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Introduction to the special issue: “Solidarity
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Coping with ‘the progressive’s dilemma’; nationhood,
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The problem how immigration and welfare states can be reconciled with each other is
perhaps more relevant now than ever. High levels of immigration, such as in the
current refugee situation in Europe, raise urgent questions about conditions for maintaining the solidarity needed for welfare states. What impact does immigration and the
associated rise of cultural diversity have on feelings of belonging and solidarity? How
does migration affect the value foundation on which the European welfare states are
built? And also the other way around, how do welfare regimes condition immigration
policies and political approaches to diversity?
This issue will focus on the role of nationhood and solidarity in reconciling immigration
and welfare states. In the lead essay in this volume, the Canadian political philosopher Will
Kymlicka, well known for his work on multiculturalism, refers to a ‘progressive’s dilemma’
(see also Banting, 2010) between support for social solidarity and cultural diversity. In the
current European context this dilemma seems to be dramatically amplified by pitting advocates of welfare state closure against those of solidarity with refugees. However, the dilemma
clearly applies more broadly to various types of migrants, beyond the scope of the current
refugee situation. In fact, a potentially contested relationship between migration and welfare
states was already discussed in European migration research in the 1980s (Hammar, 1985).
It is a progressive’s dilemma, since it is most pronounced for the broadly liberal left
side of the political spectrum that is committed to egalitarian ideas about social justice
as well as a relatively open attitude towards migration and migrant integration. Yet is
it really a dilemma? Is social solidarity among current citizens irreconcilable with solidarity
with newcomers who are worse off? Do multicultural policies of immigrant integration
really undermine social cohesion and support for redistribution? These are both normative
and empirical questions. No matter how academic scholars answer them, they certainly feel
like a dilemma for various progressive parties in Europe, such as the Labour Party in the
UK and the SPD in Germany, which have thus far struggled to take a clear position regarding the refugee crisis. The strongest illustration of how the dilemma plays out in the
current crisis could be the drastic change of policy by the Swedish coalition government of
Social Democrats and Greens in January 2016 from open admission of refugees for
permanent settlement to temporary protection, restricted family reunion and turning back
undocumented asylum seekers.
© 2016 The Author(s). Open Access This article is distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International
License (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/), which permits unrestricted use, distribution, and reproduction in any medium,
provided you give appropriate credit to the original author(s) and the source, provide a link to the Creative Commons license, and
indicate if changes were made.
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The dilemma is clearly not only a theoretical or conceptual one; it manifests itself
very clearly in public and political debates on migration. On the one hand, there are
anti-immigrant parties and social movements who increasingly combine hostility
towards cultural diversity with a rhetoric of social protection for natives. On the other
hand, there is an impressive civil society mobilization for solidarity with refugees advocating
a welcoming attitude and pleading for multicultural incorporation of these asylum seekers
into European societies. The at times fierce polarization in the debate on refugee admission
and integration blocks sober consideration of the challenges that lie ahead when welfare
regimes that are already under severe economic stress are exposed to unplanned large
immigration and exacerbated conflicts over religious and ethnic diversity.
This special issue hosts a conversation between leading scholars from various disciplines and perspectives on the relation between immigration, welfare state, cultural
diversity and nationhood. The aim of the issue is not so much to take a specific
position or to showcase conclusive empirical research regarding the ‘progressive’s
dilemma’, but rather to represent a wide spectrum of views among scholars all of whom
take the dilemma seriously even if they disagree about its precise content. The focal
point of the discussion is a lead article by Will Kymlicka that takes a clear position
regarding the progressive’s dilemma. Subsequently, various scholars reflect on Kymlicka’s
contribution in a brief commentary. This debate includes responses from the perspective of
comparative study of democracy (Hanspeter Kriesi), sociology of migration (Godfried
Engbersen, Adrian Favell), political theory (Rainer Bauböck), political sociology (Irene
Bloemraad), multiculturalist theory (Nasar Meer) and cultural anthropology (Nina
Glick Schiller). Finally, the special issue also includes a rejoinder to the responses by
Will Kymlicka.

Kymlicka’s thesis: the need for ‘multicultural liberal nationalism’
The Canadian political philosopher Will Kymlicka has published extensively on how
liberal states ought to deal with cultural diversity. His early work (Kymlicka, 1989, 1995)
provided the most influential liberal theory of multiculturalism. In his collaborative
research with Keith Banting he argued that policies of multicultural recognition and social
redistribution are not necessarily in conflict with each other (Banting & Kymlicka, 2006).
His contribution to this special issue extends his argument by considering more broadly
how it is possible to institutionalize social solidarity in a redistributive welfare state in
contexts of pervasive cultural diversity. Kymlicka’s answer is that it is not enough to rely
on power resources of the progressive left in its political struggle with conservative and
neoliberal forces. What is instead needed is liberal nation-building.
Even, or perhaps especially, in contexts characterized by high degrees of diversity and
mobility the social construction of inclusive nationhood can create a shared sense of
belonging that encourages people from various backgrounds to act together and
develop a sense of solidarity. Thus, Kymlicka defines ‘national solidarity’ as a key
‘progressive political resource’ that can be mobilized both for multicultural integration of
immigrants and social solidarity in support of redistribution.
Kymlicka rejects thus the common interpretation of the dilemma as involving a
choice between particularistic nationalism and ‘universal humanitarianism’ (Kymlicka,
2015, 3, p. 5, p. 10). Instead, he interprets both horns of the dilemma within the framework of an ‘ethics of social membership’ (Kymlicka, p. 4). A sense of community and
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memberships are key aspects of culturally diverse welfare states that need to be constantly nurtured. It is precisely in this regard that nationhood, as a social construct, can
fulfil a key political and democratic function. In Kymlicka’s words, it ‘can operate to
stabilize democracy and to build and sustain redistributive welfare states’ (Kymlicka, p. 6).
Yet in a context of pervasive diversity, liberal nationalism cannot be of the thick ethnic
variety. It must be inclusive for natives as well as immigrants of all origins and has to
recognize diversity as a permanent feature of the nation through multicultural policies. For
Kymlicka, the progressive’s dilemma then takes on the following modified form: “We need
multiculturalism to make liberal nationalism legitimate, but multiculturalist reforms may
weaken the bonds of nationhood and hence its ability to secure stability and solidarity” (Kymlicka, 2015, p. 6).
If this dilemma were an inescapable one, then there would seem to be only two solutions: neoliberal multiculturalism (‘inclusion without solidarity’) or welfare chauvinism
(‘solidarity without inclusion’). Kymlicka’s (2015) article rejects, however, these alternatives
and argues that multiculturalism does not necessarily lead to an erosion of solidarity (see also
Banting & Kymlicka, forthcoming). He believes that there is a third option: ‘inclusive solidarity through a multicultural welfare state’ (p. 8). Moreover, the level of anti-immigrant
sentiment seems to be empirically unrelated to the generosity of the welfare system: “[T]he
perception of economic burden is an effect of perceptions of cultural otherness, not vice
versa” (Kymlicka, 2015). Only multicultural liberal nationalism can therefore, in Kymlicka’s
view, secure sufficient solidarity between individuals and groups for stable and democratic
welfare states in contexts of large scale immigration and persistent cultural diversity.

Responses from various perspectives
Most of the responses to Kymlicka’s essay share his view that the supposed progressive’s
dilemma needs to be critically re-examined. Irene Bloemraad agrees with Kymlicka that
the empirical assumptions underlying the dilemma seem to be weak or untested. She
shares his assessment that there is no hard empirical evidence that multicultural
policies are responsible for, or reinforce, welfare state retrenchment. Rainer Bauböck
adds that this does not mean that politicians, and other actors involved in migration
policymaking, do not have to cope with the real force of the progressive’s dilemma in
political discourse. Hanspeter Kriesi specifies that the dilemma constitutes a very real
threat to progressive parties, primarily because the constituencies of these parties
generally tend to be weary of multiculturalism. Bauböck argues also that the ‘dilemma’
is actually a ‘trilemma’ between ‘openness for immigration, multicultural inclusion and
social redistribution.’ He refers to potential political trade-offs not only between ‘multicultural recognition of diversity and social solidarity, but also between openness for
new immigration and solidarity and, finally, even between openness and multicultural
integration.’
In his rejoinder, Kymlicka regards these interventions as ‘friendly amendments’.
However, there are several themes in this conversation that trigger quite some controversy. One of these is Kymlicka’s liberal nationalism. Adrian Favell questions Kymlicka’s
support for solidarity at the national level and his assumed congruence between ‘demos’
and nation. Favell points at the many ‘neo-liberal’ economic developments that have to
large extent ‘denationalized capitalism’. These have not generally resulted in corresponding non-national political units, but Favell regards this as a normative problem rather than
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a fact that progressives should accept or even celebrate. And in the European Union he
finds an examples of an emergent post-national citizenship based on freedom of movement and non-discrimination. According to Favell, ‘our ideas of solidarity, as with our
ideas of democracy and governance, of rights and sovereignty, all need updating for a
world beyond the nationalist multicultural state.’ His sharpest criticism concerns
Kymlicka’s attempt to separate a liberal political and social agenda from economic
liberalism that generates and sustains the openness of societies for immigration and
diversity.
Rainer Bauböck also questions this focus on the nation-state. He is critical of
Kymlicka’s belief that ‘liberal nationalism’ will promote a form of inclusive solidarity.
Kymlicka himself warns that nationhood becomes exclusionary when it is foregrounded,
but Bauböck sees a contradiction here: If nationalism is really necessary for supporting
social solidarity then it must be mobilized and cannot be kept in the background. Bauböck
suggests that the tasks of accommodating cultural diversity and of mobilizing social
solidarity need not necessarily be bundled together in the same political unit (the multicultural nation-state) but could be distributed between local, national and supranational
polities. According to Bauböck, ‘nation-states are less and less capable of controlling their
own political agendas while they exercise at the same time far too much control over the
agendas of substate polities as well as supranational unions of states that are better suited
to address problems that nation-states cannot deal with adequately.’ While he acknowledges that redistributive welfare regimes can best be established at the national level, he
suggests that cities are better equipped than nation-states to maintain an inclusive sense
of (local) belonging in highly diverse societies.
Nina Glick Schiller contends that while Kymlicka addresses the critique of methodological nationalism (Wimmer & Glick Schiller, 2002) in his article he does not adequately
respond to it. Starting from a historical conjunctural analysis Glick Schiller warns that
most European welfare states evolved in a context where nationalism served to justify the
extraction of value from colonies, migrants and minorities rather than as a source of
inclusive solidarity. As an alternative to the ties of nationhood, Glick Schiller proposes the
notion of ‘sociabilities’, which refers to how people in their everyday lives build all sorts of
social relations based on ‘shared interests, emotions, and aspirations within a range of
settings.’ In order to develop more inclusive solidarity promoting ‘cosmopolitan sociabilities’ could lead to a greater toleration of difference. In his rejoinder, Kymlicka responds
that a welfare state demands much more than people ‘living together like neighbours.’
Social justice in redistributive welfare states is for him a much more demanding ideal that
still needs national solidarity as a motivational resource. According to Kymlicka, ‘social
justice, at least as understood within the social-democratic/liberal-egalitarian tradition,
requires not just the civilities and hospitalities of everyday life, but a commitment to
building a society of equals, which in turn requires active state measures to address
unchosen disadvantages in people’s life chances.’
Another challenge to Kymlicka’s optimism about inclusive solidarity is raised by Irene
Bloemraad who emphasizes that welfare regimes also build on notions of ‘deservingness’ that relate entitlements to contributions. Does liberal multicultural nationalism
help to overcome perceptions that certain groups of immigrants are undeserving
because they rely on welfare without contributing to it? A thin and enlarged conception
of liberal nationhood does not seem to answer the question who deserves to belong to
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a redistributive welfare state that may generate its own modes of exclusion. According
to Bloemraad, critics of multiculturalism ‘claim that the welfare state shouldn’t support
groups or individuals who choose not to contribute (rather than who face structural
problems), people who only ‘take’ rather than give (undermining reciprocity norms),
and those who just don’t have the right civic values (thus driving adoption of coercive
and more homogenizing civic integration policies). ‘Bloemraad’s critique resonates also
with current European debates on the alleged magnet effect of the more generous and
universalistic welfare systems for asylum seekers.
Nasar Meer makes a similar point when he examines attitudes towards redistribution
in Britain and argues that perceptions of shared identity are only one among several
criteria that go into evaluations of ‘deservingness’. Meer’s general argument is that the
progressive’s dilemma may be based on over-simplified and misleading conceptions of
social solidarity. Accepting it as a social fact blinds us ‘because transnational forces
(such as globalization) and domestic forces (such as devolution) affect social welfare
delivery in ways that have very little to do with shared identity’. According to Meer, the
notion of solidarity should always be put in a broader political-economic perspective,
which implies some distance from Kymlicka’s liberal culturalist approach.
Another theme in the discussion concerns contemporary changes in the nature of
migration and diversity and in the politics of migration. Hanspeter Kriesi confirms the
political reality of the progressive’s dilemma in much stronger terms than Kymlicka.
Both conceptual logic and the reality of the politics of migration suggest, according to
Kriesi, that there is a fourth alternative to ‘neoliberal multiculturalism’, ‘welfare chauvinism’
and Kymlicka’s ‘multicultural nationalism’. This is the ‘nationalist neoliberalism’ (exclusion
without solidarity), adopted by some European populist parties. Kymlicka’s third option
‘solidarity with inclusion’ has indeed been the choice for many progressive parties linked to
a change in their constituencies. From traditional working class parties, most of these
parties have shifted up towards more middle-class parties. However, this does not
solve but rather bypass the progressive’s dilemma, as it does not alter the perception
amongst traditional working class constituencies that there is a trade off between solidarity and immigration.
Godfried Engbersen addresses instead the changing nature of migration and diversity
from a sociological perspective. In his view, Kymlicka’s defence of multicultural liberal
nationalism as a resource for inclusive solidarity defies what he describes as the emergent reality of ‘superdiversity’ and ‘liquid mobility.’ Superdiversity refers to a situation
where diversity has in itself become so diversified that one can no longer speak of specific groups. Liquid mobility means that patterns of mobility have become more diverse
and flexible, including temporary as well as permanent forms as well as many types in
between. Instead of newcomers arriving and settling in one particular country and
being included into the welfare state where they develop a ‘multicultural liberal nationalist’ sense of belonging, Engbersen sees the development of a segmented welfare state
in which social rights are increasingly differentiated. In his rejoinder, Kymlicka he distances himself from the idea of liquid mobility. He claims that in reality many migrants
still settle permanently. He goes on to argue that the current shift from multicultural
to civic integrationist policies is not at all about how to deal with the reality of liquid
mobility; rather it is about allocating the burdens for integration to individual migrants
rather than society, which undermines the very idea of multicultural nationhood.
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Finally, some of the comments discuss to what extent Kymlicka’s thesis would be
specific to the Canadian case. Here, Bloemraad argues that ‘multicultural nationalism’
in Canada also evolved after decades of immigration and cultural conflict. She adds that
similar conflicts may accompany the road towards multicultural nationalism in Europe
as well. Meer, reflecting in particular on the UK case, adds that a better historical
understanding is required of how ‘inclusive solidarity’ emerges within specific (national)
settings. For instance, rather than asking how diversity shapes the welfare state (and
immigration policies), Meer turns the question around and asks how welfare states may
have shaped diversity in society as well; the UK being a case in point where the colonial
policies of the past had a key impact on immigration to the UK.

Conclusions: a modest consensus and a lack of alternative visions
A debate like this one cannot aim at either normative consensus or irrefutable empirical
evidence supporting a specific view of the relation between immigration, welfare states
and nationhood. Rather, this issue provided a platform for one of the key debates in
migration studies but also in the public and political sphere more generally. From this
discussion, several points of convergence but also divergence did emerge. First of all, there
seems to be some agreement that the progressive’s dilemma should not so much be
considered as empirically grounded in social facts but should be taken seriously as a
political reality. Whereas comparative empirical research shows that levels of redistribution, immigration and cultural diversity seem to vary rather independently from
each other, most authors in this special issue agree that trade-offs between them are
generally assumed in political discourse and drive the stances of political parties,
movements and voters that provide in turn inputs for democratic policy making.
Such a political interpretation of the progressive’s dilemma allows to take it
seriously while at the same time accounting for a lot of contingency with regard to
how it plays out in different states and regional contexts. Studying the progressive’s
dilemma from a political perspective can, however, mean taking one of two contrasting attitudes. A realist approach will consider the politicized trade-offs as facts
that are just as hard as if they were grounded in general social laws. A normative
perspective can instead challenge them by invoking a conception of solidarity and
political community that defies the dilemma. This is precisely what Kymlicka does.
From his normative perspective welfare chauvinism and neoliberalism are both morally unacceptable. The question of whether liberal nationalism can reconcile the
core values of social justice and openness for immigration and cultural diversity is
partly a normative and partly an empirical one. Is liberal nationalism a coherent and
morally compelling ideal? And if so, can this ideal still be realized in an increasingly
interdependent and globalized world? The jury is still out on both questions.
Kymlicka’s spirited defence of affirmative answers to them has triggered some sceptical responses by his interlocutors. But comprehensive alternative visions how to
resolve the progressive’s political dilemma have yet to be developed.
Author details
1
Social and Political Theory at the European University Institute, San Domenico di Fiesole (FI), Italy. 2Public Policy &
Politics at the Faculty of Social Sciences, Erasmus University Rotterdam, Rotterdam, The Netherlands.
Received: 19 March 2016 Accepted: 23 March 2016

CMS 2015, VOL. 3, NO. 4

13

Bauböck and Scholten Comparative Migration Studies (2016) 4:4

References
Banting, K. & Kymlicka W. (in press). “Introduction: The Political Sources of Solidarity in Diverse Societies”. In Banting, K.
& Kymlicka, W. (Eds.). The Strains of Commitment: The Political Sources of Solidarity in Diverse Societies.
Banting, K., & Kymlicka, W. (Eds.). (2006). Multiculturalism and the Welfare State: Recognition and Redistribution in
Contemporary Democracies. UK: Oxford University Press.
Banting, K. G. (2010). Is there a progressive's dilemma in Canada? Immigration, multiculturalism and the welfare state.
Canadian Journal of Political Science, 43(04), 797–820.
Hammar, T. (1985). European immigration policy: A comparative study. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Kymlicka, W. (1989). Liberalism, Community, and Culture. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
Kymlicka, W. (1995). Multicultural citizenship: A liberal theory of minority rights. Oxford: Clarendon.
Kymlicka, W. (2015). Solidarity in diverse societies: beyond neoliberal multiculturalism and welfare chauvinism.
Comparative Migration Studies, 3(4), 1-19.
Wimmer, A., & Glick Schiller, N. (2002). Methodological nationalism and beyond: nation–state building, migration and
the social sciences. Global networks, 2(4), 301–334.

