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Multiple Paths to Citizenship
T.H.Marshall’s Theory and the Greek Case

ANTONIS LIAKOS
University of Athens

H ibidbryratov oty aryy ENdda sbetdfetar péoa and téoaepig ommixés ywvie, ot omoles éyovy we
agerypin Ty Yewple Tov T.H. Marshal. H mpary nepinrwoy betdler Ty avagopd oo «yévoc>
N aro «5;7/40»; Tﬂ.gpza;(ﬁouv ™ 531/0-7701171(7(441%02 XOpaXTYPIOTIXG, 1] TC gé\a@zmﬁ xpLTpLaL,
e avdloyes emmraiaels aTis moMTixés évtalys 1 amoxaouod. H debrepy mepinrway eberdles
TV 10Topla) TElpd amdxTNINS SixauwudTwy vroaTypllovTas éti oty E)dde dev amoxtidnxay
mpaoTa T aoTixd (civil rights) xou uerd T wolitixd dixaduara, ald ta deitepa aTddnxay
mpoinddery Twy mpaTwy, ebouting Tov TPSTOY UE TOV OT0lD TUYXPOTIYKE TO EMNVIXS XpdTOS.
H pity weplnrwoy mpoPdiler To empyelpyua 671 o atypotixés xorvwvies, dmws fray y EXdda
éws To 1950, 5 évvora Twy xotvavixey Szxa/w/wérwv aPopovae THY aypoTIxny mmppz}%&ua‘q xeu
Ty Oqueovpyia evds aiuatos wxpoidtoxTyTwy atypotey-molray. H térapry meplnrwoy ekerdlea
TOUG ATOXNEITUODS AT TV 1010TYTR TOV TOMTY, 0 TYéTy pe TO PUAO, TIG UELOVOTYTES, ToV
EUPUMO TIOAERO Xatl TNV XATYYOpleL TWY EIVIXOPPOVWY, XaU TENOG TOVG UETAVATTES THG OEXAETLoLG
7ov 1990.

During the 1990s, the term citizenship was included among the new key-words in histori-
cal and social sciences. But this term was hardly new. It has re-emerged several decades
after its elaboration by the British sociologist T.H. Marshall in post-war Britain'. The
new preoccupation with citizenship was not unrelated to social and international reali-
ties at the end of the 20th century: mass immigration, European Unification, the fall of
the Communist regimes and rising nationalisms, new social movements (especially Femi-
nism), the restriction of state interference in economy and the re-orientation of welfare
politics.

But why should we start with Marshall’s theory? Because he does not define what the
citizenship is or is not, but how it works. He said that citizenship is constructed as a se-
quence of three types of rights: civil, political and social. He localized them in historical
periods of the British society, which corresponded to the transformation of European so-
ciety. In addition to this historical perspective, the analytical categories which this theory
uses avoid the formal definitions of legal citizenship. Instead of asking who is entitled to
be citizen, Marshall asks what effective actual rights are required for being a citizen and
how these rights have been developed in the course of the making of European society.
But this theory has also a normative dimension. By the end of the Second World War in
Britain, Marshall was questioning the effectiveness of citizenship. His proposal was that
full citizenship requires social rights to complement civil and political rights in order for
the inequalities produced by capitalism to be counterbalanced. As a consequence, this
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theory paved the path of reconciliation between capitalism and democracy in the Welfare
State, and provided the language for justifying the inner connection between democracy
and the Welfare State. As a consequence, Welfare politics could be demonstrated to be
the heir of liberal traditions and a distinctive European path to democracy. In this chap-
ter I wish to argue that Marshall’s theory has potential for societies beyond that whence
it emerged, and that it can be used in understanding statecraft in countries which have
followed different historical paths. The history of Modern Greece is a useful case for il-
lustrating similarities and differences, in intentions and realities, in constructing social
belongings in different circumstances.

WHO IS ENTITLED TO BECOME A CITIZEN? GENOS OR DEMOS?

Although citizenship in Greek city states is at the origin of the history of the concept,
Modern Greek citizenship has to be traced to the Ottoman Empire. Greece was estab-
lished as an independent state in 1830 after a secessionist revolt and an eight year war
against the Ottoman Empire. In the Empire, subjects were organized in millet, thatison a
religious-ethnic basis. The subject belonged first of all to the millet, and through the millet
to the Ottoman Empire. The millet were made up of organized communities on extra-
territorial basis®. People dispersed in the territories of the Empire belonged to the same
millet, although they were living mixed with peoples belonging to different millets in the
same territory. What does this mean for our discussion? The organization of the Otto-
man Empire determined the participation in political communities on the basis not of
territorial but of cultural criteria, and culture in this case was over-determined exclusively
by faith. Even the Greek speaking populations of the Aegean Islands did not participate
in the Rum-Orthodox millet because they belonged to the Roman Catholic Church. As
a consequence, the Ottoman Empire, instead of homogenizing its subjects, was pushing
them to be associated with a pre-eminently exclusive criterion of religion. The result was
compartmentalization and national cleavage in the region even before independence. Bal-
kanization preceded independence in the Balkans.

