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Engin F. Isin and Peter Nyers

act as political subjects. But ‘political subjects’ can also mean those issues that are the topic of dis-
cussion under the designation ‘political’. In other words, the topics that come under discussion
during the mediation of rights between political subjects and polities are themselves a political
subject. So when we say ‘mediation between the subjects of politics and the polity to which
they belong’, we mean thar politics for citizenship involves both where and how this mediation
occurs, who becomes implicated in these rights, and what rights are the focus of mediation.

Yet this wide-ranging but focused statement still belies the fact that the citizen of a polity
almost never belongs only to that polity but to several nested, if not overlapping and conflict-
ing, series of polities ranging from the city, region, the state, and the international. Clearly, in
the contemporary world the dominant polity is the state, but even its dominance is now impli-
cated in various international and regional polities evinced by international covenants (e.g. the
European Convention on Human Rights), multilateral agreements (e.g. the North American
Free Trade Agreement), supranational bodies (e.g. the European Union) and shared sovereignty
arrangements (e.g. Scotland or Quebec). This is further complicated by the fact that many citi-
zens (and non-citizens) in the contemporary world do not reside in their birthplace but in their
adopted countries. All this places a citizen in a web of rights and duties through which he or
she is called upon to performatively negotiate a particular combination that is always a complex
relationship.

For these reasons it is misleading to begin thinking about citizenship as a unified (or unify-
ing) and static relationship. A Chinese government cannot have a unified and singular relation
with its citizens, since their lives are mediated not only through their rights from, and duties
to, the Chinese state but also through human rights, environmental or cultural discourses to
international politics beyond its borders. Similarly, a British government cannot have exclusive
relations with British citizens, as their lives are implicated in, and interdependent with, the
European Union as a supranational polity, the European Convention on Human Rights, and
myriad other mutual rights and duties toward other polities. Even in the area of national security —
long the domain of the sovereign, often in exceptionalist forms — private corporations have
emerged as competitors in the emerging market for providing protection to citizens, militaries,
individuals, and neighbourhoods. Whilst still dominant, the state, therefore, cannot be said to
have an exclusive claim over its members.

How do we then approach citizenship in the contemporary world? If indeed it is a negotiated
and dynamic institution mediating rights between political subjects and their polities, two key
dimensions require emphasizing. One is the combination of rights and duties that defines citi-
zenship in a polity. The other is the performance of citizenship. Research in citizenship studies
tends to follow parallel lines with scholars adopting or favouring one dimension over the other.
We consider both dimensions to be indispensable for understanding how citizenship mediates
rights between citizens and the polity to which he or she belongs.

The combination of rights and duties is always an outcome of social struggles that finds
expression in political and legal institutions. Traditionally, in modern state societies, three types
of rights (civil, political, and social) and three types of duties (conscription, taxation, and partici-
pation) defined the relationship between the citizen and the state. Civil rights include the right
to free speech, to conscience, and to dignity; political rights include franchise and standing for
office; and, social rights include unemployment insurance, universal health care, and welfare.
Although conscription is rapidly disappearing as a citizenship duty, taxation is as strong as ever
and jury duty, even as it is increasingly challenged under certain circumstances, still serves a fun-
damental role. Moreover, new rights have appeared such as sexual, cultural, and environmental
rights with varying degrees of success of institutionalization (e.g. witness the struggles over
same-sex marriage in the United States and Europe). Again, as we have mentioned, whether
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it mediates between citizens and polities, citizenship does not always take the form of demands
on governmenc.

We can conclude that if citizenship mediates rights between political subjects and the polity
to which they belong, it also involves the art of being with others, negotiating different situ-
ations and identities, and articulating ourselves as distinct from, yet similar to, others in our
everyday lives. Through these social struggles, citizens develop a sense of their rights as others’
obligations and others’ rights as their obligations. This is especially true for democratic citizen-
ship, as it is the only form of citizenship that approaches the combination of rights and duties as
a dynamic (and thus contested but changing and flexible) outcome and its creative performance
as a fundamental aspect of a democratic polity. Citizenship, especially democratic citizenship,
depends on the creative and autonomous capacities of political subjects whose performance of
citizenship is not only the driving force for change but also the guarantee of the vitality and
endurance of the polity. Governments may see domains of citizen engagement as separate from
each other in the everyday governing of the polity and in the social lives of their citizens, but
occasionally an event reminds everyone that citizens are indeed participating in the performance
and enactment of citizenship. It is in this deep and broader sense that citizenship is social and
polities (or, rather, authorities responsible for governing them) neglect this often with perilous
consequences. This is where the responsibilities of citizenship studies scholarship may assume a
significant public and political role.

