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Executive Summary 

This concept paper reviews relevant scholarly research that has been conducted on the concept of social 

citizenship, from Marshalls’ conceptualization to new modes of social citizenship, as well as 

literature about programs, policies, and drivers/barriers associated with activating social citizenship. 

This concept paper also addresses the latest debates about individual responses of solidarity and 

citizens’ attitudes to pro-social behaviour in relation to these programs or the lack of them. 

 

  



 
Deliverable 4.1 Concept Paper 

4 

 

 

Contents 
1. Introduction ............................................................................................................................................. 5 

2. Perspectives on social citizenship and Active Citizenship ..................................................................... 11 

3. Some possible relationships between dimensions of Active Citizenship and types of social solidarity 21 

4. Activation of citizenship and strengthening of inclusive solidarity: capability, conversion and change

 …………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………26 

References ..................................................................................................................................................... 38 

Appendix: A note on conceptualising and studying expressions of solidarity .............................................. 47 

 

 

  



 
Deliverable 4.1 Concept Paper 

5 

 

1. Introduction 
 

As the overall framework for the SOLIDUS project suggests, there is a need for developing more 

open and flexible notions of social citizenship. The ambition should be to deepen existing analyses of 

new forms of citizens’ activation and solidarity. SOLIDUS aims to provide original, theoretically 

informed and empirical knowledge about the extent to which forms of Active Citizenship can build on 

and enhance solidary practices. A related issue is the extent to which current public attitudes are 

supporting the welfare state seen as institutionalised solidarity. 

This conceptual paper reviews the growing literature on social citizenship in general and on Active 

Citizenship and efforts to activate social citizenship in particular. A key message here will be that 

this literature is becoming increasingly diverse and multifaceted.  

There is an enduring tension between social citizenship as a status associated with a given set of 

social rights and obligations (e.g. Marshall, 1965), and social citizenship as practice, requiring active 

agency to have a sustained reality (e.g. Arendt, 1998). According to the latter perspective, social 

citizenship is an active relationship to the community, civil society, polity or state, expressed in 

participation, practice or performance. Here, social citizenship is an accomplishment; people are only 

social citizen to the extent that they exercise active agency, in one or several ways. 

Based on our review of the literature, we outline an analytical framework for linking and integrating 

some of the main strands of this literature. We argue that a major part of this literature expresses 

different views on the relative centrality or importance of three general values or expectations on the 

part of citizens, and tends to focus on one of them at the expense of the two others: 

o ‘Security’ (being protected against central risks) 

o ‘Autonomy’ (being able to enjoy relative independence) 

o ‘Influence’ (being able to take part in deliberation and decisions related to one’s own 

situation and to the common good).  

Later in this conceptual note, we will see the pursuit of these three values or expectations as 

associated with three analytically distinct dimensions of Active Citizenship. We imagine that 

different institutional arrangements and external structures as well as internal structures offer 

contrasting ways of combining, weighing and realising the practical achievement of the three values. 

Institutional arrangements may be more or less collective, public, private or voluntary, and of 

different scale or territorial scope. Yet, shared traits of institutional arrangements are that 
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o they exist for some time,  

o they are partly reflecting certain sets of values and norms, partly contributing to the relative 

stability of such values and norms, and 

o they provide some structure and regularity of social relations, at least for a certain time.  

In other words, institutional arrangements are dynamic, not given once and forever. External or 

internal factors, including purposeful human action, may transform institutional arrangements.  

Third, the paper seeks to clarify some possible links between notions of social citizenship as a Status 

and Active Citizenship respectively, and perspectives on social solidarity. We distinguish between 

two main types of solidarity; defined in relation to their degree of institutionalisation: 

(1) We see institutionalised solidarity as relatively stable practices expressing inclusive solidarity of 

the kind we focus on in this paper. Legal, political, social and organisational structures or 

commitments may support such stability, as well as the confidence, trust and predictability that these 

arrangements enjoy in the eyes of the persons or groups benefiting from them. For instance, the 

practices may include social regulation and redistribution of resources
1
.  

Institutionalised solidarity may take place within the framework of nation states (e.g. Gilessen, 2000; 

Jakobsen, 2011; Ciornei & Recchi, 2017) or the European Union. However, we do not find such 

solidarity exclusively happening through public entities or arrangements. Also organised civil 

society, voluntary associations, trade unions, social networks of some duration, occupational 

insurance associations, ‘mutual societies’, and market-based organisations may be sites for 

institutionalised solidarity. In other words, institutionalised solidarity may be find its expression 

through the following channels and entities: 

o Public policy and legalisation (e.g. at the national level, provisions to equalise living 

conditions or meet acute needs and emergencies, or legal forms of social regulation to ensure 

equal treatment. At the European level, we find parallel but somewhat different mixes of 

legal provisions and redistributive financial transfers, based on the Treaties of the EU or its 

acquis communautaire, e.g. Rydland, 2005; Ross, 2010; Ferrera, 2016a; Burelli, 2016; 

Madama, 2016; Miglio, 2016; Ciornei & Recchi, 2017; Weber et al. 2015; European 

Commission, 2016),  

                                                           
1
 Some scholars have sought to link contrasting notions regarding distributive justice and framed these different notions 

(‘equality’, ‘need’, ‘equity’, or ‘universalistic, ‘conservative’, ‘liberal’, ‘familistic’), as solidarity principles (Arts & 

Gelissen, 2001; Jaime-Castillo, 2013). However, it is not clear that such framing helps us to understand what solidarity is 

and which factors contribute to strong or weak solidarity. 
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o Legal contracts (e.g. related to collective wage settlements, or more specifically, ‘solidaristic 

wage agreements’ where more high-waged groups ensure that also lower waged groups get 

an increase in purchase power). 

o Informal ‘social contracts’ or mutual understandings involving reciprocity of perceived 

benefits and obligations between two or more parties). Although social contracts or mutual 

understandings are not legally binding, they may still be effective to the extent that the parties 

feel that the benefits of complying with them are greater than the disadvantages. In some 

cases, social contracts are also perceived as normatively or morally binding by the parties, for 

instance because one during times of war faces a common enemy or because one has a 

common interest in pulling together to overcome a devastating economic crisis. 

o Formal organisations, whether established to promote political goals, economic or 

occupational interests, or religious beliefs or other value systems. Some may argue that 

organisations per definition are sites of solidarity in the technical sense that ‘members stand 

together’. However, whether formal organisations are really embodying inclusive solidarity 

or not is an empirical question. For instance, bureaucratisation or the dominance of leaders 

using organisations for their own purposes or interests will undermine formal organisations as 

expressions of solidarity. Moreover, some formal organisations embody an exclusive and 

self-serving solidarity of a given group of people against other groups of people, based on a 

“them and us” perspective (Arendt, 1977: 78-79; Reshaur, 1992: 724-726; Stjernø, 2005: 18-

19). 

(2) We regard individual or collective acts of solidarity as largely spontaneous and singular acts, for 

instance street demonstrations, sit-ins, support actions for refugees, petitions, physical or digital 

campaigns, etc. Almost per definition, acts of solidarity have shorter durations than institutionalised 

solidarity, but there may be more of a continuum than a clear-cut difference in their duration.  

Barbero (2012) argues that the concept ‘acts of citizenship’ is particularly suitable for studying 

solidarity acts of groups who have not previously been visible as legal and political subjects. In her 

research, Barbero (2012, p.529) found that “a number of acts converted previously undocumented 

immigrants into subjects of legality, and to a certain extent, into citizens”.   

We assume that some forms of internal or external structures (Stones, 2005; O’Reilly, 2012) or 

‘opportunity structures’ (Tarrow, 2012) are more favourable societal contexts or institutional 

conditions for such acts to take place than others. Some forms of internal structures may even serve 

as barriers for acts of citizenship. This may be case where members of a particular disadvantaged 
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group (e.g. certain ethnic or sexual minorities or persons with mental health issues) are exposed to so 

strong and long term contempt, stigmatisation and rejection) that they internalise this adversity into 

self-stigmatisation and self-hate. This self-stigmatisation may be so strong that people keep hidden or 

socially invisible even after the external rejection has diminished. 

We expect that successful collective acts of solidarity may set in movement processes toward 

institutionalisation, based on the mobilisation of many people supporting a particular demand. For 

instance, mobilisation aiming equal pay for work of equal worth may lead to changes either in:  

o Social regulation through public policy and legislation (some combination of legal 

instruments, financial incentives or campaigns aimed at persuasion; cf. Bemelmans-Videc et 

al. 1998), or 

o The state’s or private business organisations’ wage systems, or  

o Collective agreements resulting from bargaining between employers and trade unions.  

Similarly, under certain conditions a spontaneous collective act of solidarity may serve as the basis 

for an enduring social movement or the subsequent establishment of a formal organisation with more 

or less the same solidarity goals as the initial acts. An example here may what be in several countries 

started as local Solidarity Economy initiatives to combat poverty and improve economic self-

sufficiency through work, growing to become an international social movement, and through this, 

also going through a process of institutionalisation (e.g. Dubois & Lasida, 2010; Silva & Oliveira, 

2011; Lemaitre & Helmsing, 2012; Randrianasola & Dubois, 2014). 

More broadly, social movements for instance against austerity and precarity, cuts in welfare, and 

wages (Della Porta, 2015) may originate as local acts of mobilisation, protest and solidarity. To the 

extent these initiatives are successful in terms of number of participants, they may later to grow to 

become national or even trans-national alliances of some duration, a core of full-time leaders, 

networks and systems of communication between activists though social media, that is, emerge as a 

hybrid between acts of solidarity and institutionalised solidarity. 