This legacy produced a tight linkage between ethnicity and citizenship when national-
ism transformed the religious bonds to ethnic allegiance. This route was opposite to the
path taken in western European, where citizenship was characterized mainly by territorial
and only secondarily by ethno-cultural criteria, and where ethnicity was disengaged from
religion. The Ottoman tradition determined the exclusive ethno-religious character of
belonging. In this way, genos (population on an ethno-cultural basis) and not demzos (pop-
ulation on a territorial basis, originally the people of ancient city-states) was established as
the criterion of belonging. The ethno-cultural sense of belonging was the presupposition
of citizenship.

WHicH FIRST? CIVIL OR POLITICAL RIGHTS?

Despite the historical bonds, the construction of a modern state was not bound exclu-
sively to the historical traditions, but it was also a matter of choice. As a consequence the
conceptualisation of Citizenship in Greece was not exclusively determined by the Otto-
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man legacy. Concepts like citizenship were elaborated under the impact of the French
Revolution and the diffusion of Enlightenment ideas through Greek intellectuals. One
of the most prominent of these radical intellectuals was Rigas Feraios. In his writings, civil
rights depended on the political rights of the citizen. According to his republican view
of the polity, the rights of the citizens (civil and political) derived from their sovereignty.
Rigas was influenced by Rousseau’s ideas on citizenship but the idea that civil rights were
dependent on political rights was also widespread in Greek political theory in pre-revo-
lutionary times.

A closer examination of the translation of these terms in Greek reveals the way these ideas
were understood. The contemporary Greek word for ‘Rights’ is Dikaiomata, which de-
rives from the root Dikaion (Justice/Droit). In the French Revolutionary Declaration
[of the rights of man] the word used was, in the plural, Droits. Thus Greek intellectu-
als of 18th century, who relied on the French texts as their model, translated the plural
form Droits as Dikaia and not Dikaiomata. This translation is not without significance.
In Greek, Dikaiomata (rights) has a subjective meaning. ‘Rights’ belong to the subject.
But Dikaia (Droits in the plural), has an objective meaning. It is the allocation of Justice
to each individual. It is not the individual’s natural condition by birth. The idea is that if
citizens live under the sovereignty of Justice and the Law and if they participate in the pol-
ity, they possess Dikaia (Droits). So if rights were individual, the meaning of Dikaia was
a collective condition. Where rights refer to a negative Freedom (free from the bondage
of power) the Dikaia refer to the positive meaning of Freedom (as the right to participate
in the polity)’. In the Greek political theory, civil rights were understood as deriving from
and depending on political rights.

SOCIAL CITIZENSHIP IN AN AGRARIAN SOCIETY

In T. H. Marshall’s theoretical time-table of citizenship, social rights were institutional-
ised in the industrial era and considered necessary to counterbalance political rights and
the anxiety that the general franchise might provoke an overturn of the social order. In
industrial societies, as in Western and Northern Europe, this strategy implied the need for
social reform and the welfare state. But what happened in agrarian societies like Greece?
Social rights would remain meaningless if they were not related to the majority of the
population, the peasantry, and not translated into agrarian reform.

In the period of Ottoman domination, land in Greece belonged to the Ottoman sover-
eign or to religious foundations. During the National Revolution (1821-1830) all of this
land was deemed national land and there were demands for its redistribution. It is worth
noting that the land was not sold. If the land had been sold, the local notables would have
taken advantage of the situation and would have strengthened their position even more.
On the other hand, the selling of land would have conflicted with the general expecta-
tions of the Revolution. According to the national rhetoric of this period, since all had
participated in the sacrifices, why should some benefit more than others? For all these
reasons, the land was distributed over a period of seven years after the establishment of
general male franchise (1864, 1871)* From this viewpoint, the establishment of general
male franchise, the institution of public education for males and females and the distri-
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bution of the national land to families occurred during the same historical period, and
constituted the outcome of the way in which the national state was formed in Greece.
But this distribution of rights was unequal. Although all were entitled to the social rights,
political rights were allocated only to the male population.

When Greece doubled its territory in the period of the Balkan Wars (1912-13), and re-
ceived a great wave of Greek refugees from Turkey (1922-23), which equalled about one-
fifth of the Greek population, there was a new distribution of land to landless peasants.
The justification of the reform originated again from the arsenal of the national ideology:
“the resettling of the refugees and their integration into the national community”. Nonethe-
less, another reason was offered which brings us closer to Marshall’s logic on social rights.
It was held that the distribution of land and the creation of small landholders would spare
Greece from the danger of revolution and communism. In this way a social mechanism was
established, connecting the allocation of the land and the creation of small landholders with
social security. Despite the creation of the Social Insurance Foundation (IKA) in the 1930s,
under the auspice of and pressure from the International Labour Office, social rights were
understood as the creation of small landholders and easy access to land ownership’.