Submit your manuscript to a
journal and benefit from:
7 Convenient online submission
7 Rigorous peer review
7 Immediate publication on acceptance
7 Open access: articles freely available online
7 High visibility within the field
7 Retaining the copyright to your article

Submit your next manuscript at 7 springeropen.com

14

CMS 2015, VOL. 3, NO. 4

Page 7 of 7

Kymlicka Comparative Migration Studies (2015) 3:17
DOI 10.1186/s40878-015-0017-4

ORIGINAL ARTICLE

Open Access

Solidarity in diverse societies: beyond
neoliberal multiculturalism and welfare
chauvinism
Will Kymlicka
Correspondence: kymlicka@
queensu.ca
Canada Research Chair in Political
Philosophy Department of
Philosophy, Queen’s University,
Kingston, ON K7L 3N6, Canada

Abstract
In the postwar period, projects of social justice have often drawn upon ideas of
national solidarity, calling upon shared national identities to mobilize support for the
welfare state. Several commentators have argued that increasing immigration, and
the multiculturalism policies it often gives rise to, weaken this sense of national
solidarity. This creates a potential “progressive’s dilemma”, forcing a choice between
solidarity and diversity. My aim in this paper is two-fold: first, to argue for the
importance of national solidarity as a progressive political resource; and second, to
discuss how it can be reconciled with support for immigration and multiculturalism. I
will try to identify the prospects for a multicultural national solidarity – a multicultural
welfare state, if you will – and to contrast it with the two obvious alternatives: a
neoliberal multiculturalism that champions mobility and diversity at the expense of
national solidarity; and a welfare chauvinism that champions national solidarity at the
expense of immigrants and minorities.
Keywords: Solidarity, Immigration, Multiculturalism, Neoliberalism, Welfare state
For almost twenty years, the left has debated what is sometimes called the new progressive’s dilemma: the fear that there is a trade-off between being pro-immigrant and
being pro-welfare state. Large-scale immigration, and the ethnocultural diversity it
brings with it, may make it more difficult to build or sustain the feelings of shared belonging and solidarity needed to maintain a robust welfare state. Extending justice to
newcomers may weaken justice for the less-well-off members of the native-born working class.
Attempts to empirically measure the existence of such a trade-off have produced
mixed and inconclusive results,1 and many commentators dismiss the idea that there is
an inherent or inexorable universal tendency for ethnic or religious heterogeneity to
reduce solidarity. After all, the very categories of “immigrant”, “foreigner” and “ethnic
diversity” are not brute facts, but are socially constructed. This is reflected in the many
different ways that researchers define the “others” who are said to challenge existing
bonds of nationhood: some researchers only look at those immigrants who have not
naturalized, others include anyone who was foreign-born regardless of their legal status; some look only at the first generation foreign-born population, others assume that
the native-born second generation also count; some researchers include immigrants
from all foreign countries, others only count people from outside the EU, on the
© 2016 Kymlicka. Open Access This article is distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International
License (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/), which permits unrestricted use, distribution, and reproduction in any medium,
provided you give appropriate credit to the original author(s) and the source, provide a link to the Creative Commons license, and
indicate if changes were made.
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assumption that fellow Europeans are not really “others”; and so on. For the purposes
of testing whether ethnocultural diversity erodes a feeling of national belonging, should
a child of Irish immigrants who is born in London be counted amongst the national
“we” that is being challenged by immigration, or amongst the immigrant “they” who
pose the challenge? Any answer to the question seems arbitrary at best, and meaningless at worst.
Once we recognize the contingency of perceptions of commonality and otherness, it
might seem that the very idea of a progressive’s dilemma relating to immigration is unhelpful or misguided. There is no reason to assume in advance that immigrants form a
“they”, or indeed that the native-born form a “we”: the lines of identification are likely
to be infinitely more complex and variable. To assume otherwise is to commit the sin
of methodological nationalism: ie., to naturalize and reify the nation-state, to exaggerate
its internal cohesion, and to assume that it defines the natural boundaries of politics,
society and culture. Much of the existing literature on the progressive’s dilemma does
indeed suffer from this sort of methodological nationalism, and thereby implicitly and
uncritically “mirrors and legitimizes nation-building projects” (Sager, 2014).
Nonetheless, I think the progressive’s dilemma cannot be dismissed so easily, in part
because nation-building projects – with their social constructions of a national `we’
and a foreign `they’ - are pervasive features of the contemporary world. Moreover, I believe these projects are sometimes legitimate, not just in the sense that they comply
with minimal standards of democratic legitimacy and constitutional rights, but in the
deeper sense that they are justice-promoting. Nation-building projects can be, and
often have been, progressive political projects, mobilizing national solidarity against
class privilege.
One of the ironies of the ubiquity of methodological nationalism is that it has discouraged investigation into the actual political functions of nationhood. Insofar as nationhood is the “invisible background” for much of social science and political theory
(Sager, 2014), inadequate attention has been paid to the diversity of roles and functions
that nationhood actually plays in our social and political lives. Margaret Canovan
(1996) suggests we should view nationhood as a battery that energizes much of politics,
and like all batteries, it can be highly charged or more or less depleted, and it can be
used to power diverse projects, progressive and regressive. Scholars of migration are
typically conscious of one particular function of nationhood: namely, when it is a highly
charged battery used for the regressive purpose of excluding immigrants. But a fuller
analysis would reveal that nationhood can also serve as an effective battery for many
social justice claims.
And if so, then the progressive’s dilemma returns, not because immigration is an abnormal contamination of naturalized nationhood, but because the progressive project
of defending immigration and multiculturalism may push in different directions than
the progressive project of defending national solidarity. Neither is more or less natural:
they are both projects for making the world more decent and humane. And the challenge then is to think about how to reconcile them, and how to minimize any negative
effects each might have on the other.
So my aim in this paper is two-fold: first, to argue for the importance of national solidarity as a progressive political resource; and second, to discuss how it can be reconciled with support for immigration and multiculturalism. I will try to identify the
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prospects for a multicultural national solidarity – a multicultural welfare state, if you
will – and to contrast it with the two obvious alternatives: a neoliberal multiculturalism
that champions mobility and diversity at the expense of national solidarity; and a welfare chauvinism that champions national solidarity at the expense of immigrants and
minorities.

Nationhood
Why might nationhood be progressive? Several political theorists have offered normative justifications for the political project of nationhood, and I won’t attempt to repeat
all of the arguments here.2 So let me start with the simplest one – namely, the role of
nationhood in stabilizing the demos, the units of democratic governance. Some political
philosophers have implied that stability is assured simply by having a consensus on the
principle of democracy itself: if everyone agrees on the principle that decisions should
be made democratically, then democratic procedures will be stable. But a shared consensus on democracy tells us nothing yet about the units within which decisions will be
made. Imagine that everyone on the continent of Europe shares a commitment to democracy. That doesn’t yet tell us whether there should be one state in Europe, or twentyeight, or two hundred and eighty. Nor does it tell us how the boundaries of these units
should be drawn: should they be drawn as straight grid lines of latitude and longitude,
or should they follow topography or historical settlement patterns? We cannot act
upon our shared democratic principles until we have at least a provisional consensus
on the number and borders of political units.
And yet nothing whatsoever in democratic theory entitles us to the assumption that
such a provisional consensus will emerge. On the contrary, democratic theory, on its
own, should lead us to the opposite expectation. After all, it’s the first premise of all
democratic theory that people diverge in their preferences. People differ in their interests, their identities, their religious beliefs, and we need democracy precisely to reach
decisions in the face of these “facts of pluralism”.3 Yet all of these reasons for expecting
people to have diverging preferences about policy are also, prima facie, reasons for
expecting people to have diverging preferences about the units of democracy. In order
to get democracy off the ground, we need to somehow combine diverging preferences
about policy with converging preferences about units.
This peculiar combination of diverging policy preferences and converging unit preferences is the structural presupposition of democracy, but to repeat, nothing in democratic theory entitles us to expect such a combination. So what does explain it? To
date, the answer is typically nationhood. Nationhood provides a sense of belonging together and a desire to act collectively. Ideas of belonging together, collective agency
and attachment to territory are part of the very meaning of shared nationhood. Where
a sense of nationhood is widely diffused, people think it is right and proper that they
form a single unit, and that they should act collectively, despite their diverging interests
and ideologies.4 Nationhood, in short, generates converging preferences on units.
Nationhood may also help facilitate the sort of solidarity required for a redistributive
welfare state. To be sure, a sense of shared nationhood is not required for us to show a
humanitarian concern for the suffering of others. Humans as a species are not psychopaths, indifferent to the suffering of others. We can be moved to provide aid in response to famines in distant societies, or to provide emergency health care for tourists
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who fall ill, without requiring that the recipients be “one of us”. We can recognize duties of rescue to the needy, or duties of hospitality to the stranger, and some people are
even moved to protect members of other species who are suffering or in distress, or
who need protection from harm. These are all humanitarian responses to needs that do
not depend on any sense of nationally-bounded solidarity.
But the welfare state is not about a humanitarian impulse to relieve suffering, offer
hospitality, or rescue from distress. The welfare state, at least in the robust form endorsed by progressives, is rooted in an ethic of social membership. As the term implies,
social justice is about the mutual concern and obligation we have as members of a
shared society, and rest on some image of a decent, good or just society and of the sort
of egalitarian relations that should characterize it. Social justice involves an ongoing
commitment to create and uphold just institutions,5 including (for example) the social
policies that help people avoid getting sick in the first place. If someone has a heart attack in front of us on the street, we have a humanitarian obligation to assist, whether
they are tourists or citizens, but in the case of citizens, we also have an obligation to
identify and address factors (such as economic insecurity) that make some people
much more vulnerable to heart attacks than others. We typically do not think we have
a comparable obligation with respect to tourists. We might say that justice amongst
members is egalitarian, whereas justice to strangers is humanitarian, and social justice
in this sense arguably depends on bounded solidarities.6 Nationhood has helped to secure such an ethic of membership, and its resulting bounded solidarity.7
This claim that the welfare state depends on national solidarity is controversial. There
are alternative explanations for the emergence and maintenance of welfare states that
emphasize the role of self-interest, strategic action, contestation and conflict rather
than feelings of solidarity. A prominent approach to explaining the historical development of welfare states has been “power resource theory”, which associates a strong welfare state with the relative strength of left political coalitions, incorporating strong
labour movements and successful left political parties, particularly social democratic
parties (Korpi, 1983; Esping-Andersen 1985, 1990; Stephens, 1979). On this view, the
size and shape of welfare states is determined by the balance of power between those
who have a self-interest in expanding the welfare state and those who have a selfinterest in reducing it. The outcome of this bargaining game may be a stronger welfare
state if trade unions and social democratic parties are particularly powerful and/or able
to form strategic coalitions with other popular forces. But this need not require or entail that anyone acts out of national solidarity.
Indeed this was how the left itself once understood the struggle for the welfare state.
Socialist parties initially understood themselves as class parties engaged in class struggle, drawing upon class solidarity to defeat their class enemies. But the breakthrough
for social democracy occurred when they abandoned this self-conception, and redescribed themselves as a “people’s party” representing the nation as a whole and appealing to solidarity amongst co-nationals as a basis for social justice. As Sheri Berman
notes, this transition from class solidarity to national solidarity was bitterly contested on
the left in many European countries, in part due to the lingering influence of Marxism
and its doctrine that all history is the history of class struggle (Berman, 2006). But the idea
of the welfare state as an expression of an ethic of nationhood – captured so evocatively
in Per Albin Hansson’s idea of a “people’s home” (folkhemmet), or in T.H. Marshall’s
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claim that the welfare state rests on “a direct sense of community membership based on
loyalty to a civilisation that is a common possession” (Marshall 1963: 96) - proved to be
politically more effective.8
Note again how the welfare state here is tied to an image of social membership, not
universal humanitarianism. The assumption, for both the Swedish Social Democrats
and the British Labour party, is that we form a community, and that the function of
the welfare state is to ensure that everyone feels equally at home in the community,
that everyone can equally partake in the cultural life of the community and enjoy its
civilization, and that everyone can feel that they belong to the community and that the
community belongs to them. It is this vision of the welfare state as an expression of national solidarity – and not just of class struggle or of universal humanitarianism – that
powerfully inspired social democratic politics.9
It remains true that the shape and size of the welfare state depends in part on the balance of class forces. But the mobilization of national solidarity, alongside class bargaining, also matters. This suggests that the linkages between strategic and solidaristic
accounts are complex and multi-layered. Successful efforts to create more redistributive
welfare states are always contested, not the spontaneous result of pre-existing feelings
of enhanced solidarity, and so depend on the contingent balance of power. But one of
the resources wielded by progressive actors in that contest is appeals to national solidarity. Moreover, these reforms can over time reinforce feelings of national solidarity,
which help to secure the reforms against the vagaries of power politics, as they become
seen as common possessions or achievements of the nation, and not just the spoils of
partisan battles. After all, the power of trade unions and social democratic parties has
weakened at various times and places, yet welfare states have largely endured, arguably
because they helped to build the very feelings of national solidarity needed to sustain
them.10
So we have at least two strong reasons why nationhood can be seen as a progressive
political project: it can operate to stabilize democracy and to build and sustain redistributive welfare states. A fuller discussion might examine other progressive rationales
for nationhood, including the importance of a shared national language for democratic
participation and equality of opportunity, or the role of nationhood in motivating concern for future generations (understood as the nation’s future) and the environment
(understood as the nation’s homeland and patrimony). There are multiple factors that
help to explain the “elective affinity” between nationhood and liberal democracy
(Canovan, 1996).
However, as we all know, this link between nationhood and liberal-democracy creates
endemic risks for all those who are not seen as belonging to the nation, including indigenous peoples, substate national groups and immigrants. Since they are not seen as
members of the nation or people in whose name the state governs, and may indeed be
seen as potentially disloyal fifth columns, they are often not trusted to govern themselves or to share in the governing of the larger society. And this exclusion is typically
then buttressed and justified by ideologies of racial inferiority or cultural backwardness.
In short, while liberal-democracy has benefitted in important ways from its link with
nationhood, minorities have often paid a high price. They have been faced with social
stigmatization and racialization, at best offered a stark choice of assimilation or exclusion, and at worst subject to expulsion or genocide.
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This is why, in my view, any legitimate form of liberal nationalism must be supplemented and constrained by multiculturalism (Kymlicka, 2001). Multiculturalism aims
to mitigate the costs to minorities of the elective affinity between liberal democracy
and nationhood. If liberal democracy had not entered the world tied to ideas of nationhood, it is possible that we would not need multiculturalism, at least not in the form
we know in the West. But in our historical situation, some remedy was required for the
unjust and exclusionary consequences of the privileging of nationhood and its associated ideologies.
And this raises the progressive’s dilemma. We need multiculturalism to make liberal
nationalism legitimate, but multiculturalist reforms may weaken the bonds of nationhood and hence its ability to secure stability and solidarity. I should emphasize that I
am not claiming – as some of my liberal nationalist colleagues do – that nationhood is
the only possible basis for achieving progressive ends, or that there are no alternative
ways of generating converging preferences on political units, or generating a solidaristic
ethics of social membership. I welcome attempts to develop alternative accounts of political order that seek to avoid reliance on nationhood, including various post-national
cosmopolitan, agonistic, or ecological theories of democracy and citizenship. One of
the central tasks of political theory is to imagine other worlds – to theorize possible alternatives to nationhood as the basis for democracy and redistribution. Political theory
should open up our political imagination, not close it down.
However, one test of the adequacy of any such alternative is that it gives some account of what generates converging preferences about the unit of decision-making in
the absence of nationhood. And in my view, the existing alternatives available in the literature fail this test. Theorists clearly assume such converging preferences, but offer no
explanation for them. And if we scratch the surface, it becomes clear that they typically
smuggle back in the very assumptions of nationhood that they purport to reject. I think
this is true, for example, of Habermas’s (2000) and Benhabib’s (2006) accounts of postnational democracy, or Connolly’s (2000) account of rhizomatic democracy. And having
underestimated the extent to which their own theories rely on nationhood, they also
systematically underestimate the need to supplement and constrain nationhood by
multiculturalism.
So the construction of post-national alternatives to liberal nationalism remains an important task for future work. But in the meantime, for the foreseeable future at least,
we live in a world where nationhood serves important political functions. And this inevitably leads to the question of how multicultural diversity affects these functional
roles. In particular, does multiculturalism erode national solidarity, as the progressive
dilemma asserts?11