Regarding the possible links between forms of solidarity and overall understandings of social 

citizenship, one may think that social citizenship as a status links firmly with institutionalised 

solidarity, built on (but not limited to) forms of reciprocity, within the context of welfare states (Link 

1 in Table 1.1).  
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Similarly, one may assume that social citizenship as practice primarily has affinity with solidarity 

expressed through more or less spontaneous mobilisations and transitory acts responding to acute 

adversity and problems faced by others, as a unilateral relationship (Link 4).  

However, we are also interested to explore how also institutionalised solidarity may need active 

citizens to be renewable and sustainable over time (Link 2).  

Conversely, we may ask how the degree of inclusiveness or even universalism of institutionalised 

solidarity contribute to ensuring continuous support to the most disadvantaged and hence, allow 

spontaneous acts of solidarity to focus mainly on offering support in new and acute crises or cases of 

adversity (Link 3).  

Broad broadly, we are interested to map instances where some form of institutionalised solidarity 

may have originated as citizens’ initiatives based on Active Citizenship that were successful and later 

became consolidated.  

Table 1.1: Some possible links between the two main understandings of social citizenship and the 

two types of solidarity 

 

 

Main understandings of 

Social Citizenship 

As ‘Status’ 
As ‘practice’ 

(active agency) 

Two 

types 

of 

solidarity 

Institutionalised solidarity 
Link 1 

 
Link 2 

Acts of solidarity 

(individual or collective) 

 

Link 3 Link 4 

 

Later in this conceptual note, we discuss some possible relationships between the three dimensions 

of Active Citizenship and different types of solidarity. We elaborate what we have in mind when 

naming the dimensions ‘security’, ‘autonomy’ and ‘influence’ and discuss what they may mean in 

terms of both institutionalised solidarity and acts of solidarity. By defining these combinations, we 

develop a tentative typology that is applicable as a theoretical benchmark (rather than a classification 

system) in the analysis of empirical cases of Active Citizenship and solidarity.  
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The general aim of the note is to clarify what are the most favourable conditions for activating social 

citizenship resulting in stronger inclusive solidarity:  

o What are the conditions under which we are most likely to see active citizenship enhancing 

broader organisational and political participation of a broad and inclusive nature? 

o How may social regulatory and redistributive policies at different levels of governance 

(supra-national level (EU in particular), national level and subnational level (regional and 

local levels) play together in stimulating forms of Active Citizenship that contribute to such 

change, and to an overall strengthening of inclusive solidarity? 

o What role do capabilities and conversion factors play in the activation of citizenship and 

strengthening of inclusive solidarity, i.e. through improved access to relevant resources and 

favourable conversion processes?  

o How may well-designed forms of social regulation – legislation, financial incentives and 

awareness-raising and information campaigns – reduce discrimination, stigmatisation and 

othering and though this, serve as facilitation conversion factors? 

Finally, we will explore possible links between efforts to activate citizenship, strengthen expressions 

of solidarity, in particular different forms of inclusive solidarity, and key concepts of the Capability 

Approach, that is, capabilities, functioning, active agency, conversion and change. 

Overall, we have sought to indicate and illustrate how the concepts and perspectives reviewed in this 

note are relevant for key transversal issues in the SOLIDUS project. 
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2. Perspectives on social citizenship and Active Citizenship 
 

We find a rapidly growing theoretical and empirical literature on the subject of social citizenship, 

including Active Citizenship (e.g. Isin and Turner, 2002; Isin and Turner, 2007; Andersen and Siim; 

2004; Hvinden and Johansson, 2007; Somers, 2008; Taylor-Gooby, 2008; Lister and Pia, 2008; 

Bothfeld and Betzelt 2012, Newman and Tonkens 2011; Johansson & Hvinden, 2013).  

As argued by Johansson and Hvinden (2013), we can see this literature as attempts to clarify the 

social consequences of the substantial societal changes we have witnessed in various parts of the 

world. In Europe, these changes include greater economic openness and wider scope for cross-border 

mobility. They may also entail a relative shift in the role of governments from redistribution 

resources between citizens to the regulation of markets, shifts towards neoliberalism and 

individualization, and at the same time, counter-efforts to enhance the prominence of human rights 

and anti-discrimination and new transnational channels for participation (e.g. Rieger & Leibfried 

2003). Some of these developments have originated from the policy agendas and programmes of the 

United Nations or the European Union (EU), while others are the results of national governments 

decisions and policy change, or through the activities, mobilisation and involvement of citizens and 

groups of citizens.  

While growing, the literature on social citizenship remains fragmented. Individual contributions have 

tended to focus on one particular aspect or dimension of citizenship. This conceptual paper outlines 

an analytical framework that builds upon, and goes beyond, existing models of Social Citizenship. 

The framework draws on David Miller’s threefold conceptualization of citizenship (Miller, 2000; see 

also Johansson and Hvinden, 2007; see also Lister and Pia, 2008).  

o In this framework, Social Citizenship in a Socio-Liberal sense sees the relationship between 

the individual and the state as involving encompassing sets of mutual rights and obligations, 

creating reciprocity and interdependence between citizens and the state. The work of 

Marshall (1950/1965) and Rawls (1971) illustrates important aspects of this 

conceptualisation. 

o By contrast, Social Citizenship in a Libertarian sense casts the relationship between state and 

individual more narrowly, with an emphasis on the self-responsibility of the individual, 

autonomy of the individual rather than human interdependence, in combination with very 

limited activity on the part of the state (see for instance Nozick, 1974).  
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o Finally, Social Citizenship in a Civic-Republican sense focuses on the citizen’s participation 

in the affairs of his or her community, and the expectation that the individual will be 

committed to acknowledging and promoting the well-being of the community as a whole 

(Arendt, 1958; 1968; Passerin d’Entreves, 1989; Dagger, 2002; Bohman, 2014; Boje & 

Potucek, 2011).  

Miller’s models resemble T. H. Marshall’s original understanding of citizenship as dividable into 

civil, political and social elements (Marshall 1950/1965), but there is no one-to-one relationship 

between them. 

While much current reasoning on social citizenship has – appropriately – focused on the Socio-

Liberal or social redistribution element - we propose a unified approach to citizenship spanning 

issues of rights and duties, self-responsibility and choice, participation and self-government at the 

same time. In our view, this encompassing conceptualization is necessary if we are to capture the 

ways in which civil, political and social citizenship intertwine in new and sometimes unexpected 

ways in contemporary societies.  

The challenges facing contemporary welfare states have sparked intensive debates over just how 

‘active’ citizens ought to be. These debates have focused predominantly on notions of conditionality 

within Socio-Liberal citizenship, as expressed in slogans like ‘no rights without responsibilities’ 

(Giddens, 1998). Yet, we see similar calls for Active Citizenship with regard to the other two models 

of citizenship. Arguably, there is a need for analytical pluralism to incorporate and clarify this 

active/passive divide, as citizens are currently being encouraged to become more active citizens, 

which is understood either as shouldering more responsibilities, exercising more choice or engaging 

more actively in the public sphere, deliberation, or alternatively; in self-organized or voluntary 

efforts for the benefit of others.  

As argued by Siim (2000, 2005) and Lister et al. (2007), much of the current debates around the 

latter participatory vein of citizenship rest on a rigid active/passive divide. This rigid divide glosses 

over the historical exclusion of women and marginalized social groups from the public sphere. We 

need an understanding of the active/passive axis that is sensitive to a wider range of activities by 

various social groups, formal and informal associations in civil society, and the mechanisms by 

which groups may be included within or excluded from the public sphere.  

Williams (1998) and Lister (1998) raise similar concerns and highlight notions of Active Citizenship 

that involve mutual aid and collective self-help, and efforts by citizens to create themselves as 
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subjects rather than objects for others – for instance as expressed in movements of poor or 

disadvantaged people. These authors point to the increasing influence of user organizations, citizen 

groups and new social movements, as a challenge to much current reasoning on state/citizen models 

in existing welfare state research. Criticizing established models of social citizenship, Williams 

(ibid.) argues that we need a new thinking that ‘… involves a shift away from seeing people as 

passive beneficiaries of welfare provided through state interventions and professional expertise…’ 

As a way of conceptualizing this new relationship between states and citizens, she proposes a notion 

of ‘welfare agency’ to address the strategies and activities of ‘welfare subjects’.  

The core element of this new concept of welfare citizenship is the identification of citizens (claiming 

benefits or services) as creative and reflexive agents, who do not respond to benefits and services in 

uniform ways. Fitzpatrick (2002) has made similar suggestions in relation to notions such as the 

‘welfare democracy’. He claims that even though people in marginalized positions in society are 

subordinated to existing power structures and possibly denied full citizenship by public institutions, 

they are still active agents, capable of exercising power and affecting their own welfare and well-

being  (see also Lister 1998; 2001; 2003; Lister et al. 2007).  

These authors create an analytical space in which we can reconsider the participatory dimensions of 

social citizenship. When welfare claimants challenge their ascribed identity as silent or passive 

objects and as occupants of fixed social categories, give voice to their opinions and demonstrate the 

capability to develop strategies independently, they contest established public and professional 

boundaries and practices. This new dynamic might imply that citizens develop new and alternative 

strategies to make their voice heard in relation to public services, which they feel are violating their 

integrity and personal rights.  

In an original contribution to the literature, Somers (2008 argues in favour of a minimalist definition 

of citizenship as ‘the right to have rights’ inspired by Hannah Arendt (1968, p. 299). Yet, she states 

that in practice citizenship is not solely a question of having rights embedded in the laws of a state. 

