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SUMMARY  

 

 

This study aims to investigate the role of diversity (ethnic, linguistic and 

religious) and social inequality in determining social cohesion. It also intends 

to explore the significance of different dimensions of social cohesion for 

economic and developmental outcomes. Six indices termed as civic activism, 

membership of clubs and associations, intergroup cohesion, interpersonal 

safety and trust and inclusion of minorities have been used as proxy for social 

cohesion. By using cross-country data, we have found that social inequality 

may be more important factor than diversity in determining cohesiveness of a 

society. Our empirical results suggest that ethnic diversity has negative and 

statistically significant relationship with civic activism, intergroup cohesion, 

interpersonal safety and trust, gender equality and inclusion of minorities. 

However, when we control for social inequality, the negative association of 

ethnic diversity with civic activism and intergroup cohesion vanish. Negative 

effects of ethnic diversity on interpersonal safety and trust, gender equality and 

inclusion of minorities are also mitigated after controlling for social inequality. 

Ethnic diversity shows an insignificant relationship with membership of clubs 

and associations index.  

 

Linguistic diversity seems to be irrelevant for membership of clubs and 

associations as it has insignificant association with membership of clubs and 

associations index. It shows a negative and significant relationship with civic 

activism, intergroup cohesion, gender equality, inclusion of minorities and 

interpersonal safety and trust. However, the significance of these negative 

relationships, except for gender equality, disappears when we control for social 

inequality. Despite the negative relationship of linguistic diversity with gender 

equality, this relationship seems to be mitigated after controlling for social 

inequality.  

 

Religious diversity shows insignificant relationship with civic activism, 

membership of clubs and associations, intergroup cohesion and gender 

equality. It has negative and significant relationship with inclusion of 

minorities and interpersonal safety and trust. After controlling for social 

inequality, the significant negative relationship of religious diversity with 

inclusion of minorities index vanishes. However, it remains significantly and 

negatively associated with interpersonal safety and trust even after controlling 

for social inequality.  

 

Panel EGLS has been used for the analysis of economic and 

development implications of social cohesion. Our results reveal that 

membership of clubs and associations does not have a significant relationship 



 x 

with economic growth. Economic growth seems to be significantly and 

positively affected by civic activism, intergroup cohesion and gender equality. 

The effect of inclusion of minorities and interpersonal safety and trust on 

economic growth has been found positive but insignificant. Civic activism, 

intergroup cohesion, gender equality and interpersonal safety and trust show a 

positive and significant relationship whereas inclusion of minorities has a 

positive but insignificant relationship with human development measured by 

Non-Income Human Development Index (NIHDI). 
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CHAPTER 1 
 

INTRODUCTION 
 

 

1.1 BACKGROUND OF THE STUDY 

 

 Economic performance of a country is generally judged by its gross 

domestic product (GDP), GDP per capita, GDP growth and GDP per capita 

growth. It is considered important for achieving the goal of economic 

development which enables people to live longer, healthier and creative lives. 

Though alternative measures such as Human Development Index (HDI), 

developed by United Nations Development Programme (UNDP), infant 

mortality rate, child mortality rate, poverty, unemployment and life expectancy 

are also used to measure development yet economic growth still remains 

important focus of economists because it can be useful for the accomplishment 

of various development goals. Because of its importance as an instrument in 

raising the living standards of people and improving the human development 

in a society, its significance cannot be undermined
1
. Thus understanding the 

causes of economic growth differentials across countries becomes a matter of 

great concern for economists.  

 

 Growth differentials across countries have been intensively studied in 

economic literature and a number of possible reasons of these differentials 

have been presented. Physical and human capital, population growth, 

technology, initial level of development and natural resources endowments 

have been viewed as traditional sources of cross country growth differentials 

in different economic growth models. However, these factors do not fully 

explain the differences in economic development among countries. In an 

overview of empirical literature on economic growth, Prescott (1998) 

describes that physical capital accumulation and investment in human capital 

can only partially explain the differences of economic growth among 

countries. This made economists to focus on non-economic determinants of 

economic growth and development. 

 

                                                 
1
  Despite being a strong critic of income approach for measuring human development, 

Mahboob-ul-Haq, one of the architects of HDI, also recognizes the importance of 

economic growth for the accomplishment of various development goals. Haq (1995) writes 

“......it is wrong to suggest that economic growth is unnecessary for human development. 

No sustained improvement in human well-being is possible without growth. But it is also 

wrong to suggest that high economic growth rates will automatically translate into higher 

levels of human development. They may or may not. It all depends upon the policy 

choices that countries make”. 
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 Although this discourse was primarily initiated by Hirschman (1958) 

and Adelman and Morris (1967) yet it gained much importance after the 

influential work of North (1990, 1994) in which he described that the role of 

formal and informal institutions was significant in understanding the nature 

and causes of economic performance of any country and underdevelopment 

could mainly be attributed to a large number of non-economic factors. An 

important aspect of this discourse is the rising interest of economists and social 

scientists in studying the role of social cohesion in economic growth and 

development during the recent years.  

 

 There is no agreed upon definition of social cohesion. It is defined in 

slightly different ways by different researchers. Hence a variety of ways have 

been used to quantify social cohesion. Despite differences among social 

scientists regarding the definition and measurement of social cohesion, it may 

be viewed as a phenomenon which keeps society united. It works like a glue to 

bridge the differences among individuals and different sections of society. It is 

in fact a binding force which is embedded in social relations at individual 

level, group-level and society-level.  

 

 Since the publication of Putnam et al. (1993), one of the pioneering 

attempt to study about the role of social relations and community ties, 

numerous researchers have tried to find that how social relations, community 

ties and norms of reciprocity and trust may affect economic and developmental 

outcomes. A large body of literature also discusses the factors which may 

contribute to cohesiveness of society. Despite a lot of research on the issue of 

social cohesion, the picture which emerges is somewhat ambiguous. Results 

presented by different research studies are contradictory and sometimes even 

not comparable with each other. This is mainly due to two reasons. Firstly 

different indicators and indices generally labeled as social capital or social 

cohesion are used to study the same phenomenon of cohesiveness of society. 

Secondly different studies have used different samples for studying the causes 

and effects of social cohesion. The use of different indicators and indices as 

proxy of social cohesion sometimes makes it hard to compare the results 

obtained by different studies. On the other hand, even if same indicators or 

indices are used to proxy social cohesion, the results presented by some study 

using some specific sample may or may not be supported by some other study 

which is using some other sample.  

 

 In existing literature, either some indicator related with social 

relationships, community ties and civic norms of society or some composite 

measure constructed by these different indicators has been used as proxy for 

cohesiveness of society. However, exclusively focusing on any one dimension 

of social cohesion for measuring social cohesion while neglecting the others, 
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or constructing an index by using indicators related with different dimensions 

is somewhat problematic because it does not tell that what dimension of social 

cohesion is important in determining different economic and developmental 

outcomes. 

 

 In order to cope with this problem, the present study uses six different 

indices related with different dimensions of social cohesion. These indices 

include Civic Activism, Membership of Voluntary Associations, 

Interpersonal Safety and Trust, Intergroup Cohesion, Gender Equality and 

Inclusion of Minorities. These indices, which are also termed as indices of 

social development (ISD), have been made available by International 

Institute of Social Studies (ISS) of Erasmus University, The Hague, The 

Netherlands. 

 

 Civic Activism refers to people’s ability for collective action to 

safeguard their political rights and their willingness to represent their interests 

before government through different sources such as media and peaceful 

demonstration. Membership of Voluntary Associations Index tells about the 

people’s participation in voluntary associations at neighbourhood or village 

level. It may be viewed as strength of associative life in a society. Intergroup 

Cohesion describes about the absence of ethnic, linguistic, religious or any 

identity-based conflict. It also tells about the ability of societies to manage 

latent conflict before it becomes violent. Interpersonal Safety and Trust is 

associated with norms of reciprocity and trust in the society. It tells about the 

norms and willingness of individuals to cooperate with each other. Gender 

equality describes that to what extent a society is free from discriminatory 

environment against women. Inclusion of Minorities Index refers to the equal 

treatment for minorities. 

 

 The first three indices are related with civic participation, community 

participation and norms of reciprocity and trust and hence are more related 

with individual-level relations. Intergroup Cohesion tells about relationship 

among groups. It tells about the strength of society in managing intergroup 

conflicts. Gender Equality and Inclusion of Minorities, on one hand are related 

with norms and values of society which may affect society’s treatment with 

disadvantaged sections of society such as women and minorities and on other 

hand describe about state-society relations because effective formal institutions 

and effective public policy may ensure the equal access for all sections of 

society towards different opportunities such as education, health and 

employment and can also ensure that policies are formulated without any bias 

against any section of society. These six indices have been used as proxy for 

social cohesion by the present study. 

 



 4 

 For economic performance, we have used the indicators of GDP 

growth and non-income HDI (NIHDI). Instead of exclusively focusing on 

GDP growth, we have also used NIHDI for measuring economic performance 

because the use of GDP as sole indicator of economic development is 

criticized by arguing that it may or may not translate into well-being of 

people (see Anand and Ravallion, 1993; Haq, 1995; Anand and Sen, 2000). 

Thus economic growth along-with other measures related with human 

development may be an appropriate way to judge the economic performance 

of a country. HDI is one of such measures. It is used to measure the level of 

development in any society and comprised of three basic dimensions of 

human development which are income, education and health. NIHDI is 

comprised of only two dimensions of education and health. This study has 

preferred the use of NIHDI over HDI as proxy for human development 

because it puts more focus on education and health, two main dimensions of 

human development. 

 

 By using six ISD as proxy for social cohesion, the present study aims to 

investigate the effects of social cohesion on economic growth and human 

development. We also intend to investigate the effects of diversity (ethnic, 

linguistic and religious) and social inequality on social cohesion. Diversity 

may pose threat to social cohesion because chances of hostility may increase 

with increase in heterogeneity in a society (Quillian 1995). Social inequality 

may also have an impact on social cohesion because it can affect inclusiveness 

in a society and hence can influence people’s sense of belonging towards a 

common society. Social cohesion can affect economic and developmental 

outcomes in a society through various channels such as reduction in 

transaction cost, management of latent conflict, attraction of investment and 

stimulus for collective action. 

 

 Unlike previous literature in which most of the studies have used 

community-level, neighbourhood-level or region-level data to study the 

phenomenon of social cohesion, our study uses country-level indicators in a 

cross-country and panel-data framework for studying the causes and effects of 

social cohesion. Though some studies (for instance, Knack and Keefer, 1997 

and Zak and Knack, 2001) in existing literature have also used cross-country 

analysis yet they have done it for a limited number of countries. Thus the 

present study may be helpful in enhancing our understanding regarding the 

issue of social cohesion.  
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1.2 OBJECTIVES OF THE STUDY 

 

 More specifically, the objectives of our study are 

 

(1) To study the relationship of ethnic diversity and social cohesion. 

(2) To study the relationship between linguistic diversity and social 

cohesion. 

(3) To study the relationship between religious diversity and social 

cohesion. 

(4) To investigate the relationship between social inequality and 

social cohesion. 

(5) To investigate the relationship between social cohesion and 

economic growth. 

(6) To investigate the relationship between social cohesion and 

human development. 

 

  

1.3 HYPOTHESES OF THE STUDY 

 

 To fulfill the objectives of our study, the following hypotheses will be 

tested 

 

(1) Ethnic diversity does not have an effect on Civic Activism 

(2) Linguistic diversity does not have an effect on Civic Activism 

(3) Religious diversity does not have an effect on Civic Activism 

(4) Social inequality does not have an effect on Civic Activism 

(5) Ethnic diversity does not have an effect on Membership of 

Voluntary Associations 

(6) Linguistic diversity does not have an effect on Membership of 

Voluntary Associations 

(7) Religious diversity does not have an effect Membership of 

Voluntary Associations 

(8) Social inequality does not have an effect Membership of 

Voluntary Associations 

(9) Ethnic diversity does not have an effect on Intergroup Cohesion 

(10) Linguistic diversity does not have an effect on Intergroup 

Cohesion 

(11) Religious diversity does not have an effect on Intergroup 

Cohesion 

(12) Social inequality does not have an effect on Intergroup Cohesion 

(13) Ethnic diversity does not have an effect on Interpersonal Safety 

and Trust 
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(14) Linguistic diversity does not have an effect on Interpersonal 

Safety and Trust 

(15) Religious diversity does not have an effect on Interpersonal 

Safety and Trust 

(16) Social inequality does not have an effect on Interpersonal Safety 

and Trust 

(17)  Ethnic diversity does not have an effect on Gender Equality 

(18) Linguistic diversity does not have an effect on Gender Equality 

(19) Religious diversity does not have an effect on Gender Equality 

(20) Social inequality does not have an effect on Gender Equality 

(21) Ethnic diversity does not have an effect on Inclusion of Minorities 

(22) Linguistic diversity does not have an effect on Inclusion of 

Minorities 

(23) Religious diversity does not have an effect on Inclusion of 

Minorities 

(24) Social inequality does not have an effect on Inclusion of 

Minorities 

(25) Civic Activism does not affect economic growth 

(26) Membership of Voluntary Associations does not affect economic 

growth 

(27) Intergroup Cohesion does not affect economic growth 

(28) Interpersonal safety and Trust does not affect economic growth 

(29) Gender Equality does not affect economic growth 

(30) Inclusion of Minorities does not affect economic growth 

(31) Civic Activism does not affect human development 

(32) Membership of Voluntary Associations does not affect human 

development 

(33) Intergroup Cohesion does not affect human development 

(34) Interpersonal safety and Trust does not affect human development 

(35) Gender Equality does not affect human development 

(36) Inclusion of Minorities does not affect human development 

 

 

1.4 SIGNIFICANCE OF THE STUDY 

 

 The present study investigates the significance of social cohesion for 

economic growth and human development. It also intends to find out the 

effects of ethnic, linguistic and religious diversity and social inequality on 

cohesiveness of society. In estimating the effects of diversity and social 

inequality on social cohesion, cross-country regression has been utilized by 

using data for large set of countries. The study uses panel estimated 

generalized least square (EGLS) methodology with period fixed-effects for 

empirical investigation of the effects of social cohesion on economic growth 



 7 

and human development. Panel data framework has certain advantages over 

cross-country regression. Fixed-effects model in panel data framework allows 

controlling for unobserved correlates of regressors. Hence the results derived 

from panel estimation may be more reliable than cross-country regression.  

