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Citizenship

Is it possible to study citizenship ethnographically? What is the concept’s analytical purchase in framing and helping us understand the complexities and trivialities of the interactions not only between people and the institutions, managers and infrastructures of a nation-state, but also between fragments of populations in “sites of citizens’ conflict” (Humphrey 1999:23), for example, in an ethnically polarized yet entangled town like Skopje? The concept of citizenship is probably overburdened with liberal connotations of universal rights and obligations of an individual rational subject of a state, but this narrow view of citizenship, which has a specific historical career, leaves out unexamined many cultural practices and perceptions that inform people’s daily dealings with the political realities of their lives. Herein, I would like to review theories of citizenship and ethnographic examples of meanings and practices of everyday citizenship and to suggest that insights from cognitive anthropology can move further the barriers of thinking ethnographically about modes of being political.
Genealogy of the concept

The big divide in theories of citizenship is between the liberal definitions of citizenship in terms of political and economic rights and duties of an individual and communitarian theories that place emphasis on the participatory and relational aspects of citizenship as a matter of community politics (Lister 1997: 29; Mahdi 2006: 6). The liberal approach to citizenship foregrounds formal, political and economic, entitlements and protected liberties which individuals as citizens of a state can legitimately claim to promote their interests (Somers 1994: 64). The idea of citizenship emerged in a specific Anglo-American context, which makes it prone to suspicions and charges of ethnocentrism. Stephen Kalberg (1993: 91-114) suggests that today’s liberal citizenship took shape as an expansion of allegiance-based solidarities of families, artisans and merchants into the more encompassing fields of city economies. Later, the economic and political relations within cities were recast according to the universalizing and impersonal standards of civic responsibility, trust, egalitarianism and world-oriented individualism that congealed the above-mentioned bourgeois values into a single dominant model of citizenship as activism (ibid.: 98). The model of citizenship as activism has naturalized (Somers 1994: 65) and valorised the individual commitment to utilitarian rationality in pursuit of common good at least partly inspired by the premises of the Protestant ethics (Kalberg 1993: 100). 
This ideal-typical view of citizenship has been contested by communitarian approaches to modes of being political. Communitarian theories define citizenship as practices of participation and negotiation of meanings among people and state and non-state structures of a given social ecology. Moreover, recent feminist theories of citizenship have confronted the male biases in definitions and enactment of citizenship rights that ignore issues of reproduction, domestic and informal economies and politics and so on. Feminist critique has specifically condemned the exclusion of women from citizenship theories and realities of nation-states, but their critique articulates well concerns with a broader marginalization of different social groups (Lister 1997). Thus, the privileged vision of citizenship as activism in a public arena of civic rights confines citizenship to the domains of “public opinion and rational discussion” (Somers 1995: 231), which obscure the socio-political and economic realities of ethnic, gender or religious collectives in peripheral positions with hindered access to the conventional resources of political participation and decision-making. In challenging the goal-oriented liberal theories of citizenship, feminist scholars recognize the paradoxes of the inclusive and exclusionary aspects of liberal citizenship, that outwardly promotes “false universalism” (Lister 1997: 39) of ‘national subjects’ yet effectively reinforces the dichotomies between public/ private spheres, passivism/ activism and so on. 
In fact, the question of difference and conflicts, and not only between the ‘state’ and its populations, but between and within different collectives is a burning one in participatory and feminist theories of citizenship (Yuval-Davis 1997: 10). There is a tendency to theorize the issues of multiculturalism and ‘minority rights’ in terms of rights and participation of social entities which reifies collectives and sanitizes potential rifts and tensions within groups. As an alternative, Yuval-Davis offers a multi-tiered theory of citizenship that takes into account specific positionings of political actors as members of several collectives and their historically forged and dismantled associations and alliances (ibid.: 15). In an evocative but problematic passage, she writes that scholars of citizenship should adopt a “transversal” approach to citizenship as coalition building. 

This approach is based on the epistemological recognition that each positioning produces specific situated knowledge which cannot be but an unfinished knowledge, and therefore dialogue among those differently positioned should be based on the principle of remaining centred on one’s own experience while being empathetic to the differential positionings of the partners in the dialogue, thus enabling the participants to arrive at a different perspective from that of hegemonic tunnel vision. 








