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ABSTRACT 

Durkheim highlighted the importance of social solidarities counterbalancing 

individualization. We explore the relationship of collectivism, social capital and welfare 

institutions with unionization and employer-employee interdependence. The findings 

highlight the interconnectedness of societal and workplace features and solidarities, 

suggesting that workers have stronger mutual and organizational ties in such 

circumstances.    
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INTRODUCTION 

It has been repeatedly claimed that features of the modern workplace have exacerbated  anomie, 

(e.g. Bellah et al., 1985 and Webster et al., 2008) due to the dissemination of norms that have 

encouraged the unregulated operation of markets and thereby corroded social solidarity based 

upon reciprocal social and moral obligations (e.g. Sennet, 2006; Kalleberg, 2009).  This 

research seeks to further understand these processes by examining the relationship between 
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social setting, social ties and what happens in the workplace. We accord attention to 

Durkheim (1957, 1960, 1984), and the relevance of his approach to understanding systemic 

variation in workplace solidarities. On the one hand, Durkheim (1984) held that modern 

societies are increasingly complex leading to specialization and intensified divisions of 

labour. In turn, this may engender anomie. Unions represented associations at workplace 

level that may redress this, but also represented a product of tension between competing 

social interests. Durkheim believed in the interconnectedness of social parts, with social 

dynamics at the workplace representing both a response to, and a reflection of, wider society. 

As the raison d’etre of unions is to counterbalance managerial power, they can only represent 

one dimension of workplace social ties (Durkheim, 1984). The relative strength of vertical 

solidarities between managers and workers is reflected by the relative durability of their 

reciprocal social ties with the firm and the degree of interdependence, in turn reflected by the 

relative willingness to impose redundancies or for employees to quit (Whitley, 1999). 

However Durkheim’s view as to the relationship between wider social solidarities and 

workplace solidarities is open to two interpretations. The first would suggest that workplace 

ties are relatively fragile given their essentially limited scope (confined to one organization), 

and the possibility that they will be revisited through shifts in owner and worker power and, 

indeed, the relative competitiveness of the firm (see Durkheim, 1984:  xxxv).  The second 

would be to highlight the importance of interlocking social ties in mediating the power of the 

market and the constraining excessive individualism that would make cooperative social 

action difficult (Mestrovic, 1992). In turn, this would suggest that societal institutions and 

associated informal relations are closely bound up with workplace realities as localized 

solidarities will reflect the nature and depth of wider social ties (Mestrovic, 1992; Whitley, 

1999).  Hence, our aim is to investigate this relationship between broader social solidarities 
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and workplace horizontal and vertical solidarities by using both societal indices and firm-

level evidence from a repeating international survey. 

 

DURKHEIM: ANOMIE AND SOCIAL SOLIDARITY 

Central to Durkheim’s (1951, 1957, 1960, 1984) classical theory of anomie was how to create 

social cohesion, by engendering a sense of social solidarity, which allowed the individual 

pursuit of self-interest while not undermining co-operation. Anomie is commonly defined as 

an absence of collective norms, but Durkheim’s definition was more sophisticated (Olson, 1965: 

37).  Without pre-agreed rules of conduct, regulating the division of labour, Durkheim held that 

interaction proceeds “on a trial and error basis”, and is often associated with conflict (Olson, 

1965: 38).  Anomie occurs when different parts of a particular system or sub-system are isolated 

from each other and incapable of effective social interaction (Olson, 1965: 40).   Durkheim 

emphasized that anomie was not a product of a weak moral norms, but rather sub-optimal 

processes of interaction and weak social solidarity (Olson, 1965: 40). In early work, Durkheim 

saw anomie as a failure of regulation and integration. In his later work, he stressed the 

importance of regulative forces in moderating individualism and promoting social solidarity 

(Olson, 1965: 41). While collective norms can mitigate anomie they could encourage it by 

releasing, rather than constraining, egoism. Indeed Durkheim (1951: 254-7; 1957:10) 

associated the spread of anomie with Utilitarianism, which encouraged individualism beyond 

that necessary for an increasing division of labour (see: Cladis, 1991; Mestrovic, 1992). In 

this context, Durkheim argued that the discipline of a socially produced morality was being 

eroded and replaced by economic contracts and competitive self-interest.   

Durkheim’s views have a contemporary relevance given the ascendancy of Utilitarian cultural 

norms in the form of Neoliberalism (see Cerny, 2008; Thompson and Alvesson, 2005). More 
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specifically, Thompson and Alvesson suggest that labour is increasingly regarded as another 

commodity to be deployed and disposed of by owners thereby undermining social solidarity in 

general (see: Bellah et al., 1992) and especially in the workplace (see: Kalleberg, 2009 and 

Webster et al., 2008) due to the intrusion of the marketplace into social domains previously 

influenced by a sense of community through the operation of reciprocal social attachments. With 

all of the above factors being affected to varying degrees by increasing diversity (Anthias 2013). 

For these scholars the result has been escalating anomie, social fragmentation, more precarious 

work and rising individualism.  

Indicators of Social Solidarity 

Durkheim believed that individual well-being was not possible without the existence of social 

solidarities drawing individuals into a common shared social life (Halpern, 2005); without 

such ties, society could disintegrate (Segre, 2004).  However, there are a number of ways in 

which broader social ties may be measured, which can encompass social capital, the extent of 

welfare institutions, and/or through composite measures of social solidarity.   

The literature on social capital owes a major debt to Durkheim: it has been argued that social 

capital represents a product of community networks, civil engagement, trust and reciprocity 

(Kushner and Stark, 2004). Durkheim held that communities will establish different forms of 

relationships and networks which will influence the extent of common purposes and values 

(Hollaway, 2008: 8).  However, critics have charged that social capital cannot be simply 

conflated with social solidarities: the latter also encompasses other types of capital (e.g. 

cultural, economic and human) (Carpiano and Kelly, 2005). Hence, it cannot be concluded 

that social ties and solidarities necessarily correspond with societal social capital.   

Secondly, within Durkheimian tradition, it has been argued that the relative extent of a 

welfare state will impact on the extent of social solidarities since it articulates social cohesion 
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(Plant et al., 1980) and its relative extent will affect the nature and scope of social solidarities 

(Schmitt, 2000). Durkheim held that that state played a major role in regulating tensions 

between groups, providing “social checks and balances” (Palumbo and Scott, 2003:9). 

However, as social ties reflect societal features that are bedded down over many years 

(Durkheim, 1984), it is likely that solidarities will not be immediately affected by changes in 

welfare provision. 