 

 In existing literature on social cohesion, most of the studies have used 

indicators related with civic participation, voluntary activities and 

interpersonal trust for measuring cohesiveness at community, neighbourhood 

or region level and have linked it with different economic, institutional and 

developmental outcomes. Some exception are there, when country-level 

indicators related with generalized trust and community participation have 

been used to study the notion of social cohesion in a cross-country regression 

for a limited set of countries. However, our study is novel in the sense that it 

has used data for a large set of countries for studying the issue of social 

cohesion. The uniqueness of our study also lies in the comprehensiveness of 

our data set. We have used six indices related with different dimensions of 

cohesiveness of society as proxy for social cohesion. These indices have been 

made available by International Institute of Social Studies of Erasmus 

University, The Hague. In the construction of these indices, 200 indicators 

related with different aspects of social cohesion and collected from 25 

reputable data sources are used. The use of variety of variables in the 

construction of indices make them more reliable and suitable for capturing the 

multiplicity related with the concept of social cohesion. By using these indices 

as proxy for social cohesion, we have attempted to investigate the role of 

social cohesion for economic growth and human development. Furthermore, 

we have also investigated the role of diversity and social inequality in 

determining the cohesiveness of society. 

 

 This study provides an important insight regarding the role of social 

inequality in determining cohesiveness of a society because the role of social 

inequality seems to be more pronounced as compared with the role of diversity 

in determining social cohesion. Moreover, the relevance of different 

dimensions of social cohesion for economic growth and human development 

has been analysed because economic growth and human development may not 

be equally sensitive to all dimensions of social cohesion.  

 

 

1.5 ORGANIZATION OF THE STUDY 

 

 Besides this introductory chapter, the study is organized as following. 

Chapter 2 discusses the conceptual and measurement issues related with social 

cohesion in the light of previous literature. In chapter 3, the role of ethnic, 

linguistic and religious diversity and social inequality has been investigated in 
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determining social cohesion. For this purpose we have used cross-country 

regression. Six ISD related with different dimensions of social cohesion have 

been used interchangeably as dependent variable. Data for these ISD is for the 

year 2010 and has been taken from ISD (2010) produced by ISS. Chapter 4 

deals with the effects of social cohesion on economic growth. Panel EGLS has 

been used to analyse the relationship of social cohesion with economic growth. 

Data used for this purpose is for the period of 1990-2010 with five year 

intervals for 142 countries of the world. Data is taken from ISD (2010), World 

Bank (2011) and Barro and Lee (2010). In chapter 5, the role of social 

cohesion for developmental outcomes has been discussed. Panel EGLS has 

been used for this purpose. Data sources are World Bank (2011) and ISD 

(2010). Data is used for the period of 1990-2010 with five year intervals. 

Chapter 6 is about the conclusion of the study. 
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CHAPTER 2 
 

SOCIAL COHESION: SOME CONCEPTUAL  

AND MEASUREMENT ISSUES 
  

 

2.1 SOCIAL COHESION: CONCEPT AND DEFINITION 

 

 Social cohesion is an important subject of scholarly debates. Although 

the explicit use of the term social cohesion is relatively new yet the ideas 

related with solidarity and cohesiveness of community had been matter of 

interest for social scientist since long ago (Tönnies, 1887; Durkheim, 1897). 

The notion that “social relations matter” is not new in the field of economics 

(Staveren and Knorringa, 2008). Thus the current debates about social 

cohesion and its economic and developmental implications seem to be an 

attempt to address an already existing issue in a more specific way (Osberg, 

2003).  

 

 During recent years, the issue of social cohesion has gained much 

importance among academicians and policy makers. Many organizations such 

as World Bank, Council of Europe, Inter-American Development Bank (IDB), 

Canadian Policy Research Network (CPRN) and the Organization for 

Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD) have also underlined the 

importance of research on social cohesion. It has become an active area of 

research for sociologists, economists, political scientists, anthropologists and 

psychologists. It’s important implications for economic and developmental 

outcomes are also being widely recognized. However, the concept is still at its 

infancy in the sense that there is no universally accepted definition for social 

cohesion.  

 

 Different researchers define it in different ways depending upon the 

context of their research and the way how they perceive from the idea of social 

cohesion. Maxwell (1996), for example, defines social cohesion in term of 

reduction in income and wealth inequalities which can create a sense of 

belonging among individuals and hence prepare them to face common 

challenges in a society. Jenson (1998) defines social cohesion by using five 

paired concepts of belonging/isolation, inclusion/exclusion, participation/non-

involvement, recognition/rejection, and legitimacy/illegitimacy. The definition 

put forward by Jenson is more general and does not specifically tell about the 

measurement of five described dimensions of social cohesion. McCracken 

(2003) describes social cohesion as characteristics of a society which on one 

hand tell about the social interaction among individuals and on the other hand 
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relations and connections among groups and territorial units. Bernard (1999) 

highlights three broader domains, which are economic, political and socio-

cultural domain, to define and measure social cohesion. Kawachi and Berkman 

(2000) highlight the role of formal institutions in making a society cohesive. 

They view social cohesion as two distinctive but intertwined characteristics of 

society. The first one is the reduction in income and wealth inequalities; 

reduction in disparities in political participation; reduction in latent conflict 

and reduction in ethnic polarization. The second one is strong social ties and 

good formal institutions which may be helpful in bridging the societal 

cleavages and managing conflict. 

  

 According to Berger-Schmitt (2002) social capital and inequality are 

two main components of social cohesion. Harpham et al. (2002) defines social 

cohesion in terms of social trust, social harmony, norms of cooperation and 

sense of belonging. According to Stanley (2003), social cohesion can be 

defined in terms of inclusion/ exclusion related with economic, social and 

political sphere. Heuser (2005) views social cohesion as economic as well as 

social phenomenon which is judged by the ability and intention of the 

individuals to do good across organizational boundaries and group dynamics. 

According to Ferroni et al. (2006), social cohesion is embedded in factors 

promoting equality of opportunities and positive externalities generated by 

social capital.  

 

 Easterly et al. (2006) describe that social cohesion can be defined as 

nature and extent of inequalities in a society. They have used middle class 

share of income along with ethno-linguistic fractionalization for measuring 

social cohesion. Thus they have focused on economic equality and 

homogeneity of a society in terms of ethnicity and language. But nature and 

extent of inequalities may be different and can vary across countries. Some 

societies may be divided on the basis of ethnicity, language or culture whereas 

in some other societies religion, class or even caste can be a strong source of 

societal divide. Thus definition of social cohesion put forward by Easterly et 

al.(2006) may be more appropriate at macro-level or societal level and does 

not take into account the micro-level social relationships which may contribute 

to social cohesion. Hence it seems to be a narrower approach to define and 

measure social cohesion (Staveren and Webbink, 2012).  

 

 Chan et al. (2006) defines social cohesion as “a state of affairs 

concerning both the vertical and the horizontal interactions among members of 

a society, as characterized by a set of attitudes and norms that include trust, a 

sense of belonging, and the willingness to participate and help, as well as their 

behavioural manifestations”. Jenson (2010) views social cohesion as a 

property of society instead of individuals’ characteristics and uses three 

http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0277953609006881#bib23
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dimensions of inequality, institutions and belonging for defining social 

cohesion. A recent report of OECD (2012) defines social cohesion in terms 

three different dimensions which include social capital, social inclusion social 

mobility. According to report “A cohesive society works towards the well-

being of all its members, fights exclusion and marginalisation, creates a sense 

of belonging, promotes trust, and offers its members the opportunity of upward 

mobility”. 

 

 Social capital which is defined by Putnam et al. (1993) as “the features 

of social organization, such as networks, norms, and trust that facilitate 

coordination and cooperation for mutual benefit” is another allied concept of 

social cohesion. To Fukuyama (1995), trust is the key measure of social capital 

and is accumulated through norms, values and successful cooperation in 

networks of civic engagement. To him “Trust acts like a lubricant that makes 

any group or organization run more efficiently”. According to him, trust within 

a society works as a primary factor in its prosperity. The use of term social 

cohesion is relatively less in literature as compared to social capital. Some 

researchers (for example, Baliamoune-Lutz, 2009) view social capital and 

social cohesion as synonymous to each other whereas some others (for 

example, Easterly et al., 2006; Kawachi and Berkman, 2000 ) view these two 

concepts distinctive though intertwined to each other. Social capital is viewed 

as a subset of the notion of social cohesion by some researchers (Kawachi and 

Berkman, 2000) where as some others (Hawe and Shield, 2000) take it as the 

other way around where social cohesion is considered as encouraging for 

social capital. However, both social capital and social cohesion are about 

togetherness, social relations and community ties which reinforce collective 

action for mutual benefits. And a cohesive society would necessarily be 

endowed with rich stock of social capital. But social capital may not be good 

and useful for all. It may be good and useful for some and harmful for others 

due to unequal distribution of power among group members (Coleman, 1988). 

Because of possible negative externalities generated by some forms of social 

capital, it may or may not contribute to social cohesion. 

 

 Putnam (2000) highlights the role of bridging social capital in making a 

society cohesive by distinguishing between bonding and bridging social 

capital. Bonding social capital is viewed as within-group social relations and 

bridging social capital is across the group social relations. Society may be 

cohesive only if bridging social capital is also strengthened along with an 

increase in the stock of bonding social capital. Contrary to this, if people are 

inward looking and an increase in the stock of bonding social capital is 

accompanied by reduction in bridging social capital then result would be 

overall decline in the cohesiveness of society (Staveren and Knorringa, 2008). 

That is why Putnam (2001) recognizes the need to think about multiple 
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dimensions of social capital. Many other researchers have also considered the 

multiplicity of the concept of social capital while defining it. Woolcock 

(1998), for example, defines social capital in terms of inter-community ties, 

intra-community ties, state-society relationships and institutional competence. 

He asserts that a society may be well endowed and rich in one form of social 

capital while poor in other form. Though some others (such as Portes, 1998; 

Portes, 2000) are critic of the use of concept at aggregate level and view that it 

should be operated at individual level analysis only. Uphoff (1999) defines 

social capital as “an accumulation of various types of social, psychological, 

cognitive, institutional, and related assets that increase the amount or 

probability of mutually beneficial cooperative behavior that is productive for 

others, not just one’s self”. In order to make concept more understandable, 

Uphoff divides social capital into structural and cognitive components. 

Structural social capital refers to the relationships, networks, and associations. 

Cognitive social capital is the driving force behind these visible forms of social 

capital. It includes values, norms, civic responsibility, charity, and trust. 

According to Staveren and Knorringa (2008) social capital is ‘‘the set of social 

relations that enable actors to gain, maintain or expand access to economic 

resources that may lead to the reinforcement of the productivity of these 

economic resources’’. Woolcock and Narayan (2000) view social capital as 

“the norms and networks that enable people to act collectively”. Thus it is the 

interaction of inter-community ties, intra-community ties and state-society 

relationships which play a role in making a society cohesive. Hence social 

cohesion may be viewed as a phenomenon of togetherness which is embedded 

in social relations at individual-level, inter-group-level and state-society-level.  

