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Introduction

1. Why solidarity?

It may be questioned why solidarity should be considered as a subjectfor philosophical investigation.
Indeed, the interest of this task is motivated by two considerations atleast: firstly, some scholars have
observed that the political andeatorical uses of the term «solidarity» have grown in the last two
decades and, even more significantly, seem to cross the ideological discrepancies of traditional
political parties. Indeed, although historically the call for solidarity has been mostsstidcd
employed in socialist doctrines and policies, its reference can also be traced in conservative or
nationalist political agendas or racist campaigns (Blais 2007; Giubboni 2012; Scholz 2015). In other
words, a growing number of political actors, el also includes civil rights movements and
supranational institutions such as the EU, refersto the idea of solidarity, which nevertheless seems to
refer to distinct or even opposing subjects and normative implications; for example, just consider the
contrast between therovincialismwhich is characteristic of nationalistic views of solidarity, on the

one hand, and the cosmopolitan and by definttiansnationalideal of solidarity, on the other. The
acknowledgement of the multiplicity of linguistic wssef the term «solidarity», however, does not
entail that the concept of solidarity is itselisentially contestede. of no analytical use. On the
contrary, a preliminary survey of the conceptual uses of the notion of solidarity could claim the
valuabk advantage of providing analytical tools to orient oneself in the political contexts in which
the term is employed. Second, the singular fortune of solidarity as a philosophical concept justifies a
special interest in a more thorough exploration of ilrcal utility. In fact, if it is philologically

correct to trace the modern concept of solidarity back to the Jatatémity (Stjierno 2004, 230;
Giubboni2012,52-b31)}, andtakinginto accountthe breadth of philosophical literature on the ideas
of liberty andequalitythat complement the revolutionary triad (Carter 2001; Carter, Kramer and
Steiner 2007), the difference in fortune and philosophical interest betweegdnaot fail to arouse

some surprise (MuneBardé 1999; Gould and Scholz 2007; Ferrara 20@8jirst glance, one might

1 Clearly, the relationship of derivation of solidarity from fraternity does notimply a synonymy between the two tems,
nor an identification between the corresponding concepts. Wildt (1999) notes that the provisistitaitimmnof the
International Working Men's Association, dating from 1864, distinguished universal fraternity, embracing workers al
overthe world, from the solidarity subsisting between fellow workers fighting for more specific interests and objectves.
Nevertheless, some authors seem to use the two terms as synonyms; for example, the function Rawls (1971) assigns tc
fraternity, namely to inspire the demands of the principle of difference and subjective attiitréeponding to the
concept of civic sadarity, which will be introduced later in the paper. On the relationship between justice and fratemity
in Rawls, see MunePardé (1999 nd Laitinen and Pessi(2014-18).
2 In this regard, Bayertf1999, 3) notes that the ambiguity of the notion of solidarity, unlike that of the concepts of
freedom and equality, is not attributable to a multiplicity of alternatieeriesIn agreement with this observaton,
Pensky (2008, 1) qualifies the notiofsolidarity asundertheorized
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suggest that this gap is motivated, at least in part, by the historical priority of sociology over
philosophy in the scientific treatmt of the concept of solidarity, which can be traced first and
foremost to the sociological studies of Comte and Durkheim. A complementary explanatory track to
the first one could refer to the frequent confusion, both linguistic and conceptual, betliesnityso

and other prosocial attitudes, such as altruism and sympathy, which have enjoyed greater
consideration by moral philosophers (Singer 2015; Lecaldano 2013). Moreover, even with the
remarkable exception of Marxism, it seems difficult to identifsaaition of social, political or moral
philosophy that assigns a central role to the notion of solidarity; in this respect, it seems significant
that theStanford Encyclopedia of Philosoptges not include an entry devoted to the concept of
solidarity. Irdeed, historical studies that have attempted to identify the main traditions on solidarity
refer mainly to social theory, nationalism and Catholic social teaching, but rarely to philosophical
traditions (Stjerno 2004).

2. An evocative word and guzzy concept: some historical preliminary remarks

The first occurrences of term fisolidarityo ar
obligations (Bayertz 1999, 3; Pensky 2008, 6). The kigaincial institution known asbligatio in

solidum that the Napoleonic code accepted itin 1804, encapsulates the status of joint liability of the
cosignatories of a loan, that is, that each signatory declares himself to be liable for the debts of the
whole group. This legal sense, or prefigurataf solidarity anticipates some aspects of the concept,

as the mutual disposition to share one anot he
switch from this technical legal use to a genuirsglgialuse took place only half century lateithw

the pioneers of classic social theory, e. g., Fourier, Leroux, Comte, and Durkheim. Being more
specific still, these authors saw in the concept of solidarity a possible solution to the problem of social
order under the pressure of modern capitalisimanization and industrialization, that had disruptive
effects upon local communities and family ties. Thus, the attractiveness of solidarity primarily
consisted in its capacity to ensure social unity and fellow feeling among strarigexsand to what

extent this capacity was to be performed was a more controversial matter.

It is no wonder, then, that from the real beginning of his conceptual history solidarity received a
distinctivelysociological imprintingsince itwas invoked and framedto solve aaogical problem.
Although it is historically uncertain when solidarity firstappeared on the philosophical arena, because
most classic social theorists were philosophers by training, there is a remarkable prior event to be
incidentally mentioned. In fact, as Wildt (1999, D) reports, whereas the term did not appear on

Hegel 6s writings, it actually doeg0lecturesonthee c e n



philosophy of law: in this context, «solidarisch» («solidaristic») is taken to be a feature of
corporat o n s . Significantly, the term is also em)
Rosenkranz in 1844. As Zoll (2003, 21) remarks, this factis quite surprising, for the term became
popular only some decades laterin Germany, where in Revolutions ®fH&8term «fraternity» was

still largely used insteadand it seems reasonable to presume that the term «solidarity» was not yet
common at that point.

Over the last century, philosophical discussion of solidarity did not entrench, at the very ldast, un
the Nineties, when Habermas (1990) proposed the understanding of solidarity as the reverse side of
justice. Whereas the latter pertains «the equal freedoms of unique addtsethining individuals»,

the former aims at «the concerns the welfare ofsoarates who are intimately linked in an
intersubjectively shared form of life» (Habermas 1990, 244). In fact, Habermas argues that, insofar
as we maintain that the agent that morality aims to protect is individuated through socialization, her
personalinggrity cannotbe preserved «withoutthe integrity of the lifeworld that makes possible their
shared interpersonal relationships and relations of mutual recognition» (Habermas 1990, 243).
Habermas did notelaborate on this claim systematically and, mtést vritings, he even abandoned

it (Habermas 2015 [2013] 157, note 29; Habermas 2017 [2012]). However, many commentators
proposed some readings and arguments to shed
justice and solidarity (Rehg 1994; Hieeth 1995; Pensky 2008). It might be said not accidental that

it was a philosopher with a strong sociological equipment as Habermas to make solidarity familiar to
the philosophical arena.

Since theendof the 1990s, an important volume on philosophicakigbutions on solidarity, edited

by Kurt Bayertz, appeared in 1999 and prepared the terrain for a more systematic development of the
debate. Inthe later years, some valuable contributions began to be published by political philosophers
(Scholz 2008; Sangvanni 2013, 2015; Kolers 2016; Kymlicka and Banting 28.1Bj)oadly put, the

overall goal that most of them pursue is to reframe the concept of solidarity in a waystifatfiar
liberalism, so that solidarity can go hand to hand with typically libecahmitments e.g. equal
respect, and the separateness of persons. In fact, as Capaldi (1999) emphasizes, the concept o
solidarity is commonly assumed to be read in a «communitarian» sense; although so called
communitarian thinkers were more used to esgghe term «community» rather than «solidarity»,
Capaldi claims that this line of political thought understood solidarity as haviagative conter

terms of opposition to the liberal idea of person. In a similar vein, Portinaro (2002, XXXIX)

3Itis at least worth mentioning another philosophical field where solidarigitean recently imported, that is, bioethics,
especially as aresponseto theinfluential paper from Ter Meulen (2015).
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underlnes that political liberalism, being based on the idea of individual autonomy, beware of the
demands which stem from groups and communities.

Political philosophers tend to privilege oppression or iniquity as the adversity determinants which
may justify pditical solidarity with others (Scholz 2008, Kolers 2016), thus taking the latter as
intrinsically directed against a political enemy (Mouffe 2013, Michels 1914)n this reading,
solidarity has been recently termed «fighting solidarity» accordingltifien & Pessi 2014, 10).

This genuinely political understanding of solidarity is clearly summarized by Scholz:

Political solidarity arises in opposition to something; it is a movement for social change that may occur

at many levels of social existencdn€lopposition that gives birth to political solidarity is an opposition

to something that is human in origin. Natural disasters may inspire strong sentiments and even bonds of

connection, but they do not inspipelitical solidarity. Political solidarity & | present it has a social

justice content or aim; it opposes injustice, oppression, tyranny, and social vulnerabilities (Scholz 2008,

54).
Political solidarity is not the only kind of solidarity to be represented and discussed in the
philosophical literure. In fact, it is quite common to be presented a distinction between social or
group solidarity, civic solidarity, political solidarity, cosmopolitan solidarity, moral or human
solidarity, and more (Habermas 2000; Bayertz 1999; Scholz 2008; Kolerskdtiicka & Banting
2017). However appropriate might be to operationalize solidarity for specific research purposes, |
find this taxonomic differentiation as potentially confusing, especially because it is applied to a
conceptwhich is regarded as fuzzy pe. | think that a valuable contribution that a philosophical
inquiry on solidarity could offer is to provide conceptual clarification on solidarity, and to shed light

on its core structure behind its multiple and various empirical occurrences.

3. Anoutline of the thesis

Notwithstanding the increasing interest that solidarity recently attracted in social, political and
philosoply, the foundations of a philosophical research field on solidarirg b@ll to be laid. This

thesis pursues the broad daioncontribute in this foundational work, and is organized and structured
accordingly. The substantive goal of the whole research project that unfolds henceforth is to reach a
definition of the concept of solidarity, which is not intended to overcome arisésour everyday
intuitions and commonsensical understandings of solidarity, but ratheake sensef what is
underpinned by them. In this respect, the approach | will avail of is wakly prescriptivan

relation to commonsense, astdaightforwardy descriptivein terms of the proposed definition of

solidarity. In other words, | am committed to a conceptual unpacking of solidarity, that is, to
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understand what solidarity is; the justificatory problem (Kolers 2014, 7), that is, under which
circumstamces may solidarity be morally obligatory, permissible or forbidden, will be not considered.

In fact, a philosophical account of solidarity should not only leave room for, but also make sense of
cases of «dark solidarity», that is, solidarity for eWiking these cases seriously is intended to
challenge awidespread presumption in favour of the alleged intrinsic moral value of solidarity, which
is likely to underpin several wholehearted appeals and warnings that solidarity is in decline, paying
remarkablylittle attention to the cases where solidarity might be directed toward moraly
controversial or even deplorable godscordingly, more than two decades ago, Wildt expressed his
protest «againstthe habit of labellengerything thatis goqespeciallyn ethics, with the worn trade

mar k term fisolidarityoe Inthdlitdratute onlsdidadty,thechit that my
a rigorous definition of the concept must stick teeacriptivepurpose and cover also dark solidarities

is not underregesented (Wildt 1999; Kolers 2016; Zhao 2019, Meacham & Tava 2021), and my
attempt will be led accordingly.

The dissertation is divided in four chapters, that | will shortly present in what follows.

In Chapter 1, | will take the steps from Durkheim, who is by broad acknowledgement regarded as the
pioneering theorist developing a systematic account of solidarity. Admittedly, this choice is not
original for sure, but is motivated by both historical andceptual reasons that will be argued in the
chapter itself; moreover, and more importantly, | claim that the potentially original contribution of
Chapter 1 is a conclusive focus on some que.
framework and hae been quite neglected by the commentators. One of such open questions, that is,
the extent to which anthropological assumptions on human naijreé especially sociability rpay
influence any theorization of solidarity, will underly the whole develept of the thesis.

Chapter 2 aims at shedding light on this intuition, which is elaborated in terms of an updated
nomological reappraisal of human nature and a genuinely original concept that | propose, thatis, the
«anthropological load». By this concepimean a scalar property of social, ethical, and political
concepts which indicates the extent to which the conceptual space for theorizing each of them is
determined by anthropological assumptions. Fo
as the most salient anthropological assumption for theorizing solidarity. Accordingly, at the and of
Chapter 2 | present a possible strategy to frame the structure of the concept of sociability, that is, that
of a dispositional and open cluster concept.

Chapter 3 is intended to unpack some core features that compose the cluster of sociability, that is,
capacity of selcategorization, capacity of empathy, and capacity of being moved by prosocial
motivation. For each of these features, itis proposed tptadtefinition borrowed from the pertinent

scientific literature which will be selectively presented and discussed.
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To conclude with, Chapter 4 takes the final and crucial step of the whole research project, that is, the
definition of solidarity. The streture of this chapter is twofold. Firstly, | still present seven cases that
are, at least intuitively, solidarigvoking. In so doing, a phenomenological catalogue of solidarity

will be provided, wide enough to give a flavour of the pervasiveness of leegmenon; the
remainder of the chapter will be devoted to the question whether all of these cases can be covered by
a concept of solidarity, to be defined. The subsequent endeavour of defining solidarity, to be
attempted in the second section, shall steckhe methodological guidance offered by Chapter 2.
Thus, the definition of solidarity will be developed accordingly, that is, based on the sociability
related properties unpacked in Chapter 3. The third and conclusive paragraph of this chapter is
intenced to summarize in a table the way that the proposed definition captures the sample of

examples.



ChapterlA gl ance at the classics: Durkhei

There are both historical and conceptual reasons to begin research on solidarity with a reappraisal of
Dur khei més f histanealweagsohki .s Tthhea t Dur kheimdés accoun
outlined inThe Division of Social Labqi 893, 1902), halseen the most influent and discussed one

up till now, to the point that is has been e\
1994, 3). Being more emphatic still, one might even claim that anyone who aims at developing an
accountofsoi ar ity should deal with Durkheimbés vVview
In addition, I hold threeonceptualreasotso f ocus on Dur kheimbés fram
Firstly, Durkheim tackled a number of questions, such as the relationship between individuals and
their collective, that prefige the agenda of current-salled social philosophy; as Ferrara (2002)

has «c¢cl ai med, after all, Dur kheim i si alteugh ospe
Durkheim himself took pains to make sociology epistemologically independent of philcalop
premises.

Secondly, unlike previous social theorists such as Lerogio claimed to be the firstto introduce

the concept of solidarity in philosophy fomte, and Spencer, Durkheim provided an accurate
methodology to detect solidarity, thatéxploring the prevalence of criminal or civil law in a given
society. Itis due to this methodological distinctiveness that Durkheim refused to consider his eminent
predecessors as worth of the qualification of sociologists. In this respect, then, iDudieve loped

an epistemology of solidarity, namely a theory on the empirical conditions that make solidarity
observable.

Thirdly, and more importantly, reading Dur khe
paradoxically, he engaged to aga discussion on solidarityabout its causes and functioniigut

never provided a definition of its concept per se. As | shall show in what follows, these two latter
points T Durkheimbés methodol ogy andoliitdamibtsyt el
conceptually linked.

Moreover, | hold tweystematicreasons namel y, reasons that are st
of the dissertation as a whole 1 to start my
solidarity. | onlyreport them here, but | assume that their content and pertinence will get clearer as
the discussion of the related chapters will go in detail.

The first systematic reason is that, although Durkheim never provided a formal definition of
solidarity, one mayack down and reconstruct his views on other related concepts, such as altruism,
empathy, and social cohesion among others. Developing these definitions, and highlighting what
Durkheim believed to distinguish them from solidarity, might heuristicallgl lesato a provisional
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and negative definition of solidarity. This track is particularly useful to prepare the discussion that
will be led in the chapter on a conceptual analysis of solidarity.

Secondly, the aim of this chapteris to bring to light theuirdin c e of Dur khei mds &
nature on his views on solidarity, to prepare the terrain for an argument that will be extensively
developed Chapter 2.

This chapter does not aim at providing an e
contray, highly selectively, it will be mostly focused dhe Division of Social Laboyhenceforth,

DSL), The Rules of the Sociological Meth@itenceforthRSM), and Sociology and Philosophy
(henceforth,SP. Several other important Durkheimian worksas The Hementary Forms of
Religious Life(henceforthEFRL) will be mentioned only in passing or not at all, as well as many
cruci al i nterpretative quest:i asntle cantovensy onitau r k h
continuity or discontinuityi  wi | | lodked. More @utiously, the goal of this chapter is to
reconstruct and discuss Dur kheSimés view on so
This chapter is divided into three paragraphs; the first is devoted to Durkheim's practical concems
and reasons for the emancipation of sociology from philosophy. In the second one, corresponding to
the second conceptual reason to deal with Durkheimall &tcus on the account of solidarity that
emerges fronDSL, that | claim to be an epistemological theory of solidarity. In the third and final
paragraph, corresponding to the third conceptual reason, | shall assess the grounds out of which

Durkheim rejeted the very idea of a conceptual analysis of solidarity per se.

“ For a reconstructivof this debate, see Rawls (1986 Hawkins (1979)
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1. The project of a science of social facts

I n this paragraph, I shall provide an outlin
framework. In the first subparagraph (2.1.), wi | | provide an overview
context and practical concerns. In the second

of philosophy and the need for a rigorous method to understand social reality.

1.1 Durkheim: context and practical concerns

Il n approaching Durkhei mébs research, one shou
biographical circumstances that can account for his overall practical concerns.

One of the persisteir eoccupations al onPl7pwas Undoebtatlp e | i f
precariousness of the social order in modern societies and, being more specific still, in the France of
his time®. To begin with the former topic, Durkheim was undoubtedly neither thyemanmlthe first of

his contemporaries to tackle the question of social order in modern societies, that was very current
due to reasons that fell far beyond the specificity of French affairs. Many philosophers and early
social theorists, in fact, concernedh the problem of social order undaodernanddifferentiated

kinds of societies. Stjerno suggests that this preoccupation with social order was triggered by the
social impact of the development of capitalism in Western Europe in the nineteenth ¢&ritens

is no doubt that, as Stjerno states, «modern capitalism had disruptive effects upon local communities
and family ties» (Stjerno 2004, 30). Howevéadentifying the distinctiveness of modern societies

with the spread of early capitalism would betemount to neglect thaultidimensionatharacter of

the former, of which the latter is only a part. In fact, as Martinelli (20051 1)0points out, the

modernization process involves several domains, that range from the aforementioned progressive

® The empirical correlation between the experience of social conflict and warfare, on the one hand, and the practical
concern for grounds of social order, on the other hand, is quite evident albtloé figany cases in the history of moral

and political philosophy. | take this to be the analogy between the historical contexts that gave rise to early modem moral
philosophy, on the one hand, and classic social theory, on the other hand. Grotiusptiggdynatural law in secular

and rationalist foundations, was concermdith the destabilizing consequences of the Protestant Reformation on the
international relations, the stability of which could no longer be granted by religious homogeneity; in this respast, religio
warfares in the sixteenth century were symptomatic of tis@kof the international moral order. As Schneewind (1998,
71) puts it, Grotiusdé preoccupation was that c¢inf the
as the Protestant Dutch and the Catholic Portuguese and Spanisip thigpeal to the Bible or to specific Christian
doctrines will help. Each side interprets the Bible in its own way, and each has its own understanding of the detais of
Christian doctrine. [€é] The | mp o s sesWwasbriebfithe sofirce§dfthed i n g
strength of Pyrrhonic skepticism in the seventeenth century. An overtly atheistic morality could not possibly have the
standingto servein settling a public issue, but neither Calvin nor the Thomists could provide ofid &etdhe Grotius
needed». An analogous and eminent example of this correlation is Thomas Hobbd$@%H8&ho lived through the

bloody English civil war; like Grotius, he wrote about war and peace, although his concern was civil rather than
internaional strife (Schneewind 1998, 83).

6 «This preoccupation [of early social theorists as Fourier, Leroux and Comte] with social order must be understood in
light of the development of capitalism in Western Europe in the nineteenth century» (Stjerno 2004, 30
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formation of a global capitalist market to thteuctural differentiation through the division of labour,

from the development of science and technology to the establishment dfgzbsbnal values as
individualism and rationalism

However, although the concern for social order raised by thedatrgdahe modernization process

was not an exclusively French matter 1 since
integration, was felt everywheree (Stjerno 20
classic social theory werFrench indeed In this respect, Stjerno suggests that within the French
tradition of social theory there is a distinctive and perceivable «element of nostalgia, a tendency to
look back at the past and to idealise conditions existing before the rewadditic/ 89, to a society

that had all but disappeared» (Stjerno 2004, 41).

As Poggi (2003, 11) points out, the specificity of the French political and cultural conflict at
Durkheimds time was traceabl e back stdefeatinihe t r a
FrancePrussian war (187Q), that occurred during his childhood and contributed to «a strong
(though in no way militant) patriotism [é] an
of France sentiments that were, in differgiorms, prevalent among intellectuals of his generation»
(Lukes 1971, 41); secondly, the conflictual and bloody experience of the Paris Commune (1871).
These misfortunes, Poggi continues, were commonly interpreted as the outcome of the French public
debae 6s divide on the valtha, todd surelwas lafgele delcated k@ v o
beyond the French boundaries. Moreover, a third and further disruptive factor for Durkheim was
undoubtedly the increasing as8emitism tendency in France (Stjera004, 30), that he, who was

Jew, witnessed in his youth (Lukes 1971, 41), and culminated in the Dreyfus Affair; significantly, the
latter is one of the few politic matters about which Durkheim took a public stand in 1898 with his

famousrephL 0 | n dlismmeietdes iatellectuelthat appeared iRevue Blug¢Pickering 2002).

" More extensively, Martinelli (2005, 101) lists thirteen features that single out the modernization process, as the
sociological debate led over the 1950s and the 1B60at held Durkheim's functionalist framework as part of its
intellectualgroundng 1T f ashioned it: ¢1. The development of sci
progressive forming of a global capitalist marketand the intensification of economic interdependence between different
nationstates and between the waus regions of the world. 4. Structural differentiation and functional specializaton in
different spheres of social |ife [é] 5. The transfor
Political development, meaning both the elishment of secularnatest at es [ é], as wel |l as
mobilization of movements, parties and representative associations that fight to defend their interests and estabish
collective identities. T7antmefefthewodd, itheamancigation of sivd scietyans ot
scientific knowledge from religious control, and the privatization of faith. 8. The establishment of values typical of
modernity, in particular, individualism, rationalism, and utilita rianisrémographic disturbances that uproot millions
of people from their ancestral habitat [€é€] 10. €fhe pr
community and the separation of the workplace from the home, andthe liberatimmeh from patriarchal authoriy.
11. The democratization of education and the development of mass culture and mass consumption. 12. The development
of the means of materialand symbolic communication that embrace and unite the most disparate psopiesesnd
13. The compression of time and space and their organization according to the demands of industrial production and the
world market».
8 The nonFrench minority in classic social theory is mainly German, and its most prominent proponents Afebigrax
and Georg Simmel.
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Against this background, it is easier to unde
social order. To recall a previous statement, though, he did not start lascleBem scratch. In fact,
Durkheim studied history and philosophy at theole Normale Supérieurevhere he graduated in

1882 and became acquainted with several intellectuals from his generation, such as Henri Bergson
who did not hold him in high regdf. This philosophicallJaden educational background, together

with the circumstance that sociology was still far from gaining institutional and academic autonomy,
enables us to make sense of the over pantheomhi | o
As | shall show in the next ghedretcalcoacgrnistprnoye t h o
a step forward his philosophical forerunners.

1.2 Unpacking social facts: the limits of philosophy and the sociological method

To be sure, pardf the reasons that led Durkheim to seek a distinctively sociological method is
traceable back to his dissatisfaction with remtiological approaches to sociological problems. From

the very beginning of his research, Durkheim had been committed to theseusf drawing sharp

and clear discrimination between social sciences and other kinds of discourses on society. This
epistemological intentis developed®$M( 1 895), that is Durkhei mods
in this chapter, | shall mainly refertohi s t e x t as for Durkhei moés
distinctiveness of social sciences, although
Although Durkheim frequently displayed prudence and diffidence toward the label of positivism
there is no doubt that he conveyed the influence of positivisnparticular, of its French traditiéth

(Poggi 2003, 29; Lukes 1971, 70; 140). Being more specific still, Durkheim considerecBaont

as the founder of positivism and sociology, and @om@s the systematizer of his framework.
However, he advocated an original account of positivism and sociology and presented his position as
a kind of scientific RSMrte coanlall igsun tie aeDdqelrse cail tll,
on Methodl n s hort, Durkheimds rationalism relies
capable of being reduced to relationships of cause and effect, which, by an operation no less rational,
can then be transformed into rules of action for the future. Wdabeen termed our positivism is
merely a consequence of this rationalisRS 4). However, as Poggi (2003, 30) suggests, if by
ApositivismodO we mean a project that endorses

social domain, then we are not only enabled to label Durkheim as a positivist, but even to qualify

°Recalingand still confirming 1T his first impression abo
that he would be an abstractioronger. | was not so mistaken. With him, one never encountered a fact. Whéh we to
him that the facts were in contradiction with his the

10 positivism formed in Francein the first half of the Nineteenth century, before spreading across other western European
countriesn the second half ofthe centliirpsit is the case of English positivism, fostered by Milland Spencer.
12



RSMas a positivist mani f esto. To go more in
Montuschi (2006, 25%) presents him as a supporter of the assimilation of social sciences to natural
sciences, that entails both a paradigmatic claim and an analogiral The former states that any
discipline that aims at objective knowledge, as social sciences doanuegithe method of natural
sciences: in this respe@urkheim RSM 146, emphasis added) state
sums up and implies a wieonew set of ideas, namely that social facts are interdependent and above
all must betreated as natural phenomensubject to necessary laws». On the other hand, the
analogical claim states that in order for such methodological mimicry to be succtssidcial

scientist musadaptthe method of natural sciences to the specificities of distinctively social facts. In

this respect, Durkheim claimed that between social facts and natural facts there are both an

i somor phism 1 as b o tdcapable oft cbeecion cver endivieludlisaedr an a | e
difference: «what is exclusively peculiar to social constraint is that it stems not from the
unyieldingness of certain patterns of molecules, but from the prestige with which certain
representations are endawgRSM 14)L

The reason why Durkheim was wunsatisfied witt
embedded a dogmatic commitment to the deterministic character of the Law of Three Stages. This
theory describes «the progressive course of the humaly@omte 1853, 27) as articulated through

three subsequent theoretical conditions, namely, «the Theological, or fictitious; the Metaphysical, or
abstract; and the Scientific, or positive». Each age or condition is related to a specific kind of
explanationand the sequence from the first to the thighssing through the second, thatis a mere

state of transitioii is determined with the force of «thawof human development» (Comte 1853,

31, emphasis added). Although Comte held the Law of Three Stadesgupported by historical
evidencé?, Durkheim identifies he hallmark of its dogmatic character in its ultimate purpose to
culminate in a secular religion.

More importantly, the crucial point that Durkheim made his philosophical predecessors was pointed
to Spencer above &) and was methodological in nature; in fact, Durkheim thought that all putative
sociological works thatappeared until then were notworthy of this status, and were rather classifiable,

pejoratively, as philosophical. Thereason ofBUre i més di ssati sf action wi

1 This twofold comparison between society and nature is so put by Lukes {974&lf the first step towards the
foundation of a positive sciencésociology was to see society as similar to the rest of nature in being subject to laws,
the second stepwasto see it as distinct: to regard social phenomena as real, causally operative forces».
12 «From the study ofthe development of human intelligenedl directions, and through alltimes, the discovery arises
of a great fundamental law, to which it is necessarily subject, find which has a solid foundation of proof, bothin the acts
of our organizationandin our historical experience» (Comte 293,
13 At the beginning of théntroductionto RSM( 1 8 ) Durkheim deplores that ¢in
met hodol ogical problem has no placeeée. Si gniCbuiseoithet | vy ,
Philosophie Positiveis the only original and important study whichpassess onthe subject».
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of social phenomena, as law or marriage, was that they consisted in conceptual analysis, the starting
point of which was an arbitrary generalization of commonsensical intuitions on their nature.
Therefore the unscientific character of the philosophical approach depended on its being not
committed neither to any methodological discipline nor to the task of explaining empirical facts.
Poggi (2003, 33) reports that when Durkheim had been asked why he abdduptidinsophy even if

he had had a philosophical education, he caustically replied that philosophers are allowed to say
anything they think. This statement, as | shall argue, is notto be interpreted as the aim to get rid of
philosophy; on the contrary, Dkheim took part in philosophical conferences his whole life and
fostered an interdisciplinary cooperation between philosophy and sociology: as he pats it,
[sociology] becomes more specialized, [it] will provide additional original matter for philacsdph
reflection» RSM 112}4. His preoccupation was related to the circumstancedhtthe time, in

France and in other parts of Europe, sociology was cultivated by intellectuals and scholars, but was
not accepted as an academic discipline» (P2@36, 151). ThudDur khei més attacks
should be traced back to his effort to emancipate sociology from philosophy, as the former needs a
distinctive and rigorous method. As Durkheim puts it, when we approach social phenomena as

philosophers wald do,

instead of observing, describing and comparing things, we are content to reflect upon our ideas,
analyzing and combining them. Instead of a science which deals with realities, we carry out no more
than an ideological analysis. Certainly this analg®es not rule out all observation. We can appeal to

the facts to corroborate these notions or the conclusions drawn from them. But then the facts intervene
only secondarily, as examples or confirmatory proof. Thus they are not the subject matteciehtiee

which therefore proceeds from ideas to things, and not from things to RiskE29).

The paradigmatic case of the arbitrariness and inaccuracy of the philosophical method is that of

moralists who,

wishing to decide upon the moral worth of a ¢ start by laying down a general formula for morality,

and then measure the disputed maxim up against it. Nowadays we know how little value may be attached
to such summary generalizations. Set out at the beginning of a study, before any obserVetiactst t

their purpose is not to account for them, but to enunciate the abstract principle for an ideal legislative
code to be created out of nothing. Thus these generalizations do not summarize for us the essential
characteristics which moral rules rgalepresent in a particular society or in a determinate social type.
They merely express the manner in which the moralist himself conceives mdp&lity36)

14 A similar statement is made in the preface of the first editiddL&, where Durkheim argues that sociologyrot

opposed to anykind of philosophy, because it takes its stand on very differentground. It may be thahassatite

transcendental finality that experience cannotattain. This is a matter with which the metaphysician m D&t &31» (
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The reason why | take this passage to be paradigmatic is that morality is the objed®part of

Dur khei més s o ¢ namelgthea socalbgy pf moralitg ©rtthe one hand, Durkheim

took advantage of its philosophical education drawing both on the Kantian and the Aristotelian
traditions when it comes to determining the naturenorality (SP, 16) that he described as both
obligatory and desirable; on the other hand, he departed from them out of epistemological claim that
one can assess a moral reality if and only if she has previously achieved an accurate description of it
T andthat such cognition requires a specific method. As Lukes (1971, 339) puts it, Durkheim «saw
sociology, or the science of ethics, as going beyond the philosophical ethics of the past, by treating
moral beliefs and practices as social facts». Although Deirkitlaimed that the moral domain has

its own specificity within the social reakfy it does not follow that he did not consider moral facts as

a kind of social facts.

Thus, it is necessary to precise what Durkheim meant by the notion of social factubjeist &

tackled inRSM where social facts are defined as follows:

A social fact is any way of acting, whether fixed or not, capable of exerting over the individual an
external constrainor: which is general over the whole of a given society whilstrigagin existence of

its own, independent of its individual manifestatioRS\ 27).

These definitions encapsulate three features that single out the specificity of social facts, namely
externality or objectivity, normativity or constraint, argeneralityplusindependence» (Lukes
1971, 11).

As for their externality to individual consciences, Durkheim argued that social facts «must be treated
as things»RSM 7), that is, as entities that are opposed to subjective representations. Justists moral
wrongfully rely on generalizations of subjective representations of moral maxims, so philosophers
fail in determining social facts by speculation and conceptual analysis, the starting point of which,
once again, are subjective representatioosthe«individual incarnationsXSM 23 ) 1 of

facts. To gain objective knowledge of social facts, an utterly different approach is needed:

[a social fact] is all that which the mind cannot understand without going outside itself, proceeding
progressivelyby way of observation and experimentation from those features which are the most
external and the most immediately accessible to those which are the least visible and the most profound.
To treat facts of a certain order as things is therefore not totpkaein this or that category of realiy;

it is to observe towards them a certain attitude of mifeN] 7).

“Durkheimés whol e pr oj ec atleash socigogytof niotalityparsacialay of knowkedyes 0 mp &
and a sociology ofreligion (Lukes 1971). In this chapter, | shallmainly refer to thepiérgialization field
16 «Thesui genericharacter which | see in moral phenomena does not allow us todedietions regarding it from
otherphenomena. Moralfacts are related to other social facts, and it is not a question of abstracting them, butthey form,
in the society, a distinct spheré&SR 37).
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In other terms, as Poggi (2003, 41) puts it, whereas philosophers start their inquiry on social
phenomena with a commonsensical or conceptuahtief, the sociologist must determine it by
means of empirical evidenck putit in Hegelian terms, social facts are constituents of the objective
spirit, as their content is culturally variable and is observable in laws, customs and shared morality.
Moreover, social facts provide the terrain for the flourishing of moral life and education. As Habermas
points out, Durkheim held to the view that «thasic moral phenomenas the binding force of

norms, which can be violated by acting subjects» (Habermas 1981, 164; emphasisSuahikedacts
presentthemselvespie-existinggiven things to angctualindividual’; this givenness is confirmed

by the fact that our very ist experience of the reality of social facts is provided by means of
education, that ensures a cultural continuity among gener&idnghis respect, | suggest that
Durkheim makes an antiichian statement, in that, against therum factunprinciple!®, he argues

that, as a matter of fact, most of the social facts that any individual may experience have been already
handed down by previous generations; in addition, and more importantly, even if we had contributed
to the realization of certain social facli#tle could we say about their nature and the reasons that
drove us to realize them, inasmuch as we cannot rely on the motives out of which we take ourselves
to have acte¥. This epistemic mistrust in the psychological detbwledge does not have angth

to do with Freudo6s works, that very I|Iikely Dul
Durkheim might have been influenced by Kantian moral psychology, that he certainly knew (Lukes
1971, 54SP, 16 ss.PSL, 316;RSM 182). However, thee is no doubt that Durkheim did not mean

any ban to the scientific value of psychology, insofar as its aim «is to study mental facts from the
outside, namely as thingsRI(S 8). Rather, from the epistemic mistrust in psychologicat self
knowledge does faw the need for external signs that make social facts perceiritE).

