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generally poorer, will give answers they think are expected
of them, and unrepresentative, since they are more likely not
to answer.

POLITICAL KNOWLEDGE AND

POLITICAL PARTICIPATION

A related literature has emerged examining the effects
of political knowledge and how it serves as intermediary
between opinions and voting. In particular, researchers have
investigated differences between well-informed and poorly
informed voters in the stability of their preferences when
confronted with new information about candidates. As a rule,
the more people are knowledgeable about politics, the more
their expressed policy preferences will be consistent with
their political values, and the more those who identify with a
party, the more they will articulate policy preferences in line
with those of the party.

A question addressed in the literature concerns how politi-
cal knowledge is operationalized. One popular classification
identifies three types of questions: Factual questions survey the
processes of government, surveillance questions cover current
office holders, and textbook questions get at historical and
constitutional aspects. But some question this kind of typol-
ogy. A school of thought has emerged taking a more subjec-
tive perspective on the “political.” From this perspective, the
widespread portrait of a politically uninformed and inattentive
youth miss the “good news,” namely attitudes about human
relations and the environment which young people define as
political. But there are problems with using attitudinal—as
opposed to knowledge based—indicators, since they costlessly
invite respondents to place themselves in a positive light.

Underlying this debate is an intensifying interest in the
relationship between political knowledge and political partici-
pation. A great deal of empirical data link low levels of political
knowledge to declining voter turnout, lack of party member-~
ship and identification, and distrust of politicians. Numerous
studies show that more informed people are more likely to
vote and engage in various forms of conventional, and even
unconventional, political activity.

Such findings buttress calls for improved civic education,
but tell us little about the effects of specific institutions. Elec-
toral institutions, in particular, influence the accessibility, intel-
ligibility, and usefulness of political information, and countries
higher in civic literacy (the proportion of those with the
knowledge to be effective citizens) tend to be high in elec-
toral participation. Missing is the aggregate data to link specific
institutional arrangements and levels of political knowledge.
Cross-national survey questionnaires generally limit political
knowledge questions to international events and processes.
The contemporary challenge is to devise a battery of ques-
tions about government processes, office holders, and issues to
be used in cross-national research.

See also Citizenship; Civic Education; Mill, John Stuart; Voting
Behavior
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Citizenship

Defining citizenship has preoccupied social scientists for mil-
lennia. “It is clear that the first thing that must be sought is the
citizen,” wrote Aristotle, “for the city 1s a certain multitude of
citizens. Thus what ought to be called a citizen and what the
citizen is must be investigated” (Aristotle, 3:1). Like the polis
of Aristotle’s time, a modern state is a collection of citizens,
defining citizenship requires investigation, and it is not always
easy to determine what or who ought to be called a citizen.
According to more recent commentary, there is “no notion
more central in politics than citizenship, and none more vari-
able in history, or contested in theory” (Shklar, 1).

DEFINITION

In its most fundamental sense, citizenship refers to member-
ship within a political community. Today, this membership is
most often expressed as a relationship between an individual
and a sovereign state; for example, an individual can be a citi-
zen of Canada or Brazil, but not a citizen within a company
or private organization. Symbols such as a passport, or other
identification documents issued by relevant state authorities,
often represent citizenship as a form of state membership.
Most people acquire citizenship in a particular state, at birth
through the operation of nationality law. This means individu-
als are either commonly granted the nationality of the state in
which they are born or granted citizenship based upon their
father or mother’s nationality. In the instance of individuals
who do not acquire citizenship of the state in which they
were physically born, such as immigrants, these persons may
eventually acquire this state’s citizenship through a process of
naturalization, in which they are often required to have spent
a minimum time period in the state, take an oath of allegiance,
and potentially renounce a previously held foreign citizenship
through denaturalization. Thus, the term citizenship, by these
definitions, is a legal relationship between an individual and a
political community (i.e., a state).
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A related meaning of citizenship, going beyond the strictly
legal relationship between an individual and a sovereign state,
refers to the rights and duties that accompany a person’s mem-
bership in a political community. This second meaning focuses
on the political obligations of the citizen, since it refers to the
individual not only obeying the state’s law but also participat-
ing in the political process. For Aristotle, citizenship meant
not only being ruled but also sharing in the ruling—a notion
denouncing the proponents of absolute monarchy. For cen-
turies, there have been debates about the distinction between
citizens and subjects. Today the term ctizenship is generally
accepted in this political sense as restricted to individuals who
are citizens of democratic regimes, in which they are con-
sidered to be active participants in their own state’s political
process. Essentially, while a person may be a legal citizen in a
nondemocratic state retaining the proper passport proclaiming
such legal citizenship, these citizens do not typically have the
degree of influence or powers to exact political change within
their states as practiced in democracies.