Thirdly, Durkheim (1984) held that political life cannot serve as a sole basis for social 

solidarity. Moreover, the increasing complexity of economic life in the modern world makes 

for a greater specialization of functions, making localized and specialized groupings of 

increasing importance in providing a basis for social solidarities.  Whilst overall levels of 

societal collectivism does not preclude anomie in the absence of effective groupings at local 

level (Durkheim, 1984), it could be argued that in more collectivist societies, individuals are 

more likely to unite in associations. 

Unions and Workplace Solidarity 

Durkheim didn’t see trade unions as providing the basis for social cohesion, since they focus 

on representing class interests and challenging the rights of property owners (Giddens, 1971: 

103; Durkheim, 1984). In other words, they are a response to anomie. In contrast, 

professional associations and corporatist institutions may promote cross-class solidarities and 

moderate individualism, especially through the construction of representative emotions in 

corporatist institutions (Flam 2002), as well as modifying unionism into a more cooperative 

moral order (Durkheim, 1984: 104). In short, at a formative stage unions may be a response 

to anomie, through their institutionalization they represented the sole groups at the workplace 

that have “certain permanence” (Durkheim, 1984:  xxxv).   
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Moreover, collectivism and participation reflect wider social influences, (McCaffrey et al., 

1995: 603) and, as McLean Parks et al. (1995: 547-548) note, there is considerable evidence 

to suggest that collectivist commitments are antecedent to participation in unionism, implying 

connections between underlying social solidarities and unionization. Simultaneously, unions 

in most countries are important representatives of workers’ interests, and do counterbalance 

workplace individualism (Stepan-Norris, 1997; c.f. Sverke and Hellgren, 2001; Durkheim, 

1984). Indeed, even though they represent class interests, the stronger collectivism they 

articulate means that unions are likely to reduce anomie (McCaffrey et al., 1995). Moreover, 

a consequence of union activity is greater difficulty in the arbitrary disposal of labour 

(Whitley 1999: 100). Therefore, as it is harder to seize competitive advantage through cost 

cutting and labour repression, managers have to develop firm specific competencies 

regarding the maintenance of feelings of reciprocation in order to make effective usage of the 

firm’s human capabilities (Whitley 1999), thereby strengthening vertical solidarities between 

managers and workers. Furthermore, even as union membership has declined, the evolving 

nature of the role of workplace representatives has supported the continuation of this 

relationship, (Murray et al 2013). Hence, unions affect both the horizontal interactions – and 

associated solidarities – between workers, and the vertical interactions and ties between 

managers and workers.  Finally, unions seek to regulate the employment relationship by 

developing rules and norms circumscribing management and promoting compromise with 

workers (Freeman and Medoff, 1984).  Embedded norms and broader solidarities serve to 

restrain excessive individualization and anomie and may promote collective identities (Olson, 

1965).  Hence, it could be argued that social solidarity across wider society may be bound up 

with higher solidarities at the workplace.  Yet, as the word ‘embedded’ suggests, it could be 

argued that short term changes in welfare provision are unlikely to have an immediate impact 

on manifestations of social solidarity.  Moreover, as noted above, it could also be argued that 
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social capital does not represent a proxy for social solidarity given that the latter also 

encompasses cultural, economic and human capital (Carpiano and Kelly 2005). Hence, higher 

levels of social capital are unlikely to be directly associated with a greater propensity to band 

together in unions. 

The above discussion suggests the following hypotheses. 

H1: A stronger social welfare net will reinforce social solidarity at the workplace, i.e. greater 

welfare spending has a positive effect upon union impact. 

H2: Changes to welfare spending will not lead directly to changes in union impact. 

H3: The extent of social capital does not affect the impact of unions. 

H4: In more collectivist societies the impact of unions will be stronger. 

However, the extent to which unionization is an indicator of wider social solidarity is heavily 

dependent on context. Within many emerging markets, from Brazil to South Africa, strong 

labour movements have been features of divided societies. However, it can be argued that 

high levels of union penetration are associated with solidarity within specific workforces, 

regardless of setting (Author A and D).   

Moreover, unions need to retain a distinct identity to employers as a necessary reason for 

their existence; close ties between them mean a loss of individuality, and effectiveness 

(Durkheim, 1984: xxxvi).  They may reach periodic accommodations, but this simply 

confirms a particular balance of power, rather than a fixed state of law (Durkheim 1984).  

Hence, union-employer ties are often antagonistic, and/or open to re-contestation.  

Again, there are many other ways in which solidarity and rule-making can be manifested in 

the workplace, some of which involve not only challenging, but also cooperating with the 

workplace agenda. Buraway (1979) noted that within pre-agreed parameters of fair play, there 
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is evidence of workers competing with each other in terms of output. In other words, 

workplace solidarity amongst workers may be manifested not only in resistance, but also 

consent (Thompson and Smith, 2010:14). Furthermore, solidarities between employees may 

not only be on occupational lines, but can also be confined to membership of specific social 

groupings or, for that matter, ethnic groups rather than unions (Thompson and Smith, 2010: 

15).  Finally, in representing a response to the threat of anomie, the presence of unions may 

reflect wider societal failings, rather than strength of ties. Hence, the converse of our 

hypotheses could be argued. 

Solidarity, Tenure and Turnover 

Associational ties in the workplace are not just horizontal but also vertical, between managers 

and workers (Sanders and Schyns, 2006). With regard to the latter, a key dimension of the 

interdependence of the two is continuity in relations and the deepening of ties through 

familiarity, rather than transactional exchange (c.f. Durkheim, 1960; Whitley, 1999).  If social 

solidarities are reinforced by a welfare state, then it is possible that such ties will be deeper 

(c.f. Whitley, 1999). It could, of course, be argued that with high unemployment any 

commitment between workers and the firm could be instrumental due to lack of viable 

alternatives. However, it also can be argued that in such contexts, even if the dominant 

management style is authoritarian, familiarity brings with it mutual understandings, with 

informal cooperation mitigating the worst management excesses (Krauss et al., 1984; Author 

A).  Such continuity is associated with the embedding of habitual modes of thought (see 

