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Citizens of Our Time: A Foreword

Lorenzo Grifone Baglion

Citizenship is a very topical issue, not only as a concept, but also an institu-
tion which relates to a number of social issues: old and new rights, collective
memberships, economic inequalities, cultural differences, welfare and identi-
fications. Today, status differences seem to pose barriers once again. At the
European level, citizenship reflects benefits and threats, the ‘other moderni-
ties” do not seem attracted by citizenship, while the cuts to welfare reduce
the effectiveness of citizens’ actions and undermine their quality of life. Not
surprisingly, citizenship is today hypothesized to become ‘light’; although still
hard to access by foreigners. Still, ‘citizenship’ is a widely used concept in the
social sciences, because of its great evocative power, as a kind of a summary
of Europe’s social and political quintessence. Citizenship is evoked when dis-
cussing civicness, participation, nationality, or community. As a consequence
we risk an abuse of a suggestive and almost monumental concept. In effect,
citizenship and its inherent contradictions are now not only a source of con-
ceptual wealth, but also of confusion. It appears to be a semantically dense
concept, a sort of ‘conceptual cluster’, indispensable for deciphering a complex
world traversed by contradictory sets of social dynamics.

Since the Second World War, however, the affirmation of citizenship, in
the fullness of its rights and in the eflicacy of its services, has achieved a fun-
damental social objective: it has helped to reduce inequality'. There has not

' At the end of the Second World War, when Europe had to be almost entirely rebuilt on its
democratic and economic foundations, the establishment of the Welfare State was undoubt-
edly crucial for the affirmation of citizenship (Flora P. and Heidenheimer A.J. (eds.), The Devel-
opment of the Welfare State in Europe and America, Transaction Book, New Brunswick 1981; Titmuss
H.S., Essays on Welfare State, Allen and Unwin, London 1986) — though in this connection it is
only fair to record that there are also some highly critical interpretations (Bartolomew J., The
Welfare of Nations, Biteback Publishing, London 2015). Today, the Welfare State is increasingly
the Welfare Society, 1.e. it involves all sectors of society, and not just the public sector, in the
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simply been an attempt to reduce poverty, but a far more complex one to
promote a higher degree of social inclusion. It is thanks to citizenship that we
have seen the entry of the masses into the State, as the result of the diffusion
of material resources and of cognitive instruments guaranteed by individual
and universal rights. These allow people to act on the basis of a higher degree
of availability, of competence and of awareness. The expansion of citizenship
both in quantitative terms, with the formulation of universal suffrage (the
enfranchisement of women), and in qualitative terms, with the formulation of
social rights (the launching of an articulated system of social protection, for
the benefit of the disadvantaged), has resulted in the extension of minimum
conditions of protection and, above all, of equal dignity for all members of the
same society. This has meant a progressive attenuation of gender and class
differences through the formal possession of a single univocal status . These
differences no longer constitute a crucial discrimination, and are no longer
a serious impediment to living a worthwhile life; everyone is guaranteed the
right to a real income that does not depend on his or her market value. This
shows that citizenship is not merely an analytic category, but an institutional
given that is both politically and socially active, the efficacy, or ineflicacy, of
which is tangible. Citizenship, with its scope quantitatively and qualitatively
increased, that is to say increased with reference to that portion of society that
enjoys it and to the range of rights that belong to it, sets into motion an inclu-
sive dynamic that guarantees prosperity and social integration. The erosion
of citizenship, on the other hand, undermines the cohesion of the body politic
and impoverishes personal agency.

But the coming of the global and individualised society in our own times
has revealed the emergence of many kinds of inequality. The mission of citi-
zenship thus becomes more complicated, having to take into account the old
inequalities (educational, economic, social) and to deal with differences that
create new inequalities (generational, gender-related, cultural). Because of
the falling birth rate and increased longevity, European society is undergoing
a transformation in its generational composition that disturbs the financial
equilibrium of the health and social security systems, but also affects the life-
styles and expectations of the various age groups. Relations between genera-
tions become the subject of discussions and the question of social equality is
re-examined, with regard to access to the workplace, the quality of work op-
portunities, the maintenance of pension agreements and the standard of assis-
tance. This demographic transformation is rendered less burdensome by the

politics of social security and emancipation (Rodger J.J., From a Welfare State to a Welfare Society:
The Changing Context of Social Policy in a Postmodern Era, Macmillan, London 2000).



arrival of young migrants, though it brings in its wake a cultural transforma-
tion that involves increased linguistic, religious and behavioural diversity, the
direct result of the economic and forced migrations of recent decades (refugees
from war zones, from dictatorships, from famine and climate change). All this
brings into prominence the themes of acceptance and coexistence, revealing
an increasing multiplication of cultures within the European space that goes
far beyond the pluralism, ‘limited’ to the continental level, which is implicit
in the very structure of the European Union. This complexity resolves itself
only in cases where recognition of the other, and of his or her needs, is com-
bined with respect for the existing laws and institutions. These transforma-
tions, demographic and cultural, are related to the question of gender, which
regards ‘the other half” of society and concerns both citizens and immigrants,
both young and old (even though the question of gender is a wider one and,
beginning with male and female identity, goes on to embrace transgender and
neutral gender issues). In these years the subject of equal opportunities has
become important as never before, bringing about transformations in gender
relations. This is not so much a revolution as the formation of a new sensibil-
ity. In the domestic and professional workspace, in caring, in family relations,
and in the times and spaces of society, there is now (albeit more in theory than
in practice) more attention paid to gender differences and thus to the role of
women in society.

It seems evident how all this appears as a question of citizenship, and how
formal citizenship, 1.e. a title to a common status, with equal rights and du-
ties, can be translated individually into different versions of material citizen-
ship, thereby shifting the question onto the subject of individual capabilities
and thus to the acts and practices of citizenship. The growing complexity of
contemporary society thus seems to highlight the importance of the material
aspects of citizenship. In our time, to be citizens means to be free to think, to
choose and to do, without our freedom hindering other people’s freedom to
think, to choose and to do.

Citizenship is above all social inclusion: it is education, work, social security
and healthcare, it 1s freedom, protection, and political representation. In sub-
stance, it is that complex system of rights, services and institutions that makes
a modern democratic society function. Citizenship is a flexible lay institution
that is defined by two simple fixed points, apparently antithetical (a bit like
freedom and equality), but not negotiable (except at the expense of a reduction
in the importance and significance of citizenship): universality and individu-
ality. In those contexts where universalism and attention for the person are
not prized as values, it becomes difficult even to speak about citizenship: in
other words, democracy itself becomes difficult.
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The only, albeit conspicuous, aspect of citizenship of a cultural nature is its
being the product of European history, i.e. the fruit of a long sequence of political
and social struggles, and of seminal episodes in the medieval city-states, right up
to contemporary constitutionalism. The project of society that (liberal/social-
democratic) citizenship presupposes is as inclusive as possible and takes as its
point of reference the basic unit of every human group, the person: the elemental
and indivisible portion of every community, association, institution, club or fam-
ily. The person has ‘the right to have rights’, and has the right to see his or her
acquired rights defended, and to see new rights safeguarded as they are acquired
with the passage of time; for this reason, the person has the right to support, and
where necessary to defend, the community that makes all this possible, i.e. that
makes possible the free and pacific exercise of the citizen’s faculties.

Any definition of citizenship makes constant reference to the themes of
belonging and of rights. Belonging to a certain community simply means re-
specting the rules of social coexistence, in other words respecting that society
which in its turn confers value on the person through rights and services.
Rights are guarantees that safeguard the dignity of the person, human rights,
but are sedimented inside a certain community according to a particular his-
torical, political and social process, and for this reason are citizen rights. To
practise citizenship one is therefore held to peaceful coexistence, and to hon-
ouring a sort of pact that reciprocally binds both the person and the demo-
cratic State. Citizenship is therefore a lifestyle, not a cultural heritage?, and it
is for this reason that the sociology of citizenship is principally to be under-
stood as an analysis of the life chances of a given person, or of a given group,
within a given social context. It is worthwhile emphasising this ‘symmetry’
in citizenship, the analysis of which has as its inseparable and simultaneous
points of reference (a) the individual, whether a citizen or not, and (b) the so-
ciety in which the individual operates.

2 In this very connection, Thomas H. Marshall, the founder of the sociological study of citi-
zenship, traces the emergence of a «material culture» that is based on the sharing of customs
and lifestyles of lay and cross-class inspiration, constituting the rational basis for coexistence in
a democratic society, and depending on the integrative capacity of a fully effective citizenship,
1.e. one endowed with a full range of rights and services (Marshall T.H., Citizenship and Social
Class and Other Essays, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge 1950). This means attributing
an entirely secondary integrative role to culture fout court, classically understood as the tradi-
tional, religious and linguistic network, and finding new ways of understanding the collectivity
in terms of the sharing and practice of democratic citizenship. In any case, ‘materiality’ is a
characteristic that non-European cultures, especially oriental ones, have for centuries associat-
ed with the West (Tagore R., Nationalism, Macmillan, London 1917; Chih A., L’Occident ‘chrétien’
ou par les Chinois vers la fin du XIXe siécle, Presses Universitaires de France, Paris 1962; Tanaka S.,
Japan’s Orient, University of California Press, Berkeley 1993).



When citizenship fails, and it can do so in tragically spectacular fashion (as
in cases of political terrorism or of religious fundamentalism), it fails in its in-
clusive aims and coexistence falls to pieces. Social exclusion (unemployment,
discrimination, ghettoisation, etc.) ignites the rejection of the community’s
(universal) laws and (majority) values®. On the other hand, when citizenship
succeeds it cannot fail to have a beneficent effect on the whole society*.

The questions linked to citizenship are therefore many and they are all of the
utmost topicality. The object of this special issue is to take stock of the con-
cept, of its significance, of its use, of its theoretical and empirical worth, while
drawing attention to the added value of a sociological analysis of citizenship.
It is well known that citizenship is an object/subject of analysis shared by
many sciences, both human and social. Philosophy, law, economics, politics
and history each have their own take on citizenship, but they do not seem
capable of fully evaluating its many facets. Today, sociology can perhaps say
something useful about citizenship, because compared with other disciplines
it is better equipped to comprehend and unravel the polysemy and the antino-
mies that are intrinsic to it. That is to say, in this epochal age of transition, of
change and of social readjustment, sociology identifies with greater certainty
the various citizenships of our time. This is because sociology is a science that,
in parallel with theoretical reflection, has always developed empirical inves-

% Analysis of recent acts of religion-related terrorism in France suggests precisely this inter-
pretation (on 7 January 2015 against the satirical magazine Charlie Hebdo, on 9 January at
Hypercacher in Porte de Vincennes, on 13 November at the Bataclan theatre, at the Stade de
France in Saint Denis and in three Parisian restaurants). Second-generation immigrants from
North Africa, dropouts from French society, re-Islamicise themselves and become fundamen-
talists, searching for their far-off cultural roots and utterly rejecting the lifestyle of citizenship,
attacking the symbols of western culture (in these cases freedom of the press, concern for di-
versity, music, sport and leisure). More complicated is the interpretation of the events that took
place in Cologne and other German cities last New Year’s Eve (31 December 2015). The soci-
ety of acceptance would seem to have become the society of extreme permissiveness, robbery
and violence. Criminal acts were carried out by hundreds of foreigners, many of whom came
from the ranks of those Syrian refugees who only a few weeks previously had been received
into Germany with open arms, at a time when other European countries were re-introducing
border controls and closing their frontiers. This is what is so shocking: the betrayal of a trust
that a community had bestowed on its new guests, coming from afar and in need of protection.
* For example, see the results of recent research conducted by the University of Stanford in
Switzerland — a country where one inhabitant in four is non-native and where there is little
openness towards foreigners — which shows how the acquisition of citizenship favours the po-
litical and cultural integration of immigrants (Hainmueller J., Hangartner D. and Pietrantuono
G., Naturalization fosters the long-term political integration of immigrants, in «Proceedings of the Na-
tional Academy of Sciences», vol. 112, n. 41, 2015).
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tigation, examining the power relations and the social conditionings within
human society. It observes, it reflects and it ‘dirties its hands’ with social data.

The articles collected here reflect this basic approach and, in line with
the requirements of the call for papers, privilege the theoretical dimension or
evaluate the empirical one, but always keep open the connection between the
two dimensions. By the same token, this special issue has been subdivided into
two thematically consistent parts, the first devoted to theory and the second to
research, where articles of a purely sociological tenor are flanked by contribu-
tions from scholars of other social sciences. Each of the two parts ends with an
interview on the critical points of this concept-institution through a dialogue
sharply focused on the social dynamics of the contemporary world, especially
the European world, involving Rainer Baubock and Tommaso Vitale.

The first part is devoted to theory. In sociology, as we have seen, the theo-
retical dimension is inseparably rooted in the empirical analysis of reality
and of its transformations, which confers on it consistency and explicative
capacity. This explains the vitality or the obsolescence of certain sociologi-
cal categories: some of them show a ‘longevity’ in the face of the changing
social dynamics that attests to their heuristic fecundity, while others have a
‘rigidity’ that condemns them and relegates them to oblivion. In particular,
the category of citizenship has a notable potential for analytic extensibility. It
is this potential that explains the vitality of the concept, and its co-presence
in the lexicons of different disciplines. The notion of citizenship is located in
an area intermediate between scientific analysis and political praxis, an area
that explains the possibly more authentic significance of sociological research
as an instrument that interweaves knowledge with good praxis, in this case,
with social development in the framework of a democratic political culture.
The concept of citizenship came into being in close synergy with the need to
democratise industrial society and to attenuate its inequalities.

Among its other aims, this special issue seeks to clarify the vocabulary re-
garding the notion of citizenship in its polysemy. In this context, the theoreti-
cal part is undoubtedly the more useful. The route taken emphasises different
forms (and definitions) of citizenship. Societal citizenship, material citizen-
ship, citizenship from below: attempts are made to reconstruct their signifi-
cance, their heuristic resonance, the interdependencies that concur to lend
depth to the concept in its permanent complexity. Because of its semantic den-
sity, there are found in citizenship different areas of application and different
levels, connected and distinct, that are historically and politically important:
local citizenship, national citizenship, European citizenship and finally global
or cosmopolitan citizenship. Still situated in the theoretical domain are the
terms of the debate linking the language of citizenship to specific problems,
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such as Keynes’s characterisation of the Welfare State and its reconfiguration
in neoliberal terms. A sociological-type reflection must however also consider,
and certainly not marginalise, the values that lie at the base of the principle of
citizenship, the relation between culture and human rights, and the ensemble
of social, economic and political conditionings by which citizenship is formed
and transformed. Citizenship, finally, must never lose sight of the centrality of
the person, whether or not he or she be a citizen de jure, lest it should become
a mechanism for exclusion.

Giovanni Moro opens the theoretical section with a fully rounded reflection
on citizenship as the key to democracy. The analysis of its evolution (from urban
to European citizenship, from gender to multicultural citizenship, from active
to digital citizenship), both in continuity and in discontinuity with the demo-
cratic paradigm itself, problematises the role and the transformations of citizen-
ship within the increasingly complex framework of contemporary society.

Pierpaolo Donati draws attention to the importance of societal citizenship,
a citizenship of social autonomies based on a complex of rights and duties,
not only of individuals, but also of social groups, arranging civic life into a
number of universalistic autonomous social networks capable of reconciling
self-management practices and collective goals, identity issues and solidarity.

The editor concentrates on the concept of material citizenship, sorting out
the polysemy of citizenship and using in complementary fashion the approach
based on rights and the approach based on capabilities. There emerges a defi-
nition of citizenship which, starting with the rights and capitals of the person,
focuses on individual practices and offers itself as an analysis of life chances.

Maurizio Ambrosini reflects on the processes and praxes, developed es-
pecially at local level, by which migrants — despite the political and legal ob-
stacles strewn in their path — assume active roles, make themselves heard,
acquire rights, and gain access to social benefits and services. This is a citizen-
ship ‘from below’ that can generate forms of coexistence, of ‘citizenisation’,
that contradict and can even overturn the domination of citizenship ‘from
above’.

Patricia Mindus explores arbitrariness in relation to citizenship and mi-
gration policies. Political exclusion is the vertex of a chain of other forms of
exclusion: the denizenship of the politically powerless is particularly trouble-
some because states lack incentives to promote their rights. The arguments
proposed to sustain non-national disenfranchisement is not framed in deroga-
tory terms and shifts the burden of proof from the state over to the individual.

Alessandro Pinzani presents a reflection on the transformations of wel-
fare, focusing on the discourses that justified this process and that provided
a major shift in the political vocabulary from the grammar of social rights to
the grammar of performances and services, in other words on the change of
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paradigm from a Keynesian model of Welfare State to a neoliberal model of
personal responsibility. This change of paradigm seems to threaten the very
idea of citizenship as we have known it for centuries.

Maria Cristina Marchetti makes a comparison between European and
national citizenship, revealing the lights and shadows of an intrinsically com-
plex relationship. The relation between the two, since the first formulation of
European citizenship, is the main topic of debate on its statute. At the present
time, the freedom of member States to assess the criteria to hold national
citizenship sets up a mechanism of differentiation that traverses the entire
European Union leading haphazardly to the goal of European citizenship.

Vittorio Cotesta offers an ample excursus on cultures and rights that em-
braces the West, Africa, Islam and the East, in search of identities and differ-
ences in the various conceptions of human rights. In the global world and in
local societies, pluralism of values is everywhere a reality, albeit with varying
intensity: it thus becomes fundamental to set up dialogues between these di-
versities which, not always deliberately, contaminate one another. A vision re-
stricted to citizenship could become a point of reference for the establishment
of a shared idea of human rights.

Marta Picchio proposes a reflection on global citizenship, which for some
years has been part of the vocabulary and of the political agenda of the Unit-
ed Nations. In the international forum, in humanitarian and environmental
crises, the principal subject at law is the person, not the citizen. This is the
premise for the construction of a global citizenship, whose fundamentals, pro-
spective strategies and operative experiences are here illustrated.

The second part of this special issue is devoted to research. The notion of
citizenship, because of its flexibility and its explicative capacity in the face of
economic, political and cultural change, requires an empirical exploration of
its social dimension. This is not all: it also requires a critical reflection on the
specific techniques and methods suited for working in so vast, and at the same
time so specific, a field of research. Hence the need for an empirical study of
the capacities of citizens (national, European and of other countries), carried
out in a comparative fashion and applied to the different societal contexts.
The adoption of case studies, and their dialogue at a distance, is the heart
of this empirical part, which helps to identify the themes, the contexts and
the actors of the dynamics that, in practice, make up the citizenships. One
example 1s the European citizens who move around the various states that
compose the European Union. The notion of citizenship is interwoven with a
set of motivations that can explain the most authentic roots of individual and
collective actions that induce the actors to plan their ‘citizenship’, to protest it
and even to reject it. Here we find some empirical data on the aspirations, on
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the needs and on the efficacy of the policies that are associated with the ques-
tion of citizenship, in terms of their elaboration and implementation. Within
this same empirical context is located the great theme of education for citi-
zenship, which involves the identification and hierarchising, on an empirical
basis, of the political and religious values that are crucial for the national and
European identities. The relation between political agenda and the institu-
tions that traditionally take decisions and publicly support the policies of the
citizenry, i.e. the parties, deserves a separate empirical space. The different
ideas of citizenship ventilated by the parties represent an important subject for
research, because it is also through them that questions of identity, of coexist-
ence and of the European project are aired, first in political debate and then
at the concrete administrative level (or rather levels).

Women, young people and migrants are the (often overlapping) social
categories that today seem to suffer marginalisation as regards citizenship.
The analytic perspective that uses gender as a study filter is a very important
instrument for interpreting, in parallel, the processes of change and the sup-
plementary value of citizenship itself, in terms of acts and praxes, especially
in relation to associationism. The sociological key appears indispensable also
for verifying in the field the condition of the actors in migratory processes (the
non-citizens par excellence) and the specificity of their action in their destination
countries, especially in local everyday life, where the migrants seek solutions
for their most pressing problems. By the same token, evaluation of the rela-
tion between youth and citizenship is extremely important, in particular by
emphasising the instruments of participation adopted by special actors, whose
expectations (and frustrations) are of the utmost importance. This also means
predicting the citizenry’s capacity to transmit themselves from one generation
to another, and thus continue to feed the public democratic sphere.

Laura Leonardi and Gemma Scalise open this part devoted to research
and, through an analysis of the interviews conducted during the last Euro-
pean Social Forum in Florence, they give new impulses to the theoretical
reflection on the social dimension of citizenship as a distinct issue, although
related with the concept of citizenship. Social citizenship is still seen as a tool
that can limit the market regulation of social life and strengthen the capa-
bilities of citizens, but it needs to be reframed transnationally across regional,
state and European borders.

Justyna Salamonska, using Eurobarometer data, focuses her attention on
a very particular type of migrants: the mobile European citizens. This is an
opportunity to analyse the attitudes towards immigration from European
Union countries on the part of other European citizens: the residents. Higher
levels of transnational practices lead to more positive attitudes towards mobile
citizens, and on the other hand more vulnerable socio-economic conditions
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lead to negative attitudes. These attitudes also seem to be a consequence of
the difficult present situation and the current state of the national economies.

Katarzyna Andrejuk, through the analysis of various case studies, shows
reasons and context for the decision not to naturalise made by long-term im-
migrants to Poland, both European and non-European. The reasons for the
lack of naturalisation are distinguished into psychological (insufficient sense
of belonging), bureaucratic (cost, duration and complexity of the procedure)
and legal-political (prohibition of dual citizenship by the country of origin,
possession of status as permanent resident). So these are individual examples
of the rejection of citizenship.

Flora Burchianti and Ricard Zapata Barrero examine the subject of edu-
cation for citizenship in Spain, and emphasise the impossibility of providing
a stabilised and consensual definition of national values and identity in the
country. After providing a European contextualisation of questions of reli-
gious and moral teaching in Spain, they present a chronology of the contro-
versy and analyse the public debate in terms of limits to tolerance, showing
that the question of shared public values highlighted by this conflict is still
unsolved and remains non-consensual in Spanish society.

Florence Di Bonaventura focuses her attention on the concept of citizen-
ship held by the Italian political party called Lega Nord. The concepts of
state, nation and citizenship are explored in depth and examined in the light
of Italian social history. The idea of citizenship promoted by the Lega Nord
is strongly linked to the reinvention of the nation and culture of ‘Padania’ a
‘universally particularistic’, homogenising, paternalistic and hetero-patriar-
chal citizenship, which is ultimately illiberal and exclusive.

Enrico Gargiulo reviews the numerous legal and administrative barriers
that have sprung up in recent years along the migrants’ path to the acquisi-
tion of Italian citizenship — barriers that have assumed the form of laws or
decrees, or the less visible form of rules, ordinances and circulars, or ‘simply’
of bureaucratic praxis. This situation signals the emergence of a differentiated
approach to the integration of foreigners, accompanied by more or less visible
forms of institutional discrimination.

Simona Gozzo, making use of data gathered in Sicily, describes the de-
velopment and limits of policies for the integration of foreigners. In particu-
lar, she focuses on how the acquisition of citizenship represents an effective
means of inclusion into the host country, relating the differences encountered
between formal and substantial equality to the modalities of reproducing re-
lational dynamics.

Rosa Gatti, through the qualitative analysis of interviews conducted
among migrant associations in Campania, concentrates on the practices of
citizenship in the sector of women’s associations, revealing the mechanisms
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of deployment and participation used by foreigners within the public sphere.
The actions of migrant women who are members of associations render ex-
plicit the ability to intervene politically and socially, even on the part of those
who are not formally recognised as citizens.

Maria Grazia Gambardella, with qualitative research devoted to the in-
struments for promoting participation and citizenship among young people in
the city of Milan, investigates the new practices of citizenship. In particular,
she illustrates the ways and forms through which new generations reconstruct
belonging, participation (social and political), and the public sphere. Local
institutions, supported by the actors of the Third and Fourth Sector, can posi-
tively answer the questions about citizenship posed by the young, appreciating
their role as interlocutors, capable of expressing their own interests and needs.

Daniela Trucco, analysing the semi-structured interviews she conducted
in Genoa, investigates the relation between young people and politics, in the
light of the social representation of citizenship. The models of citizenship
identified help to orient individual action within the public sphere. In par-
ticular, the explanation of the difference between old and new policies seems
to reflect the division between the old and the new generations of citizens and
acquires a forecasting significance in respect of the image of citizenship in the
near future.

The path of citizenship is continually trodden and is traced on every map,
though not always clearly, nor is its destination always certain. Thus we often
speak of citizenship, although in the majority of cases we mean by it some-
thing else: civic virtue, belonging, participation or collectivity. Undoubtedly
these are all related to it, by they do not clinch its meaning. The risk is that
of abusing a concept that is capable of great suggestion, evocative and monu-
mental, but behind whose fagade, if theoretical and empirical foundations be
lacking, there may be bold but futile architecture —like a new Tower of Babel.
Through the interviews and many examples of theory and research gath-
ered here, this special issue presents citizenship not merely as a datum but as
a process, one that sees in the top-down aspect a crucial variable and in the
social context an absolutely vital framework, but one that every day acquires
meaning through being an individual and collective practice, a practice that
arises from below, and in respect of which each one of us —as Thomas H. Mar-
shall says — possesses an image of an ideal citizenship against which achieve-
ments can be measured and towards which aspirations can be directed.
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Democratic Citizenship and Its Changes
as Empirical Phenomenon

Giovanni Moro

The article aims to contribute to the empirical approach towards the study of democratic citizenship,
while avoiding both reductionist and all-embracing uses of the concept. It deals with three issues: the
identification of the phenomenon, the observation of the dynamics of change, and the assessment of the
ongoing evolutions of citizenship.

The return and escape of citizenship

Since the beginning of the 1990s, theoretical and empirical research on citi-
zenship has increased dramatically. The sheer number of books, articles, pa-
pers, journals, courses, seminars, and conferences published and organized
around this subject makes it virtually impossible to provide a general over-
view. Likewise, we have seen citizenship emerge in the realm of public debate
as an issue of the utmost importance for the future of democracy, both at the
local and at the global level. Political leaders, policy makers, activists, experts
and opinion makers have advanced and exchanged reflections and proposals.
At the same time, governments and civil society organizations have enacted
initiatives meant to place citizenship at the center of public attention. Active
citizenship, which is to be promoted or sustained, has become a multi-purpose
buzzword, the solution to any societal need.

The democratic quality of citizenship is at the center of this unforeseen
return. It is the two-way link between the establishment, enrichment, and
development of democratic regimes, and the emergence of the citizen; the
citizen, within this framework, is both the generator of and generated by the
democratic process.

In sum, it can be asserted that while democratic citizenship used to be
regarded, prior to 1989, as a dependent variable of political systems and dem-
ocratic regimes, we can consider the Fall of the Berlin Wall as a symbolic
turning point, after which democratic citizenship has been thought to possess
intrinsic value from both the heuristic and etiological standpoints.
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However, this ‘return of citizenship in the social sciences and in the public
sphere has lent visibility to several problems.-

First, a paradox. On one hand, since the 1990s, democratic citizenship
has been recognized as a fundamental pillar of healthy societies and working
democracies. On the other hand, this new consideration has coincided with
a crisis of citizenship: specifically, what is questioned is its ability to sustain
cohesive societies and enrich democracies. Thus, the very moment of recogni-
tion of the value of citizenship coincides with the emergence of its crisis.

This return-and-escape paradox is linked to two serious problems. One
such problem is that a shared definition of the concept is still seemingly una-
vailable, despite 25 years of scientific production (Faulks 2000: 2). There is
general agreement that democratic citizenship cannot be conceived solely in
terms of legal status. However, even if it were defined in legal terms (see for
example Bellamy 2008, Isin 2008), it must then be regarded as a process of
inclusion requiring several societal relations and meanings (Migdal 2004b:
14-20). There is nothing to say about such an important statement, which very
much transcends liberal orthodoxy, other than the fact that it is conducive to
an unlimited use of the concept of citizenship, weakening, if not dissolving,
its very significance (Joppke 2008: 37, Lister 2008: 57, for an example of this
catch-all approach see the remarkable reading edited by Sean Lazar 2013a).
Obviously, if everything is citizenship, nothing really is.

It must be stressed that the lack of a shared definition of the concept must
not be confused with the ambivalence and intrinsic tension which characterize
modern citizenship. For citizenship, as is well known, is both inherently inclu-
sive and exclusive, aimed at integration and enabling conflicts, made of rules
and values, public and private, individual and collective, etc. (Turner 1994b,
Delanty 2000: 3-4, Ong 2003: 79, Faulks 2000: 29-30). However, this is not
the point. What we are witnessing is rather a set of problems that appear to be
unprecedented (Isin and Turner 2002b, Castles and Davidson 2000: 10-15).

Another issue is that, at the same time that theoretical proposals flourished
(such as, just to mention a few, the formulations of sustainable, ecological,
scientific, insurgent, biological, therapeutic, agrarian, pharmaceutical, flex-
ible, liminal, transborder, intimate, sexual citizenship), there grew a serious
deficit in empirical studies. As Ruth Lister has pointed out, this field presents
an imbalance between theoretical and empirical work, to the point that the
theoretical debate risks being conducted in an empirical void (2008: 57, see
also Baglioni 2009: 233). This problem is the starting point of what follows,
which aims to favor the observation of democratic citizenship and its ongoing
changes as empirical phenomena.

To this end, the article is structured into three sections. The first one is
devoted to the identification of the phenomenon of democratic citizenship.
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The second section is about the observation of the turmoil democratic citi-
zenship has been undergoing in the last decades. The third and final section
focuses on an assessment of the present, unexpected developments of demo-
cratic citizenship.

This exercise 1s intended to support the establishment of a sound empirical
basis for the study of democratic citizenship and its changes. Our purpose is
neither to add new pieces of theory, nor to set up a methodological toolbox
in terms of normative assumptions, variables and correlations, but rather to
define a standpoint enabling the observation of phenomena related to demo-
cratic citizenship.

Identifying the phenomenon

The first step is to identify citizenship as a phenomenon. What do we refer to
when we deal with democratic citizenship and its components? And what are
the places of observation of the phenomenon?

As aforementioned, the still-developing research in the early 1990s did
not achieve a univocal conclusion in defining the concept (Turner 1994b).
Among other reasons, this was due to the existence of competing visions and
approaches to citizenship which for a long time seemed impossible to combine
or even to translate to each other. We refer to the liberal, the communitar-
ian, and the civic republican approaches. Though each of these vary and
overlap with one another (as shown by Delanty 2000), they have been dealt
with mainly as autonomous islands of meaning that depict citizenship in very
different ways. We can thus summarize these approaches by looking at their
core elements rather than at their many variants.

According to the communitarian view, citizenship consists in an individu-
al’s belonging to a community that shares a set of values, ethical norms, cul-
tural patterns, and habits. Individuals are attached to the community thanks
to strong ties of trust and interdependence. In this context, duties are more
important than rights (Delanty 2002, Etzioni 1995, Putnam 2000).

According to the liberal approach, citizenship is a set of rights allowing
the individual to advance and practice his/her interests and standards of life.
Further, they legitimize the individual to call on the State for recognition and
protection, even against the State itself. These are usually organized with ref-
erence to the Thomas Marshall’s (1950) systematization of civil, political and
social rights (Schuck 2002, Delanty 2000: 9-22, Zolo 1994a).

According to the civic republican approach, citizenship is the active par-
ticipation of the people to public life, where the collective good is more im-
portant than individual achievements. Citizens are those people that submit
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themselves to the common institutions and serve them by taking part in de-
ciding the fate and everyday functioning of the political community (Dagger
2002, Oldfield 1990, Faulks 2000, Pettit 1997, Habermas 1992).

These three approaches have long been hegemonic in scientific discourse
and have for just as long been deemed competitive. However, the idea that
they could be considered constructs highlighting different core components of
citizenship, instead of mutually exclusive views, has been advanced in recent
years (Delanty 2000: 9-11, Bellamy, Castiglione and Shaw 2006b: 5-7, Bel-
lamy 2008: 1-16, Coleman and Blumler 2009: 4-7).

Following this suggestion, we can reference Richard Bellamy’s thematiza-
tion (2008), shifting, however, from his normative perspective to a phenom-
enological one. We can state that citizenship as an empirical phenomenon can
be viewed as structured into three components, namely membership, rights and
participation: being and feeling member of a political community; enjoying col-
lective benefits and rights associated to this membership; participating on an
equal basis in political, social and economic processes that take place in the
community (Bellamy 2008: 12).

We can consider membership as the definition of who is a citizen and who is
not. Membership has two sides: (a) a material one, consisting in a status, both
legal and social, that identifies who is part of the political community (see also
Ong 2013); (b) a cognitive one, made of feelings of identity and belonging (see
also Migdal 2004a, Croucher 2004).

In the membership dimension the double function of citizenship as an in-
clusive and exclusive tool is highlighted. Membership implies the recognition
of the State as the center of legitimated power. But it also entails a unique civic
culture, regarding, for example, the legitimacy of political rules, a common
language enabling the participation to public debate and deliberation, and a
sufficient degree of trust and solidarity among the people. All these examples
are related to the sharing of a collective identity and of a sense of attachment
to the community (Bellamy 2008: 13).

The rights component regards in general individual prerogatives: legitimate
claims that individuals can advance on their fellow citizens and the State
about standards of life (Bellamy 2008: 14). Social relations must be organized
so that these rights are guaranteed on an equal basis. Since they presuppose
a common sharing of identity, rights are therefore collective, and can be in-
voked only by persons that accept certain civic duties, such as recognizing
that rights be respected through cooperation and collective agreements.

As for the participation dimension, it must be noted that rights depend on the
existence of a political community, which citizens join to achieve the former.
This is precisely the meaning of the well-known ‘right to have rights’ formula
(Arendt 1968): the power to institutionalize rights on an equal basis through
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political participation, even in the form of raising and managing conflicts. In
other words, citizens give shape to collective life through participation, so that
their own rights will be recognized by the community and so that the State
will be engaged to guarantee them.

As a consequence, we can look for and identify democratic citizenship
when all three components are present. In other words, this phenomenon
takes place when we can detect, simultaneously, the following: membership in
a political community in terms of status and belonging; a set of rights that in-
dividuals and collective entities can claim and practice with the support of the
State and the whole community; and forms and procedures of participation
in the definition and implementation of ends, rules, and standards of quality
of life on an equal basis.

From a normatively-oriented point of view, we can state that the link be-
tween the three components rests upon the fact that rights cannot be estab-
lished without participation of citizens on an equal basis and cannot be imple-
mented without the sharing of common values and habits, which are the base
of common duties (Bellamy 2008: 17). However, though dealing with citizen-
ship necessarily implies a normative side, we should regard this definition
solely in empirical terms, using it to identify phenomena related to citizenship.

The definition of three observable components of democratic citizenship
is a necessary but not a sufficient step. A further one regards the places where
citizenship can be observed. Without this step, the risk is indeed to consider
citizenship only by looking at Constitutions, or by focusing only on specific
aspects such as the emotional sense of attachment to the political community,
or even to diminish it to the claim for the recognition of certain rights. By so
doing, we would lose sight of the whole and reduce citizenship to a legal status,
to a vague sense of sameness with other people, or even to the practice of any
form of social and civil engagement, from bowling to voting (Berger 2009).

Where citizenship can be observed is, therefore, a task as crucial as it is to
ask what we are observing. Our suggestion is to identify three places where
distinctive elements of citizenship can be detected.

The first one is, obviously, constitutional-rank norms. In case of European de-
mocracies these regard fundamental, but also civil, political and social rights.
They embody the norms defining who is a citizen of a nation-State and the
forms of political and civic participation that create and give shape to repre-
sentative institutions.

The second place is what we could define civic Aequis, taking this French
term from the European Union discourse. By civic Acquis, we mean the set
of legal- or policy-based provisions establishing the content of citizenship in
terms of membership, rights and participation. This set includes laws, pub-
lic policies, court decisions, administrative acts, recognized collective agree-
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ments, and other elements. By definition, the Acquis is not a fixed or static
compound. It changes with time, in general more rapidly than constitutional
norms (Moro 2013a: 34).

The third place is citizenship practices, by which we mean the dynamic rela-
tion between citizens and the polity, as well as the political community, on
an everyday basis (Wiener 1998, Lazar 2013b: 4, Turner 1994b: 2, Lister
2008: 54, Baglioni 2009: 44 and, with a partially different meaning, Isin and
Nielsen 2008). Thanks to the concept of citizenship practices, we can observe
citizenship as an output not only of political decisions and institutional acts,
but also of citizens’ lives, a product of social meanings and actions (Bellamy,
Castiglione and Shaw 2006). In other words, what people do with citizenship
is of crucial importance to give shape to citizenship itself.

What is the value of observing citizenship in a multiplicity of places? Three
points can be mentioned in support. The first, and the most obvious, is that it
provides the possibility of observing citizenship as a whole, without losing sight
of its constituting dimensions. The second advantage is the chance it offers of
analyzing the multiple interrelations which exist between these places: for ex-
ample, the way civic Acquis and citizenship practices can reinforce or under-
mine constitutional norms. The third point is that it creates the opportunity to
make visible several of the factors and dynamics that give shape to citizenship,
otherwise difficult to observe. Let us now give some examples regarding the civ-
ic Acquis and citizenship practices, taking for granted the constitutional level.

Regarding membership as status, in the civic Acquis we can detect the
influence of official statistical taxonomies in defining the conditions under
which individuals are considered part of the political community. At the same
time, in citizenship practices, we can observe inclusion and exclusion dynam-
ics unforeseen either in constitutional norms or in public policies. Regarding
membership as belonging, we can find, in the civic Acquis, patterns of civic
education and narratives which affect the feeling of attachment to the com-
munity. In citizenship practices, instead, we can detect the anthropological
models upon which belonging is based (the WASP-like phenomena). As for
rights, looking at the civic Acquis we can identify sets of operational rights
recognized to citizens as individuals or collective entities, for example vis-a-
vis public administrations, while in citizenship practices we can observe the
existence of rights that are recognized but not codified. As for participation, in
civic Acquis we can find forms, bodies, and procedures enabling citizens’ par-
ticipation in policy making, such as consultations, while in citizens’ practices
we can detect the invention of unplanned forms of participation, such as, just
to give an example, the caring for public spaces in urban areas.

In sum, the amount of information available by looking at citizenship in
a multiplicity of places of observation is considerably greater than viewing it
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solely as a constitutional-rank matter. At the same time, this method avoids
falling into the catch-all approach.

Observing changes

The contemporary return-and-escape paradox of citizenship has already
been mentioned: the very moment of a novel consideration of the relevance of
citizenship in contemporary societies has coincided with the acknowledgment
of its crisis. The next step of this exercise is about the phenomenon’s changes.
What are the contextual factors affecting democratic citizenship? What are
the internal levers upon which change is operating?

Some of the most relevant (external) contextual factors which enable ob-
servation of the changes in democratic citizenship, and their relation with the
latter’s three components, are summarized in the following table:

Table 1 — Contextual factors affecting democratic citizenship

Components Factors

- Migrations and porous borders
- Loss of State’s powers in favor of international and supranational, regional

As Status and local, private and non-State entities
Membershi - Escape from taxation
embershi
P - Multicultural societies
As Belonging - Individualization and pluralization of lifestyles

- Multiplicity of belongings
- Development of information technologies

- Human rights
Rights - Rights’ and related policies’ implementation gaps
- New rights demands, based on differences

- Decrease in election turnout

- Distrust in political leaderships

- Crisis in membership of political parties

- New forms of participation and representation

Participation

Research on citizenship-related phenomena has widely dealt with these
factors. In regards to membership as status, it has been noticed that migra-
tions make one of the founding elements of the State’s sovereignty uncertain:
the power to establish institutional and social borders — the power to define
who is in and who is out of the political community (Benhabib 2008, Joppke
2008). Globalization, localization, and new emerging private powers have
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undermined nation-State construction (Beck 1992, Beck and Grande 2007,
Castles and Davidson 2000: 2-9). This newfound difficulty is related, among
other factors, with the growing influence of international bodies such as the
United Nations or development banks; supranational or transnational institu-
tions like the European Union; regions as Catalonia or Scotland; big cities
acting like autonomous actors of the political scene; private companies and
financial markets; and organized civil society (Crouch 2004). Furthermore,
escape from taxation has simultaneously impoverished the States and under-
mined their sovereignty (Linklater 1998).

In regards to membership as belonging, the advent of multicultural so-
cieties has called into question the foundational anthropological model of
belonging, including the heritage of a common language, religion, history,
culture, and everyday customs (Baubock 2006, Kymlicka 1999 and 2012,
Zanfrini 2007). The individualization and pluralization of lifestyles in con-
temporary societies and the development of the Internet as a new environ-
ment have produced the same outcome (Castells 1996). This effect is related
to the multiplicity of identities and attachments that individuals live and feel
(Beck 2001, Delanty 2010). As a result, differentiation between members of a
political community appears more present than unification, which would be
based on feelings of commonality.

As for the rights component, the development of human rights has entitled
people not included in the political communities to a set of rights which States
are called to respect and ensure (Soysal 1994, Turner 1994b, Isin and Turner
2008: 12). At the same time, States appear less and less able to implement,
through public policies and courts, the rights established for every citizen.
It is not only a matter of the hegemony of ideologies such as neo-liberalism
(Schmidt and Thathcher 2013), but also of scant resources and ineffective pub-
lic administrations (Isin and Turner 2008: 10). Moreover, a growing demand
for the recognition of new rights is taking place, and these new claims are
based more on the recognition of differences rather than on equality (Young
2000, Taylor 2010: 148-171, Delanty 2000 and 2010).

On the participation aspect the well-known phenomena of decreasing
electoral turnout and in political parties’ membership (Raniolo 2007), as well
as the growing distrust of political leaderships (Dogan 20093) call into question
the representation mechanism itself. At the same time, new and unexpected
forms of participation, variously defined (Barrett Zani 2015, Moro 2015b,
Schudson 2002: 294-314, Fung 2006), and non-conventional forms of repre-
sentation (Warren and Castiglione 2004, Urbinati and Warren 2008, Moro
2013b) are taking place.

Looking at the ‘mechanics’ of democratic citizenship, we can focus on the
(internal) factors operating as levers of change — elements that enable citizen-
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ship to work. We can identify at least one of these elements for each compo-
nent of citizenship and their corresponding reshaping effects.

For the membership component, we shall take into consideration the mem-
bership and incorporation models, that is, «the institutionalized scripts and under-
standings of the relationship between individuals, the State, and the polity, as
well as the organizational structures and practices that maintain this relation-
ship» (Soysal 1994: 36).

For rights, we shall look at the nstitutional and legal basis for the recognition of
rights. 'The principles of ius sanguinis and ius soli come to the fore here (Castles
and Davidson 2000: 84-102, Zanfrini 2007: 3-18).

As for participation, we can refer to the structure or participation opportunities,
that is, the set of resources, institutional arrangements, and historical prec-
edents that simultaneously facilitate and constrain citizens’ participation (Ra-
niolo 2007: 29).

To further elucidate this point, we provide the example of the reshaping
effects of migrations on democratic citizenship. These are summarized in the
table below:

Table 2 — Migrations and citizenship: critical points, levers of change, reshaping effects

Components Critical points Levers Reshaping effects
Membership Rejection of history, _ - Identity based on diversity
as Belonain language, religion and material - Community of fate vs.
99" cuiture as basis of membership _ Membership and community of origins
incorporation models - Recognition of

Membership - Plurality of migrants’ statuses

as Status -The internal Other differentiated forms of

citizenship

- Criticism of rights as equality - Legal basis of rights: ius - Group rights

Rights of condition domicilii vs. ius solilius - Affirmative actions

g - Multiplication of claims for  sanguinis; national rights vs. - Migrants’ access (partial) to
new rights human rights welfare systems
-PL{b|IC participation beyond o - Group representation
... voting - Structure of participation

Participation o o - Quotas

- Refusal of individual opportunities o
. - Ethnic politics

representation

Considering membership both as status and belonging, the leading lever
of change in the machinery of citizenship are the models of membership - in
this case their models of incorporation. Though scientific literature is focused
mainly on the way migrants follow the existing rules and cultural patterns in
order to be included in the political community, elements like quota policies,
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norms recognizing differentiated statuses for minorities, or even the teaching
of migrants’ languages in schools of the host countries suggest that member-
ship models themselves do change. As contrary evidence, we can mention the
attempt of some European Union countries to introduce procedures of civic
integration aimed at forcing migrants to accept the heritage of national com-
munity as an unquestionable given (Van Oers, Ersboll and Kostakopoulou
2010, Joppke 2008). This attempt is both futile, since no one can feel attached
to the community before actually becoming part of it, and proof that models

of membership and incorporation are a place where citizenship is questioned
(Kostakopoulou 2010).

Regarding rights, tensions concerning the effectiveness of the traditional prin-
ciples on which rights are recognized — the zus sanguinis/ius soli couple — emerge
and are in fact integrated if not substituted by the s domiciliz, which places
residence as the basis for rights (Delanty 2000: 120-12, Castles and Davidson
2000: 93). Moreover, human rights (such as the right to asylum) tend to extend
to migrants entitlements once reserved to national citizens.

As for participation, the successful claim for forms of group representa-
tion, as well as quota policies and, more generally, the emergence of various
forms of ethnic politics show us that it is the structure of the opportunities for
participation that is going to change (Castles and Davidson 2000: 129-155).

Assessing evolutions

The final step of the exercise conducted in this article is about the present evo-
lutions involving democratic citizenship. The question to be addressed in this
case 1s the following: how can we consider the citizenship-related phenomena
that have come to the fore?

In the environment of citizenship studies there is a wide recognition of the
proliferation of claims regarding citizenship, with reference to a multiplicity
of conditions, variously concerning culture, religion, social statuses, habits
and lifestyles, living and working conditions, sites of everyday life, etc. What
is definitely less clear about these «hyphenated citizenships» (Joppke 2008:
37, see also Nyers 2008: 2, Bellamy 2008: 1), is their nature, meaning, and
implications for scientific research and policy making, as well as their relation
with what we take for granted about citizenship. The matter is all but easy to
address; nevertheless it cannot be denied.

What are these new citizenship claims? A list of them does not exist, as
could have been expected, given the aforementioned difficulties. On the other
hand, this is not the place to attempt a complete picture of them, even if hypo-
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thetical. What is sufficient here is to identify some of them, in order to check if
it is possible, in the context of this exercise, to shed more light on them.

Nine of these citizenship claims can be mentioned. Some of them — urban,
European and cosmopolitan (or global) citizenships — are focused on places.
Others — multicultural (or cultural) and gender citizenships — stress identity is-
sues. Others — consumer and corporate citizenships — emerge in the economy,
a realm traditionally foreign to citizenship discourse (see Marx 1978). Others
— digital and active citizenships — refer mainly to participation.

Urban citizenship consists in the membership of individuals to a community
defined by the space of cities. Within this context there take place specific
rights and duties (for example on environment, mobility or safety), forms of
participation to the planning, maintenance and regulation of the common
space, as well as specific definitions of status and role of individuals and social
groups. Claims for urban citizenship are definitely linked to residence as the
founding element of membership, so including migrants in the community
(Sassen 1998, Holston and Appadurai 1999, Isin 2000, Baubock 2003, Ben-
habib 2008, Ong 2008, Smith and Guarnizo 2009).

The principle of residence is one of the distinctive features of another phe-
nomenon: Furopean citizenship. This citizenship, though fully recognized in
legal terms (Maastricht Treaty of 1993), does not come from the authority
of a national State, but rather refers to an institutional machinery covering
a mobile territory (the one of a «cosmopolitan empire», according to Beck
and Grande, 2007). It encompasses a plural identity of its members (with an
increasing number of official languages), a set of rights that would not make
sense in the framework of a national State, and forms of citizens’ participation
in policy making on a daily basis (Delanty and Rumford 2005, Bellamy, Cas-
tiglione and Shaw 2006a, Bellamy and Warleigh 2003, Wiener 1998, Moro
2009: 54-73).

We can also add the claim for a cosmopolitan (or global) citizenship, which is
a citizenship status for all members of the human species as such. This claim
finds its basis in the system of norms, institutions and procedures regarding
human rights established by the United Nations. It includes the quest for, and
practice of, a reform of the United Nations itself by opening its deliberative
procedures to international NGOs and other bodies, for example through the
Economic and Social Committee (Archibugi, Held and Kohler 1998, Delanty
2000, Faulks 2000: 132-161, Aleinikoff and Klusmayer 2001, Dower and Wil-
liams 2002, Archibugi 2009).

Multicultural (or cultural) citizenship consists in the request for recognition of
ethnic, cultural, and religious differences as an integral part of a political
community’s identity and in its protection by public institutions through af-
firmative action. This implies both the establishment of “group rights” re-
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garding respect for habits linked to such differences, as well as external repre-
sentation coupled with some form of internal self-government powers (Soysal
1994, Kymlicka 1999 and 2012, Castles and Davidson 2000, Baub&ck 2001
and 2006, Zanfrini 2007, Faulks 2000, Lister 2008).

Another noteworthy claim 1s that of gender citizenship. It can be defined as
the recognition of a specific citizenship status linked to the female gender, that
is, to women as such. Gender, as traditionally defined, is irreducibly inconsist-
ent with the anthropological model upon which the citizenship paradigm is
based. The rights claimed, in this case, regard private, as well as public, life.
Affirmative actions to enforce these rights (for example regarding the access
to politics or jobs, or even the protection against sexual threats) are designed
and implemented (Young 2000, Siim 2000, Lister 2003).

Citizenship linked to consumption, or consumer citizenship, consists in the
claim for recognition of a status of rights, powers, and responsibilities spe-
cifically linked to the consumption of goods and services. Goods and services
related to citizenship are asked to be recognized as universal (that is, non
luxury) and accessible by the members of the community, thus requiring the
definition of specific prerogatives and guarantees regarding the way they are
delivered (Cronin 2000, Tangen and Thoresen 2005, Trentmann 2007).

In the economic sphere there also exist claims for a corporate citizenship. It
consists in the establishment and practice of a public status for private com-
panies, which implies duties of accountability towards their stakeholders, in
addition to their sharecholders, about the environmental, economic, social
and cultural impact of companies’ operations. It implies also the contribu-
tion of private companies to the development of communities through the
investment of material and non-material resources (Googins, Mirvis and
Rochlin 2007, Crane, Matten and Moon 2008, Pies and Koslowski 2011,
Zadek 2007).

Drugital citizenship 1s about the establishment and operation of virtual com-
munities, where new rights (such as full access to Internet ADSL), as well as
old rights with new meanings (regarding for example privacy and the right to
oblivion) are asked to be recognized. Virtual communities are also the place
where collective acts of participation are promoted and implemented. This is
especially true for social networks, where civil actions (regarding for instance
monitoring of public spaces, struggle against corruption and fiscal evasion,
promotion of petitions, lobbying, civic hacking, sharing problems as diseases,
civic journalism) take place (Castells 1996, Anderson and Cornfield 2003,
Mossberger, Tolbert and McNeal 2008, Coleman and Blumler 2009, De Bla-
sio 2014, Sorice 2014).

On the participation side, there is also active citizenship: the self-organization
and mobilization of citizens operating in public policy with the aim of protect-
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ing rights, caring for common goods, and empowering marginalized or op-
pressed individuals and social groups through advocacy and/or service activi-
ties. This phenomenon takes place on an everyday basis through a plurality of
organizational forms (networks, social movements, associations, community
services, voluntary organizations, etc.) which are distinct from both political
parties and labor organizations. They exercise the power of taking initiative
and collective rights of political action in policy making (Moro 2013a, Anfossi
and Oommen 1997, Castells 1996, Bee and Villano 2015, Snow ¢t al. 2013, De
Sousa Santos 2003, Brady 1999, Schudson 2002).

There is no doubt that these claims are very diverse. However, in the con-
text of this article, they must be considered for what they have in common
rather than for how they differ from one other. We do not need to subject
them to normative assessment, checking whether these claims can be consid-
ered as ‘real’ citizenships or not; but rather we must look for a thematization of
their place in the analysis of democratic citizenship as an empirical phenom-
enon. To this end, we can propose three points.

The first point is that the aforementioned cases are not theories, but social
phenomena with material substance and political significance. They imply
the mobilization of people, resources, public attention, political responses,
new orientations and habits of the community, private companies’ attitudes,
etc. Consider active citizenship. We are now referring to millions of organiza-
tions (about 100,000 identified in Italy alone in the recent nonprofit Census),
with tens of millions of activists and volunteers recognized by specific norms;
whose role in public policy making, both in the definition and implementation
phases, is taken for granted in various forms by national governments and
international bodies; who are identified by private companies as one of their
main stakeholders and by the media as key actors of the public realm; who
constantly relate to their public and private interlocutors through dialogue,
collaboration, partnership or conflict; who are supported by public and pri-
vate funds as well as by individual donors; and who are able to deeply impact,
for better or worse, contemporary societies as well as the global landscape in
a way that political parties are no longer able to. These considerations tell us
that we are dealing with a social phenomenon and not with a theory. Natural-
ly, similar indicators can be found for each of the claims enumerated above.

The second point is that these phenomena are strongly linked to citizen-
ship. Two circumstances support this statement. The first is that those in-
volved in these claims define them in the key of citizenship. The same is also
true for their external interlocutors: governments, scholars, the media, etc.
This means that these phenomena are socially constructed using the key of
citizenship, a point which cannot be underestimated. The second is that each
of these phenomena has a clear link with at least one of the components of
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citizenship identified above: for instance, urban citizenship is connected with
the membership component, cosmopolitan/global citizenship with the com-
ponent of rights, and digital citizenship with the component of participation.
Though these claims may not necessarily present an evident link with each of
the three components of the phenomenon of citizenship, they nevertheless are
definitely not foreign to citizenship itself.

But what kinds of links connect these claims with citizenship? This is the
third and final point. It is evident that the elements linking these phenomena
with citizenship are complex. Their relation is either one of redefinition of
the meaning and scope of the components of democratic citizenship, or one
of challenge to their given borders. To wit: urban citizenship is about the
principle of residence instead of birth and descent; European citizenship does
not derive from a State authority; cosmopolitan or global citizenship erases
the distinction between who is in and who is out by including the whole of
humanity; multicultural citizenship rests membership on differences rather
than on equality; gender citizenship challenges the anthropological model of
person that grounds membership, as well as the distinction between public
and private matters; consumer citizenship includes economic relations as a
field of citizenship; corporate citizenship ascribes public responsibilities to pri-
vate enterprises; digital citizenship operates outside physical space; and active
citizenship gives a political meaning to participation in policy making which
goes beyond voting and influencing the formal political system.

In order to aid the consideration of these phenomena and their complex
links with citizenship in an empirical framework, we can use — metaphorically
— the Kuhnian concept of paradigm (Kuhn 1970). In other words, if we con-
sider democratic citizenship as a paradigm, made of a hard core and a protec-
tive belt, able to manage emerging problems as puzzles, thereby preserving
the integrity of the paradigm itself, we can view these claims as phenomena
that, on the contrary, operate as anomalies, 1.e. problems which cannot be re-
duced to puzzles; these anomalies call the entire paradigm into question while
simultaneously maintaining their relations with it. This is not an explanation,
but rather a thematization which makes it possible to observe our examined
claims as phenomena which are part of changing citizenship. This is what we
were aiming for: instead of defective citizenships, we can view these phenom-
ena as anomalies of a paradigm.

Conclusions

The purpose of this article was to contribute towards the design of an ap-
proach to the study of democratic citizenship as an empirical phenomenon.
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The empirical side of the study of citizenship is indeed the one most lacking,
a deficit which affects the progress of both theory and methodology. The situ-
ation has the qualities of a vicious circle: if what we are dealing with is not
clear, then what we have to observe and study cannot be clear either; vice
versa, if we do not observe reality, then it is difficult to establish what we are
dealing with.

With this in mind, the article has focused on the components and places
of observation of democratic citizenship; the external factors and the internal
levers that put it under discussion; and its unforeseen developments that can
be considered “anomalies” of a Kuhnian-like “paradigm”.

The limits of this text do not allow jumping to conclusions, which would
definitely be hasty. Examples of hasty conclusions would be that we have en-
tered “post-citizenship societies” (Peled 2008), or even that the proliferation of
“hyphenated citizenships” is giving rise to a new paradigm.

On the contrary, the article is based on a double caution. On one hand, it
warns against both reductionist and catch-all approaches to the study of citi-
zenship, the latter which enlarges this concept to such an extent as to render
it pointless as a descriptor. On the other hand, it argues that we cannot study
democratic citizenship without confronting its empirical basis, which in turn
necessitates the establishment of a specific viewpoint.

