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The family as a nation-state project in a global context:
Implications for »citizenship« and social welfare

While social policy scholars have showed that welfare states treat the family asa nation-state
project, migration scholars have described the transnational family as a welfare project
spanning across borders. By bringing these generally discrete resear ch realmstogether, new
ways to approach »citizenship« and social welfare at the inter section of national welfare states
and global migration arerevealed. Drawing on theinsights from critical social policy and
transnational migration resear ch, three possible resear ch fields considering social welfare
from a transnational perspective are outlined.

Welfare state solutions rely upon certain anticgreg about their citizens’ real and desired living
circumstances. Citizens are then anticipated toabenal citizens living their life oriented toward
and anchored within the nation-state. However,igtudf contemporary society have illuminated
other patterns of life that do not fit with natistate anticipations. These are life patterns theat w
might understand against the backdrop of what weteglobalization. Many people do not live
their life oriented towards or anchored in a singdéion-state. On the contrary, a growing number
of people maintain strong and enduring social amab®lic ties across nation-state borders,
anchoring their everyday life and social welfaréwio or more nation-states. This implies that there
is a discrepancy between the functioning of natisnaial policies and people’s lives. This
discrepancy has consequences for the social welfaomg welfare state inhabitants, and poses a
challenge of growing significance to academic regeand political debates. While the
significance of the field is growing, it is not dent how it is best approached. In this article |
employ specific theoretical perspectives approagthe field from two separate directions, and |
argue that the intersection of these perspectivghtrbe a fruitful way to approach citizenship and
social welfare in people’s everyday life in a glbbag world.

For my purpose | combine the conceptual as wathagmpirically grounded discussions within

two research areas: social policy and migrationake use of social policy research that studies
social policy in its societal context. Here anasyapplying a geopolitical (or territorial) perspeet
show how social policy shapes national citizenssEhstudies even propose an understanding of
social policy as a social dimension of the natitaies Further, analyses applying a gender sensitive
approach illuminate different consequences of wbffie state-family relationships for social

relations within the family. Within migration regeh | rely on social anthropological research
conducted from a transnational perspective. Heseareh describes how migrants establish and live
their lives oriented towards two or more stateansnational actors create multiple and
simultaneous identities of belonging that mightbaceptualized as a form of »citizenship«
anchored in two or more states.

While social policy and migration research tendlve separate lives, studies within each area
conducted from the distinct perspectives takenearg have their roots in the mid-1980s. In their
empirical descriptions and conceptual developmehése veins of research challenge previously
established descriptions and concepts. Here | gflglbn and combine these perspectives in order
to examine whether they can help us to formulate queestions about contemporary society. The
central question of this article is whether weraseobliged to depart from habitual ways of
interpreting and understanding society and begstudy such phenomena as citizenship and
integration in a new manner in order to understarmemporary processes of social inclusion and
exclusion.

Social welfare might be studied not only from diéfet theoretical perspectives, but also with
different empirical focuses. In this article | hdimited welfare to care giving and taking. Most
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care is given and received within the family, ane family is given particular focus. | relate to
family in two distinct ways: as an institution thatexpected to perform certain care functions and
as a set of social relations (Daly 2000). The fansilin part viewed as an institution that fulfils
certain functions with regard to care for childeerd the sick and elderly. Which functions the
family fulfils and how these are organized havessmuences for the family as a set of social
relations between family members. This regards getider and generational relations. In addition,
which functions the family fulfils and how thesearganized reflects overall dominant societal
norms and values. However, while comparative squéty research sheds light on »national«
family patterns, transnational migration resealiciminates how the »transnational family« as an
institution expected to perform certain functionsl @s a set of social relations is negotiated
between different sets of norms and values. Bygmmontogether the knowledge from these two
separate research realms, | shall suggest how glat fermulate questions about social welfare,
integration and citizenship rights and obligatianshe intersection of the national and the
transnational.

| first describe the family as a nation-state prbgnd the transnational family as a welfare pitojec
Next | contextualize these perspectives to show ti@y came about. Here | also describe how we
might conceptualize social policy as a social disi@m of the nation-state and why this stands in
conflict with the transnational family. Finally é¢flect upon the meaning of citizenship, integration
and social welfare from the perspective of famiirea global context.

