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Citizenship, as a dgnificat type of individud identity, has taken on increesngly greater
importance in the politicd and socid sphere. While it has been used as a means, as
opposed to an end, in politicd discourse, the tides have gradudly turned such tha
ctizenship is a the heat of the mater. It is no longer good enough to spesk of a ditizen
a a ocounter-weight to the power of the date the dtizen has come to incorporate
eements that transcend the date. But in the process of this trangtion, resdud dements of
the past linger and have become incorporated into the more comprehensve nation of the
ctizen. In doing S0, the citizen becomes an atifact of the past, a symbol of the present,
and a modd of the future. In this light, ditizenship incorporates the civic, politica, and
socid dements of human identification, and thus hes a role to play & vaious leves and
with various rights and responghilities. It is within this framework that culture becomes
one identifier that can be incorporated into the notion of dtizenship. Culturd differences
must be taken into account when conceptudizing citizenship, because a the locd,
regiond, and globd levd, they provide an indusonary framework from which one
exercses ones avic, palitical, and sodid rights and respongibilities.

The notion of dtizenship has had a long pedigree. One can begin with establishing (or
recdling) the diginction between subject and ditizen. Arigtotle made such a didinction
when he defined a dtizen as one "who dhares in the adminigtration of judice and in the
holding of office’ (1274 b 32 s6, Baker, p.93). Thus, the citizen was a politica entity.
And to a degree this view is dill prevdent (dominant) as dtizenship is 4ill used as a
politicd marker. It differentiates one from the other, each holding rights and carrying
repongbilities that are excdlusve to each (even if those rights and responghilities are the
same). So, for example, a dtizen of Canada hes the right to vote in Canadian
parliamentary, legidaive, and municipal dections and must pay taxes to the government
of Canada. But, a Canadian cannot exercise those same rights within ancther date's
paliticd sysem; one cannat vote for aU.S. Senator, if oneis soldy a Canadian citizen.

In addition to ditizenship being a politicd means, it eventudly would dso sarve a sodd
and avil one as wdl. Citizenship, while it was dill an exdusve title (established jugt for
qudified men), it saved as a means of identification, "tha he...is a member of some



determinate and determinable cvil socety” (Pary, 166). In this sense then, dtizenship
becomes equated with nationdity. A political unit becomes associated with a culturd or
ethnic associaion,

A portion of mankind may be sad to conditute a Nationdity, if they are
united among themsdves by common sympathies, which do not exist
between themsdves and any others, which make them cooperate with eech
other more willingly than with other people, desire to be under the same
government, and dedre tha it should be government by themsdves or a
portion of themsdalves, exdusvdy (Mill, 380).

Barbara Goodwin quedtions what establishes ‘common sympathies’ but it can be argued
that such ‘sympahies could be culturdly based, in the sense that culture is broadly
defined as a ‘way of thinking. People of like-minded thought will have a desre to work
together as opposed to some other actor, and desire to be governed by those who are of
likemind. So, by incorporaing these two views of dtizensip, as a paliticd unit, as well
asa‘ndiond’ unit, the notion of the nation-gtate is born.

But, the netion-date as we have come to accept it, is not without its interna conflicts (in
the theoreticd sense, which manifeds itsdf in the higoricd sense). The ided of a nation
dae hinges on the assumption that for every dae there is one nation, tha for every
territorid  politicd  unit, there exits one cohesve people that have common culturd
bonds. Yet, European history has shown that such an assumption is far from the case in
redity. And, interestingly enough, it is a relt of the abitray naure in defining a
politica unit and a naiond unit that crestes the rdative incompatibility of both. On the
one hand, politicd power and influence has come to be edablished by territorid control,
"[clitizenship as membership of a dae only assgns a paticular person to a particular
nation...this definition of membership sarves, dong with the teritorid demarcation of
the country’s borders, the purpose of socid ddimitation of the sate€' (Habermas 25). On
the other hand, nationdity, based on culturd and ethnic cohesveness, places little
emphass on teritorid boundaries, "therefore, nations are communities of people of the
sane dexent, who ae integrated geographicdly in the form of settlements or
neighborhoods, and culturdly by ther common language, customs and traditions’
(Habermas, 22). And so, when statesmen (or conquerors) superimpose one over the other,
he creates a digtinctly arbitrary and atifidd divison, which left to its own devices, leads
to socid disorder, and palitica turmail. 1t is this arbitrary divison that has led to the most
tragic and devadating events in human higory, mog notably the two World Wars of the
20" century.

