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1

Introduction

Citizenship and ‘vulnerability’

In recent years, the concepts of citizenship and social and political
engagement, especially the involvement of individuals in what have
come to be termed the new social movements, have become major issues
for academics from a wide variety of perspectives. The reason why citi-
zenship has returned to centre stage probably rests, as Kymlicka and
Norman (1994: 352) have written, upon the notion that the ‘stability of
a modern democracy depends, not only on the justice of its basic structure
but also on the qualities and attitudes of its citizens’. Connected with this
upsurge of interest in ‘citizenship’ is a growing support for the idea
that ‘the institutions of constitutional freedom are only worth as much as
the population makes of them’ (Habermas, 1992: 7). Such thinking may
explain the increased interest in social movements since in many
respects they can be seen to be the major sites of struggle and negoti-
ation between the individual members of society, albeit working
en masse, and the chief ‘institution of constitutional freedom’ in the
form of the state.

At the same time, academic concerns with a range of forms of social
exclusion have also reached centre stage. High on the current agenda
for social science are matters relating to the ever increasing ‘vulnerabil-
ity’ of individuals in relation to a range of factors and there is a growing
agreement that ‘personhood’ is now best understood as fragile and con-
tingent. Some of these factors are already well recognized, for example
people around the world continue to face the ‘risks’ associated with
changing labour markets and poverty, ill-health or ‘traditional’ forms of
discrimination and associated disadvantage such as racism, sexism etc.
Other factors, however, are being newly identified and understood. For
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example, there is now an increasing awareness that the information
flows associated with globalization and new technologies are leading to
new forms of polarization between the information ‘rich’ and ‘poor’.
Concerns are also being raised about the potential for new forms of
prejudice and discrimination arising out of new ‘medical’ technologies,
for example in relation to genetics. Concerns surrounding the impact
on the ‘person’ of new ‘threats’ associated with the environment and
international terrorism are also starting to be voiced widely. Finally,
changes to the life-course in terms of vastly increasing life-expectancy
around the world, but especially within the advanced capitalist coun-
tries, are not only placing an increasing burden upon welfare states and
working-age family members in relation to taxation and caring respon-
sibilities, but are also resulting in an increased number of vulnerable
elderly people within society.

In the light of concerns such as these, it would therefore seem timely
to begin the process of theorizing citizenship and social movements in
relation to these new and continuing forms of ‘vulnerability’ and this is
the motivation behind this book. In seeking to achieve this ‘theoretical’
goal, it is also a concern of this book, however, to ground any theoriz-
ing in empirical evidence and in particular to allow some ‘bottom-up’
views of non-academics to become part of academic discourses in this
area. For this reason, the starting point for the argument presented in
this book is the absence of consideration within theorizing on citizen-
ship of the position of one of society’s particularly ‘vulnerable’ groups —
disabled people — and the lack of adequate consideration by social
movement theorists of the concerns of the UK disability movement.
The book therefore seeks to provide a platform for disabled people to
voice their opinions on issues relating to citizenship and the UK disabil-
ity movement. Within this book, ‘disability’ is then used as a case study,
contextualized by an interest in the manner in which an understanding
of the vulnerability associated with the experience of ‘disability’ may
impact on citizenship and social movement theorizing.

At this point it is important to make clear the basis on which I am
‘classifying’ disabled people as being ‘vulnerable’ since it is my argu-
ment here that the term ‘vulnerable’ does not, at present, possess par-
ticularly positive or empowering connotations for anyone so described.
The use of the term by the media, for example, appears to have ren-
dered it synonymous with groups who lack ‘ability’ in one respect or
another. Like the equally unpopular term amongst many disabled
people - ‘sufferer’ — the unfortunate connotations that develop around
certain terms can, however, distract and detract from the genuine uses
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of such terms. Thus, whilst many disabled people have stated that the
term ‘sufferer’ has negative and patronizing associations with ‘charit-
able’ attitudes towards disabled people, equally the term does, for
example, aptly describe the experiences of many disabled individuals
who experience pain as part of their impairment. To deny the appro-
priateness of the term as a description of the experiences of certain
individuals would be, therefore, tantamount to ignoring the plight of
these individuals. Applying this argument to the term ‘vulnerability’,
and in order, I hope, to avoid any misunderstanding, I think that it is
therefore important to state the following.

Firstly, I am keen that the term ‘vulnerable’ should not be imbued
with notions of competency/ability. In other words, in describing dis-
abled people as a ‘vulnerable’ group I am not questioning the abilities
of disabled people. On the contrary, I am in fact suggesting that one of
the ways in which disabled people are ‘vulnerable’ is with regard to
negative assumptions made about their abilities by some non-disabled
people. The second issue that I think is important to mention is that
the definition of ‘vulnerability’ employed within this book is not one
that is particularly or exclusively associated with physical limitations of
the body - although the risks people face and experiences they may
have of what might be termed bodily vulnerability are key to under-
standing contemporary personhood.

In this book, ‘vulnerability’ is used as a way to describe the fragile
and contingent nature of personhood. Thus, we are all ‘vulnerable’ in
some respect and most people are potentially, or actually ‘vulnerable’
with regard to a very wide range of ‘risks’ and new forms of social
exclusion. ‘Disability’ is one of the ‘risks’ facing every individual in
society and understanding that we are all physically vulnerable and
interdependent at some point in our lives should be a central part of
understanding the late modern condition. Not only this, however,
‘disability’ as opposed to ‘impairment’ (the straightforward description
of the physical limitations of the body) is defined as being the experi-
ence of a range of ‘disabling practices’ and attitudes within society that
further disadvantage, devalue and attack the ‘personhood’ of indi-
viduals who are already living with difficulties associated with their
physical ‘differences’. In this respect, therefore, since we are all vulner-
able with regard to acquired disability, we are also all vulnerable with
regard to experiencing the ‘disabling society’.

Having stated that one of the primary goals of this book is to begin
the process of bringing together theorizing on citizenship, social move-
ments and ‘vulnerability’, it is equally important, at the outset, to state
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that the argument put forward here is as yet only tentative and repres-
ents only an initial attempt to explore these matters. Further, the dis-
cussion within this book represents only ‘one piece of the jigsaw’. It is
clear that a great deal more empirical research and associated theoriz-
ing will need to be carried out before it is possible to understand the
‘whole picture’ with regard to citizenship and ‘vulnerability’.

Key questions

Whilst the development of a ‘uniting’ theory that brings together
understandings of citizenship, political engagement and issues of
‘vulnerability’ is clearly going to involve asking a very wide range
of questions and to involve numerous investigations from a range of
different angles, consideration of three key issues sets the parameters
of this book’s contribution to theorizing in this area. These issues are as
follows:

Issue 1
How might it be possible to reconsider citizenship in the light of the
experiences of disabled people?

Issue 2

What do disability organizations believe to be the basis of their
‘struggle’? Authors such as Shakespeare (1993), Oliver and Zarb
([1989] 1997) have made tentative claims that the disability move-
ment is a ‘new’ social movement, but how accurate is their assess-
ment? Is the disability movement currently acting within a broadly
defined socio-cultural sphere, or does it remain concerned largely
with persistent issues of social inequality?

Issue 3

Thirdly, drawing upon a consideration of the first and second issues,
how might we reconsider current theories of social movements and
‘citizen engagement’ in the light of disability and the concerns of
the UK disability movement?

