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1. Introduction

In recent decades, the flexibilization of labor markets has intensified eco-
nomic risks for workers in European societies.! In particular, the increase
in precarious, contingent, and atypical labor and the unequal exposure to
these employment forms across occupational groups proves to be a main
challenge to the stability of welfare states.2 However, employment insecu-
rity has not only challenged the traditional institutions of the welfare state, it
also poses substantial social risks. Workers exposed to labor market inse-
curity exhibit lower levels of life satisfaction, mental health, and physical
health, show less engagement and productivity in the work place, and pos-
sess a distinctive set of political preferences.? Although the personal, psy-
chological, and economic implications of labor market vulnerability are
well-documented, little is currently known about the ramifications for social
cohesion.

This article sheds light on the impact of labor market insecurity on two
main indicators of social cohesion: trust and solidarity. It builds upon re-
cent work, which has identified a negative relationship between employ-
ment risks and generalized trust,* and assesses the robustness of this
finding with regard to three aspects. First, it tests whether the negative re-
lationship extends to measurements of solidary concerns for the well-
being of fellow members. Second, it probes whether the effect differs be-

* | thank one anonymous reviewer for helpful comments and suggestions. Additionally, |
am grateful to Fabian Kalleitner for feedback on an earlier draft as well as to the partici-
pants of the Young Economists Conference 2018 for valuable input.
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tween measures of global and local cohesion. Third, it examines in how far
the effect is contingent on the decommodifying potential of the welfare
state.

Conducting a multilevel analysis, the study utilizes data from the Euro-
pean Value Study (wave 2008) and the Labor Force Survey. The Euro-
pean Value Study provides items on generalized trust as well as items tar-
geting the concern for the living conditions of others on a global scale,
addressing large and encompassing collectives, as well as on a local
scale, pertaining to the immediate surroundings of the respondent. Labor
market vulnerability is captured by a worker’s structural risk to become un-
employed or atypically employed.® The combined dataset includes 29 Eu-
ropean countries and, thereby, permits a comprehensive exploration into
the context dependency of labor market insecurity.

The study draws attention to the societal consequences of economic de-
velopments. The analysis demonstrates a negative impact of labor market
vulnerability on generalized trust as well as attitudes of solidarity on a
global scale. However, we add a qualification to the list of negative side ef-
fects accompanying the flexibilization of labor markets: attitudes of local
solidarity. Thus, local forms of cohesion are to a lesser degree affected by
labor market flexibilization than global forms of cohesion. The article fur-
ther emphasizes the role of the traditional counterpart to economic liberal-
ization, the welfare state, in soothing the societal tensions arising from
labor market flexibilization. Across welfare arrangements, the results re-
veal considerable heterogeneity in the implications of labor market vulner-
ability. In line with previous findings, Nordic countries exhibit the highest
levels of trust and perform best in bolstering the negative consequences of
employment vulnerability. In contrast, in other welfare regimes labor mar-
ket vulnerability predominantly has a negative effect on generalized trust
and global solidarity. Against the backdrop of this finding, a more profound
examination into the impact of economic liberalization on the social fabric
of modern societies seems paramount.

2. Labor Markets, Solidarity, and Welfare States
2.1 The Dualization of Labor Markets

We live in the proclaimed “age of dualization”.® Since the 1970s, eco-
nomically advanced countries have seen an unprecedented increase in
the share of precarious and insecure labor.” This development is propelled
by both economic as well as societal transformations. In the course of the
continued technological progress, employment in advanced economies
has shifted from the industrial production sector to the service sector, as
well as from mass production to knowledge intensive work.® Simulta-
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neously, the rise of tertiary education and the “feminization of the work
force”,? had a lasting impact on the composition of the labor force.® To-
gether these developments have shaped a labor force, in which risks of
unemployment and atypical employment are now tremendously unequal
between different sets of workers."

On the one hand, a substantial share of the labor force holds atypical
contracts which are characterized by uncertain and unprotected employ-
ment conditions. In order to maintain economic flexibility and to react to
volatile demand, hiring in these segments is contingent, temporary, and
part-time.'2 These labor market “outsiders” are typically found in sectors
and industries, where the threat of job replacement through outsourcing,
global competition, and technological innovation is highly salient. Atypical
workers are underrepresented in labor unions and are rarely targeted by a
political agenda. Compared to insiders, they face a wage penalty, in-
creased exposure to unemployment, and consequently lower welfare cov-
erage.’® On the other hand, for many workers the standard employment
relation thriving after the Second World War is still the rule. These workers
occupy protected, permanent, and full-time positions. They are strongly
represented in unions, still constitute a “politically important mass” and
their regulated employment relations are well shielded from budgetary
cuts and economic shocks.