                     (ibid.: 15)

This passage opens up the idea of transversal politics to critique on several grounds. First, it glorifies and prescribes dialogical politics, which in itself is a contemporary Anglo-American trope in need of examining. Also, the normative aspect of transversal politics in the sense that political actors ‘should’ be empathetic and cooperative spells out numerous dangers of creating new rather than dissolving old hierarchies and hegemonies of knowledges and practices as the following example from Malathi de Alwis (2004: 121-134) will demonstrate.
In 1987-1991, Sri Lanka was a setting for the nationalist insurgence of the Sinhala youth, Janatha Vimukthi Peramuna. The reprisals of the state against the JVP were atrocious, with “bodies rotting on beaches, smouldering in grotesque heaps by the riversides, and floating down rivers” (ibid.: 123). Many young men and women were unaccounted for, and the Mother’s Front, a grassroot organization, sprang as an association of mothers of the ‘disappeared’ youth. The Mother’s Front explicitly averred that their goals were not political despite receiving their funding from the main opposition party, Sri Lanka Freedom party. The mothers sought out the ‘normalization’ of the situation, or, more accurately, the end of violence. The Mothers continuously stressed that they had no political ambitions and only provisionally abandoned kitchens for the political scene in Sri Lanka as mothers aggrieved by the loss of children. The Mothers’ own description of their participation in dominant politics as something ephemeral, apolitical and ad hoc was echoed in major newspapers and public discussions but didn’t allay the suspicions of the government that in the end of the day the Mothers’ Front could harbour an anti-state agenda. 
Indeed, the case of the Mothers’ Front unsettles the boundaries between the political and things external to politics and that fall outside it. The Mothers’ Front creatively carved new ‘political’ spaces through making recourse to religious rituals. In fact, “the families of the ‘disappeared’ were intimate with manifestations of religious distress, running the gamut from beseeching gods and goddesses, saints and holy spirits, with special novenas, penances, offerings, and donations, to the chanting of religious verses over a period of months, taking vows, making pilgrimages, and performing bodhi pujas (offerings to the bo tree), as well as resorting to sorcery”. These rituals were often spectacular conclusions to the speech at the Mothers’ conventions, with their members smashing coconuts on the ground, pulling out their hair and imploring the goddess Kali to return their missing children and to punish those responsible for their travails, especially the President of Sri Lanka. The President, shivering in fear of Kali’s retribution, hired the goddess Pattini to stave off the mothers’ curses but that didn’t seem to help. Within months, he was blown to pieces by a suicide bomber. One of the mothers could barely contain her glee when she reported to de Alwis that the President died in exactly the manner the mother had beseeched the goddess Kali to dispatch of him. 
The methods of political activism, such as curses and sorcery, perplexed many feminists and left-wing activists including de Alwis herself. How could the Mothers’ conviction in the efficacy of their ‘voodoo politics’ be reconciled with the rationality of political struggles and with the local traditions?  The subsequent discussions of the Mothers’ Front in the media and feminist conferences focussed almost entirely on the exigencies of the mobilization of motherhood in politics and the implications of foregrounding motherhood for the perceptions of the traditional positionings of women as nurturers and child-bearers. The demonic aspect of the Mothers’ politics in Sri Lanka, the eruption of the religious and disruption of the expectations about political reasoning and practices, made many feminists uncomfortable and were not brought up during the feminist meetings in the aftermath of the insurgence. The example I have borrowed from de Alwis shows the awkwardness of the relationship between anthropology and feminist politics, which has considerable implications for theorizing citizenship in anthropology. Could theories of citizenship account for the ‘outbursts of the irrational’ comparable to the curse of the Mothers in Sri Lanka? Do the demonic and the phantasmatic socialities of people’s everyday cultures fall out of the scope of citizenship theories?
To remind, I introduced the Sri Lanka example as a counterfactual argument against Yuval-Davies’s exalted notion of transversal politics. When she speaks of situated knowledge, would she accept the Mothers’ sorcery as a legitimate citizenship practice and as a mode of knowing? In her essay (1997), she takes issue with Bryan Turner’s ethnocentrism and male-centrism, but what do feminist theories of citizenship have to say about Turner’s assertion that he and other contributors to his edited volume see “citizenship as a secularized version of the more primordial bonds of tradition, religion, and locality”  (1993: 5) and as a “set of practices (juridical, political, economic and cultural) which define a person as a competent member of society, and which as a consequence shape the flow of resources to persons and social groups” (1993: 2)? If citizenship is a cultural practice, would knowledge of divination, spirit possession, witchcraft, revelation and so on be constitutive of a citizen’s competence to deal with the state management? And if people themselves take these modes of knowing seriously, as was the case in Sri Lanka, how does the secular
 aspect in Turner’s definitions of citizenship make references to people’s religious knowledges and (very problematically) ‘civic competences’? 
Toward Citizenship in Anthropology