The family as a nation-state project

There is a growing body of literature that examitiesrelation between social policy and family
patterns in cross-national perspective. This liteeademonstrates that social policy relies upon
certain expectations about family constellation amgttioning, and how it supports the
establishment and maintenance of precisely thesgyfaonstellations and functions. This means
that certain family patterns might be identifiedhim certain policy contexts (e.g. Daly 2000; Daly
and Rake 2003; Knijn and Kremer 1997; Knijn and Kem2004a; Kremer 2002, 2007).

The nature of the welfare state — whether socialabeatic, corporatist or liberal oriented —
appears to be related to patterns of family foramaéind solidarity (Knijn and Komter 2004b:
Xiv).

The family is here studied in part as it is consgéitl in relation to its societal context and int @ar

it is constituted in the relations between familgmbers. The societal context then refers to explici
and implicit expectations about the family that iaentified through the deconstruction of national
social insurance schemes and public social servidesse are studies of citizenship that refrain
from reducing citizenship to a relation betweenrthgon-state and its inhabitants as a
homogeneous mass. Instead, this research vein ugaookly regards how welfare states
categorize people by dealing differently with diéfiat groups, and hence function to produce and
reproduce inequality between different groups efibpulation.

Explicit and implicit expectations about the famalge deconstructed by illuminating whether the
social policy is centred on a breadwinner or a-@aaher family, and what function the family is
anticipated to have with regard to care of childsack, elderly, and other family members who are
unable to care for themselves. As the breadwiraraily is expected to contain a male who is
wage-working outside the family and a female wheasking unwaged within the family, this
family is in general also expected to take a |laa@@ng responsibility. If social policy is centred

a dual-earner family with two adult wage-workelss tfamily is anticipated to be in need of care
services. It can roughly be said that welfare stdtat centre on a bread-winner family where
women are anticipated to do unwaged work withinfémeily do not have incentives to establish
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public caring services to the same extent as weltates centring on a dual-earner family. How the
family is constituted as an institution expectegéoform certain functions within such different
societal contexts has consequences for how gendegenerational relations are structured into
hierarchical orders within families.

Though welfare state social policy is a centrabfqaoint in these analyses, social policies are not
understood as the sole explanatory variable oftratonal variation. These analyses also regard
the norms and values in which social policies anbedded. It is underscored that the varied
nation-state social policy outcome must be intagarén its specific societal context. Moreover, to
the extent that the analyses consider not only diff@erent institutional circumstances such as the
availability of child and elderly care servicessde the household as well as labour market
conditions for women underpin certain sets of fgrmdnstellations, but also how norms and values
are shaped and reshaped depending on the claimesanazhg individual and collective actors,
these analyses place themselves within what hasdeeted theultural turn within welfare state
research (see also Oorschot et al. 2008).

Overall, this means that we can by and large ifienétional patterns regarding the family as an
institution expected to perform certain functionsl @s a set of social relations. This is also h@v w
might understand welfare state membership as am @publican citizenship, i.e. a membership
that involves comprehensive obligations regardiog ve are expected to live our lives outside
and inside families. If we consider these obligagiagainst the backdrop that many families live
their lives oriented towards, and anchored in, twenore nation-states, we realize that this
inevitably must cause conflicts between differegis ©f obligations. Families living their lives
oriented towards and anchored in two or more c@stran be described tansnational families

Transnational families as a welfare project

There is an extensive body of literature on farsili@thin social anthropological migration
research. Among analysts applying a transnatiogr@pective, the term »transnational families«
has been established almost as a concept. Inttioeurctory chapter to the anthologie
transnational familyDeborah Fahy Bryceson and Ulla Vuorela (20021&é8)e defined this as:

"Transnational families’ are defined here as fagsilihat live some or most of the time
separated from each other, yet hold together asmteisomething that can be seen as a feeling
of collective welfare and unity, namely ‘familyhdpdven across national borders.

