Chapter 9
Citizenship
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1 volitical theory, citizenship refers to not only a legal status as a member of |

In pO T T .
" particular c‘_gggut'r‘ym}g it also_a normative ideal—the ruled are full and equal

—aipants in the political process. Citizenship is_a distinctively democratic
‘fdgﬂ,"fé:fw_éqdple as in a monarchy or a dictatorship is subjects and not citizens. '_
Wmcy and citizenship are ‘indistinguishable, iﬁoﬂdéﬁwt'lig‘fafiﬂn“e}ﬂ
focuses on the institutions and pre ocedures—political parties, élcctoral systems_
Wf}aw and cpns_tituti_onal provision that enable citizens’ active and __
full participation.. Theories of citizenship focus on the attributes of individual
citizens, Citggw_ﬂéﬂ.migm and duties, which vary from one country _
to another... el

~—1In ancient Athens, citizenship was perceived mainly with reference to
duties, while the modern connotation of citizenship involves a set of rights
besides duties. In modern times, g_it_i_g_e_ns have a right to participate in politics

and also a right to ng_@gg_t_ﬁl}_gj;;p;iy@t‘emcQmmit_p}qpts, besides their political

# __-5-,«-—‘"""'-" - ., . ™ N v 3 s -y by g —
commitment. In the modern period, Cltlzrerﬁlf_sh_lp,_cgnngte‘sravﬂ,_s_tatu_.s_“dgﬁqu with
It is also an identity, indicating

e e A
referencef0.a set of particular rights and duties. 1t 1S 2150 a1l 1060

one’s membership._in a political community. This identity is shared in common
by different groups in society and thus is integrative in nature. It conveys equal
Satus and equal rights before the law. Expansion of citizenship rights helps to
UlC(.)rporate previously excluded groups, like the working class and women in
society. Citizenship signifies membership and the participation of citizens in

the collective affairs of their government.

The ancients regarded citizenship 2 privilege to select a few. For the
ch}Qdems, the spread of democracy and with it umg‘_ﬁ}},fﬁﬂge’ has made
ltizenship universaT—Tr signifies common idenuty.as it makes_each person
Proqd of the whole nation to which he belongs. However, in both th.e
fﬂnc.ep%}?s’ citizenship "ir'ﬁijrlié“s’“t'h'avtwcitizens are equals under tlfﬂl‘_z}dw, even if
2DE IS richer o gifted than other Of occupies office for.the momc;nt. This

ratic notiGn of citizenship differs from the pre-n;odem il that

Min e - ici der, religion or_class. Citizens
~—NC people’s status heir ethnicity, gender, IClgION OL=7E5%
i status by t — e are_citizens.by—

are claces e : - '
Vim%l%'jlﬁcd as natural and naturahSE@mZens' B]gformcir aship. Jus soli
s = , e citizenship.
= birth in a particular_place, while the latter acquire &= '
ang n a particular.p —= ining citizenship. The crucial

us .
TS sanguineous are the two ways of determil
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- citizenship is based on the per-
. « of modern cizens p b i
cqualitarian impulse ¢ .
person, one vote.

i AGES
CITIZENSHIP THROUGH THE

ity-state
Citizenship and the City-s .
ortant theme in ancient Greek and Romgp, RepUb“
systems, to be revived as the most desirapy, - R

; ! =S i
f civic humanism during the Renaissance. In ancient Athens, Citizengp;
of civic huni

icipation duties. Citizens wey
‘ . _ 'ms of participat e
R erceived in term
primarily p

ient Ath i lega
:od to take their turn in public office. In ancient Athens, citizeng i
ire '
;Z?ﬁcipated in the institutions of government—assembly, council apq courts.

and in public debates. The Athe.n.ian quelhis k(rllO\};llzsilrsaggﬁvefc}l;t.izenship, A
man who had no interest in pohtlcs.o.r in the a ml_ e 0_ IS State
described as an ‘idiot’. Pericles praising the Athenian Citizen in the Fypey
Oration Speech (429 BC), delivered after Fhe first cz}sualtles of .the 101_18~drawn
Peloponnesian Wars (431-404 BC), describes the.v1rt_ues of CltlZf-inShlp.'

Here each individual is interested not only in his own affairs byt iy the
affairs of state as well: even those who are mostly occupied with their oy,
business are extremely well-informed on general politics—this is a peculiarity
of ours: we do not say that a man who takes no interest in politics is a mag
who minds his own business; we say has no business here at all (Thucydides
1954: 118-119).

Citizenship during Pericles’ time meant common good and common
endeavours among the citizens. The constitution was not a legal document
but a way of life, with every Athenian participating with total commitment.
In the process, each individual acquired a civic personality and a sense of
responsibility. There was general commitment to the idea of civic virtue, for
private interests were subordinated to the public welfare and common good.
With a civilisation based on slavery and commerce restricted to resident aliens
who enjoyed the legal status of free individuals but no citizenship rights, therfi

it no

affluence but lejsure. It was }zlt :(fé;z::en s " £ Oey Yaluﬁdt ‘:s:bled

them to pursye Y of equals with rough parity tha BC
. rommon goals. Though an ardent democrat, Pericles in 49)

(l;ifjterictfd the fra}?Chi;e to the legitimate offspring(s) of Athenian Pafe"ts’.irl
ensure that the rewards iti . theniah
middle class, of citizenship were confined to the A

Citizenship was an 1mpd 1
but disappeared from feuda

areas of politica

ip. Citizenship j

~Asin many other
discussion of Citizensh
his practica] sense, he easily |
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s DETS as ¢ l‘iil 3 ‘OCeQQ ‘
qverage person_ as crucial to the process of government and places greater faith v
A Sihctetiode ¢

“ale by the philosopher King, Thic ahio - ‘
qnlh’.‘”%d_ rldllt as llllc l)cl‘\(llli:\‘ "l~hm Sh‘dngcs "the Laws, for he defends
4 Taw-gore : - Aristotle characterises political authority as
;msmutmnal between f:ql‘mls :md. SInce an individual js 5 political animal Y: ;
finds fulfillment .onl'y within a polis, it is hatural for people to aspire f “l.‘?’ ,?

sitions. Constitutional government with respect to cilizensifi) hts allom

s to C ete for political offy i ‘o P rights allows

sople to compet political olfice without civil chaos. Aristotle define

state as & collective body of citizens. He ruleg out citizenship on the basi S ?
residence since resident aliens and slaves also share a common residence l‘j,i?h
citizens but are not eq}lipped to be citizens. Citizenship does not refer to the
share that one has in civic rights, to the extent of being entitled to sue and to
be sued in the courts of law, for this right belongs to aliens as we]]. A citizen is
one who enjoys the right to share in the deliberative or judicial offices, is able
to exercise his political rights effectively and enjoys constitutional rights under
the system of public law. ,

For Aristotle, a citizen is one who_shares power in the polis. He does
not, like Plato, distinguish between, ‘an active ruling group and a politically
E%ssiymnmunit)ﬁ (Wolin 1960: 57). He stipulates that the young and the
old could not-be.citizens for the former is.immature and the Tatter infirm. He
does not regard women as citizens since they lack the deliberative faculty and
the leisure to understand the working of politics. As far as working class is
concerned, though some states had made them citizens, they clearly do not
have the aptitude or the leisure to display the true excellence to shoulder civic
responsibilities. A good citizen has the intelligence and the ability to rule and
to be ruled. He, however, shares with Plato the perception that citizenship
is a privilege and a status to be inherited. Aristotle points out that in order
to discharge the functions effectively citizens need to inhabit a polis that is

compact and close-knit. He is critical of Plato’s ‘prescription of a citizen body .

of five thousand as the ideal, for that is too large requiring unlimite'd space,
Sa‘émagmfﬁglands of Babylon, rendering impossible functions like
military command, public communications and judicial judgements. A cqheswe
citizen body where everybody knows one another intimately, can settlfa dlSputﬁs
effecﬁvely and satisfactoril}/, and distribute political ofﬁcc_as according t10 _t 513
merit of the candidates. The quality of citizenship suffers in a larger po 1:}ca
“Ommunity due to Jack of intimacy. This eulogy of the polzs comes at adlgle
“hen Alexander, Aristotle’s pupil, was already establishing an empire anc.fe
ci - L

lty-state was on'i yes of extincti
w inction. e
2t the thraesrol of s someone who could live in harmony
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Wllh Aristotle considers a good citizen a
the Cc . ) -—TE’—F - ]
~_* constitution and has suincien re | e diversity
ES and responsibilities of citizenship. H‘? regards the fitljtg? citizenship for
) oo WA & citizen-body, as essentlal to e EH;L e of these interests.
¢ ned on
government could be attai Yy ral goodness !