Theoretical work on defining citizenship is varied and
voluminous; however, many authors distinguish between two
strands captured under the terms republican, which is occasion-
ally conflated with communitarian, and liberal. The republican
concept of citizenship embraces Aristotle’s views on political
participation and civic self-rule. Italian Renaissance politi-
cal philosopher Niccolé Machiavelli’s description of Italian
city-states encouraging national unity and open political
engagement and debate, as well as 18th-century philosopher
Jean-Jacques Rousseau’s advocacy of the publics collective
will to provide for the common good, also fall under the
republican concept. By contrast, the liberal view of citizenship
emphasizes an individual’s adherence to the state’s rule of law
and the individual’s liberty from state interference, thus a status
rather than an actvity.

Both versions are subject to the criticism that the distinc-
tion between public and private citizenship is artificial. They
also fall prey to a multicultural critique that promotes differ-
ential rights for immigrants, minorities, or constituent nations;
the possibility of group rights inherent in aboriginal self-
government also arises. Such critiques question the extent to
which citizenship, albeit a unitary status or a shared engage-
ment, can operate within pluralist societies in which there is
no gingular entity with the ability to solely dictate the political
or socioeconomic climate.

THE RISE OF CITIZENSHIP

DETERMINING CITIZENSHIP

Prior to any discussion of the rights that citizenship entails, it
is common to discuss and determine the attribution of citi-
zenship, and in particular the question of who has the power
to grant or take away one’s citizenship. Since the development
of modern citizenship has been intimately connected with
the development of sovereignty, the traditional view attrib-
uted citizenship to flow solely from state authority. In this
vein, the 1930 Hague Convention specified that it “is for each
State to determine under its own law who are its nationals.”
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However, during the next fifteen years, millions of indi-
viduals, not only in Germany but throughout Europe, were
stripped of their citizenship as consequence of World War II
(1939-1945). Due to the postwar large-scale European dena-
turalizations, the United Nations agreed, in the aftermath of
the war, to limit sovereignty by specifying, in Article 15 of
the Universal Declaration of Human Rights, that everyone
is entitled to a citizenship and citizens cannot be arbitrarily
deprived of their citizenship or denied the right to change it.
Within such broad parameters of international law, however,
individual state policies on the attribution of citizenship con-
tinue to differ substantially. All states employ some combina-
tion of jus sanguinis (attribution on the basis of descent) and
Jjus soli (attribution on the basis of place of birth), but some are
more restrictive while others more liberal. States frequently
revise their laws and policies concerning such issues as dual
nationality, immigration, and naturalization, all of which help
determine who can acquire citizenship and who cannot.

Alongside varying policies on citizenship itself, the indi-
vidual rights that comprise citizenship also change as state
policies change. Thus, the meaning of the social rights tied to
citizenship shifted in many states during the 1980s, away from
concrete redistributive entitlements toward a simple empha-
sis on social inclasion and equal opportunity. Such changes
altered the long-held perception that a state’s duty was to
provide basic economic entitlements to its citizens. Addition-
ally, if shared citizenship implies an obligation to redistribute
resources to fellow citizens, then the term citizenship is con-
tinuously transformed as the nature of welfare entitlements
evolves.

EXAMINING THE RIGHTS OF CITIZENS

The rising interest in citizenship may be attributed to the
term’s common association with guaranteed rights and jus-
tices within a political community. T. H. Marshall’s influen-
tial post—World War II definition of citizenship describes its
development in terms of three distinct phases, with each phase
characterized by individuals acquiring certain rights from the
state. In this definition, civil rights (e.g., equality before the law,
the right to own property and sign binding contracts, freedom
of religion and of speech) led to an individual’s political rights
(e.g., the right to vote and run for office), which in turn led
to social rights guaranteeing the right to a minimal level of
social and economic welfare. Tension between the growth
of individual entitlement, known as rights, and the demands
of membership within particular communities, namely com-
munal duties or shared obligations, often characterize con-
temporary democracies.

Authors focusing on the rise of globalization during the
late 20th century complicate Marshall’s model arguing that,
due to the significant increases in foreign travel and immigra-
tion, the international human rights regime, rather than states,
now guarantees civil rights to persons worldwide, and further-
more, many states grant social rights to individuals on the basis
of residence rather than citizenship. Thus, some states appear
to be extending civil and social rights to individuals within
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their community, regardless if they possess the political rights
associated with citizenship.

