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A solidarity bias? Assessing the effects of individual
transnationalism on redistributive solidarity in the EU
Francesco Visconti and Anna Kyriazi

Department of Social and Political Sciences, Università degli Studi di Milano, Milan, Italy

ABSTRACT
European integration has led to the proliferation of cross-border mobilities
across the member states of the European Union (EU). How do cross-border
virtual and physical interactions impact different types of redistributive
solidarity? In this article, we test the association between transnationalism
and support for foreigners’ access to the domestic welfare state and to
general redistributive solidarity to reduce inequality. We draw on original
public opinion survey data collected by the ‘Reconciling Economic and Social
Europe: The Role of Values, Ideas and Politics’ (REScEU) research project in
ten EU countries. We argue that European forms of transnationalism increase
mobility-related solidarity because through cross-border social exchange
individuals develop feelings of care and responsibility towards ethnic ‘others’.
We find that transnationalism has a positive effect on the acceptance of both
‘EU citizens’ and ‘all foreigners’ into the domestic welfare system. By contrast,
transnationalism is associated with a decrease in individuals’ preferences for
economic redistribution to reduce income inequality in one’s country.

KEYWORDS Deservingness; European Union; public opinion; solidarity; transnationalism

Introduction

European integration contributes to the proliferation of cross-border mobili-
ties across European Union (EU) member states. These mobilities range from
forms of permanent settlement in another member state to circular
migrations and short-term visits. But EU citizens do not need to physically
migrate to lead more transnational lives: they can engage in virtual mobilities,
maintain transnational contacts, and acquire intercultural competences (Mau
et al., 2008). How do such bourgeoning cross-border interactions impact
European societies? Thinking about this question goes back to the work of
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Karl Deutsch and colleagues, who viewed intensifying cross-border trans-
actions as the social basis of supranational integration (Deutsch et al.,
1957). In later years, a niche literature has developed, linking individual trans-
nationalism to attitudes and behaviours that are conducive to EU polity build-
ing (e.g., Recchi & Favell, 2019). This includes, among others, support for
European integration (Kuhn, 2015), increased levels of supranational political
engagement (Kyriazi & Visconti, 2021) and support for economic risk sharing
at the member-state level (Ciornei & Recchi, 2017).

Here we focus on the link between transnationalism and redistributive soli-
darity, which has become an area of utmost concern in both political debates
and academic research related to the EU (e.g., Gerhards et al., 2019; Lahusen,
2020; Lahusen & Grasso, 2018). Even though there are many definitions and
forms of solidarity, we limit ourselves to examining individual attitudes
towards welfare and redistribution at the national level (as opposed to exam-
ining redistributive solidarity with respect to the EU, like Ignácz (2021) and
Reinl (2022)). We do so by distinguishing between two types of redistributive
solidarity: one specifically related to mobility (the degree to which individual
transnationalism is associated with support for foreigners’ access to welfare in
the receiving state) and one generally related to welfare provision (support
for state measures to reduce income inequality domestically). Our aim is to
take a snapshot of the way in which the trasnationalization of people’s
lives links to systems of loyalty and social sharing historically built on national
closure (Ferrera, 2009, p. 219). While individual transnationalism, itself the
product of opening, could play a crucial role in boosting forms of solidarity
that are also boundary-transcending (see Pellegata & Visconti, 2021), more
traditional forms of redistributive solidarity could be left unaffected by it.

We begin by probing whether individual transnationalism is associated
with support for newcomers’ access to the welfare state in the receiving
country. We distinguish between two categories, ‘EU citizens’ on the one
hand and ‘all foreigners’ on the other hand. A cornerstone of European inte-
gration is the right of EU citizens to freely move to and live in any member
state. Yet, intra-EU mobility has been met with flares of restrictionism and
welfare chauvinism in some countries, mainly those at the receiving end of
mobility. Transnationalism, we think, boosts this dimension of mobility-
related solidarity: social exchange that spans the borders of the EU’s
member states promotes a sense of commonality with people of different
backgrounds and reduces perceptions of threat and competition between
them. Transnational interactions are conducive, if not to thicker forms of col-
lective identity, to a modicum of fellow feeling that can sustain redistributive
solidarity. While we expect a positive association between individual transna-
tionalism and redistributive solidarity towards EU citizens, we leave it as an
open question whether it extends to all foreigners legally residing in one’s
country.
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We then raise a further question: does the effect of individual transna-
tionalism vary by type of solidarity, i.e., between mobility-related forms and
general redistributive solidarity? By the latter, we mean support for or
opposition to solidarity which does not implicate in obvious ways ethnic
diversity. More specifically, we examine the association of individual trans-
nationalism with levels of support for government measures to reduce
income inequality at the national level. This benchmarking exercise
allows us to clarify whether transnational individuals are simply more soli-
daristic than others in general or whether other dynamics of boundary
drawing are at work.

To answer these questions, we use data obtained from an original public
opinion survey collected by the REScEU project in 2019 in 10 EU countries
(Finland, France, Germany, Greece, Italy, Hungary, Poland, the Netherlands,
Spain, and Sweden) (Donati et al., 2021). We find that individual transnation-
alism does indeed foster mobility-related solidarity: it has a positive effect on
the acceptance of foreigners into the domestic welfare system, regardless of
whether they are EU citizens or not. On the flip side, we find a negative associ-
ation between individual transnationalism and general redistributive solidar-
ity. Bearing in mind the limitations of our cross-sectional data, this result
suggests that individual transnationalism does not foster any type of solidar-
ity but that it can specifically boost those forms that resonate with the trans-
national experience.