In desribing the origins of dtizenship, and the higtorical development of the nation-dtate
(abet exceptiondly briefly), one becomes aware of the hisoricd baggage that exigts in
defining the modern ditizen, and can redize the internd theoretical Sruggle thet exidts in
defining modern ditizenship. By linking dtizenship and nationdity, politics and identity,
one is engaging in a discusson tha lacks drong, cohesve subdance Tha is the
abitrary didinction of nationdity, based primaily on teritorid boundaries, becomes the
center of discusson, as ‘the powers tha be atempt to creste some hollow sense of



nationd identity based on teritory, "[w]ha conditutes a ‘naiond unit' is inevitabdly
determined by ‘arbitrary judgements so Breuilly argues in Nationalism and the Saté'
(Goodwin, 252). Such a debate is dive today in mos multiculturd, multi-ethnic
countries, such as India, the United States, Canada, Russia, and arguably dso in Ching,
and many other modern nation-states. In doing so, one reinforces the arbitrary foundation
of the global palitica sructure, describing it in soldly ‘internationd’ terms.

In making the dam that the ‘internationa system’ is somehow less than adequate to
Ccegte a subgtantid theory of dtizenship, a didinction is made between ‘conventiond
dtizenship and ‘theoretical dtizenship! The present ‘symbol’ of dtizenship is basd
primarily on the past definitions of dtizenship. Tha is to say, dtizenship, until rddively
recertly in humen higory (roughly the past 50 years), has been based soldy on the
piecemed condruction of ditizenship, and not on some comprehensve ided. This can be
seen in the present definitions of dtizenship, which subdantiates the labd ‘citizen’ basd
on territorid and hereditary daims, via ius soli and ius sanguinis, reectively. This thus
accentuates the exdudonary nature of past and present notions of dtizenship, "Nationd
dtizenship had an intend as wdl as exteand dimenson. Tha is it not only becomes
conditutive of the nationdate but dso of the internaiond-sygem, which, in ther
totdity, nation-states formed’ (Kodowski, 370). It is from this bass that politicad and
individud rights are based, and thus can be argued as exclusonary.

By credting a ‘theoreticd citizenship,” an dtempt is made to transcend the higtoricdly
teritorid nature of dtizenship. Another way of putting it is thet the legdity of date
citizenship is complemented by a st of rights and responghilities that are not isolated
within the sole purview of daies Thus in defining dtizenship, there is a broader context
and a larger, arguably more substantia, association of people, with the recognition of
human rights and respongbilities

It is perhgps no coincidence tha a reason for adhering to the established globd politicd
dructure (the internationd system) is the continued emphess on edablishing the rights
and regponghilities of the ditizen, particularly of liberd democratic Sates. Indeed, one of
the more influentid theorigs of dtizenship, T.H. Madhdl, defines dtizenship in terms of
avil, paliticd, and sodd rights,

[Clivil dtizenship...eddblished the rights necessay for  individud
freedom: rights of property and persond liberty, and especidly the right to
judice....[Pldliticd  dtizenship...encompassed the right to participate in
the execie of poliicd power, whethe by holding office or by
vating....[Slocid ditizenship...entalled a more far-reeching right ‘to a
share in the full sodd heritage and to live the live of a dvilized beng
according to the dandards prevailing in the society’ (Fraser and Gordon,
90).

In emphasizing on rights however, adherence to the edablished internationad order can

be seen as mady a trandtiond phase in the devdopment of a more subdantid
dtizenship that "identifies (@) a bundle of practices which are sodid, legd, politica, and



culturd; (b) which conditute rather thean merdy define a dtizen; (¢) which over time
become inditutiondized as normetive sodd arangements and (d) which determine
membership of a community” (Turner, 159). It is thus an atempt to diminae the
abitrary definitions of dtizenship and re-emphadze the importance of identity by de
emphadzing the territorid and political aspect of dtizenship.

Thus, in reorienting the sgnificance of dtizenship, more as a subdantid, cohesve means
of identification, as opposed to an abitray politicd marker based on teritorid
boundaries, one is devating the discusson to a higher leve, wha is generdly described
as a ‘supra-nationd’ leve. The soope of dtizenship thus changes, from the loca-regiond
levd (internetiond), to the regiona-globd levd (supranationd). And in meking this
conceptua  hift, culture becomes increesingly important in a number of ways While
higoricdly, dtizenship as a paliticd definition, was very much exdusonary—limited to
people of a particular gender, locdlity, socid daus, race, and so on—this ghift in thinking
makes it becomes quite the opposite. In very much Marshdlian fashion, dthough with a
broader context than what Marshdl had in mind, citizenship begins to incorporate more
then jud individud rights, transcends political rights, and becomes concentrated on socid
rights, credting "a shared identity tha would integrate previoudy excduded groups...and
provide a [grester] source of nationd unity” (Kymlicka, 369). Citizenship thus begins to
take on more inclusonary demernts.