The figure of citizenship

We have seen how central citizenship is to understanding how people become claimants and
thereby constitute themselves as political beings in relation to the polities to which they belong.
But what of the figure of the citizen? In contemporary political debates and analyses of political
mobilizations, the figure of the citizen remains highly enigmatic, vacillating between being an
object of desire and derision. The figure of the citizen is at once a figure of hope and enlighten-
ment, on the one hand, and deep pessimism and suspicion on the other. Hope, because citizen-
ship remains the dominant institution through which civil, political, and social rights are enacted
and enjoyed. Enlightenment, because citizenship is said to confer upon its bearer human dig-
nity, autonomy and agency. By contrast, the pessimism about citizenship arises because there are
inevitable inequalities as to how these rights are distributed. The suspicion towards citizenship
comes from misgivings about its ability to move beyond some fundamental exclusions it enacts
on the basis of race, gender, place of birth, sexual orientation, and so on. Citizenship in this view
is not just a name for membership, but a title or a rank that separates, excludes, and hierarchizes.

While citizenship as an institution is dynamic and mutable, the figure of the citizen today
is a polarizing figure. The citizen stands for inclusion, membership, and belonging, but at the
expense of others who are excluded, non-members, and outcasts — strangers, outsiders, and
aliens. The citizen stands on one side of the political, social, and cultural borders of the polity,
with non-citizens on the other. The inside/outside logic of this narrative has not surprisingly
generated significant criticisms, to the extent that some commentators, on both the Right and
the Left, have declared citizenship to be an unsustainable category through which to organize
modern political life. What is the substance of this criticism and why do we insist upon the
continued relevance of citizenship?

Caught as it is between these twin discourses of hope and despair, a commonly heard criti-
cism of citizenship is that it is in decline. In its most general form, the criticism of citizenship
is couched in a broad critique of modernity. Citizenship, it is said, suffers the same pressures as
other categories from western political traditions — such as the state, sovereignty, society, and so
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the limits of citizenship, conventionally conceived. We admit that there is something seductive
about the gesture of ‘refusal’, which, like ‘exit’, ‘exodus’, and ‘desertion’, has come to inform
debates on the Left about new forms of being political (Virno 1996). Ultimately, however, we
are critical of gestures like ‘refusal’ when they are framed in relation to an imaginary of political
space that is ‘outside’ citizenship. While the imaginary of the outside is quite deep-seated in
debates on the Left, it is nonetheless marked by some serious limitations — not least a certain aca-
demicism. For example, a common counterargument is that those who argue most vociferously
for rejecting citizenship can do so because they have nothing to risk. There is the paradox that
it is precisely citizenship in its legal, constitutional form that enables a rejection of citizenship.
Consider, for example, when activists who reject citizenship for its perceived connections with
neoliberal capitalism and statism fall back on their citizenship to combat the excess of the state
police forces (e.g. through court battles about civil rights to free speech, assembly, and so on).

More fundamentally, at stake here is the larger issue of whether there is an outside from
which one can speak, act, and be political. Here, we agree with Foucault, Deleuze, and others
who argue that there is no such outside, only immanent relations and struggles. This does not
preclude the possibility of ruptures, breaks, or disruptions of the relations between people and
polities that the institution of citizenship mediates. On the contrary, the dynamism of these
immanent struggles ensures that citizenship is subject to what Balibar (2004: 10) calls ‘permanent
reinvention’. But if the challenge does not lie in finding an alternative to citizenship as a way
of naming political subjects or even political subjectivity, a more difficult and uncomfortable
question remains: Is citizenship something we can even reject?

Derrida’s idea of ‘erasure’ provides some help in addressing this question (Derrida 1998). For
Derrida, to write ‘under erasure’ is to write and delete simultaneously, to script and cross out, to
present and bracket, create and destroy. Erasure allows one to posit something affirmatively and
yet remain skeptical and question it as a problematic. Erasure brings both the concept and the
deletion to the forefront in order to allow for some critical distance. In this way, erasure involves
a different kind of temporality. Arendt put this time of erasure as the space between ‘no-longer’
and ‘not-yet’ (Arendt 2005: 158—62). It demands a disposition that is both, and yet not quite,
after the past and before the future. Far from being politically debilitating, the indeterminacy of
this orientation allows for the negotiation of many of citizenship’s paradoxes and ambivalences.
To approach citizenship ‘under erasure’ is to script and delete the concept simultaneously.

