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Executive Summary 

This concept paper describes relevant literature on inter-group and intra-group solidarity. 

Particularly, this concept paper centres on a) acts and practices of solidarities (intra and inter-group) 

based on identity identification (age, ethnic, religion, gender, and other group factors); b) the link 

among psychological, cultural, institutional and socioeconomic factors influencing such solidarities, 

identifying the transformative elements in expressions of interethnic, inter-religious and inter-

generational solidarities, and; c) drivers and barriers in relation with practices and acts of solidarity 

between different groups and communities, especially the impact of social policies.  
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1. Introduction 
 

According to Bayertz (1999), solidarity implies a mutual attachment between individuals on both a 

factual and a normative level. Individuals are not solidary with just anybody, and obligations to act 

solidary may be morally commendable but cannot be enforced. Bayertz makes a distinction between 

four uses of solidarity; 1. Human solidarity, which focuses on the ties between human beings and 

which originally had a naturalistic ground (family ties, blood relations); 2. Social solidarity, which 

refers to solidarity as the ‘cement’ for the cohesion of society. Solidaristic feelings are in this 

perspective related to a shared history or a shared culture; 3. Political solidarity has a more active 

connotation and refers to a group of individuals standing up for their common interests; and lastly; 4. 

Civic solidarity reflects measures that are taken by welfare states to redistribute wealth and which 

forms the basic legitimation of the welfare state. In this latter instance solidarity is not necessarily 

(on an individual basis) tied to a moral duty, but is legally formalized through welfare state 

institutions (Bayertz, 1999; Scholz, 2007). Although solidarity implies a binding and bonding 

between individuals and groups (Putnam, 2007), it also has an exclusive dimension to it. In Bayertz’ 

words: “one is solidary with those to whom one is close due to some common ground: a shared 

history, shared feelings, convictions or interests. In this sense, a particularistic – maybe even 

exclusive – dimension is inherent in the general use of the term solidarity” (Bayertz, 1999:8). These 

four uses of solidarity are not mutually exclusive, but can be interrelated. As Knijn (2004) has 

shown, solidarity (i.e. human solidarity) is related to solidaristic welfare state arrangements (civic 

solidarity) and may even strengthen it. However, family solidarity does not require the same 

principles of equality as is required by state-based arrangements; the first may cause a personal 

dependency that is absent in the latter (Knijn, 2004; Komter, 2004; see also Nadler, 2002). 

Next to a difference in the activism involved in solidarity (how solidarity is played out, i.e. political 

solidarity requiring active engagement, while human and social solidarity are rooted in identification 

and mutual recognition and civic solidarity is bureaucratically institutionalized), individuals also 

make distinction to the level of abstraction in solidarity ties (with whom they are solidary) and for 

what cause (protecting one’s own in-group or defending others’ (not-in-group) interests). In 

structuring the relevant literature that is discussed in this review, we turn specifically to two levels on 

which solidarity between and within groups is played out: 1) the macro/meso (sociological) level, 

and 2) the micro (psychological) level. It should be noted though that this distinction is a somewhat 

forced as solidarity, like many other forms of human behavior, often takes place at the interplay of 

these two levels. There is however a clear distinction in decision making in relation to solidarity; At 



 
Deliverable 3.1 Concept Paper 

6 

 

the macro- level, politicians and policy makers decide and implement measures relating to the 

redistribution of resources via a variety of institutions. This redistribution is done based on 

categorical needs. For instance, the European “ageing” populations versus the younger generations. 

Comparably, the current refugee-crisis has stirred heated debates about the protection of “native” 

Europeans’ privileges over the rights of the refugee new-comers (e.g. regarding housing and welfare 

benefits). In response to such measures and debates, citizens may endeavor to fill in the gaps that are 

left by politicians and policy makers, thereby acting in either the interest of their own group or of 

others and responding to the related needs – for instance, the local ‘welcome refugees’-initiatives and 

the Food Banks. 

