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Chapter 29

Affective citizenship
Bilgin Ayata

i andi  citizen-
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really from,” but also “how one really feels” (toward the nation, st
ical community) (Fortier, 2008). With the declaration of the Gl
Terror by the United States and its allies, as well as with the pro
of migration, difference, and plurality as potential threats to social cohesioy,
and national security, such boundary-making and governing through affect
has increasingly attracted scholarly attention, and rightly so. The concept of
affective citizenship allows us to critically analyze differential regimes of
inclusion and exclusion by attending to the role of affect and emotions iy
state—subject relations, both from the perspective of states as well as that of
individuals and communities (— affective commnities).

ate, or poljp
obal Wy, on
b.lcmatization

Historical background and context

Citizenship is one of the most elementary concepts in political life that refers
to rights, status, belonging, identity, and participation (= belonging). Broadly
speaking, citizenship distributes rights, confers status upon its members,
ascribes identity and belonging to the political community, and facilitates
modes of participation. It is both a socio-cultural and legal concept as well as
a political institution that sets the boundaries of national and political mem-
bership. Hence, citizenship is a powerful mechanism of both inclusion and
exclusion. In the long historical journey from the polis to the nation state, cit-
izenship has consolidated itself as fhe foundational principle that orders the
relationship between states and subjects. States can employ citizenship both as
a rewarding as well as a punitive measure through the legal act of naturaliza-
tion or denaturalization.

Contemporary citizenship rests on the principle of equality and provides pro-
tection from arbitrary treatment; it builds on the fundamental idea that humans
are right-bearing subjects. This is a result of many struggles and historical devel-
opments that have shaped the tenets of citizenship over centuries, At its incep-
tion, citizenship was directly linked to the protection of property and exclusively
granted to a few male property owners, but over the past two centuries, many
struggles by excluded subjects such as the colonized, the enslaved, women, and
migrants have led to an expansion of citizenship rights. T oday, there is hardly
any country in the world that has not invented, amended, or radically trans-
formed its existing laws and regulations of citizenship. In the classic account of
sociologist Thomas Marshall (1950/1992), first published in 1 950, the consolida-
tion of nation states around the globe as well as the expansion of capitalism as an
economic order that perpetuates inequality has broadened the scope and content
of citizenship. Accordingly, in the 18th century, citizenship related to civic
rights, in the 19th century, its scope extended to political rights, and in the 20th
century, social rights were added with the expansion of welfare states (Marshall,
1950/1992). While his analysis captures the larger trajectory of citizenship, his
linear and limited perspective has been criticized both by feminists and
Postcolonial scholars, as Marshall’s analysis rests firmly on the history of white
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European men. Moreover, scholars have pointed out that. w-iz)lfa.r.e stgtets tEad
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tgol?sssbaum p2013' Protevi, 2009) (— political affect). This negilect is 1hlghly
, . : i alw: g itical com-
ic, gi at affect and emotions have always formed cri
problematic, given that a : : e dlapsfonmeg SRUALEom
"itiz ip. For instance, in Plato’s dialogue:
ponents of citizenship. ) di 120, Shmdaug, the
i emotional commitment of the citizen to th s
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Systematic explication of the concept

The concept of affective citizenship contributes in crucial wa
understanding of societies. It seeks to “destabilize citizenship as 5 purely
rational and administrative exercise of state authority by attending to the role
of affect in production of regimes of inclusion and exclusion” (Di Gregorio &
Merolli, 2016, p. 934). Importantly, it highlights the relational dynamics of
political boundary making in affective societies that are marked by plurality
and heterogeneity. While at the horizontal level a further increase of formal
equality is to be expected through naturalization processes, citizenship as 3
differential regime will continue to contribute to internal hierarchization
among designated “true,” “proper” citizens and those who are viewed only
“technically” as citizens, a prominent trope in ongoing European and US
debates on Islam and migration (Volpp, 2002). The concept of affective
citizenship helps us to understand what else is required for a rightful belong-
ing to the community that the legal obtaining of citizenship does not confer,
such as an affective disposition toward the right feelings for the state, nation,
or political community (— affective disposition). Take the example of debates
on Islam and migration in Europe. After terrorist attacks in London in 2005,
Paris in 2015, and Berlin in 2016, the political belonging of ordinary Muslim
citizens was put under heightened scrutiny, questioning their emotional alli-
ance with the victims or the “injured nation.” This phenomenon was similar
to the governance of public feelings after 9/11 in the United States (Anker,
2014). Relatedly, the latest modification of naturalization laws in the UK
explicitly highlights the importance of feeling British (— attachmens). While it
was previously possible to apply for citizenship by mail, now numerous
requirements and ceremonies are included into the naturalization process to
ensure that citizenship is emotionally desired by the applicants (Fortier, 2013).
Thus, it is not sufficient to ideologically identify with the principles, laws, and
values of the state whose citizenship one seeks to obtain, but also to “fee] the
right way.” What one grieves about, fears, enjoys, cheers for, or cherishes
becomes part of proper citizen conduct. The lines of demarcation between
insider and outsider are thus affectively (re)drawn. The concept of affective
citizenship allows us to study the creation of “internal outsiders” even when
they formally belong to the political community (= affective communities). Tt
enables us to decipher the affective contract between allegedly entitled
members of the community and state institutions that permeates discourse,
policy, and practices through the production of citizenship. Studies on
nationalism and patriotism have long addressed the affective and emotional
components of political belonging, yet the relegation and confinement of
emotional affairs to nation and nationalism has helped to maintain the mis-
conception that the apparatus of the state is free of affects and emotions, As
recent ethnographies on affective state bureaucracy by Didier Fassin and his
colleagues (2015) have shown, this is hardly the case. In this vein, the concept