Giddens, 1971:102).  In short, continuity in the employment relationship is about vertical 

interdependence between managers and owners (Whitley, 1999).    Here we can observe two 

key elements in this relationship. As Brown and Marsden (2011: 79) note, a key measure of 

security and continuity in employment is the relative usage of compulsory redundancies. A 

second, broader, measure is staff turnover, which can reflect both the relative willingness of 
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managers to dispose of workers, and the propensity of employees to exit: in other words, the 

relative weakness of vertical ties between workers and the firm.   We recognize that turnover 

may encompass factors external to the firm, including the external labour market; this 

possibility is explored in the findings section.  Turnover may also reflect the nature of human 

capital; workers with organization specific human capital will be less likely to quit than those 

with more generic human capital.  However, for Thelen (2001), the nature of human capital is 

related to institutional setting; in more cooperative markets, workers are more likely to amass 

organization specific human capital, and in more individualistic liberal markets, more generic 

skills.  Hence, turnover may reflect societal dynamics.  As social solidarity encompasses 

social, cultural, economic and human capital (Carpiano and Kelly, 2005), it is not necessarily 

the case that social capital on its own will mirror broader social solidarities.  However, as 

social capital does represent an indicator of the quality of social relations in the workplace 

(Leana and Van Buren, 1999), it can be argued that when the quality of social relations is 

poor, compulsory redundancies are more likely.  However, when societies have more of a 

collective identity, it could be argued that it will be more difficult for firms to unilaterally 

engage in redundancies (Kelly 1998). This leads on to our next set of hypotheses relating to 

turnover and redundancies: 

H5: A stronger welfare net will reduce job hopping. 

H6: If welfare spending reduces the risks associated with collective action; then an increase 

will reinforce solidarities, and accordingly reduce turnover. 

H7: Social capital and turnover are independent of each other. 

H8: Stronger collective ties reduce the likelihood of quitting. 

H9: Workers are more likely to participate in voluntary redundancy programmes when the 

social security net is stronger, reducing the need for collective redundancies. 
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H10: A strengthening of the welfare net also reduces the need for collective redundancies. 

H11: Compulsory redundancies are more likely when social capital levels are higher. 

H12: In more collectivist societies, it is more difficult for firms to engage in redundancies. 

 

METHODOLOGY 

The following empirical analysis uses data from the repeating Cranet survey, which now 

contains evidence on the HRM issues of private and public organizations in over 50 countries. In 

most countries the samples are full population samples but in the larger ones they are stratified 

to reflect the economy, so that the data are broadly representative with respect to the size of 

industrial sectors by employment in each country. The survey targets organizations with over 

200 employees with about 20% of the survey involving organizations employing under 200. 

Respondents are questioned about every aspect of HRM. About 70% of the responses have been 

completed by the most senior human resource manager. Other respondents are less senior 

specialists in the same field, the chief executive or the company secretary. Data is used from the 

most recent survey (2008) for the 22 countries within the sample for which OECD data is 

available. The breakdown of the sample and the number of observations for each country is 

shown in Table 1.  
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Table 1: Observations and Solidarity Measures by Country 

Country Frequency Percent 

Total Public Social 

Expenditure as a % 

of GDP (2008) 

% points difference 

1982-2007 Individualism 

Social 

Capital 

UK 91 4.0 21.8 2 8.95 116 

Ireland 70 3.1 19.7 -1 6.00 93 

Israel 22 1.0 15.5 -1 n/a n/a 

USA 296 13.1 17.0 2 9.55 185 

Australia 53 2.4 17.8 5 n/a n/a 

Belgium 100 4.4 27.3 1 7.25 145 

France 48 2.1 29.8 6 7.05 75 

Greece 124 5.5 22.2 7 n/a n/a 

Netherlands 66 2.9 20.9 -7 8.50 242 

Turkish Cypriot 

Community 

27 1.2 10.7 7 3.85 n/a 

Austria 131 5.8 26.8 4 6.75 112 

Czech Republic 40 1.8 18.1 3 7.00 n/a 

Estonia 37 1.6 15.8 -1 4.00 120 

Germany 255 11.3 25.2 2 7.35 135 

Hungary 93 4.1 23.1 2 6.00 72 

Slovakia 97 4.3 15.7 -3 n/a n/a 

Slovenia 171 7.6 19.7 -2 5.00 62 

Switzerland 62 2.7 18.5 4 7.90 95 

Denmark 244 10.8 26.8 1 7.70 175 

Finland 85 3.8 25.3 5 7.15 175 

Iceland 62 2.7 15.8 1 7.00 235 

Norway 81 3.6 19.8 4 6.95 188 

 Total 2255 100         
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The basis of the empirical analysis is to highlight the extent of union impact, the likelihood of 

compulsory redundancies as well as the annual staff turnover rates in various contexts. The 

measure for union impact results from a factor analysis of the available data focusing on all 

aspects of industrial relations and HRM policies regarding unions. The most significant 

component emerging from this factor analysis encompassed the proportion of employees who 

are  union members, management accepting that the union(s) have an influence upon the 

operations of the organization, unions being recognized for collective bargaining, the 

existence of a joint consultative committee or works council, management regularly 

communicating to employees through union representatives and employees regularly 

communicating their views to management through union representatives.  It is recognized 

that the scale is not unproblematic. Firstly, it encompasses both propensity to join a union, 

and the extent to which unions are able to engage with management.  However, we found that 

these two dimensions were correlated, reflecting the extent to which formal rules and 

informal conventions might exert a similar effect on both. In other words, closer horizontal 

solidarities were matched by deeper vertical ties, additionally in a recent study encompassing 

21 European countries Furaker and Bengtsson (2013) found that it is not so much individual 

membership but collective power that matters.  Secondly, managerial perceptions may be 

inaccurate. For example, managers may have reasons to belittle the impact of unions when 

relations are poor. However, previous research has found that managerial perceptions of 

union impact tended to match wider realities, (Goergen et al 2009).  

Each individual item was then entered into a non-parametric probabilistic Mokken scale. The 

results are presented below in Table 2.  
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Table 2: Mokken Scale of Union Impact 

  Mean Hwgt Corr. 

Scale Union impact scale, 6 items  0.55 0.41 

 (Cronbach's alpha = 0.81)    

Item 1 Majority of employees trade union 

members 

0.35 0.53 0.51 

Item 2 Management regularly communicate to 

employees through trade union 

representatives. 

0.41 0.58 0.65 

Item 3 Employees regularly communicate their 

views to management through trade union 

representatives 

0.44 0.50 0.56 

Item 4 Management accept that trade unions 

influence the operation of the organization 

0.47 0.57 0.65 

Item 5 A joint consultative committee or works 

council present 

0.59 0.49 0.48 

Item 6 Trade unions are recognised collective 

bargaining. 