However, contemporary developments in the late twenti-
eth and early twenty-first century have, at times, contradicted
this postnational thesis, at least in terms of social rights, as some
states have restricted social rights to noncitizens and legal citi-
zens—possibly as a means to limit transnational migration or
reduce state expenditure and costs. Some states have excluded
noncitizens from automatic access to education, nonemer-
gency health care, or social benefit funding. Since the mid-
twentieth and into the twenty-first century, certain states
within the Middle East, South Asia, and Africa are significantly
and frequently affected by cross-border refugee flows and
internally displaced persons seeking to evade ongoing armed
conflicts, ethnic violence, and insurgencies devastating their
home states. Rising global refugee rates challenge host gov-
ernments to abide by international standards but limit natural
citizen rights. This challenge is heightened in many develop-
ing nations that cannot accommodate incoming immigrants
or refugees with social rights, especially since most developing
countries continue to struggle with supplying the basic, social,
and political rights for their own legal citizen population.

Conversely, even legal citizens have lost some of their per-
ceived or promised rights associated with their state’s defini-
tion of citizenship or the international community’s list of
unalienable rights. Many state governments have privatized
major institutions, adopting market fundamentalism, or an
absolute reliance on a free market economy; this can interfere
with a citizen’s promise of equal and effective rights, as many
persons cannot financially compete with private sector costs
for health care or education. As such, while basic civil rights
may still be protected for individuals, it appears more com-
mon for citizens of a wealthy or powerful state to fare better
in retaining their social rights than those citizens residing in a
poor or weak state. Indeed, citizenship of a wealthy and pow-
erful state can be viewed as a valuable commodity.

Common to both Marshall’s definition of citizenship and
its postnational critiques is the premise that citizenship is a
collection of rights. By these interpretations, citizenship is
undeniably being challenged by the unbundling of rights
accelerated by the processes of globalization. Individuals can
increasingly choose services from different governments or
pursue alternatives, rather than be constrained to accept gov-
ernment dictates in the regions where they have citizenship or
reside. In the end, the tension between the universalist claims
of human rights and the particularism of local identities and
affiliations may be irreconcilable: The operation of every polit-
ical community, short of a global one, involves processes of
inclusion but also of exclusion.

DIFFERENT TRAJECTORIES OF
CITIZENSHIP

In terms of citizen attribution rules and the rights associ-
ated with citizenship, the historical trajectories of citizen-
ship among different states demonstrate significant variances.
Such variation reflects the differences in historical processes of

state~ and nation-building and the rise and transformation of
sovereignty.

CASE STUDY: U.S. CITIZENSHIP

In the United States, citizenship evolved in response to a
range of factors, including efforts to restrict rights on the
basis of race, ethnicity, and gender. Americans “long struggled
over whether state or national citizenship is or should be
primary. Many thought that question was settled by the Civil
War or the New Deal, but it has resurfaced in recent political
and legal debates” (Smith, 1997, 5). The early United States
was far from a homogeneous body of citizens, and the states
controlled citizenship until the Naturalization Acts of 1792
and 179§ established federal control. Even then, American
citizenship meant a “double allegiance” to both state and
nation. The naturalization acts made naturalization a fed-
eral responsibility, but the states continued to control voting
rights and the extent of religious and racial discrimination.
In some states, women and poor men could vote; in others,
they could not. Some states permitted slavery, while others
did not. Thomas Jefferson’s claim that the U.S. Constitution
established a “compact of independent nations” may be exag-
gerated, but it correctly described the differences in citizen-
ship equality. ) )

The U.SsArticles of Confederation established an under-
developed central government, without a mechanism for
enforcing its laws or collecting taxes, dependent on voluntary
compliance by the states. The Constitution created a system of
shared sovereignty between the federal government and the
states, with the powers of the central government limited to
those enumerated in the constitution and the states retaining
sovereignty in all other areas. Over time, the federal govern-
ment’s authority grew primarily through expansive interpre-
tations of the interstate commerce clause and the Fourteenth
Amendment, which was a direct reversal of the U.S. Supreme
Court’s Dred Scott decision of 1857.The decision helped spark
the American Civil War (1861—1865) by ruling that African
Americans “are not included, and were not intended to be
included, under- the word ‘citizens’ in the Constitution, and
can therefore claim none of the rights and privileges which
that instrument provides for and secures to citizens of the
United States.” The Dred Scott ruling continued, “we must not
confound the rights of citizenship which a State may confer
within its own limits, and the rights of citizenship as a member
of the Union. It does not by any means follow, because he has
all the rights and privileges of a citizen of a State, that he must
be a citizen of the United States.”” The decision was thus a
decisive ruling against common national citizenship.