The struggle between groups of citizens is not only a struggle over how to (re)distribute resources, 

but also a struggle over the definitions of needs. Resources could be distributed according to rights, 

demands, claims or wants. Framing it in a needs-discourse adds an important emotive element as 

well as a responsibility-force (Woodhead, 1997).  As Nancy Fraser (1990) argues, groups of citizens 

with a shared trait or interest politicize needs by framing their rights or demands in a needs- 

discourse. Policy makers in their turn try to ‘reprivatize’ or de-politicize those needs in an effort to 

place responsibility, at least partly, in the hands of the citizens themselves (Fraser, 1990). This 

review however will not be geared towards the struggle of or between specific groups of citizens, 

their identities and related needs. Rather, it is aimed to describe more general ideas underlying such 

forms of inter- and intragroup solidarity, and the processes through which identification and 

classification takes place on the macro- and micro-level. In acknowledgement of the fact that 

scholarly research has given evidence of existing differences, for instance regarding definitions and 

practices of care and solidary behavior related to identity-characteristics such as gender and ethnicity 

(see e.g., Schans, 2007; Komter, 2005; Fraser, 1990; Gilligan, 1977), we believe it reaches beyond 

the scope of this review to detail such identity-related specifics. 
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2. Macro-/meso-level solidarity: sociological ideas about solidarity 
 

Postwar welfare states succeeded in combining at least the aim for economic prosperity (maximum 

employment) with moral principles (solidarity and social justice), which reflected a form of social 

solidarity between high-risk and low-risk groups, for instance the elderly versus the young or the 

unemployed versus the employed (Schuyt, 1998; Van der Veen, 2012). This form of solidarity was, 

and in many ways still is, organized via an elaborate system of social security and social insurance 

measures in most European countries. It suits the idea that more equal societies are beneficial for all 

people involved, as well as more general ideas about the interdependency between individuals (Van 

der Veen, 2012; Wilkinson & Pickett, 2009). According to Schuyt (1998) however, social and 

economic developments since the 1980s have resulted in a situation in which solidarity is no longer a 

moral principle, but rather an administrative norm. The social ethic appears to be based on an 

individualistic achievement-oriented ethic (Schuyt, 1998: 301). 

In an effort to understand the increased conditionality of solidaristic welfare state arrangements, Van 

Oorschot (2000) argues that there are five criteria that define the conditionality of solidarity, which 

partly overlap the criteria earlier defined by De Swaan (1988): 1. Control; the less control people 

have over their neediness, the more deserving they are of solidary actions, 2. Need; when needs are 

high, people are more deserving, 3. Identity; the closer to “us” people are, the more deserving they 

are, 4. Attitude; the more docile, grateful or compliant, the more deserving people are, and 5. 

Reciprocity; having earned support in earlier times, the more deserving people are of solidary 

support (p.36).  Van Oorschot’s research shows that of these five criteria, control appears to be the 

most important one, followed by identity and reciprocity (Van Oorschot, 2000). His research also 

shows that there are differences between two groups of people in the “strictness” with which they 

uphold these criteria; lower-educated, older and low-SES people appear to be stricter about the 

deservingness criteria than higher-educated, younger and higher-SES people. One explanation may 

be that the “better-off” people have more to gain from a more universalistic solidarity system. 

Another explanation may be that the “not-so-well-off” people see ‘the others’ as more direct 

competitors for solidarity schemes (Van Oorschot, 2000). 

Acts of solidarity are usually self-evident to the people involved, but it becomes problematic when 

questions arise about the “we” in the solidarity group. For instance, a national identity can become 

contestable with a high influx of migrants, or when a higher-order identity is asked for (e.g. being 

Dutch versus being European) (Hollinger, 2006; Hogg & Haines, 1996). According to Putnam 
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(2007) instability, for instance through immigration, can result in the creation of “new cross-cutting 

forms of solidarity and a more encompassing identities”(p.173). Such creations might be possible, 

but it should be noted that new forms of solidarity and identity are not necessarily more 

encompassing. For instance, segregation based on ethnic lines may have become less pronounced 

nowadays due to historical developments. Yet, distinctions still take place but these are now based 

on other “social” features such as income or job status (Hollinger, 2006). Also, when belonging to 

the same group, members will trust each other more, cooperate more and experience more solidarity. 

A social identity however is also an important source for social power and exclusion; the 

categorization that takes place in the communication to form an in-group can equally be used to form 

an out- group. In other words, the same elements can be used to “produce” solidarity or antagonism. 

An important difference however lies in the authorization of such communicative constructions (i.e., 

democratic vs. authoritarian) (Reicher, et al., 2005). Yet, the overall perception is that solidarity 

inherently has inclusive and exclusive elements (Ross, 2010). 

