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  1.

  SOLIDARITY: THEORY AND PRACTICE. AN INTRODUCTION


  Arto Laitinen & Anne Birgitta Pessi


  The word ‘solidarity’ derives from Latin: in the Roman Law obligatio in solidum involved the group liability of joint debtors. This is the sense of the French word solidarité in the Encyclopedia of 1765, and in Napoleon’s Code Civil 1804. Around the 1840s the term was adopted in German and English, and was politicized for example by the international labor movement, and was adopted to social sciences. Of the classics of sociology, especially Émile Durkheim (1947 [1893]) adopted the word as part of his basic terminology. Gradually the word came to be used in a broader meaning of emotionally and normatively motivated readiness for mutual support, as in the slogan “one for all and all for one.”1


  Later the word was used for an official celebration day in the Soviet Union, for the famous trade union of Poland, and for various movements in support of developing countries. Interestingly, from European languages the word has been translated back to Latin, and forms part of the official social ethics of the Catholic Church. Many are of the opinion that the concept is so ideologically loaded, so flexible, and has such a controversial history that it should be left for ceremonial speeches (Luh-mann 1984). On the other hand many defend the idea that sufficiently accurate uses of the concept of solidarity exist, and that “parasitic,” loose and misleading uses can be separated from them (see e.g. Scholz 2008).


  As a concept, solidarity is both descriptive and normative. Solidarity in its different descriptive senses refers today to a kind of connection to other people, to other members of a group, large or small. One may also describe various microphenomena such as actions, motivations and attitudes as more or less solidary. “Solidarity” may be used to describe and explain the normal order and normative social integration in societies or communities, as opposed to chaos and conflict, and as opposed to order based on coercion or maximization of self-interest. But it also may be used to refer to more or less revolutionary critical social movements criticizing the normal order and the prevailing injustices. Solidarity may reign in small communities, combative political movements or in entire societies, even the whole humanity according to some.


  As a normative concept the concept of solidarity has been used in broader and narrower senses. For instance, the American social philosopher Richard Rorty (1989) seems to have thought that solidarity covers all prosocial thought and action. However, as solidarity is often based on we-thinking, it can be separated from not only anti-social egocentrism, but also from one-sided “thou-centrism” such as altruism, sympathy, caring, or Christian charity. While these concentrate on the wellbeing of the other or you, the target of concern in solidarity can be us together. Solidarity can be separated from these approaches in that solidarity requires a presumption of reciprocity and perhaps shared group-membership and behavior according to the norms of a given group. In this respect, solidarity is related to the principles of friendship or national “brotherhood” or sisterhood.


  Solidarity can also arguably be separated from justice and general duties. For example, the German social philosopher Jürgen Habermas (1989) considers solidarity and justice to be two sides of the same coin. According to him, solidarity is always internal to some concrete community, while universal morality and justice require one to detach oneself from the internal bonds of concrete communities. This way solidarity is always partial or agent-relative “we-thinking” while justice represents an impartial, agent-neutral perspective.


  The Micro-level Phenomena: Behavior and Motives


  In sociology and social psychology, solidarity has been conceived either as a macro-level phenomenon of group cohesion, integration or order or as a micro-level behavior, emotions, and attitudes explaining such cohesion. Not all macro-level cohesion or unity deserves to be called a form of solidarity: if the social order is sustained by coercion or appeals to everyone’s self-interest, it is less a case of social solidarity than if the order is sustained by a commitment to shared norms and valued social bonds. While irreducible to self-interest, the degree to which the social norms and institutions are seen to benefit oneself (and one’s kin), and the degree to which one’s own fate depends on that of the whole group may nonetheless partly explain the strength of the commitment to the norms and institutions.


  The term was introduced to sociology by August Comte, but the classic treatment is Émile Durkheim’s (1947 [1893]) distinction between the ‘mechanic’ solidarity of traditional communities and the ‘organic’ solidarity of modern societies. Mechanic solidarity is based on the similarity of the members and the dominance of collective consciousness over individuality. Organic solidarity is based on the interdependence of different individuals and on the social division of labour. The Durkheimian distinction made it possible both to acknowledge that traditional social ties are eroding (while not fully disappearing) thanks to industrialization, urbanization, individualization, or democratization, and to see a different basis for social life emerging, consistent with these processes, leaving room for individual differences.