The Fourteenth Amendment was passed after the Civil
War, in 1868, to guarantee all individual’s born or naturalized
in the United States with rights in all states, particularly the
states in which slavery had just been abolished that were least
likely to accept slaves as U.S. citizens. Though the amendment
privileged national citizenship over state citizenship, the U.S.
Supreme Court’s decisions in the Slaughterhouse Cases (1873),
the Civil Rights Cases (1883), and related rulings limited the




amendment’s impact. As the federal government abdicated its
responsibility to protect rights, the Fourteenth Amendment’s
implementation and oversight reverted to the individual states.
Racial policy, in particular, continued to be determined by
separate states rather than the federal government. It was not
until the 1920s that the Supreme Court reversed its restrictive
doctrine and extended the range of citizenship rights for a
wide range of civil rights and liberties—extensions prompted
by social struggles for inclusion in the right to vote and right
to employment.

Presently, citizenship questions and struggles for specific
rights remain throughout the United States. Many social
movements, including those pushing for equality on the basis
of sexual orientation, continue to frame demands referenc-
ing the laws and definitions surrounding the term citizenship.
Other inconsistencies include Puerto Rico since most Puerto
Rican residents are U.S. citizens, but do not have full politi-
cal rights, and nor do residents of Washington D.C. or several
other U.S. territories. Comparable anomalies exist worldwide,
highlighting the difficult nature of citizenship as a reflection of
sovereignty. At the same time, the United States, like other fed-
erations, faces continuing tension between the ideal of equal
citizenship and the reality of differential rights and privileges
(e.g., lower tuition fees for local residents, or waiting times for
access to health care or other benefits for citizens moving from
another jurisdiction) accruing to members of its constituent
jurisdictions.

CASE STUDY: EU CITIZENSHIP

The most dramatic development in the evolution of citizen-
ship in postwar Europe has been the creation and growth of
supranational rights captured under the concept of Euro-
pean Union (EU) citizenship. Citizens of EU’s twenty-seven
member states now hold EU citizenship as well as their own
member state’s national citizenship. Member states may no
longer discriminate between their own citizens and those of
other EU member states, who have acquired wide-ranging
civic, political, and social rights throughout the territory of
the European Union. Though treaties specify EU citizenship
will not replace national citizenship, the European Court of
Justice, in a series of judgments, has ruled, “Union citizen-
ship is destined to be the fundamental status of Member
States.”

In contrast to U.S. citizenship, or indeed the citizenship
of most contemporary states, the rise of EU citizenship is far
more recent, motivated by economic integration coupled with
a commitment to building a supranational political community.
Proponents of further European integration actively promote
the concept of an EU citizenship that supersedes member state
nationality Whereas member state citizenship remains primary
in the European Union, in federal states such as the United
States, state or provincial citizenship long ago ceased to domi-
nate. The meaning of citizenship is far from uniform across
Europe, however. Within national contexts, various views of
citizenship and political community were important in devel-
oping the specific forms that national citizenship takes when
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it is translated into policies and institutions. Citizenship rights
in most states generally evolved through a long process of
political contestation between governments and citizens. Yet
the rights that now comprise Union citizenship were simply
introduced by treaties and bargaining among governments.

There are parallels between the rise of EU citizenship
and the growth, in the nineteenth century, of a national layer
of citizenship over existing municipal or regional versions.
Before the French Revolution (1789—1799), which promoted
the notion of popular sovereignty and spurred the creation
of national citizenry, many of the rights characterizing today’s
citizens were provided by local municipalities; these included
the rights of residence and employment, civil rights such as
trial in local courts, and rights to participate in the political
process. Notably, in German, the word for citizenship, Biirg-
erschaft, is the same term used to identify the parliaments of
German cities, Bremen and Hamburg. Many municipalities
even provided social rights. Establishing a “thin” EU citizen-
ship over those same nation-state citizenships echoes the ini-
tially “thin” layer of nation-state citizenship rights over the
existing structure of preexisting “thick” municipal citizenships.
This parallels the development of federal citizenship in the
United States. ' ’

RECONSIDERING THE MEANING OF
CITIZENSHIP

Defining who has the right to have rights is a necessary
first step for any political community. Rights need not be
restricted to citizens; for example, every person enjoys human
rights regardless of citizenship status, and in many states indi-
viduals enjoy rights even if they are not citizens. Nevertheless,
full rights are restricted to citizens who, in a democracy, are
the only ones authorized to change their rights.