Drawing the circles of solidarity: literature review and
hypotheses

Redistributive solidarity in the era of globalization

Solidarity denotes a set of attitudes and predispositions that lead to actions
benefitting others; it can also refer to the institutions that transfer resources
from some people to others (van Parijs, 2017, p. 421). In the European
context, solidarity has been built around the idea of fiscal redistribution
(Ciornei & Recchi, 2017, p. 469). In this study, we borrow a working definition
from Banting and Kymlicka (2017, p. 4) who take redistributive solidarity to
mean support for redistribution towards the poor and vulnerable groups,
with the aim of reducing social inequality as well as support for full access
of people of all backgrounds to social programmes. On this account, redistri-
butive solidarity has at least two prongs, with one being squarely aimed at
reducing social inequality and the other being access to the welfare state.1

The first aspect refers to a specific welfare arrangement typical of social
democratic welfare regimes, that is redistribution to reduce income inequal-
ity (equality principle). The second aspect of solidarity relates instead to who
should be entitled to social security benefits, and here we consider support
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for foreigners’ ability to access social programmes, be they EU citizens or legal
foreign residents.

Solidaristic attitudes embody the mutual concern and obligation that
members of a society have, and therefore typically appeal to some image
of a decent society (Banting & Kymlicka, 2017, p. 6). It is, then, important to
distinguish solidarity from charity: solidarity goes beyond a humanitarian
concern with the suffering of others and aims at social justice; as such, it is
rooted in an ‘ethic of membership’ (Banting & Kymlicka, 2017, p. 6).
People’s memberships, in turn, are organized in different ways (e.g., class, eth-
nicity, religion), but the most consequential of these has been the ‘nation’
(Banting & Kymlicka, 2017). Historically, national citizenship represented a
‘quantum leap in the stabilization and generalization of social cooperation’
(Ferrera, 2005, p. 24), for national identity came to signify collective respon-
sibility that provided a strong justification for limiting social inequality
(Miller, 1995). From the twentieth century onwards, the nation-state
became entrenched as the primary frame of reference for solidarity
(Stjernø, 2009). The mode and degree of solidarity have been very much
subject to political conflict and debate along the lines of political ideology,
but despite these contestations, the national ‘container’ remains the taken-
for-granted site of institutionalized solidarity.

Globalization, and its European variant, EU integration, have been gradu-
ally shifting the spatial organization of social relations and interactions. The
expansion of international markets and the free flow of capital, goods, ser-
vices, and people sit uneasily with the idea of nationally based solidarity
(Stjernø, 2009). In this context, a booming literature seeks to assess the emer-
gence, or lack thereof, of solidaristic attitudes in the EU multi-level polity, by
distinguishing between different forms of solidarity (fiscal, territorial, welfare,
refugee solidarity) (Gerhards et al., 2019) or by richly contextualized country
case studies (Lahusen & Grasso, 2018), among others. In the field of welfare,
for quite some time now, scholars have talked about the challenge of recon-
ciling ‘solidarity’ with ‘Europe’ exactly because European integration con-
fronts the established territorial basis of existing (nationally organized)
systems of social protection (Ferrera, 2005). Indeed, the greatest anxiety
about the erosion of national solidarity in the face of diversity arises in the
field of redistribution (Banting & Kymlicka, 2017, p. 10; see also Crepaz, 2008).

Increasing spatial mobility is a key factor that is thought to have ‘wea-
kened the social ties that bind individuals to traditional social strata’, along
with the decline of religiosity, and the diversification of the world of work
and occupational mobility (Marks et al., 2021, p. 174). This transformation
has led to the emergence of a historically novel, predominantly cultural
divide, pitting ‘those who defend national ways of life from external
influence against those who conceive their identities as consistent with inter-
national governance and who welcome, rather than oppose, the dense
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interpenetration of societies’ (Marks et al., 2021, p. 176; see also Hooghe &
Marks, 2018). The new cleavage increasingly shapes political competition
(Kriesi et al., 2006) and polarizes public opinion, especially on the (often
linked) issues of immigration and EU integration (De Vries, 2018; De Wilde,
2019). The extent to which individuals’ lives extend across national borders
is key in structuring this divide: the more one is able and willing to accept
the transnationalization of their realm, the more one tends to support EU
integration and its various dimensions (Kuhn, 2015), including forms of soli-
darity that also span national borders (Ciornei & Recchi, 2017).

Individual transnationalism and types of redistributive solidarity

Early theorists of EU integration posited that increasing transnational trans-
actions would provide the social basis for the emergent EU polity (Deutsch
et al., 1957). As individuals engage across borders, cognitive stances shift
towards more open and tolerant perceptions of people of different back-
grounds. Consequently, through increasing interaction/transaction, attitudes
become more inclusive, and solidarity is extended to non-national ‘others’ as
people to whom protection, equality, and inclusion are owed (Mau et al.,
2008). In parallel, transnational transactions create and reinforce specific
interests, which also work towards supporting the inclusion of foreigners in
national welfare systems. Given the social stratification of transnationalism,
transnational individuals tend to have higher educational attainment and
occupational status (Kuhn, 2019), which are both, in turn, associated with a
decrease in welfare-chauvinistic attitudes (Ziller & Careja, 2022). At the
same time, transnational individuals are also more likely than the general
population to benefit from welfare arrangements that are, at least in part,
detached from national citizenship. This is not only because transnational
individuals may have been, or expect to be in the future, on the receiving
side of redistributive solidarity in a state other than the state of their origin
but also because they are more likely to have people in their households
or social networks in such a situation. Thus, both because of inclusive identifi-
cation and expected benefits, they are likelier to perceive the need for forms
of mobility-related solidarity, which makes us anticipate a positive association
between individual transnationalism and mobility-related redistributive
solidarity.

