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Citizenship and Civil Society 

Introduction 

At the end of the 20th century, the crisis of democracy has brought to public discussion several political and sociological issues related to political participation of citizens, particularly disinterest of suffrage, resulting it in high levels of abstention in almost all European countries. Moreover, after the eighties of the last century, the crisis in the world economy led to the adoption of monetarist trends and strengthened the propensity to neo-liberal economic policies, thereby accentuating the crisis of the Welfare State (such as a particular dimension of the general crisis of the state) and placing on the agenda the reform of social rights acquired by the people after the Second World War. The total guarantee of those rights is now considered unacceptable by the states (specially taking into account the changes produced at the structure of the population). 

Both factors justify high concern in recent years in order to study citizenship issues. Marshall predicted significant changes in the evolutionary model of citizenship in the West (see his book "Citizenship and Social Class", 1950), and he also concluded that they must force to rethink the concept. The historical process which has allowed citizens to obtain universal suffrage was too long and painful. Current generations may not despise the political act “par excellence” that is the election of their representatives, i.e the formation of political legitimacy of the state.

Despite their importance, political and social rights are just two dimensions of the complex and central concept of citizenship, which have been widely revised by political philosophy and sociology and has a wide range of meanings. A big amount of articles and books have been published in recent years about this issue, but the researcher’s task is not easy. On the contrary, it is very difficult. On the one hand, there is not a systematic theory of citizenship, but only multiple approaches and perspectives based on different theoretical traditions. When we analyse those traditions we find many theoretical conflicts and contradictions between and inside them, but we also see other things: approaches which ignore each other; strong and constant ideological influences which are sufficiently studied by social science; lapses in key issues. Social science in general lack a fundamental theory. This weakness manifests itself in social science studies on the concept of citizenship, because this topic lives half-walls with ideology.

The idea of citizenship is, in essence, modern and republican. It is mainly French. It is based on the creation of a political and abstract society, which transcends all the particularisms and loyalties. It “builds” a community of individuals who are abstract, free and equal entities before the national civil, legal and political order. Unlike the monarchy, which is based on the "imposition of a state’s government by the head of a inherited family" (Outhwaite, Botomore et alii, 1996, 481) and requires a personal loyalty to the monarch, citizenship requires a loyalty by each person to the State (in an abstract and impersonal sense) since it is governed by the people – through their representatives – being all of the people equally eligible by law. Citizenship is, tipically in the French historical perspective, an attribute of the members of the city/state, so it concerns the "community of equal and free citizens" who have been identified by their political membership to the state and not (as the earlier subjects or believers) by religion or dynastic appurtenance.

There was a Greek citizenship and also a Roman citizenship, which served as models to the modern concept of citizenship. However, its current form is grounded in modern times and it is specially linked to the French Revolution and Jusnaturalist lawyers. The modern conception of citizenship is, in fact, bourgeois, liberal and democratic.

Citizenship refers itself to the status of those who are full members of a political community. Strictly speaking, it should only refer to republics, in the sense that it is founded on the idea (we’ll see if this philosophical and political assumption is correct or not) of universal values: all the citizens have equal political status and they are also equal in what concerns the possibility they have of accessing the power. But what about the subjects of Elizabeth II of England (UK)? Or the subjects of Juan Carlos of Spain? Both the UK and Spain are democratic and constitutional monarchies, and we also talk about English and Spanish citizenship. 

In fact, the word "citizenship" has been overtaken by historical processes during centuries. Today, the most important difficulty is to identify the differences between democratic monarchies and republics. It seems therefore more appropriate to associate the word citizenship to democracy (political regime) than to the type of government, at least with regard to the West.
But it is not an easy task as much as there are different groups of people who are not fully integrated in society for serious political and cultural reasons – e.g immigrants or people (even national citizens) engaged in different cultural traditions.
Citizenship requires the definition of a status of belonging – dimension of identity. It also implies a genuine equal access to participation in the management of public affairs – political dimension (exercise of authority and legitimacy of power), legal (judicial and legislative power) and economic (management and distribution of wealth). In other words, citizenship covers all social life, and it is therefore a very complex issue.

