizenship policies to immigration policies. And cross-border marriages have indeed
become a target of immigration policy. It is therefore surprising that states evaluate the
legitimacy of these couples again when they apply for naturalization. Our analysis addresses
this empirical gap and shows how marriage and state-defined normative ‘marriageability’
(Charsley, Bolognani, and Spencer 2017) are at the core of facilitated-naturalization
processes. In other words, immigration regimes and citizenship regimes both rely on
assumptions about ‘good marriages” in order to draw the boundaries of the nation, and
both are therefore part of a politics of belonging. This article demonstrates that marriage is
one of the strongest elements determining how the national community is reproduced and
how it closes its ranks: so-called marriage migrants confront bordering practices from the
moment they start envisaging joining their spouse abroad and again when they engage in
facilitated naturalization. These are two different facets of the entanglement of marriage and
national politics of belonging, and it is time to theoretically link the fields of immigration
regimes and citizenship regimes, which are part of a continuum, as our case shows.

Second, our analysis is built around the logics that constitute ‘Swissness’. While the
existing literature often only highlights one or two of these logics, our contribution
addresses a wider range of logics and deconstructs each one separately. These logics
operate intersectionally, are entangled, can shape each other and are even occasionally
contradictory, as we have demonstrated in the case of class. Further research is needed to
explore the complexity of their intersectional nature, however.

Third, the marriage norms we have identified seem particularly conservative from
a European perspective. These norms are consistent with a conservatism regarding gender
roles that is typical for Switzerland, and they are reflected in the country’s conservative public
policies: the late introduction of women’s suffrage, the absence of parental leave and the lack
of adequate childcare support. One of the paradoxical effects of this conservatism is that
migrants are literally ‘traditionalized” when they want to become Swiss. This topic also
requires further research: what happens to couples that are modern in their gender
norms — that, for example, do not live in a ‘conjugal community’ because they want to live
in separate apartments, adopt an open sexual relationship or simply do not want to have
children — when it comes to facilitated naturalization?

Finally, the existing literature has provided historical accounts of the patrilineal
dimensions of citizenship policies and argues that contemporary European policies
have incorporated the norm of gender equality. We have demonstrated that, in the
Swiss case, citizenship continues to be informally influenced by a patrilineal logic, despite
the fact that citizenship legislation is currently formally strictly informed by an adherence
to gender equality. Further comparative research is needed in order to fully understand
the force of such long-lasting patriarchal structures elsewhere.

Notes

1. In this article, the procedure for applying for Swiss citizenship is described according to
legislation that was in force at the time of the fieldwork. This legislation remains valid for all
applications filed before the end of 2017, and a new and more restrictive Nationality Law
entered into force on 1 January 2018.

2. Same-sex partners of Swiss citizens are subject to the ordinary citizenship procedure but
benefit from a reduction in the required number of years of residence: instead of 12 years of
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residence, they are eligible to apply for Swiss citizenship after five years of residence and
three years of civil partnership.
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