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To understand the construction of the 20CAtizenship survey, it is important to consider the
previous Citizenship module, of 2004. The idea for this module was suggested at the 2000 annual
Meeting (Lisbon), approved at the 2001 meeting (Umeédth the guestionnaire being approved at the
2003 rreeting (Obernai). Following is the document prepared for the Umea meeting, which gives a good
idea of the reasoning behind the survey.



Proposal for ISSP-module on “Citizenship”
(Prepared by Denmark and Canada. For consideration at Umea meeting.)

The literature on citizenship is voluminous, and empirical studies have been made. In
spite of this only a small amount of data exists that makes widespread comparative analysis
possible. The ISSP has two modules, which touch on a few aspects of citizenship. The
National Identity module provides the opportunity to study questions about national culture,
nationalism, immigration, relations with other countries, etc. But the module contains very few
questions aimed at analysing questions about political identity and culture, or about
participation in social groups. The Role of Government module addresses important questions
about people’s attitudes toward what role the government should play in many areas. It also
includes some questions that are relevant to citizenship, namely a few items on political
participation, interest and political efficacy. However, this module is primarily concerned with
the role of the state vis-a-vis the citizen, rather than the role of the citizen vis-a-vis the state,
and other citizens. We are therefore proposing a new ISSP module on citizenship to fill in this
gap in the available data, and provide a complement to the other two modules mentioned. This
new module will provide comparative data to analyse citizenship from a bottom-up
perspective, i.e., to analyse how people are empowered, how they participate in social and

political life and how they are oriented toward the political system and community.

First and foremost, who are “members” and who are “non-members” of the political
and democratic community? And how does this vary among countries? What role does the
political culture of a country play? What impact does a country’s institutional “set-up” have on
people’s participation and political identities? What institutions have an empowering effect,
and what institutions may, on the contrary, have an alienating effect? We may also ask
whether people in different countries respond differently in terms of participation and
identification to structures and processes of economic, cultural and political globalization?
Could country-specific conditions explain this, or are we experiencing the emergence of new
modes of participation, political identities and cleavages that are independent of country-
specific institutional and cultural characteristics? Are we seeing the foundation of a new kind
of citizenship in which the borders of national political systems play a less significant role?

Citizenship; rights, participation and identity

Citizenship means different things to different people and it may be analysed from
various angles and perspectives. However, many scholars agree that the following three
dimensions are crucial when defining citizenship, namely: Rights, identity and participation
(Barbalet, 1988; Lehning & Weale, 1997; Lister, 1997,1999; Heater, 1990, 1999; Delanty,

1



2000). According to the so-called “citizenship-approach” these three dimensions constitute the
corner stones in an empirical-analytical concept of citizenship (Petersson, Westholm &
Blomberg, 1989; Andersen et al., 1993; Goul Andersen et al., 2000; Goul Andersen & Hoff,
2001). One of the advantages of the “citizenship-approach” is that it bridges the instrumental
and integrative approaches to citizenship, the normative and more empirical approaches, and
the approaches that emphasise the juridical/legal status of citizenship and the practice of
citizenship, respectively.

Basically, citizenship defines citizens as members of a political community or
society. The point of departure is in the classical distinction between the relation between
citizens and the political system/the state (the vertical dimension) on the one hand, and the
relations between citizens (the horizontal dimension), on the other. In different ways and to
different extents, rights, identities and participation are enacted within these vertical and
horizontal dimensions.

Rights (and duties) specify the formal status of citizenship, i.e., the institutionalised
rights and duties, first and foremost civil, political and social rights (Marshall, 1950).
However, rights may also be interpreted in a sociological sense, utilising the concept of
“empowerment”. Empowerment contains two dimensions: 1. An institutional dimension, i.e.,
the structure of civil, political and social rights in a given country and how these make up
opportunity-structures for citizens, and 2. A subjective dimension, which focuses on citizens’
acquisition of competencies to utilise existing rights (Goul Andersen et al., 2000: 15).

Broadly speaking, participation defines any mode of participation in social and public
life and in this manner it includes political as well as social participation. Participation is not
restricted to citizens’ exploitation of their formal political rights (first and foremost the right to
vote), but includes various modes of political participation (e.g., campaign and party activities,
individual contacting, participation in political movements, political manifestations), and
participation in social and cultural organisations and associations. In addition to this it is not
only the actual participation that is important. From a political culture and in turn democratic
perspective, citizens’ feeling of political efficacy is equally important. Political efficacy
consists of two dimensions: “Internal efficacy”, a concept that is closely related to Almond &
Verba’s (1963) classical concept of “subjective political competence” and “external efficacy”,
citizens’ perception of the responsitivity of the political system.

A condition for a well-functioning democracy is that people agree on certain
democratic norms. The dimension of democratic and more broadly political identity defines

citizens’ orientations and attitudes as members of a political community. These orientations
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