In order to actually establish social equality, a minority group, based on a shared identity, needs to 

revolt against the established authority. However, such a change cannot be established by a minority 

group alone; the role of the social audience (“the silent majority”) as well as the social-political 

context also needs to be taken into account (Subasic, et al., 2008; Simon & Klanderman, 2001). The 

silent majority and the authority usually share values and interests, while the minority group tries to 

play into their alliance. The two antagonistic groups (minority and authority) both endeavor to 

control or enlist the majority for their own specific interests. This process requires a shifting between 

“me” and “us” and a shifting between “us” and “them” by influencing and persuading the majority to 

alter their alliances – regardless of the underlying motivations and interests of the majority (Subasic, 

et al., 2008; Mouffe, 2005). In order for the authority to re-establish social stability, processes of re-

categorization need to take place. From this perspective, “solidarity implies that people are united not 

only despite group differences but precisely because we are different” (Subasic, et al., 2008: 337 

(italics added); Simon & Klandermans, 2001). 

Solidarity has a fundamental active character, and implies a transformative capacity (Ross, 2010). 

Merely “feeling solidaristic” does not result in addressing social inequalities, nor does it give enough 

ground for policy measures encouraging solidaristic behavior. According to Simon & Klandermans 

(2001), three steps are required to come to such a “politicized collective identity”: an awareness of 

shared grievances – or in Fraser’s (1990) words “the politicization of shared needs” – blaming an 

external “enemy” and involving or getting the support of society. Grievances often stem from issues 

like illegitimate inequality, violated principles or threatened privileges (Simon & Klandermans, 
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2001). On what grounds this persuasion takes place is somewhat unclear, but it may well take place 

on the grounds of the earlier-mentioned criteria of Van Oorschot (2000): responding to a lack of 

control, high needs, framing and classifying identities, or emphasizing attitudes and forms of 

reciprocity may establish a sense of deservingness and responsibility in the “silent majority.” An 

additional fourth motivation that could be included is the perceived deservingness of the recipient 

(Lepianka, 2012; Van Oorschot, 2000). It should be noted that from this perspective a lack of social 

change is thus not so much due to specific factors hindering social change, but is rather due to 

“failing” to persuade the majority to change their alliances (Subasic, et al., 2008).  Such ideas about 

the development of solidary action are in line with Tilly’s (1999) argumentation that solidaristic 

movements are not coherent groups but rather “a cluster of performances”(p.256). Already existing 

and active groups may be part of solidaristic (or social) movements, but the movements itself consist 

of multiple and changing actors, following an appeal to up-until-then uninvolved citizens (Tilly, 

1999). Although both Simon & Klandermans (2001) and Tilly (1999) in essence describe the same 

process, the argumentation of the first authors mostly apply to intragroup solidarity, whereas Tilly 

(1999) describes processes which are oriented on intergroup solidarity. The three groups in Tilly’s 

perspective are the power holders, the ‘targeted’ subject population and the participants of social 

movements voicing their concerns on behalf of the targeted population (Tilly, 1999). It should be 

noted though that these kinds of intergroup “helping behaviors” may be intended to and indeed 

increase people’s autonomy. Yet, it can also result in feelings of dependency; “it can create, assert or 

challenge power positions” (Nadler, 2002: 499). 

Power relations, more generally, are an important aspect in “choosing” solidarities; some (groups of) 

people have more authority over whom or what they want to identify with than others (Hollinger, 

2006). Theoretically, the Social Dominance Theory explains the way in which both social discourse 

and individual and institutional behavior contribute to, and are affected by a (group-based) social 

hierarchy. SDT relates this to the ‘profit’ some of the groups have regarding their social and 

economic value (Sidanius & Pratto, 1999: 38). From a political-economic perspective, solidarity 

raises questions about whose energies and resources can be made a claim upon (Hollinger, 2006), or 

what Lindenberg (1998) calls “solidarity costs.” Although we are all capable of multiple solidarities 

and affiliations, we are also bounded by a finite set of resources and energies and are therefore 

required to set priorities (Hollinger, 2006). 

Consequently, the state plays a role in the issue of solidarity. First of all, it exercises power in order 

to ‘objectively’ categorize individuals (i.e., assign them with an identity that is not necessarily of 

people’s own choosing) partly in light of the redistribution of resources. Moreover, the state may 
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have an instrumental interest in promoting solidarity among citizens as substitute for collective, 

bureaucratic and institutionalized solidarity. For example, the recent Participation Act in the 

Netherlands is built on the idea that social cohesion and a sense of belonging among citizens needs to 

be encouraged and increased, playing into the use of social solidarity. New Labour in the UK in 

contrast, promoted the idea of social cohesion by increasing investments in education for children in 

lower income families. This idea of solidarity deviates completely from the way the conservative 

government of Thatcher founded its political choices on the issue of solidarity in favor of the 

‘hardworking population’ by excluding “free riders” and making an end to dependency on the 

welfare state (Hollinger, 2006; Ashcroft, Campbell & Jones, 2000). In our opinion however, it could 

be argued that the latter use of solidarity refers to intragroup solidarity rather than intergroup 

solidarity, as is has less to do with perceived inequality, but rather with the threatened privileges of 

the in-group. 