There are two types of citizenship: formal citizenship and substantive citizenship. Formal citizenship encompasses all individuals and it is automatically conferred by the state to the people by the reason of birth. Each person is a formal citizen of the state – according to the French tradition – which has the legitimate power over the land where he/she was born. In a world formed by states, every people have a formal citizenship although we may consider exceptions such as the Australian Aborigines, some Indians in Brazil and those who lost their citizenship because of political reasons, namely refugees and political asylees. From a formal point of view, the identity card (all of us have, at least, one) identifies the citizens of a state. 

From a substantive point of view, citizenship may be provisionally defined as a set of civil, political and social rights conferred by the state to the people of a nation. In this paper, I discuss the issue of citizenship at this level. 

As much as the concept of citizenship, the concept of civil society has become central in economic and political thought at the end of the 20th century by a different way. The reflection about the crisis of political legitimacy of the government pave, in our time, the questionability of the private dimensions of the social (social life) which are many times ignored by the politicians although they are very important. Public space and politics are in crisis, but the private space is getting ascension and the particularisms are gaining importance which leads to questioning the role that the state itself must play in protecting private interests.

In the eighteenth century, in the Scottish/English tradition, the concept of civil society was referred towards the political society in the Greek and Roman sense. This concept contained a relative orientation to civilization and law in opposition to the will of warlords. In its original version, the concept of civil society is close to the concept of citizenship. There is not a manifest opposition between them, but their roots were definitely different. The concept of civil society has decisively evolved in order to demarcate the political sphere from the private sphere. This may be found primarily in British political economics, particularly in John Locke and Adam Smith. Afterwards, Hegel defined the actual meaning of the concept of civil society.

  According to Hegel’s view (Philosophy of Law, 1821), civil society is "the sphere of ethical life interposed between the family and the state" (ibidem, 718). This sphere is the space of action of the selfish individual interests but it is also the space of action of social and civic institutions which are responsible for the functioning of economic life and for the reproduction of the (supposed)
 universal values of reason leading to general education. The rational process of public education should transform the groups’ particularisms into the universalism of the state. The political/public and the social/private dimensions of life taking in common should become interdependent and indeterminate. Therefore, according to the most influential social philosophy, national states established by law an intimate connection between formal citizenship, political dimension of citizenship and civil society. 

The concept of civil society was subsequently retaken by Marx in the nineteenth century and by Gramsci in the twentieth century, becoming a fundamental concept within Marxism. Marx tried to explain the hegemony of the state through the instrumentalization of civil society institutions. Marxism considered civil society a fraud or, rather, an instrument of manipulation and opportunistic domination by the state. 

In the 80s of the last century, with the collapse of the Soviet bloc, a new theoretical impetus was given to the concept of civil society, in order to understand the possibilities of development of democratic participation in societies where the state had smothered people. Ernest Gellner dedicates his book Conditions of Freedom (1995) to this perspective, which is an indispensable reference for the study of the concept of civil society. In this book, Gellner conceptualizes civil society considering that "now it is necessary a new ideal or an opposite view or, at least, a word of contradistinctive order. The concept of civil society provided, with reasonable approximation, the idea of institutional and ideological pluralism, which prevents the establishment of monopolies of power and truth and counteracts the central institutions that (...( could otherwise acquire such a monopoly" (Gellner, 1995:14) 

Gellner also argues that "[…] a correct understanding of the true meaning of the current ideal of civil society must distinguish it from an implicit identification with all the plural societies” (Gellner, 1995, 20). In those societies, there are well-established institutions which have the power (the soft power of influence) to counter-balance the state.
The objective of this text is to define and distinguish the sociological concepts of citizenship and civil society and to establish pertinent relations between them in order to understand how contemporary societies deal – or should deal – with the plurality and the difference inside them. This is particularly important, for instance, in order to understand the proposal and the limits to integrating people (e.g., immigrants and minorities) in society.
These concepts are not necessarily contradictory or incompatible; and, in my opinion, they should not be considered as such. They are grounded in different intellectual traditions, but they are related to the same situation. In this perspective, they can be compatible one to each other. My thesis is that the historical consequence of the implementation of democratic citizenship was the emergence of civil society; on the other hand, the historical consequence of the existence of civil society was the construction of citizenship, because citizenship is the political dimension of modern democracy and civil society is the social or the civic dimension of it. Despite this fact, both concepts have not been sufficiently clarified in order to prove what I’ve said. The theoretical discussion has made two things alternatively: on the one hand, by using the concept of citizenship, some authors tried to broaden its scope in order to accommodate the reality covered by civil society; on the other hand, by using the concept of civil society, some other authors tried to constrain the political dimension of citizenship in order to guarantee the existence of the legitimate authority of the state. 