To describe the externality of social facts more systematically, L{1lesl, 10) suggests that they

can be arranged along a spectrum, on the one end of which we have «anatomical or morphological

17 «The system of signs that | employ to express my thsutiie monetary system | use to pay my debts, the credit
instruments | utilize in my commercial relationships, the practices | follow in my profession, etc., all function
independently ofthe use | make of thelR&{\ 20).
18 «We acceptand adopt [beliefisd practices fashioned and transmitted by previous generations] because, since they are
the work of the colletivity and one that is centuries old, they are invested with a special authority thatour educaton has
taughtusto recognize and respect.\iasthy of note that the vast majority of social phenomena cometo us in this way»
(RSM 25)
19 Theverum factunprinciple was first introduced by Vico De Antiquissimand later recalled iScienza Nuova
Against Cartesian epistemologyico argues tha«full knowledge of any thing involves discoveringwit came to be
whatitis asa productof human action» (Costelloe 2018)
2 Jtwill be objectedthat, since [social facts] have beenwrought by us, we have only to become conscious of ourselves
to know what we have put into them and how we shaped them. Firstly, however, most social institutions have been handed
down to us already fashioned by previous generations; we have had no partin their shaping; consequently, it is not by
searching within ourdees that we can uncover the causes which have given rise to them. Furthemmore, even if we have
played a part in producing them, we can hardly glimpse, save in the most confused and often even the most imprecise
way, the realreasons which have impelletbuect, or the nature of our action. Already, evenregarding merely the steps,
we havetaken personally, we know very inaccurately the relatively simple motives that govBinSI8: (
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social phenomena», such as population density and social cohesion among social units; then, in the
middle of the spectrum,there® est abl i shed social norms, tha

social moral rules to positivized legal norms. Finally, on the opposite end of the continuum, we have

wh at Durkheim called fAsoci al curr entés oc,r ,name |
extreme, Otransitory outbreaksdéd such as occur
enthusiasm, of indignation or of pity are gen

The externality of social facts enables us to account for their nornpativer, that results from their

being imposed by a superdividual moral authority. It is precisely in virtue of this suredividual

moral authority, as Gilbert (1994) suggests, that individuals take themselves to be enabled to blame
or punish norulfil ment of expectations that stem from social facts. In other words, social facts have
coercive power inasmuch as «they eapable okxerting an external constraint over the individual.

[ €] Certain ways of acting have a special sta
take themselvesto be justifiadeacting against me» (Gilbert 1994, 89). Asforthe kind of tains

that social facts can embed, Lukes (1971, 12) identifies five kinds of normativity that it can assume:
1) thefear of sanctionassociatedto the violation of established norms; 2hptaumental rationality

of the action required by establishextms (e. g. in order for people to be able to communicate, they
must speak a shared language); 3)ebelogical causal influendhat infrastructures and channels

of communication have on economic life and migration; 4)ghgchological pressuriorced ly

social currents and collective emotions in gatherings and crowded céité&jtshe cultural
determinatiorof certain beliefs and habits, that are transmitted by various educational agencies.
Last, but not least, social facts are characterized by afédtdre, that results from a combination of
generality and independence of individual behaviour. Durkheim considered as general those factors
that «are specific to particular societies, that is are neither strictly personal features of individuals nor
universal attributes of human nature» (Lukes 1971, 14). Butgenerality, fashionedin these terms, fails
in distinguishing social facts by their «individual incarnatio®3§ 23), thatis, theirinternalization

at the individual level. To fulfil this concegdl task, a further element needs to be added, namely
general formsé independence of individual beh
in a group know the content of a popular saying is not enough to qualify the latter as a saoicial fact
unless at the price of confusing the social fact with the sum of its individual refractions. The point

with social facts is that not only they are general or spaeaahgndividuals, but rather that they are

2L «Thusin a public gathering the great waves of enthusiasm, indignation, and pity that are produced have their seatin no
one individual consciousness. They cometo each one of us from outside and can sweep us alongin spite of ourselves. If
perhaps | abandon regif to them | may notbe conscious ofthe pressure thatthey are exerting upon me, butthat pressure
makes its presence feltimmediately | attempt to struggle against them. Ifanindividual tries to pit himself against one of
these collective manifestatis, the sentiments that heis rejecting will be turned against him» (RSM, 22).
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generabecausef their being imposedponindividuals. Durkheim sets out this distinction in terms
of the dichotomy of generality and collectiveness:

it may be objected that a phenomenon can only be collective if it is common to all the members of
society, or at the very least to a majordand cmsequently if it is general. This is doubtless the case,
but if it is general it is because it is collective (that is, more or less obligatory); but it is very far from
being collective because it is general. It is a condition of the group repeatedviduatii because it
imposes itself upon them. It is in each part because it is in the whole, but far from being in the whole
because itis in the parREM 24-5).

In other words, the collectiveness of a way of thinking and acting is a sufficient condition of its
generality, but not vice versa; moreover, Durkheim argued that collectiveness is also a necessary
condition of generality: «if a mode of behavior existingsde the consciousnesses of individuals
becomes general, it camlydo so by exerting pressure upon them [as collective social phenomena
do]» RSM 25; emphasis added) The point of importance for Durkheim here is that, whereas
generality ultimately rsults in amaggregativesum of uniform individual behaviors, collectiveness
entails aqualitativedistinction between the group level and the individual. To be sure, this is not
tantamount to postulate the existence of a sspbject or groupnind, thoughDurkheim quite often

used ambiguous terms leaving this interpretation dpexs when he describes social facts as
expressing «a certain state of twlective sow (RSM 24; emphasis added). More cautiously, as
Gilbert (1994, 91 pungolsocslfactsis «thD condeptian ioflaybdosactmg: ¢
whose substrate is a socialgraup Al t er nat i vel yitis away df actingg whick a | e n

inheres ina social group».

2.The division of social labouran epistemology ofolidarity

The aim of this paragraph is to account for#épéstemologicatheory of solidarity that Durkheim
outlined inDSL.In the first subparagraph (3.1), | will reconstruct the leading topics and aims pursued

in this work. In the second one (3.2¥5Hall focus on the account of solidarity that it embeds.

2|tis farfrom being clear what Durkheim meantclaiming that «none of these[collective] modes of acting and thinking
are to be found wholly in the application made of therimdividuals, since they can even existhout being appliedt
the time» RSM 24; emphasis added). This statement seems to suggest that the collectiveness of a custom or popular
opinion canbe given evenin absence of its generality; in other wosdsatsage likely endorses the highly controversial
viewthat generality is not a necessary condition of collectiveness.
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2.1 The problem: making sense of social differentiation

The main question around whi€isLrevolves concerns the condition that is distinctive of industrial
modern societies, namely the simultaneous increase of individual autonomy and interdependence
among social units; as Durkheim put it,

how does it come about that the individual, whilstdminng more autonomous, depends ever more
closely upon society? How can he become at the same time more of an individual and yet more linked
to society? For it is indisputable that these two movements, however contradictory they appear to be,
are carried om tandem. DSL, 7).

Dur kheimés answer was that at the bottom of
centrifugal and centripetal, lies the increasing volume and impact of the division of labour. As for the
centrifugal effect, Durkheim stresd thatitapplies to several social areast only within economic

life and modern industry, then, but also within the sciences. In other words, both the factory worker
and the scientist were subjectto the same differentiation process. The age wivgrsal genius,
capable of synthesizing human culture, was over, and it left room for an increasing multitude of
skillfuland more and more specialized scientists. Butthe resultingatomized and fragmented scenario,
made of increasingly isolated socialitsnis only part of the story. In fact, the division of labour
entails also a centripetal effect, inasmuch as the more specialized the functions are, the less self
sufficient the social units are. The concept of organic solidarity, as | shall show, wésyedby
Durkheim just to capture such social bond.

Significantly, Durkheim did not only acknowledge tfaet of specialization, as part of a broader
differentiation process. Rather, he appealed both to the modern ememmedeppraisal of
specialism, bieg the latter complementary to the scorn toward the generalist aim to explore various
scientific disciplines, without handling any of them:

today that general culture, once so highly extolled, appears to us merely as a flabby, lax form of

di s ci p IThe man of[bredding, as he once was, is for us no more than a dilettante, and we attribute
no moral value to dilettantism. Rather, we perceive perfection in the specialist, one who seeks not to be
complete but to be productive, one who has a-defined pb to which he devotes himself and carries

out his task, plowing his single furro®§L, p. 35).

This survey on the social perception of what counts as an appropriate education raises the doubt
whether here Durkheim was merely describing an observablalm@ndency, or he is also
committingto an evaluative stance onit. In this respect, recalling the previously mentioned distinction
between subjective and objective representations of morality, Durkheim introduced a further

distinction between a descripé and a normative stance toward morals and claimed that the former

19



is methodologically prior to the latteBP, 19). In other words, «because what we propose to study is
above all reality, it does not follow that we should give up the idea of improwr(®8L, p. 4),
provided that our normative claims are based on awklrmed descriptive account of the present
morals and the corresponding social structure. One of the leading arguni2@ts in fact, is that a
change in the social system entailsharge in the nature of morality; more precisely, as Lukes puts
it, the main systemic change occurred in industrial societies was that

the [integrative] functions once performed by O
societies, largely péormed by new social institutions and relations, among them economic ones [and]

that this change involved a change in the nature of morality [and solidarity] (Lukes 1971, 139).

In other words, the division of labour increasingly filled in modswnieties the integrative role that

was once filled by epistemic and moral consensus; as a consequence of this systemic change, the
contents of shared morality changesintarn We mi ght be so justified
to be 1T i n rdlealubédftraditgon dnth herediyin the allocation of individuals to social
roles in favour of equality of opportunitieimasmuch asociety increasingly differentiated and
flexible. Although Durkheim caut i onatshatyf thee mar
statesman»fSL, 24t hat i s, he does not have to outlin:
also held to the view that sociology may provide helpful and trustworthy clarification as for civic and
moral controversies:

[supposehat,] apart from the present existing order of morality maintained by the forces of tradition,
new tendencies more or less conscious of themselves are appearing. The science of morals allows us to
take up a position between these two divergent moralttiespne now existing and the one in the
process of becoming. It teaches us, for example, that the firstis related to an order which has disappeared
or is disappearing, and that the new ideas, on the contrary, are related to recent changes in thg conditio
of collective existence and are made necessary by these ch8Rg86)(

Thus, one mightreadSLas a normatively laden work, and not as a merely descriptive sociological
picture of society at his time. More emphatically, Cladis (2005, 387) suggests that it is precisely in
virtue of his «sensitivity to the historical» that Durkheim, far from beirgytbeany status quo, was
exposed to social change and diversity. I n th
Durkheim discussed in the previous paragraph is needed. For if, on the one hand, it is accurate to
consider Durkheim committedtoh e posi ti vistic treatment of s

entities opposed to their subjective represer

3 «Morality developsover the course of history and is dominated by historical causes, fulfiling a role in our life in time.
Ifitis asitis atanygiven moment, it is because the conditions in which men are living at thattime do not permit it to be
otherwise. The proof ofthisis that it changes when these conditions change, and only in that eveDiL&|By» (
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hand, to ascriplbsesitovhismiclwe dii v e d eorfhct andeakigs. s C i
A prominent Durkheimian interpreter as Rosati claims that among the various ideolezdaily
readings of Dur k h2 thenhast recent intdrgretess lagree bnotloegdtive
commitmenb f Dur khei mdés ggasRasatiZD02@B38) pusd, accardingto this pattern
sociology turns out to be «a kind of scientific analysis associated with the concern for ethical and
normative issues, thatis, for the conditions that make good life in modern societies p&ssible»
This metatheoretical question is of the highe
the phenomenon of social differentiation through the division of labour. In fact, in the introduction of
DSLDurkheim formulated the key question about the division of labour, that is, whether itis only a

|l aw of nature or it is also a ¢ masgessinemiemdkee f or
of the division of labour, we all sense thasjtand increaingly so, one of the fundamental bases of

the social order>OSL, 35, emphasis added).

To be sure, the original aspect of Durkheim's discourse on the division of labour did not point to its
actual increasing embeddedness in modern societies, but rathlee propemassessmertdf its

function. As a matter of fact, the social phenomenon of the division of social labour was far from
being emerged only at Durkheimds time; the ve
Smith, as Durkheim acknowlgdd OSL, 33), before being lent to biologists. The main polemical
goals faced irDSL, in fact, were the accounts of the
predecessors, suchas Sperfiaehno carried the inheritance of Smith and the Manchester $cteio

also Comtebébs view on the division of | abour i
this section, | shall report the most salient criticisms that Durkheim made toward Comte and Spencer.

Il n Durkheimbés vi ew, C oduuble effec of the divisiort of labaur, botat e ¢
centripetal and centrifugal. On the one hand, he saw the division of labour as the main source of the
growth of industrial societies and of social solidarity. On the other hand, he highlighted its dispersive
effects as the collapse of the shared sense of community and the related decrease of commitment to
the common good and the public interest. However, Comte did not succeed in accounting for this
paradoxical ambivalence consistently (Lukes 1971, 141). Hisoaitdrianist appeal to the unifying
function of the State as the only remedy for the threat of social disintegration was symptomatic of his
mistrust in the societal integrative sources.

On the contrary, Spencer fostered a diametrically opposite viewydingao which industrial

societiesd harmony was ensured by the compl er

#I'nterpreters are divided on the ideological collocat
switched from markedly conservative views until the Eighties, to more reformist concerns for social justice and social
change thateerrged in the middle of the Nineties.
% Quotes from Italian texts are translatedhg writet
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and the resulting mutual cooperation guided by -sa#rest. The more the process of social
differentiation would have developedetitess necessargaceComte, would have been the state
regulation. In other words, industrial solidarityor, as Durkheim labels it, «contractual solidarity»
(DSL, 158)i would consistin the spontaneous harmony of needs and services, formalizedgma sys

of private contracts. As Durkheim observes, tracing back this view to theories of social contract is at
the very most intuitive, but ultimately wrongheaded; in fact, the abstraction from particular and not
generalizable interests which theories of abatontract require is incompatible with the
acknowledgment of the social differentiationf social roles and expectations, of competences and

interests 1 generated by the division of | ab

for such a [social] contract to be fdads, at any given time all individual wills should be in agreement
regarding the common foundations of the social organization and consequently every individual
consciousness should pose to itself the political problem in all its generality. But inoodethis each
individual must step out from his own sphere; all should equally play the same role, that of the statesman
and the constituent member of socidhs(, 159).

Durkheim acknowledged that Spencer was right in identifying the division of la@sdhe source
of social solidarity in modern societies, yet he remarked he was mistaken «about the way in which
this cause produces its effect and, in consequence, about the nature of thed&ttet58). The
main criticisms that Durkheim made againpe8cer were the following: first and foremost, the
complementarity of interests is not a reliable foundation for stabilizing social order, as it can only
ensure an «external bond>»3L, 160) among individuals; moreover, seiterestis variable and
its artagonistic potential is not inferior to its integrative power: «g&trest is indeed the least
constant thing in the world. Today it is useful for me to unite with you; tomorrow the same reason
will make me your enemyBSL, 161).
The second criticisnis empirical in nature, and states that Spencer is mistaken about the claim
that industrial societies are characterized by a decrease of positive socialictrdatas, a social
intervention which «constrains a person to act, whilst negative contrstraars him only to
abstain from action»SL, 162). Even if Spencer was right in claiming that positive control
diminished in industrial societies, he would nonetheless have to concede that, «whether positive
or negative, this control isevertheless social®SL, 162). Therefore, even only negative rules,
that are constantly growing in industrial societies, determine the influence on the individual
conduct thatis then far from springing more and more completely from private initiative.
The third and last criticism against Spencer is that if, one the one hand, itis true that contractual
relations increase in industrial societies, on the other hand, such growth is only possible as a set of
non-contractual conditions are granted. In @lkknown passage, Durkheim claims that
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in a contract not everything is contractual. The only undertakings worthy of the name are those that are
desired by individuals, whose sole origin is this free act of the will. Conversely, any obligation that has
not been agreed by both sides is not in any way contractual. Wherever a contract exists, it is submitted
to a regulatory force that is imposed by society and not by individuals: it is a force that becomes ever
more weighty and compleSL, 1656).

In otherwords, the institution of private contract relies on conditions that the sole individuals cannot
ensure, as only society can give it binding force and regulate its functénimghis respect,
Durkheim distinguished between a negative and a positivéasali; the former is largely traceable
back to Spenceré6és contractual solidarity, anc
system of real rights, that the owners dispose over their posseddi®hs9d3). Thus, negative

solidarity is ony improperlyandderivativelyconsiderable as a kind of solidarity, in that its function

is not to link together the different parts of society, but on the contrary to detach them from one another,
and mark out clearly the barriers separating them. Haysdo not correspond to any positive social tie

[ €] The very expression Onegative solidarityo t
true solidarity, having its own existence and specific nature, but rather the negative aspecttgievery

of solidarity. The first condition for an entity to become coherent is for the parts that form it not to clash
discordantly. But such an external harmony does not bring about cohesion. On the contrary, it presumes

it. Negative solidarity is only po&se where another kind is present, positive in nature, of which it is

both the result and the condition (DSL, 94).

Ultimately, the reason why Spencer failed in capturing the non contractual conditions of the validity
of private contracts is that he hetdan individualist view, that is, flattened at the level of individual
relationships to the detriment of the garisting bond among individuals and the collective gtbup

As Ferrara (2002, 423) summarizes it, the leading objection raised by Durkheind t®mvéh and
Spencer is that «ultimately no society, not even a complex one, can do without common values
altogether Before the invisible hand can operate, in other words, there has to nwisible
handshake. Seemingly, according to Watts Miller (20Q45), Durkheim held to the view that

mutual respect depends on an antecedent mutual attachment.

% Rosati (2001, 1-B) sees in a nenontractualist stance and in the related inquiry into theméractual conditions of
socialorder, the hallmark and gugasence of the genuine sociological research.
I n Sp e n c mdivideals wduld only begdependent upon the group to the extent that they depended upon one
another, andtheywould not depend upon one another save within the limits drawn by praateatyfreely arrived
at» OLS, 160).
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2.2 Solidarities and their empirical hallmarks

To be sure, one further theoretical reference that Durkheim took in high regard and tack&td in
was T°nniesd account of Gemeirschaflundésesellschiftiatbmas. | n
known and even r evi e wéndeslnyodizedm didhetamymthgt io8li@Have 1 ,
established a paradigmatic conceptual tool to understand social change. Drawing on everyday
language, Tonnies claimed that even at the commonsensical level the difference betweenthe value
laden concepts of comunity and society may emerge:

all kinds of social ceexistence that are familiar, comfortable and exclusive are to be understood as

belonging toGemeinschaft. Gesellschafteans life in the public sphere, in the outside world. In

Gemeinschafive are united from the moment of our bittih our own folk for better or for worse. We

go out intoGesellschafas if into a foreign land. A young man is warned about mixing with bad society:

but ébad communityd makes no sense in our | angu

whentheyar e t hinking of such a relationship merely

communitywith its infinite effects upon the human soul will be understood intuitively by anyone who

has ever experienced it. In the same way, an engaged coupdmizes that in entering into marriage

they are embarking upon a total community of Iferimunio totiusitag ; but a 6soci ety

be a contradiction in terms (Ténnies 1887, 18).

T°nniesd overall i ntent wamoceseofsbaaevolusongomtitues t h
and individuals get more and more emancipated from the yoke of tradition and ascriptive bonds,
societal relationships are increasingly widespread at the expense of community relationships. The
main hallmarks of theocial kind of communityGemeinschaftare thesmallscalevolume and the
spontaneitwy f cooperation, that overflows from comm
conversely, the ideal type of societ@dsellschajtis characterized blarge-scalevolume,self
interesteccooperation, and moteiversalistvalues as it gets increasingly regulated by contracts.
Although Ténniesli d not seemingly use the term fisol i de:e
ascribe to him the view that solidarity T pr o\
cooperation and concerrdecreases together with the recessiboommunity. In other words, as
Bayertz puts it, T°nnies held to the view thsa
transformation of solidarity, but agg@adual desolidarizationat the end of which isolated individual
remain» (Bayerti999, 13; emphasis added).

On the contrary, Dur khei mbs account okindosoci a
solidarity toanother that is, of a transformation of solidarity rather than a decrease of it. The famous

distinction between mechaal and organic solidarity, that Durkheim employed to capture the
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difference between traditional and industrial societies, results from the interaction of the concepts of
collective consciousness, individual consciousness, and division of labour.
By «collective or common consciousnessstfscience commup®urkheim meant «the totality of
beliefs and sentiments commonto the average members of a society [that] formsa determinate system
with a life of its own» DSL, 63). As Schweikard and Schmid (2013)p¢i o ut , Dur khein
of collective consciousness anticipates several aspects and features of the latest and largely debatec
theories of collective intentionality. The most typical example taken by Durkheim to illustrate the
everyday occurrencesof kd ecti ve consciousness o0 28isach asct a
indignation for a shameful comment by a fellow, that is
in each part because [they are] in the whole, but far from being in the whole because [they are] in the
parts [ é] A nrectiveeindiianina gatherihg does not merely express the sum total of what
individual feelings share in common, but i s som
each one of them it is precisely by virtue of the special energy derivedtfoallective origins. If all
hearts beat in unison, this is not as a consequence of a spontane@stalgished harmony; it is
because one and the same force is propelling them in the same direction. Each one is borne along by the
rest RSM 25y°.
Collective consciousness and its states, then, are not reduceable to their individual units and
occurrences and, in this respect, they have a life on their own. Suekaphysicastance, that has
been termed fisoci al r exaHodosyicebsocialism or Balidmi opposeddal r k h
methodological individualism. However, as Lukes remarks, in order to tackle methodological

individualism neither itis necessary to commit to holism, nor to social realism:

[ Durkhei m] need only have whdlyzixmpé ditnleat i s o @ir anls 6 c
facts; instead, he claimed that they canly be explained in terms of social facts. Denying
methodological individualism does not entail acceptarfice @ met hodol ogi cal soci al
other words, it would have been enough to have claimed that no social phenomenon, indeed few human
activities, can be either identified or satisfactorily explained without reference, explicit or implicit, to

socid factors (Lukes 1971, 20; emphasis added).

2 An important tradition on collective emotions explicitly traces itself back to Durkheimian framework, especially in
relation to hisThe Elementary Forms of Religious L.ifieat | do not discuss in this chapter. As Salmela points out, the

main contemporary adherents to this Durkheimian tradition on collective emotions are Colliins, Scheff, and-Summers
Effler. According to this tradition, «solidarity is understood first aogkfmost as an affective bond atfachment,

produced and reinforced through intense collectimtions that relevantly similar individuals experience in their
interactionrituals» (Salmela 2014, 55). In this respect, these authors take the iteratideati/ecem otions to be both
necessary and sufficient condition for solidarity to arise and reinforce.

2 Avery similarclaim is made iDLS(272-3): dtis doubtless a selfvident truth thatthere is nothing in social life that

is not in the consciousse of individuals. Yeg¢verythingto befoundin the latter comes fromsofieey] [ When it
to socialfactsjt is indeed rather the form of the whole that determines that of the parts»

25



Moreover, it is worth noting that in later works, BERL, Durkheim abandoned the notion of
collective consciousness in favour of the concept of collective representations, the reason being that
the latter was ot accurate enough for his analytical purposes; actually, the concept of collective
consciousness encompasses beliefs and sentiments of any kind (cognitive, moral, religious) and fails
in capturing their differences (Lukes 1971, 6). However, as long &saus on earlier works &SL
andRSM the point with collective consciousness is that it is not only metaphysically irreducible to
individuals, butitis evegeneticallyprior to them;in other wordssociety does notfind reaeyade

in individual consciousnesses the bases on which it rests; it makes them for RS2 73). To be

sure, this does not amount to state that collective consciousness would not collapse in absence of a
substratum of individuals, but rather that mostofindid ual consci ousnessesao
by society and not by their own psychological lives.

Durkheim claimed that societies characterized by a high degree of volume, intensity, and
determinateness of collective consciousness are in mechanidakgpl Apparently, the volume of
collective consciousness and individual consciousness are inversely proportional. Therefore, in
mechanical solidarity the individual consciousness is comparable to a mere appendage of the
collective one, in that followd in all its movements; this makes sense of the title of the second
chapter of the first part dSL, namely «Mechanical Solidarity, or Solidarity by Similarities».

Inasmuch as solidarity is the object of sociology, it is regulated by the methodologzle
accordingto which any social factis «notwholly and entirely within any one of us; one musttherefore
find someexternal signsvhich make it perceptiblesRSM 9; emphasis added). Durkheim claimed
that such fAext er n aliyistobg fodndiothe s{ruaturdaf (a kind offcommeno | i
or positive law, and that the latter reveals the former. However, as Lukes (1971, 160) remarks,
Durkheim nowhere satisfactorily justified this correspondence claim.

The primary empirical hallmark oifmechanical solidarity, according to Durkheim, is the
predominance of repressive or criminal law over restitutive law within the legal system. Whereas
restitutive |l aw T that encompasses civil | aw
restoring tke state of affairs antecedentto the crime and at repairing damage, repressive law embeds
an expiative purpose: it does not merely aim at compensating an injustice, but at taking revenge on
behalf of the coll ecti ve c onmcalevidenoesohtleissosiginaly f f e |
passionate and neutilitarian character of criminal law was found by Durkheim in those codes of
primitive people which o not aim to punish fairly or usefully, but only for the sake of punishing»
(DSL, 68), and that push even putatively blameworthy animals or inanimate objects involved in the
perpetration of the crime.
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As Durkheim put it, «the bond of social solidarity to which repressive law corresponds is one the
breaking of which constitutes the crim@®SL p. 57). In this respect, itis worth noting that Durkheim
assumed &ormal definition of crime, thatis, a definition based on relational properties rather than
onintrinsic properties; an act constitutes a crime, Durkheim argwdokndt offends thetrong, welk
definedst at es of the collective consciousness. [ é
consciousness because it is criminal, but that it is criminal because it offends that consciousness»
(DSL, 64; emphasis added). As the quotatishows, Durkheim inserted strongness and
determinateness of the offended collective sentiments among the necessary conditions for an act to
be qualified as a crime. Durkheim claimed that the former feature would enable the definition to
account for thelownes®f the evolution of criminal law, whereas the latter would make sense of the
fact that within this legal pattern there is a predominangedéctduties over imperfect oneB$L,

63).

On the contrary, industrial societies, differentiated by tlhesidn of labour, are characterized by a
prevalence of restitutive law over criminal law; this change, accordingto Durkheim, is traceable back
to the minor volume, intensity, and determinateness of collective consciousness. Such a massive
retirement of ollective consciousness leaves larger room for individuation, that opens the way for
the increase of optional values, lifestyles, and subgroups. In this respect, as Giddens (1998, 20)
remarks, Durkheim rejected the Comtian reactionary claim that univessakensuscponsensus
universe) is a necessary condition of social solidarity since organic solidarity provides social
cohesion under conditions of increase of kinds of freedom and ethical pluralism. To be sure, this is
nottantamountto claim that socsallidarity can be given even in absencamyconsensus, but more
cautiously that it does not requir@aiversalconsensus. Thus, organic solidarity is solidarity that is

not merely grounded in differences of any kind butommplementargifferences, tht establish

mutual interdependence among social units.

Social integration fostered by organic solidarity is no more based on the strength of the collective
consciousness, but on a set of institutions and relationships that arise by the divisious?.l&bo

this respect, Durkheim claimed that the divi:
har monyo, namely a ¢spontaneous agreement bet
contracts are the natural expressioDS, p. 160jitha i s, Spencer ds Vviews

In fact, Durkheim highlighted that contracts can play their integrative function only within a context
of mutual trust and social control that is always and alreadycootractual, and are the content of

the maals of modern societies. Here, so to say, lies the resistant core of collective consciousness in

30 As Miller (2017, 71) points out, Durkheimp t i mi s
that participantsdé unders
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an age marked by the increasing domain of individuation and difference: however more abstract and
general, it never passes away. Its contents are more aredsexular, rational and humaniented
rather than societadriented, such as individual dignity, equality of opportunities, and social justice.
According to contemporary interpreters as Tiryakian (2005) and Cladis (2005), a prominent
occurrence oftheresr gence of <coll ecti ve c Plisthe genenabzede s s 6
transnational consternation displayed in the aftermath of September 11.
A consequence of this change in strength and contents of collective consciousness, according to
Durkheim, is the rise of the conditions of possibility of sociology itself; since it aims at studying
moral fact as analogous to natural facts, under different cultural circumstances it would have clashed
with a strong resistance by religion, as long asatsovas taken to be a religious matter:
doubtless opposition was less fierce so long as scientists limited their studies to the material world, since
in principle this had been abandoned to the dis
himsef became an object of scientific study that resistance became powerful. In fact the believer cannot
help being repelled by the idea that man should be studied as a natural being, analogous to other beings,
and moral facts studied just as are the factgtfne. We know to what extent these collective feelings,
in the different guises they haassumed, have hampered the development of psychology and sociology
(DSL, 225).
To be sure, however, Durkheim took this development of morals as being still undendds from
being achieved. In otherwords, he believed thatthere is daigieetween social differentiation lead
by the division of labour and moral evolution, namely the development of morals that are coherent
with the new social scenario. As DurlimgDSL, 178) pointed outin our presentiay societies this
[cooperationcentered] morality has still not developed to the extent which from now onwards is
necessary for themignificantly, this concern is more extensively articulated in the final pages of
the conclusion oDSL(316-18).

3. Durkheim and the concept of solidarity

DSLis a sociological classic, and pathbreakingin its methodology and terminology. Ithaaiged a |
reception ranging far beyond the sociological field. Unsurprisingly, then, it has been the object of
several and serious criticisms. In the first subparagraph, | shall discuss some criticisms and conceptual
difficulties that prepare the terrain forthliscussion of the definition of solidarity itself, that will be
treated in the second subparagraph.

31Using a term that Durkheim would have introduced only in his sociologyigibrehs it is outlined ifE FRL, September
11 generated a state of transnational dAcollective ef
reinforce social solidarity.
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3.1 Solidarity in Durkheim: historical, interpretative and conceptual questions

The first criticism that | shall presentis empirical in nature and points toigtarical inaccuracyf
Durkheimbés theory of soci al evolution. Il n f a
provided insufficient historical references to substda the dichotomy of mechanical and organic
solidarity. In other words, for this dichotomy to be empirically grounded, it should correspondto a
couple of both large and uniform sets of observed societies. Poggi (2003, 83) remarks that the set of
societes in mechanical solidarity is almost empty, whereas the set of societies in organic solidarity

is too heterogeneous. Furthermore, Lukes (1971, 159) underlines that Durkheim «vastly overstated
the role of repressive law in piedustrial societies, and itssignificance in industrial societies. He

had no knowledge (norwas much available) of the manifold ways in which the principle of restitution
operates in primitive societies».

A second problem concerns timature of the dichotomgf mechanical and orgam solidarity:
interpreters disagree on whether such a distinction aims at outlining ideal social types or at making
concrete descriptions of different phases of civilization. In other words, is the nature of this dichotomy
historical or conceptual? Lukés971, 148) endorses the latter reading, whereas Santambrogio (2002,
113) supports the former. Quite convincingly, Lukes appeal to the passage where Durkheim claimed
that «f therefore this social type [that is, organized or industrial societies] is newhbe observed

in a state of absolute purity, likewise nowhere is organic solidarity to be met with in isofatta.

least it frees itself increasingly from any amalgam, just as it becomes increasingly preponderant»
(DSL, 148). In other words, traitd mechanical and organic solidarity can be given simultaneously,
asthe concepts are notintendedto denote concrete historical soCieties.contrary, Santambrogio
(2002) does not justify his stanceslargbdistusson ma )
of the empirical and historicahuseghat brought about the transition from traditional societies to
modern societies. Among these causes, he mentioned the increase of population volume and density,
and the more and more widespread urbanizab@&1i(Book Il). Whatever the more plausibletbé

two readings is, the point | hold to be of importance here is that undoubtedly solidarity is not an
inheritance from modernity, butan omnipresentfeature of any society, however variable in kind. This
claim would oppose the widespread consideratiosotiflarity as a typically modern concept and
phenomenon. As a consequence, the relative mo
restrict its application to modern societmdy. More importantly still, if the latter argumentis sound,

sdidarity might be considered abasiccategory n Ber |l i n6s terms, namely
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those «central features of our experience that are invariant and omnipresent, or at least much less
variable than the vast variety of its empirical chégastics» (Berlin 1980, 16%6).
A third difficulty arises as Durkheim seemed to consider society rasrally-laden conceptAs
Durkheim puts it,

every society is a moral society. In certain respects, this feature is even more pronounced in organized

sacieties. Because no individual is sufficient unto himself, it is from the society that he receives all that

is needful, just asit is for society that he labours. Thus there is formed a very strong feeling of the state

of dependence in which he finds hirisee grows accustomed to valuing himself at histrue worth, viz.,

to look upon himself only as a part of the whole, the organ of an orgadSimn 178).
Plausibly, Durkheim here was arguing the moral value of industrial or organized socieppsse
the view that sees in them only «economic grouping[éjid (), that is, seHinterested cooperative
aggregations. In fact, Durkheim argued that-ep@ration also has its intrinsic moralitytbid.),
although the latter is still under developmemtindustrial societies. In addition, since «the
gualification 6émoraléd has never been given to
of the individual from a purely egotistic point of view, as its objeS# ( 7), the ethics of cooperaii
is not reduceable to a system of maxims that point to the maximization and harmonization of
individual selfinterests. Thus, as for the moral dimension, the main difference between traditional
and industrial societies is that, whereas the latter iscth@sendividualoriented values, in the former
the society, out of the overwhelming strength of collective consciousness over individuals, looksupon
its constituents «as things over which it has righBBSL( 178); significantly, in fact, Durkheim notes
thatit is precisely in virtue of the predominance of collective consciousness that is so highly frequent
to observe forms of protoommunism within traditional societies:

where the collective personality is the sole existing one, property itself is ilg\gtdlective. It can only

become individual when the individual, freeing himself from the mass of the people, has also become a
personal, distinctive being, not only as an organism, but as a factor in sociaSlfel(41).

In addition, and more contrevsially, one might wonder whether Durkheim, claiming that «every
society is a moral society» and that <«aqmeration also has its intrinsic moralityp$L, 178), was not

only arguing thatas a matter of factiny society cannot do without some moral cosss, but was
committing to the more ambitious view that any shared morality ensuring social solidarity is as such
intrinsically valuable After all, Durkheim considered the search for social solidarityrasral need

(DSL, 51). This evaluative claim, wkever ascribable to Durkheim or not, seems quite unconvincing,
as we can think of groups that, as Nazis or M#ff@e organizations, are assuredly in solidarity out

of shared values, the content of which is nonetheless far from being morally valuablmrmsid

(2013, 243) puts it, when solidarity involves
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necessarily futblown morality based on universalizatida»lt seems plausible to ascribe to
Durkheim the view that every society maintaima@ral basigo be held together in solidarity, and

that the moral judgement on thententf that basiss a relevantissue, but not a sociological task

to fulfil.