Transnational families are sometimes denoted adatiamilies but refer to, in spite of the
territorial distance that can be both extensive emdlring, family units with strong ties among the
family members. Understanding of this phenomenangmzen rise to descriptions of families in
terms oftransnational motheringParrefias 2001, 2005; Hondagneu-Sotelo and A9®F ;1
Hondagneu-Sotelo 2001yansnational fatheringParrefias 2005, 2008)ansnational grannies
(Plaza 2000)astronaute familie$Skeldon 1995; Ong 1999; Waters 2002) pathchuteor

satellite kidgWaters 2003a, 2003b; Zhou 1998; Orellana etG112 Family members in different
geographical locations are linked up within transmal family systems. In this way they connect
different places over time and space (presentvgratangible aspect of globalization time-space
compression). This is also how different family stallations and different norms and values about
families are associated. The transnational famighinbe in conflict with both legal definitions as
well as popular notions about what a family is.dpeépancies between legal definitions and how the
family actually lives might for instance cause gslan family reunification. Discrepancies between
different definitions might also cause confusiothwegard to economic and social responsibilities
within the »family«. Instead of something that &siky defined, the transnational family varies



significantly as an institution expected to perfarentain functions, as a set of social relationsl, a
as a specific set of family members across diffel@ral and transnational contexts.

The transnational family spans across state boatetsicross different sets of norms and values
rooted within different welfare systems. Withinfdient welfare systems, rights and obligations
regarding family welfare are conceptualized andfirad in different ways. This means that
different expectations about the family as an fngstin and as a set of social relations meet within
and across transnational families. When we analjgi@approach the interface between different
welfare systems within a transnational family, weshrealise that these welfare systems might
constitute fundamentally different welfare regirgpes. Hence, to consider welfare systems only in
terms of different welfare states, as has beeniamigldiscussed in the previous section, is
therefore insufficient for the purposes of the d&gion conducted here.

Descriptions and analyses of welfare regimes, mmftance presented in Ggsta Esping-Andersen’s
(1990) classic studyhe three worlds of welfare capitalisare studies of welfargtateregimes.
Government intervention and labour market relatiemeshere central to the analysis. Studies within
this research direction have produced a substartialint of indispensable knowledge about
various aspects of welfare states, but becaugs ahalytical focus it is also limited to the OECD
context, where the state structures are relatistelygle and the labour market has reached a certain
degree of formalisation (Gough et al. 2004). Howgtransnational families live their lives

oriented towards and anchored in welfare systerhemlg within but also outside the OECD
context. Welfare systems beyond the OECD contdytore social networks, faith-based
organizations, and business networks that havgndisant impact on the welfare protection and
maintenance among the population living their éifchored in these contexts. If we accurately seek
to understand welfare in these contexts, theseslohthformal welfare systems ought not be
disregarded. Accounting for such aspects in théyaisamplies shifting the analytical focus away

... from a legal discourse about rights and entitleimevhich sees them only existing in a
statutory sense with formal sanctions to ensurdutfiament of correlative duties. Rather we
are adding the possibility that for poor peopl@aor countries, meaningful rights and
correlative duties may be found througformal community arrangements. Thus we offer a
more sociological rather than only a legal discewlsout rights (Gough et al. 2004: 6).

By way of this extension of the understanding offare systems, we can make a rough distinction
among three different welfare regime types in tloeldv welfare state regimes, security regimes
and insecurity regimes. The core featuretheivelfare state regimare, as already mentioned, a
stable state structure and formalised labour madtations. Economic and social resources are re-
distributed in varied patterns and degrees by waywvernment interventio.hesecurity regime
embraces welfare systems that rely on differemhoof informal arrangements within civil society:
the family or the community. Though welfare is dimited through hierarchical relations in
unjustified patterns, these systems are signifif@rthe maintenance of welfare in certain
localities.Insecurity regimesefer to marginalised, dangerous and depraved péthe world

where »welfare« often means nothing more than gagdy survival. Instead of informal
arrangements, survival is here distributed througlhtile and unpredictable power alliances
(Gough et al. 2004).