0.70 0.67 0.56 

Since this scale satisfies the minimum criteria in terms of scalability and reliability. With a 

Cronbach’s alpha in excess of 0.7 and all of the H-values above 0.3, it is a statistically valid step 

to represent these 6 items as a single scale. This scale, which we call union impact, is then used 

as a dependent variable within an OLS regression model, the remainder of the empirical analysis 

being made up of a further OLS model with annual staff turnover as the dependent variable, plus 

a binomial logistic model of compulsory redundancies. Thus we are able to model the 
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organizational impact of unions, as well as measure how organizations and employees respond 

to their respective environment. 

To facilitate hypothesis testing, measures reflecting factors likely to influence the extent of social 

solidarity were included as explanatory variables. These are, firstly, the proportion of GDP spent 

on social welfare expenditure since larger social expenditure is likely to foster greater social 

solidarity. Secondly it is posited that it is not just the level of welfare expenditure, but also 

changes to the norm in that spending, which may influence social solidarity. As a result changes 

to the level of welfare expenditure as a proportion of GDP, between 1982 and 2007, is also 

included as an explanatory variable. Both of the above variables are taken from the OECD 2010 

data. Thirdly, the extent of individualism within society is also included as an explanatory 

variable, measured using Allik and Realo's (2004) scale. The expectation being that greater 

individualism leads to a reduction in social solidarity. Finally social capital is included as an 

explanatory variable, using the social capital scale from the same source (Allik and Realo, 

2004), since higher levels of social capital are likely to reinforce insider/outsider hierarchies and 

reduce social solidarity.  

Hammer and Wazeter (1993) note that union power has been measured either in terms of the 

percentage of employees who belong to a union or the union wage premium.  We focus on 

the former, given the extent to which the union premium depends entirely on the percentage 

of workers unionized and the possibility of spreading agreements beyond unionized workers. 

Since these are context-dependent, international comparisons do not work well.  Given that 

union action incorporates both conflict and engagement, and the importance of the latter in 

promoting compromise, we also explore the extent to which unions and management actively 

bargain with each other, with the aim of reaching mutually beneficial compromises that both 

improve material conditions and reduce anomie (Batt et al., 2001; McCaffrey et al., 1995). 
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There are, of course, widely available macro-level indices of union membership: however, in 

contrast to firm level survey data, they do not permit comparisons between unionization and 

specific sets of workplace practices, and, indeed between horizontal and vertical solidarities. 

Moreover, much of the comparative literature has based itself on stylized ideal types or macro-

level evidence.  While some of the findings are, perhaps, predictable (e.g. relative union power 

in Scandinavia), others reveal a more nuanced picture (e.g. variations in the relationship between 

horizontal and vertical ties and interdependencies within different settings) than suggested by 

simple overviews of macro-level trends. 

For each empirical model, firm size and sector, industry, ownership, age of firm, gender 

composition of workforce, proportion of graduate employees, plus the average spending 

commitment to training were used as explanatory variables. Firm size is controlled for by 

including the natural log of the total number of employees, with the expectation being that larger 

firms are likely to experience greater union impact, have higher turnover rates and be more 

likely to resort to compulsory redundancies. A dummy variable is included to identify public 

sector organizations, the expectation being that private sector firms are likely to have a lower 

union impact, have higher turnover rates and be more likely to use compulsory redundancies. 

Industry is controlled for since it is likely that the environment of different industries could be 

more or less conducive to workplace solidarity. This is achieved by creating 16 industry 

dummies based on the SIC classification. It is anticipated that foreign owned firms may have a 

lower commitment to fostering interdependence with employees; hence a dummy variable is 

included identifying foreign owned organizations as they are likely to display lower union 

impact, higher turnover and more compulsory redundancies. Age of the firm is included since 

workplace solidarity is likely to be an evolutionary process which, although it may fluctuate 

over the short to medium term, is likely to display a strengthening trend over the long term. 

Gender is included since an unequal distribution of household responsibilities could influence 
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labour market attachment and have an impact upon these measures of workplace solidarity, 

particularly turnover. Finally the proportion of employees with higher education qualifications 

and the annual average amount spent on training, expressed as a proportion of payroll costs, are 

included as control variables. The expectation being that both a more skilled workforce and a 

greater commitment to developing skills are likely to foster interdependence between the firm 

and its employees, hence lower union impact and turnover as well as fewer compulsory 

redundancies would be anticipated. 

 

FINDINGS 

Table 3: Descriptive Statistics 

  Mean 

Std. 

Deviation Min. Max. Obs. 

Union Impact Scale 45.389 34.720 0.00 100.00 2255 

Staff Turnover 9.402 9.157 0.00 100.00 2255 

Comp. Redundancies 0.198 0.399 0.00 1.00 2255 

Log Total Employees 5.923 1.564 0.00 14.58 2255 

Public Sector 0.171 0.377 0.00 1.00 2255 

Agriculture 0.021 0.142 0.00 1.00 2255 

Energy and water 0.046 0.210 0.00 1.00 2255 

Chemical products 0.033 0.178 0.00 1.00 2255 

Metal manufacturing 0.193 0.395 0.00 1.00 2255 

Other manufacturing 0.117 0.322 0.00 1.00 2255 

Building and civil engr. 0.045 0.208 0.00 1.00 2255 

Retail and distrib. 0.057 0.233 0.00 1.00 2255 

Transport 0.063 0.244 0.00 1.00 2255 

Banking and finance 0.100 0.300 0.00 1.00 2255 
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Table 3 continue 

 Mean 

Std. 

Deviation Min. Max. Obs. 

Personal services 0.004 0.065 0.00 1.00 2255 

Health services 0.044 0.205 0.00 1.00 2255 

Other services 0.039 0.195 0.00 1.00 2255 

Education 0.041 0.199 0.00 1.00 2255 

Social services 0.017 0.130 0.00 1.00 2255 

Public administration 0.069 0.253 0.00 1.00 2255 

Other 0.115 0.319 0.00 1.00 2255 

Foreign Owned 0.219 0.413 0.00 1.00 2255 

Age of organisation 49.190 41.807 0.00 150.00 2255 

% workforce female 40.696 23.998 0.00 100.00 2255 

% workforce high. ed. 33.613 27.318 0.00 99.00 2255 

% payroll on training 3.960 5.853 0.00 210.00 2255 

Expenditure % of GDP 23.289 4.015 10.70 29.80 2255 

% difference 82-07 1.605 2.720 -7.00 7.00 2255 

Individualism 7.150 1.304 3.85 9.55 2255 

Social Capital 131.469 48.152 62.00 242.00 2255 

 

Table 3 presents the descriptive statistics for each of the variables used in the empirical 

analysis. The empirical models were estimated as described in the previous section and the 

results are in Tables 4, 5 and 6 for union impact, annual staff turnover and compulsory 

redundancies respectively. The influence of the control variables largely follows expectations. 