Teisure time to devote
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oreed by the illllln_&qy~g3£ paruczlp zluo i 3) bh»c:.‘?,ffgl_rf; "

9&2.-&0!1(1_101%1?& mh@h is guarded with some jeajgyes ' boyg
“is morcover i hip W

- USy
, ~ — th

= ]d ( anoy it. It 18 neither a l‘lght to be claimed by nor 0‘

l)rl\_”l_?gc - u().._ v O 1

éaﬁfcmd on anybody ou ¢

. = Stall.ls t

tside the established ranks of the c!ass, no Matter
ider might be. Indeed, Greek c1t1;ensh1p depeng, 4o

worthy SUChhan Ol;t-s Cllc:cgou]d be claimed as on responsibilities, whicp ,. ™
much on rights, WH. _ or 1990: 4).

pride to bees;:\tl;l‘i;;:g ;P;i;l;matic, flexible and legalistic notion of Citizengy;
Full cﬁ?zglship carried with it six privﬂegisl- Of lt'h('alsfl,' ;foutr Were public gy
service in the army, voting in the assem }3; » CHBIDIILY to public off,, au
the legal right of action and appeal. The other W;O ger;alned to the righ of
intermarriage and trade with other Roman c1t1z§:ns. In the f)uth century, Rome,
basic concept of citizenship underwept threfi historically significan adaptations_

In 381 BC, Rome conferred full citizenship on the rpale members of the i
of Tusculum in the region of Latium. The distinction betweep ‘Latin’ gpq
‘Roman’ citizenship was also introduced so that a person could Simultaneously
be a citizen of his own city and of Rome. Five decades later, the inhabitap
of the other Latin towns were offered partial citizenship—civitas sine Suffragio
(citizenship without franchise) that allowed enjoyment of private privileges,
Roman citizenship was conferred to the inhabitants of the territories that Rome
annexed, quite contrary to the practice of the Greeks, who continued to treat
the citizens of neighbouring Greek cities as aliens. Roman citizenship provided
total equality before the law. Just as in Greece, in Rome too, citizenshi

h hag wi:

only to be revived duri .
: ng the Renajg i i cani3"
Rome in courge of time with sion of s e, 1eDirh of e o

the expans;i . . . COmES

to accept inclc: . “*Pansion of its empire, unlike Greece,
Citilensﬁipabaf; Inclusive notjgy,. At the height 0? Rome’s imperial powet
[ €S a too] of Social contrg] and pacification (Faulks 2003: 19).

- Men were Primarily citizens of

3, however, royivo. o Citizenship was not that important for ag,na
the key distinction of | ei 5 Aristotle*s notion of citizenship by reltera‘.ﬁ.;
INg a gooq Citizen without posséssing the qualmeS
. igm
alf' ©Very little about constitutional mecha™
» hig Tesuscitation of Aristotle’s concepts ©
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“mtc‘{t . once again 10 conceive of a gy

st jividual qud citizen has a vital re|
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pe ,ecomes possible in theory fo
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Pact on politic
€ a8 an abstry
ationship in poy
r the politi

fgits Ty political
l_‘A .o different from those used in judgemen; of the

al theory, It becomes
Ct entity with which
1 5¢nses of the word,

ll;{eeqlcf 1990: 21). Mars;liu_s_ severs the
(et al law, as he regards the state as n <aif . re i

. natural 1aw, gards the state as 3 o — 1 &

qo's nawra == - . —<=C 88 a self-sufficient entity. which is
emined by he ciizenty: and (hal no government is god and il ihos
e consent of G o =E also proposes representation to overcome the
gificulties of direct partlclpat19n by a large body of citizens. The first principl

Jf indirect democracy crystallise under his vision, PHREIRSS

genaissance Republicanism

Machiavelli, for whom the w of the citizens is the greatest input to Rome’s
areatness, revives the classical argument of citizenship in the Roman, rather
ian the Aristotelian sense. Reflecting on the instability and vulnerability of his
tive city Florence and comparing it with the power and stability that Rome
chieved, Machiavelli concludes that the key factor is citizen virfir, which means
Jatriotism, self-discipline, simple piety and the willingness to subordinate
private gain for public good. He also emphasises on the need for a citizen-army
as the quintessence of citizenship, for a citizen, as opposed to a mercenary
soldier is reliable enough to sacrifice his life for the unity of his state. Held
(1996, 36-39) describes Machiavelli’s notion as protective republicanism as he
views citizenship as a method for asserting citizens’ interest. This is in contrast
to Aristotle’s developmental republicanism that underlines the performance of
citizenship as a core element of what it means to be human. Bodin’s concern
is with the legal and social dimensions of citizenship, for he.states'that birth,
adoption or enfranchisement can be the basis for acquiring citizenship. He also
Points to the cohesive quality of citizenship when the w_hole body of Clttll:’;lnss
Submits to a single sovereign despite the existence of diverse l_awfs, CL;IS 0S P
language, religion and race. He rejects the idea of equal 01t1z<?n§h1p orall a
ate ever recognises its citizens to be equal in rights and plr_lvﬂefg;s.an A
. Hobbes and Locke ignore the ideals of classical repub I'C?mole Ry
Iue. For both Hobbes and Locke, consent plays 2 Cru?lathre form of tacit
¢o ke underlines the importance of Conti.nuousl Coirtlisrfllzlit’elgolitical authority.
H:lfﬁ:st’ z::(c)i diHinidual righfs o thf’ .b-azssﬁ{p’elagecause it had as its aim, .the
: el is termed as ‘subject-ClUZ . oiene or the protection
Secunng of ord her than the erformance of civic virtué, ideals of public
of indiyig | o FCer Lial p22) Rousseau resurrects the Yo hens and
Spirit, o ua. l:lghts (Faulks 200:?’ ' f- overnment of ancient Athe
 mpliity of life and desire [oF ot tion of voluntarism and consent.
Moq.2nd incorporates it with the modef" no derived from
®M citizenship’s stress on univ

ersality and equality is
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citizenshiy dern and modern citizenship is the acceptance of incqy e,
between pre-moder i :
status unqucsliomngly;/
MARSHALL’S ANALYSIS

Marshall, a liberal-social dein_() crat rep resent-lr;g 1the PoS;Second Worlg a
Keynesian consensus, links _cmzenshlp to soc(:jla tc f}fs - tlf context of gy, s
of capitalism and its most important by-product, the market. His formyyg,
is similar to the Marxist critique of inequality, deprivation and Polarisafiyy
classes that inevitably follows the institlitionahsatlon of a Market €conon,
However, what differentiates his analysis from th'e Marx1st analysig i his
assertion that citizenship, which is based on the principle of Cquality, iy,
many of the sharp edges that the market induces that are base
class structure gets significantly modified with the advance
The process of modification in the capitalistic market does not mean abolitioy
of classes. The class structure remains but the rise of citizenship Minimises
its disadvantages. Marshall’s essential example is the post-Second World
War evolution of the welfare state in Britain. It is within this context that he
examines the development of capitalism and the consequent social system ang
the class structure. Market relationship and citizenship are

don inequality. The
ments of Citizenghiy

on the British experience follows fro
universal principles determining the rj
evolve in a specific conex—— ——

