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 Abstract:     This article discusses the suggestion of having the notion of solidarity as the foun-
dational value for welfare scheme reforms. Solidarity is an emerging concept in bioethical 
deliberations emphasizing the need for value-oriented discussion in revising healthcare 
structures, and the notion has been contrasted with liberal justice and rights. I suggest that 
this contrast is unnecessary, fl awed, and potentially counterproductive. As necessary as the 
sense of solidarity is in a society, it is an insuffi cient concept to secure the goals related 
to social responsibility. The discussion on solidarity is also based on a questionable sense of 
nostalgia. Furthermore, solidarity and liberal justice share essential objectives concerning 
welfare schemes; therefore, the question arises whether the proper comparison should in 
the fi rst place be within justice and solidarity.   
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rights  ;   welfare reforms  ;   bioethics      

   Introduction 

 What kind of political arrangements and structures would best assure respect for 
the individual, individual life plans, and self-expression, as well as the existence 
of social responsibility, cooperative structures, and understanding of society’s 
infl uence on the individual, all of which are necessary to humanity? The question 
of human nature has traditionally been a starting point in the deliberations on 
how societies should be built. However, the extremist answers—that human beings 
are totally rational, totally communal, or totally egoistic—are not very convincing. 
Furthermore, taking account of the insight that human nature is, at least up to 
some point, a representation of its cultural and social context, it seems irrelevant to 
pursue an answer as to the original and true understanding of human nature. 

 Generally accepted conceptions do exist, at least when discussed at a culturally 
sensitive level. At least in Western modern societies, committed to democracy, 
equality, and reasonable pluralism, human beings are both individual and social 
creatures who need to be appreciated both as individuals and as members within 
a social context. Our individual humanity requires that we appreciate others’ indi-
viduality with respect and that others appreciate our individuality with respect. 
In contrast, our social humanity requires that we take responsibility for others and 
that others take responsibility for us. This is a necessary idea in modern societies, 
where work is highly distributed and people are signifi cantly dependent on one 
another’s capacities, contributions, and cooperation. 

 In European bioethics the notion of  solidarity  has recently become a candidate 
conception on which societal structures should be built, especially with regard to 
the revision of welfare structures. In this article I discuss this proposal. I begin by 
reviewing the reasons given for emphasizing solidarity and the manner in which 
the notion is contrasted with rights-oriented justice. After this, and while endorsing 
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the fostering of solidarity, I draw attention to several problems in the discussion 
that aims to establish solidarity as the foundational value of society. I conclude by 
remarking that solidarity and justice share important objectives, and instead of 
seeking a contrast, these objectives should be equally emphasized in the revision 
of welfare schemes.   

 Solidarity as a Foundation: The Disappearance and the Need for a 
Reappearance of Solidarity 

 The notion of solidarity has been a great challenge to European philosophers and 
bioethicists. As Matti Häyry  1   notes,  solidarity , as a contrast with or complement 
to autonomy, justice, and human dignity, has attracted ethicists, especially in 
Continental Europe, in regard to discussions of the values on which healthcare 
services should be based. According to Häyry, solidarity is seen as an alternative 
to the American “autonomy and justice” approach, which overemphasizes the 
role of individuals as consumers of health services. Discussing what solidarity 
actually entails, Häyry defi nes solidarity as “a communal form of altruism, with a 
theoretical niche somewhere between the psychological, social, and political cate-
gories of sympathy, universal benevolence, and justice.”  2   

 According to the refl ections of Barbara Prainsack and Alena Buyx,  3   solidarity is 
an emerging concept in bioethics. They note that in recent bioethical writing, the 
explicit use of the concept of solidarity is not common, whereas the use of the 
notion in an implicit manner is much more frequent. When the term is used explic-
itly, public health and the justice and equity of healthcare systems are among the 
prevalent themes with which solidarity is concerned. In addition, solidarity is 
discussed as a European, as opposed to an American, value. The notion of solidar-
ity is related, at least, to the terms “responsibility,” “charity,” “dignity,” “altruism,” 
“reciprocity,” “social capital,” and “trust.” The authors conclude by stating that at 
the moment there is no coherent way in which solidarity is used in bioethics. 
However, a working defi nition is proposed: “Solidarity signifi es shared practices 
refl ecting a collective commitment to carry ‘costs’ (fi nancial, social, emotional, 
or otherwise) to assist others.”  4   

 According to Rob Houtepen and Ruud ter Meulen,  5   solidarity is an “intersub-
jective experience and common action required to uphold a system of social rela-
tionships and values that complies with common standards of decency and justice,”  6   
a specifi c type of association between people, and the social and cultural infra-
structure for justice. These varying but related defi nitions are coherent in empha-
sizing solidarity as an intersubjective altruistic practice. Houtepen and ter Meulen 
provide a comprehensive and much-cited elaboration about the attraction of soli-
darity, and I take their analysis as the basis for my discussion. 