However, solidarity is not only characterized by a political-economic structure, but also by a social-

psychological structure (Hollinger, 2006), which will be described in more detail below. Historical 

processes can affect the construction of social identities (Putnam, 2007) and power relations also 

define the social context of, and interrelations between different identity groups (Simon & 

Klandermans, 2001). This may, for instance, become evident in the difference between social 

identities and related claims of Antillean and Surinam Dutch (due to their slave-based history) and 

Turkish and Moroccan Dutch, with a more recent and economic-based history of immigration. Both 

groups can identify with being “non-native” but intergroup conflict may occur due to their separate 

and different histories. Comparable distinctions between non-native groups can be made for other 

European countries (e.g. the UK regarding Indian and Polish immigrants) and the USA (Putnam, 

2007). From a social-psychological perspective, theories concerning intergroup relations are usually 

relied upon to describe the underlying processes, such as the Realistic Conflict Theory (Sherif, 1958) 

and the Contact Theory (Pettigrew, 1998). Both theories explain the relevance of superordinate goals 

to overcome group conflict and to establish positive intergroup contact, while the Contact Theory 

also argues for the need to have both equal group status and support for such intergroup contact by 

authorities, laws and customs (Pettigrew, 1998). Putnam (2007: 149) has added the Constrict Theory, 

which explains why people “hunker down” and tend to withdraw from collective life when living in, 

for instance ethnically, diverse settings. 
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3. Micro-level solidarity: psychological ideas on solidarity 
 

Solidarity can be described as an “experience of willed affiliation” and as such solidarity differs from 

a concept like community (Hollinger, 2006; italics added). Solidarity asks for a greater degree of 

conscious commitment and is usually based on a shared interest (e.g., tackling poverty) or a shared 

trait (e.g., being a woman) (Hollinger, 2006: 24). 

Though this may seem contrasting—how much choice exists in “choosing” one’s gender identity? —

the act of actually identifying with such an identity and by making it salient may indeed be a choice 

(see e.g., Benhabib, 1996). In the same line, solidarity also differs from a concept like reciprocity: 

Although reciprocity can be included in criteria for being solidary (Van Oorschot, 2000), reciprocity 

does not require feelings of affiliation with (in- or other-)group members. Elements of reciprocity, 

such as gratitude and inclusion/exclusion processes, echo factors related to solidarity, but in essence 

reciprocity reflects the expectation of having “the gift returned”, which is not a necessity in solidary 

actions (Komter, 2005; Ostner, 2004). 

Humans are capable of multiple, sometimes even overlapping, cross-cutting or conflicting, identities 

and solidarities. The need for such social identities and solidarities are explained most prominently 

by Tajfel and Turner’s (2004) Social Identity Theory – describing the role of self-conception, in-

group membership and the emotional significance of feelings of belongingness – and the Self 

Categorization Theory, which describes the process of categorizing the self on different levels of 

abstraction (e.g., ethnicity, nationality, humanity) (Turner & Reynolds, 2012: 403; Hogg, 2006: 

112/113). Yet, these identities and solidarities are usually not salient all the time and at the same 

time. Whether or not a particular identity becomes salient, depends upon both person- variables 

(“readiness”) and social context-variables (“fit”) (Simon & Klandermans, 2001). According to these 

authors “readiness” and “fit” partly depend upon prior life circumstances which can make people 

susceptible for specific issues (e.g., belonging to an ethnic minority group) and upon intra-individual 

changes throughout the lifespan: changes in life can ‘instigate’ new susceptibilities (e.g., 

encountering gender- discrimination). Next to this, the particular identity has to be meaningful in the 

social context; ethnic identity might be a relevant and salient issue in experiencing (lack of) access to 

the labour market, but may be hardly experienced on a more personal level, for instance in the 

context of family relations, and vice versa (Simon & Klandermans, 2001). 