This attitude continued to hold sway after the Second World War and the subsequent
Civil War, when the balance between the agrarian and the urban population overturned
during a mass wave of internal migration in the 1950s and 60s, and the right to vote for
the parliament was extended to women (1952)°. The politics of the post-war social engi-
neering was not based on social welfare, as in Western Europe, during the same period.
It was based on the distribution of super-valued urban real estate in the expanding urban
areas. Anybody with a little money from his/her savings was able (or encouraged) to ac-
quire a small portion of landed property, or to share this property with others and use it
as an investment to be liquidated during difhicult times, as a compensation for the lack
of social insurance. This policy, with its visible consequences for the urban landscape in
Greece, came to an end after the fall of the Dictatorship (1974), and a new welfare policy
was implemented during the Socialist government in the 1980s. The problem this time
was that the expansion of the welfare did not coincide with the expansion of the economy
as in the 1950s and 1960s, but with a period of stagnation, reduction of public economy
and severe criticism of state intervention.

The conclusion is that social citizenship was
- interconnected with the national state and the national ideology;
- understood mainly as the creation of small land owners/small property? holders;

- established not later than political citizenship, although the latter was restricted to the
male population till the middle of the 20th century.

CITIZENSHIP AND EXCLUSION

What remained outside of this process of incorporation were the ethnic and religious mi-
norities. During the War of Independence and at the beginning of the foundation of the
new state (1821-1830), the non-Christian population (Muslim Turks and Jews) were oust-



Multiple Paths to Citizenship. T.H. Marshall’s Theory and the Greek Case 69

ed, and their rights as citizens were not recognized. On the other hand linguistic minori-
ties of Orthodox faith (Albanian and Vlach speaking population) were identified as Greek
citizens without any distinction from the Greek speaking citizens. The minorities became
a political question after the Balkan Wars, the First World War and the Greek invasion of
Asia Minor (1912-1922) when agreements for the mutual exchange of populations were
made between Greece and Bulgaria, on the basis of the ‘consciousness” of national belong-
ing on the one hand, and between Greece and Turkey, on the basis of religion on the other.
Minority groups, such as the Muslim community in Thrace and Slav-Macedonians, after
mutual agreements, were left inside Greece under the protection of the League of Nations’
Formally, these minorities had the rights of Greek citizens, although we should introduce
here a distinction between formal or legal rights and the actual exercise of these rights. The
discrepancy between the formal and the actual practice of political rights is another serious
issue in Greek history concerning political and minority issues. In the inter-war period, just
as in the period from the end of the Civil War until the dictatorship of 1967, political rights
were guaranteed. Nevertheless, a percentage of the population was excluded from them by
laws known as ‘para-constitutional’ (or ‘shadow-state’), which were appended to and supple-
mented the Constitution. Thus during this period citizens who were considered to belong
to the Left were arrested, exiled and impeded in the free exercise of their political rights.
Those who were in exile abroad, as political refugees, were deprived their legal citizenship.
This exclusion from political citizenship created and was justified by the concept of ezhnikof-
rosyni (national mindedness). Those excluded from political rights were considered to be
outside the national community. In the post civil war period, the concept of ethnikofrosyni
was connected to the right to citizenship. The non lawful to the nation was considered as
non citizen. The divided citizenship was mirrored in a divided identity. On the one hand,
there was the officially promoted identity, on the other, the excluded identity®. Only after
the fall of the dictatorship and the setting up of the Republic in 1974, the concept of the citi-
zen had forced in Greece a unified national identity with the inclusion of political excluded
identities into the citizenship’.

During the 1990s the entry of new immigrants from Easten Europe, the Middle East and
other Asian and African countries, counting circa 10% of the population of the country,
has challenged the concept of citizenship once more. Access to the right of citizenship
was allocated only to a minority of the newcomers, those who could demonstrate their
ethnic allegiance to the Greeks, the omogeneis™. Once more the old dilemma between
genos and demos came out in favour of the former.

CONCLUSION

The four cases of Modern Greek history of citizenship show first the tension between two
principles of belonging to the ‘city; the principle of genos, connected to kinship and de-
fined by culture, religion and history, and the principle of demos linked to the intellectual
tradition of republicanism. Second, we have seen the reversal of the sequence between
civil and political rights. Civil rights depended on and derived from political rights and
not vice versa. This was the consequence of the making of the nation-state. The construc-
tion of citizenship was not a gradual and linear procedure but the result of a rupture in the
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history of society. The polity was constructed out of secession with Empires and without
state and legal continuity as implied by the Marshallian model of citizenship. Third, social
rights were indispensable for the social cohesion of new formed national communities.
The majority of the population imposed the need for agrarian reform, and, at the same
time, the reform was justified with the national and citizenship discourse. Despite the
differences with respect to the social legislation and the welfare policies developed for
urban working people, the politics of social cohesion was used as a vehicle of attaining full
citizenship, in a way similar to the theoretical proposals of T.H. Marshall.
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