Beyond Neoliberal Multiculturalism and Welfare Chauvinism
It is worth pausing to consider why this worry has become so prominent in recent
years. Part of the explanation, I believe, is that the rise of multiculturalism in many
countries in the 1980s and early 1990s coincided with the rise of neoliberalism and the
restructuring of the welfare state. Moreover, the same international organizations that
championed neoliberalism in the 1980s – such as the World Bank, the OECD or the
EU12 – also pushed multiculturalism. As a result, in at least some countries, citizens
experienced the rise of multiculturalism as part and parcel of an (imposed) neoliberal
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package: they were told to better respect migrants and minorities at the same time they
were told to gut their social protection schemes. Or put another way, they were told to
extend equality to minorities, but the meaning of “equality” was being reduced and
reinterpreted in a neoliberal form, as essentially equal access to (or perhaps better,
equal exposure to) the competitive global marketplace. The result has been aptly described as a form of “neoliberal multiculturalism” (or “Benetton multiculturalism”): the
equal right of all to market themselves and their culture, and to safely consume the cultural products of others, indifferent to issues of disadvantage. In short, inclusion without solidarity.
Indeed, some commentators assume that this is the original and essential form of
multiculturalism. Perhaps the best-known version of this argument is from Slavoj
Žižek, who famously stated that multiculturalism emerged as the “cultural logic of
multinational capitalism” (Žižek, 1997). Similar arguments have been made by other
commentators, whether in relation to immigrants (Mitchell, 2004), national minorities
(Cardinal & Denault, 2007) or indigenous peoples (Hale, 2005). In each case, the central argument is that multiculturalism emerged as a technique of neoliberal governance,
as a way of integrating minorities and minority cultural products into global markets.
I have elsewhere argued that this story is demonstrably wrong as an account of the
genealogy of multiculturalism (Kymlicka, 2013). Multiculturalism arose in the 1960s,
well before the era of neoliberalism, and was rooted in a social democratic impulse,
defended as a natural extension of civil rights struggles and citizenship struggles. Moreover, the initial reaction of Thatcherite and Reaganite neoliberals was to reject multiculturalism, precisely because it was seen as a project of the social democratic (“nanny”)
welfare state. And in some countries, neoliberals never relinquished this original hostility to multiculturalism.
But for a variety of complex reasons, neoliberals in some countries – and in some
international organizations - eventually decided they could work with multiculturalism,
transforming it in a neoliberal direction, reframing it as a project of market inclusion
rather than citizenship. Multiculturalism, as reimagined by neoliberals, was not about
redressing the social and political marginalization of minorities generated by the privileging of nationhood. Rather, it was about enabling minorities to use their cultural
markers as a source of market inclusion, either directly through commodifying cultural
products (dress, music, food etc.), or indirectly by exploiting (transnational) ethnic networks as sources of social capital. And it was about persuading majorities to feel comfortable and competent when interacting with minorities in the workplace and
marketplace, including the migrant workers desired by employers (Menz, 2013). It was
this neoliberal version of multiculturalism – ethnicity, mobility and intercultural competence as market assets - that was promoted actively in the 1980s and early 1990s,
and that in some places eclipsed the earlier more emancipatory vision of
multiculturalism.13
As a result, many citizens experienced multiculturalism and neoliberalism as a single
phenomenon, as two sides of the same coin that threatened inherited schemes of national solidarity. And understandably, many citizens recoiled from this image of neoliberal multiculturalism, and mobilized to defend national solidarity and the welfare
state. But all too often, this mobilization has taken the inverse form of neoliberal multiculturalism: that is to say, welfare chauvinism, or solidarity without inclusion. Social
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protection is reserved for those who fit some narrow definition of national belonging.
Immigrants’ access to the welfare state is not only delayed or deferred for varying periods of time, but a range of new obstacles are put in place that make it difficult or unpredictable to meet these thresholds for access. Proposals for this sort of welfare
chauvinism were initially formulated by far-right anti-immigrant populist parties, but
have become distressingly popular across the political spectrum, and indeed implemented as public policy, as mainstream parties of both the right and centre seek to
avoid bleeding votes to the populist right.14
At times, then, we seem confronted with a stark choice between neoliberal multiculturalism – inclusion without solidarity – and welfare chauvinism – solidarity without
inclusion. As stated earlier, my preference is for a third option: inclusive solidarity
through a multicultural welfare state.15 But is this a realistic possibility? It may sound
attractive philosophically, but is it politically viable, or do we face a hard trade-off between national solidarity and multiculturalism? As Paul Collier notes, "most people
who consider themselves progressive want multiculturalism combined with rapid migration and generous social welfare programs”, but he argues that “some combinations
of policy choices may be unsustainable", and he claims that multiculturalism and national solidarity are such an unsustainable combination (Collier, 2013: 264–5).
Is it sustainable, and if so, what would be the sources or preconditions of such an inclusive solidarity? This is a key question, but unfortunately we have little surprisingly
little research on it.16 Neither the welfare state literature nor the multiculturalism literature has attended in any depth to the role of solidarity, either as a precondition or
an outcome. Relatively little has been written about the extent to which the welfare
state or multiculturalism presuppose solidarity, create solidarity, or erode solidarity.
This partly reflects the dominance of the power resources theory within the welfare
state field, but it is also reflects the fact that the very concept of “solidarity” has been
neglected in social sciences and political theory. Several commentators have noted the
“curious absence” (Reynolds, 2014) and “surprising gap” (Scholz, 2008) of solidarity as
a subject of research in sociology (Reynolds, 2014: 1; Alexander, 2014), political science
(Stjernø, 2004: 20) or in moral and political philosophy (Bayertz, 1998: 293; Scholz,
2008: 10). Wilde speculates that this is because solidarity is seen as “confined to the
realm of rhetoric” – as a rhetorical trope of politicians – and not something fit for serious theoretical work (Wilde, 2007: 171).17 Alexander speculates that solidarity is ignored because it does not fit well with “influential theories of modern society”:
Solidarity is a central dimension of social order and social conflict, yet it has largely
been absent from influential theories of modern society. Most of the big thinkers,
classical, modern and contemporary, have conceived prototypically modern
relationships as either vertical or atomized. Modernization is thought to have
smashed affectual and moral fellow-feeling: because of commodification and capitalist hierarchy (Marx), because of bureaucracy and individualistic asceticism (Weber),
because of the growing abstraction and impersonality of the collective consciousness
allows egoism and anomie (Durkheim). Postmodernity is typically seen as liquefying
social ties and intensifying narcissistic individualism (Baumann); or as creating new
forms of verticality, for example, the disciplinary cage (Foucault). (Alexander, 2014:
303)
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In short, “much of contemporary social theory has tried to make solidarity disappear”.
Yet I agree with Alexander that solidarity “remains a central dimension of cultural, institutional and interactional life in contemporary societies” (Alexander, 2014: 304). For
justice to be possible, “citizens need to be motivated by solidarity, not merely included
by law” (Calhoun, 2002: 153).
Given the meagre literature, my discussion of the sources of inclusive solidarity will
inevitably be partial and speculative, and intended primarily to spur more and better research. But we can start with some good news. Despite the pessimistic claims of some
of the earliest proponents of the progressive’s dilemma, it is now clear that there is no
inherent or universal tendency for multiculturalism to drive down solidarity. Crossnational studies show that countries which have gone farther down the road of embracing multiculturalism policies have on average fared as well as other countries in maintaining social spending, in maintaining public support for redistributive programs, and
in maintaining attitudes of inclusive solidarity (Banting & Kymlicka, 2006, (in press;)
Brady & Finnigan 2014; Kesler & Bloemraad 2010; Crepaz 2006; Guimond et al. 2013).
While multiculturalism and neoliberalism may have coincided in some countries in the
1980s, it is now clear that the impact of the latter was largely independent of the
former, and that countries which rejected multiculturalism fared no better in defending
the welfare state than those countries that embraced multiculturalism. Whatever the
relationship between multiculturalism and solidarity, it is not a simple hydraulic one, in
which one goes down when the other goes up.
But this isn’t to say that there aren’t more specific contexts or dimensions where they
might conflict. Moreover, the findings to date do not provide much guidance for predicting what would happen if, as many progressives desire, we attempted to strengthen
either multiculturalism or redistribution beyond what currently exists. It would help if
we could move beyond bare regression models to uncover some of the actual mechanisms that underpin (or erode) inclusive solidarity.
As a start, I’d like to return to the rise of neoliberalism in the 1980s, which is widely
seen as a paradigmatic example of the decline in solidarity. Was there a significant decline in solidarity at this time, and if so, what caused it? I’ve already mentioned that it
is implausible to blame multiculturalism – the depth of neoliberal reforms was not connected to the presence or absence of multiculturalism policies - but what then did
cause the decline in solidarity?
One perhaps surprising answer is that there may not in fact have been any significant
change in feelings of solidarity, as least as measured by support for general principles
of the welfare state. Several studies have shown a remarkable stability in attitudes to
the role of the state in reducing inequalities and ensuring equal opportunities before,
during, and after the heyday of neoliberalism in the 1980s and 1990s.18 This period witnessed significant changes in the strategic balance of power held by various actors, but
not it seems in underlying public attitudes.
If we dig a bit deeper, however, it turns out that there have been more subtle changes
in attitudes of solidarity. Cavaillé and Trump (2015) argue that, at least in the British
case, while there has been little change in public support for the general principle that
the state should reduce inequality (what they call “redistribution from”), there has been
a hardening of attitudes towards specific recipients (what they call “redistribution to”),
including the unemployed, single mothers and immigrants. Put more colloquially, it
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seems that the public continues to think that the rich don’t deserve their good fortune,
and so should be taxed, but have started to believe that perhaps the disadvantaged do
deserve their bad fortune, and so are less keen to support them.19
What explains this hardening of attitudes to the recipients of welfare? Commentators
typically refer to “deservingness” judgements, which include judgements about the extent to which someone’s misfortune or disadvantage was under their voluntary control.
But the evidence suggests that deservingness judgements also track three other criteria:
“identity” (the extent to which recipients are seen as belonging to a shared society), “attitude” (the extent to which recipients are seen as accepting benefits in the spirit of
civic friendship); and “reciprocity” (the extent to which recipients are seen as likely to
help others when it is their turn to do so).20
The relevance of these criteria should not be surprising if, as I argued earlier, the welfare state is not primarily about either class struggle or universal humanitarianism, but
rather about an ethic of social membership. Judgements of identity, attitude and reciprocity are all different dimensions of the idea that the welfare state embodies Marshall’s “direct sense of community membership”.
It is also perhaps not surprising that these criteria work to the detriment of immigrants. While several recipient groups are burdened by deservingness judgements, immigrants in Europe invariably come out at the bottom of the ranking of deservingness.
Van Oorschot indeed calls this “a truly universal element in the popular welfare culture
of present Western welfare states” (Van Oorschot, 2006: 25).21 This is arguably a key
factor in explaining the rise of welfare chauvinism, at the expense of a more inclusive
solidarity.22
If this is indeed part of the explanation for the failure of inclusive solidarity, then the
urgent question is how we can counteract these trends? One option, in line with power
resource theory, is to hope that immigrants over time will gain enough voting clout to
muscle their way into the welfare state, even in the face of negative deservingness
judgements.23 Another option, in line with post-national cosmopolitanism in political
theory, is to hope that citizens can be persuaded to separate their views of the welfare
state from ideas of community membership, and to instead appeal to universal
humanitarianism.24
Both of these options seek to extend protection to immigrants without relying on national solidarity. But as I’ve indicated, I believe that national solidarity will continue to
play an important role in shaping the welfare state for the foreseeable future, and we
need therefore to think seriously about how immigrants can be part of an inclusive national solidarity.
To make progress on this question, we need to better understand why immigrants
are at the bottom of the deservingness ladder. In the literature on anti-immigrant attitudes, two broad explanations are offered: one rooted in perceptions of economic
threat or economic burden (e.g., immigrants as free riders), and the other in perceptions of cultural threat (immigrants as irremediably other). How we build inclusive solidarity will depend, at least in part, on the weight we assign to these two dynamics.
Insofar as immigrants are seen as disproportionately reliant on social assistance, and
therefore as free-riders, then the relevant responses might be to redesign the welfare state
to make it more universalist. We know that deservingness judgements are “primed” when
the welfare state is organized on a more selective basis, using means-tested benefits,
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which makes recipients more visible, and invites – indeed almost requires – debates about
their deservingness. Various scholars have shown that this dynamic, and its pernicious effects on immigrants, is diminished in more universalistic welfare states (Van der Waal, De
Koster & Van Oorschot, 2013; Larsen, 2006; Swank & Betz, 2003; Van Oorschot, 2000;
Kumlin & Rothstein 2010; Rothstein 2015).
We might go further and argue that social policy needs to be reorganized to focus
more on “predistribution” rather than “redistribution” (Hacker, 2011) - that is, changing
how markets distribute rewards in the first place. This includes policies such as higher
minimum wages, laws to facilitate union organizing and collective bargaining, or
strengthened labour activation policies.25 It could also include more radical proposals
for “stakeholder grants” (Ackerman & Alstott, 1999) and “property-owning democracy”
(Rawls, 1971), aimed at giving everyone a “fair stake” in society, and equalizing the assets that people bring to the market.26 Relying exclusively on post-hoc redistribution
creates a double jeopardy: the rich are inclined to believe they have ‘earned’ their income, and to doubt the deservingness of welfare recipients. As Hacker notes, progressive reformers need to focus on market reforms that encourage a more equal
distribution of economic power and rewards even before government collects taxes or
pays out benefits. This is not just because pre-distribution is where the action is. It is
also because excessive reliance on redistribution fosters backlash, making taxes more
salient and feeding into the conservative critique that government simply meddles with
“natural” market rewards (Hacker, 2011)
I’m sympathetic to such proposals, which surely would reduce the scope for negative
deservingness judgements regarding immigrants, and which in any event are intrinsically desirable from a liberal egalitarian perspective. However, I do not believe that these
reforms are a full answer to the challenge of inclusive solidarity. One obvious problem
is sequencing. Once it’s up and running, a stakeholder society that prioritizes predistribution over redistribution may minimize perceptions of free-riding and economic burden, but how do we get from here to there?
Moreover, I do not believe that perceptions of economic burden are the primary obstacle to inclusive solidarity. Several studies of the sources of anti-immigrant attitudes
find that while immigrants are seen as both economic and cultural threats, the cultural
threat is the more powerful factor. For example, most people would rather have fewer
immigrants who are a net drain on the welfare state than have large numbers of immigrants who are net contributors to the welfare state (Sniderman & Hagendoorn, 2007;
Sides & Citrin, 2007). This is confirmed by Edward Koning’s comparative analysis of welfare
chauvinism, which shows that the desire to withhold benefits from immigrants is not correlated with actual levels of welfare dependence. Even low levels of welfare dependence can be
mobilized to justify welfare chauvinism if politicians present the recipients as a cultural threat,
while quite high levels of welfare dependence may not trigger welfare chauvinism if politicians
do not frame this as an issue of cultural threat (Koning, 2013). In short, the perception of economic burden is an effect of perceptions of cultural otherness, not vice versa.
If true, this suggests that redesigning the welfare state to minimize opportunities for
deservingness judgements is not sufficient. We need to directly tackle perceptions of
cultural “otherness”, and to support perceptions of shared membership. But how should
we do this? Here we see a clear fork in the road, with a choice between coercive civic
integration and liberal multiculturalism.
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In a peculiar and perhaps perverse way, some of the coercive and paternalistic “civic
integration” policies spreading throughout Europe can be seen as a response to this
challenge.27 While part of the impetus for these policies is simple xenophobia, other
defenders of these policies may sincerely believe that they can help overcome deservingness judgements to achieve inclusive solidarity. If immigrants are forced to learn the
national language and to take integration classes and perform public service in return
for welfare, this may counteract the image of not belonging and not reciprocating. If
immigrants are seen as not complying with an ethic of social membership, well then
let’s force them to comply!
I have elsewhere argued that such policies – when mandatory – involve a level of coercion and paternalism that is illiberal, and so normatively illegitimate (Kymlicka,
2012).28 But for our purposes, a deeper problem is that this approach is self-defeating.
When the state claims that these polices must be mandatory in order to be effective,
then it in fact confirms public suspicions that immigrants, left to their own devices, are
by inclination uninterested in belonging, and unwilling to contribute and reciprocate.
To counteract deservingness judgements, we need instead to create opportunities for
immigrants to voluntarily indicate their sense of belonging, civic friendship and
reciprocity.
Moreover, these civic integration policies arguably bring nationhood into the story in
the wrong way. Nationhood works best when it is deep in the background, as a takenfor-granted presupposition of social life, such that it can indeed be “invisible”. The invisibility of nationhood may be a methodological sin in social science, but it is arguably
a social virtue. For when nationhood is highlighted or primed – when it is taken from
the back of people’s minds to the front of their minds – there is evidence that it triggers
xenophobia. This is one of the results of what are called “mere mention” experiments.
In these experiments, one group of respondents is asked “do you believe immigrants
deserve this or that right”. Another group of people are asked the same question, but
with a national prime: they are asked: “You are Dutch: do you believe immigrants deserve X”. The “mere mention” of nationhood produces systematically harsher answers.29 Coercive civic integration policies are, in effect, repeated iterations of these
mere mention tests: repeatedly poking and prodding immigrants, asking “are you Dutch
yet?”. This perhaps explains why the evidence to date suggests that civic integration
policies are not overcoming exclusionary forms of solidarity (Goodman & Wright 2015;
Gundelach & Traunmüller, 2014).
What is the alternative? I would suggest that we need to develop a form of multiculturalism that is tied to an ethic of social membership: that is, a form of multiculturalism that enables immigrants to express their culture and identity as modes of
participating and contributing to the national society. A solidarity-promoting multiculturalism would start from the premise that one way to be a proud and loyal Canadian
is to be a proud Greek-Canadian or Vietnamese-Canadian, and that the activities of
one’s group – be they religious, cultural, recreational, economic or political – are
understood as forms of belonging, and of investing in society, not only or primarily in
the economic sense, but in a deeper social sense, even (dare I say it?) as a form of
nation-building.
Indeed if there is one thing to be said on behalf of Canadian multiculturalism, it is
precisely this: multiculturalism in Canada has always been seen, by both immigrants
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and native-born citizens, as a means of contributing to society, and indeed a form of
nation-building.30 It is a means of staking a claim to social membership, in part by
seeking the accommodations needed to participate more fully and effectively, but also
of fulfilling the responsibilities of social membership. I do not think this is unique to
Canada: I see the same link between multiculturalism and national contribution in
Australia (Levey, 2008, 2016) or Scotland (Hussain & Miller 2006).
This, I think, is the most promising avenue for inclusive solidarity – a multicultural
liberal nationalism, if you will. I believe it is more promising than relying on the vagaries of power politics or an appeal to universal humanitarianism or on coercive civic integration. I emphasize, however, once again, that this is highly speculative. We do not
have the sort of evidence needed to confirm the reciprocal impacts of multiculturalism,
national solidarity, and the welfare state. And even if the evidence existed, it would just
push the question back. If multicultural nationhood is the precondition of inclusive
solidarity, what are the preconditions of multicultural nationhood?31
And here, as a last word, let me enter a word of caution, particularly in light of the
theme of this conference. I believe that multicultural nationhood is both a normatively
attractive ideal, and a potential source of inclusive solidarity, and that we have at least
some partial instantiations of this ideal in the real world. But the cases I’ve mentioned
– Canada, Australia and Scotland – share an important feature. They are societies
whose immigrants have traditionally been seen as permanent residents and future citizens. Or at any rate, their policies of multicultural nationalism are built on this assumption. And this assumption is partly what makes the model of multiculturalism-asnational-contribution powerful and plausible: permanent residents and future citizens
have a clear self-interest in investing in society, becoming members, and contributing
to it. It is far less clear that this model of multiculturalism works for temporary migrants, and indeed both Canada and Australia have recently been struggling with the
question or whether or how their multiculturalism policies apply to temporary
migrants.
Some people believe that the very distinction between permanent and temporary migration is breaking down, and that we will soon be living in a world of “superdiversity”
with a multitude of legal statuses that are neither wholly temporary nor wholly permanent, but rather have varying degrees and levels of conditionality and precariousness
(Vertovec, 2007, 2016). I am far from sure that such a world is desirable. I am even less
sure what would be the source of solidarity in such a world of liquid mobility.