The historical variability and theoretical contestation over
citizenship has led to the concept being stretched far beyond
its strict legal meaning, and even its broader political defini~
tion. Describing an emerging view of citizenship as relational,
cultural, historical, and continent on socially constructed cate-
gories such as gender, race, or nationality, Charles Tilly defines
citizenship as a continuing series of transactions between per-
sons and agents of a state. Rights and obligations are enforce-
able uniquely by virtue of the person’s membership in an
exclusive category (the native born plus the naturalized) and
the agent’s relation to the state rather than any other authority.
Meanwhile the journal, Citizenship Studies, states in its aims
the desire to “move beyond conventional notions of citizen-
ship, and treat citizenship as a strategic concept that is central
in the analysis of identity, participation, empowerment, human
rights and the public interest.”

When conventional accounts of citizenship developed, it
appeared relatively easy to distinguish between insiders and
outsiders, and hence between candidates for citizenship and
foreigners. Migrations were assumed to be permanent as
immigrants moved to their destination country, became natu-
ralized citizens, and broke ties with their country of origin.
Increasingly, however, previously territorially fixed groups and
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individuals have gained access to various forms of mobility. In
addition to the borderless movements of capital, goods, and
ideas, people too move around to a much greater extent and
with greater ease than was generally true in the past. Large
groups of expatriate communities have been established, and
members participate in the politics of their country of resi-
dence while at the same time sustaining connections to their
country of origin. Such individuals maintain ties with more
than one political community, and in many cases have access
to dual citizenship, with full legal recognition as members of
more than one political community.

In a world in which transnational moral and political obli-
gations gain in importance and individuals claim membership
and participate in multiple political communities, the view
that territorially bounded sovereign states are the only source
of civil society may become untenable. By its very nature,
migration upsets the balance between insiders and outsiders,
as newcomners seek to enter the political community. Despite
universal or cosmopolitan hopes for a global citizenship, pres-
ently, achieving the legal status of citizen of the state remains
important for immigrants, because only then do they enjoy
full access to rights. More broadly, despite aspirations on the
part of some for nation-states to wither away, it appears likely
that for the foreseeable future the nation-state will remain the
primary locus of citizenship.

See also Citizen Knowledge; Dual Citizenship and Dual
Nationality; Immigration Policy; Migration; Naturalization.
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City-republic

The city, from which the notion of citizenship derives, is the
most basic form of political community. In ancient, medi-
eval, and early modern times, an array of self-governing city-
republics existed where the vote of a broad electorate made
many collective decisions. Most city-republics shared the
following defining characteristics: small size in terms of both
territory and population; relatively high degrees of internal
harmony, as defined by the economic and ethnic character-
istics of the members; and simple and soft forms of govern-
ment based on the ease with which citizens could form a
social majority supporting collective, enforceable decisions.
The better-known cases can be found in Mesopotamia, the
poleis of Greece, the German and Swiss territories, as well as a
number of medieval Italian communes that have existed since
the late Middle Ages.

The typical medieval city was formed by private associa-
tions of households organized to provide public goods such as
the maintenance of a food supply, the administration of justice,
and military defense. Local autonomy was a Roman tradition
in some southern European towns, but it was also created by
the privileges given to certain communes by their lords.

MEDIEVAL SELF-GOVERNED CITIES

One of the earliest meetings recorded of a representative
assembly in Europe was in 1064, in Barcelona, Catalonia, for
the approval by consensus and acclamation of public laws
later compiled in the celebrated customs of the city (Usat-
ges). Throughout the twelfth century, towns in northern Italy,
led by their consuls, became autonomous from the emperor
and church authorities. Bologna, Genoa, Pavia, Pisa, Siena,
and many other communes organized themselves around
an assembly of all the citizens, or harangue (arengo); these
were open, inclusive, and popular events, allowing decisions
by broad social consensus, as well as an occasion for public
spectacle, processions, and festivities. Citizens approved the
appointment of the consulate by acclamation or by indirect
election. Regular elections to numerous offices were also held
with the participation of most adult men.

In the case of Venice, the election of the doge (duke) by the
entire population dates from 697 CE. For almost five hun-
dred years, the assembly, or harangue, elected powerful doges.
Beginning in 1172, the people’s general assembly indirectly
elected the great council (usually attended by about one
thousand to fifteen hundred men, age thirty or older), which
became the supreme authority, and the senate. From the thir-
teenth to the fifteenth century, the people’s assembly had to
ratify the councils election of the doge. Other elected offices,
from the thirteenth century until 1789, included magistrates,
procurators, advocates, and a high chancellor.

The citizens of Florence elected their rulers by broad
popular suffrage for almost one hundred and fifty years, from
1291 on, as well as during shorter periods in the fifteenth and
sixteenth centuries. The council of the people (with three
hundred members) and the council of the commune (with
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