_ According to Marshall, Citizenship has three essential divisions—civll-
political and socja], The |

civil tomponent consists of rights necessary for
N o & "\___. . . LR Y A A,
m(jiwl!q@gljr?fi()T and in this the MOst essential ingredient is the rule of ¥
g:n'tcie ;fg?] thSfém The political bagis o Citizenship is reflected in the righth[t‘;.
ein iti el e T i
s e Q‘lulcaLQ\ﬂak{ng_progess. The realisation of suchié y
Parliamentary institytions. The social basis

m his understanding that there are 10 )
ghts and duties of citizenship, for thes
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n the fc“d“ll M:][: ,:l:‘f( ‘:::";lb , (;'. f:l,m’c',”"hip i the restricted basis of a
o qult of cleavages and visibie nerarchies. Subsequently, the nature of
Y . changes with C”"_”',c‘ between different social insliu;tions and alsc
ups- The rclutumsh;p and the interplay between citizenship ‘und q()ci‘al)
qocid! EL rehall’s most important contribution to the theory of gl m e A
(lass 15 he British context, he notes the coincidence of the rise of“m(l,)dcr,']
hcf&‘ in with the risc .()f. capitalism. Since (he basis of ciliz(;hship is very
e nl,f“?m thc' Ldpl]ldlllsllc l(]:th(])z, ‘.l I8 ‘rca‘sonablg to expect that the impact
> anship on social class Shol take the form of conflict between opposing
i ciples’ (Marshall 1?5():‘84).’ What is striking is that the opposite evolution
akes place w1.thout being contradictory and mut'ually exclusive. It is accepted
at, in the initial phase of the dcvc?l()pmcflt of capitalism, citizenship undermines
ine privileges o'f'thc feudal elite Whllf: consolidating the capitalist class
lations and divisions based on ’commodny production and exchange. Modern
tizenship evolves out of a limited formal basis of legal equality doing away
with the feudal societal setup permitting the actualisation of a new class system
with the institution of private property. Paradoxically, citizenship initially does
away with a particular class system and promotes another. However, in the
eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, citizenship rights co-existed harmoniously

with the inequalities of the capitalistic system as these rights are the basic

requirements to maintain a particular kind of inequality. During this period,

citizenship rights are exclusively civil rights, which is the basic requirement of

a competitive market economy. For entering the market, both the capitalist and

the workers have the same perception_of civil rights. To enter into the market

for exchange and contracts with each other, Marshall argues that, if such rights

are the basis of citizenship, then inevitably citizenship strengthens and stratifies
class inequalities. However, when citizenship incorporates political and social

rights as well, then the conflict with the unequal class system actualised by

civil rights leads to a situation of conflict. However, the danger to the capitalist

da§5 by the working class after gaining political power does not materialise

g’e"‘ml)’ because of its inexperience 10 offectively use political power for its

. ;‘;ﬁl n thf: ni.neteent.h century. So the potential 9f ?he refo'rm achts \:/Z :;’fatiz

large]re egalitarian society remains un?fulﬁlleii. This gladegu;g; o?indust,rial
Citimgsg?et l?y the creation of trade unions as ‘a secon ar}ff ())Ili[ical i

(1950, 9;1; parallel with and supplementary to the system ot P

facilighe novel method of collective bargaining, which t.r'eidet tlul;uz)r;l;rl:
o ‘k:s, leads to the enhancement of the economic and’s_ocmf sta us of the
0 lhelsed workers. Trade unionism has establxshec.l the claim 0 St:OCltd ngsghi‘
leag r\;"r()rkcrs. This incorporation of social rights 1n tt'xe c.:hal"lter o‘ Ci ﬁeare ‘i
Wap’ (1; rshall to comment that “citizenship and _the C_ﬂplmllSt ¢ aSSdS)\:/((:rld mits
S0cia] ..5,01 84). In situations of fundamental shifts }1kc 'thf? Secor; W am,

LlllZchship does not destroy class nor does it eliminate class inequality

fads uce
"% 10 new inequalities. What social citizenship achieves 15 to red
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*social inequalities lhnl. are ‘:3“- m‘c;fltzﬂ')l‘c tcomg of

e nuinber 01 ‘.\(‘. -‘h“ performs an integrative un%tmn,‘ as by pr(,m'"kel
operations. (nl?‘{»“; callch individual it ‘:“mh“ls the disrupijy, ine Ua]ir?mi"R
equality of status o Equality of cilizcnshlp il“f)‘_’V“‘ th;:.“‘-cfplﬂnCc of Qc(":c" 0f
a mm'kc‘l Acconm'nr);-lm" agrees that even if cntlz‘cvlj-?llp.cdn really Vcr:mic
inc(]uulﬂ\cs. ll\'_l" ;mnlly, tension will ulvyayS_ persist d“d‘ ‘“_‘egffltl()n Wil 1, ('rflc
market inequa uy‘vcr this act of integration is not on.ly a Situatjop of e‘]ual?sém
iLeomplce HOWLftleo’ a fecling of actual lpember§h1p of the: Comm””it}’- I:ng
rights for all b‘l{t fs{O“ of a civilisation with sharing of Nationg] an Soci Iy
4 comumon posses tion, impossible in a feudal set up with (ory Satificy, \
values. Thls. redgsaause: of acquisition of ciVl_l rights by all the Citizeng ,
is now possible teECmd visible cultures of various glasse§ have disappe,, H 4
a result, different ¢ bond creates a new national identity apg consciousn'A
common citizenship bo has a material base as mass production for thehe .
T — 01v11_153t1_(1’11t]er::t on the part of industry in the peggg and taSte(;mer
market and a gm“;nfnlables the less well-to-do to enjoy a Materia| CiVilisati:n
the common peop kedly in quality from that of the rich than it py &ve
which differs less marke fgu“dly alters the setting in which the Progreg; 0;
done before. All this pro ial integration spreads from the sphere of sentime
citizenship takes place. Social in CErat il

P ARk f material enjoyment. The components of 3 C1viliseq
and patriotism into that o f the few, are brought progrec:
and cultured life, formerly the monopoly of the fe ’ &t prog “sstyely
within the reach of the many (1950: 96).

Mass production in the twentieth century, brought by Fordism! l?as enableg
an overall improvement in the standard of living for everybpdy. This Marshaﬂ
calls ‘concrete substance of civilised life’ (1959: 102) for -1t redu.ces risk and
insecurity and perhaps more importantly equalises the entire societal pattem

class cultures by the realisation of civil rights. This assertion of Marshall in
Citizenship and Socigl Class

reiterates his stance in his earlier book, Work and
Wealth (1945).

ach class was, as it were, unique
duction destroyed this isolation. ... There has bee:l
quality of material culture so that,
remain between the top and the bottom,
e theme and are linked in a antlnuogz
it follows that) as higher quality goo
move down the sociy] Scale, so hands reach up towards them ffO[E
below and vojces gre lifted demanding a speedier rise in the standar
of living (1945: 216~17).

species. ... Mass pro
a progressive equal
cven though great ¢
they are variation
scale. .., (Among

ifferences
$ On a sing]
other things
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inl incqualitics that are an inevitable ¢,

the number of I*"C“'l.“uq-l,'-‘(;l)ll-l:;.: an integrative funcli(m,':l:()h O my
operations, Ci('N";hj'?cl:nindivitllml it combats the disrllplivc in{- Dmrnorin'
?l.:lulxlrl}:.l(:’u:::l(::::yu E(L]‘uality of Ci“mmhinrﬂg;gﬁ; l:El(iiacccptance of d ,(')"ilcs :
;“Clll'““‘ics- Marshall agrecs lhat-]]c'\:lcvlv]u;s persist un({)ir(l'tdcn, — Vcrc(:;mlc
market incquality totally, tension -W: r‘ration‘is not only a Situ%l;"mon vl rernfr?Q
incomplete. However, this ac:t of in '%t 2 mclmbcrship Of* " a 1.0n of Ua]h;'n
rights for all but also a fccllqg_qf oty b shs o ¢ : tommunity,']”?

. session of a civilisation with sharing o .Hdll()na] ang . 1t
a con}mon. poj;lisali‘)"’ impossible in a feudal set up with total gtry.: 0¢
.\'aluc\i- ﬂolljbrle because of acquisition of civi-l rights by al] the Citizen 0
;s rl::ultf) different and visible cultures of various c'lasse.s have disappeared :
common citizenship bond creates a new national identity anq cong CiOUSnésS
This common civilisation has a material basg as mass. productiop for the homé
market and a growing interest on the part of industry in the need:c, and taseg,
the common people enables the less 'well-to—do to enjoy a Mmaterig] Civilisation
which differs less markedly in quality from tha't of .the rl.ch than it py eyt
done before. All this profoundly alte_rs the setting in which the Progres o
citizenship takes place. Social integratlpn spreads from the Sphere of Sentimey
and patriotism into that of material enjoyment. The components of g Civiligeg
and cultured life, formerly the monopoly of the few, are brought Progressively
within the reach of the many (1950: 96).

