AG RboutGender

International journal of gender studies

http://www.aboutgender.unige.it/ojs

Vol.1 N° 2 anno 2012
p.51-72

Citizenship on trial: ‘disability’and the borders of gender
Flavia Monceri

Universita del Molise

Abstract?

In the last decades, citizenship has been incrgigsimder debate especially with re-
spect to the growing internal diversification ofntemporary complex societies. The
guestion | address in this article is very simitathat addressed by such debate: «How
can we manage to actually extend membership, regidsparticipation, i.e. the substan-
tial features of citizenship as it is currently enstood, to all who are inserted within a
political community, in order to realize the denedar ideal of the sovereignty of all as
the sovereignty of each one?». | move from the ttlah the notion of citizenship as-
sumes a model of ‘the citizen’, which refers toharhan type’ as an obliged starting
point to establish the borders of actual membersigpts and participation. The model

of the citizen is built by selecting some recurdiwatures, which are considered typical

! Note to the reader: In this article | deploy thents ‘disability’, ‘disabled’ etc. always in inved com-
mas, except in the case of direct quotations. Eelibis graphic solution to express my discomfath w
terms that reiterate a label to be rather refusetth@ outcome of the ‘ability’/'disability’ dichotoy. As |
see it, such dichotomy is not built upon a ‘factbakis’, but upon a value judgment about bodied (an
‘minds’) which do not conform to the prevailing smicand cultural rules of ‘normalcy’.
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of ‘human beings’. Among them, able-bodiedness sa¥d (and hence gender), are al-
ways included in the selection because they arenttst immediately linked to the con-
crete bodies of individuals, which political ordeasn at disciplining and policing.

However, even able-bodiedness and sex/gender aredeal types’ built by selecting

some recursive features and discarding all therqgibssible ones. My aim is to show
that moving from here it is possible to rethinkzgnhship by addressing concrete liminal
cases. Here | will jontly consider the so-calletsatbled bodies’ and the overcoming of

gender borders.

Keywords: Citizenship, Disability, Disabled Bodies, Sex/@en Nussbaum, Care.

1. The trouble with citizenship

In the last decades, citizenship has been incrglgsimder debate especially with re-
spect to the growing internal diversification ointemporary complex societies. Mean-
while, the parallel debate about democracy resuttekdeoretical models such as ‘delib-
erative democracy’ (see, among others, Gutmannoenpblon 1996; Elster 1998; Ma-
cedo 1999; Bosetti e Maffettone 2004; Monceri 20drid ‘radical democracy’ (Laclau
e Mouffe 1985; Butleet al. 2000; Mouffe 2005). Indeed, there is a tight relaship
between citizenship and democracy, highlightedrfstance by Richard Bellamy:

Citizenship is a condition of civic equality. Itregists of membership of a political
community where all citizens can determine the seafsocial cooperation on an
equal basis. This status not only secures equaisrig the enjoyment of the collec-
tive goods provided by the political associatiort also involves equal duties to
promote and sustain them — including the good ohatmatic citizenship itself
(Bellamy 2008, 17).

In this sense, to quote Bellamy again, citizenship also be defined as the fundamen-

tal right «because it is the ‘right to have rightsthe capacity to institutionalize the

rights of citizens in an appropriately egalitariay» (ivi, 15). The substantial features
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of democratic citizenship are membership, rightd participation, with the result that
citizenship should be directly linked to ‘politicas the most important human activity
intent on ‘social cooperation’.

The issue | address here is just the same addrbgsi above-mentioned debates,
and it might be sum up in the following questioowhcan we manage to actually ex-
tend membership, rights and participation, i.e.dhlestantial features of citizenship as it
is currently understood, @l who are inserted within a political community,arder to
realize the democratic ideal of the sovereigntglbés the sovereignty of each one? The
same question can be articulated otherwise: howneamanage to includall single
individuals among ‘the citizens’ avoiding any se¢iec? As a matter of fact, none of the
‘great narrations’ devoted to the historical anelailddevelopment of citizenship (see es-
pecially the classic Marshall 1950; for a critidédcussion Susen 2010) explicitly prob-
lematizes its own anthropological presuppositidds. the contrary, | move from the
idea that the notion of citizenship assumes, itliga model of ‘the citizen’, which re-
fers to a ‘human type’ as an obliged starting pomestablish the borders of actual
membership, rights and participation at any givermmant.

In its turn, the model of the citizen is built bglescting some recursive features which
are considered typical of ‘human beings’, as welstating that just those features (and
not other ones, which are simply discarded) arevegit for the correct construction of
the model. Two of those featuredjle-bodiednesandsex(and henceyende}, are al-
ways included in the selection because they arenthst immediately linked to the con-
crete bodies of individuals, which political ordexisn at disciplining and policing (de-
spite all differences, | agree here with some pwsst expressed by Foucault 1975;
1976). However, | feel confident to state, as qukeorists and disability scholars do,
that even able-bodiedness and sex/gender aredaal ‘iypes’ built by selecting some
recursive features and discarding all the othesiptes ones, and that moving from here
it is possible to rethink citizenship addressingareteliminal cases. Here | will jontly
consider the case of the so-called ‘disabled bodied the overcoming of the gender
borders.