Transnational families build their welfare betwes through these essentially different regime
types. It is noteworthy that while membership infese state systems in principle does not go
beyond the welfare state borders and boundarismial arrangements are not to the same extent
bearers of territorial and normative markers. Thagnational family might in fact be viewed as an
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informal welfare system in itself (Eastmond and #d@n 2007). This system is then characterized
by informal arrangements in which welfare is getestaand distributed within and through
hierarchically patterned social relations. Yet menship in such welfare systems brings about a
welfare surplus that we are obliged to regard (Goetgal. 2004).

This means that an interface between two or mottamesystems is established within the
transnational family. These welfare systems migheither different public welfare state systems or
more informal arrangements organized within andugh families, networks of families, or other
networks. Different welfare systems rely on differsets of rights and obligations among their
members. Just as we can extend the meaning ofrealjatems to include informal arrangements,
we can also extend the meaning of citizenship ¢tude membership in such welfare systems. In
this way we might consider the contact betweerethfiit sets of »citizenship« rights and
obligations within transnational families. This ihgs that the meaning of »citizenship« is shifted
away from understanding it as an exclusive towardeverlapping membership (Baubdck 2003).
Overlapping membership refers to simultaneousiatfifins in two or more nation-states and
challenges political theory to ...

... go beyond a narrow state-centred approach byiaenisg political communities and
systems of rights that emerge at levels of goveraabove or below those of independent
states or that cut across international borderal§Bek 2003: 704).

Recent research relying on newer critical perspestis engaged in how we accurately might
understand and reflect upon citizenship, integnaéiod social welfare as constituted among and
within families who live their lives in a global otext. Since our way of reflecting upon these
issues has by and large developed within natiate $tames, globalization and »global sociology«
tend to profoundly challenge established perspest{ef. Yeates 2001: 19). The long-established
perspectives have contributed a knowledge produdiduge value for our understanding of
citizenship, integration and social welfare. Howevley are bearers of inherent limitations when it
comes to individual and collective actors livingithives oriented towards and anchored in two or
more nation-states. In order to avoid bewildernadrttut what these newer perspectives are about, |
shall devote the next two sections to clarifyingaivis new about them.

Social policy as a social dimension of nation binidp

The use of the geopolitical, or territorial, persjpee within recent social policy and welfare state
research has proliferated. These studies desaiial policy as a social dimension of nation
building. This implies that social policy servessttape and enforce the nation in that it supports
some ways of living and hinders others. Britishf€seor John Clarke (2005: 412) has formulated it
as:

Welfare states seek to produce a nation — a Pebipdy. attempt to reinforce or enforce

certain ‘ways of life’; they regulate forms of bgiand behaviour; they classify and categorise
the population (and they deal differently withsegments); and they manage the relationships
between the public and private realms.

The geopolitical perspective is typically used malgsis of nation building and state formation.
Under analytical focus are tensions between powecentrations at different societal levels such
as the regional, national and supranational lewslsyell as processes of centralization and de-
centralization of political power. Concentrationpafwer in a certain level is understood as due to
nation building: the mobilization of an identity @mmon and a sense of »we-ness« in the
population. This might be grounded in a common lggg, a common history or a common ethnic
identity. Recently this geopolitical understandofgation building and state formation has been
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crossed with welfare state research in which seabdlarity in general, and across classes in
particular, has traditionally been acknowledgethasexplanatory variable for welfare state
development. While it was previously recognized tha welfare state originated after the
consolidation of the nation-state, the intersectibthe two realms of nation-state and welfareestat
research has brought about an understanding efdtiare state as consolidating the nation-state.
Social policy might in this way be understood basha »social dimension« of the nation-state as
well as a »territorial dimension« of the welfaratst And interestingly enough, this intellectual
cross-fertilisation occurred simultaneously in bdisciplinary approaches.