Endnotes
1
There are now hundreds of studies done on this topic. For recent meta-analyses of
these studies, documenting their inconclusive results, see Van der Meer and Tolsma,
(2014); Stichnoth and Van der Straeten, (2013); Schaeffer, (2014). As Stolle and Harell,
(2015) note, this literature seems to have reached a “stalemate”.
2
For influential accounts, see Moore (2001), Miller (1995), Tamir (1993), Gans
(2003), McCormick (1999), Canovan (1996).
3
Rawls (1993) famously argued that political theorists need to treat these facts of
pluralism as a permanent feature of any free society. Unfortunately, like most other
contemporary political theorists, he does not apply his own logic to the question of
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units of governance, and assumes instead that preferences on that question will be
unified.
4
And conversely, the relatively few cases in the West where boundaries are unstable
are cases of competing nation-building, as in Northern Ireland, Belgium and Cyprus. If
nationhood offers the clearest route to generate converging preferences on units, so
too competing nationhood offers the clearest route to disrupt that convergence, generating the need for models of multination states that seek to ensure fairness amongst
the competing national groups in their ability to enact their national identities (through
language rights and self-government powers etc.).
5
For a related point, see Bauman’s discussion of the need to look beyond momentary “carnivals of solidarity” to see whether and how solidarity operates in the “the silence of the dispassionate routine” of institutionalized social life (Bauman, 2013).
6
As Laitinen and Pessi put it, not all pro-social feelings qualify as solidarity: “as solidarity is often based on we-thinking, it can be separated not only from anti-social egocentrism, but also from one-sided `thou-centrism’, such as altruism, sympathy, caring,
or Christian charity. While these concentrate on the wellbeing of the other or you, the
target of concern in solidarity can be us together” (Laitinen & Pessi, 2014: 2).
7
Some cosmopolitan theorists have raised philosophical objections to this picture
of bounded solidarity, and argue that we should think of ourselves as equally obligated
to all humans, close or distant, insiders or outsiders. I will not enter into that philosophical debate here, except to note that (a) all existing welfare states do rely on
bounded solidarity; and (b) we should not assume that renouncing appeal to bounded
solidarities and removing the distinction between insiders and outsiders will lead to levelling up the treatment of outsiders. It might instead lead to levelling down of the treatment of insiders. It may be that bounded solidarity was (and continues to be) needed
to motivate people to accept obligations beyond duties of rescue and humanitarian
need.
8
See historian Ben Jackson’s observation that historically successful appeals for
egalitarian politicians in the USA and the UK tended to be expressed in the idiom of
national solidarity, and that “redistribution expressed the fairness and solidarity of the
national character” (Jackson, 2009: 239).
9
There is considerable variation across time and space in the extent to which a
strong welfare state is seen as necessary to instantiate this ethic of social membership –
compare the US and Sweden. But while the ethic of social membership implicit in nationhood is not inherently linked to pro-redistributive views, it is inherently egalitarian
in its conception of social status, or at least anti-elitist. In earlier periods of European
history, elites tried to dissociate themselves from `the plebs' or `the rabble', and justified their powers and privileges precisely in terms of their alleged distance from the
masses. The lords were seen, not only as a different class, but as a different and superior race of people, with their own language and civilization, unrelated to the folk culture of the peasants in their midst, and this was the basis of their right to rule. The rise
of nationalism, by contrast, valorized `the people'. Nations are defined in terms of `the
people' - ie. the mass of population on a territory, regardless of class or occupation who become "the bearer of sovereignty, the central object of loyalty, and the basis of
collective solidarity" (Greenfeld, 1992: 14). The “arrival of nationalism” therefore “was
tied to the political baptism of the lower classes” (Nairn, 1977: 41). The use of the
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vernacular in modern political life is a manifestation of this shift, confirmation that the
political community really does belong to the people, and not to the elite. And while
national communities still exhibit major economic inequalities, the different economic
classes are no longer seen as separate races or cultures. It is seen as right and proper
that lower-class children are exposed to the high culture of literature and the arts
(which itself has become expressed in the vernacular), while upper-class children are
exposed to the history and folk culture of the people. All individuals within the territory
are supposed to share in a common national culture, speak the same national language,
and participate in common educational and political institutions. In short, nationalism
created the myth of a single national community which encompasses all classes on the
territory. And within the Western democracies, substantial progress was made towards
realizing this myth, as the achievement of a wider franchise, mass literacy and the welfare state enabled almost all citizens to participate, however unequally, in common national cultural and political institutions operating in the vernacular. This vision is
under strain, given recent trends towards rising inequality, but national identity has
remained strong in the modern era in part because its emphasis on the importance of
`the people' provides a source of dignity to all individuals, against all the other social
forces that work to separate elites from the masses. We can see the Occupy movement
as an attempt to reassert this image in the face of growing inequality and the societal
divorce of the 1% from the masses. As discussed below, it is not clear that ‘postnational’
approaches have any comparable capacity to bind elites to the masses.
10
This is a central theme in Brooks and Manza (2007), who argue that welfare state
regimes endure, despite declining working class power, in part because they have become embedded in public discourse and collective memories, albeit to different degrees
in different countries.
11
Since this IMISCOE conference is on mobility, I will focus on immigrant-origin
multiculturalism, rather than the claims of indigenous peoples or substate nations. Insofar as the latter raise issues about territorial boundaries and self-determination
claims, they not only challenge the role of nationhood in generating solidarity, but even
its ability to stabilize boundaries (Kymlicka, 2001).
12
All these organizations eventually retreated from more extreme forms of `market
fundamentalism’, and some commentators argue that we can therefore distinguish a
“neoliberal era” (say, 1980 to 1995) from a “post-neoliberal era” (say, 1995 to the economic crisis of 2008), which did not reverse neoliberal market reforms, but which
qualified and supplemented them with social investment policies. For an excellent history of neoliberalism, and its uneven rise and fall, see Evans and Sewell (2013).
13
This trajectory is not unique to multiculturalism: for example, we can see similar
transformations from emancipatory to neoliberal versions of gay rights. And in both
cases, the trajectory is contested, and the struggle between the two versions remains
ongoing.
14
Sainsbury, (2012); Koning, (2013); Reeskens and Van Oorschot (2012). In these
cases, “a strong defense of social solidarity – a strong internal ‘community of fate’ - seems
to have come bundled with strict boundaries to the outside” (Thelen, (2014): 200).
15
Logically, a fourth option is neoliberal assimilation. As noted earlier, that indeed
was the initial position of Thatcher and Reagan, and it seems to be returning in some
parts of the right in the US and UK, and perhaps elsewhere. From a philosophical
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perspective, neoliberal assimilation involves a puzzling mix of economic liberalism and
cultural conservatism.
16
And Collier himself provides no evidence that multiculturalism policies erode
solidarity.
17
For similar observations about how solidarity has been dismissed by academics as
“rhetorical” or “ceremonial”, see Reynolds, (2014): 1; Laitinen and Pessi (2014): 1.
18
For arguments about the stability of attitudes of solidarity, see Brooks and Manza
(2007); Cavaillé and Trump (2015).
19
See also McCall (2013) on public opinion regarding “the undeserving rich”.
20
For a review of these findings, see Van Oorschot (2006).
21
According to Van Oorschot, we should expect immigrants to be seen as undeserving because “one can assume that migrants will tend to `score’ less positively, or
more negatively, on all criteria usually apply when assessing a person’s or a group’s
deservingness” (Van Oorschot 2005: 6).
22
As Van Oorschot notes, deservingness judgements are essentially the flip side of
feelings of solidarity: “In fact, one could argue that the difference between both concepts is more a matter of disciplinary origin and context, with `solidarity’ having a tradition in sociology, and `deservingness’ having its roots in social psychology” (Van
Oorschot 2005: 10n3).
23
That voting clout does indeed matter has been documented by Koopmans,
Michalowski and Strinnbe, (2012).
24
See, for example, Kochenov, (2015).
25
“Prepare not repair”, as the slogan goes (Morel, Palier & Palme, 2011).
26
For a helpful review of these models of egalitarian capitalism, see Ackerman,
Alstott and Van Parijs (2006) and O'Neill and Williamson (2012)
27
For overviews of this trend, see Joppke (2007); Goodman (2010, 2014).
28
As Triadafilopoulos (2011) puts it, these policies manifest a “Schmittian
liberalism”.
29
Interestingly, this effect is not found in Canada (Breton, 2015).
30
This analysis is shared by both defenders of Canadian multiculturalism, such as
myself and Varun Uberoi, (2008), and critics, such as Gerald Kernerman (2005) or
Richard Day (2000). They view the fusing of multiculturalism with nation-building as
an abandonment of its emancipatory potential. I view it as enabling an ethos of social
membership that affirms both diversity and solidarity.
31
For some speculations, see Kymlicka, (2007).
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Will Kymlicka has been an admirably staunch defender of multiculturalism over the
years, despite the tendency of many fellow scholars to echo politicians such as Angela
Merkel and David Cameron in pronouncing the end of this progressive philosophy
(Joppke & Morawska, 2003). He has also done much to tackle the pernicious idea,
linked to this and propogated by scholars such as Robert Putnam, that immigrant
diversity is damaging for solidarity (Putnam, 2007). Here, in these brief comments, I
would like to question what kind of “liberal” he is.
Not a “neo-liberal”, for sure. Kymlicka concurs with the Marxist Slavoj Žižek in
decrying the ascendency of “neoliberal multiculturalism”, which he associates with a
hollowing out of citizenship rights and justice-based multiculturalism in favour of the
inclusion of minorities and foreigners through assuring mere “equal access to the
market” in a globalising world. The argument is linked, at the end of the article, with
the ascendency of “super-diversity” as a sociological condition in which solidarity and
membership has become becomes impossible in a world of “liquid mobility”.
One might well ask why it is that so many left leaning liberals, such as Kymlicka, are
comfortable adopting the rhetoric of crude Marxist political economy – which openly soils
a word – liberal – that should be defended. As a term of abuse, the term “neo-liberalism”
as it is bandied around in the world of utopian left wing critique, is basically a straight
synonym for “capitalism”—an untenable position for liberalism which is and always has
been a philosophy about the appropriate relation of state-given rights and market freedoms,
not one in which markets are the root of all evil. Rawlsian liberals ought to be a lot more
hesitant before assigning the affix “neo-” to their own creed, particularly if they are to come
to any adequate understanding of the very positive and progressive consequences for
modern societies of those cross-border migrations and mobilities that are driven by global
(capitalist) integration of labour markets and cultures.
The middle way for Kymlicka, between the evils of neo-liberalism, and the return to
a neo-nationalist welfare chauvinism, is not quite a republican or civic liberal nationalism
(as defended by David Miller, (1995) but also effectively by many classic French philosophers). It is something like the “multiculturalism-in-one-nation” which I characterised as
the triumphant philosophy in Britain before the 1990s and 2000s, and before hypermobile super-diversity and neo-liberalism—promoted by successive Labour and Conservative governments – (allegedly) ruined all that (Favell, 1998). It is, for Kymlicka,
© 2016 Favell. Open Access This article is distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License
(http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/), which permits unrestricted use, distribution, and reproduction in any medium, provided
you give appropriate credit to the original author(s) and the source, provide a link to the Creative Commons license, and indicate if
changes were made.
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liberal nationalism, supplemented and constrained by multicultural rights and recognition—for minorities and migrants as co-nationals, with those rights and recognitions ending at the borders.
Certainly, we may have reason to feel a little nostalgic for the stable past of “container”
nation-states which were able, albeit after much conflict, to re-imagine themselves in
terms of multi-racial or ethnically inclusive citizenships. I agree that, in the past, the
nation-state has been a progressive vehicle in this sense: it gave the modern world democracy, citizenship rights, legal freedoms, equality of rights and recognition (if not outcome)
on gender, class and (tentatively) ethnic diversity, and – and in its continental European
apogee before post-industrial restructuring (Crouch, 1999) – a fair dose of welfare-based
solidarity too. Some nation-states, such as the Netherlands, the UK and France, even
became quite plausibly diverse and integrated between and across their populations. The
question now, is, in a world facing the “fact of super-diversity” (to paraphrase a famous
Rawlsian parameter), can we put Humpty Dumpty back together again?
Why should we want to? The story of nationalism, overall, is hardly an edifying one.
And leaving aside the disasters of colonialism, war and totalitarianism of the last two
centuries, the nation building projects of liberal democracies can hardly be read as
uniquely progressive philosophies. Yes, national welfare states are about membership and
rights, and not just charity towards strangers; but at the same time, from Bismarck to
Foucault, the history of welfare states – and a fortiori – national citizenship has also been
all about disciplining and bounding populations: classifying and controlling members and
aliens in order to determine who gets “club” benefits and who does not. It is unclear that
any kind of strong solidaristic defence of the welfare state can do without such nationalist
chauvinism—the agonies of contemporary Danish politics are a good illustration.
The post-national question, which Kymlicka rejects, is how recent migrations and
mobilities may have changed the Marshallian order of rights once exclusively anchored
in bordered, nationalised welfare states (for an alternative argument to mine on this
same question, see Soysal, 2012). Let us take one real example of a post-national experiment: the European Union. The EU’s normative response to the challenge of globalisation and super-diversity was to embrace the canonical freedoms of neo-liberalism
(freedom of movement of capital, goods and services), but then hitch a “fourth freedom”, the freedom of movement of persons, with quite different consequences (Favell,
2014). Freedom of movement of persons is also grounded in market dynamics. Yet it
introduces into the post-national space of the de-bordered market economy a revolutionary little legal provision: the principle of non-discrimination by nationality.
Kymlicka cynically describes this kind of legal mechanism as “Benetton multiculturalism”:
inclusion limited to evening up market conditions. Yet, even if it only applies to
everyday issues such as equal opportunity in jobs (i.e., the labour market), housing,
student fees, or – something currently under hot dispute in Britain – equal access
for working foreign residents to welfare benefits, this liberal “market building”
provision has profound normative consequences.
Without this principle, foreigners will be routinely discriminated in job applications,
as students, as clients and customers, in access to public institutions, and many other
basic rights given preferentially, most of the time, in most societies, to co-nationals.
The principle in fact is an extension to parallel “market freedoms” introduced within
nations, among citizens: the everyday discriminations that may continue to exist in
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everyday life beyond formal equality of political rights and legal due process. Within a
national context, these inequities are usually referred to as racism. As decades of
anti-racist analysis has shown, protection against racism and xenophobia may indeed be
rather more important in everyday private transactions that in formal public settings:
when applying for a job, renting an apartment, or paying for affordable insurance
coverage. The principle of non-discrimination, of equal treatment in the job, housing, or
insurance markets, is here very far from being some kind of anodyne, marketeers’
‘Benetton multiculturalism’.
The principle of non-discimination in the market place towards foreigners and
“aliens” was an extension of these principles beyond national borders—the EU’s experiment perhaps enables us to imagine broader communities linked by similarly regulated,
fair markets. A world in which similar guarantees to de facto members of our economy,
our global culture, our global society, even, if we can successfully imagine these units.
Of course, even with the small, macro-regional unit of the EU, the reality falls short.
Foreign EU residents are taxed as residents, but have a political status which excludes
them from voting (nationally) to complain about it; they may also not always have
equal access to key welfare benefits such as child care or pension rights, because of
length of residence or when they move again (Favell, 2008). In Britain today there is an
active attempt to withdraw their equal rights on the labour market and the social
benefits which follow. Roll-back to the national unit of solidarity seems inevitable; but
this is hardly a normative triumph.
Within the post-national space of “Europe” the legal innovation of the principle of
non-discrimination by nationality also negates one of the cornerstones of Kymlicka’s
arguments: that we owe something more to our co-nationals out of egalitarian membership; that is, beyond the humanitarian charity that may lead us to be fleetingly fair to
the non-nationals among us. For, as Kymlicka emphatically must conclude, human
rights alone will not lead us to share our welfare cake with non-nationals once their
basic humanity has been recognised.
What is this special obligation to our co-nationals? Is it just propinquity? Shared time
and space together? That we shared a socialisation, and national integration process?
That surely would be (nationalist) cultural integration, more David Miller than Will
Kymlicka, the multiculturalist, speaking. Defending our political obligation in terms of
our political membership just begs the question – this is surely a circular definition of
solidarity. Why are we not equally politically responsible to foreigners and strangers?
And, in moral terms, why should we follow the mawkish nationalist sentimentality of
headline writers when they underline (and therefore mourn more) the six Britons
among the 350 dead after a disaster. The horror here is surely the loss of life for all;
not our special feelings for our co-nationals. Maybe we owe this to our families, our
friends, or (even) our local communities. But those are not “citizenship” obligations,
and it is not what is being asked on behalf of our anonymous co-nationals. This
example may make us question whether we do indeed have more of an obligation of
solidaristic equality to our co-nationals than others.
At the macro level, why indeed should the demos and the nation be one and the
same thing? This is surely an empirical issue, and one which immediately admits of
historical variation. There have been demoi in the past, in Rome, in medieval city states,
in multinational empires, that were surely not nation-states in the conventional modern
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sense. To borrow a suspect, but here quite useful phrase from global sociologist Saskia
Sassen (2006), the modern twentieth century conjunction of territory, sovereignty and
population is but a contingent and fluctuating “assemblage”. That assemblage has
substantially come apart in the emergent “globalising” age since the 1980s. The empirical world she describes of de-nationalising capitalism, inventing new forms of higher
and lower level statehood to deal with new issues of governance of economies, culture
and people no longer so strictly congruent with old national borders, is one in which
democracy – if it could be imagined for such a world – would look quite different, as a
participatory process or as a sense of shared legal obligations, to Kymlicka’s democracy
of co-nationals.
Kymlicka is correct that the world has not worked out such forms politically. This is
a normative failing. One might add that when we use the term “neo-liberalism” to
describe this world of ungoverned market and social forces beyond an enfeebled and
inadequate national realm of governance, we are blaming the enfeeblement on the
symptom (national governments’ adoption of strident “laissez faire” policies) and not
the cause (national governments’ lack of control or power because of economic and
social change, and declining legitimacy). Anti-democratic, inegalitarian political forces
for sure have ridden these trends to great success: the world we live in, at the national
level, is surely a less democratic and less equal place than it was thirty years ago, at
least in the rich, post-industrial West—although the effects of globalisation elsewhere,
such as East and South Asia, have been different (Evans & Sewell, 2013). But is scarcely
credible to assign all these failings to faceless, evil market forces, when the weakness of
our politics lies in the inappropriateness of nation-state centred modes of democracy
and governance – its dismal party politics and incompetent national politicians – to
the complex macro-regional and globally interconnected world we live in and share
today. It is the failure of politics, not the triumph of the “politics of” neo-liberalism.
Even if bounded national democracy is all we have realistically – “convergence of
preference on units”, as Kymlicka calls this, a mere convention in other words – that
makes it no less wrong normatively. How much better would the world be if we could
indeed share a conception of democracy in which the foreigner on the other side of the
planet as well as the one next door was both our neighbour and our co-citizen sharing
the responsibility of governing the international system and natural planet in which all
our societies are embedded; where difference of nationality or birth made no difference
to equality of opportunity, or created any hierarchy of obligation and recognition in
legal, political, cultural or economic participation?
The EU principle of non-discrimination concurred with this logic – within a territory
delimited by political possibility. It invented a principle of equality for citizens beyond
the nation-state. It was Euro-centric (by definition); it was bordered by a Fortress (as
all the critics are right to point out). But while it has lasted it abolished national privileges in everyday market transactions in favour of a political economy, scaled to the size
of a macro-regional continent, rather larger in population than the US.
The EU is not a replacement unit for a functioning multicultural society; it is hard to
call it a democracy. But it is more plausible to suggest that what has been democratic
about it was that it did create a genuine type of politically amenable post-national
governance. It had many failings, and it was a pallid version of the nostalgic national
democracy that most Europeans felt was still their birthright. European citizenship was
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in all kinds of ways derivative on the national citizenships that gave members of
member-states their European membership privileges. It was indeed partly parasitical
on the multicultural nation-state; not so much a normative paragon, then, as a functional necessity responding to the super-diversity and “neo-liberal” mobilities of our
less bordered way of living in nations today. I wholeheartedly acknowledge these imperfections. But normatively, though, it has shown that our ideas of solidarity, as with our
ideas of democracy and governance, of rights and sovereignty, all need updating for a
world beyond the nationalist multicultural state. These resources can and do still lie in
liberalism as a political ethos. The setbacks of a re-nationalising world should not deter
our normative intuition that there must still be other possibilities than, simply, nostalgic roll-back. Maybe then we will be able to talk again of being liberals, of liberalism,
and (even) of liberal democracy, without the slur of “neo-” affixed.
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Why liberal nationalism does not resolve the progressive’s trilemma
Solidarity is an elusive ideal, but it is worth chasing it nevertheless. In his essay, Will
Kymlicka invokes solidarity within the nation, which has a progressive potential when
it includes culturally diverse groups into a national We and when it can be mobilized
against class privilege. Kymlicka is concerned that these two goals may conflict with
each other and hopes that national solidarity can mitigate the conflict.

A trilemma, not a dilemma
The first thing to note is that progressive appeals for solidarity have often targeted outsiders as well as insiders. “Long live international solidarity” was the most popular slogan
at the left wing street manifestations of my student years. I agree with Kymlicka that it is
worth retrieving the old progressive ideal of solidarity when thinking about how to respond to cultural diversity and increasing social inequality. But maybe we should keep it
open for both versions of solidarity: that among insiders and that with outsiders?
When we apply this idea to the progressive’s dilemma, it turns into a trilemma, because solidarity is then also at stake when considering whom to admit. The trilemma
is between openness for immigration, multicultural inclusion and social redistribution:
How is it possible to achieve social solidarity in culturally diverse states with fairly
open borders? Openness for immigration is a traditional progressive ideal just as much
as the other two and especially the admission of refugees has often been advocated in
the language of solidarity. Of course, relatively open borders can also be supported on
other grounds, including utilitarian ones (because sending states, immigration states
and migrants will be better off ) or libertarian ones (because individuals should be free
to cross borders unless states need to restrict immigration to protect freedom itself ).
And of course, pleading for the admission of immigrants on grounds of solidarity often
leads to selective openness for immigrants who are co-ethnics of a national majority or
refugees who are persecuted because they share our beliefs and values. Kymlicka is
probably right that solidarity stretches rarely to those outside some circle of affinity.
But it is still worth considering how solidarity could be mobilized also towards those
whose claims to admission are based on needs rather than belonging. As a progressive
© 2016 Bauböck. Open Access This article is distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International
License (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/), which permits unrestricted use, distribution, and reproduction in any medium,
provided you give appropriate credit to the original author(s) and the source, provide a link to the Creative Commons license, and
indicate if changes were made.
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liberal, I feel committed to relatively open borders on all three grounds: freedom, utility
and solidarity with outsiders.
It seems plausible that there is not only a trade-off between multicultural recognition of
diversity and social solidarity, but also between openness for new immigration and solidarity
and, finally, even between openness and multicultural integration. The latter may seem intuitively less plausible, but what Ruhs and Martin (2008) have called the numbers vs. rights
dilemma can be interpreted in this way: Liberal states could admit more migrants if they
were less committed to offering them multicultural rights and access to citizenship.
Moral dilemmas keep normative theorists going. But unlike moral dilemmas, which
can be analysed without any knowledge of real world contexts, public policy trade-offs
build on empirical assumptions that are open to be tested or refuted through studying
actual cases. Kymlicka and Banting (2006) did a great job in challenging some of the
empirical assumptions underlying the original version of the progressive’s dilemma: the
idea that multicultural policies undermine public support and institutional sustainability of welfare states. Carefully designed comparative studies may also be able to refute
the idea that openness for immigration necessarily conflicts with open access to citizenship1 or with sustainable welfare states. To challenge the assumed trade-offs, it seems
enough to find cases where all the three good things go together and others where regressive policies on one dimension do not strengthen progressive policies on the others,
but produce instead backlashes on these too. Canada and Sweden are often mentioned
as states that are comparatively open for immigration, have more resilient policies of
multicultural recognition and rather stable welfare states. The negative version of this
refutation of the trilemma also seems to apply widely. Welfare state retrenchment has
usually gone hand in hand with conservative backlashes against immigration as well as
multiculturalism. And – as the example of the US in the period after World War I
demonstrates – closing the doors to new immigration is likely to generate assimilationist responses to cultural diversity (or the other way round). One can go further and
postulate even positive feedback loops between the horns of the trilemma. For example,
demographers have argued for a long time that maintaining welfare states in rapidly
ageing European and Japanese societies requires more openness for immigration.
All this does not mean, however, that progressives can comfort themselves that they
do not have to face the trilemma after all. While it may not be based on hard-wired
trade-offs, it is certainly strongly present in democratic politics. This is a core message
of Kymlicka’s essay with which I agree entirely: in order to win democratic support for
their agenda, progressives must be able to convince citizens that their immigration and
multicultural policies do not kill their egalitarian social policies. What I disagree with is
Kymlicka’s proposal that liberal nationalism provides an answer to this problem.

From liberal nation-building to populist ressentiment
Kymlicka is right that in the past liberal and social-democratic nation-building has
often successfully brought about what he calls ‘convergence of preferences on the
unit of decision-making‘ with regard to social policies, minority rights and – I would
add – immigrant admission. This has made it possible to promote democratic deliberation, democratic compromises between conflicting goals and – most importantly
– a sense of belonging to a political community in which citizens share rights and
responsibilities.
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As Kymlicka is ready to concede, liberal nationalism does not guarantee this happy
outcome if there is a fundamental disagreement about the unit question. On the one
hand, as we have seen at different times in Belgium, Britain, Canada and Spain, even
fairly liberal forms of nationalism can undermine social solidarity, create political
gridlocks or break up otherwise functioning democratic states where a sense of shared
belonging to a nation is absent or has faded away. On the other hand, the fact that
these plurinational states have survived for so long with high levels of immigration and
levels of redistribution that are not lower than those of comparable political economies,
suggests that convergence of preferences on the unit question may be less important
for social solidarity than Kymlicka thinks.
Let us consider first the preconditions under which liberal nationalism could historically resolve the trilemma by creating a sufficiently strong progressive consensus on the
three goals. In some cases, partial reconciliation has been achieved by imagining the
nation itself primarily as a welfare community (as in the Swedish peoples’ home) or as
an immigrant society (as in the US, Canada or Australia). These two images of the nation have rarely been fully combined, which suggests that nation-building may in the
past have been able to reconcile two of the three goals, but not all three. The question
is whether even the partial solutions are still viable today.
The steep rise of the Sweden Democrats and similar pro-welfare but anti-immigrant
parties in other parts of Europe suggests this has become very difficult. At least in Europe,
those who pose as defenders of the nation-state are without exception opposed to immigration and multiculturalism. Only Catalan and Scottish secessionists combine today nationalism with pro-immigrant rhetoric. I would, however, take no bet that this rhetoric
would survive for very long in case these regions became independent. Moreover, the goal
of separation itself involves a desire to break the bonds of social solidarity within the existing British and Spanish states and seems thus deeply at odds with a progressive agenda of
building inclusive welfare states.
Liberals should also not idealize the historic conditions under which welfare nations
and immigrant nations had been built in the past. Sweden’s peoples’ home was closely
associated with eugenicist and sometimes openly racist ideas about the people. And the
immigrant nations of the US, Canada and Australia were built as white settler societies
that took the land from indigenous peoples and were for a long time very selective with
regard to immigrants they saw as fitting the national mould. Fortunately, these ideas
are no longer acceptable and the contexts for such nation-building projects no longer
exist. In Europe, with the partial exception of 19th century France, immigration was
never seen as a resource for nation-building and today it is less likely than ever to be
perceived in this way. Paradoxically, the national case for immigration on grounds of
demographic and economic needs is much stronger today in Europe than in North
America, but this argument has been spectacularly unsuccessful with hardly any resonance in public opinion and very little impact on public policies.
Kymlicka is aware of these conditions that make it difficult to reconcile nationalist
ideologies with progressive attitudes to immigration and cultural diversity. He writes
that “nationhood works best when it is deep in the background, as a taken-for-granted
presupposition of social life.” Where national identities are foregrounded, they tend to
prime anti-foreigner attitudes. But this diagnosis seems at odds with the idea that it is
nationhood that provides the necessary condition for inclusive solidarity in diverse
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societies. Nations are after all imagined communities rather than background facts of
social life that exist independently of people’s subjective sense of belonging and identity. If citizens are less tolerant of diversity when they imagine themselves as belonging
to a nation, how can the promotion of national identities then help to reconcile social
solidarity with recognition of diversity and openness for immigration?