From an epistemological standpoint, citizenship remains, even in its pre-
sent turmoil, a point of reference for the study of political phenomena that
cannot be disregarded. Or, in other words, it is a prism able to shed light on
the way citizens shape the political (Zolo 1994b: 4, Nyers 2008: 3, Moro 2009:
27, Lazar 2013b: 16). For now, nothing else offers scholars the same, precious
opportunity.
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On the Social Morphogenesis of Citizenship:
A Relational Approach

Pierpaolo Donati

The paper deals with the issue of the mutations in citizenship as they emerge from the crisis of the
nation-state and the speeding up of the globalization processes. Within modernity, nation-states have
put peculiar socio-cullural identities and larger solidarities in deep conflict, so that no real common
citizenship could be achieved. With the advent of globalization and multiculturalism, we witness the
Jading away of statist citizenship due to a multiplicity of factors. By resorting to the morphogenetic ap-
proach, the author tries to explain why and how a transmodern (societal) citizenship s emerging, which
changes the old forms of citizenship. The new forms of citizenship stem from civil society rather than
Jrom the nation-state. New interdependences and links between ‘local’ identities and ‘broader’ solidari-
ties are butlding up a post-lib/lab citizenship, based upon unprecedented relational practices in dealing
with social issues. The morphogenetic processes generate different modalities of configuring citizenship
in different contexts. From a sociological viewpoint, a new societal semantics is emerging, according
lo which citizenship becomes a complex of rights and duties not only of individuals but also of social
groups capable of reconciling self-management practices and collective goals. The name of this new game
is soctetal citizenship, one that promoles civil and social autonomues through which citizenship can be
pursued as a relational good.

The issue: citizenship after modernity

Citizenship is in flux, challenged by shifting boundaries of the nation-states
and innovative forms of political action. Apparently, we witness both a con-
traction and an expansion of what it means to be a citizen. My purpose is to
explain why and how this seeming contradiction is emerging and put forward
the argument that a transmodern (societal) citizenship is currently springing
from a nascent global civil society rather than from the nation-state. New
forms of interdependences and links between ‘local’ identities and ‘broader’
solidarities are building up a post-lib/lab citizenship', which stems from adap-

' As it will be clarified in the whole paper, by 6/lab I mean the compromise between liberal
and labour (socialist) ideologies, or between capitalist market and political democracy. The lib/
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tive forms of learning new relational practices in dealing with social issues
where citizenship rights and obligations are involved. From a sociological
point of view, may be that a new societal semantics is emerging, according
to which citizenship becomes a complex of rights and duties not only of indi-
viduals but also of social groups, arranging civic life into a number of social
autonomies capable of reconciling collective goals and self-management prac-
tices, solidarity and identity issues. This is the new challenge for citizenship
in an gfler- (or trans) modern world?. I claim that the name of this new game
is «societal citizenship» or citizenship of social autonomies. In a way, I would
like to argue that, on the door of what I call after-modern society, there is
written something which closely resembles what Augustine of Hippo hoped
for long time ago: «T'herefore let each one question himself as to what he loves:
and he shall find of which city he is a citizen»’.

There is no doubt that the modern concept of (national) citizenship, as it
relates to the modern idea of nation-state, is experiencing a period of great
instability and change. The reasons do not so much lie in democracy itself,
as a form of government (the political institutions of representation not being
usually involved), as in the socio-political national institutions of citizenship,
i.e. all institutions responsible for granting what are commonly referred to ‘as
rights of citizenship’.

The underlying reasons are indeed very complex and stem from within as
well as outside the national political system. A discussion of all these factors,
their interrelations and their outcomes falls outside the scope of this paper.
I shall only point out that one should never forget that democracy and citi-
zenship, albeit they are different concepts and institutions — are indeed very
closely interrelated, as they originate from the same cultural fabric. If the
democracy/citizenship relation is to survive, the prevailing culture is required
to have democratic (progressive) rather than undemocratic (regressive) char-
acteristics (Alexander 1998), as far as both the representative institutions and
the citizens’ rights are concerned.

The crisis of the democracy/citizenship relation at the national level essen-
tially results from some changes that have been introduced into the (overall)
cultural environment of politics by the process of globalisation. As Ong (2006)
reminds us, today mutations in citizenship are crystallized in an ever-shifting

lab configuration of citizenship is based upon the idea that human emancipation is an opti-
mum combination (hybridization) of liberal freedom and socialist equality.

? In my language, gfier-modern is different from post-modern in so far as ‘after’ means a deep/
sweeping discontinuity with modernity, while ‘post’ is usually understood as a radicalization of
modernity or late modernity (Donati 2011).

* «Interroget ergo se quisque quid amet, et inveniet unde sit civis» (Enarrationes in psalmos 64, 2).
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landscape shaped by the flows of markets, technologies, and populations. We
are moving beyond the citizenship-versus-statelessness model. First, the el-
ements of citizenship (rights, entitlements, etc.) are becoming disarticulated
from each other, and becoming re-articulated with universalizing criteria of
neoliberalism and human rights. Our societies lose the normative orientation
to a common good, but, on the other side, new relational goods in ‘global asso-
ciational spheres’ become possibile. Such ‘global assemblages’ define zones of
political entitlements and claims. Second, the space of the ‘assemblage’, rather
than the national terrain, becomes the site for political mobilizations by di-
verse groups in motion. In the EU zone, unregulated markets and migrant
flows challenge liberal citizenship. In Asian zones, foreigners who display self-
enterprising savoire faire gain rights and benefits of citizenship. In camps of the
disenfranchised or displaced, sheer survival becomes the ground for political
claims. Thus, particular constellations shape specific problems and resolu-
tions to questions of contemporary living, further disarticulating and deter-
ritorializing aspects of citizenship. In short, «instead of all citizens enjoying a
unified bundle of citizenship rights, we have a shifting political landscape in
which heterogeneous populations claim diverse rights and benefits associated
with citizenship, as well as universalizing criteria of neoliberal norms or hu-
man rights» (Ong 2006: 499-500).

These processes seem to generate a huge change, quite often a fragmenta-
tion, of what we are used to call ‘modern citizenship’ — with reference to the
classical work by Thomas H. Marshall (1950). Have we reached the end of the
modern conception of citizenship? In this paper I would like to support the
thesis that this is precisely the case.

Many wonder if an expanding development of the modern state citizenship is
still possible. If so, how? If not, why? And, most importantly, what alternatives
are there?

In the USA, whenever a new President is elected, the whole concept of
citizenship is renewed together with the Union Government. Renewal takes
place under the banner of consistent change, and therefore the American na-
tion manages to strengthen its identity, both in terms of democracy and citi-
zenship. The American ethos of citizenship seems to be strong and firm — as
testified by the reaction to the Watergate affair (Alexander 1989). But is is
evident an increasing difficulty in meeting the requests of citizenship rights by
immigrants and cultural and ethnic minorities.

In the European countries the difficulties are even greater, since national
identity and citizenship have been so far weaker and more unstable than in
the USA, as a result of peculiar and complex historical reasons. In Euro-
pean nations, the state plays a more crucial role vis-a-vis civil society, so that,
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whenever a state crisis develops, the whole idea of citizenship is questioned.
European citizenship appears to be stuck in a more serious deadlock than the
American, due to an internal deep lack of solidarity among the member states
and to external pressures (Haller 2010-2012).

The issue on the table is the following: will the present crisis of citizenship
lead to its revival or its regression or to what else? Whatever the outcome, one
thing is for certain, even though not everybody seems to realize it: the times of
modern continuity are over, at least in the sense that any linear progress in the
sociological complex of modern citizenship is at stake. We are witnessing the
emergence of the post-modern citizenship. How should this be interpreted?

There are different opinions. Some believe that, in spite of the current
fluctuations, the basic institutions of modern citizenship can be preserved and
even developed, provided that one can stick at a concept of citizenship based
on a strong, or inclusive, core of emancipation rights. Others feel that citizen-
ship should be deprived of any juridical connotation, to become a question of
freedom to ‘disagree’ within a political system. Others highlight the difficul-
ties, but also the need to include cultural (even traditional ascriptive) differ-
ences into the citizenship institutions. Others finally suggest that the values
embedded into the concept of citizenship should be given a new, more general
meaning, as a common good or as a right of universal sharing.

Whatever the speculations and proposals to successfully overcome the cur-
rent crisis, they all seem to me to bring the culture of citizenship beyond the
statist code to what I call a societal code of citizenship, 1.e. citizenship as an expres-
sion of civil society rather than of the state, or political-administrative system,
which nevertheless will still be there as one of the dimensions in the «complex
of citizenship» (Donati 2000). In what follows, I will try to explain what this
statement can mean.

Beyond the lib/lab citizenship

Typical modern citizenship, with its liberal and socialist character, has been
no doubt a remarkable breakthrough, exerting an enormous impact on social
life. It allowed to free human energies, that were previously restrained by as-
criptive ties, and thus to build an open society, which could at the same time
maintain and, indeed, increase freedom and equality (Turner 1986: 134-136).
Although this breakthrough may also be defined as a vehicle of social differ-
entiation (as systemic functionalists argue), it is beyond question that it came
into being as a result of an intentional, voluntary historical action, promoted
and carried through by cultural and social movements driven by the idea of
human emancipation.
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In the most modernized countries, after the second world war, we have wit-
nessed an unprecedented blossom of social (welfare) rights and especially civil
freedoms. The concerns about social equality have in most cases tempered
the asymmetrical effects of liberal freedoms and ensured that large crowds
of ordinary people could have access to social goods. Partly or totally follow-
ing Marshall’s well-known assumptions, many authors have emphasized that
the modern Western citizenship developed the social rights of equality in the
framework of civil and political freedoms. Whatever the kind and the extent of
the interactions between these various rights (or dimensions of the concept of
citizenship), the main question that, after Marshall, remains deeply controver-
sial is whether our contemporary society should only expect a progressive de-
velopment — in number and contents — of the typical ‘modern’ rights (assuming
that modernity is an ‘incomplete project’ that need be completed) or whether
in today’s society the conventional rights of citizenship should be questioned, as
they show considerable inconsistencies or even dramatic changes. What I will
underline in the following sections is that these inconsistencies and changes re-
late to the human environment that falls outside the scopes of law and politics.

The history of the last few decades have provided two main answers to the
above question: the marxist and the lib/lab movements. The former has failed
after a period of relative effervescence. The latter, on the contrary, has been
very successful. To what extent and how well it can embody and even guide
the future historical course to the after-modern era remains an open question.
Let us briefly comment upon these two conception of citizenship.

(@) Generally speaking, the Marxist concept has been, and still is, based
on the idea that modern (i.e. bourgeois) citizenship is predominantly meant
as a solution to the social problems caused by capitalism. It is a superstructure
pursuing the goal — partly intentionally, partly mechanically (as a result of an
evolutionistic logic) — of freeing mankind from repression and exploitation of
any kind, but with a ‘false conscience’. For all marxist theories, as far as capi-
talism is the dominant form of economy, citizenship cannot be but a means to
a temporary emancipation, which is doomed to stay incomplete till the advent
of communism, i.e. until the economic system as a whole is socialized. Rights
are conceived as social achievements to be obtained by force — either physi-
cal force, as was the case with the early communist countries, or the force of
opinion and political votes in the most democratic systems. Their function
is to identify collective needs to be satisfied. For the marxist orthodoxy, the
question of rights is ideologically bourgeois in character. In principle, in the
communist social arrangement rights — both as agreements and as contingent
historical-social constraints — should no longer be necessary.

Revisionist systems, on the contray, recognise citizenship as being a some-
what independent entity, as the expression of an absolutely necessary self-con-
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tained reality that cannot be reduced to a mere gimmick to conceal inequali-
ties between social classes.

In this particular configuration, the neo-marxist thought changes consid-
erably, in that it admits that social inequality may appear in a large variety
of forms and stems from many sources (especially cultural) that are compara-
tively independent of the purely economic foundations of society. Ambiguities,
however, are not thereby removed. Instead of having the various spheres of
life treated differently, eventually politics (and in particular system politics
against market) always prevails.

No one of course would deny that some historical movements inspired by
the marxist doctrine played a major role in acquiring the rights of citizenship
for the lower classes and the underprivileged social groups (women, poor, im-
migrants, etc.).

(b) The lib/lab movement, on the contrary, conceives of citizenship as a
collection of individual rights which are designed to produce a pluralistic so-
ciety. A lecture by Ralf Dahrendorf (1994) well clarifies the lib/lab idea of
citizenship from the viewpoint of its sociological nature.

Dahrendorf’s lib/lab conception can be summarized as follows. Citizenship
is an extension of rights by the political (national or supra-national) institutions
to the benefit of social classes that cannot afford to enjoy the goods produced in
a free market, through the creation of new opportunities for them to have access
to these goods. Even though the so-called underclass accounted for just 5% of
the whole population, the rest could not live at peace if it knew that some mem-
bers of the community do not enjoy the fundamental rights for their survival.
Who can ensure this right of citizenship? According to Dahrendorf, the provid-
er of this right, and of'its progress, must be ‘someone’ who will take the place of
the bourgeois upper class of the early modern times. New enlightened economic
and political élites, in replacement of the old liberal middle-class, should, on the
one hand, increase the supply of market goods and, on the other, to expand the
rigths of access to them to include larger and larger segments of the population
and, eventually, the whole of it. How this should occur is not made clear. What
1s certain is that his idea of citizenship does not dispel the doubts that this is the
ruling class’ tactic for keeping the reins of government in its hands. Dahren-
dorf’s conception falls within the élitist current of thought: on the one hand,
an economic €lite ensures that economic goods are available and, on the other,
a political élite which, operating from within institutions through the political
parties that rule the country based on democratic principles, ensures that in-
creasingly large groups of people may have unconditional access to these goods.

In actual practices, according to Dahrendorf’s lib/lab approach, citizen-
ship 1s the result of a political system that gradually strengthens the balance
of provisions from the market and entitlements by the State. In his view, in
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the ‘50s and ‘60s this combination worked well (based on Keynes’ model) and
then in the 70s got stuck. In his opinion, the ‘80s witnessed a rise on the sup-
ply side (provisions of the supply side economy) and a decline in many entitle-
ments (a great deal of universalistic entitlements were banned, not only those
associated with a welfare system). Supposedly, the same trend went on during
the ‘90s and early 2000s.

What is praiseworthy about this scheme is that citizenship is seen as a way
to redistributive equality. However, it is also marred by many blatant limita-
tions, especially of a sociological nature.

(@) In the lib/lab approach, society consists of intertwined economic and
political interests, the rest is negligible in terms of citizenship and belongs to
the private sphere. The European Union is criticized for giving provisions
only, and no entitlements, thereby remaining purely economic in character
and not developing the rights of citizenship. Of course, this is even more ac-
tual for the USA. This is all very well, but this approach, far from evaluating
the social and cultural aspects, as it should, completely overlooks them. Cul-
tural differences, in particular those shaping regional and national identities,
are viewed by Dahrendorf only as hindering citizenship. Cultural features,
including religious and ethnic ones, have no citizenship.

(b) In this approach no alternative exists to a citizenship that results from
the combination of liberalism and socialism. According to Dahrendorf, the
political power has only one duty to discharge, i.e. to ensure, at the same time,
freedom and equality in having access to the citizenship entitlements against
the background of one prerequisite and promise: freedom vs. system. Social
solidarity does not come into play either as the basis for the democratic con-
sensus that should promote the expansion and maintenance of entitlements or
as a claim to citizenship in solidarity-oriented social forms.

(¢) In the lib/lab approach, citizenship, by its unconditional definition,
causes citizens to be ‘recipients’. One implication is that citizenship then is
enjoed as a gracious grant, even though entitlements are given as rights and
not as discretionary bonuses. This implies that nothing is said about the re-
lationship of reciprocity, and therefore of duties on the part of the recipients.
It is apparent that, as a rule, citizenship entails duties (such as taxes), but in
Dahrendorf’s approach duties are unrelated to rights and may also be lacking
(for instance in certain groups of outcasts who are supposed to have nothing
to give society). In this approach, the very fact that citizenship is regarded as
a mere status-giving entity implies that socially weak people are considered
unable to have any socially relevant relations with others.

When confronted with this approach, one should ask oneself whether,
based on these assumptions, a concept of citizenship that fits also complex
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globalized societies can be developed. To my mind, there are deep cracks in
the three above-mentioned assumptions. They can be pointed out as follows.

(a) What falls outside the dual concept of State and market is not unim-
portant with regard to citizenship, is not simply something ‘private’, but
actually comprises elements that are vital to the very essence of citizenship.
Who ever said that achieving a comprehensive citizenship means to level
down all cultural differences (i.e. differences of identity) existing outside the
market and the political spheres? It is a common slogan — as Dahrendorf
claims — that citizenship will never be complete until it becomes worldwide
in scope. This statement can hardly be disproved in theory, although in
practice the necessary inferences are hardly ever drawn from it. The ques-
tion, however, is of a different nature: one should rather wonder whether
moving from the citizenship of a town/municipality to the citizenship of
a nation-state and to that of supra-national communities (such as the Eu-
ropean Union) up to a world citizenship may be possible only as long as
primary identities are removed. Conversely, if one is to trust empirical re-
search, one must concede that the present crisis of citizenship is precisely
brought about by its inability to meet with the requirements of a multi-
cultural society, i.e. from social-cultural identities that stem from outside
the state/market areas. Multiculturalism is a challenge to the typical lib/
lab citizenship. It requires what I call a «relational reason» if we want to
recognize the cultural differences and give them a place in the complex of
citizenship (Donati 2009).

(b) Citizenship as a question of balancing out freedom (requirements
against the system) and equality (as an expedient value for the purpose of ex-
panding the number of freedoms) is unconcerned with the problems of social
adjustment that this very approach gives rise to, especially in late modern
societies. There is no need to go to such an extreme as to be haunted by the
problem of social order — as someone overcritically claims — to appreciate
that, owing to its very mode of operation, the combination of freedom and
equality, as is advocated by the lib/lab conception, causes huge social prob-
lems. These arise from the restriction of (limited or enlarged) reciprocity re-
sulting from an improper usage of trade and political codes in social settings
other than commercial or political. While acknowledging that planning (like
any other system based on preceptorial programmes) provides no adequate
regulatory solution; it is apparent that the lib/lab combination says virtually
nothing about the problems of the global regulation of today’s social systems.

(c) Citizenship, conceived and implemented as an unconditional standard
entitlement, carries the problem of the lack of reciprocity in expectations and
behaviours that govern the relations between individuals and the state as well
as between individual citizens. This concept of citizenship may easily deterio-
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rate into welfare statism and, ultimately, entirely rest on the resources avail-
able to the upper classes to face the ups and downs of business cycles.

After all, lib/lab thinkers do not appear to have a deep understanding
of the historical inconsistencies that developed since the ‘80s-‘90s. They did
not actually understood why the lib/lab configuration of the welfare state
was structurally (and not temporarily) undermined by intrinsic reasons that
were, and still are, dependent on the malfunctioning and fallacies of the mar-
ket/state compromise. Moreover, the lib/lab thinkers have failed to grasp the
meaning of regional claims to redraw the national citizenship in many coun-
tries, that they labelled —in Dahrendorf’s definition — as ‘tribal’ re-occurrenc-
es, rather than as expressions of community cultures that, in a given area, try
to re-define the relation between universal and particular values. And what
is more, lib/lab thinkers provide no suggestions as to how rights (entitlements)
can be further extended and enlarged in the event that, after having carried
tax systems to an extreme, tax levying should be reduced (as it has happened
in recent years in Scandinavian countries).

More generally, lib/lab thinkers failed to understand that the concept of
modern citizenship as production of wealth through the market and subse-
quent redistribution via entitlements, by means of universalistic centralized
mechanics, is over. Regarding the development of citizenship as a sheer ex-
tension of the public welfare state amounts to moulding society according to
a panoptic form of systemic control, which, far from solving a multitude of
social problems, actually gives rise to a host of unintentional perverse effects.

In addition: where is the «enlightened élite», advocated by Dahrendorf,
that should promote the social progress of the fringe groups (the under-
privileged, illegal immigrants, drop-outs, etc.) to be found? Then, how can
one be sure that the principle of citizenship as a mere expansion of en-
titlements may still work, should expectations and claims increase? Or if
severe economic structural or temporary junctures exist? And what about
the new migrants? As for them, is it only a question of granting or denying
a universalistic and unconditional citizenship or can other intermediate so-
lutions exist, that are particularly suited to handle provisional situations or
instances of transit through a country? Unfortunately, Dahlendorf cannot
answer all these questions.

Failing a sufficiently complex picture, the lib/lab visione is unable to give
useful suggestion on how to meet the major challenges citizenship is currently
confronted with. They do not seem to realize that the new social evils are not
linked to an unequal access to the market supplies due to political constraints,
but rather in the unresolved issue of a good socio-cultural integration and in
an increasing malfunctioning of the correlations between system and social
integration (Archer 1996) within the new globalization processes.
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Redefining citizenship as the social relation linking the subjects of a political
community

So far, citizenship has been defined as a collection of rights and duties of in-
dividual and collective subjects towards the political community which they
belong to, whereas the political community has been basically identified with
the nation-state. However, the political community can no longer be identi-
fied only with the national political system. The aggregate of rights and duties
changes with the meaning of what is a ‘political community’.

What is the sociological nature of this aggregate? It is an assemblage of
political subjects’ mutual expectations, the citizens, on the one hand, and institu-
tions representing and forming the political community, on the other. This
assemblage must be shaped according to the values and rules that govern the
institutions and procedures related to citizenship. What does this ‘shape’ look
like? It is a link between rights and duties that must be given a sociological
meaning.

A right of citizenship is usually thought of as the actual opportunity to
have one’s expectations fulfilled or to demand services as citizens (i.e. as mem-
bers of the same political body). Speaking of social rights, welfare services
are actually ‘owed’ to citizens (Parker 1975). In this configuration, however,
the right of citizenship does not reveal its ‘relational content’ on what ac-
count should one be entitled to or demand something? Just on the account
of an ascribed status? But, in a complex society, there is not such thing as an
ascribed status. In this kind of society, even the citizen’s status must be recon-
sidered based on relational criteria. The same applies for duties. As a rule, a
citizenship-related duty is regarded as the obligation to provide whatever the
political community, through its legitimate institutions, may ask of citizens for
the good of the whole community. But who are these institutions but the very
same citizens who are responsible for running them?

In short, the aggregate of citizenship contains a pattern of mutual obliga-
tions among all those who, as citizens, bind (tie) one another through the polit-
ical institutions. Reconsidering the contents of citizenship is then tantamount
to reconsidering this relational pattern of mutual obligations.

The decline of citizenship can be given many different interpretations; ba-
sically, however, it has to do with the lack of an adequate balance, in terms of
mutual exchange and meaningful functioning between the rights and duties
of either party (citizens and institutions), since here too the theorem of double
contingency will hold.

In other words, when asking for being entitled to rights, citizens must be
aware of the duties that go with it. And public institutions, on their part, must
clarify the gains and social costs of this trade-off — as Janowitz (1980) had
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warned quite a long time ago. Citizenship can be thought of as a balanced
relation between citizens and institutions: a dynamically balances, interactive
(mutual), straighforward (frank) relationship that can be controlled within the
scope considered. Many have emphasized that these features are becoming
more and more elusive and unlikely.

Whether one sets (and envisions) this sort of relationship in an ancient polis,
in the medieval city-state, in a city of the 19" century or in today’s cities, the
scenario will change completely. And one may wonder how this balance can
be accomplished in a complex and globalized society. The answer that I pro-
pose is: societal citizenship. Let me explain what this configuration can mean.

In the lib/lab approach the question of the connections between rights and
duties is not even raised, as this ideological strand does not think in terms of
relations. A simplified approach was taken: private rights, on the one hand,
and public duties on the other (according to a revised version of the well-
known Mandeville’s paradigm). In summary, concerning the question of the
balance between the rights and the duties associated with citizenship, the lib/
lab orientation claims that regulations are needed, which must be as consist-
ent and centralized as possible, depending on the highest possible number of
individual options®.

Everybody would then be entitled to take advantage of whatever is avail-
able, on the same footing as everybody else, so that similar needs would be
fulfilled similarly, with no social, economic, political or racial groups being
discriminated against.

Political decisions and public services must necessarily be centralized, i.e.
in line with the philosophy and social practice of redistribution (meaning that
resources are collected by a central unit, that re-allocate them to the periph-
ery) according to political criteria.

This approach is tainted by severe limitations, because it is based on a
(purely political) a priori definition of citizenship. It takes no notice of the
existing differences in social arrangements and of the various circumstances
and different relational contexts in and through which citizenship must be
actually implemented.

Lawrence Mead’s (1986) criticism can therefore be readily understood. He
pointed out two main flaws in this approach. First of all, it takes it for granted
that a big or large government must necessarily be better than a small one,

* To quote Julia Parker (1975: 145), appealing to the principles of citizenship to demand ser-
vices or resources amounts to suggesting that individual standards of living must be defended
through political decisions ensuring previously agreed levels of health or social services, educa-
tion, income and so on, with complete disregard of the individual bargaining power.
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which, in his opinion, is not the case. The second, and even more important,
fault concerns the nature of the government: there are social policies that pro-
mote civilization and independence and others which, on the contrary, pro-
mote the lack of civilization and dependence. Now, Mead claims, the post-war
welfare state plans, especially in North America, failed, not on account of their
extent, but of their permissive style: they asked for nothing in return for the aid
they granted (and still grant) to the individuals and the social groups concerned.

His charge is that a lib/lab policy pursues the goal of creating a society
made up of average men, in which — as he contends — «no opposition exists
between freedom and equality». Equality simply means freedom to be at the
mercy of the charitable assistance provided by public institutions, which is
contrary to the real meaning of «equal citizenship». In his opinion equality
also involves common duties, in addition to rights.

Mead places particular emphasis on the educational role citizenship plays,
and should play, as an assemblage of individual rights, but also of common
duties that lib/lab policies tend to do away with. He suggests that the style
of citizenship should be altered (i.e. made less permissive) through authorita-
tive social policies setting minimum behaviour requirements to be entitled
to rights. In other words, citizens should be asked to commit themselves to a
reasonable social integration (or re-integration). This all means that, while by
virtue of the principle of citizenship the state pledges to offer the needy all the
necessary help, citizens should be urged by the same welfare-oriented legisla-
tion, regardless of whether a large or small government is in office, to give the
community whatever is in their power to offer, and, in particular, their com-
mittment to look for a job, to be adequately educated to be able to find one
and not to trespass the law.

The empirical documentation provided by Mead leads us to conclude that
the lib/lab concept of citizenship triggers a self-defeating way of thinking,
which fails to offer any citizenship, in that it fails to recognise that rights and
duties are forms of social relation, on the part of both citizens and institutions.
A sustainable theory of citizenship must be able to produce and preserve a
mutual balance between these relations.

Taking a step forward requires that at least three focal issues are dealt
with, which instead were largely neglected by the lib/lab thinkers.

(@) Citizenship is undoubtedly the expression of a social contract, which,
however, rests on non-contractual premises. In summary, citizenship consists
of some elements, that are the products of interests, strategies and plays of
power, and of others that represent non-negotiable objects. Lib/lab think-
ers do appreciate this by word of mouth, but fail to get to the bottom of the
problem, for this would imply a discussion on the rights of human beings and
social groups, which fall outside their analysis and evaluation patterns.
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(b) Citizenship for them is and will always be a question (assignment) re-
sulting from the mutual exchange and interplay between the state and the
market. As a consequence, what, in a society, is alien to the state-market inter-
relation is underestimated, or altogether disparaged. They regard social and
cultural pluralism not as a basis and expression of citizenship, but rather as a
mixed blessing, as a sort of constant threat to citizenship, and go so far as to
consider, all in all, the third sector and the social private sector as something
residual, as pure voluntarism, that in principle detracts from citizenship al-
though it can be useful to solve many social issues (poverty, social emargina-
tion, etc.).

(c) The lib/lab idea of citizenship is and remains one of ‘donation’ of rights
— agreed, deserved or gained as this may be. This requires that someone,
whether a national state or a community of member states, is responsible for
doling out (granting) these rights. However, in the late modern society the
state is no longer the pillar and/or summit of citizenship. Today rights largely
arise from outside the established state organization and the entitlements it
grants under the positive law, and are instead associated with human beings
and the social groups these form part of. This is now once again the core of
the citizenship issue, as it used to be in the early modern times.

A novel approach to citizenship does require that these issues, absolutely post-
Marshall, be addressed: citizenship becomes a new modality in which fomime
et citoyen can relate to each other, thus a new scenario arises. Either citizenship
pays attention to human beings’ living conditions or is lost.

The question of citizenship beyond modernity so requires much more than
a sheer implementation of the ‘89 principles. Modern citizenship can legiti-
mately be viewed as a perfectible concept or an unfulfilled utopia. After-mod-
ern citizenship, however, must necessarily be something else: the question of
how to deal with the living conditions of human beings as such, in situations
of extreme diversity. It thus becomes a question of recognizing and handling
dissimilarities and, as such, it undermines the very cultural foundations of de-
mocracy and rights. In summary, it is not only a matter of the different ways
and means for implementing citizenship according to a historical continuity
that is believed to be the only possible one.

In a complex society only through processes of adequate differentiation
and spreading of citizenship-associated relations can problems be overcome.
It is in this context that the theory of societal citizenship comes into play to
provide answers (Donati 2000). This revises Tocqueville’s paradigm of liberal
democracy, in that it introduces the concept of a (social) democracy deeply
concerned with primary and secondary relations, which envisages and indeed
promotes an associative, most competent and self-managed citizenship, in the
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framework of a welfare state that ensures a smooth operation of the citizen’s
rights and duties through a relational management, which takes care of and
coordinates social policies in a reflexive, non-monopolistic and non-residual
manner (Donati 2015).

The social morphogenesis of citizenship

My main argument is that what we are used to call ‘classic’ modern citizen-
ship has been distinctive of an industrial society. It has survived well beyond
the latter. It is in the so-called globalized societies that the complex of citizen-
ship must face radical changes. In this new historical-social context, in order
to understand the content, forms and procedures of citizenship, we need a
new conceptual framework. I will refer to the «morphostatic/morphogenetic
approach» (M/M) launched by Archer (1995) and developed by a team of
scholars together with her (Archer 2013, 2014 and 2016).

The general scheme of the M/M paradigm is presented in figure 1. If we
observe a certain social relation (as citizenship can be) existing at a given
moment, time T'l, and in a given empirical context, we can see that it is con-
ditioned by a certain social structure (the term ‘structure’ is meant to include
the various cultural, normative, political and economic dimensions of society).
The social relation ‘citizenship’ is embedded into the social structure of that
particular context. Like all social relations it is agency-dependent. 'Therefore, we
can observe it in the way it is acted by actors (primary and corporate agents)
over time, i.e. in the phase between time T2 and time T3. In this phase, the
actors actualize the relation of citizenship by making choices and interact-
ing among them, within the given opportunities and constraints. After this
phase, at time T4, an elaborated structure emerges, that depends on how the
previous networks of relations have been configured. These networks ould
reproduce the same starting form of citizenship, which means morphostasis,
or they can generate a new one, morphogenesis.

If we apply this general scheme to the specific case of the lib/lab citizen-
ship as the starting, conditioning structure (figure 2), since I assume that the
lib/1ab is the overall configuration of advanced societies, we can observe what
follows.

At time T1, citizenship is configured according to a lib/lab structure.
When the individual and collective actors have to actualize it (phase T2-1'3),
they have various options. They can accept or reject the definition of the situ-
ation, they can redefine their own demands for rights, they can elaborate new
ways of pursuing what they think are their rights and combine them in dif-
ferent modes. Our age has been called «the age of rights», meaning that new
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Figure 1 — The morphostatic/morphogenetic process

T1 -- The conditioning social structure ipinging upon
a social relation B (for example: R = citizenslup relation) --

T2 --The interactive network of agents/actors who deal with
a vanety of pew chances & opportnunes, make thew
chowces and modife the relation R by clangimg 1ts
compoenents (example; redefinition of citizenship as a
network relationaliny) - T3

N

T4 -- Elaborated structure (emergent)

(exammple: a pew cizenslup relation m a changed
social network) --

(after T4 a new morphostatic/genetic cyvele begins)
Tune

generations of rights are created again and again (Bobbio 1990). In my previ-
ous works, I have defined the complex of citizenship as a set of four types: civil
rights (individual freedoms referred to the institutions of the public sphere as a
market), political rights (referred to the electoral rights of political democracy),
social rights (related to welfare and wellbeing), and human rights (referred to
human relations) (Donati 2000). These rights of citizenship (and the related
obligations) have a different dynamics in the different spheres of society. If
we understand them in analytical terms, they can be defined and practiced
in multiple ways not only in the political system, but also in the other spheres
of society, 1.e. in the economy, the educational system, families, voluntary as-
sociations, etc. Empirically, then, in each sphere of society, citizenship can be
configured as a complex of rights and duties — usually written, at a very ab-
stract level, on a Charter — that specifies the fundamental values, the situated
goals, the means and instruments to purse them, and the rules or norms for
the organization and functioning of the procedures of implementation. The
point is that all these components of citizenship de facto change over time, by
interacting with each other.

In some cases, what changes first are fundamental values, because of a
new interplay at the border between the previous values and the latent func-
tion of the cultural system (Donati 2011). Ever new human rights emerge,
which ask for inclusion into the complex of citizenship. For instance, take the
legal rights to change one’s own gender identity, with or without changing
one’s body connotations, which is now recognized in European countries. As
a consequence, all the other dimensions of the citizenship complex come to be
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redefined. In this example, what changes is the complex of rights concerning
the couple and family relationships. In other cases, what changes first is the
availability of new technologies, which create a new citizenship right, what is
now called digital citizenship: i.e. the equal access to internet as a fundamen-
tal right for all citizens.

To put it bluntly, there are three main paths through which the morphos-
tatic/morphogenetic processes can proceed (central part of figure 2):

(a) the actors are confined to reproduce the existing complex of citizenship
as it 1s fixed in the lib/lab conditioning structure (bound morphogenesis); this
does not mean that there is no change at all, but, instead, that changes occur
within the lib/lab structure (by changing the balance between freedom and
equality, i.e. between market provisions and state entitlements);

(b) the actors disengage from the constraintes and limitations of the con-
ditioning structure, look for other opportunities, and create networks of in-
teractions — including forms of partnership — in which they elaborate a new
complex of citizenship that does not have any pre-ordered arrangement, by
being accidental, odd, or even chaotic (morphogenesis unbound);

(c) the actors create networks of relations that operate through some short
of relational steering: in this case, I talk of «relational morphogenesis» in so
far as the generation of new forms of citinzenship is pursued by giving priority
to the relational rights of citizenship; by «relational rights» I mean the rights
inherent in the human relations, not in the individuals as such; it is in this
case that the new rights of citizenship elaborated by and for collective subjects
emerge; these rights are concerned with the production of common goods as
relational goods (Donati and Archer 2015: 198-228).

Along these three paths, the lib/lab citizenship can be confirmed or un-
dergo constant changes. It will be too long to examine all these possibilities.
What I want to emphasize is that, in the phase T2-T'3, fewer and fewer actors
manage to combine freedom and equality as the lib/lab conditioning struc-
ture would like to. Therefore, alternative forms of elaboration and regulation
of citizenship rights spring up. And this happens at all territorial levels of
society, from neighborhoods to the cities, to the regions and state, right up to
the supranational organizations and transnational networks. One speaks, for
example, of civic citizenship in the social streets, corporate citizenship, hy-
brid forms of public-private governments, multinational forms of citizenship
through transfers between governments, and other forms of regulations of
rights and duties pertaining to what we are used to call citizenship (Teubner
1993).

The structure that emerges at time T4 is the product of these different
paths of stability or change. The relation of citizenship can become config-
ured in different modes:
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(a) in the case of morphostasis, the interactions of phase T2-T'3 regenerate
the initial social structure of the lib/lab citizenship, which does not mean that
there are no changes at all, change can occur within the double bind of the
lib/lab structure;

(b) the interactions of phase T2-T'3 produce social structures with anomic
citizenship (fragmented citizenship without generalized standards), e.g. in sit-
uations of anarcho-capitalism;

(c) the interactions of phase T2-1'3 produce social structures endowed with
a relational citizenship, i.e. social norms centered on the nexus between free-
dom and responsibility and aimed at promoting the sociability of social net-
works by sustaining the qualities and specific causal properties of their specific
relations.

As Hulgard (2015) has rightly observed, what is at stake is a new perspective
on the relations between civil society and the state. The new citizenship must
rely upon relational goods, co-production and societarian networks, within a
societal configuration in which the state can and must play a role of support to
a vibrant civil society. In a way, the model presented here for the study of how
citizenship is changing in advanced societies refers to those social innovations
which have been labelled «associational democracy» (Hirst 1994), «welfare
community» (Rodger 2000), and in similar other ways. They can be conceptu-
alized by referring to a general theory of a «relational society» (Donati 2011).

In respect to Zincone’s theory (1992), I wish to underline the need to go be-
yond the conventionl dichotomy between forms of citizenship that are uni-
versalistic or particularistic. In her analyses, universal forms of citizenship
are statist by definition, while particularistic forms of citizenship are called
‘societal’ in so far as they are described as an essential tool to withhold or
grant peculiar and private previleges’. It is for this reason that, above and
beyond the historical investigation, her approach remains lib/lab in charac-
ter. She suggests that democracy can continuously improve if and insofar as it
manages to expand in number and magnitude the existing rights of a statist
citizenship and accord them to increasingly wider groups of social drop-outs.
But, from the viewpoint of relational sociology, there are many other possibili-
ties, other chances and ways out of the morphogenetic processes.

When confronted with the limits and aporias of the normative lib/lab phi-
losophy, it becomes imperative to understand which empirical types of citi-

> «In its extreme form the societal system is one in which the most powerful social groups (eth-
nic and religious majorities, the pick of the manual workers, businessmen etc.) control and take

advantage of the state to preserve and add to their privileges» (Zincone 1992: 82).



58 SOCIETAMUTAMENTOPOLITICA

Figure 2 — The different paths of the social morphogenests of citizenship from a relational perspec-
live (as it emerges in lale modernity) (in a cycle T1-T4)
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zenship can emerge in the different contexts. Figure 3 depicts four possible
types, depending on how, in the intermediary phase T2-T'3 of the morpho-
genetic process, the primary and corporate actors will interact and configure
the complex of citizensip.

The typology is built upon two distinctions: the types of actor’s stances
(demands for new rights) and the degree of autonomy of those who are entitled
to the rights and duties of citizenship as a social relation linking the members of a
political communty.

If we conceive of modern citizenship as a progressive sequence of enti-
tlements that embodies the concept and the practical implementation of the
transition from authoritarian systems to democracy (or indeed democracies),
even though this transition is neither taken for granted nor irreversible, the
final outcome of the morphogenetic process, in the long run, can be foreseen
in terms of six ideal types.
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Figure 3 — A4 typology of the possible outcomes in the forms of citizenship, as a result of the mor-
phogenetic processes affecting it as a social relation

Autonomy of those entitled to rights

Weak Strong
(governmental models) (societal models)
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regulated by the political
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If we read figure 3, by column, we find three kinds of citizenship which can
be labelled ‘governmental models’ since the rights are recognized and regu-
lated by the state or political system, and the ‘societal models’, where, on the
opposite, the rights recognized and regulated by corporations, civil associa-
tions or civil constitutions. The latter have been described by Teubner (2012).

If we read figure 3, by row, we find the specificities of these forms accord-
ing to the way in which the kind of actors’ demands for new rights and the
degree of autonomy of those entitled to rights can be combined:

(a) particularistic demands for new rights, when associated with a weak
autonomy, configure a fragmentate state citizenship, while, when associated
with a strong autonomy, configure a corporative societal citizenship;

(b) generalized demands for new rights, when associated with a weak au-
tonomy, configure a centralized state citizenship, while, when associated with
a strong autonomy, configure a kind of citizenship stemming from what has
been called ‘societal constitutionalism’;

(c) relational or societarian demands for new rights, when associated with a
weak autonomy, configure civic forms of citizenship regulated by the political
system, while, when associated with a strong autonomy, configure societar-
ian or associational forms of citizenship in a ‘plural’ and ‘relational’ political
system promoting social autonomies.

In order to better understand the very many implications inherent in this
conceptualization of citizenship, I wish to emphasize one of them which
is fundamental to me. This is the fact that the old distinction right/left in
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the political system has lost its significance (Giddens 1994), although not its
function as it has been pointed out by Luhmann (1981 and 2002). In terms
of substantial or ‘deep’ citizenship (Clarke 1996), the right/left binary code
is replaced by the distinction between human and non-human.There are
many reasons why a complex, globalized society cannot develop its multiple
forms of citizenship being based upon the political right/left distinction as
the guiding distinction for the citizenship complex of rights and duties. A
fundamental one is that such a distinction is based upon the idea that human
relations can be dealt with in terms of positive or negative feedbacks, while
only relational feedbacks can be adequate to such a social relation as citi-
zenship (Donati 2013). The binary distinction human/non-human must and
can be managed in a relational way which is not available to the right/left
distinction. What distinguishes after-modern societies is indeed the fact that
they focus on the distinction between the human and non-human character
of whatever they refer to as a citizenship right or duty, using the distinction
between right and left only as a procedure. Old distinctions are unable to
deal with the new scenario.

As a matter of fact, what I call after-modern citizenship is characterized by
a growing and unavoidable differentiation and autonomous emancipation of
the «different areas of existence» (Crespi 1994) or various «social sub-systems»
(Luhamnn 1990). As every «area of living» (family, religion, education, busi-
ness, science, etc.) or sub-system becomes a separate (self-sustained) province
in terms of meanings and interactions, it can come into conflict with others.
Which is (and indeed must be) exactly the case, if a differentiation and eman-
cipation of each relational subject, individual or collective, is to be obtained
or, at least, endorsed (Donati and Archer 2015).

If the decline in religious and rational values and ideologies (which is actu-
ally a synergistic and interactive process with that of social differentiation) is
added to the picture, it becomes apparent why and how typical modern citi-
zenship must necessarily suffer a setback: because the gap between people’s
everyday lifes and political institutions is bound to grow wider. And there is no
way to reconcile the two worlds, under the umbrella of citizenship, to a uni-
versalistic whole, since, according to Crespi (1994), the focus is being shifted
from the conventional requests for greater equality, freedom from exploitation
and fairer allocation of resources to the recognition of one’s rights to diversity,
in natural and social conditions that allow one to fulfill his or her life’s desires
and expectations.

The national social system’s solidarity falls apart and is replaced by local,
ethnic and confined forms of solidarity, that are regarded by lib/lab scholars
as particularistic and separate identities. This poses the question of how to
reconcile these fragmented units into social aggregates which, while shielding
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the autonomies that ensure the maintenance of pluralism, can refound basic
social solidarity upon universalistic (though not universally agreed) values.

Where can then a solution be found? Crespi believes that particularism
can be overcome by giving new and greater consideration to human living
conditions as such, while acknowledging the fact that we have a poor under-
standing of them. On the one hand, individual differences cannot be defined,
unless labels are used (male/female, black/white, north/south, ethero/homo-
sexual, etc.); on the other, however, we are aware that we all share the condi-
tion of living, even though we have little knowledge of what it is all about.

According to Crespi, each of us could form one’s own identity, not just
because one fits in with particularistic labels, but due to the fact that one can
develop one’s own «inborn power», i.e. the ability to deal with the contradic-
tions resulting from the coexistence of individual and collective needs, of the
need for reassurance and stability and for innovations that enable one to keep
pace with the changing historical conditions.

The phrase «inborn power» used by Crespi generally refers to individual
autonomy without more specifically defining their characteristics than as «an
active socially responsible force». The suggested interpretation is appealing.
However one wonders who can ensure this social responsibility. Crespi admits
that such a political culture not only does not exist today and cannot be envis-
aged for the future, but it should comprise new forms of (symbolic) mediation,
which, however, as with all forms of symbolic mediation, may distort and lead
it astray (Crespi 1989).

Crespi rejects the solution whereby (any) normative model should have pri-
ority over one’s objective life experiences. He labels it as being characteristic
of a «right-wing trend», which considers life’s experiences a dangerous source
of indefiniteness, gives absolute priority to the question of order and makes
a case for the instrumental reason typical of the technological system. Con-
versely, belonging to the left wing means, in his view, «to face the complex
reality resulting from the transformations in progress without any prejudices»
as well as to enquire into the relation between ethnics and politics through its
practical ability to handle, in a more balanced way, the relationship between
the forms of normative management ensuring social stability and the indeter-
minacies of the actual, individual and collective experiences.

In short, the post-modern discussion about citizenship is at the crossroads.
Either Luhmann’s solution is embraced and the humanistic components of
citizenship are neglected, thus giving up any idea of emancipation/liberation
and regarding citizenship as a sheer element of functional inclusion, a sub-
system for a sub-system, depending on the circumstances. Or it only remains
to be hoped that new forms of symbolic mediation of human experience may
develop, which can reconcile a due regard for individual differences and the
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recognition of common conditions as human beings. The latter argument is
certainly more appealing. However, a critical insight into it does not leave
much room for hope as the forms of mediation it calls for will always be re-
ductive and rest on no other grounds than their own intrinsic contradiction.
How can the promise of a better citizenship be fulfilled using all the necessary
means, however expedient? The answer lies on our existential conscience.

Unlike lib/lab thinkers, who are confined within the bounds of modernity,
where citizenship is nothing else but reconciling politics with a normative phi-
losophy that tries to ensure more freedom and equality at the same time, post-
modern theorists are confronted with an altogether different problem. Since
they endorse the idea that citizenship should be decontrolled, it follows that all
its contents, including freedom and equality, become not only differentiated,
independent and discrete, but also something of a problem. In fact, keeping
them together is virtually impossible, even less so in a top-down modality.

Society is supposed to recognise human rights, but there are no founda-
tions or sociological conditions for it to do so. Modern citizenship means equal
rights, for individuals and social groups, to diversity and individuality. It is the
political system that is responsible for granting these rights. This is how Mar-
shall is re-interpreted, also by the neo-Fabians, who believed that, according
to his idea of politics, the state should develop and defend citizenship, as a
number of conditions whereby citizens are allowed to do and to be what they
like, provided that all other citizens may enjoy the same rights and powers.

Whatever course one may choose to take — either a troubled existentialism
or a new blossom of civil associationism — the old normative bases of citizen-
ship are lost. I believe this is also the meaning of the argument, whereby a sort
of after-modern civism would be developing (Belohradsky 1989).

Conclusions

Today a new approach, envisaging a citizenship beyond the age of the welfare
state, urges us to take a closer look at the question of how identities and soli-
darieties can be combined in a non regressive form. We must observe that the
context of political inclusion, as is provided for by public institutions, outlines
the visible aspects of citizenship, while leaving out the domain of individu-
als” concrete and relational experiences, i.e. the environment of their social
identification.

On the other hand, the growing difficulties in establishing citizenship
rights upon the premises of rational choice models seem to suggest that indi-
viduality is a social fabric that is historically modelled by cultures and values.
A more in-depth anthropological examination is needed, which does not hide
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human beings’ own relations (about their affective life, gender and generation)
within a formal framework of expectations (the conditioning structure of fig-
ure 2), but on the contrary raises them to the awareness of self-definition and
uses them as the basis for their determination processes. It is the human per-
son who weighs and assesses the concurrent diversities of interests, duties and
opportunities in the light of one’s responsibilities and committments to other
people. Such an anthropological outlook invites us to distinguish between the
rights which stem from the individual self as the sole criterion of choice and
action (with self-defeating outcomes) and rights which write down a common
institutional ground, as rules and resources meant to express a self-normative
and relational subjectivity.

Some scholars come to refer to a new «democracy of sympathetic citizens»,
capable of embodying, within themselves and in their institutions, the intri-
cate interplay of relations that make up one’s subjectivity (Rei 1994).

In conclusion, if a new citizenship is possible, this cannot come either be-
fore or after the condition of sympathetic citizens, but it can only come along
with it. In other terms, it cannot have characteristics and meanings that dif-
fer from the means of confidence, exchange and government prevailing in a
society and shaping social relations. One should then switch from the concept
of a citizens’ state to one of citizens’ society.

What means to be a human being and what means to be a person in a social
networks: these are the key issues of the after- (or trans-) modern citizenship.

Whereas modern citizenship — until Parsons (1971) — means that everybody
can have access to equal roles (although with different outcomes) and post-mod-
ern citizenship — until Luhmann (2002) — means that everybody can have ac-
cess to equal means of communication, it appears that the new post-functional
societal citizenship takes place in an interactive and relational framework.

If one thinks this way, one can readily understand how much the result-
ing concept of the societal model presented here differs from the old liberal,
socialist and lib/lab conceptions. Now it no longer amounts to enhancing the
private-particular side of life nor to fight for a more collective and public-uni-
versalistic configuration of society, but it is rather to be seen as the approach
and practice whereby citizenship, in all its various (ethic, social, political and
civil) components is allowed to break free from the intermingling of particular
and universal, individual and collective, private and public connotations, as
opposed to each other in relational terms.

Societal citizenship lays emphasis on the sociability and relational char-
acters of the rights that concern it, since it consists of a number of primary
and secondary rights and duties governing the individuals’ mutual relations.
It highlights both the relational character of individual rights and duties and
the rights and duties pertaining to the civil and civic forms of association. In
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addition, it addresses the issue of citizenship not as a normative event, occur-
ring ‘from above’, but rather as an actual experience — which, of course, does
include a normative component, this being, however, the result of a bottom-
up approach, i.e. originating in the subjects’ wills — of belonging to a number
of relations governing individuals, families and broader social groups as the
subjects of citizenship in particular times and places®.

Although a corporative societal citizenship is a (morally negative) possibil-
ity, given the present trends of social morphogenesis in late modernity, what
I think we have to look at are those societal forms of citizenship does not ig-
nore or try and conceal the fact that, in those times and places, being citizens
means to recognize and handle social inequalities and cultural differences in
an organized fashion, based on a management of one’s standing and pursuing
the goals of solidarity and universalistic living together between the various
members of the political community they want to live in, defined as the re-
lational good of people practicing mutual trust, cooperation and reciprocity.
There are many empirical evidences that, sociologically speaking, a new so-
cietal semantics is emerging, where citizenship appears as the whole of rights
and duties of individuals and social groups, arranging civic life into a number
of universalistic autonomies capable of reconciling collective goals and self-
management practices solidarity and identity issues. This is the challenge that
our more and more complex and globalized society has to meet. The name of
the game is societal citizenship, one that promotes the citizenship of civil and
social autonomies, including not only regional and local ones, but also emerg-
ing societarian networks and transnational communities.
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A Reflection on Material Citizenship

Lorenzo Grifone Baglion

The concept of citizenship is central to European history and has great resonance. It does however bear
the weight an ‘original sin’, its dertvation from the idea of the nation: a relationship worth reviewing
in the light of the dynamucs of present-day society. Furthermore, the polysemic nature of citizenship can
diffuse its meaning and reduce effective analysis. With this in mind, the present paper, after having
explored the origins of citizenship and reviewed its development, proposes a definition in material terms.
The question of status, pre-eminent in the juridical approach, is of lesser importance in the present so-
ctological interpretation of citizenship, concentrating as it does on individual practices. Rights allow the
individual access to certain social resources (which ones?) but capitals determines the quantity of social
resources the person may draw on (how many?). Together, rights and capitals shape the capabilities that
each person converts into_functionings in daily life — that is into the practices of citizenship, but only in
those cases when the individual’s behaviour s compatible with the norms of the communaty.

The ‘original sin’ of citizenship

Despite its importance, citizenship — the great democratic reward of post-war
Europe and an additional value in today’s European Union — is the institu-
tion that seems most under threat in relation to the ongoing social processes
(Shachar 2009, Joppke 2010). The last century’s leading instrument of social
inclusion is being weakened by the difficulties encountered in updating it suf-
ficiently for it to play a socially positive role in the present day. We focus on the
context of the European Union, and in particular on questions of economics
and identity. The welfare institutions that have made possible the effective
inclusion of the citizen, rooted as they are in the different national societies
(Esping-Andersen 1996), suffer from the centralisation of monetary and fiscal
policy (Crouch 2000), from the rigid control of budgets (Seymour 2014), and
from the restrictions imposed by the crisis affecting the entire planet (Krug-
man 2008). This means that, despite the formal recognition of rights, the ser-
vices necessary to the individual are being curtailed. The progressive hybridi-
sation of society raises questions of identity recognition and the formalising
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of new rights (or at any rate of ad hoc services), 1.e. it requires solutions for the
coexistence of different ethnic and cultural groups according to the principles
of equal dignity (Kymlicka 1995, Wieviorka 2001, Goldberg 2009) — and this
means not only economic migrants and refugees, but all those whose life styles
are innovative or different from those adopted by the majority. Related to
this 1s the question of perceived insecurity, propagated by proximity between
different groups and charged with the ambiguity of the meeting/conflict be-
tween cultures (Chebel d’Appollonia 2012). Inevitably, those who find them-
selves at the interface between these dynamics and citizenship, in its present
form, sometimes seem incapable of summoning sufficient resources.

It is however necessary to take a step backwards in order to understand the
origin of the tensions that today surround the notion of citizenship, tensions
that would seem to derive from the fact that citizenship is the key to relations
between the individual and the state. It is well known that modern citizenship
developed and consolidated itself in parallel with the growth and structur-
ing of the nation-state (Bendix 1996, Bosniak 2001). More precisely, the free
exercise of civic rights is dependent on belonging to a nation. In other words,
the citizen is such because he or she is a member of a national group that by
means of its own institutions defines and concedes to the single member a
particular status that is both individual and universal: individual because it
is proper to the subject per se and not as a member of particular social subsets
(such as class, family, gender, generation or profession), universal because it
is the same for everybody. In reality, such status is individual only because
the subject belongs to a well determined social system, the national one, and
moreover it 13 universal only to a limited extent, because it is shared only by
those who are members of the same nation.

The modern aspect of citizenship consists in the fact that the individual, no
longer a subject, is granted a membership — the most elevated in the national
perspective — which involves certain specific rights and duties. The ending
of subjecthood — that is to say dependence on somebody or something that
imposes his or its will on others by virtue of a higher position — coincides with
the beginning of belonging to a community of formally equal members. From
this it follows that the enjoyment of certain rights is possible only within the
framework of a specific community: the bond of subjecthood is thus trans-
formed into a new kind of social bonding, which is of an ethnic or republican
type. So, if it is the state that formally grants the title of citizen, it is from the
nation that such a status in practice descends. This is not all: it is postulated
that such belonging helps to a considerable extent to define what the subject is
as a zoon politikon, for whom the community network becomes an essential part
of individual subjectivity (Mulhall and Swift 1996). From this it follows that
the rights and duties that pertain to this status, which are generally regarded
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as universal, are in fact linked to a certain community, so that other cultures
and nations can legitimately retain valid completely different values. It is for
this reason that national institutions consider the citizen a ‘special’ subject and
one intrinsically different from any other.

The enjoyment of determined rights is thus placed in relation to belonging
to the national community and it is by virtue of this distinguishing feature
that the institutions differentiate between the condition of ‘citizen’ and that of
‘man’; i.e. a subject who not being a citizen — in most cases, apart from those of
statelessness, he will be a citizen of some other nation-state — can clearly be in-
dicated (stigmatised) as a foreigner. To consider the formal aspect of this ques-
tion, the citizen possesses the guarantees of citizenship (civil, political, social
and industrial rights, and potentially cultural and cognitive ones too), whereas
the foreigner has a more restricted and less easily enjoyable range of rights, the
so-called human or personal rights. At a time when emphasis is increasingly
placed on the importance of these latter — of protection for individual auton-
omy and realisation, of the dignity of the subject per se and irrespective of his
memberships, habits or beliefs — and on the need to perfect them and integrate
them with the entire range of available guarantees, the positive relation be-
tween citizenship and inclusivity is being weakened by the fetish of nationality.

The rigid codifying of this diversity, examined through the lens of cosmo-
politan democracy and in the light of the process of globalisation, consider-
ably reduces the inclusive character of citizenship and reveals the increasing
limitations of its theoretical and substantial reference within the nation-state
(Held 1999). It follows that, in the complex multi-ethnic context of contem-
porary society, of new types of identity and of new modes of individual and
collective action, new requirements and new guarantees become the focus of
the individuals and groups who are operating in a society that is beginning to
acquire postnational forms and directions (Habermas 2001). If the status of
citizen is seen principally as a collective-individual guarantee that aims at a
tangential social equality and that postulates a tangential cultural uniformity,
a growing proportion of people will remain excluded because of the changes
in the dynamics and structures that today distinguish national (or rather, no
longer national) society.

Citizenship, linked as it is to a nation and its territory, no longer seems
suited to contemporary reality, or rather no longer seems to respond to the
varied requirements of the many and varied people who live in today’s society
(Butler and Spivak 2009). The formal border between the included and the
excluded that citizenship delineates has now become less tolerable and, from
being a synonym for commonality, has become a mechanism for discrimina-
tion. With the increase in mobility and the growing awareness of universalisa-
tion, reference to national character, especially in terms of quality of life and
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of democratisation of institutions, appears ever less adequate and ends up by
conferring on the citizen exclusivist privileges in relation to the non-citizen;
in other words, the idea of superiority enshrined in the old idea of nation — su-
periority over other nations and over rival social realities — comes up against
the restricted horizon that such a world-view necessarily involves. To a certain
extent, the nation is the ‘original sin’ of citizenship.

Moreover, today the tensions of citizenship do not derive only from the
denial of fundamental rights to foreigners, because the citizens themselves
experience a reduction in the quantity and quality of services as the result of
ever increasing government cuts, of the contraction of the welfare state and
of the spread of precariousness. The current weakness of citizenship would
therefore appear to depend on the overall change in the society that is its
parent, a problem solvable only by uncoupling the inclusive function from
the national dimension and from the prevailing support of the state structure.