Mass production in the twentieth century, brought by Fordism! hag enabled
an overall improvement in the standard of living for everybody. This Marghy
calls ‘concrete substance of civilised life’ (1950: 102) for it reduces risk and
insecurity and perhaps more importantly equalises the entire societal patter

Wealth (1945), ’

There has been going on, especially in the last fifty years or so, a
steady fusion of c]asg civilisations into 2 single national civilisation. ...
Ther'e Was a time when the culture of each class was, as it were, unique
Species. ... Mass production destroyed this isolation. ... There has been

a progressive equalisation of the quality of material culture so that,

even though great differences remain between the top and the bottom,

thefy are variations op 4 single theme and are linked in a continuous
Scale. ... (Among other things it follows that) as higher quality goods

: Scale, so handg reach up towards them from
below and vojceg are lifted demanding 5 speedier rise in the standard
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eal citizenship. Marshall's theory

Ww poli i e of inteprati . L
by | rst, civil rights create cgration has three distinctive

i s & citizenship i P aw

\ll,:: C'ullurcs decline. as gmphic:ll;;lll([{)clqll\ylhlch (ll.‘s‘ll!]Ct and particularistic
;“;‘;,I(m;\liscd and popularised by its thcalri‘ca? )1?1?1 b}f .Shayv in I?ygmalinn.
\y Fair I,ad_v.- sccond..social rights drastically ;'c du((;:::n;r,mm.c versions call'cd
he majority of pcoplc identifying themsclves as middje diq:s m,c Clllallgcs, Wil
coduction p1.0v1d_cs the basis of a common materig] civi]icq d:s e t.h 1rd-, mass
develops into an mtggmlive citizenship. However in Spité E:);Ot?]’-Wh‘ICh in tgm
rendencies the conflict and contradiction betwee’n th;a egali " _lntegratlve
.- .nohip and the in-egalitarian th A 1tar1.an Impuisesof
citizenship : rust of the market is a continuous process

1nd therefore there is no final resolution of them. In this perennial p i s
class inequalities are blunted only by the egalitarianism that is creat(::inbwt’
material culture1 End a c;ommon civilisation. However, since the very basisyo?

is social equilibrium does not have a co ; . .
g:eltween citizenship and social class will :ssgfﬁ ?oar:\S/ o enfien}lc COHf!lCt
) : er. Social integration
is never final and as such, integration will always remain problematic, as the
pasic contradiction between citizenship rights and the market forces ca;1 never
be done away with. The historical specificity of the British Welfare state resting
on the Beveridge Report and the National Service arises under certain specific
social and economic conditions, which emerges out of the war years. However,
the subsequent rise of an affluent society and inflation, in the 1990s creates a
different situation which is less conducive to the welfare state. Like civil rights,
social movements are also important in Marshall’s account of citizenship. Civil
rights create groups, associations and movements of a wide variety and in the
situation of a conspicuous absence of civil rights; social movements can be a
source of power capacitating a group for effective action. Marshall’s examples
are the Black power movement in the United States and the Student Movement
of the 1960s. As such, social movements play a dual role as contributing and

facilitating citizenship.

CRITICS OF MARSHALL

Many commentators have made important
citizenship. Dahrendorf (1959) finds it as slightly odd that though Marshall

mentions industrial rights and counts it in the development of ci-ti.zenshl.p yet he
does not include it as one of the basic cssential ingredients of CltlZC?Shlp alon.g
with civil, political and social rights. DahrendOTf also finds Marshallhs e?ﬁhatsﬁ:
on the egalitarian impulse of social citizenship 1rre1evan‘t for ?omprg Ceonml ]itel
problem of class as it exclusively al stratification ;1411 el [Zlaimz
ignores the economic function of W 1 propertz. stti‘on e
thal_ citizenship reduces class confl wer the d e
basis and source of tension and con

qf t.hc dynamics of class and distri
limitation, his conception of citizens

criticisms of Marshall’s theory of

deals with soci
ealth and persona

i S
ict but does not an juestion ¢
flict. He also does not provide an acc

butional relationship and because of this
hip is fundamentally weak.
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Turner (1986: 64) questions Mufshal'l"s cmf're dchl"Dmcn
and asserts that there is ‘no necessary hlSl(TrlCdl 10glc' Or Uphojg;, ta] lo
The development is more contingent than fol]owmg o
Turner, reiterated by Barbalet ( 1977),'21-‘25"5”5 that "hc EXtension o citip U,
rights takes place when groups, which are previous]y Cxcludeq s;en.shi
the working class, get accomm(?dalc‘d. Turner obseryeg that « rsh:ﬁ]a'
be interpreted as saying that social 'VI-Olen,CC has the Potentia] £, expa G
the universalistic definition of the citizen ; but Marshall fails <, em h’:ﬁ'ng
that citizenship rights have been a’c’hxeved In substantia] degree only tI})u Sige
struggle’ (1982: 171). Turner’s position has more Sup‘port amongs SOCiologl-
Lipset (1963: xx) categorically states that Marshall, kept alive the pefSpeq?h'
that society requires conflict’. . Ve
Turner finds that Marshall’s overemphasis ang Preoceupgrig, y
class leads to the neglect of other importaqt factor.s of moderp S0Cia] chan'th
mainly war and migration, a criticism wblch Gallie (1983: 225._227) N g,
and points out that Marshall insists on the Importance of clasg conflict i, ordey
to understand how the state tries to manipulate popular Sentiment by the
extension of citizenship rights. Turner emphasises the role of egalitarjy,
ideologies, along with migration, as wielding crucial influence op mouldipg
modem democratic citizenship. Migration from traditiona] rural cultures [eyg,
to secularisation of society, which intensifies the struggle for Citizenship righ
The evolution of citizenship in essentially migrant nations like Americy
Australia, Canada and New Zealand has to be understood in view of the nature
of this mass migration and its effects. Barbalet (1997: 41-42) contends thyt i
is misleading to assume that migration will continue to play a positive role i
the development of democratic citizenship without regard to the class context
in which it operates’, Turner is critical of Marshall for accepting the present
British nation-state. He mentions four waves of modern citizenship as a

and fa'mi]y for citizenship rights and (d) expansion of citizenship rights by
Including nature anqg environment, Barbalet (ibid- 102) points out that though
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GiddL‘nS alternative lhmry of cntlzpnship bcgin b
S y

v He is critical ot‘Marshull’s theor e
e " forming trade unions, c‘ollccuvc baroain: al rights, which for hif
e « that rights are distinguishable by class bia ht to strike. Giddens

T

mme . |
C‘E (heif control over the employees and other factorsghts imply strengthening
i\

 ruggle to form trade unions and the right to strike ; F production. A such,
“.‘i\-u‘liberties but a reflection of the working o T¢ not merely extension
(jfltlovels and the state. Giddens claims thyg indEsm'ZTS ‘movement against the
;:1‘5 rfghIS as Marshall acknow}edges them to be, Ho
s inadequate as contrary to -hIS Séparate categorisa
pat civil and political liberties have been won, as
Jfer centuries of struggle and as a precondition to t
dehts that form a part of the latter rights. Giddens
what Marshall claims to be conflict or struggles are actually contradictions
and that ‘extension of citizenship rights in Britain as in other societies, is in
substantial degree the result of the efforts of the underprivileged to improve
their lot’. Barbalet observes that Giddens’ basic criticism of Marshall’s three-
stage theory of citizenship development in Britain flows from a basic error of
confusing between power and rights. He says “political citizenship, being rights
of political participation without limitation by economic status, could only be
added to the general status of citizenship when a class emerged in the social
structure which was prepared and able to fight for such rights. This of course
is Giddens’ more general point, but it too requires qualification’ (1997: 34).
Giddens acknowledges the importance of Marshall’s analysis of citizenship
but makes a number of critical remarks and provides a transformative criticism
of his entire thesis. The historical account of Marshall is not acceptable to
Giddens. The teleological and evolutionary theory of Marshall is based on a
flawed logic of modern historical process. The three-fold clasm.ﬁ.catlon is a
805S overstatement and that Marshall simplifies the role of politics and tt.1e
State in hig theory. He acknowledges the support and approval 01f the }S;Fate. in
“onsolidating citizenship but ignores the struggle of the p60pleﬁ:n a:i Vﬁ;’;i
. Moreover, Marshall ignores the unequal exchange betwc;en th;3 {)atter was
od the underprivileged in which the favourable balance 1or
: . : inly the world wars.
[élilmed and rare, reflected only during 'th.e e Oft“{)ir’flrlrllg’ sustained’ because
a::gal(ll%ft; 11) says, ‘Giddens’ Cgél;;:ﬁ;ar;ﬁz social forces ‘at war in the
CTteis points 0}1t that cla§s and 91 Aflict “springs from the vgry_roots of
P century’. The basis of this €O itics there is no unanimity about
%lal order’, As such, even amongst the crl