A fourth question concerns tmatural boundarie®f solidarity: whatever solidarity ultiately is, is

it an exclusively human phenomenon? What does distinguish it from the varieties of cooperation and
prosocial behavior, such as filial love, that we can observe all over the animal realm? On the one
hand, Durkheim assumed that solidarity estdikecapacitytovalue ne 6 s bel ongi ng t
that this condition is more evident in modern societi2gSl{ 178). Assuredly, such capacity of
evaluative judgement seems to be exclusively human property. On the other hand, Durkheim's
dichotomy ofmechanical and organic solidarity clearly entails an analogy with the naturat¥ealm

the pointis to establish to what extentthis analogy can go. Some passages seem to foster an extensior
of this analogy, such as where Durkheim insisted that the divedidabour, that under normal
conditions entails organic solidarity, can be observed in action already at the biological level,
moreover, Durkheim explicitly stated that the division of social labour is only a specific form of a
broader biological proces$¢Other passages point to the isolation of man frommanan animals,
beginning with a higher degree of sociability: Durkheim held that «the smallest [human associations]
we know of are more extensive than most animal societies. Being more complexgthéspanore
changeable, and the conjuncture of these two causes results in social life among human beings not
becoming fixed in a biological form». In other words, it seems that more prominent sociability in
humans accounts for the larger volume of thesociations, whose increasing complexity makes a
distinctively social kind of causes to emerge. Out of this process, «the [human] organism takes on
AspirituB3L&703 hseeres & me that it would be plausible to qualify sociability as a

scalapr operty that men hold in a higher degree |

321t is worth noting that Tuomela (2013) supports an accoussldarity that does not in all cases involve moraliy,
unli ke Durkheimés frameworKk.
33 Mechanicasolidarity:«We only use this term for it by analogy with the cohesion that links together the elements of
mineralbodies, in contrast to that which encomgasise unity of animalbodieéDLS, 102} organic solidarity«This
solidarity resembles that observed in the higher animals. This is because each organ has its own special characteristics
and autonomy, yet the greater the unity of the organisrmtnemarked the individualization of the pa(BLS, 102).
Cfr.Giddens (1998, 23).
3 «The recent philosophical speculations in biology have finally caused us to realize that the division of labouris a fact
of a generality that the economists, who waeefirst to speak of it, had been incapable of suspecting. Indeed, since the
work of Wolff, von Baer and Milnd&=dwards we know that the law of the division of labour applies to organisms as wel
asto societies. It may even be stated that an organisipiesthe more exalted a place in the animal hierarchy the more
specialized its functions are. This discovery has had the result of notonly enlarging enormously thefield of action of the
division of labour, but also of setting its origins back into afinitely distant past, since it becomes almost
contemporaneous with the coming of life upon earth. It is no longer a mere social institution whose roots lie in the
intelligence andthe willof men, but a general biological phenomenon, the conditiongctonwtst seemingly be sought
in the essential properties of organized matter. The division of labour in society appears no more than a special form of
this generaldevelopmer(DLS, 34).
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the formerto overcome the threshold over which social causes canarise. Once again, though, it seems
empirically arguable that the smallest human associatienlaayer than most animal societies if we

just think of the volume of associations of bees or ants.

3.2. Solidarity in Durkheim: questioning the absence of a definition

The final question that | shall discuss is perhaps the most striking, and points to the above third
conceptual reason to explore Durkheimds accol
definition of solidarityitself. Interestingly, thisabstentionon the nature of solidarity has been
underlined by only a few interpreters (Tiryakian 2008, 307; Watts Miller 2002, 141). Moreover, as
faras | can tell, even by these authors little has been said about the reasons that led Durkheim to this
stance | suggest that Durkheim took himself to have good epistemological and methodological
reasons to refrain from engaging with the challenge of defining the nature of solidarity. According to
him, once we detach the concept of solidarity from its concredesampirical varieties, the only
element left would be an abstract notion of sociability that is useless to any scientific inquiry, for it
would not be related to any specific social kind:

what remains of social solidarity once it is divested of its sdorahs? What imparts to it its specific

characteristics are the nature of the group whose unity it ensures, and this is why it varies according to

the types of society. It is not the same within the family as within political societies. We are not attached

to our native land in the same way as the Roman was to his city or the German to his tribe. But since

such differences spring from social causes, we can only grasp them through the differences that the

social effects of solidarity present to us. Thus if meglect the differences, all varieties become

indistinguishable, and we can perceive no more than that which is common to all varieties, that is, the

general tendency to sociability, a tendency that is always and everywhere the same and is not linked to

any particular social type. But this residual element is only an abstraction, for sociability per se, is met

with nowhere. What exists and what is really alive are the special forms of solidatityestic,

professional, national, that of the past and tidbday, etc. Each has its own special nature. Hence

generalities can in any case only furnish a very incomplete explanation of the phenomenon, since they

necessarily allow to escape what is concrete and living about it. Thus the study of solidaxithities

the domain of sociology. I't is a social fact th;

(DSL, 53-4).
Thus, the first claim that Durkheim made here is the methodological statement that we can know

social facts only by observingeir consequences and empirical signs, such a&.|alwe second

35 «lIn science we can knogauses only through the effects that thegduce. In order to determine thaeture of these
causes more precisely science selects only those results that are the most objective and that best lend themselves t
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claim is that, out of the former, we are not allowed to do any jump to one from the manifold, as once
we abstractfrom the specific differences of the empirical forms of solidarity the only residual element
is a general tendency to sociability; in otherrd& according to Durkheim, there is no essence or
nature of solidarity, since «each has its own nature». So far, it seems that Durkheim acknowledged
only family resemblances among forms of solidarity.

However, a little further, Durkheim seemed to conittithe first claim when it comes to thheture

of the crime, out of the assumption that «the essential properties of a thing lie in those observed
wherever it exists and which are peculiarto DS(, 57)¢. It is far from being clear why such a
methodolaical claim should not apply to solidarity as well.

To understand what Durkheim actually meant when he employed the concept of solidarity, Watts
Miller (2002, 142) suggests that it was likely to designate a kind of «union of lives» based on two
necessaryanditions; the first condition is an averagely strong and widespread sdéakewefeeling

and the second is that such a sense of belonging is directegirtauparather than to facéo-face
interpersonal relationships. Watts Miller supports this regdiburkheim basingiton the normatve
interpretation of the moraladen character of solidarity, that | just discussed in the third criticism
above; as he puts it, the reason why Durkheim was so interested in the problem of solidarity was
traceable bek to «his interestin morallife. Solidarity is a crucial moral vélthee source of morality

itself» (Watts Miller 2002, 143).

The second condition mentioned above is of the highest importance, as it prepares the terrain to
distinguish solidarity fronaltruismi as we | | as from compassion art
related tahou-centredinterpersonal relationships, whereas only the former is genuiveetentred
(Laitinen, Pessi 2014, 2). In fact, a further way to understand what Durkheim nyeestlimarity»

would be to proceedegativelyto identify the concept, that is, by what he tookaotto be. In what
remains of this paragraph, | shall suggest some plausible and useful distinctions in relation to
Durkheimds framewor k.

The first conceptual distinction concerns classic sociological categories as social solidarity, social
cohesion, social integration, and the social order. This task is far from being undemanding, as these

concepts are often taken as interchangeable (R@€fD, 24). Rosati also claims that the

guantification. Science studies heat through the variations in volume that changesierdture cause in bodies,
electricity through its physical and chemical effects, and force through movefDess 3)
3% «Assuredly crimes of different species exist. But itis no less certain that allthese species of crime have something in
common [é] No matter how different these acts termed
some common basiUniversally they strike the moral consciousness of nations in the same way and universally produce
the same consequence. All are crimes, thatis, acts repressed by prescribed punishments. Now the essential properties c
a thing lie in those observed wieeer it exists and which are peculiar to it. Thus if we wish to learn in what crime
essentially consists, we must distinguish those traitsidentical in allthe varieties of crime in differenttypes dfisociety.
a single one of thesetypes may be or#{BLS, 57)
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interchangeability of these concepts applies
there are enough elements in his works to draw a distinction among them. As for social cohesion, it
may be saidiat it isoneof theexternal sign®f social solidarity, although Durkheim did not define

it straightforwardly, and even nowadays the methodology for its measure is still controvéosial
example, itis debated whether the increase of the criminat#yis either a cause or an effect of the
decrease of social cohesion (Colozzi 200809. Generally speaking, there are two dimensions of
social cohesion, corresponding with the micro or macro level of analysis adopted. In the latter case,
social cohesin results in the degree of success of social policies intended to prevent social exclusion
to occur; this kind of social cohesion is part of the conditions thatensure the social order. Atthe micro
level, social cohesion comes outto be the intensitha@dt | nt er personal rel at
primary and secondary groups, and the degree of dynamism of the Third Sector; according to the
approach inaugurated by Lockwood (1992), social integration is the outcome of the combination
between the micro dimeios of social cohesion, and the systemic integration (e. g., between States
and markets).

As for social integration itself, it might be said that, unlike social cohesion, it was considered by
Durkheim not as an external sign of solidarity but rather asetionthat might be performed by
solidarity?”. In other words, it is first necessary to distinguish among solidaristic andalidaristic

kinds of social integration, e. g. systemic integra¥o8econdly, isolating solidaristic integration, it

is worth noting that Durkheim singled out two subkinds of it: to recall his core intuition, in fact,
whereas in préndustrial societies the function of social integration was granted by common beliefs
and sentiments 1 t hat i s, sthaysocmates ihisa perfarnaet bys o | i
institutions raised as a consequence of the division of labihwat is, by organic solidari#y.

To conclude the discussion of this first cluster of strictly sociological familiar concepts, I shall tum
to the distinction between solidarity and the social order. The latter notion is lessladdneand
ambitious than the former, as social order aelyuires the conditions that ensurmadus vivendi

among seHinterested citizens, that is, a stabilization of behavioural expectations; on the contrary, the
idea of social solidarity goes beyond social order, as the former also involves «the dimension of

sharedness, the experience of common goods or activities, the sense of shared stakes, that found an

For an original and valuable elaboration on Durkhein
(2002).
3 Minch (1994), for example, reports economic, culturaland systemic modes of social integration, that ar¢hedded to
one ensured by solidarity.
% 1t is worth mentioning that aft¢he first editionof DLS Durkheimmanifested amcreasing sceptism about the
integrative force of organic solidaritgchierme2014) suggests that Durkheim maintained only the concept of mechanic
solidarity in the background of the later rittsyimbolic framework developediieEFRLT and got rid of t
organic solidarity Thijssen (2012emphasizes thatD u r k h eleardy the ipstallation of some kind of reo
corporations, notably in hgreface to the second edition of Division (1902), can clearly be interpretedechanical
rescue operation fora moribund organic soligarit
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make possible the very respect of contracts» (Rosati 2000, 25). In this respect, social order seems to
presuppose onlyegativesolidarity, that Durkheinconsidered to be possible only as derivative and
dependenton positive solidaritymight be even said that Durkheim held social ordeoaseivable
only in terms of social solidarity.
When it comes to the analysis of the grounds of mutual attractidnaasociation, Durkheim
distinguished quite interestingly solidarity from sympathy or empétligr the latter is in action
whensimilarity is the cause of mutual attraction, whereas solidarity presupposgslementary
differenceamong individualé'. Eachof these kinds of associations embeds a figurative mechanism,
that is, a mode to relate the satfage with the representation of others:

when union derives from the similarity between two images, it consists in an agglutination. The two

representationsecome interdependent because, being indistinct from each other either wholly or in

part, they fuse completely, becoming one. They are only solid with one another in so far as they are

fused in this way. On the contrary, in the case of the division ofitaltieey remain outside each other

and are linked only because they are distiD&l(, 50).
Each of these kinds of associations produces different feelings and relationships. This theory of
Afsoci al coll ageo is wundoubt eccouptnat sndyffon $ociedlas i t
relationships but also for the most basic kinds of grouping as friendship. However, a doubt arises
here: as mechanical solidarity is by definition «solidarity by similariti€&SL(57), as itis based on
the large epistemic and moral consensus embedded by collective consciousness and leaves little room
for individuation, should not it be considered as a sympathetic relationship rather than a solidaristic
relationship, out of the gt reconstructed distinction? In this case, the only solidaristic relationship
that would fit with the mechanism of associations of complementary images of the self and the other
would be organic solidarity. On the contrary, Durkheim considered sociashase:d on similarities
and complementary differences to be both kinds of solidarity. The most plausible reading, I think, is
that the distinction between solidarity and empathy/sympathpsgchologicalrather than
sociological, as it concerns the meclsmiof association of ideas, that is, «the manner in which
individual ideas combine togethe®®¥M 1 2) 1 whi ch Durkheim took

few propositions, very general and very vaguleid()*2. If this readingis sound, then it would be

“There is no evidence that Durkheireats sympathy and empathy as different concepts.
“1 «Dissimilarity, just like resemblance, canbe a cause of mutual attraction. However, not every kind of dissimilarity is
sufficient to bring this about. We find no pleasure in meeting others whose nature is merely different from our own.
Prodigals do notseek the company of the miserly, nor upright and frank characters that of the hypocritical and underhand.
Kind and gentlepirits feelno attraction for those of harshand evil disposition. Thus only differences of a certain kind
incline us towards one another. These are those which, instead of mutually opposing and excluding one anothet,
complement one anotheBl(S, 45).
42 A similar state ofadvancemerdapplies to social psychology, that is assigned the task of determining «the laws of
collective ideation»RSM 12).
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possible to maintain the distinction between solidarity and empathy/sympathy at the psychological
level, without redrawing the distinction between mechanical and organic solidarity.
More complex still is the distinction between solidarity and altruismDakheim allegedly had in
mind. To be sure, Durkheim considered altruism as an epiphenomenon of solidartyegswere
that societies exist there is altruisracausehere is solidarity»@SL, 153; emphasis added). This
statementis relevant or Durkineviews on human nature, as it rejects the view that the civilization
process «places egoism as the point of departure for humanity and makes altruism, on the other hand,
a recent phenomenonkbid.). Thus, Durkheim continued, «these two springs of behlayégoism
and altruism] have been present from the very beginning in every human consciou3ts$b4).
However, such Durkheimian view on the-adginality of egoism and altruism has to be pondered in
relation to other passages, in which the forreeesms t o be depicted as mo
than the latter, and the collective authority of society is described as thegaisiic force. In this
respect, it is only inasmuch as man is subject to the «salutary pressure of society that ntoslerates
egoism» (DSL, 312) that he becomes a moral béido confirm this reading of the moralization
process of the human beingas an increasing restraintthat society applies to natural egoism, Durkheim
often described it as an overlapping of "second natwer the primitive one:

A life lived in common is attractive, yet at the same time coercive. Undoubtedly constraint is necessary

to induce the man to rise above himself anderimpose upon his physical nature one of a different

kind. But, as he learns to savour the charm ofribig existence, he develops the need for it; there is no

field of activity in which he does not passionately seek after it. This is why, when individuals discover

they have interests in common and come together, it is not only to defend those intdralsts, douas

to associate with one another and not feel isolated in the midst of their adversaries, so as to enjoy the

pleasure of communicating with one another, to feel at one with several others, which in the end means

to lead the same moral life togeth (DSL, 18; emphasis added).
This homo duplexnodel of human nature is more detailed in later Durkheimian wa&ikRI(,

Durkheim 2005), but still maintains both tdealisticcharacterthavasi at | east | mpl i
already held ilDSL, and thesocial genesiof the moral dimension. As Hawkins (1979, 161) puts

it, according to this anthropological account appetites and desires of the individual are rooted «in

a biologicaland psychological constitution thatis counteracted by moralrules createddmyethe s
milieu»#4,

Significantly, society shares the distinctive feature of mo@&#s16) and the sacred, namely, to be

both desirable and coercive. Yet more importantly, the anthropological account that emerges from

43 «Men need peace only in so farasthey are already united by some bond of sociability. In this dasetlitatthe
feelings that causethem toturn towards one another modify entirely naturally promptings of egb&ra5).
“Tobesurenoteverya s pect of Dur khei més an DUSis stipnoaintaigeid io latérworks. e w i
I shallget back to this point in the second chapter.
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the reported passages it that human beings are inclined to associate first and fore prase sable

option than anarchyand only once associatédand subjected their egoistic impulses to the
constraints of the shared einthnesisallyivaluabletbengfisfget e
social life. As Lukes (1967, 83) puts it, xDurkheim saw human nature as agémieed of limits

and discipline. His view of man is of a being with potentially limitless and insatiable desires, who
needs to be controlled by society».

Concludingly, it seems plausible to ascribe to Durkheim an account of altruism as an epipbanomen
of solidarity, that s, its ability to orientatedividualbehaviour. Far from being, as Spencer claimed,
«a kind of pleasant ornament of our social lif®S(, 178), altruism is likely to become «its
fundamental basis:;l{id.) as societies get more @more large and complex. The opposition to
Spencer's and utilitarian views on society and the division of labour is at its most clear when
Durkheim rejected their accounts of altruism as «scarcely more than a private virtue, which it is

laudable for thendividual to pursue, but which society can very well do with@8&I( 95)*.

Conclusion

I n this chapter, 1 first highlighted the i mpo
reasons of hipractical concerngor social order, that would have been theoretically articulated in

the fundamental question about the conditions that make social integration of industrial societies
possi bl e. Moreover, I underl ined the hyntat val e
he caustically contests as foritethodological negligengbut the canon of which he actually and
largely draws on; when it comes to found sociology as an autonomous scientific discipline, provided
with a distinctive methodology, though, Durkimeaimed at fostering a fruitful interdisciplinary
relationship between it and philosophy.

Then, | reconstructed the most relevant criticism raised by Durkheim toward Comte and Spencer as
for the basis of social order in industrial societies, and the sisson of TOnnies overall account of

the social change occurred with the modernization process. The complenpamtacpnstruensf
these critical discussions were Durkheimbés vi
the predominance of sodies in mechanical solidarity, that is, solidarity by similarities, to a

prevalence of societies in organic solidarity, that is, solidarity by difference. The most relevant

5 This objection is proposed again in other passages: «bubipemtion is not the whole of motgliwe must not place
it outside the ambit of morality either, as do certain moralists. Just like the Utilitarians, suchidealists makeahest to ¢
exclusively of a system of economic relationships, of private arrangements that are sparked o# egtaym»DLS
219).
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outcome of this section is what | proposed to qualify aspastemologwpf solidaiity, that is, a theory
about the conditions that make solidarity knowledgeable and eligible for a scientific inquiry.
Finally, I introduced the insufficiently discussabstentioron solidarity that Durkheim considered
as a logical consequence of its episblogical and methodological pattern. | suggested that, in fact,
Durkheimdébs arguments are not so convincing,
tracks for the definition of the concept of solidarity itself.
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Chapter 2.Solidarity, anthropologically-laden concepts, and the need for a
philosophical anthropology

Il n the final paragraph of the previous chapte
and | assumed that such matter may have some relevance for the Durkheimian account of social
solidarity.

By broad acknowledgement (Machery 2008, Samudld22 Tooby and Cosmides 2016),
philosophical anthropology or theory of human nature play many theoretical roles satbitific
enterprisesbut little has been said aboutits role in social, ethical, and political thedfizbree of

the core claims othis chapter is that philosophical anthropolo@lsoplays a theoretical role in

social, ethical, and political theorizirt§ and that such role is by far more crucial than it has been
commonly acknowledged. However, the importance of philosophical ardtugyfor practical
philosophy has been hardly discussed so far, let alone elaboratedraswaethodological issue

In the first section of this chapter, | shall attempt to fill this gap by arguingthgtocial, ethical,

and political conceptis, @8 certain degree, influencehbolty on
certainsalient human traits. Moreover, in the second section | shall suggest that we might introduce
a property that captures thariability of the definition of a conceptependentlpn the underlying
anthropological assumptions, and that such property mightlh e f erred t o as t h
|l oado of that concept. | shall also argue tha
is high, and this might be shown by means of a spectrum to the opposite ends of which we assign
opposite anthroplogical views on human sociability, that | hypothesize to behtimaan traitthe

most salient for solidarityAs a complement to thidiagnosticargument on solidarity, the second

section also elaborates on a proposal for a dispositional understandmgaddility.

6 Although Samuels (2012) explicitly focuses only on «the status of human nature in the sciences», he just touches
upon the fareaching statementthat <human nature has often been expectedto play a central role in morahgheory»
vagueness of this sentence may help to make sense of my interest in dignifying the importance of human nature for
practical philosophy as well.

By fdAphil os oph ildonbtretemotthe Poeptory Gemgngndine of thought thatis commonly related to

this label. Rather, what | aim to do in this chapter is to tackle philosophical anthropologysteraatienatter that

revolves around the idea of the human nature. This strictly theoretatsianding of philosophical anthropology is
assumed by many contemporary philosophers and social scientists (Koo 2007, Sayer 2011, Clammer 2013, Andina 2020).
Indeed, as Clammer remarkphilosophical anthropology was and to some extenstitinsideed to be théphilosophy

of man, and as embodying Humanistncepts or indeed as being the philosophical expression of Humesgsacsialy

during and afterthe European Renaissance. Correspondinglgriti@ concern has been the concept of humarmatur
(Clammer2013,22).

“8 Henceforthfor the sake of brevity,theofdas hi oned | abel dApractical philos
employedto encompass social, ethical, and political theorizing (or social, ethical, and politiegdts).
“YHenceforth, when | use t he t er nisa dieannot,h raonpdo | soogifcar t H ,

related tgphilosophical anthropologyather than to fullledged anthropology.
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The key question this chapter aims to answer may be so formutaedand to what extent our
anthropological assumptions affect the conceptual space for theorizing sokéarity

1. Detecting anthropologically laden concepts: what is at stake

Before presenting a methodology to detect the anthropological load of practical concepts, a couple of
preliminary questions needs to be addressed: a first question ighehgnalytical potential of
philosophical anthropology for practical theorizing has been so neglected so far. In the first
subparagraph (1.1), | shall answer this question suggesting that traditional essentialism on human
nature is one of the main cultufaktors owing to which the very notion of human nature seems to

be less and less scientifically and philosophically appealing. In the second subparagraph (1.2), I tackle
a second preliminary question, that is, why philosophical anthropology can makierembe in
practical theorizing at all. | shall argue that philosophical anthropology is unavoidable for social,

ethical, and political theorizing as such.

1.1 Anthropological essentialism under attack

The concept of human nature «has fallen in disep(@¥achery 2008, 321) in many areas across
philosophy and social sciences. A remarkable number of cultural agents and factors played a partin
bringing about this scenario, and for sure it is not my presumption to provide an exhaustive historical
explanaion of it. There is no doubt, though, that some of the fiercest attacks on human nature are
traceable back to several champions of postmodernism (Foucault 1966, Rorty 1989, Bauman 1993),
and some prominent philosophers of biology (Hull 1986, Ghiselin 2997)

To be sure, these critiques are underpinned by different methodological frameworks, technical
terminologies, and evaluative orientations; that being said, | suggest that the target of their joint

multilateral attack sharome core featurgeghat suchéatures are encapsulated by éssentialist

By fAconcept utotheaxerweabraach of a coneept,avnich isto say, the set of entities that a concept
captures and define.
*1In so doing, | do not dealwith otherinfluent philosophical fields which tackle the specificity of human Wwhidys,
nonethelesare at the very leagiorth mentioningthat is, antspeciesism and the grounding of human equality. As for
the former camp, many argpeciesists contend that human rights should be extended to animals, out of a debunking of
the presumed human exceptionality (Singer 1975joAthe latter, moral and political philosophers interested in human
equality seek noirivial and nomatively significantfeatures thatcan ground human equality despite their being variable
in degree (Carter2011). Itis not my intention to discuseinitthese sources of problematization of human specificity
fortwo reasons: firstly, because my ultimate interest in this matteris theoretical rather than historical, and goints to th
decline of aspecificaccount of human nature (thatasithropological essentialism), against which many postmodernists
and philosophers of biology convergejhereas the same does not apply to other debates on human nature. Secondly,
inasmuchas | commit to a broader historical claim (that is, that hunae has fallen in disrepute), neither make | any
claim to exhaustiveness, nor mean | to dismiss the influence of other debates to the decline ofthe concept of human nature
perse.
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notion of human natukg and that the acknowledgement of this substantial intersection entitles us to
situate these critiques onc@mmon terrainTo be sure, anthropological essentialism is one of the
main hisorical and cultural factors that may account for the scientific and philosophical decline of
the notion of human nat®in what follows, | shall focus on some highly instructive discussions on
anthropological essentialismto verify whetheritis a teeal®@w apd, in the negative case, whether
the concept of human nature would be to dismiss together with it.

Anthropological essentialism about human nature is not steitling thesis, but an instance of kind
essentialisi#t. Thus, it seems sound to start with the discussion of the human nature from the
standpoint of philosophy of biology. As Samuels puts it, kind essentialism holds ithat natural

kind if and only if:

E1. All and only the members of a kind share a comeassence.
E2. The essence is a property, or a set of properties, that all (and only) the members of a kind must have.
E3. The properties that comprise a kindbs essen

E4. A kinddbs essence c au stethatkintd (Sanuelsi2@2, 7)pr oper ti e

To be an essentialist about human nature is to hold that for human species, there is an essence tha
meets conditions EE4°5. However, Samuels (2012,18) argues that there is enough evidence from
evolutionary biology to ellmarrass an anthropological essentialist. A first empirical charge concemns
the poor set of human properties that may fit with E2, namely dxatlusively and universal human
propertie&8. For those properties that seemingly applgtdiuman beings, can lmeet in noshuman
organismalso, for instance ingrowputgroup bia% (Tooby & Cosmides 2016, Masuda & Fu 2015)

or mechanisms to learn fear of snakes (Hagen 2016), and thus do not satisfy the exclusiveness
condition. On the other hand, those propertiesah@apotentially good candidates for satisfying the
exclusiveness condition, as the capacity to speak, fail to be universal and intrinsic to human beings,
because the unfolding of such capacity requires exposure to language (Machery 2008, 323). In
addition, as Machery emphasizes, «even if a property were both distinctive and universal, this state

of affairs would be contingent. It would not be a necessary property for being a human» (Machery

“Henceforth, fanthropol ogi cal eltosneam essentialism aboatdhunvan dature.b e u
3 Fora discussion afthercultural factors that have made a difference for the scientific decline of the human nature, see
Sayer (2011, 9905)
54 Foran overview of the debate on species essentialisfaresgeefskp SEPentry Ereshefskyp017).
% Machenp definition of the essentialist notion of human nature encompassgs,Eis it is maintained as a «set of
properties that are separately necessary and jointly sufficient for being a Fumbarmore, the properties that are part
of human nature aretypically thought to be distinctive of humans» (Machery 2008, 322).
5% To be sure, there is at least one universaland exclusive feature that allhuman beings indisputably share, that is, to be
members of the human species. However, such property s trivialand not characterizing enough to meet E4.
57 In-group favoritism is the tendency for individuals to cooperate witlramip members more strongly than with-out
group members.
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2008, 325). A second, and more strictly epistemological diffydolt anthropological essentialism

arises insofar as it takes kinds to be individuated by presumed intrinsic properties (E3), which seems
to stand in contrast with the assumption that species are individuatgshbglogical relationsthat

is upheld by met evolutionary biologists. For anthropological essentialism may consider an atom
for-atom duplicate of President Trump (call him President Trump 1) living on Mars to be a human
being, as it shares all of P r e siondheough intfinsias mp 6 <
properties, in other words, may work even ignoring genealogical rel&tianall #pasmuch as
President Trump Il would be indistinguishable from President Trump even in absence of any
genealogical relation between them.

This exampe verifies, it might be said, a failure imirtual synchronic comparisobetween
genealogically unrelated candidates to human membership. A third difficulty for anthropological
essentialism may arise agigual diachronic comparisors at stake: suppose thathuman phenotypes
change dramatically over evolutionary eras; if gomtrinsic properties were regarded by such
evolution, then the first virtual future generation being lacking such properties would not count
anymore as members of the human spediespitetheir appropriate genealogical relations to ours.
Thus, anthroplogical essentialism seems to be hardly compatible with evolutionary biology. It is
small wonder, then, that Hull (1978, 1986) famously questioned the biological tenability of the very
idea of human nature, insofar as it relies on supposedly invarialgenties instead of genealogical
relatons®, Bul l er (2005, 419) reappraised and inf/
a universal human nature is deeply antithetical to a truly evolutionary view of our species». For,

Buller continues,

one ad the same species may evolve so significantly that characteristics that typify a species at one
time period cease to typify it at a later time, and another set of characteristics may become typical of

that species. If species were natural kinds, howevarecies could not undergo such significant change

[ é As biologists understandthem s peci es dondt exhibit the feat.
442).

However, both Macheri2008) and Samuels (2012) rejected this ultimate conclusion, suggesting that
Hul I 6s and Bulfwelrastee bmlogiral entiuest jast discussegal a lethal blow

to anthropological essentialisomly, and that more fingrained acconts of human nature may be
safe for evolutionary biology and still play some of the valuable roles that anthropological

essentialism was expected to.

By fgeneal afplownmbamuel42012,10)] ref er to a speciesd |l ocatioc
9 «[P]articular organisms belongin a particular species becausethey are part of that genealogical nexus, not because the)
possess any essential traits.dp@cies has an essence in this sense. Hence there is no such thingas human nature» (Hul
1978, p. 358).
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Machery (2008) recommendsreomologicalaccount of human nature, that is intended to be
«consistent withlthe historical nature of species and with the variability of the traits possessed by
conspecifics» (Machery 2008, 326). A nomological account holds that human nature is «the set of
properties that humanendto possesas a result othe evolution of theispecies» (Machery 2008,

323; my emphasis). At least two components of this definition, that have been highlighted by italics,
are worth expanding on. First, the nomological account abandon any claim to human universality and
exclusiveness encapsulatedE®;, it only requires that there are some properties that are shared by
mosthumans rggardless their being possessed bymeman organisms also gnd in addition, that

this commonality occuras a result o& specific causal evolutionary procesBus, on this account

at least some room for changes in the human nature over time is left, and in so doing it avoids one
important pitfall that anthropological essentialism runs into; though, this account also enables us to
acknowledgdawful regularitiesas speciesgypicaf? and in so doing it meets the descriptive
condition that human nature is traditionally expected to satisfiich is to say, that human nature
should give at the very least a flavoundiat humans are like

However, as Samuels (2012) rightly remarks, the nomological account cannot play many other
theoretical roles that the notion of human nature traditionally played. Machery is perfectly aware that
such framework cannot be definitional of kind membershpghich is to say that it does not play a
taxonomiaole at alfl. Moreover, Samuels argues that the nomological account also has a limited
causalexplanatorycapacity, for «if human natupest isthe set of humaitypical regularities, then it
clearly cannobe thecauseof these regularities, underlying or otherwise» (Samuels 2012, 18). Itis
assumed that, in order to have a caugsqdlanatory capacity, human nature mustierlya n ent i t vy
more superficial properties, and in so doing it can account fare¢hegrgence which is to say, E4
mentioned above.

To avoid this collapse of thexplananghuman nature) on thexplanandun(humantypical
regularities), Samuels proposes a switch tccaasalessentialistaccount, that shares many
assumptions with theomological view but is intended to play a major catesgllanatory role. In a
nutshell, Samuels reframes the notion of essence in a purely-eaxptahatory sense: «essences are
entities rjechanisms, processes, and structuthat cause many oféhmore superficial properties

and regularities reliably associated with the kind» (Samuels 2012, 20). Human nature is thus

identified with a set of mechanisms and processes of various sorts that causally explain the co

€ Machery(2008, 327yemarks that for a property to be part of human nature, it is not sufficient that it has perdured over
generations; forit has tme explainable out of iesvolutionary historyFor example, the belief that the water is wet, that
is likely commonto most humans, stems more likely from perceptual experience than from the evolutionary modification
of more ancient traits.
61 Samuels (201,25-6) argues thatirtually noaccount of human nature mplay the kindindividuating or taxonomic
function in a way thatis safe for evolutionary biology.

43



variation of several specidgpical properties; such mechanisms and processes can be classified
depending on whether they operate at the phylogenetic or ontogenetic level. For instance, selection
and mutation are evolutionary mechanisms that operate at the phylogenetic level, whereaalbiologi
processes involved in the development of the neural tube operate at the ontogenetic level.

Thus, it is simplyfalsethat the acknowledgement of evolutionary facts compels to wipe out the very
notion of human nature; it only rules out, at the most, @pihlogical essentialism, and closes the

way to some roles gs the taxonomic functiontfjat it commonly played. Thus, theories that, as
nomological and caus&ssentialist account, are compatible with an evolutionary understanding of
our species, dprovide a scientifically tenable and feasible terrain to reframe human nature. In the
remainder of this chapter, indeed, | shall theorize sociability out of a nomological account of human
nature.

More importantly still, both the nomological and the catessdentialist accounts provide good
reasons to prefer genealogical evolutionary explanations of human nature over social or cultural ones
(Machery 2008, 326), that is exactly the opposite of vgbatal constructionishccounts of human

nature do hold. Thigrings me to deal with the pestodernist family of critiques of the human nature,

the antiessentialist commitment of which does not rely on naturalistic concerns, but rather on a
radical historicization of reason. Rorty is a famous proponent of thismpakern and post
metaphysic&P standpoint, and | shall discuss his view as typical or representative of this line of
thought.

It might be said that, just as anthropologica
rejection of the very ida of a human nature is not a s&#finding thesis as well, but rather an instance

of a broadeanti-essentialistcommitment. Geras (1995, 2) suggests thatesgentialism and anti
realism are for Rorty the two sides of the same coin, that he labaléi-dewndationalismin other

words, antifoundationalism entails a twofold rejection: on the one hand, it dismisses the idea that
things hold an intrinsic nature gs essentialism claims hat Rorty (1989, 21) considersto be a
remnant of the ideatkat the world is a divine creation»; on the other hand, but relatedly, anti
foundationalism gets rid of the realistidea of things as thejndhemselvesapart from descriptions

and uses that humans make of them: «the world is out therdeberiptions of the world are not.

Only descriptions of the world can be true or false. The world on itsemaided by the describing
activitiesof humanbeingsc annot &€ ( Ror ty -toGn8afighalidmisinteRdedtdlead s a

to radical socikconstructionist implications for human nature.

62 Although postmodernists typically endorse postaphysical commitments as, fosfance, the rejection of «the dream
of acquiring metaphysical knowledge as derived from supposediystffinga priori first principles (Koo 2007, 106),
the reverse is not true. A pasietaphysical thinker as Habern(a887, 1992)for instance, stimaintains an illuminist
faith in the projectof modernyit thatit does not consider atadled project, but rather as amfinishedoroject.

44



In a nutshell, social constructivism on human nature maintains that

there is nothing fibeneatho socialization or pric
tell us t hatt tihse iqgtu etsa iboen ai whuaman being?060 shoul d
itto inhabitarichtwentiedlt ent ur y democr ati c society?0 and fAho
be more than the enactor of ald®HXll® in a previou

This antiessentialist approach recommendke#lationary attitudé¢o human nature; indeed, strictly
speaking, there is no such fkkdged thing as human nature out tt¥éré©n the contrary, the
presumed metaphysical substance of human ndisselves into the extraordinary variety of cultural
forms that human society may assume. But such a radically constructionist approach is doomed to
encounter several theoretical pitfalls.

First and foremost, to say that man pigtwhat socialization ancultural patterns makes of them is
tantamount to overestimate and virtually set no limit on huplasticity. As Koo pointed out,
«although human beings are no doubt much influenced by their sociocultural environment, they are
not so plastic as to be alitetotally transcendheir biology (Koo 2007, 108). Indeed, discussing the
«limits of human adaptability» (Geras 1995, 67) is just part of what philosophical anthropology is
about. Thus, a systematic discourse on human nature is expected toagati@eask, that is, to
indicate limits on human plasticity, out of human biology. It is worth noting that this last statement is
by no means incompatible with evolutionary biology: after all, it is true that a biologically plausible
account of human nature dachery and Samuels attempts to outline must be capable of leaving
room forevolutionary change @gnlike anthropological essentialisri but it is also expected to
acknowledge «a sense in which human nature is fixed. Mdpless by definition, laws fonature

exhibit fixity in the sense that they are in some sense counterfactually robust» (Samuels 2012, 16). In
other words, a scientifically respectable account may make sense of the traditionally acknowledged
h u man nresistancedgo&isangevhich s to say that human nature «is supposed to set limits on
human flexibility. That is, human nature is presumed to be, in some sanddp change (Samuels

2012, 6). After all, this claim is supported by a massive body of knowledge from ethology, eognitv
psychology and other neurosciences, that proved that social patterns and human modes of living and

thinking «are not infinitely variable, as relativist cultural anthropologists maintained, nor depend on

63 To the extent that social constructivism maintains an antirealist attitude towards human nature |étbeh dpplies
to Foucault as well, who famously denied that human nature is-Hefddied scientific concept (Chomsky & Foucaul
2006). Indeed, he was overtly sceptical that human nature can unpack universalhuman attributes as separable from the
sociaforms of life where such properties are actually observed. Rather, Foucault considered human nature in the guise
of an epistemological indicator intended to designate a certain type of discourse in relation to others, as theology or
history.
8 As Samuelexplicitly points out, anomologicalorcausals s ent i al i st account of human
that human naturedrictly impossibletoaltfr € ] But it is far from clear 4 hat
one that seeks®ntific respectability sfpould seek to capture such ideg&muels 2012, 16; my emphasis)

45



historical factors and cultural conventions only tlaey also correspond to speeiggical cognitive

and behavioural predispositions» (De Caro & Marraffa 2016, 151).