Is the positive effect of transnationalism on mobility-related solidarity
confined only to EU citizens, or does it also extend to all foreigners? On the
one hand, it is plausible that individual transnationalism is positively linked
to solidarity with EU citizens only but not with foreigners more generally
(H1a). Why would we expect this ‘solidarity bias’ towards EU citizens? First,
on average intra-EU freedom of movement tends to be more popular
among the general public than immigration in EU member states (European
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Parliament, 2016). Second, it is thought that transnationalism gives rise to
regionally confined patterns of social interaction: connections are not estab-
lished on a global scale but rather between one or more national societies,
giving shape to (weakly) bound social spaces where allegiances and identifi-
cations sediment (Mau et al., 2008, p. 3). On the other hand, individual trans-
nationalism could be positively linked to solidarity with both EU citizens and all
foreigners (H1b). Going back to classic contact theory (Allport, 1954), it is in
fact quite plausible that the boundaries of solidarity extend to include all
foreigners legally resident in one’s country regardless of their citizenship.
The social mechanism that leads to improved intergroup relations, i.e., exten-
sive contact, seems rather independent from people’s formal legal status. To
the best of our knowledge, no previous study systematically examines
whether people in general and transnational individuals in particular dis-
tinguish between EU citizens versus all foreigners as recipients of solidarity,
and therefore formulating two competing hypotheses seems to be the
most appropriate strategy.

We then perform an additional analysis which seeks to provide further evi-
dence that transnational background, experiences, and competences are
conducive to forms of solidarity that also transcend national borders and
not redistributive solidarity in general.2 In order to investigate the relative
effect of transnationalism on support for mobility-related solidarity, we con-
trast our results regarding mobility-related solidarity with a measure of
general redistributive solidarity, namely support for ‘state measures to
reduce differences in income levels in one’s country’. While income inequality
and migration status can, of course, be interrelated, this item does not expli-
citly tap into migration-related heuristics but evokes the classic left-right
divide regarding redistribution. Specifically, we hypothesize that there is no
link between individual transnationalism and general redistributive solidarity
(H2). Personal background, activities, and cultural competences that cut
across national borders all contribute to the formation of values, identifi-
cations, and interests that favour the expansion of solidarity beyond the
nation but do not affect in obvious ways attitudes about national redistribu-
tive solidarity. While we have good reasons to believe that individual transna-
tionalism structures opinions on non-economic or cultural issues, such as
migrants’ access to welfare, this shall not be the case for state redistribution,
which is a traditional socioeconomic issue. Given that the socioeconomic
dimension and the sociocultural dimension in political conflict are thought
to be orthogonal and therefore largely independent from each other (De
Wilde, 2019; Kriesi et al., 2006), this would imply that individual transnation-
alism and general redistributive solidarity are unrelated.

Conversely, we do expect that the different types of solidarities are related.
More specifically, we hypothesise a positive relationship between general redis-
tributive solidarity and support for EU citizens’/all foreigners’ access to welfare

6 F. VISCONTI AND A. KYRIAZI



(H3). We assume a congruence between citizens’ general welfare attitudes
and their support for specific policies related to EU citizens/foreigners since
both policies ultimately seek to achieve social justice. Studies show that
people tend to have a stable set of orientations towards political ideals like
equality and autonomy that are translated into more specific attitudes
towards political and social issues (Kulin & Svallfors, 2013; see also Ciornei
& Recchi, 2017). Cue-taking theory points to a different plausible mechanism
linking attitudes towards national welfare and the EU’s social dimension (for a
discussion and application, see Baute et al., 2019). In a nutshell, this assumes
that because most citizens have limited knowledge of and interest in Euro-
pean policies, they rely on their attitudes towards domestic politics as a
proxy to evaluate EU integration. In our case, opinions about national redis-
tribution provide a heuristic with which to evaluate whether EU migrants
and/or foreigners should be granted access to welfare. To flesh out this
relationship, we model preferences over general redistribution as an antece-
dent of support for mobility-related solidarities (see below). This way we can
simultaneously detect the effect of individual transnationalism on general
redistributive solidarity and how the latter feeds into mobility-related
solidarities.

Data and methods

Our empirical analyses rely on an original mass survey conducted by the Uni-
versity of Milan, in the framework of the REScEU project fielded in ten EU
member states (Finland, France, Germany, Greece, Italy, Hungary, Poland,
the Netherlands, Spain, and Sweden) between June and July 2019. This set
includes member states from across Europe’s geographic areas, having
different welfare state regimes as well as levels of emigration and immigra-
tion. The responses were collected using the computer-aided web interview-
ing (CAWI) method on a sample of 15,149 respondents. The sample was
stratified on age, gender, education, and area of residence (see the Online
Appendix for more details about the survey).

Dependent variables

We operationalize mobility-related solidarity as acceptance of or opposition
to the idea that non-citizen residents should receive the same social security
benefits as nationals. We use two items that measure agreement on a 4-point
Likert scale on statements distinguishing between the different receivers of
solidarity, worded as follows:

To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements about
freedom of movement of citizens and services? EU citizens who reside in
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(COUNTRY) should receive the same social security benefits as (NATIONALITY);
All foreigners legally residents in (COUNTRY) should receive the same social
security benefits as (NATIONALITY).