In the case of the contemporary multi-identity society – Manuel Castells calls it “network society” – it seems to be more effective to use both concepts to analyze the relationship between the individuals and the political community, i.e the historical duality between individual and society. 

The word civil society derives from the Anglo-Saxon tradition whereas the word citizenship derives from the French tradition. Both words/concepts stem from two different historical experiences in political centralization and construction of the nation state. 

Despite the historical processes are uniquely different, democratic nations, today, have similar problems. Dominique Schnapper, a French thinker, believes that England experienced the process of building a central political state which was progressive, liberal and aristocratic in the perspective that liberalism has led to a democratic monarchy. France, on its side, had a revolutionary and democratic process which became liberal and Republican. Since then the form of the state became different in England and France, but both countries accessed democracy. The first one (the British democracy) is based on the existence of a civil society; the second one (the French democracy) is based on the imposition by the state of a status of citizenship on its members. In the first case, civil society produced the citizenship; in the second case, citizenship produced civil society. This is why I do think that both concepts are essential to understand each other: citizenship and civil society are necessary dimensions of the democratic society. Democratic society is, according to Fukuyama, the fate of all states. I am suggesting to you the lecture of his famous book The End of History. We analyse now the concepts of citizenship and civil society because we want to understand what democracy is. 

Historical aspects about the concepts

The term "society" has been used in sociology to designate the social whole constituted by the people of a particular state. Therefore, the geographical boundaries of a specific society corresponds always to the national borders of a state. This concept is general and abstract, but is it still accurate to understand reality or should we use another one? It does not designate actors, in particular, but a global reality which includes all human life that takes place in one (any) nation. 

Before the foundation of sociology, the word “society” was already used by some authors. In the political thought of the eighteenth century, the word “society” or the expression “civil society” represented the translation of the Latin expression “societas civilis” which meant the political society. Civil society was also the political authority covered by law and space of civilization. 

Political society, according to the Roman model, was constituted only by those people who had political rights: politeia was the group of citizens politically organized. It was different from those ones who were not politically organized – the ethné. 

The polis excluded slaves, foreigners and women from itself, but it represented the society as a whole, because there was a non political society. The people in that non political society played important social roles, but they were not integrated within the political society. In practise, they did not exist as political members. By this way, it was created the first social division between citizens (the members of society with political rights) and individuals (slaves, foreigners and women) with important performances at the economic level but without political rights. Political society was formed by a political elite with legitimate political, legal and judiciary powers which was clearly demarcated from the social whole.

We may consider two spheres concerning this reality: a political or public sphere, and a private or individual sphere. This dichotomy was inherited by modern thought. The idea of citizenship as the individual participation within a political society which confers rights to the people is now present in the modern political regimes through the right of suffrage and democratic representation of the community of citizens. The actual originality of this conception is in the extension of political rights to all members of society as an expression of equality before the law. Modern citizenship confers the same rights to all the individuals living under the jurisdiction of a particular state. In actual democracies, citizens are integrated by regulatory institutions which are established in the common inherited territory – the homeland. The concept of political society as a means of identity lost its relevance within the states. Political society is made up by civilians and civil society is political. In this sense, citizenship becomes universal. And, of course, this is a problem…
When we talk about society today, we refer to the global community of citizens of a country. But, as we have seen, the concept of society is still abstract while the social practices are performed by private concrete individuals whose will is limited by mandatory participation in the political community. This means that citizenship not only confers rights and protection to the citizens but also imposes duties on them. That’s to say that the social actor, in his/her singularity, is coercively linked to the society which is prior to him and imposes duties on him. Society is both an immanent and a transcendent forum with regard to individuals. Individual freedom is, therefore, the opposite pole of citizenship and political participation. 

If social actors are the only agents of social change; and if societies are abstract creations; then, in order to understand the functioning of the society, we have to understand how the institutional life imposes collective coercion and what this really means concerning individual freedom. 