 The early solidaristic schemes of social security and healthcare benefi ts for 
workers were based on commonality and mutuality among directly connected 
members of particular occupational groups, unions, and churches. These schemes 
evolved from two distinct infl uences in the nineteenth and early twentieth centu-
ries. On the one hand, the Christian democratic party in the Netherlands, employ-
ing a charity-based notion of solidarity, has focused on altruism and sympathy 
at the individual level; on the other, the social democratic party has emphasized 
group-level solidarity as a tradition of the worker’s movement and common 
struggle against outside forces.  7   
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 Originating as voluntary arrangements motivated by a sense of fellowship with 
and compassion for the needy, schemes within well-defi ned groups and commu-
nities transformed into contractual solidarity when the maintenance of these 
arrangements proved to be possible only under the care of the state. The welfare 
schemes of the unions and churches gained their legal form as social policy when 
they transformed into functions governed by the state. The egalitarian state enforces 
our  sense of solidarity  (which features multiple but essentially converging forms) 
and solidaristic schemes by legislation and social policy, according to Houtepen 
and ter Meulen. 

 However, several contemporary trends challenge these strong collective welfare 
arrangements, including  8   the overall individualization of society; the political 
trend toward the responsibilization of the individual; and the changing paradigms 
in the healthcare system, including consumerist tendencies and growing medical 
and technological possibilities that create more costly medical interventions. Taking 
account of the these trends, and the relative scarcity of resources, it seems that the 
healthcare system, along with other welfare structures, will have to go through 
some major revisions. 

 Although these trends can also be interpreted positively as self-realization and 
emancipation from oppressive social ties, Heutepen and ter Meulen stress that an 
increased emphasis on individual interests goes hand in hand with undermining 
organic traditional social ties and structures, including moral and religious codes 
and reciprocal social responsibilities. In this negative meaning, Heutepen and ter 
Meulen maintain, individualization refers to hedonism, privatism, consumerism, 
and “the age of Me,”  9   which are all arrayed against solidarity as a normative 
concept understood as companionship, altruism, and the defense of the weakest. 

 Heutepen and ter Meulen’s worry is that when healthcare schemes are revised, 
the fundamental underlying values will be forgotten, and only technical issues 
that try to fi t supply and demand will be of concern. They maintain that the con-
tractual form of solidarity has diminished our original sense of solidarity, replac-
ing it with a procedural understanding of welfare structures. If the contractual form 
of solidarity is reduced to a procedural framework of technical calculations, our 
original sense of solidarity will be lost as a guiding light in this revision process. 

 This is why, according to them, we need to bring solidarity back into the discus-
sion: we need to remember the foundational values of our welfare state. The revi-
sions should be based on solutions of shared or deliberated foundations of values, 
and Heutepen and ter Meulen emphasize the meaning of solidarity as the founda-
tional value for this process.   

 Contrasting Justice and Individual Rights with Solidarity 

 As part of their diagnosis about the lack of emphasis on solidarity, Heutepen and 
ter Meulen give weight to the manner in which prevalent moral, political, and 
social philosophies are based on justice and individual rights. Heutepen and ter 
Meulen make a distinction between a more universalistic and rights-based tradi-
tion of thought associated with the Anglo-Saxon world and with the concept of 
justice (which they mostly discuss along the lines of John Rawls’s theory of  justice 
as fairness   10  ) and the more particularistic and commonality-oriented tradition asso-
ciated with the Continental European tradition. Whereas the former focuses on 
individual freedom, rights, and obligations, Heutepen and ter Meulen maintain, 
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the latter emphasizes social relations and mutual relationships as a precondition 
for individual development and self-realization, encouraging a positive concep-
tion of the freedom to develop oneself, as opposed to negative freedom from inter-
ference by others. 