We operationalize support for equality based on responses to the following
question: ‘Are you in favour or against state measures to reduce differences
in income levels in (COUNTRY)?’ Answers were given on an 11-point scale
ranging from ‘0 – You are fully in favour of state measures to reduce differ-
ences in income levels in (COUNTRY)’ to ‘10 – You are fully opposed to
state measures to reduce differences in income levels in (COUNTRY)’.
Responses have been recoded so that higher (lower) values stand for pro
(/anti)-redistribution preferences.

Figure 1 reports the distributions of support for the three solidarity ques-
tions for each country in our sample. To ease the visual presentation, all three
variables have been recoded into binary variables (see the note below the
figure for more details). Across the ten EU member states considered, most
respondents are somewhat or strongly in favour of opening the welfare
system to both EU citizens and all foreigners. Greater support for mobility-
related redistributive solidarity is found in Southern and Eastern European

Figure 1. Support for different types of solidarity in ten EU countries.
Notes: The figure reports the share of respondents agreeing with solidarities with 95% C. I., ordered by
support for general redistributive solidarity and computed with post-stratification weights. The variables
were recoded into binary variables to ease presentation. Mobility-related solidarities were coded 0 for
answers ‘Somewhat disagree’ and ‘Strongly disagree’ and as 1 for ‘Somewhat agree’ and ‘Strongly
agree’; redistribution as 0 (Against redistribution/Neutral) if answers ranged between 5 and 10 and as
1 if they ranged between 0 and 4 (In favour). Source: REScEU survey.
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countries compared to Northern ones. In Germany, France, the Netherlands,
and Sweden, we find greater support for letting all foreigners access the
national welfare system rather than only EU citizens. Conversely, in Greece
and Hungary, the opposite is true, which suggests that it is relevant
whether a member state is predominantly on the receiving or sending end
of intra-EU mobility. In the remaining countries, there is no significant differ-
ence (at p < 0.05) between the two response categories. Most respondents
also favour redistribution. The highest level of support is observed in
Hungary and the lowest in Finland – which is the only country with most
respondents against government redistribution to reduce inequality. Com-
paring general redistributive solidarity to the mobility-related variants,
support for the former is higher only in Hungary and Germany.

Explanatory variable

Our main independent variable is an index of individual transnationalism,
based on a set of dichotomous variables. We define transnationalism
drawing on Mau et al. (2008, p. 2) as ‘the extent to which individuals
are involved in cross-border interaction and mobility’. We used 14 items

Table 1. Operationalization of individual transnationalism in EU10 countries.

Dimension Item
%

Respondents

Transnational
background

More than one citizenship 2.4%
At least one of your parents is born in another EU member
state.

10.4%

Your spouse/partner is born in another EU member state. 7.7%
Physical mobility You have lived in another EU member state for at least three

months for work, study, or family reasons.
15.8%

You have visited another EU member state in the last twelve
months.

51.9%

Transnational
contacts

A member of your family or a close relative lives in another EU
member state.

31.0%

You have friends who are from other EU member states. 50.5%
You often communicate with foreign people living in other EU
member states via the Internet or email.

34.7%

Your job involves contact with organizations or people who live
in other EU member states.

23.1%

In your workplace, you are in contact with people coming from
other EU member states.

33.4%

Intercultural
competence

You sometimes read newspapers and online journals in a
language different from your mother tongue.

40.8%

You often watch TV programmes, series, or movies in foreign
languages (also subtitled).

57.9%

You enjoy reading foreign books in their original language. 25.4%
You sometimes purchase goods and services using a language
different from your mother tongue.

53.0%

N = 14,579

Note: Percentages computed excluding ‘Don’t knows’.
Source: REScEU survey.
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included in our survey to construct the composite index (see also Delhey
et al., 2015; Kuhn, 2015; Kyriazi & Visconti, 2021 for similar strategies). As
summarized in Table 1, we distinguish between four different dimensions.
Transnational background refers to the respondents’ citizenship if multiple
and/or different from the country of interview. This dimension also
includes having close relatives (partner or parent) born in another EU
member state. We also include the experience of physical mobility as
well as having transnational social contacts. Finally, we measure intercultural
competence, which comprises patterns of cultural consumption. Given that
a prerequisite for most forms of transnational practice is knowledge of a
foreign language, we also include foreign language competence in this
category.

We specifically examine an EU variant of transnationalism because we are
interested in solidarity-building within a given sociopolitical unit rather than
anywhere in the world. The transnationalism index captures very different
forms of mobilities, virtual and physical, short versus long term (Salamońska
& Recchi, 2016 provide a useful survey of patterns and intersections). We
appreciate that different components may have different effects, but this
falls outside the scope of the present examination.

To make up our transnationalism index, we ran a confirmatory factor
analysis (CFA) on the 14 items listed in Table 1. The results of the CFA
(see the Online Appendix Table F) show that a unidimensional model of
transnationalism is adequate to capture citizens’ cross-border experiences.
This configuration returned significant coefficients for all items in each
country. Thus, to measure citizens’ transnationalism, we predicted respon-
dents’ position on the latent construct. The factor score was rescaled from
0 to 1, with low (high) scores indicating low (high) transnationalism.

Figure 2 displays the average transnationalism level for each country
included in the survey, rescaled to vary between 0 and 1. It is lowest in
France and Italy and highest in Greece, Sweden, and Finland.