The possibility to exercise effective (Active) citizenship depends on social inclusion whereby a 

person becomes member of a social and political community, creating the mechanism for translating 

formal rights into substantive rights. Such membership is not a matter of course. According to 

Somers, market fundamentalism is undermining reciprocities and solidarities and replacing them 

with contractual relationships and market transactions. In this contractualisation of citizenship, 

inclusion and moral worth are not basic rights but conditional on the exercise of personal 

responsibility and ability to exchange something of equal value. 
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While some strands of scholarship have strong affinities to the civic-republican tradition and the 

‘influence’ dimension of Active Citizenship, we also find a strand of citizenship studies that have 

focused on notions such as ‘citizen consumers’ (Clarke et al., 2007; Jones, 2005; Aberbach & 

Christiansen, 2005), ‘welfare consumerism’ or the ‘marketization of welfare’ (Crouch, Eder and 

Tambini, 2001). These notions add yet another dimension to previous models of citizenship, by 

asserting that consumers are active, orient themselves in markets and choose to maximize their 

welfare.  

Consumer-oriented conceptions of citizenship have affinity to the Libertarian understanding of the 

state–citizen relationship. This understanding usually defines the relationship between state and 

citizen as of a limited and explicitly contractual nature (Nozick, 1974; Miller, 2000). People should 

take responsibility for their own well-being and risk protection, and as part of this responsibility seek 

the best services available. Apart from its role in protecting and enforcing basic personal and 

property rights, it is not obvious what goods and services the state should provide. However, to the 

extent that the state does provide welfare services, it should operate as an enterprise with the citizen 

as a rational consumer of public goods. 

Acknowledging the possible affinities between the different approaches to social citizenship and the 

three strands of normative and political thinking outlined here (socio-liberal, libertarian and civic-

republican) we now turn to extracting what we see as the underlying general values related to the 

three strands and of particular relevance for current social citizenship.  

The following quotation summaries these three values and the meaning of effective Active 

Citizenship in condensed form:  

“… full and effective membership of society (that is, regardless of differences in social 

position or other characteristics) … Non-stigmatising generous social rights enable full 

citizenship. But being a full and equal citizen is, basically, a question of practices: living a 

decent life in accordance with the prevailing standards in society, being able to act 

autonomously, being able to participate in social and political life in the broadest sense, and 

having ‘civic’ orientations to the political community and to one’s fellow citizens” 

(Andersen & Halvorsen, 2002, pp. 12-13) 

 

More precisely, Hvinden and Halvorsen (2013) elaborate the meanings of three sets of general values 

as distinct dimensions of social citizenship (Hvinden & Johansson, 2007) in the following way: 
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o Security: Enjoying social protection against major life risks (such as illness, poverty, 

violence etc.), diminishing major uncertainties or the need for individual risk-taking (for 

instance in relation to financial matters), and avoiding constant worries about the future.  

o Autonomy: Enjoying opportunities to live independently, exercising freedom choosing the 

life one has reasons to value and avoiding dependence on or interference from others.  

o Influence: Participating in discussion and decisions setting the framework for one’s own life 

as well as participating in public deliberation and decision-making aimed at the promotion of 

the common good and regulating social behaviour, given the interdependence of human 

action.  

While the three sets of values are analytically different, we expect them to correspond to interacting 

dimensions of social citizenship, in the sense that they function as conditions for each other.  

In Europe, different countries have different arrangements for providing for and protecting their 

citizens against risks. Whereas some of these arrangements put greater weight on one or two of these 

values than to others, a country’s actual configuration of social provision and risk protection is 

always more complex than the pure and simplified picture than welfare models or regime typologies 

give. Nonetheless, it is fair to say that the social policy systems of some countries have given 

relatively greater emphasis to the public redistribution of resources and collective risk protection 

than others have done (‘security’). Vice versa, historically some countries have granted a greater role 

to individual or family responsibility and risk protection and/or the use of private insurance contracts 

than others (‘autonomy’) than others. Finally yet importantly, citizens’ opportunities for exerting 

influence on public affairs or the contents of personalised public provision have also varied among 

European countries (‘influence’).  

In the course of the last two or three decades the contrasts in the role of  these values have, however, 

diminished or become blurred. We can even observe some convergence in different European 

societies. As an overall tendency and relating to global developments such as the growing impact of 

international organisations, we can observe that the value of influence has gained increasing 

prominence as a new context for existing arrangements for social provision and risk protection, both 

across different groups of countries and across levels of governance. 

Partly, such trends reflect the ways in which governments have responded to the challenges facing 

traditional or previous social policy arrangements (e.g. globalization pressures, growing economic 

interdependencies, demographic ageing, migration flows, public cost explosions, deficits or debt 

problems). International policy learning and diffusion (e.g. through the UN, EU, Council of Europe, 
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OECD) have stimulated governments to adopt a number of reforms and innovations that have 

implications for Active Citizenship. Civil society organisations have driven both international policy 

innovation and policy transfer. 

We can trace the reinforced role of Active Citizenship understood as citizens exercising both rights 

and duties back to an OECD-driven policy discourse about turning from ‘passive’ to ‘active’ forms 

of employment-related provisions (the OECD Jobs Study, later the Jobs Strategy of the early 1990s). 

With the 1997 Employment Strategy this discourse was fully adopted by the EU and by the EU 

Member States via the formulation and implementation of national action plans. Several studies 

indicate that countries have differed considerably in the priorities which they give to providing 

training, education and other measures in order to strengthening the vocational qualifications out of 

work (e.g. Hvinden et al., 2001). To the extent that countries provide such ‘active’ measures, they 

tend also to impose duties to take part in measures, which in some cases link the continued receipt of 

income maintenance benefits with individual participation.  

The emerging role of Active Citizenship understood as citizens exercising freedom of choice and 

taking more individual responsibility for their well-being and risk-protection has been particularly 

prominent in recent pension reforms of many European states. These reforms are part of the efforts 

to make pension arrangements more sustainable and they tend to shift effectively the risks related to 

economic security in old age from the state to the individual (e.g. Hinrichs, 2007).  

Moreover, many Member States have introduced a number of reforms that have led to positive 

improvements in the conditions for exercising autonomy and self-determination in everyday life. For 

instance, this has happened through the closing down previous large institutions and offering persons 

with disabilities possibilities to live independently in the community, and the claimed ambition to 

provide personal assistance, care and support, innovative use of new technologies, universally 

designed or appropriate accommodation for persons with disabilities, accessible physical 

environments and transport systems, etc. 

More generally, for a considerable period the scope for Active Citizenship understood as exercising 

influence on the decisions of public services or professional agencies affecting one’s own well-being 

improved in many Member States. For instance, this has been the case in Ireland, Sweden, the UK) 

through a trend towards more individualized or personalized service provision and the adoption of 

individual ‘(action) plans’ (or even ‘contracts’) to be agreed upon jointly by the person concerned 

and the service provider(s). Currently, we see a growing interest for individual ‘co-governance’ or 

‘co-production’ (Pestoff, 2014; Voorberg et al., 2015
2
) in a range of different social or care services. 

                                                           
2
 See also the SOLIDUS Workpackage 5 Conceptual Note. 
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Yet, there are reasons to ask whether such arrangements are equally prominent or have shifted focus 

after the Great Recession and the shift towards austerity measures that followed in many Member 

States. 

Before the financial crisis, Active Citizenship understood as involvement in dialogue, deliberation 

and decision-making related to policies and provisions of a more collective nature also gained a 

boost in many countries through the setting up of consultative boards, ‘user panels’, public hearings, 

internet consultations with citizens, etc. (e.g. Barnes et al., 2007). In some cases these arenas for 

collective co-governance invited citizens to be directly involved, by physical or virtual participation, 

in other cases representatives gave voice to the views and demands of groups or organisations, for 

instance of persons with disabilities or of persons of people with immigrant or ethnic minority 

background. Our knowledge about what has happened with such arrangements for co-determination 

in the aftermath of the crisis is limited. Work Package 5 of the SOLIDUS project will contribute to a 

review of the current situation in a number of European countries. 

To sum up the discussion so far, we have argued for the fruitfulness of focusing on three analytically 

distinct, but in practice interrelated dimensions of Active Citizenship; the security dimension, the 

autonomy dimension and the influence dimension. Figure 2.1 presents a framework for 

conceptualising the dynamic relationship between solidarity and Active Citizenship.  

We imagine that the three dimensions of Active Citizenship are influencing the scope and character 

of diverse forms of solidarity, but also themselves influenced by the extent to which social actors 

perform acts of solidarity and political, economic and social systems express institutionalised 

solidarity, for instance through redistribution of resources between citizens and over the lifecourse of 

individuals. We emphasise that what we here term the ‘Economic and public policy system” spans 

the whole scale from international and European levels, via national or regional level, to the levels of 

the local community, family and individual, that is, the total multi-level system (Hvinden & 

Halvorsen, 2016). 
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Figure 2.1: Framework for conceptualising possible dynamic relations between forms of solidarities 

and dimensions of Active Citizenship in a multi-level context 

 

Recently, we have seen the emergence of three partly related strands of scholarship that further 

enrich our understanding of the relationships between (Active) social citizenship and different forms 

of solidarity: 

Enacting citizenship: This strand centres on understanding ‘acts of citizenship” or ‘activist 

citizenship’ and their role in creating and sustaining relationships of solidarity (Isin, 2012; Isin & 

Nielsen, 2008; Isin & Saward, 2013). This is a clear example of a perspective approaching social 

citizenship as practice. This strand tends to criticise prevalent uses of the term Active Citizenship as 

implying the existence of given scripts of conduct for how one can fulfil its requirements (e.g. Isin, 

2013, pp. 41-42). This may be a fair criticism in some cases, especially when government 

representatives call for Active Citizenship, for instance in the context of activation to work, but 

seems less relevant in relation to other uses of the term Active Citizenship.  