A second critique of Rortybdés social construct
logical selfconsistencyFor it seemthat, by arguing that humans ammpletehsocially determined,

Rorty is implicitly conceding that humanosiversallyshare a commosusceptibility to social factors

as norms and values. This acknowledgement would amount to a crucial essentialist oaica&ssi
may be | et h ailesséntnlistsRrce, onatdesst twmsenses of human nature would be in
so doing implicitly assumed (Geras 1995-3#), and so Rorty would eventually end up with
endorsing anthropological essentialism. For firdlgrty seems to acknowledge that there is at least
one feature thatis, susceptibility to social factorghatall human beings share cresslturally and

transhi storically (call it fAuniversalityharamai mo)
beingsonly( cal |l it Ahuman excl usi vionlwhingweshammwithal as
otherhumansisthe same thing we share alithther animals the ability to feel pain» (Rorty989,

177). Thus, in so saying not only Rorty contradicts the previous statemenhira&tis nothing to

people exceptwhat has been socialized into them» (Rorty 1989, t§i7he acknowledgesare-
socialhuman commonality, thatis susceptibiliypain , uthe also leaves no room for generalizing
susceptibility to social factors to nonhuman aninadd® igsofar ade claims that susceptibility to

pain is the only one commonality we have, and that is not distinctive of humans. A thiedfiguot

Rorty (1989) completesthe puzzle:

human beings who have been socializegpcialized in any language, any culturgp share capacity
which other animals lackThey carall be given a special kind of pain: They can all be humiliated by
the forgble tearing down of the particular structures of language and belief in which they were socialized
(Rorty 1989, 177).

Here Rorty makes an even more explicit commitment to both a universality claim and a human
exclusivity claim, for he describes the susii@fity to humiliation as distinctively and universally

human gnd by fAhumano, he means a being ¢who hav
culture», and in so doing he assumes human susceptibility to social influence. Thus, Rorty seems to
holdthat all humans universally and distinctively share susceptibility to social factors and a related
susceptibility to humiliation, that is a subset of a sastinctively human susceptibility to pain.

Thus, it seems that at least tvilormal hallmarksof anhropological essentialism, that is, the
universality claim and the human e x c-éssestinlisti t vy
critique. As the previous discussion of Machery and Samuels highlighted, universality claims and
exclusivity clams s well as the broader essentialist framework they are pawef not only

biologically controversial, but also not necessary for a scientifically respectable account of human
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nature. In this respect, it is importantto pointoutthatthepigpo of t he di scussio
essentialism is not to restore the scientific and philosophical tenability of essentialism, but rather to
bring to | i ghesserttidisantultinkately rely dn ®ssentmlisi assumptions and is not a
viable andself-consistent option.

In conclusion, anthropological essentialism is the shared target of philosepioiogical and
postmodernist critiques; indeed, | hold that such essentialism can be indicated as one of the main
reasons why human nature has falledisrepute. What | attempted to underline in this subparagraph

is that, whereas Machery and Samuels promote valuable strategies to reframe human nature in non
essentialist terms, Rorty does not even conceive conceptual space feesseotialist accou of

human nature. In other words, it might be said that, by rejecting essentialism and the very notion of

human naturat once Rorty is throwing out the baby with the bathwater.

1.2 Philosophical anthropology matters

The di scus s i eessentalistcRtigue bfyninsn natare léd above is a good starting point
to answer the second preliminary questwhygn fo
philosophical anthropology can make a difference infpracc al t heor i zi ng at al
essentialist commitments may be symptomatic of a braadaroidabilityof certain assumptions on
human nature for formulating meaningful discourses on social, ethical, or political subjects. In fact,
apparentf Rorty cannot consistently underpin tm@ralclaim that humiliation is an instance of pain

that is distinctive of humans, unless out of the anthropological assumption that humans share a
susceptibility to social factors. This example provides the streictithe argument | shall discuss in

this paragraph, that is, that certain anthropological assumptions@@ssaryowing to thenatureof

the social, ethical or political subject that is at stake.

It is of the highestimportance to specify what | $hatendorse in this section and forth; first, | do
notintend to commit to the historical claim that most contemporary practical theories are ultimately
based on no anthropological assumption and are thus, so to say, anthropologicady. After all,

in this section | shall argue that such endeavor would be inherently unsuccessful and even unfeasible,
and the previous discussion of Rortyods critig
enough so as to count as an instructive case stugporting this view. A second historical claim that

| shall by no means defend is that most contemporary practical theories neglect their assumptions on
human nature, leaving them hidden in the background as if they were uncontroversial or unneeded.
Although this might be true for a relevant sample of contemporary influential moral and political

theories (e. g. Kolers 2016), it is not my purpose to generalize the scope of thisscaieall
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observation; such an aim would call for a massive histepgbabsophical body of knowledge that |

am not endowed with.

The scope of my claim is narrower indeed, and is that the importance of philosophical anthropology
for practical philosophy has been hardly discussed so far, let alone elaborated as a methodological
issue. In other words, what | aim to report and criticize is a philosophical neglect towardréhe
systematic positiothat human nature maintains in practical theory, and towaredemtto which

our views on human nature may affect practical theorizing.

Some relevant exceptions to this widespread neglect of this deep systematic relation between the
theory of human nature and practical theorizing, though, are worth mentioning.

Sayer(2011)is undoubtedly one of the only social theorists who properly simgdhthne importance

of assumptions on human nature for practical philosofiy final goal of Sayer (2011) is to account

for the ethical dimension of human beings, thatis, «what it is] about people that makes them both
ethical subjects and objects ahieal concern» (Sayer 2011, 98). Quite properly, Sayer underlines
that forsuch topido be tackled, it is necessary to start from an account of human social being; but

he just adds broader claim that s,

i tirdpossibleto avoid making assumptions about human nature in social sdiesnan those who

believe we are purely socially or culturally determined presuppose that we are susceptible to such
determinationn so it &6s better to make thaneriskeleaving themmpt i on
unexamined. Weneeda philosophicae nt hr opol ogy. [ é] Much mor al é
discusses at length how people treat or should treat one another while saying remarkably little about
what kind of being people are, in termdlodir capacities and susceptibilities, beyond having a capacity

for reason, and even less about the societies in which they live (Sayer 2@t Inp@mphasis).

This argument can be unpacked in three separate claims; firstly, Sayer rejpaisthat is quite
common among social scientists and practical philosophers, that s, to keep implicit or even neglect
their own assumptions on human nature. Secondly, Sagees that social and political theory
encompass topics that amet neutralto such assumptions, which makes it «<impossible» to refrain
from them. Thirdly, and consequently, Sayer qualifies such hatme#ésodologically badnasmuch

as it is tantamourto dismiss a constitutive part of the matter at stake.

In accordance with this methodological analysis, some pertinentremarks from Ryan (2012) are worth

spending some time on:

if any viable ideological positioimmpliesthe possession of an image of human nature, this is far from
suggesting that most cultures have felt any great need to articulate that image. Indeed, it is arguable that

this possession, l i ke many ot her s ,isintrissictomdrai ced o1
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and political argument, and the need for an explicit account is the more urgent when moral and political
argument becomes fiercer and gets more swiftly down to basics (Ryan 2012, 220; my emphasis).

Ryano6s ar gument irststates that &noatcount of homan haturimfsnsic and
therefore, atthe very least, implicitly at work in practical philosopkghich is roughly traceable
back to Sayerdés second claim isolatedleacda ve.
the image of human nature may vary depending osgReific subject stake in the practical domain.

For example, in case pblitical conflicts that come close to civil war, they raise questions about the
bases of legitimacy, and they imphews of human nature, and a lot more of cotirse

A third source of due emphasis on this pointisittegpito f Pandol fi 6s i ntrodu

essay on the history of the idea of human nature (Pandolfi 2006):

There is no need to spend too much tmaeranting an essay entitletliman Natureas part of a series
devoted to the fAlexicon of politicso. For no p«
potential of political legitimacy that is intrinsic to the concept of nature and, more specifically, of human
natur e. [ €] sikplictly involved ineweryp o | i t i c al i ssue or contr
cultural pattern unpacks it, any discourse on human natuneeently political (Pandolfi 2006, 40;
my emphasis).
| deem highly significant that the very first sentence @ititroduction seems to point to the saliency
of human nature for political theory ase@lfevident factNonetheless, soon after Pandolfi gives us a
substantive reason for such saliency, that is, that human nature is a core source of political legitimacy
and public justification aj intuition that Ryan suggested as well, as noted earlier. It should be small
wonder that human nature maintains such influence on the political realm, if one just realizes the
extent to which political discourses revolvingand equality depend on a previous understanding of
what counts as a human beintifjat is, as a being that is morally eligible for claiming a fair share of
a certain good. In short, the debate on the basis of human equality (Carter 2011) can bmadko fr
as a debate that investigates certain properties that are part of human nature.
Thus, It seems that Sayerodos, Ryandés and Pando
endorsement of a common point, that is, that a number of assumptibnsh@am nature liat the
heartof practical philosophy. This claim mightbe justified even only by the trivialacknowledgement
that social, ethical, and political theory ultimately have to do fuittnan behaviour and actiéand
that in so doing thegnustrevolve around a set of assumptions on the human being, that is the subject

and #postly, at least ghe object of such behaviour and action the contrary, this systematic

% am extremely grateful to Prof. Ryan for expanding on this point in a private conversation.
66 Santambrogio (2019-8) emphasize that the scope of socigldgelf revolves around human practices and their
underlyingmindsets
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constraint does not seemingly apply to other philosophical fields as, tanaes formal logic or
philosophy of mathematics, that deal with a more genuidellontological domain or region. Thus,

it seems that the nature of the arguments tackled by practical philosophy implies a salience of
anthropological assumptions, thahst traceable as intrinsic to other philosophical fields.

An attempt to detail this idea has been made by Durkheim (2005 [1914]), as he justifies why an

account of human nature is necessary for sociology:

although sociology is defined as the science of society, in reality it cannot deal with human groups,
which are the immediate concern of its research, without in the end tackling the individual, the ultimate
element of which these groups are composedséaety cannot constitute itself unless it penetrates
individual consciousnesses and fashions them 'in its image and likeness'; so, without wanting to be
overdogmatic, it can be said with confidence that a number of our mental states, including some of the
most essential, have a social origin. Here it is the whole that, to a large extent, constitutes the part; hence
it is impossible to try to explain the whole without explaining the part, if only as anedfeet
(Durkheim 2005 [1914], 35).

In the typicdly Durkheimian holistic vein, the definition of individual comes out to be crucial insofar

as individual consciousnesses is, «to a large extedpat is, excluding that group of states of
consciousness thatare brutally sedfjarding, such as sensappetites, a product of t
action taken by society on its constituents, by means of educational agencies and social control. Itis
important though to specify that the concessive conjunction «if only as areéfieet» must not be
takentoo seriously, for to be sure Durkheim did not uphold that society is a mysti€ldeing

entity, but rather that most individual states have a social origin that cannot be accounted in
individualistic terms; in other words, here we are havingtodeona gai n wi t h Dur ki
against methodological individualism, that had been already discussed in the first chapter.

The idea that an account of human naturedsilling blockfor any theory of society, as well as for

any view on the relation beeen individual and society, or social solidarity, has been schematically

summarized by Mooney (2014, 35):
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Homo Economicus Homo Sociologicus Homo Inconstantus Virtue Ethics and Critical Realist

Personhood
View of the Person
Individual is autonomous  Individual fills social roles Individual narratives Human persons have capacities that
and rational are constantly shifting; emerge through interaction with
persons have no enduring the world and other persons; human
characteristics actions and societies are oriented
toward a telos
View of Society
Society is exogenous to the  Society is a bureaucratically Roles and traditions have Social structures are ontologically
individual managed set of role exchanges; disappeared; social life is real and causal. Social life is both
social life is highly predictable highly unpredictable predictable and unpredictable
Relations between person and society
Individuals relate Individuals bring nothing unique  Neither the person nor society Human action can either reconstitute

strategically to society and  to society; one individual canbe  is ontologically real and both  or transform social structures
to others to fulfill egoistic  replaced by another individual lack enduring characteristics
needs role-player

View of Altruism, Morality, and Social Solidarity

Altruism, morality, and Altruism, morality, and social Altruism, morality, and social ~ Altruism, morality, and social

social solidarity are part  solidarity have no objective solidarity only arise out of solidarity arise out of personal

of a strategy to fulfill referent outside of social momentary impulses. Interest commitments to ultimate concerns.
egoistic needs. Social conventions and roles. Virtueis  in others’ welfare or the Social practices oriented toward
interaction produces not possible because the good has  common good is unstable. attaining virtue sustain both personal
exclusively external goods  no referent outside a particular Virtue is not possible because ~ goods and the common good. Persons
that can be separated out  situation and because the the person is constantly and societies depend on one another
to individuals. Virtues individual has no intention other ~ changing his identity and for their flourishing

promote individual ends  than to follow prescribed rules shifting his concerns
but need not serve the good
of others

Table 1: Competing views on human nature in social sciences (Mooney 2014, 35).

This table has the merit to foreground the core systematic roleglayanthropological assumptions

on social and political theory. However, | do not endorse every detail of its arrangement: as | shall
discuss in the fourth chapter, there are good reasons to treat altrgganhafour view of the person

itself tha is, as part of our philosophical anthropologyather than as part of a social, ethical or

political theory.

2.Sociability as the anthropological determinant of solidarity

Whereas the previous section attains to practical theorizing in general, the following is specifically

focused on solidarityThe purpose of this section is to explore in which terms solidarity can be

unpacked at the light of its anthropological constitaeim what follows, | shall first (2.19ropose

t hat t he concept of Aant hropol ogi cal | oado
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anthropological assumptions underlying social, ethical, and political concepts. In fact, | shall test on
the concept o$olidarity a methodology based on the notion of anthropological load.

Secondly (2.2)the discussion shall focus on the concept human sociability; in this respect, | shall
guestion the what kind of concept sociability is, and suggest that it might ifelfydramed as a

dispositional property and as an open cluster concept.

2.1 Solidarity as a highly anthropologicallyladen concept

Once the relevance of anthropological assumptions for social and political theory owingatutae

of these fields is verified, a further question is worth considerin@lasecial, ethical, and political
conceptequallyinfluenced from our backgrau philosophical anthropology? | shall argue that a
negative answer is more plausible, which is to say, that certain practical concept®rare
anthropologicallyladen than others, and that this variation is determined bsttheturesof these
conceptgshemselves. This argument is expected counterbalance the philosophical neglect toward the
extent to which our anthropological assumptions may affect practical theorizing, and to present a
promising strategy to fill this deplorable void in contemporary ficakphilosophy.

In a highly instructive paper, Lukes (1967) showed that the Marxian concept of alienation and the
Durkheimian concept of anoniighat some interpreters take to be synonymous, whereas others think
that the one is a specification of theeti embed ultimately different hypothesis on the relationship
between social conditions and individual psychological states, and suggested that a relevant part of
the difference betweenthese hypothesisis traceable back to «the fundamental divetige véavis

on human nature they presupposee (1967, 74).
do indeednake a differenc the construction of the concepts of alienation and anomie, and the
unpacking of such assumptions is expected to khtetcon the structure of such concepts.

A further case in this direction is examined by Hawkins (1979), who emphasized that noticeable
changes in Durkheimian account of social solidarity fiime Division of Social Laboyi893) to

The Elementary Formd &eligious Life(1912) seem to have stemmed from substantive changes in
Dur kheimian account of the human nature. [ n
readingimplicitly assumes thatanthropological assumptiadgrlythe concept of solidasi, so that

a change in the anthropological building block is likely to bring about a change on the upper layers,
where the elaboration of solidarity takes place.

These antecedent conceptual analyses suggest that the search for a nothextive influence of
anthropological assumptions on practical philosophy might be fruitful, and | shall attempt to test such

method on the concept of solidarity. For such purpose, in the remainder of this section | shall assume
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a provisional definition of solidarityhtat is, mutual aid among fellows belonging to the same group
(Abbagnano 1964, 796). Such definition is quite commonsensical indeed, andis compatible with both
smaltscale and largscale ranges of action and grouping. Itis the core goal of the foll@Neyger,

though, to turn this commonsensical definition into a philosophically convincing one.

My first claim is thus the introduction of tt
which | refer to a property of degree that capturesuaeability of the definition of a concept
dependently othe anthropological model assumed.

The second step is to verify whether remarkable consequences for the conceptual space for solidarity
do followas we shift from certain anthropological assumptiomgpiaosite ones; to be sure, the broad

| abel Afant hropol ogi c aly-casespeacifieg ar foousesl onepadisular b e
anthropological trait in order for the test to be feasible. The selection of the anthropological trait
should be preferaplguided by reliable reasons about gsliencefor the concept whose
anthropological load is questioned. As for solidarity, | first hypothesize that human sociability is the
anthropological trait the most salient for solidarity; if the anthropologicalddaolidarity will come

out to be high, this outcome will be tantamount to providing a good reason in support of the salience
of human sociability for solidarity. In any case, it might be said that such hypothesis converges with
Dur khei mos qdiscusdectimthenfirst chaptethat, as we abstract solidarity from its
empirical references, «we can perceive no more than that which is common to all varieties, that is,
the general tendency sociability» (DSL, 534).

The third step is thus to outk a sociabilitybased anthropological spectrum the ends of which
encapsulate respectively the most pessimistic and the most optimistic readings of human sociability.
Roughly put, the idea of sociability is related to the human tendency to associatedagdther.

Maurer (2013) provides a detailed historical focus on the vibrant debate on sociability that took place
over the Eighteenth Century, with a special view to British philosophy. Mauer opportunely
summari zes such deb atO&[1780¢) paaitioh ofthegritidh.debatb an bumand s
sociability and selfishness: on the one hand, there are those who base human sociability on self
interest, that is, on the consideration that, all things considered, «living in this way will be of the
greatest benefit to each man» (Hutcheson 2006 [1730], 203); thus, on this reading, sociability is only
natural in a secondary sense, that is, as a redseen arrangement. On the other hand, there are
those who maintain that

human nature is ngbciable only in this secondary sense for the sake merely of our own advantage or
pleasure, whatever it may be, but is in itself immediately and primarily kind, unselfish, and sociable

without regard to its advantage or pleasure (Hutcheson 2006 [1730], 206
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Whereas Pufendorf and Hobbes were ascribed by Hutcheson to the former view, Cumberland, Cooper
and Shaftesbury were related to the latter. The list of references might be retrospectively extended so
that it can include some possible forerunners of thiese of thought of sociability fprinstance,

Grotius and Machiavelli can be good candidates for having prefigured, respectively, the more
optimistic and the less optimistic views. In what follows, though, | shall pick Aristotle and Hobbes

as proponets of the classical antipodes on human sociability, out of the large influence that by broad
acknowledgement their anthropological views have been exercised over the history of philosophy.
To mention just a representative example of this trope, sufficestthat De Waal (2006, 3) clearly
opposes Hobbesd views as holding that zome ar ¢
politikonthat Aristotle saw in us. Hobbes explicitly rejected the Aristotelian view by proposing that

our ancestors stad out autonomous and combative, establishing community life only when the cost

of strife became unbearablex».

According to the standard reading of Hobbesbdo
Mori 2012, 93; Pacchi 2009, 39; Cavarero 2013,-108), man is by natuigelfishandaggressive

toward his conspecific fellows; the ppolitical state of nature was famously depicted by Hobbes by
means of Plautusdé formula c¢homo homini | upusé
natural resoures and that all men are equally able to kill one anéthrautual competition gives rise

to a condition of «war of all men against all mebellum omnium contraomnedhus, itis out of

fear of death, rather than in virtue of a supposedly natural spojénsity, that humans abandon the
natural state and gatherin a civilsocfty Fol | owi ng Hamptonds readin
anthropology (1995), it might be appropriate to consider fear agramsic property and sociability

as annteractiveproperty of humans (Hampton 1995, 8); in fact, whereasridated psychological
mechanisms are possessed by a humanin virtue of his or her being human, se@édidithpassions

seem to be acknowledged by Hobbes only as developing over time, whmisay that the latter

require a continuative exposure to proper social interactiggsondition that is hardly met in the

state of nature. In evolutionary terms, it might be said that in the state of nature sociability comes out
to be a reasodriven and survivaknhancing arrangement, and only in the civil state sociability
related properties can flourish: as Hampton puts it, «we desire society only insofar as it has
instrumental valuéor us, which means that our individuality grounds our socialibg the reverse»

(Hampton 1995, 9; my emphasis).

7In this respecCavarero (2013, 112mphasizethe core position of homicide in the Hobbesian definition of equality
forhuman capacity for kiling is considered by Hobbes, however different in degree, averagely equal, inasmuch as even
the physically weakest one is strong enough to killano#igmet by secret machination or by confederacy with others
that are in the same danger with himsétfobbes 1651, XIlI, 1).
% «The passions thatincline men to peace, are fear of dlsstre of suchthings as are necessary to commodious living;
and hope btheirindustry to obtain thes{Hobbes 1651, XIlI, 14).
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A clarificationisneededonhi s point; the standard reading
maintains thatthe latter suppopsychological egoisnThis label designates the view that «no person
is ever motivated by any passions other than those that have benefit to their own self as an object»
(Gert 2006, 167). However, it is controversial whether this label actually applies to Hobbes; for
instance, Gert (1998, 2006) reports a massive textual exadestipport a kinder reading of Hobbes,
to the detriment of the standard interpretation. Quite usefully, Hampton distinguishes among three
senses of psychologicalegoism, inorderto prepareaffineai ned reading on Hob
nature; the taxoomy unfolds as follow:

PE1: the position that all of my actions are caused by my desires.

PE2: the position that all of my actions are caused by my desires and that they are in pursuit of a self

regarding object of desire.

PE3: the position that all of mgctions are caused by my desires and that my desires are produced in

me by -iantiesreddt edo bodily mechani sm. (Hampton 19¢

Whereas PE1 encapsulates a view of practical deliberation that considers desires as the psychological
trigger and reasonsaonly instrumentally involved, the remainder options of the taxonomy are
specifications of PE1 and are intendeegaodismeg
and -ieekfestedo desires. | n ¢toatebdfoureebires;tieedatder t h e
regards theigeneration PE2 maintains that all desires that move us have aegdirding content,

which is to say that whatever the concrete objectwe pursueis, we pursue itjust as a good to ourselves:
«of the voluntary ats of every man, the object is sog@od to himself(Hobbes 1996 [1951], XIV,

88). For instance, consider this anecdote about Hobbes reported by Aubrey:

One time, | remember, goeing inthe Strand, a poor and infirme old man craved hisdanteholding

him with eies of pitty and compassion, putt his hand in his pocket, and gave him 6d. Sayd a divine (scil.

Dr. Jaspar Mayne) that stooddyi Woul d you have donne this, i foit
0 iYeao, osfaWhy he heatherb i Btecauseo, sayd he, Al was
mi serable condition of the old man; and now my
(Aubrey 1898, 352)

The reason Hobbes gave the theologian to account for his charity fiessveglltwith PE2; indeed,
Hobbesd being charitabl e t o -redadinglesiegagr, toiaid n o't
the beggar, fut ultimately by a selfegarding one g g., to get a good reputation. PE2, however,

does not make any stahent on how our desires are generated, which is the object of PE3. In other
words, PE3 pertains to the cause of desires, |

are generated by bodily mechanisms that are biologically designatedsioepleasurproducing
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and painavoiding objects. Thus, strictly speaking, we do not desire pleasure, for pleasure figures as
an explanatory factor accounting for the process of creation of our desires.

Both Hampton (1995, 124) and Gert (2006, 1668)provide good reasons, out of historical and
textual evidence, to reject that Hobbes endorsed PE2. For instance, Gert (2068) d@ttends that

PE2 is inconsistent with several social passions acknowledged by Hobbes, as indignation,
benevolence and chigy, which do imply concernfoo t h ewils®.6

Nevertheless, for the purpose of this theoretical discussion, I shallassguendo t hat Ho bl
account of human nature endorses not only PE1 and PE3, but PE2 as well. After all, this does not
seems tobe too much of an assumption, since even Hampton concedes that «calling him a
psychological egoist in this second sense [i. e. PE2] is not an unreasonable mistake, especially
because elsewhere in Leviathan he makes statements that seem to be explisibadmishis
interpretation of psychological egoism» (Hampton 1995, 22). Moreover, also Schneewind remarks
that Hobbes often gives the impression that selfishness is so entrenched in human psychology that it
cseems [ €] to be soldopeativeahuman mativce» (Bchrreéwing 1998, 86; my
emphasis).

Hobbesd rejection of the Aristotelian account
The Leviathanimen have no pleasure, (but on the contrary a great deal of grief) in keepinggompan
wherethereis nopowerabletooxeewe t hem all e (Hobbes 1998 [ 16°F¢

antrAristotelian stance is never as clear and explicit as in the following passagBér@me

the greatest part of those men who have written doggimning ofconcerning Commonwealths, either
suppose, or require us, or beg of us to believe, that Man is a Creature born fit for Society. The Greeks
cal himgc e 3 s oo U8dhavhi ch Axi om, t hough received by n
Errour proceeding from our too slight contemplation of Human Nature; for they who shall more
narrowly look into the Causes for which Men come together, and delight in each otheasigpshall

easily find that this happens not because naturally it could happen no otherwise, but by Accident: For if
by nature one Man should Love another (that is) as Man, there could no reason be return'd why every
Man should not equally Love every Maasg being equally Man, or why he should rather frequent those
whose Society affords him Honour or Profit. We do not therefore by nature seek Society for its own
sake, but that we may receive some Honour or Profit from it; these we desire Primarily, dnaleSigc
(Hobbes 1996 [1642], I, 1I).

®The same remark is endorsed by Rawls (2007, 45), t h:
centered, or seffocused [which is at any rate different than selfish or egaistount of human nature serves, in effect,

as an emphasis for the purposes of a political concep
on human seiftentrismis not to be takentoo serioushfich is to say, as anaccoufitehatactual persons in the real
world are like , jutas deliberately selective outofHedip genuinely political concern
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Hobbesdé reference to the Aristotelian Jamkctr i n
thus confirms the appropriateness of the dichotomy that | am proposing here. After all, Aristotle is
theidealoppoent of Hobbesd c¢cradical individuali sme
individualis conceptually prior to society, and the basic properties that humans share are not products
of their social existence. On the contrary, Aristotle held thate$p is conceptually prior to the
individual; this view is reflected by the famous definition of man as a naturally social zeory (
politikon), which is to say that he cannot flourish and achieversalization outside society (Miller

1995, 28; Real&974, 119; Cambiano 2010, 129). To be sure, the foundations of societydolis,

i n Ar i st o} arenpartbisedon hmman inability to survive in solitude: «the state is one
of those things which exi st layimahfinforarstateZooa nd |
politikon]. Anyone who by his nature and not by-lilick has no state is either a wretch or
superhuman» (Aristotle 1995, B253 17). Commenting this passage, Saunders observes that, in all
likelihood, what Aristotle meantybthe claim that man is an animal «fit for a state» is that he is
normallyborn endowed with theapacityfor developing the cooperative virtues that are necessary

to live in a state; a man who were born lacking such potewntisdgmi3 would be, on Aristo | e 6 s
view, c¢fAa wr et ope@tveirtees araiessentidl to e irc abstateich is in turn
essential to happines®r without ceoperators, he has to fight to live, and therefore lacks leisure

[ €] The inference s eaveanly mirimal happmess»(Saundais 1995, 68)a y
Thus, sociability servealsosurvivate n hancing functions, aButint do
Ari st ot | e 6 snuch madlign merh ghysieal Survival at stake in sociability, as the latter

is necessargiot onlyto survive, but also to flourish as a human being, which is to sdyetovell
Sociability is then not a mere practical arrangement, but a propensity that ishparian nature and

sets certain constraints for human flourishing and happiness. A similar view has been recenty
endorsed by relational accounts of personhood, that foreground an «intrinsic human need to look out
for others, and to be looked out for» (leack & Buyx 2017, 51); this understanding of personhood

has important entailments for human psychology, for «if others play a role in shaping our identities
and our interests, then very few things that we do are exclusivelyegglfding or solely self
interested» (Prainsack & Buyx 2017, 50).

°This antiAristotelian stance upheld by Hobbes is also confirmed by Schnegdmireckplaining what moves us to
live with one another, Hobbes not only departs from Aristotle; he goes beyond the limits of Grotianism. Herejects the
idea of natural sociahifi. We are noiiby natur@political beings, we have no natural desire to come together, and we
are not moved to society by love of other pesffichneewind 1998, 86).
M To be sure, | do not intend to equalmsisand societys they refer to differeikinds of association, arisen in very
distanteras (Santambrogio 2015).
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Accordingly, Hobbesd ac-msirumental @ f., asreaso@veniandi t y |
survivakte nhanci ng opt i on-interestipthecstate df eatdte whareas Asistolief
maintains anaturatteleological stance on sociabilityiqe., sociability is a propensity that is part of
human nature per se, and not the outcome of a practical reasoning.

Once the diametrically opposed views on human sociability are outlined, the followingtstpface

them on the ends of the sociabiitysed spectrum to test how the shift from the one to the opposite
affects our conceptual space for theorizing solidarity. For | claim that, shifting from the left and most
anthropologically pessimistic endithe spectrum to the right and most anthropologically optimistic
one’3, at least two consequences follow.

The first consequence is a broadening of the conceptual space availaefefiogsolidarity. For if

we assume a Hobbeskamspired anthropologysolidarity seems to be conceivable as-setjarding
cooperatioronly; aswe shift to an Aristoteliasinspired optimistic anthropology, a broader set of
otherregardingrelationships and social phenomena can be encompassed by the concept of solidarity,
from personal to civic friendship. This point pertains to the explanatory power of such accounts of
human psychology, and as Habermas remarks, «itis espemadiglisticto assume thatll social
behaviour is strategic action and can thus be explainbdagh it were the result of egocentric utility
calculations. The explanatory power of this sociological model is obviously limited» (Habermas
1996, 337; my emphasis).

The second consequence resulting from a shift from the left to the right end of threispisca
broadening of the conceptual space availablappreciatingsolidarity. If we assume a Hobbesian
inspired anthropology, solidarity may be given an instrumental \aallye just as our broader desire

for society: as Hampton emphasized, this anteto claim that «we desire society only insofar as it
has instrumental value for us, which means that our individuality grounds our sociality, not the
reverse» (Hampton 1995, 9). As we shift to an Aristoteileapired anthropology, solidarity may be
assgned anintrinsic value also #pis is why, | suggest, Aristotle is able to acknowledge, beside
utility -based and pleasubm@sed kinds of friendship, also a rarer +setfish and virtuebased kind of
friendship: «perfect friendship is the friendshipneén who are good, and alike in virtue; for these
wish well alike to each othgua goodand they are godd themselves(Aristotle 2009, 1156b-9;

my emphasis).

72 As Habermas pointed ot pbbesavants to explain why absolutist society is justified as an instrumental order from
the perspective of all participants, if only they keep to a stqmikposiverational calculation of their own interests
(Habemas 1996, 90).

't might be contested that, by the employment of ter
of sociability being compared, an underly@luative stance is betrayed. | do not think that this counts as a reasonto
di smiss such terminology, inasmuch as several Hobbesbd

(Gert 1998, 5; Hampton 1995, 22).
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In the remainder of this subparagraph, | shall examine some troublesome or ambiguous respec
affecting my argument.

| shall first discuss two possibléstorical criticisms that revolve around the way | fashioned the
sociability-based spectrum. One may have doubts about the capacity of such spectiybrmidas
accounts of human sociability, as Kantodos (20
s o ¢ i a lungésellige/Geselligkgitcould be barely placed within it. A second objection might be
ratherbasedontreccuracyof t he readings of Hobbesd and Ar
that | proposed. In this respectit is of the highestimportangesttify that the nature and purpose

of the sociabilitybased spectrum, as well as the relevance of Aristotle and Hobbes for its formulation,
aretheoreticalrather than historical. As noted earlier, | only picked these philosophers out of their
massive higiricalphilosophical influence. Thus, should it come out, say, that Hobbes had a less
pessimistic view of the human nature than that | presented (Hampton 1928, G@rt 2006, 157

174; Rawls 2007, 448), nothing invalidating my argument would follow.rfray argument relates
solidarity to possible variations of sociability, and its validity does not rely on historically entrenched
anthropological schemes. Indeed, evemd actual philosopher would havever endorsed the
pessimistic anthropological viewalscribe to Hobbes, this would not make any difference for the
conceptualmplications for solidarity that such view would carry.

There are also thremnceptuaivorries that | consider worth mentioning here. The first conceptual
criticism stemsfromaspet i ci sm on my methododés effectivenes
of othersocial, ethical and political concepts. Thus, the criticism may continue, for the definition of
solidarity ashighly anthropologicalljaden concept to make sense, at least good example of a

less or everlowly anthropologicallyladen concept is needed. In other words, it may be questioned
that the case of solidarity is convincing eno
load is a matter of degree, esk at least one convincing example of lowly anthropologidadign
conceptis at hand. Yet identifying lowly anthropologicddlgen concepts may be a demanding
endeavour to accomplish, out of a conceptual reason: | earlier argued that the selelcéduiriin

trait (e. g., sociability) out of which the anthropological spectrum is fashioned should be ideally
guided by good reasons about its salief@e the practical concept (e. g., solidarity) whose
anthropological load is questioned. In absence ofdgmasons in favour on the salience of an
anthropological trait for the practical concept at stake, thus, one cahypayhesizeuch salience.

Once the anthropological spectrum is outlined, the following step is testing whether important
consequences fthe conceptual space for theorizing that practical concept do follow, reversing the
assumptions about the presumably salient anthropological trait. If the outcome of the testis positive

and the anthropological load of such concept comes out to belnghmounts to good reasorin
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support of the salience of the anthrophgh ogi c
anthropological load leads to verify indirectly thalienceof the anthropological trait assumed. The
problem is that thisex-post validation cannot be supplied when it comes to detedtwvly
anthropologicallyladen concepts. In fact, if reversing the salient anthropological assumptions leads
to no remarkable consequence on the theorization of the practical concept, themcivae of the

test is negative, which is to say that the practical concept at stake is lowly anthropoldgasaily
However, and here lies the core of the criticism, in this negative case the salience of the
anthropological trait assumed does not gaig expost validation from the outcome of the test. One
might then challenge therbitrarinessof t he choice of the fAsalient
the practical concept came out to be lowly anthropologidathen, and deny that such low
anthiopological load was properly diagnosed.

| do not have a knoelown argument against this criticism, that would deserve a broader discussion
indeed. In this section, | confine myself to suggestthata possible example of lowly anthropologically
laden concepmay be individuated inegative freedorrior the purpose of discussion, | propose that
free-will may be a good candidate to provide an anthropological marker on arough negativefreedom
oriented spectrum; in this case, however, it seems to come outdhative freedom is wly
anthropologicallyladenconcept, as assuming a compatibilist or incompatibilist view onwuitké

thatis, competing views on the assumed anthropological marker, namelyilfrieeeem notto make

a crucial difference in detemi n i n mornativeviéws on negative freedom. In other words, not
because one maintains a certain stance onvileis per se constrained to uphold a certain view on
negative freedom.

