
Chapter 1

Introduction: Theorizing Citizenship in
Critical Times

Ourpurpose is to considerwhat formofpolitical community is best of
all for those who are most able to realize their ideal of life. We must
therefore examine not only this but other constitutions, both such as
actually exist in well-governed states, and any theoretical forms
which are held in esteem; that what is good and useful may be
brought to light. And let no one suppose that in seeking for
something beyond them we at all want to philosophize at the
expense of truth; we only undertake this enquiry because all the
constitutions with which we are acquainted are faulty.

And also for the sake of mere life. . . mankind meet together and
maintain the political community. –Aristotle1

1.1 Theorizing Citizenship
In a nutshell, the argument of this book is that citizenship can be understood as a
compact of normative relations determined by a specific interpretation and reali-
zationof thehumancondition: the elements of this interpretationand realization that
are shared across countries, nations, and cultures, together with the elements of
politics and law that are globally established, provide the substance for a form of
global citizenship that already exists. There is, however, an imbalance between the
subjective value anddignity of the humanperson as it has been recognized, especially
with the development of the legal and ethical culture of human rights since the end of
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the last World War, and the objective implementation of that citizenship through
equitable, cooperative, and effective global institutions to integrate and harmonize
states and their sovereignty. In other words, there is an asymmetry between what I
call subjective and objective global citizenship, as well as between this latter and
objective domestic citizenship (what other scholars have described as “the citizenship
gap”). The normative horizon I defer to solve these gaps is an integral – both positive
and negative – conception of world peace.

Other crucial points of this book are summed up in the following sections of
this Introduction. Before articulating them, it is important to make explicit some
changes in perspective and awareness that have found expression in this last
version of the work and which are useful to frame and interpret it.

This book is indeed a research study on national and global citizenship that
started about 12 years ago. In the meantime, the state of the political world has
been revolutionized: what is perhaps more important, the direction of its move-
ment has changed radically.

First, in the original study, I presented global citizenship in such a way that a
reader could have derived the impression I was theorizing about a “world state”
or a global confederation. In this book, I have taken care to make it explicit that I
reject any rigid version of the “domestic analogy” – the idea that just as citizens
are ruled over by a state, a superstate can and should rule over other states. This
clarification has made the argument more realistic and gives me the occasion to
further specify that the idea of a “world state,” however, pursued, under present
and foreseeable conditions is too close to extreme imperialism and colonialism to
be plausible or desirable.

Second, in the first version I (moderately) suggested that the European Union
(EU) could serve as a model. While there still is a mention of such an analogy, I
have now specified that I mean this only in very general terms. Broadly speaking,
states lack the cultural, social, and economic similarities together with the his-
torical motivations (including a long list of mutually devastating wars) that led to
the creation of the Union. Furthermore, the European project entered a crisis in
the last decade, with an important member unprecedentedly seceding, expansion
stopping, plus stalemates in its organisms requiring unanimity and other issues. It
is therefore the case to clarify that as this Union of several nation-states differs
greatly from a state, all the more should the union or community of humankind.