  The distinctive features of solidarity have been listed in many ways, here is the social philosopher Larry May’s (1996, 44) list. He has proposed that solidarity consists of five elements: 1) conscious identification with the group, 2) bonds of sentiment, 3) common interests in the group’s well-being, 4) shared values and beliefs, and 5) readiness to show moral support. According to May, identification with a group and the thought that the group’s well-being is part of each member’s well-being is central and constitutive of solidarity. This way solidarity is, to a great extent, built on similarity, uniformity with members; shared values and beliefs can be based on, for instance, common history or living in the same area. Readiness to show support to the others when faced with adversity is also essential: solidarity is not mere passive feeling but also includes practical dispositions to act.


  As a microlevel phenomenon, solidarity has been conceptualized as prosocial behavior across different situations: helping and supporting in situations of need, doing one’s share in situations of cooperation, fairness in situations of distributing goods, avoiding breach in situations of trust, and moral repair when violations have taken place.


  According to Siegwart Lindenberg, who is one of the contributors to this volume, solidarity manifests itself especially in five particular types of situations where (as behavior and as norms) there could be a temptation to act without solidarity (cf. however the article in this collection, which adds a sixth type, related to mutual understanding). According to Lindenberg solidarity in fact means just that in these situations the individual (henceforth referred to as “Ego”) follows norms to take others (henceforth referred to as “Alter”) into consideration in his or her actions, although pursuit for short-term pleasure or perhaps also personal long-term benefit would suggest to act differently in that particular situation.


  
    Cooperation refers to situations where common good is produced. Both Ego and Alter belong to a group where common good is produced. Ego acts in a solidary manner if she participates in the production of common good even if it is arduous and even if there is an opportunity for freeriding. Fairness refers to situations of sharing. The Ego responsible for distributing burdens and benefits acts in accordance with solidarity if she strives to give everyone a fair amount of both benefits and burdens instead of attempting to maximize her own benefits and minimize her own burdens. What justice demands in detail is dependent on the accepted norms of the group.


    Altruism refers to needs and helping situations. Ego acts in a solidary manner if she helps the Alter in distress. What is regarded as needs and what is considered the minimum amount of help needed for the behavior to be solidary, again depends on the shared interpretations within a group. These may differ in different groups.


    Trustworthiness refers to situations of temptation where breaching implicit or explicit contracts would be tempting. Ego acts in a solidary manner if she avoids harming others even if it would mean increased costs for her. Considerateness refers to situations where things go awry, and promises or contracts cannot be fulfilled. Here the Ego acts in a solidary manner if she apologizes, if possible warns about this beforehand and strives to compensate for her breaches. (Lindenberg, Fetchenhauer, Flache & Bruunk 2006, 9)

  


  In all these situations solidaristic behavior may require a sacrifice, a cost to oneself for the benefit of another individual or the whole group. Lindenberg has in his previous work sought to explain what makes people act in such a solidary manner, as opposed to hedonic or gain-seeking ways, in some situations, but not in others. In addition to the general formation of character or practical dispositions, situational cues have been shown to make a difference to behavior by affecting the salience of the solidarity frame as opposed to the frames of immediate gratification or long-term gain. Solidarity is thus precarious and needs to be supported by factors that increase the salience of the solidarity frame.


  Classical sociological theories stress the internalization of shared values and norms, but they sometimes fail to explain why socialized people would even want to act in a manner that is not solidary. On the other hand, theories of rational choice or classical economy, according to which an individual always acts according to her own interests, are unable to explain why individuals nevertheless sometimes behave in a sincerely solidary manner. Lindenberg’s model attempts to explain the possibility of both solidary and unsolidary behavior and highlight the situational and fragile nature of both.


  The situational fluctuation of solidary behavior, according to Lindenberg, results especially from our limited observational ability; we cannot observe all the dimensions of different situations. We have competing interpretative frameworks in every situation; situations are observed through frameworks shaped by different goals and relationships. For instance, when a friend asks me to borrow money, I perceive the situation to be in the category of “helping a friend in need” instead of primarily experiencing the loss of money as a cost. Helping a friend is salient, while economic thinking fades to the background. Thus I behave altruistically, but I do not fully forget my personal economy and benefits: if the same friend asks for a substantial amount of money for a third time in a row without having paid back his debts in between, I may well frame the situation otherwise. According to Lindenberg, the challenge in promoting solidarity is in supporting the solidarity framework as a salient interpretative framework. In this sense, social pressure or formal rituals can also produce solidarity. These questions have been studied for decades also in interdisciplinary altruism research (see Pessi & Saari 2008).