The second conceptual worry is that for the notion of anthrgpadbload to make sense at all, a
sharp line must be drawable between the class of anthropological assumptions or human traits, on the
one hand, and social, political and moral concepts on the other hand. However, it may be questioned
that some conceptan be uncontroversially assigned to the former or to the latter domain. For
instance, is labour a trait of human nature (e. g. as a human need), or a practical concept? However,
a grey area is trackable in most conceptual distinctions, and is not a feagbsmissing such
distinctions; for instance, it is not because of the twilight that we are supposed to get rid of the
dichotomy of day and night.

The third and last conceptual worry is that my argument on the anthropological load might be
interpreted aseducing the complexity of the structure of practical concepts. In other words, it may
be argued that theorizing practical concepts is not affected by the sole influence of anthropological
assumptions, but by a number of other assumptions and premisegalaple, it is quite plausible

that theorizing solidarity involves not only our views on human sociability, but also a theory of
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society, a theory of the relation between individuals and society, and other salient conceptual
ingredients may be added.d ahot think that this remark actually counts as a criticism toward my
argument, unless out of a wrongheaded reading of the latter. For by no means have | argued that
anthropological assumptions are tberly conceptual ingredient having an influence on ficak
theorizing; on the contrary, | proposed that ourimage of human nature might be considered as the
building blockof practical theorizing which reflects the claim that any practical concept s, at least

to a certain degree, anthropologicaliyden gnd that multiple layers are embedded in a practical
theory. Thus, it is not my intention to claim that for theorizing a practical concept one should
exclusivelypay attention to the underlying anthropological assumptions, without any regard to other
classes of assumptions. Rather, | claim that one cannot theorize a practical cotesgput of a
number of assumptions on human nature, and that accordingly itis methodologically sound to make
such assumptions explicit. The reason why | put anthragpcdbassumptions at the centre of this
section is that, unlike other classes of relevant assumptions, their importance for practical philosophy
has not been properly discussed so far.

To sumup, if itis true that gn ametatheoreticastance splidarity is a highly anthropologicaily

laden concept, it follows that the background anthropological views are highly crucial for its
definition; thus, the next step of my research is more genuthelgreticaland is to outline a
philosophical anthropologyut of whichtheorizing solidarity.

2.2 Sociability as a disposition

The child survives thanks to services which natural affection inspires. The grown man goes through life
requiring affection, and is fortunate indeed if he obtains it from worthy pengorse expectations spur

him on to achievements. Geniuses, it is said, can do without such a climate, not so ordinary men. We
are affective creatures, and moved by our affections (De Jouvenel 1963, 53).

This quote from one of orBteatpdlitical warks, Ehe Puse Theorgdf ma t
Politics, is pertinent to the scope of this chapter for a number of reasons: first and foremost, it is
largely consistent with much developmental evidence supporting the core role of social interaction
for humanflourishing (see Appendix for discussion of this literature). Secondly, and in accordance
with the methodol ogical analysis lead in the
philosophicalanthropology is inseparable from political theimigeeed, the previous quote continues

with the statement that «working upon men's affections is characteristic of Poliics), (vhich is

to say that a proper knowledge of human emot |

respect, itis significant that the second section Tiie Pure Theory of Politics devoted to a
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genuinely philosophicahnthropological topic, that is, «Setting: ego in otherdome». Thirdly, it
implicitly traces back human sociability to the emotional domain of mumadure. This brings me to

the core argument of this subparagraph, the aim of which is to propose that sociability might be
fruitfully conceptualized as dispositional propertyand as ampencluster concept

Sociability is afuzzy concept, thatis ofitsmentioned by philosophers and social scientists in a variety

of uses but rarely endowed with a clear definition. Sociability suffers from an ambiguity between a
subjective sense and an intersubjective one: on the one hand, itis a property thatabladorib
individuals but, on the other hand, it can be manifested in concrete intersubjective contexts only. |
suggest that such ambiguity can be rather maintained as a tension which is constitutive of the concept,
and the upcoming proposal is intended take sense of this respect. In fact, | shall consider
sociability as adispositional propertynamely, a kind of property that is individuated by the
manifestations that its bearer brings about, given certain conditions. Dispositional properties, in other
words, disposetheir bearers to do certain things and to behave in certain ways, and while the
propertiesare alwaysnstantiated in the individuals, the appearance of their manifestations depend
upon the instauration of a particular context. For instance, water bears the disposition to boil, which
becomes manifest when the liquid is heated at over 100 degrees aesedid the manifestation

the boilingi may remain latent if such condition is not met. As for sociability, | am proposing that it

is a dispositional property instantiated by humadividuals whose manifestations become
observable only undantersubjectivecontexts. Moreover, | shall treat sociability as a trait of human
nature, that is, a property that carries a reliaddscriptivepower on humans; in other terms,
sociability is a property which sheds light on what humans arélike

Before addresing this issue in detail, it is worth mentioning a premise that is intended to clarify what

| do notaim to do in the remainder of this section. In fact, | propose that the concept of sociability
can be framed in terms of a disposition. To exhaustivetetstand dispositionalism, namely the
view that certain or all properties are dispositions, a-flatiged commitment to a particular
metaphysical view is necessary. This is because disposition attributions are metaphysically neutral
(Williams 2019) and mst be consequently grounded into more fundamental powers, causal bases,
properties, and so forth. In whatfollows, though, I shall confine myself tstty@ptionof sociability

as a speciegypical dispositional property instantiated by humans, refrgirfrom a deeper
metaphysical commitment on the nature of its grounding, which is not relevant to my research.
Framing sociability as a disposition carries a number of consequences. For a dispositional property

may be instantiated by an individual, butitanifestations may still remalatentin that individual

" Insofar as dispositiongadispositional properties, it follows thatthey are a specific kind of properties; thus, in this
section | shallreferto sociability both as a disposition andas a property.
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(Choi & Fara 2018); for instance, the fragility of a glass is not visible, unless certain conditions are
met (e. g., a violent collision with another body). Analogously, we might expect that @& ehild
sociability shall neither flourish nor become behaviourally observable if that child were born on an
utterly uninhabited island. Of course, it mig
would not become manifeat all, if that island wee at the very least populated by gregarious species
that would adopt and rear her. | see the point of this remark. After all, cases of feral children have
been reported throughout history and have always caught the imagination of writers and readers;
however, such cases are singular events that cannot fill a proper sample and, accordingly, most of the
literature about them is anecdotic (Sobel & Li 2013,-Z95n other words, there are good reasons
to be hesitating to draw reliable developmental conchssicom these sporadic cases, even only on
consideration of the fact that «it is not possible to separate out all the factors that brought these
unfortunate children to the condition in which they were found. Physical and emotional damage are
influential o an unknowable degree» (Sobel & Li 2013, 297). In a similar vein, when it comes to
comparing feral children with autistic children, Bettelheim confronts the same methodological
difficulty, by means of the acknowledgement that «from historical accountssf of the feral
children, diagnosis cannot be established. But, the more detailed the accounts, the more definitely do
they seem to signalize autistic children» (Bettelheim 1959, 455). However, the view of sociability
thatl am aboutto outline isintead to leave conceptual space for cases of humanswhkoaalized
among norhuman animals; in other words, according to my account of sociability, it would be
conceptually possible to conceive of Mowliie cases. This brings me to unpack the five core
features of sociability as a dispositional property, as | aim to fashion it.
Firstly, human sociability does not need to cover properties thatiraversalnor distinctive of
humans; indeed, in line with the nomological accountthat | endorsed in sctioour quest for
human nature should be oriented toward featu
history, regardless of their being universally sharedlbljuman beings, and by human beiogly

fs anthropological essentialism wduwlaim. Thus, there might be human sociabilijyated
properties that are common to other species, and there might be human individuals lacking one or
more human sociabilityelated properties.
Secondly, | consider human sociability as characteriseahlopen clusteof properties, which is to
say, as a nodefinitive set of features which do notyield necessary nor jointly sufficient condition
for an entity to be classified as sociable. As a conceptual tool to describe objects, the cluster has had
manyphilosophically fruitful employmentsg;. g. Tripodi (2009) fr ame
concept apd itis even possible to single out different varieties of cluster (Parsons 1973). Opting for

the open cluster to conceptualize sociability is ren@endable for two reasons at the very least; first
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and foremost, inasmuch as sociability is part of a broader nomological picture of human nature, it
must be assumed to be the outcome of an evolutionary history. This naturalistic commitment leaves
open thepossibility that, over evolutionary eras, sociability might evolve to the point that it comes
out to share hardly anything with the best description of it that we can afford at the moment. The
second reason to opt for the open cluster attains to theenatthve ontological regional domain the
conceptis part of; for sociability is part of human nature, but canrsetieedas accurately as other
human properties as, say, opposable thumb. Indeed, sociability is too muchmuoitfacedas a
phenomenorttan opposable thumb, inasmuch as more variables are involved in the description of
the formerThus, it seems sound to settle for a loose conceptualization of sociability, and the open
cluster fits the bill with this purpose. Accordingly, notoh8ingunderstood as an open cluster makes
sociability not exhaustively unpackable by definition, but it would be also an unnecessary attempt in
this direction. In line with this claim, | will only propose a selective, provisional, and ostensive
catalogue bsociability-related features.

Thirdly, human sociability is acalar property rather than a range or binary property (Carter 2011,
548-9); this amounts to say that being sociable is a mattéegfee and is not the kind of property

thatis either pogssed or not possessed among human bethgsame applying to most ndwiman

animals as well. This move enables us to make sense of the acknowledgement that, as a matter of
fact, human beings tend to possess sociability with remarkable interperanaabws. Indeed, | shall
assume thata human beingwho instantiapgeper subseaf the open clusteri4., if she instantiates

at leastone feature listed by the open clust@unts as a sociable humanbeing. The more sociability
related feattes a human being instantiates, the more sociable that individual is.

Fourthly, inasmuch as sociability is framed as a dispositional property, it is one thirsgetotiate
sociability, and anot her t hinmgifestthoougmoddergableo n e 6 ¢
behaviour. The possible discrepancy between o
disposition is visible rather than latent gnables us to distinguish among individual traits that are
full-fledged part of the sociabiitopen cluster, on the one hand, and social actions and practices
which are undertakenout of suchtraits, on the other hand. This distinction is of the highestimportance
for the definition of solidarity to be presented and discussed in chapter 4.

As afifth point, it should be noted that each feature appearingin the following catalogue is put in
dispositional terms; for instance, there is no explicit reference to empathy per se, which is not strictly
a property, butratherto «displayingempathy», Winccontrastis. However, to be sure, the property

of displaying empathy does presuppose that empathy per se exists, as a capacity, an emotion, or
whatever else it might be framed as. In chapter 3, | will in fact focus on the discussion of a), b) and

c),that are taken to be the most salient sociabitifated features for understanding solidarity.
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a) Being empathic

b) Being moved by prosocial motivations (egoism, altruism, collectivism, principlism)
c) Being able to categorize the self

d) Being compassionate

e) Beingable to feel shame

f) Being able to feel guilt

g) Experiencing the need for recognition

h) Experiencing the need for belonging

i) Experiencing the need for care

Before concluding this section, let me provide a couple of remarks that are intended to shed light on
howsuch loose catalogue of features is systematically related to the remainder of this chapter.

The first comment is that, according to themologicalaccount of human nature of which such
concept of sociability is part of, it must be assumed that, for saciability-related property, an
evolutionary explanation must be available. If no explanation of such sort is at hand, it must be
assumed that there is one. To be sure, it can be shown that such epistemological condition can be met
for most of the featuselisted above; for instance, Turner (2014) provides ateng evolutionary
explanation of negative social emotions as guilt and shame, that has been discussed in the previous
subsection. As for empathy and altruistic motivation, a number of evoluti@angunents are
unfolded by De Waal (2006, 2013). However, a folaprremark is needed at this point; for one

thing is the methodological principle that a philosophical account of sociability should rely on the
best scientific accounts available for itgpéanation, and another thing isteducesociability to its
evolutionary history. In this spirit, following DarwirDe Waal (2013) suggests that it may be
conceptually proper to set the evolutionary history of a trait apart from its possible uses; in other
words, we should better distinguish thecessf natural selection from igsroducts For instance,
empathy andlauistic motivation might have resulted, in the long run, as fitreadsancing traits in

a highly competitive process as natural selection is, but the evolutionary history of a trait does not
preclude new and different uses of it. Indeed, De Waal corssitier nonrecognition of such
distinction as a specific fallacy, that he refers to as the «Beethoven error». In fact, his pointis that it

is not the case that a nasty prodess factoproduces nasty outcomes:

to think so i s whatovlenheaevwvea odwhbed ntclee i i Bdest hl i
Beet hovendés music on the basis of how and wher e

was a messy, smelly pigsty, strewn with waste and unemptied chamber pots. Of course, no one judges
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Beethoe n6s music by it. I n the same way, even if
destruction, this doesndt tai Mbepthhe mar vel s it

The second conclusive remark is that, however only roughly listed so far, théikycielated
catalogue provides enough spacedtirer-regarding desire$o be distanced from PE2, that is, the
claim that the content of all our desires is geljarding. As we have seen in the previous section,
such pessimistic view is located to tleét end of the anthropological spectrum, and opposed to an
Aristotelianrinspired account of sociability. It might be said that my own account of sociability can
be placed, at the moment, on the right side of the spectthi®is why it could be labet as a kind

of moderately optimistiwiew of human sociability. In fact, it is true that my account would leave
conceptual room for an individual who only instantiates one sociaidlgted property, say, need

for recognition, and thus meets the coraditio be individuated as a sociable beingpat is, to
instantiate a proper subset of the sociability cluster. On principle,an individual who seeks recognition
from his fellows can act out of selégarding motives only, and thus ultimately behave RE2

would expect him to. However, | do not think that this is a real issue for my accountto keep the
distance from PE2; in fact, assuming that such individual were actually triggered bggaeifiing
motivesonly  which seems too much of an assumptioqnot only would this case beot
representativandnot exhaustiven how people generally act in the real world, but it could well be
classified as a case ofl@wly sociable being. As noted earlier, inasmuch as sociability is a scalar
property, bangs can be more or less sociable, depending on how many socisddityd features

they instantiate.

Conclusion

In the first section of this chapter, | argued taempirically informed and conceptually developed
account of human nature is essential to a convincing defense of any social, moral or political theory.
A further subclaim of this chapter is that we have to outline a sort of measure that could track the
level of dependency of a theory on an anthropological account and, in particular, on a specific human
trait that is specifically salient for the issue at stake. | proposed that the notion of «anthropological
load» might suit this purpose, and tested ittlh@ concept of solidarity, showing that the salient
anthropological property itis most tied to is human sociability.

The second section of this chapteris consequentto the methodological argumentunpacked in the first
part, and aims to sketch the vieWtbe concept of human sociability that my definition of solidarity

shall be based on. For the purpose of this chapter, | confine myself to the framing of sociability as a

dispositional property and as an open cluster concept, listing a provisional alodsgpen set of
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features; plus, | concede that a human being who instantiate even only one of such properties can be
entitled to be attributed sociability. In this section, thus, | attempted to unpaskubk#ireof the
concept of sociability; itis a &k of the following chapter to narrow the focus and expand on some

sociability-related properties, that are possible ingredients for a convincing philosophical account of
solidarity.
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Chapter 3.Unpacking sociability: the psychological determinants of solidarity

The concept of sociability has been acknowledged a key position in accounting for solidarity in
Chapter 2. In fact, it has been shown to be the anthropological trait the most salsidfanity,

and framed both as a disposition and as a cluster concept. Several social emotions, needs, and
capacities can be plausibly traced back to such cluster, a provisional list of which has been attempted
i n the second c¢ h a pseemsrgasonable tbiassune thad pstaswsaeiabjlity is riot
the only one but the most salient anthropological trait that is salient for theorizing solidarity, the same
differentiation applies to the properties that articulate the sociability cluster,&fontdch shall be
presumably more influent on solidarity compared to others. In what follows, I will focus on three
psychological properties of the sociability cluster that are most plausibly involved in solidarity, that

is, seltcategorization (1), emplay (2), and otheregarding motivations (3). In this section, | shall
provide an overview of these concepts, which need a proper theoretical analysis before beingassessec

and possibly associated to explain solidarity in Chapter 4.

1. Self-categorization andthe psychological reality of social groups

Self-categorization theory (henceforth, SCT; Turner 1987) is a prominent gsyiahological
framework, some core insights of which are still maintained and unsurpassed over the contemporary
debate in this fi@l. To ensure a proper understanding and appreciation of the core novelties embedded
by Turnerds theory, It is well worth present.i
By broad acknowledgement, groups provide a constitutive field where human sgciakéis place.

As Brown & Pehrson (2020, XI) puts it, «groups provide people with a sense of who tliegndre

who they are not and much of what happens within and between groups can be understood as
attempts by people to express, clarify, or defend tbecial identity. Thus, groups and group
belonging are endowed with an anthropological or existentialtpineghat they are an unavoidable
social experience to which every human being as such is subject (Speltini & Palmonari 1999, 20). To
be sure, howver, the same consensus does not apply neither to the ontological status that groups are
acknowledged which is to say, whether groups are mere nominal fallacies or rather something more

than the sum of their partsgor to the causal explanationgroup-related phenomena. From the

S Interestinglya similar concern for the human condition is often pointgubatsof the metatheoretical background of
social ontology as well. For instance, De Vecchi (20
by an existential concern; after all, it is Gilbert herself who admonishes that we canndiapesim a proper
understanding of the human condition, unless and before we have a good explanation for the sense of the collective we
(Gilbert 2009, 1).
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socialpsychological standpoint, a theory of social groups means is required to account for the
processes underlying group behaviour and, in so doing, it cannot but tackle «the relationship of the
individual to the group$Turner 1987, VII).

As a broad characterization of the research field, social psychology aims at shedding light on the
intersection between the psychological life and the social domain and places itself, accordingly, at
the border between psychology amit®logy (Speltini & Palmonari 1999, 11). Indeed, Allport
(1962) considered the nature of the relationship between the individual and the group as social
psychologyds ¢master problemé. Perhaps surpri
toward groups has notbeen unvaried and uniform over the lastcentury. In fact, Speltiniand Palmonari
report that, two decades after the foundation by Kurt Lewin of the «Research Centre for Group
Dynamics» atthe MIT in 1945, a European tradition of reseamairoups put down roots in the 60s

along the line of the works by Tajfel, Moscovici, and others. In the 70s and 80s, on the contrary,
groups received a lower attention as ontological individualism and the increasing employment of
experimental methods tp the detriment of methods as intercultural comparison and intervieys
entrenched in social psychology (Turner 1987, 24; Speltini & Palmonari 19987 1% However,

social psychology has boasted a number of theoretical approaches on social gauigsdfmnat it

would exceed the scope of this section to provide and exhaustive historical survey on sucharich body
of research (Speltini& Palmonari1999-47; Turner1987,2 8 ) , suf fi ces to say
words, «the product of a distincuEbpean tradition of research on social categorization processes
and social identity initiated by the late Henry Tajfel» (Turner 1987, VIII). Significantly, the book
itself is explicitly dedicated to Tajfel (Turner 1987, X). However, for the purpose ®ttapter, |

will only touch upon some respects of Tajfeld
debts to antecedent and competing frameworks, as the interdependence theory based on the work of
Sherif, Ash, and Lewin.

Threerespectsfo conti nuity and discontinuity between
SI'T) and Turnerodés SCT are worth highlighting
the latter. First and foremost, both theories situate themselves somewbeteeen the group mind

thesis (LeBon 1895, McDougall 1921) and individualism on groups (Allport 1924). According to the
formerview, groups maintain some mental propertiesover the consciousness of the individuals which
composethem. AsanexampleeanBondés ¢l aw of mental unity of

and not physical proximity which defines a crowd, that reflects the shared qualities of an ethnos and,

®In a consonant veirn a former publicatiorfBrown 2000, 7)Brownlaments that the mainstream haooks and
journals in social psychologyg vogue at that timpayed remarkably little attention for group processes, compared to
interpersonal or dyadic relationships and individual cognitive proctsseisad been more systematically studied unti
thatime
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by leveraging individual instincts and emotions over reason, leads people to acbasaiogsly as
primitive beings. The <collective mind thesis,
processesdgindividuation, contagion, and suggestiofvirtue of which crowd actions are virtually
unthinkable by the individual crowd @mbers on their own (Brown & Pehrson 2020, 3). On the
contrary, Allportdés strategy against the grou
is epistemological, and claims that whatever the presumed group mind is like, it cannot be
independently verified, that is, that it is not observable or touchable apart from the individuals that
comprise it. However, Allport also claimed that «there is no psychology of groups which is not
essentially and entirely a psychology of individuals» (Aitd®24, 4). In other words, the individual

is the only psychological reality and there is no distinctive group psychology (Turner 1987, 10). Both
Tajfel and Turner reject these views and upholdogyechological reality of the groypvhich is to

say, thatthe concept of group maintains a theoretical relevanged not a mere descriptve
convenience, as even Allport concedednd plays an explanatory role in accounting for social
behaviour. To be sure, however, acknowledging the psychological refathe group does by no
means indulge any metaphysical commitment to the notion of group mind as such; in fact, the former
refers to the claim that group psychology cannot be reduced to individual psychology, thatis, that
there are social processes whedusally affect the psychology of the individual, and change the
nature of her responses accordingly.

A second continuity between SIT and SCT is that both aim at tackling an entrenched epistemological
prejudice that can be traced backto early masspsgchgl of t he | ast centur
group mind thesis presented above, that fostered the view that social behaviour is remarkably more
likely than individual behaviour to release the most primitive and violent human instincts (Speltini &
Palmonari 999, 1820; Moscovici & Doise 1991, 42). As Brown puts it, according to this view, «all

that is good about human conduct resides within the moral integrity of individuals, and the primary
effect of groups is to corrupt this and drag us to a baser, mogedars level» (Brown & Pehrson

2020, 174). Such rough prejudice over group behaviour typically leads to unilaterally overemphasize
unsettlinggroup phenomena as «diffusion of responsibility» and «deindividudtotiye detriment

of thesocio-cognitivebasis of group behaviour and the resulting prosocial outcomes (Turner 1987,
67).

"The «diffusion of responsibility» or «bystander effect» is the sociopsychological phenomenothshesepeople
shareresponsibility forhelping the less each persdeels individual responsibilitgnd, accordingly, motivation to
undertake prosocial action (Brown 2020, 174; Speltini & Palmonari 1999, 18; Gattino 2006, 57; Mucchi Faina 2001, 83
4). «Deindividuation» is a notion that has been framed in different ways, all of which characterize geoapstental
threat to sellawareness and setstraind (Brown& Pehrsor2020, 1845). More on deindividuation willbe said later.
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Accordingly, and to get to the third matter of continuity, both SIC and SCT are based on-a socio
cognitive architecture the core of which is the notion of social categanzdkiat is, «a cognitive
representation of a social division into groups» (Turner 1987, 27). This cognitive process underpins
the accentuation of intracategory similarities and intercategory differences, which accountfor several
behavioural and evaluatyphenomena that can be experimentally tested. Thus, Tajfel investigated
the minimal conditions for intergroup discrimination and ingroup favouritism; in particular, he
challenged the view that group processes and grelaped phenomenagy g., ingrougavouriism

can be accounted in terms of interpersonal attraction and interdependence for individual need
satisfaction, which amounted to an individualistic reading of interdependence theory. To test this
view and the related predictions, Tajfel ansltolleagues (Tajfel et alii 1971) designed a number of
experimental situations, a representative variant of which is set as follows: a sample of schoolboys
was randomly divided in two groups out of ostensibly arbitrary cri®sa as to create a manlpied

input for social categorization that was utterly independent of possible determinants of interpersonal
attraction or interdependence for need satisfaction. Group membership was anonymous, that is, each
subject was aware of which group she persormlpnged, but did not know the affiliation of the
others; moreover, no interpersonal or intergroup contact took place during the experintnd
respect, the experimentds groups where purely
aboutawarding money to pairs of anonymous others identified only by group membership and a
personal code number, the subjectsd responses
and intergroup competition. In fact, not only did most of the pgpiis more money to ingroup than
outgroup members but, more importantly, they were also willing to award less in absolute terms to
ingroup members so as to award thetativelymore than outgroup members. These findings were
replicated in a number of expmental settings (Wetherell 1982; for a latest review see Brown &
Pehrson 2020, 226). Thus, as Turner remarks,

it follows that interpersonal interdependence and attractiomareecessanconditions for group

formation, since the very conditions ofee experiments are designed to eliminate such factors as
alternative explanations of the results. [é] [T
because they are ingroup members rather than like the ingroup because of the specifiaisnditaoiu

are member s. [ é] | mposi ng a s h arsafficientto geneate me mb e |

attraction between them (Turner 1987, 29; my emphasis).

However, beyond these shared theoretical commitments, there is a twofold theoretical difference
bg¢ ween SI T and SCT, that Turner himself emph

8In this experiment, schoolboys were assigngtftheir preference of one of two abstract artists, PaulatheleV/asi
Kandinsky
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intergroup behaviourthe major explanatory notion was the search for positive ingroup distinctiveness
(Turner & Tajfel 1979, 44) kje., people are motivated emphasize respects under whitteir
ingroups can be seen as positively different from outgroysirner poses social identity as the
«sociatcognitive basis of group behaviour, the mechanismthat makes it possible» (Turner 1987, IX).
In other wordsSIT proposes a motivational hypothesis to account for intergroup discrimination,
while SCT core claim is soci@lognitive and aims ata broader goal, that is, «<how individuals are able
to act as a group at all. [ BCT]isnooeigenerdl ang carsbe e a k
seen to include the former [SIT] as a derivation» (Turner 1987, 42). Secondly, whereas Tajfel frames
the interpersonahtergroup continuum as varying from «acting in terms of self» to «acting in terms

of group» (Tajfel 198), Turner considers the latter to be an expression of the former (Turner 1987,
VIl -1X); in other words, according to SChothindividual and group behaviour are expressions of
«acting in terms of self», as they just differ in the level of abstractswwgashall see in a moment.

To summarize a number of distinct yet related assumptions that underly SCT (Turner 188y, 44
suffices to say that the self is referred to as a psychological system, whose cognitive unities or
elements are selfoncepts. lis assumed that any individual holds multiple sadhcepts, and that
self-categorizations constitute a specific form of sgihcept. A sekcategorization is defined as «a
cognitive grouping of oneself and some class of stimuli as the same (identiokl;,sequivalent,
interchangeable, and so on) in contrastto some other class of stimuli» (Turner 1987, 44). Justas other
self-concepts, seltategorizations are governed by a situaspecific functioning: a self
categorization can become salient ootirers depending on the interaction between the subject and
the situation, and thus produce a correspondingiselfie, that is, a subjective experience or
perceptual output.

The assumption the most relevant for my purposes, though, is the distincieasitiree levels of
abstraction of sel€ategorization (Turner 1987, 45):

a) the superordinate level of the self as human being, whereby similarities with other humans
are highlighted and contrasted with differenceswith other forms of life. This levelfef s
categorization encapsulatesman identitybased on an interspecies comparison.

b) The intermediate level of the self as a group member, whereby similarities with ingroup
members are highlighted and contrasted with differences with outgroup memileisleMel
of self-categorizatiorsocial identityis framed, as a result of an intraspecies and intergroup
comparison.

c) The subordinate level of the self as a specific individual person, whereby the unique and
distinct respect s dghtedmndedsastedevithdiffeneades withyhera r e
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i ngroup me mb er s .pergonatidentitysidefigdd gut of an mterpessonal and

intragroup comparison.
This socialpsychological architecture is built upon the same cognitive equipment, anthimaan
hierarchicaland, so to sagoncentricstructure. In fact, as Turner points out, «the more inclusive the
self-category, the higher the level of abstraction, and each categaoiyrelyincluded within another
category (unlessiit is the highest or superordinate level category)rimttéxhaistiveof that more
inclusive category» (Turner 1987, 45; my emphasis). For instance, golden retrievers and border
collies are members of and entirely included
of it, for there are several othersleds that are members of such category as well. Moreover, a
comparative relation between different stimuliimplies a higher level identity in terms of which the
comparison is elaborated; forinstance, golden retrievers and border collies can be contpared an
contrasted as being more or |l ess Animbleodo, Af
to compar e t he mwhichbdihfae,iyehat a od mukh nfore abstract legglas
i ¢ a twhith they are not at all. Ireiéd, perceiving both golden retrievers and border collies as
di fferent breeds of dogs implies their higher
Categorizations of any level follow the «principle of metatrast», or «kmetaontrast ratio», which
is so say, «asymbolic computation in which the average intategory difference forms the
numerator and the average séli ngr oup other & [1i. e. intraca
denominator» (Brown & Pehrson 2020, 20). The outcome of this ratio amounts tanétafive
measure of the extent to which a subset of stimuli will be likely perceived as a single entity or group
(Turner 1987, 47). For instance, if we enter a courtyard where three golden retrieyés (D)
and three border collies (PDs, Dg) areplaying, we shall subsume the former trio under the category
ifgol den retrievero as an out co migtisgthe ntode similaro g n i
are D, D, and Dyand the more different they are from,[Ds and Iy, the more likely thedrmer trio
will be categorized by the perceiver as a single entity or group.
Moreover, in virtue of same cognitive mechanism it is possible to define the prototypicality of a
stimulus, thatis, the extent to which the latter is representative of a gategamwhole; in fact, the
prototypicality of a stimulus is determined by the metatrast ratio between the mean perceived
difference between the stimulus and outgroup membey®., intergroup comparison gnd that
between the former and the otlegroup members ke., intragroup comparison. As Turner sums
up, «the higher the ratio, the more prototypical the ingroup member» (Turner 1987, 47). Thus, to get
back to the previous example, the higher the rcetatrast ratio between the perceivetference
between Dand D, Ds and D, and the perceived difference betweefy D, and D;, the more

prototypically will D, instantiate the golden retriever breed.
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What has been said so far applies to most of categorizations per se and to all levels of self
categorization for sure. Now it is time to discuss the main implications of the presented socio
cognitive architecture for group phenomena and thusto focus on social identity in particular.

A first entailmentis that there is a «functional antagonisebwben the salience of a level of self
categorization and the others. For instance,
an accentuation occurs in the perception of intragroup similarities and intergroup differences; as a
consequence,ne 6 s per sonal ldentity will be blurred

of i ntragroup differences; the same can be

‘N

foregrounded when intergroup similarities are highlighted. In othedsy@s Turner puts it,

there tends to be anverse relationshijppetween the salience of the social and personal levels of self
categorization. Social sefferception tends to vary on a continuum from the perception of self as a
unique person (maximum int@ersonal identity and maximum difference perceived betwetarsel
ingroup members) to the perception of the self as an ingroup category (maximum similarity to ingroup
members and difference from outgroup members) (Turner 1987, 49; my emphasis).

Put in this terms, the functioning of saedategorization could be proped as a socipsychological
basi s f or Fkaolreckaim that éolidariylsthnds in a complementary relation with justice

ag its «reverse side» (Habermas 1990, 2#fere the latter pertains «the equal freedoms of unique
and seltdeterminng individuals», while the former aims at «the concerns the welfare of consociates
who are intimately linked in an intersubjectively shared form of life» (Habermas 1990, 244). In fact,
Habermas argues that, insofar as we maintain that the agent thattynaiak to protect is
individuated through socialization, her personal integrity cannot be preserved «without the integrity
of the lifeworld that makes possible their shared interpersonal relationships and relations of mutual
recognition» (Habermas199 23 ) . Under this respect, Haber me
SCT terms, that is, that the purpecsamaandsdcialmor al
identity; SCT also adds to this claim that, as a matter of factpsetfeption is moreften than not
located in the middle of the continuum between the personal and social levelodtegbrization
(Turner 1987, 49), and does not excludes that «personal levels are not also social in terms of their
content, origin and function» (Turne®a7, 46), thusin line with the theory of individuation through
socialization that Habermas embraces.
The relation between the uniqueness of each
uniformity and similarities, though, remains a core topic 0T @nd social psychology itself indeed.
As stated earlier, Turneris preoccupied that SCT does not encourage the epistemological prejudice
that individuals are |ikely to get morally coc
this view, nobnly Turner unpacks a complex so@ognitive mechanism as sedategorization, but
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he also worries about distinguishing between deindividuation and depersonalization. In facts,
however incidentally, Turner points out that, whereasidividuatiorentailsa «loss of individual

identity, [and] a loss or submergence of the self in the group» (Turner 198depe)ysonalization
refers to ¢t he epremdeg s ngfo whelrfeby peanprekas com
the interchangeable exemplars obaial categorghanas unigue personalities» (Turner 1987, 50;

my emphasis). Phrased in these terms, depersonalization refers to a shift to the intermediate level of
self-categorization and social identity, which does not amount to a loss of persondy idemnde. In

addition, and more importantly, depersonalization plays a crucial explanatory work as it serves as
«the basic process underlying group phenomena» as «group cohesiveness», «cooperation and
empathy», «emotional contagion and empathy» (Tur@87150) and, as directly although only
incidentally mentioned in some passages, «solidarity» (Turner 1987, 41 and 52).

Group cohesivenessr social cohesion, is defined as «mutual attraction between ingroup members»
(Turner 1987, 57), rather than ederpersonal attractiortoward others as unique and individual
persons. In a sense, the two are even in contrast, because perceiving an ingroup member that this
distinction can be drawn and justified is a relevant attainment for SCT that, as statedpeasies

the explicit aim to demonstrate that «group behaviour is psychologically different from and

irreducible to interpersonal relationships» (Turner 1987, 66). In fact, as Hogg recalls,

traditionally in social psychology the social group has beenitdescas a psychological entity by means

of the concept of cohesiveness and has been gradually equated with this concept. Furthermore, group

cohesiveness a c traducédtoyintefperspnal lataestionb Ehe result has been the

disappearance of ttgroup as a theoretical entity distinct from processes of interpersonal attraction

(Hogg 1987, 89; my emphasis).
As a consequence of depersonalization foll owi
group membership salient, group cohesion caddseripted, accordingly, as a form of «intragroup
attraction» (Hogg 1987, 89). Thus, the causal direction is from ingroup categorization to intragroup
attraction; this conclusion states the opposite than interdependence theory, according to which we
have agroup only to the degree that people maintain a mutual interpersonal attraction, based on the
perception that the association fulfils satisfactorily their individual needs (Turner 1987, 20). In a
nutshell, it is selsocial categorization, and not intepdence, to provide the basis of group
formation and social attraction. There are mampirical determinantef group cohesion, as sharing
a common fate, beingon the same boat, acommon enemy or threat, to name a few; all of these factors
have a commofeature, thatis, are «cognitive warming relations» (Turner 1987, 52), for they all
tend to promote the salience of intragroup similarities and intergroup differences, and thus encourages
the perception of self and others as a cognitive unit.
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A similar explanation applies social cooperaton | n fact, just as d-epers
perception social, it also affects oneds int
between oneself and ingroup members is likely to fostentitye of interests, and thus a
depersonalization of seifiterestindeed. In fact, social cooperation «reflects not an interdependence
of separate, personal séffterest, but @ognitive redefinitiorof self and selinterest and hence has
a strong elemdrof altruism» (Turner 1987, 66; my emphasis). Such altruistic component of social
cooperation is twofold: itfirst entails an «emphatic altruism» which consists in perceiving the ingroup
goal s as oneds ownemphaictrosmdhbtipér ingroup memigets wik sharea n
onedbs own goals (Turner 1987, 65).
To sum up, SCT seems to provide quite a promising explanatory power to account for a number of
socialphenomena, and itseems promising to examine how solidarity can be figured outamtigese

ajpd thus distinguished from related phenomena as group cohesiveness and social cooperation
accordingly. After all, there are at the very least few remarkable endeavours that take this strategy
seriously (Bierhoff and Kupper 1999, Mucchi Faina 20Gattino 2006, Monroe 2014), which will
be discussed in the second section of this chapter. However, before taking this step, itis now the time
to discuss empathy first, and otkhregarding motivations second, as other possible candidates to be

causallyinvolved in solidarity.