Margha1e
hall’s basic formulations. s
of e Held (1989) considers all these crticl
ons. There is very little evidence t0 pro

. » €ven his argument
tlop Oné must not forget
pointed out by Miliband
he enjoyment of industrial
(1982: 171) also says that

leading for a number

as mis imbe
. arshall’s contention 18

ve that M
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is telcological and cvulutim!a.ry. f‘()r he is AWare o

of institutions and is cunscium nf th‘c }f)!tllillc_,xitncs in (‘lclcnmmng ,hc‘fm,
. ement of citizenship. Ihere is no linear movement qng Mar, Peey

of the moveme nd downs of this struggle, which is a struggle in " all

| incquality that incvitably characteriges € feug,

¢, which is perpetrated by the insmulionsr?,?r;’
J

based on a logic that

conscious of the ups a
state against hicrarchy. anc

l l X " N . I o lu
'~ I I O ne nr \ T gc Q [
D \I C. B I E. C . & ’ . g l z"l(i [h

b ) J Sc‘ t
protect and broaden it. The entire process reflects a fine balance betyg,, SOCiar;
and market forces. The intensity of thc struggle is re'ﬂccted by. his des‘?fiption
of a war situation between citizenship and class. His theory is baseq

. . . : On the
assumption of severe conflict, which Giddens ignores. Giddens g]g, charge,

Marshall for conceiving citizenship as one-way traffic or a process thy can p
reversed. However, this criticism does not stand a close scrutiny of Marshjp,
work. He mentions the prevalence of primitive social rights, preceding 3,
eighteenth century, and their disappearance in the latter half of the eighteeng,
and the early part of the nineteenth century Britain. Their reappearance begins
with the spread of public elementary education but the subsequent developmep
is heavily dependent on the relative strength or weakness of the various sojy
movements supporting reform. A modern national consciousness accelerats
for citizenship based on equal social worth of every single individual, A sens
of community develops leading towards a feeling of oneness and rough pariy,
The international situation does not play an important part in his theory buti
is equally true that he is conscious of nationalism and war in realising socil
rights. Even the present balance between class and citizenship does not men
that this equilibrium will continue into the foreseeable future as well. He even
concedes that the durability of this balance is very difficult to determine. With
regard to the factors that led to the actualisation of rights, Giddens thinks !
Lhough Marshall does not place due emphasis on conflict, the fact remains th!
m“ﬂ'Cl_Pla}’S fl very important role in his means of actualising rights.

it Giddens own model begins with the consolidation and expan'Sion(:;

¢ sovereignty and development of administratjve power in the late sixteet

century, It begil?s with the capacity of the state to collect information 200
members of society and to sy

surveillance. With the expansion of

I'he entire g sgle f
oo ruggle for r
nﬂdemlty of the subject populat
sovereignty, ‘The CXpansion

, ive. T
.tghls has 10 be analysed in this pCFSP“"ve'“atc
10n blossomg under the expanding SPherc;eC, (0
of state sovereignty means that those S

)
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i some Scnic——-i.nitinlly xrfng}c,-l)\ll Erowing more and mc :

a7 ware of their membership in a politicy| communij 'Orc dcﬁnncl and

l‘“\.‘:bliu:“i““s sugh.mcm_hcrship confers’ (Giddensg 1985!%1‘](1)1(l o ll'1c nghts

i ‘gn““'s under sumlar c.lrcun‘mstances. The administrative'un't g Tf\Iatmnahsm

N~:l\' Jssociated with nationalism and the mediation of this o 'the o

Josel) ip. In this struggle for equal citizenship rightzrotche:rsexsa;r)frzol\g;ls;l
y

‘\, Ci(izcnst : .
Y " put the most important is class conflict, which at first takes the shap
shape
bsequently the working

S Ctors - : i
‘?thf pourgeoisie against the feudal privileges, and sy
o

+ 10 important changes, first
which is a consequence of the

s agair}Sl the‘ bourgeoisie. These struggles lead to
e delinkm_g O_t the st.atfa from th.e-econ.omy,

itutionalisation of ?1\’11 and political rights. This enables the civil society to
he free from the state’s pohtlcal'lnterference. The institutions of the state and
the economy ZetS rem_oulded Wlth. the separation of state from the economy
creating new Sets of rights and privileges which should not be seen as being
created ‘outside’ the sphere of the state, but as part and parcel of the emergence
of the ‘public domain’, separated from ‘privately’ organised economic activity.
Civil rights thus have been, from the early phases of capitalist development,
pound up with the very definition of what counts as ‘political’. Civil and
political citizenship rights develop together and remain, thereafter, open to a
range of divergent interpretations which may directly affect the distribution of
power (Giddens 1985: 207).

The rule by many or polyarchy develops in this background. The public-
private divide also arises in this setting. Another historic change occurs after the
right to vote is granted to gain ‘social rights’ or ‘economic rights’. The struggle
has been a long-drawn one for these rights ultimately led to the emergence of
the welfare state. Giddens argues that the economic rights are not an extension
of civil and political rights as they try to formalise the workers’ control of the
workplace. The entire extension of the ambit of citizenship is primarily due to
class conflict. However, the achievements of the working class are still fragil_e
ad erosion is still possible in various political and economic situations. His
conclusion is substantially similar to Marshall’s formulations. ’

Held finds a number of weaknesses in Giddens’ formulation, which emerges
from his endorsement of many of Marshall’s basic premises and due to le'xck
con. T o of s poblns 1 bl
Str elcompl?xny of citizenship: lt.s multhlmepstlonjr embedded in, changing
Confg C_for Cliférent typgs ob g o inscribed = Si’ is critical of Marshall

eption of citizenship’ (Held 1989: 198). Giddens 13 s sise
om a Marxist point of view, but also uses Marshall’s arguments to crl
arx, Gide . ’ . in ascribing many new rights as,
1dde . correct 1 .
fpan 500N thinks that Marx 18 ¢ | against Marx, he points to
820is freedom’ However, by using MarShz.l]. age ali tion of certain
. X8 failure to tak of and see the possibility of qctua isati =
'"Mportang iy |BKe Do : . hin the ambit of liberal capitalism.
Ot citizenship rights to be realised within t

apitalism i now a very
mong the industrialised societies, at 16ast capitalism is by

A ) ; ur
lfferem phenomenon from what it Was in the nineteenth century and labo
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movements have played a prime role in changing it. In most capitaljg,

we now have to speak of t

1 P s v SYr2Y b . C ’
1e existence of ‘welfare capitaligp, ) Olnt,
yd § "

P’ 1 . ~ g -, gl .yst h
ch the labour movement has achieved a considerable stake and j tmi,

ghts brook large (Giddens 1985 325) Whigy
However. as Macpherson (1966) points out, freedom of chojg, lq the

whi it i
economic (social) citizenship i

to the basis of the individual as a citizer} and this choice can pe fega ey
religion, marriage, economic and political issues. Following Macphers()n rgmg
(1989: 206) argues that Giddens’, ‘terms of reference are narrowly COncc';ive]d.
and do not permit the adequate specification _o'f the diverse range of ;d
that emerge with the development of modern citizenship. He goes o ¢, arguh
that a plausible theory of rights, taking note of the various range of Tigghtc
which were a pre-requisite in creating the modern world, ‘wil| require a:
analysis which goes far beyond that provided by Marx, Marshall and Gidde

(Held 1989: 206).