Thus dtizenship takes on a different, more indusonary meaning. ‘Common dtizenship’
is replaced by, what Iris Marion Young describes as ‘differentisted citizenship® where,
"members of certan groups would be incorporated into the political commurity not only
as individuds, but dso through the group, and ther rights would depend, in part on ther
group membeship® (Kymlicka, 370). Thus, dtizenship is not diminished to the lowest
common denomingtor, thet is teritorid boundaries, but devated to a levd that unites
culturd peoples, more so than otherwise would occur. The best example of this is perhaps
the continued evolution of the European Union. While the EU has been primaily an
economic union of Europeen dates, it nonethdess carries socid and paliticd  unifying
characterigtics.  Intra EU economic liberdization involves not only goods and cepitd
invesment, but dso labour. And arguably, it is this labour migration that promotes
greter socid and politicd union dnce “intra EU migration haes fodered legd integration”
by unifying the cvil and sodd rights of the various member dates "which has hdped
build alegd framework that is essentidly federd in nature’ (Kodowski, 379 & 331).

However, a powerful counter-argument has been nade with respect to the potentid thet is
cregted in fodering a sense of community. Insteed of creding a broader, larger politica
unit, that takes into account subdantid nationdity, the addition of culturd dements into
the notion of dtizenship crestes the red potentid for gregter ahbitrary fragmentation
based on nationdidic desres, which dructured the internationd system in the firg place.
By incorporating culture and rights, one dlows for a framework that deveops an
exdusonay dement in the notion of citizenship. In one sense, it can be sad to be
‘backward’ in that it recycles a higoricd trend, but in adhering to a liberd view of rights,
there is not much to be sad, other than practical reasons, that sdlf-determination cannot
or should not be dlowed, "the foreseegble practicd consequences of universa



nationdism...are not theoretical but practicd reasons agang the naiondist principle,
The theoreticd reason is that that principle...can be shown to be conceptudly incoherent
and lacking in content” (Goodwin, 266).

Kymlicka contextudizes this fear of nationdigic digntegraion by differentiating three
different issues that formulate ‘differentited ditizenship. He fird identifies ‘specid
representetion rights which are "a response to conditions of oppresson, [and] are most
plausbly seen as a temporary measure on the way to a society where the need for specid
representation no longer exids. Society should seek to remove the oppresson, thereby
dimnaing the nead for these rights' (Kymlicka, 372). Second, he identifies
‘multiculturdl  rights  which "promote integration into the larger sodety” (Kymlicka,
373). Hndly, Kymlicka identifies sdf-government rights which is the result, not for
"better representation in the centrd government, but, rather, the trandfer of power and
legidative juridictions from the ocentrd govenment to thar own communities’
(Kymlicka, 372).

His ovedl point in differentiding these three isues is to show that while there is reason
to be concaned about digntegration, it is grealy offsst by the essentid purpose of
‘differentiated dtizenship” That is "the demand for both representation rights and
multiculturd  rights is a demand for induson. Groups that fed exduded want to be
induded in the larger society, and the recognition and accommodation of ther
‘difference is intended to fadlitate this' (Kymlicka, 373). The only issue tha continues
to creste a problem, or threat, is the dedre for minority groups to demand sdf-
government rights snce “they divide the people into separate ‘peoples, each with its own
higoric rights, territories, and powers of sdf-government, and each, therefore, with its
owvn politicd community” (Kymlicka, 375). He emphasizes tha a way to prevent
naiondigic digntegration is through the credtion of federd inditutions which divide
powers between the locd and central government, but does not discredit the red threat
tha "nationdidic leedas...will be <idied with nothing shot of thar own
undifferentiated nation-gae’ (Kymlicka, 375). Within the Canadian context, this is seen
in the separatist movement in Quebec.

This potentid of nationdidic disntegration emphasizes the redity tha the traditiond
nation-gate will not entirdy disgopear with the development and acceptance of a broader
conceptudization of dtizenship that spans beyond traditiond dae borders. The
internationd sysgem is too complex, and has devdoped too far to be transformed
ovanight or even within a few generations Not to mention that the economic and
politicd sysem that spans the globe has dep, inherent inequities, as identified by the
‘North-South ggp’, and by the desgnation ‘developing nations’ No meatter how extensve
our globd outlook, no matter how srong our ‘Allegiance to Humanity, our past notions
of citizenship will continue to play alarge presencein defining our place in the world.

Having sad this however, one cannot ignore the dgnificance of culturd differences in
the cultivetion of a memingful type of dtizenship. From the exdusve origins of
dtizenship, which were primaily politicd in nature, dtizenship has become to indude
more comprehensve aspects that complements human identity, to become increesngly



indudve in intent, and globd in perspective. Incorporating culturd differences, and
eevaing them, provides a more subgtantid meaning of individudity, not absolutely as an
automaton exiging in a paticular teritory and condsing of an atifida geo-palitica
identity, but as a member of a grester community having a rdevant, culturaly based
netiondl identity. In uniting peoples defined by culturd or ethnic characteridics, one
fadlitates a means from which peoples can transcend internationad  conflicts, and
becoming increesingly aware of a supra-naiond identity that emphesizes not teritory,
but ultimately humeanity.
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