An inherent conceptual paradox of universalism and particularism in the definitions of citizenship poses a difficulty in conceptualizing citizenship as an attribute of a group rather than a bundle of individual rights (Isin and Wood 1999: ix). As an encompassing framework for redistribution of different forms of capital (economic, political, symbolic, cultural) and for recognition and representation of collectives, the notion of citizenship has to be reworked to address “multilayered or group-differentiated” citizenship within and beyond the nation-state boundaries (ibid.: 2). Examples of group-differentiated citizenship are diasporic, sexual, urban, technological, cultural, and consumer modes of citizenship, to name the key ones. Therefore, citizenship can be redefined as “a contested and contingent field that allows for the mediation of conflict, redistribution of wealth and recognition of different individual and group rights throughout history” (ibid.: 5).  This definition foregrounds the questions of individual and collective differences and commonalities and historical processes of creating associations, forms of belonging and dispositions “through on-going negotiation of habituating, inculcating, defining, redefining and reproducing these dispositions” (ibid.: 19).
The language of Pierre Bourdieu is not accidental in Isin and Wood. Politics of recognition and distribution of resources entails top-down practices of governmentality and classification struggles that capture people’s imagination and shape subjectivities and psychologies. Practices of governmentality create a society of subjects that can be administered through institutions, legal procedures, categories, ideas, epistemologies and so on (Foucault 2006 [1991]: 142). For example, distribution of passports, citizenship rights, regulations of descent, systems of education and welfare can be instances of governmentality even in the absence of the legally recognized state
 (Navaro-Yashin 2007). For Foucault, governmentality is an epistemology that transforms people and their conduct into subjects of analysis and regulation. Governmentality, together with knowledge and discipline, constitutes the possibilities of making “specific forms of politics plausible, specific forms of rationality thinkable, and forms of political discourse possible and intelligible” (Hansen and Stepputat 2001:  4). 
Of course, the creation of subjects does not have to be from above alone or emanate from the ‘nation-state’, nor do these strategies have to be official, fully comprehended or necessarily accepted. Thus, practices of governmentality create manageable taxonomies of populations, but these taxonomies remain open to contestation and struggles over classifications (Bourdieu cited in Isin and Wood 1999: 36) and realities that they engender. According to Bourdieu, categories of classifications are neither abstractions nor objective entities. Struggles over classifications rely on the creation of practical associations and their symbolic representations as a group (ibid.: 38). Symbolic power that propels these associations is linked to the analytical notions of habitus and field. Habitus describes a sharedness of experiences that put individual subjectivities in relation to each other and to the practical realities of their daily lives. The crystallization of common experiences generates dispositions, or “thoughts, perceptions, expressions and actions” conditioned by the positionings in different fields, cultural, economic and political, and by modes of intersubjective interaction. 
The State
Another key concept that has recently re-emerged in anthropology and has relevance to the understanding of citizenship is that of the state. As the notions of citizenship change and diversify, the state’s authority is simultaneously questioned and appealed to for recognition and entitlements (Hansen and Stepputat 2001: 2). The state, which should be considered as a historical conglomerate of ideas and institutions, is deeply-entrenched in people’s imagination as a guarantor and a representative of the interests of its citizens (ibid.: 7). The perception of the state’s power is usually enhanced by its uses of symbolic languages of authority: legal discourse, state’s material ecology like buildings and monuments, and the inscriptions of national history on communities and cultural practices, and by the state’s deployment of techniques of governance: military and police monitoring of territories and populations, production of knowledge about the state’s populations and the management of national economies. In the edited volume States of Imagination, Hansen and Stepputat and other contributors explore the local, emic and vernacular understandings of meanings and practices of the state governance and ways to critique it. They suggest that for many citizens, or subject populations, the state appears as a thing, a rational actor or inscrutable and terrifying sites of the exercise of power and violence of mythological proportions (ibid.: 16). These perceptions and fantasies about the benevolent or evil ‘nature’ of the state are constantly re-lived and re-experienced in daily encounters with the state, its bureaucracies and aesthetic appearances, its magic and routines. 
Another important theme that runs through the chapters of States of Imagination is the theoretical exigency to disaggregate the conceptualization of the state from politics. In some case, politics is seen by the people as something polluting and interfering with the workings of the state (ibid.: 22-23) or as emanating from communities, construed as ‘pure’ localities of opposition and resistance to the state. In anthropology, politics should be delineated as a distinct field of languages and practices without lapsing into the dichotomy between the state and civil society (ibid.: 26). The sensitivity to the dynamics of politics brings to light the processes of defining phenomena of political contestations and debates that surround them, what is plausible or recondite in politics, the intricate negotiations and knowledges of alternatives (ibid.). Chatterjee ([1998] in ibid.: 28)  defined these zones of negotiations and mediations as “political society” where citizens interact through various means with their states. 
Conclusion