Union impact is significantly higher in larger firms, whilst the likelihood of compulsory 

redundancies and staff turnover are largely unaffected by firm size. Union impact is greater 

within public sector organizations which also display significantly lower annual staff turnover 
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rates than private sector counterparts. However, as with firm size, the public sector displays 

no greater or lesser tendency to make use of compulsory redundancies. Controlling for 

industry is also important since, although not widespread, there are industries that differ 

significantly in terms of union impact, turnover and compulsory redundancies from the metal 

manufacturing reference category. Foreign ownership does not influence the extent of union 

impact but there is evidence that such firms have higher staff turnover and a greater tendency 

for compulsory redundancies than domestic counterparts. There is some evidence to support 

the view that union impact is greater in older firms, but there is much stronger evidence that 

they have lower turnover rates, but it has no obvious impact upon their use of compulsory 

redundancies. A greater proportion of female workers did not affect union impact and 

redundancies but it does produce significantly higher turnover rates. A greater proportion of 

graduates within the workforce significantly reduced the union impact. While it has no 

detectable effect upon staff turnover, there is some evidence to suggest that a greater 

proportion of graduates increased the tendency for compulsory redundancies. Equally the 

relative spending on training has a similar effect upon reducing union impact, however 

increased spending on training did not reduce staff turnover nor did it affect the likelihood of 

redundancies.  

Turning to the formal hypotheses, these are explored by adding each of the explanatory variables 

in turn to the estimated models. Table 4 records the results relating to Hypotheses 1-4, Table 5 

for Hypotheses 5-8 and Table 6 Hypotheses 9-12. 

  



139 

 

Table 4: Regression Models: Union Impact 

  Coeff.  t ratio Coeff. t ratio Coeff. t ratio Coeff. t ratio 

Constant -14.52**  -1.99 29.67*** 5.46 46.25*** 5.99 31.56*** 5.00 

Size                  

Log Total Employees 3.75***  5.38 4.36*** 6.06 5.27*** 7.03 4.72*** 6.28 

Sector                  

Public Sector 19.66***  5.82 16.43*** 4.72 16.55*** 4.35 17.34*** 4.53 

Industry                  

Agriculture -11.29  -1.24 -17.49* -1.86 -14.39 -1.31 -13.36 -1.21 

Energy and water 5.52  1.13 1.76 0.35 2.22 0.42 4.64 0.86 

Chemical products 8.59  1.51 8.37 1.42 14.05** 2.21 13.12** 2.06 

Other manufacturing 5.24  1.32 1.82 0.44 2.78 0.63 4.26 0.95 

Building and civil engr. -0.62  -0.12 -6.47 -1.18 -11.28* -1.85 -6.74 -1.07 

Retail and distrib. -6.72  -1.34 -10.04* -1.94 -6.68 -1.19 -5.08 -0.89 

Transport 5.78  1.24 4.13 0.85 7.47 1.44 7.48 1.43 

Banking and finance -10.84***  -2.56 -12.69*** -2.88 -10.12** -2.19 -9.91** -2.12 

Personal services -9.40  -0.57 -8.26 -0.48 -2.97 -0.17 -3.22 -0.19 

Health services 12.78**  2.33 11.68** 2.05 14.04** 2.28 14.78** 2.38 

Other services -11.96**  -2.30 -13.71*** -2.54 -10.57* -1.80 -12.00** -2.05 

Education 9.91*  1.71 6.89 1.14 8.80 1.42 6.99 1.11 

Social services -8.57  -1.13 -11.39 -1.45 -4.62 -0.54 -4.66 -0.54 

Public administration -2.02  -0.36 -3.61 -0.62 -0.05 -0.01 -0.07 -0.01 

Other -5.40  -1.36 -8.16** -1.99 -4.92 -1.14 -6.08 -1.41 

Characteristics                  

Foreign Owned 3.78  1.44 1.85 0.68 1.45 0.49 3.90 1.27 

Age of organisation 0.04  1.50 0.04* 1.76 0.05* 1.74 0.04 1.44 

% workforce female -0.05  -0.93 -0.06 -1.15 -0.06 -1.02 -0.05 -0.79 

% workforce higher -0.24***  -5.78 -0.27*** -6.28 -0.22*** -4.77 -0.26*** -5.76 
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education 

% payroll spent on 

training 

-0.43** 

 

-2.26 -0.56*** -2.83 -0.61*** -2.76 -0.58*** -2.60 

Solidarity                  

Total Public Social 

Expenditure as a % of 

GDP (2008) 

2.02*** 

 

8.54 

            

% points difference 1982-

2007   

 

  

1.20*** 3.32 

        

Individualism          -3.23*** -3.74     

Social Capital              -0.03 -1.37 

                   

Adj. R-squared 0.321    0.269   0.275   0.265   

F stat 16.45    12.81   11.82   11.03   

Dependent Variable  Union Impact Scale            

  *, ** and *** denotes significance at the 10, 5 and 1% levels respectively. 

For Hypothesis 1 total public expenditure on welfare has a positive and significant effect 

upon the extent of union impact. Therefore the proposition that a stronger welfare net 

reinforces social solidarity is supported. Hypothesis 2 implies that solidarity at the workplace, 

and hence union impact, is less sensitive to changes in welfare spending than it is to the 

actual level of expenditure. However, as changes to the proportion of welfare spending over 

the previous 25 years had a significant influence upon union impact contradicts this view, as a 

consequence Hypothesis 2 is rejected. Hypothesis 3 posits that social capital is independent 

of workplace solidarities, implying that the social capital variable should have no significant 

effect upon union impact. This is confirmed by the results with social capital being 

insignificant therefore Hypothesis 3 is accepted.  
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The individualism variable is actually a continuum ranging from collectivism, to 

individualism, therefore higher values indicate more individualist countries and lower values 

indicating greater collectivism. The negative and significant coefficient on this variable in 

Table 4 indicates that union impact is weaker in more individualist societies, and stronger in 

more collectivist ones. Consequently, Hypothesis 4 is supported.  Although unions represent 

only one interest grouping in the workplace (Durkheim 1984), it appears that higher levels of 

societal collectivism do indeed result in a greater tendency towards unionism.  
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Table 5: Regression Models: Annual Staff Turnover 