Within social policy research this has brought dal@uawareness of the nation-state in welfare
state analysis, which is mirrored in book titlestsasForming nation, framing welfar@d_ewis

1998). Within geopolitical research, processeswbpeanization and regionalization have received
particular attention, but analyses of welfare stigeelopment from this intersectional perspective
also exist. This has led to book titles sucH las territorial politics of welfarédMcEwen and

Moreno 2005) and’he boundaries of welfare. European integration grelnew spatial politics of
social protectionFerrera 2005). Overall, the empirical analysescete that the interaction

between social policy and nation building is compbknd that factors such as institutional context,
socioeconomic factors and historical experiencesgact in different ways in different contexts.

The more theoretical efforts within this field igtate theories of nation building and state
formation as proposed by Stein Rokkan with thearfestizenship offered by Thomas Humphrey
Marshall. Nation building and state formation asatibed by Rokkan (1999) is a two-way process
that involves on the one hand a strengthening @ftwghconsidered as belonging, and on the other
hand the differentiation and exclusion of whatagsidered as not belonging. Marshall (1950)
describes the formation of national citizenshipikirty.* The process is two-way in that when
internal bonds are being strengthened, this alsmmthat nation-state and citizenship external
boundaries are being established and strength@necdesses of inclusion and exclusion are in this
way two sides of the same coin.

The Italian political scientist Maurizio FerreraD(5) has developed a model for the analysis of the
role of social rights in this two-way process ie tauropean context. He studies welfare state
developments in historical perspectives, as wetlagemporary processes of Europeanization and
regionalization. Ferrera integrates and developstinceptual frameworks of nation building and
social solidarity as proposed by Rokkan and Matshejuing that internal bonding through
external boundary building generates social satiglaThis means not only that social rights
played an important role in stabilizing the natgiate in a historical perspective, but also that
nation building, state formation, and, at a latags, redistributive welfare systems have a lock-in
effect on citizens. In this line of arguing, Fea¢R005: 45) states that ...

People’s life chances were anchored by weavingbkdghts into the fabric of citizenship.
The right to belong and the right to options cedsduk solely a matter of spontaneous
ligatures, individual preferences, and persondites and started to be upheld by an
entitlement to (a modicum of) material resources.

! Rokkan operates with the concepterfernal closurendinternal differentiation and Marshall with the concepts of
fusionandseparation(see Rokkan 1999 and Marshall 1950).

2 In his analysis, Ferrera uses the conckptsdingandbondingthat he has developed from the conceptual distussi
by Rokkan and MarshalBoundingrefersto boundary-building in terms of demarcation betwsritories and people,
andbondingto the creation of a we-ness among insiders. latdyonding through external bounding is understmod
generate social solidarity (Ferrera 2005).



In his analysis, Ferrera shows how social righteh@ntributed to boundary building of
citizenship in both more tangible legal and terrébsenses, as well as in more intangible ways in
that outsiders are distinguished from insiderstdugon-formal criteria such as a we-ness among
insiders. The lock-in effects appear because toager the internal bonds are, the higher the cost
to leave the system is (for instance by migratfopwever, while Ferrera is primarily focused on
different social insurances, by using gender-semesiesearch we can enlarge the focus to consider
how these function to structure gender and gemeraltrelations in hierarchical patterns of power.
Citizenship is then regarded as something that acelsrrelations both outside and inside the
family, i.e. citizenship rights and obligationstire relation between the state and the family, and
the family as a set of gender and generationdioak In sum, this means that people live their
lives anchored in a welfare state context, not ¢éimlgugh an economic but also a social anchoring.
Families are established and maintained in reldbaxpectations in the surrounding society, and
this is how more or less national family patterngeege. In addition, bringing in the cultural link,
this is also how we might understand certain nafipatterns of claims making with regard to
social services such as caring facilities (cf. Keerd002, 2007). Hence, this constitutes a postibili
to move towards a gender-sensitive relational aggraon the study of the social dimension of
nation building and we-ness.