 According to Heutepen and ter Meulen, a severe limitation in liberal justice is 
that it primarily focuses on the outcome of a distribution process. Emphasis is 
placed on the normative evaluation of the system’s performance, and most effort 
is given to attempts to determine practical criteria for justice and to deliver a uni-
versalistic rational foundation for these criteria. Basically, the question is about 
whether everyone is getting their fair share of the deal. Another target of criticism 
is the limited conception of the person as an autonomous individual negotiating 
her interests with those of other autonomous individuals. It identifi es people as 
consumers, providers, and fi nancial backers. Elements of commonality and mutu-
ality are narrowed down to a rational and individualistic foundation. Heutepen 
and ter Meulen maintain that philosophical liberalism ends up being “cold,” “con-
cealed as rationality: social support is conceptually limited to the distribution of 
provisions and need not necessarily be embedded in a ‘warmer’ whole of compas-
sion, fraternity, real interest, guidance, and the like.”  11   

 In contrast, while discussing solidarity Heutepen and ter Meulen place great 
emphasis on solidarity being based on the fundamental social embeddedness and 
interdependency of individuals, a relationship among individuals in which each 
realizes her individuality with reference to common, cooperative relations. Thus, 
solidarity is a specifi c type of association among people, a quality of social relations 
that embraces “the practical and communicative aspects of reciprocal recognition 
as members of a shared lifeworld.”  12   

 As mentioned, Heutepen and ter Meulen maintain that solidarity is an intersub-
jective experience and a common action necessary to sustain a social and cultural 
infrastructure for justice. They associate solidarity with the terms “prerational” 
and “precontractual,”  13   that is, that which does not need collective rationality or 
contracts. Solidarity is presented as something inherent to humanity that fl our-
ishes in organic conditions but that can be diminished by proceduralism. Thus, the 
presented case seems to be that justice without solidarity is cold, rational, and 
procedural, lacking the warmer whole of compassion, fraternity, real interest, and 
guidance. 

 Heutepen and ter Meulen state that a practical theory of solidarity should 
not focus primarily on the moral rights and obligations of individuals but, rather, 
should ask what it takes from institutions to organize healthcare arrangements 
along solidaristic lines. In other words, institutions should operate in a way that 
promotes and supports citizens’ virtues.  14   Heutepen and ter Meulen take these 
virtues to include citizenship as the capability to deal with disagreement, requir-
ing virtues of autonomy, competence, and tolerance. Institutions should concen-
trate not only on the distribution of goods and services but also on the reproduction 
of citizenship. 

 This diagnosis of the nature of American liberalism and society’s individualiza-
tion is very similar to the communitarian critique of liberalism,  15   both in diagnos-
tics and solutions. Current societal challenges are considered to be greatly derived 
from the lack of common values, proceduralism, and the mistaken conception that 
a person is free from communal ties. Furthermore, emphasis on civic virtues—
including qualities of character that enable us to feel a sense of belonging, share a 
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moral bond with our fellow citizens, realize that we share one another’s fate, 
and understand the profound role of the community in our existence—is proposed 
as a solution. With an understanding of this shared fate and a sense of belonging, 
the critics suggest, we are motivated to understand our fellow citizens and strive 
for mutual comprehension in the deliberation of the common good. Practical and 
communicative aspects of reciprocal recognition as members of a shared lifeworld 
are highlighted. These similarities give perspective to understanding where the 
ideal of solidarity stands.   

 Solidarity and Its Challenges 

 The proposed problem, that is, basing revisions of welfare structures on technicali-
ties without discussion of values, is noteworthy. Indeed, conducting reforms with-
out thorough consideration of their purpose and foundations can lead to untoward 
results in which arbitrary factors may have profound infl uences on the outcome. 
Furthermore, the discussion about solidarity as a foundation of welfare structures 
and about the importance of placing more emphasis on this notion is signifi cant 
and necessary. 

 Despite the somewhat unquestionable position of solidarity as a preferable value, 
the manner in which its emphasis is sought is not unproblematic. The reason for 
this can be found in the questionable sense of nostalgia in the discussion calling 
for solidarity, the inner tension in the concept of solidarity as a symmetric or asym-
metric concept, and the extensive contrast that is drawn between solidarity and 
justice. I address each of these issues in turn.  