There are some important implications of Derrida’s sensibility for our relationship to citizen-
ship. The ‘no-longer’ implies that we can no longer think of citizenship in the way we used
to; the ‘not-yet’ reminds us that we are not quite at the situation where it no longer applies. In
other words, we have a responsibility to what we inherit but that does not mean we have to be
dogmatic. It is difficult to escape from the categories we inherit. We find in that space between
the ‘no-longer’ and ‘not-yet’ neither optimism nor pessimism and neither hope nor despair but a
space of hyper-activism — an activism without guarantees and without programmes and yet with
considerable vigilance and skepticism. But if citizenship is always to come, do we even have the
right to give it up? Do we have a choice about our responsibility to the past and that which is still
to come? We believe that Derrida’s sensibility (with echoes of Kierkegaard, Nietzsche, Heidegger,
and Arendt) is what underlies much of what could be described as ‘critical citizenship studies’.

The worlds of citizenship

As the discussion above illustrates, not only do we think that citizenship can be understood as
an institution mediating relations between political subjects and their polities, but also that this
institution belongs to world history rather than arbitrarily drawn cultural segments of it such as
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of liberal democracy, it seemed impossible that so many people who have lost or risked their
lives and creatively and inventively challenged authorities and their violence could and would
have been capable of imagining and enacting mediating institutions between political subjects
and their polities. Many scholars have been unable to accept or entertain that possibility pre-
cisely because of the orientalist construct of liberal democracy.

To investigate citizenship as a mediating institution between political subjects and their poli-
ties disrupts this game of benchmarking with liberal democracy and aims to focus attention on
the ways in which the kernel of any political order — the political subject — is brought into being.
This not only challenges contemporary forms of neo-orientalism, but also the historical hubris
that comes with the assumption that certain key political concepts — namely citizenship — are
only conceivable in terms of their Western origins.

The struggles of citizenship

So far we have emphasized how our definition of citizenship as an institution that mediates
between political subjects and the polities to which they belong is a historical and dynamic
definition, which is open to contestations about the meaning and content of the institution, the
terms of the mediation, and the sites of belonging. Because contestation is at the heart of our
definition, we believe that citizenship is fundamentally about political struggles over the capacity
to constitute ourselves as a political subject. We use ‘ourselves’ here to indicate that as authors
we do not see ourselves independent from these struggles, and also to emphasize that the con-
stitution of political subjectivities is always simultaneously individual and collective struggles. As
citizenship studies scholars we position our investigations of citizenship in ways that are attuned
to, and part of, these struggles.

As we have already seen, whether in terms of classical (civil, political, social) or expanded
(sexual, cultural, environmental) rights, the rights of citizenship have always involved social
struggle. This includes the struggle for a right to be recognized as a right in the first place, and
then the struggle for the breadth and depth of these rights (who gets what and how much). If
struggle both precedes the conferral of rights and extends long after its recognition as legitimate
by the polity and other citizens, we argue that the same is true for citizenship itself. The point
is that prior to being recognized as a rights-bearing subject, people engage in a struggle that
requires the enactment of subjectivity that is capable of rights. Arendt famously described this as
a struggle for the ‘right to have rights’ (Arendt 1973). We would revise this formulation slightly
and emphasize the agential part of this struggle by insisting that what is at stake is the right to
claim rights. This is the struggle for political subjectivity — that which we call citizenship.

But are we merely interpreting every struggle as citizenship? The sensibility we ascribed to
Derrida above would Jead us to answer ‘no-longer’ and ‘not-yet’. Citizenship is not always about
struggle — it is obviously part of the state’s toolbox of management and governance of the popula-
tion, both at the national and international level. In response to the claim that citizenship has lost
all its relevance to the contemporary politics, we would say ‘not-yet’. We insist that citizenship
enables subjects to become claimants. It therefore always already involves moments of transfor-
mation: from the static recipient to the dynamic claimant, from passive to active. Crucially, this
involves the claim to rights that one does not have or otherwise would have no business claiming.