 

 

2.2 QUANTIFYING SOCIAL COHESION  

 

 As “there are great many concepts related to social cohesion” (Stanley, 

2001) therefore it is defined in different ways by different researchers. This 

variety of definitions causes somewhat confusion that what social cohesion 

actually means and how it can be measured (Friedkin, 2004). Because of 

proliferation of definitions which are hard to reconcile, the concept is also 

criticized for being a quasi concept (Bernard, 1999) or even termed as fine 

mess (Lanzi, 2011). However, if it is more than a buzzword and has some 

relevance then it should be somehow measurable even if inexactly (Solow, 

1995). Different methods have been adopted for the measurement of 

cohesiveness of a community, neighbourhood or society. Putnam et al. (1993) 

use variables related with community participation, newspaper readership and 

people’s voting behavior for measuring social cohesion or what he terms as 

social capital. Following Putnam et al. (1993), many other research studies 

have also used the same kind of variables regarding social interactions and 
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civic participation. The use of some indirect measures like crime rates, 

homicide rates, teenage pregnancy, blood donations, inequality and ethno-

linguistic composition of society is also common in literature on social capital 

or social cohesion (see for example, Guiso et al. 2004; Easterly et al. 2006). 

Trust is another variable used as proxy for social cohesion. The variable of 

trust, in most of the studies, is constructed from World Value Survey (WVS). 

A simple question is asked from respondents of WVS that ‘‘Generally 

speaking, would you say that most people can be trusted, or that you can’t be 

too careful in your dealings with people?’’. Percentage of respondents who say 

that most of the people can be trusted is used as proxy for norms of reciprocity 

and trust in a society. However, the use of variable of trust as a sole 

representative of social cohesion may not be appropriate. A person may 

consider someone trustworthy only because he belongs to his own clan or 

tribe. But it would be merely an indication of bonding social capital which 

may not strengthen social cohesion. Response of the respondents may be 

largely contextual specific. Perhaps it would be difficult for respondents to 

answer question accurately without knowing about “trust for what “and “trust 

on whom” (see Nooteboom, 2002 for detailed discussion on trust). 

Trustfulness and trustworthiness are in fact linked to each other.  

  

 The use of indirect measures may be a narrower approach to quantify a 

multidimensional phenomenon of social cohesion. It is so because it does not 

take into account social relationships for measuring cohesiveness. The use of 

indicators such as participation in civic activities, membership of cultural and 

sports clubs and density of social networks may also not truly depict about 

cohesiveness of society. Often, the measurement of group membership does 

not differentiate between types, purposes and structures of groups. It also does 

not take into account power relations within and between groups (Rudolph, 

2000). Therefore, it is possible that despite an increase in civic activities, 

membership of clubs and spread of social networks, society may not be 

cohesive due to loss of bridging social capital. So, the phenomenon of social 

cohesion may not be understood and measured without considering mutually 

linked intra-group level, intergroup-level, and state-society level relationships. 

The interaction of intra-group level, inter-group level and state-society level 

relationships plays important role in making a society cohesive. The individual 

level or micro level social relationships can foster cohesiveness at macro level 

if these social relationships do not result the exclusion of some specific groups. 

On the other hand weak social cohesion in the society also weakens the 

reinforcing channels of socialization in the society by increasing the risk of 

social disorganization, fragmentation and exclusion, potentially manifesting 

itself in violent conflict (Colletta and Cullen, 2000). The interaction of 

individual level, group level and state-society level relationships for 

manifestation of social cohesion suggests the use of indices/variables which 
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may cover these aspects. Using some indicator representing any one dimension 

while neglecting the others may not be an appropriate method to measure 

social cohesion. Similarly the construction of some index by using indicators 

related with different aspects of social cohesion may also be of little use 

because of its inability to tell about the significance of each dimension in 

determining economic and developmental outcomes. The present study is able 

to overcome this problem by using six ISD which have been made available by 

ISS, The Hague. 

 

 These indices have been constructed for 193 countries of world for the 

period of 1990-2010 with five years intervals. Two hundred indicators 

collected from twenty five reputable data sources have been used for the 

construction of these indices through matching percentile methodology 

(Lambsdorff, 2007). A brief description of these indices is given below (for 

detailed discussion on the methodology used to construct these indices, please 

see Foa and Tanner (2012)).  

 

 

2.2.1 Civic Activism 

 

 Civic activism refers to social norms and values of a society which 

facilitate individual and collective action to address the matters of public 

interest and societal concerns. It helps to promote citizens’ involvement in 

policy making and decision making process. It is the reflection of individuals’ 

sheer commitment towards their society. Civic activism can take different 

forms; it can encompass a variety of activities ranging from membership of 

civic associations to participation in peaceful civil and political 

demonstrations. Active participation in these activities on the part of citizens 

may result in inclusive political institutions, answerable elite and accountable 

governance. A variety of indicators (see Appendix-A) related to these 

activities have been used to construct Civic activism index. This index 

measures the strength of civic activism in the society and tells about 

individuals’ willingness to cooperate for togetherness and collective actions. 

The value of index ranges from 0 to 1. Higher value implies higher level of 

civic activism. 

 

 

2.2.2 Membership of Clubs and Voluntary Associations 
  

 Community ties such as volunteering and connections with neighbours, 

friends and relatives are considered to be important for coping with sudden 

hardships which may arise due to some crisis, natural calamity and disaster. 

These ties may also important in conflict management in a society because 
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interaction among people can promote interpersonal trust and behavior of 

collective action. However, all types of community ties do not necessarily 

strengthen social cohesion. Within group community ties (bonding social 

capital) are important for risk management by providing social protection 

against any sort of crisis. But in the absence of strong intergroup community 

ties (bridging social capital), social cohesion may remain low and bonding 

social capital may result exclusion of some specific groups. Index of 

membership of clubs and associations has been constructed by using data of 

indicators related to community relationships and sociability. Indicators such 

as membership of local voluntary groups, attendance of community meetings, 

time spent sociability with relatives and in local clubs and participation in 

development associations have been taken from various sources for the 

construction of index (see Appendix-A). The value of index ranges from 0 to 

1. Higher value implies higher level of membership of voluntary associations.  

 

 

2.2.3 Gender Equality 

 

 Gender equality refers to equal social, economic and political 

opportunities for both men and women. It describes that to what extent women 

are able to utilize their potential in life according to their capabilities and skills 

without facing gender discrimination. On one hand it is deeply rooted in 

history, norms and social values of a society. On the other hand it is also 

closely related with public policies. Norms of justice and equality along with 

public policy ensuring women’s equal access to education, employment and 

decision making process can lead towards gender equality. The underlying 

variables used in the construction of gender equality index (see Appendix-A) 

are related with gender equality in access to education, employment, political 

process and fair norms regarding women’s rights. Gender equality contributes 

to social cohesion by reducing discrimination in the society. The value of 

index lies between 0 and 1 and higher value corresponds to higher gender 

equality.  

 

 

2.2.4 Intergroup Cohesion  

 

 Intergroup cohesion is about the relationship and cooperation among 

distinct ethnic, linguistic and religious groups of a society. It tells that how 

different identity based groups in a society peacefully manage and resolve 

conflicts among them. There is always a potential for conflict in diverse 

societies. However, diverse societies with good formal and informal 

institutions are more likely to manage these conflicts peacefully. Institutions 

can bring harmony in the society by ensuring that no discrimination is 
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practiced against any identity based group. In the construction of intergroup 

cohesion index different indicators (see Appendix-A) such as riots, act of 

violence, strikes, terrorism, confrontations, kidnappings, and ethnically, 

religiously or politically motivated killings have been taken into account. The 

value of index ranges from 0 to 1. A value closer to 1 implies higher level of 

intergroup cohesion whereas a value closer to 0 implies lower level of 

intergroup cohesion.  

 

 

2.2.5 Interpersonal Safety and Trust 

 

 Interpersonal safety and trust is an important dimension of social 

cohesion. It makes people feel that they are secure in the society and other 

people are trustworthy. It is considered to be important due its role in 

decreasing the cost of collective action and social organization. In a society 

where such thing is missing, the cost of economic activities may increase 

because of increased cost of collective action. Index of interpersonal safety and 

trust is constructed by using data of variety of indicators which comes from 

various surveys (see Appendix-A). These indicators are related to 

trustworthiness, feelings of personal security, reported levels of crime 

victimisation, incidence of homicide, and risk reports on the likelihood of 

physical attack, extortion, or robbery. The value of index lies between 0 and 1 

and higher value implies higher level of interpersonal safety and trust. 

 

 

2.2.6 Inclusion of Minorities  

 

 Exclusion of some vulnerable groups in the society may harm social 

cohesion. These groups may face discrimination on the basis of their ethnicity, 

language, culture, cast and place of origin. Inclusion of minorities index 

measures that to what extent these groups are discriminated against. It takes 

into account different indicators related to minorities’ access to different 

opportunities such as education and employment. Data on perception based 

indicators taken from public opinion surveys have also been used for the 

composite index (see Appendix-A). Thus the index measures any possible 

biasness against any social group of a society. The value of index ranges from 

0 to 1 where higher value implies greater inclusion of minorities and lower 

value implies more biasness against vulnerable groups. 
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2.3 THE RELEVANCE OF SOCIAL COHESION  

FOR ECONOMIC PERFORMANCE 

 

 Social cohesion is both an end as well as mean to achieve other 

economic and developmental goals. As an end more cohesive societies may be 

considered as harmonious and better places to live due to less crime and less 

conflict. Ethno-linguistic composition, religious diversity, income inequality 

and socio-economic conditions of communities, neighbourhoods and countries 

have been identified as some important contributors to cohesiveness of a 

society. Ethno-linguistic heterogeneity is viewed important for social cohesion 

because possibility of hostility in a society may increase with increase in 

heterogeneity (Quillian, 1995). Ethno-linguistic diversity may cause threat for 

social cohesion because it is more likely that people would trust and mix up 

with those who look like them, belong to their clan, speak their language and 

share their cultural values (McPherson et al., 2001). It may also reduce the 

possibility of mutual help, cooperation and collective action by alienating 

people and pushing them towards segregation and isolation (Putnam, 2007). 

Ethnically homogenous neighbourhoods and communities have strong shared 

norms and values which are helpful in restraining individuals’ deviant acts in 

the society through informal social control (Sampson et al., 1997). Societies 

with ethnic and linguist divide would face difficulties in reaching at some 

consensus regarding policy reforms required for long term economic growth, 

would have less effective institutions and would spend less on education and 

health (Easterly, 2001 ; Easterly et al., 2006). 

 

 However, it is also argued that diversity in itself may not be bad for 

cohesiveness of society. It may even be helpful in promoting social cohesion 

because in a heterogeneous society people belonging to different ethnic and 

religious groups may interact with each other to generate intergroup harmony. 

Heterogeneous environment provides an opportunity to the individuals of 

learning to trust, help and live with those who do not belong to their own 

ethno-linguistic group and thus generate a positive attitude towards each other 

(Oliver and Wong, 2003).  

 

 In fact the relationship of heterogeneity with social cohesion may be 

largely contextual specific and ethno-linguistic divisions would affect social 

cohesion by interacting with other variables such as socio-economic 

disadvantages and income inequality (Breton et al., 2004). Thus the role of 

socio-economic conditions may be more important than ethno-linguistic 

divisions in shaping social cohesion (Letki, 2008). Cultural factors alone 

cannot be helpful in explaining violence in a society and the role of social 

inequality and deprivation may also be important in this regard (Sen, 2008).  

 



 18 

 As a mean, social cohesion may have certain implications for different 

economic and development outcomes. Social cohesion can affect economic 

growth through various channels which have been frequently discussed in 

literature (see for example Coleman, 1988; Coleman, 1990a; Putnam et al., 

1993; Fukuyama, 1995; Knack and Keefer, 1997; Dasgupta and Serageldin, 

1999; Collier, 2002; Staveren, 2003; Szreter, 2000; Easterly et al., 2006 and 

Staveren and Knorringa, 2008). These channels include reduction in 

transaction cost, reinforcing of collective action, dissemination of information, 

creation of learning spin-offs, triggering more investment, ensuring political 

stability, managing latent conflict, improving the quality of governance and 

formation of human capital. 

  

 More cohesive societies have better abilities to manage latent conflict. 

They have fewer crimes and better law and order situation. This makes an 

environment which is more conducive for investment and hence for better 

economic growth. In a society with high social cohesion fewer resources are 

needed for enforcing law and order and for implementing property rights. Less 

potential risk of political instability also enables a cohesive society to attract 

more investment. An environment of trustfulness and trustworthiness is 

generated which facilitates exchange and reduces transaction cost. This creates 

a virtuous cycle, in which transaction costs are further reduced by generating 

more trust through building of reputation (Staveren and Knorringa, 2008).  

 

 The higher level of trust provides better environment for economic 

activities and the result is better functioning economies (Fukuyama, 1995). 