Before discussing the case, however, | briefly merssome aspects of the debate on

citizenship, which seems to recognize as a whalethe ideal of democratic citizenship
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has not yet been realized especially due to theptedity of contemporary societies. As
Simon Susen highlights, «traditional notions ofzeibhship emerged with the rise of
modern society» (Susen 2010, 259), and thereftwe ride of late modern or — as some
would argue — postmodern societies poses new dgaléeto contemporary discourses
of citizenship» ipidem). Moreover, as Surya Monro stresses, «‘citizeriship slippery
concept, involving the inclusion of some groups drelexclusion of others, often along
ethnic and national lines. It is historically andltarally situated, and has different
meanings in different languages» (Monro 2005, 148js led, on the one hand, to sug-
gest more specific notions such as ‘sexual citizgngEvans 1993; Richardson 1998;
2000), ‘cultural citizenship’ (Stevenson 2003; #odiscussion, Couldry 2006), ‘intimate
citizenship’ (Plummer 2003), and ‘cyborg citizenshiGray 2002). On the other hand,
the debate increasingly focuses upon the ‘figuoégitizens which are excluded by, or
not fully included in, its traditional notion andrins: among them the ‘sexual citizen’
(Weeks 1998), the ‘intersexual’ (Grabham 2007), ‘ttemsgender’ (Monro 2005), and
the ‘disabled’ (Nussbaum 2006; Young 2007; Arn@i02), without forgetting other liv-
ing species, like the ‘nonhuman animals’ addregsellartha Nussbaum (2006).

In general, the citizenship debate can be intezdrat the light of the ‘politics of dif-
ference’, which at the end of the day overlaps witantity politics’ (see Purvis e Hunt
1999), and aims at achieving the inclusion of dédfees through their gradual ‘recogni-
tion’, a central category for political and socihkory alike (see Taylor 1994; on the
‘struggles for recognition’ see notably Honneth 3pHHowever, recognition has been
recently questioned moving from the circumstaned th various context a clear shift
seems to be occurred «from earlier demands fordbegnition of difference, to more
recent concerns with the recognition of shared atttaristics, of valuing sameness
alongside, or indeed instead of, difference» (Mghdin et al. 2011, 1). Beyond that,
«the mechanisms and institutional responses t@reton appear to be producing new
or altered forms of ‘conditionality’ within rightand citizenship», in the sense that
«groups and individuals need to ‘prove’ that thegldd be recognised by the state in
certain ways in order to claim resources and legity» (bidem).

In other terms, it seems no longer clear — if & baer been — whether the reference to

‘recognition’ as a tool for the ‘politics of idetidifference’ is strategically adequate,
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or if it implies more costs than benefits. In faetontests over recognition bring with

them the risk of policing the identities they séelave validated», because «claims to
have cultural or political identities articulateband disability, or sexuality, or race or

ethnicity, or nation, or class risk prescribing @hcultural or political values should be

articulated by those who claim to belong to thastegories» (ivi, 5). In other terms, the

politics of recognition can show itself a doubleged weapon, changing in a further

means to compel those same individuals whose sggcghould be preserved by such

politics (see, among others, Appiah 1994) to chposeéhe contrary, a clear-cut identity

with stable and recognizable borders.

To come back to the main topic, a notion of rectignitoo tightly linked to identity
can be particularly prejudicial to the so-callegsabled’ individuals, because their dif-
ferentindividual experience irreducible to any ‘shared identity’ttees more than in
other cases, although — just to be clear — in myiop it is only a matter of degree. It is
therefore not surprising that, as Jackie Scullyeunlies, «resistance to the notion of
there being a distinct disability identity can lmeiid as much within disability theory
and activism as outside it» (Scully 2011, 38). Aaywl am not ready to agree on the
idea that this occurs because ‘disability’ canr@ubderstood as ontologically identity-
forming, differently from other «accepted axes déntity such as gender, class or eth-
nicity» (ibidem). On the contrary, | find that, with due modifilats, we can surely ap-
ply the criticism to the notion of ‘shared identitp be found within disability studies
also to all other cases, although with some diffees.

Scully reminds that from the viewpoint of a mediaegproach a «unifying feature of
disability» might be found, in that «disability cae defined in terms of individual dev-
iations from a norm of physical or mental structawed function» ibider), but we
should also bear in mind the concurrent fact thoaithkk the sheer heterogeneity of im-
pairments and the difficulty in agreeing on unambigs limits to normality mean that
bodily deviationby itselfis a problematic basis for a shared identiipidém. However,
if things are so, could we not claim the same ifigtance for intersexual identity, in that
it also originate in a «bodily deviation»? Furtherey Scully states that «it is plausible
that the subjective experience of being/having aanslous body can affect how

people perceive and make sense of their bodies, sheoundings, and the events of
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their lives, and the sense that someone makesrdiféés inextricably bound up with

who she thinks she is — her identity» (ivi, 39),ilehthis sense-making activity need
not be identical for all disabled peopldabidem. But does this not apply to all expe-
riences of diversity, given that they all must cont with the existence of a ‘norm’
which works as the criterion according to which difference should be evaluated?

2. ‘Disability’ and citizenship

Among the three substantial elements of citizenshiphe case of so-called ‘disabled’
individuals the most problematic rticipation that is to say the entitlement to exer-
cise one’s own right/duty to ‘socially cooperat&ideed, the capacity to participate
seems to be missing in the case of human bodiegingfthe prevailing standard of
‘normalcy’ either from the physical or the psychi@ntal point of view, according to
the traditional Western mind/body binary throughichithe complex entity ‘human be-
ing’ is analitically simplified. And the difficultyemains even in those recent cases in
which the issue of ‘disabled’ individuals’ citizdénp is explicitly addressed, although
remaining within the boundaries of traditional pioAl models, particularly the liberal-
democratic one based upon the notion of ‘socidige’s the most important representa-
tive of which was John Rawls.