Struggles of citizenship in relation to the polity are most obviously made in relation to the
modern state. However, we have already seen how citizens do not belong to one polity but to
many overlapping and conflicting polities (city, region, state, international). These polities are
not in a historical queue for dominance, but are rather coeval and marked by a contested coexis-
tence. The struggles of citizenship are therefore also struggles about authority in spaces and times
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as scholars to not only politically recognize these struggles but also analytically shape them. We
know something that may well elude the agents engaged in the struggles over the space between
‘no-longer’ and ‘not-yet’, that new political subjectivities never became incipient citizenships
without being waged against already established norms, authorities, dominations, and power
relations. If women’s scruggles for equal rights still sound so recent that is not only because the
memories of the suffragettes are still fresh but also because these struggles still continue in the
present (Mayhall 2003). Are there no traces of the suffragettes in Femen? Similarly, 2013 may
well have ‘celebrated’ the fiftieth anniversary of Martin Luther King’s ‘T have a dream’ speech
or seen the unveiling of Rosa Park’s statue in Washington, but is the struggle for civil rights for
blacks not as intense as it was half a century ago? Finally, to a new generation the struggles over
rights for lesbians, gays, queers, and trans peoples may appear ‘almost won’ but will they remem-
ber ‘Stonewall’, which symbolized decades of brutal police raids in New York, San Francisco,
and Toronto (Armstrong and Crage 2006)?

The point here is not simply to remember the lineages of continuing struggles over rights but
to emphasize that the politics of citizenship, or perhaps politics for citizenship, requires, as Weber
once put it, strong and slow boring of hard boards. Yet it not only takes passion and perspective,
as Weber thought, but it also takes time. The space between ‘no-longer’ and ‘not-yet’ may sound
like a small space but it is an enduring time. So politics for citizenship takes not only passion and
perspective, and time; above all it requires boundless patience, perseverance, and resilience. All
incipient citizenships embody these qualities in those who did their time for them. In an age
of ‘clicktivism’, simultaneity, and instant gratification, this may well not be the lesson that will
resonate. Yet it is perhaps the most enduring lesson that we learn from the history of struggles.

This is a lesson that Foucault drew from his historical studies of political subjectivities
(Foucault 1997). His approach to the present as being neither new nor eternal but a specific
constellation inspires our approach to incipient citizenships signifying a space of politics between
‘no-longer’ and ‘not-yet’. For Foucault one of the enduring qualities that we inherit from the
Enlightenment — not as an event but as an ethos — is precisely this approach to contemporary
struggles that refuses to fit them into an already known series (such as ‘liberal democracy’) while
acknowledging (as we did above with women’s rights, civil rights, and sexual rights) their lin-
eages and inheritances. Methodologically, this requires us to approach contemporary struggles
with a keen eye and ear for the practical vocabularies that people use and then evaluate whether
and, if so to, what extent these struggles constitute incipient forms of citizenship. It may have
come as a huge surprise to Edward Snowden that the American security apparatus is spying
on American citizens as well as non-citizens. He may have interpreted this as a breach of the
first amendment of the constitution. But it is scholars who identify it as a key issue of citizen-
ship rights and remind us that the first amendment is a politically gained right of specifically
American citizenship. Similarly, as the famous ‘bodies upon the gears’ speech by Mario Savio on
2 December 1964 taught us, the guarantee of free speech consists not only in its legality but also
performativity (Vaughn 1998). Sometimes free speech must take the form of an interruption of
the dominant speaking order. Unless there is vigilance about such rights — and, at times, a daring
to enact them in defiance of dominant powers — corporate and state authorities will violate them
in the name of commercial or security interests.

We said earlier that it is in this performative sense that citizenship is social and polities
(or, rather, authorities responsible for governing them) neglect this often with perilous conse-
quences.Yet, the legal aspect of citizenship is equally significant, as it both enables and provokes
its performativity. It is at the intersection between legality and performativity where the respon-
sibilities of citizenship studies scholarship may assume a global public and political role. We hope
this Handbook contributes to articulating those responsibilities.
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Navigating global citizenship
studies

Jack Harrington

Thinking about citizenship studies globally requires charting the complex and diverse ways in
which people constitute themselves politically. To the same degree, the global perspective also
exposes and exasperates the strains and discords in the concept as we understand it today. The
chapters of this Handbook are collected into two thematic sections, four broad geographic regions,
and two deterritorialized groupings (‘Diasporicity’ and ‘Indigeneity’). Beyond the convenience of
compiling and reading, these divisions represent little more than one of the few mutually exclu-
sive ways of clustering the chapters. Even then, we talk of ‘Africas’, ‘Asias’, and so on. The plural
denotes the multiple ways in which such conceptions are actually rendered. In terms of what they
say about citizenship, the chapters can also be drawn together into many overlapping, sometimes
jarring, sets of topics. The following guide aims to identify the most striking of those other group-
ings in order to indicate to the reader more detailed areas of interest and also to suggest trends
of current and future concern. The themes identified below are by no means comprehensive;
instead they reflect the multifarious nature of citizenship itself as it is experienced across the globe.