However, labor market outsiders do not form a cohesive class. The out-
sider concept is highly heterogeneous and shaped strongly by individual
and contextual factors.’* Being a labor market outsider does not neces-
sarily overlap with a low socio-economic status as also high-skilled work-
ers increasingly face atypical employment.’> At a contextual level, we
observe that although sets of outsiders are similar, they are far from iden-
tical across countries.’® Some welfare regimes mitigate and counteract
the impact of dualization, while other political institutions may exacerbate
and accelerate dualization and flexibilization.'” Even within countries, em-
ployment protection may be tailored only to specific core sectors and
industries.’® Despite the heterogeneity of the concept, the dual flexi-
bilization of labor markets has decisively changed the nature of work and
has posed complex challenges to the stability of many European welfare
states.?®

2.2 The Societal Consequences of Flexible Labor Markets

Already Durkheim (2012 [1893]) has considered the division of labor as
decisive to sustaining social order. As the expansion of labor markets and
the associated differentiation of labor renders individuals mutually interde-
pendent, modern societies develop what Durkheim called Organic Solidar-
ity. Accordingly, individuals recognize that they are entangled in a com-
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mon cause and hence establish a concern for the well-being of others.20 In
the contemporary discourse, social order is typically examined under the
umbrella term of social cohesion. Being a phenomenon on the societal
level, social cohesion may be understood as the integrative bonds that de-
velop between persons as well as between persons and the social unit to
which they belong. Social cohesion encompasses notions of trust, solidar-
ity, affective regard, unity, and commitment.2?

Being considered an important element of social capital at the scope of
neighborhoods as well as for the integration in society,22 measures on trust
have so far dominated the empirical arm of research on social cohesion, in
particular in connection with the welfare state.23 Indeed, pioneering re-
search has also examined the erosion of trust in the context of labor mar-
ket insecurity,2* however, has left it open in how far the accumulated find-
ings also extend to other indications of social cohesion.

Next to trust, solidarity is an important lubricant of social cohesion. Al-
though solidarity itself is an eclectic concept, the recent attention it has
gained in academic discourse have contributed to disentangle its various
meanings.?® Thus, a consensual view holds that solidarity may be con-
ceived as a subjective feeling?6 as well as an act.?” Although the two are
obviously interconnected, attitudes and acts of solidarity do not need to co-
incide.?8 In its version as an attitude, solidarity is regularly conceptualized
as the concern that the members of a collective have for the well-being of
each other.2®

While trust and solidarity are obviously both linked to social cohesion,
they are not identical. People put trust in each other, if they judge the other
person as trustworthy, however, that does not imply that they actually care
for the other person. Reversely, individuals may be very much concerned
about the well-being of another person, even if they are unwilling to trust
that person. Ideal-typically, trust ensures cooperation among strangers,30
whereas mutual concerns precede the incorporation of others into
redistributive practices. Nevertheless, the lack of integration in a stable
labor market is expected to threaten both solidary concerns and general-
ized trust.3

Recent empirical studies have illuminated the underlying mechanisms
behind Durkheim’s considerations and have identified three main chan-
nels for the link between labor market vulnerability and social cohesion.
The first focuses on the importance of economic resources for inclusion in
society, the second refers to the cultivation of social interactions in the
workplace, and the third points to the underlying psychological precondi-
tions for nurturing solidarity and trust. While these mechanisms primarily
apply to unemployment, also new labor market risks arising from atypical
and precarious employment have adverse effects on the sense of solidar-
ity given that flexibilization is at its core an “individualizing force*.3?
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The most salient consequence of unemployment is economic. The eco-
nomic resources from employment are necessary to maintain a minimum
standard of living and fulfill basic economic needs. Spells of unemploy-
ment and irregular employment records do not only go in hand with de-
creased accumulated income, but also lower expected future income.33 A
loss of purchasing power hinders individuals to engage in many social
activities34 and constrains participation in social life. Reduced economic
resources thus directly impede the conditions to establish trust and experi-
ence mutual solidarity.35

Another impotant outcome of labor market vulnerability relates to social
embeddedness at the workplace. Thus, regular employment embeds
workers in a social network and stimulates interaction with social con-
tacts.3¢ Unemployment deprives individuals of the possibility to interact
with a diverse set of citizens and exacerbates the formation of a common
identity.3” Also, short-term labor and high turnover leaves no opportunity to
invest in lasting commitment and consequently impedes the identification
with a wider collectivity.® Simultaneously beyond the working place, un-
employment and precarious work was found to result in a weakening of so-
cial networks. Partly due to insufficient economic resources, the participa-
tion in voluntary associations, the number of social connections, and the
inclusion in community living tend to decline.3?