In her Frontiers of JusticeMartha Nussbaum states that just «the problehoofg
justice to people with physical and mental impaintse (2006, 1) is the first one which
has been excluded by the theory of social justidech nonetheless aimed to solve so-
cial conflicts and to guarantee a fair treatmenaltanembers of the political commu-
nity. According to Nussbaum, the limit of contraattheories, including the Rawlsian
one, is to be found in the exclusion of ‘disabledlividuals — as well as children, older
people and women (in the oldest versions) — frorigigating to the constitution of po-
litical community because they are unable for u@ioceasons to actively participate in
the productive life of the community, and this makkeeir interests less important (see
also Young 2007). As a result, towards such categaf ‘excluded people’ the issue of

justice emerges onlgfter the constitution of civil society, and its admington is as-
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signed to those who formulated the fundamentalcppias in a position of mutual
equality.

Now, choosing to exclude some categories of ‘hutm@ings’ from the constitutive
moment implies at least two fundamental assumptiBinstly, the criterion to establish
what types of human individuals can participatehe establishment of civil society
consists in their conformity to a model of normaémcording to which the human being,
and hence the citizen, has been defined. Secatmi$yimplies also a clear demarcation
between two spheres in the life of a political commity, the well-known public and
private spheres, whose position is not symmetricafact, the conduct of the private
sphere, in which those who did not participateht® é¢stablishment of civil society are
inserted, is assigned to the public sphere, andeéhponsed under its tutelage even for
what pertains to the decisions about the needski® into account and the tools to sat-
isfy them. In my opinion, this causes a double rdhsimation: the first one is actualized
in the very moment of the exclusion of the ‘abndifmalividuals from the contract.
The second one consists in reiterating that exmtusiso in the subsequent stage in
which those same ‘abnormals’ and tha@iivate needs and claims are taken into account
as apublic issueplaced in the care of those who are to be coreidas ‘full citizens'.

However, what interests me most is that the inolusif ‘abnormal’ people is not con-
sidered as a propgolitical, but rather anoral issue, to be traced back to the value-
system governing the individual and social perfelity of normal people Therefore,
‘abnormal’ people should be treated equally onlthsis of social justice because this is
amoral obligationfor normal peopleusually to be conceived according to the Kantian
tradition, that is to say as independent of theiratete demands and ultimately of their
concrete existence. It is my conviction that nagreiWussbaum, and with her a number
of other theorists, is able to exit the linguigg@me of traditional political theory, and
simply opposes to it a similarly articulated gameginating in the private sphere of the
‘feminine’ and the ‘woman’, for which a speculatalague of principles elaborated by
the Otheris added to the fundamental principles of tradaidiberal democracy.

Beyond that, all the models | encountered until iogus upon the rather problematic
notion ofcare which is questioned by different disciplines,luting disability studies,

because of its similarity to the paternalistic apntof charity, from which the interven-
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tions move by the part of those who postpone thatitnent of ‘abnormal’ people to a
later stage than the foundational one. When Nussbarites that «one might have a
theory that held that many living beings, human amein nonhuman, are primary sub-
jects of justice, even though they are not capabl@articipating in the procedure
through which political principles are chosen» (shesum 2006, 17), this establishes an
asymmetrical position gbowerthat cannot be renogotiated. Therefore, the nesdsa
to put those who are ‘incapable’ of participatingdar the tutelage of those who are
‘capable’, for whom the moral obligation surely &xi to treat them according to uni-
versal principles of justice, but not the politiaabligation to renegotiate those very
principles to take into account the expectatiorss @daims of the ‘incapables’, who can-
not negotiate by definition.

As a result, although «the problem of extendingcatian, health care, political rights
and liberties, and equal citizenship more genetallyuch people seems to be a problem
of justice, and an urgent one» (ivi, 2), it canbetsolved on the political terrain of a re-
negotiation of terms, modalities and principlesmupdich the contract rests. In fact, the
recognition that «solving this problem requireseavrway of thinking about who the
citizen is and a new analysis of the purpose ofat@ooperation»ibidem) does not
lead to a deconstruction of the legitimacy of tbattactualistic model based upon so-
cial justice. And this happens the fact notwithdiag that «a reshaping of theoretical
structures themselvesibidem is stated as necessary which should consisinusiat
deconstruction, whereas the suggestion is simdisred to «emphasiz[e] the impor-
tance of care as a social primary gooitbidenm). And although Nussbaum’s suggestion
is not to deploy the notion of care as the starpomt to rethink political theory, but
rather to resort to a ‘theory of capabilities’ gaseformulation of the model already pro-
posed by Sen 1982) based upon a conception ofuimar being free from the tradi-
tional notions of autonomy and rational action, flaet remains that such theory admits
that not all individuals are entitled to participab the elaboration of the fundamental
principles of political community.

It is therefore necessary to fix a participationeiinold, that although based upon a

different understanding of the ‘person’, has thmealiscriminatory flavour as more
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traditional solutions. This is clearly evident letchoice of ‘human dignity’ as a crite-

rion to evaluate the *human life worth living’:

Among the many actual features of a characteristiman form of life, we select
some that seem so normatively fundamental théde avithout any possibility at all
of exercising one of them, at any level, is noullyfhuman life, a life worthy of
human dignity, even if the others are presentnéfugh of them are impossible (as
in the case of a person in a persistent vegetatate), we may judge that the life is
not a human life at all, any more. Then, havingtdied that (extreme) threshold,
we seek a higher threshold, the level above whmhjust mere human life, but

good life becomes possible” (Nussbaum 2006, 181).

| restrict myself to stress that such a solutioesdnot answer just to the same ques-
tions left open by contractualist theories. Indebds definition of human dignity, and
particularly of the life worth living, depends euslvely upon the principles formulated
by those who were entitled to do so — i.e. thermas’ — without taking into account
the possibility of renegotiating it with the ‘abmaals’, or at least of not formulating a
clear-cut definition for lack of relevant informati. As | see it, the theories of justice
cannot avoid the reference to moral judgments teespolitical questions, and this
leads them to become unjust when they must solgesca which the involved indi-
viduals are not ‘subjects’, but ‘objects’ of thefidgion of what is just. The suggestion
to implement the theory of justice with a theorycapabilities is not enough to solve
the difficulty to extend citizenship tall the individuals placed within a given spatial
and temporal context, because of the refusal toudssthe assumptions of traditional
political theory — particularly the human type upshich it rests, and which is adum-
brated in the definition of a ‘life worth living'.