Beyond the mix of disciplines and geographical foci, the chapters in this Handbook share a
vision of citizenship as continually reconstituted and renewed through struggle across a range of
sites and scales, and not simply at the level of the nation state. Four major themes will be elabo-
rated below. The first examines the most pronounced methodological innovations and trends
reflected in the Handbook as a whole. The second looks at the ways in which contemporary
citizenship across the globe is conceived historically. When navigating global citizenship stud-
ies, western paradigms of a classic Greco-Roman lineage are often less relevant than the history
of colonial struggle, modern state formation, and the erosion of social-democratic norms in the
face of neo-liberalism. The third section reviews chapters that explore how citizenship in an
era of globalization is increasingly less about membership of a polity and more about traversing
boundaries between polities. The fourth and final section evaluates the unifying theme of the
Handbook — citizenship as struggle.

Methods for understanding citizenship on a global scale

A number of common approaches and methodologies become clear in this global survey of
citizenship. Few chapters preserve a neat division between citizenship as status and the ways in
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Jack Harrington

count, that is of who should be recognized as a political subject with the rights to have rights’.
Indeed as Hepworth states: ‘A topological approach emphasises the proliferation of inside-out
and outside-in positions that are produced through the act of delimiting the border”

Thirdly, the question of how citizenship is enacted through what people do is a recurrent
theme in the Handbook. The imposition of laws or the supposed enjoyment of rights that have
actually been eroded or never exercised make peoples’ actions a major concern of citizenship
studies. The growing body of academic scholarship on acts of citizenship is critically assessed at
length by Guilluame, Ni Mhurchi, Neveu, and Soguk. Examples of how citizenship rights are
claimed through acts are provided by Alkan and Zeybek, Canals, Conway, Guild, Meltzer and
Rojas, and Swerts. Alkan and Zeybek, Lee, Neveu, and Rygiel all show in very different ways,
that overtly political gestures of outward resistance are by no means the only kinds of actions
that constitute acts of citizenship.

Finally, to capture something so intricate, multiform, and mutable it is helpful to think in
terms of regimes of citizenship. As Guilluame notes in his chapter: “The concept of regime of
citizenship precisely enables us to understand citizenship in its necessary connected historicity
but also interlinks it with other globalized phenomena.’ At the point where identity as a marker
of citizenship is ambiguous, the idea of regimes is useful. This is most obviously the case in
supranational contexts such as European Union (EU) citizenship. To select only one example,
Pullano illustrates how the nexus of EU-level and national institutions provides multiple sites in
which EU citizenship can be enacted institutionally, which in turn produces differential spaces
and frontiers within the European space.Yet, an important element of the concept of regime
is that it prevents us from subsuming questions of legal status beneath struggles over the perfor-
mance and practice of who can be a citizen. As Manby says: ‘Statute law has sometimes been
described as essentially irrelevant to the daily struggles of individuals to “belong” where they
live; yet laws adopted by national parliaments nonetheless both reflect these struggles and have
profound effects far from capital cities” Moreover, the tension between competing legal regimes
is a frequent aspect of citizens’ struggles. This is seen most acutely when the presence of human
rights becomes a channel for claiming citizenship rights, blurring the boundaries between the
two (see Alkan and Zeybek, Ilcan, and Cirkovic). The concept of regimes is an example of how
attempts to draw divisions between citizenship as status, as practices, or as enacted disguise the
ways in which these are frequently interrelated (see Ni Mhurchi).

Historical formations and their critique

At first glance, surprisingly few of the chapters take Greek and Roman citizenship as their
starting point, even for the purposes of critique. It is perhaps inevitable that a Handbook which
exposes Euro-American bias and assesses the ways in which citizenship is being reconfigured
and contested has only so much to say about the invented ‘classical origins’ of citizenship. The
historicized vision of citizenship evoked and questioned by these chapters is decidedly modern
and has three distinct but interwoven themes: the legacies of colonialism; the formation of the
nation state; and Western twentieth-century social democracy as the basis for TH. Marshall’s
model of citizenship.