COSMOPOLITAN CITIZENSHIP

While Aristotle defines citizenship with reference to the city-state, a contemporary
school, the Stoics put forward the notion of cosmopolitan citizenship. Despie
Socrates drinking the hemlock without hesitation to prove his duty to obey the
laws of his city, Athens, he speaks of allegiance to large humankind. It is in the
fifth century BC Greece that the idea of cosmopolis or universal state emergs.
Democritus (460-370 BC) and most Sophists, in general, and Antiphon, i
particular, supported the idea. Antiphon was perhaps the first to speak of
existence of a universal law above local laws. Diogenes (d 324 BC), the Cynit
takes up the idea of cosmopolis or the ‘city of the universe’ as the_communiy
of the wise, the real community of human beings who pursﬁe wisdom thf(?“‘:'h
reason. This community knows no geographical boundaries nor is it commlff@d
to any man made laws or constitutions. In the fourth century BC, the Cyrend®
predecessors to Epicureans, defended cosmopolitanism as opposed 0 the ciy’
state culture. The idea of world citizenship came into vogue and ‘the ideal ¢
Qreek citiz.enship associated with the city-state was under question. At lh? Sam;
“mc" the city-state as an autonomous institution was itself being undemmedl
prac‘:t.lcc” (Heater 1990: 9), Ironically, Alexander, pupil of Aristotle, advocatec
positive and creative cosmopolitan notion of citizenship than Diogen®® p
in that of a master ’raf}? the Gre?ks It the spirit of a lez}de.r A God 0 b
the reconciler of th.c' .worlc(ia e behe.ved that he had a o fro earth wer
subject to one principle a d He Wlsbed to show that all things Onn were O :
B lerand b dcmeancdr}l] . m‘cluded In one polity, and that all mett  worl
the soul of Alexander had lm.self oo mEly. 16 the pover UE Sene go erted
all men, and they wou‘ld l;)c,)t Auickly recalled it, one law would %% i1stic® 4
ave turned their gaze to one system o'

t y a e H 1
hough to a common light’ (Plutarch cited in Heater, ibid: 9-10):

-4
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tanism. Stoicism strece
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SCh is r
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“l 0 Di ?()ds bf_(;_a_uSc 01 this COInan
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the rationg);
tallonality of
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_ and l}(,mg

, . ol of n_attrib :
“tever (QQ_CJ)L.SOC!_J‘_}talus, slave or frec ute of reason, gll men, of

Al : . equal regon-
‘ conception of the universal Chyre il cesonates subsequently, in

qul’s cor
g, paul > === | h. Echoino Ty: ;
o0 believe wisdom to be an essentiy] qualiﬁcatior? 1;1 g Diogencs’, the Stojcs
Or citizenship and poj
point

i that all men, worlfl over 'and without distinctigp are
i status by developl?g their rational faculties, A ,citiz Capable of attaining
ey the ‘law gf ‘nature , a code consisting o en of the
gerived from divine reason, and comprehend
his reason. In case there is a clash between

the law of nature, the laws O_f Fhe Worl,d“fity would prevail over those of the
city-state. Two aspects of Stoicism exerts in-depth, perhaps lasting infl

one, the sacred rela_t_i‘(_)_n_sbfi})_»betwecn_gpd__and man, absorbed byg Chrlij:t?ceT
and the other, the conflation of law and nature, that srubse’q;en‘tly becc?;:e)sl'
e basis of the doctrine of natural law. Cicero transmits the basic Stoic idea
of human equality and brotherhood underpinning universal law of nature to
Seneca, who writing a century later, believes that good life pursued in the
interests ogumanity at large is different and higher from the low life of
the citizen in a state. During Seneca’s time, the tussle between the two loyalties,
the Christian loyalty to their ‘heavenly kingdom’ and the loyalty to the Emperor
surfaced. The dilemma was that of men being loyal not only, to mankind
m general but to a spiritual belief and to the Roman Emperor. By the end of
the first century, Marcus Aurelius became sensitive to this dilemma which
eased off with Rome embracing Christianity and Christianity accepting Roman

Stoicism. The Stoic universal city of men and gods metamorphoses into the
Christian City of God and the fundamental tension remains. However, the

. . : ing it
Christian adapts the concept of cosmopoy‘_swand rend-ers it myst.lcal} deta;:hg:goln
fom carthly reality. The City of God would be atained 0% B BE
earth, possibly, with the Second Coming. During the Midd i d égtoi,cs 20 into
leaching dominates and the cosmopolitan ideas of Cynics a hasised on the
background. In the non-Western tradition, Confucius en;WJ-
oncept of q t’ung, the greater unity and called for ﬂ‘%%gg;ﬁﬁ'ﬁm
©mmonwealth in whichWﬂLg%q%ﬁ?&& 1o understand
A similar view existed in India too, which con . e[:: ular ph'rase,‘Vasudeva
3 person sans his humanity as exemplified 10 the pop .

Uumbakym . h remains alive In
A v on earth 1€
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In the seventeenth century, there is considerable thinkip
of international society and international law and thinker
with the universalist, natural law and Christian assumptions of yy,, M By,
on the one hand, and with the emerging consolidated authomy of th elddle Age
state on the other hand. Along with the consolidation of Eurg an Statsov tiy
the notion of cosmopolitan citizenship gets consolidated ip ¢ o Seve sten,
century. The Treaty of Westphalia accepts the R[inCiple‘Df-Sovere- Chleey
that each ‘state as a self sufficient entity is the basis ——

aboy,
$ of thig periolge Ilaturt

Of internagiong . &
behaviour, W gy
" In the eighteenth century, the two revolutions—the American
French—saw the consolidation of constitutional state and along with it th:Hd _
of popular sovereignty. The thinkers of the F i

: . IED_CLEEl_ightenmﬁntis belief ;
human reason led them to believe that national, racia] or religioyg di;mj i
AT e _ Ctiopg

also a realisation that

sc
Will be at a5 reahsl;l;e:ls t(:]f eerorld-state”.. the highest purpose of Naur
oL e o
NStitution, jn the bosom of thcséa:llllShment of a universal Cosmo-politic
h
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The period between 1899 and 1914 saw a nympber of peace initiatiy
. arily 10 reduce the power of arms manufacturers and the tend ives
prl= © ents to go to war. In 1910, Wil =rCEncy oo
ovemmetEs = S5 : , 1am James pleaded for substitu
. tendencies with creative social ones and def -

warlike olobal co ) . defended this as a new ¢
quy celated to the glo . mmunity. Dl_ll‘lng the inter-
Nations and the Kellogg-Briand P act tried to restrain the absolute right of the
qate to Wage war. H.G. Wells popularises the idea of world citizenship and calls
soon the saner and aple'r per.soqs of the world to establish a new World Order
pased ON broadly socialist pnr-lmples. He is however unclear about the structure
of this NEW order except reposing faith in global-functional administration rather
than world government. Angell is convinced of the usefulness of political wars

once European community becomes interdependent due to economic reasons.
In more recent times, Held argues for cosmopolitan ideal for realisine
world peace and universal equality of individuals, but concedes that thes;
cannot be achieved by relying on the democratic capacities of states alone.
He pleads for internationalising democratic law if it has to be effective. Other
than respecting reciprocal sovereignty between states, there is a need to agree
on commonly shared norms to which states subscribe and institutionalising
these principles through the establishment of inter-governmental organisations.
For Held and Archibugi (1998), cosmopolitan ideal moves beyond the ethical
parameters and emphasises the institutional aspects. Falk (1995) considers
national citizenship to be exclusive and divisive; it legitimates unequal
protection of rights and is responsible for the unequal distribution of global
wealth. He pleads for the co-existence of national and global citizenship.
Miller rejects the idea of cosmopolitan citizenship and points out tpat
international peace, international justice and global environment.aI protection
are important objectives but these ‘cannot be achieved by in‘{enﬂng.@ theog
cosmopolitan forms of citizenship which undercut the basis of citizenship

Proper’ (Miller 2000: 96)
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war years, the League of
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1 undermine parental and religious auih
roups object 0 liberal educatiop Ority \
| out in the name of teaching the 3 ap »
y, liberalism also cmphasises universalty \:1 e

aw. Rights are important as they P;ot Canip,
¢ of the state. Civic republicanisy uect the

tizenship by subordinating private con
ce

individual from :
i Z sible irtuous €1

active, responsible and vit . i

blic good. It accepts the liberal conception of Citizengy y
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and interests to pu . ’
a set of rights and adds to it the fact that a citizen 1s one who identifieg -
the political community to which he 'b?lon.gS, .anc.l 18 CO}I}mitted to PrOmoﬁ”h
the common good through active pmtlclpatlon in 1ts poht.lcal life. The COntrng
between republicanism and liberalism is not that the liberal recognises ;}M

hereas the republican does not, but that the libera(;

value of entrenched rights W ican
political justification while the republ;
an

regards these rights as having a pre- cal jus
grounds them in public discussion. One institutional corollary is that liberg

seek to make the judiciary the supreme arbiters of constitutional rights—;
effect the interpretation of liberal citizenship is entrusted to them~whil:
the republican gives this role to the citizen body as a whole (Miller 200y,
_59-—60). It differs from Aristotle and Arendt for whom political participation'
is 1.ntn'nsically worthwhile, being the supreme and highest kind of activity. For
Aristotle, this means the political life in a state is superior to private pleas:ure
of the family and profession. For Arendt, this signifies the importance of ths
political, devoid of social and economic issues. C
. Burke.: reinforces the conservative desire to limit citizenship to a segment
;)t izd?;tZYiIS?oﬁr?penx, for they have the leisure for discussion and information.
claSsimenici prz pserv:;t\l:fs ltlhat we ﬁnd the notion of citizens as a leisurely
atticipate dnsthe fom’l 1 0 have the time to discuss the affairs of the state and
is best captured by Perlilcallctelso n}i Of( o ar{d policy}OLsiis State. XS S
aristocratic elite as the best, -forlgl:nionSIders theguEIbyfthetenlichieie s
.themselves but can neither think nor AS8es are not only incapable of governiré
is based not on general will but wj act without guidance. For Burke, governmer!
wisdom that has passed on from one generation

to another. He desi

: ° esire :

in the re -SIES representation of the i .
presentation of the interests and not as we believe

istic education wi
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| Citizenshi
.Frcnch Rcvfﬂution and in particular, by the doctrines of e
e cncf“l will. He blames the democratje forces f i
0 & ense in government bureaucracy. He ig o pllie
%l ability of the ordinary people ang re
n:clcss thing in the world’ (Pitkin 1967. |