2. Empathy, sympathy, and the intersubjectivity of social emotions

Whereas selt at egori zation i s strictly tied t-o the
psychological framework, the same cannot be said of empathy, wtadhigbly controversial and
debated concept. However, the relevance of empathy to understand sociability and, more broadly,
human nature is undisputed: as Batson summarizes, «empathic processes are certainly key element
of our social nature» (Batson 2020). Many attempts to define empathy and unpack its functioning
have been proposed, and an exhaustive surveywould fallbeyond the scope of this thesis. Thus, | shall
confine myself to present a sample of accounts of empathy, so as to give a flavoucorethe
guestions at stake, and to elaborate a motivated preference for one account of these.

As a broad philological premise, suffices to say that the very first occurrences of the English word
«empathy» are traceable back to Edward Titchener in 1909ptitaitself is fashioned as the English
translation from an ancient Greek term, that's,” Y d O-Fp(dﬁnpatheia>>, resulting from the
combination of'3 («en», i. e. «in», «at») and Y d é«gathos», i. e. «passion» or «suffering»).
Titchener, on his parintended «empathy» as an English translation of «Einfthlung» (i. e. «feeling

into»), a German word employed by Robert Vischer and Theodor Lipps between the ending of the

76



XIX century and the beginning of the XX (Donise 2019, 18; Lecaldano 2013, 13; HOWf 289;

Stuber 2019). Before the word «empathy» was circulated, «<sympathy» was used instead to designate
empathyrelated phenomena (Stiiber 2019). In fact, Hunt suggests that the notion of empathy as it
were elaborated from the last Century forth doe<elgrgverlap with the notion that the Scottish

Enl i ght enment 0gsg. Adan Smith ahd Dpvid Hereeheorized as «sympathy» in

the XVIII Century. However, as we shall see in a momentctreceptof empathy and sympathy

are rarely equateid the contemporary debate. Thus, as it is actually quite traditional to do, Smith
and Hume will be taken as the starting point of this quick presentation of the debate on empathy and
sympathy.

As Lecaldano (2013, 391) remarks, the ways Smith and Humanhed the analysis of sympathy

share a number of common premises. Firstly, they both understand sympathy as goaiever
essential pf a bigger picture of human nature rather than as a cosmic force, as Shaftesbury
maintained instead. In other wits, sympathy was considered by Smith and Hume as an individual
and psychological property, to be unpacked out of an ex post inquiry on humanth&ecendly,

and accordingly, both of them determined the range of action of sympathy within the social world
that is, in the domain of social behaviour and interaction. It follows from this premise that the ways
sympathy operates are susceptible to cultural and historical variables, and thus sympathy may be
performed differently depending on the specificitiethe social context where it takes place. A third
respect which is worth highlighting is that
«egoistic anthropology» (Lecaldano 2013, 45), and put sympathy at the centre of the respective
accounts of humn nature so as to make sense ofghepolitical disposition to sociability that
humans maintain, in accordance with the Aristotelian line of thought. In other words, sociability is
not a contingent, purposeful or strategic attitude that takes overinatiertional settings, but rather

a core mechanism underlying the life of passions and emotions.

However, as we set these shared premises aside, Hume and Smith proposed quite different accounts
of sympathy. In fact, it is true that both theorists depighpathy as a principle underlying and
governing the life of all i e. whether prosocial or antisociafuman passions: «whatever other
passions we may be actuated by; pride, ambition, avarice, curiosity, revenge or lust; the soul or
animating pringle of them allis sympathy» (Hume 1960 [1740], 363). Yet, whereas Hume considers

sympathy as a neutral psychological mechanism, Smith takes a further step posing sympathy as the

®To be fair, Humaelid not consider sympathy to be an exclusively human property: indeed, he does mask as «evident»

that «sympathy, or the communication of passions, takes place among animals, no less than anfesgrnaawer,

courage and other affections are frequesti;nmunicated from one animalto another, without ttrearwledge of that

cause, which proded the original passion(Hume 1960 [1740], 398). In another remarkable passage, Hume describes

the «force of empathyas operating «afterthe samannet hr o6 t he whol e ani mal creat.
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source and ground of moral consciousness and moral judgement (Lecaldand12 @cnise 2019,

9). To put this core difference more sharply, Lecaldano remarks that Hume maintains that sympathy
is only a necessary condition for morality, whereas Smith takes it as a both neegskarificient

condition for morality (Lecaldano 2@142).

To enter only the core of Humeds views on sym
at two different levels at the least; at a first level, which is observable in the early childhood and in
northuman animals, sympathy funatis as an instinctual mechanism of emotional contagion which
makes possible that passions, emotions, and beliefs turn intersubjective. An everyday example of how
emotional contagion works is ¢a newbor(Stber nf an
2019); in cases like this, no «mediating projective imaginative activity» is needed for the emotional
response to occur (Darwall 1998,264). So understood, sympathy is more undergone than undertaken.
However, at a second level, «extensive sympattjume 1960 [1740], 386) operates with the
assistance of imagination and embeds more cognitive processes accordingly. In fact, extensive
sympathy enables one to put herself in someon
that condition. Ad.ecaldano emphasizes (Lecaldano 2013, 49), whereas emotional contagion is too
rough and primitive to differentiate oneds ir
possible to draw and appreciate the distinction with the other with whonelthis sn sympathy.
However, on Humeb6s account, sympathy remains
affective tune to the emotions and passions that it makes intersubjective.

This |l atter feature of Hu mel&tartingpoidtéeorpedeiat theldtora g o
specificities of Smithés account . Il n fact, w
proposed a quite different conception of sympathy, which he understands as a emdtoh
arousing when one standsin hamy wi th otherso6 emotions and
holds that when one is in sympathy with anoth
response to a certain situation. Thus, sympathy not only makes emotions intersubjetctiss, bu
constitutes an emotion itself. In addition, beside this emotional content, sympathy corresponds with
an evaluative stance, for morally praising an
with it (Lecaldano 2013, 53; Donise 2019, 1@).\#derstood, sympathy is placed at the centre of an
account of human nature that aims to dismiss

rejects the claim that all emotions can be deduced bymadf As Smith puts it,

Sympathy, however, cannot, in any sense, be regarded as a selfish principle. When | sympathize with
your sorrow or your indignation, it may be pretended, indeed, that my emotion is foundedoneself
because it arises from bringing your case home tcelipyfsom putting myself in your situation, and
thence conceiving what | should feel in the like circumstances. But though sympathy is very properly
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said to arise from an imaginary change of situations with the person principally concerned, yet this
imaginary change is not supposed to happen to me in my own person and chiavdctehat of the

person with whom | sympathi2&hen | condole with you for the loss of your only son, in order to enter
into your grief | do not consider what |, a person of saaharacter and profession, should suffer, if |

had a son, and if that son was unfortunately to die: but | consider what | shouldfdufias really

you, and | not only change circumstances with you, but I change person and characters. (Smith 1976
[1759], 317; my emphasis)

Key to Smithdéds account, then, is that sympath
observer to ¢crespond to the other personéds si
or to an imagined version obitDarwall 1998, 267). However, it is worth repeating that, unlike
Hume, Smith associates sympathy with an emotional content as well as with an evaluative stance.
So far, this survey has only encompassed two accounts that had been elaborated in a time when
terminological choice between «empathy» and «sympathy» was not available yet. In the ending of
this section, an attempt to balance these discrepancies between terms, concepts and related
phenomena will be undertaken. Before undertaking this concludmgrk, which is after all the
primary objective of this survey, it is now opportune to take a step beyond Hume and Smith, and
present some later developments of the debate, along the lines of research they prefigured.

As Stlber points out, in fact, tiséudy of empathy evolved along multiple lines of research over XX
century. To mention just a couple, a primary tradition, which has even dominated the philosophical
discussion on empathy, is traceable back to the early German philosophical circlesAiXlate
century; within this intellectual terrain, just before being translated as «empathy» by Titchener,
«Einfuhlung» was having an early currency as a technical term, especially owing to the influence of
Robert Vischer (1873) and Theodor Lipps (1905). Hogrewhereas Vischer understood empathy

as the human capacity of filling a perceptua
inanimate objects (Donise 2029,-28), it was only with Lipps that empathy would have been
ctransf or me dceptéfhineteenth oentary @eonan aesthetics into a central category of
the philosophy of the social and human sciences» (Stiiber 2019). In fact, according to Lipps, empathy
does not have primarily to do with the way we relate with aesthetic objects, that raith
intersubjectivity, thatis, the way we relate with other people;in otherwords, as Lipps puts it, empathy
is always the c¢cexperience of another humane (|
on an innate disposition for motor miony, thatis, a capacity for minchirroring the mental life of

another human being. The contemporary philosophical debate on the problem of other minds is much
in debt with Lipps pioneering research; indeed, Lipps can even be considered as an earlypropone

of «simulation theory» that, in rival opposition to «thedingory», has provided an influential and
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variously el aborated strategy to account f or
(Stuiber 2019, Deonna & Nanay 2014).
However, for the purpose of this section, | shall primarily focus on a psychological field of research

on empathy instead, which flourished in the second half of XX century. As Stliber points out,

the discussion of empathy within psychology has been latyelffected by the critical philosophical

discussion of empathy as an epistemic means to know other minds or as the unique method of the human
sciences. Rat her , p sy drelatdd plgenoména barks badk éa edghtéenthi n e
centurymoralphl osophy, particularly David Hume and Ad:
then called sympathy, was regarded to play a central role in constituting human beings as social and
moral creatures allowing us to emotionally connect to our human compandoar for their well

being (Stiber 2019).

To be sure, the affinity between this psychological line of research and the Scottish Enlightenment
tradition is not the only reason to prioritize the former over other philosophical debates on empathy.
A secondeason encouraging this choice is that part of the literature in the psychological research on
empathy is produced by social psychologists, some of whegn g. Batson gjso dealt with the
broader inquiry on prosocial attitudes, which will be disedssiore in detail in the subparagraph to
come. Athird, more substantive reason is that empathy, understood ggineot exclusively af

a disposition to emotional gmsopesclusivelyagamuels t 0
cogntive ability, seems more promising as an explanatory tool to be considered in an account of
solidarity, whose affective dimension is often taken for granted, or even foregrounded as the nature
of solidarity (Heyd 2015).

Martin Hoffman elaborated over detes one of the most comprehensive and influential accounts of
empathy within the psychological literature, with a view to its implications for moral development
(Hoffman 2000). According to Hoffman, empathy is a biologically based disposition for adtruisti
behaviour that unfolds over six developmental stages at the least, that can be roughly sketched as
follows:

1. Reactive newborn crfuntil the six month, Hoffman 2000, 66¥hich can be assimilated to
emotional contagioms it was intended by Hume as thermbasic form of empathy (Stuber
2019); at this stage, empathic responses are quite pasigiag probably based on innate
mechanisms of mimicry, ghortlived although vigorous in intensity, and underpinned by a
perception of the other as still ufidrentiated and unseparated from the «global
psychological entity» (Hoffman 2000, 66) of the self.

2. Egocentric empathic distregse nd of the first vyear, Hof f m

distress arouses distress in the bystander, that seeks relefrfawnreactive distress. It is
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worth noting why Hoffman labels this early form of empathic response with an apparent
oxymoron: itis clearly «egocentric» as it leads to a search fecaeifort, but it also embeds
«prosocial properties»asitis«canfyent on anot herdéds actwal d
70). To give an example, suffices to consider the case of a kid who withessed the physical
suffering of another person, and crawled to her mother to be comforted Radilosv &
ZahnWaxler 1984, 93).

. Quastegocentric empathic distre¢sarly second year, Hoffman 2000, 70) takes one step
forward to the previous stage, in that the bystander who experiences empathic distress does
not seek comfort for herself, but rather attempts to reliegevictim At this stage, thus, the
empathic response is prosocial not only as for its situational cause, but also as for the intended
direction of its purpose. However, although the prosocial effort is an actual achievement of
this stage, the children are not yet capaif elaborating helping strategies that fit with the
victimébs needs. This cognitive | imitation,
for, as Hoffman points out, at this stage «children have inner states but do not [yet] realize
thatothes have their own independent inner sta
butare still egocentric enough to use helping strategies thatthey find comfortingnAriti4

old boy respondedto a crying friend with a sad look, then gently took #redfs hand and
brought him to his own mother, although the friend's mother was present» (Hoffman 2000,
70). However, as Donise emphasizes (Donise 2019, 118), it is worth noting that it is at this
stage that children begin to acknowledge that the empashie sk that they experience stems

from the other and not from themselves.

. Veridical empathic distresgmiddle of the second year, Hoffman 71) finally leads to
appropriateprosocial behaviour, that is, an emotional response that undertakes strategies
which ar e based on the understanding of t h
Significantly, at this developmental stage, children can recognize themselves in a mirror, and
have thus reinforced their own sense of separateness from others. Veridical eis\frathy
«mature» empathy, and as such continues to develop through life (Hoffman 2000, 72). This
cognitive advancement is exemplified by Hoffman with the case of-greaPold David who
brought his own teddy bear to comfort a crying friend, who was aetatlg hurt when the

t wo were struggling over a toy. When it di
and returned with the friend's teddy bear; the friend hugged it and stopped crying» (Hoffman
2000, 712).

. Empathic distress beyond the sitwattis a refinement of veridical empathy which develops

with the increased awareness that the othe
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situation butalso as partof a larger pattern of life experience. Thus, empathicresponse evolves
accordngly, namely leading to helping strategies that are based on «what [one imagines] to
be the other's chronically sad or unpleasant life condition» (Hoffman 2000, 80). Two features
of this stage are worth highlighting for the purposes of this section:dirgbathic distress

gets sharpened when the observers' representation of the other's life reminds them of similar
events in their own past. When tlife history commonalitys detected, then what Hoffman

calls «selffocused role taking» takes placegs a distinct cognitive process than «other
focusedrole aki nge, whereby one only imagines th
2000, 80). A second due remark is teatpathic distress beyond the situation, as such, may
occureveninthg i ¢t i moé and helaroused byemeans of imaginative processes.

6. Empathy for a distressed groig«the most advanced form of empathic distress» (Hoffman
2000, 85). This stage is pasly the most relevant for solidarity as well, especially if
combined with SCT, for it requires that social categories and group concepts have become
part of -cognévé equisnem.iMoreover,thisform of empathy can be conducive to
al i gn ldicalepeferermes with the claims of the least wl and thus to endorse
redistributive schemes and social justice. However, empathy for a distressed gronptdoes
have to be or to turn political, the same applying to solidarity: in fact, a posggler of this
response is any situation which leads the observer to empathize «with an individual and then
[realize] he is an exemplar of a group or category of people who share his plight» (Hoffman
2000, 85). As an example, Hoffman reports the casstiftent who empathized with a Down
Syndrome child both as a unigue individual and as one of several people «that life has dealt
an unfair hand» (Hoffman 2000, 86).

A further component of Hof f mands account IS
sympathetic distress, with the latter beingLealitative transformationf the former taking place from

stage 3 ke., quasiegocentric empathic distresggrth. In other words, a sympathetic conversion
applies to the last four stages of empathitrdss, which are thussostages of sympathetic distress
(Hoffman 2000, 8B0). Hoffman hypothesizes that, as the satier differentiation is acquired, the
bystander 6s di fedlingefscencerdorrthe sictiin maworegaaded as a separate
psychological entity. As stated earlier, from quagiocentric empathic distress forth children help

not only to relieve their own responsive distress, but also to comfort the victim: «sympathetic distress
component of empathic distress is thus the chiildstruly prosocial motive (Hoffman 2000, 88;

my emphasis).

Hof f mands account of empathy and sympathy has

Preston and De Waal (2002) endorses Hoffmanods
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interested in the acknowledgement of its early developmentin life (De Waal 2006, 24). Within the
broader endeavourtoward a cregrecies understanding of empathy, De Waal accepts the distinction
between emotional contagion and empatkghich he rougly intends as veridical empathic distress,

on Hoff mamgthsl taercmg dingly depicts sympathy a
that leads to prosocial motivation. Availing himself of a Russian doll metaphor, De Waal (2006)
claims that emotinal contagion based on perceptiaction mimicry lies at the core and is the basis

for the more complex empathic processes, including empathic concern.

Dani el Bat son, another champion of empat hy a
account ¢the best known altruistic view» (Batson 1987, 72ince the very early phase of his
research. I ndeed, most of Batsonbés criticisms
which will be presented in the following subparagraph; for the sobggs section, suffices to say

that Batson proposes a definition of xkempathic concern» to refetkéeoriented emotion elicited

by and congruent with the perceived welfare of someone in.nedd é ] Empathic con
single, discrete emotion bumcludes a whole constellation. It includes feelings of sympathy,
compassion, softheartedness, tenderness, sorrow, sadness, upset, distress, concern, and grief» (Batsc
2011, 11). Batson notes that his concept of empathy is roughly correspondent with &ofb s
«sympathetic distress» (Batson 2011, 12). As it has been remarked (Songhorian 2014) it is doubtful
whet her Batsonds own definition of empathy 1is
work. However, Batson provides both positive arebative characterizations of the concept of
empathy which he proposes, that provide useful clarification. To begin with the latter, Batson takes
the concept of empatmpotto cover at least seven phenomenathat are often described as empathic
mechanisms o expressions (Batson 2011,-20). To mention only a couple of representative
distinctions, suffices to say that Batson considersuratek n o wl edge of the oth
emotions as beingotnecessary for empathic concern as such to occur. Indiaetmay be well
experience genuine empathic concern out of a
considered as relevant to properly understand her condition and to respond accordingly. However, in
this case, prosocial action will eore likely to be misguided and unsuccessful (Batson 2011, 13).

Nor empathic concern can be equated with, or reduceshtotional contagiorthis distinction, it

mi ght be said, iIis quite broadly accepéarpusiti n |
in developmental terms, framing emotional contagiefjg., reactive newborn cryag a rudimentary
empathic distress reaction. However, Batson is sceptical that this developmental reading provides the
bestinterpretation for the evidenstich is presumed to support it; indeed, he suggests that plausible
alternative explanation should be considered at the very le§stinstance, since the infants in

Hof f mands study were tested just bedhoyingmdyeed:
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be a competitive response that increases the chances of getting food or comfort. Thus, empathy is not
meant by Batson as leading one to feel what another person feels. Itis not my intention to discuss all
of the seven distinctions argued Bgtson, for it would be definitely unnecessary for my purpose
(Batson 2011, 1-PO0; for a critical reconstruction, see Songhoi2&??, 101-106). What is more
recommendable at this point is rather to focus on the positive traits with which he endowsdps con

of empathy. In fact, as stated earlier, Batson understands empathy atharo«iented emotion

elicited by and congruent with the perceived welfare of someone in»n€eecongruenceof an
empathic arousal, however, is notto be equatedwithanact e i nsi ght of t he
already remarked; Batsondés definition only re
(Batson 2011, 11) of the otherds inner state,
is postive, and negative when the perceived welfare is negative. Moreover, empatigrisriented

in the sense that «it involves feelifog the othed feeling sympathy for, compassion for, sorry for,
distressed for, concerned for, and so on. Although feglofgsympathy and compassion are
inherently othewriented, we can feel sorrow, distress, or concern thatis not oriented toward someone
else, as when something bad happens directly to us» (Batson 2012).Ihus, an empathic
response, which is by deifton demanded to be otheriented, may range within a domain of
emotions not all of which aieherentlyotheroriented.

Admittedly, |1 do not have substantive reasons
is worth repeating that the debain empathy is too multifaced and complex to be handled in a thesis
which doemothave empathy as a subject. The reason
embedded as a core assumption in an inspiring paper on empathy and SCT (Tarrant,&azeley
Cottom 2009), which proposes a reading on how the two are likely to interact, which is a surprisingly
neglected research topic in so@sychological literature. In fact, itis true that there is some previous
research on the extent that selftegorizabn moderates the relationship between empathy and
subsequent behaviour; an important contribution in this matter is offered by Stiirmer, Snyder, Kropp
& Siem (2006) who, discussing the results of two experimental settings, conclude that the collected
evidence suggest that «when common group membership is salient, the perception dfagedp
self-other similarities regulates the empatigiping relationship» (Stirmer, Snyder, Kropp & Siem,
2006, 9534). This proposition is remarkably in line with the c8€@T theoretical hypothesis, that is,

«that the depersonalization of sekrception is the basic process underlying group phenomena [as]
emotional contagion and empathyeé (Turner 198
research demonstrated teatial secategorization actually plays a causalrole in affecting empathy
motivated helping, as «empathy had a stronger effect on helping when the helpee was an ingroup

member than when the helpee was an outgroup member» (Stirmer, Snyder, Kropp &58jem,
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However, little has been said about how s&ltegorization may influence the arousal of empathic
emotionsas suchthatis, at an earlier step than prosocial attitudes and associated behaviour. Tarrant
and coll eaguesd st udtyfilithss gap mtliteratuwtee Theytdesignedtmder i b
experimental settings tested on Keele University students (E1, E2, E3) to verify different hypotheses
revolving around the intuition that social selitegorization carries some effects on the experience

of empathy. The core structure of all experimental designs was fashioned so that, at the experiment
outset, social identity of the participants was made salient, informing them that the experiment was
specifically intended to measure Keelee Universitgstunt s 6 empat hi c respons
of other people.

The subsequent steps and results of the experimental settings can be so summarized: in E1, the only
betweengroups variable to be manipulated was target university group membership, sathplea s

of participants was informed that the target belonged to their own group, whereas the other sample
was informed that the target belonged to Staffordshire University. As the subjects were presented the
transcript of a radio interview ostensibly givieynthe target student where she described the dramatic
situation she was coping with, their empathic response was measured out-sépatlielivered in

terms of fifteen emotions, only six of which were associated with empatpympathy, soft
hearteliness, warmth, compassion, tenderness,andmovitjlg accor dance with B
Then, they were asked to complete nine items related to their action intentions in response to the
targetods situation; onl y t hragier: shdw stppostsskow o p t |

sympathy, and find out how to help.

Ingroup target (and SD) Qutgroup target (and SD)
Empathy 7.40 (1.44) 6.13 (1.68)
Helping 7.76 (1.13) 7.01 (1.86)

Table 3. Effects of target group membership on empathy and helping intentions (Experiment 1; Tarrant,
Dazeley & Cottom 2009, 432)

The results of E1, as the authors comment, «provided direct evidence in support of the hypothesis
that empathy is experienced mom@sgly for ingroup members than it is for outgroup members. The
experiment also demonstrated an effect of social categorization on helping intentions, which was
mediated by empathy» (Tarrant, Dazeley & Cottom 2009, 432).

In E2, not only target group memis@ip was manipulated, but also ingroup norms, compliance to
which is considered by SCT as a core determinant of positive social identity; the one sample was put

in anempathy norm conditigrthat is, informed that previous research demonstrated that Keele
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University students typically display intense empathic responses to the plight of others, and that they
do so in aremarkably higher extent than students from other universities. The other sample, instead,
was put in arobjective norm conditionthus toldthat previous research highlighted an averagely

l ower | evel of empathic responses to the othe
or outgroup target, students were asked to report how good they think other ingroup members are at
taking the perspective of other people, and how inclined to experience compassion, tenderness and
sympathy when they learn about the experiences of others. Finally, they had to report their emotional
reactions to the manuscript, in terms of nine emotions fbwhich are associated with empathyy

compassion, empathy, moved, and sympathy.

Empathy norm (and SD) Objective norm (and SD)
Ingroup 5.59 (1.24) 5.60 (.84)
Outgroup 5.75 (.92) 5.10 (1.22)

Table 4.Effects of target group membership and ingroup norm on empathy (Experiment 2; Tarrant, Dazeley
& Cottom 2009, 436).

The results of EBhowed that participants ueadempathy norm condition reported higher levels of
empathy for the target outgroup member than did participants under objectivity norm condition. In
other words, these outcomes suggest that when ingroup norms promote or even prescribe empathy
foroutgroups di stress, then the empathic response
Interestingly, Tarrant and colleagues notice that, as the E2 results suggest, the norm manipulation did
notaffect empathic responses for the ingroup target; howeveagutisme does not have to be taken

as an indicator that empathy toward ingroup members is not affected by ingroup norms. In fact, they

account it out of the experimental setting, designed in such a way which

led participants to interpret the norimformation as pertaining only to the treatment of outgroup
members. In Experiment 2, as in Experiments 1 and 3, the participant instructions made social identity
salient at the experiment outset. Because of the depersonalization of the self whichablowirgf

selkfc at egori zation (Turner et al ., 1987) , the 060
mani pul ati on may have been categorized by parti
If so, it seems appropriate that the norrmipalation only influenced empathy for targets beyond that

ingroup (i.e. outgroup members) (Tarrant, Dazeley & Cottom 2009, 440).

Finally, E3 was designed so that the only betwgerups variable being manipulated was ingroup
norm, and not the target groupembership. Thus, participants were faced with the interview

transcript of an individual member of a stigmatized group, thatis, a person with Aas of the
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sample under empathy norm condition, and the remaining half under objectivity norm coAétéro
readingthe transcript, participants were asked to report their emotional response in the terms designed
in E2. Then, the authors questioned the stude
forinstance «for most AID®ictims, it is their own fault that they contract AIDS». Finally, in order

to check ingroup norm manipulation, participants were asked to report the extent to which they

believed members of the ingroup experience empathy when thinking about people with AID

Empathy norm (and SD) Objective norm (and SD)
Empathy 5.47 (.88) 4.96 (1.23)
Attitudes 4.75 (.73) 4.38 (.80)

Table 5. Effects of ingroup norm on empathy and attitudes towards the outgroup (Experiment 3; Tarrant,
Dazeley & Cottom 2009, 438).

As a general comment, Tarrant and colleagues observe that, in line with the result of E2, students
under empathy norraondition reported higher levels of empathy for the target outgroup member
than did participants under objectivity norm condition. However, there is an additional evidence,
gualitatively different than results from previous experiments: in E3, induceatbroprousal
mediated an enhancement of the attitudes of students toward target oagjpowpoleand not only

as an individual. Thus, it is likely that the individual target outgroup was perceived in terms of her
group membership (Tarrand, Dazeley &t@m 2009, 441), for this grougcale empathic reaction

to take place o0 converging to a | arge extent with H
presented above.

As a provisional conclusion, suf fi«oteroriented s ay
emotion elicited by and congruent with the perceived welfare of someone in need» will be henceforth
assumed in the discussion to come. Tarrand and colleagues, out of such account, elaborated an
experimental study whose core contributiori®emonstrating that empathy for outgroup members

can be induced through the activation of group norms», in remarkable accordance with SCT.

3. Prosocial motivations

In this section, a last sociabiliglated set of properties needs to be discussed, titfa isphere of
the secalled prosocial motivations. As an historical premise, it can be observed that the debate on

prosocial motivation and behaviour has been systematically tackled by social scientist relatively
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recently: as Hoffman puts it, «it is inishendof-millennium, firstworld context of competitive
individualism and little caring for others that some of us study prosocial moral behaviour» (Hoffman
2000, 1). In this respect, it is also worth recalling that, according to some (Mucchi Fain@2,001,
Gattino 2006, 56), the empirical research on this topic flourished as an attempt to make sense of the
well-known murder of Kitty Genovese, which happenedin 1964 in New York. Newspapers reported
that the attack was witnessed by 38 people, none of whaxnintervened in any helping way.
However, as Brown & Pehrson recall, this event reconstruction left much to be desired and were
indeed repeatedly contested; in fact, «only three named withesses are known to have seen the attacke
and victim together, naof whom would necessarily have realised that a murder was to take place.
Moreover, the police were called but failed to respond» (Brown & Pehrson 2020, 174). Subsequent
and more accurate accounts of the murder, though, did not succeed in preventirggtmegact it

had on the public sphere and the social sciences as well, with a particular view to the «bystander
effect» mentioned in the first section. In addition, as stated earlier, according to some commentators
(Speltini & Palmonari 1999, Brown & Pedon 2020), detrimental influence on the evolution of social
psychology, for it fuelled the epistemological prejudice that group and mass behaviours are more
likely to bring about antisocial outcomes.

To be sure, in line with the previous sections, | do not even consider to attempt a historical summary
of the debate. In what follows, | shall rather propose a focus on prosocial motivations and, more in
detail, egoism, altruism, collectivism, and prinsph.

As a first step, it is appropriate to question the intended meaning of «prosocial». In fact, as a matter
of fact many authors lament that the very label «prosocial» is quite vague (Mucchi Faina 2001, 83)
and covers a wide domain of phenomena, fromivatibns to behaviour. In this discussion, | shall
primarily deal with prosociainotivations and leave prosocial behaviour in the background; thus,
concepts as egoism, altruism, and collectivism will be regarded as motivations and not as behaviours.
In addition, | will not equate prosocial motivation with moral motivation, although the overlap
between the two is sometimes suggested and, on my view, misleading (e. g. Hoffman 2000). Roughly
put, | claim that being a motivation being prosocial is not a seefftcondition for it to be moral as

well; this pointis symmetrical to the statement that egoistic motivation does not have to be morally
blameworthy per se and, more importantly, egoism might count, under certain circumstances, as a
prosocial motivatioras well (Batson 2011, 26).

In fact, to dig deeper into the concept of prosocial motivation, itis useful to premise that, following

a standard and broad definition, central to commonsensical and technical uses of the term is the
acknowledgement that a nivdtion is basically why people do what they do. However, to be sure,

motivations may stem from very different sources or mechanisms. For instance, a motivation can be
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grounded in a cognitive judgement, g. motivating reasons are reasons that explainone did
something, (McNaughton & Rawling 20E8) qrin an emotional reaction §. g. empathy, on

Bat son6s fndkebedemarkpbly more or less conscious accordingly (Good 2008, 406).
Prosocial motivation is standardly definednagtivationto benefit someone elé®atson 1998; 2006;

2011 see Amerio 2004 for a critical assessrgrthd Batson frames it agiaaldirected situational
force(Batson et alii 2008, 136; Batson2011,2@2 1) . Dr awi ng on Lewiso6 (
as force fikds operating within the current life space of the individual, Batson takes motives-as goal
directed forces in this field. An agent who pursues a prosocial motive, thus, is guided by a force
toward the goal to which the latter is referred, and strives$tinetidesired state of affairsghich

does not to have to be conscious (Batson 2011, 249 reached. However, behind the broad
determination underlying the category of prosocial motivation, many differentiations are to be
acknowledged properly. Invat f ol |l ows, | shall follow Batso
egoism, altruism, collectivism, and principlism.

To begin with, evergoismmight be, under certain circumstances, a prosocial motive. At this point,

it is useful to recall the variasibf psychological egoism (PE) distinguished by Hampton in relation

to Hobbesd account of human nature, which wer
PEL: the position that all of my actions are caused by my deshgs thus excluding reasonsa
potential motivational trigger.

PE2: the position that all of my actions are caused by my desires and that they are in pusslfit of a
regardingobject of desire.

PES3: the position that all of my actions are caused by my desires and that myategnexiuced in

me by aselfinterestedbodily mechanism. (Hampton 1995, 23).

It is worth repeating that, whereas PE1 has to do with what counts as a psychological determinant of
an agent deliberation, PE2 determinesdbetentof our desires that are amt-motivating, and P3

attains to the selinterested design of the bodily mechanism where desiregesreratedlt is in
accordance with PE2 that Batson qualifies egoism, which is taken to refemmtwational state

with the ultimate goal ofincreasig o ne 6 s dBatson®Gi1, 208 A rumber of entailments

of this definition needs to be discussed, before addressing the prosocial potential of egoism. First, as
egoism is defined in relation to its content, it is based on a sharp distinctionelpatvg&rumental

goals and ultimate goals:

8 Motivating reasons are standardly distinguished by normative reasons, that is, reasonsshioyldoeshould not

do something. Howevesincein this thesid do not deal with the question of the moraljustification of solidarity, | leave

this kind of reasons aside.

8 |n line with this broad characterization of prosocial motiwsffman argues that empathic distress does count as a

prosocialmotividbecauséél eads t he agent to calleviate the victimo:s
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ulti mate goals are the valued st the uimatetgbabthai ndi v i
defines a motive; eadfiifferent motive has a unique ultimate geabked by an opportunity to obtain

or mantainsome valued staténstrumental goalare sought because thaye steppingstonesto ultimate

goals. When theltimate goal can be reached more efficiebtyother means, an instrumental goal is

likely to be bypassed (Batson 2008, 136)

So understood, a prosocial motivation is egoistic when the ultimate goal of the helpebensétf
There is empirical evidence for at least three categories ebseakfit that might be sought by the
helper, and qualify her motivation as egoistic@ckingly: gaining rewards, avoiding punishment,
and reducing aversive arousafch category encompassing a number of possibleseéfits, that
are summarized in the table below.

1. Receiving material, social, and self-rewards

Payment Praise

Gifts Honor

Reciprocity credit Enhanced self-image
Thanks Mood enhancement
Esteem (maintenance)
Heaven Empathic joy

2. Avoiding material, social, and self-punishments

Fines/imprisonment Recrimination
Arttack Sanctions for norm
Hell violation
Censure Shame

Guilt

3. Reducing aversive arousal
Escape from distressing situation
Escape from discrepant situation
Escape from unjust situation

Table 6.Possible setbenefits from benefiting anoth@atson et alii 2008, 137).

It is not the space here, nor necessary for my purposes, to accountin detail for each of these self
benefits and the related f un-eeportea mativatpntolseipthd i c e
old beggar to relievkhis own distress, aroused considering the miserable condition of the latter, fits
perfectly with this motivational terrain and, more specifically, within the reducing aversive arousal
category. In fact, as Batson and colleagues (2008, 139) observe, n¢hal giea of aversivarousal
reduction is that it is upsetting to see someelse suffer, and people prefer not to be upset. To
eliminate this aversive arousal, one option i
stimulus causingories own suf feringe.