Finally, unemployment is also associated with various psychological
consequences, which hinder the evolution of trust and solidarity. Regular
employment prevents exclusion from the labor market and hence also
emotional and symbolic exclusion. The stress and the uncertainty associ-
ated with a risk of job loss and with exposure to precarious labor influence
health, physical well-being and life-satisfaction.4® According to the latent
deprivation theory,4' employment provides workers with time structure,
status and identity, regular activity and more certainty to plan for the fu-
ture.#2 Recent findings suggest that even anticipated job loss results in
lower engagement and productivity, being an important indication of emo-
tional withdrawal.43

Together, these mechanisms suggest that labor market risks from unem-
ployment and atypical employment are accompanied by lower levels of so-
cial cohesion.

Hypothesis 1: A higher labor market vulnerability is associated with less
generalized trust and lower levels of solidarity.

Another shortcoming of the existing literature is that measures of social
cohesion typically apply exclusively to the scope of a society. For example,
the standard item employed in the measurement of trust addresses the
“generalized other®, which usually induces respondents to think about the
average member of society. However, society is merely one reference
group to which trust and solidarity norms may apply. Most importantly, so-
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cietal cohesion contrasts with cohesion on a local, communal scope. In a
similar vein, the counterpart to Organic Solidarity in Durkheim’s theory,
Mechanical Solidarity, relates to cohesion among small collectives, estab-
lished as communities of similarity. Notwithstanding the tribal connotation
of Mechanical Solidarity for premodern societies,* modernity does not
cease to offer local reference groups for solidarity and trust.4> Whereas the
simultaneity of a global and encompassing form of cohesion and a local
and restricted form of cohesion has evolved as a prominent tool of theoriz-
ing in sociological research, empirical research on societal consequences
of labor market insecurity has either conflated the two scopes of cohesion
or has been reduced to only one of them.46

However, the implications of economic risks may indeed differ between
local and global forms of cohesion. Interaction with broader social circles
requires comparatively less economic resources than in local circles. In-
deed, local communities are occasionally regarded as “safety nets” to wel-
fare state failures of institutional reciprocity and (informal) familial and
communal insurance systems regularly safeguard against economic hard-
ships. Hence, local solidarity offers an alternative means to receive eco-
nomic resources and combat social exclusion.4” With regard to social in-
teraction, job loss is rather linked to a retreat from wider society, whereas
close networks offer more opportunities for social contacts even when
being unemployed. In addition, substitutional satisfiers of psychosocial
and mental needs, which help to maintain a time structure, tend to be fo-
cused on local areas.

Hypothesis 2: The negative effect of labor market vulnerability is higher
for global than for local indications of social cohesion.

2.3 The Second Double Movement

Polanyi (1995 [1944]) has described the economic history of the twenti-
eth century as a “double movement®. On the one hand, the forces of eco-
nomic liberalism are directed towards establishing free markets and creat-
ing flexibility to facilitate the trade of various goods. On the other hand,
society strives towards social protection in order to curb the forces of the
“satanic mill” and counterbalance its inherently destructive potential. The
welfare arrangements of modern societies originate from this counter-
movement. Thus, European welfare states have been designed as mani-
festation of institutional solidarity “to deal with the risks encountered in the
typical life-course of a worker in an industrial economy”.48 Contemporarily,
observers of socioeconomic change diagnose a “second double move-
ment”,49 according to which the latest flexibilization on markets for the ficti-
tious commodity of labor requires new forms of security to counteract the
tensions of free markets. However, as the life-course of a worker ceases to

184



45. Jahrgang (2019), Heft 2 Wirtschaft und Gesellschaft

be “typical, workers as well as welfare states are faced with new social
risks.50