. . . 90). Th )
s 1 d i . ‘ ¢ New Ri
;ibcmls reject social CltlzenlShlp an_d .emphamse on self-reliance %htdanc} 'N.eo
welfare state as promoting passivity and dependence among ;1“ crmc:;e
€ poor. 1o

the ‘ve citi i i
note active citizenship, they want reduction ip welfare entitlements and
nts an

perefofe’ stress the importance of responsibility to earn g living, which i

35 the key 0 self-respect and social acceptance. Their criticf’ it oun th
withdrawal or reduction of erlfare benefits further marginalises tﬁgllrll; do;:: 1that
Marxism observes tha.t -the idea of equal citizenship rights in a class divissii
ociety i8 2 sham, for '1t is always the interests, privileges, rights and powers Zf
(e dominant ecOnNOMIC class that are protected. It is part of the bourgeois legal
ideology of individualism. For Marx, political emancipation through citizens}%j
hecomes meaningful with human emancipation. Conversely, only in a classlesg
wociety, with collective ownership of the means of production and with the end
of oppression, citizenship can transcend class distinctions and class divisions.
Even here there is certain ambivalence. Since the socialist society embodies
the idea of proletarian internationalism, there is no question of considering
citizenship, which refers, in particular, to the nation state. However, the
liberating vision of the society after the revolution remains incomplete, for the
Marxists emphasise on economic freedom but not political freedom, a society
of autonomous and materially satisfied social beings but not a polity of citizens.
As a result, they ignore the complex question of institutions that actualise

political freedom and citizen participation.
Feminism contends that the emphasis on
that men should financially support the family,
after the household and care for the young, old and the sick and the elderly.
This disallows women’s full participation in the society. Since Wollstor.lejcraft
feminism has been concerned with how women can be treated as equal citizens
ilong with men. Liberal feminism stresses on equal rights and equal access but
ignores human interdependence that is integral to both families and {Johtles.
Marxist/socialist feminism accepts the idea of equal rights and equal access

but st cieties through revolutionary
Tesses m o transcend class SO _ "
ore on the need t - stion to realisation of socialism.

gogle thus, subordinating the women s quez: labels as maternal
Some recent feminists like Elshtain, whom Dietz (1985). 2 1 consciousness
®Minists, draw attention to the conception of fema}le pohtﬁzare o iy, in
that g grounded in the virtues of woman in the private Sp . n;elr)l as mothers
::thhering. They claim the need and jmportance 0 perslzvfozv?he liberals and
ot mere] f ers’. - treatment,
ArXists, men answ;ff;zt;g the same de%ervnnrglc‘;‘sllt’}?;t separated
postm(’dt‘-mist feminists, like Young, emphasise Of o dlff::,rebe reconciled with
n from women and ’the way these differences ought

popular sovereignty
s of Rcvollution for the

gcnerally skeptical about the
gards democracy as the ‘most

self-reliance is based on the view
while the women would look
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| cquality. YOUng argucs that lh;.ll:cml.s and rep, ican,

o ‘,r impartiality and reason, WAICh 4Cts to the disaqy,,

o (j ty and she identified the Wf’m:" and cthpje Miny, gt
e O the ideal of the civice Loy

| categorics. She claims that !h(i lg e B rat'lc P]ubhc cxcludcs

seeed cate =l ST 1 nt, pecaus S rationg] . . NG

as OpPressed her groups defined as dn"fcrcf Ve o 1al ang umvema

women m‘ld ot “—l (rom its opposition to affectivi Y» P u ,am_y and the Oda,]

status derived only d on the unity of the civic public: Insofar 5o, V-

. ists insiste ) . Sh 2 8
REgublcan (hcorﬁan Jeaves behind his particularity and difference, 0 adq..
a citizen, every I

ie . g : Opt
| standpoint identical for all citizens, t},]? :?tandpomt of the ¢ 8
- n . ; .
universal s | will. In practice, republican polmcmns. enforced hy Zeney
good or genera ' Il those defined as different apg associ,. |

: citizenship a . .. Ciat
by excluding f;(;r;re or need influence that might veer citizeng say f o

. i

with the body, e
i re reason (1990: 117). ' |

stand%(z?t;zirggre Young argues that the republican ideal adheres (, N

private-public dichotom)", which discri'minates.against those whose Concep,
are conventionally perceived as, esgentlally, private ones. Though there ; o
a priori way of demarcating the private from. the. pubhc. but never-the]esS, the
distinction can be upheld between a person acting in a private capacity and 5,
citizen. Moreover, the divide will emerge in the course of public discussiop for
certain matters will be inevitably relegated to the private sphere. For instance, it
may be difficult to obtain a consensus on an issue so the fairest way is to alloy
citizens to pursue their own preferences voluntarily, or it may be considereg
illegitimate for the state to interfere in a citizen’s private life. Young ignores
the fact that a distinction between private and public will always be maintained
though some groups will differ on the issue, but that does not suggest that these
groups will automatically lose out.

claims of justice
committed to an K ‘
of certain groups I1n SO

. - i (o) . . .

Individualjgy rights-base n"?al, Partu.:ulanst and communitarian as against the

substantiany on an ethie olion of cnizenshjp that liberals propose. It draws
¢

co . of car R .
MMmunity o only of sharede nd Prioritises, like the communitarians

commop vocabulary of diSCourseﬁI;:l encll)s but also as Sandel (1996) call’
+ " ¢ Dasis of politics. Maternal citizes®
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.. haset IS lV;:“lu:\Sé l.!]ﬁ pflvmc sphere, emotiong| r
“.,gnili(’“ 01: ( i er rather than the aspiration
e pietZ criticises tl}c maternal feminists for igno
og VIrtues: |:c|m|0ns and practices that are ¢
A .Ciﬁcﬂ”y' pm.nupalo.ry and d'cmocratic.As long as feminists
§ ocial and economic questions relating (o child ltllSt:s focus exclusively
i . abortion, abuse, pornography, they do not ; ren, family, schools, work,
wagrzs ’s ihe problem of citizenship. It is only ?V(l)]tedrtlcu]alc.a political vision or
; sic value of citizenship, rather than undcrt«?( they'wm emphasise on the
ittt ¢ social and econemit eonce i .e‘ﬂCtlvc citizenship for the
rsuit OF SO - : rns, that feminists can hope to achi

I distinctive politics of their own. This means considerin o i G 4
continuous activity and good in itself. Dietz also argues aga%n(:tujs?jhlp ﬁs a
and abstractions for these are at variance with the notion of citizensﬁgsa ism
elationship between .equ.als. She points out that citizenship is about l::tztlisna
beyond one’s immediate sphere and dealing as a citizen with other cigtizensg
thus, emphasising on universalism and abstraction, of which Young is SO,
suspicious. Dietz correctly warns against ‘womanism’ and points that a truly
jemocratic defense of citizenship could not proceed from the assumption of
yoman’s traditional neglect or superiority, for that suggests that one group is
hetter or deserves morc attention. Furthermore, a point that Dietz overlooks is
he inherent divisiveness of maternal feminism, which seems to ignore those
women who are not mothers, either by choice or circumstances. While most
women marry and raise children, there are women who remain single by choice
and also because of circumstances. One role common to all women is being a
daughter, a suggestion made by Victorian feminists in their critique of 1.S. Mill
and one worthy of reconsideration in this context. The argument that women
are different should not be stressed to the point of it becoming vacuous and
divisive. In reality, Dietz’s conception is similar to that of Elghtai?, thfn_xgh
“Elshtain speaks of women’s moral insights Dietz speaks of feminists political

practices (Squires 1999: 178-179). d lace the liberal male
Ch . . n the need to rep ace ,
antal Mouffe, like Dietz agree> 0 ic conception of citizenship

conception of citizenship with a radica .