As the very etymological root of the word suggeatsuismi s egoi smés antonym.

the very concept of altruism so understood had been highly controversial and contested since before
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the word was first coined by Comtedenote those social behaviours driven by an unselfish desire

to «live for others» (Comte 1851, 556). Indeed, it might be that the burden of the proof rests on the
supporters of the view that any negoistic motivation may even exists, let alone a genyinel
altruistic one; as Batson (1987) caustically
cthat egoistic motives can underlie prosoci al
whether egoistic motives are the whole story, or only. partddition], given that egoistic motives

exist and altruistic motives may or may not exist, parsimony clearly favors an exclusively egoistic

viewe (Batson 1987, 74) . Building upon Comt e
«motivational statevitht he wul ti mate goal o f»(Batsand384 &7jBatgon a n o
2011, 20). However, it has been repeatedly a
anotherodos welfare, the for mer weapedsbmdsatisfacion e r e

or pleasure in succeeding; thus, under this light, alleged altruism only pertains to an instrumental
goal, the ultimate goal of which remains straightforwardlyegoistic e . t o i ncr ease
Batson tackles this gument, which labels as «psychological hedonism», observing that it seems so
rely on a twofold confusion; first, it neglects the distinction between the self as a bearer of dgsires

I. e. «Who has the desire?and the self as an object of desirége. «Whose welfare is desired?».
Second, it fails the acknowledgement of two version of hedonism, that is, weak hedafgsitie

view that goal attainment always bring pleasurgnd strong hedonism i e. the view that the
attainment of pesonal pleasure is always the goal of human action. It should be of no surprise that
onlystrong hedonism, which can be equated with PE2, is inconsistent with altruistic motivation. In
fact, Batson accepts weak hedonism and claims that altruistic motiitesexist, that is, that itis
possible to be motivated to increase anotherd
Batson 2011, 22). On this reading, altruism has still much in common with egoism; in fact, each is
referredto a goalirect ed moti ve, whose content is the
However, Batson (2011, 22) insists that the distinction between egoism and altrgisatitative it

is grounded in the content of the ultimate motive at stake, and not in tmesitgter force of the

motive. Plus, and accordingly, a motive cannot be egoistic and altruistic at the same time, because at
least two differentultimate goalsgne directed to increase the s
anot her 0 sjouldbeinvavedan that case. However, a single individual can have egoistic
and altruistic motives at a certain moment, inasmuch as he maintains more than one sole ultimate
goal; to the extent that these motives are equally strong and point at diffeeetibdis, the self is
subjectto motivational conflict. To be sure, though, the same action can be underpinned by more than
a single motive, inasmuch as it is aimed at achieving more than one ultimate goal which are not

conflicting.
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So far, altruism has been described with regard to its concept, but litle has been said about the
mechanisms underlying its arousal. In this respect, Batson has tied his name tekaowell
proposal, thatis, the so called «empadltyuism hypothesis>henceforth, EAH; Batson 1987, 2011,

Batson et alii 2008). Key to this account is the claim that

feeling otheroriented emotion elicited by and congruent with the perceived welfare of another person
in need (i.e., empathic concern) produces a motivatstatd with the ultimate goal of increasing that
personbds wel f ar e -inducingmeed riemoged (i.d, @ltrugstic patitvation). The more
empathy felt for the person in need, the more motivation to have the need removed (Batson 2011, 29).

On thestronger reading of this idea, empathic concern produces altruistic motivation and, more
importantly, all motivation produced by empathic concern is altruistic; a weaker reading is also
possible, that is, that empathic concern may produce other fornstivhtion as well epg., egoistic
motivation or moral motivation. Batson deems as plausible both versions, but considers more
extensively the former out two reasons: first, it leads to clearer prediction and, second, it has been the
version of EAH the rost tested (Batson 2011, 28Bhis is not the place for an accurate survey on the
massive body of research testing EAH, since thantg experiments were conducted only from 1978

to 1996 (Batson 1987, Batson 2011; for a critical review see Nichols 2004 jjutshell, however,
most of the experimental designs were set so
observe their reaction under manipulated conditions of empdgw vs high apd ease of escapeq
difficult-escape conditiovs easyescape condition. In fact, a settingadmitting ease of escape reduces
cthe attractiveness of helping as a means to
arousal. Ease of escape should not, however, affect the attractivenegsraf Agla means to reach
the altruistic goal of reducing the otherads s
strong evidence confirming EAH predictions, and inconsistent with predictions based on a aversive
arousalreduction hypothesj the key EAH prediction being confirmed is that, in heghpathy and
easyescape conditions, helping rate is much higher than aveasouesalreduction hypothesis

would predict.

To be sure, however, to endorse the strongestreading of EAH impliesihattec concern produces

only altruistic motivation, but does not push so far as to claim that an individual feeling empathic
concern ionly altruistically motivated. In fact, an individual may also experience egoistic motives
arising from sources othdran empathy as well. For instance, a necessary condition for empathy to
occur, thatis, perception of another asin need, can trigger egoistic motivations aggelhelping

to reduce aversive arousal (see Table 6 above). It is worth noting ttsminBkoes not claim that
empathy is a necessary condition of altruistic motivation as such, and remains agnostic about other

possible sources. Thus, the empagétityuism hypothesis leaves room for others altruiaticusing
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mechanisms to operate; it canibeidentally noted that by acknowledging this point some readings

of Batsonébés account may be contested, as Bier
empathyaltruism hypothesis were valid, then it would follow that «the scope of altuestponses

will be very limited since they are focused on single individuals who elicitempathy». In fact, not only
Batson insists that altruism might arouse out of sources other than empathy, he also argues that, once
«the Eden of simplicity provided lilye myth of universal selhterest» is abandoned, then a broader
world of prosocial motives can be explored: «once parsimony [vadatdris paribusavours egoistic

over altruistic explanations of prosocial behaviour] ceases to rule, the possibility taasenuch
territory previously assumed to lie within the Garden may not» (Batson 2011, 209). Batson proposes
that, beyond egoism and altruism, at least two prosocial motivations are worth considering:
collectivism and principlism.

Collectivismis «motivaion with the ultimate goal of increasing the welfare of a group or collective»
(Batson 2011, 216; Batson 2008, 1%3)he scope of the target collective might be small or large
«from two to over two billion» ajd cover a wide range of human relagbips or associations, from
family to sport team, from nation to the whole humanity. More importantly, although group
me mber ship might make collectivism toward on
condition for it to arise. In fact, one mighs well be motivated to undertake action to benefit an
outgroup thatis persecuted or oppressed.

Significantly, Batson mentions SCT at this point, as a possible explanation of the form of collectivism
based on group membership. As stated earlier, SChsltiat, when ingroup membership is made
salient, then depersonalization of the self takes place; this process can account for a number of group
phenomena as group cohesion and cooperation, and certainly affects prosocial motivations
accordingly, whetherltuistic or collectivistic. However, Batson doubts that SCT eatualy
maintain the distinction between egoism and other forms of alleged prosocial motivation: when the
self is depersonalized, «one sees oneself as partnerntearber, woman, Europeadew Yorker,

etc., and sees all members of the collective as interchangeable exemplars. If this kind-tgvgtoup
self-categorization occurs, then acting to benefit the group or another group member is an expression
of self-interest. The motivation isotcollectivism; it is a special case of egoism» (Batson 2011, 217;

my emphasis), or «depersonalized egoism» (Batson 2011, 218). In other words, orbass€CT
reading, collectivism would turn out to be a particular form of egoism that presupposes that the
boundaries between the self and the group are blurred to the point thateselét is depersonalized

and perceived as indistinct from group interest (Turner 1987, 65). Thus, if genuinelyegheting

8 Gilbert (1994) proposed a similar motivational concept, referred to as «groupism», that arises when «one acts as to
promote what one perceives as Aouro goals, needs, anc
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m. e. directed cpllecivienmoart eles bre given, Basbrf peoposes an alternative
explanation, that relies on a firm conceptual distinction between the self and the group. Accordingly,
Batson continues, the distinction between-setfarding and othenegarding motivations can sthn
However, evidence supporting the possibility of collectivism so understood is not strong enough yet,
as Batson himself concedes (Batson 2011, 220). Moreover, it may be observed that the implications
of depersonalization can be describedintermsotherh Bat sonds reconstr ucH
not seemingly entail that collectivism is groegpanded egoism but rather that, when group
membership is salient, depersonalization leads to a «cognitive redefinition» (Turner 1987, 66) of
0 n e 0 sntese" Tofthe extent that depersonalization brings aboutagroapv el s hi §#t i n
interest, then it qualitatively alters the motivational forces which are released accordingly. To
acknowledge that the perception of the boundaries of the self anddkeitegroup are blurred by
depersonalization does not seem enough, | think, to assimilate the resulting motivation to egoism as
Batson understands it. It may be even suspected that Batson is making depersonalization collapsing
on deindividuation, that Twmer accurately distinguishes; as stated earlier (see section 1 of this
chapter), unlike deindividuation, depersonalization dudgntail «a loss in individual identity [or]
submergence of t he s ethangdrom the pezsongitdeesqrial Jeee] of It
identity, a change in the nature and content of the®mlicept corresponding to the functioning of
self-perception at a more inclusive level of abstraction» (Turner 1987, 51). In addition, Turner

provides much experimental evidencegesfing that ingroup categorization remarkably increases

prosocial motivation and behaviour, to an ext
yet.

Al t hough | do not claim to dismiss at fdhisl Bat
thesis | shall stick to SCTO0s explanation of

prosocial motivation can be consistently accommodated with SCT or, at the very least, it seems to
leave room for the former to operate as a mdatvial source. For instance, itis plausible that, under
cases where ingroup categorization is salient, SCT can indicate a source of altruistic motivation other
than empathy which, it should be recalled, is not considered by Batson astly@ossiblesource

of altruistic motivation.

To conclude with principlismis «motivation with the ultimate goal of upholding some moral
principled for example, a principle of fairness or justice, or the utilitarian principle of greatest good
for the greatest numbe(Batson 2011, 220; Batson et alii 2008, 144). As this broad characterization
suggests, principlismisintended to refer to universalist views of morality, and thus covers remarkably
different accounts, as deontological ethics and some variants of iatilisan. Batson remarks that

most moral philosophers supporting principlism, from Kant forth, looked askance at altruism and
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collectivism the former as constitutively circumscribed, the latter as possibly encouraging harm
toward outgroups -fnd soughalternative prosocial motivations. Core to principlism is basing
prosocial motivation on serving an impartial and universal moral principle as a ultimate goal; thus,
an agent so oriented is acting out of principlism, whereas an agent whose ultimédgbainefit

another or a group as a whole is acting out of altruism or collectivism respectively. However,
principlism has at least two structural weaknesses. First, it is motivationally tenuous and «often
owerpowered by selinterest» (Batson et alii 28, 144), as it has been acknowledged even by
proponents of moral universalism themselves. As an example, Habermas concedes that «moral
answers [delivered by a pesbnventional moral consciousness, and derived by an impartial and
universal moral principleretain only the rationally motivating force of insights» (Habermas 1990
[1983], 109) and that, accordingly, discourse ethicg. the moral view that he proposesgquires

as a condition of social effectiveness to be applied in «forms of litatkaationalized in that they

[ €] support motivations for translating insig
second weakness of principlism is that its alleged agentral and prosocial purpose might
surreptiti ou s llfyintepest;onniact ot omiy, @dadso Buekheim maintained (see
Chapter 1), «self eports cannot be trusted to reveal e

principlism is particularly threatened by the psychological mechanism of moral rationalization:

We are good at justifying to ourselves (if not to others) why a situation that benefits us or those we care
about does not violate our moral principles: why we have the right to a disproportionate share of the
worl déds natur al reswalrears ; wavhitye diumps omge ome @l se
attacks by our enemies are atrocities, but attacks by our side are necessary. The abstractness of most

moral principles, and their multiplicity, make rationalization easy (Batson et alii 2008, 144).
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‘ Ultimate Goal/ . )
Motive . 1ma e. o4 Need-State Emotions Strengths Weaknesses
Valued State <
Many, mcluding pain,
distress, discomfort,

Benefiting others, whether

Many forms; powerful; . .7 .
any P mdividuals or society at large, relates

Increase one’s easily aroused: strong

Egoism iy fear, anxiety, shame, . . to egoistic motivation only as an
= own welfare. . . emotional base in . )
guilt, pleasure, praise, : mstrumental means or an unintended
= pleasure-pain.
pride, etc. consequernce.
. Powerful: focused on ‘ T
Empathic concern, , Empathy-induced altruism 1s limited
: ) other’s welfare as e . )
Increase the including sympathy, ultimate goal: mav to individuals for whom empathy is
- - 'y ~ -
. welfare of one or compassion, - = Y felt; welfare of society at large relates
Altruism . generalize to group of . - <
more other tenderness, empathic = . . to altruistic motivation only as an
A : : which other is a member: . :
individuals. distress, empathic mstrumental means or an unintended

strong emotional base in

anger, efc. ;
empathic concern.

consequence.
Powerful: focused on

Group pride, esprit, welfare of the group as

loyalty, patriotism,  ultimate goal; strong

collective shame, emotional base in group

collective guilt, ete.  pride, loyalty, patriotism,
etc.

Limited to group; welfare of
mdividuals in need relates to
collectivist motivation only as an
instrumental means or an unintended
consequence.

Increase the
Collectivismwelfare of a group
or collective.

Moral principles are abstract and

Uphold some Disgust, anger at - . D
. L= 5 . varied; conflict moral motivation is
moral principle  violation of propriety _.. . .
o R : Directed toward easily corrupted: it is vulnerable to
.. 4. (e.g., faimess, principles; possibly . ‘ . . . L
Principlism . % universal and mpartial  oversight, rationalization, and self-
justice, greatest  moral outrage at = :
: I . good. deception; lacks a strong emotional
good, do no violation of contlict = . . L
o base: is experienced as a motivational
harm). principles.

“ought” not “want.”

Table 7. Four Motives for Benefiting Other Individuals and Society at Large (Batson 2011, 214).

Conclusion

This tentative and partial unpacking of sociability focused on three sociateilitted features, that

is, social categorization of the self, entipg and prosocial motivation. To be sure, insofar as
sociability is framed as a cluster concept to accommodate it with an evolutionary understanding of
human nature, full unfolding of the concept is neither virtually possible, nor conceptually necessary
for my purpose. In fact, what | actually needed and, possibly, accomplished is an account of
sociability to be located on the right end of the anthropological spectrum outlined in Chapter 2, so as
to prepare the terrain for the theorization of solidaatpe led.

As Batson et alii (2008) summarize the same point just made,

if empathy can produce motivation with the ultimate goal of increasing the welfare of another, then the
assumption of universal egoism must be replaced by a more complex view\adtiootihat allows for
altruism as well as egoisrsuch a shift in our view of motivation requires, in turn, a revision of our
underlying assumptions about human nature and human potdmiraplies that we humans may be

more social than we hawbought: Other people can be more to us than sources of information,
stimulation, and reward as we each ultimately seek our own welfare. We can care about them for their

sakes, not only for ours (Batson et alii 2008, 142; my emphasis).
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The italics in the previous quote is not accidental, but intended to emphasize that, as anticipated in
Chapter 2, altruism as a prosocial motivation is taken to be a sociablhted property and, by
extension, part of a view of human nature; inghropologicalunderstanding of altruism, although
shared by prominent authors as Hoffman (1981) and Batson, is not broadly acknowledged: suffices
to recall that Mooney (2014) classifies altruism as part of a social or moral theory, whereas Monroe
frames it inovert behavioural terms asaetiondesigned to benefit another, even at the risk of
significant har m-beirg» (Mbnoe 1D9t4pomye@mphasig).n we | |

Finally, it is worth recalling that, as sociability is encompassedrynaologicalaccounf human

nature (see Chapter 2), each sociabilélated property has to be endowed with an evolutionary
explanation. If no explanation of such sortis at hand, it must be assumed that there is one. Although
| did not focused on possible evolutionary Exyations in this chapter, they are not difficult to find

in literature; in fact, Turner insists on the adaptive significance of group formation, which presumably
«directly produced solidarity, cooperation and unity of action and values so as to maleacéssfsi
attainment of shared goals more likely» (Turner 198744)) Hoffman maintains that xempathy
became a basic part of human nature through natural selection» (Hoffman 2000, 61), and so seems to
do Batson, who argues that the capacity tovaluelaeot 6 s wel f are i ntrinsic
the principles of natural selection (Batson 2011, 53).
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Chapter 4 Solidarity: its phenomenology and definition

In this chapter, the final and crucial move of the defintommstruction is about to be made. Thus, it
seems appropriate to summarize the previous steps which have led the discussion until this point.
The first chapter ended with a number of openqaests on Dur khei més accou
have been largely unexplored or at the very least downplayed by most commentators. For the
purposes of this chapter, it is worth mentioning how bizarre it is that Durkheim, despite his being
widely recognized &ia prominent theorist of solidarity, refrained from providing a definition of the
concept of solidarity per se. However, Durkheim glossed such assertion adding that, if one were to
insulate the concept of solidarity from its empirical incarnations, hdduvo left with a «general
tendency to sociability, a tendency that is always and everywhere the same and is not linked to any
particular social type>OSL, 54).

The second chapter can be presented as an attempt to take this line of research moretsamiously
Durkheim himself did, pursuing the aim to advocate the claim that the concept of sociability is a core
constituent of that of solidarity. In other words, any view of solidarity entails an assumption on
sociability, just as any social, ethical or gickl concept relies on a number of anthropological
assumptions that are salient for the concept construction. Thus, theorizing solidarity demands that
one first advances oneod6s view of sociability,
proper concept construction. | proposed that sociability can be framed as a cluster concept, which
accommodates it with a nomological understanding of human nature.

The third chapter aims at taking a further step, by unpacking three core socrehiligd poperties,

that is, the capacity of categorizing the self, that of being empathic, and that of being moved by
prosocial motivations.

The purpose of this chapter is twofold. In the first section, | still present seven cases that are, at least
intuitively, sdidarity-evoking. In so doing, a phenomenological catalogue of solidarity will be
provided, wide enough to give a flavour of the pervasiveness of the phenomenon; the remainder of
the chapter will be devoted to the question whether all of these casesaarebsdd by a concept of
solidarity, to be defined. The subsequent endeavour of defining solidarity, to be attempted in the
second section, shall stick to the methodological guidance offered by Chapter 2. Thus, the definition
of solidarity will be develope& accordingly, that is, based on the sociabilélated properties
unpacked in Chapter 3. The third and conclusive paragraph of this chapter is intended to summarize
in a table the way that the proposed definition (section 2) captures the sample ofesxgagtion

1).
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1.Pictures of solidarity

The following chapter is intended to prepare the terrain for the development of an account of
solidarity. My assumption is that a philosophical enquiry on solidarity should take our
commonsensical intuitions onlgtarity both as a starting pointand assaaplanandumThus, in what
follows, | shall report a number of examples of solidarity picked out of ordinary and historical
experience, that are intended to be aligned just as rings to be crossed by a lighiaiais expected

to spring from the definition of solidarity under construction. In this respect, | assume that a good
theory of solidarity should aim at clarifying through conceptual analysis our commonsensical
intuitions on solidarity, however vague anébulous the latter can be. However, such a descriptive
engagement should notlead to conflate theory into common sense, sieverydescription of a

social event as an occurrence of solidaritp$o factoepistemically trustworthy.

In fact, asstated in the introduction, solidarity is said in many ways in everyday conversations and
the linguistic uses of the term are too many to count. Thus, it should be of no surprise that the
following selected set of examples of solidarity covers quite défiesocial, political and cultural
contexts. Indeed, such an inclusive and various sample is intended to give a flavour of the
pervasiveness of solidarity within historical and ordinary experience. More importantly still,
comparing such a differentiatedt & cases should enable their core similarities, if any, to emerge
even more brightly than a more homogeneous sample could.

Such cases must be interpretable and acknowledgeable as instances of solidarity by the man on the

street, thatis, even in abserafea thorough theory of solidarity at hand.

ll1AJuntos somos mas fuerteso: sport teams soli

The whole Athletic Bilbao squad have shaved their heads in solidarity with one of their teammates who
has just undergone chemotherapy for the first timedebder Yeray Alvarez, 22, was first diagnosed
with testicular cancer last year and underwent surgery in December. However, a routopepedtical
conducted last month revealed an anomégray has since begun his treatment, with his teammates
vowing to stand beside him every step of the way (Wright 2017).

There is a number of respects about this story that result immediately solelarking. To begin
with, it provides the reader with a senseohesivenessf the team group, resulting from the latter
standing by a teammate, Yeray, facing a critical ¢toral In other words, the team as a whole
undertakes prosocial action toward a fellow, which is then intended to result in some ket
to him, out of internal group cohesiveness. In this vein, Iker Muniain, a higltdyl Athletic Bilbao

player,tweeted a picture of the squad aimaarm along with the caption «Juntos somos mas fuertes»
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(«Together we are strongeDavis 2017). A second respect which is worth highlighting is that, in

this case, what seems to trigger the group is a conditiadodsity affecting a fellow, which the

former intends to tackle or at the very least to alleviate. Thirdly, itis interesting to note how the team
decided to aid Yeray, that s, Bharing his fatdhaving their heads shaved; as Zhao (2019, 5) puts i,
casesike this seemto be guided by the maxim that «whathappens to part of the group should happen
to the entire group». It remains to be questioned, though, whethshiaiag is an intrinsic property

of solidarity, or just a possible way to perform that is, a contingent or accidental arrangement.
Moreover, a further matter to investigate is greundof solidarity in this case gfoundation that

may be based on shared identity, shared experience, shared goals, or elsewhere. Finally, there is no
reason to assume thgtoup membershipgoes not play any motivational work; in other words, it
seems plausible to suppose that the group action is triggered by the circumstance that the object of
solidarity (i. e. Yeray) is &éammateand not merely a c&ague or a person. However, it might be

given a case where the object of solidarity is utteriernalo the group subject of solidarityagich
Tuomela(2013) classifies as «external solidarity»gr that at leastomegroup members ascribe to

the undertaken prosocial action a broader reachthan the whole group does: forinstance, the midfielder
Oscar de Marcos said «this is motly for Alvarez [Yerg] but forall those people who suffer from

this disease» (DavigX017; my emphasis). However, it is still true that the group action has been
triggered by Yer ay 0 onlhensttoule s possbiy dxteadddvtceall people y  a

sharing thesame condition, and not the other way around.

1.2 AThatdés t he po weasedgrdupsolidarityy 0: uni formity

Everybody stands up, please. Now do as | do. These are a fewupagrercises to loosen up your

muscles. Especially the legs. Andnowmuson. Left, right, Il eft, righ
you something. Good. Youfeel ®%e 6 r e becoming a singl eWemvet . Tha
to keep it wup] wuntil webre in step. Y dikeths now t h
can cause bridges to collapse. [€é] This exercise

us. | want the plaster to fall off the ceiling onto our enemy!

This speech is excerpted from the scripDoé Welle(2008) which in turnis a film adaptation of

Todd Strassero6s novel (1981). I n this passag:
We n g e r o-oliticaleexperionent, which is globally intended to demonstrate his students how
easily the masses can be manipulaldulis, once the students accept and acknowledge Wenger as

the social groupbés | eader, he establishes a n
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members are expected to stick to, as long as they are willing to be part of the just forraled soci
movement AThe Waveo. For instance, he insist
instead of @ARainero, thus paying a major reve
others disciplineenhancing tricks, Wenger implemestsveral solidarityproducing arrangements,

based on uniformity g; g. adopting a distinctive uniform and saluignd sense of community or
fellow-feeling3. As for the latter purpose, Wenger adjusts the classroom disposition by placing
students with low grades beside students with good grades, so as to they can learn from one another
and realize how unity makes strength. Moreover, as the quoted passagaek)sVenger makes his
students experience the cohesive effect of marching together in the same rhythm, and reinforces it by
means of the targetingofacommonenermy. e. the anarchy cl ass hel
teacher scepticaltowallfle nger 6 s met hods.

As the experiment goes on, the signs of an e
together with their hostility toward the egtoupers. The most evident example of this trend is when

the bullies Sinan and Bomber strive sucfally to protect Tim, the class outcast, from a pair of
anarchists. Once the latter were kicked out, Sinan and Bomber gave Tim their phone numbers, to be
used in similar cases of danger. This episode is of the highest significance insofar as wetlsansider
Sinan and Bomber used to bully Tim himself 6 &
worth questioning the reasons who drove Sinan and Bomber to go to bat for Tim even in absence of
antecedent friendship bonds among them, let alone of -ngermtal moral beliefs about helping out
groupers or strangers in need, that are unlikely to be strongly motivating, if at all, for a bully mindset.

A plausible explanation can rather rely on the change of social roles orchestrated by Wenger, who
aimed aneutralizing the existing centrifugal forces flowing within the classmates, such as subgroups
and interpersonal conflicts. Once AThe Waveo
to |l ook at Timdés wunder a llow,iafdftodehavedccotdinglyhirntothert h a
words,group membershipet in motion several normative expectations that stood in contrast with
and prevailed over the antecedent bullietim scheme of interaction among the three of them. The
maxim that groupellows should aid each other in caseeéd or adversitis likely included in such

set of normative expectations that a good fellow should stick to, and was indeed repeatedly

encouraged by Wenger himself.

8 This methodological partition reflects the twofold motto that Wenger iateddn the students that, in the book version
wherethi s charact er §§«streagthahroughdiBcipline, frengtisthrough community».
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13" C | a stessa cosaoMdfidsblidsityi s the same thing):

The duty of solidarity among [ Mafia and O6Ndrangl
who are on the run or are in prison. This kind of duty constitutes a basic feature of the mafia community

[ €] The f i r she statuter developediby thesSettafdeglt Stoppaglieri, a group active in
Monreale and the surrounding area in the 1870s, wageording to Antonino Cutrerathe following:

1) to help each other [ €é] and t todr2¢te provigecandt he o f
foster, by all means possible, the defence and liberation of the member who was unfortunate enough to

fall into the hands of justice; 3) to distribute among associates (following a criterion set out by the chiefs)
money deriving fran blackmail, extortion, and thefts carried out together, giving more to needy
members when distributing the booty (Paoli 2003, 86).

«One precise obligation of the members of the honsoerkty is to intervene to help th@eatened
associate, passing him thkerro or arma infamda knife or firearm], if he by chance lacks it, and to
defend him, if he is losing» (Castagna 1967, 63; my emphasis).

It should be of no surprise that tbenstitutive embodiment of solidarity is considered to account for

the longevity and wealth of centuriesl d or gani zed crime institut.i
After all, it is thoroughly reported that Mafia relies on an organizational strength vgtdeimanded

to hold together a wide systemic network, that necessarily overcomes the limited ties of kinship. In
this respect, Gambetta collects a wide body of historical evidence showing that even succession, pace
The Godfather«is not a family affair», bt is more often than not guided by meritocratic rather than
hereditary criteria, that are intended to «guard the organization against the creation of internal
factions, thus maintaining solidarity» (Gambetta 2009;2D7

There are countless instanceslanamples of how Mafia solidarijtakes place. To be sure, as the
passage above expounds, Mafia solidarity is underpinned by a complex system of norms, codes and
codicils (codicilli) (Lupo and Savatteri 2010) yvhich is more prominent of a feature inalké
solidarity than in the other examples presented so far; thus, precepts and rules are the ideal starting
pointto encapsulate case studies of Mafia solidarity. More importantly, the duty of solidarity can get
more or less demanding as a corHestative matter; for instance, Paoli emphasises that «the duty of
solidarity is particularly stronigp prisons wher e 1 mpri soned fimen of h
disagreements that might have seen them opposed in the outside world» (Paoli 2003, 81s emphasi
added). As an agen¢lative duty, Mafia solidarity can also underpin financial arrangements, that is,
redistributive practices, as the opening quote illustrates. Indeed, this redistributive function of

solidarity is of the highest importance for reinfimig the sense of community, in that «in both Cosa

%Henceforth, the |l abel AMafia sol i dar ietthatunderpinsblidatte n d e d
inbothMa f i a a nd ofghhidatomsr ghet a
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Nostra and the O6Ndrangheta, the feeling of <co
strengthened principally by sharing the proceeds of some illegal activities» (Paoli 2003, 85). It is
thus wath emphasizing that «Mafia morality» (Paoli 2003, 82) plays a core function in maintaining
social solidarity within the families.

To be suregroup membershiplays a key role in Mafia solidarity as well, and it often associate with
anantagonistic schemIn fact, the duty to aid a threatened fellow handing him a weapon applies
only insofar as the latter is recognized as a group member, and the opponent agranpart ey

g., a rival Mafia group member. Under direr situational circumstancesjre pgson, the salient

social group of reference may broaden, so as to include all Mafia families as opposed to a common
enemy, e. g. the State and its officials, thus calling for a mutual complicity among Mafiosi from rival

families. After all, Mafia grop membership is notexclusively based on kinship, but still it is strongly

ritualizedso as to enable the inclusionofadon n party in a family aff
stessa cosao (this is the samedéehitng)i nsroded
honoro to a third affiliate. [€é] I n the O6Ndr a
a friend of ourso is heard on similar occasio
1.4 ANosismdo and solidarity under dehumani zat

The request for solidarity, for a kind word, a piece of advice, even just a sympathetic ear, was permanent
and universal [in death camps], but it was rar
Auschwit z. [ €] The Ka pfohe deltadto ciear sfirugbteeltdvasradjacemt tocao r n e |
large room filled with laboratory equipment that was being installed but had already been damaged by

the bombs. Running vertically down the wall was a-imch-diameter pipe that terminated in a spigot

close to the floor. Was there water in it? | tried opening the faucet, | was alone, no one could see me. It
was stuck, but by using a stone as a hammer | was able to turn it a couple of millimeters. A few odorless
drops came out, and | collected themopmf i nger s: it | ooked | i ke wate
two-inch pipe one or two meters in length contain? One liter, if that. | could drink it all immediately, it

would have been the safest thing. Or leave a little for the next day. Or split it evénAdierto. Or

reveal the secret to the whole work squad. | chose the third option: egotism expanded to the nearest
person, which an ol d f mosienaldwecsh. Wedrankall theveatem in g ht | vy
short greedy sips, taking turns unttee faucet, just the two of us. Secretly. But on the march back to

camp | found myself next to Daniele, who was covered with gray cement dust, his lips cracked and his
eyes glazed over, and | felt guilty (Levi 2015, 24B155).

This witness, which encapates an invaluable piece of human experience and suffering, provides a

lot of food for thought about solidarity. In a descriptive respect, solidarity is depictesbambneed
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thatmay be metin greater or lesser extent, as aresult of the combafatimmmber of psychological,
normative and environmental factors. In fact, the death camps were designated to implement a
dehumanization regime, intended to deprive the deported of any moral status, to subject them to the
rules of the camp, which were «iredibly complicated» and «innumerable» (Levi 2015, 67), and to
reduce them to a permanent condition of sleeplessness, starvation and rnicktmuch more of
course. Under these extreme circumstansnals, wh
wonder what the «the primary rule of the camps» sounded like, that is, «to look out for oneself first
of all» (Levi 2015, 2307). Indeed, Ella LingeReiner reported, as a concentration camp survivor,
an even sharper way to put it: «how was | ablsurvive Auschwitz? My principle is: | come first,
second, and third. Then nothing. Then me again, and then all the others» (Lirejras2015).
To be fair, not all concentration or death camp survivors converge on this overtly egoistic conclusion
gf at least, notin such radical terms. To mention just one discordant example, Richard Glazar, a
Jewish originary of Czechoslovakia who survived to Treblinka death camp, reported an interestingly
different social experience: when asked why mutual suppdrhalp were so widespread under such

centrifugal forces, Glazar replied that

One felt it. One knew it. This is how it was. It gave us a ceftgling of solidarity | think this was
particularly important because it was a death camp. Egoism andmse#ishad no place in this camp.
Perhaps in other camps but not there. Mostly these little groups were based on the country of origin.

[ €] We wer e i n &ivehthese Horridleadegradimgyslavellkeécpnditions, we had to

get together with soetbody elseWhat kept us going was the idea that we could do something. We
always tried to do something to counteract this tremendous helplessness and dependence and our
participation in this terrible crime (Tec 2003, 189; my emphasis)

As Tec puts the pat out of a broad body of research and witnesses, «the more dire the conditions
under which one was forced to live, the greater the need for solidarity and compassion among those
sharing themé (Tec 2003, 148) . Afettienbeteekbnthe GI ¢
campso0 dehumanizing conditions, on the one ha
hand.

It is worth questioning whether so divergent reports of the experience of solidarity in death camps,
that is a largely disputechatter (Todorov 1997, 720; Maida 1993), can be accommodated and
subsumed under a unitary, consistent reading. However, the reach of this question falls beyond the
scope of the ongoing research. Thus, it seems wiser to confine the ongoing discussigledted

order of considerations.
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First and foremost, both accounts take solidarity asatm®nymof «egoism», «selfishness» or
«egotismx». This opposition, which can aim for plausibility on commonsense, is not novel to this thesis
(see Chapter 2 and @pter 3). For the purpose of this comment, it is worth noting that the foundation
of this dichotomy is less evidentthan afirstglance would suggest. In fact, as anticipated in the second
chapter, there is a number of senses that egoism might assumie cahishift from a variant of
psychological egoism to a straightforwardly moral one (Shaver 2019). As a consequence, depending
on the sense of egoism which is referred by t
to their use of solidaritysawell. After all, both narratives include a number of descriptive respegts
e. g. depicting solidarity as a human social need, or as a feaktgrtwined with evaluative stances

g J. suggesting that more solidarity is morally better than tegwesenting egoism as a «rule of
the camps». In otherwords, as well as egoism, solidarity seems to fluctuate between a descriptive and
an evaluative content, which many scholars consider to be intrinsic to the concept itself (Bayerz
1999; Pensky 2008
A second comparativeremark may questionthe grounds of solidarity in both cases. For Levidescribes
a distributive dilemma that he finally decides out afe&ationalcriterion, that is, by picking «the
nearest person» as the exclusiveoemeficiaryof the scarce primary good at stake. «Nosism» is, as
Levi puts it, at the boundary between overtly egoistic motivation and altruistic or collectivistic
motivation; however, it remains suspect of enlightened and forleaidng egoistic motivation,
based orthe expectation that the-@@neficiary shall reciprocate under similar circumstances. To be
sure, antecedent relationships are only one of a number of possible foundations for a decision in this
case. To mention just an alternative course of action,conéd have opted for a neebiased
principle, be it understood under the proportional variant, the weigbriedty one, or else (Brock
and Miller 2019).
A third and last comment is that both reports pose solidarity moreespansé¢o a critical situation

than as a stable and given state of affairs. In fact, Levi prefaces the dilemma with the preliminary

statement that the request for solidarity werdnhegr t han f ul f il |l ed, sugge
conditions made it both more urgent and unsat
yet not the | atter aspect of Levids accaunt :
Treblinka death camp, but he as well emphasiz

degrading, slavelike conditions». This reactive aspect of solidarity is worth mentioning, since some
philosophers consider intrinsic to solidarity @ aimed at «overcoming a significant adversity»
(Sangiovanni 2015, 345).
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1.5 ALike cells of a communityo: humanitarian

We all are like cells of a community that is very important. Not America. | mean the human
r a c ewery other person is basically you. You should always treat people as though it is you.

That goes for evil Nazis as well as for Jewish friends who are in trouble (Tony, Dutch rescuer;
see Monroe 2014, 91).