Pfister (2011), distances himself from existing conceptualisations of “citizenship practice» as the 

total of institutional ties between the citizenry and their polity at a certain time. As an alternative, he 

focuses on the multiplicity of actual citizenship practices on the ground – both as citizens’ activity 

and the practices of political, legal, or administrative institutions. He links this concept of citizenship 

practices with a study of the emerging transnational discourse on what constitutes “modern” social 

policy, undertaking case studies of shifts towards activation and activating welfare states in Europe 

and the role of the European Union as driver behind these shifts. 
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Citizenship beyond the nation state: This strand focuses on social citizenship rights and practices 

transcending the boundaries of the nation state – for instance through ‘citizens without frontiers’ 

movements (Isin, 2012). One example could be the recent widespread mobilisation and engagement 

in many Member States to meet the plight of refugees seeking to enter Europe by offering support 

and help. This approach is partly overlapping the emerging scholarship on ‘post-national citizenship’ 

or ‘cosmopolitan citizenship’, arguing such citizenship is the ‘mode of belonging that is most 

appropriate for the post-sovereign state’ (Delanty, 2009, p. 112). Against the backdrop of the many 

expressions of solidarity in context of the refugee crisis, it is worth noting that Delanty in particular 

links cosmopolitan citizenship to ‘shifts in the nature of hospitality’ (ibid.).  

Activating citizenship: Under this flag, we first find a strand concerned with the role of public 

services, especially local social services, in encouraging and strengthening the Active Citizenship of 

beneficiaries of the welfare state (e.g. Petterson & van Ewijk, 2010, pp. 48, 57-58). More 

specifically, this strand presents itself ‘as a political strategy to empower citizens and civil society to 

take responsibility for social, public and private life’ (ibid,, p. 48). However, it also stresses that the 

‘most important principle in activating citizenship is that each person to his or her own capacities 

tries to meet the ideal of active citizenship’ (ibid. p. 58, italics in original).  

Second, another strand under this heading analyses ways in which public authorities can stimulate 

active involvement in political deliberation and decision-making (e.g. Rose, 2009; LeDuc, 2009; 

Saunders, 2009) or more generally, encourage active compliance with different norms for ‘good 

citizenship’ (Pammett, 2009).  

Several authors have emphasised the role of education, even ‘education for Active Citizenship’. For 

instance, Crick and Lockyer (2010) contrast top-down, government-led approaches and more 

bottom-up approaches to Active Citizenship, but still gives special emphasises to “citizenship 

culture(s)” and roles of education, capacity building and empowerment in promoting Active 

Citizenship. 

European Active Citizenship: Related to ambitions to activate citizenship through the educational 

system, we also find several efforts on the part of agencies under the European Union. For instance, 

the European Commission (1998) is a policy-setting document on an agenda for European Active 

Citizenship with the main emphasis on the role of education in promoting such citizenship. Osler 

(1997) presents the results of a cross-national European study on learning for Active Citizenship, 

defining Active Citizenship in the following way 
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“… active participation in society and the exercise of rights (civic, political and social) 

through participatory practices and structures at local, regional, national or transnational 

levels. This in turn implies a knowledge and understanding of rights and of democratic 

structures and procedures, and an absence of those discriminatory practices, which may 

operate to exclude certain individuals and groups. Relations between each individual and 

institutions (local, regional, national or supranational) are characterised by a common set of 

rights and obligations and have been characterised as aspects of citizenship.” (ibid. p.7).  

Hoskins et al (2006), Mascherini et al (2009), Hoskins and Mascherini (2009) report the findings of a 

partly a major methodological exercise, partly an empirical study of Active Citizenship in European 

countries, defining Active Citizenship more narrowly as  

“Participation in civil society, community, and/or political life, characterized by mutual 

respect and non-violence and in accordance with human rights and democracy” (Mascherini 

& Hoskins, 2009: 2). 

 

“… a range of actions, from involvement in participatory democracy (including actions that 

hold governments accountable), to representative democracy (including actions such as 

voting), and to participation in the everyday life of the community. The definition is 

inclusive with respect to new forms of civic and political participation such as one-off issue 

politics and responsible consumption, as well as the more traditional forms of membership 

in political parties and non-governmental organizations. The limitations provided by this 

definition … are set by ethical boundaries: activities in which citizens participate should be 

based on the fundamental principles of human rights and the rule of law” (Hoskins et al. 

2012: 14-15) 

In other words, this work had primarily an emphasis on what we identify as the “influence” 

dimension. The authors stress that the then available comparative social surveys were insufficient to 

operationalise and measure fully Active Citizenship conceptualized in this way. Yet, the results of 

their analysis indicate that being an active citizen in the meaning adopted in the project, correlate 

with: 

- At the individual level: age (up to being in the late 50s), education level, income, regular 

religious attendance and living in rural areas 

- At the national level: living in countries characterised by equality, wealth, tolerance 

towards diversity and religious heterogeneity (Hingels et al.. 2009; Hoskins et al. 2012) 
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3. Some possible relationships between dimensions of Active Citizenship and 

types of social solidarity 
 

In this chapter, we move towards identifying potential links between Active Citizenship (and efforts 

to activate citizenship) and solidarity. Table 3.1 outlines some possible relationships between the 

three dimensions of Active Citizenship and some forms or expressions of social solidarity. We have 

already introduced the concepts institutionalised solidarity and acts of solidarity in chapter 1. Here 

we also hinted at Hannah Arendt’s distinction between ‘exclusive’ and ‘inclusive solidarity’ (Arendt 

2006: 78-79), as codified by Reshaur (1992: 724-725): 

Exclusive solidarity refers to a common response among people who see themselves as 

facing a common threat or risk, aiming at avoiding, protecting against or mitigating the 

consequences of this threat or risk. It is limited to those who are affected and we may see it as 

a form of mutual self-help among these. 

Inclusive solidarity refers to the emerging relationship between people who suffer and people 

who seek to diminish this suffering, creating as community of interest between the two, 

building on concern and compassion, rather the pity. 

Arguably, the concept of ‘inclusive solidarity’ is complementary to and reflecting Lister’s concept of 

«inclusive citizenship”. Referring to the work of Kabeer (2005) and others, Lister (2007, p. 3) sees 

inclusive citizenship as closely linked to the values “Justice …, recognition …, self-determination … 

and. solidarity, that is, “the capacity to identify with others and to act in unity with them in their 

claims for justice and recognition”. Knjin and Kremer (1997, p.332) emphasise the ungendered 

nature of their concept of inclusive citizenship; “citizens (women and men) still have the right and 

obligation to participate in labor market, but this conceptualization also recognizes citizens’ 

involvement in care giving or care receiving”. Muriel and Gatti (2014) and Foerster (2015) link their 

notions of inclusive citizenship to a government policy for integration of migrants that is non-

coercive and promoting equal participation of in society, but show also how implementation 

embedded in policy contexts informed by other goals may undermine the actual inclusiveness. 

Similarly, Patel (2016) argues that if a national government gives local elites the control of actual 

delivery of social redistributive provision such as housing as means to forging and enacting inclusive 

citizenship, the practical result may be the opposite. In the context of the 2015 refugee crisis, 

Nightingale et al. (2017) demonstrate the stark contrast between many people’s espoused sympathy 

and inclusive solidarity vis-à-vis refugees and their tendency to fall back on statements about the 
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nation state’s moral right to exclude, how the latter constrain the stated solidarity to what the authors 

term “ambivalent paternalism”. 

Table 3.1: Some possible relationships between dimensions of Active Citizenship and different types 

of solidarity 

Dimensions of 

Active Citizenship 

Main types of solidarity 

Institutionalised Solidarity Acts of solidarity 

Context Extent Context Extent 

Security Redistributive  

Public welfare cash 

transfers: 

Redistribution over 

citizens’ lifecourses 

(e.g. contributory 

retirement 

pensions) 

Bounded 

(‘exclusive’) 

solidarity 

(reciprocity by 

sharing risks within 

a given category, 

similar to insurance 

arrangements) 

  

Redistributive  

Public welfare cash 

transfers: 

Vertical 

redistribution  from 

those with more to 

those with less 

resources at a 

particular time 

Potential for 

substantial & open 

(‘inclusive’) 

solidarity 

(depending on 

coverage, 

qualification rules, 

generosity, 

strictness of means-

testing, etc.) 

Fund raising, 

collection of food, 

clothes, toys, 

accommodation 

offers, to help 

vulnerable 

individuals or 

groups (e.g. 

refugees, poor 

people 

Potential for strong 

& open 

(‘inclusive’) 

solidarity 

(depending on the 

criteria used in 

distribution of 

help) 

Autonomy Redistributive  

Public welfare 

service delivery (or 

direct payment or 

vouchers to 

purchase of 

services): personal 

assistant enabling 

independent life for 

persons with 

disabilities 

Potentially 

substantial & open 

(‘inclusive’) 

solidarity 

(depending on 

coverage, 

qualification rules, 

generosity, 

strictness of means-

testing, etc.) 

Interfamily & 

intergenerational 

transfers of 

resources as 

complement to or 

substitute for other 

sources of 

resources 

(reciprocity by 

sharing risks within 

a given category)  

Strongly bounded 

(‘exclusive’) 

solidarity 

Influence Public regulations 

ensuring scope for 

voice: access to 

forums for dialogue 

& co-determination 

in matters of 

significance for 

citizens 

Potentially strong 

& open 

(‘inclusive’) 

solidarity 

(depending on 

coverage) 

Ad hoc social 

mobilisation for 

voluntary joint 

action,  awareness 

raising and putting 

pressure on 

political bodies on 

a particular issue 

Potentially strong 

& open 

(‘inclusive’) 

solidarity 

Civil society 

organisations & 

other associations 

of some duration & 

stability 

Potentially strong 

& ‘inclusive’ or 

bounded 

‘exclusive’ 

solidarity 

  

 

According to Arendt (2006, p. 79), when human beings decide to be solidaristic, they establish 

deliberately and dispassionately a community of interest. In her view, solidarity builds on reason and 

not just emotion (e.g. pity), and this reason, it can achieve generality and need not only deal with ‘the 

multitude of a class or a nation or a people, but eventually all mankind’. Yet, Arendt acknowledges 
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that the human race is far from this kind of solidarity, even if we regularly see that regular calls for 

universal solidarity of humankind, all people of the world today or between the current and future 

generations
3
.  