. i i i itizen-
which would entail the rejection of the notion of gender-fhfferent{ateq ci

is a product of particular social discourses
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ity. urs a citizenship
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Pertinent (1992: 376). Neither gend i
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o= _ . r all citizens. ;

“lizenship is based on real equality and liberty tfl?e public-private distinction
f political

an rational, t
to equality, e

ring the fact that citizenship
Xpressly political and more

%0 political issues and claims, and observes thatd- to the type ©
geeds to be redefined from case t0 case, accor ing
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Mands, and not in a fixed and Perma“em ey peen added @ fourth one,
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and economic rights. Environmental cit?zcnship r.cfcrs to Quality o i
stands threatened by air, watcr' and noise pollution, -met(?omlogicm dei Whig
like global warming and dcpletxon of ozone layer, climatje change in ey
and population increase and its effect on resource-use.

CITIZENSHIP AND EDUCATION

Ever since Aristotle, the problem of reconciling the good man
citizen has been a recurring theme in political thought, Aristotle
while the qualities of a good man are universal and constant, the
good citizen depend on the constitution under which a citizen Jjves,
three qualities as necessary for a good citizen—loyalty to th
constitution, high degree of capacity for the duties of the office
goodness and justice. For instance, in an oligarchy, a citizen has
dominance of the ruling wealthy class, while in a democracy a
political and economic equality. Only under special ¢
identity between the good man and the good citizen.

Aristotle, following Plato, pleads for responsible and effective forg
of education for citizenship. This, they consider as a cure for corruption ang
political instability of their times. They are equally critical of the casual manner
in which the Athenian State regarded the tasks of citizenship, which stood in
sharp contrast to the disciplined citizenry of Sparta. As a corrective measue,
both prescribe state-managed and state-controlled education, as practiced in
Sparta. In the Laws, Plato makes it clear that the guardian of laws controls th
educational system by selecting teachers only from among those who are willing
to teach about the laws and traditions of the state in a manner determined b}

With the
contends
qQualitieg of 5
He COnSider,
€ establishe
and quality of
to preserve the

Citizen upholdg
Ircumstances is there a

bedience for the ruled; Aristotle emphasised ¢
need to match the education

al objectives to the fo f government’ (Heat
1990: 7). J m of g
Rousseau perceivyes : - totle and
€ proble Aristotle
recomme P m in the same manner as

Lock et need. tOWan rather than educate the citizen- Fr::;
B e on}\;vards, English politica] thinkers emphasise the importance of P,‘L;e
ThE (:11(?;:{2e Ume agrees that pooq Citizenshj requirgs— education and knowlgd..:a_.
education ?h“e?ds . merely a general education but specifically a poi" )
e at. Involveg knowing how’ and ‘knowing what' with regard ©©
Prnciples of justjce, Afmsem T " that the citize?
will need knowledge of the att and Hume point ou )
He must learn to

; itize™
; ltudes and the expectations of fellow ¢ d
M 10 adjust witp, pectat

: , istotle
thers and win thej, esteem. Both Anisto Jed
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Sbicy feiterate Rousseau’s stress Of pluntﬂn
Ve that Participation in 1ocg] government, ¥
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ation and jury service and Mmanagement of
8 '...,notl in how 10 mnkc‘dccmnns. Howeve
d "\‘u:inﬂ the importance of plurality of life's
g e eativity and independence. Mij)
“\N“iqéd. (hat the many could become effec
‘"‘\“‘Q‘Onl)' when their separate sources of
e g{mu discusses extensively the importance
Oﬁxe% learning the political traditions and cust
in

one’s work is also a form
ry they differ from Rousseau
experiments as that enhances
accepts, what Aristotle had
live citizens and surpass the
knowledge ‘meet together’.
of political education as that
oms of one’s country.

J[FFERENTIATED CITIZENSHIP?

his mcogﬂised_ that unitary citizenship normally integrates diverse groups through

, shared identity the most important development as Marshall observes of one

<on, one vote. However, despite common citizenship rights, some groups,
¢ African-American, indigenous people, ethnic and religious minorities and
«omen, feel excluded. Differentiated citizenship requires mechanisms of group .
epresentation. Women as a social group, according to Young, face four of the
five types of oppression (exploitation, powerlessness, cultural, im_pgizi_ljgm and
violence) and therefore require wr@gibn. As a remedy, cultural
plﬁiﬁfts propose that citizenship must reflect their distinct and different social
and cultural identity. Young (1989) observes that these marginalised groups
can be fully integrated through ‘differentiated citizenship’, that is the members
of certain groups shall be incorporated into the political community not only as
individuals but also through the group. That is, their rights shall depend, in part,
to their group membership. This view challenges the conventional perception
of defining citizenship in terms of treating people as individuals with equal
rights under law.

It is important to distinguish between the two broad types of differentiated
_Citizenship. There are groups like the poor, women, ethnic minorfties zfnd
immigrants whose demand for group rights is a demand for greater inclusion
and participation in the mainstream society. They may feel underrepresented in
the political process due to historical reasons and therefore s.eek group-based
'epresentation. Or, they may seek exemption from laws that dlse_ldvantafge tl_lem
€onomically or they want school curriculum to recognise their contnbu.nonsl
:‘;lSOCi“:W’S culture and history. These groups accept the gf)::l (;Z It}:::llo:nad

egration, for they desire to be part of the mainstream socu(:j yt. ult and
gf_JUal members but only insist that recognition and accommo e h
fference i« . ional integration. The other group that
Seeks o° 15 needed to bring abou iy gf tional integration. They
wis;h&t(:j ’bffc.r o C.i tizenship rejects i ﬁoiilc?xlt:i: and are usually national
Mingpi; éself-ggvemlng, to freely dcvcl.O.p : c‘ ing their own territory with
4 . "lies or distinct historical communitics occupying ' opresentation in
Istincy languagc and history They do not want greater T pre: pr
€ centrg) el f power from the central governm
heiy ey goyc.:mmcm but transfer ol PO ¢ federalism Of local autonomy.
Munities, often through some kind ©
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; Tp— larger soci
. greater inclusion into the rg ety but on,
They do not desire & - orimarily related to the issues of Self-determina oy
from it. However, this 18 D is based on the expression of 5 . “0n

.+ nship. The latter 1 . .- omp
rather (llu}ndci:,lil;:":f l\fl)a rion Young (1998: 401) accuses both the libery) aOn
for cach 1n ad

. lican tradition of espousing ‘ax} ideal of Unilver:.sa.l Citize, "
Cl\(’le 1-Clp 12:’681?;0“])5 that underrnine the unity of the polity (ibid: 404_
and excludes g

h eneity and university and that 1405),
; ' 1 omog fele
itizenship emphasises . ! e
(l;/'l ?fden:c(:slto thepprivate sphere. She defends.a conception of d_lfferemiated
.lt, eer::;hi one that understands not only the d.1fferc::nt needs .and interesg by
;slj the dlszerent values and modes of expression. “Each social group affim

the presence of the others and affirms the s4peciﬁcity of its experience ang
perspective on social issues’ (ibid: 416—417).

CONCLUSION

Citizenship focussing on certain common features of r.oug'h parity and identity
like nationalism is of recent origin, making a beginning with the end (f
feudalism and completing the process with the emergence of the welfare stae
after the Second World War in Western Europe. Marshall portrays this sketch of
citizenship at the inception of the welfare state with a favourable endorsement
and clear approval within a liberal-social democratic paradigm. However, what
makes him a seminal theorist is his acknowledgement of a permanent conflict
between citizenship and the market, which has been reflected by the upsurge
of New Right in, both the United States and Britain, questioning the entire
thesis gf social citizenship. The essential local basis of citizenship rights within
the nation-states has also come under severe criticism because of globalisation

and triump.h .of world capitalism. This has brought to the fore the questions
of productivity, competitiveness