The limits of Nussbaum’s theory are clearly highteg for instance by Eva Feder
Kittay, whose suggestion is explicitly based upbe hotion of care. Kittay acknowl-
edges to Nussbaum’s proposal the merit of beingret a response to the question of
human dignity and to human equality»(Kittay 20088}t her «capability list is meant
as a set of entitlements belonging to us by vidihe fact that we are human», as well
«as the basis of the human claim to dignity. Ineotlvords, it is because humaren
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have these capabilities that their life is a liferthy of a distinctively human dignity»
(ibidem). However, their limit consist in holding a «norina character» depending on
«the claim that without any possibility of exeragiall of these (at least at some level
of functioning), the life would not be a human #f@vi, 109). In other terms, according
to Kittay, Nussbaum «is unwiling to dispense witty @f the capabilities in favour of
the development of any other. There are no trateanid no compromise on the need to
realise them all»ilfidem). This implies «positing a norm of human functiogw, which
«will turn out to exclude certain people from thesgibility of a truly human life, a life
worthy of human dignity» (ivi, 110).

Kittay suggests not to «look for the basis of dignn attributions we have as indi-
viduals, but in the relationships we bear to onetlar>» (ivi, 111). More specifically,
she states that «it is not in the human capacitsatddnal practical reasoning that we
find the ultimate source of our dignity but in atthctly moral capacity to care», since
the dignity of all of us «is bound both to our ceipato care for one another and in our
being cared for by another who is herself worthycafe» {piden). The basis of such
moral capacity consists in acknowledging that «widwadls us in our caring relations is a
deep sense of the irreplaceable and distinctivehaair each human being, of the life
form we share, and of the non-fungible nature efredationships we form with one an-
other» {bidem); in this sense, «dignity is a feature that m@spbrceived in order to be.
For dignity is a call upon another to recognise iatninsic worth» (ivi, 113). Anyway,
even Kittay’s position, which ultimately traces kaall care relations to the ‘mother-
child’ model, can be charged with the same limiNassbaum’s one for various reasons,
the most important of which consists in its buifglipolitics on moral assumptions indi-
viduated only by those who are entitled to do it.

| find that this problem is not completely solveeer by those who stress the rele-
vance of the notion of interdependence for a cteisisliscourse about care (see Arnell
2009; also Watsoat al. 2004), trying to overcome the independence/depaelkinary
that characterizes the traditional political modatsluding contractualism. In fact, in-
terdependence can be useful only if we avoid thle of a one-way understanding that
would be inconsistent with the foundations of coemglly theories in which interde-

pendence originates, focusing exclusively on theeation from the con-
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text/environment to the individual/self. We shouddher admit that each one of us ac-
tively participates to the development of interdegent interactions also by virtue of
that ‘individual’ part of ourselves that is irredbie to a rational and linguistic formula-
tion because it has to do with the as well irredigcdiversity of our concrete experi-
ences. This should be done especially in ordeffés a definition of interdependence in
mutual terms, that is to say considering the pastoé the interactiomt onceas care-
giversandcare-receivers (see Wendell 1996, 144-151).

In addressing the relationship between care arghbdity’ (Wendell 1996; Beckett
2007; Arneil 2009) we can ask the following: howtipossible to think about an active
role, whatever its configuration, by the part o tidisabled’ person, if not by decon-
structing her representation as a ‘child’ in neéé ¢care-giving mother'? The idea is
still well-alive, if tacitly, that the so-called ishbled’ might be defined as ‘children in
need of care’ or ‘minors in need of tutelage’, d@imd urges to consider the dark side of
care relations (on the debate about care see Thad@as section 4). Personally, | find
it mistaken to represent such relations only asxqmession of ‘solidarity’, ‘responsibil-
ity’, ‘attention’, ‘love’ etc., without mentioningpower. Especially in the field of ‘dis-
ability’, in which the care-giver is often entitlesen to ‘manage’ the body and bodily
processes of the care-receiver, it cannot be ftegdhat care and ‘policing’ are strictly
linked (see also Shakespeare 2000; Beckett 20@73383). It is therefore not surprising
that a great part of disability studies has beekitay since a long time to deconstruct
the paternalistic/maternalistic model of care &t &m to recover the active role of the

care-receivers.

3. Gender, ‘disability’ and citizenship

The debate about the redefinition, or at leaststifestantial modification, of the notion
of citizenship seems unable to achieve its goat, ihto say the (tendentially) ‘full in-

clusion’. This is because the debate itself is dagmn two presuppositions which are
not under discussion, as it should rather be.lFjr$te theoretical political model repre-
senting the target of criticism, is nonethelessepted. However, this decrees the im-

possibility to overcome its limits through a radiceticism, and the need to be content,
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so to speak, with the introduction of ‘correctives’‘adjustments’ which should allow
for the inclusion of ‘different’ or ‘abnormal’ indiduals. Secondly, the anthropological
foundations of citizenship are not really addresseithe debate, even when, as it is the
case with the above-mentioned authors, just thdtivaal model of the citizen is ex-
plicitly questioned.

