The aff’s redistribution along national lines is an implicitly nationalist project – welfare states are tools for constructing the identity of the nation
Clarke 5 — [John Clarke, the Open University, “Welfare States as Nation States: Some Conceptual Reflections,” Cambridge Univeristy Press, 2005, https://www.cambridge.org/core/services/aop-cambridge-core/content/view/2AD6A69C490E938FFC4991264DEB5F81/S1474746405002599a.pdf/welfare-states-as-nation-states-some-conceptual-reflections.pdf, accessed 7-12-2023; marlborough-mjen]
We can now consider the ways in which welfare states are national in a more constitutive sense. Rather than taking place in a national space, or reflecting national character or culture, welfare has been one of the means through which nations are formed and reformed (Lewis, 1998). Welfare states seek to produce a nation – a People. They attempt to reinforce or enforce certain ‘ways of life’; they regulate forms of being and behaviour; they classify and categorise the population (and deal differently with its segments); and they manage the relationships between the public and private realms. I stress ‘seek to’ and ‘attempt to’ above, because there is no guarantee that such projects succeed (Clarke, 2004). Welfare is enmeshed in the institutionalisation of conceptions of the nation, its ways of life, its needs and the complex socio-demography of its people and how they are to be governed (Chatterjee, 2004; Riley and McCarthy, 2003). States are one of the key agencies though which formations of difference are produced and one of the means by which those differences are reconciled into the imagined unity of a people. Catherine Hall’s observations on the relation of metropole and colony identify the importance of marking and mapping ‘difference’ (see also Lewis, 2003). In the articulation of class, gender, racialised, and sexualised identifications, she argues that
Marking differences was a way of classifying, of categorising, of constructing boundaries for the body politic and the body social. Processes of differentiation, positioning men and women, colonisers and colonised, as if these divisions were natural, were constantly in the making, in conflicts of power . . . The mapping of difference, I suggest, the constant discursive work of creating, bringing into being, or reworking these hieratic categories, was always a matter of historical contingency. The map constantly shifted, the categories faltered, as different colonial sites came into the metropolitan focus, as conflicts of power produced new configurations in one place or another. (2002: 17, 20)
This ‘grammar of difference’ is simultaneously mobile and prone to being solidified and naturalised. It provides the taxonomic basics for the golden age of welfare states as nation- states: the distinctions between citizens and non-citizens (aliens, foreigners, migrants, etc.); the racialised imagining of the nation and its Others; the architecture of gendered worlds of (waged) work and family (and public and private realms), as well as their embodiment of ‘normal’ sexuality; the age norms of ‘dependent’ younger and older people; and the work/welfare distinctions between able-bodied and disabled people. Many of the struggles around welfare policy and practice that mark the trajectory of western welfare states have been about trying to rearticulate this taxonomy – to reorder its structure of inclusions and exclusions, dominations and subordinations, marginalisations and repressions. Challenges to ‘second-class citizenship’ have tried to re-map the ‘body politic and the body social’.
Moving to a constitutive view of welfare draws attention to what conceptions of the nation are installed and enacted in the institutions of welfare (and other state practices, too). States both operationalise the grammar of difference (addressing people in their cat- egoric identities) and articulate conceptions of how all these differences fit together – the unity of the nation. For example, there are dominant conceptions of a ‘modern’ British people that are articulated by the political project of New Labour and find their way into policies about the relationships between work and welfare, about the future of family life, about the conditions and character of citizenship, about the problems and possibilities of a multi-cultural modernity (Clarke and Newman, 1998 and 2004). These are not the same as the dominant conceptions of a Modern Finnish People that are articulated in the policies and practices of Finnish welfare (Castells and Himanen, 2002). However, both operate on the terrain of similar dynamics and instabilities – the interpenetration of the national, regional and global spaces; challenges to the public realm; the perception of ‘demographic’ difficulties; the relationships between work and welfare, and between work, welfare and the private realm (usually described as the family); and the question of ‘post-national’ national identities.
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