Due to its decommodifying potential, welfare states also (re)produce the
principle of social solidarity and preserve generalized trust. Although
Western welfare states are heterogeneous with regard to their underlying
normative principles,5' social cohesion is considered as indispensable to
their organization.5? By providing social security, the welfare state insures
citizens against the hardships of potential calamities (two-sided solidarity)
and through unconditional welfare transfers towards the needy guaran-
tees a minimum of social equality (one-sided solidarity). Even if the current
welfare regimes appear institutionalized, and even if, from the citizen’s
point of view, participation in its redistributive practices is considered to be
inescapable, the inclusion of such a diverse set of individuals under a uni-
versal redistributive scheme attests a minimal level of mutual trust and re-
ciprocal concern.53

Welfare states mitigate the socioeconomic and psychological implica-
tions of labor market uncertainty and, if they are generous in their configu-
ration, offer an economic compensation for economic losses from unem-
ployment and irregular employment. They provide lasting security
enabling citizens to maintain their embeddedness into their social network
and, given they are not stigmatizing towards recipient, offset the psycho-
logical ramifications of unemployment spells.

Hypothesis 3: The negative impact of labor market vulnerability on gen-
eralized trust and solidarity is mitigated by decommodifying welfare states.

3. Methods and Data

The analysis of the hypotheses is based on the 2008 waves of the Euro-
pean Value Study (EVS) and the Labor Force Survey. Although the Euro-
pean Social Survey (ESS) evolves as the most popular choice among
scholars interested in cross-country comparisons, only the EVS offers a
fine-grained elicitation of concerns for collectives on different scopes. In
addition, the EVS contains the exact three items, which are typically em-
ployed to measure trust in the ESS and which therefore build the empirical
basis of reference studies.5* Due to the availability of data for the labor
market vulnerability indicator, the analysis encompasses 29 European
countries, covering in total 42.352 respondents. As not all respondents re-
plied to every item, the regressions vary slightly in the number of cases
employed. The combination of the EVS and the LFS offers the possibility
to a) assess the robustness of the accumulated findings with a new
dataset containing a wider range of countries and b) examine whether the
trends for generalized trust also hold for local and global solidarity.
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3.1 Dependent Variables

The European Value Study provides data on the reported concern with
various reference groups. The respective items read: “To what extent do
you feel concerned about the living conditions of ...“ your immediate family
(Q83A), people in your neighborhood (Q83B), the people of the region you
live in (Q83C), your fellow countrymen (Q83D), Europeans (Q83E), and all
humans all over the world (Q83F). The items range from 1 (very much) to 5
(not at all). | group the latter three items to Global Solidarity using principle
component analysis. Furthermore, | take the first two items and combine
them, again using principle component analysis, to the outcome variable
Local Solidarity.%®

In order to reconstruct the trust variable, items on trustworthiness (“Gen-
erally speaking, would you say that most people can be trusted or that you
can’t be too careful in dealing with people?”; binary, Q7), fairness (“[...] do
you think that most people would try to take advantage of you if they got
the chance, or would they try to be fair?”; 1 to 10, Q8), and helpfulness
(“Would you say that most of the time people try to be helpful or that they
are mostly looking out for themselves?”; 1 to 10; Q9) are combined.

All three outcome variables (Trust, Global Solidarity, and Local Solidar-
ity) are standardized to the interval 0-1 with high values corresponding to a
high concern with the respective reference group or high levels of trust.

3.2 Independent Variables

For the main explanatory variable, | adopt a structural measure of labor
market vulnerability as proposed by Schwander and Hausermann (2013).
The main idea of structural measures is that labor market vulnerability is
not adequately assessed by singular items enquiring the current employ-
ment status. Rather, labor market risks are associated with biographies of
regular job loss and difficulties to find stable employment. Thus, while un-
employment refers to a temporal condition, labor market vulnerability cap-
tures the permanent labor market situation of an individual. In order to con-
struct the labor market vulnerability variable, | use the rate of atypical
employment and unemployment in a subject’s age and gender specific oc-
cupational group. To that purpose, the measure reconstructs the post-in-
dustrial class scheme proposed by Oesch (2006). Accordingly, | distin-
guished between five occupational groups: capital accumulators, socio-
cultural professionals, mixed service functionaries, low service functionar-
ies and blue-collar workers and calculate age-group (cut-off point at 40
years) and gender specific unemployment and atypical employment rates
for each country using the LFS dataset. Atypical employment thereby en-
compasses “involuntary part-time employment, fixed-term employment
and helping family members”.56 The ensuing rate of labor market vulnera-
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bility follows from the difference to the country average of unemployment
or atypical employment, respectively.5” Accordingly, labor market vulnera-
bility emerges as a continuous concept.