¥s to a l)etter
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. : : ition of the emo-
of affective citizenship contributes to d1sso.lv1ng the JuXtaEOSItlounderstanding
tional nation versus the rational state, and mste.ad pushe,s, <;r aln. e
of states as affective entrepreneurs, ot as naffe’ctlve states” ( t(.)ti;;s oF g(.wernw

As a conceptual lens, affective citizenship explore's Pratsl “alike” and
ance relating to people’s feelings toward those theylf 1deut1§yhas ‘fee];ngs -
those they identify as “different” (Ahmed, 2000, 2_014), an 1::: Iand ey
comfort, unease, anger, empathy, (mis)trust, l(dai}ixes%e:ctimdu;ed ey

y " “us” and “others” are regulated an s :
ard an imagined “us” an p A cribed this
f:?a\?r policies (%iscom‘seS, S PEFRCER HONGoR (2’(’}10) ;;; E.iFe}iis has con-
regulation of feelings as “governing through af ot ((113— bje;:ts but also for
C . 4 su 3
: nship between states an
1ences both for the relatio ot i re, the
:Egl relationship among subjects and different commum:iles. 'Eherf::tices .
. : e
oncept of affective citizenship cannot simply be redu(:(? ltot bPects ey
fhe state. Equally important is how citizens and non-citizen :iur c;"ugh o
: ern th .
; : -ontest the state’s efforts to gov
tiate, C()I'I.tl'lbute to, or con 1 e Kot L r adest aud
1;11- a comprehensive understanding of how qltlzen;in};f mtlt:hl: (;leSis -
ect, ‘

; : ed by governance through a ' )
nultiple senses is produce munity,
:lflfectli:ve citizenship must take place at the level of the state., 'thfi:?;‘g mse]\zs
and the individual. This includes questiorlls sm;h as hqw c1tzlze }slat g

spond to, engage in, or practice aftective citizenship and w din acts of
Ie s ’ : : m
resitance contestation, compliance, or adaptation are expresse

affective citizenship.

Affective citizenship in research

Multicultural, plural societies in which migration 0}1; tu};fl Iéztnftorihtz;:(;zc;i'
o e aos Stiuf P;‘blid}:_ p:::lhl:e;:::]izlﬁﬂt;saieathe %nain context for
itical cohesion of the natior m : b :
211;?:12:)11(;:1: within literature on affective c1t1:'f.e115;11p. BK/l rei:.l;l;'c?g;%thﬁaiﬁ;-
tive dimensions of integration policies FFomer, ._Oiob \e}; ;mé ::g D.“,Y i1
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: Johnson, 2010) or cultura - ; ol
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selves and citizens as “desirable” and how the “fantasy
desirability” is produced (Fortier, 2013, p. 700).
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While Fortier and other authors employ the
ship as a theoretical and analytical lens that allows us to explore p,
aspects of the production of citizenship, some scholars have Proposed to thiyk
of affective citizenship as an alternative and more inclusive politicyl mode] of
belonging, and have pointed to the transformative potential of affectiye cit-
izenship (e.g., Hung, 2010). In her discussion on the ban of the Muslim, veil
in France, Mookherjee (2005) seeks to reconcile both postcolonial and fem-
inist discussions on female subjectivity and the autonomous subject by offar.
ing affective citizenship as an alternative model of recognition, Accordingly,
this model can integrate different understandings of identity and autonomy iy
multicultural societies. Mookherjee takes up the dispute over headsc
which feminist philosophers argued that by wearing the veil women would
deny their autonomy, while postcolonial critics pointed to the universalizing
language in which the feminists’ critique was articulated. They criticized fom-
inists for taking the Western liberal idea of a self-constituting autonomous
citizen for granted. Seeking a productive resolution of these two positions,
Mookherjee argues that the autonomy of citizens is embedded in multiple
affective bonds to families, intersecting communities, and so forth, that need
to be equally accounted for. Support for the rejection of the veil, then,
disregards these affective bonds in multicultural societies. Thus, she develops
a model of affective citizenship from a postcolonial feminist perspective that
responds to the need to be transformative with respect to acknowledging cul-
tural differences and to be critical with regard to social inequality. In this
model of affective citizenship, the recognition of multiple affiliations and
affective belonging then unsettles the “majority and minority’s perceived
distinction between ‘identity’ and ‘difference’, and between ‘insiders’ and
‘outsiders’™ (Mookherjee, 2005, p- 37). Mookherjee places hybridity, group
representation, and the recognition of minority values at the center of her
concept. Affective citizenship, in her reading, is an inclusive concept that
provides equal space for minority values and recognizes hybrid modes of
female subjectivity (Mookherjee, 2005, p. 47). She suggests a concept that
facilitates democratic communication and reciprocal transformations in post-
colonial, hybrid societies without abandoning universal critiques of social
inequality and oppression.
While Mookherjee develops her concept of affective citizenship based on
ongoing debates on identity and value in Europe regarding Islam and migra-
tion, Ruyu Hung’s (2010) concept of affective citizenship stems from an
engagement with pragmatist and phenomenological philosophers within the
field of citizenship education. He proposes affective citizenship as a more
inclusive, caring, sensitive model of citizenship that can contribute to a more
open public sphere. What is important to highlight is that both Mookherjee
and Hung employ affective citizenship as a normative concept which carries
an inclusive potential that could better account for diversity and plurality in
contemporary societies than conventional notions of citizenship. Thus, in the