Focusing upon these three questions, it is hoped, will allow for an
exploration of current theorizing on citizenship and social movements
in the context of ‘disability’ and subsequently of ‘vulnerability’.
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Introduction to the research

This book draws upon the findings of a UK Economic and Social
Research Council (ESRC) funded study carried out in 2000-2001 at six
disability organizations based in the UK, and run by disabled people,
for disabled people. In order to achieve one of the key aims of this
research — to inject the voices of disabled people into citizenship and
social movement theorizing — a methodology was chosen that owes
much to the abductive and critical/emancipatory research paradigms.
Blaikie (1993: 176) has most recently defined the sociological version
of abductive research thus:

(...) the process used to produce social science accounts of social life
by drawing on the concepts and meanings used by social actors and
the activities in which they engage.

This is an approach, therefore, that gives a central place to the views of
the ‘insiders’ and as such has clear ontological implications for it rests
upon an understanding of the social world as being that which is per-
ceived and experienced by its members from the ‘inside’. It is an
approach that also has clear epistemological implications for it is a
method that begins by seeking to encourage actors to reflect upon their
activities and thus ‘give accounts’ for their actions. For Blaikie (1993)
the role of the researcher is then to transfer these accounts into ‘social
science descriptions’, at which level, he claims, it is perfectly legitimate
to conclude the research. Equally, however, much abductive research
will go on to a second level, to form social theories from the data or to
relate the findings to existing perspectives.

The process of this research echoed Blaikie’s model, advancing to the
second level, for it sought to compare the empirical findings with exist-
ing perspectives on citizenship and social movements. The important
point about abductive theorizing, however, is that even when theoriz-
ing at the second level, the aim is to avoid developing overly abstract
terms for recurring themes lest the resulting theories should prove to
be inaccessible to the social actors in question. Ensuring that the con-
clusions of this research were accessible to the research participants
was central to this project and to the claim that the research has
‘emancipatory properties’.

This having been stated, however, it is important to make a clear dis-
tinction between the approach taken in this research and the form of
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‘emancipatory research’ often employed within Disability Studies.
Critical theory has greatly influenced Disability Studies and has led to a
preference in this field for social theory that is so interlinked with
social practice, that the truth or falsity of the theory can be partially
determined by whether it can be transformed into action - particularly
of the kind that leads to important shifts of power (Oliver, 1992). In
other words, according to this model, emancipatory disability research
must affect praxis within the marginalized group and researchers must
espouse engagement with the struggles of disabled people over object-
ivity. As Barnes (1996: 110) has stated: ‘researchers can only be with the
oppressors or with the oppressed’.

This model of emancipatory research has not, however, gone unchal-
lenged. Shakespeare, for example, writes with candour about his own
research and admits to engaging in research practices and to possessing
certain views that many within Disability Studies would find ‘challeng-
ing’. He begins by questioning the notion that there needs to be a
formalized connection between Disability Studies and the disability
movement. He highlights the fact that in the case of lesbian and gay
studies the connection between the discipline and the lesbian and
gay political movement has been much less formalized, and indeed that
there has been dissent amongst some academics in the field from
the ‘orthodoxy’ of the movement. What has been vital, however, to the
development of lesbian and gay studies, is, according to Shakespeare,
that whilst commitment has been clear, accountability has been more
diffuse. Relating this to Disability Studies, Shakespeare (1996a: 249)
states that in his opinion ‘there is a difference between accountability to
one’s research subjects, and accountability to the disability movement or
specific organizations within it'. Further, Shakespeare (1996a: 252) states
that:

I have major reservations with the concept of emancipatory research
(...) I am cynical about the possibility of research achieving major
change (...) Ideas clearly have a role, but actions decide the day, and
while it is possible to make the research process more balanced,
grandiose claims for its revolutionary potential seem to me to be
over-optimistic. Furthermore, whilst few would now argue in terms
of objectivity, a notional independence and balance is still seen as
critical to the academic endeavor. Given the political context, there
is little point in developing progressive research which is rejected
out of hand by government and media alike as being contaminated
by ideological prejudice (...) academics cannot be perceived to have
axes to grind.
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At first glance this statement might appear to be a rejection of the
emancipatory approach to research on the basis of some fairly practical
concerns, i.e. that research that is perceived to be partisan will not
have as much influence upon policy-makers. In fact, Shakespeare
clearly has some more profound difficulties with the notion that praxis
must always be an essential part of disability research. He comments
that he does not think that all research should be judged on instru-
mental grounds. Whilst he does not believe that researchers should
have carte blanche to ‘parasite disabled people’s experiences and develop
careers on the back of disabled people’s lives’ (Shakespeare, 1996a: 253), he
nevertheless defends the rights of researchers to undertake research
and to develop theory for its own sake. Equally, he also rejects the idea
that for research to have emancipatory outcomes, the findings must be
accessible and immediately comprehensible to disabled people. Accord-
ing to Shakespeare, if Disability Studies is to engage properly in a socio-
logical understanding of disability, it will have to make use of complex
ideas and analyses which may be quite difficult to grasp. It is impor-
tant, he believes, to acknowledge within theory the ‘often complex,
nuanced and difficult’ (Shakespeare, 1996a: 252) nature of social reality.
Social research cannot always, therefore, be simple and transparent in
order to facilitate praxis. In arguing thus, Shakespeare is clearly at odds
with Barnes and Oliver who have suggested that the only legitimate
role for disability research is to produce knowledge that can easily be
used by disabled people to challenge disablism within society and
bring about positive changes in their lives.

With regard to this research, considerable effort was made to follow
the guidelines for good research practice as set out by authors such as
Barnes and Oliver. For example, this research did consult seriously with
disabled people and aimed to represent their views fairly; the respon-
dents were given the opportunity to ask questions about the research
and to identify key issues that they wished to discuss; feedback was
given at each stage of the research to provide respondents with the
opportunity to revise, or add to their existing comments; a more infor-
mal and less tightly structured interview technique was utilized in
order that respondents could be enabled to speak out, truly, about
issues in their lives; the comments of respondents have been repro-
duced in this book verbatim and have been given a prominent position
within the findings chapter (Chapter 5); and I have remained access-
ible and accountable to research respondents throughout the research.

Finally, with regard to the nature of the theory generated by the
research, as previously stated, and in contrast to Shakespeare’s view, a
stance was taken that as far as possible, the majority of respondents
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should be able to understand the theories resulting from the research
and even more importantly, how the theories were generated. It was
thought that the first stage of this process was to ensure that all parti-
cipating organizations received a record of their meeting. This was
important because it allowed respondents to consider what had been
their responses to the research questions, and to draw their own con-
clusions about how their views might inform the research. In the
second document sent to each organization, in which the findings of
the whole research were outlined and in which verbatim quotations
from many respondents had a prominent position, it was hoped that
each respondent would be able to see how their views ‘fitted into’ the
overall conclusion.