The root of the problem is to be found in the ifigbto exit the prevailing linguistic
game, and the usually preferred move consists posipg a different ideal type of the
citizen to the dominant one, by means of elabogatindifferent, better oppositional,
catalogue of its features. As I tried to show, thifor instance the outcome of all those
theories trying to reassign relevance to the peiggthere and the values of theernal
other (as it is the case with ‘care’ or the values thiéimately, if only implicitly, are
thought as the specific contribution of the ‘femigi side of the political community).
The tricky side of this position, however, consistghe fact that conceding the exis-
tence of a private sphere opposed to a public oregns reproducing the dominant
‘rules of the game’.

My approach to the issue is intended to be moriahth deconstructing the anthro-
pological foundations of the ‘normal citizen’, innptly accepted in contemporary de-
bates. To this end, the first step that politidallgsophy should do in order to remain
faithful to its task — to elaborate models of ortteat are able to satisfy the highest pos-
sible number of expectations of the highest possilimber of individuals, though al-

ways tentatively, partially and provisionally -iecoming aware that

if the ‘rational’ citizen or ‘person’ at the heant all these political theories is re-
peatedly constituted in direct opposition to thgablled ‘other’, who is defined as
less than ‘normal’, ‘irrational’, ‘outside the ‘ualiway of being, only ‘potentially’
human, and governed by the principle of charitheathan justice, it is clear that
to incorporate disability into contemporary polichought is not simply a matter
of ‘including’ the disabled within existing norms paradigms [but rather to recog-
nise that] a fundamental rethinking of liberal ageimocratic theory is required
(Arneil 2009, 228).
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Anyway, while those who are moving towards sucihndamental rethinking» do not
question the maintainance of the liberal democnaticiel as well as the various con-
temporary theories of justice, in my opinidnwe want to include the so-called ‘dis-
abled’,thenwe must be ready, for reasons of logical and fbguoasistency, to give up
the idea of such a maintainance. To this end, ¢ssigthat ‘disabled’ bodies should not
be considered moving from an established set afegabn whose basis their political
importance is inferred, but rather as ‘transgresdpodies which are also immediately
‘political’, because their exclusion depends orirtbeiginal separation from the rest of
the fully members of the political community, stetally discriminatingthem by means
of exercising the power assigned to the (assumeghrity of the ‘normals’. Such a rift
at once establishesbarder between what is fully human and what is not, amhot be
subsequently overcome by means of a ‘moral calliwyich would compel the normal
bodies to re-include the transgressive ones amuogeptwho can claim for a ‘“full citi-
zenship'.

To make only one instance, | agree with the cstitioffered by James Overboe
against the «rhetoric of equality of rights», besmit is well reasonable that «by argu-
ing that disabled people must demand equality giftsi for themselves, supporters of
‘equality of rights’ deny the ‘lived experience’ dfsabled people», in that «the obtain-
ing of equal rights that maintains the systemicrifisination against disabled people
does not resolve problems for us. It only exacebatem» (Overboe 1999, 23). Over-
boe’s position goes rather in the direction of tiegahegotiation of the ‘original position’,
which has been excluded by traditional politicadty:

Rather than an ‘equality of rights’ based on idgnpiolitics, | call for an ‘equality

of condition’ that validates both a disabled embwgtit and sensibility. Our physi-
cal, mental and emotional manifestations of digigldls well as the social, political,
moral and physical environment will continue to dan impact upon us. But shift-
ing the notion of an identity which is devaluedadived experience that is vali-
dated causes a change in approach. No longer waeilde ‘done to’, and ‘done
for’, or even ‘done with’ as so often within norsdbled and extreme liberal indi-
vidualism parameters and with the restrictions rofableist sensibility. The shed-

ding of the illusion of identity allows for our ¥led experience’ to come to the fore-
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front. Thus our ‘lived experience’ would be an or& part of the atmosphere and
tone for any change within our lives and our intéoa with others, whether they
be disabled or non-disabled (ivi, 23-24).

To sum up, the general questions | try to address political philosopher who does
not want to rely on moral or ethical principles agefollows: 1) is it possible to rethink
the notion of citizenship in such a way that it@exds in including ‘different people’,
without addressing the issue of the human typeahwgtcitizen should embody in order
to gain access to services, rights and benefitgdinio citizenship? and 2) is it logically
consistent to elaborate a revision aiming to ‘mdlusion’ by highlighting the limits of
traditional theories, without foreseeing the invetwent of those ‘different individuals’
they exclude, without listening to what their cagterbodies have to say of themselves,
in a word without the participation of those saméividuals who were excluded from
the original negotiation? Of course, the answex inegative one to both questions, and
it is so at the formal and logical level of theeital consistency of the theoretical enter-
prise, without any need for a preliminary valuegotent concerning thgoodnesof
the operation itself.

It is within this framework that my definition ofi¢ ‘disabled’ as ‘transgressive’ bod-
ies achieves its meaning. They are transgressivénrtbe usual sense that they break
the rules established by the ‘able-bodied’, by mseahopenly dissenting to subvert
them as soon as the their number becomes widespreadjh to have a social impact,
and to compel, so to speak, the prevailing ordevatesfy their claims. Rather, | main-
tain that ‘disabled’ bodies are transgressive bdybeir ‘recognition’, ‘inclusion’, ‘ac-
knowledgment’ or whatever, because they createeatablish ‘alternative rules’ work-
ing simultaneouslyto the prevailing ones. Hence, they cause thdigalliorder to find
strategies to ‘neutralize’ the impact that suclkerakitive rules already have at the level
of everyday life both for those who transgress a@ conform,simply because they
existand areviablefor everyone (a deeper discussion in Monceri 2012)