Third, I have abandoned any reference to “direct global democracy.” Initially, I
considered the idea that objective global citizenship could be realized with global
assemblies to be elected in parallel to national institutions, without making this the
fulcrum of my vision. Now, not only have I removed this but I have also to reject
conceptions of direct global democracy of the kind of Daniele Archibugi andDavid
Held’s. I have come to suspect that the chasmbetween the individual and lofty global
institutions would be too large for such democracy to be workable and substantial.
As shown by the democratic deficit that is already affecting the EU – and some large
centralized countries – I amnowmore inclined to think that intermediary bodies and
a cultural and geosocial dimension that remains understandable for individuals are
needed. Hence why I see a constructive role for the nation-state in serving as the step
up in the ladder to conduce to full global citizenship, without of course exceeding to
the point of reserving all responsibility for the state alone.
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Fourth, and perhaps most importantly: in the original version, although
without endorsing it, I left room open for what I now believe to be a serious
theoretical mistake. The model I provided – even if less than others one can
encounter in the literature over the topic – seemed to suggest that the national,
local, and other cultures and institutions on the one hand, and human rights on
the other hand, were simply two different “layers” or “levels” that should be
distinguished and contrasted. Thereby, human rights could have served as an
independent touchstone to assess the legitimacy of the state and the appropri-
ateness of a given national citizenship. I went so far as to suggest that states
should repress violations of human rights, endorse national rights, and tolerate
nonnational rights. This schematism might be feasible and reasonable in some
cases. Yet in general, such a view is flawed by two serious mistakes. First, it is not
only true that in the overwhelming majority of cases, rights of all sorts – human or
national – are realized by institutions from the state level down. It is also true that
national rights are often indistinguishable from human rights. Take the rules
regulating traffic. In some countries, one must drive on the left rather than the
right side of the road. This might appear as the most trivial and arbitrary matter
of “national” preference, and in a sense, it is so, but if someone violated this
convention, it would nonetheless jeopardize rights to life and safety among others
which are certainly human rights. This banal example should illustrate in a simple
and straightforward way that the abstract and general conception of human rights
is necessarily realized in this or that way that is practically incompatible with
some alternatives. Sure, theoretically, one can separate preferences over the
direction of traffic from rights to life, safety, and movement. But practically, they
here coincide. And the problem highlighted by this trivial example becomes only
more serious in more complex and divisive matters.

The secondmistake is not at the practical, but rather at the epistemic level.Human
rights need to be interpreted through the lenses of this or that specific ideology,
philosophy, and culture. Any individual philosopher whowould sweepingly reply to
this with that philosopher’s account of “objective, universal, and culturally neutral
rights”would bothmiss and validate this point. Are polygamy or the death penalty a
violation of the human right to equality and the human right to life?Nations, just like
individuals, disagree. Independently of whether one is a relativist or believes in
absolute moral injunctions, which is irrelevant to this matter, widespread and
extensive disagreements over such issues are mere facts of life. While there are many
moral and legal principles all cultures can and do agree on, any conception of
“human rights” needs to be interpreted and integrated through this or that specific
culture. It is sufficient to look at the history of its drafting to prove that the formu-
lation of human rights we presently have is biased towardWestern culture: yet had it
not been left somewhat open to all cultures, nations would have rejected it (as some
do in theory or, more frequently, in practice).

The problem of the controversy of some quasiuniversal norms was already
recognized in the classic history of international morals and law, as shown in the
distinction between the “primary” and “secondary” precepts of Natural Law. It
was the persuasion of many theorists in the Middle Ages and early modernity that
while the former could be agreed upon by all nations, the latter were more difficult
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to demonstrate, and while it was considered possible to adjudicate them defini-
tively by reason, this adjudication was bound to remain precarious and contro-
versial. To deny that there are and will be foreseeably such disagreements is to
support a theory of moral absolutism that is not only unrealistic and unworkable
but very dangerous, as it lends legitimacy to a range of crusades and other
practices of intolerance even on matters that have been known to be debatable
along centuries if not millennia of ideological and practical pluralism. This
theoretical mistake, on the political plane, gives way to “Western (or other)
globalism” and “clashes of civilizations” which are from the moral perspective
unnecessary if not damaging and from the historical perspective desperately
indefensible.

Hopefully, these four interpretive keys help frame and understand the content
of this work, which I now summarize.

1.2 What This Book Is
This book offers a theory and analysis of national and global citizenship,
including a historical account and a consideration of related concepts: especially
rights, peace, and freedom.

The core question of this book is what citizenship is and how it applies to the
global era and condition (hence the title2).