The polysemy of citizenship

As we have just said, and despite the great symbolic value of citizenship, there
is a strong risk of a decrease in its concrete social value. This evident paradox
dwells non only in its ‘original sin’, but also in the ambiguous polysemy of citi-
zenship — it is often compared with nationality or civic-mindedness, while also
bordering with law and migration issues. It is therefore necessary to scrutinise
systematically its use in social theory. This leads to single out active, identitarian,
Jormal and material dimensions of citizenship.

Active citizenship emphasizes duties instead of rights, aiming for solidar-
ity rather than autonomy. Its pedagogic and prescriptive content underlines
the value of social and political participation, assuming individual action as
public oriented and reliable. It assumes a typified lifestyle: the ‘ideal citizen’ is
engaged in building public welfare and civic ethics, giving a deeper sense to
the meaning of formal and material citizenship. This dimension brings value
to the participatory meaning of citizenship.

Identitarian citizenship concerns the identification of the individual with
a particular community — that is, his/her own. It depends on affective and
emotional criteria — even though rational criteria are not excluded — thanks
to which, but not necessarily, it becomes possible to lay the foundations for the
legitimacy of formal citizenship and the deployment of material citizenship.
This involvement expresses loyalty to the community and trust in institutions.
It leads to the interiorization of citizenship as a common legacy and preludes
to the integration of the individual in the place she/he lives in. This dimen-
sion idealizes the communitarian quality of citizenship.
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Formal citizenship is gained through membership to a state, by birth on
the national territory (tus solt) or by parents’ nationality (tus sanguinis), but also
by domicile (tus domicilii) or by marriage or adoption (ius communicatio). From
this membership stem rights and duties for individuals, distinguishing citizens
from foreigners as a consequence of a bureaucratic concession. This member-
ship, and the related status, turns out to be the same for any citizen. It is uni-
versal and homogeneous, but does not tell us anything about social differences
between citizens, neither about the active or the identitarian dimensions. Ob-
viously, this is a status which 1s qualitatively different from that of European
citizen, of non EU citizen or stateless individual. Further differences can be
outlined with regards to the status of legal alien or illegal alien. This dimen-
sion highlights the institutional meaning of citizenship.

Material citizenship is the point of arrival of a complex process of reduc-
tion of inequalities and social integration and informs us about the practical
enforceability of the citizen status. It is not the sum of citizens’ rights and du-
ties only, but the way in which they can use them. This dimension highlights
the effective individual capability — of a ‘real citizen’ and not of an ideal one,
or of a group of people who share the same social condition — to put into prac-
tice the citizenship status, for example in the areas of property, work, health,
education, participation, consumption or information. This allows exploring
the inclusion/exclusion dynamics related to the socioeconomic conditions of
individuals and the centrality/marginalization dynamics related to their po-
litical and cultural standing. This dimension embodies the sociological mean-
ing of citizenship. This way, it is possible to better define the active and the
identitarian dimensions.

This short overview shows the different meanings of citizenship and evi-
dences its multitasking functionality. Each one of these meanings points out
to the link existing between the individual and society, stressing that the citi-
zen and the State are the actors of the social and institutional contract that
grounds modern democracy. It is noted that if active and identitarian citi-
zenship highlights symbolic aspects, formal and material citizenship have a
stronger analytical import.

Not only, it is possible to note that active citizenship is substantially synony-
mous of participation, as well as identitarian citizenship is synonymous of be-
longing. On the contrary, formal citizenship and material citizenship have their
own distinct meaning which justifies an autonomous heuristic use. They describe
the status (formal citizenship) and the capacity (material citizenship) of an in-
dividual. For a better comprehension of the citizenship dynamics, it is worth
analyzing these dimensions in parallel, as if they were two sides of the same coin.

Furthermore, I am arguing that the material dimension is the real added
value of the sociological interpretation of citizenship (Baglioni 2009). It is an
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extremely flexible conceptual tool, which can be applied to any individual
separating the subject of action from his/her social status. The aim of mate-
rial citizenship is to show what someone can do starting from his/her own
resources (the capitals) and from those provided by national and local institu-
tions (the rights). In fact, there is no need to be formally a citizen in order to
benefit from some of the essential rights, to gain access to specific services, to
receive support from voluntary organizations or simply to live and to reside
in a city.

From rights to practices through capabilities and functionings

In this theoretical exploration of the sociology of citizenship, I think can be
useful to move from the seminal reflection of Thomas Humphrey Marshall.
«Citizenship is a status bestowed on all those who are full members of a com-
munity. All those who possess the status are equal with respect to the rights
and duties with which the status is endowed» (Marshall 1950: 28-29). In the
aftermath of Second World War, individual rights and social belonging are
evoked as the core of the citizenship definition. Marshall’s aim is clear and
meritorious — to reduce social inequalities and to strengthen societal integra-
tion — but nowadays his definition cannot be considered as completely satisfy-
ing. In fact, if we assume sociology as the science studying human societies,
focusing on power and social conditionings, it is necessary to point out the
effective consequences of individual use of rights.

More recently, Bryan Stanley Turner makes a step in this direction. «Citi-
zenship may be defined as that set of practices (juridical, political, economic
and cultural) which define a person as a competent member of society, and
which as a consequence shape the flow of resources to persons and social
groups» (Turner 1993: 2). Marshall’s reflection on collection of citizen’s rights
is so up-to-date. Putting rights into effect, individual action develop practices
that mark out personal life chances.

The person is the real focus of citizenship. Anthony Giddens gives a de-
scription of the individual as an actor whose behaviour is conscious, but not
necessarily intentional, is open to influence, but not determinable. Her action
emerges in everyday life from individual dispositions, from available resources
and from external conditions shaping a flow of actions: «a stream of actual or
contemplated causal interventions of corporeal beings in the ongoing process
of events-in-the-world» (Giddens 1979: 55). This flow of actions is based on
agency: the faculty of each individual to act freely. «Agency refers not to the
intentions people have in doing things but to their capability of doing those
things in the first place» (Giddens 1984: 9). Agency is a «transformative ca-
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pacity» (Giddens 1984: 15) that raises power through «the capacity to achieve
outcomes» (Giddens 1984: 257) and affects the level of individual welfare.

Whereas rights pertain to normative relations between persons and insti-
tutions, capabilities represent the behaviours attainable by each individual.
There is a finite range of possibilities for what a person is able to do or to be,
or prefers not to do or to be. This introduces, alongside the theme of satisty-
ing the wellbeing of the individual, that of the awareness of what the subject
means by individual wellbeing. A person who is not aware, a person who is
not sufficiently informed, cannot in fact adequately choose what is best for
himself or herself, cannot find the right path towards development. As Amar-
tya Sen writes, «development can be seen [...] as a process of expanding the
real freedoms that people enjoy» (Sen 1999: 3), and for this what is needed is
«a broader informational base, focusing particularly on people’s capability to
choose the lives they have reason to value» (Sen 1999: 63).

Within the range of behaviours effectively at one’s disposition, or within
one’s «capability», the person chooses the behaviour that he or she considers
most appropriate, translating it into «functioning», or into the concrete ac-
tion that helps to determine the level of individual wellbeing. The translation
into functioning of the rights available to the person, and more in general of
his or her own resources, constitutes the value added by the capability-based
approach. As Martha Nussbaum emphasises, this «give us a benchmark as
we think about what it is to secure a right to someone (Nussbaum 2000: 98),
provided always that «it is not strongly linked to one particular cultural and
historical tradition» (Nussbaum 2000: 99), so as to extend the meaning of such
an affirmation, and of citizenship itself, beyond restricted national boundaries.

The capability-based approach allows us to understand whether, how and
why a right is being exercised, shifting the question of citizenship from the
formal to the material plane. Reference is thus made to the quality of life and
to the interactions of persons who, on the basis of their economic, social and
cultural condition, and according to their individual inclinations, each have
different ideas of wellbeing, different available resources and different possi-
bilities of operating in concrete terms; that is to say, they each have different
ways of interpreting, of desiring and of being able to put into practice their be-
ing citizens, where this being citizens means being to the fullest extent persons
capable of realising themselves. In the context of a fully worked-out sociology
of citizenship, the rights-based approach and the capability-based approach
are not mutually exclusive, but on the contrary complement one another. In
other words, although rights allow access to resources, it is the capacity to use
these resources that concretely translates into functionings, thus developing
practices of citizenship, or rather developing behaviours compatible with the
life of the community within which the persons operate.
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Through the theoretical stages indicated above, that is to say from rights
to capabilities and functionality to practice, and focusing our attention on
individual action, we come to understand the relational significance enclosed
within the sociological definition of citizenship. If this is a tendentially egali-
tarian individual status that helps to give form to the actions of individuals
in society, it also induces us to perceive societies in their true nature, i.e. as
functional contexts composed of interdependent individuals (Elias 1978: 60-
65). This amounts to delineating the contours of two versions of individual
action, the institutional one (aimed at institutions) and the societal one (aimed
at other people), which can be separated only theoretically as they are closely
connected to one another. According to the intuitions of Norbert Elias, we
can imagine that this relation gives place to a very particular «figuration»,
embracing society in its entirety. This attains to the individual experience and
concerns power relations, with respect to the «differentials» in play and to the
actors involved.

From this perspective, citizenship represents in synthetic fashion the dy-
namics that animate everyday life and, in the complex relations that link State
and citizen, accompany personal, collective and institutional interaction.
More specifically, it is held that citizenship represents an extremely complex
type of figuration. In its entirety it gathers the essence of the relations in the
context of a determined society: as the status that informs the link between in-
dividuals, collectives and institutions, as the capacity that exposes the socially
relevant choices and actions. In the sociological understanding of citizenship,
in fact, attention is paid to a procedural element, strongly interactive and
constantly changing: the person is necessarily brought into relationship with
the surrounding social environment. We can therefore imagine citizenship, in
its double formal and material vzs, as the most typical figuration of modernity.

So citizenship constitutes a «resource of authority» that affects both the
organisation of the social body (in its formal aspect and as an emanation of
the State), and opportunities for life (in its material aspect and as a guarantee
for individual action), and it is for these reasons, as a vector of power and in
its double nature as structure and action, that it is directly linked to reproduc-
tion and change in society (Giddens 1984: 257-262). The distinction between
formal citizenship and material citizenship thus appears fundamental, be-
cause it enriches the significance of the concept in sociological terms. Mate-
rial citizenship is not limited — as is the case with its formal counterpart — to
taking note of the possession and extension of rights but, raising the question
of capabilities, it makes possible a deeper, more useful and more sociologically
oriented reflection on individual action in the social context.

The sociology of citizenship has therefore to deal with the modality and
the quality of the individual’s inclusion in the setting of a determined society,
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and consequently has the aim of revealing what a person can or intends to do
materially in the social context, on the basis of the faculties for action that he
is_formally granted by his own status. Citizenship is however something much
more complex than the sum of the actions and choices made by individu-
als and of the rights and services granted by the institutions: it corresponds
rather to the realisation of the person, and thus has a psychological aspect.
It is for this reason that everyone — and not only the collective movements or
the institutions of Marshall’s doctrine — possesses «an image of ideal citizen-
ship against which achievement can be measured and towards which aspi-
ration can be measured» (Marshall 1950: 29). Once the rights and services
belonging to formal citizenship have been assessed, material citizenship takes
concrete form in an analysis of the opportunities for life that takes account of
individual social conditions and reveals the choices and actions made possible
by personal capabilities.

Material citizenship explained

In the interpretation proper to the material approach to citizenship, the per-
son’s action develops in everyday life not only thanks to the rights (and duties)
recognised by the State (Dworkin 1977), but also in consideration of «capi-
tals» (earned or inherited) acquired over time (Bourdieu 1986). Rights repre-
sent normative relations between persons, groups and institutions providing
guarantees, prescribing behaviours and establishing services, giving rise to
a certain ‘standard of citizenship’, envisioning in ideal form a modern and
democratic society. Capitals represent the person’s baggage at the cultural,
economic and social level. It is also worth bearing in mind that while rights
are universal, i.e. they are the same for each citizen, capitals are existential,
varying in accordance with individual conditions. In extreme synthesis, while
rights grant access to well identified resources, capitals determine their scope:
‘which?” and ‘how many?’ respectively. The functional difference between
the two structural elements of material citizenship gives way to profiles of
citizenship that emerge as individually defined. Citizenship is however a prius,
whether with respect to the range of rights that connote it, or with respect to
the amount of capitals that support it, being capable of producing genuine
consequences. Sharing in citizenship, in all its different dimensions, is there-
fore a fundamental social experience.

Rights are an essential component of this experience, both in relation to
what is or was involved in the struggle to obtain them, and in relation to the
everyday nature of their enjoyment or the potentiality. Considered in its en-
tirety, the itinerary of citizenship includes ancient (the poleis), medieval (the
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free city-states), modern (the liberal revolutions) and contemporary society,
and thus is characterised by extremely diverse historic and social phases,
which have seen expansion and contraction of citizens’ guarantees and of the
numbers of people considered citizens, from the first medieval wra to post-na-
tional constitutionalism. Today’s list of rights comprises the now classic rights
of the civic, political, industrial and social types, but there are also new types,
such as scientific and cultural rights.

Civil rights constitute the nucleus of the so-called «negative liberties» (Ber-
lin 1969), which are central for citizenship, even though they really apply to
the person as such and not to the citizen. Civil rights appear as a spurious
summation of the rights of individual liberties (liberty and intangibility of
the person, freedom of thought, freedom of speech, etc.), of rights to private
autonomy (concluding contracts, recourse to law) and of rights to property
(legitimation of the right to own and acquire private property). On the con-
trary, the political rights are genuine citizenship rights, i.e. those rights that
classically define the border between the citizen and the person, allowing the
citizen — and only the citizen — to choose his or her representatives and to be
in turn elected (active and passive franchise).

Industrial rights translate civil rights into collective terms, giving place to
kinds of pressure and participation similar to those allowed by political rights,
and giving rise to forms of individual protection and support in the spirit of
social rights. Such rights apply to the trade unions and corporations and con-
cern the world of work in its entirety (right to work, right to strike, right to
collective bargaining and to the defence of sectorial interests, right to health
and education in the workplace, etc.). The social rights allow access to positive
public services in the welfare sector (subsidies, pensions, social services, health,
education), i.e. they are rights that envisage determined services for the person.
Because of their nature as «conditional opportunities» (Barbalet 1988), it is no
easy matter to formalise them as rights, just as it is complicated to define the
procedures directed at the requirements, and to satisty the demand. It is clear
however that these rights and services are the very heart of the Welfare State
(Marshall 1981). The social and industrial rights therefore allow the citizen to
live the societal dimension fully, conferring a more complete significance of a
‘social character’ on individual liberties (Oppenheim 1961).

New rights represent a possible response to the changing requirements
of contemporary society, individual and global, presenting themselves as a
possible way of updating citizenship. Cultural rights, formulated in varying
ways from country to country, protect the growing variety of traditions (uses,
customs, languages, religions, etc.) and life styles present in contemporary so-
ciety. They operate with ad hoc guarantees for the maintenance of individual
backgrounds, made up of personal experiences and of inherited factors, fun-
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damental for the full development of individual liberty (Banting and Kym-
licka 2006). Scientific rights, often still in the future, grant access to skills and
information so as to favour a way of life and an interpretation of society that
is responsible and aware. They aim to throw light on the complexities of pre-
sent-day expertise (political, bureaucratic, ecological, scientific, technological,
etc.), amplifying the possibilities for understanding and criticising the social
processes (Leach, Scoones and Wynne 2005).

Now let us consider capitals. Capitals are socially enabling resources that
help to define persons, allowing them determined kinds of action, of reflection
or of status, to a degree that varies according to what is available to the indi-
vidual. The availability of capitals corresponds to «the product of accumu-
lated labour in the objectified state which is held by a given agent, depends for
its real efficacy on the form of the distribution of the means of appropriating
the accumulated and objectively available resources» (Bourdieu 1986: 241). A
person can freely employ his or her own capitals, whether they have been ac-
quired through his or her own efforts, or have been inherited. By all accounts
the availability of capitals is subjective, non-uniform, scarce and desirable. For
this reason, it is the source of mobilisation, of competition, of remuneration
and of exchange, being capable of producing socially significant effects.

The social distribution of capitals is thus uneven, and in each social space
it shows its own characteristics. Different persons thus have a different store of
capitals to be used for economic, cultural, social and symbolic purposes. The
fields are specialised social spaces that function as markets, where the distri-
bution of resources is unequal and where the different individual positions are
socially recognisable on the basis of the quantity and typology of the capitals
that a person possesses. Consistently with the identification of these fields,
there are capitals of economic, cultural, social and symbolic type.

Economic capital is classically based on the personal ownership of eco-
nomic resources (moveable and immoveable goods) and is therefore easily
translated into monetary terms. Cultural capital is a cognitive resource that
qualifies a person’s cultural level (educational qualifications, linguistic abil-
ity, cultural interests, aesthetic preferences, acquired knowledge and skills).
Social capital comprises the relations that a person enters into or can mobilise
(friendships, contacts, influences, social favours and duties).

Last of all is symbolic capital, which we may imagine as a kind of summa-
tion of all the other capitals, manifesting itself in the person’s social recogni-
tion, which derives from the ascertained ability to accede to goods, skills and
relations, and which involves being inserted into a determined social position
that is distinctive and personal — but is nevertheless shared with other people
possessing similar capitals. It is therefore not exactly a capital in itself, but a
sort of surplus in the form of social credit (or debit), reinforcing the aggrega-
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tion of the capitals individually possessed and contributing towards the struc-
turing of society.

Thanks to the aggregation of rights and capitals, the person is able to dis-
pose his or her own capabilities, that is to say the range of behaviours that he
or she can command (Nussbaum and Sen 1993). For there is a finite number of
possibilities for what a person may do, be or have, and for what a person may
prefer not to do, not to be and not to have. Within this range, the person adopts
the behaviours that he or she considers most appropriate, translating them into
functionings, resulting from the aggregation of the rights and capitals effec-
tively utilised. He or she thus performs a determined action or series of actions.

It is worth emphasising the parallelism between rights and capitals. In the
absence of rights, or in the case of their reduction, the range of possible be-
haviours logically becomes diminished. The person is able to rely only on his
or her capitals and endeavours to maximise the results of the residual behav-
iours, that is to say those behaviours that remain available despite the absence
of rights. Despite this, some opportunities will nevertheless be denied: for in-
stance, in the absence of the right to vote, it will not be possible to elect one’s
own representatives. On the other hand, in the absence of capitals, the range
of behaviours will be that of the above-mentioned ‘standard of citizenship’,
but many of these behaviours will be hampered or even made completely
impossible, because of the lack of individual endowment. In substance, the
person will be incapable of exploiting or enhancing the opportunities offered:
for instance, he or she may indeed be able to vote, but will not be able to par-
ticipate with full knowledge in the election of his or her representatives, or else
will not take the trouble to vote at all.

Furthermore, there exist individual behaviours that are in line with citizen-
ship, i.e. that are compatible with the norms and the life of the community,
and there exist those that are not. When the State recognises rights and lays
down duties, it circumscribed individual behaviours within the larger universe
of possible behaviours, giving rise to an area of citizenship that identifies the
behaviours which are licit for a person. The extension of this area differs in
relation to individual status, being larger for citizens and smaller for foreigners
(Benhabib 2004) — in the context of present-day Europe, there will thus be an
area of national citizenship (national citizens), an area of European citizenship
(European citizens) and an area of human rights (third-country nationals).

In the area of citizenship, established by rights, facilitated by services and
subject to duties, the personal capitals determine the amplitude of behaviours
available to the individual. A person’s capability is therefore determined by
the quality (in the case of rights) and by the quantity (in the case of capitals)
of the behaviours that he or she can potentially realise. To put it crudely, if
property rights allow someone to buy a house and to declare it his or her pri-
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vate inviolable space, the value of that house depends on the capital required
to purchase it: property is a socially recognised right, but the ‘how much’ of

property is a function of individual endowment.

Figure 1 — Citizenship into practice

Capitals

Rights

By selecting his or her own behaviours, a person sets in motion his or her
own functionings, and if the behaviours are licit he or she puts citizenship into
practice (fig. 1). It is evident that, on the basis of one’s own social conditions
(capitals) and of one’s own status (rights), people can have different resources
and therefore different possibilities of concrete action — and this is to leave
aside the huge and important question of the formation of personal choices
and motivations that lies at the base of all individual action. People, whether
citizens or foreigners, thus possess different modes of wishing and being able
to put their own ‘being in society’ into practice. Analysis of material citizen-
ship helps to throw these into relief.

Conclusions

As we have seen, the concept of citizenship has been central to European
history and still possesses great evocative power. It labours however under an
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‘original sin’, its derivation from the idea of nationhood, and therefore needs
updating in the light of the dynamics of contemporary society. This is not all:
the polysemy of the concept is responsible for a genuine inflation of the term
‘citizenship’, in everyday usage, in political discussion and in scholarly debate,
an inflation that tends to reduce its theoretic value and analytic efficacy. We
have here proposed a material definition of the concept, one capable of restor-
ing to citizenship the significance of a genuinely sociological interpretation.

The material approach to citizenship concentrates on individual practice.
It is in fact the person that is the central reference for sociological analysis — ir-
respective of status, though taking due account of it. Proceeding in this way, we
are able to leave to one side the concept’s so-called ‘original sin’. Identification
of status, while constituting a sort of precondition for the analysis of citizenship,
gives way to the observation of the practices of citizens (national and European)
and of non-citizens, allowing us to explore in the round the social conditions
of the person, beginning with the capitals that he or she possesses. The aim of
the sociology of citizenship is thus to assess the opportunities for individual life:
once the formal dimension has been thoroughly investigated, it is analysis of the
material dimension that provides the best results. The polysemy of citizenship,
seen correctly in context, thus becomes no longer confusing but enriching.

In short, while there are rights that allow the person access to certain social
resources (which resources?), there are also capitals that determine the mag-
nitude of the social resources a person can mobilise (how many resources?).
Together, rights and capitals shape the capabilities that each person turn into
functionings in his or her daily life. If such behaviours are compatible with
the norms of the community, then they are practices of citizenship. From the
sociological perspective, rights and capitals, translated in everyday life into
capabilities and functionings, constitute the fundamental variables of citizen-
ship, while practices and acts constitute its socially relevant expression.
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Cittadinanza formale e cittadinanza dal basso.
Un rapporto dinamico

Maurizio Ambrosini

The permanent settlement of timmagrants of foreign origin, and then the formation of the second and third
generations, has long contributed to re-launching the debate on the content and limats of the institution of
citizenship, bringing into question the close connection with the national states. The increasing number
and the growing diversity of the legal status of foreigners residing in the territory of sovereign states blurs
the dividing lines between insiders and outsiders. ‘T herefore this raises questions about the criteria and
ways of participation of residents in the communuty of citizens, with all the obligations and benefits that
derive from it. After having considered the citizenship ffrom above’, that is in terms of the type of rights
granted to foreign residents, their extent, timing and modes of access, the article presents a more recent
branch of studies that starts ‘from below’, i.e. from the point of view of actual practices to access and
use, re-interpretations and negotiations of the contents of citizenship: processes in which migrants and
refugees take active roles at various levels and in different ways, both individual and collective.

Introduzione

L'immigrazione ¢ una questione di definizione dei confini tra ‘not’, la comu-
nita nazionale insediata su un territorio ben demarcato, 1 ‘nostri amici’, ossia
gli stranieri che accogliamo con favore come residenti ed eventualmente come
futuri concittadini, e ‘gli altr?’, ossia gli estranei propriamente detti, che siamo
a volte disposti ad ammettere provvisoriamente, per esempio come turisti,
ma che in linea di principio non vorremmo vedere insediati stabilmente nelle
nostre citta, e tanto meno vorremmo che fossero annoverati tra i cittadini a
pieno titolo (Balibar 2012). E una questione di definizione della comunita po-
litica, quella che gli anglosassoni chiamano polity.

Gli estranei pongono dunque una seria sfida all’istituto della cittadinanza
e, nello stesso tempo, la cittadinanza ¢ la cartina di tornasole della loro con-
dizione legale e politica: un istituto centrale nei processi di inclusione sociale
delle societa moderne, ma anche foriero di esclusione per chi non rientra nel
novero dei cittadini legittimi (Joppke 2010). Si puo parlare a questo riguar-
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do della cittadinanza come «confine interno» delle compagini nazionali, che
definisce la distinzione tra membri a pieno titolo della comunita politica ed
estranel variamente autorizzati al soggiorno sul territorio (Ambrosini 2014).
Il criterio fondamentale di ammissione alla polity rimane tuttora quello dell’ap-
partenenza nazionale, ma il numero sempre maggiore e la diversificazione
crescente degli status giuridici degli stranieri residenti pongono in discussio-
ne le demarcazioni nette tra nsiders e outsiders. La cittadinanza, infatti, ¢ un
istituto complesso, per certi versi ambiguo, comprendente almeno tre aspetti:
quello dell’appartenenza formale a uno Stato, per la quale o si ¢ cittadini
oppure non lo si ¢; quella di un pacchetto di diritti e benefici, che possono
essere svincolati dallo status formale; quello dell'identificazione, che aggiunge
elementi soggettivi, situazionali e cangianti all’istituto politico e sociale della
cittadinanza (Brendsted Sejersen 2008). Proprio I'insediamento stabile di im-
migrati stranieri pone in evidenza il fatto che 1 tre aspetti possono sovrapporsi
in vario modo o, anche, divaricarsi.

Si pone pertanto anzitutto la questione dei criteri e delle modalita di parte-
cipazione degli stranieri residenti alla comunita dei cittadini, con gli obblighi
e 1 benefici che ne derivano (Baubock et al. 2006, Bosniak 2008). In parallelo,
si stanno sviluppando varie forme di partecipazione politica dei migranti at-
traverso le frontiere, soprattutto nei confronti dei paesi d’origine (Boccagni
2007 e 2011, Kivisto e Faist 2007). La cittadinanza tende a disaggregarsi in
componenti almeno in parte autonome e ad assumere orizzonti cosmopoliti.
Infine, al di la della cittadinanza formale, prendono piede forme di azione
politica, di partecipazione sociale, di accesso ai servizi che ridisegnano dal
basso 1 rapporti tra esclusione ed inclusione sociale. Mi domandero quindi in
questo articolo quali implicazioni e significati assumono, nel contesto attuale,
quelle che possono essere definite come riconfigurazioni transnazionali dello
spazio democratico, dei diritti e delle pratiche di cittadinanza.

Limmigrazione come sfida per la cittadinanza

L'insediamento stabile di immigrati di origine straniera, e poi la formazione
di seconde e terze generazioni figlie dell'immigrazione, ha contribuito da
tempo a rilanciare il dibattito sul contenuto e sui limiti dell'istituto della
cittadinanza, ponendone in discussione la stretta connessione con gli stati
nazionali (Wihtol de Wenden 1992). Come nota Bosniak (2008), I'idea di cit-
tadinanza ¢ comunemente invocata per esprimere concetti di appartenenza
democratica e inclusione sociale, ma questa inclusione ha come premessa
una concezione di comunita circoscritta ed esclusiva: un problema di confini

(Cella 2006).
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Il concetto di cittadinanza come appartenenza a una comunita di uguali,
sorto con le rivoluzioni americana e francese, implica un impegno contro la
subordinazione e la disuguaglianza, ma pud rappresentare in se stesso un
asse di subordinazione. I’ambivalenza del concetto deriva dal fatto che si puo
considerarlo con riferimento alla natura e alla qualita delle relazioni tra i
membri riconosciuti di una societa costituita oppure pensando ai confini di
quella stessa societa, che dividono membri e non membri, interni ed esterni,
razionando cosi lattribuzione dello status di cittadini.

La distinzione tra inclusione universalistica all'interno ed esclusione verso
'esterno potrebbe apparire razionale. Di fatto ¢ avvertita come un dato pres-
soché ‘naturale’ ed ¢ stata data per scontata per molto tempo. Il punto ¢ che la
distinzione st offusca quando entrano in scena gli immigrati stranieri: coloro
che essendo entrati nel dominio spaziale della cittadinanza universalistica,
ne rimangono estranei per aspetti significativi della loro esperienza sociale.
In un certo senso, «il confine di fatto li segue all'interno» (Bosniak 2008: 4).
Per di piu, le istanze securitarie che si sono rafforzate dopo il 2001, hanno
inasprito la dicotomia tra cittadini e stranieri, specialmente allorquando pro-
vengono da paesi poveri e ‘sospetti’: Muller (2004) ha parlato di una «securi-
tizzazione dell'interno» grazie a un piu stretto controllo sull’attribuzione della
cittadinanza.

Diversi fenomeni collegati all’insediamento duraturo di immigrati stranieri
pero scombussolano la demarcazione netta tra insiders e outsiders: naturalizza-
zloni, matrimoni misti, crescita di seconde e terze generazioni, ridefiniscono
le appartenenze legali e soprattutto consentono di accedere alla cittadinanza
nazionale. Rapporti politici e commerciali producono trattamenti piu favo-
revoli per gli immigrati provenienti da alcuni paesi, soprattutto se sviluppati.
Anche per gli immigrati che definiamo extracomunitari il conseguimento di
uno status regolare e di un’occupazione legale comportano l'accesso a un pac-
chetto di diritti sociali. Non solo: le normative ispirate a principi costituzionali
liberali estendono alcuni diritti basilari a tutti gli immigrati, irregolari com-
presi (Ambrosini 2013), e tutelano in modo pit ampio determinate categorie
di stranieri, come 1 minori non accompagnati, le donne in fuga dalle reti dello
sfruttamento sessuale, 1 rifugiati riconosciuti. L'immigrazione sollecita dun-
que ad adottare una visione processuale e articolata della cittadinanza, su-
perando lo schema binario inclusione/esclusione: i residenti stranieri possono
vedersi riconosciuti alcuni diritti di cittadinanza che usualmente si sviluppa-
no nel tempo, con la durata del soggiorno, fino a sfociare eventualmente nella
naturalizzazione. Se provengono da determinati paesi, beneficiano subito di
un pacchetto piu ampio di diritti e prestazioni sociali.

Di peculiare importanza sotto questo profilo sono 1 processi di integra-
zione europea, nonché l'allargamento dei confini dell’Unione. Kivisto e Faist
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(2007) hanno introdotto in proposito il concetto di «cittadinanza sovrappo-
sta», che aggiunge alla cittadinanza nazionale una cittadinanza sovranazio-
nale nell’ambito dell’Unione europea, conferendo alle persone una serie di
diritti esercitabili al di fuori dei confini del proprio paese: dalla mobilita sul
territorio europeo senza necessita di visti alla possibilita di accedere sempre
piu liberamente al mercato del lavoro, dalla facolta di intraprendere a quella
di essere curati o di farsi accompagnare dalla propria famiglia, dai limiti posti
alle procedure di espulsione al diritto di voto locale ed europeo.

Di fatto, la categoria degli immigrati da un punto di vista giuridico si fra-
staglia in una congerie di condizioni legali diverse che comportano un accesso
differenziato a diverst tipi di diritti: Morris (2002) ha parlato in proposito di
«stratificazione civica». Possiamo notare, sotto il profilo legale, che gli immi-
grati si dispongono in una sorta di piramide: al gradino piu basso troviamo gli
immigrati irregolari; poi vengono gli immigrati in attesa di regolarizzazione,
per esempio coloro per 1 quali ¢ stata presentata dai datori di lavoro una do-
manda di sanatoria che non ha ancora ricevuto una risposta definitiva; quindi
gli immigrati con un permesso di soggiorno temporaneo, da rinnovare ogni
due anni, che possono lavorare regolarmente e ottenere i benefici collegati, e
dopo un anno, se soddisfano determinate condizioni di reddito e comfort abi-
tativo, possono ricongiungere la famiglia (ma se rimangono senza lavoro per
un periodo prolungato sono suscettibili di espulsione); al gradino successivo si
trovano gli immigrati che hanno ottenuto un permesso di soggiorno di lunga
durata, 1 quali possono accedere a una vasta gamma di diritti sociali e non
possono essere agevolmente espulsi; salendo ancora, si trovano gli immigrati
provenienti da altri paesi dell’Unione europea, che godono di quasi tutti i di-
ritti det cittadini nazionali; in cima alla piramide stanno 1 cittadini nazionali,
gli unici titolari di pieni diritti politici.

A seguito dell’accresciuta differenziazione dei dispositivi di protezione,
una stratificazione simile riguarda i richiedenti asilo: si possono distinguere 1
richiedenti asilo in attesa di risposta, 1 richiedenti respinti, ma tollerati perché
non espellibili; 1 titolari di una protezione temporanea, per esempio per cause
belliche; 1 rifugiati a pieno titolo, e altri casi ancora (Castles 2004, Ambrosini
e Marchetti 2008).

Non ¢ vero dunque che gli immigrati ‘non hanno diritti’, come sostengono
alcuni loro paladini, ed ¢ ancor meno vero che gli immigrati hanno ‘piu diritti
dei cittadini’, come afferma in modo insistente l'opposta retorica xenofoba. E
vero invece che godono di diritti differenziati, in ogni caso inferiori a quelli
dei cittadini a pieno titolo, e spesso faticano a vederli riconosciuti nei fatti.

L'ambito dei diritti degli immigrati ¢ comunque un terreno conteso, in
cui si avverte il peso dell’accresciuta politicizzazione della questione dell'im-
migrazione ¢ la prevalenza di spinte all'irrigidimento dei confini, esterni e
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interni. Per contro, come argomenta Ferrera (2012), le istituzioni europee nel
corso del tempo hanno ampliato progressivamente il paniere dei benefici con-
cessi agli stranieri soggiornanti, a quelli comunitari in primo luogo, ma anche
in certa misura agli immigrati extracomunitari, superando molte resistenze
frapposte dai governi nazionali, attestati sull'idea tradizionale che la solida-
rieta sociale richieda la chiusura della comunita dei beneficiari.

La crescita del voto per formazioni populiste e xenofobe, fra le altre, trova
una sorta di ‘giustificazione razionale’ nella competizione per le risorse scar-
seggianti del welfare (Wimmer 1997). Cosl ancora Ferrera (2012) nota negli
ultimi anni un’accresciuta resistenza dei governi verso 'arricchimento dei be-
nefici sociali concessi agli immigrati, insieme alla tendenza a sottrarre parti
della materia alle istituzioni comunitarie. Se per 1 cittadini comunitari si puo
oggl affermare che I’'Unione Europea costituisca un territorio quasi unitario,
con 28 sistemi di welfare aperti e coordinati, per gli immigrati extracomuni-
tari rimane un territorio frammentato, con diritti di mobilita limitati e una
protezione sociale condizionata.

La cittadinanza oltre i confini

Gli immigrati pongono sotto tensione il rapporto tra cittadinanza e apparte-
nenza nazionale anche per altri aspetti, in cui entrano in gioco maggiormente
le loro scelte identitarie, partecipative, di attivismo sociale e politico: in termi-
ni sociologici, la loro agency.

Un primo profilo riguarda l'espansione dell’istituto della doppia cittadi-
nanza negli ultimi vent’anni (Faist e Kivisto 2007). Oggi la ammettono circa
la meta degli Stati del mondo, in misura pit 0 meno ampia, con una progres-
sione nel tempo che vede I'Europa come protagonista (Brendsted Sejersen
2008). In altri cast, in cui la rinuncia alla precedente cittadinanza ¢ richiesta
al momento della naturalizzazione, in pratica la normativa viene raramente
applicata e si determina una tolleranza implicita verso la doppia cittadinanza.
La portata dirompente di questo fatto ¢ ben colta da Joppke, quando osser-
va che «la doppia cittadinanza rompe con la logica segmentaria del classico
stato-nazione, secondo cui un individuo puo appartenere soltanto a uno stato
alla volta» (2003: 441). Le cittadinanze multiple, attribuendo diritti in stati di-
versi, contrastano inoltre con le tendenze restrittive che vanno a configurare
una «classe abietta» di migranti senza protezione statale, con diritti minimali,
a rischio di deportazione: una ‘deportspora’ contrapposta alle diaspore rico-
nosciute (Nyers 2003). Il graduale riconoscimento della doppia cittadinanza ¢
dunque un indicatore esemplare dei rimescolamenti che 'immigrazione pro-
voca rispetto alle chiare e nette corrispondenze tra territorio, popolazione e
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cittadinanza. Deriva principalmente da tre ragioni: a) la naturalizzazione nel
paese di residenza senza la rinuncia alla cittadinanza precedente; b) la nascita
da genitori con cittadinanze diverse; ¢) la nascita in paesi che applicano il
diritto di suolo, ossia attribuiscono la cittadinanza a chi nasce sul territorio
nazionale, da genitori provenienti da paesi che hanno legislazioni ispirate al
diritto di sangue, ossia trasmettono ai figli la cittadinanza dei genitori (Bron-
dsted Sejersen 2008). Come nel caso italiano, spesso ¢ la volonta di mantenere
1 legami con 1 propri emigranti ad aprire le porte alla doppia cittadinanza.
Altri tradizionali paesi di emigrazione come I'India, le Filippine, il Messico, il
Marocco, la Turchia, interessati fra I'altro a salvaguardare 1 flussi di rimesse,
hanno modificato la propria legislazione per consentire o agevolare la doppia
cittadinanza.

Una serie di fenomeni disparati hanno inoltre sospinto I'apertura alla dop-
pia cittadinanza. Insieme ai matrimoni misti gia ricordati, va menzionata
la crescente uguaglianza di genere e il rigetto delle norme che imponevano
alle mogli di assumere la cittadinanza del marito o di perdere la propria se
sposavano uno straniero. Influisce poi il declino della coscrizione obbligatoria
e della violenza nei rapporti internazionali, quanto meno nelle regioni piu
sviluppate del mondo, che ha attenuato gli storici timori nazionalisti nei con-
fronti dei cittadini multipli. Rispetto a un passato in cui gli emigranti erano
spesso mal visti, quasi come traditori della patria (Joppke 2003), oggi preval-
gono invece considerazioni economiche e politiche favorevoli alle diaspore
all’estero, non solo come fornitrici di rimesse, ma anche come potenziali teste
di ponte degli interessi nazionali.

Un secondo campo di tensione riguarda lo sviluppo di legami e pratiche
politiche transnazionali. Grazie alle tv satellitari e ai social media, gli immi-
grati sono piu informati e coinvolti nelle vicende politiche della madrepatria
o di patrie virtuali a cui si sentono legati. Possono scendere in piazza, mani-
festare, raccogliere fondi per sostenere o contrastare il governo dei paesi di
origine, oppure per tentare di influenzare la politica del paese in cui risiedono
nei confronti della madrepatria (Qstergaard-Nielsen 2003). Si tratta di pra-
tiche non nuove, giacché esuli e attivisti rifugiati all’estero sono stati storica-
mente tra i protagonisti delle migrazioni, mentre non di rado i governi, come
quello fascista nel caso italiano, hanno cercato di mobilitare gli emigranti per
ottenere appoggio all’estero per le loro politiche (Smith 2003).

Uno degli sviluppi piu significativi riguarda il fatto che oggi gli emigranti
possono esercitare il diritto di voto dall’estero in un crescente numero di paesi,
e in alcuni casi possono eleggere propri rappresentanti nei parlamenti na-
zionali, come avviene in Italia. Di nuovo, aspetti culturali e identitari, come
il mantenimento del senso di appartenenza alla patria ancestrale, si intrec-
ciano con interessi economici, legati in primo luogo all'impegno nell'invio di
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rimesse, ¢ con l'obiettivo politico gia ricordato di mobilitare gli emigranti a
sostegno degli interessi nazionali (Baubock 2003).

(i st puo domandare quanta sia I'importanza attribuita dagli emigrati a
questa opportunita di partecipazione. Una delle prime indagini sull’argomen-
to, riguardante gli ecuadoriani in Italia, ha proposto un quadro ambivalente
(Boccagni 2007). Gli emigranti ecuadoriani rimangono attaccati ai loro fami-
liari, sono molto attivi nella comunicazione e nell'invio di rimesse e si sento-
no legati alla madrepatria sul piano emotivo e identitario. Hanno partecipato
massicciamente al voto, anche per le voci ricorrenti di sanzioni per gli assenti,
ma si sono mostrati poco informati e poco interessati nei confronti della situa-
zione politica di un paese da cui sono partiti ormai da anni. La giornata elet-
torale ¢ stata soprattutto un’occasione di festa, un motivo per ritrovarsi, stare
insieme all’'ombra delle bandiere e dei simboli nazionali, ribadire con orgoglio
le proprie origini. La partecipazione alle elezioni ha risposto soprattutto a mo-
tivazioni patriottico-identitarie, ha rappresentato un evento quast rituale in
cui ribadire e condividere la propria appartenenza nazionale: I'opportunita di
rivivere la propria comune appartenenza nazionale nella sfera pubblica, in un
paese straniero, in una giornata trascorsa insieme, ha assunto un’‘importanza
molto superiore al contenuto effettivo della giornata elettorale.

Collegato al secondo, sorge un terzo campo di tensione: quello relativo ai
processi di identificazione, in ultima analisi alla ‘lealta’ politica degli immi-
grati ed eventualmente dei loro discendenti. Soprattutto su questo piano, gli
immigrati esprimono appartenenze composite e mutevoli, a volte legate alle
situazioni specifiche e alle interazioni sociali in cui sono coinvolti: per esem-
pio, piu sensibili al ‘diritto alla somiglianza’ con i coetanei italiani quando si
trovano a scuola, e piu inclini a condividere lingua e rituali della madrepatria
negli spazi familiari o negli incontri con i connazionali. La manifestazione
di un’identita mista, col trattino, cosi invisa alle concezioni nazionaliste che
guardano al passato, ¢ una tipica espressione di questi laboriosi e mai scontati
processi di ridefinizione del proprio rapporto con la societa ricevente. Si dice
spesso in letteratura che il primo termine, quello ancestrale, richiami I'iden-
tita culturale, il secondo, riferito al paese di accoglienza, il sistema de1 diritti
(Kastoryano 2002). Ma le modalita di identificazione sono in realta pit com-
plesse: molti giovani di origine immigrata si sentono genuinamente italiani,
pur non volendo rinunciare alla loro storia familiare e ai loro legami con altri
paesi e ambienti culturali (Caneva 2010). Come affermano Colombo, Doma-
neschi e Marchetti, «la doppia cittadinanza non ¢ semplicemente una como-
dita, un vantaggio strumentale, ma costituisce il riconoscimento dell'identita
profonda, necessariamente e irriducibilmente ibrida, plurale» (2009: 14). Le
implicazioni politiche di questo disallineamento tra appartenenza nazionale
e identita culturale sono rilevanti: mutuando i termini di Benhahib (2008),
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lethnos, ossia la nazione legata da vincoli ancestrali, non coincide pit con
il demos, ossia con I'insieme det cittadini atti alla democrazia. E, si potrebbe
aggiungere, coincide ancora meno con la popolazione stabilmente residente
sul territorio e in vario modo partecipe della vita economica e sociale. D’altro
canto non ¢ possibile neppure tracciare una linea di demarcazione netta tra
cittadini ed estranei, giacché gli immigrati e 1 loro figli tendono a identificarsi
in maggiore o minor misura con entrambi 1 gruppi.

Disaggregazione della cittadinanza e orizzonti cosmopoliti

Questo complesso di fenomeni si intreccia con il dibattito teorico intorno al
superamento della cittadinanza ‘nazionale’, in direzione di forme di cittadi-
nanza duali, multiple o sopranazionali (Soysal 1994, Bosniak 2001, Sassen
2008b), o piu semplicemente di una de-nazionalizzazione dell’istituto della
cittadinanza (Wihtol de Wenden 1992, Sassen 2008a). Come abbiamo notato,
I'appartenenza legale ad uno Stato, 1 diritti concretamente fruibili e la ‘patria’
come luogo di identificazione politica, non si sovrappongono piu automati-
camente. Inoltre, 1 diritti umani non sono piu strettamente connessi alla cit-
tadinanza, o eventualmente riconosciuti da accordi internazionali basati sul
principio di reciprocita. Nei regimi democratici si applicano sempre piu an-
che ai residenti non cittadini, pur fra contrasti e ripiegamenti. In altri termi-
ni, l'assetto westfaliano, basato sull’assolutizzazione del principio di sovranita
del potere statale all’interno dei confini nazionali, pur rimanendo centrale
nell’ordinamento politico, ¢ stato intaccato ed eroso in piu punti.

Qualcuno si spinge a pensare che dopo l'assorbimento delle piccole patrie
locali negli Stati nazionali, ora si stia profilando un superamento delle citta-
dinanze nazionali in forme di cittadinanza sovranazionali, di cui la cittadi-
nanza europea rappresenta un primo esempio. Benhabib (2008) parla invece
di «disaggregazione della cittadinanza», ossia di dissociazione delle sue di-
mensioni costitutive: I'identita collettiva, 1 privilegi dell’appartenenza politica
e la possibilita di fruire dei diritti sociali, con 1 vantaggi che ne derivano. Ora
all'interno dei confini degli stati nazionali il dualismo tra membri della na-
zione e stranieri, o tra cittadini e immigrati, risulta sempre piu inadeguato, e
la dinamica sociale appare piu fluida delle demarcazioni giuridiche. I confini
tra lethnos e 1l demos sono soggetti a una continua negoziazione: le democrazie
hanno bisogno si di confini, ma di confini ‘porost’, ¢ il ‘popolo’ ¢ una realta
dinamica e non statica.

Sul piano internazionale, si sono poi diffuse norme e istituzioni che su-
perano 1 confini nazionali, definite da Benhabib cosmopolitiche (al seguito
di Kant e Hanna Arendt), come la Corte penale internazionale, istituita dal



91

Trattato di Roma. Oggi il locale, il nazionale e il globale sono sempre piu
intrecciati fra loro. Questa nuova situazione lascia intravedere 'emergere di
nuove configurazioni politiche e nuove forme di azione democratica, ispirate
all'interdipendenza tra questi tre livelli (Ambrosini 2012).

Il concetto di cosmopolitismo trasferisce sul piano teorico la molteplicita
delle istanze e delle pratiche di partecipazione politica attraverso i confini
nazionali. Secondo Beck, forse il suo pit noto proponente contemporaneo,
il cosmopolitismo si colloca nell’orizzonte della seconda modernita, contrad-
distinta da stili di vita che «scompigliano 'equazione che un tempo si poteva
stabilire tra lingua, luogo di nascita, cittadinanza, nazionalita e aspetto fisico»
(2003: 138). Per analizzare questa realta sociale che deborda incessantemente
e in vario modo dai confini nazionali, Beck introduce il concetto di «cosmo-
politizzazione», definendone cosi il significato: a) la permeabilita di confini
chiari che separano 1 mercati, gli Stati, le civilta, le religioni, le culture, 1 mon-
di della vita e degli esseri umani comuni, e, di conseguenza, b) il confronto
involontario con laltrui estraneo dappertutto sulla terra. Il mondo oggi non ¢
certo senza confini, ma tali confini sono diventati fluidi — attraversati da flussi
di informazioni, capitali e rischi, anche se meno per gli uomini (2009: 10)

La cosmopolitizzazione della societa globale, entra in conflitto con il «na-
zionalismo metodologico», ossia con I'implicito ancoraggio nazionale delle ap-
partenenze socio-politiche. Cio pone in discussione gli schemi di pensiero che
hanno retto e rafforzato 'organizzazione del mondo in Stati nazionali. Mentre
le categorie politiche in uso continuano a presupporre lo stato nazionale come
istituzione politica fondamentale, seguendo cosi 1 canoni della prima moder-
nita, si sta verificando, soprattutto attraverso le migrazioni internazionali, una
«rivoluzione nelle lealtax», che interpella le societa nazionali intorno a tre que-
stioni: a) la distribuzione dell’appartenenza, ossia la giustificazione dei principi
che fondano 'ammissione o l'esclusione dalla comunita (nel nostro caso, dei
cittadini); b) Pavvento di forme di «cittadinanza flessibile», che richiede di defi-
nire chi ¢ titolare det diritti di cittadinanza e di che tipo di diritti si tratta; c) la
distribuzione delle responsabilita e delle identita al di 1a dei confini nazionali.

Beck ¢ particolarmente convincente nella critica dei presupposti del na-
zionalismo metodologico. Riportato alle migrazioni, il discorso lascia pero in
ombra un aspetto: 'elevato grado di particolarismo delle auto-rappresentazio-
ni dei migranti, legati ad un paese — e spesso ad una regione, ad una citta o
ad un villaggio — piu che a visioni cosmopolite della cittadinanza. Potremmo
dire che 1 migranti sono spesso cosmopoliti di fatto, ma nazionalisti e persino
localisti nella mente, cosi come le societa riceventi continuano a pensarsi in
termini nazionali e omogenei, anche se sono diventate ormai multietniche.

La cosmopolitizzazione del mondo contemporaneo si trova poi a dover fare
1 conti con un fenomeno ben noto: I'inasprimento dei controlli delle frontiere
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e del trattamento riservato ai migranti in condizione irregolare. Le politiche
degli stati riceventi, anche quando si tratta di regimi democratici, sembra-
no oggi tentate di rimettere in discussione o di ridefinire in modo restrittivo
alcune acquisizioni fondamentali delle convenzioni internazionali sui diritti
umani, come il diritto di asilo o I'accesso a servizi essenziali, come le cure
mediche o I'istruzione per i minori.

Una visione dal basso: i processi di cittadinizzazione

Gli sviluppi considerati nei paragrafi precedenti hanno posto in rilievo il fat-
to che la cittadinanza non ¢ soltanto uno status giuridico che viene concesso
‘dall’alto’, ossia dagli stati, insieme a un determinato pacchetto di benefici.
Introducendo 1 temi della partecipazione attraverso le frontiere, delle forme
di identificazione e della cosmopolitizzazione dell’esperienza sociale abbiamo
aperto l'analisi alla dimensione soggettiva delle rappresentazioni e dei com-
portamenti delle persone. Questo punto richiede ora una riflessione piu ap-
profondita, che si collega a un filone di studi che muove, per cosi dire, ‘dal
basso’ ossia dal punto di vista delle pratiche effettive di accesso e fruizione,
delle reinterpretazioni e delle negoziazioni dei contenuti della cittadinanza
(Turner 1993, Ong 2005, Bellamy 2008, Isin e Nielsen 2008). In questi pro-
cessi, migranti e rifugiati possono assumere ruoli attivi a vari livelli e con
diverse modalita individuali e collettive. Mutuando uno spunto da Bastenier
e Dassetto (1990), si puo parlare di «processi di cittadinizzazione»: un neo-
logismo non bello, ma efficace nell’esprimere la progressiva acquisizione di
diritti istituzionalmente garantiti, di riconoscimento nell’ambito delle reti di
prossimita e delle societa locali, di competenze pratiche nell’accesso ai mer-
catl e ai servizi del territorio. Si possono distinguere in proposito processi
giuridici, come laccesso allo status di residenti regolari; processi economici,
a partire dall'inserimento nel mercato del lavoro; processi sociali, come 1 ri-
congiungimenti e la formazione di unita familiari; processi politici, come la
partecipazione sindacale e associativa.

In questa prospettiva, si puo dunque sostenere che la cittadinanza non ¢
un dato, ma appunto un processo; non discende soltanto dall’alto, ma viene
acquisita ogni giorno dal basso; non ¢ soltanto un’istituzione politica, ma un
insieme di pratiche sociali; non vede 1 beneficiari, individui e famiglie, come
semplici destinatari passivi di una concessione che promana dalle decisioni
dello Stato ospitante, ma li considera come parte attiva dell’opera di allarga-
mento della base sociale legittima della societa di cui hanno scelto di far parte.

Nello stesso tempo, 1 processi di cittadinizzazione sono frutto dell'intera-
zione con diverse componenti della societa italiana. In primo luogo gli attori



93

del mercato del lavoro, tra i quali un ruolo eminente spetta ai datori di lavoro,
imprenditori in senso proprio e famiglie, che hanno di fatto dischiuso agli im-
migrati le porte d’'ingresso nella societa ricevente anche in presenza di chiu-
sure politiche. Reti etniche e brokers cooperano nel favorire I'arrivo, la prima
accoglienza e I'incontro tra domanda e offerta di lavoro: passaggi essenziali
per Pavvio dei faticosi processi di cittadinizzazione. In terzo luogo interven-
gono autorita e burocrazie pubbliche: mediante interventi legislativi come le
misure di sanatoria o il recepimento di direttive europee, consentono agli
immigrati di regolarizzare la propria posizione, di ricongiungere la famiglia
e di accedere a servizi e prestazioni pubbliche. Le burocrazie di strada assu-
mono poi un ruolo di rilievo nel consentire o meno, nella pratica, la fruizione
dei servizi, soprattutto nei casi incerti ¢ non perfettamente documentati. In
quarto luogo vanno ricordate le istituzioni solidaristiche e 1 vari soggetti della
societa civile che esercitano attivita di mediazione e connessione tra migranti
e servizi pubblici, forniscono orientamento e consulenza per le procedure di
regolarizzazione e altre pratiche burocratiche oppure producono autonoma-
mente servizi per gli immigrati (cure mediche, corsi di italiano, etc.) che non
possono formalmente accedere ai servizi pubblici in quanto irregolari (Van
der Leun e Ilies 2012).

Le reti di prossimita completano il quadro, allorquando cominciano a co-
noscere e a riconoscere gli immigrati stabilmente insediati, soprattutto le fa-
miglie, come componenti legittimi dell'ambiente sociale di riferimento: vicini
di casa, genitori dei compagni di scuola dei figli, frequentatori dei medesimi
spazi sociali e urbani. Si potrebbe anche dire: quando cominciano ad attri-
buire agli interessati un’identita sociale diversa, o comunque piu complessa di
quella riferita alle loro origini straniere, quando cominciano a vederli appun-
to come genitori, vicini di casa, compagni di squadra nel gioco.

Questi processi hanno una componente routinaria, informale e persino
inconsapevole. Sono fatti di pratiche quotidiane che si consolidano e si isti-
tuzionalizzano. Pensiamo ai genitori che ogni giorno accompagnano 1 figli a
scuola, ai vicini di casa che cominciano a salutarsi, a scambiare qualche pa-
rola, a prestarsi reciprocamente piccoli servizi (Ambrosini e Bonizzoni 2012).
Alle interazioni tra medici di base e¢ pazienti, tra insegnanti e genitori, tra
commercianti e clienti. Nel tempo si producono cosi forme di apprendimento
del funzionamento dei servizi, di adattamento reciproco, di abitudine alla
convivenza e allo scambio sociale tra persone di diversa provenienza. Rientra
quindi nei processi di cittadinizzazione quella che Wessendorf (2011) ha de-
finito «diversita banalizzata», studiando un quartiere multietnico di Londra,
mentre Colombo e Semi (2007), in un’accezione pressoché analoga, hanno
parlato di «multiculturalismo quotidiano». Aggiungerei: 1 processi, mediante
1 quali le diversita culturali vengono metabolizzate, attenuate, superate o mes-
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se tra parentesi non riguardano soltanto le relazioni informali tra persone, ma
anche i rapporti con i servizi e le istituzioni pubbliche.

Rimane una differenza non trascurabile tra immigrati stranieri e cittadini
a pieno titolo: 1 processi di cittadinizzazione avvengono a velocita diversa,
richiedono risorse e competenze di vario tipo, soprattutto sono reversibili. Per
esempio, le differenze nell’acquisizione di una competenza linguistica adegua-
ta incidono sui processi di cittadinizzazione. Ancor piu, la perdita del lavoro
e lesperienza della disoccupazione per gli immigrati possono comportare lo
sgretolamento dei traguardi faticosamente raggiunti e persino la perdita del
permesso di soggiorno. Un problema giudiziario o un incidente con le forze
dell'ordine non ha lo stesso significato per chi dispone della cittadinanza e
per chi non ne dispone. Quindi, i1 processi di cittadinizzazione dal basso sono
importanti, ma non al punto da costituire un’alternativa all’accesso formale
alla cittadinanza: di fatto normalmente sono parte del percorso che sfocia
nella naturalizzazione.

Gli atti di cittadinanza nella vita quotidiana

Un elemento cruciale dei processi di cittadinizzazione sono quelli che Isin e
Nielsen (2008) hanno definito «atti di cittadinanza». Questo concetto non
solo contrappone lo status di cittadino alle pratiche effettive mediante le qua-
li la cittadinanza viene esercitata, la cittadinanza formale alla cittadinanza
materiale, ma focalizza l'attenzione sugli atti, individuali e collettivi, con cui
«1 soggetti si costituiscono come cittadini» (Isin e Nielsen 2008: 2). Nell’acce-
zione degli autori, gli atti di cittadinanza hanno un significato di rottura: in-
frangono abitudini, creano nuove possibilita, rivendicano diritti e impongono
obblighi con toni densi di emozioni; pongono le loro richieste con modalita
originali e creative; soprattutto, sono 1 veri momenti che cambiano le prati-
che, lo status e I'ordine costituiti vz 10).

Reinterpreto invece il concetto in maniera piu ordinaria e vicina alla quo-
tidianita, intendendo per atti di cittadinanza le azioni intenzionali e social-
mente rilevanti mediante le quali 1 soggetti si affermano come cittadini, ac-
quistano diritti o li esercitano in forme pubbliche. Vi possono quindi rientrare
manifestazioni collettive e azioni di protesta, come pure I'atto individuale di
iscriversi a un’organizzazione sindacale.

