Theorizing Citizenship
Formal legal status of membership in a nation state (citizens/aliens)

Different dimensions of belonging, recognition, and participation in the nation state

Social citizenship (TH Marshall) – civil or legal rights, political rights, social rights

Expansion of Marshall’s concept: economic or cultural citizenship, consumer citizenship

Some scholars focus on exclusion of certain groups from the full and equal enjoyment of rights (gendered, racialized and/or sexualized nature of citizenship and the exclusion of women, minorities, or homosexual subjects

Citizenship as political engagement/obligation  (implies a normative ideal of citizenship)

Citizenship not simply a normative ideal but a technology of governance 

Technologies of citizenship are “modes of constituting and regulating citizens: that is, strategies for governing the very subjects whose problems they seek to redress.” (Cruikshank, 1999, 2).

The will to empower is thus not simply approached as a democratic ideal, but as a practice that needs to be interrogated for the way it constitutes its subjects.  5
Cossman’s definition, page 5;

In general, citizenship

Invokes a set of rights and practices denoting membership and belonging in a nation state

Includes legal and political practices

Also includes cultural practices and representations

Citizenship as technology of governance:

Invokes the ways that different subjects are constituted as members of the polity

The ways they are, or are not, granted rights, responsibilities, and representations within that polity

As well as acknowledgement and inclusion through a multiplicity of legal, political, cultural, and social discourses

Sexual citizenship  (most of the literature has been within queer studies)
A contested concept

Some literature focuses on sexual citizenship as set of rights to sexual expression and identity (builds on TH Marshall)

Idea of belonging

Transformation or privatization of political or democratic engagement (berlant)

A new politics of intimate or everyday life (Plummer 2001)

Sexual citizenship literature cuts across different visions of citizenship as rights, political engagement, normative ideal, and/or disciplinary practice  (6)

Two themes run throughout the literature:

Citizenship has always been sexed, but in very particular ways

with its emphasis on either rights or political participation in the public sphere, citizenship has presupposed a highly privatized, familialized, and heterosexual sexuality

something has changed within the once private sphere of intimate life

demands for civic inclusion by gays and lesbians, women, and others has led to a revision and expansion of the meaning of citizenship

constributed to the politicization ofn the once-private sphere, claiming that issues once relegated to this sphere are themselves the proper subject of political representation

much of sexual citizenship literature located in gay and lesbian studies and queer theory –

explores ways in which citizenship has been constituted through the discourses of heteronormativety

citizenship has long been associated with heterosexuality

Phelan “sexual strangers” – 

Phelan uses the term “stranger” to get at the way in which sexual minorities are neither enemies nor friends – they may be neighbors, but they are ‘not like us.’ (Phelan, 29).

this exclusion, this strangeness, this denial of full political citizenship, Phelan argues, is “at the core of contemporary American understandings of common life.”  (Phelan, 5)

Berlant: disciplinary and normalizing nature of inclusion 

Normalization is a strategy for inclusion in the prevailing social norms and institutions of family, gender, work, and nation.  It is a strategy that neutralizes the significance of sexual difference and sexual identity, “rendering sexual difference a minor, superficial aspect of a self who in every other way reproduces the ideal of a national ctizen.” (Steven Seidman, 1997,324).  
Normalization deradicalizes claims for social transformation by incorporating sexual minorities into dominant political and social norms and institutions.  

In the current political climate, this compromise of acceptability “tends to demand a modality of sexual citizenship that is privatized, deradicalized, de-erotizcized, and confined in all senses of the word: kept in place, policed, limited (Bell and Binnie, 1995, 3).

Berlant: The sphere of privacy, intimacy, and family has become the site of civic virtue.  

Sexual citizenship has begun to transform:   heterosexuality no longer acts as a preemptive bar to all forms of citizenship.  Gay and lesbian subjects have begun to cross the borders of citizenship, unevenly acquiring some of its rights and responsibilities and performing some of its practices.  They are in the process of becoming citizens, a complex and uneven process of crossing borders, reconstituting the terms and subjects of citizenship as well as the borders themselves.  9
But sexual citizenship is about more than the process of gays and lesbian subjects becoming citizens. It is also about the process of straight subjects becoming and unebecoming citizens.  

The hetero side of the equation in also subject to extensive regulation.  