This state-centred approach in the study of spahty can be traced to the mid-1980s, and the
anthologyBringing the state back ifEvans, Rueschemeyer and Skocpol 1985) might imegob

out as a milestone in this development. The titthdates that the state should not be taken for
granted. Instead, social policy analysis shouldsmter the state as an organization and a potential
actor that might be understood in relation to the@inding society. In brief, the authors urgetrthei
readers to discontinue treating the state as apamtlent variable, and instead study it as a social
structure that is dependent on its context. Thestrational perspective emerged at about this same
time. Even though the state-centred and transradtagpproaches are results of developments within
disconnected research communities, there are apokigical links between these developments.
They are both grounded in a critique of takinggtade for granted, but while the state-centred
approach argues for critical analyses of how sttitectures vary in a comparative perspective, the
transnational perspective underscores that thetyaa which people live their lives does not
necessarily correspond to that of a nation-state.

The origins of the transnational perspective

The transnational perspective within migration egsk has its origin among social-
anthropologically trained scholars who began tltheir informants from the »context of
origin« to the »destination context« during the @98rhey then extended their empirical field of
inquiry to embrace two nation-state contexts, d&mslis how understandings about people living
their lives oriented towards and anchored in twanore nation-states came about. Existing
analytical tools did not apply to these new underdings, and the transnational perspective
emerged due to this lack (Glick Schiller 1992).n@ational migration might involve inter-state
commuting, families dispersed in two or more coistror strong and enduring symbolic ties of
loyalty across state borders (Faist 2000). More tranew empirical findings, the emergence of
the transnational perspective relies on new unaledsigs of already existing findings (Foner
1999), and it challenges not only earlier undexditags of international migration, but also
understandings of for instance society, citizenshiy integration.

Theories about transnational migration are dispdrat unified in that they seek to explain
empirical descriptions of individual and collectigetors organizing their lives towards and within
two or more nation-states. This challenges eadiscriptions of migration as a single and

® This reasoning is inspired by the classic stigl, voice and loyaltpy Albert O. Hirschman (1970).



unidirectional movement from a country of emigratto a country of immigration in which the
»immigrant« is anticipated to assimilate. By cositréhe transnational perspective underscores
migration as g@rocessand social and symbolic ties to two or more coaatmight be both strong
and enduring. These ties across state borders isoasateach such a scope and degree of
institutionalization that they are discussed im®of transnational social fields or spaces (e.g.
Glick-Schiller et al. 1992, 1994; Faist 2000). Tgaational social spaces smooth the process of
migration and are in that sense both consequeri@sweell as motors for further migration.

Transnational social spaces consist of combinatibssistained social and symbolic ties, their
contents, positions in networks and organizatiang, networks of organizations that can be
found in multiple states (Faist 2000: 199).

The prevalence of transnational social spacesneaxied to the global flow of people,

commodities, ideas, capital and much more, and snage part of what we denote globalization,
but its purview is much more limited in that iteed to phenomena that are anchored in two or more
nation-states (Faist 2000). This is sometimes medeto as »globalization from below« (e.g. Pries
1999). Understanding the linkages between diffepants of the world encompassed by
transnational social spaces challenges populaomotf home countries and of migrants as up-
rooted. By contrast, here identities of belongingmted toward and integration within two or more
nation-state contexts are underscored.

The reality of transnational social spaces indgdiest, that migration and re-migration are
not definite, irrevocable, and irreversible dearsioTransnational lives in themselves may
become a strategy of betterment. Second, even thiggants and refugees who have settled
for a considerable time outside the country ofiarfgequently entertain strong transnational
links. Third, to varying degrees activities in tsaational social spaces escape the control of
the nation-states involved (Faist 2000: 200).