Written contracts are less likely to be needed, and individuals in high trust 

societies are also likely to divert fewer resources to protecting themselves 

through tax payments, bribes, or private security services (Knack and Keefer, 

1997). Social interaction and trust help in creating economies of scale by 

promoting cooperation between individuals and organizations (Staveren and 

Knorringa, 2008). Such cooperation helps in enforcing the supply of public 

goods by the state and in strengthening informal ways (outside the state) to 

provide and manage semi-public goods (Cooke and Morgan, 2000).  

 

 Cohesive societies may also have better outcomes in terms of education 

and health. They have better and well-functioning government institutions 

(Putnam et al., 1993) which may ensure effective public service delivery. They 

generate such pattern of political participation which is more egalitarian 

(Kawachi and Berkman, 2000) and thus people are in better position to get 

their rights such as education and health. It is more likely that in a cohesive 

society such policies will be formulated which will ensure people’s equal 

access towards education and health opportunities.  
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 A social structure which is conducive to promote interactions among 

students can play an important role in learning and education outcomes of 

students. Similarly supportive social norms may also be important for 

educational achievements (Coleman and Hoffer, 1987). Home, community and 

school context play important role in students’ learning (Epstein, 2001) and 

academic performance of students is affected by community participation at 

schools (Faires et al., 2000; Jordan et al., 2000). Government’s performance in 

human resource development can play important role in human capital 

formation which is influenced by generalized trust (Knack, 2002). Putnam’s 

social capital index is also found to be significantly associated with education 

and health outcomes (Putnam, 2000).  

 

 Societal divide on the basis of ethnicity, language, religion and class 

would result in deterioration of social cohesion. In such situation dominance of 

oligarchy may be strengthened in the society who would oppose mass spread 

of education (Bourguignon and Verdier, 2000; Acemoglu and Robinson, 2000) 

and the result would be lower human capital formation. Informal institutions 

embedded in social relations and community ties may help individuals and 

households to cope with sudden shocks which otherwise could affect 

children’s education.  

 

 Health outcomes may also be affected by cohesiveness of society 

through different channels which have been described in literature (see for 

example, Kawachi and Kennedy, 1997; Kawachi et al., 1997 Kennedy et al., 

1998; Kawachi and Berkman, 2000; Kawachi et al., 1999; Veenstra and 

Lomas, 1999; Rose, 2000; Szreter and Woolcock, 2004; Poortinga, 2006; 

Giordano and Lindstrom, 2010 and Yamamura, 2011). Cohesive societies may 

have better health outcomes due to better institutional quality because the role 

of good governance may be critical in the provision of public services. The 

deterioration of public spending for the provision of public services is the 

critical mechanism through which erosion of social cohesion can have 

retarding effects for people’s health because less cohesive societies tend to 

spend less for the provision of public services (Kawachi and Kennedy, 2002).  

 

 Cohesive societies may also be able to put bindings on health related 

deviant behavior of the individuals through social control. It promotes healthy 

social norms which may be useful for people’s health. Social interaction 

among individuals may be helpful in disseminating information which may be 

helpful for individual’s health. Social and community ties can also be useful in 

providing informal insurance which may be helpful in coping with health 

related issues in the absence of some formal arrangements of insurance. In the 

absence of such ties, the negative consequences of some sudden shocks (such 

as natural calamity) may be more severe and worse. 
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 Supportive social norms can be helpful for people to get out of anxiety 

or depression which otherwise can have negative effects for their health. The 

sufferings of vulnerable groups of society such as women and minorities, who 

suffer disproportionately at the time of some disaster, may be minimized in a 

cohesive society (Durlauf and Fafchamps, 2005; Fafchamps, 2006) due to 

some informal arrangements. Less cohesive societies may have higher rates of 

crime, homicide and violence due to high stress, family disruption and 

frustration of the society (Wilkinson, 1996). The result may be poor health 

outcomes such as increased mortality (Kawachi and Kennedy, 1997; Kawachi 

et al. 1997). Mutual help mechanism may be working well in cohesive 

societies which can be helpful in providing assistance to those who are 

suffering from illness. Cohesive societies can also have better ability to settle 

intergroup disputes which enables them to manage latent conflict before it 

converts into civil strife. Thus social cohesion can help societies to avoid the 

negative consequences of conflict for economic growth (Collier and Gunning, 

1999) and human development (Lai and Thyne, 2007). 

 

 

2.4 CONCLUSION 

 

 Because of the multiplicity of the issue of social cohesion, it is 

perceived and defined in different ways by different researchers and social 

scientists. Despite being a concept very close to social capital, neither it is 

merely about social relations and community ties nor it is about cultural 

sameness and ethnic, linguistic or religious homogeneity. Individual-level 

social relations, community ties and norms of reciprocity and trust may make a 

subset of social cohesion. But social relations and community ties may not 

necessarily translate into cohesiveness of society. It is quite possible that 

despite strengthening of individual-level and intercommunity ties, the result 

may be just an increase in the stock of bonding social capital and decrease in 

bridging social capital. This may result in deterioration of cohesiveness of 

society. Similarly norms of reciprocity and trust in a society are generally 

judged by people’s perception about trustworthiness of other people. But 

trustfulness and trustworthiness are mutually linked and largely contextual 

specific. Likewise, ethnic, linguistic and religious diversity may not be the 

only or primary cause of societal divide. Despite being homogenous in terms 

of ethnicity, language or religion, a society may be divided on some other lines 

such as class.  

 

 Thus defining multidimensional concept of social cohesion exclusively 

in terms of any one indicator or index related with social relation, community 

ties, interpersonal trust or diversity may not be an appropriate approach 
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because none of these may truly depict cohesiveness of society. The better 

approach may be to define and measure social cohesion in a comprehensive 

way. Use of different indices related with different dimensions of social 

cohesion may be a better way. This approach may also be useful because it 

may leave more policy options for policy maker and they may know that 

which dimension is of more salience. ISD seem to serve this purpose in a 

better way. 
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CHAPTER 3 
 

INCLUSIVENESS AND SOCIAL COHESION 
 

 

3.1 INTRODUCTION 

 

 Social cohesion has become one of the most debated issues among 

social scientists. It is valued not only because it may have certain 

developmental and economic implications but also because it has intrinsic 

value too. More cohesive societies may be regarded as better places to live in. 

The idea that social relations and social structure are of importance is not new 

and even more than a century ago social scientists were keen to study about the 

importance of social interactions and community life. However, social 

relations and community ties under the banner of social capital have attracted 

the attention of researchers after the publication of Coleman (1988) and 

Putnam et al. (1993). The recent rise in interest of social scientists in the notion 

of social cohesion may be partially viewed as an attempt to address the issues 

related with immigration related diversity and regional integration in many 

countries and regions of the world. The literature which discusses the 

cohesiveness of society may be broadly divided into two categories. The first 

kind of literature highlights those factors which may contribute to social 

cohesion. Social structure of society such as income inequality, wealth 

inequality, socioeconomic disadvantages and cultural, ethnic, linguistic and 

religious diversity are viewed some important factors contributing to social 

cohesion. The second strand of literature discusses the economic and 

developmental implications of social cohesion. 

 

 Various attempts have been made by social scientists to understand the 

factors which may be helpful in nurturing social cohesion. Existing literature 

which debates about the factors responsible for cohesiveness of a society or 

community, generally, moves around two different dimensions. First one is 

diversity (ethnic, linguistic, religious) and second one is socioeconomic 

disadvantages. Diversity thesis proposes that diversity may pose threat to 

social cohesion because it is more likely that people would trust and mix up 

with those who look like them, belong to their clan, speak their language and 

share their cultural values (McPherson et al., 2001). Proponents of this thesis 

argue that possibility of hostility increases with increase in heterogeneity in the 

society (Quillian, 1995) and mutual trust remains low because it is easier to 

develop norms of reciprocity and trust in those societies which are ethnically 

and racially homogeneous (Miller, 1995; Messick and Kramer, 2001; Alesina 

and La Ferrara, 2002; Delhey and Newton 2005). It is further argued that 
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ethnic diversity alienates people and pushes them towards isolation and 

segregation which reduces the possibility of collective action, mutual help and 

cooperation (Putnam, 2007).  

 

 Contrary to diversity thesis, some researchers view socioeconomic 

disadvantages as more important factor in shaping social cohesion in a society. 

Proponents of this school of thought argue that diversity may not be bad for 

social cohesion in itself and its relationship with social cohesion depends upon 

many contextual variables (Breton et al. 2004). Everyone may not be equally 

sensitive to diversity. Social ties among neighbours which are also influenced 

by level of education and income of respondents (Tolsma et al. 2009) may 

neutralize the negative effects of diversity. As a result the individuals who 

have social interactions with their neighbours may be less influenced by ethnic 

and racial diversity. Economic deprivation and socioeconomic disadvantages 

may be more important than ethno-linguistic diversity in shaping social 

cohesion ( Letki, 2008) and social cohesion may be low in ethnically diverse 

neighbourhoods only because the more people who live in these 

neighbourhoods belong to socially and economically disadvantaged groups of 

the society (Gijsberts et al., 2012). It is further argued that diversity may even 

promote an environment where people of different ethnic groups may learn to 

live with each other with more tolerance, more trust and hence with positive 

attitude towards each other (Oliwer and Wong, 2003). Voluntary work, trust 

and mutual help may not be affected negatively by ethnic diversity (Gijsberts 

et al., 2012) and even it may help to improve interpersonal trust (Kazemipur, 

2006). 

 

 In this chapter we aim to investigate that to what extent socio-cultural 

variables such as ethnic, linguistic and religious diversity and socioeconomic 

or material deprivation can play role in determining the level of social 

cohesion in a society. We hypothesize that social inequality, along with ethnic, 

linguistic and religious diversity can have a negative effect on different 

dimension of social cohesion of a society. The underlying mechanism suggests 

that sense of belonging among different sections of society can be fostered by 

reducing social, economic and political inequalities. Reduction in 

socioeconomic inequalities would promote inclusiveness in a society which 

can play an important role in making a society more cohesive by fostering the 

sense of belonging among the citizens. Contrary to this, a society with high 

social exclusion where different sections of society do not have equal excess to 

opportunities may face a challenge of lack of social cohesion. If economic 

growth is inclusive in its nature and benefits of economic growth are 

distributed evenly among people, they may feel that they are imperative part of 

society but if economic growth is highly skewed then it may cause social 

unrest among masses. Inclusiveness is in fact something more than pro-poor 
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growth. It is not only to bring down poverty but also to ensure equity in the 

provision of basic services such as education and health. It is to bring down 

social, political and economic inequalities among different sections of 

societies. 

 

 Inclusiveness is an objective as well as a mean to achieve other ends. 

Different inequality-growth models describe that inequality can be harmful for 

economic growth through its political economy effects (Alesina and Perotti, 

1994; Alesina and Rodrik, 1994; Persson and Tabellini 1994; Alesina and 

Perotti, 1996; Benhabib and Rustichini, 1996; Perotti, 1996; Rodrik, 1999; 

Fajnzylber et al. 2000) and inclusive economic and political institutions may 

be viewed as important determinant of the nation’s success or failure 

(Acemoglu and Robinson, 2012). Tolerance for inequality in a society may 

vanish if it persists for a longer period of time and this problem may be even 

more severe in heterogeneous societies (Hirschman and Rothschild, 1973). 

The role of social inequality in shaping social cohesion may be important 

because in the presence of asymmetric power hierarchy, social relations may 

result the exclusion of some specific groups and can lead towards lowering 

down cohesiveness of a society. Sen (2008) points out that cultural factors 

along with social inequality and deprivation are importantly linked to violence 

in a society. Social cohesion may be viewed as phenomenon which may be 

helpful for policy reforms required for economic development. Inclusive 

society which can be helpful in mitigating the violence and conflict 

comprehends the key element of the idea of social cohesion (OECD, 2012). 

Hence inclusiveness can play an important role in making a society cohesive.  

 

 Inclusiveness; a state of affairs where different sections of society have 

equal excess to economic, political as well as social opportunities, may 

mitigate the negative effects of diversity, if any, on social cohesion. On the 

other hand both diversity and socioeconomic deprivation may inflate the 

effects of each other. In existing literature, most of the studies are either city-

specific, country specific or region-specific. Some studies have also presented 

cross-country comparisons but for a limited number of countries. The picture 

that emerges from earlier research is ambiguous and no consensus is emerging 

between the different researchers. The present study aims to contribute to 

existing literature by using a comprehensive data set on different dimensions 

of social cohesion for a large set of countries. We have used macro-level; 

aggregate-level or country-level data in our study because it seems more 

appropriate to study social cohesion at country level instead of studying it at 

community-level, neighbourhood level or city level. We have also taken into 

account both diversity and social inequality in our model because neglecting 

any one of these in empirical analysis may risk conflating the effect of one 

with the other (Phan, 2008). 
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3.2 LITERATURE REVIEW 

 

 Social cohesion, on one hand, is supposed to be deeply rooted in history, 

culture, social norms and values of a society and on other hand it is assumed to 

be related with socioeconomic disadvantages and socioeconomic inequality in 

the society. It is more likely that people sharing common culture and history 

and speaking a common language have more likelihood to cooperate each 

other because people feel more convenient to interact with those who speak 

their language, belong to their clan and who resemble them (McPherson et al., 

2001). Huntington (1996) views cultural identities, mainly defined in terms of 

religion, as a source of ‘clash of civilizations’ particularly at global level. 