  For methodological reasons, a focus on behaviour, excluding emotional or attitudinal elements, is often adopted in empirical research (e.g. by Hechter and Lindenberg). Most theorists (including Lindenberg) argue that behavior is not enough for solidarity (see e.g. Salmela’s contribution in this volume), as acting out of solidarity requires the presence of attitudes or emotions such as a sense of belonging, concern for the others’ well-being, commitment to shared norms, valuing the social bonds in question or identification with the group. As a distinct motivational pattern, solidarity combines elements of (extended) egoism, and (restricted) altruism. It can be seen as a form of “we-thinking” based on collective intentionality, whose nature has been studied in recent social philosophy (see e.g. Tuomela 2007, 2013, chapter 9).


  Action which is motivated by especially solidary motives can further be analyzed with more specific criteria. According to the German social philosopher Andreas Wildt (1999, 217-218), an action can be identified as one of solidarity when the actor 1) has, together with the recipient, feelings of sympathy and belonging together, 2) is partly motivated by altruism, 3) considers the act as a case of helping in a time of distress, 4) holds the distress as a moral problem, injustice, and a source of moral obligation, 5) holds him- or herself obligated to act to help, 6) does not believe the recipient has a legal or moral right to demand and receive from him or her in particular, 7) assumes that the recipient evaluates the distress in a similar way; 8) assumes that the recipient is motivated to alleviate his or her own distress and actively attempts to do so; and 9) assumes at least the possibility of analogous situations in which the recipient acts, has acted, or will act in analogous ways towards him or her. This definition by Wildt can arguably be broadened so as to include the other act- and situation-types apart from helping in need (e.g. the ones mentioned by Lindenberg: cooperation, fair sharing, trustworthiness and considerateness).


  The Scope of Solidarity at the Macro Level: From Concrete Communities to Societies, from Political Movements to the Entire Humanity


  In both descriptive and evaluative usages, solidarity has been taken to be one important feature of, first, smaller communities, and second, entire societies (complementing for example social justice, democracy and autonomy as an evaluative notion). ‘Solidarity’ has made its way to the EU Constitution, and been promoted by such rival movements as Marxism, Social Democracy, French Solidarism, Liberalism, Roman Catholicism and neo-Fascism. The classical Liberal and Catholic approaches stress interpersonal responsibility and solidarity as a private or personal virtue, while Marxists and Social Democrats typically stress structural obstacles, institutional solutions and shared responsibility, so that solidarity can equally be a virtue of institutions. A moderate view holds that institutional arrangements can promote and realize genuine group solidarity (e.g. via progressive taxation and social services), but if the institutional arrangements are obeyed for solely coercive or self-interested reasons, they fall short of genuine solidarity. In social policy research European welfare states have been seen as realizing institutionally relatively high degrees of social (or ‘civic’) solidarity and distributive social justice.


  A third type of solidarity has been at stake for example in the international workers’ movement, the Polish Solidarno ść and various new social movements. The word solidarity may indeed, to many, conjure up images of the Polish labor union, solidarity strikes, or perhaps united labor front against oppression. In such political solidarity activists and members of the movement join to oppose the injustice or oppression of some group, and possibly to seek support from outside (out-group solidarity). Political solidarity in this sense strengthens the internal cohesion and mutual support of a group fighting against observed flaws, in the spirit of all for one, and one for all (see Scholz 2008). The struggling group does not necessarily promote its own interests, but through its actions expresses solidarity to the group whose unjust treatment is the cause for the struggle. These groups are often partly overlapping. Solidarity can also be targeted at groups on the other side of the world such as in the case of Finnish solidarity barn sales for supporting Nicaraguans.


  Fourthly, the term is sometimes used very broadly to refer to the basic ethical concern for others, as in the work of Richard Rorty (1989). In this context, it is often called moral or human solidarity. While solidarity is typically seen as a positive quality, various forms of solidarity have been criticized for their tendency to lead to the exclusion of outsiders, perhaps represented as enemies, or for the internal repression of individuality, autonomy or personal responsibility.


  The relationship of the concept of solidarity to global thinking is one of tension. In the history of the concept, the emphasis has been on limited groups with mutual agendas, challenges, interests or a common good to share, and perhaps also a common foe or adversary. Traditionally it is taken that solidarity is primarily internal to a group, whereas global humanitarianism is then classified as a matter of sympathy, altruism, charity or respect for human rights—something other than solidarity. On the other hand solidarity is intertwined with the thought that all individuals are neighbors. For instance, in the societal teachings of the Catholic Church it is clearly emphasized that genuine solidarity may hold between all people. Let us next look at these four contexts a bit more closely.