 Nostalgia 

 One major reason for questioning the call for solidarity as the founding value in 
society is the sense of nostalgia related to the discussion. The authors call for an 
organic sense of solidarity that they say existed in the early welfare state among 
communities with strong feelings of interconnection and a sense of belonging. 
Their major concerns relate to the current lack of feelings of interconnectedness 
and social cohesion. As attractive as the sense of interconnectedness is, the wish to 
look back to seek a sense of community is questionable. Did such genuine social 
cohesion ever exist and was everyone included in it? 

 First, it is doubtful that the conditions of organic solidarity are attainable in a 
modern society. Do such stable and identifi able communities, characterized by an 
organic, mutual need for one another, exist? Second, is there any desire or reason 
to establish such conditions? Even though the birth of the welfare state and the 
rise of a European sense of solidarity are irreplaceable and paramount character-
istics of European civilization, those conditions are in many ways unsuitable for 
current society. 

 Although the nostalgic image entails the birth of the welfare state, it also includes, 
to mention but a few examples, a society of inequality between genders; paternal-
ism in medicine and healthcare; the impenetrable power of the normative biopo-
litical force of medical diagnostics, including forced sterilizations, ideologies of 
racial hygiene, and intolerance of behavior deviating from strict social norms; 
an explicitly classist society that essentialized poverty and wealth; and a lack 
of tolerance and of liberal ideas of freedom of thought, speech, culture, religion, 
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and self-expression. It seems that proponents of solidary call for a traditional and 
communal society without remarking on its negative impacts.  16   

 Current modern and globalized societies rely, or at least seem to be relying, 
on ideals of democracy, pluralism, and equality. Even though the social stability 
gained with welfare structures and solidarity is a major player in enabling such 
pluralism, these modern ideals rely signifi cantly on individual rights and liberties. 
These can, of course, also be considered mutual values. How these or other com-
mon values are met is a question outside the scope of this endeavor, but I suggest, 
at the least, that the process cannot rely on a conception of solidarity at the expense 
of justice and individual rights. 

 Thus, placing an extensive emphasis on the sense of solidarity is questionable 
for two reasons: fi rst, the conditions of organic solidarity do not exist in modern 
society, and, second, those conditions are not even desirable. The search for mutual 
values in present society is more diffi cult than before, when the parties of the dis-
cussion formed a seemingly homogenous whole (mostly by passively or actively 
excluding other parties from the discussion). The solution cannot be just in the 
requirement of having mutual values.   

 Intrinsic Tension 

 A second concern is the intrinsic tension within the concept of solidarity. 
As mentioned, the concept originates in both the Christian democratic asym-
metric notion and the social democratic symmetric notion. The two origins 
might bring about identical outcomes in welfare structures and do not neces-
sarily exhibit tension in political practice. However, if we are seeking a foun-
dational value for societal structures and guidelines according to which they 
are made, the idea of the possibility of having charity as this foundational 
value is disturbing. 

 The authors arguing for solidarity as a foundational value themselves urge 
for the importance of having a symmetrical notion of solidarity.  17   It is main-
tained that the asymmetrical, charity-based notion would be incompatible 
with the requirements of having a society in which the starting point is citizens 
with equal standing.  18   Indeed, welfare schemes based on charity might not be 
best suited for citizens’ self-respect and equal standing. It seems that the equal 
standing of citizens is promoted by justifying social goods not on citizens’ 
worthiness for assistance and the “warmer whole of compassion” but, rather, 
on dignity and entitlement. Social goods as entitlements and social rights are 
more certain maintainers of the symmetrical relation. The charity-based notion 
entails a connotation of exclusivity, if the gaining of certain social goods is 
made conditional on benevolence based on character, profession, culture, and 
the like.  19   

 Thus, taking account of the twofold origin of the concept of solidarity, and of the 
fact that the current literature states that there is no coherent way to defi ne the 
very concept, how can we be sure which origin will be the defi ning foundation for 
solidarity as a way to build welfare schemes? Arguing for a “proper” account 
of solidarity based on symmetrical notions is problematic because we are talking 
about a proper  sense  of solidarity. How can we be sure that everyone (or at least 
most) in a society will sense this symmetrical feeling of solidarity, and not charity-
oriented solidarity?   
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 Contrast with Justice and Rights 

 The aforementioned remarks about the notion of solidarity could be partly over-
come by reassuring that a certain conception of solidarity would not be based on 
nostalgia or charity-based accounts. However, the discussion on solidarity entails 
a further problem: why is solidarity contrasted so extensively with justice and 
rights? 