  

 Social control theory (Hirschi, 1969) suggests that social norms and 

values put informal bindings on individuals which restraint their deviant act in 

the society. Thus mutual trust is lower in ethnically diverse neighborhoods due 

to weak shared social norms which, if present, can be helpful in informal 

social control (Sampson et al. 1997).  

 

 Quillian (1995) describes that there are more chances of hostility among 

groups in the neighborhoods where several groups are living together and the 

possibility of hostility increases with the increase in the number of groups and 

the number of members of ‘out group’. Higher the number of groups and 

closer they are with each other in their numbers, there are more chances of 

conflict among them. Thus the reliance on the behavior of one's neighbors, 

friends and colleagues is negatively affected by ethnic and racial diversity 

(Messick and Kramer, 2001) and it seems easier to develop mutual trust in 

ethnically and racially homogenous environment (Miller, 1995). Civic norms 

seem to be stronger in those societies which are ethnically homogenous, 

egalitarian, better educated and have better institutions and high incomes 

(Knack and Keefer 1997). Negative relationship between ethnic diversity and 

generalized trust across countries has been reported by Delhey and Newton 

(2005).  

 

 Fukuyama (1995) argues that trust in a society which is accumulated 

through norms, values and civic participation may be viewed as strong 

predictor of cohesiveness of a society. However, trust is one of many 

components of social cohesion and thus may not be viewed as the sole 

predictor of cohesiveness of society (Hooghe 2007). Gesthuizen et al. (2009) 

suggest that economic inequality and the democratic patterns in European 

societies are more important for explaining the different levels of social 

cohesion in European countries.  

 

http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/j.1467-9248.2007.00717.x/full#b25
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 Negative effects of diversity on social cohesion have been documented 

for the case of the United States by Alesina and La Ferrara (2000, 2002) and 

Costa and Kahn (2003), among others. Public goods expenditures seem to be 

related inversely with ethnic heterogeneity (Alesina et al. 1999), the 

metropolitan areas that feature high income inequality and greater ethnic and 

racial diversity have lower organizational membership (Alesina and La Ferrara 

2000) and interpersonal trust seems to be lower in racially heterogeneous 

communities in the US (Alesina and La Ferrara, 2002). Religious affiliations 

may also have important implications for socials interactions. Park (2012) 

examines the role of religious affiliation and involvement for interracial 

friendship. His findings suggest that being Protestant or Jew is negatively 

related to interracial friendship. For social integration, the religious character 

of minority groups is considered more problematic than their ethnic identity in 

many immigrant-receiving countries of Europe (Foner and Alba, 2008). 

However, by studying the case of Canada Reitz et al.(2009) suggest that 

though the religious affiliation affects the social integration in the same way as 

ethnic attachment does yet it has relatively less impact than the ethnic status of 

immigrant groups.  

 

 Putnam (2007) argues that ethnic diversity alienate people and pushes 

them towards isolation and segregation, a phenomenon which he terms as 

‘hunkering down’. He further describes that in ethnically diverse 

neighborhoods people are less sociable, have fewer friends and show less 

tendency for collective life, mutual help and cooperation. Though Putnam does 

not seem to rule out the positive and log-run effects of immigration for the 

United States yet he argues that immigration, being one of the important 

sources of diversity, may have corrosive effect for social cohesion.  

 

 In spite of the strong, negative relationship between diversity and social 

cohesion as suggested by Putnam’s work many researchers suggest that the 

said relationship is weak and contingent on various individual and contextual 

factors. For example, Stolle et al. (2008), by using data from the United States 

and Canada, find a strong negative effect of diversity on trust; however, they 

conclude that everyone is not equally sensitive to diversity and the individuals 

who have social interactions with their neighbours are less influenced by 

ethnic and racial diversity. Thus contact and social ties among neighbours may 

neutralize the negative effects of diversity on trust. Leigh’s study (2006) on 

Australia finds a strong inverse relationship between ethno-linguistic 

fractionalization and localized trust (trust at local level) for both natives and 

immigrants. However, no evidence of inverse relationship between diversity 

and generalized trust (trust at national level) for natives is found. This 

relationship holds only for immigrants. Furthermore the study finds no 

evidence of negative relationship of inequality and trust. In a research on 44 

http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/j.1747-7379.2009.00782.x/full#b18
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countries, Anderson and Paskeviciute (2006) report that different kinds of 

diversity have different kinds of effects on different indicators related to civic 

behavior and attitude. Interpersonal trust is negatively associated with 

country’s level of linguistic and ethnic diversity. However, while trust in 

established democracies is decreased by ethnic diversity, the source of 

reduction in trust in less democratic societies is language. Interest in politics 

and membership of voluntary associations are high in linguistically diverse 

societies. In ethnically heterogeneous societies people are more likely to 

engage others in political discussions. However, these positive effects of 

diversity are found only in less democratic societies. In more democratic 

societies, interpersonal trust seems to be negatively related with ethnic and 

linguistic heterogeneity whereas people’s interest in politics in established 

democracies is inversely associated with linguistic diversity. Interpersonal 

trust is the only variable for which heterogeneity has more pronounced and 

consistent effect. The effect of diversity on other variables of civic activism 

seems to be conditioned upon democratic practices of the society  

 

 The negative relationship between ethnic heterogeneity and different 

dimensions of social cohesion is not very much consistent in municipalities 

and neighborurhoods of the Netherlands. Economic deprivation, on the other 

hand, has most consistent and negative relationship with different dimensions 

of social cohesion. Tolerance and social contact with neighbours is also 

influenced by the level of education and income of respondents. Highly 

educated and more affluent respondents seem to show more tolerance and 

more likely to have social contacts with their neighbours (Tolsma et al. 2009). 

Bjornskov (2007) does not find any evidence of significant relationship 

between ethnic heterogeneity and trust levels.  

 

 The opposing view regarding the diversity effects of social cohesion is 

also present in literature. Oliwer and Wong (2003), for example, argue that 

people living in diverse atmosphere may have more tolerance, more trust and 

hence positive attitude towards each other. Zimdars and Tampubolon (2012) 

Report the positive effects of diversity on generalized trust. Some other studies 

contradict with diversity thesis by arguing that factors related to 

socioeconomic disadvantage are more important than ethnic or cultural 

diversity in determining the social cohesion of a society. Social cohesion is, in 

fact, not all about cultural sameness or homogeneity because the sources of 

societal divide may be different in different societies. Some societies may be 

divided on the basis of ethnicity, language or culture whereas the very basic 

reason of societal divides in some other societies may be different from 

cultural, linguistic or ethnic differences. Green et al. (2006) have emphasized 

the role of educational inequality in determining social cohesion. Inequality 

may increase social conflict (Alesina and Perotti, 1996; Perotti, 1996) and 

javascript:void(0);
javascript:void(0);
http://www.socresonline.org.uk/17/3/15/zimdars.html


 28 

stress (Wilkinson, 1996) in the society which can have coercive effects on 

social trust and civic cooperation and can increase sense of deprivation among 

masses (Green et al. 2010). 

 

 Vervoot et al. (2010), have challenged diversity thesis by arguing that it 

is ethnic concentration and not ethnic diversity which can affect social 

cohesion. They argue that ethnic concentration can affect ethnic minorities’ 

social contacts with the people belonging to their own ethnic group and people 

belonging to some other ethnic group. It may result strong intra-group social 

ties and weak inter-group social relationships. This will lead towards 

strengthening bonding social capital and weakening bridging social capital. As 

a result the overall social cohesion will be weakened.  

 

 It is also suggested that diversity may not be bad for social cohesion in 

itself rather economic disparities which are perceived unfair may pose a 

greater threat to solidarity of a society (Breton et al. 2004). Empirical scrutiny 

across European countries does not support the pessimistic view about the 

negative effects of ethnic heterogeneity on generalized trust (Hooghe et al. 

2007). Contrary to this, a positive relationship between diversity and trust 

seems to be held in Canadian cities, with the exception of Montreal 

(Kazemipur 2006). By using five indicators related to socioeconomic 

disadvantages of individuals and neighbourhoods, along with ethnic diversity, 

Sturgis et al. (2011) oppose the view that the increasing ethnic diversity of 

community life represents a worrying and corrosive effect on trust between 

citizens for the case of Britain. Gijsberts et al. (2012) suggest that only a 

partial support is found for diversity thesis for the case of the Netherlands 

where ethnic diversity has negative effects on the degree of contact in the 

neighbourhood. However, the other dimensions of social cohesion such as 

voluntary work trust and mutual help are not influenced by ethnic diversity. 

The study argues that low level of social cohesion may be associated with 

socioeconomic disadvantages. Social cohesion may be low in ethnically 

diverse neighbourhoods only because the more people who live in these 

neighbourhoods belong to socially and economically disadvantaged groups of 

the society.  

 

 Thus it can be argued that cohesiveness of society is not merely a 

function of ethnic, linguistic and racial diversity rather it may be an outcome 

of different contextual factors related to social inequality, social deprivation, 

inclusiveness and community development. King et al. (2012) highlights the 

role of community driven development and curriculum interventions in 

improving social cohesion for the case of sub-saharan Africa. State-sponsored 

education which aims to promote values of tolerance and respect for human 
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difference can be helpful in achieving and maintaining social cohesion (Silova 

et al., 2007).  

 

 Fieldhouse and Cutts (2010) find that diversity has a negative effect on 

social capital for the case of Britain but this effect depends on other contextual 

variables such as ethnic background of the respondent and poverty. Some 

cross-national comparative research in Europe also presents similar results 

with trust used as a proxy for cohesiveness (Gerritsen and Lubbers, 2010). 

Negative relationship between diversity and localized trust has also been 

documented by Laurence (2011). However, this relationship is weakened when 

community-level deprivation is also taken into account. Evidence from other 

countries similarly reveals that the relationship between diversity and social 

cohesion is contingent on different contextual factors. Phan’s study (2008) for 

Canada describes that racial diversity does not have a significant relationship 

with social cohesion as measured by social trust when neighbourhood 

characteristics are also accounted for. By focusing specifically on 

immigration-generated diversity Kesler and Bloemraad (2010) describe that 

there seems no systematic and well established relationship between diversity 

and variables related to civic norms. Immigration-generated diversity may 

have negative effect on social trust, organizational membership and political 

engagement. However, these results are not consistent across counties. These 

negative effects of diversity depend on institutional and policy context. In the 

presence of well functioning institutions which ensure that cultural minorities 

are well accommodated and in the societies which are economically more 

equal, the negative effects of immigration-generated diversity are vanished and 

even reversed.  

 

 Thus beyond cultural and ethnic diversity, the role of socioeconomic 

disadvantages may be important in determining the level of social cohesion in 

a society as Letki (2008) states that the role of poverty is more important than 

diversity in making a society cohesive. He is of the view that solidarity of a 

society is damaged by poverty but blame is placed on diversity. The findings 

of his research show that social and economic inequalities are more harmful 

than cultural heterogeneity for the solidarity and social cohesion of a society 

therefore more focus should be on the reduction of material deprivation instead 

of the creation of inter community relations. Sen (2008) points out that cultural 

factors along with social inequality and deprivation are importantly linked to 

violence in a society. According to him, neither cultural approach nor political 

economy approach is sufficient to explain violence and only an integration of 

both these approaches may be helpful to explain conflict.  

 

 Thus there seems no consensus among researchers that what factors are 

responsible for shaping the social cohesion in a society. An ambiguous picture 
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emerges due to inconclusive results. On one hand social cohesion is believed 

to be deeply rooted in history, culture, social norms and values of society. 

Cultural factors and social diversity are viewed as important determinants of 

social cohesion. The other strand of literature considers socioeconomic 

conditions and material deprivation to be more important factors for social 

integration, solidarity and civic participation.  

 

 

3.3 METHODOLOGY 

 

 Drawing upon our discussion in previous section, we can identify two 

main factors which may be important in determining social cohesion. The first 

one is ethnic, linguistic and religious composition of the society and second 

one is socio-economic condition of the society. Ethic, linguistic and religious 

diversity is assumed to be having detrimental effects for social cohesion. 

However, opposing view is also present in literature according to which 

diversity in itself may not be bad for social cohesion and other factors such as 

socio-economic conditions and economic deprivation may be more important 

in this regard. Thus focusing on only one factor may give biased results due to 

misspecification of model. Therefore, we have taken into account both these 

factors in our model. The simplest form of our model may be given as 

 

 1 2i i i iSC Div SI           (3.1) 

 

where 

 

SC   Social cohesion. Six different indices have been used alternatively 

as proxy for social cohesion in six different regressions. 