This means that it is inaccurate to limit the encpirfield of research to a single nation-state
context when we ask questions about identitiesettfriging and social welfare among and within
transnational families. If we equate society witsirggle nation-state context, integration will not
only be the same as incorporation into a single shkait strong ties to another state context vell b
conceptualized as a threat to »integration«. Th&@mong other things illustrated by the resistance
among many countries towards dual (legal) citizen@haist 2007). However, empirical
descriptions of transnational migration illustrétat the fact of the matter is contrary: the stemng
the ties to the »context of origin«, the strongperties to the »destination context« tend to be.
Apparently, a kind of positive feed-back processuns when migrants maintain and sustain their
position within social networks across state basdelence the different sites in which transnational
families live their lives anchored in must be adttethe analysis. This is what has been called a
multi-sited methodology, and implies that sociamge in the different places across state borders
are accounted for in the analysis (Levitt and Giahiller 2004).

Knowledge about transnational livelihoods is urgentpoliticians as well as practitioners whose
field of occupation is related to issues such aseriship, integration and social welfare. In orter
enable advancements of this knowledge we must tigspar the habit of equating society to a
nation-state and of regarding integration as symmus with incorporation into a single nation-
state context. However, to depart from this hattich embodies what is sometimes called
methodological nationalism (e.g. Wimmer and GlickiBer 2002, Glick Schiller 2008), is a
demanding task.



Conclusion: Social welfare at the interface ofeliéint welfare systems

The ultimate question of this article is how we htigdvance our knowledge about social welfare
among families living their everyday lives orientesvards and anchored in two or more nation-
states. The above discussion has proposed thahitig involve fundamentally different welfare
systems with different sets of »citizenship« riggatsl obligations. While welfare state systems are
linked to a state structure with a defined terrdloreach, this is not the case for informal wedfar
systems. Instead, these welfare systems rely dnsoeiety and social networks within and across
state borders. Our knowledge about these socialgmhena and their consequences for welfare
systems as well as for welfare is limited. The ¢joess: which theoretical and methodological
considerations are relevant when we seek to advaurdenowledge about social welfare among
individual and collective actors living their livégtween and through different welfare systems
with different relations botto their members andetweerthe members? In this concluding
discussion | shall outline three possible resednattions drawing on insights from the
intersection of social policy and migration reséarc

Firstly, the above discussion constitutes an ingerfor academic research and national politics to
depart from assumptions about people living theed oriented towards and anchored in a single
nation-state. Secondly, it constitutes an incertiveegard welfare state solutions as normative, no
to say »cultural«, and consider the implicationswth mono-cultural social policies in plural
societies. Thirdly, understanding that nationalfarel state solutions are interrelated with the
globalization of the labour market highlights thelledge gap about how national welfare state
solutions are interrelated with social needs anifianesin other countries.

That is, firstly, the above discussion preparesfdeparture from what Ulrich Beck (2000) has
denotedcontainer theoryNot only social policies, but basically the wh&leowledge base on

which social policies rely, assumes that people their lives oriented towards and anchored in

only one nation-state. That is how living condis®uch as housing, income and unemployment are
measured within the frames of national statistias. obvious that these measures do not tell a
whole lot about transnational livelihootSystematic knowledge that accounts for how people
actually live their lives is not only underdeveldpéut in fact national statistics are so well sabt

that it seems hard to imagine inquiries of liviranditions beyond this kind of (container) measure.

What complicates the matter is that in order tairginto transnational living conditions, we must
regard the different transnational contexts as thagifest themselves in people’s lives. These vary
among different localities. People do not live thigies foremost in different nation-states, but in
different localities that might be located withiififerent nation-states and connected by and through
transnational social spaces. It is against thedragkof these kinds of empirical descriptions that
the termtranslocalitieshas emerged. Hence, it appears more relevanntgidmr different

localities, as within the tradition of urban sooigy (see e.g. Brenner 1999, 2004; Smith 2001).
This also means that national social policy isintdresting as such, but rather its consequences in
different localities. For instance, Harriss and {2006, 2009) have studied how British family
law has influenced family patterns among BritistkiB@ni transnational families. Probably this
influence is different if we consider for instari@gtish-Turkish transnational families, and it migh
also come out differently depending on the locahtyfrurkey to which the family is connected (c.f.
Engelbrektsson 1978).