The analysis further incorporates various control variables, which are
considered to be correlated to trust and mutual solidarity.58 Those encom-
pass an ordinal measurement of education (low, middle, high), age, gen-
der, a variable capturing whether the individual possesses the nationality
of the country where she/he resides, a variable measuring the current em-
ployment status (unemployed, employed, self-employed, part-time employ-
ed, out of employment), an indicator about membership in a trade union, as
well as a variable capturing the size of the town that the respondent lives in.

3.3 Estimation Method

The analysis proceeds in two steps. In the first step, to establish the im-
pact of labor market vulnerability on the individual level, | use a linear ran-
dom-intercept model in which individuals i € {1n} are nested in coun-
tries j e {1,...,m}.

p
Yi =B +BLMV; + Y BPX L +ul + 1
p=2

In this model, the outcome variable, Yj, is explained by a constant, °, an
estimate of the overall impact of labor market vulnerability, B' LMV, P indi-
vidual level control variables X £, and the random part of the specification,
which consists of an error term at the individual level, rj, and an error term
for the constant at the country level, u®.

In the second analytical step, | add random slopes to the estimation
method in order to account for country-variation in the effect of labor mar-
ket vulnerability. Importantly, next to letting the impact of labor market vul-
nerability vary across countries, u}, this model adds Q country level vari-
ables, Zﬁ, and their interaction term with labor market vulnerability. The
intuition behind this procedure is to determine in how far certain variables
on the country-level can account for the variation in the impact of labor
market vulnerability between countries.

Q Q p
Yi =B+ (B +ul LMVy + D 89Z7 + Dy IZUMVy + Y BPXP +ul +1
q=1 q=1 p=2

4. Results
4.1 Individual Level

This section explores in how far labor market vulnerability is associated
with generalized trust, as well as global and local solidarity. Table 1 pro-
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vides the results of the model including the individual-level determinants.
While Model (1) concentrates on trust as an outcome variable and there-
fore serves as a replication of previous findings, Model (2), and Model (3)
study its relation with Global Solidarity and Local Solidarity.5°

Table 1: Individual Level Determinants of Social Cohesion

. (1) (2) (3)
VEDELIES Trust Global Solidarity | Local Solidarity
Labor Market Vulnerability —0.0411** —0.0309** 0.00153

(0.0174) (0.0150) (0.0113)
Education (Ref: Lower)
Middle 0.0269*** 0.0203*** 0.00728*
(0.00475) (0.00441) (0.00382)
High 0.0786*** 0.0448** 0.0114
(0.00740) (0.00640) (0.00887)
Age 0.000413** 0.000531*** 0.000553***
(0.000194) (0.000115) (0.000137)
Female 0.0251*** 0.0110*** 0.0182***
(0.00347) (0.00364) (0.00377)
Employment (Ref: Unemployed)
Employed 0.0463*** 0.0158 0.0206**
(0.0110) (0.00973) (0.00803)
Part-Time Employed 0.0473*** 0.0206* 0.0239**
(0.0134) (0.0117) (0.0100)
Self-Employed 0.0415* 0.00946 0.0150
(0.0128) (0.0105) (0.00990)
Out of Employment 0.0409*** 0.0253*** 0.0179*
(0.0123) (0.00960) (0.00951)
Trade Union Membership 0.0172*** 0.0189*** 0.0137***
(0.00482) (0.00374) (0.00417)
Constant 0.338*** 0.346*** 0.625***
(0.0183) (0.0177) (0.0228)
Observations 33,010 33,894 34,413
Number of groups 29 29 29
Chi2 488.5** 121.3%* 201.5%*

Linear random intercept model with clustered standard errors in parentheses. Additional
Controls: Nationality, Size of Town. *** p < 0.01, ** p < 0.05, * p < 0.1

Model (1) demonstrates the robustness of the findings in Kevins (2018).
In the full model, labor market vulnerability has a significant negative effect
on generalized trust. Additionally, the control variables point in the identi-
cal direction as found in the reference study. More precisely, trust in-
creases with education and age, and female respondents were on aver-
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age more trusting. Additionally, being member of a trade union also
facilitated trust towards generalized strangers. Interestingly, the analysis
reveals no difference with regard to the size of the home town and the na-
tionality of the respondent. As compared to the other employment sta-
tuses, being unemployed goes in line with lower generalized trust.