Despite these important aspects of the research, however, certain
aspects of this project do not seem to fit directly within the emancipat-
ory approach as set out by Barnes and Oliver. Whilst in the initial
stages of this research this was a matter of some concern, by the end of
the research this concern was less about the potential for criticism
of the research and more about the need to question some of the exist-
ing research ‘orthodoxies’. As has already been stated, this research
does not have the clear emancipatory outcomes as described by Oliver
(1992), since it is not tied into policy-making structures. In the light of
what might be viewed by authors such as Oliver as a failing on the part
of this research, Tom Shakespeare’s reservations concerning the eman-
cipatory approach to disability research and his subsequent defence of
research which seeks to ‘develop theory for its own sake’ is, at first
glance, reassuring, for he appears to offer a way out for researchers who
are finding it difficult to identify clear emancipatory outcomes in their
work. My argument here, however, is that it is not always necessary to
seek this way out. Indeed, whilst I share Shakespeare’s unease concern-
ing the orthodoxy within disability research, it is possible to argue that
his analysis of the alternative is not entirely convincing. Arguably, no
sociological theory is, or should be, only of value in itself.

Sociologists have long prided themselves on their critical role in
society. As Giddens (1993: 23) has commented:

No sociologically sophisticated person can be unaware of the
inequalities that exist in the world today, the lack of social justice in
many social situations or the deprivations suffered by millions of
people. It would be strange if sociologists did not take sides on prac-
tical issues (...)
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The history of sociology demonstrates that understanding differences,
concern with social inequalities and/or the potential for social change,
are major and honourable parts of what sociology is about. Whilst
much of this sociology is not tied directly to the formulation of a par-
ticular policy, this is not to say that sociological theory has no
influence upon society. Within Disability Studies itself, to deny the
importance of the development of theory that is not policy related,
would be to deny the important influence of such theories as Goff-
man'’s Stigma and Douglas’ Purity and Danger to understandings within
this field. It can be argued that with knowledge comes understanding
and having a clearer understanding of the status quo must surely
provide a more solid basis from which to seek change. Arguably, there-
fore, much social theory is ‘emancipatory’ or possesses ‘emancipatory
properties’. In relation to this research, a central aim of the project was
to ensure that the disabled people involved in the research should
emerge from the process in a more powerful position, in that they
would, hopefully, be able to use the understandings and knowledge
gained from the research to both define and then act upon their own
objectives. It is the argument here that this research can legitimately be
termed ‘critical/emancipatory’ on this basis.

Practical issues: subject information, data collection and
analysis

Subject information

In order that this research encompassed disability organizations from a
variety of different areas within England, all groups that met the crite-
ria of being run by disabled people, for disabled people, and that were
located in one of the following locations, were contacted: London; the
cities of South Yorkshire, Lancashire and Manchester Region; and
Cumbria. In all, 19 organizations were contacted, but only six organ-
izations were found either to be suitable (i.e. had a membership that
met regularly) or were willing to become involved in the research.
Additionally, it was a sad reflection upon the state of funding for many
disability organizations that several groups that were contacted were
either in the middle of major upheaval due to changes in funding, or
had ceased to exist due to complete lack of funds.

In the case of those organizations not willing to be involved in the
research, a form of ‘stalling’ often took place, in which groups never
finally agreed to becoming involved, no matter how many times they
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were contacted. Sometimes it was suspected that this stalling may have
been due to the effect of gatekeepers. One group, however, — The
Greater Manchester Coalition of Disabled People — did directly respond
to the research letter and explained that they were not willing to par-
ticipate in the research because, as an organization, they had decided
not to support research being carried out by non-disabled people.

The direct and indirect refusal by some organizations to becoming
involved in the research did, of course, raise an important question for
the research: to what extent were those organizations that agreed to become
involved in the research representative of the feelings of all groups within the
disability movement? In answer to this question I would like to state the
following: whilst acknowledging that there are shortfalls associated
with ‘opportunity sampling’, it is hoped that readers will note that in
focusing upon micro-representativeness, this research was not seeking to
be ‘definitively representative’ of the entire disability community.
Thus, the research remains accountable only to the groups and indi-
viduals involved. At the same time, however, it was also considered
that the groups who had agreed to becoming involved in the research
were not so atypical that insight gained from working with them
would be of no relevance to understanding the disability movement as a
whole. Indeed, since all six organizations involved in the research
matched the definition of groups that make up the disability move-
ment as set out by Oliver (1997), in other words they were run by dis-
abled people for disabled people, it was concluded that the resulting data
would allow for tentative generalizations to be made.

The participating organizations:

South Yorkshire groups
1. S1: A ‘politically’ orientated group of disabled people.
2. §2: A self-advocacy group of people with learning disabilities.

Lancashire group
3. L1: An organization acting as a resource for other disabled
people.

Cumbria groups

4. C1: A support group of predominantly young/middle aged

people living with chronic arthritis.

C2: An organization acting as a resource for other disabled people.

6. C3: An organization acting as a resource for other disabled
people.

W
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Data collection and analysis

In-depth semi-structured interviews or focus groups were held at each
organization. In all of the interviews/focus groups, respondents were
encouraged to choose which questions from the interview schedule
they wished to discuss at length and to identify any further issues relat-
ing to the research topic that they considered important. Each inter-
view/focus group lasted between 1-2 hours. The decision to utilize
‘focus groups’ as the central method of data collection in this research
was made on the basis that this interview technique is of considerable
value where there are inherent power differentials between the
researcher and the researched, as was the case in this research between
the non-disabled researcher and disabled respondents. This is because a
large degree of control of the discussion is devolved to the respondents.

Full transcripts of all interviews and focus groups were sent to each
participating group for their approval. Transcripts were subsequently
analysed using a process of informal or open coding. The purpose of
this analysis was to ensure that the voices of respondents remained
undistorted and to avoid fracturing the text. Feedback was given to all
participating organizations in the form of a report on the research
findings.

Two further aspects of the data collection must also be mentioned.
Firstly, since all groups were sent a set of proposed questions for consid-
eration within the focus groups before the focus groups took place, some
respondents chose to write additional responses to questions. These
responses were considered along with the transcripts of the focus groups.
Secondly, as has already been discussed at some length, data was also
collected via the web-based mail group ‘Deafmail’. The data took the
form of a series of emails that had been sent between a number of parti-
cipants in the mail-based group and me, and the text of these emails was
saved. It must be acknowledged, however, that one of a number of key
dilemmas associated with the use of web-based communication within
research (see British Sociological Association’s Ethical Guidelines for
further details), is the problem that it is often impossible to ensure that
respondents are who they say they are. For example, in the case of this
research, it was necessary to accept as a matter of trust that the respond-
ents to the questions posted on ‘Deafmail’ were truly Deaf/deaf people.
There are, however, some key benefits to this method of data collection,
which I consider to have out-weighed the limitations. Firstly, the use of
the mail-base enabled me to contact a very large number of Deaf/deaf
people, rapidly. Secondly, there are benefits to the use of email where
respondents may have difficulties with verbal communication. In such
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cases, email provides a way of interacting with the researcher that is
more like a conversation than more formal, written correspondence.

Ethical statement

It has long been acknowledged that when research is being carried out
with/on oppressed groups, there must be transparency with regard to
the position of the research/er. This was a particularly significant issue
within this research because, as previously mentioned, of my position
as a non-disabled researcher carrying out research with disabled peo-
ple. Whilst it is not the intention here to consider the continuing
debate within Disability Studies surrounding the role of non-disabled
researchers in this field within the confines of this methodological
summary, a statement regarding the position taken during this
research in relation to this issue follows.