The ability/disability binary is the most originahe to distinguish among the bodies
of human beings, and is at the basis also of tke gender and sexual binaries. Put

bluntly, such a binary allows, the justificationstwithstanding that can be elaborated
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from a medical, philosophical, moral, social cudtieind political standpoints, to include
in, or exclude from, the category of the ‘(fullyliinan beings’ any concrete body, ac-
cording to the pole to which it is assigned by #hogho judge about its ‘able-
bodiedness’ or ‘disability’. From this point of wethe very notion of ‘disability’ could,
and in my opinion should, be replaced by the idedemporarily able bodies’ which
would be a better reminder that ‘ability’ and ‘didéy’ are not static poles free from
spatial and temporal constraints, but rather canmitdeemed to change in time and to
be experienced by all concrete human bodies. S@mutd become possible to reformu-
late the issue of an assumed ‘disabled identiigt,tas Mark Sherry states, «could sim-
ply be an identity that is based on identifyingsasneone who navigates the world in
atypical ways, facing many attitudinal and physibafriers» (Sherry 2007, 10). The
fact that the idea of a ‘temporary able-bodiednéssiot yet widespread should cast
doubts on the actual capacity of the very notiothafnan being’ to really include all
concrete bodies, given that the possibility is gisvihere to exclude some of them.

Now, a ‘disabled’, that is to say not (fully) humdoody, is surely a sexed body, in the
sense that such body, already categorized on this lbh a ‘norm’ establishing the
‘proper shape’ of the human body (which of coursgdudes also the ‘mind’ or ‘psy-
che’), a sex is also assigned chosen between théumtil now) permitted, what could
also lead to define the various forms of ‘intersxconditions’ as ‘disabilities’, given
that not even those bodies are able to confornméonbrm. But what | want to stress
here is that the assignment of a sex is not tisé djperation from a temporal and ideal
viewpoint, because in order to be M or F, you nhestlready assigned to the class of
the ‘(fully) human beings’. This idea may seem wait first sight, but things change if
we consider that while ‘disabled’ bodies are sexeels, they are surely ne¢xualones,
that is to say bodies for which the possibilityfaseseen tgractice sexuality, and this
ultimately depends solely on the fact that theifirdigon as ‘disabled’ implies not
merely a ‘malfunctioning’, but the very ‘absencé&amy sexual ‘functions’.

Although just this is the most important questigrom which to reflect, | will rather
focus ongender which however cannot be understood as indeperafempreliminary
admission of theossibilityfor a concrete body to have ‘sexual functions’.s&bled’

bodies are sexed but not sexual bodies, and tkisdmaarkable consequences also as to
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the definition of their gender, understood as thiestruction of a set of social roles es-
tablishing the identification of ‘feminine’ bodiegth ‘women’, and of ‘masculine’ bod-
ies with ‘men’. Now, since the ideal type of thézgn rests upon the gender dichotomy,
because of its intersubjective, i.e. social, emargeit is easy to see the conflict be-
tween ‘disabled’ bodies and the definition of @tship, particularly because they are
always transgressiugecause they set alternative gender rules

To state it more clearly, the type of human behmag each one of us has to embody to
be included among the citizens has been histoyicalhstructed primarily by selecting
features that directly refers to sex, gender amdaebinaries: the citizen is male, man
and heterosexual (even when the term was not y#oykd). But such features presup-
pose in their turn a preliminary judgment about ‘dimlities’ of that body, on which the
qualities depend that the citizen must have to eaaledy — that is to say as the political
community expects of him — perform his tasks. Sgedlities are autonomy, independ-
ence, rationality, reproductive ability, as welltae capacity to ‘produce’, that is to pro-
vide for the satisfaction of his and the society&eds, and the capacity to build and
manage a private sphere (typically a ‘family’) aondoe active in the public sphere (es-
pecially in ‘political matters’). As a matter ofdia such catalogue of features, that might
be surely widened by inserting for instance ‘phgbkgtrength’, ‘aggressiveness’, ‘com-
petition’ or ‘activeness’, corresponds to the giilevailing stereotype of the ‘male gen-
der’, which remains unquestioned even by those arkdrying to rethink the model in
order to include the ‘disabled’.

Just for this reason | maintain that it is pariely the existence of male ‘disabled’
bodies to offer the test bed to measure the adgqfate traditional notion of citizen-
ship, in the face of the difficulties posed in @imes by the goal of a wider inclusion.
From the standpoint of the traditional dichotomiésex, gender and sexuality, a ‘dis-
abled’ man represents and performs a gender whieslery near to the opposite pole,
particularly because it questions the two fundamlefdgatures of independence and
autonomy. Male ‘disabled’ bodies all present, aliio differently, a clear lack of
autonomy and a linked dependency on other caregsubjects, and this leads to asso-
ciate them to ‘children’ or ‘women’, what excludésat they can be considered ‘citi-

zens’ to all intents and purposes. Moreover, thgossibility to judge male ‘disabled’
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bodies as autonomous and independent has direseqoaences also for their charac-
terization as ‘(fully) rational individuals’ accardy to the traditional meaning of West-
ern rationality, and this is the reason of theiclegion from the number of those enti-
tled to negotiate the fundamental principles ofrtpelitical community.

As James Overboe convincingly writes, «for examghbe, linear rationality of the
able-bodied subject has difficulty in understandingomewhat chaotic communication
that is informed by the ‘disruptive’ embodimentaflisabled person» (Overboe 1999,
25), and this leads to evaluate the ‘disabled’ @ess not (fully) rational. In fact, para-
doxically as it may seems, the Cartesian mind/kdidigotomy, assigning to rationality
a hierarchically superior position to corporeityplicitly understands such rationality
as linked to a ‘normal’, that is to say ‘able’, lyodrhe linear notion of rationality,
which rests upon the principles of logic and caosatassumes that individuals are ca-
pable to observe, foresee and control their enmentalso by virtue of a specific cor-
poreal configuration that seems to be the moshdiths to actualize those operations in
a effective and successful way. In other termdpmatity as traditionally intended,
though refusing its own dependency on corporeadityd particularly the idea of an
‘embodied mind’ (see Lakoff e Johnson 1999), dasssncceed in radicalizing the dis-
tinction, at least to the extent that it keeps ssuaning that the most adequate rational-
ity is linked only to those bodily forms which adefined as ‘normal’ at any given mo-
ment.