Distinguerei in proposito diverse categorie di atti di cittadinanza, riecheg-
giando e ampliando la classica tipologia della cittadinanza di Marshall (2002
[1950]). Possiamo individuare anzitutto atti di cittadinanza civile: qui rientra
uno snodo fondamentale, come l'accesso allo status di soggiornante regola-
re, e pol 1 passaggi successivi fino alla naturalizzazione. Molto rilevanti sono
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poi gli atti di cittadinanza economica: la sottoscrizione di un contratto di lavoro
regolare, il passaggio ad altre occupazioni, l'eventuale avvio di un’attivita in-
dipendente. Abbiamo poi degli atti di cittadinanza sociale, quelli che consento-
no di accedere ai diversi istituti di welfare: I'iscrizione al servizio sanitario
nazionale, le domande di cassa integrazione o di sussidi per 1 disoccupati, le
pratiche per ottenere contributi per laffitto o benefici per 1 nuovi nati. Per gli
adulti che desiderano imparare I'italiano o migliorare le loro competenze pro-
fessionali, o veder riconosciuti 1 propri titoli di studio, entrano in gioco quelli
che possono essere definiti atti di cittadinanza educativa: l'iscrizione a un corso,
la frequenza, e infine il superamento di un esame finale e il conseguimento di
una certificazione. Di speciale rilievo sono infine gli atti di cittadinanza politica:
quelle iniziative mediante le quali gli immigrati, pur essendo privi del diritto
di voto politico, possono esprimere istanze, rivendicare interessi, entrare nel
dibattito pubblico. In particolare, all’'ambito degli atti di cittadinanza politica
possono essere ricondotte tre esperienze, che in diverso modo vedono gli im-
migrati protagonisti di modalita partecipative indipendenti dal voto politico:
'adesione ai sindacati, I'associazionismo immigrato e 1 movimenti di protesta,
compresi quelli degli immigrati irregolari.

Sindacati e associazioni possono fornire dei canali per quella che Vranken
(1990) ha definito «partecipazione politica secondaria». Gli immigrati, pur
privi di rappresentanza politica elettiva, possono incidere sulle scelte politiche
delle societa riceventi e promuovere almeno parzialmente i1 propri diritti e
interessi attraverso soggetti collettivi che concorrono, in contesti di pluralismo
socio-politico, ai processi di formazione delle decisioni, oppure si fanno carico
della tutela delle persone che subiscono trattamenti ingiusti e discriminatori.
Nei paesi con esperienze di immigrazione piu mature, 'associazionismo im-
migrato ha assunto con gli anni crescente importanza e svariate funzioni, che
spaziano dalla rappresentanza politica, all’animazione culturale, alla forni-
tura di servizi (Jacobs e Tillie 2004, Moya 2005). Non si puo dire altrettanto
in Italia, dove l'associazionismo degli immigrati appare ancora fragile, poco
rappresentativo, spesso promosso dall’esterno, e ad opera di istituzioni pub-
bliche locali, consolati o altri attori in cerca di interlocutori (Boccagni 2012,
Caselli 2008, Mantovan 2007).

Piu rilevante nel caso italiano ¢ lesperienza delle organizzazioni sindaca-
li. Qui le istanze internazionaliste e solidariste, le preoccupazioni egualitarie,
esigenza di lottare contro economia sommersa ¢ lavoro nero, la vocazione
politica tipica di tradizioni come quella italiana, ne hanno fatto un tramite
importante per raccogliere le istanze dei migranti, rappresentarli, far emergere
sulla scena pubblica alcuni dei loro esponenti (Mottura 2010, Penninx 2011).

Sono fondamentalmente tre le funzioni che isindacati possono svolgere nei
confronti degli immigrati: la tradizionale rappresentanza dei loro interessi, in
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quanto lavoratori, nell’ambito del mercato occupazionale al fine di migliorare
le loro condizioni di lavoro; la funzione di partecipazione politica, in quanto
membri della societa, al fine di promuovere lo sviluppo di sentimenti di ap-
partenenza e l'inclusione nella comunita sociale; infine l'offerta di servizi, in
quanto utenti, con lo scopo di modificare in positivo le loro condizioni ge-
nerali di vita (Marino 2013). Aggiungerei: i sindacati possono rappresentare
un canale di mobilita sociale per gli immigrati, grazie anche a uno specifico
impegno politico e formativo (Penninx 2011).

Dal punto di vista dei processi di cittadinizzazione, 1 servizi sindacali sono
in Italia un’indubbia risorsa per gli immigrati. Mettono a loro disposizione
sportelli informativi e di orientamento, patronati che si occupano di prati-
che di regolarizzazione, ricongiungimento, naturalizzazione, uffici vertenze
che rivendicano presso 1 datori di lavoro la correttezza del trattamento dei
lavoratori.

Il profilo della partecipazione attiva e quindi di atti piu incisivi di citta-
dinanza politica, nel senso prima specificato, ¢ invece piu frastagliato e in-
certo. Un certo numero di immigrati sono diventati delegati sui luoghi di
lavoro, alcune categorie hanno istituito coordinamenti dei delegati di origine
immigrata, in alcune realta si tengono assemblee e manifestazioni in cui gli
immigrati possono esprimere la loro voce. Nel complesso, gli immigrati finora
esprimono piu una domanda di protezione, che di protagonismo, sono piu
clienti, che attori delle politiche sindacali (Ambrosini, De Luca e Pozzi 2014).

Meritano poi un cenno, nella prospettiva degli atti di cittadinanza politica,
le mobilitazioni collettive degli immigrati in condizione irregolare (McNevin
2011): un fenomeno che sta acquisendo un crescente rilievo, in paesi come il
Regno Unito, la Francia, il Belgio e soprattutto gli Stati Uniti'. Lirrigidimento
delle politiche, il protrarsi delle condizioni di esclusione formale dalla residen-
za legittima, le percezioni di ingiustizia per le restrizioni introdotte rispetto
alla maggiore tolleranza del passato, le alleanze con attori delle societa civili
nazionali hanno favorito I'insorgere di manifestazioni di protesta e azioni di-
mostrative spesso condotte in forme radicali: scioperi della fame, occupazioni
di chiese, salita su gru e altri luoghi simbolici (Chimienti 2011). Queste azioni
hanno prodotto in diverse occasioni dei risultati, in termini di concessione di
permessi di soggiorno o revoca delle disposizioni di espulsione, pur stentando
a dar luogo a movimenti duraturi. Contro una facile retorica sul protagoni-
smo degli immigrati, la letteratura sul tema ha posto l'accento sull'importanza

' Negli Stati Uniti, imponenti manifestazioni a favore dei diritti degli immigrati in condizione
irregolare hanno piu volte negli ultimi anni percorso le strade delle grandi citta, all’insegna
di slogan come “We are Americans”. Alla testa dei cortei hanno marciato folte delegazioni di
vescovl e cardinali cattolici.
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delle alleanze tra movimenti degli immigrati e organizzazioni della societa
civile autoctona (Wihtol de Wenden e Leveau 2001): queste forniscono spes-
so risorse cruciali agli attivisti immigrati, in termini di denaro, consulenza
legale, conoscenza delle istituzioni e delle culture politiche, accreditamento
presso 1 media e P'opinione pubblica (Nicholls 2013). Ne derivano pero anche
ambivalenze e tensioni, squilibri di potere e rapporti di dipendenza.

Un altro contributo di ricerca, da parte di Anderson (2010), illustra invece
come un gruppo di lavoratrici e lavoratori migranti in condizione irregolare,
occupati in un settore a bassissima tutela come quello domestico, siano riusciti
a organizzarsi in forma sindacale, a collegarsi con il Trade Union Congress e
a condurre una battaglia per la regolarizzazione che, pur tra molte difficolta,
ha coinvolto 'opinione pubblica e ha condotto allo status formale molti degli
interessati. Nel Regno Unito come altrove, sebbene per ottenere un riconosci-
mento 1 migranti siano spesso spinti a presentarsi come vittime di abusi, que-
ste pratiche di organizzazione dal basso possono essere viste come «processi
di creazione di diritti» (Balibar 2004). E un esempio di come la cittadinanza
non sia soltanto uno status concesso dallo Stato, ma possa essere attivamente
costruita mediante l'azione e la partecipazione nello spazio pubblico (Ander-

son 2010: 63).

Conclusioni. La cittadinanza oltre le nazioni e i nazionalismi

Ho preso in esame in questo articolo le sfide e le tensioni che le migrazio-
ni internazionali pongono all’istituto della cittadinanza, ancora concepito e
codificato in termini nazionali, tanto da rappresentare una sorta di ‘confine
interno’ che tende a escludere gli immigrati, in quanto stranieri, da una piena
appartenenza alle societa ospitanti. Mentre 1 governi nazionali tendono a ri-
affermare le proprie prerogative di definizione dei confini e dell’appartenenza
legittima, diverse istituzioni sovranazionali (nel nostro caso, soprattutto quelle
europee), le convenzioni sui diritti umani e le corti di giustizia, istituiscono
diritti e benefici sociali che debordano da un quadro nazionale strettamente
fissato. Lappartenenza a uno Stato, 1 diritti fruibili, le forme di partecipa-
zione sociale e politica, le identificazioni collettive, tendono a dissociarsi e a
travalicare 1 confini nazionali o quanto meno ad assumere configurazioni piu
flessibili e variamente articolate.

In questi processi di ridefinizione dei contenuti effettivi della cittadinanza,
le pratiche sociali dei migranti contribuiscono a ridisegnare dal basso il signi-
ficato e le implicazioni concrete di questa basilare istituzione di raccordo tra
individuo e societa. Emergere dall’irregolarita, trovare un lavoro, contribuire
con le imposte al finanziamento della spesa pubblica, frequentare corsi di
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istruzione, beneficiare di servizi sociali, iscriversi a un sindacato, partecipare
alla vita sociale del territorio, prendere parte all’attivita politica: attraverso
questi processi di cittadinizzazione, e ancor piu mediante atti di cittadinanza
intenzionali, gli immigrati entrano sempre piu a far parte della societa in
cut vivono. Il riconoscimento giuridico di questa appartenenza puo tardare o
seguire percorsi tortuosi o persino essere negato — come avviene in Italia (Zin-
cone 2006). E una questione tutt’altro che irrilevante, ma se si concepisce la
cittadinanza come un processo articolato e composto di varie pratiche sociali,
si puo uscire da una rigida visione formale che dicotomizza la societa tra cit-
tadini in senso pieno e non-cittadini o, addirittura, ‘non-persone’.

A loro volta, le organizzazioni di difesa dei diritti umani e 1 soggetti so-
ciali che svolgono un’azione di lobby pro-immigrati concorrono ad allargare
1 confini della comunita legittima, con il pacchetto di diritti che ne discende.
Per contro, altri soggetti politici hanno lanciato campagne di segno opposto,
non senza successo. Il terreno dei diritti dei migranti appare oggi uno dei piu
travagliati e ideologicamente caldi del dibattito politico: la cittadinanza anche
da questo punto di vista puo essere vista come un istituto mobile e conteso,
aperto a definizioni contrastanti.

In questo contesto, non va dimenticato che 1 paesi dell’Europa meridio-
nale, protagonisti di massicce campagne di regolarizzazione, sono quelli che
mostrano in maniera piu evidente e diffusa la porosita dei confini tra status
irregolare e regolare: il passaggio dall'uno all’altro rappresenta un passo sa-
liente sulla strada verso la piena cittadinanza, per quanto lunga, accidentata
e reversibile possa essere. Cosl, la spesso evocata petizione di Hanna Arendt
(2004 [1951]) circa il diritto ad avere diritti, puo essere rivisitata in un senso
pit dinamico e negoziato: ci sono varie tappe e modalita attraverso le quali
s1 possono rivendicare e conseguire dei diritti da parte di coloro che ne sono
formalmente esclusi. Certamente, lungo la strada, nella terra di mezzo tra
I'esclusione rigida e la piena cittadinanza, i diritti si possono anche perdere,
giacché il percorso della cittadinanza non ¢ sempre e univocamente ascen-
dente. Ma proprio per questo, mobilitazioni politiche, alleanze con pit ampie
coalizioni, pratiche quotidiane e azioni di concreta cittadinizzazione, diven-
tano elementi salienti delle battaglie per l'allargamento dei confini dell’appar-
tenenza e dei diritti riconosciuti.

In questo scenario contraddittorio, tra pressioni ad escludere, impossibilita
pratica di riuscirci, riluttanza ad allargare i confini della piena inclusione,
pratiche di trasgressione dei vincoli alla mobilita territoriale, percorsi di ride-
finizione dal basso della composizione effettiva delle societa nazionali e locali
s stanno compiendo processi decisivi per la qualita della convivenza futura.

Vale la pena di ricordare che se il principio di sovranita implica il diritto
dello stato a controllare le frontiere nazionali e a definire le procedure per
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I'ammissione degli stranieri sul territorio, in una societa democratica queste
prerogative statuali sono sempre temperate e limitate dai diritti umani, di
cui gli individui beneficiano non in quanto cittadini, bensi come persone. Di
conseguenza, le democrazie liberali si trovano costantemente sotto I'obbligo,
allorché vigilano sui propri confini, di dimostrare che i modi con cui attuano
la vigilanza non violino 1 diritti umani fondamentali (Benhabib 2005). Ag-
giungerei: inclusa la vigilanza sui confini interni, quelli che regolano I'accesso
a benefici sociali e diritti civili. In questa prospettiva, la mobilitazione dei
migranti e dell'advocacy coalition che 1i difende assume un significato saliente di
allargamento e di attenuazione dei confini in contrasto con le pressioni verso
Pesclusione che oggi affiorano in vari punti della geografia politica europea e
internazionale. Anche dal punto di vista della regolazione della cittadinanza,
il trattamento dei migranti si sta cosi profilando come un terreno conteso e un
arduo banco di prova per valutare la capacita delle nostre democrazie di tener
fede ai valori che professano.
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Citizenship and Arbitrary Law-Making: On the
Quaintness of Non-national Disenfranchisement

Patricia Mindus

The paper explores forms of arbitrariness in relation to citizenship and migration policies. Non-national
disenfranchisement follows from certain migration policies, and these may be cast as an arbitrary_form
of domination, that may undermine political legitimacy. Political exclusion is the vertex of a chain of
other forms of exclusion: the denizenship of the politically powerless is particularly bothersome because
liberal-democratic systems lack incentives to promote their rights. We have singled out the specificity and
quaininess of the argumentative strategy employed to sustain non-national disenfranchisement. It differs
Jrom other argumentations in favour of disenfranchisement because it is not framed in derogatory terms
and shifls the burden of proof from the state over to the individual.

Introduction

Arbitrary law is the hallmark of domination, illegitimate power, despotism.
Avoiding arbitrariness is key to avoid domination, as a long-standing Repu-
blican tradition of political thought has made clear'. In a world of great mi-
grations (transnational or otherwise) the authority to determine the “people’ in
terms of citizenship and migration policy, i.e. to define the demos, is essentially
about the «sovereign power to exclude»?, and exclusion without (sufficient)
reason-giving is the hallmark of arbitrary power that reduces and limits our
ability to conduct non-dominated lives. Moreover, the use of this power to
exclude defines the constitutional identity of a political regime.

' The use of the term here is the one that occurs in the contemporary republican debate on
domination. According to Frank Lovett and Philip Pettit (2009: 9), a free person is «one who
does not live under the arbitrary will or domination of others». See also Frank Lovett (2012),
for a critical perspective see Patchen Markell (2008). The expression ‘arbitrary power’ usually
refers to an authority that is free to act following nothing but his own will, without consider-
ing any limits and constraints. To use Montesquieu’s classical phrasing in Esprit des lois: «It has
eternally been observed that any man who has power is led to abuse it; he continues until he
finds limits» (1989: 155 [1748]).

? The expression comes from the Supreme Court in Trop vs. Dulles, 356 U.S. 86, 101 (1958): 355.
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Yet, arbitrariness is poorly understood and underexplored in relation to
citizenship and migration policy. This is regrettable because, as we shall see,
disenfranchisement can be seen as the outcome of certain migration and citi-
zenship policies. By viewing citizenship and migration policies from the per-
spective of disenfranchisement, new areas and dimensions of the problem of
arbitrary law-making emerge.

We can view legal positions that single individuals may come to occupy
as located along a spectrum stretching from full (legal) inclusion to full (legal)
exclusion. The right to access national territory is here considered in a cont:-
nuum on the other end of which we find full civic inclusion entailing franchise
(civis optimo ture): this is the way the road to living under democratic rule fre-
quently looks for those making the journey®.

My basic claim is the following: the level of illegitimate use of power incre-
ases by making the route to enfranchisement longer for non-nationals having
some stake in a given community. In other words, state power becomes all the
more arbitrary as the chain of obstacles to living under a rule to which one has
given one’s consent becomes longer. The obstacles on the way to citizenship,
in other words, may be cast as an arbitrary form of domination, which in
turn undermines political legitimacy. If we view border control policies in
line with naturalisation and enfranchisement practices, consistently with the
perspective of many migrants, then it becomes clear that by making the route
to enfranchisement longer, the level of illegitimate use of power increases and
the plight of domination worsens.

Disenfranchisement of non-nationals, hindering access to full civic inclu-
sion, is problematic for different reasons. This paper focuses of the legal form
of non-national disenfranchisement and the quaintness of the argumentative
strategies employed to uphold it*.

Enfranchisement, Affectedness and Legitimacy

Enfranchisement sets the level of autonomy that the legal order recognizes for
fully capacitated adult agents in most liberal-democratic constitutional orders

* This paper develops a key idea of the project I run as Wallenberg Academy Fellow 2015-
2020. For more information please see the website: www.civissum.eu. The paper presents re-
sults from the project Arbitrary Law-making in Today’s Citizenship and Border Control Policies funded
by the Swedish Research Council (2012-2015).

* A previous version of this paper was presented at the Higher Seminar Series in Philosophy
of Law at the Philosophy Department, Uppsala University, November 2015. I would like to
thank Anthoula Malkopoulou, Guilherme Marques Pedro and Sebastian Reyes Molina for

comments on the earlier draft.
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and it is often seen as a source of legitimate power, i.e. that through which
consent is given, and that therefore makes state coercion not merely an exer-
cise of the monopoly of the use of force. In other words, enfranchisement is
seen as a benchmark of legitimacy: a necessary albeit insufficient condition for
establishing a political order to which people give their consent. Enfranchise-
ment does more than that: It says something about the constitutional identity
of a political regime. Since Aristotle, the number of rulers counts as criteria
for defining the nature of a polity. Here I take franchise to be essential to sub-
stantiate legitimacy in constitutional democracies. It is, first, a normative th-
reshold and, second, a descriptive criteria of identification of political regimes.

Disenfranchisement constitutes a thorn in the side of liberal democratic
legitimacy (Benton 2008). Because, generally speaking, disenfranchisement
challenges liberal-democratic regimes since it breaks the (ideal) symmetry
between the rulers and the ruled that is often considered a foundation of (de-
mocratic) legitimacy. This ideal refers to a fundamental principle of demo-
cratic government, i.e. the principle of affectedness, meaning that all those
affected by a political decision should have a say in its making and those who
are not affected should have no say.

Even though the principle seems fairly straightforward, it gives rise to
many concerns, both in practice and in theory’. Although an in-depth
analysis of the scope, range and application of the principle of affectedness
is beyond the purpose of this paper and would require a paper in its own
right, it is safe to say that this principle functions as a regulatory ideal in
the Kantian sense. Here, it is used as an indicator of potential problems of
legitimacy. We thus adopt a minimal definition of affectedness as pursuant
to a condition of steady presence on state territory for natural or physi-
cal persons who de facto live under a given national jurisdiction. This is of
course a minimal account of affectedness that uses presence on the territory
as a proxy, which some will surely consider to be a way of conflating the
principle of subjection with that of affectedness. But this need not worry
us for the present purposes. In fact, neither a principle referring to affected
interest (subjectively or objectively determined), nor a principle referring to
subjection to coercive laws can be confined to inclusion of residents within
state territory. Both hinge on the undetermined character of the principles
at hand, as well as the unclear category of ‘residence’, halfway between a
factual claim and a legal institute. Bearing this in mind, the proxy can be
used and our minimal definition employed.

> On the ‘principle of affectedness’ see Frederick G. Whelan (1983), while Robert Dahl (1989)

refers to this principle when discussing the ‘problem of unity’ in Democracy and Its Critics.
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What needs to be stressed however is that the affectedness ideal is here
not applied as a method to determine borders of appropriate constituencies
but as a regulative ideal (Arrhenius 2005 and 2011). A method to determine
how to make decisions is justified by reference to a normative ideal, while the
normative ideal (the principle of affectedness) is justified by reflective equili-
brium, weighing our normative judgments and a set of methodological and
epistemological criteria, such as consistency etc. For example, utilitarianism
is often accused of not providing a criterion or rule-of-thumb for deciding
what action ought to be taken because, in any situation in which we are cal-
led to act, we cannot calculate in advance all the effects of a decision, and
then choose the one that maximizes well-being as the ideal of utilitarianism
prescribes. However, this is not an argument against the normative ideal. If
we were utilitarian, we should not stop trying to get closer to the ideal of ma-
ximizing wellbeing only because it is difficult to do so. It would be analogous
to concluding that the value-freedom of science 1s not a scientific value to be
pursued only because there is a lot of research the impartiality of which may
be doubted, or that health is not an ideal to which we should strive given the
existence of diseases. In a similar way, the principle of affectedness might be
inappropriate as a method for defining constituencies, without being an ideal
to be rejected®. This is why we can continue without entering the debate on
affectedness and keeping our minimal definition.

So, the affectedness principle instantiated by the classic formula guod om-
nibus tangit, ab omnibus tractari et approbart debet is a key principle in democratic
theory of legitimacy, notwithstanding the fact that it does not include criteria
on how to determine who has a stake in an issue; a determination that can
be done both subjectively and objectively. Both ways presents problems that,
however, need not be addressed here. The only aspect that is important for
the continuation of the argument is that the principle of affectedness, cast as
a regulative ideal, has a high level of indeterminacy. One of the problematic
features then is that the principle of affectedness, construed in this minima-

6 In fact, some believe that the principle of affectedness is simply impracticable, like David
Held. For instance, if one wanted to apply the principle to any policy decision, we would be
forced to conclude that, strictly speaking, we can know the extent of the effects only after the
decision has been taken, so ignoring what the decision is we cannot know who should partici-
pate in its taking. There are also those who complain about the situation of legal uncertainty
that would reign in a world of fluid borders and variables. Celebrated by some advocates of de-
liberative democracy, such as John Dryzek (1996), the volatility of boundaries redrawn at every
(kind of) decision to be taken by diverse communities, is for the critics, like Dahl, for example, a
serious risk to the state law. For a discussion see R.E. Goodin (2007), for a reconstruction of this
debate see Johan Karlsson Schaffer (2011) and Patricia Mindus (2014 — especially chapter 5).
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listic way, does not allow to account for exactly for sow many and which non-
nationals are disenfranchised. This might be a question of grades.

By suggesting that there is a spectrum stretching from full inclusion to full
exclusion, we may still highlight how contemporary liberal democracies fail to
live up to the ideal by excluding legally resident non-nationals from franchise
and by excluding a range of other non-nationals within the jurisdiction from
granting to prospect of one day naturalizing.

The distinction that is central to this paper is between nationals and non-
nationals. Yet the category of non-nationals is quite broad and includes non-
resident non-nationals having no relationship with a given jurisdiction. We
can call them absolute foreigners. Different non-national categories may be
relevant to the argument given here, such as non-national residents, third
country nationals in the European Union, non-nationals granted temporary
permits of stay, illegal migrants present on the territory, asylum seekers and
more. What all these categories share, and what distinguishes them from ab-
solute foreigners, is that they may be said to have a stake in the community.

Of course to define a ‘stake’ is per se a daunting challenge: subjective deter-
mination of ‘stakes’ is problematic (there are people who feel worried without
being affected, and affected people who do not worry), and there still is no
scientific method to determine whether a person has a ‘stake’ in any objective
sense (we lack a criterion for the rationality of preferences). So by ‘stake’ here I
mean who de facto stands in a relationship with a given jurisdiction, as opposed
to the great majority of human beings who do not.

This explains why a critical assessment of the lack of voting rights for all
non-citizens or non-nationals would go beyond the purposes of this paper, sin-
ce the latter category would include absolute foreigners. Defining ‘stake’ as ha-
ving a de facto relationship to a given jurisdiction excludes from this inquiry the
question of whether or not absolute foreigners should be given voting right(s).
There is of course a debate going on about whether voting rights should be
granted also to non-resident non-nationals on the basis of their having some
form of stake in the community. But in this debate the stake 1s, first of all,
conceived as an a-territorial claim (or better: a claim regardless of the territo-
rial boundaries of a jurisdiction), and this is so regardless of whether the stake
ought to be understood in a subjective or objective sense. Second, this debate
over cosmopolitan democracy, 1.e. if it is (il)legitimate to give voting rights to
non-nationals, hinges on the idea that the principle of affectedness would be a
method for determining policies, and not a regulative ideal. Here, this princi-
ple figures only as a regulative ideal. We can thus leave this debate aside.

The focus thus falls on today’s arguably most critical form of disenfran-
chisement, as a blunt violation of the regulative ideal of affectedness: that of
non-nationals and the exercise of arbitrary power that it embodies.
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Border control and naturalisation policies generate a critical form of disen-
franchisement. The denizenship of the politically powerless is particularly bo-
thersome because liberal-democratic systems lack incentives to promote their
rights. This turns their disenfranchisement into a particular form of arbitrary
rule exercised by the enfranchised majority. With the words of Michael Wal-
zer (1983: 62), «the rule of citizens over non-citizens, of members over stran-
gers, is probably the most common form of tyranny in human history». This
is the reason why it offers an interesting testing ground for assessing the level,
type and nature of the arbitrary power exercised by the state.

In searching for a good testing ground for examining arbitrary power
practices in today’s law and policy-making, a specific form of disenfranchise-
ment practice can be singled out as particularly interesting: the disenfranchi-
sement of non-nationals; and as we will show below, primarily of categories
of non-nationals that are barred from naturalisation, such as illegal migrants.

This, however, does not depend on any claim about border control being
per se an instance of arbitrary exercise of political power, as many democratic
globalists and cosmopolitan advocates of open borders would claim. Rather,
it depends on the kind of argumentative strategy that is used to sustain the
exclusion of non-nationals from franchise, which determines the rule of ci-
tizens over non-citizens within a single jurisdiction. Strategies employed to
justify legal provisions of disenfranchisement in the case of non-nationals dif-
fers radically from that of nationals. One may thus stay agnostic about the (il)
legitimacy of border control and still uphold the thesis defended in this paper.

Ordinary and Extraordinary Disenfranchisement

Clearly, disenfranchisement, i.e. being legally barred from exercising political
rights, has be given many faces in the course of history — ranging from Third
Country Nationals in the EU to Brazilian illiterates, from mentally disabled
people in Eastern Europe to inmates in Asia, from French domestiques to Athe-
nian women, and so forth (Rosanvallon 1992, Beckman and Erman 2012). No
wonder then that the strategies of argumentation or reason-giving in favour of
disenfranchisement practices have varied.

Among reasons adduced in our modern world to sustain disenfranchise-
ment, we find claims of self-government by autonomous ethnic communities,
used to exclude indigenous people in Canada from exercising political rights
until the federal elections in 1960, and blacks in South Africa until the 1994
general election (Bartlett 1980, Kirkby 2010). The disenfranchisement of ci-
tizens affected by mental disabilities in several countries has been supported
because of the need to defend the integrity and dignity of elections (Bartlett
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et al. 2007, Vyhnanek 2010). The so-called «felony disenfranchise» (Ispahani
2009: 12) has been sustained on the basis of both punitive and regulatory argu-
ments. Liberal and contract-theory tools have also been applied to the claim
that criminal disenfranchisement is the logical outcome of the breaking of the
social pact perpetuated by offenders who violate the law’.

Notwithstanding great variation in the strategies employed to justify legal
provisions of disenfranchisement®, an important threshold can be determi-
ned: the difference lies in whether the disenfranchisement is conceived as a
principle of the system or as an exception to the rule. The dialectics between
rule and exception that emerge from the argumentative strategies used to
exclude people from franchise provide relevant criteria for distinguishing so-
called ordinary from extraordinary forms of disenfranchisement.

Ordinary forms of disenfranchisement are those that the system presuppo-
ses or takes for granted, those for which therefore there is no requirement of
reason-giving or justificatory practice. Extraordinary forms of disenfranchise-
ment are those that the system do not presuppose or take for granted, those for
which therefore there is a requirement of reason-giving: the system engages in
justificatory practices in order to uphold these forms of disenfranchisement.

To exclude non-nationals appears to be an ‘ordinary’ form of exclusion,
needing no justification. In most legal systems, enfranchisement is reserved
to nationals having full legal capacity. There are of course exceptions, both of
non-national franchise (Shaw 2007) and of external voting (Baubock 2007), as
well as a few cases of illegal migrants voting (Sadiq 2008). Admitting non-na-
tionals to political representation seems to be a strengthening trend in many
liberal-democratic countries but it is still far from constituting a serious con-
tender to the standard exclusion of non-nationals.

Indeed, as a default position before the legal order, non-nationals in
most commonly recognized liberal-democratic regimes are disenfranchised
notwithstanding their presence on state territory. This implies that, even if
they happen to hold the legal citizenship or nationality of another state, they
still fit into the category of ‘subjects™ with reference to the state they are loca-
ted in. This means they are passiwe members of the political community.

The standard form of such subjecthood is embodied by fully capacitated
persons who are non-nationals deprived of franchise.

7 This was notoriously stated in Green vs. Board of Elections where the US Supreme Court af-
firmed this position by quoting John Locke, see Jesse Furman (1997).

% For the argumentative strategies behind disenfranchisement, see Ludvig Beckman (2009).

¥ Subjects are those to whom directives and norms are addressed yet that are not entitled to
take part in shaping these norms, in whatsoever form. The subject is under the political obliga-
tion to obey the laws to which he or she has not given direct or indirect consent.
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The fact that some non-nationals may choose to remain outside the politi-
cal sphere of their state of residency for numerous reasons need not worry us
here: it is secondary to establishing whether one is deprived of the very possi-
bility to choose such a voluntary form of subjecthood.

Do note that here we do not deal with self-imposed or socially imposed
disenfranchisement. Rather, we only look at disenfranchisement de ure. Be-
cause being entitled to the right to vote constitutes a threshold. This threshold
defines those who are entitled to a privileged relationship with the state (most
typically, nationals) and those who are not (most typically, non-nationals).
Whether nationals are able to enforce this privileged relationship and/or whe-
ther non-nationals are even interested in having a political relationship in the
form of participation and enfranchisement is secondary to the issue addressed
here. So the fact that non-nationals are a varied group from the sociological
perspective is not an argument that can be used against the thesis of this pa-
per. Social composition of non-national groups is irrelevant in order to esta-
blish entitlement to franchise. Indeed, the rules that determine who counts as
national and who does not, and the rules that determine who is entitled to vote
and who is not, are clear and well-known in each jurisdiction.

Disfranchisement of non-nationals embodies arbitrariness in contempora-
ry constitutional democracies where the principle of legitimacy is grounded
on the ideal of all-affectedness. Most typically, non-nationals are excluded
from full political citizenship, which (especially in the case of long-term resi-
dents) bluntly mocks the ideal of affectedness. But unlike other disenfranchi-
sed categories such as minors, inmates, and convicts, the disenfranchisement
of non-nationals is not presented as an exception to the rule. In the case of
disfranchisement of nationals, the provision works like the institution called
capitis deminutio media in Roman law: the situation in which a Roman citizen
passed from the status of full Roman citizenship, civitas optimo twure, to what
was called civitas sine wra suffragui et honorum, 1.e. a situation in which the person
loses the entitlement to political rights of participation (Sherwin-White 1939,
Gaudemet 1984, Thomas 1996, Lovisi 2003).

Disfranchisement of non-nationals embodies arbitrariness because it cre-
ates political subjects in a system the legitimacy of which depends on such
subjecthood being connected to enfranchisement.

Yet another aspect of non-nationals disenfranchisement should interest us
here: how it frames who is accountable for proving what. The disenfranchi-
sement of non-nationals is different from other types of disenfranchisement
because it is not conceived as an exception, but as the rule. This has important
implications for the attribution of the burden of proof'in the event of litigation.
Institutions of disenfranchisement are prevailingly justified as an exception to
the rule. Archetypically, minors are disenfranchised because they are unable



to conscientiously perform the politically salient activities involved in voting
and standing in elections due to special circumstances (young age). The legal
form of minor disenfranchisement is derogation on the basis of circumstance.

Archetypically, mentally disabled persons are disenfranchised because
they are unable to conscientiously perform the politically salient activities in-
volved in voting and standing in elections due to special personal characteristics
(incapacity). The legal form of disenfranchisement is derogation on the basis
of personal attributes.

More generally, standardized classes of people have their rights restricted
and these limitations are justified as exceptions to the general rule, granting
these rights to those of ordinary capacity". Hence, freedom of movement
may be restricted; the right to vote may be withdrawn but this can legi-
timately be done only under special circumstances and/or due to special personal
characteristics for which the state needs to account. This means that burden
of proof thus falls automatically on the state intending to restrict the exercise
of such rights.

The legal form of non-national disenfranchisement is however not of a
derogatory type: it is the rule, not the exception. Moreover, it is a rule that
constitutes the very system.

By construing the exclusion of non-nationals as the rule there is a rarely
noticed shift in the allocation of the burden of proof from the state to indivi-
duals, from the governors to the governed. In this lies another aspect of the
arbitrariness that non-national disenfranchisement embodies. In other words,
while it is the state that needs to prove why inmates are to be disenfranchised,
it is the individual who is required to provide evidence for his/her lawful pre-
sence on the territory that is in practice the first step in order to acquire the
status that provides access to franchise.

Models of Citizenship and Forms of Disenfranchisement

The argumentative strategy that grounds the disenfranchisement of non-
nationals is very different from that used for other disenfranchised groups.
This 1s due to the fact that the conception of citizenship that underpins the
disenfranchisement of non-nationals is not the conception of citizenship that
lies behind other categories’ exclusion from franchise.

10" Capacity is an aspect of a person’s status and defined by a person’s personal law, i.e. for natu-

ral persons, the law of nationality or lex patriae, or of habitual residence in civil law states and
residence in many common law jurisdictions.
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Here we should distinguish between the political and the legal concep-
tions of citizenship (Mindus 2014). The political model that grounds demo-
cracy and addresses the question of legitimacy, opposes the ‘citizen’ to the
‘subject’, 1.e. the disenfranchised and thus passive member of a political com-
munity; while the legal conception stresses national sovereignty and protects
the rule of law, it opposes ‘citizen’ to ‘alien’, i.e. the non-national. Alien here
includes both the foreigner (person lacking the nationality of the state of re-
ference yet having the nationality of another state) and the stateless (person
deprived of any nationality). To a great extent, modern law has identified
nationality and citizenship (there are various constellations thereof and this
identification was made possible under the principle of sovereignty)''. Citi-
zenship, within this conception, is thus merely the positive reflection of the
status of alien. In other words, for legal science, citizenship is the status of
those who are entitled to claim a series of legally recognized positions before
the state. The paradigmatic word for this is Staatsangehorigkeit, which literally
means ‘belonging to the State’.

Whereas in the political conception of citizenship, legitimacy in principle
stems from the participation of ‘the people’, i.e. the sum of the citizens, in sha-
ping the common rules under which they live and thus exclusion from such
co-participation must be motivated, the legal model of citizenship — that is the
background theory of citizenship employed in defending disenfranchisement
of non-nationals — does not say much about justifying disenfranchisement:
voting or standing in elections are usually described as a form of bonus right
ascribed to some nationals (natural persons with full legal capacity, in some
cases of passive electoral rights, they also need to be over a certain age th-
reshold). The state does not offer motivations and is not held to do so, mainly
on the basis of the principle of sovereignty, out of which self-determination
of whom to include in the system derives. As a growing stream of research is
highlighting, it is problematic to assume that sovereignty as a concept is even
compatible with rule of law (Eleftheriadis 2009) so that sovereignty cannot
per se constitute sufficient reason to exclude non-citizens without reason-gi-
ving and pushing the burden of proof onto the individual.

Not only does the State offer no reasons, the legal system does not even
rule out the possibility of prohibiting some natural persons with full capacity
of accessing the said legal system, a precondition for acquiring the status of

"' The two paradigmatic models are often conceived as the French ius soli-centred model and
the German wus sanguinis-focused model, see Roger Brubaker (1992) and Pietro Costa (1999).
More specifically see Markus Krajewski and Helmut Rittstieg (1996), Paul Lagarde (1996),
Andreas K. Fahrmeier (1997), Benoit Guiguet (1999), Alfred Schumacher (2001), Patrick Weil
(2002), Ulrich K. Preuss (2003) and Edwige L. Lefebvre (2003).
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citizenship that provides access to enfranchisement. A number of border con-
trol techniques, asylum and migration policy provisions have this function.

This possibility engenders what can be described as an indirect form of
disenfranchisement practice that is, however, not understood as such by con-
temporary political and legal theory. Indeed, mainstream literature on disen-
franchisement' only considers provisions relative to either nationals or those
non-nationals that are legally resident within the state, thus failing to see how,
in the broader context, disenfranchisement is effectively implemented throu-
gh keeping fully capable adults from being granted access to legal positions
(such as residency, permits of stay, asylum, etc.) that would enable them to
apply for naturalisation at a later stage. Some live large parts of their lives in
this disenfranchised limbo, yet within the territorial sphere of states that are
generally held to be constitutional democracies.

Do note that, as to this argument’s soundness, the difference between non-
nationals legally present on state territory and so-called illegal migrants who
lack entitlement to dwell on the very same territory (on which we focus later
on), is not relevant because the legal/illegal migration status is not derivative
so much of the subjects themselves as dependant on the temporal dimension
they are located in. In other words, many migrants fall in and out of legal stay
and residency and this may happen on multiple occasions in the course of
their migrational career. The distinction between legally and illegally present
on territory, itself quite fluid, does not impact disenfranchisement since both
categories are barred from access to political rights. Yet the distinction betwe-
en legally and illegally present is relevant in differentiating between steps
along the way to enfranchisement, as we will see in the next section.

The rule of excluding non-nationals from franchise in the legal model
of citizenship was historically explained by the extraneousness or exteriori-
ty of foreigners, usually located in physically distant places without relations
or with few contacts with the autochthon population. Clearly, any such an
a prior: assumption in a globally interconnected world of mass-migration is
unwarranted. On the whole, some 2.9% of the world population live outside
their country of origin.

Furthermore, let us suppose that the legal order would cease to uphold
non-national disenfranchisement as a rule. Apart from being a political non-
starter in many constitutional settlements, this would not eliminate the pro-
blem of arbitrariness, even though it might modify its concrete manifestations.
Because even if we assume that non-national disenfranchisement has to be

12 See, among others, Zig Layton-Henry (1990), Jamin B. Raskin (1993), Virginia Harper-Ho
(2000) and Richard S. Katz (2000).
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justified, just like other forms of disenfranchisement, in terms of derogation
from a rule, the size and nature of the issue would still leave lots of room
for claiming that non-national disenfranchisement amounts to arbitrary law-
making. Non-nationals have to the same extent as nationals full legal capacity
and thus share the historically speaking key criterion used in practices di-
senfranchising nationals. Moreover, the number of people involved is rising.
Since derogation in no way modifies the rule as such, as long as it remains an
exception, this implies that, if the sheer number of those (dis)enfranchised is
sufficient (there is of course debate over what that threshold is, but we shall
leave the details of that discussion aside), it cannot be claimed that it is a ‘mere
exception’, for the same reason that a ‘state of exception’ that lasts sine die
amounts to the instauration of a new regime and is not an exception to the
previous regime.

Making the Route to Citizenship Longer

Today the most critical form of disenfranchisement is that of non-nationals.
This is so because of the exercise of arbitrary power that lies behind it. Within
this category, exclusion from political rights of illegal migrants is particularly
problematic. Saskia Sassen wrote some years ago that, in this realm, the most
important distinction is between those with legal migration status and those
without it (Sassen 1996). This holds true today. «More then any other pheno-
menon, illegal migration points up to the immense and arbitrary privilege of
birth in a prosperous state» (Dauvergne 2009: 8).

Although it is hard to measure the number of illegal migrants (because they
are illegal), some speak of around 12 million in the US, 14 million in Russia
among whom some 700,000 illegal Chinese in the Far East, some 10 million
in Eastern Europe including Central Asia, up to a million in the UK, some
150,000 in Italy, some 3 million around the EU, and India with its estimated
16 million illegal immigrants, another 2 million in Thailand, and up to 8 mil-
lion in South Africa (source BBC). In 2005 the UN estimate was some 50 mil-
lion illegal migrants out of the overall 190 million migrants around the world.

Within the category of non-national disenfranchisement one specific group
can be singled out as the most vulnerable to arbitrary law-making: that of il-
legal migrants. This category is not only disenfranchised but prohibited from
recognition as disenfranchised. Illegal migrants are thus excluded from fran-
chise in a drastically more severe fashion than legal migrants. Because legal
migrants might be barred from political rights but they are not barred from
naturalization (even if it might turn out to be extremely cumbersome, e.g. in
Switzerland). Illegal migrants are, most typically, barred from naturalizing.
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Some defenders of disenfranchisement of non-nationals might insist that
non-national residents who reject a fair naturalisation offer cannot claim to
be arbitrarily disenfranchised, yet it is specifically the fair naturalisation offer
that no illegal is offered qua illegal. Illegal migrants are barred from being
recognized as being governed by the legal system in that they are natural
persons with full capacity living under the laws of the country they are in and
contributing to its social fabric.

This means that today we face a form of indirect disenfranchisement that
is not properly addressed: it does not amount merely to exclusion from voting
rights but from the status entailing such rights (i.e. nationality) and (in the
worst cases) overall exclusion from rights (rightlessness which often follows de
Jacto from being incapable of availing oneself of the protection of one’s country
of origin; most recurrently the case of illegal migrants and trafficked people).
Such forms of exclusion are challenging legitimacy, because they prevent a
priort any future political representation: while minors will grow up, illiterates
can learn how to read, convicts may re-acquire their franchise etc., being
barred from access to any legal system in the sense of not being able to avail
oneself of the protection of a state entails a form of truly apolitical condition.

What the legal system fails to recognize, in other words, is the factual
circumstance that — according to the tenets of legitimacy of the system as
such, 1.e. according to the political conception of citizenship that grounds the
legitimacy of the exercise of coercion by state actors in liberal-democratic
settings — activates the legal entitlement to being included in the system. So,
by referring to one and the same factual condition (presence on state territory)
one group of people gain access and recognition while another is prohibited
from accessing the said legal system. Or to rephrase it, the legal system is
blind when it comes to that specific group. Pertinence to state territory, to put
it elegantly, makes some more equal than others.

There is an interesting corollary to this thesis. Suppose we have a system,
the legitimacy of which is based on the assumption that those who can be
coerced by the State have a stake in the jurisdiction and — if no special cir-
cumstances or personal incapacity are at hand — this stake offers sufficient
reason for being entitled to voting rights. Then, when chunks of the popula-
tion live in conditions of political disempowerment, with no clear prospect of
gaining franchise, the legitimacy of the exercise of coercion by state actors
is challenged. This is what seems to be happening today, in a world with
millions of refugees and millions of internally displaced people, not to men-
tion other forms of migration. The crucial role of defining the demos in terms
of citizenship and migration policy can therefore no longer be downplayed.
Acquisition and loss of citizenship does not belong to the legal backwaters of
administrative law: it i3 a question of high constitutional weight since such
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policies determine, in a mediated way, who are those entitled to participate
in collective decision-making. Simply put, the appearance of disenfranchised
masses in contemporary democracies — modern metics — questions the sta-
te’s sovereign right to define its people (Abizadeh 2008, Mindus and Goldoni
2012). But this corollary merits a paper in its own right.

This paper explored arbitrariness in relation to citizenship and migration po-
licies. Non-national disenfranchisement follows from certain migration policies,
and these may be cast as an arbitrary form of domination, that may undermine
political legitimacy. Political exclusion is the vertex of a chain of other forms of
exclusion: the denizenship of the politically powerless is particularly botherso-
me because liberal-democratic systems lack incentives to promote their rights.
We have singled out the specificity and quaintness of the argumentative strategy
employed to sustain non-national disenfranchisement. It differs from other ar-
gumentations in favour of disenfranchisement because it is not framed in dero-
gatory terms and shifts the burden of proof from the state over to the individual.
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Farewell to Welfare:
An End to Citizenship as We Know It

Alessandro Pinzani

The crisis of the welfare state has been a widely discussed topic since at least the 1970s both in the social
sciences and in political debate. It is not my intention to readdress it or to analyze the many diagnoses
of the meaning and scope of the crisis: there is a huge amount of literature on this and I do not aim to
add another contribution. Rather I would like to investigate the reasons that led to the wide acceptance
among the public in Western Europe (and probably elsewhere) of the dismantling of certain features of
the welfare state. To this end, I shall focus on the discourses that justified this process and that have
provided a major shift in the political vocabulary from the grammar of (social) rights to the grammar
of performance and (state) services. In other words, I shall concentrate on the paradigm change from a
Keynesian model of welfare state to a ‘neoliberal’ model of personal responsibility. Thus change of para-
digm threatens the very idea of cilizenship as we have known it for centuries.

Welfare state and social rights

For long time social rights have been discussed around the categories devel-
oped by Thomas Marshall (1950). According to this author, civil, political and
social rights were introduced in consecutive waves; one could talk, therefore,
of three generations of rights. As a matter of fact, this was a twofold process:
on the one hand, the scope of individual rights got wider (from civil to politi-
cal to social rights); on the other, more and more individuals became rights-
holders (this is particularly evident in the case of voting rights, which were
first limited through censual criteria, then were extended to all male citizens
and finally were granted to all citizens with no regard to gender). Accord-
ing to Marshall and those who use his conceptual categories (e.g. Mezzadra
2002, Baglioni 2009), it is precisely this extension of rights as a growing socio-
political inclusion that allows the identification of the essential nexus between
rights and citizenship. The welfare state in all its concrete shapes (for it has
many, as shown by Esping-Andersen 1990 among others) incarnates the prin-
ciple according to which citizenship is to be defined in terms of the fruition of
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civil, political and social rights. The latter ones are then understood as those
rights that grant to citizens the material conditions to concretely enjoy the
others, i.e. as the guarantee that civic and political rights will not be granted
only formally, but really enjoyed.

Of course, it is possible to see the existence of the welfare state, or even of
social rights, in a completely different light, namely as a concession of public
services by politicians who are interested in electoral consensus rather than in
citizenship, or as the result of demands coming from specific interest groups
(e.g. the working class). Not only writers opposing the welfare state, but also
leftist authors have similar readings. For instance, in the 1970s Habermas
claimed that a consequence of the welfare state was the transformation of
citizens into clients, whose electoral behavior would be influenced or even
determined by what political parties would promise with regard to public
services (Habermas 1975)'. However, in almost every state the discourse that
has been used until recently to justify welfare programs used the grammar
of citizenship: the welfare state would represent the best way of guaranteeing
those social rights, whose enjoyment is the necessary condition for enjoying
all other rights and therefore for being a full-fledged citizen. In the last dec-
ades, this discourse has undergone significant changes and finally it has given
way to a completely different one, which we may call ‘neoliberal’?, and which
renounces completely to the notions of citizenship and of social rights. How
did this happen?

If we were to put the 1970s debate on the welfare state into a wider histori-
cal and political context, we could claim that this debate was made necessary
by a crisis, which was not only economical, but also ideological. During the
trente glorieuses, 1.e. the decades between 1945 and 1975, called also the «Gold-
en Age of Capitalism» (Hobsbawm 1994), Western industrialized societies
experienced the establishment of a social and political compromise that had
multiple causes, some of which went back to the 19" century: the struggles of
workers” movements and unions in Germany, to which Bismarck answered
by creating an embryonic welfare state in order to avoid their radicalization;
Black Friday and the crash of 1929, which revealed the frailty of a form of fi-
nancial capitalism that had no rules; the Great Depression of the 1930s, which
saw a dreadful rise in poverty in countries that were thought to have reached
a solid level of welfare; the public policies against this crisis, which were in-

' Obviously Habermas did not aim at criticizing the welfare state, rather at transforming it so
that this consequence might be avoided and citizens might decide according to less egoistic and
parochial criteria.

? The expression ‘neoliberal’ is placed within quotation marks because (as we shall see) it is far
from obvious what neoliberalism is.
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spired by Keynes’ theory and saw massive state interventions; the war effort
during both World Wars, which created in most countries something like a
national unity beyond existing class interests; the social policies introduced
by the British government as a consequence of the Beveridge report (1942)%
the rebuilding phase after WWII, which gave birth to a veritable European
market; and probably also the fact that capitalists and conservative parties
mistrusted the working class and feared that it could side with the Soviet bloc,
so they considered it necessary to make concessions in order to guarantee its
loyalty, just as Bismarck had done with the German workers.

The compromise led to the Europe-wide creation of the welfare state in
its liberal, social conservative and social democratic forms (Esping-Andersen
1990). But since the end of the 1960s and above all after the oil crisis of 1973
and as a consequence of the economic crises, which haunted the main indus-
trialized countries in the first half of the 1970s with phenomena of inflation
and even stagflation, something changed in the official discourse. The domi-
nant Keynesianism underwent a crisis itself and an alternative doctrine start-
ed becoming increasingly influential — a doctrine that later became known as
neoliberalism.

The reluctant dismantling on the welfare state

According to a widespread interpretation, neoliberalism would be the main
factor responsible for dismantling the welfare state. Usually two politicians
are considered to be the bearers of the neoliberal standard and the initiators
of this dismantlement: Margaret Thatcher and Ronald Reagan. However,
while there is no denying that both got elected on the basis of programs that
foresaw massive reductions in public spending, dramatic tax cuts and a radi-
cal scaling down of government action, neither of them actually maintained
these promises, particularly with regard to the welfare state. As shown by var-
ious authors (e.g. Pierson 1996), both Thatcher and Reagan carefully avoided
practicing what is labeled nowadays in Italy with the gruesome term ‘social
butchering’. Some social programs were downsized (some of them even heav-
ily, like the allowance for single mothers), but generally speaking both the Iron
Lady and the Cowboy President took care not to alienate potential electors
minimized the cutting of the most popular social programs or of retirement
benefits. When Thatcher tried to impose the extremely unpopular Commu-

¥ Available at <http://www.sochealth.co.uk/national-health-service/public-health-and-well-
being/beveridge-report/>.
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nity Charge (known also as ‘poll tax’), the final result was her fall, promoted
by her own party comrades, who feared losing the next election.

For this reason, according to Pierson, cuts to social programs happen al-
most always in an indirect or in a hidden way, like in the case (mentioned by
him) of the cuts that were decided in 1994 by Congress under a Republican
majority and that were intended to only take place after 2000 - in order not to
jeopardize the elections of 1996 and 1998. On the other hand, massive cuts to
the welfare state have undeniably taken place in almost every industrialized
country, at least after 1996 (the year Pierson published his analysis). Interest-
ingly, though, the most radical reforms, which led to a downsizing of social
expenses and — above all — to a new way of conceiving the welfare state, have
been undertaken by non conservative or even (nominally) leftist politicians
such as Clinton, Blair or Schréder. With the aim of understanding how this
was possible, I would like to analyze briefly the kind of discourse used to jus-
tify these reforms, also in order to grasp why this discourse was so successful
among the electorate (even among leftist voters) and surprisingly also among
the groups which would be more directly affected by the cuts.

The neoliberal discourse on welfare

As we have seen, mistrust towards the welfare state was manifested also by
authors who can be considered to be leftists, like Habermas. Even more radi-
cal was the skepticism of so-called neoliberal authors. Already in 1974, a
few months after the oil crisis and the introduction of austerity policies in
many European states, Samuel Brittan wrote a text that had a huge influence
after its publication one year later. It is not by chance that the essay’s title
was The Economic Contradictions of Democracy, since Brittan judges democracy
exclusively from the point of view of its economic costs and of its efficiency
deficit. Brittan highlights two problems, which according to him haunt all
democratic regimes, since they are inherent to democracy itself, at least in
its contemporary avatar of liberal representative democracy. The first prob-
lem is that democracy generates excessive expectations among citizens; the
second is that within democratic regimes there is a tendency towards the rise
of groups, which try to impose their particular interests with huge costs for
the community. According to Brittan, both problems could be resumed by
saying that «an excessive burden is placed on the ‘sharing out’ function of
the government». This function includes all «activities of the public authori-
ties in influencing the allocation of resources, both through taxation and
expenditure politics and through direct intervention in the market place»

(Brittan 1975: 130).
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Following partially Schumpeter, Brittan conceives the democratic con-
test as an electoral market, in which politicians try to get elected by promis-
ing that they will use their power to distribute resources and public benefits
among their voters, and in which voters choose their candidates according to
these promises. «Unfortunately», writes Brittan, «neither promises of redis-
tribution from politicians nor demands for it from the electorate carry with
them a knowledge of how much there is to redistribute, let alone a consensus
on a just distribution» (Brittan 1975: 141). This mechanism for choosing rul-
ers leads unavoidably to the rise of interest groups, each one of which aims
at obtaining from a government the most benefits possible. As a result, the
government ends up making ad hoc concessions, which will never result in
a coherent, rational politics, but which on the other hand despite their high
costs and deriving inefficiency do not lead to catastrophic effects as, accord-
ing to Brittan, history would show. Brittan’s essays ends with some critiques
of public bureaucracy inspired by Irving Kristol (the so-called ‘godfather’ of
U.S. neo-conservatism) and with a section on the «mirage of social justice»
that echoes arguments by Hayek, who is explicitly quoted.

Which arguments does Brittan introduce to sustain his claims concerning
the two major problems of democracy? In the case of excessive demands, he
takes up some remarks by Schumpeter on mass psychology, on the irrational-
ity of the masses and on their being easily manipulated. According to Brittan,
when individuals are freed from their personal responsibility, they tend to leave
aside any rational calculus and any critical caution. Furthermore, they do not
have time to ‘lose’ by demanding political analysis, or with a detailed study
of facts and different political programs, but they will choose their candidates
more or less unthinkingly and irrationally. Moreover, since voters do not stand
under budget constraints, they tend to expect from government and state much
more than what public finances allow for. In other words, as soon as they dis-
miss their role as private individuals to slip into that of voters, citizens forget any
prudence, since the costs of the policies they support do not weigh immediately
on them, while the benefits do. As for the existence of interest groups competing
for governmental resources, Brittan mentions a single example: workers’ un-
ions, which would care exclusively for guaranteeing benefits to their members,
regardless of the costs and consequences for other groups and the state.

Why is Brittan’s essay so interesting? Because it uses concepts and argu-
ments that in the following decades have been used by neoliberal authors
and have penetrated so deeply into the political discourse that nowadays they
appear trivialities or unquestionable truths. In the first place, we are pre-
sented with a definition of the average voter as a rational, calculating subject
when it comes to making decisions in the private sphere, and as an irrational,
thoughtless subject when it comes to public decisions. Furthermore, the di-
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chotomy public/private is used here to introduce the topic of the unaccount-
ability of those who manage public affairs — even voters are considered to
be unaccountable in this sense — as well as the topic of the inefficiency of
public bureaucracy, opposed to the efficiency of private enterprises. If one
should schematize the concepts used by Brittan, one could distinguish two
conceptual fields that are clearly opposed, the first is characterized positively,
the second negatively: Private vs. Public; Accountability vs. Unaccountability;
Responsibility vs. Irresponsibility; Rationality vs. Irrationality; Efficiency us.
Inefhiciency. It is worth noting that a// the concepts referring to the public
sphere are connoted negatively, even from a semantic point of view, being
characterized by negative prefixes.

Brittan does not give us empirical data to maintain the thesis according
to which the private sphere is characterized by the above mentioned positive
qualities —and he could hardly do this, since in the last decades empirical stud-
ies have actually put into question the idea of a rational subject not only in the
political, but also in the economic field (Caplan 2007, Elster 1999, Green and
Shapiro 1994); further studies show that even private enterprises have to cope
with irrationality and inefficiency just as public bureaucracies do (e.g. Jackall
1988)*. So, he just resorts to some remarks that oscillate between plain com-
mon sense and the ideology of komo oeconomicus, but have no scientific basis.

The public/private dichotomy used by Brittan is typical of the attitude of
strong mistrust towards politics, government and state, which characterizes
neoliberal authors and the politicians who got their inspiration from their
works (one has just to think of Reagan’s famous claim: «government is not the
solution to our problem; government is the problem»)’. We shall come back to
this anti-governmental rhetoric: but for now, I would like to observe that the
use of negative terms such as irrational, unaccountable, inefficient represents
a form of delegitimizing state action and ultimately the democratic state itself.