The second research direction that | would likentbcate concerns welfare state solutions and
social policies as cultural artefacts. The fact tha in different welfare states can identify certa

* Showing how the collection of national statisiitScandinavia emerged together with the developwiemational
social insurances, Stein Kuhnle (1996) has argoadnational statistics actually played a partatian building.
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standardized family patterns indicates that wel&iages in some aspects might be regarded as
being »mono-cultural«. However, processes of gieaabn such as migration (Held et al. 1999)
have contributed to a significant increase of fgmeborn residents within national welfare states.
This means that welfare states must increasinglgramodate diversity. While the vocabulary of
integration politics and multiculturalism steers thinking toward assuming that integration
eguates that the minority should fit into the migyonorms and values, the transnational perspective
opens up new prospects.

Empirical research has argued that the prevalehtrarsnational social spaces enables societies to
accommodate diversity because they allow (transnalj integration without (single-sided

national) assimilation (Amiraux 2000). However, iglour knowledge within this field of inquiry

is limited overall, it is particularly so with reghto transnational social welfare systems. Hetiwe,
tension between welfare state »mono-cultural« swiatand individual and collective transnational
strategies for »alternative welfare« is an urgegid fof inquiry. What role does the (transnational)
civil society play for the welfare among transna#ibactors, and what is the interaction between the
state-governed welfare system and the informahgtrational) welfare arrangements? What are the
tensions, how do they vary between different laies] and how do they affect the welfare of the
people? This requires analytical focuses that tebath local and transnational strategies in
relation to their different contexts.

Finally, the connection between critical socialippkesearch and transnational migration research
constitutes an incentive to consider national wel&tate solutions from a transnational perspective
This implies reflections about the fact that natlomelfare state solutions exert influence on
people’s lives even beyond welfare state borders.

Research about the feminization of global labougration is about to proliferate. In particular shi
research considers women who migrate from poos dithe world to take up domestic work in
wealthier parts of the world. Sometimes this isl&d in terms of global care chains, referring to
the fact that women in poor countries leave thieiidcen behind in order to care for the children
and homes in richer countries so that the womehdse countries can take up waged work outside
the family. The children left behind are taken cafréy fathers, family members and sometimes
paid maids (e.g. Hondagneu-Sotelo 2001; Parrefas; 2@tz 2008; Yeats 2009). Connecting the
global migration of domestic workers to differenglfare state solutions indicates how we can for
instance understand that a relatively high propartf women in Italy are able to have waged work
outside the family though there are no child cafanglities to speak of (e.g. Daly and Rake 2003);
in Italy the number of migrant domestic workersdkatively high (Lister et al. 2007, Williams and
Gavana 2008). However, while the global migratibd@mestic workers has (at least to some
extent) been connected to the deficiency of cdiakdities in certain welfare state solutions, this
matter has on the whole not given rise to reflexgtiopon national welfare state responsibilities for
deficiencies of care in poor parts of the worldwéwer, the linkage between social policy and
migration research makes this possible. Hence w@tfor instance consider how the Italian
welfare state solutions are interconnected witliadoeeds and welfare in certain villages in
Romania and Ukraine (Piperno 2007). Piperno (20@8)called this »transnational welfare« since
the Italian solution is dependent on female laldoam other countries. She also raises the question
of what responsibility the Italian welfare statestia provide these women with correct child caring
facilities — even though their children reside they countries. This is how we might apply a
transnational perspective to national welfare stated their social responsibility.

We live in a globalized society. When we seek tdarstand social rights and obligations we are

pressed to consider the links between localitiadiffierent nation-state contexts and what meaning
this has in people’s everyday lives. | have arghetlan approach that combines the insights from
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critical social policy and transnational migrati@search enables this. Our knowledge about
people’s transnational living conditions, the meagnof civil society for transnational social
protection, and the welfare state in transnatipeaspective is limited. With this article | want to
shed light on and underscore the political topigand research potential of social welfare at the
intersection of the national and global.
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