An ethical stance was taken to this research that involved self-
reflection on my part, as researcher, and that echoes the theoretical
position taken within this research towards the idea of citizenship and
vulnerability. As will be discussed in the final chapter of this book, a
more fluid and dynamic understanding of citizenship as ‘personhood’,
in which the identity of every individual is seen to be vulnerable and
contingent, may provide the best way forward for understanding and
changing attitudes towards many historically oppressed groups. It is
my argument here that the methodological implication of this theoret-
ical stance is that what is needed on the part of the researcher is not
necessarily to possess the identical experience of oppression to their
research subjects, but rather to be constantly aware of the vulnerability
of their own personhood. In acknowledging and attempting to tran-
scend one’s own fairly ‘conditional’ identity it is therefore possible to
add to calls for the end of a range of oppressions without directly
experiencing those oppressions. Thus, echoing much of the anti-racist
and feminist approaches to research, a researcher does not have to be
black to recognize and deplore the injustice of apartheid or more wide-
spread racism, and following the same argument, the non-disabled
researcher does not need to be disabled to appreciate the ‘second-class’
citizenship experienced by disabled people. My argument, therefore, is
that non-disabled people can and should engage in disability research
so long as they maintain reflexive at all times with regard to their
motives, their own identities and their research practices.

Additionally, this research abided by the British Sociological Asso-
ciation’s (BSA) ethical guidelines for research with vulnerable adults
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and guidelines for the use of non-disablist language. Permission for
involvement of respondents in the research and the recording of their
views on audio-tape was sought from the respondents themselves. The
confidentiality and anonymity of respondents has been ensured at all
times throughout the research and within this book.

Key definitions

Before providing an overview of the various chapters of this book it is
important to acknowledge the position taken in this book with regard
to a number of key issues.

Defining disability

According to the Social Model of Disability, disability is defined separ-
ately from impairment — the straight forward description of the effects
of a physiological ‘condition’ — as a form of oppression, the focus being
upon the manner in which ‘society’ increases the dependency of dis-
abled people and prevents them from participating equally within
the economic and social sphere. According to key proponents of the
approach such as Finkelstein (1996), to consider impairment as part of
the explanation for the experiences of disabled people is to dilute the
effectiveness of the Social Model. It is my admittedly somewhat
controversial assertion in this book, however, that this definition of
‘disability’ provided by the Social Model of Disability is no longer
entirely adequate, for it perpetuates a disembodied notion of disability.
As will be discussed in Chapter 4, more contextualized understandings
of personhood are now emerging that acknowledge the part that the
physiology of embodied persons plays in determining life experiences
(see Butler, 1993, Turner, [1996] 2000). Proponents of this understand-
ing of personhood claim, however, that to understand fully the effects
of physiology a social framework must be employed.

Applying this approach to attempts to understand the experience of
‘disability’, it is the argument here that the Cartesian compartmental-
ism that has led to the separation of impairment and ‘disability’ should
be abandoned in favour of establishing a social framework with which
to understand the experiences of disabled people. This framework
would be based upon the ‘realignment between body, self and society’
(Bendelow and Williams, 1995: 156).

Whilst the fears expressed by many within Disability Studies — that
considering ‘impairment’ in this way ‘fudges’ the issue of causality and
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the source of disability - may be understandable, nevertheless, apply-
ing Butler’s theorizing, to challenge successfully the discourses of
power that ‘disable’ individuals, it is important to understand that
‘impairment’, whilst having an undeniable, basic, biological definition,
is also imbued with diverse social meaning. It is for this reason that
this book rests upon a definition of disability that allows for the
‘reversibility of impairment and disability’ and an understanding of
the effect on the lives of disabled people of the simultaneous experi-
ences of pain or debility and associated oppression by a ‘disabling’
society.

Why talk about citizenship not social exclusion?

In recent years, the term social exclusion has become something of a
‘buzz word’ both in academic and non-academic circles in the UK. The
importance currently being given to the idea is demonstrated by
the Government’s commitment to its ‘Social Exclusion Unit’, for
example. Whilst the term may have become a ‘buzz word’ that is not,
however, to deny its value, for it is a powerful way of expressing the
fact that practices can exist in a society that have major consequences
in terms of disadvantage for some of the people in that society.
For some authors such as Jordan (1996), to talk about ‘social exclusion’
is arguably preferable to discussing citizenship since the past 20 years
have witnessed the development of a dominant definition of citizen-
ship that is highly individualist. He dismisses citizenship as a way of
analysing social exclusion because the term has become all too associ-
ated with individual rights and duties, ‘at the expense of interdependency
and collective action’ (Jordan, 1996: 85). For Byrne (1999: 24) this
problem with the term ‘citizenship’ has arisen because it ‘(...) has been
formulated as a concept almost entirely in terms of abstract philosophical
discussion rather than by reference to the real historical social politics (...)".
He goes on to argue, convincingly, that this overly philosophical
approach to theorizing on citizenship has allowed for the appropri-
ation of the concept by the New Right and other proponents of
‘possessive individualism’.

It is certainly true that during the 1980s the term citizenship became
linked in the minds of many with the writings of people such as
Charles Murray (1990, 1994) and his notion of the ‘underclass’. In this
way, ‘citizenship’ as a concept became a political tool with which to
categorize certain individuals and groups as ‘failed citizens’. The term
thus became far ‘narrower’ in definition than had historically been the
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case, and its transformative and collectivist properties appeared to have
been largely forgotten.

As the end of the 20'™ century approached, however, ‘citizenship’
again became fashionable and continues to be so. The reason for this
resurgence in interest in citizenship is not entirely clear. One possible
reason may be that sufficient time has now elapsed, since the hey-day
of the New Right, for citizenship now to have lost some of its indi-
vidualist connotations. Many authors are now returning to the concept
of citizenship as a way of explaining and mediating the changing rela-
tionships between the state and its population. Concern with gover-
nance, with the nature of the rights that form part of citizenship and
with the extent to which the role of citizen is an ‘active’ one, have
become ‘hot-topics’ again both inside and outside of academia.

Despite the resurgence of interest in the idea of citizenship, however,
the risk that new work in this area may continue to be predominantly
abstract and philosophical, remains. Whilst this philosophical work is
of considerable value, research is also required, however, that is more
empirically grounded in real social politics. Complementary research
such as this is starting to be carried out, and is an important new step
in the history of citizenship theorizing. Dwyer (2000) for example, has
moved discussions about social citizenship away from the purely theo-
retical level by making the practical concerns of citizens an integral
part of current debates. Dwyer’s work is just one example of a growing
trend towards injecting the voices of presently marginalized groups
into citizenship theorizing.

The new approach to citizenship theorizing, of which, it is hoped
the arguments put forward in this book with be considered a part, is
not, therefore, an alternative to theorizing on ‘social exclusion’ but
is instead about placing citizenship at the heart of discussions sur-
rounding social inclusion and exclusion. It is my argument here that
the ‘ideal form of citizenship’ is one in which each citizen is socially,
politically and legally included. Evidence of disadvantage amongst
those who are, officially, ‘legally’ included suggests however, that many
people are not being ‘socially’ or ‘politically’ included. In other words
when we talk about people being socially excluded, we are talking
about people being excluded from important parts of citizenship. This
having been said, the question facing theorists within this field must
then be: what is the basis of the social/political inclusion dimension of
citizenship? It is hoped that a consideration of the first question of this
research will contribute to some degree to answering this question.


mailto:rights@palgrave.com

16 Citizenship and Vulnerability

Why talk about ‘late modernity’?