The distinction between exclusive and inclusive solidarity is equivalent to the distinction between 

bounded and unbounded solidarity (Breton, 2011). According to Portes & Sensenbrenner (1993, 

1324- 1325)  

“Bounded solidarity, focuses on those situational circumstances that can lead to the 

emergence of principled group-oriented behavior … does not arise out of the introjection of 

established values or from individual reciprocity exchanges, but out of the situational 

reaction of a class of people faced with common adversities”. 

A clear illustration of the different meanings of exclusive and inclusive solidarity are the result of a 

case study of self-organised networks of and for Spanish migrant workers in Berlin and Brighton and 

their relation for the pre-existing trade union organisations in these cities (Roca & Martin-Diaz, 

2016). They conclude that the gap between trade unions and migrant labour under certain conditions 

facilitates the emergence of solidarity networks that some extent take over the role of the trade 

unions. 

As Table 3.1 suggests, each of the dimensions of Active Citizenship; security, autonomy and 

influence, are likely to have different meanings for institutionalised solidarity and acts of solidarity. 

As outlined in Chapter 1, we define the two types of solidarity in relation to degree of 

institutionalisation, perceiving this as a continuous variable. It not fruitful to attempt deciding exactly 

where to draw the line between the two types. Institutionalised solidarity builds on legal, political, 

social and normative bindings of some stability within the frameworks of supra-national 

arrangements, the nation state, civil society, the labour and insurance markets, while individual or 

collective acts of solidarity tend to be more short-term, spontaneous and singular acts. 

The distinction is analytical as in practise a single purpose solidarity act may lead to institutionalised 

solidarity. Conversely, to achieve renewal and sustainability, institutional solidarity may need regular 

social mobilisation to protect it against attempt to dismantle it or introduce cuts in scope or 

resources. 

                                                           
3
 Reshaur (1992, p. 726, 734-735) shows that Arendt in some contexts describes a fourth, primordial or “natural” form of 

solidarity based for instance of family, kin, clan, joint ethnic origin (“race”) or other  real or imagined “blood bonds” in 

some parts of her work. He also points to the apparent inconsistency between these writings and the core themes of her 

total authorship.   
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It is worth noting that empirical investigations of people’s stated preparedness to be solidaristic with 

persons in a less advantageous situation than themselves often – directly or indirectly – relate to 

institutionalised forms of solidarity (van Oorschot, 2000; 2008; van Oorschot et al. 2005).  Given 

that we mainly find vertically redistributive welfare provisions expressing solidarity at the national 

level and that such provisions tend to build on a reciprocity of rights and obligations between states 

and their citizens, it is not surprising that many respondents in surveys regard the undifferentiated 

group migrants as less supportable than needy persons born in the country. Yet, many respondents 

are prepared to differentiate between different groups of migrants, e.g. irregular migrants, asylum 

seekers and refugees, and economic migrants when considering who need their solidarity (e.g. Bay et 

al., 2016). 

Table 3.1 primarily points to solidarity in the national context, Yet, we emphasise that we may find 

many of the same relationships between dimensions of Active Citizenship and corresponding forms 

of  solidarity at global, European, national and subnational levels. Recent studies of public opinion 

on European solidarity suggest that the expressed solidarity may be stronger and more differentiated 

that a polarised political discourse may suggest (Ferrera, 2016b; Lengfeld & Koch, 2016). 

Research has shown how institutionalised solidarity in form of legislation on public provision of 

personal assistance delivery (or budgets for the same purpose has contributed significantly to 

enabling the exercise of Active Citizenship, especially the autonomy and influence dimensions for 

persons with disabilities. However, the extent and inclusiveness of such provision vary, both within 

countries (e.g. according to the person’s gender, family situation and severity of disability) and 

between countries (Christensen et al., 2014, Power et al., 2011; Christensen & Pilling 2014; 

Tøssebro, 2016). 

While our focus here is on Active Citizenship, we will in future elaborations seek to include possible 

links between notions of Citizenship as a Status and Practice respectively and different perspectives 

on social solidarity. As discussed in the Introduction, and illustrated in in Table 1.1, the relationships 

between the different notions of social citizenship may influence what types of solidarity that are 

likely to develop and vice-versa. As the various forms of social citizenship can interact, contradict 

and reinforce each other, such relations will also influence on what types of solidarity that will 

dominate. To the extent that social citizenship is perceived only as a status – related to the nation 

state and involving given rights and duties – this may contribute to limiting issues of solidarity to 

people seen as belonging to the same nation state. 
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In relation to the distinction between exclusive and inclusive solidarity one may add that the 

SOLIDUS project originally builds on a somewhat similar but not completely overlapping distinction 

between ‘excluding’ and ‘transformative’ solidarity acts, where the former refers to acts that do not 

achieve improvements in other citizens’ lives while the latter refers to acts that contribute to such 

improvements. However, how significant the difference between the two distinctions are may depend 

on the time perspective adopted. Hypothetically, solidarity acts or practices that started as exclusive 

may indirectly or later involve improvements for a larger circle of citizens.  

In the remaining part of this conceptual note, we will focus on inclusive solidarity – expressed both 

through institutionalised solidarity and acts of solidarity – that is, forms of solidarity that are open to 

and reach out towards others, especially individuals in a less favourable or more vulnerable situation 

than oneself or members of one’s own group. While this means that our focus will overlap the focus 

of the literature on “solidarity movements” and so-called “political altruism” (Giugni & Passy, 

2001), we will mainly use the vocabulary of inclusive solidarity. 
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4. Activation of citizenship and strengthening of inclusive solidarity: 

capability, conversion and change 
 

Introduction 

In chapter 2, we referred to some individual and contextual factors that seem to correlate with least 

some forms of Active Citizenship (Hingels et al., 2009; Hoskins et al., 2012). 

- At the individual level: age (up to being in the late 50s), education level, income, regular 

religious attendance and living in rural areas. 

- At the national level: living in countries characterised by equality, wealth, tolerance 

towards diversity and religious heterogeneity. 

Moreover, chapter 2 also outlined a framework for conceptualising how various multi-level 

conditions that may influence what scope people will have for exercising the three dimensions of 

Active Citizenship (Figure 2.1).  

In this chapter, we aim clarify how we may understand the more detailed processes or ‘mechanisms’ 

behind such relationships. The Capability Approach of Amartya Sen and Marta Nussbaum offers 

important conceptual tools to spell out such generative processes involving both individuals and 

collectives. These authors give strong emphasis to specifying what direction of social change have to 

take to improve the situation of disadvantaged groups as well as under what conditions such change 

can come about.  

Sen (1999, 2000) and Nussbaum (2000, 2006) have been particularly interested in the situation of 

people in the poorest parts of the world (see also Deneulin, 2010). They have emphasised women’s 

situation and the essential role that women need to have to achieve sustainable social improvements 

in these countries. While this part of their work is usually put under the heading “development 

research”, they reject simple economic indicators of development like a country’s overall increase in 

gross domestic product (GDP) per inhabitant. They stress the need to consider not only the 

distribution of economic growth within a population but also what people are able to be and do based 

on the monetary or other resources they access or control. The fundamental issue is whether people 

get better possibilities to live the life they have reasons to want to live, that is, to be and do what they 

have reasons to want to be and do. In this sense, people’s possibilities to enjoy effective freedom, is 

the key evaluative standard in the Capability Approach, whether applied in rich or poorer parts of the 

world. Especially, Nussbaum has called for “building capabilities” as a key to human development 

and social change (Comin, 2014). 
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Figure 4.1: A Capability Approach to the multi-level factors and interactions that may facilitate 

change towards activation of social citizenship and a strengthening of inclusive solidarity 
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Many read the Capability Approach as excessively individualistic and therefore of limited interest. 

The validity of this view or interpretation is less obvious if we take into account the key role of 

conversion processes in this approach
4
.  

According to the Capability Approach, people’s possibilities to convert or translate access to given 

resources into the ways to be or live that they have reasons to value, do not lonely depend on their 

individual characteristics (e.g. age, gender, health, having a disability, ethnic background, education, 

knowledge and skills, etc.).  

                                                           
4
 This and the following pages build on Hvinden & Halvorsen (2017). 
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Multi-layered contexts and collective structures (e.g. of a physical, attitudinal, social, economic, 

political or organisational nature) are also to great extent shaping these possibilities. Giving attention 

to conversion processes help us to capture the factors hampering or enabling human agency 

(individual and collective) – and more specifically – change towards activation of citizenship and a 

strengthening of inclusive solidarity.  

The key concepts of the Capability Approach are:  

o Capability inputs (commodities, resources in a broad sense),  

o Capability set (potential functionings),  

o Achieved (or effective) functionings, 

o Conversion (the process through which a person’s access to capability inputs or the resulting 

capability set come to serve as basis for the achieved functionings). 

o Conversion factors (structures constraining or facilitating conversion). 

In Sen’s version of the Capability Approach, the key issue concerns the ability of a person to perform 

acts or reach states of being that the person has reason to value. He adopted capability as a term for 

“the alternative combinations of things a person is able to do or to be – the various ‘functionings’ he 

or she can achieve” (Sen, 1993: 30). The person’s capability to achieve functionings constitutes the 

person’s effective freedom – the freedom actually enjoyed by the person (Sen, 1992: 40, 81). 

However, Sen has left it quite open exactly what functionings (combinations of doings and beings) 

that one would generally expect a person to want to achieve. He has argued that individuals are likely 

to give different weight to diverse functionings (perhaps beyond some basic capabilities).  