Figure 1: Global Solidarity by Labor Market Vulnerability
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Figure shows the descriptive sample means of Global Solidarity for selected countries.
High (low) LMV corresponds to the average of generalized trust for the 10 percent of the
country-sample with the highest (lowest) values on Labor Market Vulnerability.

Turning to Global Solidarity we discover a similar pattern. In particular,
Figure 1 shows the mean of the Global Solidarity variable for selected
countries.®% In the majority of countries, the dots representing high labor
market vulnerability indicate a lower level of global solidarity than for low
labor market vulnerability. Model (2) confirms that exposure to labor mar-
ket risks significantly decreases the concern for global collectives. Equiva-
lently, for education, gender, age, and membership in a trade union the
findings correspond to those displayed for trust. In a similar vein as before,
unemployed respondents voiced the lowest concern towards members of
society, however, the difference has turned insignificant for almost all com-
parisons (except with those out of employment).

At last, for Model (3) the pattern is different. Most importantly, there is no
effect of labor market vulnerability on local solidarity, suggesting that the
impact of insecure employment conditions detected for trust only holds on
a global scale, but not on a local scale. Apart from this finding, the regres-
sion outcomes resemble those of the other two specifications. Age and
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trade union membership is associated with higher local solidarity. The
same holds (although only partially) for the comparison of unemployment
with other employment conditions.5?

Overall, there is convincing support that exposure to labor market vulner-
ability impedes the formation of generalized trust and solidarity on a global
scale (Hypothesis 1). However, this effect does not extend to local forms of
solidarity. Labor market vulnerability reveals no significant relation with the
local concern measure. Hence, with regard to Hypothesis 2, the analysis
reveals not a weaker, but an inexistent effect for cohesion on a local scale.

4.2 Aggregate Level

In the second step, the analysis incorporates random slopes of the labor
market vulnerability variable in order to capture the variance across coun-
tries. This step enables an analysis of how the country context mitigates or
exacerbates the impact of labor market vulnerability on trust and solidarity.
To that purpose, Table 2 includes the standard classification of welfare re-
gimes as an explanatory variable.52! The table shows that the ramifica-
tions of labor market vulnerability differ considerably across different re-
gimes.

In particular, Model (1) demonstrates that the negative impact of LMV on
generalized trust is detected only for countries which already exhibit a rela-
tive high level of generalized trust on average. Most notably Nordic coun-
tries, but also Liberal and Continental countries, show comparatively
higher levels of generalized trust for individuals with an average labor mar-
ket vulnerability. For these countries, also the implication of labor market
vulnerability carry the highest weight. Thus, in Nordic (—0.09; p = 0.003),
Continental (-0.13; p < 0.001), and most distinctively in Liberal (—0.20;
p = 0.006) countries, a higher labor market vulnerability is associated with
substantially lower levels of trust. In turn, Southern countries, as well as
those classified as Post-Communist and Former USSR, have initially
lower levels of generalized trust, but also do not reveal a considerable neg-
ative impact of labor market vulnerability (Southern: —0.002; p = 0.920;
Post-Communist: —0.05; p = 0.107; Former USSR: —0.03; p = 0.469). Note
however, that since the LMV variable is centered in a one-point interval
around zero, Nordic countries, in contrast to Liberal and Continental coun-
tries, still exceed the other welfare regimes in terms of generalized trust,
even for individuals with a high labor market vulnerability.

Turning to the analysis of global solidarity reveals a slightly modified
pattern across welfare regimes. Southern, Nordic and Continental wel-
fare states have on average the highest levels of concern for others. The
interaction terms signify that labor market vulnerability is accompanied
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Table 2: Aggregate Level Determinants of Social Cohesion

q (1 (2
Ransbics Trust Global Solidarity
Labor Market Vulnerability —0.00230 —0.0693**