The difficulties encountered by male ‘disabled’ lesdbecause they are considered
unable to represent and perform their gender inctiteect way are well exposed, to
make only one remarkable instance, by Robert Muiiphlyis classicThe Body Silent
(1990), in which he tells his own experience adisabled’ person, though not by birth.
Among the various parts which would be worth disoug, | quote some of those which
can clarify at best the meaning of my previousestents concerning the problematic
character of ‘disabled’” male bodies in the framédwof the discourse concerning the

extension of citizenship:

Lack of autonomy and unreciprocated dependencetlerobring debasement of

status in American culture — and in many otherucak, Most societies socialize
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children to share and reciprocate, and also torhecutonomous to some degree.
Overdependency and nonreciprocity are considergdisth traits, and adults who
have them —even if it's not their fault — sufferealuction of status. This is one rea-
son why the severely disabled and the very olchddie treated as children. [...] It
is for these reasons that escape from dependesdydesm a central goal of the dis-
ability political movement, and many handicappedpte have discovered their

own possibilities through going it on their owni(i201).

Much greater disturbances of the family systenmsatén motion when the husband
or wife becomes disabled, for the usual authonitg eeciprocity roles are thrown
completely out of kilter. [...] The identity of theaite in the Euro-American world
rests more heavily on work and occupation than dioasof the female. There is
no widely accepted social role of the househusbewvel) for a disabled man. And
in the reciprocal economy of the family, the haagiged man often loses his cen-
tral function as main breadwinner. [...] The fathiedé that he must rely on moral
coercion or reasoning when asserting paternal dtghfor he has lost physical
dominance. His functions in the household are dshied by his impairment in
other ways. He no longer [...] does any of the hudsiref things that once may
have defined and symbolized his role as husbandfaihér. He is around the
house all day long, but he has no role or purpatiemit; the home remains firmly
in the domain of the wife, and she is off to wdiiki, 205-206).

Although taking into account that ‘disabled’ femaledies are stigmatized even more
deeply inother respects, | am convinced that ‘disabled’ male ésdire more interest-
ing cases to cast doubts upon the solidity of thadn type chosen to shape the citizen.
Therefore, it is from this idea that political tmgchould try and address the revision of
citizenship. Anyway, this can be done only if itciear that an alternative model of the
citizen also means questionialj of its constitutive featurdsy taking into account the
concrete ‘disabled’ bodieBeyond that, it is also clear that replacing treglitional
ideal type with a new one would have relevant cqueaces also as to rethinking of the
model of political order based upon that traditiomadel, that is to say liberal democ-

racy.
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To put it differently, modifying the human type itigs a change in the model of the po-
litical order, and such modification might also imfis replacement, a theoretical move
that in my opinion contemporary political theorisi® not yet ready to make. And this
is of course fully legitimate, especially if juséifl on the basis of the idea that the liberal
and democratic political order is, for the timerggithe one which allows for the high-
est flexibility towards the claims for changing dogn from the members of political
community. But it should also be clear that if we aot ready to replace the model of
order, then we must, to be consistent, give updée to include some categories of dif-
ferent people, as it is the case with ‘disabledividuals, because this is logically im-
possible due to the anthropological foundationsumih model. In other terms, if we are
not ready to abandon liberal democracy, we shoeldware of the impossibility to ex-
tend citizenship to ‘disabled’ individuals on eqtedms. They are in fact not included
by definition among the human beings who ‘mattan therefore can be at best the ob-
ject of a moral (antiencealso political) behaviour prescribed to the humamgs who
matter, but never reach the point to be considkigdentitled subjects of political par-

ticipation.

References

Appiah, A. K. (1994), “Identity, Authenticity, Suimal: Multicultural Societies and So-
cial Reproduction”, in A. Gutmann, (a cura djulticulturalism: Examining the
Politics of RecognitionPrinceton, Princeton University Press, pp. 149-16

Arneil, B. (2009),Disability, Self Image, and Modern Political Thepig «Political
Theory», vol. 37, n. 2, pp. 218-242.

Monceri, F. (2011), “Le ragioni di chi? Democrageliberativa e ordine multicultura-
le”, in F. Monceri (a cura di)Percorsi nel sé. Identita, diversita, multicultural
ismq Pisa, Edizioni ETS, pp. 227-253.

Monceri, F. (2012), Beyond the Rules. Transgres8udies and Political Power, in

«Teoria», vol. 32, n. 1, pp. 27-45.

69



Beckett, C. (2007)Women, Disability, Care: Good Neighbours or UneBsyfellows?
in «Critical Social Policy», vol. 27, pp. 360-380.

Bellamy, R. (2008)Citizenship: A Very Short Introductip@®xford and New York, Ox-
ford University Press.

Bosetti, G. e Maffettone, S. (2004pemocrazia deliberativa: cosa, &oma, Luiss
University Press.

Butler, J., Laclau, E. e Zizek, S. (200@ontingency, Hegemony, Universality. Con-
temporary Dialogues on the Leftondon and New York, Verso; trad. Rialoghi
sulla sinistra. Contingenza, egemonia, universalRa@ma-Bari, Laterza, 2010

Couldry, N. (2006)Culture and Citizenship: The Missing Linkf, <kEuropean Journal
of Cultural Studies», vol. 9, n. 3, pp. 321-339.