InChapter 1, as citizenship is classically considered tobe a composite of rights and
duties, in order to answer the central question, I analyze the meaning, foundation,
working, and limits of these normative relations. In my theory, the view that rights
possess an autonomous substance is unpersuasive for the objections I recall there.
Three ways out are then presented. The first is the sociological (but also analytical,
historical, and political) recognition that rights consist of normative overlaps
abstracted from their comprehensive systems of origin. The second is the indication
that there is a way to provide a transversal, transcultural foundation through a
philosophical anthropology applied to human nature. The third is the furthering of
the intercultural and interphilosophical debate that originated the concept and list of
human rights, to begin with, and that still supports them indirectly (through their
“local” underpinnings). It is important to stress that these three ways are comple-
mentary and mutually supportive and by no means alternative, even if they indicate
autonomous lines of inquiry: thefirst of them, descriptive; the second, transhistorical
anduniversalist; the third, historicist andparticularist. Furthermore, I emphasize the
importance of duties as a counterpart to rights to obtain a substantial normative

2Incidentally, I realize some will frown upon the mentioning of the “era of globalization”,
as it is commonly believed that the last decades saw the rise of deglobalization or at least a
decline in global integration. While these perspectives have certainly great merit, and
without detailing the conceptual debate on what globalization truly is or the empirical
debates about how many tons of commodities are shipped how far (for this see Josh
Zumbrun, “Is Globalization in Decline? A New Number Contradicts the Consensus”.
The Wall Street Journal, 03.11.2023), I simply point out that a certain form of globalization
has ended, while interconnectedness could even be on the rise.
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configuration both at the national and international levels. I then summarize the
rights andduties ofwhich global citizenship consists, using theUniversalDeclaration
as a sample. I proceed with the identification of global citizenship as a form of
political recognition or “the right to have rights.” I tangentially discuss some basic
principles of prominent theories of global justice andhow they affect this new theory.
I continue by arguing that global citizenship has been, is being, andwill be developed
in a dialectic manner, by addressing violations and filling gaps, and that the pro-
tagonists of this dynamic are above all the victims. I conclude Chapter 1 with some
preliminary observations on peace as the guiding goal for citizenship, both national
and global.

In Chapter 2, I summarize the history of Western citizenship by highlighting
some key elements together with the performative dimension of modern nation-
alism. I then review some elements of citizenship and introduce the distinction
between subjective and objective citizenship to analyze what is still lacking in the
realization of the global human rights regime. I conclude by covering some
additional features of global citizenship, including the kind of rights it principally
consists of, and the role of citizenship as latitudinal citizenship.

Chapter 3 opens with a comprehensive conceptualization of citizenship by
distinguishing its requirements or criterion, its content (the specific rights and
duties and other normative relationships each particular citizenship consists of),
and its rationale, that is the guiding principles that determine the other two ele-
ments. I notice how the essence of citizenship is, in a sense, its rationale, since this
is what distinguishes any individual example from the others. With the intro-
duction of peace, conceived as the equitable integration of freedom, as the guiding
principle for the development of national and global citizenship alike, the core
theoretical contribution of this work is almost complete. I finally discuss two
theories of nationalism and special ties as an opportunity to further detail the
relationship between national and global citizenship.

In general, every chapter consists of one or two core theoretical and analytical
themes (Chapter 1: rights; Chapter 2: citizenship objective and subjective, national
and global, introduced by a historical account; Chapter 3: peace: the conceptual
analysis of the three main components of citizenship and the relationship between
peace, freedom, and equality with a focus on the first). Each is followed by brief
considerations of prominent philosophical problems and standpoints on the
matter that help tease out the details (Chapter 1: global justice; coercion, and
redistribution; the dialectic of citizenship; “abject cosmopolitanism.” Chapter 2:
latitudinal citizenship; globalizing T. H. Marshall’s theory of citizenship as an
“equal floor.” Chapter 3: reconciling nationalism and global citizenship in the
theories of David Miller, Robert E. Goodin, and mine). The Conclusion simply
recapitulates some claims and stresses implications.

1.3 What (and Whom) This Book Is For
The book addresses students and scholars with an interest in national and global
citizenship and the related themes listed in the previous section. It is meant to
serve both as a basic introduction and as an original theoretical contribution. In
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some cases, the distinction between the two is intuitive: the first paragraphs on
rights and the short history of citizenship are almost compilatory, even if some
original considerations are interspersed as it always happens, and the perspective
under which they are presented is itself rather innovative. On the other hand, the
reconceptualizations of rights and citizenship are original proposals. Of course,
the discussions of other philosophical standpoints fall on a middle ground
in-between these two poles. Hopefully, these distinctions will help students and
scholars in political and legal theory, philosophy, and political science, as well as
those in law, international relations, history, and sociology, to find and extract
from this book what interests them the most.