Nussbaum has found Sen’s position unsatisfactory and proposed a list of basic human capabilities 

grouped under ten headings (Nussbaum, 2006: 76–78): 

“1.Life  

3. Bodily Health 

4. Bodily Integrity 

5. Senses, Imagination, and Thought 

6. Emotions  

7. Practical Reason 

8. Affiliation 

9. Other Species. 

10. Play. 

11. Control over one's Environment”.  

 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Biophysical_environment
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Sen has underlined that although the volume and nature of the various means (commodities, goods, 

resources broadly defined, etc.) that a person has access to, influence his or her capability set, these 

means do not determine this capability set in a uniform or definitive way.  

Sen’s Capability Approach sprang out of a criticism of other scholars’ reasoning about and 

evaluation of the relationship between the access to such means and the likely outcomes in terms of 

well-being, welfare, utility, etc. In the 1979 Tanner lecture on “Equality of What?” (Sen 1979), Sen 

based to great extent his tentative formulation of the Capability Approach on a critique of John 

Rawls’ A Theory of Justice (1971), and not the least, on how Sen found that Rawls’ theory of justice 

as fairness dealt with persons with severe disabilities in an unacceptable way.  

Through several steps, Sen has developed the idea that diverse characteristics or circumstances of a 

person may affect his or her prospects of being able to convert or translate access to means into a 

capability set, and in the next instance, into achieved functionings. Since the experience of such 

characteristics or exposure to such circumstances are likely to vary between persons, their ability to 

convert or transform means into a capability set (and next into achieved functionings) will also 

differ. For these reasons, Sen has argued that it is insufficient and misleading to evaluate 

distributions of outcomes (however defined) solely based on knowledge about persons’ access to the 

means to reach such outcomes, and without taking into account human diversity and the 

heterogeneity of needs and circumstances. 

Even if conversion came to play a crucial role in Sen’s overall line of argumentation for the 

Capability Approach, for a long time he relied on a rather limited number of suggestive examples of 

characteristics or circumstances that could be significant for such processes. Yet, this lack of 

systematic elaboration of such characteristics or circumstances is in line with the general thrust of his 

version of Capability Approach, that is, a framework for others to use in specific contexts or spaces 

and fill in with detailed contents and assumptions about the precise mechanisms behind the issues 

under study. 

However, Sen has referred to a diversity of characteristics or circumstances of individuals, as well as 

to a range of social factors and differences in social and natural environments, which are likely to 

influence conversion processes. Over three decades, Sen’s discussion of conversion has become 

considerably more multi-dimensional, wide-ranging and “sociological”, in the sense of echoing 

relational perspective on poverty and social marginality from Georg Simmel (1906) and onwards 

(e.g. Sen, 2000).  
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In some of his more recent publications, Sen has identified five main sources of variation in the 

conversion of capability-inputs into capability sets and functionings (Sen, 1999: 70-71; Sen, 2005: 

154; Sen, 2009: 254-5): 

o Personal heterogeneities [diversity in individual characteristics, physical and mental 

capacities, knowledge & skills] 

o Distributions within the family [intra-family distribution of paid and unpaid work, earnings 

and purchase power; gendered divisions of labour,] 

o Differences in relational positioning [e.g. cultures, social norms and conventions negatively 

affecting the respect of others as well the person’s dignity, self-respect and “the ability to 

appear in public without shame”, Adam Smith quoted in Sen 2000: 4]  

o Varieties in social climate [e.g. the quality and inclusiveness of public services and 

community relations] 

o Environmental diversities [e.g. climate, differential exposure and risk of illnesses] 

In an influential codification of Sen’s Capability Approach, Ingrid Robeyns has distinguished 

between three main types of conversion factors influencing the extent to which a person can 

transform a resource into functionings (Robeyns, 2005: 99; 2011; Crocker & Robeyns, 2010: 68): 

o Personal conversion factors (e.g. metabolism, physical condition, sex, reading skills or 

intelligence) 

o Social conversion factors (e.g. public policies, social norms, gendered divisions of labour, 

social practices that unfairly discriminate, societal hierarchies or power relations) 

o Environmental conversion factors (e.g. the physical or built environment in which a person 

lives, climate, pollution, geographical location and topography) 

An observation here could be that not only are the examples that Sen and Robeyns give of 

conversion factors likely to interact with each other; in addition, we have good reasons to expect 

interdependencies between the types. For instance, a person’s reading skills will to  a great extent be 

dependent on the existence of a system of universal education and the quality of the education is 

provides. In this sense, the indicative examples and types of convergence factors are invitations to 

sociological theoretisation about such interrelationships, rather than a strict sorting of factors of 

relevance for conversion.  

In one context, Sen refers to conversion factors by using the term parametric variability in the 

relationship between the means on the one hand and the actual opportunities on the other (Sen, 2005: 

154). Wiebke Kuklys and Ingrid Robeyns discuss conversion factors as non-monetary constraints 
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when the individual seeks to transform monetary inputs into outcomes, i.e. desired functionings 

(Kuklys & Robeyns, 2010, pp. 5 & 11). In one paper, Sen (2004: 3) tried out the notion of 

“conversion handicap”, to refer to the disadvantage that a person may have in converting money into 

a good living.  

While these ways of talking about conditions for conversion are suggestive, they may unwittingly 

limit our attention to factors that make conversion processes difficult. For instance, several authors 

have demonstrated how persons with disabilities tend to be less able to convert financial and other 

resources into the ways of life they desire than persons without disabilities are because of the extra 

needs or restrictions on time use that many persons with disabilities experience (Zaidi & Burchardt 

2003; Burchardt 2004; Burchardt 2010; Kyklys 2010). However, these findings also suggest that 

there may a potential for designing alternative measures or social environments that would create 

favourable conditions for the conversion of resources into desired functions.  

Barbara Hobson (2017) illustrates how adopting the concepts of conversion processes and factors 

provides a potential for dynamic analysis of the gendered dimensions of capabilities. Her examples 

of this potential refer to (1) changes in gendered norms, (2) the way in which one may convert new 

entitlements into a new sense of entitlement and legitimacy for making claims, and (3) how the 

Capability Approach can serve as basis for more dynamic institutional analyses of welfare states.  

Overall, the broad scope of the examples of conversion factors already mentioned, we could imagine 

that some of these factors also serve as facilitators and enablers. Perhaps most persons experience a 

combination of factors (conditions) constraining and enhancing such processes? For instance, there 

may be discriminatory practices, but also positive action on the part of governments or employers 

(i.e. special efforts to provide jobs or accommodations for persons belonging to underrepresented 

groups). Similarly, while some might assume that for instance people with disabilities are generally 

unable to be active in organisations or political affairs, there is substantial evidence that under 

enabling conditions many persons with disabilities are involved in collective action on equal basis 

with others (Beadle-Brown et al. 2017).  

The concept of conversion factors sensitises us to the empirical variability of constraining and 

enabling conditions. Conversion processes do not only influence people’s achievement of effective 

freedom and actual well-being but also the extent of their active agency, including the capacity to 

modify initial structures (i.e. the sources of capability inputs and the diverse potential conversion 

factors), that is, achieve desired social change. The concept of conversion processes help us to grasp 

the mechanisms behind both virtual cycles, involving  gradual improvements over time, and vicious 

cycles, reproducing or reinforcing disadvantage. 
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After this review of key concepts, we return to the main question: How can the concepts of capability 

and conversion processes improve our understanding of change towards activation of citizenship and 

strengthening of inclusive solidarity? To answer this question, we refer again to Fig. 4.1.  

In the figure, ‘inputs for capability’ may for instance be earnings from economic activities, income 

transfers, services provided by public or private agencies, various forms of support from families, 

friends and neighbours, voluntary organisations, positive action or efforts of potential employers as 

well as strengths and weaknesses of the individual and his or her circumstances. Broadly speaking, 

we assume that one will find broader societal, economic and political structures behind the 

generation and social distribution of capability inputs.  

Similarly, we assume that broader societal, economic and structures are influencing the nature of – 

and interaction between – what one singles out as conversion factors. We interpret such factors as 

consisting of a mix of patterns of some duration or stability, partly shaped by broader societal, 

economic and political structures, partly by the individual’s background, circumstances and life 

course.  

We see the initial conditions – both in the form of capability inputs and conversion factors – as 

varying by scale, from macro via meso to micro level. This is significant, since most people on their 

own are mainly able to influence their immediate environments, whereas collective actors and 

alliances between collective actors may under given circumstances be able to influence larger 

structures at meso and macro levels. 

Following Stones (2005, 100-104), we let ‘active agency’ refer to the dynamic complex of persons’ 

self-reflection, evaluation of their own experience and observation of the world around them. These 

aspects of active agency include their internal dialogues, critical awareness of possibilities for change 

in the world around them, planning, decision-making, choice, discussion and interaction with others.  

Active agency refers also to the practical steps – action – that a person takes to achieve some 

particular aim or outcome, single-handed or together with others. We assume that active agency is 

responsive to but not simply determined by or dependent on contextual, social and environmental 

processes, whether directly experienced or mediated in one way or other.  

Our interest is not only how persons’ active agency influence the conversion process from the 

capability set and achieved functionings. A key question is whether – and to what extent – achieved 

functionings enter into (or serve as basis for) their active agency in the next instance, with the 

potential result of changing the capability set, the capability inputs, or even the conversion factors, 

whether locally or more broadly, for better or worse. 

To the extent that an individual or a group of people have access to capability-inputs, we ask what 

factors are enabling or constraining the conversion of these inputs into capability sets with regard to 
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the three set of values (i.e., understood as commonly valued functionings) and the type of conversion 

factors in question? When we start specifying what be capability-inputs, respectively conversion 

factor in practical terms, we discover that the personal characteristics, social arrangements and 

environmental structures serving as the sources of (i) capability inputs and (ii) the personal 

characteristics, social arrangements and environmental structures functioning as conversion factors 

are not by nature or intrinsically distinct from each other
5
. Rather this is a question of the 

researcher’s perspective.  