Elster, J. (a cura di) (1998)eliberative DemocragyCambridge, Cambridge Universi-
ty Press.

Evans, D. T. (1993)%exual Citizenship: The Material Construction okug#ities Lon-
don and New York, Routledge.

Foucault, M. (1975)Surveiller et punir: naissance de la prisdparis, Gallimard; trad.
it. Sorvegliare e punire. Nascita della prigigrieorino, Einaudi, 1993.

Foucault, M. (1976)..a volonté de savaiParis, Gallimard; trad. it.a volonta di sape-
re. Storia della sessualita Milano, Feltrinelli, 2001.

Grabham, E. (2007 itizen Bodies, Intersex Citizenship «Sexualities», vol. 10, n. 1,
pp. 29-48.

Gray, C. H. (2002)Cyborg CitizenLondon and New York, Routledge.

Gutmann, A. e Thompson, D. (199®emocracy and Disagreemen€ambridge,
Bellknap Press of Harvard University Press.

Honneth, A. (1995)The Struggle for Recognition: The Moral GrammafSotial Con-
flict, Cambridge, Polity Press; trad.libtta per il riconoscimentaMilano, Il Sag-
giatore, 2002.

Kittay, E. (2005), “Equality, Dignity and Disabwit, in M.A. Lyons e F. Waldron (a
cura di),Perspectives on Equality: The Second Seamus Heasotyres Dublin,
Liffey Press, pp. 95-122.

70



Laclau, E. e Mouffe, C. (1985Hegemony and Socialist Strategy. Towards a Radical
Democracy London-New York, Verso.

Lakoff, G. e Johnson, M. (1999 hilosophy in the Flesh. The Embodied Mind and its
Challenge to Western Thoughtew York, Basic Books.

Macedo, S. (a cura di) (1999eliberative Politics New York, Oxford University
Press.

Marshall, T. H. (1950)Citizenship and Social Clas€ambridge, Cambridge University
Press.

McLaughlin, J., Phillimore, P. e Richardson, D. X2} “Introduction: Why Contesting
Recognition?”, in J. McLaughlin, P. Phillimore e Richardson (a cura dif;on-
testing Recognition. Culture, Identity and Citizeips Houndmills, Basingstoke
Hampshire and New York, Palgrave Macmillan, pp91-1

Monro, S. (2005)Gender Politics. Citizenship, Activism and SexuaeBsity, London
and Ann Arbor, Pluto Press.

Mouffe, C. (2005)On the Politica) London, Verso.

Murphy, R. F. (1990)The Body Silent. The Different World of the DisdpMew York
and London,W.W. Norton.

Nussbaum, M. C. (2006lkrontiers of Justice: Disability, Nationality, Spes Member-
ship Cambridge and London,The Belknap Press of Harvaiidersity Press.

Overboe, J. (1999)Difference in Itself’: Validating Disabled Peopk’Lived Expe-
rience in «Body & Society», vol. 5, n. 4, pp. 17-29.

Plummer, K. (2003)Intimate Citizenship. Private Decisions and Pulli@alogues
Seattle & London, University of Washington Press.

Purvis, T. e Hunt, A. (1999)dentity versus Citizenship: Transformations in is-
courses and Practices of Citizenshiip «Social & Legal Studies», vol. 8, n. 4, pp.
457-482.

Richardson, D. (1998%exuality and Citizenshijin «Sociology», vol. 32, n. 1, pp. 83-
100.

Richardson, D. (2000),Claiming Citizenship? Sexuality, Citizenship ands-le
bian/Feminist Theoryin «Sexualities», vol. 3, n. 2, pp. 255-272.

71



Scully, J. L. (2011), “Disability and the Pitfalef Recognition”, in J. McLaughlin, P.
Phillimore e D. Richardson (a cura djpntesting Recognition. Culture, Identity
and Citizenship Houndmills, Basingstoke Hampshire and New Yor&lgRave
Macmillan, pp. 36-52.

Sen, A. (1982)Choice, Welfare and Measuremgefixford, Basil Blackwell; trad. it.
Scelta, benessere, equiglogna, Il Mulino, 1986.

Shakespeare, T. (200B8Elp, New York, Venture Press.

Sherry, M. (2007)(Post)colonising Disabilityin «Wagadu», vol. 4, pp. 10-22.

Stevenson, N. (2003)Cultural Citizenship. Cosmopolitan Questipnglaidenhead,
Berkshire, Open University Press.

Susen, S. (2010 he Transformation of Citizenship in Complex Saesetn «Journal
of Classical Sociology», vol. 10, n. 3, pp. 259-285

Taylor, C. (1994), “The Politics of Recognitionfy A. Gutmann (a cura diMulticultu-
ralism: Examining the Politics of RecognitioRrinceton, Princeton University
Press, pp. 25-73.

Thomas, C. (2007)%ociologies of Disability and lliness. Contesteddsl in Disability
Studies and Medical Sociolagiloundmills, Basingstoke, Hampshire and New
York Palgrave Macmillan.

Watson, N.et al. (2004),(Inter)Dependence, Needs and Care: The PotentraDfsa-
bility and Feminist Theorists to Develop an Emaatipy Mode) in «Sociology»,
vol. 38, n. 2, pp. 331-350.

Weeks, J. (1998)The Sexual Citizenn «Theory, Culture & Society», vol. 15, nn. 3-4,
pp. 35-52.

Wendell, S. (1996)The Rejected Body: Feminist Philosophical Reflestion Disabili-
ty, New York, Routledge.

Young, I. M. (2007), «Structural Injustice and #elitics of Difference», in A.S. Laden
e D. Owen (a cura diMulticulturalism and Political TheoryCambridge and

New York, Cambridge University Press, pp. 60-88.

72