 

Div = Ethnic, linguistic or religious diversity 

 

SI Social Inequality 

 

 Intercept 

 

 Error term 

 

i Cross sectional units 

 

 Diversity may pose threat to social cohesion of society as proposed by 

different studies. Social inequality may reduce inclusiveness in the society and 

hence can have retarding effect for social cohesion by weakening the people’s 

sense of belonging. Six different indices termed as civic activism, membership 
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of voluntary associations, gender equality, intergroup cohesion, interpersonal 

safety and trust and inclusion of minorities have been used as proxy for social 

cohesion. These indices have been taken from the dataset of ISS and represent 

different dimensions of social cohesion. The difference of human development 

index (HDI) and inequality adjusted human development index (IHDI) taken 

from United Nations Development Programme (UNDP, 2010) has been used 

as proxy for social inequality in the society. A separate regression has been run 

by using each dimension of social cohesion as dependent variable. Similarly 

ethnic, linguistic and religious diversity have been used alternatively as 

measure of diversity in different regressions. Cross-country data has been used 

in our empirical analysis. A brief description of the variables used in model 3.1 

is as given below. 

 

 

3.3.1 Social Cohesion 

 

 The dependent variable in model 3.1 is social cohesion. We have used 

six different indices related to civic activism, membership of voluntary 

associations, gender equality, interpersonal safety and trust, intergroup 

cohesion and inclusion of minorities, as proxy for different dimensions of 

social cohesion. Civic Activism tells about society’s strength for collective 

action to safeguard their political rights and their willingness to represent their 

interests before government through different sources such as media and 

peaceful demonstration. Membership of Voluntary Associations Index may be 

viewed as strength of associative life in a society. It tells that to what extent 

people participate in voluntary activities at their community level. Intergroup 

Cohesion describes about the cooperation among different ethnic, linguistic, 

religious or any identity-based groups in a society. It also tells about the ability 

of societies to manage latent conflict before it becomes violent. Interpersonal 

Safety and tells about norms of reciprocity and trust in the society. It describes 

about the norms and willingness of individuals to cooperate with each other. 

Gender equality describes that to what extent a society is free from 

discriminatory environment against women. Inclusion of Minorities Index 

refers to the equal treatment for minorities. 

 

 The first three indices are related with civic participation, community 

participation and norms of reciprocity and trust and hence are more related 

with individual-level relations. Intergroup Cohesion tells about relationship 

among groups. It tells about the strength of society in managing intergroup 

conflicts. Gender Equality and Inclusion of Minorities, on one hand are related 

with norms and values of society which may affect society’s treatment with 

disadvantaged sections of society such as women and minorities and on other 

hand describe about state-society relations because effective formal institutions 
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and effective public policy may ensure the equal access for all sections of 

society towards different opportunities such as education, health and 

employment and can also ensure that policies are formulated without any bias 

against any section of society. A brief description of these indices has been 

given in section 2.2. For detailed discussion on the construction of these 

indices please see Foa and Tanner (2012). Data used for these indices is for the 

year 2010. 

 

 

3.3.2 Diversity 

 

 Three different measures of diversity i.e. ethnic diversity, linguistic 

diversity and religious diversity have been used alternatively in our analysis. 

These indices show that to what extent a society is heterogeneous in terms of 

ethnicity, language and religion. The value of these indices ranges from 0 to 1 

where a value closer to 0 shows that country has less ethnic, linguistic and 

religious diversity. A higher value of indices implies that country has higher 

diversity in terms of ethnicity, language and religion. Data for these indicators 

has been taken from Alesina et al (2003). The underlying data used in the 

construction of these measures of diversity is from Encyclopedia Britannica 

(2001), CIA (2000), Levinson (1998), Minority Rights Group International and 

national censuses of different countries. The measures of diversity put forward 

by Alesina at al. (2003) may be considered more comprehensive measures. 

Because unlike previous measures of diversity [such as used by Easterly and 

Levine (1997)] which only rely on language for categorization of groups, the 

indices of diversity put forward by Alesina at al. (2003) categorize groups not 

only on the basis of language but also on the basis of ethnicity and religion 

(see Alesina at al., 2003 for further details). 

 

 

3.3.3 Social Inequality  

 

 Human Development Report published by United Nations Development 

Programme (UNDP) produces data on human development for different 

countries of the world. The report contains data on different indices such as 

HDI and IHDI. HDI measures the level of development of a country in three 

basic dimensions of human development. These dimensions include long and 

healthy life, access to knowledge and a decent standard of living. For 

measuring the achievement of a country in these three dimensions, three 

indices named as life expectancy index, education index and income index are 

constructed. Life expectancy index is constructed with the help of life 

expectancy at birth, education index is constructed by using mean years of 

schooling and expected mean years of school and income index is constructed 
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by taking into account gross national income per capita in the US dollar 

purchasing power parity. HDI is then constructed with the help of these three 

indices by taking their geometric mean. IHDI also accounts for inequalities in 

each dimension (health, education, income) which are not considered in the 

construction of HDI. Thus unlike HDI which only shows on average 

achievements of a society in three dimensions of health, education and income, 

IHDI also considers the distribution of health, education and income across 

different groups of a society. The IHDI accounts for inequalities in HDI 

dimensions by “discounting” each dimension’s average value according to its 

level of inequality. Theoretically, the difference of HDI and IHDI would be 

equal to zero if there is no inequality in the society in three basic dimensions 

of human development i.e. education, health and income. Larger the 

difference, larger would be the inequality (for detailed methodological 

discussion, see Human Development Report of UNDP, 2010 and its 

background papers). We have used the difference of HDI and IHDI as proxy 

for social inequality. The difference shows the loss in human development 

which is caused due to social inequalities in the society. The data source for 

our analysis is UNDP (2010).  

 

 

3.4 EMPIRICAL RESULTS 

  

 Empirical results of our analysis have been presented in Tables 3.1-3.6. 
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Table 3.1 

Social Inequality and Civic Activism 

Dependent Variable: Civic Activism 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 

Variable Coefficient Coefficient Coefficient Coefficient Coefficient Coefficient 

Ethnic  

Diversity 

-0.1146*** 

(-5.2549) 
  

-0.024089 

(-1.1361) 
  

Linguistic  

Diversity 
 

-0.0761*** 

(-3.6742) 
  

0.003922 

(0.21127) 
 

Religious  

Diversity 
  

0.001180 

(0.0430) 
  

0.006270 

(0.31096) 

Social  

Inequality 
   

-0.3952*** 

(-7.8932) 

-0.4386*** 

(-8.8411) 

-0.4344*** 

(-10.335) 

R-sq 0.182135 0.100371 0.000015 0.457119 0.455225 0.464798 

N 126 123 126 126 123 126 

t-statistics in Parentheses   *** significance at 1% level. 

 

 In table 3.1 our dependent variable is civic activism. Variables of ethnic, 

linguistic and religious diversity are used as explanatory variables in 

regression 1-3. Ethnic and linguistic diversity have been found negatively and 

significantly related with civic activism whereas religious diversity seems to 

be insignificantly associated with civic activism. However, the significant 

effects of ethnic and linguistic diversity are vanished and effect of religious 

diversity remains insignificant after controlling for social inequality 

(regression 4-6). Thus social inequality may be more important factor in 

explaining civic activism in a society. Civic activism is negatively influenced 

by social inequality which implies that societies with high social inequality 

will have less civic activism.  
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Table 3.2 

Social Inequality and Intergroup Cohesion 

Dependent Variable: Intergroup Cohesion 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 

Variable Coefficient Coefficient Coefficient Coefficient Coefficient Coefficient 

Ethnic 

Diversity 

-0.109003*** 

(-4.88550) 
  

-0.034100 

(-1.33923) 
  

Linguistic 

Diversity 
 

-0.083785*** 

(-4.06873) 
  

-0.023384 

(-1.09176) 
 

Religious 

Diversity 
  

0.010785 

(0.38964) 
  

0.020478 

(0.88209) 

Social 

Inequality 
   

-0.296285*** 

(-4.93841) 

-0.320132*** 

(-5.54095) 

-0.354276*** 

(-7.3084) 

R-sq 0.162514 0.121230 0.001233 0.302037 0.301456 0.305355 

N 125 122 125 125 122 125 

t-statistics in Parentheses   *** Significance at 1% level 

  

 In table 3.2 our dependent variable is intergroup cohesion which 

describes about the cooperation among different identity-based groups and 

capacity of society to manage latent conflicts among different identity-based 

groups. In first three regressions we have used ethnic diversity, linguistic 

diversity and religious diversity respectively as independent variables. Both 

ethnic and linguistic diversity have been found negatively and significantly 

associated whereas religious diversity has been found to be insignificantly 

associated with intergroup cohesion. When social inequality as measured by 

the difference of HDI and IHDI is also included as explanatory variable 

(regression 4-6) both ethnic and linguistic diversity become insignificant 

whereas social inequality shows a statistically significant and negative 

relationship with intergroup cohesion. It implies that the effects of social 

inequality on intergroup cohesion seem to be more pronounced as compared 

with diversity. The significance of social inequality in determining the 

intergroup cohesiveness in a society describes that if social inequalities are 

reduced then diversity may not remain any threat to intergroup cohesion.  
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Table 3.3 

Social Inequality and Membership of Clubs and Associations 

Dependent Variable: Membership of Clubs and Associations 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 

Variable Coefficient Coefficient Coefficient Coefficient Coefficient Coefficient 

Ethnic  

Diversity 

0.055534 

(1.1529) 
  

-0.009091 

(-0.1629) 
  

Linguistic  

Diversity 
 

0.117179*** 

(2.7965) 
  

0.091944** 

(2.00424) 
 

Religious  

Diversity 
  

0.072221 

(1.3151) 
  

0.0639 

(1.11282) 

Social  

Inequality 
   

0.288601** 

(2.17876) 

0.165308 

(1.3241) 

0.259370** 

(2.29898) 

R-sq 0.013945 0.079140 0.018259 0.061833 0.096738 0.071595 

N 96 93 95 96 93 95 

t-statistics in Parentheses  *** Significance at 1% level 

** Significance at 5% level 

  

Table 3.3 shows the results of our regressions in which membership of 

clubs and voluntary associations has been used as dependent variable. We aim 

to investigate whether the membership of clubs and voluntary associations in a 

society is affected by its ethnic, linguistic and religious diversity and by the 

level of social inequality in the society. All types of diversity i.e. ethnic, 

linguistic and religious diversity show no significant association with the index 

of membership of clubs and voluntary associations. Social inequality also 

seems to be insignificantly associated with membership of clubs and voluntary 

associations except in regression 6 where it is positively and significantly 

associated with membership of clubs and voluntary associations.  is also 

very low in all of six regressions, which implies that variables of diversity and 

social inequality may be insufficient to determine membership of clubs and 

voluntary associations in a society.  
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Table 3.4 

Social Inequality and Interpersonal Safety and Trust 

Dependent Variable: Interpersonal Safety and Trust 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 

Variable Coefficient Coefficient Coefficient Coefficient Coefficient Coefficient 

Ethnic  

Diversity 

-0.218254*** 

(-6.539825) 
  

-0.094825*** 

(-2.89883) 
  

Linguistic  

Diversity 
 

-0.110914*** 

(-3.372444) 
  

-0.012915 

(-0.47047) 
 

Religious  

Diversity 
  

-0.101835** 

(-2.379159) 
  

-0.075595** 

(-2.38406) 

Social  

Inequality 
   

-0.567724*** 

(-7.06200) 

-0.678933*** 

-8.758926 

-0.664038*** 

(-9.51120) 

R-sq 0.285568 0.097732 0.050243 0.514153 0.480763 0.487566 

N 109 107 109 109 107 109 

t-statistics in Parentheses  *** Significance at 1% level  

** Significance at 5% level  

  

 In table 3.4 empirical results of our analysis have been portrayed in 

which index of interpersonal safety and trust has been used as dependent 

variable. Empirical results reveal that ethnic, linguistic and religious diversity 

are negatively and significantly associated with interpersonal safety and trust 

(regression 1-3). When variable of social inequality is also taken into account 

(regression 4-6) significant association between linguistic diversity and 

interpersonal safety and trust vanishes. However, ethnic and religious diversity 

remain significantly and negatively associated with interpersonal safety and 

trust even after controlling for the variable of social inequality in regression. 