  Coeff.  t ratio Coeff. t ratio Coeff. t ratio Coeff. t ratio 

Constant 14.02***  6.78 6.61*** 4.19 3.38* 1.64 7.16*** 4.19 

Size                  

Log Total Employees 0.31  1.49 0.10 0.51 0.004 0.02 0.07 0.33 

Sector                  

Public Sector -3.07***  -3.10 -2.38** -2.38 -2.12** -2.12 -2.12** -2.10 

Industry                  

Agriculture -1.16  -0.50 0.01 0.01 0.59 0.23 0.60 0.23 

Energy and water 0.29  0.20 1.03 0.70 1.21 0.84 1.16 0.80 

Chemical products -2.54  -1.50 -2.77* -1.61 -2.48 -1.50 -2.38 -1.44 

Other manufacturing -1.12  -1.00 -0.46 -0.41 -0.99 -0.86 -0.96 -0.82 

Building and civil engr. 1.85  1.24 2.85* 1.90 3.69*** 2.44 3.22** 2.08 

Retail and distrib. 6.75***  5.02 7.32*** 5.36 5.58*** 4.04 5.45*** 3.75 

Transport 1.22  0.94 1.52 1.14 2.61** 1.99 2.56* 1.94 

Banking and finance 2.02*  1.75 2.31* 1.98 2.08* 1.82 2.22* 1.92 

Personal services 3.86  1.07 3.75 1.02 2.71 0.73 2.88 0.77 

Health services 2.40  1.46 2.27 1.36 1.49 0.91 1.62 0.97 

Other services 3.91***  2.61 4.12*** 2.71 2.51* 1.67 2.99* 1.98 

Education 1.48  0.87 1.90 1.10 1.83 1.12 2.22 1.33 

Social services 3.29  1.47 3.88* 1.71 4.05* 1.76 4.24* 1.83 

Public administration 1.23  0.76 1.30 0.79 1.22 0.76 1.26 0.78 

Other 1.46  1.28 2.05* 1.77 1.60 1.43 2.02* 1.79 

Characteristics                  

Foreign Owned 1.42**  1.96 1.79*** 2.44 1.08 1.46 0.82 1.07 

Age of organisation -0.02***  -2.71 -0.02*** -3.03 -0.02*** -2.66 -0.02** -2.26 

% workforce female 0.04***  2.57 0.04*** 2.77 0.03** 2.01 0.02* 1.67 

% workforce higher -0.004  -0.33 -0.002 -0.15 -0.001 -0.09 0.01 0.60 



143 

 

education 

% payroll spent on 

training 

-0.01 

 

-0.09 0.03 0.52 0.004 0.07 0.01 0.26 

Solidarity               

Total Public Social 

Expenditure as a % of 

GDP (2008) 

-0.36*** 

 

-5.41 

          

% points difference 1982-

2007   

 

 

-0.04 -0.36 

       

Individualism        0.55*** 2.50     

Social Capital           -0.004 -0.65 

                

Adj. R-squared 0.131    0.104   0.079   0.071   

F stat 6.18    4.76   3.11   2.73   

Dependent Variable  Annual Staff Turnover            

*, ** and *** denotes significance at the 10, 5 and 1% levels respectively. 

The following four hypotheses explore the relationship between social solidarity and staff 

turnover, with the results from the relevant models recorded in Table 5. Firstly there is a 

strong negative correlation between the level of social expenditure and annual staff turnover. 

Thereby indicating that workplace solidarities are better supported by higher levels of welfare 

spending, hence Hypotheses 5 is accepted.  In other words, whilst opponents of welfare 

spending have argued that stronger social security encourages individuals to quit employment 

(or never seek employment) (c.f. Gregg and Wadsworth, 1995), the converse appears to be 

the case. Hence, the role of welfare in promoting social solidarity and cohesion, results in 

stronger commitment to the organization. This finding is particularly important, as it is often 

argued that in liberal markets, poorer welfare provisions deter quitting. Again, as liberal 

markets have been quite strong in terms of job creation, the economic crisis notwithstanding 
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(albeit that many are low skilled, contingent and with atypical working hours), this would 

suggest that there is more to turnover than simply unemployment rates.  This is not the case 

though for changes in welfare spending, as that variable is insignificant, suggesting that it is 

the level of public spending rather than changes which are important. Therefore, Hypothesis 

6 is rejected. Hypothesis 7 posits that staff turnover and social capital should be independent 

of each other is confirmed by the insignificant social capital variable and Hypothesis 7 can be 

accepted. Although it could be argued that with their sectional appeal, union membership will 

be unlikely to reflect social solidarity, other indicators of social solidarity (collectivism and 

strong welfare institutions) are associated with a stronger union presence. Again, this would 

highlight the limits of using social capital as a proxy for social solidarity; as it encompasses 

human and economic capital, higher levels of social capital may place workers in a stronger 

individual position in the external labour market, making exit more feasible or attractive than 

exercising collective voice. Finally, Hypothesis 8 indicates that societies displaying greater 

collectivism are likely to enjoy lower staff turnover since the individualism variable is 

positive and significant. Hence Hypothesis 8 can be accepted. Again, this would suggest that 

stronger social solidarity reinforces collective identities and belonging at the workplace. 
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Table 6: Logistic Models: Compulsory Redundancies 

  Coeff. 

Wald 

Test Coeff. 

Wald 

Test Coeff. 