In this essay I have tried to adopt a broad conceptualization of citizenship that goes beyond liberal theories of the rights and obligations of a rational subject of a nation-state. In contrast, communitarian theories approach citizenship as practices of participation and negotiation, but according to feminist scholars of citizenship, the communitarian perspective is still gender-biased and excludes women and other marginalized groups from the ‘public sphere’ of male decision-making. A feminist alternative is to extend citizenship into domestic and other interstitial and peripheral localities where a dialogue is possible. Undoubtedly, theirs is a welcome move that prompts reconsiderations of citizenship as an analytical concept. However, I think that citizenship can’t be used as a catch-all concept for doing politics especially since the feminist authors I have reviewed here subscribe to the view that citizenship is a secularized concept, which renders their theories helpless in front of, for instance, the demonic politics of the Mothers from Sri Lanka. 

Ethnographically, the mesmerising challenge to an anthropologist is to understand how citizenship is experienced and imagined by people in their daily lives. Polity has colonized the everyday (Isin and Wood 1999: 4) and a rigorous analysis of citizenship should consider the modes of governmentality and the citizenship regimes historically conjured in specific places, and the ways these regimes are perceived, inhabited, internalized and questioned by people. Therefore, a fine-grained ethnography could look at the people’s vertical relations with the state and the imaginings of the state and crucially at the microscopic dealings with the state institutions, bureaucracies and managers in zones of “political society” to borrow the term from Chatterjee. By attending to the instances of negotiations and disputes in the zones of political society, I think it is feasible to grasp the concrete perceptions of the state and epistemologies of citizenship and politics that inform these perceptions. This approach will render insights into the formation of political subjectivities and collectives in historical time and fields which will also allow me to see how the poetic and pragmatic aspects of being religious punctuate the interactions with the state. Moreover, I would like to investigate the events unfolding in “sites of citizens’ conflicts”, in Humphrey’s words, to avoid dichotomizing the state/civil society and sanitizing the horizontal relations between and within different collectives. For example, I could investigate the attempts of the Turkish Muslim Organization to register with the state as an independent religious institution and the tensions this effort has generated within a Turkish collective in Skopje, between Turkish and Albanian Muslims, and between some Turks and the state administration. In instances like this, I would like to zoom on political, religious and pragmatic epistemologies and affectivities, i.e. configurations of emotions (Emirbayer and Goldberg 2005), which underwrite these negotiations and interpretations of events. 
In sum, I am interested in culturally and historically specific modes of cognizing one’s positionings within one’s social ecology in relation to the state institutions, and members of one’s own and other collectives. My effort is to understand modes of being political and religious by fleshing out the cognitive and emotive processes behind dealings with the state and its citizens among Muslim Turks in Macedonia. I think these processes tend to be blackboxed in anthropology and many descriptions of the encounters between people and the state only refer to negotiations and mediations but never actually study these relations. I also suggest that if religious, political and pragmatic knowledges are approached as resources for making sense and participating in one’s social ecology, I could study the minutiae of felt cognition underlying the interactions of Muslim Turks with each other, the state and other collectives, as well as the divine. Below, I would like to briefly review the theories through which I am thinking about my research.

Distributed cognition


A cognitive approach to religions in anthropology is not particularly new but until recently it has suffered from a slant toward individual cognition and could not deal adequately with collective organization of cognitive processes. With implications for the study of collective religious experiences, the theory of distributed cognition (Hollan et.al. 2000) overcomes cognitive individualism and looks at cognition beyond individual minds. Instead, it focuses on cognitive interactions between people and their environments. Theories of distributed cognition take cognitive events as a unit of analysis and suggest that cognition encompasses different members of a social collective, involves complex coordination between internal and external, i.e. experiential, structures and takes place in historical time because earlier events might have an impact on apprehending new ones (ibid.: 176).  The significance of distributed cognition theoretical insights into collective cognitive psychology is its adroitness in dealing with issues of negotiated orchestration and coordination of cognition and practice. This way cognition is redefined as an “emergent property” (ibid.: 177) of social relations rather than an attribute of a single human mind. More, distributed cognition demonstrates that organization of the mind is embedded in cultural and social environments which accumulate partial solutions to habitual problems (ibid.: 178). In other words, meaning-makings and actions or their absence are historically and culturally situated in eventful cognitive and social processes of interaction between people and their worlds, which can be studied ethnographically (ibid.: 179).