Control variables

We controlled for the impact of transnationalism on the various forms of soli-
darity by including alternative explanatory factors in the empirical models.3

As redistributive solidarity generally finds strong support among the political
left, while welfare-chauvinistic attitudes are more dominant on the right, we
control for political ideology using respondents’ self-placement on the left-
right axis. Our model also includes a conventional measure of general EU
support: the preference for more (or less) EU integration. Next, we control
for self-identification given that the degree to which one identifies as (also)
European has been linked to positive attitudes towards various dimensions
of EU integration, including EU solidarity, while strongly identifying with
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one’s own country is highly predictive of welfare-chauvinistic attitudes
(Ciornei & Recchi, 2017; Lahusen & Grasso, 2018; van der Waal et al., 2010; Ver-
haegen, 2018).

Studies also find that experiencing economic hardship mitigates European
identity and support for solidarity (Verhaegen, 2018), so one’s material cir-
cumstances have also to be taken into consideration. Accordingly, we
control for education, occupation, and subjective material deprivation. The
latter is conceptualized with a standard item asking respondents about the
extent to which they find it (very) difficult to cope on household (HH)
income. As usual, we control for age, given that older people tend to rely
more on national welfare as well as have more conservative social attitudes
relating to migration (Schotte & Winkler, 2018), both of which lead us to
expect support for redistributive solidarity but reduced support for mobi-
lity-related solidarity among them. Furthermore, we include a standard
control on gender, expecting variations based on both situational factors
and value orientations though not necessarily in a clear-cut way (Blekesaune
& Quadagno, 2003). We also incorporate a variable that captures individuals’
general predisposition about a just society since it may influence support for
(or opposition to) solidarity. A further item controls for threat perceptions,
based on respondents’ evaluations of whether the number of immigrants
living in their area has increased or not.

Figure 2. Average transnationalism in the 10 EU countries surveyed.
Note: Country averages. Source: REScEU survey.
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We test our hypotheses by means of structural equation modelling. The
model fitted, whose simplified structure excluding controls is reported in
Figure 4, allows for evaluating the direct (and indirect) effects of transnation-
alism on support for welfare benefits for EU citizens and all foreign legal resi-
dents while simultaneously gauging the direct effect of preferences over the
equality principle on the two mobility-related dependent variables. The same
sociostructural controls described above are included as antecedents of both
redistribution and mobility solidarities.

Moreover, given that responses are clustered at the country level, the
model includes country dummies (Germany being the reference). This
allows controlling for context-specific factors, such as policy regimes, party
systems, and prevailing political discourses and identities, which may also
influence support for solidarity (Banting & Kymlicka, 2017). With this model
specification, it is not feasible to draw meaningful conclusions on national
welfare states (or other country-level factors) due to the small number of
country samples and lack of variation. Given that our items are not normally
distributed, we conduct the analysis using the maximum likelihood esti-
mation so that standard errors are estimated without assuming normality.
The model presented allows for the correlation between the residuals of
our mobility-related solidarities. Analyses are performed on the original
survey items using the Stata 17 software and are robust to different specifica-
tions (see the Online Appendix for results obtained using weights, excluding
political orientations, country-specific models, and fitting both the measure-
ment and structural components simultaneously).

Results: drawing the circles of solidarity

We begin by discussing Figure 3, which reports respondents’ support for
the different types of solidarities by levels of transnationalism in each
country.4 We expected transnationalism to be positively associated with
mobility-related redistributive solidarity, and we left to the empirical inves-
tigation to evaluate two competing sub-hypotheses: whether transnation-
alism draws a boundary on solidarity, defining those who deserve to
access welfare benefits as EU citizens, or whether its effect spills over
to all people ‘on the move’ regardless of their country of origin. The
figure depicts the share of respondents agreeing with the inclusion of
EU citizens (green triangles), of all foreigners (red circles) legally resident
in their domestic welfare system, and the share in favour of redistribution
(blue squares). At the aggregate level, we find that as transnationalism
increases, so does support for foreigners’ access to welfare. This trend is
common to all countries but Italy and Poland, where there is less variation
between respondents without transnational background, experiences, and
competencies and those with them. What is more, there is generally no
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significant difference in the share of respondents supporting the access to
the national welfare system of EU citizens or of all foreigners legally
resident.

As for preferences towards redistribution, to reduce inequality we notice
that there is not a clear upward trend as transnationalism increases. In
most countries included in our analysis, the tendency seems to go in the
opposite direction; that is, as transnationalism increases, citizens tend to be
slightly more sceptical about redistributive policies. Finland emerges as the
only country with a seemingly positive association between transnationalism
and general redistribution.

Figure 4 and Tables 2 and 3 summarize more robust tests of our hypoth-
eses, including controls. Table 2 shows full model coefficients of direct effects
(Table H in the Appendix shows standardized coefficients of total and indirect
effects), while Table 3 shows instead the direct, indirect, and total standar-
dized effects of our main explanatory variable, transnationalism, on the
three endogenous variables.5 Figure 4 reports the structure of the recursive
path analysis model fitted along with the standardized coefficients for the
direct effects as well as the correlation of the error terms of mobility-
related solidarities. To ease presentation, controls are not reported, but
they are included as independent variables in all three models explaining
the three types of solidarities. We report the R2 for each endogenous variable

Figure 3. Support for solidarity across levels of transnationalism.
Notes: The figure reports average weighted percentages (markers) with 95% confidence intervals (lines).
See the note in Figure 2 for details regarding the dichotomization of the three variables.
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Table 2. Standardized coefficients of direct effects from the structural equation model.