As for the thesis concerning interest groups, which in itself does not repre-
sent anything new (it is a fopos of Republican literature from Cicero to Rous-
seau and Madison), it is worth noting that the only examples mentioned by
Brittan are workers’ unions, as if there were no other lobbies and interest
groups, e.g. employers’ associations. In his choice of this example, the ide-
ological nature of Brittan’s argument becomes evident: the only particular
interests that supposedly give rise to problems of efficiency and economic ir-
responsibility are those of unionized workers, not those of employers or of

* One could also read the hearings of the Financial Crisis Inquiry Commission, whose report
is available at <http://fcic.law.stanford.edu/report>.
> In his first inaugural address on January 20" 1981.
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farmers who receive state subsidies, or of rich taxpayers who benefit from tax
cuts. Probably Brittan would claim that subsidies and tax cuts are just a way
to incentivize economic growth — at least this is what mainstream economists
frequently claim®.

As I'said before, the concepts and arguments used by Brittan have become
part of the prevalent common sense, not only among political and economical
scientists, but also in everyday political discourse. Of course, Brittan was not
responsible for this (neither were Thatcher or Reagan), precisely as Keynesi-
anism’s triumph cannot be ascribed only to Keynes. Let us say that texts like
Brittan’s essay are signs of a deep change both in political debate and prac-
tice. Although at certain points it just takes over ideas that had been already
presented by Schumpeter, Hayek or Kristol, it is an extremely timely text — at
least with regard to the time it was published. Those years were characterized
by the crisis of Keynesianism and by the search for an alternative theory that
might, first, help to make sense of the crises that were haunting capitalism
and that might, second, offer solutions that could strengthen the capitalist
economic system, particularly in a historical moment in which an alternative
system seemed to exist, namely really existing socialism (we know now that it
was actually an ineflicient model, doomed to failure, but in the mid-1970s not
everyone would have agreed on this).

In this theoretical vacuum neoliberalism did step into the breach. It was
not a fully fledged theory, rather a set of heterogeneous doctrines, which were
partly inspired by classical liberalism, but differentiated themselves from it
through the firm conviction that the best way to have (a) an economic system
that was as efficient as possible and (b) a political system that could guarantee
the highest amount of individual freedom would be to extend the model of the
market also to spheres (such as education, health care and public services in
general), which up to that moment had obeyed a different logic (e.g. those of
citizenship or of social inclusion). Neoliberal ideas had already been formu-
lated, but were considered extravagant in the era that saw the dominance of
Keynesianism’. They were kept alive by the Mount Pelerin Society, which
comprised economists, but also politicians and publicists, and, when Keynesi-
anism was challenged by the 1970s crises, they found influential standard

6 Just think of the trickle-down theory, which is obsessively repeated despite the fact that empir-
ical data not only fail to confirm it, but tend to prove it wrong (the United Nation Development
Program Reports since 2002 confirm every year a global tendency towards a wider inequality
in the distribution of wealth and income).

7 Hayek’s ideas were reportedly mocked by his colleagues at LSE. For a short history of the
rise of neoliberalism among the difficulties presented by the dominance of Keynesianism see
Peck 2008.
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bearers in intellectuals like Milton Friedman, who managed to present them
as the only viable alternative to Keynes’ ideas, if one wanted to save capital-
ism. In a few years they became the dominant ideas, also because they fitted
perfectly with marginalism and neo-classical economics, i.e. with the eco-
nomic theories that were (and still are) taught in almost every business school.
Thatcher and Reagan’s landslides marked the triumph of these ideas also
among common voters, even if the corresponding policies were not immedi-
ately implemented (most likely out of fear of the possible negative reactions of
the voters themselves, as Pierson claims).

The reasons for a triumph

What were the causes of this triumph? For, even if Brittan and Pierson are
right in their analyses, it is far from clear why voters embraced so enthusiasti-
cally political proposals that promised cuts to public services and to welfare,
and that therefore would reduce benefits and force the voters to diminish their
demands on the state. The circumstances in which voters did repeatedly sup-
port governments that vowed to reduce public spending and public services
seems to prove wrong both the hypothesis of irresponsible, egocentric vot-
ers (on which Brittan founded his analysis) and the hypothesis of calculating,
maximizing voters (which is defended by Pierson and many others).

Maybe the reason for this apparent paradox must be sought in the fact
that neoliberals recur to a simple moral argument, actually so simple that it
sounds often simplistic, but which is easily understood. The argument states
that everyone is responsible for her own life and her socio-economic situation.
A corollary to this argument claims that the state has no right at all to take
taxpayers’ money (i.e. money earned through their hard work by “responsi-
ble” people) and redistribute it to people who prefer to live on benefits rather
than working themselves. This extremely coarse version of two central intui-
tions of neoliberalism (the idea of individual responsibility and the thesis of
the necessity of negative or positive incentives to promote individual initiative)
has been defended by pundits in a great number of newspaper columns and
TV debates, by authors of management and selfimprovement handbooks,
but also in books with academic ambitions published by conservative think
tanks like the American Cato Institute. I shall quote as an example an ex-
cerpt from a book whose title is programmatic: 4 Life of One’s Own. Individual
Rights and the Welfare State by David Kelley, published in 1998: «In our personal
lives, most of us realize that the world doesn’t owe us a living. Whatever our
individual circumstances, we know that we are responsible for doing what it
takes to get the things we want in life. We’re responsible for earning a living
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that provides for both current and future needs. We’re responsible, not just
for doing our jobs day by day, but for finding a job in the first place and for
acquiring the knowledge and skills it takes to find a job. [...] Yet in our public
lives we have accepted an obligation to provide food, shelter, jobs, education,
pensions, medical care, child support, and other goods to every member of
society. The premise of the welfare state [...] is that the world does owe us a
living».

From all this the author comes to the conclusion that the welfare state is
undergoing a crisis that is not just financial (due to the explosion of its costs),
but above all of a moral nature, since it assumes the existence of a non existing
right and since it transforms individuals into parasites, instead of encouraging
them to claim responsibility for their own lives. This is a very simple idea that
presents the twofold advantage of letting taxpayers (Kelley’s target as readers)
believe firmly that they are masters of their lives and at the same time feel that
they are morally better individuals than the beneficiaries of social programs
(the poor, the unemployed, single mothers etc.). They are therefore entitled
to claim that the state reduce or abolish those programs without being ac-
cused of showing human coldness or a lack of solidarity. Kelley does not even
try to justify his claim that «the world doesn’t owe us a living», as if it were
something we all should grasp by ourselves soon or later — a self-evident truth
affirmed in the face of every possible objection (Kelley is well aware that there
are objections, as shown by his aside «whatever our individual circumstanc-
es», meaning that even if you are born in a Chicago slum by an unemployed
single teen mother and have attended poorly funded schools, that were unable
to give you a decent education, you are ultimately responsible for your own
poverty). Once this premise has been postulated, the obvious consequence is
that the welfare state lacks any moral legitimacy whatsoever.

Of course, Kelley’s readers have to accept this premise if they do not want
to admit that after all, under certain individual circumstances, they also could
need social programs; and above all they have to pretend never to have en-
joyed such programs, as if it were just the poor, the unemployed or the single
mothers who receive public benefits because of their irresponsible actions.
Paraphrasing a famous expression used by Eagleton with regard to ideology,
irresponsibility is like bad breath: it is always the others who have it (Eagleton
1991: 2). It is not by chance that the social programs that Reagan managed
to reduce without too much difficulty were those concerning relatively small
groups like single mothers, while he had to recur to legislative tricks in order
to reduce the expenses for Medicare and Social Security without the voters
noticing it immediately.
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The end of welfare as we know it

On the other side, the US president who managed to implement significant
cuts and to «end welfare as we know it»® was Bill Clinton, who in 1996 (two
years before the publication of Kelley’s book) signed the Personal Responsibil-
ity and Work Opportunity Act (PRWORA). This Act pursued goals, which
clearly harmonized with neoliberal ideas, since it intended to put an end to
welfare meant as a set of social programs grounded on individual social rights.
In order to get access to the new programs, beneficiaries had to fulfill condi-
tions that went far beyond the ‘passive’ ones of lacking an income or a job.
They were forced to accept any job after two years of permanence in the
program; otherwise they would lose all benefits. Furthermore the program
established a cumulative limit of five years for receiving federal benefits.

I would like to highlight two relevant aspects of the PRWORA. The first
one is that it gives up the idea that citizens are entitled, viz. have an uncon-
ditioned right, to social programs. In the old model (welfare as we knew it),
any needy citizen was entitled to certain benefits, even if it was up to the law
to establish what it meant to be needy, in order to prevent abuses. In the new
model (PRWORA), citizens (illegal migrants were explicitly excluded from
social programs) get benefits that are conditioned by their own behavior. This
leads to the second relevant aspect: what is expected from the beneficiaries
of social programs is that they find a job which allows them to live autono-
mously; otherwise they will no longer qualify for receiving the benefit. They
are expected to accept any kind of job, not necessarily a job well suited to their
education and professional training. The result of the PRWORA was a sig-
nificant drop in the unemployment rate, to which, however, corresponded a
sharp rise in low-wage jobs, more often than not forcing their holders to find a
second job or face a life in dire straits’. In other words, «if any man would not
work, neither should he eat», as the apostle Paul put it (2 Thessalonians, 3:10).

From welfare to workfare

We face therefore a paradigm change: from that of welfare to that of work-
fare, to recur to a term used by scholars (e.g. Peck 1998, Peck and Theodore
2001), but also by politicians from the whole political spectrum, from Richard

% Speech at Georgetown University on October 23™ 1991; he repeated this sentence when he
signed the PRWORA on August 22" 1996.
® An impressive description of this kind of life can be found in Ehrenreich 2001.
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Nixon (who used it as early as 1969) to Tony Blair (who in the 2000s imple-
mented welfare reforms similar to those introduced by Clinton). Actually this
marks the return of policies that had already been implemented in Britain
in the 19" century through the adoption of the New Poor Law (1834). This
reform left the English poor facing three options: 1) those who were too old or
sick to work were entitled to receive further public charity; 2) those who were
able to work but had no job, would have be given food and lodging but had to
work in the newly established workhouses (whose regime was more reminis-
cent of prisons than of factories); 3) those who were able to work, but had no
intention of doing so, would be sent to prison or even deported. Many scholars
have reconstructed the historical process that led to this veritable criminali-
zation of poverty (Geremek 1994, Himmelfarb 1984 and 1991, Somers and
Block 2003); in this context I shall just discuss the discourse that was used to
justify these measures, starting with Malthus’ Essay on the Principle of Population
(1798; 2" ed. 1803 [1992]), which introduced the argument that, contrarily
to common opinion, the public policies of aid to the poor far from solving the
problem of poverty make it worse'.

According to Malthus, human beings are submitted to two laws of nature
that are mutually conflicting. On the one hand they tend to reproduce lim-
itlessly, creating a situation of growing scarcity of resources. On the other,
when they are not able to maintain their children, they stop reproducing, so
that equilibrium between population and available resources is reestablished.
Aid policies suspend de facto the second law, since they abolish the negative
incentive not to have children (i.e. the perspective of the whole family ending
up starving). Therefore the poor keep on reproducing, worsening their situ-
ation (more mouths to feed are born) and weighing more heavily on the state
(the number of people to be helped by public charity increases). Therefore
the solution to the problem of poverty consists in stopping helping the poor!
Furthermore, Malthus claims, public assistance creates dependency and en-
courages the poor to live off state aids instead of incentivizing them to work
and live autonomously. As one can see, we are faced with two different kinds
of argument: a demographic one and a normative, moral one. Despite the
alleged scientific nature of the first argument, Malthus thought it superfluous
to offer data for his demographic thesis (data he did not have and could not
possibly find, since the thesis has never been confirmed). He limited himself to
appealing explicitly to logic and to common sense with no further empirical
proof. The moral argument grounds on the premise that living off charity is

10 This is a typical formulation of what Hirschman calls «the perversity problem» (Hirschman
1991).
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unacceptable, but Malthus does not explain why it is so: once again common
sense is supposed to acknowledge the self-evidence of this principle.

Malthus’ arguments were used to justify the introduction of the New Poor
Law and were conjured up again in the 1980s by American thinkers in order
to attack the welfare state. Such an author was Charles Murray, who in his
best seller Losing Ground (1984) used Malthus’ arguments and even his method-
ology, claiming that «data are not essential to certain arguments about social
policy and indeed can get in the way. The terms of debate can be grounded
wholly in preferences about how the world ought to be, not how it is» (Murray
1984: 53). Nevertheless Murray recurred to many anecdotal ‘proofs’ for his
argument, like cases of so-called welfare queens, i.e. of single mothers who
cynically exploited public benefits in order to live at the state’s expense (Rea-
gan too loved to quote such cases in his speeches). This argumentative line
presents itself as being scientific and logical, but, in an absence of data that
may confirm its conclusions (and in a rather unscientific way of proceeding), it
recurs to moral principles that — it claims — are self-evident and need no fur-
ther proof. According to this line, welfare programs shape dependent, petty
individuals who prefer to live as parasites instead of taking their own respon-
sibilities, finding jobs and supporting themselves autonomously. Therefore it
1s necessary, if not to abolish directly these programs, at least to reformulate
them so that the beneficiaries be nudged to leave them and to rely only on
themselves. In order to obtain this goal, incentives must be introduced — both
positive (professional training, tax breaks for those who decide to start an
independent enterprise etc.) and negative (those who do not look for a job or
refuse one may lose their benefits).

If we were to use Malthus and Murray’s methods and appeals to common
sense instead of using empirical data, we should expect that in the end only
negative incentives will be implemented, since they do not have any cost for
the state (they even allow it to save money). But reality tells us another story.
This can be explained with the fact that the above-mentioned welfare reforms
do not aim primarily at reducing state costs but at establishing a principle:
that of individual responsibility for one’s own socio-economic situation. Con-
trarily to what one could expect, once the reforms had been implemented,
costs did not drop radically, but often increased because of the necessity of
creating a much bigger bureaucratic apparatus than the one which managed
the old welfare system. Examples of this are offered by the introduction of the
so-called free schools in Britain and by the Hartz reforms in Germany.

According to the current Tory government, free schools should have di-
minished education costs for the state, while at the same time establishing
healthy competition among educational institutions; as a matter of fact, how-
ever, they have ended up receiving much more money from the state than
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publicly funded schools, not to mention the necessity of creating a system of
control and consultancy, which in some cases swallows up to 20 per cent of
educational resources''.

As for Germany’s Hartz reforms, this offers a very clear example of the
‘pedagogical’ character of welfare reform and deserves some longer remarks.
The left-wing coalition government of Social-Democratic Party and Green
Party under Gerhard Schroder in 2002 realized a reform of the welfare state
following the advice of a specific committee led by the former union leader
(1) Peter Hartz. Also in this case we face a shift from the welfare to the work-
fare model. The two main forms of social assistance in existence up to then,
namely the Arbeitslosenhilfe (unemployment allowance) and the Sozialhilfe (social
allowance), were fused into a single program of social benefits. Positive and
negative incentives were introduced, which actually represented conditions to
be fulfilled in order to qualify for receiving the benefits. This is particularly
clear in the case of individuals who have lost their job. While previously to
the reform it was sufficient that they communicated the loss of their job to get
their unemployment allowance (proportional to the contributions they had
paid during their working time), now they have to show up for an interview
with a personal consultant at the local Arbeitsamt (job center), in order to be
registered for the allowance'.

The consultant (who has to follow dozens of cases) may command the un-
employed individual to undertake professional training, motivational semi-
nars etc. or to undergo medical or psychological examinations. Furthermore,
the unemployed individual may be offered any kind of job, not only those
for which she is qualified; she has the duty to appear at any job interviews
provided by the consultant and if she fails to do so, the benefit may be cut.
She has a residence duty and may not leave town without giving notice to the
consultant. She has to be permanently available for contact and has 24 hours
to react to a call from the job center (in the 2000s this implied forcing the
unemployed to get an answer machine; nowadays with cell phones maintain-
ing contact is smoother). The bureaucratic apparatus necessary to manage
the program and, above all, to control the beneficiaries (whose homes can
also be inspected in order to ascertain the real level of indigence) is huge and
the consequent costs have gone up over the years. Like in the USA, Germany
saw a surge in low-wage and part-time jobs, which allow people to maintain
their benefits but more often than not are insufficient to guarantee a decent

' See <https:/ /www.gov.uk/government/ statistics/income-and-expenditure-in-academies-in-
england-2013-t0-2014> and <http://www.theguardian.com/education/2015/aug/25/ extra-
funds-free-schools-warwick-mansell>.

12 Information on the program (in German) is available at <http://www.hartziv.org/>.
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life. Also in this case, the financial aspect was less relevant than the imposi-
tion of the principle according to which getting state aid is no longer a right.
The state offers services to those who on their part give specific performances
— in the first place by looking for a job, but also by participating in profes-
sional training or in other activities aiming at their reintroduction into the
job market. In other words, the vocabulary of rights has been replaced by the
vocabulary of individual responsibility, while the idea of unconditional rights
has been replaced by the idea of state services conditioned by specific attitudes
and behaviors on the part of the beneficiaries. The goal of this process is to
attribute to the individuals the responsibility for their success or failure in
finding a job. Public benefits are seen as a conditional aid, which individuals
must prove themselves to deserve, not as the object of social rights.

Personal responsibility and state control

This goal was clearly formulated in a document entitled ZTowards a Code of
Social and Family Responsibility, which New Zealand’s government sent to all
families in 1998". The document starts by listing some «disquieting aspects
of New Zealand society». The first one is «a high and growing rate of de-
pendency on welfare benefits among working-age people. Over 19 percent
of adults of working-age and 30 percent of children are dependent on in-
come from benefits», the document claims, without specifying the kind of
benefits and, above all, without specifying whether the mentioned working-
age people are all jobless or if they have a job whose wage is so low that they
have to rely on benefits to survive. In any case, the formulation gives the
impression that these people prefer to live on subsidies rather than working.
The second aspect is the «high level of families at risk». The risk here is not
material poverty, as one could expect, but moral misery: «children of poor
families appear to find unrewarding the traditional norms of hard work,
creativity, diligence, organization, stability and loyalty». The third aspect is
the «high levels of sole parenthood», which allegedly have «a negative effect
on the educational attainment of children». The fourth aspect is a mixture
of undesirable or unacceptable acts: «disturbing rates of child abuse and ne-
glect, births to teenage mothers and offending by young people» (apparently
these phenomena are limited to the people who receive state benefits). The

13 < https://www.msd.govt.nz/documents/about-msd-and-our-work/publications-resources/
archive/1998-towards-a-code-of-social-and-family-responsibility.pdf>. On this document see
Larner 2000.
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fifth and last aspect concerns the «low levels of educational achievement
of many children» (once again, this seems to be limited to the children of
families who live on benefits).

According to the commission that elaborated the document, families and
individuals should assume more responsibility: «Governments [note the plu-
ral: it is about government in general, not about the present New Zealand’s
government in particular — A. P.] should, first, step back to create space for
a renewal of public but not political action; and, second, refrain from actions
which undermine personal responsibility, the family and voluntary associa-
tions» (my italics). Social problems should be tackled by individuals and by
institutions other than government. Individuals and voluntary associations
are better suited than government when it comes to evaluating the real needs
of persons and helping them to become independent and to develop a strong
character. The state should cut its social programs and give space to private
charity, according to the commission. Nevertheless, from the document one
can infer that the state still has an important task, namely that of monitoring
and when necessary punishing the individuals who do not comply with the
new regime by assuming more personal responsibility.

It could appear paradoxical that the government is asked to step back
and make way for private initiative while at the same time it is expected that
it take on the task of creating a control system, which did not exist previ-
ously. On the one hand less state is demanded, on the other more state is
demanded. But the contradiction is only apparently as such. It exists only
if one sees neoliberalism as an anti-state ideology and if one takes seriously
Reagan’s quote on the government being the problem. In reality neoliberal-
ism is also a strategy for governing that aims not at reducing public expenses
(under Reagan they reached significantly a record high) or the scope of
governmental action, but at reformulating this action and at using extensive
state power to impose the market logic and the morality of individual re-
sponsibility. Some authors mention two different phases of neoliberal devel-
opment: they speak of a roll-back and of a roll-out neoliberalism (e.g. Peck
and Tickell 2002). The former is preoccupied with reducing governmental
action to a minimum; the latter intends to use the state to pursue its own
goals. Actually both dimensions have always gone hand in hand. At the mo-
ment the state abandoned a certain field to private initiative, it was forced
to occupy a new one in order to practice its new controller role and to guar-
antee that citizens accept (willingly or not) the new regime. Examples of this
are offered precisely by the transformation of welfare into workfare policies
in Anglo-Saxon countries or in Germany.
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An end to citizenship as we know it

We can conclude that neoliberal theory and governmental practice limit
themselves to insisting on some quite intuitive concepts: personal responsibil-
ity, individual merit, efficiency. Those who have afforded economic independ-
ency tend unavoidably to attribute to themselves the exclusive merit of this
and, therefore, attribute to the poor or the unemployed the responsibility for
their situation. These are two faces of the same coin: by blaming the poor for
their poverty, these individuals are giving themselves the merit for their own
wealth. As a consequence, they are no longer willing to accept that their mon-
ey, the money they earned through their hard work, be used to compensate
for the laziness, incompetence or weakness of character of other people. It is
not a matter of lack of solidarity; we face rather a system of values centered on
the idea of individual responsibility, in which there is space also for solidarity,
but only towards people who face a disadvantage without being responsible
for it (e.g. the victims of natural catastrophes or of accidents they did not pro-
voke). It is not a right-wing or conservative system of values, since it has been
adopted also by thinkers who define themselves as leftists such as the repre-
sentative of the so-called luck egalitarianism (e.g. Dworkin or G. A. Cohen).
According to these thinkers, it is necessary to have social policies that correct
disadvantages for which individuals cannot be blamed, but this does not apply
to situations that are the result of individual bad choices (e.g. when a chain
smoker faces the costs of curing lung cancer or when a mountain climber has
to be saved from a ravine he fell into after having disobeyed warnings from
officials and no entry signs).

Neoliberalism uses a language and moral arguments that are seductive
for many people. Politicians who pursue policies that are (consciously or un-
consciously) inspired by its ideas tend to justify their welfare reforms by using
precisely that language and those arguments. As a result, the debate on public
services such as education or health care recurs less and less to the grammar
of rights and prefers the grammar of efliciency and costs or of individual free-
dom (understood here merely as the freedom to choose among services that
are no longer free, like in the case of school vouchers, which allow parents to
pay for the school of their choice). Therefore, a discussion on the efficiency of
the proposed reforms or on their efficacy in reducing costs is a wrong discus-
sion, since these reforms are implemented following moral principles more
than economic considerations or efficiency criteria. In this sense, they are ide-
ological reforms in the wider sense of the term: they obey a specific worldview
and specific moral values. The shift from welfare to workfare is the passage
from one ideological model to another, from a view centered on the notions
of rights and citizenship to a view centered on the notions of individual re-
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sponsibility and performances. In the latter view there is no place for a strong
concept of political community: citizens are encouraged to see themselves as
isolated individuals who demand specific services from the state, not as rights
bearers who demand inclusion policies. Therefore, renouncing the grammar
of (social) rights in favor of that of personal responsibility is not just a strat-
egy for justifying the dismantling of the welfare state, but represents a deep
change in the understanding of what it means to be a citizen and of what the
goals of a political community should be.

The New Zealander ‘code’ represents an important step in this direction
when it calls for the «renewal of public, but not of political action». At first
glance, by distinguishing the political sphere from another sphere, which is not
political and yet public, the text is just referring to the traditional separation of
civil society and state. But it also claims that the ‘public, not political’ sphere
(civil society) can manage social problems much better than the political sphere
(the state), since such problems are actually individual problems connected to
individual biographies, not political problems provoked by structural malad-
justments, inefficient educational policies, unequal distribution of wealth and
income, lack of effective social programs aimed at children from poor families,
etc. From this point of view, citizens cease to be holders of social rights and
become mere individuals with personal problems. The state is no longer seen
as the agent of possible change in their lives or as the guarantor of their rights,
but as a watchman seeing that they comply with certain requirements that
would allow them to qualify for services from institutions, which might be in-
differently state agencies, private companies or a mixture of both (as is increas-
ingly the case with private-public-partnerships). The state is no longer seen as
a collective body of citizens who owe solidarity to each other, but as a service
provider or as a watchman for private institutions, who become its ersatz.

This vision is highly problematic. Despite Thatcher’s infamous quote ac-
cording to which «there is no such thing as society», but just individuals and
families', our life is shaped by institutions — may they be private or public.
The most important of them is still the state and if the state ‘rolls back” or
‘steps back’, its place will be simply taken by other institutions, namely private
institutions (not necessarily companies, but also churches, voluntary organi-
zations, NGOs etc.), over which citizens will have little control, if any. The
rolling-back of the state and the privatization of public services represent a
loss of democratic control for citizens, and therefore of freedom for individu-
als, as the repressive measures implicit in workfare clearly show, even if they

* Interview given on September 23" 1987 to the magazine Woman’s Own (published on Octo-
ber 31* 1987, pp. 8-10).
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are defended by neoliberal authors and politicians precisely in the name of an
alleged increase in freedom.

When citizens give way to ‘costumers’ or to mere beneficiaries, individu-
als lose their power to control through political activity the institutions that
shape their lives and therefore they lose the power to be masters of their lives.
They start feeling like there really 1s no society; as a result they lose interest in
political participation and probably solidarity with their co-citizens. In other
words, ending welfare as we know it could mean an end to citizenship as we
know it. It would be interesting to investigate how stable a society based on
such values can be, and to ponder what its positive and negative aspects are,
but this would go well beyond the scope of the present paper.
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Cittadinanza europea e cittadinanza nazionale.
Luci e ombre di un rapporto difficile

Maria Cristina Marchetti

The relationship between European citizenship and national one is since the first formulation the main
lopic of the debate on its statute. At the present time, the short circuit between European citizenship and
national one produces differentiated effects: the freedom that member States have to assess the crileria
Jor the acquisition of citizenship produces a contrast between ‘citizens non-resident’ and ‘non-citizens
resident’.

Lo statuto della cittadinanza europea

Listituzione della cittadinanza europea ad opera del Trattato di Maastricht
segna il punto di arrivo di un percorso intrapreso nei decenni precedenti
all'interno della comunita e iniziato gia con 1 Trattati di Roma. Essa ha rap-
presentato il contrappeso all'unione monetaria, al punto che, come ha sotto-
lineato Viviane Reding — Vice Presidente della Commissione europea (2009-
2014) e Commissario alla giustizia, diritti fondamentali e cittadinanza — la
cittadinanza europea «dovrebbe rappresentare per 'unione politica cio che
'euro ¢ stato per 'unione monetaria».

Vista la molteplicita delle sue implicazioni — giuridiche, politiche, storiche,
sociologiche — ¢ difficile in questa sede restituire la vastita della letteratura
sul tema e le diverse prospettive a partire dalle quali analizzare listituto del-
la cittadinanza europea. Nel tentativo di recuperare il filo rosso che unisce
tra loro punti di vista cosi diversi, ci si soffermera, anche alla luce di alcuni
avvenimenti recenti, sui rapporti tra cittadinanza europea e cittadinanza na-
zionale, con particolare riferimento alla liberta di circolazione e all’accesso ai
diritti sociali.

La cittadinanza europea ¢ stata istituita nel 1992 con il Trattato di Ma-
astricht che ha stabilito che «¢ cittadino dell’Unione chiunque abbia la cit-
tadinanza di uno Stato membro» (art. 8). Il Trattato riconosce ai cittadini
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1 seguenti diritti: il diritto di circolare e di soggiornare liberamente nel ter-
ritorio degli Stati membri, fatte salve le limitazioni e le condizioni previste
dal presente trattato e dalle disposizioni adottate in applicazione dello stesso
(art. 8 A); 1l diritto di voto e di eleggibilita alle elezioni comunali nello Stato
membro in cui risiede, alle stesse condizioni dei cittadini di detto Stato (art. 8
B); il diritto di voto e di eleggibilita alle elezioni del Parlamento europeo nello
Stato membro in cui risiede, alle stesse condizioni dei cittadini di detto Stato
(art. 8 Q); il diritto di godere, nel territorio di un paese terzo nel quale lo Stato
membro di cui ha la cittadinanza non ¢ rappresentato, della tutela da parte
delle autorita diplomatiche e consolari di qualsiasi Stato membro, alle stesse
condizioni dei cittadini di detto Stato (art. 8 D); il diritto di petizione dinanzi
al Parlamento europeo e di rivolgersi al Mediatore (art. 8 E).

Nel 1997 il Trattato di Amsterdam (entrato in vigore nel 1999) ha integra-
to all’art. 17 il precedente art. 8, chiarendo meglio il rapporto in cui si ven-
gono a trovare la cittadinanza europea e quella nazionale, con l'aggiunta del
capoverso: «La cittadinanza dell’'Unione costituisce un complemento della
cittadinanza nazionale e non sostituisce quest’ultima». Inoltre, ha integrato
1 diritti garantiti ai cittadini europei aggiungendo: il diritto di rivolgersi alle
istituzioni europee e organi comunitari in una qualsiasi delle lingue dell’U-
nione; 1l diritto di accedere ai documenti del Parlamento europeo

Tra il Trattato di Amsterdam e lattuale formulazione della cittadinanza
europea all'interno del Trattato di Lisbona si collocano due passaggi impor-
tanti: il riconoscimento della Carta dei Diritti Fondamentali dell’Unione eu-
ropea ad opera del Trattato di Nizza e 'esperienza della Costituzione europea.

E con il Trattato di Nizza (2000) che emerge con maggior chiarezza la
possibilita di un ampliamento, nonché di un’evoluzione dei diritti di cittadi-
nanza. Il Consiglio europeo di Nizza ha sottoscritto infatti la Caarta dei Diritti
Fondamentali dell’Unione europea che ¢ entrata ufficialmente in vigore con
il Trattato di Lisbona. La Carta non introduce nuovi diritti, rispetto a quanto
gia garantito dai Trattati, ma si limita a riunire in un unico testo i diritti civili,
politici, economici e sociali dei cittadini europei. Inoltre, secondo una tradi-
zione propria delle carte dei diritti fondamentali, apre la strada ad un ricono-
scimento di tali diritti a tutte le persone che vivono sul territorio dell’Unione'.

Per quanto riguarda l'esperienza della Costituzione europea, malgrado il
suo esito negativo, sono state gettate le basi per un ulteriore ampliamento e
rafforzamento dei diritti di cittadinanza, che saranno poi recepiti dal Trattato

! Nella relazione sulla cittadinanza dell’Unione redatta dalla Commissione europea nel 2013
in una nota ¢ specificato che: «Nella presente relazione, con ‘cittadino’ si puo intendere anche
qualsiasi persona che risieda nell’UE in conformita delle disposizioni dei trattati e del diritto
derivato in materia» (Commissione europea 2013: 3).
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di Lisbona. Due sono le novita piu significative introdotte dal Trattato costi-
tuzionale: 1) la costituzionalizzazione della Carta di Nizza e 2) I'inserimento
di un Titolo (il Titolo VI dagli articoli I-44 all’l-31) dedicato alla Vita demo-
cratica dell’Unione, all'interno del quale sono avanzate proposte significative sul
tema della cittadinanza.

Il Trattato di Lisbona (2009) ha ulteriormente rivisto lo statuto della cit-
tadinanza europea: rispetto alla versione precedente, la formula «la cittadi-
nanza dell’Unione costituisce un complemento della cittadinanza nazionale»
viene sostituita con l'espressione «si aggiunge» alla cittadinanza nazionale.
Inoltre il Trattato di Lisbona definisce i deputati del Parlamento europeo
«rappresentanti dei cittadini dell’Unione» (art.14), sostituendo la formula pre-
cedentemente utilizzata di «rappresentanti dei popoli degli Stati riuniti nella
Comunita» (art. 189 del Trattato che istituisce la Comunita europea).

Con il Trattato di Lisbona si compie pertanto il passaggio da una nozione
di cittadinanza fondata sulla libera circolazione all'interno del mercato co-
mune ad una cittadinanza democratica, maggiormente attenta ai diritti di
partecipazione dei cittadini alla vita politica dell’Unione. Listituzione dell’Il-
niziativa dei cittadini europei (art. 11, paragrafo 4) rappresenta l'apice di un
percorso volto a stabilire una relazione piu stretta tra cittadinanza e demo-
crazia europea.

Dall’evoluzione, evidenziata dai trattati, della formulazione scelta per
definire la cittadinanza europea emergono due peculiarita: da una parte il
rapporto che essa intrattiene con la cittadinanza nazionale e dall’altra con il
principio della libera circolazione dei cittadini sul territorio dell’Unione. I due
aspetti, pur tra loro distinti, presentano interessanti punti di contatto, come
evidenziato dagli sviluppi recenti.

Cittadinanza europea e cittadinanza nazionale

La caratteristica della cittadinanza europea ¢ che, malgrado le diverse formu-
lazioni, resta ancorata alla cittadinanza nazionale, né le istituzioni europee
possono interferire nelle modalita di acquisizione della cittadinanza naziona-
le (Gargiulo e Montanari 2012). Al massimo, come ¢ stato sottolineato, I'attua-
le formulazione sembrerebbe prefigurare «una sorta di seconda cittadinanza,
che permetterebbe a quella europea di diventare uno status autonomo |...]
La cittadinanza nazionale rappresenterebbe solo la porta d’accesso a quella
europea, che sarebbe altro rispetto alla prima in quanto assoggettabile a una
disciplina diversa che conferisce direttamente diritti che ineriscono a un or-
dinamento autonomo, quello dell’'Ue» (Margiotta 2014: 126-127, Triggiani
2011). Da questo punto di vista, la cittadinanza europea presenta una natura
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«duale» (Lippolis 1994, Faist 2007, Margiotta e Vonk 2010), sintetizzata dalla
formula «si aggiunge alla cittadinanza nazionale» del Trattato di Lisbona
che, se da una parte apre la strada all’acquisizione di uno status autonomo
rispetto alla cittadinanza nazionale, dall’altra non risolve la sua dipendenza
da questa.

Pur rinviando alla dimensione nazionale (e quindi alle diverse normative
previste per I'acquisizione della cittadinanza), non esaurisce in questa dimen-
sione la sua portata. Come hanno sottolineato Bellamy e Warleigh «though
the Eu has many polity-like features, it is not a state» (2001: 4), di conseguen-
za listituto della cittadinanza deve assumere per forza di cose un significato
diverso da quello che ha all’interno degli stati membri. Il carattere derivato
dalla cittadinanza nazionale (Cartabia 1995) non le impedisce di fatto di assu-
mere una dimensione sovranazionale, come evidenziato dal fatto che 1 diritti
che ¢ in grado di garantire agiscono nel momento in cui il cittadino si trova
al di fuori dei confini del suo stato d’origine. Pertanto «the true value of being
a citizen of the Union lies not in rights one has towards the institutions of
the Union, but in rights towards the other member states. Union citizenship
extensively prohibits national governments from discriminating against the
citizens of other EU states. The truly powerful impact of Union citizenship
lies thus in its contribution towards creating a common space of free move-
ment in which citizens do not lose their rights when crossing internal borders»
(Baubock 2006: 1). Al contrario, 1 limiti della cittadinanza europea si porreb-
bero nei confronti dei cittadini stanziali: «per il cittadino stanziale, quello che
non si sposta dal paese di origine, la percezione della cittadinanza europea ri-
mane confinata alle elezioni del Parlamento europeo» (Margiotta 2014: 105).
E quindi una cittadinanza sovranazionale, la cui acquisizione rimane legata
alle normative vigenti nei singoli stati, ma che produce effetti nei confronti di
un altro stato. E una cittadinanza propria di una «Europa di confine» (Rigo
2007) e di una «costellazione postnazionale» (Habermas 1999) che segna il
superamento di un ordine westfaliano della cittadinanza (Zolo 1999).

Inoltre, vale la pena sottolineare che I'assetto attuale della cittadinanza
europea non ¢ solo il risultato di una scelta politica, ma ¢ anche il portato
della complessa architettura istituzionale europea, divisa tra la permanenza
del potere degli stati nazionali e una struttura federale, mai fino in fondo per-
fezionata; lo stesso superamento della cittadinanza nazionale, sarebbe mes-
so in discussione dal permanere del potere degli stati all'interno del sistema
istituzionale europeo. Si tratta pertanto di riconoscere «the mixed characte-
ristics of European citizenship, at the intersection between the nation state
concept, supranational developments, and cosmopolitan ideas. The main ar-
gument 13 that despite certain cosmopolitan developments towards granting
rights based on ‘personhood’ rather than ‘nationhood’, European citizenship
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is also heavily dependent on the interface between nation state and federal
arrangements in EU politics. The degree of ‘incongruence’ in contemporary
citizenship developments is therefore dependent on the mixed nature of EU
politics, rather than post-national projects that address the ‘liberation’ of citi-
zenship from nationality» (Olsen 2013: 503).

Al momento, 1l cortocircuito che si viene a creare tra cittadinanza europea
e cittadinanza nazionale da luogo ad un’estrema differenziazione di situa-
zioni sul territorio dell’Unione. Se infatti le istituzioni europee non hanno la
possibilita di interferire nelle modalita di acquisizione della cittadinanza na-
zionale, gli Stati membri sono liberi di modificare a seconda dell’opportunita
politica le leggi sulla cittadinanza, producendo a loro volta effetti sulla citta-
dinanza europea. Ad esempio, il riconoscimento da parte di una serie di stati
europei della doppia cittadinanza ai discendenti degli emigrati di seconda,
terza e quarta generazione, cosl come da parte delle ex potenze coloniali nei
confronti dei cittadini delle ex colonie, fa si che milioni di cittadini stabilmen-
te residenti al di fuori del territorio dell’Unione beneficino dei diritti garantiti
dalla cittadinanza europea. La liberta che gli stati hanno di stabilire autono-
mamente 1 criteri per Pacquisizione della cittadinanza si traduce attualmente
in una contrapposizione tra cittadini non-residenti e non-cittadini residentt.

Il caso delle seconde generazioni ¢ da questo punto di vista alquanto para-
digmatico delle conseguenze che la legislazione nazionale produce su quella
europea. Le seconde generazioni sono costituite da tutti 1 figli di immigrati
nati sul territorio di uno stato o arrivati a seguito dei loro genitori in tenera
eta. Per costoro l'acquisizione della cittadinanza varia a seconda delle legisla-
zioni nazionali. Le leggi sulla cittadinanza vigenti in Europa presentano una
notevole varieta di situazioni, riconducibili nellinsieme a due principi con-
trapposti: lo us sol, in base al quale la cittadinanza ¢ attribuita a tutti coloro
che nascono sul territorio di un determinato stato, e lo ius sanguinis, in virtu
del quale la cittadinanza det figli segue la discendenza di sangue. A questi due
principi st afhianca sempre piu spesso lo ius culturae, in base al quale la citta-
dinanza ¢ riconosciuta a coloro che hanno compiuto un percorso di studi nel
paese interessato. Senza entrare nel merito dell’'origine di tali principi e della
loro applicazione in ambito europeo, cio che vale la pena sottolineare in que-
sta sede ¢ che la diversita di principio che ¢ alla base delle legislazioni nazio-
nali sulla cittadinanza si ripercuote attualmente sulla cittadinanza europea.

Il caso italiano ¢ da questo punto di vista emblematico. La legislazione
italiana rappresenta infatti uno degli esempi piu stringenti di applicazione
dello wus sanguinis, come ¢ proprio di un paese la cui storia ¢ stata segnata da
forti ondate di emigrazione. 11 31 ottobre 2015 la Camera dei Deputati ha ap-
provato la riforma della legge sulla cittadinanza, per la quale si ¢ in attesa del
voto del Senato. Questa riforma da una parte pone riparo alla condizione in
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cui si trovano le seconde generazioni in Italia e dall’altra apre ad esse la strada
dell’Europa. Con la nuova legge ¢ stata scelta la via dello s soli ‘temperato’,
integrato con elementi propri dello us culturae. Infatti, in base al testo appro-
vato alla Camera, acquista la cittadinanza per nascita chi ¢ nato nel territorio
italiano da genitori stranieri, di cui almeno uno sia in possesso del permes-
so di soggiorno Ue per soggiornanti di lungo periodo. A questo scopo, sara
necessaria la dichiarazione di un genitore, o di chi esercita la responsabilita
genitoriale, all’'ufficiale dello stato civile del Comune di residenza del minore
entro il compimento del diciottesimo anno di eta. In assenza di tale dichiara-
zione, I'interessato puo fare richiesta di acquisto della cittadinanza entro due
anni dal raggiungimento della maggiore eta. Quanto alla deroga allo zus san-
guinis, attualmente prevista dalla legge, relativa agli stranieri nati e residenti in
Italia legalmente senza interruzioni fino al diciottesimo anno d’eta, il termine
per la dichiarazione di acquisto della cittadinanza viene aumentato da uno a
due anni dal raggiungimento della maggiore eta.

La nuova legge contempla anche lo zus culturae in base al quale, puo ottenere
la cittadinanza il minore straniero, che sia nato in Italia o sia entrato nel nostro
Paese entro il compimento del dodicesimo anno di eta, che abbia frequentato
regolarmente, per almeno cinque anni nel territorio nazionale uno o piu cicli
presso istituti appartenenti al sistema nazionale di istruzione o percorsi di istru-
zione e formazione professionale triennali o quadriennali idonei al consegui-
mento di una qualifica professionale. Nel caso in cui la frequenza riguardi il
corso di istruzione primaria, ¢ necessaria la conclusione positiva di tale corso.

Fino all’approvazione definitiva della nuova legge, acquisizione della cit-
tadinanza da parte delle seconde generazioni ¢ regolata dalla Legge n. 91
del 1992, la quale prevede che i nati in Italia da genitore non italiano rego-
larmente residente possono diventare italiani se, oltre a essere stati registrati
all’anagrafe, hanno anche risieduto in Italia legalmente e fino alla maggiore
eta, momento in cul si produce una sorta di sospensione dello s sanguinis per
la durata di un anno, durante il quale — prima, percio, di aver compiuto 19
anni — devono presentare al Comune di residenza una dichiarazione di voler
acquistare la cittadinanza italiana. Se non si rispettano questi termini, si do-
vra fare la domanda per residenza ¢ dimostrare di aver risieduto in Italia per
almeno tre anni. Per 1 figli di immigrati non nati in Italia, ma arrivati con i
loro genitori anche in eta prescolare, non ¢ attualmente previsto un percorso
specifico, possono solo seguire i canali di accesso alla cittadinanza disponibili
per i loro genitori®.

2 C’¢ un caso particolare previsto dalla legge in base al quale i figli di immigrati possono riceve-
re la cittadinanza italiana se 1 loro genitori riescono ad ottenerla. Ma questo puo avvenire solo
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Non ¢ questa la sede per entrare nel merito del dibattito politico che ha con-
dotto alla riforma della legge sulla cittadinanza, né per valutare in che misura il
testo adottato soddisfi o meno le aspettative delle seconde generazioni. Resta il
fatto che riequilibra almeno in parte una condizione in cui si trovano le seconde
generazioni in Italia rispetto ad altri Stati europei. In questi anni il mancato
riconoscimento della cittadinanza italiana le ha di fatto relegate in un limbo
normativo che equipara di fatto la loro posizione a quella di qualunque stra-
niero, impedendo loro 'accesso ai diritti garantiti dalla cittadinanza europea.

La condizione delle seconde generazioni in Italia non ¢ 'unico caso che
consente di evidenziare i nessi, non sempre virtuosi, tra cittadinanza naziona-
le e cittadinanza europea. La decisione presa dal governo maltese di mettere
in vendita la cittadinanza di quel paese alla cifra di circa 1,15 milioni di euro,
di cui 650.000 vanno versate al governo maltese sotto forma di tasse, ¢ la pro-
va di una delle possibili degenerazioni. I1 Parlamento europeo ¢ intervenuto
con una risoluzione votata il 16 gennaio 2014, con la quale ribadisce che la
cittadinanza europea non deve avere un ‘prezzo’ ¢ «invita Malta ad allineare
il suo attuale programma di cittadinanza ai valori dell’'Ue»’. Malgrado cio,
Malta ha proseguito sulla strada di quello che ¢ stato definito il modello della
«citizenship-by-investment»*.

Non mancano 1 casi, come si avra modo di vedere, in cui pronunciamenti
da parte della Corte europea di giustizia hanno prodotto un cambiamento in
termini restrittivi della legislazione nazionale per porre un freno a fenomeni
quali 1l ‘turismo delle nascite’ o il piu recente ‘turismo sociale’. Come sottoli-
nea Margiotta, «le differenze fra le legislazioni degli Stati membri in materia
di cittadinanza [...] si riflettono sulla cittadinanza europea, come viceversa,
quest’ultima puo avere effetti su tali legislazioni [...] Esistono, quindi, nu-
merosi spazi di non coincidenza fra i sistemi dei diversi paesi, ed ¢ proprio
in questi spazi, ‘attivati’ dal movimento dei cittadini sul ‘territorio’ dell’Ue,
che viene meno il controllo dei governi nazionali sulle conseguenze dell’au-

se il figlio ¢ ancora minorenne quando il genitore diventa italiano e se i due familiari convivono
in Italia. Pochi genitori stranieri conoscono questo percorso e spesso, visti i tempi lunghi e non
certi della procedura di naturalizzazione, diventano cittadini quando 1 figli sono ormai mag-
giorenni e quindi senza possibilita di assicurarla direttamente anche a loro. In tutti questi casi si
tratta di seconde generazioni che hanno entrambi i genitori senza cittadinanza italiana. Per un
ulteriore approfondimento sulla condizione delle seconde generazioni in Italia. Si veda il sito
della Rete G2 <http://www.secondegenerazioni.it/>.

* Risoluzione del Parlamento europeo del 16 gennaio 2014 sulla cittadinanza dell’UE in ven-
dita (2013/2995(RSP).

* Henley & Partners, una compagnia che si occupa del mercato delle residenze e delle citta-
dinanze, attualmente definisce il programma maltese come «the most modern citizenship-by-

investment program» <https://www.henleyglobal.com/>.
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tomatica estensione della cittadinanza europea, imponendo, in taluni cas, il
cambiamento delle legislazioni interne. In altre parole questa mancanza di
armonizzazione puo rivelarsi ‘creativa’» (Margiotta 2014: 137).

Diritti sociali e libera circolazione dei cittadini: un percorso ad ostacoli

Non necessariamente tale creativita si traduce in percorsi virtuosi, ma pro-
babilmente ¢ proprio dalle zone grigie che contraddistinguono alcuni aspetti
dell’assetto istituzionale europeo che ¢ opportuno partire per immaginare la
fase successiva della cittadinanza europea. Una di queste zone ¢ rappresenta-
ta dal principio della libera circolazione dei cittadini sul territorio dell’Unio-
ne in quanto nucleo originario dell’attuale nozione di cittadinanza europea.
Questa infatti ha a che vedere con la progressiva creazione di uno spazio sen-
za frontiere che, presente gia nei Trattati di Roma nella formula della libera
circolazione delle persone, dei servizi, dei capitali e delle merci, si ¢ andato
via via rafforzando. L'ultima rilevazione dell’Eurobarometro (2015) ha con-
fermato che la liberta di circolazione ¢ ritenuto dal 57% dei cittadini europei
il risultato principale raggiunto dell’Unione europea, seguito dalla pace tra gli
stati membri per il 55% e, seppure ad una certa distanza, dall’euro per il 23%.
Nel Trattato di Roma il riconoscimento della libera circolazione delle per-
sone, dei servizi, dei capitali e delle merci e dei diritti ad essa collegati — re-
sidenza e non discriminazione in base alla nazionalita — presentava in realta
una marcata connotazione economica, in linea, con la fase storica del secondo
dopoguerra. La libera circolazione delle persone era in realta garantita ai
lavoratori ed era assicurata al piu tardi al termine del periodo transitorio di
dodici anni, fissato per la piena attuazione del mercato comune. Il periodo
transitorio fu poi ridotto e dalla libera circolazione dei lavoratori si passo alla
libera circolazione dei cittadini. Malgrado le limitazioni, «il prodotto di que-
sta fase ¢ tutt’altro che trascurabile: la Cee riconosce infatti una cittadinanza
specializzata che per la prima volta viene sganciata da un’appartenenza na-
zionale per essere collegata a un mercato comune» (Margiotta 2014: 35). Ed ¢
proprio a partire da questo nucleo originario che si ¢ potuto procedere verso
la progressiva integrazione dei diritti fondamentali in ambito comunitario.
In quest’ambito, un ruolo determinante ¢ stato svolto dalla Corte europea
di giustizia la quale, non senza ambivalenze, ha saputo sfruttare i vuoti nor-
mativi presenti nell’'ordinamento europeo per procedere ad un ampliamento
dei diritti di cittadinanza (Cartabia 2007, Rodota 2007, Margiotta 2014). In
pratica, la Corte ha utilizzato la tutela della liberta di circolazione e soggiorno
per stabilire una serie di «diritti soggettivi da rivendicare direttamente e da pro-
teggere nei confronti di tutti» (Margiotta 2014: 100). Il passaggio successivo
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consiste nell’emancipare «i diritti fondamentali del cittadino europeo (soprat-
tutto quelli civili) dalla liberta di circolazione, facendo diventare la cittadi-
nanza il suo status primario» (Margiotta 2014: 164).

Un passaggio importante in questa direzione ¢ rappresentato dalla Diret-
tiva 2004/38/EC relativa al diritto dei cittadini dell’Unione e delle loro fami-
glie di muoversi e risiedere liberamente nel territorio degli stati membri, che
supera definitivamente le restrizioni che limitavano a determinate tipologie
tale diritto’. La direttiva infatti, determina «le modalita d’esercizio del diritto
di libera circolazione e soggiorno da parte dei cittadini dell’Unione e dei loro
familiari» estendendo quindi i diritti garantiti ai cittadini europei anche ai
loro familiari, qualunque sia la loro cittadinanza e uscendo una volta per tutte
dal rapporto che legava la cittadinanza all’originaria liberta di circolazione
dei lavoratori.

Tale percorso di apertura ¢ anche rintracciabile in almeno due sentenze
della Corte europea di giustizia: il caso Grzelezyk (C-184/99 del 2001) e il
caso Zambrano (C-34/09 del 2011). In entrambi i casi infatti, la Corte si ¢
mossa attraverso il ricorso all’azione combinata delle disposizioni sulla citta-
dinanza e un’interpretazione estensiva dell’art. 20 TFUE, relativo alla citta-
dinanza europea e ai diritti da essa garantiti®.

Se infatti con la sentenza Grzelczyck la Corte ha affermato che «lo status
di cittadino dell’Unione ¢ destinato ad essere lo status fondamentale dei cit-
tadini degli Stati membri che consente a chi di loro si trovi nella medesima
situazione di ottenere, indipendentemente dalla cittadinanza, il medesimo
trattamento giuridico», con la sentenza Zambrano ribadisce che «lart. 20
TFUE osta a provvedimenti nazionali che abbiano I'effetto di privare i citta-
dini dell’Unione del godimento reale ed effettivo dei diritti attribuiti dal loro
status di cittadini dell’Unione», aprendo la strada ad una sostanziale autono-
mizzazione della cittadinanza europea da quella nazionale.

Queste due sentenze segnano il superamento dell'interpretazione della cit-
tadinanza europea in termini di mera liberta di circolazione delle persone:

> Siricorda in particolare che Iarticolo 7 della direttiva 2004 /38 prevede che ciascun cittadino
dell’Unione abbia il diritto di soggiornare per un periodo superiore a tre mesi nel territorio di
un altro Stato membro a condizione di essere un lavoratore subordinato o autonomo nello Sta-
to membro ospitante, o di disporre, per se stesso e per 1 propri familiari, di risorse economiche
sufficienti affinché non divenga un onere a carico dell’assistenza sociale dello Stato membro
ospitante durante il periodo di soggiorno e di un’assicurazione malattia che copra tutti i rischi
in detto Stato.

% Sono svariate le sentenze della Corte europea di giustizia che hanno avuto un ruolo nell’e-
voluzione dello statuto della cittadinanza europea. Oltre a quelle gia menzionate si vedano
Micheletti (C-369/90 del 1992) e Zhu e Chen (C-200/02 del 19 Ottobre 2004).
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in entrambi 1 casi si riconosce che la cittadinanza europea costituisce uno
status autonomo det cittadini europei e gli Stati membri non possono adottare
misure lesive nei confronti dei diritti da essa garantiti. Ed ¢ proprio da questo
percorso disegnato dalla Corte che riparte il dibattito sulla cittadinanza euro-
pea, alla ricerca di una possibile apertura verso una cittadinanza di residenza,
capace di garantire gli stessi diritti a chiunque risieda sul territorio dell’U-
nione’. Si tratta di un modello di cittadinanza inclusiva che prenda atto dei
cambiamenti incorsi nella societa europea e della distanza che si ¢ prodotta
tra una nozione di cittadinanza legata all’appartenenza nazionale e il dato di
fatto che fa della societa europea una societa multiculturale.

Non mancano spunti interessanti contenuti negli stessi Trattati. In parti-
colare, il pacchetto dei diritti di cittadinanza previsti dall’art.20, paragrafo 2
del Trattato di Lisbona, ¢ meglio specificato dagli art. 227 e 228 del TFUE
(ex art. 194 e 195 del TCE), dai quali si evince che due dei diritti previsti dalla
cittadinanza europea — il diritto di presentare una petizione al Parlamento
europeo e quello di rivolgersi al mediatore europeo — riguardano in realta
«qualsiasi cittadino dell’'Unione, nonché ogni persona fisica o giuridica che
risieda o abbia la sede sociale in uno Stato membro».

Allo stesso modo, il principio di non-discriminazione «fondata, in parti-
colare, sul sesso, la razza, il colore della pelle o l'origine etnica o sociale, le
caratteristiche genetiche, la lingua, la religione o le convinzioni personali, le
opinioni politiche o di qualsiasi altra natura, I'appartenenza ad una mino-
ranza nazionale, il patrimonio, la nascita, la disabilita, I'eta o l'orientamento
sessuale», cosi come formulato dalla Carta dei diritti fondamentali (art. 21),
non sembrerebbe per definizione applicabile ai soli cittadini. La stessa Carta
dei diritti utilizza in maniera ambivalente sia il termine persona che cittadino a
sottolineare che essa stessa si muove tra il riconoscimento di diritti universali
e di diritti legati alla cittadinanza.

Tale apertura si scontra con scelte di natura politica messe in atto dai go-
verni degli stati membri per fare fronte, da una parte, alle spinte provenienti
dalle recenti ondate migratorie e, dall’altra, alla crisi dei sistemi di welfare a
seguito della crisi economica.

Pertanto, le perplessita sollevate dalle sentenze della Corte cui sopra si ¢
fatto riferimento, si sono tradotte, come nel caso del Belgio, in una modifica
delle legge sulla cittadinanza in senso piu restrittivo. Dopo aver intrapreso un
cammino di apertura con la legge sulla cittadinanza del 2000, con la nuova

7 Nel 1991 il Parlamento europeo, con la Risoluzione sulla cittadinanza dell’Unione, era in-
tervenuto sulla possibilita di istituire una cittadinanza europea fondata sulla residenza, con
riferimento alla nozione di «persone residenti nell’'Unione» (GUCE, C 326, 205, 16.12. 1991).
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legge sulla cittadinanza entrata in vigore nel 2013, il Belgio ha introdotto
misure restrittive, volte a limitare il principio dello tus sol®.

La stessa Corte di giustizia ha invertito la rotta con una serie di sentenze
che, pur non sconfessando il percorso precedente, hanno finito per riportare
Pesercizio dei diritti di cittadinanza all'interno dei confini previsti dalla liber-
ta di circolazione ai sensi della Direttiva 2004/38. Ci si riferisce in particolare
alla sentenza Dano (C-333/13del 2013)° con la quale la Corte ha negato alla
signora Dano le prestazioni richieste, dichiarando di non riscontrare nel caso
in questione una violazione del principio di non discriminazione sancito da-
gli articoli 18 e 20 TFUE e disciplinato in maniera piu specifica all’articolo
24 della Direttiva 2004/38'. La Corte, pur ribadendo che la cittadinanza
europea costituisce lo status fondamentale dei cittadini degli Stati membri e
che questo garantisce loro il diritto a non essere discriminati, rileva che tale
diritto non ¢ assoluto, ma deve sottostare alle condizioni e ai limiti previsti dai
Trattati e dal diritto derivato. In particolare, articolo 24 delle Direttiva sta-
bilisce che il divieto di discriminazione opera solo nei confronti dei cittadini
che abbiano diritto a soggiornare nel territorio dello stato ospitante ai sensi
della Direttiva stessa. Il diritto a soggiornare, una volta passati 1 primi tre
mesi, sussiste solo per i lavoratori o, nel caso di persone non economicamente
attive, per coloro che dispongano «di risorse economiche sufficienti», cosi da
non diventare «un onere a carico dell’assistenza sociale dello stato membro
ospitante durante il periodo di soggiorno» (articolo 7/b). Pertanto, secondo la
Corte, uno Stato membro deve «avere la possibilita, ai sensi di detto articolo
7, di negare la concessione di prestazioni sociali a cittadini dell’Unione econo-

% Attualmente, le seconde generazioni che nascono in Belgio acquistano la cittadinanza (a con-
dizione che i genitori abbiano risieduto nel territorio almeno cinque anni dei dieci precedenti
la nascita del figlio); sono stati inoltre introdotti 1 test linguistici per la cittadinanza (elemento
quanto meno contraddittorio in un paese che, come il Belgio, ¢ contraddistinto da un’elevata
conflittualita etno-linguistica interna).