When I use the term ‘late modernity’ it is with awareness that it is a
contested concept. The debate surrounding the term, however, appears
to focus less upon the idea that there has been a ‘crisis in modernity’
and more upon questions surrounding what epoch has come in its
place. In other words the debate surrounds the relative appropriateness
of the terms ‘late modernity’ and ‘post-modernity’. Whilst it is not the
intention here to engage with this debate in any great depth, since it
warrants a fuller consideration than is possible within the confines of
this book, it is important to explain why the term ‘late modernity’ is
used here in preference to ‘post-modernity’.

As previously stated, it is now widely, if not unanimously, accepted
by sociologists that the past 50 years have witnessed such significant
social, political, economic and cultural change as to render the concept
of modernity increasingly problematic. Opinions tend to differ, how-
ever, surrounding the extent to which there has truly been a move-
ment beyond modernity. Many theorists favour the idea that what has
occurred is a transition from modernity to late modernity, two factors
being referred to most frequently as having brought about the greatest
change. Firstly, there is what Ellison (1997, 2000) has referred to as
changing patterns of social and political ‘belonging’ characterized by
the disruption of ‘traditional” social divisions. Secondly, there is the
impact of globalization and the so-called demise of the nation state,
factors considered in some depth by Roche (1995). The threat that such
changes pose to the coherency of societies has become the chief con-
cern of those who favour the notion of ‘late modernity’. The concept
of ‘late modernity’ does not, however, imply that at the current time
the nation state has declined beyond importance, nor does it imply
that there has been a total decline in the importance of older social
divisions such as class.

In other words, to talk about ‘late modernity’ is to remain cautious
about claiming an ‘end to history’, and to be sceptical about claims
such as those made by one group of post-modern authors that the
‘world is being remade’ in such a way as to see the growth of mobility
and internationalization or the end of such things as mass production
and the ‘big-brother state’ (Hall et al, 1988). It is the argument here
that the world post-11 September 2001 is not being remade in this way.
The threat of global terrorism has, arguably, brought about the rein-
forcing of the power of certain nation-states, as demonstrated by the
decision of the USA and the UK to go against the wishes of the UN in
the recent war in Iraq. Such a climate of fear has also led to the further
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control of migration, as demonstrated by the current UK refugee
‘crisis’. At the same time as this ‘crack down’ on global mobility is
occurring, within the UK continuing problems of social exclusion
suggest that despite rises in absolute social mobility, relative social
mobility remains a problem. These issues, amongst others, suggest that
it may be premature to suggest that a post-modern era has arrived and
that it may be better to utilize instead the idea of ‘late modernity’.

What is the disability movement?

In his well-known introduction to sociology, Giddens (1993: 746) has
provided a useful ‘broad-brush’ definition of social movements as:

A large grouping of people who have become involved in seeking to
accomplish, or to block, a process of social change.

In addition to his definition, drawing upon the work of Blumer ([1951]
1995) it is the argument here that the activities of social movements
may not always be about social change, but may also be ‘expressive’ in
nature. The combination then of these two broad definitions has pro-
vided the basis, within this book, of categorizing the various episodes of
collective action by disabled people as the ‘disability movement’.
As will become apparent within the subsequent chapters of this book,
however, a certain degree of diversity in terms of aim and action
between the various constituent groups and individual members of the
disability movement is something that characterizes this movement.
On the basis of such diversity some might question the idea that a
social movement of disabled people truly exists. It is the argument
here, however, that many widely recognized social movements are
equally diverse, the women'’s movement being a prime example. Total
homogeneity in terms of all aims and forms of action is not, therefore,
something that needs to be considered as a defining feature of a social
movement.! There does, however, need to be some common ground
between the various individuals and groups that comprise a move-
ment. Just as the various strands of the women’s movement can be
seen to be united on the basis of such things as a shared understanding
of the need to challenge pre-conceived ideas about women, so the
various strands of the disability movement are united in their view
that we live in a ‘disabling society’ in which many people with impair-
ments are socially excluded in a number of ways.

Having established this fairly loose framework within which to
define the ‘disability movement’, determining a coherent body of dis-
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ability groups or disabled individuals who can be considered to be a
part of this movement is more difficult. This difficulty arises because
many groups who might easily be categorized from an ‘outsider’
perspective as being a part of a movement network do not appear to
see themselves as firmly connected to the disability movement. It is at
this point that it should be stated that it was not the intention of this
research to consider the history of the disability movement, but rather
to provide a ‘snap-shot’ of the contemporary movement and the posi-
tion taken in this book is that in order to remain focused on the
central issues of concern as set out above, emphasis should be given to
a comparison between the definitions of the contemporary movement
provided by key academics in the field and the evidence collected
within this research relating to the nature of the movement.

This is not to deny that a consideration of the development of the
disability movement over time is an interesting one, or that this
history is of no relevance to this research. The history of the formation
and subsequent tensions between the Disablement Income Group, the
Disability Alliance and the Union of Physically Impaired Against
Segregation (UPIAS), for example, has, however, been well-documented
by authors such as Oliver (1990, 1996). The important point about the
history of the disability movement, in relation to this research, is that
in the UK the development of the Social Model of Disability by organ-
izations such as UPIAS has been closely linked to a range of disability
rights campaigns carried out by the movement. It is precisely such
campaigns that, amongst other issues, have called for the funding of
organizations of rather than for disabled people.

Oliver’s (1997) definition of the disability movement as being consti-
tuted only by organizations of disabled people, not organizations for
disabled people, therefore reflects the campaigns of the disability
movement of the past and present.? In the light of this tension, and on
the basis of Oliver’s definition, it was therefore decided that only
groups run by disabled people themselves would be contacted about
this research. As a final point, however, it is important to state that this
research did not take as its starting point Oliver’s tendency to equate
the disability movement with the constituent member groups of the
British Council of Disabled People (BCODP). This decision was made
on the basis of my pre-existing links within the field that informed me
that the BCODP does not encompass all groups run by disabled people,
for disabled people and that there is considerable debate amongst dis-
abled people surrounding the importance of this organization.
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Overview of chapters

Chapter 2 Citizenship

This chapter aims to provide a critical outline of those theories of citi-
zenship that relate most clearly to the focus of this book. It is also the
aim of this chapter to introduce the most contemporary debates within
the field that will then be considered in more depth as they relate to
the findings of the research referenced here, in Chapter 6. The chapter
begins with a critical appraisal of the ancient and classical theories of
citizenship. Particular attention is given within this section of the
chapter to the work of Hobbes, Locke and Rousseau since the influence
of their ideas upon subsequent theorizing has been profound. The
discussion then moves on to consider the Conservative Neo-Liberalism
of Nozick and Hayek, and the Neo-Republicanism of authors such as
Arendt, Barber and Oldfield.