With this assertion, Tony offered Kristen Molra moral seifeport of his actions as a rescuer under
World War Il. Monroe (1994; 2004; 2012; 2014) collected this and plenty of other interviews with
over 100 people who lived through World War Il and categorized them into bystanders, rescuers and
Nazisupporters. The core goal of Monroeds reses:
influence of a number of psychological factors, especially the perception of the relationship between
the self and the others, on moral choice. To put it neggtidnroe intends to question the extent

to which rational choice theory can account for our ordinary moral experience that she claims to be,
more often than not, driven by a «preconscious, spontaneous choice». The psychological mechanisms
thatliebehind hi s account of moral choice is the obj
in relation a number of cognitive ingredients that are intended to reconstruct the psychological
structure of the participants interviewed. As a summary, she colldaecesulting data in the

following template:
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CRITICAL PARTS AND DIFFERENCES = MORAL CHOICE

RESCUER BYSTANDER NAZISUPPORTER
VIEW OF All part of the human Groups, Ostrich Community, victims
SELF/OTHERS race under siege, Aryan
Superiority, elitist
Others Humans Complex/ Strangers Distance = threat
Forgive Nazis Aristotehan dissipation Anstotelian dissipation
of moral energy: of moral energy:
Psychological distancmg  Psychological distancing
-> out-groups lesser == put-groups lesser
WORLDVIEW Mixed Deteroration World Harsh
Ontological Security Mixed Weak Threatened
Values, Attitudes Human wellbeing core Mixed Cultural, racial
of ethics superonty
Agency Ability effect change Low efficacy Larger forces, historical
Passive, helpless forees provide agency
CATEGORIZATION Inclusive, broad porous In/out group Rigid, hierarchical
SCHEMA boundanes Exclusive Exclusive
IDEALIZED Good life = helping Good life = material Community Key
COGNITIVE others wellbemg, affluence Good Iife = follow
MODELS/ leader, group

CANONICAL
EXPECTATIONS

=2 MORAL SALIENCE, FELT IMPERATIVE TO ACT
= MENU OF CHOICE OPTIONS PERCEIVED AS AVAILABLE.

IDENTITY TRUMPS CHOICE

Table 7: The main differences among the rescuers, bystanders, and Nazi supporters (Monroe 2014, 100)

To make sense of this table, one has to consider that all of the interviewed subjects were asked
whether tley were aware of the ongoing Holocaust during World War II, what they knew about it
and in which terms it entrenched in theirmoral experience. In other words, the focus of the interviews
was set on the attitude that people had toward the persecutedidedug,deeper and seek the
underlying psychological structure. Thus, it might be said that readiness to perform humanitarian
solidarity under high risk conditions was at
general disposition to solidigy at all; after all, Nazis maintained a strong sense of internal solidarity,

as the case of Florentine showa;woman who kept on promoting Nazist propaganda even in Post
War, and indeed «is one of the people who shows the strongest sense oftgalittahier group»
(Monroe 2014, 102).
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The data collected and schematized by Monroe highlight that disposition to highly onerous
humanitarian solidarity is strongly associated with evaluative and cognitive contents which determine
oneds et hiesthatis, pasansemfecannection with the person in need thatthen leads to a
felt I mperative to act to alleviate the perso
all people have an ethical perspective, however different the evaluaticegmitlve contents can be
depending on cultural factors as religion, education, environment, and so on. As a consequence, a
Nazi 6s ethical perspective is most I|ikely to
and categorized as part ofrhparticular group; conversely, a person who maintains more inclusive
categorization boundaries and upholds universalist moral values will undertake prosocial action even
if the object of solidarity is not part of her particular group, or have no anteced@&ionships of

any kind with her.

As an upshot, it might be said that Monroe takes humanitarian solidarity to be an attitude that brings
about prosocial action toward a stranger facingdwersity such an attitude is most likely to be
driven by an dtical perspective filled with inclusive categorization boundaries, universalist moral
values, and much more of course. Moreover, Monroe (2014,91) underlined that all of the interviewed
people did not to report any «agonistic choice», and acted out wélexive determination of will;
accordingly, Monroe claims that humanitarian solidarity does not result from a practical reasoning or
economic calculus, but rather from a percept:i
Monroe emphasisexpressions like «sense of [humanitarian] solidarity» throughout her text. So far,
the focus has fallen more on the meaning of the «sense» in the expression «sense of [humanitarian]
solidarity», exploring its underlying psychological presuppositions antharesms. However, it is

now to be questioned whether humanitarian solidarity, that is the object of such «sense», does make
any sense at all. In other words, is humanity a community providing a proper scope for solidarity to
fl ow? After alwbrds repatedexpkcitly alenseyobbelonging to humanity as a
community, and point at it as the foundation of his solidaristic action.

A troublesome respect of humanitarian solidarity is the preswmednditional inclusiveness its

group membershipyhich is particularly evidentas Tony emphasises thatitwould even apply to «evil
Nazis», who perpetrated massive violations of human rights out of an overtly racist ideology.
However appealing the idea of humanitarian solidarity might sound, it hasviaséy criticized

owing to the vagueness of the foundations on which humanity group membership is presumed to be
based. For instance, Rorty (1989) argued that the concept of solidarity embeds a «contrastive force»

that entails an antagonistic partitontbeee en t he Auso in solida&dxity

85 «This analysis takes the basic explanatory notion in this areaftinieenf us- the notion invoked in locutions ke
flour sort of people(as opposed to tradesmen and servai@sgomrade in the [radical] movemerd fiGreek like
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with the latter set being « also made up of human beitigs wrong sort of human beings» (Rorty
1989, 190). In this respect, Rortpnceives solidarity as constitutively based uppasdicularistc

sense of community.

To support this claim, Rorty offers a deflationary argument against humanitarian solidarity and an
empirical one. To begin with the former, as afirst step, Rortynddhat humanitarian solidarity calls

for some universal commonalities encompassed by human nature and, as a second step, he discusse
the rejection of the latter notion, by flagging it as an untenable metaphysical presupposition. As a
consequence, Rortyaims that the notion of human solidarity is ultimately groundless and should be
di smissed as rhetorical flourishing. Rortyaos
the critical discussion on his views on anthropological essentialisrm tdthpter two; however, his
scepticism on humanitarian solidarity has been pursued by means of other strategies (Heyd 2015;
Derpmann 2014).

As for his empirical argument, Rorty claims that if one were to ask the rescuers under World War |i

whether their ation was driven by humanitarian solidarity,

perhaps sometimes they [would], but surely they would usually, if queried, have used more parochial
terms to explain why they were taking risks to protect a given fmvwexample, that this particular Jew

was a fellow Milanese, or a fellow Jutlander adellow member of the same union or profession, or a
fellow bocce player, or a fellow parent of small children (Rorty 19892190

Il n other words, in Rortyds account Tonyods ¢
particularistic foundations,upt as the solidarity stubbornly maintained by Florentine. | am
sympathetic to Rortyds <claim that the two c;
humanitarian solidarity actually hides a particularistic foundation is to be justified more doglyinc
than Rortyds strategy can do.

Moreover, Rorty has also very little empirical evidence to offer in defence of his claim, which is more
based on speculative suppositions than on historical records and interviews. Conversely, Norman
Geras (1995,-46) underlines that a prominent body of knowledge encompassed by the Holocaust
research stands in contrast with Rortyods cl ai
rescuers helped people with whom they had had no antecedent relationshapatet] to have been
motivated by c¢cuniversalist commitmentseé (Ger a
consonant conclusion, at least as for the universalist content of the psychological motivation who
drove the r eapToy és gepatillistrates n

ourselves(as opposed to a barbarian), dfellow Catholi®(as opposedto a protestant, a Jew, or an atheist). | wantto
deny thafione of us human being&s opposed to animals, vegetables, and machines) can have the same sort of force as
any of the previous exampie@Rorty 1989, 190).
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To sum up, Monroe accounts for humanitarian solidarity out of a psychological theory of moral
motivation, which r el didensityamchherogeratodskipwitreotherg mthis o n
respect, Monroe argues thaté motivation is largely preconscious and spontaneous. However, she
says remarkably little about the salient commonalities that underpin the categorization of humanity
as a community, and juststicks to the factthat Tony and other rescuers seemttofeecpa@uce ption

of the self and the other as «cells of a community».

1.6 Standing up for social change: when solidarity turns political

Ostersund, Swedeén A Swedish student activist stopped the deportation of an Afghan man [named as
Bismallah S. in ourt proceedings] this week by refusing to take her seat on a packed Turkish Airlines
flight, and her dramatic video of the tense standoff has gone viral. The student, Elin Ersson, initially
bought a ticket because she believed that-ge260ld man fromAfghanistan was being deported to
Kabul from Landvetter Airport in Gothenburg via Istanbul. When she got on the plane;ybarfl

was not there, but an Afghan deportee in his 50s was with the Swedish authorities. Ms. Erbgen, 21,
streamed the stdoff on the flight late Monday on Facebook, and footage of theaidite video shows

her in tears, at times being confronted by crew members and angry passengers. But she also garnered

some support. Al dm not goi ng Iltanes,iot sdhoewns awnst iiln
ifbecause he is most I|ikely to get killed if he
Af ghan man and Ms. Ersson |l eft the plane. 1t06s I

[ €] nAyiomy ttro change my countryods rul es, bgcassche t el
itdos Afghanistano (Anderson and Karasz 2018) .
Erssonds standing up and halting the flight
largely qualifed by the press and the main public commentators as a demonstrative act of solidarity.
A number of respects of this story are to be unpacked, for they disclose some core features of political
solidarity thatis, definitely, the kind of solidarity whidaught most of the philosophical attention
over the last decade (Scholz 2008; Kolers 2016; Banting and Kymlicka 2017).
To be sure, Ersson did not take the &ebueochce o
particularistic commonalitesasant i ve country or ethnicity. Rat
arguably driven bywormative reasonsas her own seffeport suggests; in fact, she later told Swedish

media ¢l did it as an individual , acrtureigsthast an

To be fair, Elin Ersson6s or i giyeamltAfghdngiendwhassasyium st o |
application had beenrejected. However, as she arrived at the airport, she was told he had already departed. Thus, she hac
purchased a ticket for a flight where another Afghan man, namely Bismallah, S., was being deported.
It should be cl eeaoremotivelwaswgingded ih d EoliticalEomeméntem i are than on antecedent
relationships, if we consider that she is a volunteer with an organization that fights the forced return of Afghan asylum
seekers whose applications have been rejeatedefsor2018).
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he is human and deservesto live. In Sweden we do not have the death penalty, but deportationto a
country at war can mean death» (Crouch 2018). At first glance, one might question whether we are
actually just in front of one more case of hamitarian solidarity, of the sort described above.
However, a crucial remark has to be noted: whereas the latter brings about a highly costly prosocial
action that remainsecretetween the subject and the object of solidaritye. hiding a Jew at ¢n

risk of oneselflife,; Er ssonds action did ent addmorstrajyg r s on
and intended to promote social change. This core difference, indeed, underlies the distinction between
moral solidarity, that is often maintained the «universal extension of social solidarity» (Scholz
2015, 728) bpsed on «some shared characteristics and similarities» (Scholz 200&gdPplitical
solidarity, which is «political activism aimed at social change» (Scholz 2008, 5). Howelitizal

solidarity can be grounded in moral reasonsaswgjlor i nstance, Kolerso a
solidarity as a «perfect duty of equity» (Kolers 2016, 8).

|l nterestingly, political sol i dar astwgl adthodugathel s a
protest groupbés boundaries have to be inclusi
Accordingly, it has been proposedto refer to political solidarity as to «fighting solidarity» (Laitinen
and Pessi 2014, 10). Hower, Kolers (2016) provided useful clarification on this point, by drawing

a distinction between agonism and antagonism:

Agonism is not antagonism. Typically, political struggle is against other actors. But that is not a logical
necessity; the struggle gfit be to galvanize an apathetic group or unify a fragmented one, in which

case the struggle in question is not against any agent but against a phenomenon or mindset. Moreover,
one can think highly of oneds oppevemaviteteemannd not
and hope to find common ground. That said, however, political struggles do tend to be waged against
other actors, and so solidarity will most often pit us against individuals or groups who represent
divergent positions. This oppositimeed not be permanent, but it is characteristic of solidarity (Kolers

2016, 39).

Il n the case in object, it is trivially true t

up she posed a political issaencerningan Afghan deportee asttled withhim at once. However,

to be sure, Erssondéds demonstrative action was
intendedtomakeamorefare achi ng and systemic politmtrRydpo
rulese, she said. In this respect, given that

in effect, then she also implicitly directed her protest against a political actor, that is, the Swedish
governmentin power at that time.
To be sure, this case is not to be considered as representativevofuhnethat political solidarity

can take on, that may well overcome the react
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For instance, Scholz (2008, 34) argues that «the d¢nieof political solidarity is usually a smaller

group acting in response to a larger group but it could also be a less powerful group (regardless of
size) responding to a more powerful group (regardless of size)». Kolers also privileges the discussion
of large-scale examples as the abolitionist movement or the civil rights movements. However, this is
not tantamount to deny that Erssoné6és individu
even Kolers himself makes an individual case ditigal solidarity that has much in common with

Er ssonos:

suppose Rosa Parks sits down on the bus and remains seated when a white passenger boards and finds
no place up front to sit. The driver demands that Mrs. Parks yield her seat and, when sheheefuses,

the police remove her from his bus. It seems built into the concept that solidarity with Rosa Parks would
require each of us, if we were on that bus, to get off the bus withteefuse a public service to which

we were entitled and for which virad paid (Kolers 2016, 28).

On Kol ersdé account, as s-trwvdnand ageraautraidaty ofeqsiyg | i d a
and thus applies to each moral agent as such. In these terms, it might be said that acting in defence of
Bismallah was requéd from the moral duty of solidarity, and Ersson would have behaved
accordingly even if she had encountered no support at all from the other passengers in the flight. In
other words, political solidarity can entrench in social and civic movemesgtsestructure and
organization is the object of social ontologgyt does not need to, and in principle can be performed

by single individuals.

1.7 Civic solidarity: large-scale cooperation schemes

How [ €é€] shoul d we vVvi ew s ogreeaof commmitmiernto iissoeherstateya p ar |
to other citizens and residents qua citizens and residents, someone who merely complies with law, but
would happily pay lower taxes and be done with the welfare state (on which they do not depend)? Or
someone whmerely complies out of fear of punishment, but who would gladly avoid taxes could they

get away with it? Such people see no reason to act in solidarity with others. But, if | am right about the
reasons grounding commitments of solidarity, they are mistakero ut t he r easons t hey
have reasons, that is, to be disposed to pay greater costs than they envisage for the maintenance and
reproduction of a system on which they, and ot he
if they do cantinue to support the state by complying with law, and thereby continue to contribute to the
reproduction of state institutions, they are still owed the fair return captured by principles of egalitarian
justice, even if they do not acquire the dispositicosstitutive of solidaristic action (Sangiovanni 2015,

355).

112



The assumption that the welfare state is a mechanism of solidarity in modern societies is
thoroughly present in the philosophical liter
20157302) or dAredistributived solidarity (Bantin
by most proponents of such line of thought is that every political community needs some sort of
collective protection for those citizens that are more likelydaffected by social vulnerability

and social exclusion (Scholz 2015, 73)) and that welfare state schemes fit the bill with this
demand. However, itis quite common to have this argument relyimgaval grounds; indeed,

civic or redistributive solidaty is often framed as a duty that governing bodies have to their

citizens (Bayertz, 1999, 21), or as a virtue of institutions (Laitinen and Pessi 2014, 7).

The welfare state provides a specifically modern mechanism performing solidarity, whose successful
outcome results in an increase of societal cohesion within the political community. As Carlo Burelli
and | proposed elsewhere (Burelliand Camboni, fortheginit is worth considering solidarity as a
function of modern societies, that operates both producing societal comnelsited feelings which

is its process and as welfare transfersshich is a distinctively modern mechanism of solidarity.
According to this reading, solidarity discharge a social function which goes both ways: on the one
hand, redistributive policies contribute to reinforcing feelings of societal cohesion; on the other hand,
such feelings supportredistributive policiesastheyend t o cause peopl e 1t
which there are strong feeling of cooperation, mutual identification, and similarity of status and
positiondé and inequalities result in a o6l oss
It may be questioned which of ti&o triggers came first, and there are conflicting views about this
problem. There are those who claim that o6a di
to a civilisation that is a common pdstiuitves si on
policies to be established. On the other han
claim that the historical development of welfare state can be accounted in purely strategic terms, thus
without postulating any antecedent natbcohesion holding together the population (Banting and
Kymlicka 2017, 7#8). According to the latter position, it is not societal cohesion which causally
contributed to the existence of welfare state, but other social factors-aseedst and conflimmong
competing political actors.

An etiological account as that we propose can remain agnostic on this question. As we argue more in
detail in our paper, these accounts do not explain the first appearance of the phenomenon, which can
be the result of mdom mutation ey g. in hearts gf human intention ey g. in microwaves jyst as

well. Etiological accounts rather look at how a certain organism spread and persist through time, and

go on to populate the world. The same can be said for siyiddris a function of societies
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independently from how it arises, whether by strategic conflict or by mutual acknowledgment.
Indeed, as Banting and Kymlicka (2017, 8) point out:

[the power resource approach aims] not as denying thetewngimportancef solidarity, but rather as
helping to explain its origins. Inclusive welfare states or expanded enfranchisement may have initially
arisen as a result of strategic behaviour by actors motivated by partisan or particularistic interests, but
these reformset in motion an evolutionary process which over time contributed to a more

comprehensive sense of solidarityd (Banting and

Indeed, some authors push even further this broad acknowledgement, suggesting that the relation
between solidarity as a set of feelings and solidarity as a set of transfers constitutes a virtuous circle
that, once set in motion, accelerates its momentofidaity as a set of transfers requires the
substratum of fraternal feelings, yet this is in turn reinforced by the transfers. The etielogical
functionalist account of solidarity that we propose can make sense of this virtuous circle claiming
that, whateer reason whether merely instrumental or straightforwardly morafought about the
establishment of a welfare state scheme, the persistence of the latter can be accounted only in virtue
of its functional work.
However, itis no mystery that suchtuious circle may runinto disruption and bring about distorted
side effects, such as a purely private and hedonistic enjoyment of the benefits supplied by the welfare
state. For instance, Habermas noted that although social rights are conceptuallyodenvghthon
democratic regimes, their function in democratic regimes is to ensure that citizens have their private
autonomy granted, which is a precondition for the positive exercise of their rights of political
participation, which in turn is a genuinedgmocratic practice of solidarity (Habermas 1996). Such
side effect, that Habermas | abels as fisyndro
explained as a social disfunction of the welfare state, according to the etiological functionalist
account.
Once solidarity is understood, at the laggale level, as a function of society that modern societies
entrustto welfare state schemes, itis worth questioninghow it is entrenchedhatitregionalevel.
In fact, itis trivially true that socigdrotection policies rely on a sufficiently high rate of4aa&ying
compliancy. However, very different motives and reasons can be underlying such compliancy. As
Sangiovanni points out in the opening quote, one might be willing to cooperate in welfare state
schemes out of moral reasong; g. because she believes that itis morally required to contribute to
social protection schemes, as a consequence of her interdependency on the support of other citizens
and residents, fyst as she might be guided $ylely pragmatic or strategic reasong; g. because
she does not experience any sense of commitment or attachment to the state, and is only motivated
by the fear of punishment. A functionalist account of solidarity can also remain agnostic about the
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sdf-regardingorother e gar di ng nature of the reas-payigy and
compliancy, butoffers a ground for the justification of a moral reason to cooperate: aslongas welfare
state schemes6 f unct i omialicahesibnoandrthe pansedfucollectiva n d
protection, it is in every citizenbds and resi
social fabric. In other words, understanding solidarity as a function can make sense of the
interdependencof the social units, a feature that Durkheim described as particularly salient in
modern societies, owing to their higher degree of differentiation. So understood, the sense of
interdependency can be related fade-sharing i n that onea bick spartyt h a
intertwined with and depending on others cooperation, and thus modern societies can be described as
complex systems whose social units must cooperate to ensure their own benefit and the stability of

the whole at once.

2. A sociability-based definition of solidarity

Itis now time to employ the theoretical toolbox fineed until now, so as to accomplish the expected
goal of this thesis, that is, to deliver a definition of solidarity accordingly. The definition will be
presented and unpked with a twofold focus: to discuss each component of the definition, and to
keep track of its definitional power over the sample of examples of solidarity set out in the previous

section. | claim the validity of the following conceptual definition dfdarity (henceforth, D):

D: Solidarity is a reasosdriven action that is (i) aimed at benefiting a whole ingroup or an ingroup
member (ii) that is facing an adversity, (iii)) sustained by an altruistic or collectivistic motivation

elicited by situatiorspecific selfcategorization.

2.1 Solidarity is a reasordriven prosocial action

First, solidarity isactionand, in so doing, differentiated from physical behaviour, the distinction of
which is controversial and debated, to name just a research fipldijasophy of action. As a broad
premisedifferent levels of action are to be distinguished, and a provisional taxonomy might include
at | east cunconscious and/ or i nvoluntary beh
intentional action, and the autonomous acts or actions ofceealcously active human agents»
(Wilson & Shpall 2016). To be sure, each of these concepts can be elaborated in remarkably different
ways, and itis not my intention to enter the related debate here; however, | shall take as a necessary

condition for solidarityto bepurposeful actionthat is, instrumental or geakiented action (Kolers
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2016, 33%". In addition, | shall assume that behaviour counts as action only when réagm
(Nida-Rimelin 2019, 22); in other words, acting expresses reasons, whereas lighavse may be

also determined by neapistemic conative states, or nonconscious cauggg. motor mimicry. Let

me incidentally note that, in a similar vein, Batson claims that a similar constraintapplies to prosocial
motivations, which he undeends as inherently godirected: «if an individual acts reflexively or
automatically without any goal, then no matter how beneficial to another or to self the result may be,
the actis neither altruistically nor egoistically motivated» (Batson 2011, 22).

Reasons for action have not been discussed so far, for | do not consider them as part of the sociability
cluster, that is understood in overtigychologicaterms. Reasons for action can be «normative» in
different senses; for instance, Habermas (19¢#@rkntiates among a pragmatic, an ethical and a
mor al empl oyment of practical reason, whose
process, yet out of different kinds of reasons respectivgfyagmatic or prudential, ethical, and
moral.All the reasons have the power of «justifying choices among alternative available courses of
action» (Habermas 1994 [1991], 8), and reflect the core ability and function of practical reason, that
is, «to justify corresponding imperatives» (Habermas 19999[1, 9). In Habermas, the
corresponding imperatives or normative reasons resulting from each employment of practical reason
are, respectively, «strategic directions for action», «clinical advice», and «moral judgements».

First, «strategic directions faction» are the outcome of the pragmatic employment of practical
reason, and provide the agent with the most economic and effective guidance to reach a goal, that is
assumed as giveng, g., given the end of reaching my workplace in time, what shadddalt the

light of the circumstance that my bike is broken? Thus, normative reasons resulting from a pragmatic
empl oyment of practical reason can be equated
Second, stemming from the ethical employnadmractical reason, «clinical advice» is intended to
shed | i ght ounderstamding thatis hebselbnsegtdsh unique individual committed

to lifegoals, projects which uplift her to her ideal anthropologicatisetfge. Within this donia,

practical reason is taken to frame the core question «what should | do?» in terms that have little to do
with instrumental strategies, aulirdategotals, @hicigdret f or
defined by her «strong evaluations» (Habasrh994 [1991], 72): «Who am |, and who would | like

to be?» (Habermas 1994 [1991], 4); as an example, choosing a career is an ethical question.
Importantly, the ethical employment of practical reason does not belong to individuals only; in fact,

being itbased on a firgberson perspective, it can also be posed by thed@storplural point of

87In this passage and in the remainder of the chapter, | shallequate the labels «purposive» and «purposeful», the former
being employed by Wilso and Shpall (2016) and the latter by Kolers (2016) to denote the same concept, however
characterized in bed terms.
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view of a group: «evaluations express what in a given case is more or less good and useful or bad and
har mf ul ofiffor me®e ( Hab er mansphasi®.¥at indtahce, vthieh two 06 2 ;
more ingroup members jointly undertakes an interpretation or assessment of their shared history as
members othatgroup, a collective ethical employment of practical reason is involved. Thus, ethical
reasons maintainaonsti tutive r efyheteenideidublorcalectveagednt 0 s
concepts and their normative force is striclgentrelative accordingly, that is, «it applies to a
particular person in virtue of their being in the relevant situati&efs 2016, 143).

Instead, and finally, moral employment of practical reason addresses the core question «what should
| do?» in terms of how one ought do, that is, in a Kantian flavour, examining whether our maxims are
compatible with the maxims of otteDiscourse ethics (1990 [1983]) aims at reframing the Kantian
account of morality as cognitivist, universalistic and formal, yet characterizing the moral point of
view in communicative and intersubjective terms; moral norms are understood as resuéting of
dialogical use of reason, which aims at mutual understanding and consensus on «how practical
conflicts can be settled in the common interest of all» (Habermas 1994 [1991], 24). Aiming at
impartiality and categorical force, unlike ethical reasons, nmeesdons aragentneutral that is, «an
Aoughto that i's dependent on neither subject
absolute goal of agood, successful, orfaded life» (Habermas 1994 [1991], 8). Accordingly, moral
reasons are accgble only inasmuch as one enter a discourse assuming a decentred-or post
conventional stance, whereas ethical reasons do not call for this reflexive abstraction: they can be
accessed only «within thenproblematidhorizon of a concrete historical formlde or the conduct

of an individual life» (Habermas 1990 [1983], 108; my emphasis). However, moral reasons result
from intersubjective validation of contested norms whose moral validity is decided by the application
of the moral discourse principle (U)A# affected can accept the consequences and the side effects

its general observance can be anticipated to have for the satisfaction of everyone's interests (and these
consequencesare preferred to those of known alternative possibilities for reguiddioernias 1990

[1983], 65). To be sure, ethical reasons can enter the moral discourse, insofar that they meet this
universalization principle; however, and importantly, ethical reason by definitiomtmve to be
universalized.

To anticipate the discuies of a subsequentcomponentof Be., prosocial motivation His useful

to insist on a difference between ethical reasons and moral reasons, thatnsotivaitional power

In fact, Habermas concedes that the cognitive switch to the mairgtlgf view entails at least two
troublesome consequences that discourse ethics has to address: thddoeniextualizatiorthat

is, the fact that moral reasons are accessible only by means of an abstraction «from the local

conventions and historitaoloration of a particular [i. e., ethical] form of life». The second problem
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affecting moral reasons deemotivation ize., the fact that, so understood, moral reasons «retain only

the [weak] rationally motivating force of insights» (Habermas 19988], 109). To cope with this

twofold constitutive limitation that affects moral norms and ensure that they can become effective in
practice, Habermas developed a number of compensatory strategies; for instance, he argued that the
moral point of view plag a core function in democratically legitimate lawmaking: «in virtue of the
legitimacy components of legal validity, positive law has a reference to maomnaldsibedwithin it»
(Habermas 1996 [1992],106; my emphadiay, in turn, provides moral reasowith a motivational
supplement in that its requirements are associated to sanctions, which amount to strategic reasons for
their observance.

To sum up this point, Habermas claimed that moral reasons maintain atleastotivational force
(Habermas 1996 [1992], 151), which is nonetheless weaker than ethical reasons do, in virtue of the
latter being intertwined with and accessible from thegwiar or plural first person perspective of an
individual whose selunderstanding is framed in terms of personal or social identity. Let me
incidentally note that, however Haber mas does
seems to assumbdt a psychaognitive mechanism not too dissimilar to se#ftegorization is

involved in taking an ethical or moral point of view. In fact, he claims that

With moral questions, humanity or a presupposed republic of world citizens constitutefetbhr@

systemrfor justifying regulations that lie in the equal interest of all. In principle, the decisive reasons

must be acceptable to each and everyone. With ethadiical questions, the form of life of the political
community that wa0fcCon s eferbncetsystemrijustiying decisions that

are supposed to express an authentic, collectivaiseiérstanding. In principle, the decisive reasons

mu st be acceptable to all member s sheamas1®3p N o ur ¢
[1992], 108; my emphasis).

If one were to understand this vague notion of «reference system» in terms of SCT, it could be said
to relate to the human level of selategorization when moral reasons are at stake, whereas ethical
reasons gspeially when collective feem to be even conceivable only at the light of a social
categorization of the self.

It might be said that the main psychological motivation moral reasons can relgrimciplism on
Batsonds terms (see Chapter 3, section 3). I
ultimate goal of upholding some moral principle» (Bat20i 1, 220; Batson et alii 2008, 144), and

is typically related to universalist account s
step beyond Batsonbés analysis, it should be s
agent o prosocialbehaviour; in fact, in line with the Kantian tradition, moral norms can be divided

into duties to oneself g; . g., the duty t ogngautiesteaherse q,¢heel f 0
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duty to foster the happiness of othergfor a one-sidedly othetfregarding conception of morality

could hardly make sense of the categoricity of moral imperatives (Kant 2018 [1797]). It is mainly
duties to others that prescribe prosocial behaviour and, accordingly, | claim that principlism typically
operates as a prosocial motivation when associated with a dyety, a moral reasontg others.

Ethical reasons, on their part, have stronger motivational force than moral norms, and can be arguably
related with prosocial motivations especiallyavhgroup membership is made salient. In fact, it is

true that ethical reasons can encapsulate the constituehtdtoindividual and social identity,
depending on whether, under a given situation, the agent is understanding herself in terms of her
persondlife story, or in terms of her valued belonging to a significant group. However, it seems
plausible to suggest that, whereas individual ethical reasoning may often lead the agent totake self
regarding decisions g g., pursuing a certain professiocaireer, or deciding for a city life or a
country life (Rehg 1995, 49), groupbased ethical reasons are more likely to promote group identity,
and encourage altruistic or collectivistic behaviour among group mefibefsy., creating a sport
team anthem which encapsul ates the groupds hi
It remains tobe sad something specific about pragmatic reasons and their relation with prosocial
motivation. In fact, pragmatic reasons and the pragmatic empoywofh reason are virtually involved

in anyaction plan as such, so as to determine its feasibility and indicate effectivergodtd
strategies. However, | have doubts whether solidarity can be ever driven by pragmaticoelgsons

To be sure, peopbko often associate out of interdependence for mutual need satisfaction; for instance,
consider a handful of students joining in a condominium timeshare agreement for vacation purposes.
They do not value the association as an end in itself, but only asnresital to individual benefits

that would be unaffordable for each studentalone. Rehg (2007) proposes that «voluntary instrumental
associations» Renceforth, VIA gf this sort realize solidarity, yet two remarks have to be noted
about his view. Fst, Rehg assumes a definition of solidarity as a «property of intentional groups

[ which] involve a kind of social bond [based
unl i ke D, Rehgdés definition doesnegesdarycondtioni der
for solidarity, and can leave room for VIA as a result of thivational neutrality Second, Rehg
concedes that accepting that VIA can be regarded as solidaristic sounds sonmwmbexintuitive

(Rehg 2007, 10), and indeed muchhef effort is to accommodate VIA withon-solely-instrumental

kinds of associationsthjat he exemplifies with orchestras and sportteams and labels, borrowing a
well-known Husserlian and Habermassian term, «irreducibly social lifeworld solidaritiefy (Re

2007, 11) wjthin the same account of solidarity.

8 See Woodard (2003) for aninspiring discussion on gitoaged reasons for action.
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Unlike Rehg, | will not consider pragmatic reasons and egoistic motivation for association as jointly
sufficient for solidarity; however, it is at least logically possible the extreme case thagethieis

driven by pragmatic reasons yet is also moved to do sirbypgaltruistic, collectivistic or even
principlistic motivations elicited by neapistemic or nonconscious sources. When an individual is
driven by pragmatic reasons and egoistic motivatd commit herself to a joint project or venture, |

take it as a form ohstrumental cooperatiorather than solidarity.

To be sure, the threefold partition proposed by Habermas and unfolded in this section cannot be
exhaustive of normative reasons. Hoxer, | take it as a working taxonomy, enabling to sketch the
view of solidarity as reasedriven action. The core claim argued here is that solidantptidriven

by purely pragmatic reasons.

As a conclusive upshot of the commentary to the first gabt @ should be noted that solidarity is
understood as operating at a different level than sociabdipted features as salategorization,
empathy, and prosocial motivation as such. In fact, since the latter are respectively defined as a socio
cogntive process, an emotion and a motivation, their range of action is first and foremost
psychological. It can be objected that, understood as an emotion, empathy might be extergglized

g. by facial mimicry and, in so doing, result in a behaviokstate; however, and remarkably, it
does not have to. Thus, whereas solidarity takes place in the realm of social interaction, the
sociability-related features that underpin its occurrence remain mostly anchored to individual
psychology. In a nutshell, @kes solidarity not to be a property thatindividuals bear, but rather as a

thing that individuals make happen.

2.2 Solidarity is [ée] aimed at benefiting a w

adversity

First and foremost, | take solidarity to be aimed at benefiting a whole ingroup or an ingroup member,
this statement needs only a couple of clarificatory comments. First, D does not rule out the possibility
that an agent aims at benefitingexternalparticular socialgroup or one of its members; rather, D
simply requires that for solidarity to occur, the reasons and motivations informing action must be of

a certain kind rgspectively, ethical or moral (see 2.1) and altruistic or collectivistic (sdreg).

For instance, most Jews rescuers were not Jews in turn (1.5), and did not help the Jews they helped
out of a sharedocialgroup membership, in contrast with what Rorty claimed (see 1.5). Thus, human
solidarityis solidarity inasmuch as it is eited by human categorization of the self and the recipient,

and particular social group memberships are backgrounded. To be sure, if one understands external

solidarity as aimed at benefiting an external gromghethersocial or specieselated grone of its
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members, then it seems to be little room for it to be captured by D. In fact, altruism and collectivism
require that benefiting an individual or a whole group constitutdtsaate goalChapter 3, section

3, see also 2.3 below); thus, helpamgoutgroupvhen social gnd not human cptegorization of the

self is made salient seems to be possibly groundedemal collectivismin this case, the ultimate
goal of prosoci al action is to i ®arireterrsseof t he
reputation, thatis, in terms of the external perception of the group norms and vafuesctual help

toward the outgroup is only an instrumental goal. To the extent that internal collectivism so
understood is the motivation to help amtgroup, and the other conditions are met, then the action
can count as solidarity or, as Tuomela (2015, 246) puts it, «external soli€farity»

As a complementary comment about this part of D, it is worth questioning how costly solidaristic
action might bepnce it is understood as oriented to benefit another. This matter does not lie at the
centre of the current debate on solidarity, yet some loose insights are provided in literature; for
instance, Sangiovanni (2015) claims that a necessary, yet notenifioindition to act in solidarity

is the disposition to «share significant costs» for the shared goal. While putting the notion of
csignificant costseée in quite vague terms, key
willing to pay minor cots to support the struggle, and who is disposed to abandon it as the going gets
tough, cannot be said to act in solidarity wi
concern is that an unspecified disposition to incur costs to promoteexisiaal would leave room

for interest groups or NGOG6s donors to count
63) suggests that the significant costs condition might be successfully captured by-gteafatg
condition, that both him an&angiovanni include in their account; so understood, costs are
determined by the fateharing that is required by solidarity, yet they not have to be set over a certain
threshold to enable the action to count as solidarity. For instance, on case 116 0ptssidor civil

di sobedience, which | ed her to be ¢found guil
(Crouch 2019) ; in this case, Sangiovanni 6s s
would be fairly met. However, considerather example, following Kolers: suppose that when Rosa
Parks is ejected from the bus, a white bus rider «gets off the bus wighheng her fateas one who

is denied his basic civil right to public accommodatiBut this needs not be a significantstdhe

white bus rider might have been getting off at the next stop anyway, or might find that he enjoys the
camaraderie of walking with others, and does not experience a bus boycott as burdensome» (Kolers
2016, 6 3; my emphasi s) itdodssnotKeerh that celéeariegcnaushpel e s

¥Let me specify t terminoloby botohereiwrematkable diftelerc@between the case of extemal
solidarity thatl acknowledged afidu o mel ad6s understanding of the concept
reading external solidarity is individual action, on ttdr it isgroup action
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