The book serves also as a springboard or intermediate step toward a broader
research program, as sketched in the next session.

1.4 What This Book Is Not
Definitions require distinctions and exclusions: here, I mention what is not
included in the book.

As mentioned, the theory of citizenship advanced here suggests no less than
three further research questions, which do not find a comprehensive response in
this book.

First, a philosophical anthropology based on an interdisciplinary study of
human nature that draws from cultural anthropology, biology, psychology,
neuroscience, sociology, and other fields would help identify human invariances
to support universal human rights and duties.

Second, an intercultural, intertraditional, interphilosophical, and of course
international debate over ethics, politics, and law should complement the previous
line of inquiry. If one reflects on it, it is rather surprising how short a consultation
preceded the drafting of the Universal Declaration (and other such documents),
and how rare and neglected these encounters are, even in a moment when global
tensions and incomprehensions would make them literally vital. Few universities
offer courses and projects on Christian, Islamic, Confucian, Communist, Hindu,
Buddhist, aboriginal, and native ethics, politics, and law, and on the ways these
converge or diverge, despite the importance of developing a common discourse.

Third, an important counterpart to this argument would be a similar
conceptual/historical exploration of sovereignty. I left this out, together with a
methodological consideration of the relationship between the empirical and the
normative, and many other problems. The critiques of the theories I consider are
also very concise. I hope to address some of these related issues in future articles: I
am certain it would have been impossible to do so here, on penalty of making the
book too tortuous and long and diluting its focus.

Fourth, this work in political theory is certainly more theoretical than political.
It focuses on aspects of citizenship, rights, and the like which are largely
abstracted from time and context. The implications and political counterparts of
this theory are conspicuously absent from this work. I have elaborated on some of
these in my other monograph, which has already appeared as a PhD thesis on The
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Migrant Crisis and Philosophy of Migration: Reality, Realism, Ethics (already
publicly available through the AIR online repository) and is being reworked as a
book. However, that is a standalone research study, and I have not made con-
nections to this background research too explicitly. Other political aspects are
mentioned sparsely in this work, and I expound on them briefly in the next
section.

1.5 The Politics of Global Citizenship
In revisiting the earliest materials for this work, I noticed at least two
anticipations.

The first was rather positive: I noticed that David Frydrych shares my view on
the sterility of the debate between will and interest theory (of rights) among
others. Even more, Frydrych has provided thorough and documented arguments
on the point that serve as indispensable references for the general critiques I
included in this work as well as in its predecessor of a decade ago.

The second anticipation made me decidedly less happy. In what is now note 85
of Chapter 3, I had written since the first version that the current global system
was unbalanced and incomplete, despite its pillars having emerged after the
Second World War precisely with that purpose (including the United Nations
(UN) and the human rights regime); this unbalancement exposed us to the risk of
a Third World War.

As I write, French President Emmanuel Macron and United States Defense
Secretary LloydAustin, just like the Russian leadership, are discussing the prospects
of a possible direct confrontation between Russia and North Atlantic Treaty
Organization (NATO) depending on the development of the conflict in Ukraine.3

The recognition that the misfunctioning of the global political system could have
ledus towar, as it did, is not the only political import of the theses advancedhere, and
the attentive reader will recognize it. However, in this book, I do not discuss, say,
which world order would be more appropriate for the development of global citi-
zenship. A unipolar model is historically outdated, but I leave it to the reader to
determine whether my account better resonates with an “anarchical society” (as in
the English School theory of International Relations) or a “community of a shared
future” (as in the official Chinese vision for global affairs), with the G7’s perspective
or with the Brazil, Russia, India, China, and South Africa (BRICS’), or with any
other actual standpoint or process in international relations and politics.