With regard to identification processes, a distinctive difference needs to be pointed out, namely the 

difference between identity as a definition of the self and social identity as definition of group 
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membership. As Putnam (2007) points out in his article, a religious identity might be important to 

someone personally, maybe even more than his/her ethnic identity, but religious differences may not 

be a salient marker in defining the social identity; religious identities have for the most part become 

permeable (p.160). Ethnic identity might be a more salient factor regarding social identity and 

consequently be more important in solidaristic practices. Although Putnam (2007) argues that 

policies should therefore aim to increase the permeability of such social identities, it is questionable 

whether this is possible given the abovementioned factors of the political-economic structure (e.g., 

distribution of limited resources and state- induced categorization of groups of people) that play into 

hierarchy-based relations in the concept of solidarity. Moreover, as research by Hogg and Haines 

(1996) has pointed out, high status groups often (incorrectly) perceive their status as stable. Such 

high- status groups also tend to believe their status is legitimate and that group permeability is low 

(meaning that others are not ought to pass) (Hogg & Haines, 1996: 305). 

Comparably, Kawakani and colleagues in their research showed that in order to overcome implicit 

(stereotypical) attitudes towards the out-group, active training of ‘near-ness’ is required. What people 

think or believe might not be congruent with how they act, and may thus not be enough to overcome 

(or recognize) implicit attitudes (Kawakami, et al., 2007; Kawakami, et al., 2009). 

According to Djupe and Lewis (2015) awareness of social problems, and related solidarity issues, 

may also be a result of disagreement with the status quo and of the information about the subject of 

disagreement that is available. Feelings of disagreement encourage people to more actively search 

for information about the social issue at stake and about ways in which to get involved. The new 

information may counterbalance the information that is more passively received in the social 

context(s) in which individuals generally find themselves. Participation in new groups and new 

social settings does not necessarily mean that people “leave” their in-group, but it does activate them 

to broaden their horizon and to increase their variety of social identities (Djupe & Lewis, 2015). 

In general, solidarity becomes problematic in the absence of stability and when chosen affiliations 

are being questioned (Hollinger, 2006). The distinction between a commitment based on interests 

and a commitment based on traits is theoretically, as far as we can find, not related to a specific form 

of solidarity. However, it could be argued that the difference between intragroup and intergroup 

solidarity is related to what “factor” is triggered: intragroup solidarity is triggered through 

identification process (e.g., gender), while intergroup solidarity is triggered through a cause or a need 

(e.g., poverty) that is defined as ‘unjust’. At the same time, it should be noted that an act of solidarity 

may include both levels of solidarity. For instance, the well-known group Women on Waves shows 
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practices of intragroup solidarity by fighting for the rights of other women (specifically related to 

abortion rights), at the same time it could be defined as intergroup solidarity when taking into 

consideration elements as nationality, religion, ethnicity, etc.  Again, what identifying factor is 

salient may be decisive in this. 

Also, being aware of a social problem and identifying with that social problem does not necessarily 

mean that people come into action to address that problem, nor that they uphold a long term alliance 

to the social problem. According to Thomas, McGarty and Mavor (2009) a sustainable commitment 

to action is “a process of crafting a social identity that has a relevant congruent pattern of norms for 

action, emotion and efficacy” (p.195). Only when group norms relating to action, to emotion and to 

efficacy align, will long term social action take place. In order to come to such an alignment of 

norms, identity and norms are both deduced from various information sources as well as induced via 

in-group communication, negotiation and resulting consensus building. Communication about the 

group at the same time helps in establishing funding, increasing membership et cetera, thereby 

solidifying the group’s base (Thomas, et al., 2009). Efficacy in this theory is not so much related to 

actual change (“effectiveness”), but rather to the group’s belief in change and the probability that 

things can change. 

Thomas and colleagues therefore claim that “empowerment is the outcome of the alignment 

processes” (Thomas, et al., 2009: 213). Efficacy is also related to the (expected) efficacy of the form 

of help that is offered (Lepianka, 2012). Emotion, or even outrage, plays a central role in motivating 

people for action (see e.g., Thomas, et al., 2009; Simon & Klandermans, 2001; Hogg & Haines, 

1996). Yet an important distinction needs to be made between emotion on behalf of the self 

(defensive anger) and emotion on behalf of a (political) collective (moral anger) (Mouffe, 2009; 

Ruitenberg, 2009); Defensive anger is not necessarily solidaristic as it usually stems from a threat to 

one’s own privileges. Moral anger, in contrast, stems from feelings of injustice and inequality – 

which may be related to one’s own group or to other groups – and may consequently lead to intra- or 

intergroup solidarity. The organization of the group and of the social context also appears to be an 

important element for participation and active involvement. Research by Djupe and Lewis (2015) 

showed that the degree of organization of social settings has an effect on the degree of learning and 

participation of their members; more structured social settings (in their case congregations) 

encourages people to learn more and to more actively participate when compared to less organized 

social settings such as neighbourhoods (Djupe & Lewis, 2015). 
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4. Conclusions: Drivers and barriers  
 