Social inequality also seems to be significantly and negatively associated with 

interpersonal safety and trust. Thus interpersonal trust in a society may be 

affected by ethnic and religious diversity and social inequality. 
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Table 3.5 

Social Inequality and Gender Equality 

Dependent Variable: Gender Equality 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 

Variable Coefficient Coefficient Coefficient Coefficient Coefficient Coefficient 

Ethnic  

Diversity 

-0.131264*** 

(-7.066301) 
  

-0.039557** 

(-2.38433) 
  

Linguistic  

Diversity 
 

-0.105298*** 

(-5.963242) 
  

-0.028474** 

(-1.986931) 
 

Religious  

Diversity 
  

-0.005848 

(-0.232805) 
  

0.002218 

(0.136595) 

Social  

Inequality 
   

-0.394319*** 

(-10.08203) 

-0.425008*** 

(-11.10842) 

-0.451468*** 

(-13.40744) 

R-sq 0.282213 0.221476 0.000423 0.602713 0.609789 0.586170 

N 129 127 130 129 127 130 

t-statistics in Parentheses  *** Significance at 1% level  

** Significance at 5% level 

 

 Table 3.5 shows the results of regressions in which we have used index 

of gender equality as dependent variable. Ethnic diversity and linguistic 

diversity, when used as sole predictor, are found to be significantly and 

negatively associated with gender equality (regression 1, 2) whereas religious 

diversity is found to be insignificantly associated with gender equality 

(regression, 3). Furthermore, in order to judge the effect of social inequality on 

gender equality, we have also used the variable of social inequality along with 

ethnic diversity, linguistic diversity and religious diversity (regression 4-6). 

After including the variable of social inequality in regression 4,5 and 6 we note 

that the significant effects of religious diversity on gender equality vanish, 

however, ethnic and linguistic diversity and social inequality show negative 

and significant association with gender equality.  
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Table 3.6 

Social Inequality and Inclusion of Minorities 

Dependent Variable: Inclusion of Minorities 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 

Variable Coefficient Coefficient Coefficient Coefficient Coefficient Coefficient 

Ethnic  

Diversity 

-0.163990*** 

(-8.05332) 
  

-0.081770*** 

(-3.57684) 
  

Linguistic  

Diversity 
 

-0.103091*** 

(-4.968663) 
  

-0.026225 

(-1.37791) 
 

Religious  

Diversity 
  

-0.051291* 

(-1.68774) 
  

-0.023094 

(-1.03811) 

Social  

Inequality 
   

-0.310941*** 

(-5.73031) 

-0.411367*** 

(-7.88286) 

-0.432295*** 

(-9.62872) 

R-sq 0.386379 0.197996 0.027168 0.535813 0.507269 0.492773 

N 105 102 104 105 102 104 

t-statistics in Parentheses  *** Significance at 1% level  

** Significance at 5% level  *Significance at 10% level 

 

 Table 3.6 shows the empirical results of our regressions in which 

inclusion of minorities index has been used as dependent variable. In first three 

regressions, we have used ethnic diversity, linguistic diversity and religious 

diversity as independent variables respectively. All three measures of diversity 

have significant and negative relationship with inclusion of minorities index. 

Ethnic diversity and linguistic diversity are significant at 1% significance level 

whereas religious diversity is significant at 10% significance level. In addition 

to ethnic, linguistic and religious diversity, variable of social inequality is also 

included as independent variable in regression 4, 5 and 6. When we control for 

this new variable in our regressions, the relationship of linguistic and religious 

diversity with inclusion of minorities index becomes statistically insignificant. 

However, even after including the variable of social inequality in regression, 

the variable of ethnic diversity remains statistically significant.  

 

 

3.6 CONCLUSION 

 

 Civic activism seems to be negatively and statistically significantly 

associated with ethnic and linguistic diversity. However the negative and 

significant effects of ethnic and linguistic diversity vanish when we control for 

social inequality. It implies that it is social inequality and not diversity which 

harms strength of civil society or civic activism. Religious diversity remains 
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statistically insignificantly related with civic activism before and after 

controlling for social inequality.  

 

 Intergroup cohesion is also negatively and significantly related with 

ethnic and linguistic diversity before controlling for social inequality. However 

after controlling for social inequality, this negative and significant association 

of ethnic and linguistic diversity with intergroup cohesion vanishes. The role 

of religious diversity in determining intergroup cohesion remains statistically 

insignificant before and after controlling for social inequality. Social inequality 

shows a negative and significant association with intergroup cohesion. Thus 

social inequality may be detrimental for the creation of such environment in 

which different identity based group may resolve their differences in a 

peaceful way. In fact social inequality further intensifies the cleavages among 

different groups in the society.  

 

 Membership of clubs and associations is insignificantly related with 

ethnic and religious diversity but significantly and positively related with 

linguistic diversity. After controlling for social inequality, ethnic and religious 

diversity remain statistically insignificantly related with membership of clubs 

and associations. Similarly, linguistic diversity remains statistically 

significantly and positively related with membership of clubs and associations. 

Social inequality, when used as independent variable along with ethnic and 

religious diversity, remains positively and significantly related with 

membership of clubs and associations. But, when used as independent variable 

along with linguistic diversity, it shows an insignificant relationship with 

membership of clubs and associations. However a low 2R  in all regressions 

where index of membership of clubs and associations has been used as 

dependent variable implies that neither diversity nor social inequality may be 

sufficient in explaining people’s behavior regarding participation in local or 

village level community organizations. Another possible explanation may be 

that in the presence of linguistic diversity, social inequality does not have any 

significant role in explaining people’s behavior regarding their participation in 

clubs and associations at local level. In such situation the only factor which 

decides about their participation in clubs and associations is linguistic 

diversity. In those societies which are more heterogeneous linguistically, 

people are more engaged in activities related with community participation. It 

may be due to the reason that in such societies, intracommunity ties are 

strengthened due to people’s inward looking behavior. However it will be 

merely an indication of bonding social ties whereas bridging social ties may 

deteriorate and result may be decline in social cohesion. In the case where 

ethnic diversity and religious diversity are used as independent variables 

interchangeably along with the variable of social inequality, ethnic and 

religious diversity do not have any significant relationship with membership of 
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clubs and association. However social inequality shows a positive and 

significant relationship with membership of clubs and associations. This may 

be an indication that in the presence of ethnic and religious diversity, social 

inequality has more important role in shaping people’s inward looking 

behavior. 

 

 Interpersonal safety and trust is negatively and significantly affected by 

ethnic, linguistic and religious diversity. However, after controlling for social 

inequality, significant effect of linguistic diversity vanishes but the negative 

effects of ethnic and religious diversity on interpersonal safety and trust 

remain statistically significant even after controlling for social inequality. 

Social inequality also shows a negative and significant effect on interpersonal 

safety and trust. It implies that ethnically and religiously heterogeneous 

societies and societies with more social inequality may have less mutual trust 

among people.  

  

 Gender equality is negatively and significantly affected by ethnic and 

linguistic diversity whereas religious diversity is insignificantly related with 

gender equality. Even after controlling for social inequality, the effects of 

ethnic and linguistic diversity on gender equality remain significant and 

negative. The role of religious diversity in determining gender equality 

remains statistically insignificant even after controlling for social inequality. 

Gender equality seems to be negatively and significantly affected by social 

inequality. It implies that societies with high ethnic and linguistic diversity are 

less likely to provide equal opportunities of health, education and employment 

to women. Societies with high social inequality are also less likely to provide 

fair treatment and level playing field to different disadvantaged sections of 

society such as women. It seems to be quite convincing because women and 

particularly those who belong to the lower social strata have to suffer dual kind 

of discrimination; one for being a woman and other being a member of lower 

social class. In such situation, they become more vulnerable and hence cannot 

enjoy equal and fair treatment in the society. On the other hand more 

egalitarian societies may ensure that all segments of society have equal 

opportunities.  

 

 Inclusion of minorities is negatively and significantly related with 

ethnic, linguistic and religious diversity. However after controlling for social 

inequality in our empirical analysis, negative effects of linguistic and religious 

diversity vanish. But ethnic diversity remains significantly and negatively 

associated with inclusion of minorities. Social inequality also has a negative 

and significant effect on inclusion of minorities.  
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 In the light of our empirical analysis, it may be suggested that all 

dimension of social cohesion are not equally sensitive to diversity. The effects 

of diversity on different dimensions of social cohesion are not very much 

consistent and are contextual specific. The effects of social inequality are more 

consistent and more pronounced as compared to the effects of diversity. The 

negative effects of diversity on social cohesion may vanish when social 

inequality is also taken into account. Among different types of diversity, the 

role of religious diversity may be of least importance in determining social 

cohesion. Inclusive societies may be in better position to cope with the 

possible threat of diversity for social cohesion. By reducing social inequality, 

societies may mitigate the negative effects of diversity. It may be due to the 

reason that in societies with greater inclusion where different sections of 

society have equal access to opportunities, inequalities may not be perceived 

unfair and hence people may be willing to cooperate with each other despite 

the heterogeneous structure of the society. Membership of clubs and voluntary 

associations does not show any significant association with diversity or social 

inequality. However, use of membership of clubs and voluntary associations as 

a sole indicator of cohesiveness of society is criticized because it may result 

exclusion of some specific groups. If people are inward looking then they may 

engage only in those clubs and associations which are some sort of closed 

networks and hence can strengthen bonding social capital at the cost of 

bridging social capital. The result may be overall decline in social cohesion. 

Further research may explore that the membership of what type of clubs and 

associations may actually depict about cohesiveness of a society and 

membership of what type of clubs and associations is affected by diversity or 

social inequality. 

 

 Empirical results of our analysis suggest that in order to cope with 

negative effects of diversity on social cohesion societies must address the issue 

of social inequality. Equal access to education and health opportunities must 

be ensured for all segments of society. It would help in creating sense of 

belonging among them and they will feel that they are imperative part of 

society. Redistribution policies designed to alleviate severe disparities may 

promote social trust, cooperation and civic participation. Thus social cohesion 

policies exclusively focusing on diversity while neglecting socioeconomic 

deprivation may fail to achieve the targets. 
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CHAPTER 4 
 

SOCIAL COHESION AND ECONOMIC GROWTH 
 

 

4.1 INTRODUCTION 

 

 Social cohesion has become one of the most contested notions among 

economists and social scientists. Its Economic implications are being discussed 

widely nowadays. The literature which discusses the economic implications of 

cohesiveness of communities, neighbourhoods and societies may be broadly 

divided into two categories. In first strand of literature cohesiveness of society 

is generally labeled as social capital and measured by different indicators such 

as engagement in civic activities, membership of social networks, number of 

voluntary associations, trust on formal institutions, and interpersonal trust. 

Putnam et al. (1993), Helliwell and Putnam (1995), Knack and Keefer (1997), 

Woolcock (1998), whiteley (2000), Putnam (2000), Zak and Knack (2001), 

Knack and Zak (2002), Robinson et al. (2002), Beugelsdijk and Schaik (2005), 

Tabellini (2006), Akçomak
 
and Weel (2009) and Bjornskov (2012) are some 

examples of these kind of studies. This strand of literature suggests that 

communities and societies with high interpersonal trust and with more civic 

and voluntary activities may be more cohesive and may have economic 

outcomes. The underlying mechanism put forward by this strand of literature 

suggests that societies where individuals are more connected with each other 

and have high interpersonal trust may have better economic outcomes due to 

variety of reasons such as dissemination of information, reduction in 

transaction cost and increase in mutual cooperation. 

 

 The second type of literature relies upon some indirect measures such as 

class division, ethno-linguistic fractionalization, elite dominance, material 

deprivation and social and income inequality as a proxy of social cohesion. 

Perotti (1996), Easterly and Levine (1997), Alesina et al. (1999), Rodrik 

(1999), Easterly (2001), Easterly et al. (2006), Ferroni et al. (2006), Pervaiz 

and Chaudhary (2010), and Okediji (2011) are some examples of studies 

which may be placed in this category. Most of the studies of this category view 

ethnic, linguistic and cultural diversity as primary cause of societal divide. 

These studies suggest that social cohesion, measured in terms of diversity and 

different types of inequality, can affect economic growth through its effects on 

socio-political instability, intergroup conflict, institutional quality and human 

capital creation. This strand of literature finds its intellectual roots in 

inequality-growth models and growth models of elite dominance or societal 

division.  

http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0014292108000998
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0014292108000998
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 The empirical results presented by existing literature are not very much 

conclusive and in fact sometimes contradictory to each other. For example 

Kenworthy (1997) argues that the role of civic engagement in explaining 

economic performance has been overstated by Putnam et al. (1993) and the 

difference in economic performance of Italian regions may be due to 

institutional arrangements. Unlike Putnam et al. (1993), Knack and Keefer 

(1997) do not find any significant effect of membership of formal 

organizations on economic performance in a cross-country regression for 

twenty-nine market economies. They suggest that institutional quality and the 

variable of trust taken from World Values Survey as measured by the 

proportion of survey respondents who say that “most people can be trusted” 

may be more important in determining economic growth. Tabellini (2006) 

finds a positive effect of interpersonal trust on growth in 69 regions of eight 

Western European countries. Similarly Fukuyama (1995) and La Porta et al. 