Rescaling democratic solidarity
I suggest therefore that progressives need to look beyond the nation. Beyond does not
mean after. Kymlicka’s critique of postnational responses is to some extent justified:
they often “assume […] converging preferences, but offer no explanation for them …
and … they typically smuggle back in the very assumptions of nationhood that they
purport to reject.” What looking “beyond the nation” means instead is searching for
political community “across”, “above” or also “below” the nation-state, without denying
its existence and relevance as the crucial level in relation to which all other forms of
political community define themselves.
The premise for this exploration is that democracy needs convergence between
decision-makers and decision-takers but no convergence of preferences on the unit of
decision making for all decisions. There are two contrasts between nationalism and
democracy in this regard. First, nationalists imagine the world as one of distinct nations
with separate territories and memberships. Democracy, however, can bind together different units of decision making that are territorially nested within each other – as in
federal states or unions of independent states. And it can connect separate units of
decision-making that share overlapping memberships – as happens when migrants are
simultaneously citizens of sending and receiving states. Second, nationalists assume
that nation-states (or autonomous national territories within states) should control all
decisions that affect their citizens. By contrast, stable democracy requires that the units
of decision-making should be functionally adequate for the decisions that they take.
The nationalist ideal has a powerful grip on most citizens’ – and theorists’ – minds,
but seems to be increasingly out-of-synch with political and economic developments in
the present world. Nation-states are less and less capable of controlling their own political agendas while they exercise at the same time far too much control over the agendas
of substate polities as well as supranational unions of states that are better suited to address problems that nation-states cannot deal with adequately. The new nationalism of
the populist right is a backward looking mobilisation of political ressentiments rather
than a feasible project of strengthening the nation-state.
Why should we strive for unit convergence when trying to overcome the progressive
trilemma? Isn’t it a hopeless endeavour to try and squeeze into a single unit all the
powers required for achieving progressive goals? Wouldn’t it be better to ask which
unit is best suited to deal with social welfare, which one can best accommodate cultural
diversity and which one should regulate immigrant admission? Wouldn’t it be plausible
to assign primary responsibility for “diversity management” to cities, for social welfare
entitlements to states, and for migration policies to the European Union or similar
unions of states in other global regions, such a South America?
Kymlicka may object that doing so would make it impossible to achieve any of the
three goals. If a supranational unit decides who is admitted and can freely move within
its territory, how can nation-states then maintain their distinct welfare regimes? And if
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local governments manage cultural diversity issues, doesn’t this undermine the shared
sense of belonging that citizens must feel to support a national welfare regime? The answer to this objection is that convergence of preferences is indeed needed, but about a
division of tasks and powers in an integrated multilevel polity rather than about a single
unit of decision-making. In other words, a multilevel and transnational answer to the
progressive trilemma can only work if individuals come to regard themselves as multiple
citizens across all levels of the polity and accept that those who move across borders are
transnational citizens who belong simultaneously to territorially distinct polities.
Rescaling solidarity in this way is certainly not an easy task, but it seems to me a
more realist utopia than liberal nationalism, in the sense of a normative solution to a
major problem that meets basic conditions of feasibility in the current world. This
approach could even help with addressing the challenge that Kymlicka raises in the
concluding paragraphs of his essay. As he acknowledges there, liberal nationalism has
been able to partially realize the ideal of inclusive solidarity in diverse societies where
“immigrants have traditionally been seen as permanent residents and future citizens”.
He concedes that “[i]t is far less clear that this model works for temporary migrants.”
By contrast, in a multilevel and transnational conception of democracy, temporary migrants can be accepted as citizens at the local level by virtue of their residence and as
citizens of a supranational union if they are also citizens of one of its member states.
Kymlicka is right to worry about the sources of solidarity in “a world of liquid mobility”. But this is to a significant degree already our world and progressives should think
hard how their ideals can still be realized within this world. The answer that seems
most plausible to me is to adjust the units of political decision-making in such a way
that natives, settled immigrants and temporary migrants can still see themselves as
sharing membership in democratic communities. Just as nation-building had initially
the effect of assigning shared citizenship to sedentary populations and uprooted peasants turned into mobile industrial workers, so building supranational unions of states
can today capture a lot of geographic mobility and temporary migration within a larger
unit and turn it into internal freedom of movement linked to a shared citizenship.
For the same reasons that applied historically to nation-building, it would also be necessary to strengthen the competences for immigrant and refugee admission at supranational level in order to keep borders fairly open for the admission or immigrants and
refugees from outside the union. This conclusion seems obvious when watching the
nasty games of border closure and passing on of refugees that are currently being
played by the member states of the European Union. Yet supranational unions need
not replicate the patterns of nation-building on a larger scale. None of the currently
existing ones in Europe and South America is designed to do so. Nation-states will remain the basic building blocks of the international political system. Supranational
unions that adopt progressive agendas could provide an economic environment that
shelters welfare states against the forces of globalized neoliberal capitalism. But I share
Kymlicka’s view that they are not the units within which a lot of social solidarity can be
mobilized to support progressive policies of redistribution.
While nation-states may remain the right units for promoting comprehensive conceptions of social justice, they are increasingly inadequate for coping with cultural diversity
emerging from temporary migration rather than settlement migration or territorial minority nationalisms. Cities provide alternative political spaces that are open for newcomers
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and in which solidarity among strangers who come from elsewhere and are going to move
elsewhere could be mobilized through a conception of citizenship derived from residence
rather than birth.
In short: if progressives face today a trilemma how to reconcile their commitments to
fairly open borders, recognition of cultural diversity and social redistribution, they
should think harder which political units are best suited to achieve each of these goals.

Endnotes
1
The classic statement of this dilemma is Walzer (1983), chap. 2.
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Until the fall of 2015 although the toll of migrants who drowned daring to cross the
Mediterranean appeared in headlines, most of those who survived the crossing were
kept in their hundreds of thousands from much of Europe. Then those dispossessed by
war or by the neoliberal agendas inflicted on their countries began walking into Europe
with the goal of settling in the wealthiest states, which were also those countries—
along with the United States–that have been manufacturing the instruments of war,
participating in various “coalitions of the willing” and benefiting from contemporary
forms of accumulation through dispossession. In demanding the right to settle and rebuild their lives, migrants challenged the political narratives that excluded them from
belonging to Europe and claiming the wealth and social benefits concentrated in a
handful of European states. And as migrants began to enter Europe in large numbers
and make these claims, a large number of Europeans began to welcome these migrants
(Kermani, 2015; Mount, 2015). Through a host of convivial practices these Europeans
demonstrated that they repudiated the dominant anti-refugee discourse and policies of
their political leaders and identified with the refugees. At railroad stations from
Budapest to Munich, along roads, in temporary shelters, and through demonstrations,
those who extended welcomes repeatedly stated that they saw migrants and nonmigrants as bound together by their common humanity1.
To note this embrace is not to deny that recently and increasingly, there has been a
rise of racism and a repudiation of cultural and religious diversity across Europe, North
America, and around the world. Both political tendencies require explanation. Will
Kymlicka’s essay serves as a useful entry point into these contemporary crosscurrents
by raising the question of how scholars, activists, and policy makers can understand as
well as speak to our times. Currently, we find ourselves challenged by a persisting
contradiction: even as the world is ever more tightly and unequally woven together
through economic, political, military, and cultural networks of unequal power, increasing numbers of intellectuals as well as political leaders are embracing nation-state
building narratives that portray the world as a set of independent states with their own
discrete economies and welfare regimes. Unfortunately, Kymlicka has joined the ranks
of those who perpetuate the Westphalian fantasy of a world of separate and politically
equal nation-states and embrace nationalism as a progressive force at this moment of
history.
© 2016 The Author(s). Open Access This article is distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International
License (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/), which permits unrestricted use, distribution, and reproduction in any medium,
provided you give appropriate credit to the original author(s) and the source, provide a link to the Creative Commons license, and
indicate if changes were made.
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In this response to Kymlicka, I argue that his essay lacks sufficient historical reflexivity to assess the changing conjunctures that continuously restructure the conditions
for struggle over wealth redistribution and social welfare. Writing about western social
theory and historical reflexivity, Gertrud Lenzer (1975, p. xxiii) noted that many past
and more recent social theorists have understood “how virtually impossible it is to
separate oneself out from the thoughts and realities of one’s historical era, but also
how imperative critical activity” is for social theory as a political project, that is to say
an analysis of social life that reflects on relations of power (See for example, Mill,
1833; Gouldner, 1970; Said, 1978). The irony of the contemporary moment is that
historical reflexivity has become curiously lost in recent writings about migration, integration, and social cohesion despite the emergence of a generation of authors
steeped in the deconstructionism of variants of post-modern theory that question any
uncritical stance towards hegemonic “truths”.
Yet, a reflexive conjunctural approach to history and social theory is necessary in order
to acknowledge the inextricable links between past nation-state building in Europe and
North America, massive violent extractions of wealth from racialized imperial subjects,
uprisings in colonial centers and among the colonized, fierce globe-spanning struggles for
social justice and the past emergence of democratic reforms and welfare states. This perspective is also necessary to clarify the current relationships between capital accumulation
through revitalized forms of accumulation by dispossession and the diminishing, dismantling and privatization of social welfare regimes.
I also take issue with Kymlicka’s advocacy of nationalism as necessary for the
preservation of welfare regimes. In both past and current conjuncture nationalism
has served to obscure the sources of national wealth by fostering concepts of
national racialized superiority and entitlement among the citizens of the imperial
centers. Throughout my response to Kymlicka, I emphasize the harm done by social theorists who unquestioningly conflate the concepts of nation-state and society.
Although Kymlicka gives a token bow to the “sin of methodological nationalism”,
he does not adequately address the theoretical underpinnings of the critique (Beck,
2002; Wimmer & Glick Schiller, 2002). Instead, despite his initial statements about
the “contingency of perceptions of commonality and otherness,” Kymlicka’s defense
of nationalism leads him down the slippery slope of communitarian logic. Even as
he admits that a national ‘we’ and a foreign ‘they’ are constructed sentiments, he
welcomes these constructions in light of the “progressive” potential of “nationhood”
and “a national feeling of belonging.”
For Kymlicka “social justice … arguably depends on bounded solidarities. Nationhood
has helped to secure such an ethic of membership.” Although, unlike anti-immigrant
“nativists,” Kymlicka recognizes that those who are not “native born” may become part
of the national community, he assumes that to speak of solidarity is to maintain a
binary logic that defines those who are not members of the national community as
“strangers.” to whom we respond with a different dimension of affect, that of “humanitarianism”. Whether we offer rescue or tolerance, in Kymlicka’s words all forms of “justice to strangers is humanitarian” rather than solidaristic.
In invoking this reading of social theory, Kymlicka joins those social theorists (Derrida,
1984, Levinas, 1998) who are responding to the current conjuncture by reviving older
concepts of alterity that envision the stranger as a challenge to the communal constitution
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of society. In concluding my critique I suggest other ways of thinking about society. I offer
a reformulated approach to cosmopolitan sociabilities that makes visible the everyday social relations and social movements built on domains of partial but potent human
commonalities.

Conjunctural analysis: recovering a reflexive view of social order
I suggest that a conjunctural reading of social theory is needed to adequately scrutinize
key concepts such as society whose meanings are today taken to be unchanging. Clarke
(2014) reminds us that conjunctural analysis is not a theory but rather an orientation.
To make a conjunctural analysis is to assess “the forces, tendencies, forms of power,
and relations of domination,” which at any moment in history can lead to regional and
local political, economic and social arrangements that differ from each other yet are
interdependent (Clarke, 2014, p. 115). Rather than examine the concepts of society and
community as unchanging and unrelated to relations of power, an analysis of each conjuncture denaturalizes views of social order and challenges the hegemonic, common
sense of a particular point in time.
Contrary to Kymlicka’s assumptions of the necessary linkage between nation-state and
society, social logics have changed in different conjunctures. In Western social theory, the
meanings and degree of overlap of nation-state, society, community, the social order, and
solidarity have varied in different historical moments and a binary between national society and the stranger has not been a constant. From the beginning of modern European social theory until World War I, the concept of society was a floating signifier. However at
the end of the 19th century, as nation-state building became the project of capitalist
classes, there was increasing support in social theory for approaching nation-states as societies. For example, Auguste Comte, often seen as a foundational western social theorist,
offered an ill-defined concept of society that reflected the transnational, colonial conjuncture in which he lived, and the specificities of the aftermath of the French and Haitian revolutions and the rise of industrial capitalism. He spoke of “society” hurrying “towards a
profound moral and political anarchy” (Lenzer, 1975, p. 9) but society was certainly not a
specific state or nation but was projected in Comte’s words on “the whole of the human
species and chiefly the whole of the white race” (Lenzer, 1975, p. 27). His approach to social order was shaped by European debates about variations in mankind, the limits of humanity and the boundaries of the civilized world.
By the end of the 19th century, political leaders as well as social theorists responded
to the need to build popular support and national unity in the face of increased rivalry
between imperial powers and growing transnational movements for the empowerment
of workers, women, and colonials. They invested some of the fruits of empire in a territorial project of building national community, which they materialized through infrastructures –schools, roads, railroads, and postal services. Theories of society once again
reflected and contributed to the conjunctural change. Durkheim, (1893/1933) and
Tönnies, (1887/1957) described human society as originating in a primordial organic
community in which the primary social boundary was between members and strangers,
that is, between self and the other. Writing in the 1890s, Herbert Spencer defined “society
as a plurality of people occupying a specific territory and between whom various common
features obtain” (Martindale, 1960, p. 71).
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Conditions that underlie welfare state distributions
Careful scrutiny of the communitarian just-so-story in relationship to the complexity of the
ethnographic record reveals evidence of social groupings with a multiplicity of identities
and fluid boundaries before they formed states or experienced conquest (Beidelman, 1999;
Fried, 1975; Keesing, 1987). However, blithely invoking Marshall’s “community membership” and the Swedish concept of a classless folkhemmet, Kymlicka projects nationalism as
the modern form of a primordial communitarianism. Nationalism differs from humanitarianism responses to strangers “that do not depend on any sense of nationally-bounded
solidarity.” This is because nationalism is rooted in the “ethic of social membership [which
produces] …the mutual concern and obligation we have a members of a shared society.” As
such, he believes nationalism was significant in the emergence of past welfare regimes, although he acknowledges that some social historians argue that “welfare states” arose out of
political contestation between different class forces. Kymlicka asserts that nationhood can
help save the welfare state by facilitating “the sort of solidarity required for a redistributive
welfare state.” Moreover, he considers “liberal democracy” as a productive component of
the mix of elements upon which redistributive policies depends.
Many social analysts have argued that initially “social insurance became a modern extension of more traditional roles played by the state” as part of “the elites’ anticipatory
response” to “a fear of workers’ growing power” (Baldwin, 1992, p. 39). Their work challenges Kymlicka’s conclusion that the welfare state was the result of European socialist
parties turning from “class solidarity to national solidarity.” In this brief commentary I
can’t fully rebut his version of the emergence social welfare policies, which should encompass also the Americas and the post-colonial states of the Caribbean, Africa, and
Asia. I simply note several key points that need to be considered in discussing the conjunctural conditions that underlie the institution of welfare state redistributions and
their demise. Importantly for the arguments I am making here, in Europe and North
America not only were enfranchisement and/or redistributive social welfare policies an
outcome of massive struggles against ruling elites but they were the outcome of transnational social movements for social justice and not nationally contained or oriented
struggles.
The global historical conjuncture of 1870–1914 was a period in which ruling elites
responded to the social effects of massive industrialization, urbanization, and internal and
international migration with a mix of violent repression of urban workers and colonial
subjects coupled in colonial centers with universal male political enfranchisement and social benefits. Generally democratic measures for male citizens preceded any form of social
insurance and protection, although occasionally, as in the German Empire, Sweden and
Norway, social movements yielded both (Bédarida 1990; Kettunen & Petersen, 2011).
In light of Kymlicka’s linkage of the welfare state, democracy, citizenship, and nationalism, it is helpful to recall that it was autocratic German government under Bismarck
that initiated the welfare state. The regime supported the institutionalization of a set of
social insurance provisions that provided disability, accident, health, and old age benefits to all workers who were legal residents of Germany; citizenship was not a prerequisite for social benefits. Social benefits were offered amidst an intertwining
trajectory of international socialists and labor movements demanding empowerment
and an industrially powerful German economy within which migrant workers played
an important role. These measures sought to “reconcile the working classes to the
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authority of the state” and stave off broader socialist demands (Williamson, 2011, p.
86). Although anti-immigrant nationalist forces played a growing political role in
Germany during the period in which the German social welfare regime was instituted,
this exclusionary nationalism did not represent the workers movements or the majority
of the parliament of the German Empire at the time, who in 1886 condemned the
massive deportation of immigrant workers of that period. The workers’ movements in
Germany, in which both those of German and migrant backgrounds participated, were
part of the fierce transnationally organized struggles for political and economic power
and social justice waged at that time in many locations in the world (Featherstone,
2012; Kettunen & Petersen, 2011; Augustin & Jørgensen, 2016).
In the multiple intersecting trajectories of power and contestation that made up
the conjuncture that followed, one that was marked by world wars and depression
(1914–1945), more states, including the United States, did provide social welfare.
However, there is considerable evidence that while public policy moved from regimes
of public charity to public benefits, the element of governance and regulation of the
poor rather than their embrace within national community was deeply embedded in
social welfare regimes (Piven & Cloward, 1993; Soss, Fording, & Schram, 2011). In
understanding the conditions in which formal democracy and welfare state policies
were instituted it is essential to keep in mind that there were massive influxes of
wealth to a core of European states and the United States not only from
industrialization but also from continuing or new direct and indirect forms of
colonization.
If we deploy a global conjunctural analysis rather than Kymlicka’s penchant for national narratives then it becomes clear that the states celebrated by Kymlicka for their
redistributive welfare regimes and democratic processes were built upon the extraction
of wealth from subjected and ethno-religiously/racially differentiated populations. In
different historical moments different means of extraction have been central ranging
from the intensive accumulation of surplus value within the labor process to varying
modes of accumulation by dispossession. Moreover, it was only in the years between
1945 and 1990, the pocket of time of the Cold War in which competing western and
eastern blocks both made claims to champion social justice, that full blown social welfare states flourished in western Europe and the US expanded its offering of social
benefits,

Thinking about the current conjuncture
If Kymlicka’s reading of the contributions of past social movements to the emergence
of welfare regimes is questionable, his claims that liberal nationalism can safeguard the
future of redistributive welfare programs are equally dubious. There is no doubt that
politicians have sought to rally increasingly dispossessed citizens behind national flags
in the name of protecting the welfare state from being “overrun” by “foreigners.” However, although at different rates in different countries, since the institution of neoliberal
restructuring measures in the 1970s, social benefits and services have been weakened,
reduced or replaced by privatization initiatives that make them instruments of massive
private capital accumulation rather than redistribution.
In the last few years, scholars in a number of fields have emphasized that to understand
the demise of redistributive welfare programs, we need to look at the contemporary
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restructuring of global modes of capital accumulation that underlie the variously configured neoliberal agendas of states and international financial institutions (Brenner &
Theodore, 2002; Ong, 2007; Harvey, 2004, 2005, 2006; Wacquant, 2012). The
deindustrialization of many nation-states in the west was accompanied by reorganized
forms of accumulation including the elimination or avoidance of redistributive taxes, the deregulation of banking, and financial industries including debt collection and renewed prominence of accumulation by various forms of dispossession. Contemporary forms of
accumulation by dispossession that underlie so called neoliberal “reforms” take the form of
seizing public goods –often spoken of as the commons– for private profit. These include
public housing, water supplies, hospitals, schools, and welfare services.
Accumulation by dispossession is accompanied by a wide range of physical and social
displacements such as migration, unemployment, downward social mobility, and homelessness. Processes of dispossession are maintained ultimately by force but those
displaced are simultaneously dehumanized by narratives of national, racialized, ethnoreligious difference (Butler & Athanasiou, 2013). The targeting of migrants fleeing war,
structural adjustment, and gang related violence as the causes of the demise of the welfare states is just one example of these narratives of the ‘ungrievable’ other (Butler,
2010; see also De Genova, in press). The criminalization of the dispossessed unemployed ‘native born’ who have no place in the post-industrial economies is another.
In response, our political economy of the contemporary conjuncture must include a
critique of the cultural processes that by naturalizing national, cultural, religious as well
as class differences obscure the continuing extraction of wealth from the dispossessed
around the world, an extractive process that is restrained by neither borders nor claims
to being citizens “by birth.”
Moreover, if the intensified processes of accumulation with their concomitant displacements of people are the transformations that mark the contemporary conjuncture, then
we must address when, how, and where people who find themselves displaced by these
processes are coming into political motion. There is no doubt that some people in Europe,
the US, the Middle East and elsewhere are reacting to the processes of dispossession with
a politics of hate, anger, and vengeance. However, too little has been said about the more
hopeful side of the current moment, expressed through solidarities with refugees entering
Europe, Canada, and a range of US cities.2 To theorize the politics of solidarity, it is useful
to look more closely at the nature and significance of cosmopolitan sociability (Glick
Schiller, Darieva, & Gruner-Domic, 2011; Glick Schiller, 2015;).