Solidarity has always been a contested subject, in scope as well as in meaning and significance, and 

can be perceived as behavior deriving from different motives such as altruism or, in contrast, self-

interest, or stemming from the norms and values of society (Ross, 2010; Lepianka, 2012). It is not 

our intend, in this review, to offer a solution to this problem, but rather to gain insight in possible 

drivers and barriers of solidaristic behavior as well as clarifying relations between macro- and 

microlevel processes for solidarity. As Ross (2010) has argued “solidarity is the periodic 

specifications of social bonds in a political perspective” (p.8). Through this review it will add to the 

papers on solidarity written for Workpackage 1 and Workpackage 2 of Solidus (McKeown- 

O’Donnovan & Lynch, 2015; Klinke & McDowell, 2015). Van Oorschot (2000) distinguishes five 

criteria that can explain the conditionality of solidarity and that for a large part entail the drivers and 

barriers we have encountered in our review of the literature. According to Van Oorschot, the most 

important criterion is “control” (the less control over a problematic situation, the more deserving 

people are). Next to this, “identity” (being part of an in-group) and “reciprocity” (having earned 

support in earlier times) are important elements. He also distinguishes “needs” (high needs are more 

deserving) and “attitude” (being grateful or compliant) as criteria. 

The identity criteria have been a central issue in this review, particularly research based in Social 

Identity Theory and Self-Categorization Theory (Tajfel & Turner, 2004; Turner & Reynolds, 2012). 

A social identity might bind people together (intragroup solidarity) and offers options for intergroup 

bonding (Putnam, 2007). 

However, but importantly, a social identity also has an exclusive element (in-group versus out-

group). Communication about and the framing of the in-group and out-group identity appear to be an 

important element in the including or excluding force of social identity (Reicher, et al., 2005; 

Thomas, et al., 2009). Framing it in a needs-discourse helps in establishing solidary feelings and 

actions (Fraser, 1990, but see also Van Oorschot, 2000). 

According to the Realistic Conflict Theory and the Contact Theory, superordinate goals, support for 

intergroup contact and equal group status are decisive factors in establishing intergroup cooperation 

and solidarity (Sherif, 1958; Pettigrew, 1998). 

Power relations however can also have a detrimental effect: the profit some groups have 

(economically and/or socially) keeps a social hierarchy in place for instance via social discourse and 

institutional behavior (Sidanius & Pratto, 1999). This is also related to the choices that are made 
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regarding the redistribution of resources (Hollinger, 2006). Scarcity of resources means a struggle 

over these resources between antagonistic groups. Such a struggle requires alliances of what Subasic 

and colleagues (2008) refer to as “the silent majority”. Both antagonistic groups will endeavor to 

control or enlist the alliances of the majority in the benefit of their own interests (Subasic, et al., 

2008; Simon & Klandermans, 2001; Tilly, 1999). Failing to persuade the majority means a barrier to 

solidarity. 

Next to identification processes (based on identity, needs and/or grievances) and the support of the 

majority, solidarity seems to occur when there is an external enemy to blame (intragroup solidarity) 

or a relevant subject population whose concerns need to be voiced (intergroup solidarity) (Simon & 

Klandermans, 2001; Tilly, 1999). In this respect, emotion or moral anger is also an important factor 

in the establishment of solidarity (Thomas, et al., 2009; Simon & Klandermans, 2001; Hogg & 

Haines, 1996). 

Next to a specific cause (e.g., inequality or injustice) emotion may also occur when identities become 

permeable and people want to protect their own group’s interest (Djupe & Lewis, 2015; Hogg & 

Haines, 1996). 

On a societal level, solidaristic welfare states might strengthen other kinds of solidaristic inter- and 

intragroup behavior (e.g., social solidarity or human solidarity), but an individualistic ethic – in 

which solidarity is merely an administrative norm – might increase the conditionality of solidarity 

(Knijn, 2004; Bayertz, 1999; Schuyt, 1998). Also, instability within a society appears to be 

problematic for solidarity because it shifts the boundaries of “us” and “them”, asking for new forms 

of identification and classification, and for new alliances (Hollinger, 2006). 

Below, the processes and relations between these aspects on the micro- and macro-level are sketched 

out, in order to come to a visualization of underlying relations and relevant theories. 
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