As researchers, we may focuses on personal characteristics, social arrangements and environmental 

structures as sources of capability inputs. Alternatively, we may see personal characteristics, social 

arrangements and environmental structures as potentially important conversion factors, i.e. factors 

affecting the transformation of capability inputs (or sets) into functionings (e.g. in terms of people’s 

achieved ability to exercise the security, autonomy or influence dimensions of Active Citizenship). 

In a complete empirical analysis of change towards activating social citizenship and/or a 

strengthening of inclusive solidarity informed by the Capability Approach one needs to switch 

systematically between the two perspective-dependent roles of personal characteristics, social 

arrangements and environmental structures (i) seen as potential sources of capability inputs or (ii) 

seen as conversion factors.  

Yet, it is worth making a few additional comments. First, in both instances we may regard the 

personal characteristics, social arrangements and environmental structures as “initial structures” (at 

Time N) that – directly and indirectly – serve as conditions for the extent to or way in which the 

group under study (individually or collectively) become in position to exercise active agency. 

Second, in both instances we may look for evidence of stability or change in the personal 

characteristics, social arrangements and environmental structures (at Time N+1), that we have strong 

reasons to see (at least partly) as a result of the group under study having exercised active agency.  

Third, we need to take seriously the possibility that we may not be able to attribute fully cases of 

transformational change towards activating citizenship or strengthening inclusive solidarity to the 

active agency of the group under study. Some changes may for instance be a result of the weakening 

or collapse of other group’s dominance and control, for instance because of loss in wars or economic 

shocks, as discussed in the literature on suddenly changing political opportunity structure. Great 

things may happen as result of a combination of factors and forces, or even independently of the 

active agency of the group that we follow. 

                                                           
5
 Zimmermann (2006, p. 480), Salverda et al. (2009: 8-9) and Hobson (2014: 14) have made the same observation. 
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Rather, and more modestly, the critical issue or evaluative aspect is often whether we find solid 

evidence that the active agency of members of a group – individually or collectively – has 

contributed to change towards activating of citizenship or strengthening inclusive solidarity the 

subsequent period. Such external change may partly depend on change in what Stones (2005) and 

O’Reilly (2013) call “internal structures” (i.e. “actors’ more lasting dispositions, world views and 

resources, or their more situated and time-dependent interpretation, learning, ways of thinking and 

responding”), partly result in further change in internal structures or even set in movement further 

changes in external structures.  

For instance, Weldon (2006) shows how an international and united movement on fighting gender 

violence since the 1980s meant that by the end of the 1990s, one had achieved a major impact on 

society and public policy. More than 170 governments had signed a declaration against violence 

against women. Coalitions of actors had set up Anti-violence initiatives in 70 countries.  

Similarly, it is well documented that national and international organisation of and for persons with 

disabilities played a very active role in campaigning for and in the actual drafting what the UN 

General Assembly eventually adopted as the UN Convention on the Rights of Persons with 

Disabilities (CRPD, 2006, Ad Hoc Group, 2004). In the next instance, when the EU and its member 

states had ratified the CRDP, it created not only new opportunity structures for disability activism 

but also greater energy and optimism about what about what one would achieve based on these 

commitments (e.g. Quinn & O’Mahony, 2017; Sturm et al. 2017¸Waldschmidt et al. 2017).  

More specifically, a complete empirical analysis of agency / structure dynamics related to the 

activation of disabled people’ social citizenship and strengthening of inclusive solidarity, both 

among disabled people and between people with and without disabilities, will probably need to 

follow these steps: 

o To investigate the extent to which existing personal characteristics, social 

arrangements and environmental structures (as sources of capability inputs or such goals). 

o To map how people with disabilities target their active agency and go about 

exercising it, for instance how they establish alliances with people without disabilities to get 

national legislatures to introduce necessary changes in social redistributive and regulatory 

provisions in line with the CRPD. 

o To collect and analyse data about the extent to which active agency and alliance 

building lead to improvements in the achievement of commonly desired functionings for and 

by disabled people. 

o To collect and analyse data about the extent to which such improvements in the next 

instance contribute to observable changes in initial structures (personal characteristics, social 
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arrangements and environmental structures), whether seen as sources of capability inputs or 

conversion factors, that is, a full cycle of agency / structure dynamics towards activation of 

social citizenship and strengthening of inclusive solidarity.  

Obviously, to undertake a complete analysis including these steps is a complex task and involves 

substantial challenges related to methodology and not the least to the quality of what the Capability 

Approach calls the “informational basis” – that is, the completeness, relevance, reliability and 

robustness of the data that are available or possible to collect. Currently, available statistical register- 

and survey-based data collected on a routine basis in Europe tend to have weaknesses that limit the 

possibilities to carry out comparative dynamic analyses of the kind suggested by Fig. 4.1 and the 

discussion in this chapter (see Bickenbach, 2017; Tøssebro & Hvinden, 2017, for discussion of some 

of the weaknesses). This means that while we wait for more complete and reliable quantitative data, 

we have to make the best out of the systematic and comparative case studies we are able to carry out 

for smaller number of countries. 

Concluding comments 

So, to what extent have we come closer to a better understanding of the conditions under which we 

are likely to see activation of social citizenship and strengthening of inclusive solidarity? We believe 

that we now are in a better position to formulate more precise – but also more complex – 

assumptions about what conditions that serve as barriers and facilitators for such activation and 

strengthening.  

First, by reviewing the Capability Approach, especially as codified by Sen and Robeyns, we are 

more aware of how conditions (characteristics, factors) at different levels probably are interacting in 

significant ways in generating a more or less favourable overall setting for activation of social 

citizenship and strengthening of inclusive solidarity.  

Second, the Capability Approach clarifies that personal characteristics, social arrangements and 

environmental structures may on the one hand (indirectly) shape the capability set of a group, and on 

the hand, serve as factors that weakens or reinforces the group’s prospects of converting capabilities 

into desired functionings (e.g. being able to exercise Active Citizenship). Yet, the two sets of 

personal characteristics, social arrangements and environmental structures in question are not 

intrinsically distinct from each other. It is rather a question of perspective; what we are choosing to 

focus on as capability inputs and what we – given this focus – are seeing as potentially important 
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conversion factors, i.e. factors affecting the transformation of these inputs into achieved 

functionings. 

Third, if we seek to condense and integrate tentative lists of factors seen as influencing, directly or 

indirectly, positively or negatively, people’s likelihood of achieving “the desired functionings” of 

exercising Active Citizenship and supporting or participating in inclusive solidarity, the result may 

look like the following list: 

o Individual characteristics (gender, sexuality, age, gender, sexuality, age, ethnicity, health, 

physical and mental capacity, knowledge and skills, source and level of income (livelihood, 

maintenance), experience with and tolerance for diversity, sense of efficacy (e.g. Feldman et 

al. 2015). 

o Family characteristics (family status, single or co-living, intra-family relationships; power 

difference, dominance or equality, gendered division of paid and unpaid work, earnings and 

purchase power) 

o Socio-cultural characteristics (strong dominant culture, norms and conventions, versus 

equal valuation and treatment, heterogeneity or diversity of culture, belief and life styles; 

level of inter-personal trust) 

o Economic-contextual characteristics (distribution of earnings, overall level of workplace 

safety, degree of trade union membership, strength of gendered labour market segmentation 

and wage gap, prevalence of discrimination, dominance of elites, societal hierarchies)  

o Societal-contextual characteristics (the extent and generosity of public social provision, 

generosity and universalism of public services, how well-developed and effective social 

regulation is, how open and inclusive communities are. 

o Environmental-contextual characteristics (differential exposure, risk of illnesses, 

environmental hazards, crime, street violence, pollution, etc.) 

We need to undertake careful empirical studies to assess the relative importance of these 

characteristics and the ways in which they may interact in practice. Existing research suggests that 

the relative impact of and interaction between the listed factors may depend on how wide, 

encompassing and inclusive the expressions of solidarity in question are – or has potential to be (e.g. 

Gelissen, 2000; Arts & Gelissen, 2001; van Oorschot, 2008; Ciornei & Recchi, 2017; Lengfeld & 

Koch, 2016; Ferrera, 2016b). 

 One way to find out more about this potential and how flexible it is, could be to look for and 

study in-depth cases of emergent and transformational change towards more inclusive solidarity 
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“against all odds” – or if possible – carry out field experiments testing the boundaries of existing 

solidarities.  

An important reference in such work might be a range of relevant single or comparative case-

studies – for instance those by Bernat (20169; Atac, Rygiel & Stierl (2016); Vaiou & Kalandides 

(2017): Mavrommatis (2015); Mayblin, 2016; Dahlstedt & Neergaard (2016); Feldman et al. 2015; 

Giugni & Passy (2001); De Bardeleben  & Pammett (2009) and Ibrahim & Tiwari (2014). 
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Appendix: A note on conceptualising and studying expressions of solidarity
6

  

 

Bjørn Hvinden and Marianne Takle 

 

INTRODUCTION 

It may be fruitful to see solidarity as contingent and oriented towards something (e.g. the enhancing 

of certain values or goals, dealing with a specific issue or situation, etc.) or somebody (e.g. from 

one’s closest or a particular and limited group to total human kind, members of both current and 

future generations, etc.). From this perspective, solidarity is contextual and relational. For the same 

reason, we are uncertain where of a focus on general notions like altruism, empathy or pro-social 

behaviour will take us in the empirical work of SOLIDUS. 