Cosmopolitan sociabilities: solidarities without borders
Descriptions of everyday convivialities (Bayat, 2008; Gilroy, 2004, Frykman, 2016,
Schmidt, 2016) challenges Kymlicka’s assumptions that the solidarities that could
connect refugees and people of non-migrant backgrounds would only be possible
in a world reorganized by “post-national cosmopolitan, agonistic, or ecological
theories of democracy and citizenship.” Even in thinking about migrant citizens,
Kymlicka retains an “ethnic lens” (Glick Schiller, Çağlar, & Guldbrandsen, 2006)
that categories the social relations between people of migrant and non-migrant
background as “multiculturalism.” This prevents him from observing the everyday
sociabilities not based on tolerance of difference but on recognition of
commonalities.
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In the past fifteen years in cities in Northern England, northern New England,
USA, and eastern Germany (Glick Schiller & Çağlar, 2011; Glick Schiller, 2015;
Glick Schiller & Çağlar, 2016) I have lived and observed the everyday sociabilities
that connect people categorized as natives and those seen as migrants. Those categorized as migrants included legal immigrants, those without residency documents,
refugees, and asylum seekers. Repeatedly newcomers built social relations with natives on the bases of shared interests, emotions, and aspirations within a range of
settings including residence in the same building on the same street, their workplace, a shared religious congregation, or institutional spaces such as a public libraries or community centers. “Whatever their differences, people were brought
together by common domains of affect (Turner, 1987), mutual respect and shared
aspirations” (Glick Schiller & Çağlar, 2016, p. 18). To find a way to speak about
the mutualities that underlie such sociabilities, Ayse Çağlar and I use the term ‘domains of commonality’ (See also Glick Schiller et al, 2011). We build on Simmel
(1949 [1910], p. 257) who noted that sociability consists of relations in which “one
‘acts’ as though all were equal, as though he esteemed everyone”, exactly because
these interactions are not about difference. We noted that the participants in the
social relations we observe frequently turn casual informal meetings into ongoing
affective relationships that link them to each other. Such interactions can be fleeting or persist and develop over time (Lofland, 1973). Our respondents used the
term ‘human’ to refer to the domains of commonality that emerged from some of
their interactions. Stepping away from the predominant understanding of the term
cosmopolitanism that frames it as an openness or tolerance of difference, I term
those sociabilities formed on common aspirations of social justice, “cosmopolitan
sociabilities” (Glick Schiller et al., 2011; Glick Schiller, 2015; Glick Schiller &
Irving, 2015). Cosmopolitan sociabilities built not on tolerance of the other but on
domains of commonality.
“may prove key building blocks of the social movements that challenge the growing
class disparities that increasingly mark [the contemporary conjuncture]”. These
sociabilities might be key to understanding how people are able to form fluid
constellations of urban social movements to claim economic and social justice)…It is
perhaps from the sociabilities, established by people who, despite their differences,
construct domains of being human together, that the performed precarity of
dispossession is transformed into struggles against the growing disparities and
displacements of global capitalism “(Glick Schiller & Çağlar, 2016, pp. 30–31).
An understanding of cosmopolitan sociability and its relationship to accumulation by
dispossession highlights that the welcome that Europeans gave to refugees in the fall of
2015 was not an expression of tolerance to strangers but an acknowledgement that we
are all facing the consequences of global warring, and the depredations and displacements of capital accumulation; in that sense we are all refugees.’

Endnotes
1
This summary is based on reports from colleagues in Hungary, Austria, Germany,
and France in September and October 2015. Reporting on the welcome of refugees in
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Budapest, Zoltán Grossman (2015) noted that “this pro-refugee solidarity has gone
largely unreported in the western media, which focuses entirely on the intransigence of
the Hungarian government”.
2
Much of information about the welcome extended in cities and towns in Europe,
Canada, and the United States is found in press reports rather than academic writing.
See for example Murphy, 2015 and Scott, 2015; Perhaps this is because most research
funding supports the study of difference rather than commonality.
Received: 15 March 2016 Accepted: 23 March 2016
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Does immigrant-origin diversity undermine states’ willingness to engage in broad social
redistribution, from enacting “living” minimum wage laws and progressive taxation, to
providing public benefits in order to mitigate economic inequality? In asking this
question, Will Kymlicka (2015), one of the staunchest defenders of multiculturalism,
takes seriously the question of whether recognition of cultural, ethnic and religious diversity comes at the expense of redistribution. Not surprisingly, Kymlicka makes a strong
pitch for a multicultural welfare state, which he distinguishes from neoliberal multiculturalism, exclusionary welfare chauvinism or assimilatory neoliberalism1 (Kymlicka, 2015).
My own normative view – and my empirical research – is in strong support with
Kymlicka’s (2015), position on the value of combining recognition and redistribution. I
also agree with his skepticism as to whether existing data reveal any evidence that
multicultural policies generate or exacerbate welfare state retrenchment, and in his
prescription, namely, the construction of multicultural, liberal nationalism (Bloemraad,
2006; Bloemraad, 2012). Multicultural nationalism is presumably distinct from alternative national solidarities around more exclusionary, homogeneous cultural identities,
or a neoliberal, cosmopolitan approach to global membership that urges the erasure of
nationalism altogether.
Given my sympathies, this commentary is not so much a challenge to Kymlicka’s
(2015), normative argument as a social scientific appraisal of how he does not go far
enough in elaborating the mechanisms presumed to produce the progressive’s
dilemma. This is problematic, because it means that Kymlicka also does not theorize
sufficiently an answer to the question of why multicultural, liberal nationalism might
address the mechanisms that erode the welfare state in a context of diversity. I will
attempt to sketch out some possible answers and, in doing so, I will quibble with the
terminology of “solidarity” as compared to “social membership,” both terms used by
Kymlicka in his article. I engage in this definitional debate not to split hairs, but to
elucidate some silences in the redistribution/recognition trade-off that need to be
addressed moving forward. I finish by speculating how much experience with the
Canadian case, the epitome of solidarity through multicultural nationalism in the
global North, shapes (and perhaps blinds) the views of both Kymlicka and myself on
what is possible elsewhere.

© 2016 Bloemraad. Open Access This article is distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International
License (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/), which permits unrestricted use, distribution, and reproduction in any medium,
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indicate if changes were made.
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Definitional debates: why solidarity?
What, exactly, is solidarity? And how does it differ from another term that Kymlicka
(2015), uses in his article, namely an ethic of “social membership”?
Kymlicka (2015), notes the virtual absence of theorizing on ‘solidarity’ outside of
sociology. Indeed, even within sociology, Kymlicka cites social theorist Jeffrey
Alexander to argue that solidarity has “disappeared” as a concept and topic. Why then
use this term? Kymlicka does not elaborate, beyond a hint that, empirically, contemporary societies function based on a sense of community that goes beyond the coercion of
laws or formal institutions and, more explicitly, that a theory of equality that includes
economic justice can find the necessary “glue” for a robust welfare state through
national solidarity.
My own instinct is to feel uneasy about solidarity, and more comfortable with a
language of membership. This reaction stems, I think, from concerns about the
strength and primacy of collective obligations inherent in each term, and the openness
to multiple and even cross-cutting obligations. According to the Oxford English
Dictionary, solidarity is “The fact or quality, on the part of communities, etc., of being
perfectly united or at one in some respect, esp. in interests, sympathies, or aspirations.”2
Synonyms offered by other dictionaries include unanimity, unity, harmony, cohesion and
like-mindedness.3
All of these terms are in tension with Kymlicka’s (2015), starting point: the centrality of democracy and, as he puts it, “facts of pluralism.” It also sits awkwardly, I feel,
with a key precept of multiculturalism, namely the recognition, valorization and
support of diversity. In contrast, membership refers to being a “constituent element
within a social or other organized structure.”4 The individual is part of a whole, but
this does not entail a ‘perfect unity’ requirement. At the same time, the notion of
membership is more than just a transactional or instrumental relationship, like two
parties agreeing to a contract. As part of a social group, relationships are implied to
extend over some time period, which can generate norms around rules, reciprocity
and even engagement in a common enterprise agreed to by members. It is, in a sense,
a thinner version of collective action than solidarity, and does not carry the same
baggage of like-mindedness.
Who deserves to be part of “us”? And why?
These semantics matter because, as scholars, we must understand the mechanisms
behind the construction of the “we” to whom we owe protection from or compensation for market inequalities. Kymlicka (2015), provides a useful starting point in
his discussion of deservingness. He lists judgements about an individual’s choice or
agency in producing economic disadvantage, the sense of common identity and
belonging to a shared society, norms of reciprocity between current and future
beneficiaries, and attitudes of civic friendship. Unfortunately, Kymlicka does not
then link each of these elements to the progressive’s dilemma he began with, nor
the posited solution of liberal, multicultural nationalism on which he ends. Can
these links be made?
“Identity” is most clearly a mechanism that those worried about multiculturalism
believe reduces support for the welfare state. As more – or certain kinds – of immigrants enter a society, they are presumed to be seen as different by majority group
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citizens. This can lead to exclusion through welfare chauvinism or, if these strangers
are given benefits, to decreased social spending. Empirical support for this mechanism is found in minimal group experiments in social psychology that show people
favor in-group over out-group members, and in the political rhetoric of various
political parties in the global North. But, as Kymlicka (2015), points out, despite
experimental or small-group studies supporting this mechanism – studies done in
isolation from other causal processes – social scientists have found no empirical
evidence that actual welfare state spending has decreased more in countries embracing multiculturalism compared to those who eschew multiculturalism. Indeed, the
negative finding is telling: countries that have taken a hardline stance against multiculturalism, or immigration, have not seen a flowering of their welfare state or
dramatic increases in economic equality.
Despite the lack of empirical support, Kymlicka (2015), believes this argument has a
certain bite and, perhaps, at the force of being repeated in political rhetoric, it might
become a self-fulfilling prophecy, or feed into welfare chauvinism. The logical response,
for someone who wants to maximize justice and equality among the largest group, is to
make diversity a part of social identity. This, Kymlicka argues is precisely what has
happened in Canada, and perhaps Australia and Scotland as well.
It is less clear, however, how embracing liberal, multicultural nationalism addresses
the other mechanisms driving logics of deservingness: beliefs about choice, notions of
reciprocity or civic ‘attitude’. Critics of multiculturalism sometimes suggest that
certain immigrant groups hold cultural views or are encouraged in their cultural
isolation such that they ‘choose’ to use social programs rather than enter the labor
market (e.g., Koopmans, 2010). These arguments directly link multiculturalism to
claims that the welfare state shouldn’t support groups or individuals who choose not
to contribute (rather than who face structural problems), people who only ‘take’
rather than give (undermining reciprocity norms), and those who just don’t have the
right civic values (thus driving adoption of coercive and more homogenizing civic
integration policies). Kymlicka (2015), does not explain how cultivating multicultural
nationalism would undermine these critiques.
I do not believe that these other mechanisms, potentially linking recognition to
decreased redistribution, have been tested, but they certainly should be subject to
empirical scrutiny. Is it the case that residents of countries with stronger multicultural
identities are less likely to think that immigrants and their children are part of a
reciprocity agreement with longstanding residents, or more likely to think that those of
immigrant-origin choose welfare? Clearly articulating the mechanisms presumed to
undermine the welfare state, and carefully linking each mechanism to arguments about
diversity, will help establish an empirical agenda that allows us to evaluate such
theoretical and political claims.

Only in Canada?
Clarifying the posited causal links also raises the question of whether liberal, multiculturalism nationalism is possible in any developed state, or whether it is the
product of highly specific historical processes, demographic context, geographic
location and political conflicts. Put differently, is such nationalism only possible in
Canada, or a few other states?
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Let me reiterate that, normatively, I favor a welfare state that produces greater economic
equality and a multicultural, liberal nationalism that generates inclusive membership in
pluralistic societies. Empirically, I agree that there is no strong evidence for a multiculturalism/ redistribution trade-off, and that Canada, in particular, is a positive example of
multicultural nationalism, though perhaps less a prime example of a generous redistributive welfare state. Undoubtedly, however, my views – and those of Will Kymlicka (2015),
− have been influenced by living in and studying Canada. Perhaps our understanding of
the problem and view of the solution are both biased by these experiences.
In Canada, norms of reciprocity are strongly articulated in the government’s
longstanding economic focus in immigrant entry policy. Through the Canadian
“point system,” immigrants who do not have family ties to Canadian residents nor
have pressing humanitarian reasons to migrate can apply to come to Canada based
on their purported ability to fit into the Canadian labor market and society. The
proportion of immigrants selected on economic criteria has fluctuated widely over
the last 40 years – from just over a third in 1986 to two-thirds in 2010 (Barbieri
& Ouellette, 2012) – but the Canadian government has consistently viewed immigration
as part of economic growth, whether to populate the West in the 19th century or drive
technological innovation in the 21st century. The Canadian-born are continuously told
that immigrants will help foster economic development, and help pay for the expanding
cost of an aging population.5 This rhetoric feeds into a discourse of reciprocity, and
undermines claims that immigrants’ choose to use social benefits. Debates revolve around
the question of whether immigrant unemployment or poverty is due to employers’ failure
to recognize foreign credentials, a lack of “Canadian” experience in the labor market, or
discrimination. Each argument presumes immigrants do not want to rely on the welfare
state, but are forced to do so by forces beyond their control. Given this, Canada’s success
might not just be about multiculturalism, but also immigration policy and government
discourse on immigrants.
Canadian nationalism and notions of membership also rest on the fact that Canadian
policy has long focused on permanent migration. Those who come are immigrants and
future Canadian citizens, not sojourners or temporary migrants.6 The Canadian government, and most citizens, expects immigrants will stay, and also expect that they will
naturalize. The vast majority of immigrants appear to agree, as Canada has arguably the
highest rate of immigrant citizenship acquisition in the world (Liebig & Von Haaren,
2011). Thus Canada’s multicultural nationalism is not just about the recognition and
accommodation of diversity, but also about political and civic membership, a point that
Kymlicka (2015), mentions in passing at the end of his article.
My use of the term membership is deliberate, and brings us back to definitional debates.
But it also raises a question about our knowledge of the historical process behind nationbuilding. The idea of solidarity might well entail a thicker sense of mutual obligation than
membership, which could be passive or more instrumental. But solidarity also carries the
danger of being more coercive if one needs to subsume one’s individuality to the group’s
wishes and ends. Solidarity is, I think, forged in a stronger “we” versus “them” dynamic of
conflict. Workers need solidarity in the face of powerful employers. Poles fought in
solidarity for democracy against authoritarian elites. The solidarity of English nationalism
was forged in multiple wars, and perhaps in colonialism. Empirically, can solidarity be
created without a sense of conflictual opposition?
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If not, we might need the weaker cohesion of membership, but in doing so, we allow for
internal conflict and pluralism.7 Indeed, adoption of a multicultural ethos was in part the
product of political conflict in Canada, and in the United States (Bloemraad, 2015).
Extended to other countries, the path to national inclusion might need to go through civic
membership and political conflict that includes immigrant-origin minorities. Perhaps
solidarity will arise at the end, but the focus should be on the mechanisms which allow
for both recognition and redistribution.

Endnotes
1
While Kymlicka relegates assimilatory neoliberalism to a footnote mid-way
through his article, I think he takes this option more seriously later in his discussion of coercive civic integration policies in Europe. Some have argued that the
focus on individual responsibility to integrate culturally and be a productive worker
embodies precisely a neoliberal, assimilatory logic (Joppke, 2007; Soysal, 2012). In
the United States, while Wall Street Republicans might embrace multicultural
neoliberalism, many in the social conservative wing of the Republican party could
be labelled as neoliberal assimilationists.
2
http://www.oed.com/, last accessed 6 November 2015.
3
Sociologists’ biases against theories of social cohesion are thus also at times
driven by a suspicion that calls for national or broad-based solidarity are articulated
by elites or powerful actors to convince ordinary people to go to war, support a
particular interest, or overlook their lived inequalities for some greater good. See, in
this vein, Barbara Arniel’s (2006) critique of research valorizing social capital or
social cohesion in the supposed “heyday” of social capital in the United States, the
1950s, without sufficiently acknowledging how this period coincided with exclusions
and harm to ethno-racial minorities, the disabled and women. Social capital is not
the same as solidarity, but nostalgia for a time of less economic inequality, stronger
unions and political appeals to solidarity, characteristics of various Western
countries from the 1950s through to the 1970s, similarly overlaps with a time when
various groups were excluded from largely male, white, working-class movements
militating for economic equality.
4
http://www.oed.com/, last accessed 6 November 2015.
5
These arguments are prevalent, even in the face of evidence that high-skilled
immigrants often experience under-employment, especially in their early years in
Canada, and that immigration has a very modest effect on demographic age structures.
6
The Conservative Harper governments of 2006–2015 substantially increased the
number of temporary migrant workers and seemed to have moved slightly away from
the long tradition of relying primary on permanent migration. Near the end of their
time in power, however, they were forced by public opinion, and some policy fears
that temporary migration might lead to undocumented populations, to cut back on
temporary work visas.
7
This is not to say that Canada’s contemporary multicultural nationalism developed in the absence of ‘us’ and ‘them’ dynamics. Far from it. It arose from an
internal conflict over federal or Quebecois nationalism between Anglophones and
Francophones, as well as external distancing that sought to distinguish Canadians
from Americans and Britons (Bloemraad, 2006; Winter, 2011).

58

CMS 2015, VOL. 3, NO. 4

Bloemraad Comparative Migration Studies (2015) 3:16

Page 6 of 6

Received: 3 December 2015 Accepted: 3 December 2015
References
Arneil B (2006). Diverse Communities: The Problem with Social Capital. Cambridge University Press.
Barbieri, M. & Ouellette, N. (2012). La démographie du Canada et des États-Unis des années 1980 aux années 2000.
Population, 67(2), 221–328.
Bloemraad, I. (2006). Becoming a Citizen: Incorporating Immigrants and Refugees in the United States and Canada.
Berkeley: University of California Press.
Bloemraad, I. (2012). Understanding “Canadian Exceptionalism” in Immigration and Pluralism Policy. Washington, DC:
Migration Policy Institute. http://www.migrationpolicy.org/pubs/CanadianExceptionalism.pdf.
Bloemraad, I. (2015). Re-imagining the Nation in a World of Migration: Legitimacy, Political Claims-making and
Membership in Comparative Perspective. In N. Foner & P. Simon (Eds.), Fear and Anxiety over National
Identity (pp. 59–80). New York: Russell Sage Foundation Press.
Joppke, C. (2007). Beyond National Models: Civic Integration Policies for Immigrants in Western Europe. West European
Politics, 30(1): 1–22.
Koopmans, R. (2010). Trade-Offs between Equality and Difference: Immigrant Integration, Multiculturalism and the
Welfare State in Cross-National Perspective. Journal of Ethnic and Migration Studies, 36(1):1–26.
Kymlicka, W. (2015). Solidarity in Diverse Societies: Beyond Neoliberal Multiculturalism and Welfare Chauvinism. Florence,
Italy: Paper presented at the IMISCOE “Mobility in Crisis” conference at the European University Institute.
Liebig T, & Von Haaren, F. (2011). Citizenship and the Socio-economic Integration of Immigrants and their Children: An
Overview across EU and OECD Countries. In Naturalisation: A Passport for the Better Integration of Immigrants?
pp. 24–60. OECD. doi:10.1787/9789264099104-en
Soysal, Y. N. (2012). Citizenship, immigration, and the European social project: rights and obligations of individuality.
British Journal of Sociology, 63(1):1–21.
Winter E. (2011). Us, Them, and Others: Pluralism and National Identities in Diverse Societies. University of Toronto Press

Submit your manuscript to a
journal and benefit from:
7 Convenient online submission
7 Rigorous peer review
7 Immediate publication on acceptance
7 Open access: articles freely available online
7 High visibility within the field
7 Retaining the copyright to your article

Submit your next manuscript at 7 springeropen.com

CMS 2015, VOL. 3, NO. 4

59

Meer Comparative Migration Studies (2016) 4:7
DOI 10.1186/s40878-016-0028-9

COMMENTARY

Open Access

The ties that blind us - the hidden
assumptions in the ‘new progressive’s
dilemma’: Comment on Will Kymlicka’s
article: “Solidarity in Diverse Societies”
Nasar Meer
Correspondence:
nasar.meer@strath.ac.uk
Social Policy at University of
Strathclyde, Glasgow, UK