(0.0230) (0.0272)
WFS Regime (Ref: Southern)
Liberal 0.186*** —0.0761***
(0.0335) (0.0281)
Nordic 0.257*** —-0.0280
(0.0419) (0.0342)
Continental 0.142*** -0.0362
(0.0381) (0.0437)
Post-Communist 0.00736 -0.0733**
(0.0361) (0.0303)
Former USSR 0.0525 —0.130**
(0.0458) (0.0561)
Interactions
Liberal * LMV —0.198*** 0.00699
(0.0742) (0.175)
Nordic * LMV —0.0887** 0.144**
(0.0346) (0.0713)
Continental * LMV —0.129*** 0.00463
(0.0391) (0.0408)
Post-Communist * LMV -0.0513 0.0676
(0.0417) (0.0471)
Former USSR * LMV -0.0299 -0.0348
(0.0511) (0.0850)
Observations 33,010 33,894
Number of groups 29 29
Chi2 14930.63*** 492.7***

Linear random intercept and random slope (Labor Market Vulnerability) model with country
clustered standard errors in parentheses. Additional Controls: Age, Gender, Income, Natio-
nality, Trade Union Membership, Employment Status. *** p < 0.01, ** p < 0.05, * p < 0.1

with lower global concerns in the majority of welfare regimes, albeit stay-
ing partially insignificant (Southern: —0.07; p = 0.011; Continental: —0.06;
p =0.029; Former USSR: —-10.4; p = 0.198; Liberal: —0.06; p = 0.719). The
impact is annihilated in the Post-Communist (-0.002; p = 0.964) and the
Nordic welfare regime (+0.07; p = 0.251).

Thus, the logic of the Nordic welfare regime seems to fare best in bolste-
ring the negative implications of labor markets to societal cohesion. Since
these countries are associated with the most decommaodifying welfare ar-
rangements,%3 the analysis further explored the link between the Decom-
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modification Index by Scruggs et al. (2017) and the impact of labor market
vulnerability. Figure 2 shows the interaction between the Decommodifica-
tion Index on the horizontal axis and the impact of Labor Market Vulnerabi-
lity on Global Solidarity on the vertical axis for 16 Western European Coun-
tries.84 Albeit staying beyond the limits of conventional significance (z-
score: 1.59; p = 0.111), the graph prompts that more generous welfare ar-
rangements, indeed, perform better in canceling out the negative impacts
of labor market vulnerability.

Figure 2: Interaction Effect of Decommodification and Labor Market
Vulnerability on Global Solidarity
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Although the analysis of cross-level interactions did not provide ultimate
evidence with regard to Hypothesis 3, it supports the idea that the effect of
labor market vulnerability varies strongly across countries and that welfare
arrangements are accountable for part of this variation. Thus, the implica-
tions of labor market vulnerability are contingent on the welfare state con-
text in which trust and mutual solidarity is cultivated. Most importantly, the
Nordic countries perform best in counteracting the negative effects of labor
market risks on global solidarity and still surpass the other countries in
terms of generalized trust. This emphasizes the Nordic exceptionalism
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and dovetails with the impact of universal social policies on universal forms
of cohesion.®5 For the remaining countries the implications of labor market
risks are predominantly negative, albeit they lack consistent statistical sig-
nificance.

5. Discussion and Conclusion

This article has provided a closer look on social cohesion at various lay-
ers, has shed light on its relationship with labor market insecurity and has
explored the capability of the welfare state to reinstate social cohesion.
Corroborating recent insights,%6 the article reports evidence that employ-
ment insecurity undermines generalized trust. Moreover, the analysis sug-
gests that the list of negative implications of labor market insecurity can be
extended by a lower degree of solidarity with global collectives. Next to
worse health conditions,®” a lower life satisfaction,8 a wage penalty,5° and
restricted social insurance coverage, individuals facing a high risk of un-
employment and precarious labor conditions have less favorable solidarity
attitudes towards their social collective.

However, there is also a qualification to this list of detriments: labor mar-
ket insecurity is not associated with a lower concern for local collectives.
While flexible labor markets threaten the existence of global bonds among
citizens, their ramifications appear less severe for local solidarity. This fin-
ding hints to the idea that local solidarities may bolster the decline in socie-
tal solidarity and therefore serve as an institutional complementarity.’® Up
to date little theoretical work and empirical evidence exists on the rela-
tionship between forms of solidarity across hierarchical levels.”! If there is
discussion on solidarity across various layers, it mostly addresses the rela-
tion between national solidarity and European solidarity.”2 However, also
subnational levels of solidarity matter, in particular, in times where “frag-
mentalization“ and “balkanization” are imminent threats to the stability of
traditional welfare states.”