concept of affectiye Citizen:
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iti i i loyed both
rrent research on affective citizenship, the concept is edmpti\‘?;= it
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& Lo " -
?:uttfre research can further develop the concept at l:)Oth l‘e‘ve s, ¥ i
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Outlook

In hi rding winning book Between the World and Me, US—Amenc}im
o h'b' Coates (2015) writes a lyrical letter to his teer%a.ge sop that
. fl Si account of what it feels like to be a black.cmzen in the
Offf{fs \ powelklll narrates how fear, disembodiment, and affective control are
lljr‘lllte(~1 SFaatz;entes of black survival in a country in which f:o}'rxtal egualﬁ cit-
oo (:011:1} t offer equal belonging for members of vmbl.e. minorities.
e o-es~n!(:ighli hts the physical vulnerability of black bodu_as to institu-
lP]swad‘ (?_0““-1:1 t infgorl;ls and permeates intimate family relatmn‘s. school
e o, nei ;:Lorhood relations, and all other critical spheres of life. What
?ducat19117 nelgbe a black citizen in the United States is a state of fear, insec-
. ‘f:; 1511111§ev:1(1)nerabi]ity. It is a life that is not peru:I:ed5 {l]ay the st:;_tte b:;’tcra&t‘li::inl-
s & i itten roughl years after iy
hﬂ_S W pmtea-ltsilftgé)glogil:usliit{fx.l‘lx(:t:xisingly ?-fho}:vs that ach‘ieving full cit-
!{18]“5_ M(?Vlemcl?a; not protected the non-white population in the United
o “5 1 .in'usl:ice which also relies on the governance oif affeFt anld
Smm’ &(Tmol?;mexaljnl‘alc (;f such governance of affects and emotions in ‘thls
01110t_10:;:t-: noﬁnalization of the perception of young black males as th.wan;l]i
r::_'ST 18 d irrational. This has led, through various court VC:dlCtS, tf) ¢
e '?'l't 'tii:; of their murders by police as acts of “se}f-defense: In azzz;g;: ;:
J\::;ttll lfliw construction of Muslim citizens in the U{;itedﬂ_St;;FeZ atit;;mm o
, erates at comparable affectiv sters

th?atﬂt‘int%vzujatde:;gr?;s 2:' :i:ioze?gﬁlt;:eaivho a}re naturally entitled and ]t.hns;;
(\1;1':::33 jitizenship is conditional, a:mbigL’lous, or 1*:31¢3§_r,;;:ted}tol ;If‘::;r;:: lit:z i
they do not feel, behave, or act in desired ways. This p.1e1. o

o t restricted to the United States but can be found in many .
sround th 1d to varying degrees and in varying forms. For instance, 3
ﬂ;‘ﬂug: t(l:ii:: T;Jiarization and problematization of migration, fl‘(:gm;géc:i:e

5 i 2 | - the
dimensions Of.-duzers::szf:nrii:ﬁ?lt;; tl?lemsel\res that encouragcd COUI}U‘!]':;
e dﬁcades,}:t Wj:l erja, and Morocco to set up religious and ccluca:l;; v
{»‘Ud_‘lt ats' Ffl‘:rine(y}‘ernlguy, .France, the Netherlands, and so forth Fro;n tl:sigmm
mSt"luttiz 2000s. The aim of this policy was to ensure t?mt- Muslim i
wot licitly maintain their affective bonds with their countries o
W‘:l‘-‘k}il e:q:\jz;tﬁarllly return. Yet now, with increasing naturall%atlglllr::pe for
3:alizta:ii;>n that former migrants and their children will stay in
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good, any undesired display of affective bonds with thei

' ‘ €IF countries of Origin
can lead to questioning their rightful belonging to Europe.
global inten

i : In light of the
sification of struggles over entitlement, national belouging and
collective identity, our understanding of citizenship can no longer aﬂ'o’rd to
exclude the realm of feelings, emotions, and affect. Affective Citizenship i ,
promising concept with which to explore the affective ties between states and
citizens from their respective vantage points. It allows us to decipher the mul-
tiple experiences, power relations, and policies that emanate from the politics

of exclusion and inclusion in contemporary and future constellations of affec-
tive societies.
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