Wald 

Test Coeff. Wald Test 

Constant .19 .12 -1.73*** 17.11 -1.85*** 9.01 -2.48*** 23.17 

Size                 

Log Total Employees .05 .90 .03 .21 -.04 .43 -.04 .47 

Sector                 

Public Sector -.12 .16 .04 .02 .05 .03 -.02 .004 

Industry                 

Agriculture -.68 1.01 -.49 .52 -19.83 .000 -19.81 .000 

Energy and water -.64 1.94 -.45 .98 -.83 2.21 -.84 2.20 

Chemical products -.01 .00 -.01 .0002 -.003 .00004 -.04 .01 

Other manufacturing .33 1.30 0.48* 2.82 .48 2.33 .48 2.32 

Building and civil engr. .14 .14 .27 .53 0.76** 3.87 0.78* 3.80 

Retail and distrib. -.15 .17 .12 .11 .27 .51 .40 1.06 

Transport -.03 .01 .08 .05 .10 .07 .09 .06 

Banking and finance -0.62* 3.25 -.52 2.30 -.43 1.48 -.55 2.33 

Personal services .81 .80 .89 .98 .13 .01 .07 .003 

Health services -.45 .83 -.38 .57 -.94 2.37 -1.08* 3.07 

Other services .08 .04 .17 .18 .35 .71 .22 .27 

Education -1.06* 3.63 -.88 2.48 -.90 2.52 -0.99* 3.01 

Social services -.40 .34 -.23 .11 -.60 .55 -.74 .81 

Public administration -.21 .20 -.05 .01 -.27 .30 -.49 .89 

Other -.43 1.66 -.29 .77 -.19 .31 -.41 1.38 

Characteristics                 

Foreign Owned .23 1.50 0.35* 3.51 0.43** 4.49 0.57*** 7.11 

Age of organisation .002 1.25 .002 1.07 .002 1.06 .002 .64 

% workforce female -.003 .46 -.002 .37 .001 .03 .002 .27 
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% workforce higher 

education 
0.01** 4.23 0.01** 5.53 .01 2.54 .01 2.26 

% payroll spent on 

training 

-.01 .44 -.004 .06 -.0004 .0004 -.0002 .0002 

Solidarity              

Total Public Social 

Expenditure as a % of 

GDP (2008) 

-0.09*** 25.04 

          

% points difference 1982-

2007    
-0.10*** 13.58 

       

Individualism       .04 .32     

Social Capital          0.01*** 13.86 

                  

Hosmer and Lemeshow                 

Goodness of Fit Test 7.52   5.44   6.94   4.42   

Chi-sq. df 8                 

Dependent Variable Compulsory Redundancies used in last 3 years        

*, ** and *** denotes significance at the 10, 5 and 1% levels respectively. 

The final 4 hypotheses explore the relationship between social solidarity and the likelihood of 

using compulsory redundancies. The results from these models are recorded in Table 6. 

Overall the ability of these models to predict compulsory redundancies is relatively poor, 

with hardly any of the independent variables achieving even the lowest levels of significance.  

This would indicate that the major factors influencing compulsory redundancies are either 

absent, or are too complex to be effectively picked up by these data. However, the level of 

public social expenditure, as well as changes to social expenditure, have a significant impact 

upon compulsory redundancies, with both significantly reducing their likelihood. As a 

consequence Hypotheses 9 and 10 can be accepted. Social capital has a positive and 

significant effect upon compulsory redundancies, suggesting that they tend to be more likely 
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when there is more social capital, therefore Hypothesis 11 can be accepted. Quite simply, if 

the quality of social relations is better, managers are less likely to unilaterally fire workers; 

the latter in turn is likely to negatively affect the quality of social relations.  Finally, the level 

of individualism/collectivism does not have any identifiable influence upon the likelihood of 

compulsory redundancies and Hypothesis 12 has to be rejected. Hence, as Kelly (1998) notes, 

using redundancies can be interpreted variably, from the short-term pursuit of shareholder 

wealth to the impact of low cost producers and cheap imports, with managers having little 

control over the latter.  

Overall this section set out to test a range of hypotheses stemming from a Durkheimian view 

of factors fostering social solidarity and their consequent effect within the workplace. Largely 

these expected relationships are confirmed with only a small number of cases where there is 

insufficient evidence to confirm a priori expectations.  

 

CONCLUSIONS 

Since unions both articulate extant collective ideals and propagate social solidarity in the 

work place (McCaffrey, et al., 1995; McLean Parks et al., 1995), they provide a useful 

contemporary indicator of the presence of horizontal social solidarity that may well 

countervail the prospective reach of anomie in the workplace that has been either identified or 

predicted by a range of recent research (e.g. Kalleberg, 2009; Webster et al., 2008; Wilde, 

2007).  Although unions are not an all-encompassing workplace social grouping, and are not 

as durable as societal level institutions. As Durkheim (1984) argued, they represent a 

relatively durable manifestation of workplace solidarity and mutual support.  We found that 

union power at the workplace was bound up with relative societal collectivism and the 

strength of welfare institutions.  This would add credence to those interpretations of 
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Durkheim’s work (e.g. Cladis, 1992) that highlight the importance and interlocking nature of 

collective ties, mediating against anomie at both societal and workplace level.  In contrast, 

higher levels of social capital appear to militate against workplace solidarity; this would 

support the view that social capital is not interchangeable with social solidarities (Carpiano 

and Kelly 2005).    

The neo-liberal economics literature suggests that a strong welfare state has moral hazard 

effects (as the costs of quitting are less, and unemployment more attractive) (Lindbeck, 

1995).  However, our findings suggest that in both reflecting and promoting social solidarity, 

a welfare state may support group identities and belonging at the workplace, making quitting 

less, rather than more attractive.  As high levels of exit imposes costs not only on employees, 

but also on employers (inter alia, in terms of recruitment, selection, induction and training 

costs of replacements), it is a possible that lower levels of welfare provision may make 

organizations less effective than otherwise might have been the case.  

This study highlights the interconnectedness of societal and workplace features, and the 

interconnectedness of workplace and societal solidarities. In particular, the relative propensity 

of workers to belong to unions reflects broader communitarianism and welfare institutions.  

Whilst unions are a sectional grouping, interestingly, the same societal features had an impact 

on workplace turnover, but not managerially instigated redundancies. Workers were more 

likely to remain with the organization in more communitarian societies, and ones where the 

welfare state was stronger; this suggests that workers not only have stronger ties to each other 

in such circumstances, but also to the organization. Fertile areas for future research would 

include a fuller exploration as to what other societal features impact on workplace 

solidarities, and a fuller examination of the nature and consequences of social capital. Again, 

Durkheim linked societal level solidarities with legal systems, and changes in the law and 

relative workplace solidarities might represent an important further avenue for research.  



149 

 

REFERENCES 

Allik, J. and Realo, A (2004) Individualism-Collectivism and Social Capital. Journal of Cross 

Cultural Psychology 35(1): 29-49. 

Anthias, F. (2013) Moving Beyond the Janus Face of Integration and Diversity Discourses: 

Towards an Intersectional Framing. The Sociological Review, 61: 323-343.  

Batt R, Colvin A, and Keefe J (2001) Employee Voice, Human Resource Management and 

Quit Rates. Industrial and Labor Relations Review 55 (4): 573-594. 

Bellah RN, Madsen R, Sullivan WM, Swidler A, and Tipton SM (1985) Habits of the Heart: 

Individualism and Commitment in American Life. Los Angeles: University of California 

Press. 