Against this backdrop, an important contribution of the research project
is to extend the analysis of social cohesion beyond the measure of gene-
ralized trust. Although, generalized trust serves as a prominent indication
for social capital, the present analysis indicates that the typical formulation
in surveys on generalized trust indeed alludes to “most people” and may
not extend to trust and cohesion at a smaller scope.’™

The second subdimension of social cohesion — solidarity — however de-
serves additional mentioning. In line with previous studies, the article ope-
rationalized attitudinal solidarity as the concern for the living conditions of
others. This measure seems to touch upon an affective dimension of soli-
darity.”s In its affective connotation, solidarity rests on a shared identity, a
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common conception of “we-ness” and a mutual concern for the well-being
of others. Whether this concern actually translates into a preference or to-
wards policy measures behavioral indications favoring this collective is an
empirical question that merits further attention.”®

Next to an affective dimension, solidarity also hinges on a utilitarian di-
mension, which bears on bonds that individuals maintain for their personal
interests.”” Focusing on the utilitarian side of solidarity delivers a different
view on the implications of labor market risks. If labor market risks cause
individuals to slip down the social ladder, they are more likely to demand
(institutional) solidarity arrangements as (redistributive) solidarity aligns
with their own self-interest.”8

This hints at a potential dilemma for welfare states. While labor market
outsiders are more dependent on solidary arrangements, welfare states
can count less on their affective identification with the collective. Thus, in
the light of increasing flexibilization, welfare institutions are in need to be
legitimized based on the self-interest of their citizens rather than on their
moral underpinnings.”® The analysis implies that generous and decommo-
difying welfare states perform best in evading this dilemma and reveal the
lowest reduction in solidarity and trust from labor market insecurity. But
while institutional solidarity and informal solidarity are considered to be
correlated, additional work needs to take account of the multiple channels
by which these are mutually reinforcing.

Social cohesion in modern societies is a highly complex and versatile
phenomenon. While originally the welfare state was considered as the
cradle of solidary arrangements, the globalization of economic and social
processes has shifted the reference frame for solidarity to transnational le-
vels, evoking demands for European, segmented, networked, or even glo-
bal solidarity. At the same time, cohesion on subnational levels — for exam-
ple relying on identities and social closeness — seems to be a permanent
phenomenon permeating all kinds of societies. Paying attention to the fine-
grained distinctions between social cohesion on various layers seems to
be crucial to our understanding of contemporary economic and political
transformations and their ramifications for society.
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Abstract

The flexibilization of labor markets does not only challenge the traditional institutions of
the modern welfare state, it also poses a substantial risk for the social fabric of modern soci-
eties. This article sheds light on the impact of labor market insecurity on three indicators of
social cohesion. The analysis demonstrates that labor market vulnerability is associated
with lower generalized trust and lower levels of solidarity on a global scale. However, this
negative effect does not extend to solidarity with local collectives. Moreover, the article sug-
gests that decommodifying welfare regimes are capable of mitigating the adverse effects of
labor market vulnerability. The study concludes that a closer examination of the relation-
ship between different measures of social cohesion is indispensable to further our under-
standing of the societal consequences of labor market flexibilization.

Zusammenfassung

Die Flexibilisierung der Arbeitsmarkte stellt nicht nur moderne Wohlfahrtstaaten vor
erhebliche strukturelle Herausforderungen, sondern birgt auch Risiken fir den sozialen
Zusammenbhalt von Gesellschaften. Der vorliegende Artikel untersucht anhand eines lan-
derubergreifenden Vergleichs den Einfluss von Arbeitsmarktunsicherheit auf Indikatoren
des sozialen Zusammenhalts. Die Analyse verdeutlicht, dass Unsicherheit am Arbeits-
markt mit niedrigerem Vertrauen und geringerer globalen Solidaritat einhergeht, jedoch
nicht mit einem negativen Effekt auf lokale Solidaritat. Zudem weist die Analyse darauf hin,
dass dekommodifizierende Wohlfahrtsstaaten den negativen Auswirkungen von Unsicher-
heiten am Arbeitsmarkt besser entgegenwirken kénnen. Der Artikel liefert einen ersten Ein-
blick in die verschiedenen Dimensionen und Indikatoren von sozialem Zusammenhalt und
erzeugt damit ein tiefergehendes Versténdnis der sozialen Auswirkungen von Arbeits-
marktflexibilisierung.
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