 There is a tension in emphasizing solidarity as part of the social infrastructure 
for justice, on the one hand, and then contrasting it with justice and rights, on the 
other. The wish to contrast solidarity with rights and justice poses the question of 
whether or not the emphasis on solidarity means a diminishment of justice and 
rights. What does such a diminishment mean? Structures based on solidarity, 
if they succeed, can have the same outcome as successful structures based on 
justice and rights. Moreover, both solidarity and rights can lead to untoward out-
comes: the solidarity orientation could lead to a charity-based society with asym-
metric relations. The rights orientation could lead to a procedural and “cold” 
society. Which is worse? 

 If we want to maintain and promote pluralism and equality, history, at least, 
does not give us good reasons to rely on societies based on mutual conceptions 
of values. Liberal rights seem to be what protects minorities and other disadvan-
taged groups from overly holistic conceptions of the good. As Amy Gutmann sug-
gests, giving priority to justice—in terms of liberal rights—might be the fairest 
way to share the goods of citizenship with people who disagree about conceptions 
of the good. The object of liberal justice is to regulate social institutions, not entire 
lives and beliefs.  20   

 However, both pluralism and equality are values, and there seems to be a bias 
toward relating value conservatism to the search for common values. Yet the 
extant social oppression, the struggles that minorities go through, socioeconomic 
inequality, and many other societal ills raise doubts as to whether we can have 
confi dence in the rise of mutual values, in contrast to strengthening rights, granted 
that rights are by no means independent of values. If everyone were benevolent, 
solidaristic, and friendly, perhaps we would not need justice, rights, or even legis-
lation. But as present society faces challenges related to globalization, multicultur-
alism, and pluralism, it appears that solidarity is not a suffi cient foundation for 
welfare structures. However, a relevant question emerges: why is there a need to 
make a choice between solidarity and justice in the fi rst place?    

 Solidarity, Liberalism, and Communitarianism: Shared Objectives 

 The position in which Heutepen and ter Meulen place solidarity, contrasted with 
liberalism and communitarianism, is interesting. Even though Heutepen and ter 
Meulen follow the communitarian criticism of liberalism and the communitarian 
notion of the person, they wish to keep separate their conceptions of solidarity 
and communitarianism. This is because, they state, communitarianism is unable 
to answer the challenge of moral diversity and pluralism in modern society. 
Even when the communitarian diagnosis of the problem (a lack of common 
values) is right, it is unclear where the solution (shared values) should come from. 
As Heutepen and ter Meulen note, historically, the call for community building 
has been associated with oppressive policies. Thus liberals tend to reduce the 
problems to systemic problems of distribution mechanisms of the welfare state 
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and to whether or not everyone is getting their fair share. But, they continue, com-
munitarians are wrong in wanting to offer a substantive, holistic vision of the 
good. Heutepen and ter Meulen wish to posit solidarity somewhere in the middle 
of liberal justice and communitarianism. 

 However, the picture attributed to communitarianism here is not straightforward. 
If they are not speaking of some strong version of communitarianism, many liberal 
communitarians themselves wish to escape forms of communitarian politics that 
seek a tradition-based, unitary, and incontestable common good.  21   Michael Sandel, 
for example, proposes a  democratic and pluralistic republican politics   22   according to 
which the common good is defi ned through the deliberation of the community with 
a virtuous practice of politics. This understanding of politics is one that is inclusive 
of citizens who have knowledge of public affairs, a sense of belonging, a concern for 
the whole, and a moral bond with the community whose fate is at stake. 

 Furthermore, the picture outlined by the “American rights-oriented conception 
of justice” is not without its problems. This tradition is discussed mainly within 
the theoretical accounts of John Rawls, but many problems that Heutepen and ter 
Meulen mention as fl aws of American liberalism are actually directed more toward 
libertarianism,  23   not liberalism. The accusations of coldness and proceduralism are 
not clearly applicable to Rawls; Rawls himself, for example, mentions fraternity as 
a required feeling in the enablement of the difference principle.  24   