  Concrete Communities: Exclusivity and Solidarity


  Solidarity is closely connected to communality. Solidarity’s characteristics may materialize most accurately in rather small communities whose members share, among other things, common history, common language, feeling of cohesion, willingness to help each other, common beliefs, and systems of values and norms. The core feature is inclusion and exclusion: not everyone is a member. This attitude promotes and in part specifically creates feelings of cohesion and density of a group. Respectively, outsiders may have their own communities. Any agent may have some responsibilities towards anyone, but typically shares their life more intensively with the particular members of one’s own group.2


  In good and bad, the most solid communities seem to be the ones which emphasize their difference to other communities. Such communities include, for example, many fanatical religious and political communities. The phenomenon has been explained through two varieties of the concept of social capital: bridging capital and bonding capital (Putnam 2001). With regard to a broader community such as the society at large, a healthy community has several links and connections to other communities; in other words they have plenty of bridging capital. A community like this promotes not only its own communality, but also that of the broader community. Conversely, highly cohesive and introverted fanatical communities, bigger or smaller, have lots of bonding social capital and they may in fact damage the broader community very severely.


  One central challenge is to reconcile communality with individual autonomy and freedom (see chapter 6 of this volume). Although it has been stated otherwise, late modern individualism and freedom of choice do not necessarily ruin solidarity. On the contrary, in the late modern era the bonds between individuals have increased; we are all parts of multiple solidarities. It is precisely this that challenges institutions to be more flowing and flexible than before: the boundaries of institutions cannot be set in stone nor can institutions exclude others when individuals move about and become members of several institutions (Ammermann 2007, Sewell 1992).3 Lindenberg (1998) has introduced the term “weak solidarity” for combined bridging and bonding (with weaker expected sacrifice in the five solidarity situations described above). In chapter 2 he also discusses conditions that make the reach of solidarity vary.


  Society-wide Solidarity


  Solidarity in entire societies manifests itself in different ways, depending on the perspective and discipline. One way to speak about solidarity is to call it the social glue, or the cement of the society. This refers to the types of social bonds that cannot be traced back to coercive power or self-interest.


  An essential question for societal solidarity is how various goods are distributed. In this discourse the most central topics are income distribution, social services, and taxation: for example, in the Nordic welfare states the high level of taxation and social services is justified through solidarity. So instead of societal income distribution being based on voluntary charity, the right of each individual to basic income and tolerable living conditions has been institutionalized. Some consider this societal bureaucratic solidarity cold quasi-solidarity (Bayertz 1999, 24-25), but it can also be thought that certain types of institutional solutions produce solidary thinking, for example maintaining the solidarity framework. Further, democratic decision-making requires some solidarity: it is more demanding to be an active citizen than a subject to an enlightened dictator, content with bread and circuses.


  Political Movements and “Fighting Solidarity”


  Solidarity is a central concept also in the analysis of political movements. The political philosopher Sally Scholz (2008, 233-236) distinguishes three varieties of solidarity: social solidarity refers to group cohesion and differs from civic solidarity (the relationship between the citizens and the political state) and political solidarity. According to Scholtz, political solidarity highlights the conscience and commitment of an individual. Political solidarity manifests itself as responses to unjust and oppressive situations.


  The term is tightly connected to the history of the class struggle of the labor movement, to industrial strikes, and to political movements. Thus it can be called “fighting solidarity.” It was mentioned above that communal and societal solidarity require a certain type of exclusion. Fighting solidarity seems to further require antagonism, an enemy—perhaps an oppressor. The core of fighting solidarity is the idea of fighting together against injustices for example, by going on strike. Intra-group solidarity is essential in fighting solidarity, but another important characteristic is the moral support of outsiders. One expression for this is in the case of a strike, other groups or unions may go on strike to show support. However, the struggles are not always about injustice; sometimes fighting solidarity can be defending privileges already granted as well as pursuing new benefits.


  Solidarity of the Entire Humanity


  Solidarity of the entire humanity may be any kind of solidarity (societal, political, moral) extended to the whole humanity. It can be a matter of societal solidarity applied to a global society, or it may be a matter of political solidarity on a global scale, or then it may be a matter of moral, humanitarian universalistic solidarity.


  So first, the entire humanity might one day form one comprehensive global state, one global society where national
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