While remaining firmly anchored in political theory, Will Kymlicka has increasingly taken on questions in empirical political science, especially the study of
‘trust’ and ‘social solidarity’ in multicultural societies, and how these may relate to
prevailing social welfare regimes. These are the ties that bind us. Where previously
such work has focused on whether public policies of multiculturalism had
‘misdiagnosed’, ‘crowded out’ or ‘corroded support’ necessary for social solidarity
(e.g., Banting & Kymlicka, 2006), in the present intervention he widens the aperture to take in the ‘new progressive’s dilemma’1 more broadly. That is, the alleged
tension between ethnic diversity per se and the social solidarity required for redistributive public policy.
In typically eloquent, considered and stimulating fashion, the current intervention
offers a wide-ranging account of the issues at stake. I do not think that his core argument needs to be restated here, other than to observe that its normative thrust rests
on the ‘elective affinities’ view of the relationship between social justice and territorialised social formations. What characterises Kymlicka as a multiculturalist is his desire
to pluralise the terms of membership therein.2 Be it national identity, citizenship or
other forms of common membership, the multiculturalist challenge is to redress what
Iris Marian Young (1990, p. 165) has termed ‘coming to the game after it is already
begun, after the rules and standards have been set, and having to prove oneself
accordingly’.
The argument Kymlicka’s thesis supports however is that since an alternative
neutral state organised by liberal principles alone is impossible, 3 the best means of
achieving liberal goals – including personal liberties, autonomy, freedom for cultural diversity, liberal constitutionalism and most notably for our discussion the
welfare state – is through the stable basis of an inclusive nation or a nation-state
or a multi-nation. This is a view shared by a cluster of scholars whose works bear
a family resemblance and can be described – even while they may deem the framing a little clumsy – as ‘liberal nationalism’ (cf Miller, 1995; Mason, 2000). In
Kymlicka’s own terms (2015, p. 3):

© 2016 Meer. Open Access This article is distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License
(http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/), which permits unrestricted use, distribution, and reproduction in any medium, provided
you give appropriate credit to the original author(s) and the source, provide a link to the Creative Commons license, and indicate if
changes were made.
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[W]e need to somehow combine diverging preferences about policy with
converging preferences about units. This peculiar combination of diverging
policy preferences and converging unit preferences is the structural
presupposition of democracy… Nationhood provides a sense of belonging
together and a desire to act collectively. Ideas of belonging together, collective
agency and attachment to territory… Nationhood, in short, generates converging
preferences on units.
In this brief response, and in the spirit of context sensitive political theory, I would
like to consider the implications of Kymlicka’s argument from a UK perspective, one of
his case references (Kymlicka, 2015, p. 11), though I hope this also has some wider
resonance for other cases too.4 My core argument is that the anxiety over the ‘new
progressive’s dilemma’ relies on notions of solidarity that mislead us: these are the ties
that blind us.
One point to begin with is to register that it is not entirely clear what Kymlicka’s
(2015, p. 3) account means for our understanding of the retrenchment of welfare state
regimes more broadly. Given the prevailing status of neo-liberalism as a contextual feature of his account, and the relationship this bears to welfare chauvinism, I think more
needs to be said here. This is especially relevant following the global financial crisis,
where what has become known as ‘austerity’ has been vigorously pursued, certainly by
the UK Government since 2010. Of course, and as Van Oorschot (2000, p. 34) summarised in an early paper over a decade and a half ago, restricting access to universal
protection schemes has been underway for some time,5 and is especially characterised
by a ‘new conditionality’ (2000, p. 34) of which shared identity is but one feature.
Perhaps to put the problem more directly, the relationship between nationhood and
support for social welfare also rests in a wider question of political economy, and the
scope for shared solidarities cannot stand outside this. Even Miller (2006, p. 338), who
perhaps more than most insists on the capacity of shared national identity to underpin
social welfare, seeks to remind readers of the countervailing pressures of political economy, in so far as ‘there is still a big question about how to maintain democratic support
for redistributive policies, in circumstances where nation states are increasingly constrained by global [economic] forces’.
This might also herald new possibilities for social solidarities that articulations of the
‘progressive’s dilemma’ choose to overlook, especially around a multi-ethnic social
collectivism (see Bhattacharyya, 2015), but also through the cultivation of what we
might call a ‘shared fate’, and which ‘comes by virtue of being entangled with others in
such a way that one’s future is tied to theirs’ (Williams, 2003, p. 208).
Paradoxically, elements of this are found in the restriction as well as expansion of
welfare regimes and in his account, Van Oorschot (2000, pp. 34–6) suggests that the
neoliberal impulse has elevated the criteria of ‘deservingness’, something Kymlicka registers in passing in his reading, but not in a way which brings the ‘new Progressive’s Dilemma’ in line with a set of longstanding social policy concerns. It is worth dwelling on
what van Oorschot’s understands this to reflect because it broadens the sets of criteria we might be concerned with to include: (1) control – peoples control over
their neediness – the less control, the more deserving; (2) need – the greater the
level of need, the more deserving; (3) identity – the identity of the poor – the closer to
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‘’us” the more deserving; (4) attitude – people’s attitude toward support – the more compliant the more deserving, and (5) reciprocity – having earned the support – the more reciprocation, the more deserving.
I would suggest that each of these five items can at different time be important, such
that when we look at British Social Attitudes data, for example, we find that people
invoke versions of each of them. Listing these criteria serves as a corrective to the view
that the prevailing tension between social solidarity and social welfare provision turns primarily on shared identity. This is certainly what advocates of the dilemma would have us
believe but the claim remains unproven. More broadly respondents in the UK seem to be
increasingly concerned that austerity touches them and so are more pessimistic about
their own future, not necessarily about who that future is shared with. For example, more
people answer ‘increasing’ to a question about the perceived trend in poverty in Britain
during the past decade (Baumberg, 2014) (something that sets the findings on the UK of
Cavaille and Trump (as cited in Kymlicka, 2015, p. 10) in some context). This isn’t to suggest that the ‘progressive’s dilemma’ has no traction. The United Kingdom’s multinational
composition has meant that nationhood and cultural diversity have been matters of considerable historical concern. With devolution for Scotland and Wales, a process has been
set in motion to accommodate claims to political and cultural self-determination among
Britain’s constituent nations. Yet the set of ‘diversity challenges’ that have assumed prominence in the ‘progressive’s dilemma’ as it has been articulated in the UK, centres mostly
on ethnic and racial minorities and the multicultural reality of British life.
Perhaps most obviously, David Goodhart’s, 2004 essay “Too Diverse?” and subsequent
iterations, which maintained that compared with the immediate post-war consensus,
‘the difference now in a developed country like Britain is that we not only live among
stranger citizens but we must share with them.’ David Goodhart is a former editor at
large of the centrist political magazine Prospect (between 1995 and 2010), and current
director of the London based think tank Demos and has been very influential in arguing that immigration undermines national solidarity and presents a threat to social
democratic ideals about a welfare state. The key parts of Goodhart’s dilemma might be
distilled in the following steps:
1. The basis on which you can extract large sums of money in tax and pay it out in
benefits is that most people think the recipients are people like themselves, facing
difficulties which they themselves could face.
2. If values become more diverse, if lifestyles become more differentiated, then it
becomes more difficult to sustain the legitimacy of a universal risk-pooling welfare
state. People ask, ‘Why should I pay for them when they are doing things I wouldn’t
do?’
3. You can have a Swedish welfare state provided that you are a homogeneous society
with intensely shared values. In the US you have a very diverse, individualistic
society where people feel fewer obligations to fellow citizens.
4. Progressives want diversity but they thereby undermine part of the moral consensus
on which a large welfare state rests.
Of course, and as Kymlicka has registered, one feature of this formulation is how ‘the
US haunts this debate, as if its experience confirms some natural law that diversity
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erodes solidarity’ (Banting & Kymlicka, 2006, p. 1). No less relevant is how Goodhart’s
thesis is not purely focused on social and value diversity per se – but in contrast is precisely concerned with ethnic and racial diversity only. Indeed, it does in fact employ
what others have observed as a type of ‘banal majoritarianism’ (Fenton & Mann, 2010)
in which the ‘we’ are not re-made over time.
I would make three observations here that I think have implication for ‘the new progressive’s’ dilemma more broadly. Firstly, it is a reading that relies on highly contestable
empirical assumptions about past solidarity. Amongst others, Harris (2004, p. 5) argues
that Britain has never experienced the levels of social solidarity measured in terms of
‘shared values’ that Goodhart’s iteration of the ‘progressive’s dilemma’ assumes. While
there might have been less ethnic diversity upon the post war creation of the UK
welfare state, there was greater class and gender inequality, something compounded
by fractured nationalism and strong localisms – precisely the historical diversity
that is overlooked by Goodhart. Or as Parekh (2004, p. 7) puts it: ‘even if all immigrants were to leave the country, deep diversity would remain and continue to
pose challenges to a strong view of solidarity’. Deep diversity is not therefore the
preserve of ethnic and migration relation difference, put part of the evolving story
of a territorialized social formation. Indeed, as the late Bernard Crick (2004, pp. 1–2)
put it, ‘the fallacy of the excluded middle is hard at work here: it is not either solidarity or loss of identity - our identity lies in our political sense of living with dual
identities’.
Secondly, and as Parekh (2004) elaborates, the dilemma more broadly assumes that
solidarity is a necessary pre-condition of redistribution, and insufficiently explores how
solidarity comes into existence in the first place – and specifically confuses contingent
connections for causality. For example, from a historical perspective it could be argued
that it was the free access to migrants from the Commonwealth into post-war Britain
that facilitated the necessary reconstruction of Britain from which welfare was an outgrowth. In this respect,’instead of treating diversity as an independent variable that affects the welfare state, we can invert the question to ask how the welfare state shapes
diversity’ (Smith, 2009, p. 837). A more historically informed response may equally
show how English working-class history in particular, has a long and productive relationship with ethnic and racial difference in a manner that forged the conditions
for the universal welfare, and which some struggling with the ‘progressive’s dilemma’ overlook. For example, in Racism, Class and the Racialized Outsider, Virdee
(2014) makes visible the ‘racialized minorities in socialist movements who played
an instrumental role in trying to align struggles against racism with those against
class exploitation’ (Virdee, 2014, p. 164). Another, more social theory, way of addressing this is to think about solidarities and the ways in which race became ‘the
modality in which class [was] lived, the medium through which class relations [were] experienced the form in which it [was] appropriated and “fought through” (Hall,
1980, p. 341)’ (Virdee, 2014, p. 163). In this respect, we might argue that the kinds of
cleavages that can erode social solidarity required for the welfare state has less to do with
immigration, ‘rather, it depends primarily on the level of immigrant economic and
political incorporation’ (Myles & St-Arnaud, 2006, p. 353).
Thirdly, Goodhart’s iteration of the progressive’s dilemma conflates ethnic diversity
with immigration. Where a cornerstone of ‘shared values’ might be an attachment to or
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self-identification with Britishness (whatever this may entail), settled post migrant ethnic minorities are consistently found to have the same as if not greater attitudinal affinity to British nationhood (Heath & Roberts, 2008, p. 14; Rheault, 2011; Wind-Cowie &
Gregory, 2011, p. 41). Equally, there is less hostility from majorities to established ethnic minorities – including more affinity and less social distance - than there is to recent
migrants (Evans, 2006). This is further reflected in the considerably high levels of intermarriage between white and settled ethnic minority groups. Indeed, by mapping the
empirical terrain through the British Social Attitudes Survey (BSA) and British Election
Studies (BES), Evans (2006, p. 173) forcefully argues that ‘there is no evidence that
negative attitudes toward minority rights provision have become more closely linked to
the rejection of welfare’.
So where does all this leave us? We should begin by treating the ‘new progressive’s dilemma’ with some empirical caution, or more precisely, and if we are serious about
grasping how and why solidarities are forged and broken over time, try to delineate the
three way interaction between markets, states and diversities. This means not conceding the framing in advance to those who view the ‘new progressive’s dilemma’ as a given
social fact. We must not let the ‘new progressive’s dilemma’ become an account that
blinds us. This is not least the case, because transnational forces (such as globalization)
and domestic forces (such as devolution) affect social welfare delivery in ways that have
very little to do with shared identity. We can observe an example of the former in
the shift from the onus on the state itself, which means that statutory social services are planned and administered by profit seeking parties who are operating according to their own transnational imperatives. And we see an example of the
latter in the devolution of social care, which invites us to re-think the status of
solidarity in devolved provisions where the national is a background feature. Finally, the ‘new progressive’s dilemma’ is sometimes expressed as a reactionary hope
against the revision that comes with re-making common membership, and seeks to
re-state a majoritarian ‘we’ through a sleight of hand (not of course in Kymlicka’s
expression). This is therefore primarily a political argument that needs to be replied to, which is perhaps best done through the concepts realised through the
multiculturalist tradition, and for which we owe Kymlicka a great deal.

Endnotes
1
There are many different framings of previous ‘Progressive Dilemmas’. Readers in
the UK will be most familiar with that discussed by David Marquand (1991), and which
considers how despite the fact that the British people have repeatedly asserted their
adherence to the achievements of ‘progressive’ governments, they have historically been
reluctant to vote for the parties to make up these governments.
2
‘If liberal democracy had not entered the world tied to ideas of nationhood’, he
writes, ‘it is possible that we would not need multiculturalism, at least not in the form
we know in the West. But in our historical situation, some remedy was required for the
unjust and exclusionary consequences of the privileging of nationhood and its associated ideologies’ (Kymlicka, 2015, p. 3).
3
And other alternatives such as ‘Habermas and Benhabib’s accounts of postnational
democracy, or Connolly’s account of agonistic democracy” tend to “smuggle back in
the very assumptions of nationhood that they purport to reject’ (Kymlicka, 2015, p. 3).
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Which is not to imply Kymlicka would share this articulation, but instead to show
one expression of the ‘progressive’s dilemma’ and take up Kymlicka’s challenge to interrogate this.
5
‘Outside moments of rupture’, maintains Baumberg (2014, p. 5), ‘the possibility of
change is greater in the long run than in the short run’.
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In my comment on Will Kymlicka’s (2015), very stimulating essay, I would like to
argue that his basic scheme is sound, but incomplete and that his proposal for the progressive forces falls short in several respects. To begin with, Will Kymlicka stresses, in
my view correctly, that the welfare state is built on national solidarity. The idea of the
‘people’s home’ (folkshemmet) of the Swedish Social Democrats, to which he refers in
his text, serves as a perfect illustration of this point. Even the ‘universalistic’ Nordic
welfare state intends to be universalistic within the boundaries of the national political
community only. The welfare state is, as Kymlicka underlines, generally tied to an
image of social membership, not to universal humanitarianism. In this respect it is important to keep in mind, as Kymlicka also argues, that the national community is conceived in egalitarian terms: the two fundamental principles of the nation – popular
sovereignty and equality of all members of the national community – are at the same
time the two core principles of democracy (Greenfeld, 1992: 10). The idea of democracy was, in Greenfeld’s nice formulation, contained in the idea of the nation like the
butterfly in the chrysalis. (Kymlicka, 2015).
Accordingly, Kymlicka (2015), suggests that appeals to national solidarity constitute
a resource for progressives. One might add that appeals to national solidarity fall on
particularly open ears among the poor, who identify more with the nation than the
rich, because they have less to be proud of in their immediate social group compared
to the rich and because they are more similar to the average member of their nation
(Shayo, 2009: 162). However, national solidarity is an ambiguous resource for progressives – not only, as Kymlicka argues, because of its tendency to exclude groups not
perceived as belonging to the nation, but also for yet another reason: as Shayo (2009)
shows, people with a strong national identity are less supportive of redistribution in
general, and, at the macro-level, the most nationalistic countries are known for being
those with the least redistributive welfare states (and vice versa). The Swedes may
again serve as an illustrative example. They are comparatively (compared to the
Anglo-Saxon settler states, in particular) little nationalistic – class identities were relatively strong compared to national identities in Sweden – and, accordingly, Sweden did
© 2016 Kriesi. Open Access This article is distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License
(http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/), which permits unrestricted use, distribution, and reproduction in any medium, provided
you give appropriate credit to the original author(s) and the source, provide a link to the Creative Commons license, and indicate if
changes were made.
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construct a relatively redistributive welfare state. If the construction of the ‘folkshemmet’ did benefit from appeals to national solidarity, we should not forget that it was
above all constructed by a social movement based on class identities, a movement that,
in the process, succeeded in decisively shaping the Swedish national identity – constructing a ‘social democratic image of society,’ as Frank Castles (1978) has aptly put it.
However, as Kymlicka (2015), goes on in his argument, national solidarity is not only
a resource for progressives, but it also poses endemic risks for all those who are not
perceived as belonging to the nation. His list of excluded groups (indigenous peoples,
sub-state national groups and immigrants) is, however, incomplete. First of all, national
solidarity generally tends to exclude those members of the nation who are perceived as
undeserving – because they are perceived as not having appropriately contributed to
the common good (in violation of the norm of reciprocity), or because they are perceived as abusing the common good (in violation of the norm of self-reliance). Second,
with respect to the non-nationals, we need to distinguish between immigrants on the
national territory and the residents of other nation-states. Thus, within the European
Union, not only the immigrants pose problems for national solidarity, but also the
claims of other member-states, as has been illustrated by the recent Euro-crisis and the
European refugees’ crisis: the Germans are called upon to be solidary not only with the
flood of refugees, but also with the Greeks. Third, with respect to immigrants in particular, we should distinguish between access to the national territory and integration
of those who have gotten access and are likely here to stay. To counter the endemic
risks of national solidarity, Kymlicka argues that we need multiculturalism. However, if
multiculturalism may contribute to counter the exclusion of the second and third type,
it may not at all help to counteract the exclusion of the first type. Moreover, the measures of multiculturalism it takes to enhance solidarity with other nations, or to grant
access to immigrants in the first place, may well be different from the measures designed to integrate immigrants who are already more or less permanent residents in
one’s country.
The progressives’ dilemma, as Kymlicka (2015), sees it, derives from the fact that,
while we need multiculturalism to counteract the endemic risks of national solidarity, it at the same time undermines national solidarity. For Kymlicka, this dilemma
is expressed by the stark contrast between neoliberal multiculturalism (inclusion
without solidarity) and welfare chauvinism (solidarity without inclusion). On the
one hand, multiculturalism may degenerate into a project of market inclusion rather than citizenship. On the other hand, national solidarity may degenerate into
welfare chauvinism – an attitude that supports a ‘system of social protection only
for those who belong to the ethnically defined community and who have contributed to it’ (Kitschelt & McGann, 1995), and, I would add, into welfare populism –
an attitude that combines a sense of egalitarianism with the exclusion of the undeserving poor (De Koster, Achterberg & Van der Waal, 2012, Michel, 2015). The
way out proposed by Kymlicka constitutes a third option – solidarity with inclusion. This way to frame the alternatives, however, leaves out a fourth option, which
has actually been the one originally embraced by the European radical populist
right and which, according to Kitschelt and McGann (1995), represented its ‘winning
formula’: nationalist neoliberalism, i.e., in Kymlicka’s terms, exclusion without solidarity.
Figure 1 situates the four options.

CMS 2015, VOL. 3, NO. 4

67

Kriesi Comparative Migration Studies (2015) 3:18

Page 3 of 4

inclusion

Inclusive
solidarity

Neoliberal
multiculturalism
neoliberalism

solidarity
Welfare chauvinism/populism

Neoliberal
nationalism

exclusion

Fig. 1 The four options for solidarity

Now, it seems to me that, at least in Western Europe, the progressives (i.e., the left)
have always embraced the option of inclusive solidarity: they have always been solidary
(in the sense of attributing priority to the norm of equality over the norms of reciprocity and self-reliance), and multicultural (in the sense of favoring international solidarity and inclusiveness of the national solidarity). The problem for the progressives is
that their traditional constituency has not followed suit, but has been attracted by the
appeals of the new populist right, which, in response to its success in the working class,
has gradually been shifting its position from its original nationalist neoliberalism towards welfare chauvinism and welfare populism. As a result of these corresponding
shifts on the demand and the supply side of the political space, the progressives’ constituency has become predominantly middle class. More specifically, it has become
dominated by the social and cultural professionals who form a key segment of the new
middle class and for whom the inclusive solidarity of the progressives has been most
appealing. Formulated in somewhat different terms, the dilemma of the progressives
(the left) is that they need to forge an alliance between their traditional and their new
constituencies both of whom agree in terms of national solidarity, but who could not
be more different in terms of inclusion. Or, more pointedly, the core of the dilemma of
the progressives is that their traditional constituency does not endorse
multiculturalism.
How to attenuate the opposition of the working class to multiculturalism? This is the
million dollar question. At this point, arguments about the relative weight of cultural
and economic threats typically enter the discussion, but, increasingly, I tend to think
that, in reality, the distinction between the two types of threat is difficult to make, because the borderline between the two is blurred (Häusermann & Kriesi, 2015): increasing economic security is likely to attenuate the perception of cultural threats, just as
increasing cultural confidence is likely to attenuate the perception of economic insecurity. I would like to suggest that the two kinds of threats have common roots – ignorance, powerlessness, and disorientation – and require common countervailing
measures – ‘enlightened understanding’, as Dahl (1989, 1998) used to put it, empowerment and leadership. The emphasis on specific types of countervailing measures is
likely to vary, however, from one form of exclusion to the other. With respect to the
exclusion of those members of the national community who are perceived as
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undeserving, multiculturalism may be above all strengthened by a continuous flow of
information in the media about the (typically structurally determined) needs of the allegedly undeserving beneficiaries, about the (often rather limited) number of cases involved, and about the prevailing (often quite judicious) administrative measures to deal
with these issues. This kind of factual information should help to dispel the beliefs
about violations of the norms of self-reliance and reciprocity. Of course, expecting this
kind of information to have the desired impact is a tall order, because such information
has to compete with the media’s penchant for reporting on individual cases of abuse
and with the individuals’ penchant for motivated reasoning, i.e., for receiving and
accepting only information that is in line with their biased preconceptions. With respect to solidarity with other nations within the European Union, it is above all democratic empowerment that might help: to the extent that the democratic deficit of the
EU is alleviated, i.e., to the extent that European citizens are empowered to jointly decide about their fate at the European level, they can be expected to develop a common
European identity and become a solidary European demos. This at least was the argument of Habermas’ (1995, 1998) ‘constitutional patriotism’: the democratic practice as
the precondition for the development of a common identity, which is in turn the precondition for solidarity. The Swiss case may serve to illustrate the pertinence of Habermas’ argument (see Lacey, 2015). With respect to the access of immigrants, Ms. Merkel singlehandedly demonstrated during the summer 2015 to what extent political leadership can
make a difference. We might want to add that leadership does not end with bold declarations, but ought to be followed up by administrative measures that credibly implement
these declarations. Finally, as far as the integration of immigrants who have already gotten
access to the country in question is concerned, enabling the immigrants to express their
culture and identity as modes of participating and contributing to the national society, as
proposed by Kymlicka (2015), in my view, indeed, constitutes a form of empowerment
that promises to contribute to their integration into the host society.
Received: 3 December 2015 Accepted: 3 December 2015
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At the end of his inspiring essay about solidarity in diverse societies, Kymlicka
(2015) touches on two fundamental points: (1) “Some people believe that the very
distinction between permanent and temporary migration is breaking down, and
that we will soon be living in a world of “superdiversity” with a multitude of legal
statuses that are neither wholly temporary nor wholly permanent, but rather have
varying degrees and levels of conditionality and precariousness” and (2) “I am far
from sure that such a world is desirable. I am even less sure what would be the
source of solidarity in such a world of liquid mobility”. Kymlicka’s phrasing
expresses doubt about the correctness of the first diagnosis and disquiet about its
consequences for solidarity. However, there are two essential themes at play.
Firstly, the changing nature of international migration and secondly, the issue of
solidarity.