Some studies prefigure the theory of distributed cognition consolidated by Hollan, Hutchins and Kirsch. For example, Michel Callon (1981) suggested a theory of “socio-logic of translation” for understanding processes of problematising and determining areas of the unanalysed, suspicious and the certain in scientific research. Through complex interactions, scientists delimit the zones of what is known about a particular problem, what is taken for granted and what is not-known, i.e. zones of ignorance (ibid.: 206). In doing so, scientists re-arrange concepts and knowledges to identify and locate a problem within broader reticulated fields. As scientists disaggregate a problem into zones of certainties and suspicion, they also seek to trace convergences and homologies between different elements of a situation. For Callon, problematising is not a linear transition from a puzzle to its understanding but a cognitive and social process of arriving at definitions of a problem through detours, negotiations, questioning and alterations. Callon shows that cognition does not simply operate within a social context, but the cognitive and the social are entangled in cases such as problematising and identifying gaps in knowing. 

It is important to keep in mind that scientific reasoning described by Callon is not identical with everyday modes of cognizing in daily or institutional situations. In institutional decision making, participants assume that people’s and organizations’ (which are also seen as thinking actors) actions are intentional, consistent and goal-oriented, so optimal decisions should be outcomes of rational choices (Mehan 1984: 46-47). However, in everyday settings of decision-making people can’t carefully assess all alternatives and variables that can impinge on the final decision and its outcomes. Furthermore, each participant brings into a discussion a body of knowledge partially shared with others, for example memories of previous events or debates. As a result, ‘new’ decisions are partly conditioned by common knowledges and established patterns and do not ensue from comprehensive processes of evaluating all potential and equally significant variables. Actually, bits of knowledge and experience that are drawn into decision-making are often considered simply interesting. Thus, Mehan concludes (ibid.: 64), decision-making processes are not independent of social and psychological worlds of collective, i.e. distributed, cognition, which is also historical because people turn to collective memories and shared knowledges in order to reproduce routines in novel situation.

The last example comes from the analytical fields of nationalism and ethnicity. Rogers Brubaker et.al. (2004) points at the cognitive turn in the studies of ethnicity that only recently have been influenced by the cognitive psychology and anthropology perspectives. At the heart of the cognitive studies of ethnicity is the fascination with social classifications and categorizations produced and handed down by the state, for example in defining citizenship and administering censuses. But cognitive approaches to ethnicity are also sensitive to the “ethnographic and micro-interactionist studies of unofficial, informal, everyday classification and categorization practices employed by ordinary people” (2004: 33). To paraphrase, by attending to classifications, categorization and cognitive schemata that underlie them, it is possible to study forms of governmentality and symbolic power of the state and the ways the state practices resonate and frame people’s experiences and constitute people’s latent knowledges for dealings with each other and the state in habitual and unselfconscious ways. However, no matter how ‘contagious’ state classifications are, they do not determine the daily practices, cognition and organization of experiences of common people who themselves engage in intricate classifying and categorizing of people and events around them. Thus, cognitive studies of ethnicity ponder over both micro and macro levels of classifications and framings of experiences.

Further research

· sociology and anthropology of knowledge;
· anthropology of disputes (e.g. Pat Caplan ed. (1995) Understanding Disputes: The Politics of Argument. Berg: Oxford Providence, USA).

-  anthropology of inter-group cognition.
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� I think Charles Taylor argues along similar lines.


� Navaro-Yashin examines the production of legal documents in the ‘illegal’ state of the Turkish Cyprus. The Turkish Republic of Northern Cyprus has not been recognized internationally but the government issues passports and birth certificates and monitors its borders as if its own authority was real. Navaro-Yashin describes Turkish Cyprus as a make-belief state that perpetuates a fantasy and mimickry of governmentality through the circulation of material objects, like documents, and the punishment of counterfeited Turkish Cypriot passports. Ironically, the state that issues illegal documents from the point of view of international law, persecutes those who forge already phantasmic papers.  Despite the ephemeral quality of the state and its paraphernalia, people experience emotional attachment to these documents and worry about their loss. Navaro-Yashin’s conclusion is that ‘unreal’ documents of a ‘wannabe’ state have an affect and produce emotionally-charged affectivities.
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