9 La signora Elisabeta Dano ¢ una cittadina rumena che, insieme al figlio Florin, si ¢ trasferita
a vivere in Germania. Come si legge al punto 39 della sentenza «non aveva mai esercitato
alcuna attivita lavorativa né in Germania, né in Romania», né aveva mai cercato un impiego.
Stabilitasi a Lipsia, alla signora Dano erano state riconosciute prestazioni per figli a carico (184
euro mensili) e, sempre per il figlio, un anticipo sulla pensione alimentare versato dal servizio di
assistenza sociale alla gioventu e all'infanzia della citta di Lipsia (133 euro mensili). In seguito
aveva deciso di chiedere per sé prestazioni assicurative di base (Grundsicherung), previste
dalla legislazione tedesca. La richiesta, presentata nel 2011 e nel 2012, era stata respinta dal
Jobcenter Leipzig, non avendo la signora Dano un diritto di soggiorno in Germania. La signora
Dano aveva proposto ricorso contro la decisione del 2012 e il giudice tedesco aveva ritenuto
necessario rivolgersi alla Corte.

!9 In una sentenza dello stesso anno, Brey (C140/12), la Corte aveva invece dimostrato una
maggiore apertura.
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micamente inattivi che esercitino la liberta di circolazione con I'unico fine di
ottenere il beneficio dell’aiuto sociale di un altro Stato membro pur non dispo-
nendo delle risorse sufficienti per poter rivendicare il beneficio del diritto di
soggiorno» (punto 78 della sentenza), come conseguenza inevitabile della Di-
rettiva 2004/38 (punto 77 della sentenza). Vale solo la pena sottolineare che la
Direttiva in questione stabilisce anche che «il ricorso da parte di un cittadino
dell’Unione o dei suoi familiari al sistema di assistenza sociale non da luogo
automaticamente ad un provvedimento di allontanamento» (articolo 14/3).
Non ¢ questa la sede per approfondire gli aspetti giuridici di una sentenza
che evidenzia come il terreno di scontro tra cittadinanza nazionale e cittadi-
nanza europea non sia il generico riconoscimento del diritto alla libera circo-
lazione, ma I'esercizio dei diritti sociali e in particolare 'accesso alle garanzie
offerte dai sistemi di welfare da parte di cittadini di altri stati membri. La
tripartizione tra diritti civili, politici e sociali, che da Marshall in poi ¢ alla
base di ogni dibattito sulla cittadinanza, e alla quale non ¢ estranea nemme-
no la cittadinanza europea, solleva una serie di questioni quando ad essere
chiamati in causa sono 1 diritti sociali, a cui ¢ riconducibile un impegno eco-
nomico da parte dello stato (Ferrera 2005) e nei confronti dei quali gli stati
membri rivendicano un’autonomia di gestione. Da questo punto di vista, non
stupiscono le dichiarazioni di Theresa May — Ministro dell’Interno del Go-
verno Gameron — che in una lettera pubblicata sul Sunday Times il 30 agosto
2015, in piena crisi migratoria, ha annunciato che il governo inglese avrebbe
adottato misure restrittive nei confronti dei migranti provenienti dall’area co-
munitaria, 1 quali avrebbero dovuto dimostrare di avere risorse sufficienti per
mantenersi, al fine di evitare un onere troppo gravoso per il sistema di welfare
inglese. Coosl come non stupisce la politica dei rimpatri avviata dal governo
belga negli ultimi anni nei confronti di cittadini comunitari disoccupati''.
Ci0 ¢ in contrasto con il richiamo frequente al principio di solidarieta — po-
litica, economica e sociale — piu volte ribadito dal Trattato di Lisbona e dalla
Carta det diritti fondamentali (Capo IV dedicato alla solidarieta) e al quale
la stessa cittadinanza fa riferimento. «Non sembra piu contestabile, infatti, la
considerazione per culi, istituendo la cittadinanza dell’Unione e riconnettendo
a essa 1l diritto di circolare al suo interno, 1 Paesi membri abbiano accettato
una certa solidarieta finanziaria dei cittadini di uno Stato con quelli degli
altri, specie quando le difficolta cui va incontro il beneficiario del diritto di
soggiorno sono di carattere temporaneo» (Triggiani 2011: XX VIII).

" Ha destato scalpore il caso di Silvia Guerra, cittadina italiana, che a dicembre del 2013, a
causa della sua condizione temporanea di disoccupata, ha ricevuto un decreto di espulsione
dal Belgio, dove risiedeva dal 2010, con la motivazione che costituiva un peso per ’assistenza
sociale belga.



151
Conclusioni: il contributo della cittadinanza europea al dibattito sulla cittadinanza

Il rapporto che lega la cittadinanza europea a quella nazionale lascia intrave-
dere le conseguenze dei mutamenti che negli ultimi decenni hanno ridefinito
la nozione moderna di cittadinanza. L'intensificarsi dei processi migratori e
la progressiva affermazione di societa multiculturali, gli accresciuti livelli di
mobilita propri di un mondo globalizzato (Sassen 2006, Urry 2007, Recchi e
Favell 2009, Favell e Recchi 2008, Recchi 2013), le conseguenti disparita che
un certo modo di intendere la globalizzazione ha fatto emergere sul piano
dei diritti (Chatterje 2004), la rinascita di un cosmopolitismo su scala globale
(Archibugi e Held 1995, Benhabib 2006), la crisi dei sistemi di welfare nei paesi
industrializzati (Donati 1993, Pennacchi 1997, Ferrera 1998), nuove forme di
partecipazione e di cittadinanza attiva (Crick e Lockyer 2010, Moro 2013)
sono solo alcuni dei fattori che hanno riacceso il dibattito sulla cittadinanza.

Il contributo che listituzione della cittadinanza europea ha fornito a tale
dibattito non ¢ esente da contraddizioni: dalle brevi riflessioni fin qui avanza-
te si evince che la cittadinanza europea si muove in maniera altalenante tra
un legame che la ancora a quella nazionale e I'aspirazione a presentarsi come
la forma piu avanzata al mondo di cittadinanza sovranazionale, interprete di
un ordine cosmopolitico su scala locale. Infatti al dila dei progetti utopistici di
chi ha visto nell’Europa il futuro del cosmopolitismo (Beck 2003 e 2005, Beck
e Grande 2006), la cittadinanza europea ¢ in realta parte integrante di quel
processo che ¢ stato definito in termini di disaggregazione della cittadinan-
za: «I’Unione Europea ¢ stretta fra tendenze contraddittorie, che la spingono
verso norme di giustizia cosmopolitica per cio che riguarda il trattamento
di coloro che si trovano allinterno dei suoi confini, inducendola allo stesso
tempo ad agire in base a concezioni westfaliane della sovranita illimitata nei
confronti di coloro che si trovano al di fuori di essi» (Benhabib 2008: 63).

Le antinomie riscontrabili nello statuto della cittadinanza europea, riemergo-
no con una certa evidenza se si guarda alle difficolta che le istituzioni europee in-
contrano nel considerare la specificita dei cosiddetti cittadini dei paest terzi, vale
a dire lavoratori stabilmente impiegati in un paese dell’Ue, nel quale sono desti-
nati a divenire residenti di lungo periodo, che godono det diritti civili e sociali,
ma sono solitamente esclusi da quelli politici. Si tratta di soggetti che vivono una
condizione ‘di confine’ che li equipara per alcuni aspetti ai cittadini degli stati
membri, ma li continua a considerare stranieri per altri (Kostakopoulou 2001).

Nei confronti di costoro, la letteratura ha recuperato la nozione di deni-
zenship (Hammar 1990)", come la condizione propria di chi si trova al confine

12 La nozione affonda le sue radici in un processo previsto dalla common law inglese del XIIT
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tra la cittadinanza e la non-cittadinanza, sia in forma temporanea che perma-
nente. Il concetto di denizenship ¢ a tutti gli effetti un ibrido che da alcuni viene
interpretato come un passaggio intermedio verso una piena cittadinanza e da
altri come una condizione permanente, finalizzata alla conservazione di uno
status privilegiato per i cittadini degli stati membri. Il suo essere una nozione
di confine, la pone al di fuori degli schemi westfaliani, ma al tempo stesso non
gli consente di fornire un contributo reale alla ridefinizione dello statuto della
cittadinanza, nel momento in cui non ¢ detto che veda nella cittadinanza
il suo approdo finale. Secondo alcuni autori, la nozione di denizenship ¢ sta-
ta superata nei fatti dallidea di una «transnational membership» (Baubock
1994) o di una «postnational membership» (Soysal 1994): le caratteristiche
dei processi migratori globali e gli accresciuti livelli di interazione tra soggetti
appartenenti a societa diverse sia attraverso una mobilita fisica nello spazio
che virtuale attraverso i media, produrrebbero delle societa dai confini ‘poro-
si’, allinterno delle quali un numero crescente di cittadini sviluppa un senso
di appartenenza o identificazione con diversi ambiti nazionali. Il potere di
giurisdizione degli stati nazionali entra cosi in conflitto con questo sistema di
appartenenze multiple transnazionali, che si traduce in una serie di modelli
diversi che vanno dalla cittadinanza statuale nel senso tradizionale del termi-
ne, con la variante della doppia cittadinanza, ai vari gradi della denizenship.
E a questo livello che la cittadinanza europea recupera la dimensione socio-
logica della cittadinanza rappresentata da quel riferimento all’essere «membri
a pieno diritto di una comunita» (Marshall 1976: 24), dove per diritto non st
intende una dimensione meramente giuridica, quanto una capacita di agire.
In una prospettiva sociologica, la cittadinanza rinvia ad una condizione di
piena partecipazione alla vita di una comunita, che solo attraverso la successi-
va aggettivazione — italiana, europea — assume una connotazione identitaria;
gli stessi diritti vengono dopo rispetto a tale condizione esperienziale. Ne sono
una prova le esperienze di vita di molti migranti che, pur godendo di un pac-
chetto di diritti spesso limitato, svolgono un ruolo attivo nella societa civile,
cosl come nel mondo economico. Si rinvia qui alla nozione di «cittadinanza
materiale» (Baglioni 2009), riferita «alla qualita della vita e all'interazione
delle persone che, in base alle loro condizioni economiche, sociali e cultu-
rali e in corrispondenza delle loro inclinazioni individuali, hanno ciascuna
differenti visioni del benessere, differenti disponibilita di risorse e differenti
possibilita di operare nel concreto» (Baglioni 2013: 269). Ne deriva una no-
zione di cittadinanza inclusiva, concentrata sulle reali possibilita di agire e di

secolo, in base al quale uno straniero poteva ottenere, per intervento della corona, alcuni privi-
legi, quali quello di possedere la terra (Walker 2008).
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interagire delle persone, attenta al tema della realizzazione individuale.

Lo statuto della cittadinanza europea conferma il fatto che I'Unione eu-
ropea si presenti come un interessante laboratorio di sperimentazione istitu-
zionale e politica, mai definito fino in fondo (Moccia 2010). Nel suo muoversi
in maniera non lineare tra aperture e chiusure, registra le contraddizioni del
processo di integrazione, richiamando l’attenzione su un’Europa sociale e po-
litica dai confini incerti. D’altro canto, «¢ certamente miope rendere avulsi
1 legami economici, politici ed istituzionali da un contesto valoriale anche a
costo di ‘perdere pezzi’ nel lungo tragitto verso 'Europa unita (e forse fede-
rale). Essa non puo essere sentita solo come necessita ma deve trarre ulteriore
forza dalla propria vocazione a costituire un originale e non sostituibile pro-
cesso di civilta e, quindi, a divenire laboratorio di una nuova ‘cittadinanza’»
(Triggiani 2011: XXVIII). Probabilmente, la nozione di cittadinanza euro-
pea necessita attualmente di essere riconcettualizzata (Guild, Gortazar e Ko-
stakopoulou 2014): alcune delle ragioni che ne hanno determinato I'istituzione
hanno perso con gli anni la rilevanza che avevano nella prima formulazione,
sostituite da altre che la rendono maggiormente ricettiva nei confronti det
mutati contesti internazionali.
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La sfida delle civilta sulla democrazia e i diritti umani

Vittorio Cotesta

The diffusion of human rights and democracy in the entire world is an ambiguous phenomenon: human

rights and democracy are differently conceived in each culture and ciilization. In the Universal Declara-

tion of Human Rights human rights are qualities of human beings independently of their race, color, sex,

language, religion, political or other opinion, national or social origin, property, birth or other status. In

the Universal Islamic Declaration of Human Rights “Human rights [...] are firmly rooted in the belief
that God, and God alone, is the Law Giver and the Source of all human rights™. In the so called African

renaissance there is an autonomous foundation of human rights, they are conceived as the best expression

of Akan and Ubuntu culture. In the Confucian Renaissance there is a new proposition of Confucianism

as a philosophical vision of the world and also a new perspective on the human rights. The truth is that
cultural pluralism ts an universal phenomenon: only the dialogue can guarantee peace and order.

Democrazia e diritti umani nel mondo

Secondo Freedom House, su 195 paesi ufficialmente riconosciuti dalle Nazio-
ni Unite nel 2014, 89 (46%) sono paest ‘libert’, 55 (28%) invece ‘solo in parte li-
beri’ e 51 (26%) ‘non liberi’ (Freedom House 2015a). Nel passaggio breve tra il
2013 e il 2014, vi sarebbe stato un piccolo aumento dei paesi ‘non liberi’ e una
contemporanea diminuzione dei paesi ‘solo in parte liberi’. Inoltre, negli ulti-
mi dieci anni non vi sarebbero stati grandi cambiamenti nella distribuzione
dei paesi tra ‘libert’, ‘solo in parte liberi’ e ‘non liberi’, ma solo aggiustamenti
interni alle diverse categorie della classificazione.

Questo dato, osservato su un periodo piu lungo, di circa quarant’anni, ¢
molto piu positivo. Infatti, 1 paesi ‘liberi’ nel 1972 — anno della prima rileva-
zione — sono 44 su 151; 1 paesi ‘solo in parte liberi’ sono 38 e i paesi ‘non liberi’
sono 69. Vi ¢ stata una crescita del numero dei paesi divenuti indipendenti e
riconosciuti dalle Nazioni Unite. La distribuzione tra le tre categorie ¢ cam-
biata notevolmente. Sembra quasi rovesciata: 1 ‘non liberi’ erano il 46% e ora
sono il 26%. I liberi erano il 29% e ora sono il 46%. Sono percentualmente
cresciuti anche 1 paesi ‘solo in parte liberi: erano il 25% e ora sono il 28%.
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La distribuzione della popolazione mondiale fra le tre categorie conferma
il quadro positivo tracciato mediante il riferimento ai singoli paesi. La popo-
lazione mondiale dei paesi ‘liberi” sale dal 35, 90% del 1980 al 39,80% del
2014. La popolazione dei paesi ‘solo in parte liberi’” sale dal 21,60% del 1980
al 23,79% del 2014. La popolazione dei paesi ‘non liberi’ scende dal 42,50%
del 1980 al 36,19% del 2014. Questo ottimismo deve tuttavia essere mitigato.
Se, infatti, si guarda alla popolazione mondiale nel complesso, appare eviden-
te che la quota di uomini e donne che vivono in un paese libero ¢ inferiore a
quella di quanti vivono in un paese non libero o libero solo in parte. Grosso
modo, il rapporto ¢ di 6 a 4: il 60% nei paesi ‘non liberi’ (36% circa) e ‘solo in
parte liber1’ (24% circa) contro il 40% circa det paest ‘libert’. Su una popola-
zione mondiale di 7 miliardi e 200 milioni di uomini e donne, circa 4 miliardi
e 300 milioni vivono in paesi non liberi o liberi solo in parte e circa 2 miliardi
e 800 milioni in paesi liberi.

Nel periodo 1989-2015 le democrazie elettorali (electoral democracies) sono
passate da 69 a 125, con un incremento del 21% sul totale dei paesi ricono-
sciuti dalle Nazioni Unite (195 nel 2015). Si potrebbe pertanto concludere che,
stando ai rapporti di Freedom House, la maggioranza delle societa umane si
avvia verso forme di convivenza piu giuste ¢ democratiche. Ci vuole, pero,
molta cautela nel leggere questi dati. Alcuni paesi, infatti, passano dalla con-
dizione di ‘solo in parte liberi’ a quella di ‘non liberi’ perché sono in atto
guerre civili o sono stati messi in atto colpi di stato. Negli ultimi dieci anni vi
¢ stata una sostanziale stabilita nel numero dei paest ricadenti nelle tre catego-
rie, con qualche variazione interna. Questa riguarda la crescita, negli ultimi
tre anni, dei paesi considerati ‘non liberi: 42 nel 2008, 51 nel 2014.

La rilevazione di Freedom House ¢ fondata su alcuni presupposti che ¢
opportuno mettere in luce. La classificazione dei paesi ¢ ottenuta sulla base di
due parametri: il godimento dei diritti politici e delle liberta civili da parte de-
gli individui, in altri termini delle cosiddette «liberta negative» (Berlin 1969).
Questi due parametri sono la sintesi di 25 indicatori 1 quali, a loro volta, sono
losservazione del rispetto o del mancato rispetto dei diritti umani previsti
dalla Dichiarazione universale dei diritti dell’uomo delle Nazioni Unite del 1948.
Inoltre, il Rapporto rileva «i diritti reali e le liberta godute dagli individui»
(Freedom House 2015: 2) ed opera sulla base del presupposto secondo cui «la
liberta dei popoli ¢ raggiunta al piu alto livello possibile nelle societa demo-
cratiche» (Freedom House 2015b: 1).

A questo modo di concepire 1 diritti umani, le istituzioni sociali e la forma
di governo sono rivolte numerose critiche. In questo contributo prenderemo
in considerazione le pit importanti con l'obiettivo di mettere in luce 1 nessi
complessi tra visioni dell'uomo e del mondo, concezioni e pratiche di governo,
competizione e conflitti per 'egemonia nella societa globale del XXI secolo.
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La sfida islamica ai diritti delluomo

Dal mondo islamico emerge una serrata critica alla concezione occiden-
tale dell'uomo e del mondo. Non ¢ possibile qui riprendere gli aspetti teorici
e culturali agitati nel corso degli ultimi decenni a partire dal celebre saggio
di Edward Sayd sull’orientalismo (1978). Per brevita concentreremo la nostra
attenzione solo sugli aspetti istituzionali della questione'.

Nel 1981 ¢ stata emanata una Dichiarazione universale der diritti dell’uvomo
nell’Islam. Questa dichiarazione, per il fatto stesso di essere stata promulgata,
riconosce l'esistenza di una sfera dei diritti umani e la loro universalita. St
afferma, nello stesso tempo, che la religione islamica ¢ fonte di diritti umani
inalienabili. La differenza rispetto alla Dichiarazione universale dei diritty dell’uomo
(1948) riguarda semmai il tipo di legittimazione teologica, filosofica e cul-
turale dei diritti degli esseri umani. La Dichiarazione delle Nazioni Unite ¢
espressione della tradizione cristiana e illuminista dell’'uvomo, una concezione
secolarizzata per la quale 1 diritti appartengono ad ogni individuo indipen-
dentemente dalla condizione sociale, culturale, religiosa, etnica, sessuale e
cosi via. Nella Dichiarazione islamica i diritti umani sono promulgati «in nome
di Dio, il Compassionevole, il Misericordioso». Nel 1994, inoltre, 1 paesi arabi
hanno emanato la Carta araba dei diritti umani. Nel suo preambolo si fa un ri-
chiamo alla Dichiarazione del 1948 e alla Dichiarazione del 1981. Nel concreto
articolato, pero, la Carta araba pone prima il diritto all’autodeterminazione dei
popoli e poi 1 diritti individuali.

Alle carte det diritti umani occorre aggiungere almeno la Dichiarazione di
Bangkok (1993). 1 paest asiatici firmatari di questa Dichiarazione fanno riferi-
mento all'induismo, all'islam, al buddismo, al taoismo, al confucianesimo e
ad altre religioni asiatiche. In generale, essi rivendicano il riconoscimento det
valori asiatici ed affermano che solo attraverso questo riconoscimento si puo
pervenire ad una concezione universale dei diritti umani. Insomma, 1 valori e
la cultura europea e occidentale sono riconosciuti ma, secondo le prospettive
emergenti dalle altre culture e dalle altre civilta, per essere veramente univer-
sali essi devono coniugarsi con le diverse tradizioni locali.

Da un punto di vista teorico si potrebbe sostenere che vi ¢ una convergenza
nel riconoscere l'esistenza di una sfera di diritti umani inalienabili. Tuttavia,
1 loro contenuti specifici sono differenti da carta a carta, da dichiarazione a
dichiarazione. Percio, la teoria e la prassi det diritti umani dovrebbero essere
improntate all’unita e alla differenza, a cio che ¢ comune a tutta 'umanita e a
cio che differenzia ogni societa da ogni altra. Tutto questo ¢ facile a dirsi, ma
quasi impossibile a praticarsi.

! Per taluni aspetti culturali si veda tuttavia Cotesta (2010 e 2012).
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Sono 1 casi concreti, infatti, a mettere a dura prova la teoria det diritti uma-
ni. Ad esempio: l'articolo 8 della Dichiarazione universale dei diritte dell’womo nell’I-
slam riconosce «il diritto di ogni individuo alla protezione del suo onore ¢ della
sua reputazione». Cosa si deve intendere, in una situazione concreta, per ono-
re? Non basta dire che I'onore e la reputazione sono sacri. Lesemplificazione
contenuta nella Dichiarazione ¢ piuttosto ovvia: non indagare sulla vita privata,
non parlar male di qualcuno. Il problema ¢ quando un individuo compie atti
che, per gli altri, sono una violazione del loro onore. Ad esempio, sono numerost
1 casi nei quali, in un contesto occidentale, giovani donne musulmane adottano
modi di vestire, di pensare e di agire ritenuti dai loro genitori, dai mariti o dai
correligionari una offesa del loro onore. In nome di questo presunto diritto
alcune donne hanno perduto la liberta e la vita.

Si dovrebbe, invece, riconoscere ad ognuno e ognuna il primato del diritto
alla vita su ogni altro diritto e, soprattutto, sui diritti accampati dagli altri.

La sfida africana sulla democrazia e i diritti umani

Per illustrare questa parte del nostro discorso dobbiamo fare un riferimento
al movimento religioso, culturale e politico dell’African Renaissance®. 11 rifiuto
dell’Occidente e dell’Europa di questo movimento non riguarda solo I'imma-
gine degli africani costruita dagli europei durante il periodo coloniale, ma
investe tutte le sfere della vita sociale: 1 valori, la religione, la cultura, I'econo-
mia, le istituzioni, il sistema di governo.

I vari autori africani passati in rassegna tracciano una grande partizione
delle strutture sociali. Da un lato ci sono le societa fondate sull'individuo e i
suol valori, dall’altra le societa basate su valori comunitari. I due tipi di societa
sono opposti e 1 valori comunitari sono considerati preferibili o superiori a
quelli individuali, degradati a ‘individualisti’. In questa classificazione, 1 valo-
ri dell’Europa e dell’Occidente sono collocati sul versante dell'individualismo
e 1 valori africani sul versante sociale e comunitario. Le societa occidentali
sono considerate societa individualiste. La loro struttura ¢ basata sugli indivi-
dui e sul diritti umani individuali. La prospettiva africana invece pone a fon-
damento della costruzione sociale il sistema della parentela. Questo contrasto
tra una societa degli individui e una societa dei gruppi si manifesta su tutto
'arco dei problemi considerati vitali.

Dal punto di vista dei sistemi di governo, il contrasto si manifesta me-
diante I'opposizione tra governo basato sul metodo che assume le decisioni

2 Su questo movimento si veda Cotesta (2010: 263-300 e 2012: 125-164).
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a maggioranza (tipo il Modello Westminster) e governo che assume le decisioni
sulla base del metodo consensuale (qualcosa di vicino al Modello della democrazia
consensuale)*. Ora non ¢ possibile negare che anche i governi occidentali rice-
vano il consenso da parte dei loro cittadini-elettori. Percio 1 pensatori africani
devono specificare il senso della loro opposizione alla concezione europea e
occidentale di democrazia. Per governo mediante il consenso essi intendono,
generalmente, il governo mediante il consenso unanime dei capi dei gruppi
che compongono una societa. Da questo punto di vista qualcuno si spinge
fino a rivendicare la necessita di «molte democrazie» (many democracies) e a
proporre un modello africano di democrazia (Teffo 2006: 444-445). La so-
cieta africana «¢ basata sul principio di solidarieta. Questo ¢ caratterizzato
dalla centralita dell’essere umano (human-centeredness)» e dal rifiuto del «siste-
ma multipartitico occidentale, estraneo alla cultura politica africana» e, «piu
importante ancora, la parentela, quale speciale manifestazione di democrazia
nella societa africana, contempla la completa eguale partecipazione della co-
munita» (Teffo 2006: 445).

In questa concezione della democrazia c’¢ tuttavia il rischio di avere leader
autocratici. Ma «il popolo ha attaccamento per 1 capi o 1 re in quanto istitu-
zioni e non per il capo come individuo in sé» (Teffo 2006: 447). Infatti, «il
capo non deve mai agire senza il consiglio e la piena partecipazione dei suoi
consiglieri, 1 rappresentanti del popolo [...] il capo era vincolato dalla legge a
governare con il consenso del popolo» (Gyekye 1988: 11).

Il sistema multipartitico non puo essere la panacea per i problemi politici
dell’Africa. «Piuttosto, nella cultura politica contemporanea, gli africani do-
vrebbero cercare di reincarnare, tra le altre cose, 1 valori della solidarieta e del
consenso» (Teffo 2006: 448). Poiché le culture non sono statiche, si dovrebbe
cercare un bilanciamento tra tradizionale e moderno e non una sostituzione
dell’'uno con laltro. Questo perché «l’istituzione della parentela ¢ uno det trat-
ti generali della cultura africana e sarebbe un errore per gli africani cercare
di abbandonare la parentela in nome della modernita e in modo particolare
della modernita com’¢ percepita e concepita dagli stranieri». In conclusione,
«il sistema politico tradizionale ¢ vitale ancora oggi» (Teffo 2006: 448) e puo
essere la base per un sistema di governo appropriato per le societa africane
(Gyekye 1988, Ramose 1992, Wiredu 1997).

Contrariamente a quello che a prima vista si potrebbe ritenere, 1 filosofi
africani non pensano a questi modelli come specificita soltanto africane. A
questa conclusione potrebbe far pensare I'enfasi da loro posta sul consenso e
sulla parentela come tratti dominanti della loro cultura politica. Questi mo-

% Sui due modelli di democrazia si veda Lijphart (1999).
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delli, invece, mirano ad una proiezione sulla scena politica globale. E questo
in due modi: il primo consiste nel coniugare il sistema delle decisioni politiche
mediante il consenso con il modello della democrazia deliberativa (Carew
2006), il secondo individua nella cultura politica e nella cultura africana di-
ritti umani che sfidano il modello occidentale o comunque rivendicano un
proprio ruolo nel dibattito contemporaneo sui diritti umani (Masolo 2006).

Troviamo qui una notevole mossa strategica. Da un lato, si respinge la
pretesa degli occidentali secondo la quale 1 diritti umani sono solo una pre-
rogativa delle societa occidentali. Questa posizione ¢ molto chiara nel saggio
di F.M. Deng, Human Rights in the African Context, secondo cui «i diritti uma-
ni sono un concetto relativo alla universale dignita propria di tutti gli esseri
umani, indipendentemente dalla loro razza, nazionalita, religione o cultura».
Infatti, «le radici piu profonde dell’affermazione dell'universalita stanno nel
fatto che 1 diritti umani riflettono I'universale ricerca della dignita umana»
(Deng 2006: 499). Pertanto, non vi ¢ nulla nei diritti umani, promulgati in
occidente, di «particolarmente occidentale» (Deng 2006: 500). Nondimeno,
rimane il problema di coniugare 'universalita dei diritti umani con il parti-
colare, con le culture locali. Da questo punto di vista vengono esaminati due
problemi: la democrazia e lo sviluppo.

In merito alla democrazia, la costruzione degli stati post-coloniali si ¢ ri-
velata una catastrofe perché sono stati applicati alle societa africane standard
occidentali. Soprattutto, il sistema elettorale adottato ha comportato «il ri-
schio di creare una dittatura dei numeri, con la maggioranza che impone
il suo volere alla minoranza» (Deng 2006: 502). Poiché gli africani hanno
tendenza a votare secondo linee tribali o etniche, la democrazia deve essere
qualcosa di piu del votare alle elezioni. E in ogni caso deve contenere una
«speciale protezione per le minoranze». Cosi, se la democrazia deve essere
tra 1 diritti umani fondamentali, non puo essere intesa in modo tale che la
sua applicazione comporti un rischio forte di umiliazione e distruzione delle
minoranze. Per rispondere a questa esigenza viene rilanciato il modello della
democrazia basata sul consenso unanime degli interessati. I1 modello viene
cosi esemplificato: «nelle deliberazioni del consiglio [degli anziani], puo par-
tecipare ogni adulto e le decisioni sono adottate all'unanimita» (Deng 2006:
503). Wiredu ¢ ancora piu preciso: «il capo non ha assolutamente diritto di
imporre 1 suoi desideri agli anziani del consiglio [...] Nella discussione gli an-
zlani possono mantenere una posizione fino a che il consenso non sia raggiun-
to» (Wiredu 2002: 317). Pertanto, il principio della decisione a maggioranza o
il principio secondo il quale il vincitore prende tutto (winner-takes-all) o il gioco
a somma zero «non sono alternative accettabili rispetto al sistema di adozione
delle decisioni mediante il consenso» (Dia 1996: 41). La conclusione su questo
punto ¢ allora duplice. I diritti umani sono universali e la democrazia deve
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essere tra questi, ma occorre allargare il concetto di democrazia e prevedere
che nelle decisioni a livello globale e nelle decisioni interne a particolari stati,
il metodo di adozione delle decisioni sia basato sul consenso unanime e non
sul principio di maggioranza.

Piti 0 meno allo stesso modo si ragiona a proposito dello sviluppo. Non si
puo pretendere di applicare a societa africane le istituzioni costruite per le
esigenze delle societa occidentali. Per garantire lo sviluppo, inteso qui come
fondamento per la realizzazione di un diritto umano inalienabile, come un di-
ritto che «¢ condizione per 'esercizio degli altri diritti» (Papa Francesco 2015:
50), occorre che le istituzioni, i valori, le pratiche indigene siano il motore del-
le strategie di uno sviluppo partecipato e che avvenga dall’'interno. Infatti, «la
sfida per realizzare 1 diritti umani ¢ prima di tutto interna» all’Africa (Deng

2006: 506).

La sfida confuciana sui diritti umani, la democrazia e 'ordine mondiale

Molto piu complesso e ricco d’'implicazioni ¢ il confronto tra la visione occi-
dentale dei diritti umani, della democrazia e dell’'ordine mondiale e le diverse
prospettive asiatiche*. Dobbiamo lasciare da parte il confronto con I'India:
troppo complesso per essere affrontato in questa sede’. Ci concentriamo in-
vece sulla prospettiva confuciana per I'interesse crescente che essa desta nel
mondo, soprattutto da quando la Cina ha avviato il suo prodigioso sviluppo
economico, politico, culturale e militare. Per cercare di dare un ordine ad una
materia sconfinata, sia per la parte della teoria dei diritti umani, sia per le di-
verse interpretazioni del confucianesimo, raccoglieremo la nostra argomenta-
zione intorno a tre nuclei tematici: la questione dei diritti umani; la questione
della democrazia; la concezione dell’ordine mondiale.

Lincontro tra la Cina e 'Occidente ¢ stato piuttosto sporadico fino alla
meta del XIX secolo. I tentativi precedenti compiuti dai paesi europei, da
congregazioni religiose e da singoli viaggiatori incontrarono enormi difficol-
ta. La Cina, fino alla fine del XVIII secolo il paese piu ricco al mondo, ha
imposto la sua visione dei rapporti internazionali. Si considerava al centro del
mondo ¢ impostava 1 rapporti con gli altri stati, soprattutto 1 piu vicini, se-
condo il modello degli «stati tributari» (Fairbank 1987: 36-38). Le due guerre
dell'oppio (1839-1842 e 1865-1869) hanno prodotto nell’¢lite cinese un vero

* Non posso affrontare qui il discorso sull’'India. Per averne un’idea si leggano comunque le
opere di Amartya Sen citate in bibliografia.

> Sarebbe comunque da approfondire come si possa coniugare la democrazia e il rispetto dei
diritti umani con l’esistenza delle caste e dei fuori casta.
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e proprio shock e, a partire dalla meta del XIX secolo, praticamente dopo
la Rivoluzione dei Taiping (1861-1864), ¢ cominciata la ricerca delle vie da
intraprendere per evitare la crescente dipendenza della Cina dalle potenze
occidentali. Si puo far risalire a questi anni I'inizio dei tentativi di moderniz-
zazione della societa cinese.

Il primo tentativo avviene durante I'ultimo periodo della dinastia Qing
(1860-1911). L’obiettivo, in questo caso, ¢ di prendere dagli occidentali tecno-
logie produttive e inserirle nel quadro dei rapporti sociali della societa cinese,
senza mutarne la struttura di fondo. Il secondo tentativo comincia dopo il
1911, dopo la caduta della Dinastia QQing ed ha aspetti molto pit complessi.
Il nazionalismo del Kuomingtan, da un lato, prende a prestito il modello or-
ganizzativo sovietico e, dall’altro, cerca di creare un’economia capitalistica.
Dopo la proclamazione della Repubblica popolare cinese (1949), il Partito
Comunista prende di nuovo a modello I’'Unione Sovietica, sia per quanto ri-
guarda il sistema economico, sia per la forma di governo: grande industria,
economia pianificata, gestione centralizzata, dittatura del proletariato. Que-
sto modello non conduce ai risultati sperati. Prima la ‘politica dei cento fior?’
(1956-1957) e pot il ‘grande balzo in avanti’ (1958-1960) si risolvono in un cla-
moroso fallimento. Negli anni successivi, Mao lancia la Rivoluzione culturale
(1966-1969) scompaginando la struttura sociale, culturale e politica del paese.
Ne segue un periodo di torbidi, culminato con la rivolta di Lin Biao (1971) e
della Banda dei quattro (1976). Il terzo tentativo di modernizzazione inizia
dopo la morte di Mao. Sotto la guida di Deng Xiaoping, la Cina intraprende,
non senza incertezze ¢ battute di arresto, un nuovo corso economico, politico
e culturale. Gia annunciato da Hu Yaobang nel 1964 e da Hua Guofeng e
Zhou Enlai nel 1975, il nuovo progetto di modernizzazione della societa ci-
nese decolla solo a partire dal 1978, quando la leadership di Deng Xiaoping
si afferma in modo definitivo. Il nuovo corso ¢ fondato su quattro moder-
nizzazioni: agricoltura, industria, scienza e tecnologia. Esso presuppone una
profonda riforma del Partito Comunista — a cui Deng dedica una costante
attenzione — e una riforma complessiva del sistema politico: la quinta moder-
nizzazione, come chiedono gli esponenti del movimento per i diritti umani ci-
nesi (Wei Jingsheng 1980: 47-69). Il problema della modernizzazione politica,
gia posto nel 1976 con la prima rivolta di Tienanmen, esplode alla fine degli
anni Ottanta. E ancora vivida I'immagine del dimostrante solitario che il
quattro giugno 1989, in piazza Tienanmen, affronta da solo un carro armato.
La rivolta — come ¢ noto — fu repressa nel sangue. Non si ¢ mai saputo quante
persone abbiano perso la vita, quante siano state incarcerate o abbiano subito
altro tipo di condanne.

All'inizio degli anni Novanta del XX secolo, pero, la modernizzazione
economica ¢ in grande parte riuscita. Molti cinesi domandano riforme politi-
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che e, ancora una volta, diritti umani e democrazia. La strategia governativa
cambia. Prima si tenta una minimizzazione suggerendo che il movimento dei
diritti umani sia una provocazione degli Stati Uniti, che cercano di interferire
con le questioni interne alla Cina. Come reazione, il governo crea un osserva-
torio sui diritti umani negli Stati Uniti. Lo scopo ¢ segnalare le violazioni dei
diritti umani commesse dagli occidentali nel corso della storia e, oggi, dagli
Stati Uniti d’America®. L'osservatorio suggerisce anche un modo diverso di
intendere 1 diritti umani. Questi non devono essere intesi come diritti indivi-
duali, ma come benessere nella societa. Si afferma che, operare in favore dei
diritti umani, significa togliere dalla miseria e dalla fame milioni di persone.
«Poverta non ¢ socialismo; socialismo significa eliminare la poverta» (Deng
Xiaoping 1987: 80).

All'epoca di Tienanmen si verifica pure un cambiamento nell’orientamen-
to verso la tradizione e verso il confucianesimo da parte del governo e del Par-
tito Comunista (Scarpari 2015). E necessario fare un passo indietro. Fin dagli
anni successivi alla caduta della Dinastia Qing (1911) e, soprattutto nell’'am-
bito del Movimento del Quattro Maggio (1919), il confucianesimo viene visto
come parte di un regime reazionario. A questa linea si ¢ attenuto il Partito
comunista durante la lotta di liberazione e nel periodo dell’edificazione della
societa socialista cinese. La linea di Deng Xiaoping, invece, cerca di recupe-
rare molti elementi della tradizione culturale per costruire la nuova nazione
cinese (han). Il confucianesimo diventa di nuovo uno strumento di legittima-
zione della struttura sociale, della teoria e della pratica del potere. Nell’'ambito
di questo nuovo processo di costruzione dell’identita nazionale viene condotta
una severa critica verso 1 diritti umani, intesi come un’ideologia tipica del
mondo occidentale. La versione ufficiale afferma che «una concezione occi-
dentale dei diritti umani ¢ troppo individualistica e [percio] incompatibile
con le tradizioni comunitarie basate sul confucianesimo» (De Bary 1998: 8).
Le nazioni occidentali, si sostiene, attraversano un periodo di «decadenza per
1 loro valori individualisti» (De Bary 1998: 8).

Nell'opera di recupero della tradizione confuciana all'interno del pro-
cesso di ri-costruzione dell'identita nazionale cinese (han) lavora un numero
enorme di intellettuali: cinesi, occidentali, sino-occidentali. Come in Africa,
anche in Cina si verifica un nuovo rinascimento: il rinascimento confuciano. 11
punto di maggior interesse di questa vasta opera culturale ¢ per noi I'elabora-
zione di una teoria nella quale si sostiene che 1 diritti umani sono compatibili
con il confucianesimo; anzi, secondo qualcuno, essi sarebbero meglio fon-
dati nella filosofia confuciana, mentre il modello di governo cinese, basato

6 Si puo seguire Pattivita dell’osservatorio sul sito <http://www.hrichina.org/en>.
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sulla meritocrazia, ¢ migliore del modello democratico tipico delle societa
occidentali’.

Il lavoro teorico comincia con due libri di William Theodore de Bary (de
Bary 1998; de Bary e Tu Weiming 1998). 11 loro obiettivo ¢ ancora piutto-
sto limitato e si limita a sottrarre il confucianesimo alle strumentalizzazioni
politiche del passato e del presente e ad affermare che non esiste alcuna in-
compatibilita tra diritti umani e confucianesimo. Secondo de Bary, inoltre, il
confucianesimo ¢ per lautoaffermazione della persona nell'ambito della pro-
pria comunita, nel solco della propria tradizione. Esso non ¢ né per la societa,
né per I'io, ma cerca una relazione equilibrata tra i due. La societa civile ¢
per il confucianesimo il luogo della mediazione tra individuo e stato. Se nel
confucianesimo tradizionale vi ¢ stata una strumentalizzazione dello stato
autoritario, nel XX secolo invece vi ¢ stata una tradizione liberale umanisti-
ca favorevole alla partecipazione del popolo alla vita politica®. In particolare,
Liang Qichao connette il costituzionalismo occidentale all’esperienza storica
cinese. 'interpretazione di de Bary, come appare anche da questi rapidi cenni,
st muove nella ricerca di una convergenza tra umanesimo confuciano e uma-
nesimo occidentale, nella quale 1 diritti umani e la democrazia possono essere
riconosciuti non tanto come esperienza del passato ma come possibile futuro.

Un altro autore di grande interesse per il nostro discorso ¢ Joseph Chan.
L'opera di Chan mira a fondare la teoria dei diritti umani all’interno del-
la filosofia confuciana. Nel suo ultimo libro, Confucian Perfectionism: A Political
Philosophy for Modern Times (2014), Chan propone una fondazione confuciana
dei diritti umani e della democrazia. Come altri interpreti, Chan ricostruisce
il confucianesimo mediante riferimenti a Confucio, Mencio e Xunzi. Da un
punto di vista metodologico, egli si ispira a_John Rawls e, in particolare, alla
distinzione tra teoria ideale e teoria non ideale. A livello di ‘teoria ideale’, il
confucianesimo ¢ per lui una prospettiva politica ¢ umana migliore del libe-
ralismo. La teoria occidentale dei diritti umani, inoltre, segue un approccio
metafisico nell’attribuire agli individui diritti indipendentemente dal contesto
storico e sociale. I1 confucianesimo, invece, non punta al riconoscimento dei
diritti quanto piuttosto al benessere della societa e degli individui. Esiste, tut-
tavia, un problema: gli individui, cosl come 1 governanti (quanto ‘illuminati’
siano), non sempre tendono al bene e, pur potendolo fare, non scelgono il bene
per — potremmo esprimere cosi il concetto — «difetto della volonta». Non ¢

7 . praticamente impossibile dare riferimenti bibliografici su questo argomento tanto la mate-
ria ¢ vasta. Nella mia esposizione seguiro, pertanto, alcune linee importanti per il confronto tra
diritti umani, democrazia e ordine del mondo.

8 De Bary analizza il contributo di grandi intellettuali come Zhu Xi (1130-1200), Huang
Zongxi (1610-1695) e Liang Qichao (1873-1929).
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I'ideale ad essere imperfetto, ma gli uomini, che pur potendo comportarsi in
modo virtuoso rifiutano di farlo (Chan 2014: 13-15). L'ideale confuciano di
una societa armoniosa resta un ‘ideale regolativo’, una meta a cui tendere nel
corso della propria vita da parte dell'individuo e una fonte d’ispirazione per
1 governanti.

Nella filosofia politica confuciana esiste il problema della distanza tra valori
e realta empirica. Per cercare di colmare questa distanza, secondo Chan, nella
filosofia politica si deve introdurre, come ha gia fatto Rawls, una ‘teoria non
ideale’ che affronti i problemi nella concretezza storica. E a questo livello che il
confucianesimo incontra la sfida della modernita. Il «perfezionismo politico» ¢
la visione filosofica secondo la quale 'ordine sociale e politico dev’essere giudi-
cato per il suo contributo alla buona vita umana. «[Esso] incorpora un numero
diistituzioni di base liberal-democratiche, le fonda sul perfezionismo confucia-
no e ridefinisce il loro ruolo e le loro funzioni. Essa fonde 1 valori confuciani
con le istituzioni liberal-democratiche in un modo che, si spera, possa rendere
piu forti entrambe» (Chan 2014: 18). Per poter seguire questo percorso, Chan
deve dimostrare che i diritti umani non sono incompatibili con la tradizione
confuciana. Vi sono, egli sostiene, due modi di intendere 1 diritti umani. Il pri-
mo vede « diritti umani come un modo importante per proteggere gli interessi
fondamentali del popolo». Llaltro, senza negare il valore strumentale dei diritti
umani, «insiste sul fatto che essi abbiano un’importanza non strumentale nel
senso che essi sono espressioni necessarie della dignita e del valore umano»
(Chan 2014: 125). Chan segue la prima interpretazione e attribuisce ai diritti
umani un valore strumentale. Un ulteriore passaggio della sua tesi ¢ quello di
ridurre la lista dei diritti umani, restringendola solo ai diritti civili e alle liberta
politiche — le note «liberta negative» (Berlin 1969) prese come riferimento da
Freedom House per stilare 1 propri rapporti sulla liberta nel mondo. La prefe-
renza per una ‘lista corta’ dei diritti umani ¢ gia stata espressa da Rawls (1999:
80). In quel caso st trattava di giustificare I'idea di societa ‘decenti’ che, senza
essere liberali, rispettano liberta civili e politiche dando vita ad una concezione
‘ristretta’ della cittadinanza. Qui la riduzione tende ad accreditare una societa
nella quale la bilancia del potere pende dal lato dei governanti e vede i diritti
umani come una barriera verso il dispotismo dei governanti.

Questa tesi ¢ confermata da quanto Chan pensa dell’autonomia individua-
le. Se I'ispirazione profonda del confucianesimo consiste nel considerare gli
individui come agenti morali, 'autonomia individuale ne diventa un presup-
posto insopprimibile. Un ambiente sociale senza tolleranza e liberta, diventa
ostile allo sviluppo dell’autonomia morale perseguita dalla filosofia confucia-
na. Percio occorre riconoscere almeno «una moderata nozione di autonomia
personale nel senso pit ampio per cui gli individui devono avere la liberta di
formare scopi della propria vita e determinare un percorso di vita personale.
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Questa non deve essere un diritto morale o, in termini liberali, una sovranita
individuale, ma un aspetto apprezzabile della buona vita» (Chan 2014: 21).
Soprattutto nelle societa pluraliste di oggi.

Possiamo a questo punto formulare una brevissima sintesi: il perfezionismo
confuciano tende a costruire la societa sulla virtu degli individui. «L’autorita
politica esiste per il popolo ed ¢ parzialmente giustificata dalla sua abilita nel
proteggere e promuovere il benessere del popolo». La missione dei governanti
¢ di «servire il popolo e 1 governati volontariamente e con piacere accettano
e sostengono il governo» (Chan 2014: 19). Il fine ¢ il benessere di tutti in una
societa bene ordinata, armonica, nella quale si realizza la «Grande unione»
di tutti gli esseri umani. Questa visione ideale, purtroppo, non esiste in un
qualche luogo del mondo; neppure in terre confuciane. Percio occorre pen-
sare ad alternative reali, e la democrazia puo servire a questo scopo. Essa ¢
intesa come il metodo per «selezionare politici virtuosi e competenti per il
bene comune e come meccanismo di ricompensa e sanzione nei loro con-
fronti» (Chan 2014: 20). Si tratta di vedere, pero, se essa ¢ compatibile con il
confucianesimo. La test di Chan ¢ che il perfezionismo politico confuciano e
la democrazia siano complementari.

Un filo rosso corre lungo I'argomentazione di Joseph Chan: criticare la
concezione del mondo secondo la quale gli individui, sia come singoli, sia
come collettivita (il popolo), siano titolari di diritti spettanti loro per il sem-
plice fatto di essere uomini e donne. Sembra di scorgere la critica romantica
e comunitaria antilluministica contro I'ideale astratto dell'umanita, a cui si
contrappone una concezione delle qualitd umane come costruzioni storiche
e sociali. Niente di piu errato: questa visione illuminista ¢ una costruzione
storica quanto quella confuciana. Nel primo caso, con un atto di fiducia verso
la razionalita e ragionevolezza dei singoli, si mette nelle loro mani il diritto e
il dovere di darsi dei buoni governanti (anche se spesso questo non avviene) e
nell’altro caso, temendo forse I'irrazionalita e 'egoismo dei singoli, si affida ai
saggl, al virtuosi, agli esperti, insomma agli eruditi, il compito di governare
per il bene di tutti (anche se, esattamente come nelle democrazie, questo difhi-
cilmente avviene). Questo tratto del perfezionismo confuciano propugnato da
Chan ¢ quantomeno ambiguo e giustifica I'ipotesi che nel confucianesimo a
tratti riemergano gli aspetti autoritari propri del cosiddetto Legismo, secondo
cut la legge (o il potere normativo) ha un primato assoluto da cui il sovrano
stesso trae la legittimita per lesercizio diretto del potere, e a cui i confuciani
del tempo presente si oppongono fortemente.

Nel suo libro The China Model: Political Meritocracy and the Limats of Democracy
(2015), Daniel A. Bell conduce il suo ragionamento oltre le posizioni di Chan.
Qui non si tratta piu di coniugare i valori asiatici o il confucianesimo con i
diritti umani e la democrazia, seppure in una prospettiva strumentale, ma
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di proporre il modello cinese come un modello universale, una proposta non
solo per il popolo cinese o per i popoli asiatici, ma come modello per tutt. A
questa proposta Bell arriva dopo anni di lavoro nel segno della riscoperta
della famiglia, del comunitarismo, dei valori confuciani e del superamento
del liberalismo (Bell 1999, 2000, 2003, 2006, 2007, 2008a e 2008b). Le sue
affermazioni di principio sono condivisibili: «LV'idea secondo la quale un siste-
ma politico deve cercare di selezionare e promuovere i leader con maggiori
capacita (ability) e virtu ¢ comune sia alla teoria e alla pratica politica cinese
che a quella occidentale» (Bell 2015: 2). Per tanto tempo, vi ¢ stata una «fede
cieca» (Bell 2015: 3) nella capacita della democrazia di selezionare 1 migliori
governanti. La crisi degli ultimi anni ha invece scosso questa fede e ci si do-
manda se un sistema meritocratico non sia piu adatto della democrazia nella
scelta di chi deve governare un paese. Queste domande sono nate in seguito
al successi economici di Singapore durante gli anni Novanta del XX secolo.
I1 dibattito sulla meritocrazia allora era inficiato dal fatto che il modello Sin-
gapore veniva proposto come un sistema autoritario. Inoltre, esso non veniva
proposto come «un’idea universale» (Bell 2015: 3), ma come una proposta
locale non sostenuta da alcuna argomentazione di teoria politica.

Il grande successo della Cina ha riproposto ora il dibattito sulla meritocra-
zia, se non altro perché, nel governo della crisi economica attuale, il sistema
cinese ha ottenuto migliori risultati del modello democratico occidentale. «Il
sistema politico, come precedenti pratiche nella Cina imperiale cerca di se-
lezionare e promuovere pubblici ufficiali mediante esami e valutazioni delle
prestazioni ai livelli piu bassi del governo. La meritocrazia di stile cinese ¢
piena d’'imperfezioni ma non si puo negare che il sistema ha ottenuto migliori
prestazioni se paragonato a regimi democratici di comparabile grandezza e a
un simile livello di sviluppo». Il mondo guarda ora all’esperimento meritocra-
tico cinese. Forse, «tra vent’anni, ci troveremo a dibattere sulla meritocrazia
di stile cinese quale modello alternativo — e una sfida — alla democrazia di stile
occidentale» (Bell 2015: 4).

La posizione di Bell ¢ animata da una preferenza (non vorremmo chia-
marla pregiudizio, come invece lui fa per chi ama la democrazia) per la fami-
glia e per la superiore virtu dei ‘ben educati’ rispetto ai semplici individui che
non sempre scelgono per il meglio. Nel corso della sua argomentazione Bell
passa inoltre da una preferenza funzionale ad una predilezione metafisica per
la meritocrazia. Questa ¢ capace di risolvere problemi che la democrazia non
sa risolvere. Essa stessa, inoltre, ha alcuni difetti che non trovano correttivi.
Il primo ¢ «la tirannia della maggioranza». Le maggioranze, infatti, nei si-
stemi democratici possono opprimere le minoranze e portare avanti cattive
politiche. Il secondo difetto ¢ «la tirannia delle minoranze». «Piccoli gruppi
con potere economico esercitano un’influenza sproporzionata sul processo
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politico, sia bloccando cambiamenti favorevoli all'interesse comune, sia soste-
nendo politiche che beneficiano solo 1 loro interessi. In teoria, questo difetto
puo essere evitato mediante un corpo elettorale (citizen body) che escluda le
élite della ricchezza; e il sistema cinese ¢ un’alternativa praticabile» in questo
senso (Bell 2015: 7). Il terzo difetto ¢ «la tirannia della comunita dei votanti»
I votanti possono, infatti, tenere conto solo dei propri interessi e trascurare
quelli degli stranieri e, soprattutto, quelli delle future generazioni. Infine, il
quarto difetto: «la tirannia degli individualisti competitivi». Costoro prefe-
riscono il conflitto per imporre 1 propri interessi. «La democrazia elettorale
puo esacerbare piuttosto che alleviare 1 conflitti sociali e puo recare danno a
quanti preferiscono una via pacifica (harmonious) per risolvere 1 conflitti sociali.
Un sistema basato sul consenso come procedura per adottare le decisioni puo
aiutare a correggere questi difetti; e il modello politico della Cina ha alcuni
vantaggi pratici nel ridurre i conflitti sociali» (Bell 2015: 7).

Tuttavia, nemmeno il sistema meritocratico cinese ¢ perfetto. Infatti, se ¢
preferibile che le comunita siano governate da politici di alta qualita, ¢ vero
pero che il sistema meritocratico ¢ solo in parte buono. Forse con qualche
reminiscenza della storia cinese, Bell indica 1 punti deboli del sistema meri-
tocratico: «i governanti scelti sulla base della loro superiore abilita politica
sono probabilmente propensi ad abusare del loro potere politico: le gerarchie
politiche possono ‘ossificarsi’ e impedire la mobilita sociale; [infine] ¢ difficile
legittimare un tale sistema da parte di chi ne resta fuori» (Bell 2015: 8).

Bell segue due percorsi per migliorare il sistema. Nel primo percorso, egli
propone che il sistema degli esami verifichi in modo serio le abilita intellet-
tuali dei governanti, inserisca piu donne nelle posizioni di leadership e ricorra
in modo sistematico alla valutazione dei pari (peer-review) per promuovere 1
politici motivati dal desiderio di servire il popolo (the public). 11 secondo per-
corso riguarda invece la struttura del sistema istituzionale. In un quadro isti-
tuzionale caratterizzato dalla meritocrazia, Bell vorrebbe la democrazia per
evitare alcuni aspetti molto gravi della realta politica e sociale cinese. La sua
opinione — non si sa bene quanto fondata — ¢ che «la democrazia elettorale
non sia politicamente realistica in China» (Bell 2015: 8). Infatti, «sondaggi
politici dimostrano che 1 cittadini nelle societa dell’Asia dell’est intendono la
democrazia in modo sostantivo piuttosto che in termini procedurali; cio¢, ten-
dono a valutare la democrazia per le sue conseguenze positive piuttosto che a
dare valore alle procedure democratiche di per sé» (Bell 2015: 18). Insomma,
1 cinesi non sarebbero interessati a votare. L'importante ¢ fare cose buone per
loro. Troppo evidenti, pero, sono talune storture del sistema per non aprirsi a
correttivi. Si puo combattere la corruzione mediante istituzioni indipendenti
di revisione, piu alti salari e educazione morale, si puo combattere la «ossifica-
zione delle gerarchie mediante un discorso politico umile, aprendo il partito a
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gruppi sociali diversi e creare opportunita per tipi differenti di leader politici
selezionandoli secondo le nuove idee di merito» (Bell 2015: 150).

Il problema della legittimazione, invece, richiede un’apertura all’esplicito
consenso del popolo (Bell 2015: 150). Qui si apre lo spazio per la riconciliazio-
ne di meritocrazia e democrazia. Vi sono tre modi per farlo. Il primo, a livello
degli elettori, prevede di assegnare un peso maggiore al voto delle persone
istruite. Ma questa ipotesi ¢ poco realistica. Almeno oggi. Il secondo prevede
di coniugare democrazia e meritocrazia al livello delle istituzioni politiche
centrali. Un terzo modo consiste nel seguire il criterio meritocratico a livello
centrale e il metodo democratico a livello locale (Bell 2015: 152). Cosi, tra lal-
tro, si potrebbe fare una prima selezione democratica e usare la valutazione
meritocratica dei politici per i loro eventuali avanzamenti di carriera. Questo
modello ha il merito di non allontanarsi troppo dall’attuale realta istituzionale
cinese. Esso, pero, «deve essere difeso su base filosofica» (Bell 2015: 9). Ed ¢
appunto cio che Bell cerca di fare in questa sua opera. La realta istituzionale
cinese, tuttavia, ¢ ancora piu complessa. Essa ¢ caratterizzata dalla democra-
zia a livello di base, dalla sperimentazione nel mezzo e dalla meritocrazia al
livello piu alto (Bell 2015: 168-174). Ciononostante, rimane il problema della
legittimazione del sistema e delle decisioni politiche. Secondo Bell, il refe-
rendum su alcune questioni importanti potrebbe risolvere il problema della
legittimazione delle scelte particolari e, piu in generale, del sistema politico
nel suo complesso (Bell 2015: 175-194).