3[Lloyd Austin]: “And quite frankly, if Ukraine falls, I really believe that NATO will be in a
fight with Russia”; Aila Slisco, “NATO Will Be Drawn Into War With Russia If Ukraine
Loses: Lloyd Austin”. Newsweek, Published February 29, 2024.
[Emmanuel Macron]: “Il n’y a pas de consensus aujourd’hui pour envoyer de manière
officielle, assumée et endossée des troupes au sol. Mais en dynamique, rien ne doit être
exclu. Nous ferons tout ce qu’il faut pour que la Russie ne puisse pas gagner cette guerre”.
“Guerre en Ukraine: Emmanuel Macron appelle à un « sursaut » pour assurer la « défaite »
de la Russie”. Le Monde avec AFP, published online the 27.02.24.
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What I do claim more or less explicitly is that the UN and related agencies,
with all their incompleteness and defects,4 remain the pillars of a system and an
order based on their Charter and international law. In fact, I have reworked my
own conception of the legitimization of states through human rights to better
align with such commonsensical and authoritative principles.

However, I do also claim that there is an important deficit in democratic
participation in such institutions: and as I said, by this I do not mean direct
democratic participation (e.g. voting for representatives in the UN Assembly) but
rather a proportionate, reasonable, and fair representation of states, including
from the Global South. It should suffice to mention the blatant example of the
UN Security Council, where 3 out of 5 permanent members have their capitals in
Europe, and 2 have less than 100 million inhabitants. At the same time, states
with a population of hundreds of millions or more than a billion are excluded,
irrespectively of the fact that they fought the Second World War on the right side.
Such unbalances are present at all levels and branches of the system, and they
must be eliminated to make it fully legitimate, sustainable, and effective. So is the
irresponsibility with which some powerful states breach international law and
carry out military aggressions, occupations, and even war crimes and crimes
against humanity without facing the slightest repercussion and irrespectively of
the opinion of the overwhelming majority of the world, which is often voiced in
the General Assembly.

Another heated political point that I touched on is global justice. As I suggest
in the discussion in Chapter 1, and sparsely in the book, the classic two-tiered
model is problematic for a number of reasons. It tends to assume that radical
economic inequality is somewhat justified by the differential coercion exercised
against citizens and noncitizens. Depending on the specific theory, such inequality
is defended absolutely or conditional on a threshold of sufficiency. On the other
hand, respect for human rights is considered decisive in determining whether
states are legitimate or have a right to interfere through armed forces on the
territory of others.

Such a double model is inconsistent and risks serving ideological purposes for a
number of factors. First of all, there is no clear-cut divide between “human rights”
and “economy,” between “legitimacy” and “redistributive justice.” Radical
impoverishment prevents states from ensuring the human rights of their citizens,
and it is often caused not by the sovereign choices of the same states – all the least
of their populations – but rather by the unbalanced workings of the global eco-
nomic and financial system. These very inequalities insist on military, techno-
logical, cultural, and crucially, historical ones, as they serve as extensions of
colonialism and hierarchical relations. Second, coercion is neither independent
from the economic sphere – withdrawing humanitarian aid on which a country is
dependent to feed its citizens, or sanctioning it economically, is powerfully
coercive – nor reserved for nationals. Hybrid and classic conflicts are only the
most blatant examples of how a state can coerce another: intelligence and

4Consider, for example, the current paralysis of the WTO.
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aggressive diplomacy are less apparent but sometimes just as effective means.
Third, no clear threshold can be set, either in terms of economic necessity or in
terms of violations of human rights. Even some of the richest countries host
crowds of homeless on their streets, and it is hard to compare and weigh, say,
relatively subtle but systematic legal discriminations against a minority on the one
hand and the execution of the death penalty against minors through cruel and
dehumanizing means on the other. Where is the measure to weigh the one against
the other and tell objectively when a threshold has been crossed? Fourth, what
should be the tribunal or authority to judge on such cases? International courts
such as the International Court of Justice (ICJ) and International Criminal Court
(ICC) are obviously limited – by states who do not recognize their jurisdictions,
for instance, and have a hard time enforcing their verdicts. The global community
organized in the UN and through other means would be the best candidate: but as
mentioned, these institutions are often disregarded or paralyzed. It is also a
common misconception that the UN could exercise any vertical, top-down
authority or coercion over states, while in reality, they are no “superstate” at
all, but rather a horizontal venue where states converge to interact and take
binding and nonbinding decisions over one another: as Bibiano Fernández Osorio
y Tafall pithily explained: “the United Nations are not better or worse than the
countries represented there.”5