Direct effects Welfare all P>|z|
Welfare
EU P>|z| Redistribution P>|z|

Redistribution 0.065 0.000 0.075 0.000 – –
Transnationalism 0.120 0.000 0.126 0.000 −0.062 0.000
Female 0.001 0.946 −0.027 0.003 −0.023 0.015
Age −0.021 0.061 0.008 0.477 0.045 0.000
Education (in years) −0.006 0.516 0.011 0.254 0.013 0.176
Occupation (ref: unemployed)
Employers & Self-employed 0.004 0.790 −0.001 0.923 −0.031 0.029
Salaried middle class −0.013 0.516 −0.020 0.315 −0.009 0.654
Sociocultural specialists −0.016 0.246 −0.019 0.156 0.006 0.656
Service & production workers 0.009 0.552 0.010 0.498 0.017 0.272
Welfare recipients 0.030 0.105 0.025 0.153 −0.002 0.910
Other inactive 0.022 0.127 0.015 0.288 −0.007 0.633
(Very) Difficult to cope on HH
income

−0.029 0.003 −0.009 0.346 0.068 0.000

Important to help others 0.113 0.000 0.078 0.000 0.101 0.000
Exclusive national identity −0.056 0.000 −0.054 0.000 −0.013 0.210
EU integration (std) 0.205 0.000 0.241 0.000 0.023 0.032
Left-Right (std) −0.119 0.000 −0.088 0.000 −0.211 0.000
Immigrants increased −0.044 0.000 −0.017 0.064 −0.008 0.409
Country (ref: Germany)
Greece 0.113 0.000 0.208 0.000 −0.054 0.000
Italy 0.127 0.000 0.177 0.000 −0.011 0.387
Hungary 0.019 0.125 0.138 0.000 0.112 0.000
Finland −0.004 0.779 0.021 0.092 −0.224 0.000
France 0.043 0.000 0.033 0.004 −0.073 0.000
Netherlands 0.047 0.000 0.021 0.079 −0.039 0.002
Poland 0.082 0.000 0.137 0.000 −0.059 0.000
Spain 0.089 0.000 0.088 0.000 −0.078 0.000
Sweden 0.079 0.000 0.041 0.001 −0.054 0.000

Note: R2 Welfare all 0.184; Welfare EU 0.237; Redistribution 0.157; Overall 0.385. N: 9778.

Figure 4. Standardized estimates for transnationalism and support for redistribution
and mobility-related solidarities with correlated errors.
Note: Standardized coefficients from models in Table 2 and Table H of the Online Appendix.
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and the sample size. The model explains about 16 per cent of the variance of
redistribution, 23.7 per cent of the variance of support for EU citizens’ access
to welfare, and slightly more than 18 per cent of all legally resident foreigners.

Looking at the coefficient of arrow a) in Figure 4, we find a positive and
statistically significant association between individual transnationalism and
support for the inclusion of EU citizens into domestic welfare systems.
Going from no to full transnationalism increases the probability of being in
favour of the acceptance of EU citizens to access national social benefits,
even after controlling for the structural background of respondents and
their attitudes. Arrow c) of Figure 4 reports the standardized coefficient of
transnationalism on support for granting access to the same social security
benefits for all foreigners legally resident in a country. Reading this result
in combination with the one seen previously, we can say that European
forms of transnationalism exert a positive influence on the inclusion of
migrants into domestic welfare systems regardless of citizenship status. As
a matter of fact, the coefficient of arrow a) is comparable in terms of direction
and magnitude to the one of arrow c). Overall, we can say that transnation-
alism is positively associated with mobility-related redistributive solidarity,
and the strength of the association is indistinguishable between intra-EU
mobile citizens in specific, and foreigners more broadly, thus lending
support to H1b.

What is more, the model suggests that redistribution preferences to
reduce inequality are positively associated with support for extending
welfare benefits to EU citizens or all foreigners, thus confirming H3. Both stan-
dardized coefficients of arrows d) and e) are indeed positive and statistically
significant as well as similar in magnitude. This result indicates that people
more in favour of equality tend also to favour the inclusion of EU citizens/
foreigners in welfare systems. This contrasts the findings of Baute et al.
(2019) on Belgium, who find that support for the national welfare state is
positively related to Social Europe except when it comes to EU social

Table 3. Standardized effects of transnationalism and redistribution on mobility
solidarities with correlated residuals.
Outcome Direct effect Indirect effect Total effect

Redistribution
Transnationalism → Redistribution −0.827*** – −0.827***

Welfare Europeans
Transnationalism → Welfare EU citizens 0.520*** −0.019*** 0.501***
Redistribution → Welfare EU citizens 0.023*** – 0.023***

Welfare All foreigners
Transnationalism → Welfare All foreigners 0.507*** −0.017*** 0.490***
Redistribution → Welfare All foreigners 0.021*** – 0.020***

Note: N = 9778. The significance levels shown here are for the unstandardized solution. * p < 0.05, ** p <
0.01, *** p < 0.001. Coefficients of control variables not reported are available in the Online Appendix
Table H.
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citizenship (i.e., mobile citizens’ access to the welfare state of the receiving
country). The authors explain this result by arguing that respondents perceive
the latter as intruding too deeply in nationally organized solidarity spaces.
However, the authors also find a positive effect between support for the
national welfare state and support for a European social security system,
which according to their conceptualization, would represent an even more
profound reshuffling of national and EU involvement in social policy than
EU migrants’ access to national welfare. To us, this suggests that the results
of Baute et al. (2019) on EU social citizenship could be driven by opinions
regarding intra-EU migration as a highly politicized cultural issue rather
than the degree of intrusiveness in national welfare systems. Differences in
country cases or timing may also explain the diverging result. First, we are
conducting our analyses on a different set of countries that do not include
Belgium. Second, our data was collected five years after the data used by
Baute et al. when immigration was not as salient as after the 2015–2016
Schengen crisis. Moreover, at the time of the 2019 survey, the issues of EU
integration and solidarity had increased in salience and politicization
(Pagano & Regazzoni, 2019).