Una volta Deng Xiaoping ha detto’: «L.a Cina non cerchera mai 'egemo-
nia» (Deng Xiaoping 1978: 44). Secondo Bell, invece, la Cina dovrebbe pren-
dere I'esempio dagli Stati Uniti e perseguire I'egemonia culturale e politica nel
mondo (Bell 2015: 195-198). Gli Stati Uniti, dopo la seconda guerra mondiale,
cercarono di diffondere la democrazia mediante il National Endowment for De-
mocracy. Allo stesso modo, la Cina dovrebbe creare il National Endowment for
Meritocracy per diffondere il suo ideale confuciano fondato sull’armonia'®. Ma

¢ Deng aveva gia espresso questa posizione nel suo discorso alle Nazioni Unite del 1974. E
la politica della Cina dei decenni precedenti, sotto la guida di Mao e Zhou Enlai. Essa viene
riproposta, almeno formalmente, ancora oggi. Infatti, durante il 18° congresso del Partito Co-
munista Cinese ¢ stato ripetutamente affermato che la Cina non cerca ’egemonia (People’s
Daily Online, 15 novembre 2012). Se la prassi della politica estera cinese segua ancora questo
principio ¢ cosa difficile da affermare. I’attivismo economico e culturale della Cina nel mondo,
in particolare in Africa e in America Latina, fa pensare ad una fase nuova della presenza cinese
nella competizione geopolitica mondiale: non pit un attore di secondo livello, ma una stella di
prima grandezza. E tutti 1 dati confermano questa impressione.

19 Bell va oltre le enunciazioni teoriche. Nella Appendix I del suo libro, costruisce un Harmony
Index (HI) che contrappone ad alcuni indici costruiti da fondazioni e associazioni diverse, viziati
dal pregiudizio individualista (Bell 2015, Appendix I: 4). 1l suo indice dell’armonia ¢ invece
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in primo luogo dovrebbe ridurre la distanza che separa il suo modello ideale
meritocratico dalla sua realta pratica. Cambiare nome al partito perché non
ha piu nulla a che fare con la tradizione comunista: «esso ¢ un’organizzazio-
ne pluralistica composta da membri di differenti gruppi e differenti classi e
mira a rappresentare I'intero paese. Un nome piu appropriato potrebbe esse-
re: Unione Cinese meritocratica» oppure, vista 'importanza che si attribuisce
alla democrazia, Unione democratica dei meritocratici (Bell 2015: 197-198).
Insomma, Bell pensa in grande e lavora a un progetto di diffusione del confu-
cianesimo nel mondo, in contrasto con il liberalismo e la liberal-democrazia.

Il discorso tuttavia non si esaurisce a livello di comparazione e competi-
zione tra diversi sistemi politici, sociali, economici e culturali. Dal rinascimento
confuciano emergono anche proposte sullordine mondiale. Per il confuciane-
simo politico ¢ definitivamente tramontato 'ordine internazionale europeo e
occidentale di tipo vestfaliano. Inoltre, gli Stati Uniti non sono piu I'unico at-
tore importante sulla scena politica mondiale. Un mondo multipolare ¢ nato
tra fine XX e inizio XXI secolo. Altri attori calcano ora la scena e, tra questi,
la Cina svolge un ruolo molto attivo e dinamico. Toccata solo marginalmente
dal conflitto tra mondo islamico e Occidente degli ultimi trent’anni, la Gina
porta avanti un processo di espansione economica, politica e culturale in tutto
il mondo. Percio ¢ bene cercare di comprendere quale idea 1 cinesi abbiano
dell’ordine mondiale.

Gli autori fin qui trattati sono concentrati sulla riscoperta e la riproposizio-
ne del confucianesimo quale risorsa per la costruzione e la legittimazione del
modello cinese di societa. Non si puo dire, pero, che il confucianesimo oggi,
in Cina, non abbia avversari e competitori. Esiste ed opera da tempo anche
una corrente filosofica liberale chiaramente ispirata al pensiero occidentale.
Le organizzazioni per 1 diritti umani cinesi si richiamano a questa tradizione
presente in Cina fin dall’inizio del XX secolo. Il confucianesimo ¢ invece la
filosofia ufficiale delle le élite politiche al potere.

Troviamo l'idea dell’'ordine mondiale confuciano in un saggio di Zhao
Tingyang, La philosophie du tianxia (2008). Secondo Zhao Tingyang il pro-
cesso storico, sotto I'egemonia occidentale, ha portato alla creazione di un

costruito su a) 'armonia nella famiglia (relazioni genitori figli e relazioni tra coniugi; fiducia
nella famiglia e relazioni familiari diverse); b) armonia nel paese (pace, fiducia ed eguaglianza
nella societa; relazioni con il governo, diversita nella societa); ¢) armonia nel mondo (pace nel
mondo; integrazione nelle istituzioni globali; interazione economica); d) armonia con la natura
(relazione generale con la natura; relazione locale con la natura). Sulla base di queste variabili
e dei relativi indicatori, Bell stila un indice dell’armonia sociale e umana. La Cina non si trova
ai primi posti della graduatoria. Viene tuttavia prima dei suoi diretti competitori: Stati Uniti
e India.
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mondo globale fisico ma non di un mondo globale umano. Il mondo ¢ un’e-
spressione geografica ma non vi sono ancora istituzioni mondiali capaci di
governarlo. Questo perché il pensiero e la prassi politica occidentale han-
no pensato 1 problemi in termini di Stato e d’internazionalita, senza vedere
che, se si vuole creare un mondo umano universale, occorre adottare una
prospettiva globale. Pensare il mondo qua mundus. Per costruire un mondo
umano globale occorre seguire il modello cinese, rivisitato, del tianxia, che si-
gnifica ‘tutto-cio-che-c’¢-sotto-il-Cielo’. La rivisitazione riguarda il referente
fisico del #anxia. Nella tradizione confuciana, infatti, il #anxia indicava il ter-
ritorio cinese. Ora esso deve riguardare il pianeta intero. Le istituzioni di un
tempo erano state create per il territorio cinese; ora devono essere mondiali.
Il principio della loro costruzione rimane, pero, lo stesso. I'idea centrale del
tianxia" € «di ricostruire il mondo sulla base del modello dei legami familiari
per farne un luogo di accoglienza di tutti 1 popoli» (Zhao Tingyang 2008:
14). Il modello istituzionale del tianxia ¢ composto da differenti corpi poli-
tici. Esso segue una precisa gerarchia: ‘tutto-cio-che-c’¢-sotto-il-Cielo’, sta-
t1, famiglie. Come tale esso si contrappone al modello europeo-occidentale,
imperniato sull’articolazione: stati-nazione, comunita, individui. «Il mondo,
gli Stati e le famiglie devono essere governati in modo coerente, in modo
da rappresentare tante espressioni d’'una sola e medesima istituzione» (Zhao
Tingyang 2008: 17). Questo ‘modo coerente’ consiste nel governare «dal ver-
tice verso la base, dal piu grande al piu piccolo, per la ragione per cui le so-
cieta politiche piu piccole sono sempre condizionate dalle piu grandi» (Zhao
Tingyang 2008: 17).

Dalla prospettiva neo-confuciana emerge una critica verso la democra-
zia e 1 suol principi. La democrazia, in quanto fondata sull'individualismo,
ha proiezioni aggressive verso l'esterno. «La democrazia di fatto, puo essere
snaturata dal potere, dal denaro e dal commercio [...] la democrazia non
conduce necessariamente — né teoricamente, né praticamente — alla giusti-
zia, al bene e alla pace» (Zhao Tingyang 2008: 23). L’alternativa ¢ costruire
istituzioni mondiali secondo il modello confuciano. Attualmente «il mondo ¢
disorientato. Questo ¢ il problema della nostra epoca» (Zhao Tingyang 2008:
24). Il mondo fisico ¢ stato creato, ma si deve ancora creare un mondo uma-
nizzato. La rinascita del mondo nella prospettiva del #anxia ha bisogno di una
riforma politica mondiale. Da questa puo venire una svolta nella quale «tutti 1
problemi del mondo potranno essere reinterpretati come problemi mondiali» (Zhao
Tingyang 2008: 24-25). In questo quadro, la discussione filosofica sul tianxia
puo permetterci di ripensare 1 problemi politici di oggi ed esso puo «divenire,

' Si veda anche Bell (2006: 243-251).
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Jorse, una fonte d’ispirazione per il progetto d’una istituzione mondiale» (Zhao
Tingyang 2008: 25; corsivo aggiunto).

Il modello neoconfuciano per la sua capacita inclusiva non si propone
come l'unica fonte di valori. Si propone come unico modello a livello metodo-
logico, ma non a livello dei valori. «Un mondo giusto potra essere creato solo
se le due tradizioni, quella greca e quella cinese — l'agora e il tianxia — potran-
no armoniosamente congiungersi» (Zhao Tingyang 2008: 25). Dall’incontro
delle due tradizioni culturali rinnovate potra venire la creazione d’istituzioni
capaci di dare pace e armonia al mondo.

Conclusioni

Possiamo a questo punto cercare di fare un bilancio di quanto abbiamo detto.
Cominciamo dalla questione dei diritti umani. Sui diritti umani si registra a
prima vista una certa convergenza. Ognuna delle civilta di cui abbiamo par-
lato ha una sua prospettiva sui diritti umani. Ognuna ha una sua idea dell’u-
manita. Si registra, tuttavia, una forte differenza a livello della loro fondazio-
ne teologica, metafisica e sociologica. La prospettiva europea e occidentale
intende 1 diritti come una prerogativa degli uomini e delle donne come tali.
Gli uomini e le donne hanno alcune qualita per la loro natura (illuminismo)
o per il loro essere creature divine fatte a immagine e somiglianza di Dio (cri-
stianesimo). Nella Dichiarazione uniersale dev diritti dell’uomo del 1948 gli uomini
e le donne sono concepiti come esseri dotati di ragione, liberta, autonomia:
«Tutti gli esseri umani nascono liberi ed eguali in dignita e diritti. Essi sono
dotati di ragione di coscienza e devono agire gli uni verso gli altri in spirito
di fratellanza».

Nella civilta islamica i diritti umani sono una donazione divina. Essi sono
fondati sulla parola divina espressa tramite Mohammad e sono proclamati
«in nome di Dio compassionevole e misericordioso». La lista dei diritti umani
qui ¢ abbastanza lunga ma non vi si rintraccia un’affermazione forte sulla
razionalita dell’'uomo come nella Dichiarazione universale del 1948. La Carta ara-
ba deir Dirittr dell’uomo, inoltre, vede 1 popoli quali detentori dei diritti umani
inalienabili; gli individui ne sono titolari solo in quanto membri dei popoli.

Nell’ambito dell’African Renaissance vi sono diversi approcci ai diritti uma-
ni. In ogni caso, le culture africane hanno una propria visione dell'uomo e
dell'umanita dalla quale discende un’idea dei diritti del'uomo quale membro
di una comunita.

Nell’ambito del confucianesimo troviamo due diverse interpretazioni. La
prima tende ad affermare I'idea dell’esistenza di una natura umana (ren) ¢
su questa poggia il riconoscimento dei diritti umani quali qualita universali
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indipendenti dai contesti sociali, culturali e religiosi. La seconda vede 1 diritti
come un mezzo per raggiungere il bene comune e respinge Iidea che essi
siano una qualita del genere umano. Anzi, la prospettiva occidentale appare
‘astratta’ perché non tiene conto che I'essere umano ¢ un essere in relazione,
¢ parte di un contesto.

Dalle varie posizioni pare emergere una convergenza verso il concetto di
dignita dell’essere umano, all'opera sia nella concezione occidentale, sia in quella
islamica e in quella confuciana. Che 1 diritti siano una concessione di Dio,
che siano una qualita naturale degli individui oppure che siano uno strumen-
to per raggiungere la buona vita, al fondo opera la premessa che gli uomini
e le donne del mondo debbano vivere una vita degna dell’essere umano. Se
si guarda ai contenuti della vita, perd, si puo notare che la dignita umana ¢
pensata diversamente: cio che per taluni ¢ degno dell’essere umano puo essere
indifferente o, addirittura, indegno per altri.

Dal punto di vista dei ‘portatori’ dei diritti pare emergere una differenza
tra due prospettive. Nella prima si fa affidamento sugli individui, essi costi-
tuiscono la comunita dalla quale emerge e alla quale riferisce chiunque eser-
citi il potere. Nella seconda il perno del discorso ruota intorno alle virtu dei
governanti e agli individui comuni ¢ riservato il ruolo di corrispondere alla
benevolenza dei detentori del potere.

Queste divergenze si manifestano anche a proposito della democrazia. Puo
apparire paradossale ma in tutti 1 discorsi critici verso la democrazia si fa riferi-
mento al modello Westminster, alla democrazia quantitativa, al sistema elettorale
dove 1l vincitore si prende tutto, e si esalta il metodo consensuale mediante
il quale le decisioni vengono prese all'unanimita e nel quale ogni capo (della
tribu, dello stato, della famiglia, etc.) ha diritto a continuare la discussione fino
a quando le sue esigenze non siano soddisfatte. Qualcosa di simile si ritrova
nel modello politico dell’'Unione Europea. L'Unione Europea ¢ una macchina
complessa e le decisioni sono state a lungo prese secondo il modello consen-
suale e ora con maggioranze calcolate sul numero degli stati e, insieme, sulla
dimensione della popolazione. Inoltre, taluni stati possono avvalersi della clau-
sola per cui la decisione adottata non vale per loro. Le proposte da noi esami-
nate non specificano il tipo di legge elettorale che renderebbe concreta I'idea di
democrazia comunitaria propugnata. Si ha la sensazione che certi riferimenti
e talune critiche servano solo a combattere I'idea secondo la quale gli individui,
gli uomini e le donne concrete, possano esprimere la loro opinione al posto dei
saggi, dei capi, degli intellettuali virtuosi. Insomma, non ci si colloca dal punto
di vista interno a una comunita e non ci si pone il problema di come una co-
munita fatta di individui comuni prenda le sue decisioni politiche.

I dati sulla diffusione della democrazia elettorale (Freedom House 2015a)
mettono in luce la ricerca di legittimazione di regimi personali e autoritari



176 s M P

mediante I'adozione di forme di democrazia plebiscitaria. Se si dovesse ragio-
nare in termini di pericolo, il rischio per la democrazia oggi non proviene dal
modello Westminster, in scarsa salute persino nel luogo dove ¢ stato inventato, ma
dalla sua manipolazione e strumentalizzazione da parte di dittatori in cerca
di legittimazione che lo riducono a plebiscito in proprio favore.

Sui diritti umani e sulla democrazia esiste da tempo uno stato di tensione
tra I’Occidente, il mondo islamico, 1 paesi asiatici e, soprattutto, la Cina. La
proposta di Rawls (1999) di ridurre la lista dei diritti umani alle liberta civi-
li e politiche incontra il favore anche di filosofi confuciani. Essa permette il
dialogo tra persone, istituzioni e stati che hanno una diversa idea dell’origine
e del carattere dei diritti e della dignita umana, ma che, in buona sostanza,
sembrano incontrarsi su una concezione ristretta — datata, se si vuole — della
cittadinanza (Marshall 1950).

Nel modo diverso di concepire 1 diritti umani e la democrazia si nasconde
una diversita della struttura sociale. Se in alcune societa gli individui hanno
una certa autonomia dai propri gruppi sociali, non ne dipendono completa-
mente, in altre societa ne hanno di meno e 1 capi dei vari gruppi (famiglia,
villaggio, partito) hanno potere di decidere per loro. Sia nei paesi democratici,
sia nei paesi cosiddetti ‘decenti’ — per restare alla formula di Rawls — rimane
il problema dei problemi: 'enorme, ingiustificata, disuguaglianza della di-
stribuzione delle risorse. Il problema ¢ se le persone concrete, non quelle im-
maginate nelle teorie, possano difendersi meglio dalle aggressioni dei potenti
senza avere diritti umani, avendone solo alcuni (una ‘lista corta’) oppure tanti
quanti sono previsti dalla Dichiarazione universale dei diritti dell’womo del 1948
(una ‘lista lunga’). E questo vale in Occidente e in Asia, negli Stati Uniti e in
Europa, in Russia e in India, in Cina e in Giappone: ovunque nel mondo.

Infine, queste questioni debbono essere calate nei contesti locali. I plura-
lismo culturale, religioso e politico non opera soltanto tra stati e tra civilta.
Ogni societa ha una sua dose di pluralismo. Negli ultimi decenni, inoltre, le
migrazioni hanno accresciuto in ogni dove la diversita culturale. Si pone cosi
in modo nuovo il problema di come individui e gruppi con differente religio-
ne, cultura e stili di vita possano stare insieme. Nessuno dei modelli finora se-
guiti si ¢ rivelato perfetto. Conflitti religiosi, culturali ed etnici sono all’ordine
del giorno in diversi paesi del mondo. Ma per costruire la pace ¢ necessario il
dialogo all'interno di ogni singola unita politica. I’obiettivo dovrebbe essere
la ricerca dell’unita, senza eliminare le diversita. B chiaro tuttavia che questo ¢
possibile solo se futti 1 membri di queste nuove comunita pluralistiche deside-
rano trovare un punto d’incontro: il dialogo e la pace, non la contrapposizione
e il conflitto.
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Cittadinanza globale versus (dis)ordine mondiale.
Un’analisi critica

Marta Picchio

For a long time, the reflection on the theme of global citizenship has interested institutions and intel-
lectuals commutted to give answers to humanitarian crises. The primary purpose of this essay is to give
back a realistic image of rights’ denial. ‘The second purpose of this essay is to inquiry about the dynamics
which give rise to global inequalities. At last our avm s to show the first real occurring signs of change in
the global geopolitical panorama. The most evident result of this change is the more and more important
role of the continental and supranational unions which are helping us to build the global citizenship;
the second element regards the activities concerning the Global Citizenship Education (GCED); the third
change has to do with the massive programs and donations from the nonprofit organization (Nro); the
Jourth and last evidence is all what concerns the newborn Fourth Industrial Revolution and the potential
of technological innovations.

Niente di piu, niente di meno

Il 27 aprile 2015, pochi giorni prima l'apertura di Expo, ¢ stata presentata la
Carta di Milano: «uno strumento di cittadinanza globale che afferma il diritto
al cibo come diritto umano fondamentale». Questo I'mncipit: «Noi donne e uo-
mini, cittadini di questo pianeta, sottoscriviamo questo documento»'. Tradot-
ta in 19 idiomi, la Carta ¢ stata firmata da istituzioni, organizzazioni e da un
milione e mezzo di cittadini?. Ma vi ¢ stato anche chi ha scelto di non siglarla,
spinto da motivazioni diverse che possiamo riassumere nel commento di Ca-
ritas Internationalis: «non si sente la voce dei poveri, né di quelli del Nord né di
quelli che vivono nel Sud del pianeta»®.

" Per il testo e i suoi documenti preparatori: http://carta.milano.it. Una riflessione sempre
attuale sui diritti umani, ¢ quella di Antonio Cassese (2006), da integrare con Hans Joas (2014).
? Dato diffuso il 31 ottobre, a chiusura della manifestazione: www.expo2015.org/rivivi-expo.
# Comunicato stampa (www.osservatoreromano.va/it/news/non-si-sente-la-voce-di-chi-ha-
fame).
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Altri soggetti, coinvolti nella stesura del documento fin dalle prime bat-
tute, ne hanno denunciato I'incedere paludato, forse per non urtare alcune
(determinate?) sensibilita. Un lessico diplomatico, che affiora quando la Carta
¢ definita uno strumento (evocandone una fisionomia operativa) e subito dopo
un manifesto (seppure concreto e attuabile, chiosano i corner gli estensori)’. Ma
le ‘feluche’ di Expo 2015, hanno smesso habitus dello scrittore in punta di
penna, quando, nella Carta, ¢ stata chiamata in gioco la vexata quaestio della cit-
tadinanza globale’. E dopo averla presenta come uno strumento di cittadinanza
firmato dai cittadini del mondo (scripta manent), gli estensori hanno eliminato dal
testo qualsivoglia riferimento alla cittadinanza.

Consegnata a Milano al segretario generale delle Nazioni Unite il 16 otto-
bre 2015, durante la Giornata mondiale dell’alimentazione e del 70° anniver-
sario FAO, la Carta non approdera alla discussione dell’Assemblea generale®. Al
momento di firmarla, Ban Ki-moon ha rivolto alle nazioni una domanda che
appare una dichiarazione d’'impotenza: «lo chiedo ai leader come spiegano il
fatto di avere tanti soldi per distruggere la gente, ¢ uccidere invece di proteg-
gere. Perché non investono in cibo e agricoltura?».

Una risposta non arrivera al diplomatico sudcoreano e anche I4genda oNU
20307, difficilmente centrera il suo mullenium goal, perché le ore scorrono veloci
per gli affamati (800 milioni gli affamati, 2 miliardi i malnutriti), rispetto alle
lentezze di una politica disattenta e confusa, sebbene 'impegno di cancellare
fame e poverta entro il 2030 non ammetta di perdere un secondo o di lesinare
un centesimo®.

* Sintetizza il dibattito intorno alla Carta: www.ilfattoquotidiano.it/2015/10/31/expo-2015-la-
carta-di-milano-che-divide-afferma-diritto-al-cibo-nessun-obiettivo-concreto-su-riduzione-
sprechi/2176678.

> Per una lettura introduttiva della riflessione sulla cittadinanza globale: Greblo 2014. Nel
dibattito politico e sociale degli ultimi anni, I'idea di una cittadinanza che si proietti al di 1a
dei confini dello Stato-nazione, ha assunto denominazioni diverse e articolate accezioni, non
equivalenti tra loro: cittadinanza globale; cittadinanza sovranazionale; transnazionale; post-
nazionale; fino al concetto, tipico del cosmopolitismo liberale, di cittadinanza universale. Solo
in quest’ultimo caso, ¢ palese ’adesione a un ideale universalistico. Nelle altre accezioni il tratto
comune ¢ il riconoscimento del carattere trans-territoriale (globalizzato) della vita politica e
sociale, che dovrebbe alimentare forme di cittadinanza in cui ‘il diritto ad avere diritti’ non
sia piu associato unicamente all’appartenenza a uno Stato sovrano (Greblo 2014: 1103-1104).
6 Tl video del seminario Food security in the post 2015 agenda: The Milan Charter in the context of the new
Global Partnership for Sustainable Development, ¢ online: http://webtv.un.org/watch/food-security-
in-the-post-2015-agenda-the-milan-charter-in-the-context-of-the-new-global-partnership-for-
sustainable-development/4512075051001#full-text.

7 L’accordo contempla 17 temi principali e 169 target: https:/ /sustainabledevelopment.un.org/
post2015/transformingourworld.

& Osserva il fenomeno, The Global Hunger Index (wwwiifpri.org): 1FPRT 2015. Una risorsa imprescin-
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Sostenuta dal motto Nutrire il Pianeta, Energia per la Vita, la rassegna mila-
nese poteva essere la prima agord della polis mondiale, dove avviare il dibattito
sul viaggio verso il 2030. Ma ¢ vieppiu chiaro come Expo 2015, annegato
dentro sei mesi di eventi, dichiarazioni, giochi e affer-hours, non abbia veleg-
giato neanche verso gli approdi piu agevoli. Tra questi, la lotta allo spreco
alimentare (1,3 miliardi di tonnellate annue), per la quale non ¢ stato siglato
alcun impegno o protocollo vincolante, nonostante gli attori sovranazionali
condividano da tempo la strategia di contrasto: riduzione dello spreco alla
fonte, riutilizzo, riciclo e recupero, re-distribuendo il cibo edibile alle persone,
agli animali e infine all'industria’.

A Milano, fuori e dentro i padiglioni griffati di Expo 2015, ¢ andata in sce-
na la sperequazione che impera sulla filiera alimentare: i micro-produttori,
custodi della terra, eredi delle tradizioni, deboli di fronte alle crisi ambientali
e dei prezzi; le multinazionali, che governano con mano tentacolare gli ecosi-
stemi agricoli e 1 nodi linfatici della rete produttiva, logistica e commerciale'’.
La geopolitica del cibo, beffardamente, nell’'anno di Expo, ha vissuto una delle
stagioni piu dolorose, della quale 'opinione pubblica e le scienze sociali han-
no avuto una percezione limitata, se non nulla. Il ¢limate change nel 2015 ha
inasprito la sua gabella, taglieggiando i primus gli stati africani, nonostante le
scorte di cereali e di semi oleosi abbiano toccato il record trentennale: 455 mi-
lioni di tonnellate!. Quest’abbondanza ¢ rimasta invischiata nel matrimonio
ferale tra la sovra-produzione, e la riduzione al minimo dei costi di trasporto
marittimo dei carichi dry-bulk', collassando i prezzi di grano, soia e mais, e
con loro le economie deboli®.

La Carta di Milano non ha additato, con forza pari alla gravita del proble-
ma, le distorsioni che affidano il destino del cibo agli stessi venti dominanti

dibile, ¢ il volume scritto dal giornalista argentino Martin Caparrds (2015). L’autore ha raccontato
la realta della fame a oriente e occidente, indagando su siccita, poverta estrema, guerre, emargi-
nazione, speculazioni, colpevoli disattenzioni. Da integrare con: van der Ploeg 2009 e Berry 2015.
9 Sugli sprechi: Varese 2015. La ra0, Ulnternational Fund for Agricultural Development (TFAD) e il World
Food Programme (PAM), hanno varato un progetto congiunto (www.wfp.org e www.fao.org).

10" Affronta la complessita agricola, il sociologo olandese Jan Douwe van der Ploeg (2015).

' Monitora produzione e consumo dei cerali: UInternational Grain Council, (1GC): www.igc.int.
1211 10 febbraio 2016 il Baltic Dry Index ha toccato il minimo storico. Il BDI monitora i costi dei
cargo dry (merci non liquide), e bulk (materie prime o derrate sfuse): http://www.balticexchan-
ge.com.

% Per l'analisi FAO sui prezzi: http://www.fao.org/news/story/it/item/382159/icode. 1l
dollaro forte e la crisi del greggio, durante il 2016, determineranno una svolta storica negli
scenari geopolitici: la Russia diventera il primo esportatore di cereali, superando USA e Ca-
nada (http://it.ibtimes.com/mercato-del-grano-la-russia-questanno-sara-il-primo-produtto-
re-1436989).
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che (non) regolano 1 mercati finanziari; piuttosto, ¢ stata un ‘testimone muto’
del paradigma che governa questo inizio di secolo: il (disjordine. Come ha
precisato con disarmante nitore il curatore della Carta, il filosofo Salvatore
Veca: «la Carta ¢ quello che ¢, & una Carta, niente di meno, niente di piu»'*.

Il ramo dell’albero

La vacanza o la debolezza di regole e strumenti sovranazionali, di natura
preventiva o difensiva, regolatori delle distorsioni che privano gli individui del
diritto al cibo e all’acqua®, testimonia il peso soverchiante dell'individualismo
nazionale, sul sentimento nobile e sul valore della solidarieta fra le nazioni'®.
Euvery nation for itself: non esistono piu nazioni capaci di fornire pasti gratis,
chiosa Ian Bremmer (2012), recuperando una metafora keynesiana.

La piramide che separa gli ultra-ricchi (UHNWI) dai poveri, ha raggiunto la
vetta della torre di Babele”. L'autarchia politica e gli atteggiamenti reazionari
dei ricchi verso 1 poveri, tra le nazioni come tra le persone, possono essere letti
come manifestazioni della paura, dell'inquietudine alimentata e covata da colo-
ro che entrano in contatto con il disagio sociale, emergente in ogni dove. Soldi
e paura sono le forze cosmopolite del nostro tempo, glossa Giorgio Mascitelli".

Il capitalismo neo-liberale sta tagliando il ramo su cui ¢ appollaiato, con
la distruzione delle dinamiche inclusive che lo sostenevano, afferma con ama-
rezza Pierfranco Pellizzetti”. Nell’ultimo quarto di secolo, il valore della spe-
culazione finanziaria ha surclassato quello della produzione e della vendita di

" Intervista rilasciata al periodico di studi sociali Vita: www.vita.it/it/article/2015/12/23/
diritto-al-cibo-e-cittadinanza-globale-intervista-con-salvatore-veca/ 137788.

1 FA0 stima la perdita annua di 250 chilometri cubi di acqua e 1,4 miliardi di ettari di terra.
Nel 2015 il pam ha raggiunto 97 milioni di persone, in 80 paesi del mondo.

'8 Studiano la pervasivita delle disuguaglianze: Sen 2013; Stiglitz 2014; Stojanovic 2014; Pi-
ketty 2014a; Deaton 2015.

' L’acronimo UBNWI (Ultra-High Net Worth Individual ), identifica soggetti con disponibilita sopra
1 30 milioni di dollari (10 milioni circa). Hanno suscitato scalpore i rapporti Oxafam: Grandi
disuguaglianze crescono (gennaio 2016) e Partire a pari merito: eliminare la disuguaglianza estrema per elimi-
nare la poverta estrema (ottobre 2015): www.oxafamitalia.org/primo-piano/un-povero-mondo-di-
pochi-ricchi. Per un commento, Andrea Baranes: (http://sbilanciamoci.info/leconomia-delle-
diseguaglianze).

18 «I flussi di paura sono perfettamente globali, o quanto meno continentali, a dispetto del
localismo delle forze che si accingono a sfruttarli; mentre le poche forze che potrebbero con-
trastarli restano divise e ancorate a prospettive nazionali» (Mascitelli 2016, in www.alfabeta2.
1t/2016/02/16/flussi-di-paura). Sul tema: Bauman 2014.

19 Pellizzetti (2015), sociologo e saggista, ¢ autore di un documentato excursus sulla disugua-
glianza.
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merci e servizi. L'epidermide economica e sociale globale s’¢ infettata di una
malattia endemica®: la liquidita errante tra le piazze d’affari, reali e virtuali,
iniettata nel sistema produttivo, ha attizzato una vampa devastante. Per mas-
simizzare gli utili, remunerando il capitale, 'algoritmo perverso che regola
il sistema finanziario ha imposto continui incrementi di volumi a costi de-
crescenti. Le merci a basso prezzo hanno saturato il pianeta, avviluppandosi
intorno alla spirale che esaspera la disuguaglianza economica tra le nazioni, e
di reddito tra gli individui: Diwided We Stand: Why Inequality Keeps Rising (OECD
2011)%.

Per abbassare 1 costi, il sistema produttivo ha imboccato la via della con-
trazione dei salari reali e dell’'aumento vorticoso dei ritmi di lavoro. 1l ‘furto’
dei salari ha gettato olio sul fuoco del malessere sociale. Fiaccando il potere
d’acquisto di beni e servizi primari, i consumi si sono ridotti, e il capitalismo
neo-liberale ha reagito inasprendo la guerra senza frontiere ai costi di pro-
duzione e al welfare. 1 working poors sono in aumento preoccupante®’. Nella piu
potente economia del pianeta, il Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (food
stamps) sostiene circa 50 milioni di individui, ogni anno, per Pacquisto di ge-
neri alimenti (una quota significativa, se rapportata ai 320 milioni di abitanti
degli Stati Uniti)*.

Sans-papiers

La negazione dei diritti fondamentali, umani e di cittadinanza, ¢ la leva suici-
da dello sviluppo. 11 circolo vizioso che ha plasmato la stagnazione mondiale,
mascherata con la fatua illusione di una crescita drogata dalla ‘socializza-
zione’ finanziaria®*. Gli analisti che guardano con trepidazione ai segnali di

2 TLaletteratura che studia le distorsioni del capitalismo globalizzato, & fecondata da molteplici
approcci culturali, come testimoniano i lavori di: Gallino 2011; Acemoglu e Robinson 2013;
Streeck 2014; Piketty 2014b; Klein 2015; Henry 2015; Sassen 2015.

2L Per il testo: www.oecd.org/social/inequality-and-poverty.htm. Nella stessa risorsa, il rap-
porto: Income Inequality. The Gap between Rich and Poor; e la banca dati: orcp Income Distribution
Database (ipp): Gini, poverty, income, Methods and Concepts: http:/ /www.oecd.org/els/soc/income-
distribution-database.htm.

2 Sull’incidenza dei working poors, con salari sotto la soglia di sostentamento: Lestrade 2013;
Saraceno 2015.

% Per statistiche e rapporti: www.fns.usda.gov/snap/supplemental-nutrition-assistance-pro-
gram-snap.

# Seguendo il modello liberale statunitense, ¢ ormai diffusa la vendita massiva di strumenti
previdenziali (integrativi o sostituivi di quelli pubblici) e di investimento pericolosi. Ha denun-
ciato in modo incessante 1 rischi della finanza socializzata, Luciano Gallino (20115 2013).
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affaticamento dell’economia cinese, emersi nel corso del 2015%, cosi come gli
studiosi di scienze sociali, raramente hanno computato sul piatto dei costi del-
la bilancia cinese — accanto allo sfruttamento delle risorse naturali e ai danni
ambientali — il fardello del disagio sociale, e della violazione dei diritti umani.

La formidabile war-machine produttiva cinese dell’'ultimo quarto di secolo,
¢ stata oliata dal seme corrotto del diritto di cittadinanza negato a oltre 400
milioni di lavoratori, applicando le regole che dal 1958 hanno governato la
registrazione della residenza in Cina. Questo sistema (Hukou), per quarant’an-
ni ha evitato lo spopolamento delle aree rurali, costringendo 1 cinesi a vivere
nella citta o nel villaggio di nascita, pena la perdita dei diritti connessi alla cit-
tadinanza®®. Quando ¢ esplosa la crescita pirotecnica, i cinesi si sono riversati
in massa (o sono stati deportati) verso le metropoli, alla ricerca di fortuna e
benessere. Ingabbiati dentro I’Hukou, gli immigrati sono diventati cittadini di
serie B; illegali, senza documenti personali e certificati familiari; vite e corpi
da sacrificare agli infortuni e alle malattie; lavoratori senza diritti, sfruttati
al limite della schiavitu, se non schiavi per debiti, ricattati dai loro aguzzini-
datori di lavoro (bonded labour)”’. A tutto beneficio delle aziende, che hanno
abbattuto 1 costi fissi di produzione, e dello Stato, che ha mantenuto la spesa
per il welfare sulla linea di galleggiamento®.

» La Banca Mondiale stima nel 2016 un +6,7% per il PIL della Cina (significativamente pit
basso del trend degli ultimi anni) e un +2,9% per il mondo nel 2016. La Cina ¢ impegnata nel
lavoro di modernizzazione del suo sistema monetario ed economico. L’ultimo piano quinquen-
nale interessa produzione, servizi, benessere e stili di vita, e prevede I'investimento di 1,7 trilioni
di dollari. Utili gli studi online di: Nicola Lanceni (www.economiaepolitica.it/politiche-eco-
nomiche/europa-e-mondo/la-sfida-economica-cinese-e-la-programmazione-dello-sviluppo);
Alessia Amighini e Andrea Goldstein (www.lavoce.info/archives/39513/la-cina-e-vicina-an-
che-quando-rallenta); Eswar Prasad (www.ilpost.it/2016/01/10/errori-economia-cinese). Per
altre analisi, vedi il portale: www.china-files.com.

% 12 Hukou fu istituito nel 1958 per distinguere la popolazione rurale da quella urbana; i lavo-
ratori delle comuni agricole da quelli delle unita di produzione (danwer) cittadine. I 400 milioni
di migranti interni, sono stati privati dei benefici concessi ai loro colleghi nati in citta: scuola,
abitazione, assistenza medica, previdenza, col risultato di famiglie disintegrate e figli abbando-
nati ai nonni (Bredsgaard 2014). I migranti economici vivono prevalentemente negli sium. 11
70% lavora a Pechino, Shanghai, Zhejiang, Jiangsu, Guangdong e Fujan. I padron: si rifiutano
perfino di sostenere le spese sanitarie degli incidenti, i mutilati senza assistenza sono oltre 8
milioni (fonte China Labour Bullettin: www.clb.org.hk).

7 Sugli effetti sociali del debito: Horsley 2015.

% 1.’ Hukou ¢ stato abolito nel 2014, ma la restituzione dei diritti ai clandestini avverra gradual-
mente e non in modo universale, perché le risorse per garantire loro il welfare non sono state
accantonate, innescando il rischio d’implosione finanziaria per 1 sistemi previdenziali, sanitari
e scolastico. Studiano lavoro e welfare state in Cina e India (2 miliardi e mezzo di abitanti totali):
Blanpain 2014; Mukherji 2014; Vickers e Kumar 2015.
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Lo sfruttamento dei lavoratori e la schiavitt, si annidano nelle pieghe piu
remote e invisibili dei cicli produttivi®’; nel vortice dei semilavorati che viag-
giano sulle Box Boats; nel ciclo virale delle materie prime, la cui origine ¢ com-
plicato tracciare, tanto ¢ intricata la rete dei sub-fornitori®. La schiavitu mo-
derna non ¢ palese come quella antica, ma coinvolge piu vittime, sottolinea il
magnate-filantropo australiano Andrew Forrest®. L'International Labour Orga-
nization stima 21 milioni di schiavi di fatto, tra questi 5 milioni di bambini*?.

Di quali diritti di cittadinanza vogliamo parlare per questa enormita di
persone? E per gli oltre 700 milioni di poveri, sopravvissuti, nel 2015, con
meno di due dollari al giorno™?

Il1avoro di ricerca di Abhijit Banerjee e Esther Duflo, economisti dell’Abdul
Latif Jameel Poverty Action-Lab, ha documentato con evidenza empirica I'im-
patto dell'economia della poverta®*: il terzo sistema economico mondiale,
accanto a quello finanziario e produttivo. Il complesso delle scienze sociali,
politiche, economiche e statistiche, ¢ in evidente disorientamento culturale e
metodologico, nel tentare di far luce sul crocevia d’interessi, ingiustizie, vio-
lenze e drammi, che popolano il (dis)ordine mondiale. Paradossalmente, per
studiare 'economia della poverta, basterebbe seguire 1 flussi dei rifiuti e dello
spreco che, come una marea impietosa, inondano i luoghi simbolo del degra-
do sociale e civile mondiale: gli slum®.

Lo slum ¢ il luogo dove ¢ problematico garantire, a chi vi abita, l'accesso
all'acqua, ai servizi igienici, e a un alloggio con uno spazio vitale minimo, non
pericoloso (anche a fronte dei rischi climatici). Neza-Chalco-Itza (Messico, 4
milioni di vite), Kibera (Kenya, 2,5), Orangi Town (Pakistan, 1,8), Manshiet
(Egitto, 1,5), Khayelitsha (Sud Africa, 1,2), o Dharavi (India, 1,5), per ricorda-

% Oscura e complessa da indagare, ¢ la negazione dei diritti nel lavoro minorile: Humbert
2009.

%0 Sul lavoro mondiale, il rapporto International Labour Organization (www.ilo.org) (Lo 2015). Su
lavoro e violazione dei diritti: Bonfanti 2012; Zamora ef al. 2014.

3! Forrest ¢ il quarto estrattore di ferro al mondo. La sua Minderoo Foundation sostiene la Walk Free
Foundation, che sviluppa ricerche sulla disuguaglianza: www.walkfreefoundation.org.

2 Su questa piaga: Nocifora (2014) e: www.scienceforpeace.it. Il Global Slavery Index studia la
schiavitu in 167 paesi (il 61% dei casi ¢ in soli 5 paesi): www.globalslaveryindex.org.

% Fonte Banca Mondiale, Rapporto 2015, in cui viene aumentata la soglia di poverta estrema,
da un 1.25 a 1.90 dollari giornalieri, con una stima, per il 2015, del 9,6% della popolazione
mondiale (http://data.worldbank.org/topic/poverty). I working poors, testimoniano come sia
piu efficace studiare il reddito minimo vitale, valutandone la fisionomia economica, statistica e
sociale, dentro contesti omogenei. Sul tema: Greenbaum 2015; Hulme 2015.

% Banerjee ¢ Duflo 2011. 1l centro di ricerca J-PaL, ¢ parte del Massachuseits Institute of Technology
(MIT): www.povertyactionlab.org.

% Sugli slum: Petersen 2013; Staid 2015.
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re gli slum pit popolosi, sono discariche a cielo aperto, ghetti dove confinare il
disagio, ammassandovi i rifiuti e lo spreco vomitato dagli insediamenti urbani.

Le governance locali e internazionali sono impotenti, non esiste una strategia
sovranazionale per gli slum. Entro il 2020 (stima UN-Habitat) un terzo degli
abitanti delle citta mondiali vivra nelle baraccopoli*®, di questi oltre un mi-
liardo saranno bambini (stima UNICEF), aggravando il rischio sanitario che sta
innalzando i tassi di mortalita infantile a livelli allarmanti®’.

Negli ultimi anni, il dramma dei sans-papier ¢ mutato in tragedia: guerre®,
terrorismo, epidemie®®, carestie e disastri naturali, hanno innescato un esodo
biblico. Nel 2015 UNHCR ha stimato 60 milioni di profughi, pit di quelli prodot-
ti dalla Seconda Guerra®. I rifugiati e i profughi sono approdati nei campi di
accoglienza, negli hotspot ¢ nei centri di detenzione allestiti per aiutarli o respin-
gerli*'. La meta dei reietti ¢ sfollato dentro i confini nazionali, un altro flusso
importante, invece, ha trovato rifugio nelle nazioni confinanti con la propria,
alimentando I'umana speranza di poter rientrare in tempi accettabili a casa*.

I 450 campi gestiti da UNHCR e UNRWA accolgono oltre 7 milioni di pro-
fughi e rifugiati®’. Dadaab, in Kenya, ¢ il pitt grande: popolato da 350 mila
individui (in prevalenza somali), che vivono in condizioni sanitarie esplosive.
E dire che assistiamo increduli alla schizofrenia di un’Europa, che non riesce

% Per i dati e gli studi, il portale UN-Habitat: http://unhabitat.org.

%7 Sulla condizione dei bambini: Hayward 2012; Bhabha 2014.
%8 Sui conflitti in essere: Beccegato e Nanni 2015.

Sui rischi di epidemie e pandemie: Vineis 2014; Volpi 2015; Quammen 2014. Le malattie
infettive causano il 16% dei decessi totali (i 2/3 tra i minori di 5 anni); il 40% nei paesi a basso
reddito (I’'1% ad alto reddito): www.caritasitaliana.it/materiali/Mondo/Africa/ddt12_africa-
subsahariana2016.pdf.

1" Con 59,5 milioni (19,5 milioni di rifugiati, 38,2 di sfollati interni e 1,8 di richiedenti asilo), il
2014 ¢ stato ’anno con il piu alto incremento (fonte UNHCR). Uno strumento di analisi ¢: Open
Magration: i dati per capire, la dignita per tutty (http://openmigration.org). Realizzato dalla Coalizione
{taliana Liberta e Diritty civili (CILD), integra dati, analisi e notizie, promuovendo il valore della co-

39

noscenza, per influenzare la direzione delle politiche pubbliche, e per sfidare gli stereotipi che
condizionano ’opinione pubblica.

1 Sul fenomeno gli studi UNHCR (2014) e Simeon 2013. Tra i lavori indipendenti: Simon 2015;
Gemenne 2015; Militello e Spena 2015; Triandafyllidou 2016.

# L’antropologo e sociologo Michel Agier (2014), da tempo, dedica ai campi profughi lavori di
spessore. Agier denuncia come le invasioni delle terre confinanti siano causa di nuovi conflitti,
oltre a determinare una percezione distorta dei limiti territoriali tra gli stati. I paesi in via di
sviluppo ospitano 1’86% dei rifugiati totali, 'Europa il 14%. Alla totalita delle partenze, difficil-
mente corrisponde un rientro: nel 2014 solo 127.000 rifugiati hanno fatto ritorno in patria. Sul
tema: Herz 2013 e Gussoni 2014.

# Sul diritto internazionale dei rifugiati: Odello 2013; Gammeltoft-Hansen 2013; Hathaway
2014; Legomsky e Rodriguez 2015.
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a trovare un accordo per ridistribuire, dentro un’area popolata da 500 milioni
di persone (si¢/), nemmeno una quota di 160 mila rifugiati approdati in questi
mesi in Italia e in Grecia.

Geopolitica del cambiamento

I drammi umanitari detonano in ogni dove. Lo scenario che gli analisti ge-
opolitici disegnano nel breve periodo ¢ drammatico, dominato da crisi belli-
che e terroristiche laceranti, che continueranno a destabilizzare la governance
mondiale*’.

Sono in molti a criticare PTONU per la scarsa capacita di composizione
dei conflitti del Consiglio di sicurezza, mentre altri ne denunciano I'appara-
to elefantiaco che sottrae risorse agli aiuti, per rimpinguare una burocrazia
crassa e soffocante. Eppure, le Nazioni Unite non possono che rafforzare i
programmi per 'ambiente, la lotta alla poverta e I'educazione alla cittadinan-
za globale, poiché saranno (ancora per molto) uno strumento operativo e una
garanzia di diplomazia politica imprescindibile.

Tan Bremmer (2012), di fronte alla crisi di rappresentanza dellONU e al (dis)
ordine mondiale, ha coniato I'acronimo G-zero, affrescando la visione di una
governance senza piu una leadership ristretta a poche nazioni. Invero, la pro-
spettiva di Bremmer ¢ interessante, ma ¢ problematica da proiettare sul lungo
periodo, quale modello politico di riferimento per la governance globale, stante I'e-
voluzione fulminea degli eventi e dei fattori che determinano effetti geopolitici.

La competizione tra le vecchie potenze nazionali e quelle emergenti, in
cerca di nuove aree d’influenza, ha nutrito una rosa di tensioni e conflitti
palesi, latenti e sotto-traccia. I principali temi di confronto e scontro sono: la
ricerca di risorse energetiche e materie prime*; la conquista di terre e di ac-
qua, per dare una risposta alimentare (e quindi politica) all’esplosione demo-
grafica; I'impegno per enfiare il peso delle religioni e delle identita culturali
nelle scelte nazionali, come fondamento di un nuovo potere d’indirizzo trans-
nazionale. Allo stesso modo, per decenni, gli ecosistemi e le risorse naturali
sono stati 'agnello sacrificale di non-politiche scellerate, che hanno portato il
pianeta al collasso climatico e ambientale*®.

** Sui conflitt globali: Beccegato ¢ Nanni 2015. Sulle crisi emergenti nel 2016 e su quelle
passate sotto silenzio, ’analisi di Andrea Spinelli Barrile: http://it.ibtimes.com/le-crisi-umani-
tarie-dimenticate-nel-2015-e-le-possibili-evoluzioni-il-2016-1430804.

# Sul ruolo delle risorse naturali nella geopolitica: Gilberthorpe e Hilson 2014.

* Laletteratura sulla crisi ecologica ¢ enorme, tra questi: Ruddiman 2015; Quirico e Boumghar
2016. La xx1 Conferenza delle Parti (cop 21) della Convenzione quadro delle Nazioni Unite
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La geopolitica ha imposto in ogni dove la forza dei grandi numeri: demo-
grafici, economici, monetari, energetici e militari*. Osserviamo cio nella bat-
taglia in essere tra i produttori di petrolio, ciascuno impegnato nella propria
strategia, che si trascinano dietro, come prigioniera in catene, una visione
economica globale senza piu direzione*.

L’asse del mondo, net fatti, ¢ gia appeso alla bilancia che dovra pesare: su
un piatto, il potere della moneta cinese, sostenuta come sistema alternativo al
dollaro; sull’altro piatto, la risposta degli Stati Uniti a India, Cina e Russia,
che aggreghera gli USA alla vecchia e claudicante Europa nel Transatlantic
Trade and Investment Partnership (111P)*, andando a costituire la piu grande area
di libero scambio mondiale.

Asia e Africa, nel panorama mondiale, emergono come i continenti in cui
s stima il piu alto impatto demografico, percio, ¢ prevedibile che saranno i
teatri d’intervento piu importanti e promettenti per le potenze geopolitiche™.
Ma le strategie di quest’ultime, non scevre da echi e tentazioni neo-coloniali,
giocoforza, si dovranno confrontare con le rivendicazioni locali: Stati-nazione
emergenti, ambiziosi, e popolazioni giovani, in cerca di riscatto dalla poverta
e da una storia civile travagliata, che reclamano benessere e sviluppo, senza
paura d’ingaggiare conflitti aspri contro le nazioni o le multinazionali. I’U-
nione Europea, prigioniera delle contraddizioni che sfibrano la sua aggre-
gazione (pseudo)unitaria, invece, rischia di recitare la parte di Carneade, o
(peggio) del vaso di coccio tra i vasi di ferro®’.

sui cambiamenti climatici (UNrccc) (Parigi 30 novembre-11 dicembre 2015), ha mostrato lo
scontro tra le economie affermate e quelle emergenti, che reclamano minori vincoli ambien-
tali per sostenere il loro sviluppo: http://unfccc.int/meetings/paris_nov_2015/session/9057/
php/view/documents.php.

7" Affatto retorica, esaustiva, di vasti orizzonti, ¢ la lettera enciclica di Papa Francesco sulla
cura della casa comune: Laudato S¢’ (http://w2.vatican.va/content/francesco/it/encyclicals/
documents/papa-francesco_20150524_enciclica-laudato-si.html).

% Utile la lettura geopolitica degli scenari energetici e umanitari, dell’esperto indipendente,
Francesco Ciafaloni: http://shilanciamoci.info/petrolio-la-guerra-dei-prezzi-e-le-conseguen-
ze.

# Riflette su USA e UE: Deeg e Jackson 2015. Il portale del trattato ¢&: http://ec.curopa.ecu/
trade/policy/in-focus/ttip. Non se ne conoscono i dettagli, ma le voci contrarie sono gia molte.
Per conoscere 1 principali argomenti critici: Monica Di Sisto (http://sbilanciamoci.info/ttip-
la-partita-geopolitica-del-2016); Mario Agostinelli (http://sbilanciamoci.info/ ttip-un-trattato-
contro-il-clima-30169).

% Studiano la complessita e la vitalita africana: Kane e Leedy 2013; Keller 2014; Cooper 2014;
il numero 12/2015 di Limes: Africa il nostro_futuro.

! La letteratura sui problemi dell’UE ¢ un fiume in piena. I commentatori temono e de-
nunciano I'implosione politico-economica dell’unione, travolta da errori geopolitici e contrasti
intestini, virali e suicidi, populismi e cecita. Il dibattito politico europeo su immigrazione, ac-
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Il processo di consolidamento delle aggregazioni fra le nazioni, continen-
tali o sovra-continentali, sotto forme politiche e istituzionali diverse, peculiari
al loro divenire storico, economico e sociale, rappresenta una concreta spe-
ranza per avvicinarsi allidea di una governance mondiale. Le aggregazioni,
potranno essere il motore per consolidare economie, mercati e mutue col-
laborazioni. I sistemi economici uniti, potranno rappresentare un calmiere,
un contrappeso d’interessi, per mitigare le distorsioni dei sistemi finanziari e
produttivi globalizzati.

Il sogno e la visione di una cittadinanza universale o globale, appassiona
le riflessioni di intellettuali e politici dai tempi immemori (il primo pensatore
noto alla storia che ne ha parlato ¢ stato Diogene di Sinope)*?. Ambire alla
costruzione di una cittadinanza universale appare finora utopico, perché non
esiste un organismo istituzionale di portata universale che possa garantire la
tutela dei diritti, e renderne possibile leffettivo godimento™. Con cio ritornia-
mo alla tesi di Hannah Arendt (1989 [1951]: 372), che vedeva 1 diritti umani
(universalistici) garantiti dalla cittadinanza (particolaristica, legata all’appar-
tenenza ai diversi Stati-nazione).

Le istituzioni nazionali, invero, sono state il pilastro che ha sostenuto 'isti-
tuto della cittadinanza. Il legame tra cittadinanza e istituzioni, tra cittadini
e diritto, non puo e non deve essere spezzato (0 accantonato), anche se: «il
necessario aggancio della cittadinanza a uno Stato ne segna al tempo stesso il
limite invalicabile, in quanto l'assoggetta alla logica della sovranita e dell'in-
teresse nazionale» (Marcelli 2013: 33).

Gli Stati-nazione hanno perso molto del loro primato politico esclusivo,
eroso dalle dinamiche globali, lasciando il campo a nuove concezioni del-
la cittadinanza’*: «siamo nel corso del cammino, certo non facile, verso un

coglienza, respingimenti, diritti umani e di cittadinanza, ¢ una selva brumosa e intricata, per
orientarsi: Beck 2012; Campani e Stanghellini 2014; Kitromilides 2014; Mitsilegas 2015; Fripp
2015. Ruggeri 2015.

%% Sulla cittadinanza globale: Baglioni 2009; Cabrera 2010; Sterri 2014; Clarckson 2014; Co-
dini e D’Odorico 2014; Lettevall e Petrov 2014; Tiessen e Huish 2014; Zonca 2016. Preziosa
la miscellanea curata dal ricercatore dell’Istituto di Studi Giuridici Internazionali (ISGI-CNR),
Fabio Marcelli (2013). Graziella Bertocchi e Chiara Strozzi, hanno popolato il database delle
norme sulla cittadinanza, vigenti in 162 paesi: http://morgana.unimore.it/bertocchi_graziel-
la/datasets/ citlaws.html.

% Non c’¢ stata la condivisione politica per normare comitati, arbitrati e tribunali, attribuendo
loro un vincolo giuridico e un sistema sanzionatorio. Solo dal 2002 ¢ operativa I'International
Criminal Court (1¢C), 1l tribunale indipendente con sede a I’Aja.

>t I’immagine, inclusiva e progressiva, con cui ¢ stata a lungo rappresentata la cittadinanza, ri-
conducibile al saggio di Marshall (2002 [1950]) Cittadinanza e classe sociale, che tanta influenza ha
avuto sul pensiero politico e sociale contemporaneo, ¢ solo un lato della medaglia. Marshall si
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nuovo modello di Stato, che sia multiculturale e transnazionale e anche verso un
nuovo ordinamento internazionale che faccia proprie tali caratteristiche di
multiculturalita, garantendo, unitamente al rispetto del principio dell’egua-
glianza sovrana, la promozione di nuove forme di cooperazione e interazione
sinergica fra gli Stati che siano all’altezza delle sfide della globalizzazione»
(Marcelli 2013: 35-36).

Innovare la cittadinanza sovranazionale, educare alla cittadinanza globale

«I diritti umani sono ormai la lingua franca del pensiero morale globale», os-
serva l'intellettuale e leader politico canadese, Michael Ignatieftf (2003: 55), ma
occorre distinguere 1 teatri degli ideali di giustizia, che alimentano il dibattito
filosofico e animano 1 movimenti sociali e politici, dai teatri tecnico-giuridici
dei diritti soggettivi fondamentali. Tutto cio si intreccia coi processi di ride-
finizione del concetto di cittadinanza: I'idea (e la pratica) della cittadinanza
plurale, multilivello, nella quale il soggetto ¢ coinvolto in piu di una comunita,
1 cui confini possono essere locali, etnici, nazionali, sovranazionali e globali.
Antonio Papisca descrive lo scenario policentrico della cittadinanza attraver-
so la metafora dell’albero™: «Il tronco raffigura lo status di cittadinanza della
persona in quanto titolare di diritti fondamentali internazionalmente rico-
nosciuti. Questi sono le radici del tronco. I rami significano le cittadinanze
‘anagrafiche’ nazionali [...]. Guardando bene questo albero, ci accorgeremo
che 1 rami non sono innestati nel tronco ma gli fluttuano intorno» (poiché il
processo ¢ in fiert).

La cittadinanza universale o globale, fino a questo momento, non ha tro-
vato un pilastro normativo e istituzionale, una solida chiave di volta capace

riferisce a un modello nazionale della cittadinanza, all’epoca indiscusso, e guarda come esem-
pio privilegiato, del delinearne il percorso inclusivo — sempre piu diritti a sempre pit ampie
categorie di persone — a cio che era avvenuto in Gran Bretagna, tutt’al piu interpretando un
sentire comune in Europa occidentale negli anni Cinquanta sulle possibilita di sviluppo demo-
cratico e sociale connesse all’espansione det diritti (Picchio 2008). Manca (manchera a lungo)
una sensibilita per il contesto internazionale, ¢ per le disuguaglianze tra paesi centrali e paesi
periferici del sistema-mondo, per usare la terminologia di Wallerstein (2006). Ma ¢ allargando
lo sguardo al pianeta che emerge il lato oscuro della cittadinanza, la sua dimensione esclusiva,
che condanna milioni di sans-papiers a vite di stenti, di sfruttamento, in cui ¢ a rischio la loro
sopravvivenza. Sulla compresenza di aspetti inclusivi ed esclusivi nella cittadinanza, cfr. Gar-
giulo 2008.

» Titolare della cattedra UNESCO, Diritli umani, democrazia e pace (www.perlapace.it), cura P’An-
nuario ttaliano dei diritte wmane: http:/ /unipd-centrodirittiumani.it/it/schede/Articolo-15-Diritto-
alla-cittadinanza/19.
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di sostenere 1 diritti umani dalla pressione di forze contrapposte e divergenti,
che condannano individui, famiglie e popolazioni. Pensiamo alle discrimi-
nazioni etniche, razziali e di genere, e alla condizione che vivono gli apolidi,
sconosciuta ai piu: oltre dieci milioni di persone non riconosciute da alcuno
Stato (Marcelli 2009). Ma gli istituti di tutela della cittadinanza, nazionali e
internazionali, dotati di potesta giuridica, non sono che il punto d’approdo e
uno strumento; non rappresentano la soluzione ai problemi sopra descritti,
emergenti, concreti, soverchianti, che frenano il percorso verso la cittadinan-
za globale.