In short, the danger of some interpretations of global justice theory is to leave
us with an incoherent world, where scandalous inequalities and mechanisms of
systematic oppression or domination are tolerated and even condoned as an
inevitable but regrettable side effect of “global liberalism,” while unilateral,
inconsistent and arbitrary interpretations of what count as too numerous and too
grave violations of human rights allow the most powerful states to discipline the
weakest through violence. There is no need to spell out further the extent to which
such claims can be put to ideological purposes.

As I mentioned in Chapter 1, our best hopes against the perils of these dys-
regulations lie in the globally destitute: the stateless, the migrant, the refugee, the
oppressed, the poor, and the exploited at the individual level. At the collective
level, in the groups and organizations, often marginal or despised, that struggle
against neocolonial shackles and bring about a world where the safety and liberty
of every and each community are respected independently of its riches and
geographical location.

I therefore see as symbolically considerable developments, again in these very
days, that the Brazilian presidency of the G20 has called for a global tax on
wealth, an idea already advanced by Thomas Piketty.6 Scandalous inequalities
and bossing around by individuals and corporations are in fact among the gravest
challenges against global citizenship in the current era. In a world where Wall
Street’s “Magnificent Seven” (Microsoft, Apple, Alphabet, Amazon, Nvidia,

5Bibiano Fernández Osorio y Tafall, interviewed at 1:23:39 of Attila 74, by Michael
Cacoyannis. https://www.youtube.com/watch?v5NuSLtNoP_cQ
6Maria Eloisa Capurro and Andrew Rosati. “Taxing the Super-Rich Is Brazil’s G-20 Plan
for Climate, Hunger”. Bloomberg, 18.04.24.
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Meta, and Tesla) just reached a market capitalization of $13 trillion, the equiv-
alent of the GDP of Europe’s four largest economies (Germany, the United
Kingdom, France, and Italy), where inequality of wealth and power is so
rampant, existential threats to global and domestic justice, equality, democracy,
and freedom are both neglected and unescapable.7

Historically, liberalism suffers from a blind spot when it comes to private
domination. Born to fight the privileges and powers of premodern authorities –
state, religion, and community – liberalism typically disregards the domination
exerted by private actors and groups, especially in a capitalist system. Yet there is
little moral difference between the forced labor enchained by the emperor in a
galley and the exploited child who is beaten up in a workshop, or who is told that
exploitation is the virtuous alternative to starvation. Likewise, the radical thinker
censored by the Inquisition can be compared with the uncomfortable view that is
conveniently controlled and hidden by Google’s algorithm. Just like the physical
world, politics suffers horror vacui (“terror of a vacuum”): a void in power is
almost invariably filled. And globalization has given the occasion to the most
powerful states and other actors, to grow in the place of former national
boundaries, and exploit the fall of geographical borders as well as the fluidity and
flexibility of rules to regulate the international and supranational space, if not
their lack of enforcement or absence altogether. Hence why I hold that sover-
eignty is not always to be seen negatively: not when exerted in the interest of the
people or by the resistants to colonial domination.

It is the utmost task of the present and future generations to address the classic
problem of reconciling a diversity of national communities without neglecting
these new challenges so that every human being can finally live as a dignified
global citizen in “freedom, justice, and peace.” This book provides no ready-made
recipe. Yet by the insights of the political theory of citizenship it offers, I hope it
will play its due part in the service to the common end.

7Piero Cingari. “US Magnificent Seven Rival Europe’s Top Four Economies: A Sign of
Overvaluation?” Euronews, 06.02.24.
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