To evaluate our second hypothesis, we look at the coefficients of arrow b)
in Figure 4. We argued that cross-border practices and experiences across the
EU are associated only with a form of solidarity that implicates mobility but
that is unrelated to general redistributive solidarity. This, we argued, taps
the socioeconomic dimension of political conflict. The model shows that indi-
vidual-level transnationalism is negatively associated with a more generic
version of solidarity, which entails the redistribution of income to reduce
inequalities in one’s country. Since individual transnationalism is associated
with a small but statistically significant decrease in egalitarian preferences,
we cannot confirm our H2.

Why is individual transnationalism positively associated with economic lib-
eralism but at the same time positively associated with social justice with
regard to foreigners? The underlying mechanism is unclear, but it is possible
that the affinity of transnationalism with post-material values makes people
less receptive to economic (as opposed to non-economic) facets of social
inequality (Teney & Helbling, 2017; see also Iversen & Soskice, 2019). Alterna-
tively, transnationalism could nurture preferences for liberal policies not only
when it comes to cross-border social interactions but also in the realm of
welfare state principles. Liberal welfare regimes typically do not include
forms of redistribution to reduce income inequality (Jaeger, 2009), and thus
transnational individuals could find themselves opposing (or being neutral
to) this form of redistributive solidarity. The negative association is also remi-
niscent of a scholarly debate conducted mainly in relation to cosmopolitan-
ism, which proposes that international mobility is ultimately an
individualizing experience, which not only leads to the disengagement of
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people from traditional national communities but also fails to supplant these
with ‘higher-order’ solidarities (see Ciornei & Recchi, 2017, p. 469; drawing on
Calhoun, 2003, among others).6 However, as we have already demonstrated,
individual transnationalism is actually a straightforward foundation for soli-
darity when this relates to cross-border mobility.

The third column of Table 3 reports the indirect standardized effects of
transnationalism, mediated by the general redistribution preferences, on
the two mobility-related solidarities. In both cases, the effect is very small
(about 3 per cent of the direct effect) but statistically significant and negative.
Given that it is lower in magnitude than the direct positive effect of transna-
tionalism on the two measures of mobility solidarities, the total effect of
cross-border European practices and experiences remains positive.

Because of the non-linear nature of the models, to appreciate the strength
and the significance level of the association between transnationalism and
the three dependent variables, we computed the predicted probabilities
that respondents would express solidarity attitudes at changing values of
the transnationalism index. Results are reported in Figure 5. Moving from
zero to full transnationalism increases the marginal predicted mean of allow-
ing EU citizens access to national welfare benefits from 2.63 to 3.15 and simi-
larly for all foreigners from 2.63 to 3.14 (recall that in both cases answers were
given on a Likert scale ranging from 1 to 4). Instead, the marginal predicted

Figure 5. Change in the predicted probability of solidarities across levels of transnation-
alism.
Note: Predicted probabilities computed from models in Table 2 and Table H of the Online Appendix with
an underlying distribution of transnationalism.
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mean of redistribution preferences decreases along transnationalism levels
from 6.22 to 5.40 (on a scale from 0 to 10).

Country-specific models largely support pooled sample findings but with
some variation. Table V in the Online Appendix summarizes the direct, indir-
ect, and total effects of transnationalism and redistribution for each country
separately. The standardized coefficients of transnationalism on the two
mobility-related forms of solidarity are positive and statistically significant
in eight countries: Germany, Italy, Finland, France, the Netherlands, Poland,
Spain, and Sweden. For Greek respondents, it is instead associated only
with offering the same welfare benefits to all foreigners legally resident,
while in Hungary it is only associated with EU citizens. The direct effect of
transnationalism on redistribution is statistically significant and negative in
six countries: Germany, Italy, Hungary, the Netherlands, Spain, and Sweden.
Egalitarian preferences over redistribution return a non-statistically signifi-
cant association with both mobility-related solidarities in the Netherlands
and Spain, while in the other countries surveyed, it is positively associated
with at least one of the two variables (in Finland and Poland, only with
extending welfare benefits to EU citizens; in Sweden and Hungary, with
support for all foreigners) or both (in Greece, Germany, Italy, and France).
The small number of countries available does not allow us to draw con-
clusions on possible sources of this variation, but future research should try
to address whether country-level factors play a role (for example, type of
welfare arrangements in place or number of immigrants).

Regarding sociodemographic control variables (see Table 2 and Online
Appendix Table H), when it comes to preferences over equality (general redis-
tribution), we found both structural conditions and orientations to be associ-
ated with it. Women, employers, and the self-employed tend to oppose
redistribution more compared to their respective reference category (men
and the unemployed). Instead, older people are more pro-redistribution com-
pared to younger generations and so are those reporting situations of
material deprivation in their household. Finally, people prioritizing help for
those in need as well as left-wingers and those who are pro-EU integration
tend to favour more redistribution compared to their counterparts. In this
case, exclusive national identity does not play a role.