The rights of citizenship were created with the dual objective of protecting society as a whole and individual freedom. Living in society requires a social contract which must be able to pacify individual interests. The social contract is based on the relationship between individuals and the state. According to Hobbes, the contract allows the transfer of social peace by law which is done by individuals who make that directly to the head of the state – the monarch.

The rights of citizenship are currently between two poles, the social or collective and the individual. From a conceptual point of view, it is still correct to speak about political society and civil society as distinct categories of analysis. 
Political society (as well as its ability to limit individual rights) is necessary on behalf of the government of the community. Civil society (as well as its ability to limit the power of the state) is necessary on behalf of individual rights. Community or society has set itself apart from individuals. The ways of managing the polis determine the importance of individuals and collective power as expressions of political ideas and concrete ways to take citizenship. 

In classical societies the concept of individuality was diluted in citizenship. In Greece, mainly in Sparta, the individual was the “homo politicus”, the citizen soldier. The individual (a man) belonged to the city state and not to himself or to his family. In Rome, the citizen was linked to the laws which were independent from ethnicity as much as the expansion of the empire required. Roman law, interestingly, standardized political membership and identity. The Roman’s Empire fall caused social damages by generating a feudal society based on the permanent individual need for safety, also implying questions like identity and sustenance. 

Bonds of local dependency were then created. Judiciary powers were arbitrarily exercised by warlords who formed the dominant aristocracies. The relations became private, and citizenship yielded place in submission to an economic contract. Individuals were no longer citizens with rights and, in such a way, protected by general law. Individuals became economic actors engaged in a contract of submission: they played an economic function in order to be secure and survive.

The establishment of strong centralized monarchies driven by the king’s power was the way to recover the idea of political society, despite the reduced rights and duties of citizenship conferred to the individuals. All rights were concentrated in the king and the idea of Republic was completely suspended. But these autocratic societies had an important historical function: they prepared the birth of the modern state based, again, on the establishment of a public affairs centre distinct from individuals and coercively imposed on them. The creation of the modern state corresponded to a uniform attitude concerning individuals. The state held the monopoly of violence, law and taxation. 

When Enlightenment brought into discussion the idea of autonomous individual and personal rights, the holder of the national institutional framework had already been established and was the backdrop to the new political and social arrangements of modernity where we should consider the struggle between individual and collective rights.

Thus, the Enlightenment philosophy was not more than an empowerment of the individual sphere of the dominating political-Absolute King. The new political economics theory supported the claim of individual freedom and economic activity of the private bourgeoisie. The new emerging class took political advantage of the fall of absolute monarchies through the establishment of liberalism as the economic and political system. This social class made the bridge between medieval society and the new liberal and democratic societies. Its economic activity was a means of affirmation of individual liberty through regimes making a transition to modern democracy. The bourgeois society is a community of free individuals in which dependence and independence must be coordinated and managed.
Contemporary societies can not therefore be considered outside the framework of relations between political rights of citizens and economic rights of individuals. The harsh logic of the democratic state is based on the difficulty of reconciling individual rights with collective dominance mainly in the case when private economic interests oppose individual rights and the state. Liberal economic agents began to claim for the establishment of national states with large and free markets and supported the emergence of liberal capitalist societies based on the strengthening of the role of individuals (universal freedoms enshrined by democracies); once the states reached their limits of capacity, those agents forced the weakening of these states in order they can operate in larger free markets. The nation state that served to introduce the capitalist order came to be a limit that can destroy it instead of guaranteeing freedom of action in the market. This fact limited the expansion of market action. Here it is the relationship of the individuals with the state today.

This brief presentation aims to stress the need we have to theoretically consider the existence of two dimensions in society – the political and the personal. Are they good or bad? How can we to harmonize it? The political dimension leads to citizenship. It also sets the limits to private activities and create mechanisms to maintain state sovereignty. The social dimension is the one that generates the action processing the creative individual mechanisms. It also produces wealth and national culture through the establishment of specific “modus vivendi” and performs different social roles. I call the first dimension political society, and the second one civil society.
This study also aims to cultivate the understanding of the relationship between civil society and citizenship (as a manifestation of political society) through the comparative theoretical analysis (see e.g Gellner and Dominique Schnapper).
� This is not evident for contemporary science, mainly neuroscience. In fact, neuroscience rejects this historical/philosophical statement.
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