Postcolonial legacies affect not simply peoples and states but also conceptions of how citi-
zenship is bounded, conferred, and withheld. In the nineteenth and twentieth centuries British
imperial citizenship, for example, offered the paradox of a supposedly universal access to subject
rights, at the same time as a de facto exclusion based on constructions of race (see Manby, Reed
and Rush), orientalism (see Banko) or ethno-linguistic markers of nationhood (see Lee). This
aspect is explored in the context of post-Soviet Central Asia by Ruget. As Manby notes in the
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Jack Harrington

existence and its claims to sovereignty, the two concepts can, and frequently do, undermine as
much as they reinforce each other.

Critiques of T.H. Marshall’s model of citizenship reveal the inadequacy of a conception of
such rights based primarily on the experience of Britain up to the social-democratic consensus
of the mid-twentieth century. While Marshall’s division of civic, political, and social rights was
a taken as a description to encompass the totality of citizenship rights, it was primarily conceived
as a historically contingent, successive sequence of rights gained from the eighteenth through
to the twentieth century in British history. It is the inappropriateness of this trajectory for other
polities that is the basis of the critiques contained in this volume. The move beyond Marshall
is a move beyond what is encompassed by the term and its geographical and historical specific-
ity. Turner’s contribution reminds us that Marshall overlooked the issue of minorities or of
social difference more generally. This creates an obvious tension in wealthy former white-settler
states where one might think Marshalls scheme would apply. As Abu-Laban observes: ‘The
mere existence of indigenous peoples in Canada, many of whom live on reserves and exercise
a unique set of rights, challenges our conventional ways of thinking about citizenship through
individual, civic, or (neo-)liberal models. For Walters, the Marshallian model is the essence of
what such states deny to indigenous peoples who supposedly enjoy such rights as citizens. As
many of the chapters demonstrate, economic crisis and the neo-liberal restriction of the scope of
social rights make the social-democratic model as anachronistic for ‘the West as for anywhere
else. If this creates strains at a national level it also turns still emerging legal categories such as EU
Citizenship into battlegrounds over social and civil rights (Guild, Kostakopoulou, and Pullano).
As Abu-Laban, Dean, Guillame, Levy, Pullano, and Sheller all convey, the crux of the issue is
not simply the historical specificity of Marshall’s concept: it is rather a vision of citizenship as
something granted and fixed rather than embodied, enacted, or negotiated by would-be citizens
themselves. But we can go further. As Dean suggests, abandoning the Marshallian model with
social citizenship at its zenith allows for a radical reassessment of the place of the social. If the
social is the site of negotiations and contestations, it not only precedes the civic and the political,
as Dean argues; it is also the impetus for the excluded to demand civic and political recognition.
As will be seen, the strong emphasis on citizenship constituted through struggle that permeates
this book reflects this approach.

Traversing frontiers of citizenship

If the idea of citizenship as membership of a polity is not as coherent, contained, complete, and
exclusive as it implies, there are two overarching reasons. First, if citizenship is membership of
a polity, an individual must have multiple citizenship identities just as he or she is a member of
several polities. The second is that, as Seyla Benhabib has observed, far from being a neat pack-
age conferred through membership, citizenship rights are increasingly disaggregated (Benhabib
2004). This leads to a series of analytical problems to do with the relationship between the
citizen and his or her polity addressed at length in the Handbook, each of which is discussed in
this section. These are: how the nation and the state coalesce (or fail to) in the citizen; how
people express their belonging to a polity; how and why polities distinguish between citizens
and foreigners or others; and how citizenship is enacted on the different scales and overlapping
sites of multiple polities.

The question of who is and who is not a citizen is still too often decided by political instru-
mentalism. Nation-building campaigns can be a way of asserting a state’s borders, a govern-~
ment’s legitimacy, or a particular group’s distinct rights. Such constructed identities can include
elements that transcend the national. Perrin shows this using the example of the Arabization of
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Jack Harrington

EU citizenship is not simply one scale up from national citizenship. Nor does its derivation from
member-state citizenship tell us much about how the enactment of each relates to the other.