Conversely, attitudes towards mobility-related redistributive solidarity are
associated mainly with other attitudes rather than sociodemographic factors
or perceptions of increased immigration in one’s area of residence. No signifi-
cant difference around occupation emerges when looking at the two forms of
mobility-related solidarity, while economic deprivation reduces support for
including all foreigners in the domestic welfare system. A strong predictor
of general and mobility-related redistributive solidarity is the predisposition
towards helping others in need. Political orientations, captured by support
for EU integration and ideology, are indeed the strongest predictors of
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allowing access to social security benefits to both EU citizens and all
foreigners. Note that in this case, the measure capturing the transnational
divide explains a larger part of the variance than the left-right ideology. Exclu-
sive national identity, as expected, has a statistically significant negative
effect on mobility-related solidarity, though the magnitude of the effect is
rather small. Overall, our results confirm that the two types of redistributive
solidarity, mobility-related and general, tap different political cleavages.

Conclusion

This article departs from the observation that ‘whereas the nation-state has
been the sole and uncontested pivot of identity, belonging, political loyalty
and accountability during its golden age, the proliferation of transnational
interaction is broadening people’s cognitive and normative horizons’ (Mau
et al., 2008, p. 16). The EU in particular is a unique project of regional inte-
gration beyond the nation-state, and the interactions of EU citizens across
borders are thought to constitute the social basis for a supranational polity.
It is therefore paramount to understand if and how individual transnational-
ism may be contributing to shifts in people’s attitudes and frames of mind.

We have found that individuals whose interactions, cultural competences,
and backgrounds span national borders are more likely to endorse the
inclusion of all foreigners, not only EU citizens, into domestic welfare arrange-
ments. This result echoes previous findings in the Italian context (Pellegata &
Visconti, 2021) and those of group contact theory according to which
reduced prejudice against one outgroup may generalize to other outgroups
(Binder et al., 2009; Pettigrew et al., 2011). Individuals whose lives cut across
national borders not only tend to exhibit above-average levels of support for
EU integration, as established by prior research, but also solidaristic attitudes
towards people ‘on the move’. Individual transnationalism, therefore, is an
important source of solidarity with migrants, who are often the targets of
exclusionary attitudes and practices, especially when it comes to their
access to welfare (Careja & Harris, 2022). However, we have found a negative
association between transnationalism and general pro-redistribution atti-
tudes for the respondents of the ten sample countries included in our
survey. This leads us to conclude that personal backgrounds, practices, and
competences that cut across national borders are not linked to a type of
unbounded solidarity but rather configure social boundaries differently,
boosting a form of solidarity that resonates with the experiences and
needs of transnational individuals.

The unexpected negative association of individual transnationalism with
general redistributive solidarity is more puzzling. It recalls a scholarly
debate that links cosmopolitanism to a ‘thin’ conception of social life and
belonging, which neglects the role of solidarity as a social resource while
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reifying an individualistic ethos (Calhoun, 2003). Put less starkly, even as
transnationalization contributes to the development of feelings of care and
responsibility towards non-national outsiders, at the same time it may
‘weaken’ traditional bonds (Mau et al., 2008, p. 5). Our findings could be an
indication for this pattern, though the underlying mechanism is obscure
and at odds with existing studies that find that transnational allegiances
are layered or nested into national ones rather than replacing them
(Medrano & Gutiérrez, 2001; Teney & Helbling, 2017). At the same time, it is
also clear that individual transnationalism is not uniformly associated with
any form of solidarity even when looking only at variants that span national
borders: according to Ciornei and Recchi (2017), it is positively associated
with solidarity among EU member states but not among needy EU citizens.
Taken together with our results, this suggests that, at minimum, the reconfi-
guration of solidarities ‘in an era of loosening social moorings’ (Marks et al.,
2021, p. 175) is an uneven and volatile process.

We cannot exclude the possibility that respondents who score high on the
transnationalism scale are more prone to provide socially desirable answers
when it comes to the highly politicized issue of migrants’ access to welfare.
As we have included a heterogenous set of countries in our survey sample,
this lends confidence to the generalisability of our findings in other
member states as well, though idiosyncratic differences are always possible.
We shall, however, stress that since the number of countries is too small to
conduct a multilevel analysis, we cannot evaluate the role played by
different welfare systems but can only appreciate country-level aggregate
differences. Finally, the reconfiguration of a system of allegiances and identifi-
cations assumed by Deutsch and others would unfold in the long term and
cannot be captured by a cross-sectional snapshot and correlational
findings. These limitations point to the need for future research that builds
on our findings.

Notes

1. Banting and Kymlicka add a third prong to redistributive solidarity, namely
support for programmes that recognize and accommodate the distinctive
needs and identities of different ethnocultural groups. They also distinguish
redistributive solidarity from two other dimensions: democratic solidarity and
civic solidarity.

2. This research design is fairly uncommon in the existing literature. An exception
is Ignácz (2021), who takes a similar approach to ours by explicitly assessing
analogies between European and national solidarity.

3. A detailed description of the questions can be found in the Online Appendix.
4. Five levels of transnationalism are defined: ‘Very low’ for those with a transna-

tionalism score between 0 and the 20th percentile; ‘Low’ for scores between the
20th and the 40th percentiles; ‘Middle’ for scores between the 40th and the
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60th percentiles; ‘High’ for scores between the 60th and the 80th percentiles;
and ‘Very high’ for scores higher than the 80th percentile.

5. The significance levels are based on the unstandardized solutions.
6. Cosmopolitanism and transnationalism are distinct but nonetheless closely

related phenomena, which also explains why the terms are also used some-
times interchangeably in the literature. Transnationalism refers to social prac-
tices and relationships that foster cosmopolitan attitudes and values, which
entail the recognition of the increasing interconnectedness of political com-
munities around the world, an understanding of overlapping fortunes requir-
ing common solutions, and the celebration of cultural diversity (Mau et al.,
2008, p. 5).
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