The second section of this chapter considers the modern or Social-
Liberal theories of citizenship provided by Rawls, Marshall and
Berlin. This section highlights the importance of Berlin’s work to cit-
izenship theorizing and argues for greater consideration of his work
by sociologists working in this field. The final section of this chapter
provides a critical outline of the most contemporary theories of cit-
izenship. The pluralist accounts of Kymlicka and Young are consid-
ered in this section of the chapter, as is Habermas’ reflexive
approach and Mouffe’s more post-structural account. The chapter
concludes with a reflection upon the future of citizenship theorizing
— an issue that is then discussed in greater depth within Chapters 6
and 7.

Chapter 3 Social Movements

This chapter begins by considering the most important early, or first
phase, social movement theories. This ‘first phase’ can be divided into
an American and a European tradition. The first phase of the American
tradition centred on the Collective Behaviour approach to social move-
ments, and is best exemplified in the work of Herbert Blumer. The first
phase theories in the European tradition are less clearly associated with
particular theorists but can be broadly termed a Social Democratic tra-
dition and can be sub-divided into Weberian and Marxist approaches.
These approaches will be discussed briefly before a consideration of
what is meant by the notion of the ‘1960s watershed’ and what effects
it has had upon subsequent theorizing.
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The second section of this chapter then aims to provide the reader
with an overview of the ‘second phase’ theories. This second phase of
theorizing can also be divided into American and European traditions.
In the American tradition, post-1960s theorizing has been dominated
by the Resource Mobilization theories. It is argued within this chapter
that the Political Process theories should be considered as being a part
of this resource mobilization approach and, therefore, these theories
are also considered at this point. In post-1960s Europe a number of
related theories emerged based around notions of identity, defence
of the ‘lifeworld’, values and culture. These approaches can be rather
loosely termed as the ‘new’ social movement theories and the work of
the key authors in this field, Touraine, Habermas and Melucci are con-
sidered in turn within this section.

The chapter concludes by considering the future for social move-
ment theorizing and proposes that there are two important interrelated
questions that are, as yet, unresolved within social movement theoriz-
ing. The first question relates to the appropriateness of the idea of
‘1960s watershed’: what was so fundamentally different about the move-
ments that came after this ‘watershed’ in comparison to those that came
before? The second question relates to understanding the nature of
‘unrest’: has the nature of unrest really moved so significantly away from
older concerns with structural inequalities as to render the older social move-
ments theories largely redundant? Possible answers to both of these ques-
tions are proposed within the concluding section of this chapter. An
even more critical analysis of certain theories introduced within this
chapter is then made in relation to the findings of this research, within
Chapter 6.

Chapter 4 Issues in Disability

This chapter aims to provide an overview of the position of disabled
people in UK society today and of the theorizing that has sought to
explain the experience of disability. The first section of this chapter
presents an overview of the current state of theorizing on disability.
The work of Parsons and Goffman is considered as an important pre-
cursor of more contemporary theorizing. The somewhat different theo-
retical approaches taken by Medical Sociology and Disability Studies
are then discussed. Having introduced the main theoretical approaches
to disability within the first part of this chapter, the aim of the second
section is to consider the empirical evidence to support the widely
accepted notion that disabled people occupy a position in society that
is characterized by discrimination and disadvantage. Given the extent
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of this empirical evidence, however, it would be impossible within the
confines of this chapter, or book, to consider all issues, adequately. For
this reason, two key areas have been chosen, and it is hoped that these
will, when considered together, provide the reader with an overview of
the current position of disabled people within society. These two areas
are: equal opportunities and the ‘coming out’ of disability.

Chapter 5 The Views of Disabled People

This chapter sets out the key findings of the research cited in this
book, as they relate to the following issues: structural issues; disabling
attitudes-enabling identities; disability culture; and the disability
movement. As previously stated, one of the central aims of this
research was to provide a platform for the voices of disabled people
and it is in this chapter that these voices are most apparent, for
respondents are quoted extensively. The analysis that forms part of
this chapter then forms the basis for the more theoretical considera-
tion of the findings in Chapter 6.

Chapter 6 Reconsidering Theorizing on Citizenship and Social
Movements in the Light of Disability

This chapter considers the appropriateness of the modern/contempo-
rary theories of citizenship in the light of the findings of this research
and proposes that a consideration of the ‘struggle’ faced by disabled
people can illuminate useful links between citizenship theorizing and
current approaches to social movements. Particular attention is given
in this chapter to the important links between the work of Berlin,
Habermas, and Mouffe; and to the value of Ellison’s ideas about
‘proactive and defensive engagement’.

Chapter 7 Conclusion

In this chapter an argument is presented in support of a new approach
to citizenship that builds upon a synthesis of a number of ideas dis-
cussed in this book, together with a new focus upon the notion of
‘universal vulnerability’. It is proposed that this may provide the start-
ing point for a model of citizenship conceived as a process of ‘proactive
engagement’, and according to an understanding of ‘vulnerable
personhood’.

In the concluding comments some implications of this model of cit-
izenship are briefly considered in relation to educational and social
policy and with regard to the future of protest within the UK.
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Citizenship

Introduction

A modern notion of citizenship gives rights but demands obliga-
tions, shows respect but wants it back, grants opportunity but
insists on responsibility.

(Blair, 1996: 218)

Citizenship involves providing for family members, being a

loving parent, playing by the rules or looking out for a neigh-

bour in need. It’s about having a sense of responsibility, obliga-
tion and duty.

(Duncan Smith, 2002: quote from speech given at

Toynbee Hall on Iain Duncan Smith’s

first anniversary as Party Leader.)

As the above quotations demonstrate, the rhetoric of ‘Citizenship’ is a
favourite tool of politicians. Clearly, for the concept to be so utilized,
‘citizenship’ must be widely accepted to be a good thing! Centuries of
theorizing have, however, demonstrated the difficulty in establishing
a widely agreed definition of what exactly the notion of citizenship
entails. In writing this overview of some of the central academic theo-
rizing on citizenship, it became clear, for example, that it is difficult, if
not impossible, to separate out discussions of citizenship from wider
debates surrounding notions such as democracy; liberty; justice; human
rights discourses; the nature of the polis; the nature of the ‘self ; identity;
‘difference’; and ‘struggle’. It is not possible within the limits of this
chapter to consider each of these areas in-depth, as they each warrant

22
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Figure 2.1 The changing nature of citizenship theorizing
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a fuller account than space permits here. It is important to note, how-
ever, that such issues impact greatly upon citizenship debates and
where they impact upon matters under consideration, they will be
mentioned.

To provide a short overview of the structure of this chapter: the first
section will consider briefly the major issues resulting from what are
termed here the ‘Ancient’ and ‘Classical’ approaches. It is not the
intention here to consider these theories in great depth however, for
whilst providing the framework for much, if not all, subsequent theo-
rizing, they are increasingly being seen to be ‘redundant’ in them-
selves. The second and third parts of this chapter will consider the
modern and contemporary approaches to citizenship theory respect-
ively. Further, contemporary citizenship theorizing can usefully be sep-
arated into three major categories: the pluralist approach; the reflexive
account: and the post-structural approach. These will be considered in
turn. (The historical framework for considering citizenship theorizing —
as set out above - is shown in Figure 2.1)

Ancient and classical theories of citizenship

Theorizing on citizenship has a very long tradition, stemming back to
the Ancient Greeks. Indeed, citizenship had its first institutional
expression in the Athenian polis between the 5%-4t" centuries BC.
This long-standing tradition of theorizing has had profound effects
upon the manner in which we understand the relationship between
the individual and the state/society more generally. In Ancient Greece
the optimum relationship between the individual and the state was
embodied in the notion of the ‘citizen’, which literally meant ‘member
of the state’. For the ancient Greeks, the ‘self’ was only as robust as the
polity to which it belonged and Aristotle stated that citizenship was a
core element of what it means to be human. This was a view of the
individual that saw each person as intricately interconnected with
society and in a manner that appears to echo much of Giddens’ (1984)
notion of the ‘duality of structure’, the ancient Greeks viewed indi-
viduals and society as each being coterminous of the other.