Un positivo segnale d’innovazione, in direzione del cambiamento cultura-
le e sociale, ¢ I'inedita centralita conquistata dalla Global Citizenship Education
(GeED)*®: promuove 1 principi di pluralismo, non-discriminazione e giustizia
sociale; sostiene il dialogo, la cooperazione e la condivisione di valori umani
e sociali. Le Nazioni Unite stanno operando con impegno e visione, in questa
direzione. La conferenza UNESCO su Educazione per lo Sviluppo Sostenibile, tenu-
tasi a Nagoya dal 10 al 12 novembre 2015, ¢ stata un’occasione feconda per
comprendere lo stato dell’arte dei programmi dedicati alla Gcep”. E sta ot-
tenendo risultati importanti, anche il network che riunisce 70 tra i principali
attori indipendenti: I am a Global Citizen™.

I fondi non istituzionali dedicati all’educazione, nel 2015 hanno toccano il
vertice assoluto, superando il bilancio filantropico dei programmi sanitari. &
questo ¢ un dato molto importante, pregno di speranza, perché il terzo settore
¢ fondamentale, per far vivere le provisions: 1 diritti connesst alla cittadinanza,
garantiti da risorse materiali, sociali e culturali, non istituzionali, a cui gli
individui e 1 gruppi hanno accesso concreto. Infatti, sulla vita delle persone,
ben poco incide la titolarita formale dei diritti di cittadinanza, se ad essa non
ne corrisponde il godimento reale, supportato dalle risorse normative, orga-
nizzative ed economiche.

I visionari che investono nella ricerca scientifica e nei programmi uma-
nitari e sociali, hanno assunto un ruolo-guida, paragonabile a quello di un
organismo istituzionale sovranazionale. Il rapporto annuale licenziato da

% Sul tema dell’educazione alla cittadinanza globale: Vallory 2013; Laker, Naval e Mrnjaus
2014; Tiessen e Huish 2014. Tra le esperienze internazionali piu attive, la Rete degli Educatort per
la Cittadinanza Globale: www.educiglo.net.

> Documenta la conferenza e il lavoro per la ¢cep: www.educationforglobalcitizenship.net.

% Per conoscerne i partner e i programmi: https://www.globalcitizen.org/en/partners.

% [ Ralf Dahrendorf (1989) ad aver tematizzato la distinzione tra entitlementes (diritti e possibi-
lita legali di accedere a beni e risorse) e provisions, termine che contempla le reali alternative di
scelta, 1 beni a cui gli individui hanno accesso, non tanto de jure, ma de facto.
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Wealth-X*°, stima 112 miliardi di dollari in donazioni e progetti filantropici
da parte degli vaNwt (Ultra-High Net Worth Individual). 11 Capital Major Giving
Index®', documenta un incremento decennale del 25% nel monte donato/inve-
stito, anche se, per onesta intellettuale, ¢ doveroso osservare come 1 margini
di miglioramento siano enormi: la stima del patrimonio complessivo degli
UHNWI ¢ di circa 40.700 miliardi di dollari®.

I nuovi filantropi hanno la forza per determinare benefici universali®.
Raccontano grandi storie personali, mostrano genio e talento. Nella gran
parte dei casi sono imprenditori a-politici, eppure sono politicamente influen-
ti, perché hanno uno straordinario patrimonio di credibilita agli occhi di cen-
tinaia di milioni di ammiratori-clienti, dominando 1 piu efficaci linguaggi e
strumenti di comunicazione, per farsi ascoltare ¢ comprendere da loro. Gli
investimenti nella ricerca, sostenuti dai pitt grandi magnati mondiali dell’ul-
timo quarto di secolo, hanno generato economie dal potenziale virale. La
narrazione politica che fino ad ora apprezzava, negli stratosferici investimenti
per la ricerca militare e spaziale, la via per donare, a cascata, progressi scien-
tifici e tecnologici all’'umanita, di fronte alla lezione di questi mecenati ne esce
ridimensionata.

Altri benefici umanitari e sociali, per molti aspetti ancora inimmaginabili,
sapra donarli la Quarta Rivoluzione Industriale. Le intelligenze artificiali sono le
protagoniste di questo nuovo paradigma economico mondiale, da poco con-
sacrato®, catalizzando le speculazioni etiche, culturali e politiche di intellet-
tuali e stakeholder, combattuti tra entusiasmi e timori neo-luddisti®. In effetti,
nel settore industriale, assistiamo all’erosione inarrestabile dei posti di lavoro
meno qualificati, ma non sono le IA la causa profonda di questo fenomeno,

5 Per il rapporto e i programmi: www.wealthx.com.

o1 Indice creato tra Wealth-X ¢ Arton Capital: www.artoncapital.com/publications.

52 La sola Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation, dal 2000 a oggi, ha investito 35 miliardi. Gates (1955)
nel 2015, ha creato The gwing pledge, convincendo 80 ultra-ricchi a lasciare in eredita, per scopi
umanitari, almeno il 50% del patrimonio personale (Warren Buffett donera il 99%, circa 60
miliardi). L’elenco dei benefattori ¢ su: http://givingpledge.org.

% T’impegno dei nuovi mecenati ¢ rappresentato con la definizione di ¢ffective altruism. 1'ideo-
logo ¢ il filosofo australiano Peter Singer (2015), che da tempo insiste sulla fisionomia etica, e
sull'importanza del terzo settore per favorire il cambiamento. Monitora I'impatto dei program-
mi filantropici: Giwe Well (www.givewell.org).

11 World Economic Forum di Davos 2016 (www.weforum.org), ha coniato e presentato, sul pal-
coscenico mondiale, la Quarta Rivoluzione Industriale.

% Ne racconta i timori, Riccardo Stagliano (2016). Differente la visione degli studiosi d’in-
formatica sociale, del Biorobotic Institute della Scuola Superiore Sant’Anna di Pisa (http://sssa.bioro-
boticsinstitute.it). I'TA potra liberare milioni di individui dalle attivita ripetitive e pericolose,
qualificato 1l lavoro.
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quanto I'incapacita e la colpevole assenza di visione del sistema economico,
nel dare risposte inedite e innovative al mutamento. Continuando a persegui-
re lo status quo che costringe adulti e bambini, a divenire robot in carne e ossa,
le industrie troveranno sempre lavoratori piu poveri e affamati di altri, proni
nel subire un salario indegno, sacrificando la salute, per il proverbiale tozzo
di pane (o pugno di riso).

L'investimento nelle politiche per i diritti umani e di cittadinanza, nelle
infrastrutture sanitarie e sociali, nell’istruzione e nel welfare, nella lotta al di-
gital divide, ha le carte in regola per innescare un sistema economico virtuoso,
capace di calmierare le distorsioni del capitalismo. Altri spazi, praticamente
immensi, sono garantiti dagli interventi per sanare o mitigare la violenza sugli
ecosistemi (e ci vorranno decenni).

Sono numerosi i teorici neo-keynesiani che individuano, negli investimenti
per le politiche ambientali e umanitarie, e nel contrasto allo spreco, la linfa
per generare lavoro e benessere diffuso®. E sono proprio le aggregazioni geo-
politiche sovranazionali, ne siamo convinti, a possedere la chiave per avviare
questo processo di cambiamento rivoluzionario. Una missione complessa e
gravosa, nei fatti i itinere da almeno due lustri, perché sono gia sessanta (nei
5 continenti), le unioni fra le nazioni, create per perseguire obiettivi strategici
e condividere visioni politico-istituzionali, economico-commerciali e socio-
culturali, quando non militari.

Le nazioni piu sviluppate, nei loro vertici politici e nel dibattito sociale,
hanno chiara la percezione di una misura umanitaria e ambientale prover-
bialmente colma, per non dire tracimata. Lo osserviamo, ancora una volta,
nel processo di transizione che vive la nazione che aspira ad essere la guida del
cambiamento globale: gli Stati Uniti. Barack Obama, prossimo al traguardo
di otto anni, controversi sullo scenario internazionale, dedicati a consolidare
la ripresa economica e a sostenere il progresso sociale interno, ha annunciato
la sua sfida quale prossimo, giovane e dinamico, past President (nato nel 1961):
impegnarsi sullo scenario globale per costruire una comunita del bene. Orga-
nizing for Action, I'iniziativa politica diventa azione e utopia concreta, ecologica
e umanitaria®’.

Anche Ban Ki-moon ha scelto di chiudere il suo mandato, avviando un
percorso di rinnovamento nel ruolo e nella missione delle Nazioni Unite. Egli
ha appena annunciato il primo World Humanitarian Summit (Istanbul, 23-24
maggio 2016), un consesso che vuole dar vita a una chiamata all’azione mon-

% Tra questi, Tim Jackson (2011), economista-ecologo, fondatore di RESOLVE (Research Group on
Lufestyles Values and Environment): http:/ /resolve.sustainablelifestyles.ac.uk.
7 Per questa narrazione: www.barackobama.com.
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diale, in grado di affrontare e porre fine alle emergenze umanitarie®. Anche
questo sara solo un summit? Nzente di meno, niente di pru?

Il cambiamento sociale richiede tempo, fiducia e caparbia speranza, allo
stesso modo, la spinta dal basso di cittadini e popolazioni, edotte al valore dei
diritti umani e di cittadinanza globale, potra far molto per stimolare le azioni
istituzionali e indipendenti®, perché: «essere cittadini significa essere convo-
cati per una scelta, chiamati a una lotta, a questa lotta di appartenenza a una
societa e a un popolo. Smettere di essere mucchio, di essere gente massificata,
per essere persone, per essere societa, per essere popolo. Questo presuppone
una lotta» (Papa Francesco 2013: 69)".
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I believe 1t is possible to assert that the foundations of modern citizenship consist in
membership and rights. A similar conclusion is reached in Thomas H. Marshall’s work
as well as in Bryan S. Turner’s definition. The first author emphasises the importance of
status and the latter the role of practices. Hence, citizenship is an individual and egalitarian
status belonging to all members of the same community, and takes shape in a set of practices
dentifying the action and subjectivity of each member. Sharing the experience of citizenship
15 therefore a_fundamental social experience, both in an ethnic, and republican sense.

1t is then possible to assert that its nature of individual and egalitarian status prevails
over its nature of juridical relationship linking a physical person and a State. I mean that
citizenship is not simply the sum of rights and duties protected within a given community,
but rather the daily usage of these rights and duties. There the sociological take on citi-
zenship steps in, as the citizenship status precedes the specific palette of individual rights
and duties, producing practical consequences by itself. Evidently, the discussion around the
concept of citizenship has its keystone in the interpretation that frames it. So, what is your
definition of citizenship?

My shortest definition is that citizenship means membership in a self-go-
verning political community. This is the core of the concept that contains all
its necessary elements.

And now let me add some qualifications and explanations. First, we can of
course use the term ‘citizenship’ also when speaking about other institutions,
such as when we say that a professor is a good citizen of a university because
she volunteers to serve on committees. When we say this, we do not mean
that professors are actually citizens of universities, but that there are some
analogies between universities and political communities, such as institutional
self~administration and the idea that faculty members have equal status. But
it is always citizenship in the political community that provides the model on
which such analogies draw.

Second, the term ‘membership’ is deliberately vague. It can apply to a
legal status, such as nationality in the international state system, or to the en-
joyment of certain rights that distinguish members from non-members even
where there is no corresponding legal status. A good illustration is the right
to vote in local elections that is granted to all foreign residents (and not only
to EU citizens) in 12 EU member states. In my view, this right turns foreign
residents de facto into local citizens who participate in local self-government
on equal terms with national citizens. Membership is not only related to status
and rights, but has also an identity dimension. To be a citizen means also to
be recognized by other citizens and to be aware of one’s status and rights.

Third, the notion of self-government can be interpreted in a maximalist
way that requires direct democratic participation of all citizens in government
(as Aristotle and Rousseau thought) or in a minimalist way that accepts poli-
tical freedoms and representative government as sufficient. I lean towards the
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latter view. The point of insisting on self-government is to link citizenship to
democracy and to draw the line with autocratic regimes that produce subjects
but are not accountable to citizens.

Fourth, much of the sociological literature on citizenship regards it prima-
rily as a practice rather than as membership in the sense of a status, a bundle
of rights, or an identity. The practice dimension of citizenship is indeed an
important aspect of citizenship. People enact their citizenship, as Engin Isin
has called it, when they become politically active. And sustainable self-go-
vernment also needs civic virtues of citizens, such as the willingness to contest
arbitrary exercises of power. However, in my view, practices and virtues of
citizenship cannot be regarded as necessary elements of a definition, since
regarding them as such would support the exclusion of passive or less virtuous
citizens from the political community. In other words, membership is enhan-
ced by practice but does not depend on it.

The architecture of the EU involves a plurality of citizenship levels, does it mark a sort
of stratification of citizenships?

EU citizenship as a legal status links only the national level with the su-
pranational one: EU citizenship is derived from member state nationality.
However, the political rights of EU citizenship include also the right to vote in
local elections. There is thus a further link to the local level. We can certainly
interpret this structure as one of stratification, and there is no doubt that the
central level of national citizenship remains the most important one. Howe-
ver, it would be wrong to think of this stratification as a hierarchy between
social categories. In Europe, all citizens of a member state are also EU citizens
and local citizens. Certain social hierarchies — or inequalities of citizenship
— emerge not between European, national, and local citizens, but between
stable citizens, for whom European citizenship seems hardly relevant, mo-
bile EU citizens who enjoy free movement and extensive non-discrimination
rights, and third country nationals who are less protected and whose access to
citizenship depends on the nationality laws of the member states.

How important is the residence factor in everyday citizenship?

Most rights that were historically reserved for citizens depend today on
residence rather than nationality. However, there are two important excep-
tions: the right to vote at national level and the right of territorial residence
and admission. Authors who claim that citizenship will become completely
disconnected from nationality and connected to residence instead tend to
ignore that access to residence itself remains conditional upon nationality.
Only citizens have an unconditional right to enter and stay in a state territory.
In the European Union, this core right has been extended to all the citizens
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of the member states, but this means again that free movement across inter-
nal borders and residence rights in another member state remain conditional
upon Union citizenship.

Residence is the most important condition for access to citizenship throu-
gh naturalisation, but it is never sufficient and sometimes not even necessary.
Long term residents are never naturalised automatically; they must apply to
become citizens. Italy is among those states that have generously extended
naturalisation to extraterritorial populations of national descent who do not
have to take up residence first.

While residence is therefore never suflicient for citizenship at national and
supranational levels, local citizenship can be completely disconnected from
nationality. I have already mentioned above that 12 EU member states grant
local voting rights to all residents rather than only to EU citizens. Residence-
based political rights of local citizenship may still be exceptional, but internal
freedom of movement is a human right for all those who lawfully reside in a
national territory. Municipalities have therefore open borders and cannot im-
pose naturalisation requirements. They have to treat all their local residents
de facto as their citizens. Local democracy should therefore include all resi-
dents not only as de facto but also de jure citizens who can fully participate in
democratic politics at the local level.

Multilevel citizenship in the EU could thus rely on a coherent combination
of three distinct inclusion principles: local citizenship for all residents, natio-
nal citizenship by birthright and naturalisation options for all long-term resi-
dents, and European citizenship derived from national citizenship. I believe
that these distinctions are normatively defensible and correspond broadly to
everyday experiences and views on membership. Immigrants often develop a
strong sense of belonging to their city or neighbourhood and are accepted as
members by local populations. By contrast, both migrant and native popula-
tions tend to expect that citizenship in nation-states is based on birthright and
that a new one can be acquired only through naturalisation.

The European citizens are the citizens of the 28 EU member states. This means that
there are many criteria and many ways to acquire the status of European citizen. Could you
explain this configuration of citizenship/citizenships?

The European constellation is indeed somewhat paradoxical. The 28 na-
tionality laws of the member states regulate access to a common European
citizenship in very different ways. But those who have acquired the status
enjoy free movement rights and can settle and work also in those states that
wanted to keep them out through high hurdles for naturalisation. In the long
run, this is not sustainable. We will either get pressures from member states to
reintroduce restrictions of free movement — and this seems to be the current
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trend — or some common standards for access to EU citizenship will have to
be defined. There are also some indications for this second trend. The Court
of Justice of the European Union, in its judgment in the Rottmann case, deci-
ded that member states have to apply a principle of proportionality and must
take EU law into account when depriving an EU citizen of his nationality
would result in a loss of EU citizenship. In 2014 the European Parliament and
Commission intervened against a Maltese law that offered EU passports to
investors without a residence requirement in the island state. Their argument
was that no member state can be allowed to turn EU citizenship into a mar-
ketable commodity without the consent of all the other member states.

These trends towards European conditionality for loss or acquisition of
EU citizenship are, however, still rather weak and exceptional. The European
Treaties leave the power to determine their own nationals and thereby also
EU citizens with the member states who regard this power as a hard core of
their sovereignty. There are certain historical analogies for this constellation
in 18" and 19" century confederations, such as Germany before unification
or the US before consolidation of federal citizenship through the 14" consti-
tutional amendment that was adopted after the Civil War. The most similar
current case 18 Switzerland, where federal citizenship is still formally derived
from cantonal citizenship rather than the other way round, as is the case in all
other federal states. Yet even in Switzerland, a federal law determines who is
a Swiss by birth and regulates the loss of citizenship as well as the minimum
residence requirement for naturalisation. Cantons and municipalities only
have the power to control naturalisation by adding further requirements. By
contrast, the EU member states are essentially free to adopt their own rules
for birthright, naturalisation and loss of citizenship, as long as their laws do
not conflict with general European and international legal norms.

In the future, can we imagine becoming European citizens without passing through the
prerequisite of national citizenship? I am thinking especially of stateless persons, refugees,
and magrants who yearn for European citizenship. ..

We cannot exclude the historic possibility that the European Union (or
a smaller ‘core Europe’) will become a federal state. Just as the EU emerged
from the ashes of World War 11, such a transformation is not likely to occur
gradually through Treaty reforms, but could be the result of a catastrophic
shock, such as a complete collapse of the common currency or a dramatic
escalation of Russian aggression affecting Eastern European EU states. Short
of such scenarios, the EU is going to stay what it is, a union of member states
that have agreed to pool sovereign powers without creating a new indepen-
dent layer of sovereignty at the European level. Citizenship in such a political
and economic union of states must remain linked to and derivative of mem-
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ber state citizenship. The alternative of an EU citizenship based on residence
would disconnect the EU demos from the demoi of the member states and
would risk to dramatically weaken the salience and sense of belonging to Eu-
rope among the vast majority of stable EU citizens.

Maintaining the link between national and European citizenship provi-
des, by contrast, a strong argument for common European standards with
regard to access to EU citizenship through the nationality laws of the mem-
ber states. Stateless persons and refugees are the most obvious case. All EU
member states are already bound under international conventions to prevent
statelessness and to facilitate the access of refugees to their citizenship. The
European Union could do more to promote inclusion of those who have lost
the protection of their citizenship of origin. But the case can also be made that
naturalisation after five years of residence and without onerous additional
conditions, such as renunciation of a foreign nationality, should become an
element of the EU’s integration policy for third country nationals as well as of
its promotion of political integration of mobile EU citizens in their member
states of residence.

At the same time, the EU should discourage practices of member states
that provide extraterritorial access to EU citizenship for third country na-
tionals who can prove the right ancestry. Ethnic origin is not a fair criterion
for admission of immigrants except where individuals suffer persecution on
grounds of their ethnic identity. Many of those who get EU passports on these
grounds use them to enter other states than the one that grants them citi-
zenship. Restricting these practices of ethnic inclusion would thus reflect a
common interest of all member states, just as much as restricting the sale of

EU passports by Malta or Cyprus.

Are the economic and humanitarian crisis encouraging a retreat in the national level?
From Fortress Europe to many national fortresses. ..

There is indeed a real danger that some member states (imitating the UK’s
strategy in preparation of the Brexit referendum) will try to get broader po-
wers to restrict internal freedom of movement for EU citizens and that Schen-
gen zone states will seek new powers to impose border controls. I am still
optimistic that most member state governments realize that this would be the
beginning of the end of European integration.

Although Europe is struggling to mobilize solidarity between member sta-
tes in response to the current humanitarian refugee crisis, we just need to
imagine how this crisis would play out in the absence of Fortress Europe. The
death toll in the Mediterranean would be probably much higher.

Internal freedom of movement in the EU does require a harmonization of
border controls and of conditions for admission of refugees. But such harmo-
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nization does not have to end up in the current negative competition between
states, which results exactly from the gaps in Europeanization of immigration
and refugee policy. Europe is currently faced with a humanitarian crisis si-
milar in scale to that triggered by the Nazi regime’s persecution and military
aggression. Europe’s response so far has been shamefully inadequate. A full
retreat into national fortresses would mean replicating the situation of the
1940s when one state after the other turned away ships with Jewish refugees
pointing to others that should take them in. The current crisis is a moral test
for the strength of European integration. If member states continue to block
European solutions for the admission and distribution of refugees, more refu-
gees will die and European integration itself will have suffered a severe blow.
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Social Citizenship in the Context of
Europeanization and Growing Inequalities:
An Empirical Contribution to the Theoretical Debate
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The political and economic crisis of Europe and the austerily programs within EU countries have
brought back to center the issues of inequalily and social justice in Europe that during the Twentieth
century have been addressed through the institutionalization of social citizenship. Europeanization and
globalization challenge social cohesion and alters the basic institutions on which social citizenship was
constructed in welfare societies. Starting from the resulls of an empirical study, the aim of this article is
to give new impulses to the theoretical reflection on social citizenship as a distinct issue, although related
with the concept of citizenship. The focus of the analysis is on members of transnational civil sociely
organizations and their ideas and practices enhancing new forms of a more inclusive and sustainable
soctal citizenship. Conclusions discuss how social bonds and solidarity are reframed transnationally
across national, regional, European and global borders, and the implications of this process for the
reformulation of the concept of social citizenship.

Introduction

The economic crisis that is affecting Europe has serious social impact, which
is reflected in the Greek emergency. The ambiguous role of the EU towards
Greek population’s claims has brought back to center the issue of solidarity
and the problems of inequality and social justice. Furthermore, the EU inertia
approaching the refugee issue and the rise of anti-European and xenophobic
reactions make evident the more general political crisis of European institu-
tions and governance. During the Twentieth century the problems of inequal-
ity and social justice have been addressed through the institutionalization of
social citizenship, which today is challenged not only by the problem of social
inequality but also by diversity and difference.

The relationship between social citizenship and social inequality is present
in the first formulation that Thomas H. Marshall (1950) gave', referring to the

' On Thomas H. Marshall see e.g. Mezzadra (2002) and Baglioni (2009).
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national industrial societies of the Twentieth century. The welfare state, the
redistribution of material resources are an integral part, the entitlements are
the prerequisite (Ross 1995, Crouch, 1999, Giddens 2007, Therborn 2009).
Social citizenship holds and guarantees civil, political and social rights into
a single set and they cannot be separated without losing effectiveness. It is
considered an antidote to class inequalities generated by the market. The role
of citizenship is conceived as a potential decommodification and social inclu-
sion: allowing each individual subject, regardless of his/her market value, to
access to provisions that guarantee protection and social security. This pro-
cess involves the redistribution of resources based on shared principles of so-
cial justice and raises the question of solidarity. Social citizenship, in fact,
on the one hand assumes to be a part of a shared responsibility towards the
society as a whole, and, on the other hand, an implicit form of willingness to
donate, whose motivation is linked to forms of solidarity and cooperation in
the production of public goods (Offe 1993). Therefore, it requires an agree-
ment on values and norms that are linked to institutions and traditions that
have long had as reference the national community and now find it difficult to
be re-calibrated in the European context.

Rights protection and social security are still fundamental for European
citizens. Faced with the economic crisis and growing inequalities they are
even more. This article concentrates on the redefinition of social citizenship
and the mechanisms of solidarity on which it relies, on how the values of social
justice and redistribution principles are reshaped, and how these are modulat-
ed in a transnational sense. We argue that a counter movement (Polanyi 1957)
is rising as a reaction to the lack of social citizenship in Europe (Caporaso and
Tarrow 2008, Standing 2014). We focus on transnational civil society mem-
bers, which participated to the event of the European Social Forum (ESF)
of 2012, since we consider them as emblematic bearers of new values and
interests for a sustainable social citizenship in Europe, especially in the pe-
riod following the great financial and economic crisis, which has exacerbated
the problems already inherent in the process of Europeanization — regulated
according to neoliberal principles — and has further helped to «desocialize»
citizenship (Touraine 1997).

We set also ourselves the goal to understand the role that individual and
organized social actors ascribe to different political centers, democratic in-
stitutions and the market, as reliable promoters of new forms of social citi-
zenship. The deterritorialization of some rights of citizenship (Sassen 2002,
Soysal 2012) and at the same time, their reterritorialization (Faist 2000, Fer-
rera 2005, Kivisto and Faist 2007, Bifulco 2014) pose problems of their redefi-
nition on a multi-level scale. The EU has become a laboratory for differentiat-
ed and «realigned citizenship», which according to Baub6ck and Guiraudon
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(2009: 440) «refers both to macro level processes changing constellations of
political boundaries and to the individual level of vertical relations with politi-
cal authorities and horizontal ties among co-citizens».

The paper presents a first introduction where the key concepts are clari-
fied, starting from the sociological approach to social citizenship, which forms
the theoretical framework of the research; in the second section the case study
is described and the main results of the research are presented. In the final
part, the empirical findings are discussed in order to contribute to reframe the
theoretical paradigm on social citizenship.

Conceptualizing social citizenship in the context of increasing inequalities and
Europeanisation

In the mainstream academic debate citizenship is defined as the status of indi-
viduals in relation to a political unit and is mainly investigated in the interweav-
ing of the political and legal dimension (Olsen 2012), while the social dimen-
sion is underestimated. In the sociological analysis, the empirical dimension of
citizenship does not only include the component of the rights and obligations,
but it is defined in terms of full social participation and social practices (Turner
1993). The sociological approach focuses on the effectiveness and inclusiveness
of citizenship, as a result of belonging, social ties, social compromises and re-
distribution of resources and recognition. The concept of citizenship becomes
‘social’ and it is not given once and for all but it is subjected to changes in time
and space, under the pressure of social and political conflicts.

The history of social citizenship is described as a continuous effort on the
side of those who enjoy the benefits to restrict access to certain groups. On the
other hand, there is the struggle for access to social citizenship by categories
that are excluded (women, minorities, wage earners, immigrants, etc.) (Hall
and Held 1989). Mechanisms that regulate the processes of inclusion and ex-
clusion in different socio-historical contexts are important in order to under-
stand the transformations of social citizenship. Just because it is the product of
a relationship between equality and inequality, which involves social identi-
ties, social citizenship is a place of constant disputes and requires a continuous
negotiation (Eder and Giesen 2001, Kohli 2000).

The configurations of social citizenship are defined by legal and symbolic,
tangible and intangible, boundaries. These elements are also defined in rela-
tion to physical and geographical borders that delimit the area of the com-
munity. The empirical analysis of social citizenship, therefore, involves paying
attention to the processes that reconfigure the boundaries between places and
territories, and their effect on identities and social relations. In fact, as shown
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by the classical sociologists, such as Durkheim and Elias (Leonardi 2011),
boundaries’ change even redefines power relations, reshaping individual and
collective identities, influencing the dynamics of recognition and social inclu-
sion, which are at the basis of social citizenship. The structural dynamics of
integration or disintegration of the higher levels of pre-existing social units
(«survival unit» for Elias) — such as the European integration process and the
collapse of the Soviet Union — have a direct influence on social relations. This
also involves a reorganization of social life and a shift of power centers that
regulate the distributive conflicts and govern the recognition of the identity
of different groups.

The consequences of these processes of integration and disintegration directly
affect social relationships and forms of solidarity that are at the basis of citizen-
ship. The issue of social ties is important because social rights and corresponding
policies require generalized reciprocity among citizens (1.e. the generational con-
tract for pensions) and widespread solidarity (i.e. the welfare policies).

The concept of social citizenship has to be discussed in the light of transfor-
mation of both socio-economic inequality and cultural difference, as well as
related to Europeanisation.

Economic crisis emphasizes the issue of inequality in terms of economic
and income distribution (Piketty 2013), overshadowing other dimensions of
social inequality related to diversity and difference. The picture emerging
from the comparison of economic inequalities among OECD and EU coun-
tries, as measured by the Gini coefficient, is quite fragmented. The role of
redistribution and welfare regimes is still relevant in Europe (Whelan 2011).
If we take into account not only labour income and capital but also the dis-
posable income, which includes government transfers after tax, the picture
of inequalities is reduced. Europe has still a more egalitarian distribution of
income than other realities, such as the United States, largely due to the role
of redistribution (OECD 2011, Joumard et al. 2012).

Inequalities, however, are distributed with a different weight in different
social contexts and affect more people doing low-skilled jobs, occupied by
non-standard, poorly-educated, living in households with only one income
earner, with children, who are in disadvantaged areas in terms of develop-
ment, depending on the transfer of resources. These people are often young
people, immigrants and women (OECD 2014, Saraceno 2015). Each national
and local reality is somewhat different with regard to these structural aspects,
with internal differences to many European countries and regions. The in-
ability of nation-states to respond to the new needs of protection and social
security and policies of public spending cuts have consequences on the differ-
ent categories of citizens in the various territories. The growth of inequality is
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typically connected, on the one hand, to the different exposure of individuals
and social groups to the risks arising from participation in the market and,
on the other hand, with the access to different forms of social protection and
redistributive public policies that give effectiveness to citizenship rights. It is
often underestimated the role of actors and social institutions (family, inter-
mediate associations, networks of mutual aid) of what is called civil society
— which also produce material and symbolic resources that create the condi-
tions for a full participation in the field of social citizenship.

The issues of diversity and difference, in contemporary European so-
cieties are related to immigration and growing pluralization which are
the main phenomena that can be considered as factors of a new relation-
ship between social citizenship and identities. The request of rights su-
persedes the confines of a state-led project and are no longer just about
the struggle for equality: «Citizenship is about reconciling the pur-
suit of equality with the recognition of difference» (Delanty 2000: 132).
The process of European integration has redefined the spatial framework of
social citizenship, interfering with national rules and causing a partial dis-
junction between social rights and national-territory.

The ‘social malaise’ of Europe dramatically comes to light, due to the fact
that the EU citizenship has little to say on questions of solidarity and social
justice, and social rights are still confined within the national state. The ac-
corded priority to economic efficiency — through the free circulation of goods,
services and productive factors —has meant that the EU would operate on the
political aspect in the sense of a disanchorage of the economic institutions in
the social dimension. A separation that can be translated into a functional
subordination of the social dimension to the imperatives of the European
economic integration (Scharpf 1999, Streeck 2013). This has contributed to
postpone the issue within the national borders about the matter of redistribu-
tion, giving up, beyond the rhetoric, the development of common principles of
solidarity and social justice at supranational level.

Some national societies have felt threatened in their social standards by
the European Union, as it was found, for the first time with evidence, at the
time of the Dutch and French referenda. To what degree the issue of social
solidarity is intertwined with that of solidarity between member States and at
EU level?

The current economic crisis has exposed the negative impact of economic
and financial concentration of power and lack of political control over the
conditions of life and well-being of European citizens. The ‘extremism in the
budget deficit’ (Sen 2000), which involves drastic cuts in public spending, es-
pecially in Southern European countries and in the social sector, resulted in
high social costs. The process of affirmation of social citizenship in the last
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mid-century was made possible thanks to the pressure of class conflict (Dah-
rendorf 1988, Giddens 2007). Today this would be considered an unlikely
scenario, in a fragmented and individualized society, and it is difficult to refer
to a social class, conceived as a collective actor whose members share a com-
mon position within the social relations of production and authority, which
can mobilize and organize itself in order to change the balance of power
through an awareness of common interests. «Classless class relations» charac-
terize contemporary capitalism (Beck 2007). Inequalities are individualized
and structured on the basis of cultural issues. According to Delanty (2008:
686): «Consciousness of inequalities and social problems as class-based is less
likely in the context of what Bauman (2000) liquidity societal terms; instead,
problems become framed in different and often more culturally among the
major vehicles for the expression of social discontent. The rebellious masses
include the middle classes, whose political dissatisfaction has increased due to
the precariousness of their social situation and the perceived loss in status and
reward». In view of growing inequalities, multiple forms of social exclusion
are produced but many people experience situations of «social disqualifica-
tion» (Paugam 2005), while maintaining a certain amount of cultural and
relational capital that enables them to develop an awareness of their condition
to draw particular visions of social injustice and coping strategies.

The crisis has shown that austerity programs and the social regulation
driven by the market risks to erode the social bases of economic growth (Heise
and Lierse 2011). The lack of social cohesion undermining our societies also
means that the non-economic institutions, cultures, values and social norms
usually allowing the sustainability of economic growth have been weakened.
The political and legal dimensions are fundamental both in regulating the
economy and, playing a role alongside the civil society, enabling the social
mechanisms that ensure co-operation between individuals and groups car-
rying different interests and values. In a time of great social change, increas-
ing individualization and growing differentiation, redefining the material and
symbolic boundaries, between communities, groups, and territories, where
new social divisions are produced, it returns topical Durkheim’s thesis: social
cohesion cannot be simply guaranteed through forms of government, but it
depends on social bonds and civic forms of public service.

Social citizenship from below: A framework for a new concept coming from civil
society

The issue of social citizenship has become more and more relevant for civil
society organizations and movements’ activists. Civil society actors tend to
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debate about global transformations which affect societies, political and eco-
nomic relations and the power shift to supranational levels. They are self-
reflexive and transnational critical actors which present claims to various po-
litical centers and debate about the relation between capitalism, welfare state
and democracy as a central stake (Della Porta 2009). Social citizenship is at
the core of this debate.

Hence we propose to discuss the issue of social citizenship in the light of an
empirical research conducted on civil society actors who participated to the
ESF in Florence in 20122, The ESF is a transnational public space, a place of
meeting for different types of organizations which mobilize on common in-
terests and some shared beliefs, such as the defence of human rights, the fight
against the power of international corporations and the construction of a «dif-
ferent Europe»®. Participants come from diverse countries and political tradi-
tions, held different backgrounds and strategies of action. Their campaigns
involve people across national borders and their activities are at the same
time global and rooted at local level (Della Porta et al. 2006). Thanks to new
technologies they can networking and meet in transnational events sharing
practices. Although there is no homogeneity among them, their strong com-
mitment to some common interests and goals allows them to act collectively
and create transnational solidarity, accepting diverse subjectivities.

The social basis of the movements and associations as well as activists’
political socialization and commitment to social justice ideals make them the
bearers of a specific vision of European citizenship. Social citizenship and its
reshaping in the European framework were at the core of the 2012 forum.

According to the list of participants in the 2012 ESF, about 4,200 people and
300 networks and organizations from 28 countries from all over Europe and
beyond took part in the event. Almost half of the participants (52%) were
Italians; 45.5% came from other EU countries — those most represented be-
ing France, Denmark, Belgium, Germany, Spain, UK, Norway, Austria,

2 Our study is founded on a twofold methodology. First, a collection of data at the individual
level, based on a survey on 175 randomly selected participants, by way of questionnaires an-
swered face-to-face. Secondly, a systematic content analysis conducted on both the open space
for comments present at the end of the questionnaire and on the documents, calls for action
and outcome reports jointly created by activists during the ESF and published on its website.
These documents were the result of a collective exchange, reflection and debate by all organi-
zations participating to the ESE.

% Participant organizations can be mainly grouped in: human rights and peace associations;
NGOs, altermondialists; pro-migrant, feminist and ecologist movements; European and na-
tional trade union confederations; students collectives, solidarity and social voluntary associa-
tions; citizens and neighborhood committees from different European regions.
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Portugal, The Netherlands, Greece; and 2.5% came from non-EU countries.
Our sample consisted of 72.4% Italians, 22.9% other Europeans and 4.7%
non-EU citizens®. It was formed mostly by young and adult people: 32 was
the average age; 49.5% were between age 19 and 29; 27.1% between age 30
and 39; 18.2% age 40 or older; and 5.3% age 18 or younger. The sample
was well-balanced in terms of gender (45.2% women and 51.4% men; 3.4%
unspecified). The activists in our sample were well-educated (67.8% holding
a bachelors, masters or PhD degree; 32.2% holding a secondary school di-
ploma) and were distributed according to the following professions: university
students (36.7%), researchers or teachers (21.3%), professionals/self-employed
(18%), NGOs and human rights workers (6.7%), public employees (7.3%), re-
tired (2.7%) and unemployed (7.3%).

What is especially interesting is that among the professional categories to
which the activists of the sample belong, in particular the public sector — edu-
cation, university and research — but also self-employees and young newcom-
ers to employment, there is a high percentage of non-standard, poorly paid,
insecure and unprotected employment. In the last decade a re-emergence of
conflict on social and labour issues have been identified (Della Porta 2009)
and the role of the ‘precariat’ has been underlined (Standing 2014). With the
increase of internal and geographically interrelated inequalities due to the
economic and financial European crisis, the decrease in job security and the
increase of unemployment and precarious working conditions in many Euro-
pean countries, especially in the Southern ones, trade union mobilization and
citizen protest against austerity have become widespread. As described below,
ESF participants focus on labour and social rights as key issues in the settle-
ment of the European social citizenship.

The vast majority of the sample declared a leftist political orientation
(62.8%) or radical leftist one (30.2%) and 7% declined to state any political
attitude or criticism of the political system, except that they did not recognize
themselves in any political party.

The ESF reports analysis shows that the most relevant value for activists is
social justice, which is always linked to the principle of solidarity. Solidarity
among people, as the way to construct a different Europe, was the message
they want to spread: a Greek, a German and a migrant, together, were in
charge for the inauguration of the meeting.

* This is a general limitation of surveys carried out at social movements events or protests in
terms of representativeness and generalisation. Given the high material and psychological costs
of travelling, national and local activists are usually largely overrepresented (Della Porta 2009).
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We will go on uniting our forces and rebuild solidarity in discussions and com-
mon actions all working together, not underestimating the dimension of the
clash between capital and nature, labour/social rights, commons, democracy
[...]. We will fight for social equality and justice, putting the human being with
the environment and the future generations into the center instead of the tools
[...]. Poverty and inequality in the societies of human rights are the paradox
of democracies (ESF report, Florence, November 2012).

Shared meanings of social citizenship, based on human rights, participa-
tion, equity, security, sustainable development and common goods are the key
words in numerous ESF calls for action.

Exploring activists’ social representation of Europe, the set of values and
ideas associated to it, none of the above quoted values is mentioned. Critically,
activists speak about Europe as ‘an economic union aimed at maintaining
alive the capitalist system’, which fosters ‘crisis’, ‘democratic failure’ and a
‘self-defeating austerity’.

The value which represents Europe is neoliberalism. Market decides all (wom-

an, 53 years old, French, teacher).

A different idea emerges from the ‘imagined Europe’ that activists seek.
Europe as a society, based on social relationships among people, who are en-
gaged in common interests and share institutions which provide protection
and guarantee a common living standard.

It’s hard to speak about what Europe is today, but if you ask me how I would
like Europe to be, I would reply a social community (woman, 47 years old, Ital-
ian, employee).

Respondents have been asked to choose among four alternative definitions
of Europe and a multiple choice of values, which, according to them, Europe
represents. The crosscheck data on these questions highlights two main at-
titudes. Those who refer to positive values — ‘democracy’ (31.2%), ‘peace’
(18.4%), ‘economic wealth’ (13.4%) — define Europe firstly as a ‘common cul-
tural and historical heritage’. Those who focus on ‘individualism’ (24.8%) as
the value of Europe, see it as a mere ‘common market of goods and services’
and, secondly, a meaningless ‘geographical region’.

The few surveyed activists which have chosen ‘social justice’ (8.3%) and ‘sol-
idarity’ (6.4%) as the values of Europe, recognize it as a ‘political community’.

‘Individualism’ reaches a very high percentage among activists from the
South of Italy (50%) (Figure 1) while it is not present at all among non-EU
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activists. Other Europeans focus on ‘peace’ (45%) while the point of view
of Non-European participants is particularly dissonant from the EU’s ones:
from outside, they still consider Europe based first of all on ‘economic wealth’

(62.5%) (Figure 2).

Figure 1 — Most representative values for Europe among the Italian sample
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Activists oppose a new set of values to the dominant culture, based on

commons:

Commons are our values. Natural, social, digital commons and public ser-

vices, land, food, water, energy but also social rights, education, knowledge. We

must fight for the expansion of commons and the blocking of privatization and

profit driven public infrastructures (man, 37 years old, Swedish, NGO worker).



223

Common goods are the means they consider able to strengthen social
bonds and ‘feeling a community’, against individualism and neoliberalism.
According to them, austerity policies adopted by European national govern-
ments increased privatization and commodification of goods, eroding democ-
racy, because commons are ‘essential goods for satisfying social needs’. By
rethinking the relationship between democracy, liberty and community, they
propose an alternative paradigm to capitalism, funded on self~-management of
resources by local communities.

They tell us that the privatization of our commons is a way out of debts. However,
we know that the truth is vice versa: privatization is actually one of the reasons for
the public debt [...]. As long as we remain within the discourse of money, we remain
within their finance driven logic. A logic that is monetizing everything, commodify-
ing nature and the commons and by selling them off they are cutting the possibilities
of political influence; they are destroying democracy bit by bit [...]. Defending our
commons and developing alternatives is jumping out into a new logic based on mu-
tuality, social relations, collaboration and participatory processes. It opens up many
possibilities for all forms of activities from below at local levels and so many citizens
can take up actions wherever they are (ESI' report, Florence, November 2012).

Inequalities and differences: New demands of redistribution

The non-correspondence between material inequality — measured, for exam-
ple, using the Gini coefficient — and the perception of inequality by social
actors, reminds us of the importance of the world of representations, beliefs,
values and political traditions (Dubet 2006 and 2009) to understand the forms
of legitimation of inequality and allow us to explain the differences between
activists from different nationalities in our sample. Although 98.3% of the
activists states that there are too much inequalities among European citizens,
25 per cent of Non-Europeans denies the presence of inequalities in Europe.

Asked in which sectors Europeans are more unequal, the sample points out
first income and labour market (67.6%), then welfare systems and education
(17.9%) and rights and equal opportunities (14.5%) as the issues which influ-
ence inequalities most.

72% of the Italians focus on inequalities in the labour market (Figure 3).
The condition of social disqualification which characterizes many young and
adult Italians, middle class and well educated represented in the sample, re-
lated to their work condition, that make them more at risk of losing social pro-
visions and citizenship rights, is highlighted in our results. These data show
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the awareness of activists that labour market opportunities are unequally dis-
tributed not only among Europeans, but also within national societies and

between sub-groups.

Figure 3 — Inequalities in Europe

100
%0
80 721
70 7 ® Income and labour
60 - market
50 - ETIE] ™ \Welfare systems and
40 - education
30 - " Rights and equal

opportunities
20
10 1
0 .
Italians Other EU Non-Eu
Figure 4 — Dusadvantaged groups

100
90
80 S B

H'women
70
]
60 Young people
50 = Immigrants
40 B Unemployed
30 ® Employees
20 123425 = Self-employed
10
0 - T 1
Italians Other EU Non-EU




225

This result is confirmed by data on the perception of disadvantaged
groups. Among those who are affected by inequalities, respondents consider
the most disadvantaged group mainly immigrants (54.1%), followed by un-
employed (15.9%), young people (19.5%), and women (9.2%). The distribu-
tion by nationality highlights that other categories of “disadvantaged” obtain
high percentages among the Italian activists, in particular women, young and
unemployed people (Figure 4). The failure of redistributive policies and weak-
nesses of the welfare state, which are also one of the cause of the persistent
weigh of gender roles, make Italy a society which maintains relatively high
levels of inequality among citizens.

European citizens are unequal in terms of public assistance, healthcare and
education. I think that these are included under the term rights. Welfare cuts
are making all of us disadvantaged, also public and private employees (woman,
31 years old, Italian, PhD student).

Also for migrants, their inequality status is associated with their precarious
position in the labour market. Migrants tend to be perceived as most likely to
be involved in high job instability, vulnerability and disempowerment due to
a lack of legal protection and limited social benefits. Activists also assume that
as a consequence of austerity policies conducted in each national framework,
some parties take advantage of the widespread sense of uncertainty and an-
swer to social suffering with xenophobia and marginalization of migrants and
minorities, fostering nationalism and attacking people’s solidarity.

Human rights and workers’ rights are kept together and the full respect
and implementation of international conventions on human rights of migrant
workers 1s asked. ‘Another Europe’ is necessarily an open and inclusive Eu-
rope able to be responsible towards ‘the people of the world’, starting from the
Mediterranean area:

We can’t exit the crisis unless we build a Mediterranean space of peace and
justice. The Fortress Europe paradigm is no longer tenable. European policy in-
coherences are part of the problem, and not a problem apart (ESF report,
Florence, November 2012).

When asked about the causes of inequalities, 64.6% of the sample attrib-
utes responsibility to the ‘market dynamics, neoliberal policies and labour
market flexibility’; 24.8% of them accuses the ‘national states policies of wel-
fare and public spending cuts’; 7.4% mentions ‘globalisation’ and only 3.2%
gives direct responsibility to the EU.
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Neoliberal policies, as the principal cause of growing inequalities, are not
simply attributed to globalisation, but to governments’ responsibilities. Glo-
balisation is not the cause of inequality, but it has to be democratized chang-
ing its emphasis towards rights and inclusive citizenship. ‘Globalization of
social rights’ is what they propose as solution to poverty, unemployment and
unequal distribution of resources.

What is under discussion [...] is the failure of an economic model based on
public and private indebtedness that has dismantled welfare state and eco-
nomic and social rights for the benefits of private investors and markets [...]
worsening living conditions of people and workers (ESF report, Florence, No-
vember 2012).

The decisions by economic and political elites of imposing austerity and weak-
ening labour laws and rights are considered as non-democratic and dangerous:

In the sovereign debt crisis will be consuming an escape from democracy,
which empties national representative institutions without creating a suprana-
tional democracy (ESF report, Florence, November 2012).

They also denounce the little opportunity by people to exercise their citi-
zenship’s political rights and articulate their priorities and alternatives at na-
tional and European level:

Citizens are almost entirely excluded from having a say in the current debate
about economic and political crisis [...]. On the one hand citizens are given
the option of supporting deeper integration of the EU based on competition,
deregulation and liberalization with no increase in democracy [...]. On the
other hand, there are right-wing populists calling for a strengthening of the
nation state [...]. We need to open up a third space [...] and struggle for the
construction of another Europe where citizens [...] return to have a say over
their collective future [...]. Now is time for solidarity across borders and sec-
tors, to be the force to create real democracy and social justice (ESF report,
Florence, November 2012).

Nevertheless 28.5% of Italians accuses the national government (Figure 5),
underling their incapacity to control and steer the market and criticizing their
deficits of democratic accountability. National representative democracies are
considered powerless and inadequate to control global processes.

Asked about the relationship between nation states and the EU, 41.6% of
activists declares that national interests are better preserved in the common
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Figure 5 — Causes of inequalities

B Globalisation

B Neoliberal policies and
labour market flexibility

&

¥ Inefficiency of national
govemments and public
spending cuts

¥ |nefficlency of the EU

Itallans Other EU Non-EU

European framework, 21.7% considers that such relationship is necessary but
not advantageous and 36.6% declares that the EU is generating more prob-
lems than benefits.

The EU is an important opportunity, but if they continue to base discussion on
money and economy, Europe is destined to fail! (woman, 26 years old, Italian,
journalist).

As counterbalance of the low trust in national institutions, trust in the EU
is higher among the Italian sample. NGO workers, pensioners and unem-
ployed people are those who criticize more the role of the EU (Figure 6). On
the contrary, Italian knowledge workers (students, researchers and teachers)
consider the EU as a resource and an opportunity. These categories, who are
strongly hit by national and local public spending cuts and precarious forms
of employment, are among those who take more advantage of the European
citizenship’s right of mobility, living and working in other European countries
(Scalise 2014). The crisis increases the opportunity gap that divides Southern
and Northern Europe. Those who reap the opportunities afforded by freedom
of movement across an enlarged job market are more and more high skilled
people of the countries where the recession is deeper and the economic system
is not able to employ them. Re-activating the migratory channels between
South and North, they move to countries with more dynamic economies.
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Such dynamics increase the divide between central countries with strong and
competitive economies and peripheral countries, which are more and more

marginalised (Franzoni et al. 2012).

Figure 6 — The relationship between nation states and the EU
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Participants share the principle that society’s institutions must counter the
tendency to aggregate wealth and power in the hands of few by mandating
downward redistribution of wealth. 56.1% of the sample declare that the EU
doesn’t help in re-balancing territorial economic differences, among the richest
areas and the less developed ones, explaining that different citizenships prevail
in diverse places: in some areas there is an inclusive citizenship, in other places
citizens are excluded from rights. The geographical dimension of inequality
which characterizes Italy and the uncertainty which affects some professional
categories emerge again on this question: 68% of activists coming from the
South of Italy and the majority of unemployed (72%), retired people (99%) and
self-employed (60%) denounce the ineffectiveness of the EU on the reduction
of inequality between wealthy regions and less developed ones. The growing
perception of ‘two Italies’ confirms that the idea of the division between few
wealthy and a majority of disadvantaged people living in the South is more
and more spread in Italy, and the EU is seen as responsible for those growing
territorial disparities in living conditions. Nevertheless, the EU is not rejected
as level of governance and it is the central actor to whom some new identity
groups and civil society organizations address their claims for recognition.
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Asked about the effects of EU integration, 40.4% of students, 50% of
researchers and teachers and 54.5% of employees highlight the positive as-
pects of facilitating people mobility, increasing cultural exchanges, ensuring
peace and increasing economic growth; other activists, especially belonging
to groups hit by social spending cuts (72.7% of unemployed, 75% of retired
people, 40% of NGO workers) believe that it has worsened the quality of
life, reduced job chances, closed borders keeping out immigrants and reduced
Nation-state’s power.

All of them oppose to the current European order, criticize EU policies
and ask for a ‘just Europe’ that preserve rights and social protection, the qual-
ity of environment, respect for diversity and the right of self-determination,
allowing people to decide upon their futures democratically.

The EU contributed to increasing the economic growth but not the quality
of life! I would like the EU intervene more on immigration and environmen-
tal issues, but how? In which way? Neoliberal? (man, 58 years old, German,
teacher).

A strong claim for a European intervention on redistribution and requests
for social citizenship are at the core of the movements’ calls for action. This is
confirmed by the sample’s reply to the questions on which issues the EU should
intervene more: ‘social, welfare, education and labour policies’ is the first an-
swer (71.3%), followed by ‘foreign and immigration policies’ (19.3%) and ‘en-
vironmental policies’ (7.6%). Social issues score high percentages among Ital-
ians, while non-EU activists focus on migration and foreign policies.

Figure 7 — On which issues should the EU intervene more?
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The most important specific claims concern an effective European social
policy and the reinforcement of the welfare state.

Poverty, precariousness and inequalities are more and more weakening
the social cohesion in the EU and putting under question the functioning of
European democracies: «How can people living in poverty make their voices
heard in polarised societies?» (ESF report, Florence, November 2012).

Activists show extremely low levels of trust in political institutions, as it was
already emerged from other empirical studies carried on a similar topic (Della
Porta 2009, European Observatory on Security 2013 and 2014), but express
more confidence in the local institutions, trade unions, judiciary and in the

EU (figure 8).

Figure 8 — Which institution or international organization do you trust more?
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Municipalities and the regional levels are considered the most important
dimensions for civil society organisations. It is the space where everyday ac-
tivities take shape, where they can interact with local institutions and «people
can participate in decisions concerning the territories in which they live» (ESF
report, Florence, November 2012).

Against the mechanism of the concentration of decision-making powers,
activists propose a «constitutional process from below to build a democratic
pact of citizenship» and affirm the right to decide on public choice collectively
at all territorial levels. The alternative model to the «constitutional process
from the bottom» is a new logic based on mutually social relations and par-
ticipatory processes from below at local levels.
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Reconstructing social citizenship: New impulses to the theoretical reflection on
‘social citizenship’

During the ESF interesting cases of ‘reconstructing citizenship’ by initiatives
promoted by civil society’s organizations have been shared. By way of example,
through the coordination between local and transnational organizations, an
international campaign of solidarity to Greek people have been launched and
various activities of social solidarity in different fields, have been developed’.

In the sector of health, where radical cuts of the expenses undermined the
quality and sufficiency of health services in Greece, while the imposition of
fees for accessing caused the exclusion of hundreds of thousands of people, a
network of social clinics and pharmacies have been set up by volunteers for
serving uninsured and unemployed people.

To cover eating needs, a series of practices have been developed like the
social kitchens for food distribution to homeless, unemployed, people in need
and workers on strike, and social grocery shops which connect directly pro-
ducers of agricultural products and consumers in urban areas.

Forms of solidarity economy like free share bazaars and direct moneyless
exchange of services have been also developed, and co-operatives of unem-
ployed women and social enterprises have been established. Solidarity lessons
and social evening classes for educational support of children coming from
families in need and free legal support around labour issues, pensions, and
taxation have been organized.

Such examples of a tendency of re-establish, at local level, social citizen-
ship, and to intervene through citizens practices for covering needs which
should be guaranteed by social citizenship come also from Italy. Emergency,
the Italian NGO which usually provides free medical and surgical treatment
to victims of landmines and poverty in war zones, has decided in the last years
to set up clinics also in Italy to guarantee timely free medical assistance in
areas with a strong immigrant presence, such as agricultural areas, camps of
nomads or refugees. After the onset of the crisis, more and more residents in
need, unemployed, homeless, precarious people and pensioners have become
their patients, proving the lack of capabilities to access the health system, as a
result of a “truncated” citizenship.

Our study shows the role of individual and collective social actors, as-
sociations and organizations, as a field of practice for the reconstruction of
networks of solidarity, reciprocity and social dialogue that does not replace
the social citizenship, but certainly, it is an important prerequisite. They

> For more information see <www.solidarity4all.gr>.
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show that the principles of solidarity and social justice are still mechanisms
that regulate social relations and they are socially produced, in the form of
assumption of responsibility towards others and willingness to redistribute
resources. The corresponding social practices can constitute forms of resist-
ance but also social innovation, creating a barrier to social disintegration.
However, to restore the function of reduction of inequalities to the social
citizenship, it is required reconnecting market activities with democratic par-
ticipation, and the reference to a political center that is able to guarantee it
legally and give it effectiveness. In the current context, in which the complex-
ity is given by the multiplicity of social structures, cultures, levels of govern-
ance, it is important to understand what social subjects can mobilize to claim
social citizenship. This is a starting point also to see which political centers
are identified as entitled to adjust the social question, both as guarantors of
entitlements and of redistribution of resources.

The main points to be considered in order to reformulate the concept of
social citizenshp are the following:

a) Social inequalities are still interpreted by social actors in relation to
the capitalist economic system and as a result of the lack of a barrier to the
market regulations and its penetration into the world of life. Social citizen-
ship is still seen as a tool that can limit this by strengthening the capabili-
ties of citizens. Solidarity, redistribution and principles of social justice are
incentives to forms of civic participation based on the social bond and, at the
same time, strengthening it. Many social practices of solidarity, involving
in various ways different actors and social institutions, are a response to the
weakening of the effectiveness of the rights of citizenship for many categories
of people. Inequalities and lack of effective redistributive policies exclude
from the area of citizenship those who, formally, are citizens with full rights.
These practices not only serve to compensate a lack of resources that do not
allow citizens to enjoy their rights: they are also a social factor in the revitali-
zation of the social fabric.

b) The area of inequality cannot be brought back, as in the past, to some
internal homogeneity in terms of class. Individual situations are different
and involve different orientations, especially in the identification of a politi-
cal center that is able to reconstruct the reference unit, able to work through
the guarantee of rights and the redistribution according to criteria of social
justice. This last point is particularly controversial: some categories, such as
people working in the field of knowledge, experience as an opportunity the
rights under European citizenship. In this case, although critical towards the
EU, they identify it as the institutional actor still to put trust and above all as
a political center more able than others to intervene in social policies. Other
categories of people living in the poorest areas, less educated, unemployed or
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retired, are also the least likely to consider or even to imagine the EU as an
opportunity. These people hardly grasp opportunities of the European citi-
zenship as a result of the material conditions of life and work, and which are
the most tangible consequences of the lack of a social policy at European level
in the face of European constraints that force nation states and municipalities
to cut resources and adopt austerity measures.

¢) The principles of social justice and redistribution are no more reframed
referring only to national levels. The local and European levels, considered in
a transnational framework, are the most mentioned as strategic for the crea-
tion of social bonds and solidarity, and, above all, for the democratization of
social relations. Social citizenship is effective in the practices of citizenship
and in the initiative of civil society; the latter, in turn, needs democratic and
political institutions. The so-called democratic deficit of the EU, is now linked
to the lack of a sustainable social citizenship at the European level. New val-
ues emerge from our study that, in addition to re-establish democracy on new
rules, it would give way to rebuild social citizenship according to new princi-
ples of social justice, taking into account the qualitative differences emerging
within the excluded categories and the multiplicity of borders, typical of con-
temporary European societies, not related to national homogeneity. Emblem-
atic examples are the reference to the common goods, as well as migrants as
the main target to be included, which lead to a new economic and at the same
time political ethics, enabling differences to come into dialogue and to cross
territorial and symbols borders.
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