The complexity and dynamics of diversity
I will start with the evolving diversity of migration. Kymlicka refers to Vertovec’s (2007)
notion of super-diversity. Since the 1980s of the previous century, Vertovec argues, there
has been a proliferation of migrant flows that are smaller in size, but which originate from
a multitude of countries. The migrants settling in Western countries in the 21st century
come from all over the world, differ significantly in respect of socio-economic status, in
motives for migration and in residence status. In addition, Western countries and cities
are being confronted more and more with floating populations that stay temporarily,
including highly skilled and low skilled labour migrants, asylum seekers, and irregular
migrants (Goldin, Cameron, & Balarajan, 2011). Patterns of liquid migration are also becoming apparent within Europe. These flexible and partly invisible patterns of migration
often go hand in hand with non-registration in the population register. Liquid migration
is a typical form of European post-accession regular labour migration that is the consequence of open borders within the European Union, flexible labour markets, looser family
relationships and cheap means of travel and communication (Engbersen & Snel, 2013).
Liquid migration is characterized by non-permanent settlement. Migrants move back and
forth from their source country to receiving countries or to multiple destination
© 2016 Engbersen. Open Access This article is distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International
License (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/), which permits unrestricted use, distribution, and reproduction in any medium,
provided you give appropriate credit to the original author(s) and the source, provide a link to the Creative Commons license, and
indicate if changes were made.
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countries. The transnational migration field in which they strategically operate, generates
a specific migratory habitus of ‘intentional unpredictability’ (Eade, Drinkwater, &
Garapich, 2006; Engbersen, Leerkes, Grabowska-Lusińska, Snel, & Burgers, 2013).
Temporary and fluid migration challenge dominant national policy paradigms of
integration. Assimilationist civic integration policy – as implemented nowadays in
many European countries - does not relate well to the presence of transients, that is,
migrants that settle in a destination country temporarily. That also applies to multiculturalism: how to manage groups that do not want to, or cannot be fully attached to a
destination country? And how to manage the enormous diversity of migration? A
country such as the Netherlands now has migrants from 223 countries of origin. Over
200 origin groups and approximately 175 nationalities reside in cities like Amsterdam,
Rotterdam and The Hague. Multicultural policy as shaped in the Netherlands in the
1980s and 1990s - state subsidised self-organisation of migrant groups, education in
migrants’ native languages, facilitating migrant broadcasting and political consultation
facilities for migrant communities - is difficult to organise and to finance in the current
age of migration. This multicultural policy was based on group-differentiated rights for
a limited number of large migrant groups that settled lastingly in the Netherlands
(Entzinger, 2003). The recent repeal of the Minorities Policies (Consultation) Act (Wet
Overleg Minderhedenbeleid, WOM) on Tuesday 18 June 2013 by the Dutch Upper
House of Parliament was a symbolic measure. This brought to an end the Central
Government’s consultation with national minority organisations on integration policy,
as provided for by law. The WOM came into effect on 19 June 1997 and was
implemented for sixteen years.
Kymlicka asserts that his model of solidarity-promoting multiculturalism relates
primarily to permanent residents and future citizens, but the current reality is that a
growing proportion of the migrant population can no longer be considered as such.
For some migrants, transience is a choice, for others it is born of necessity because they
are unable to obtain permanent residence status or because flexible, secondary labour
markets in destination countries do not offer stable and well-paid jobs.

Civic stratification and the paradox of solidarity and exclusion
The increasing diversity of migration is partly a product of national entry policy. And
that brings me to the aspect of solidarity. I share Kymlicka’s assertion about the
significance of nationhood as a progressive force that has built systems of solidarity.
The welfare state is the ultimate epitome of that. At the same time, we see that intricate
systems of civic stratification or differentiated social membership exist within advanced
welfare states (Hammar, 1990; Kofman, 2002; Morris, 2002). This aspect barely features
in Kymlicka’s narrative. Welfare policy and immigration policy have become
intertwined. That applies to Canada, which adopts a policy of selective entry to attract
labour migrants that are of value to the Canadian economy. This entry policy is a
manifestation of the paradox of solidarity and exclusion (Teulings, 1995). The inclusive
solidarity that Kymlicka advocates is based on the exclusion or differentiated treatment
of specific migrant categories. Welfare state provisions are not accessible to everyone,
they are for citizens, denizens and for privileged migrant categories. To secure
solidarity with a country’s own (vulnerable) citizens, others have to be excluded.
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Redistribution within the own membership group (internal solidarity) requires the
exclusion of people from outside the membership group (no external solidarity).
There are limits to external solidarity. We see that with the refugee issue where
advanced welfare states with a high level of internal solidarity (Denmark) attempt to
stem the tide of refugees. Countries like Germany and Sweden are also reverting to that
stance now. In any case, such a policy does not contradict Kymlicka’s model of a multicultural welfare state. We also see differentiated patterns of membership developing
within advanced welfare states. “Wanted migrants” (such as the highly skilled) rapidly
become fully-fledged members, while “less wanted migrants” (such as temporary lowskilled labour migrants or family migrants) receive limited membership or are tested in
terms of their civic integration capabilities, and “unwanted migrants” (such as irregular
labour migrants and failed asylum seekers) are excluded from membership. These types
of (non-) membership go hand in hand with differences in economic, social and political rights. They have been developed to reduce the potential risks of immigration to
the welfare state. If less wanted or unwanted categories of migrants are able to become
fully-fledged members too easily, solidarity systems could become unaffordable and lose
support. Nevertheless, there will always be internal pressure to relax membership
criteria for specific categories of migrant groups. Economic rationality will sometimes
support territorial admission and non-deportation, for example if employers want
cheap and willing labour, and humanitarian and solidarity considerations may sustain
dynamics of membership inclusion. We see the latter happening primarily at local state
level with failed asylum seekers. Not only do some of them receive limited support by
the local state (‘bed, water and bread’ arrangement), but they may even granted
amnesty and can rise up the social membership ladder.
I am not convinced the model of a multicultural welfare state provides an answer to
the two developments outlined: (1) the increased diversity of migration, including many
temporary and fluid forms of migration and (2) increased civic stratification within the
welfare state. In response to the increased diversity of migration, we are in fact currently witnessing a departure from multicultural policy aimed at group-differentiated
rights for minority groups in favour of general policies aimed at all citizens. There is an
apparent shift to a more general citizenship policy in which particularly the principles
of the democratic constitutional state (freedom of speech, freedom of religion, equal
treatment, human rights) and social rights (and associated obligations) are central
(Scholten, Collet, & Petrovic, 2016). This shift is partly due to the ineffectiveness of multicultural policies for socio-economic and socio-cultural integration (Koopmans, 2013).
A second characteristic is that coercive civic integration courses are becoming more
significant in response to the growing diversity of migration. These courses are part of
a trend towards the culturalisation or moralisation of citizenship in which potential
citizens are tested on the fundamental values of the destination country (Schinkel, 2010).
As Hampshire states (2013, p. 155), civic integration policies have become “the liberal
state’s chief weapons” in a struggle to maintain national identity. But what does such a test
prove? Loyalty to the fundamental values of the Netherlands is difficult to enforce in
advance, even if applicants have provided the right answers to test questions about sexual
morality in the Netherlands, gay marriage and the equality of men and women. In
addition, many migrant groups (the highly skilled and migrants from EU countries) are
not obliged to take the integration exam. Nevertheless, it would be incorrect to view these
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courses only from a perspective of assimilation or cultural integration. Dutch research
shows that such courses could especially be meaningful for socio-economic integration of
migrants. Language learning is an essential part of this. Also, on a local level, especially
cities with a highly diverse population, are contemplating new policy that includes “thin”
forms of local identity formation (Scholten, Collet, & Petrovic, 2016). Policies of local
identity formation are an answer to the increase of migrant diversity, including the presence of floating populations. This is an attempt to strengthen social cohesion by strengthening local identities.
The new trend is not going towards a multicultural welfare state but towards a
segmented welfare state model in which differentiated citizenship and membership,
economic participation and thin forms of identity formation are key. This development
is based on principles of exclusive as well as inclusive solidarity. Within this model that
is taking shape, it will be a challenge to pay attention to specific migrant groups that
are in vulnerable positions and to enable their transition from non- or partial
membership to full social membership.
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I’d like to thank my commentators for their insightful and challenging replies. My aim
in the paper was to stimulate creative thinking about solidarity in diverse societies, and
these seven comments represent exactly the sort of constructive analyses I was hoping
to prompt.
I can’t address all of the issues raised by the commentators, but let me begin
by emphasizing that my concern is with social justice, which I take to be a much
more ambitious goal than simply hospitality, “conviviality” or “everyday sociability”, in
Glick Schiller terms. I take it as a given that people of different ethnic and religious
backgrounds are perfectly capable of living sociably as neighbours: in fact, humans have
always done so. We clearly do not need national solidarity to generate this capacity.
But I do not believe that everyday sociability is sufficient to achieve social justice, or
to build and sustain a redistributive welfare state. Social justice, at least as understood
within the social-democratic/liberal-egalitarian tradition1, requires not just the civilities
and hospitalities of everyday life, but a commitment to building a society of equals,
which in turn requires active state measures to address unchosen disadvantages in people’s life chances. The recent explosive rise in inequality across the Western societies
indicates that we are moving farther and farther from this goal.
So the central challenge of social justice as I see it is not how to enable people to live
together peacefully as neighbours, but rather how to mobilize people to support policies that address disadvantage. And the most cursory glance at human history would
indicate that the existence of everyday sociability does not, by itself, generate a commitment to social justice in this robust sense. Throughout human history, everyday
civilities have gone hand-in-hand with acceptance of deep social stratification. In my
paper, I argued that this should not be surprising, since everyday sociability rests on a
different normative logic than that of a social-democratic welfare state: an ethic of
hospitality and conviviality is not the same as an ethic of social justice. Glick Schiller
clearly disagrees with this: she thinks that everyday sociabilities are sufficient to sustain
a commitment to social justice. But she gives no evidence for this claim, and does not
address my argument that they rest on a different normative logic.
Her focus on the importance of local-level conviviality is shared by other commentators (eg., Bauböck & Engbersen), and is a central trope in the recent European literature on city-level interculturalism (eg., Zapata-Barrero, 2011; Oosterlynck, Loopmans,
Schuermans, Vandenabeele, & Zemni, 2016). But the existence of convivial neighbourhoods tells us nothing about whether state policies regarding health care, education,
© 2016 The Author(s). Open Access This article is distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International
License (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/), which permits unrestricted use, distribution, and reproduction in any medium,
provided you give appropriate credit to the original author(s) and the source, provide a link to the Creative Commons license, and
indicate if changes were made.
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naturalization, official languages, labour markets, taxes and social benefits operate to
reduce disadvantages. In fact, the existence of convivial neighbourhoods is fully compatible with – perhaps even the hallmark of - neoliberal multiculturalism. In this respect, the new European rhetoric of local-level interculturalism seems distressingly
similar to the old 1990s rhetoric of neoliberal multiculturalism2. They both privilege
interaction across ethnic and religious lines at the local level and in civil society, as a
means of increasing comfort with, and reaping the benefits of, cultural diversity, while
ignoring the deeper economic, political and social structures of liberal-democratic
nation-states that generate disadvantage3.
Perhaps the state of inter-ethnic relations in some European cities is so dire that the
best we can hope for is to achieve civility and sociability. Or perhaps cities are the only
promising space for pro-diversity initiatives, given the power of anti-immigrant parties
at the national level. If so, the focus on local initiatives makes strategic sense. But we
should not exaggerate what can be achieved at the local level, or what we lose by giving
up on national level policies. While the progressive defenders of diversity are fighting
for intercultural neighbourhoods and intercultural cities, conservatives are defining the
agenda around national security, national citizenship, national solidarity and national
identity – all in ways that systematically marginalise and stigmatise minorities. Local
victories will be both limited and fragile unless the national agenda can be reframed
through a progressive multicultural vision of nationhood. Indeed, some commentators
argue that insofar as the intercultural cities agenda in Europe seeks to bypass rather
than directly challenge the securitized national discourse around migration, it lacks
transformative potential, serving at best to manage securitization4.
Certainly in the Canadian context, constricting our vision to local conviviality would
be a regression. Canadians like to believe that we excel at everyday sociability in interethnic contexts, and the cross-national evidence suggests that Canadians are indeed
unusually comfortable with diversity in everyday settings (Kymlicka, 2010). But the extent to which this everyday sociability in Canada is matched by a commitment to social
justice has varied enormously, and my concern is how to motivate the latter.
So my interest is: what more, or what else, is needed to sustain a commitment to social justice, beyond everyday sociability? And my suggestion in the paper was that (1)
nationhood has helped in the past to underpin this commitment; and (2) nationhood
can continue to play this role, even in the face of growing diversity, so long as it is
reconceived in a multicultural manner. Glick Schiller disputes the former claim, which
she describes as a “communitarian just-so story”. Most of the commentators, however,
accept the former claim, but express a range of doubts about the latter. Nationhood,
they suggest, may have worked in the past, but it can no longer serve this function,
and/or it cannot be reconceived in multiculturalist terms.
I cannot respond in depth to all of the doubts, but I would like to respond to one in particular. According to Engbersen, multiculturalism does not work in an era of liquid mobility, where more and more residents are temporary or “floating populations”, with variable
and precarious legal statuses. Multiculturalism, he suggests, might have worked in an era
when there was a finite number of immigrant groups all of whom settled permanently,
but cannot work in an era of transient flows coming and going in all directions.
I agree that liquid mobility puts multicultural approaches under intense strain. But I
think liquid mobility puts all prevailing models under strain, and it’s not clear what
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alternatives would fare better. Engbersen himself suggests that multiculturalism policies
are being replaced by “general policies aimed at all citizens” and by “civic integration
policies”, but he does not explain how either of these actually helps deal with the challenges of liquid mobility. So far as I can tell, both civic integration policies and general
citizenship policies are as rooted in the idea of permanent settlement as multiculturalism policies. Indeed, Engbersen himself notes that transient populations are typically
exempted from the requirements of these general integration/citizenship policies, both
in Canada and in Europe.
So why then do we see increased reliance on general citizenship policies and civic integration policies, despite the rise of liquid mobility? The answer, I would argue, is that
many migrants do settle permanently. Contrary to the image of liquid mobility, we are
not all refugees or floating populations. Many migrants settle and become long-term
stakeholders in their new society. And so it remains a vital task of a democratic state to
figure out the appropriate terms of long-term integration into the host society. Both
multiculturalism policies and civic integration policies are a response to that task, but
they differ in how they understand the fair terms of integration. According to the study
Engbersen himself relies on, the shift from multiculturalism to civic integration involves
“placing greater responsibility on the individual immigrant for their own integration”
(Scholten, Collet, & Petrovic, 2016). Exactly so: the shift from multiculturalism to civic
integration is not about how best to deal with liquid mobility; it is about how to allocate the burdens and responsibilities of long-term integration. And I would argue that
most civic integration policies are simply unfair in the terms of integration they offer
(Banting & Kymlicka, 2013). Moreover, as I suggested in my paper, they also tend to reproduce harsh judgements about the deservingness of immigrants, which is a fundamental obstacle to inclusive solidarity. So they are unfair in and of themselves, and
have knock-on effects in undermining a sense of mutual obligation.
Engbersen acknowledges that civic integration policies are likely to create “specific
migrant groups that are in vulnerable positions” and who will face challenges to “enable
their transition from non- or partial membership to full social membership”. That is indeed the challenge, and my argument is that coercive civic integration policies worsen
the problem, whereas multicultural nationhood can help. Engbersen appears to disagree, but I don’t yet see his argument for rejecting multicultural nationhood, or his alternative to it. In any event, I think the issue of liquid mobility and floating populations
is a bit of a red herring. Insofar as the fundamental policy choice is between multiculturalism policies and civic integration policies, both options lay out the terms of integration for people with the right to stay and to settle long-term, and both need to be
evaluated for their intrinsic fairness and for their impact on an ethos of solidarity5.
I have focused in this reply on the critiques that seemed most in opposition to my
approach. I should say, however, that I’m pleased to note that other commentators are
more sympathetic to the idea of a multicultural national solidarity, at least as an aspiration, even if they raise cogent questions about the politics of multicultural nationhood.
I view the commentaries by Bauböck, Bloemraad, Kriesi, and Meer as all providing constructive amendments to my (sketchy) political story, and I’m inclined to simply accept
most of their suggested amendments, as well as their sober assessment of the political
challenges we face. As Kriesi notes, the challenge of reconciling multiculturalism and
nationhood is connected to a much deeper challenge afflicting the social-democratic
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left: namely, the growing gap between the socially liberal professional elites who run
social democratic parties and their traditional working-class supporters who are more
socially conservative. The ideas of multiculturalism and national solidarity may be quite
compatible at a theoretical level, but these ideas do not exist in a philosophical vacuum:
they are carried into politics and championed by different sectors of the population,
with different priorities and interests. Much has been written about how to overcome
that gap, to which I have little to add, except to take some solace from the historical
reminders that Bloemraad and Meer provide us. As they note, there was nothing automatic or smooth about creating national solidarities in the first half of the twentieth
century, in the face of powerful class cleavages, strong localisms, and sectarian differences (eg., between Protestants and Catholics), even in a period of relatively low immigration. As Meer rightly puts it, “deep diversity is not the preserve of ethnic and
migration-related difference”. Yet the social-democratic left did succeed in building national solidarities, in spite of – and indeed partly through – the political conflicts generated by this project. And like Kriesi, I believe that a healthy dose of “enlightened
understanding, empowerment and leadership” can help to sustain and reframe those
solidarities in a multicultural direction.

Endnotes
1
I defend this liberal egalitarian conception of justice, and its convergence with
social-democratic views, in Kymlicka 2002. Favell suggests that my dismissive
comments about neoliberalism raise doubts about my liberal credentials. I cannot fully
address that charge here, except to say that I share the core liberal commitment to the
right of individuals to decide for themselves what sort of life is worth leading, and as a
corollary, a commitment to the constitutional protection of a set of basic civil and
political liberties. This anti-paternalistic and anti-perfectionist commitment is shared
by all liberals, left or right. What defines the left-liberal view is that a liberal state must
also remedy unchosen disadvantages. This is the fundamental point of disagreement
with libertarianism (as a political philosophy) and neoliberalism (as a political agenda).
Having said that, I accept Favell’s point that the expansion of mobility rights and nondiscrimination rights within the EU should be seen as an accomplishment, from any
liberal perspective, and not discounted by simply labelling it as “neoliberal”. And I
accept Bauböck’s point that obligations of global justice constrain state prerogatives to
regulate admissions. Trying to achieve social justice through closed borders is therefore
neither morally permissible nor practically feasible. This is precisely why, on my view,
we need to reconcile multiculturalism and solidarity.
2
On the celebration of local conviviality as the hallmark of neoliberal multiculturalism,
see Murphy, O’Brien, & Watson, 2003.
3
Or so I argue in Kymlicka, 2016.
4
Alkopher (2015). For another discussion of the limits of promoting local
interculturalism in the face of national-level indifference or hostility, see Downing
2015.
5
From very different directions, the commentaries by Glick Schiller and Favell both
suggest that if we have really moved from an age of migration to an age of mobility,
then the choice is not civic integration versus multiculturalism, but some entirely new
post-national constellation.
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