Further, the ancient Greek notion of citizenship is also infused with
a morality that considers those who do not live up to the expectations
of citizenship to be inherently ‘selfish’. For the ancient Greeks, beyond
the confines of the household, there was only the polis. McAfee (2000)
highlights this fact by noting that the Greek word for someone who is
uninterested in public life is ‘idiotés’ i.e. an ‘idiot’, thus the word ‘idio-
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syncratic’, which literally means to hold only to one’s own self.
Aristotle echoed this sentiment when he famously argued that to
refuse to take part in the running of a community is to be either a
beast or a God! Meier (1990) has also concluded that this sense of
morality is key to understanding the ancient Greek notion of citizen-
ship. Meier has questioned why it was that the citizens of ancient
Greece worked so hard in their duties as citizens, often in a military
capacity, but for so little in return. He concludes that the activity on
the part of citizens was partly due to social pressures but also because
fulfilling the duties of a citizen was also thought to make one a better
person and to be the opposite of acting out of self-interest.

The context in which the notion of citizenship was born, therefore,
was the small-scale, organic community of the ancient Greek, and
in particular, the Athenian polis. The content and ‘depth’ of this citizen-
ship was greatly influenced by the fact that it was not a purely public
matter. For the ancient Greeks, the values of active citizenship should be
internalized within the individual citizen. In many respects, this ancient
view of citizenship is diametrically opposed to much subsequent theo-
rizing, perhaps most acutely to the classical liberal approaches of
Hobbes and Locke. For the ancient Greeks, the self is ‘“fleshed out” by the
city — that is, the polis brings about a richer subjectivity — and politics is the
collective search for the good life’. (McAfee, 2000: 6) Classical theorists,
however, considered ‘selves’ to be substances of sorts, which may or
may not, according to their desires, engage in the polis. Thus whilst the
ancient Greeks considered citizenship to be about the combined strug-
gle by citizens for the good life, for the classical, liberal theorists, politics
is a struggle between citizens in a climate of scarce resources, and is,
therefore, an essentially antagonistic process.

Although it is often stated that the classical theories of citizenship
mark the clearest opposition to earlier, ancient theorizing on citizen-
ship, this process of change within citizenship theorizing in fact began
during the medieval period. It is not the intention here to consider this
period in any great depth, but it would be wrong to overlook the con-
tribution that Machiavelli, for example, has made to thinking within
this field. For Machiavelli, citizenship was not a manner of being, but
rather it was a process, or a method, by which those individuals
deemed to be citizens could assert their interests, yet his notion of pro-
tective republicanism was designed to ensure that public order was
maintained (Faulks, 2000) and in this respect his work reveals a pre-
occupation with social order. Such a preoccupation continued to char-
acterize later theories.
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The classical models of citizenship did not, therefore, emerge out of a
vacuum. Chief proponents of this classical approach to citizenship,
Hobbes and Locke, were, however, writing in a context that varied
greatly from that experienced by previous theorists. One key point
about the nature of the ancient Greek citizenship that has not been
previously mentioned here, is its inherently exclusive nature. Ancient
Greece was an agrarian, slave-based society in which inequality had
been naturalized: ‘citizenship was valued in part because of its exclusive
nature and as a mark of superiority over non-citizens whether they be
women, slaves or “barbarians”’. (Faulks, 2000: 18) It was only with the
development of the liberal state, the beginnings of which emerged in
the late 16" century, that citizenship became infused with egalitarian
and/or inclusive notions.

From the 17 century onwards, most of the key liberal philosophers
who contributed to the classical theories of citizenship were concerned
not with notions of self-governance, but with the ‘social contract’
between each individual citizen and the state. There are a number of
different strands of thinking that can be encompassed within this
‘social-contractual’ tradition, ranging from the ‘essentially authoritarian
prescriptions of Hobbes to the essentially libertarian prescriptions of Rous-
seau’. (Dean et al, 1999: 74) The essential element characterizing all
theories within this tradition, however, is an understanding of what is
meant by a ‘social contract’. At its core this notion rests upon the idea
of a ‘contract’ as a formal agreement between two or more parties, and
that by entering into a contract, moral and legal obligations come into
play. As Heywood (1994: 148) has stated: ‘A “social contract” is an agree-
ment made either amongst citizens, or between citizens and the state,
through which they accept the authority of the state in return for benefits
which only a sovereign power can provide’. Amongst the classical theorists,
however, there was little agreement surrounding the basis of this con-
tract or the obligations involved.

For Hobbes (1973) and Locke (1965), the major question facing cit-
izenship theory was how political authority could arise out of a society
composed of morally free and equal individuals. In short, they con-
cluded that the right to govern rested upon the consent of those being
governed. Without such agreement between rulers and ruled, Hobbes
and Locke feared a barbaric ‘state of nature’ would result. The pursuit
of power and wealth could not go unchecked or the result would be a
war of all against all. In the light of such risks, ‘rational’ individuals
would wish to enter into a social contract in which an agreed authority
would be established and order achieved.
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From what might be considered to be a somewhat authoritarian posi-
tion, Hobbes argued in Leviathan (1973) that individuals are faced with
the bleak choice between anarchy and absolutism. His central con-
tention, upon which this rather gloomy conclusion is based, is that
humans are fundamentally self-interested. The social contract that he
envisaged involved the complete surrender of individual sovereignty
to a powerful political authority. For Hobbes, whose writing is likely to
have been greatly influenced by his experiences of the chaos of the
English Civil War, the existence of a state, no matter how oppressive it
may be, was preferable to the instability and disorder of the ‘state of
nature’.

It has been suggested, however, that in so theorizing the relationship
between the individual and the state, Hobbes in effect nullified citizen-
ship. Critics of Hobbes such as Clarke (1996) have argued that in
defending the right of a monarch to possess absolute power, Hobbes’
theory terminates citizenship and politics. Instead of providing a
model of the relationship between the citizen and the state, Hobbes
was in fact producing a model of the relationship between the subject
and the state. Further, in relation to rights and obligations, Hobbes’
view of the citizenship is rather ‘thin’. For Hobbes, the state had only
one major obligation to the individual citizen - to maintain social
order. Equally, the individual citizen was obliged to obey the state, but
had few rights beyond that of living in a socially ordered society.