As Pullano puts it:

the tensions already existing in national citizenships between autonomy and equality, or
between inclusion and exclusion, are not only still present in the European context, but
they are taking up more complex and profound structures, since they involve the reshaping
of national patterns of differentiation as well’ (see also Tonkiss).

While it is clear that citizenship is frequently enacted on multiple scales, this necessitates a closer
mapping of those different scales and their links rather than the presumption of a global or
globalizing scale in all cases.

Understanding citizenship as struggle

As will already be clear, all of the chapters in the Handbook remind us that citizenship rights are not
simply gained through struggle but constituted by it as an act in itself. Even understood primarily as
status, citizenship is impermanent, capable of reconstitution, and therefore contestable. We are still
left with the question of how to understand what is happening when struggles occur and what they
produce. In different ways, many of the chapters affirm Dean’s observation that we need ‘a post-
Marshallian concept of citizenship that is truly social; that centres on negotiation around human
needs and social rights, and is not necessarily subservient to frameworks for constitutional civil and
political order’. Constituting oneself as a citizen is not simply a question of accessing rights through
pre-existing civil and political channels; more often than not, it is a response to the unavailability
of such recourse. While all chapters suggest struggle is intrinsic to citizenship, four major struggles
recur throughout the Handbook. These are: resistance to narrowly economic rationales for citizen-
ship; the plight of migrants, particularly irregular or undocumented workers; the continuing strug-
gle to address the unequal treatment of women in citizenship laws and persistent gender inequality;
the worldwide flourishing of protest movements in 2011 typified by the so-called ‘Arab Spring’.

Struggles can arise from the tension between a narrowly economic definition of citizen-
ship and a wider basis founded on the social. Soguk defines this narrowness in terms of a cold
economism that disproportionately burdens the most vulnerable members of society, as it exerts
a ruthless biopolitical logic (see also Rygiel). Equally, Latta and Wittman show how struggles
against corporate and state-led extractivism in South America reveal ‘societal fault lines directly
related to the uneven enjoyment of meaningful citizenship’. This is most apparent with regard
to EU citizenship. As Kostakopolou argues, the task is not to expand the scope of EU citizen-
ship beyond its economic basis. Rather, it is to refute the premise that its foundations were not
social. Mobility rights were, she argues, ‘always intended to enable European workers to enjoy
equal treatment not only in the workplace, but also in the broader social environment of the
host member states and in the political arena’. This involves recognition of the social projects
that have historically been integral to European integration (see Pullano and Maas). Moreover,
as Tonkiss observes, it requires research and policy responses that acknowledges the impact such
mobility has in terms of cultural and political integration into the life of host member states.
As will be seen when we review coverage of the 2011 protest movements, a key element of
understanding such struggles is recognizing that social justice is not only an underlying cause,
but what ultimately gives them legitimacy as acts of citizenship.

One of the most extensively covered areas is how migrants claim their rights as citizens. This
is more than the plight of non-citizens or those deemed to legally not have the rights they go
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Jack Harrington

The Handbook certainly demonstrates that citizenship as a concept is constantly being recon-
figured. Historical and contemporary accounts show that struggles to be regarded under the
label of citizen and to enjoy commensurate rights are what actually comprise citizenship itself.
As the following chapters attest, only an interdisciplinary approach can capture and analyse such
a dynamic. In the same way, thinking about citizenship globally necessarily involves working on
multiple scales and investigating the connections between them. Referring to EU Citizenship,
Kostakopoulou writes of its ‘radical potential’. Conceivable only as the interaction of several
polities and as something defined by the promise of what it can become as much as what it has
overcome, EU citizenship is, in this sense, little different from the range of citizenships explored
in the Handbook. As the different chapters show, the nexuses that make up the sites where cit-
zenship occurs are so various that normative models derived from the historical experience of
particular regions have become self-evidently inadequate. If the chapters prove that we cannot
talk about a ‘global citizenship’, they also demonstrate that it is only at a global level that we can
begin to appreciate that it is ultimately citizens who constitute themselves.

References

All references are to chapters within the Handbook unless otherwise stated.

Benhabib, S. (2004) The rights of others: aliens, residents, and citizens, Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press.

Isin, E.E (2002) Being political: genealogies of citizenship, Minneapolis and London: University of Minnesota
Press.

Nyers, P. (2003) ‘Abject Cosmopolitanism: The Politics of Protection in the Anti-Deportation Movement’,
Third World Quarterly, 24, 1069-93.

Said, E. (1979) Orientalism, London:Vintage Books.

20