Brown W and Marsden D (2011) Individualization and Growing Diversity of Employment 

Relationships. In Marsden D (ed) Employment in the Lean Years: Policy and Prospects 

for the Next Decade. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

Burawoy M (1979) Manufacturing Consent:  Changes in the Labour Process Under 

Monopoly Capitalism.  Chicago: Chicago University Press. 

Carpiano R and Kelly B  (2005)  ‘What Would Durkheim Do?’  A Comment on Kushner and 

Sterk. American Journal of Public Health 95(12): 2120–2121. 

Cerny PG (2008) Embedding Neoliberalism: The Evolution of a Hegemonic Paradigm. The 

Journal of International Trade and Diplomacy 2(1): 1-46.    

Cladis MS (1992) A Communitarian Defence o f Liberalism: Emile Durkheim and 

Contemporary Social Theory. Stanford CA: Stanford University Press.   

Durkheim  E (1897/1951) Suicide: A Study in Sociology. New York: Free Press. 

Durkheim E (1958)  Professional Ethics and Civic Morals.  London: Routledge and Kegan 

Paul. 

Durkheim E (1912/1960) The Elementary Forms of Religious Life. In Wolf K (ed):  Emile 

Durkheim et al.: Writings in Sociology and Philosophy. New York: Harper and Row. 

Durkheim E (1893/1984) The Division of Labour in Society.  New York: Free Press. 

Freeman R and Medoff J (1984)  What Do Unions Do? New York: Basic Books. 

Flam, H. (2002) Corporate Emotions and Emotions in Corporations. The Sociological 

Review, 61 (S2): 90-112.  

Furåker, B. and Bengtsson, M. (2013) Collective and individual benefits of trade unions: a 

multi-level analysis of 21 European countries. Industrial Relations Journal, 44(5-6): 

548-565. 

Giddens A (1971) Capitalism and Modern Social Theory: An Analysis of the Writings of 

Marx, Durkheim and Max Weber. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 

Goergen M., Brewster C. and Wood G. (2009) Corporate Governance Regimes and 

Employment Relations in Europe. Industrial Relations/Relations Industrielles 64(6): 620-

640. 

Gregg P and Wadsworth J (1995) A Short History of Labour Turnover, Job Tenure, and Job 

Security, 1975—93. Oxford Review of Economic Policy 11(1): 73-90. 

Halpern D (2005) Social Capital. Cambridge: Polity. 

Hammer T and Wazeter D (1993) Dimensions of Local Union Effectiveness. Industrial and 

Labor Relations Revue 46(2): 302-319. 

Hollaway M (2008) What is the Matter with Social Capital?  Ann Arbor: Proquest. 

Kalleberg A L (2009) Precarious Work, Insecure Workers: Employment Relations in Transition.  

American Sociological Review 74(1): 1-22. 

Kelly J (1998)  Rethinking Industrial Relations: Mobilization, Collectivism and Long Waves. 

London: Routledge. 



150 

 

Krauss E, Rohlen T, and Steinhoff P (eds) (1984)  Solidarity in Japan. Honolulu: University 

of Hawaii Press. 

Kushner H and Stark C  (2005)  The Limits of Social Capital: Durkheim, Suicide, and Social 

Cohesion. American Journal of Public Health 95 (7): 1139-1143. 

Leana C and Van Buren H (1999) Organizational Social Capital and Employment Practices. 

Academy of Management Review 24(3): 538-555. 

Lindbeck A  (1995)  Welfare State Disincentives with Endogenous Habits and Norms. The 

Scandinavian Journal of Economics 97 (4): 477-494. 

McCaffrey D, Faerman S, and Hart D (1995) The Appeal and Difficulties of Participative 

Systems. Organization Science 6(6): 603-627. 

McLean Parks J, Gallagher D, and Fullagar C (1995) Operationalizing the Outcomes of 

Union Commitment: The Dimensionality of Participation. Journal of Organizational 

Behavior 16(6): 533-555. 

Murray, G., Lévesque, C., Dufour, C. and Hege, A. (2013) Workplace representatives: 

strategic actors of union renewal? Industrial Relations Journal, 44(4): 340-354. 

Olson M (1965) Durkheim’s Concept of Anomie.  The Sociological Quarterly 6(1): 37-44.  

Olson  M (1982) The Rise and Decline of Nations: Economic Growth, Stagflation, and Social 

Rigidities. New Haven: Yale University Press  

Palumbo A and Scott A  (2003) Weber, Durkheim and the Sociology of the Modern State. In 

Ball T and Bellamy R (eds) The Cambridge History of Twentieth- 

Century Political Thought . Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, pp. 368-391. 

Plant, R., Taylor-Gooby, P. and Lesser, A.  (2009). Political Philosphy and Social Welfare. 

London: Routledge. 

Sanders K and Schyns B (2006) Leadership and solidarity behaviour: Consensus in 

Perception of Employees Within Teams. Personnel Review 35(5): 538 – 556. 

Schmitt R  (2000)  Social Cohesion as an Aspect of the Quality of Societies.  Mannheim: 

TSER/Euroreporting. 

Segre S (2004) A Durkheimian Network Theory. Journal of Classical Sociology 4 (2): 215-

235. 

Stepan-Norris J (1997) The Making of Union Democracy. Social Forces 76(2): 475-510. 

Sverke M and Hellgren J (2001)Exit, Voice and Loyalty Reactions to Job Insecurity in 

Sweden. British Journal of Industrial Relations 39(2): 167-182. 

Thelen K (2001) Varieties of Labor Politices in Developed Democracies. In Hall P and 

Soskice D (eds) Varieties of Capitalism: The Institutional Foundations of Competitive 

Advantage. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

Thompson P and Alvesson M (2005) Bureaucracy at Work: Misunderstandings and Mixed 

Blessings. In Du Gay P (ed) The Values of Bureaucracy. Oxford: Oxford University 

Press. 

Thompson P and Smith C (2010) Debating Labour Process Theory. In Thompson P and Smith 

C (eds) Working Life: Renewing Labour Process Analysis. London: Palgrave. 

Webster E, Lambert R and Bezuidenhout A (2008) Grounding Globalization in the Age of 

Insecurity. Oxford: Blackwell. 

Whitley R (1999) Divergent Capitalisms. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

Wilde R (2007) The Concept of Solidarity: Emerging from the Theoretical Shadows? The 

British Journal of Politics and International Relations, 9(1): 171-181. 

 