 Neither the proponents of solidarity nor the liberal communitarians wish 
to overthrow justice. Heutepen and ter Meulen highlight that they do not want to 
deny the evaluative force of the concept of justice, but the question remains as to 
whether justice offers a suffi cient framework to evaluate healthcare arrangements 
by normative criteria. In a similar manner, Sandel states that the question for him 
is not whether rights should be respected but whether they can be identifi ed and 
justifi ed entirely separately from the moral importance of their ends. Rights as 
such are not immune to critique and can be questioned if they seem to be incom-
patible with that which is good.  25   

 The emphasis on solidarity can be posited in a very similar theoretical framework 
to that of liberal communitarianism, aiming at improving and completing rights ori-
entations with conceptions of the good. In the same way, it is proposed that the social 
and cultural infrastructure of justice—that is, solidarity—should receive more atten-
tion. However, if the aim is to have solidarity-based welfare schemes that comply with 
common standards of decency and justice, will contrasting justice with solidarity take 
us any further? If solidarity and justice were explored even deeper, we might fi nd 
common foundations that actually are the ones that merit discussion. 

 What connects liberal justice and liberal communitarianism is that both, 
with their own reasons, give importance to the assumption that natural and social 
contingencies ought not to have a too powerful effect on a person’s socioeconomic 
position, and that there should be some kind of redistributive institution for the 
mitigation of the differences that arise from the effects of these contingencies. 

 Liberal communitarianism starts with the idea of the common good, and it is 
maintained that large socioeconomic inequalities decrease the sense of belonging 
and intersubjective understanding of the sense of a shared fate—that is, the ability 
to take one another’s position and act as multiply situated selves. If the lives of the 
members of different socioeconomic groups are too dissimilar, the members of the 
society do not achieve common experiences and are not able to cultivate a shared 
civic identity. Redistributive societal practices are supported, in contrast to mere 

ht
tp

s:
//

do
i.o

rg
/1

0.
10

17
/S

09
63

18
01

15
00

04
81

 P
ub

lis
he

d 
on

lin
e 

by
 C

am
br

id
ge

 U
ni

ve
rs

ity
 P

re
ss

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0963180115000481


Johanna Ahola-Launonen

184

charity or other communal practices, in order to uphold public institutions.  26   Liberal 
egalitarianism, for its part, holds that the basic structure of a just society derives 
from the assumption that neither the distribution of natural assets nor historical 
and social fortune should settle the distribution of income and wealth. Natural 
talents and the socioeconomic position one is born into are a matter of luck, are 
morally arbitrary, and are not deserved. Hence, no one actually deserves the mer-
its of their great natural capacities or favorable social starting place, nor do they 
deserve the disadvantageous outcomes of contingencies. Without the mitigation 
of the arbitrary effects of natural and social lotteries, society cannot provide genu-
ine equality of opportunity for its citizens.  27   

 Thus, a shared element in liberal egalitarianism, liberal communitarianism, 
and—in the middle—solidarity is the support for redistributive institutions for 
the mitigation of the differences that arise from the effects of natural and social 
contingencies, with the aim of enabling genuine equality of opportunity, a sense of 
belonging and interconnectedness, social responsibility, and a shared humanity. 
These are the elements that ought to be emphasized while revising welfare struc-
tures, in contrast to accounts aiming to revoke welfare structures based on the 
responsibilization of the individual, economic benefi t, or views  28   that hold a per-
son’s maintenance of his initial natural and social assets and ownership rights mor-
ally weightier than the leveling of the playing fi eld via societal compensations. 

 What we need is to strengthen the idea that  we  are signifi cantly socially con-
structed beings. What we are and what we do is largely a matter of natural and 
social lotteries: socioeconomic, geographic, biological, and cultural issues. Society 
affects the circumstances in which individuals live, and these circumstances affect 
how individuals become who they are. Therefore, social responsibility exists in 
regards to what kinds of circumstances obtain in society. Recognizing that the rea-
son for our accomplishments is not merely ours, we acquire a sense of solidarity 
and motivation for redistributive welfare schemes. 

 Thus, solidarity should be seen as an intrinsic element to justice, not a con-
trasting one. Even though solidarity is an issue of the utmost importance in 
society, it must not—according to the reasons mentioned in this article—be 
emphasized at the cost of rights. Solidarity is insuffi cient to safeguard what it 
would like to safeguard. The emphasis on solidarity or communitarian values 
advances the task of fi nding a politics that combines community with a com-
mitment to basic liberal values.     
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