This is not, however, to negate Hobbes’ contribution to theorizing
in this field. In many ways his approach marked an important transi-
tion in theorizing on citizenship and his work has been highly
influential. Faulks (2000) identifies four key ways in which Hobbes’
work has influenced later theorists. Firstly, unlike the medieval
notions of citizenship in which rights were extended to groups, in
Hobbes’ account it is the individual who is seen to be in a direct rela-
tionship with the state. Secondly: ‘Hobbes believed that in terms of their
abilities, as well as in their powers to upset the basis of social order, indi-
viduals were equal’. (Faulks, 2000: 22) This line of argument provided
the basis for the link between citizenship and equality that has charac-
terized subsequent liberal thinking. Thirdly, although Hobbes had a
personal preference for a monarchical system, this is not to say that
his theory perceives the state and the sovereign as indivisible. Finally,
by arguing for the concentration of power in the monarch, Hobbes
was arguing for the concentration of the means of violence. This was
important because Hobbes was suggesting a break from the feudal
notion of divided sites of power.
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Whilst acknowledging, however, the importance of Hobbes’ contri-
bution to theorizing in this area, an alternative, and some would argue,
more balanced view of citizenship is to be found in the work of Locke.
Locke’s conception of the relationship between the individual and the
state involved two ‘contracts’. The first was essentially Hobbes’ ‘social
contract’, in which individuals agreed to sacrifice a degree of their per-
sonal freedom in order to ensure social order. The second contract was
a ‘contract of trust’, between a society and its government, in which
the government became authorized to protect the natural rights of its
citizens. The important point to note here is that for the first time in
citizenship theorizing there emerges, within Locke’s work, a sense of
the reciprocal nature of the relationship between citizens and state, for
he implies that obedience to the state is conditional upon the state
fulfilling its side of the bargain.

As was previously discussed, however, this classical liberal approach,
with its fairly passive view of citizenship as a series of rights possessed by
the individual, stands in contrast to the more ancient approaches which
saw citizenship as being a more active process engaged upon by citizens
as part of a republic. At this point it is interesting to consider the work
of Rousseau (1913) because his Liberal Republicanism is often consid-
ered to stand apart from the liberalism of Hobbes and Locke on precisely
this basis, that his is a view of a more active citizenship. At first glance,
Rousseau’s theories do seem to be somewhat more optimistic than those
of Hobbes and Locke, particularly with regard to his views on human
nature, for he believed, in contrast to the views of Hobbes and Locke,
that government should be based upon active citizenship — what he
termed the ‘general will’ - which reflects the common interests of
society over the selfish desires of each individual. Rousseau’s work is also
often considered to represent an important first step away from the clas-
sical liberal tradition’s individualistic construction of citizenship, since
he is clearly concerned with the process by which the desires of the
individual can be melded with the needs of the community.

The extent to which Rousseau’s theorizing should be considered to
be an important part of the communitarian/republican tradition,
however, needs to be considered carefully. Importantly, Rousseau did
not manage to resolve convincingly the issue of conflicting interests.
He acknowledges that the individual will have ‘selfish desires’ and
admits that there will be some degree of conflict between the indi-
vidual’s desires and that of the ‘general will’ and yet he side-steps
the question of how this conflict will be resolved by arguing that the
‘general will’ is synonymous with each individual’s ‘real’ interests.
Thus for Rousseau in fulfilling their duties and responsibilities accord-
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ing to the ‘general will’, citizens are obeying their own ‘higher’ selves.
The problem with his theorizing in this regard is that in his quest to
meld the desires of the individual with that of the community,
Rousseau arguably negates individual rights.

Further, in his famous dictum Rousseau states that ignorance or
selfishness might blind individuals to the fact that the ‘general will’
embodies the desires of their ‘higher selves’. Under such circumstances,
he argues, it would become necessary to be ‘forced to be free’. Critics
have pointed to the fact that such ideas seem to be at odds with the
notion of government by consent. Ultimately, therefore, despite the
apparently optimistic start to Rousseau’s theorizing, his conclusions
point to a much more pessimistic perception of human nature. When
Rousseau states that a ‘higher’ body or intellect, in the person of the
‘lawgiver’, must determine the rules of a society, he is essentially mis-
trustful of the individual’s capacity to determine the future democratic-
ally. This last point must bring into some doubt the extent to which
Rousseau was really proposing an ‘active’ form of citizenship.

In essence then, what a consideration of both the classical ‘liberal’
model of citizenship and Rousseau’s Liberal Republicanism provides is
a view of a passive citizenship. As Burchell (1995: 541) comments:

(...) with the rise of market society in early modern Europe the (...)
‘active’ civic ideal was progressively replaced by a (...) ‘passive’ or
‘liberal” ideal which crucially weakened or distorted the vitality of
the original civic impulse.

Even Rousseau’s conception of the citizen, which was, in many
respects, an attempt to rejuvenate the ancient model, was a corrupted
version of the latter because, in the end, it relied upon an enforced
return to ancient civic rectitude. Rousseau’s model is thus essentially
both anti-libertarian and utopian.

This utopianism in Rousseau’s theorizing can be seen to have an
interesting parallel in the work of Marx. Marx shared with Rousseau a
utopian vision of a society in which each individual can achieve his/
her ‘higher’ self. Whilst he was heavily influenced by Rousseau, how-
ever, Marx did not agree the earlier theorist’s work regarding how this
‘fully developed’ society could be achieved.

On the one hand, he notes, Rousseau’s version is founded on a con-
ception of a civic space dominated by the sphere of public altruism;
on the other hand, the stuff from which Rousseau’s citizens had of
necessity to be created is the privatised bourgeois self of market
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society. Famously, Marx’s solution to Rousseau’s contradiction is the
utopia without contradictions: the Communist societies in which
the stunted and divided personalities of societies based on the divi-
sion of labour have at last been overcome. (...) Of course, to replace
a contradictory utopia with a utopia without contradictions may be
accounted no solution at all. (Burchell, 1995: 548.)

Marx can thus be criticized for providing an equally unrealistic utopian
vision of society. His critique of Rousseau and the ‘liberal’ model of cit-
izenship is, nevertheless, important because it highlights the classical
theorists’ failure to engage with the issue of the inequitable distribu-
tion of resources. For Rousseau, for example: ‘the nature of the authority
vested in the state by the general will should at best temper rather than
redress the imbalance of power between the poor and the rich’. (Dean et al,
1999: 75)

This thorny issue of the extent to which citizenship should aim to
reduce social inequality has continued to plague citizenship theorists.
Later, ‘modern’, theorists such as Rawls, Marshall and Berlin have
followed on from the ‘liberal’ tradition of Hobbes and Locke, but
have focused specifically upon this problem of social inequality. The
general approach taken by these three theorists can usefully be
termed Social Liberalism. For these thinkers, a distinction should
be made between absolute destitution/poverty and social inequality.
In effect, the Social Liberalist approach is an attack on poverty but a
legitimation of inequality according to a system of meritocracy. That
is not to say that all Social Liberals are concerned to the same extent
with these issues and there are some important distinctions between
their approaches. Rawls’ work is essentially an attempt to re-work
social contract theory, whilst countering the Marxist critique
amongst other issues. The work of T.H. Marshall ([1963] 1998), on
the other hand, also acknowledges the inherent tension between an
egalitarian notion of citizenship and the economic inequality that is
a recognized part of capitalism, but marks a more sustained shift
away from the ‘liberal’ model of citizenship in search of solutions to
this problem. It is the argument here and in Chapter 6, however, that
it is Berlin’s work that represents the most convincing and poten-
tially most useful Social-Liberal approach because implied in his work
is the need for resource systems to facilita