 

CONDITIONS FOR SOLIDARITY - THE NATURE OF PROBLEMS AND RISKS 

If we take the contingency and orientedness of solidarity as a starting point, we could perhaps move 

on to a more detailed discussion – and eventually to a model – of:   

1) The conditions under which we are likely to see ‘expressions’ (e.g., acts, social practices, 

arrangements or systems) – individual or collective – of solidarity to emerge and continue 

over time. Conversely, what are the conditions under which such expressions are likely to be 

short-lived, transient or even be replaced by either indifference; “them/us” divisions, or 

outright fear and animosity (cf. the shifting dominant responses to the current refugee crisis 

in Europe). 

2) The precise nature of the ‘problems or risks’ (e.g., human distress, injustice, vulnerability, 

deprivation, deficiency, unmet need, dramatic situations, urgencies, etc.) to which 

expressions of solidarity – individual or collective – are likely to respond, under given 

circumstances.  

As suggested, the nature of  the issue connects closely to whom are most directly affected by 

the problem or risk, and how they are perceived (‘constructed’), for instance, in terms of 

being victims or themselves to blame for their plight, strong or weak, robust (resilient) or 

                                                           
6
 Even we wrote and circulated this note in the autumn of 2015, we have included it here – to emphasise again the links 

and interfaces between the different parts of the SOLIDUS project. The lines of arguments and reason of this document 

are complementary to the longer conceptual note. 
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vulnerable, worthy or unworthy (Simmel 1908; Schneider & Ingram 1993; Schneider & 

Sidney 2009, Tilly 1998) 

 

MECHANISMS LINKING CONDITIONS FOR SOLIDARITY AND THE PROBLEMS 

CALLING FOR SOLIDARITY 

There may be a range of mechanisms linking 1) and 2), for instance changes in: 

- AWARENESS: People’s perception, public awareness or knowledge about a specific 

problem and the group of people at risk. What role does the focus of the mass media play in 

this respect? Greater physical proximity between people? Greater geographical mobility? 

Awareness raising campaigns, etc.? 

- IDENTIFICATION: People’s identification with others, for instance, with others “like 

oneself”; other experiencing similar problems or risks as oneself, or; with others experiencing 

significantly greater problems or risks than oneself. We often talk about these two kinds of 

identifications as clear opposites (“in-group” versus ‘out-reach’ solidarities). In practice, such 

identifications are possibly more overlapping rather than mutually excluding each other, 

given our capacity for expressing several solidarities at the same time. 

- PREPAREDNESS: On the one hand, people’s preparedness to express solidarity with others 

may have its foundation in support for or adherence to particular values (secular ethics), 

religious beliefs or political ideologies. On the other hand, expressions of solidarity may also 

build on perceptions of what is in one’s own interest to do, or perceptions of one’s 

interdependence with others, in efforts to change a given situation. Preparedness may, 

however, also be related to more contingent factors, e.g. a change in the ‘political opportunity 

structure’ (Tarrow 1998) and the perceived prospects for making a difference through your 

own action.
7
 

- SCOPE, SCALE AND TIME HORIZON: Expressions of solidarity, including single acts of 

solidarity, are located in relation to scope, scale and time horizon. We may ask whether we 

are talking only about expressions of solidarity oriented towards issues one’s immediate 

social and physical surroundings or also about towards issues of national, European or global 

                                                           
7
 Tarrow (1998) distinguishes between five key elements of emerging political opportunity structures: 1) increasing 

access, 2) shifting alignments, 3) divided elites, 4) influential allies and 5) repression and facilitation. See also Della 

Porta & Diani (2006) on changes in external structures as condition for the development of social movements, including 

solidarity movements., 
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scope? Must expressions of solidarity necessarily be responding to an acute crises or 

urgencies, or can they also try to mitigate long-term or enduring problems?  

 

A related question is whether “expressions of solidarity” are only referring to or including 

direct forms of action (agency), that is, those taking place in an immediate and contained 

physical space. We regard such focus as too narrow, as it would exclude the whole spectrum 

of indirect or mediated expressions of solidarity, e.g. systems of redistribution of resources 

through nation states, regions or municipalities. Such institutionalised expressions of 

solidarity would not be sustainable if the parties in favour of them did not get sufficient 

number of citizens voting for them at elections or referendums. At a global scale, no progress 

would be possible on important issues like fighting against violations of human rights, 

reducing inequalitites in living conditions or preventing adverse effects of climate change for 

poor people in a great number of poor countries, unless international civil society 

organisations, alliances and campaigns receive diverse forms of support from people all over 

the world.  Figure 1 illustrates the way in which we may imagine a space for individual’s 

expressions of solidarity. One could make a similar figure showing the space for collective 

expressions of solidarity (see also Table 0.1 in Stjernø 2004, p. 18). 

 

THE OUTCOMES OF EXPRESSIONS OF SOLIDARITY – ALSO CONTINGENT 

In general, we find it likely that not only are expressions of solidarity (of the kinds we have hinted at 

here) contingent but that the same applies to the outcomes of actions, practices, arrangement or 

systems of solidarity. With ‘outcomes’ we refer to the extent to which such expressions of solidarity 

achieve their stated goals or even a change towards the realisation of their underlying values, norms 

and principles (e.g. the equal dignity and worth of all humans, universalism, justice, equal treatment 

and protection against harm, respect for everyone’s bodily and psychological integrity, etc.). If we 

are right in assuming that the outcomes of expressions of solidarity are contingent, the task becomes 

to identify the conditions under which such expressions are closest to accomplishing their stated 

objectives.  

For instance, the extent to which it is possible to sustain  

o People’s awareness and attention to a problem or group at risk 

o People’s identification with the group in question (or other members of the group) 

o People’ preparedness to express solidarity in practice (for whatever reason), 
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the more the likely it will probably be that one will achieve the desired result by expressions of 

solidarity.  

 

In addition, there may be several other factors of significance for achieving the stated objectives, 

such as: 

o The strength of counter-forces, for instance, of one’s opponent, or alternatively;, of other 

actors whom one needs to influence to achieve the desired result (e.g. the government, 

lawmakers, etc.) 

o The possibilities for reaching these actors with one’s message and sustaining their attention 

o How difficult or intractable is the problem one hopes to mitigate or solve 
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o How many resources and supporters one is able to mobilise to keep up the pressure for 

change 

o The extent to which one can build alliances or coalitions with other expressions of solidarity 

(e.g. organisations with similar or overlapping goals, etc.) 

Even if expressions of solidarity may do fairly well on one or several of these dimensions, we expect 

that it is quite usual that expressions of solidarity experience a partial achievement of their stated 

goals. In our view, a partial success or even a failure are also interesting to study. In general, we 

think there will be a continuum from complete success to complete failure of expressions of 

solidarity, and that to study their experiences and the conditions under which they worked, will be 

instructive and rewarding, especially if these expressions of solidarity started out with similar 

objectives. Comparing their contrasting experiences, including both enabling and hindering factors, 

will give us a better understanding of the conditions for achieving the desired results, as well as the 

mechanisms at work behind different degrees of success. Arguably, the social significance and 

sustainable impact of an ambitious expression of solidarity with wide scope and scale that almost 

reached its goals may be greater than a less ambitious expression of solidarity with more limited 

scope and scale but full achievement of its objectives. It is a common experience that the prospects 

of success are partially influenced how ambitious you are.  

Finally, in all circumstances and as for other expressions of organised and collective efforts, one 

would expect that expressions of solidarity tend to have a characteristic lifecycle: an initiative, a 

building up, a period of high activity, and then, a period of decreasing activity, and a last, a closing 

down or termination. If an expression of solidarity struggles just to keep going, for instance securing 

a necessary minimum funding or active participants, this will steal attention and energy from 

external efforts to achieve the desired results, which in turn will undermine its possibilities for 

acquiring necessary resources and active participants. We expect to find both vicious and virtuous 

circles in the lifetime of expressions of solidarity. 

 

SUMMARY AND TENTATIVE CONCLUSIONS 

We have argued that two basic features of expressions of solidarity are contingency and 

orientedness.  

Based on the contingency dimension we stressed two dimensions about which we need a better 

understanding: 
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(1) The conditions under which expressions of solidarity emerge and continue over time. 

(2) The conditions under which expressions of solidarity achieve some or all of their objectives. 

We distinguished between two directions of the orientedness of solidarity: 

(a) On the one hand, orientedness refers to ‘something’, that is, the nature of the issue, problem 

or challenge that the expression of solidarity seeks to respond to and mitigate ‘by standing 

together’ in some form of action, organisation or systemic effort.  

(b) On the other hand, the orientedness points to ‘somebody’, that is, the individual, group, 

population or other entity one wishes to show solidarity or with whom one would like to 

solidarise.  

The answers to the ‘what’ and ‘who’ questions relate to each other but do not necessarily overlap. 

For instance, the many ways in which one may understand the causes of ‘poverty’ lead to different 

kinds of ‘solutions’. Similarly, a large body of research has examined the many ways in which 

societies’ elites in former times as well as in the contemporary world have perceived the poor and 

drawn boundaries between the ‘genuine’ poor and others, expressed in how they delimit or 

differentiate their responses. One result is several expressions of solidarity may focus on the ‘same’ 

problem and/or entity in their efforts, but based on strikingly different strategies.  

Overall, we believe that it will be easier to reach clarity about how to implement the empirical 

ambitions and plans of SOLIDUS if we develop a more precise framework about: 

o What expressions of solidarity may involve in our context,  

o The conditions under which we are likely to see (i) the emergence of expressions of solidarity 

– individual or collective, and (ii)  expressions of solidarity achieving their goals, fully or 

partially, 

o Exactly what such expressions are oriented towards, respond to or seek to achieve, by which 

strategies and for which reasons, 

o The role of scope, scale and time horizon of expressions of solidarity in determining their 

outcomes, achievements and wider impact 
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