(1997) also emphasize the role of trust in better performance of economies. 

But trust, according to Solow (1995), instead of having a direct effect may 

indirectly affect economic growth by working as background characteristic. A 

study on the regions of Canada and United States do not present any evidence 

of positive relationship of trust and income (Helliwell, 1996b). By considering 

inequality and ethno-linguistic composition of a society as a strong predictor 

of social cohesion, Easterly et al. (2006) define social cohesion in terms of 

middle class share of income and ethno-linguistic diversity and present the 

evidence that both middle class share of income and ethno-linguistic diversity 

are significantly associated with institutional quality in a cross-country 

regression which in turn have statistically significant and positive effect on 

economic growth. However, definition and measurement of social cohesion 

put forward by Easterly et al. (2006) is criticized for being a narrower 

approach (Staveren, 2012) because sources and causes of divisions in different 

societies may be different and hence indicators used by them may not truly 

depict about cohesiveness of society.  

 

 The inconclusiveness of empirical results may be due to two reasons. 

First one is the use of different indicators and indices to reflect the same 

phenomenon of cohesiveness of society and the second one may be the 

difference in the underlying sample used by different studies. The variety of 

measurement methods of cohesiveness of society is due to multiplicity of 

defining and perceiving the concept of social cohesion. Focusing exclusively 

on any one dimension of social cohesion while neglecting the other may not be 

an appropriate way to study the multidimensional phenomenon of social 

cohesion. Similarly combining different indicators related with different 

dimensions of social cohesion in order to produce some unitary index which 

may reflect social cohesion may also be problematic because it does not tell 
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that which dimension of social cohesion is of importance in determining 

economic growth. In this chapter we attempt to study the role of social 

cohesion in determining economic growth by using different dimensions of 

social cohesion. It will try to develop the further understanding of the issue of 

social cohesion and economic growth by using a comprehensive dataset for a 

large number of countries. 

 

  

4.2 LITERATURE REVIEW 

 

 It was one of the ancient notions in economic literature that 

improvement in technology would result in natural resource scarcity and the 

consequence would be increases in the numbers of people but not in their 

standard of living. This idea was put forward by Malthus (1798) who was of 

view that with inventions and better health facilities world witnessed a high 

population growth along with increase in the living standards. But these 

increased living standards would not be sustainable because high population 

growth would result the scarcity of natural resources and hence lower 

productivity. The decrease in productivity would bring down standards of 

living to the subsistence level.  

 

 However, world could escape from “Malthusian Trap” due to 

demographic transition and technological progress. At first the rise in living 

standards above subsistence caused sharp increase in population growth. But 

With increased living standards, countries went through demographic 

transition and population growth rates began to decline after reaching the peak. 

Eventually population grew but not as much as it was foreseen by Malthus. On 

the other hand increase in efficiency and productivity of labour was made 

possible due to inventions, innovations and technological progress in the late 

19
th
 and 20

th
 century. Meanwhile, the process of economic transformation also 

stimulated the pace of innovations and inventions. Thus, the world entered into 

the era which may be termed as modern era of economic growth. During this 

era all the nations, both rich and poor, made a lot of progress in terms of GDP, 

GDP per capita and hence their living standards improved manifold. But in 

spite of this progress, there are still huge gap between developed and 

developing countries. Standard of living and productivity increased in 

industrial economies more than elsewhere due to slow technological progress 

in the developing countries. Although, with the growth of industrial 

economies, developing countries also benefited through technological spill-

over effects yet the spread of technologies was slow and the result was unequal 

world with big-time divergence instead of convergence (Pritchett, 1997). 
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 Why some countries grew more than other countries? Why there are big 

differences between developed and developing countries in terms of GDP, 

GDP per capita and other development indicators? Such kind of questions has 

been addressed by economists and different possible reasons for these cross 

country growth differentials have been presented in economic growth 

literature. 

 

 Solow’s Model (1956) is considered as seminal work in economic 

growth literature. One of the implications of Solow’s Model (1956) was that 

countries would converge in long run. However, with the growth of industrial 

economies, developing countries also benefited through technological spill-

over effects but the spread of technologies was slow and the result was 

unequal world with big-time divergence instead of convergence (Pritchett, 

1997). New Growth Theories (Lucas, 1988; Romer, 1990; Barro, 1991; Barro 

and Sala-i-Martin, 1992; Mankiw et al. 1992) suggest that the differences of 

GDP per capita among countries can be attributed to the differences of human 

capital formation and technological progress. Different countries seem to 

converge only when controlled for human capital and technological progress. 

This notion seems to be true when we look at the historical pattern of 

economic growth of the countries which are rich enough today. For example 

the countries which are termed as Group-of-seven (G-7) economies now a day 

were significantly poorer than United States of America (USA), just a century 

ago. But now they have succeeded to catch up. Thus a continuous 

technological progress can only ensure a sustainable economic growth in long 

run. 

 

 Though the role of technology has been central to the dynamics of 

economic growth for the past two centuries yet many scholars believe that 

physical and human capital can only partially explain the GDP per capita 

differentials across countries (Prescott 1998). It is argued that people are 

intrinsically innovative and technological progress is possible only if they are 

given right circumstances. Institutions have a key role in providing such 

circumstances. In fact better and well developed institutions can be helpful in 

improving the law and order situation, reduce the manipulation of power, 

discourage free riding and rent seeking activities, improve the efficient 

allocation of resources and encourage productive investment (North, 1990; La 

Porta et al., 1998, 1999). Only knowledge and technological progress cannot 

lead towards economic growth and an appropriate atmosphere where 

knowledge can be put to work is necessary for economic growth. The 

institutional features such as well-functioning labor and commodity markets 

and well established intellectual property rights can be helpful for the creation 

and diffusion of knowledge which can lead towards economic expansion 

(Mokyr, 1998; 2003).  
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 If good institutions play a key role in the economic development (Mauro 

(1995), Knack and Keefer (1995), Olson (1996), La Porta et al. (1998, 1999), 

Hall and Jones (1999), Chong and Calderon (2000), Acemoglu et al. 

(2001,2002), Easterly and Levine (2003), Dollar and Kraay (2003) and Rodrik 

et al. (2004), Acemoglu and Robinson,2012)) then what determines the 

institutional quality and why many of developing countries could not establish 

such institutions which could be at par with institutions of developed countries. 

Djankov et al. (2003) points out that countries have different institutional 

outcomes due to difference in their stock of human and social capital. Bowles 

and Gintis (2002) also consider informal institutions and civil society as 

complement to effective formal institutions. Alonso ( 2011) describe that 

institutions play vital role but only together with other factors such as history. 

 

 Macro-institutions can provide an enabling environment for local 

associations to develop and flourish, and in turn local associations can sustain 

the regional and national institutions and add a measure of stability to them. 

This kind of complementarity will enhance the contribution of social capital to 

development (Serageldin and Grootaert, 2001).Social capital differs from 

institutions, but is partly based on them and may contribute to their 

development and formal and informal ties often go together (Nooteboom, 

2007). Other scholars highlight the contribution of social capital to good 

governance and effective public policy (Boix and Posner,1998; Braithwaite 

and Levi, 1998). Contrary to this, some scholars (Diani, 2004; Beugelsdijk, 

2006) view informal institutions as a substitution of weak formal institutions. 

Bjornskov (2007) suggests that social trust has a positive impact on the quality 

of government whereas Rothstein (2000) argues that it is rather good 

government that causes general trust. Easterly et al. (2006) describes that 

social cohesion is an important determinant of institutional quality.  

 

 Though the issue of social cohesion has attracted the attentions of 

economists in the recent years yet concern about ethical and social framework 

for economic development is not very much new. Social cohesion and social 

capital are both about social interactions and group identities and thus covers 

the non-market dimensions of economics. The literature on social cohesion 

and social capital can be viewed as an effort to be more specific about some 

very old hypotheses (Osberg, 2003).  

 

 Putnam et al. (1993) is considered one of the pioneering work for 

studying the role of social capital. This study uses number of voluntary 

organization, local Newspaper readership, voters turn out and the relevance of 

preference voting for measuring social capital. The study finds positive and 

significant correlation between social capital and performance of local 
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institutions. In a subsequent study, social capital has been found to be having 

positive and significant effect on economic performance of Italian regions 

(Helliwell and Putnam, 1995). However, Kenworthy (1997) argues that the 

role of social capital in explaining economic performance has been overstated 

by Putnam et al. (1993). Civic engagement, in his view, may be important in 

explaining the difference of economic performance between southern and 

northern regions of Italy; however, these are institutional arrangements and not 

social capital which are important in generating cooperation.  

 

 Knack and Keefer (1997) find that the membership of formal 

organizations, contrary to the findings of Putnam et al. (1993) for Italian 

regions, is not associated with economic performance in a cross-country 

regression for twenty-nine market economies. However, norms of civic 

cooperation and level of trust as measured by the proportion of survey 

respondents who say that “most people can be trusted” is strongly associated 

with higher per capita income growth. Level of trust and civic cooperation has 

been found to be high in those countries which have good formal institutions 

and which are less polarized on the basis of ethnicity and class.  

 

 Helliwell (1996a) finds group membership and trust to be significantly 

and negatively associated with productivity growth in a sample of seventeen 

OECD member countries. Fukuyama (1995) describes that trust reduces 

transaction costs and facilitates exchange; countries with a higher level of trust 

have better-functioning firms and more voluntary activity and, therefore, 

better-performing economies. Helliwel (1996b) does not find any evidence that 

trust and income are positively correlated among regions in Canada and the 

United States. La Porta et al. (1997) have also highlighted the role of trust in 

determining economic performance yet Solow (1995) does not view any direct 

effect of trust on economic growth. According to him trust may work as 

background characteristic instead of affecting economic growth directly. La 

porta et al. (1997) test the relationship between trust, income and firms’ scale 

by regressing the revenues of the 20 largest firms as a proportion of GDP on 

per capita income, trust in people, and a measure of trust in family members. 

The authors find that the scale measure is unrelated to income, and strongly 

related to the two trust measures: positively for trust in people, and negatively 

for trust in family. These results are in line with Fukuyama (1995), who 

stressed the relationship between social capital and industrial organizations. 

Hicks and Kenworthy (1998) note that cooperation which is fostered by 

institutional arrangements is a key factor behind economic performance of 

affluent democracies. Temple (1998) finds a positive association between 

social capital and growth in a cross section of countries. Narayan and 

Pritchett’s (1997) work on social capital in Tanzania suggest that the density of 

people’s networks has a direct and causal impact on poverty. Kennedy et al. 
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(1998) note that violent crime is associated with social capital and income 

inequality. Lack of social capital has been identified as one of the sources of 

poor growth performance of African region (Collier and Gunning, 1999). Zak 

and Knack (2001) find a positive relationship between trust and economic 

growth in a cross-country regression for 41 countries. Knack and Zak (2002) 

postulate that effective formal institutions, freedom of expression and 

education can be helpful to raise trust which can affect economic performance. 

Gradstein and Justman (2002) highlight the role of publically provided 

education in making a society cohesive and in determining economic growth. 

 

 Knack (2002) examines the impact of different dimensions of social 

capital on government performance across fifty American states. His findings 

suggest that levels of generalized trust are significantly related to government 

performance but two other dimension of social capital as measured by activity 

in associations and informal socializing are not significantly associated with 

government performance. He further suggests that different aspects of social 

capital may have different kind of effects on government performance hence 

combining the the different indicators related with social contentedness and 

generalized trust in forming some unitary index of social capital may not be 

appropriate. Whiteley (2000) suggests that by no means the role of 

interpersonal trust is less than the role of human capital in explaining 

economic growth. Beugelsdijk and Schaik (2005) find that associational 

activity is the best predictor of growth. Tabellini (2006) finds a positive effect 

of interpersonal trust on growth in 69 regions of eight Western European 

countries. Belonging to a social network or family which has strong 

educational aspirations is a very good predictor of positive educational 

achievement (Feinstein et al. 2004). Akçomak
 
and Weel (2009) suggest that 

social capital affects economic growth through its effects on innovation. 

Bjornskov (2012) asserts that trust affects economic growth through its effects 

on schooling and rule of law. Dulal and Foa (2011) terms social institutions as 

a form of intangible capital which can be an important productive asset for 

societies and communities.  

 

 Some other studies have also analysed the effect of cultural, ethnic, 

linguistic, religious and social diversity on economic growth and development 

in the political economy framework. Ethnic heterogeneity has been found as a 

determinant of low schooling, low labour productivity and poor economic 

performance in African countries (Easterly and Levine, 1997). However, 

Collier (1998) describe that negative effects of diversity on economic growth 

are applicable only in those countries which lack democratic rights. Racially 

diverse communities in the United States tend to spend less on education and 

other productive public services (Alesina et al., 1999).  

 

javascript:void(0);
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 Okediji (2011) describe that ethnic, linguistic and religious diversity, 

which he terms as social fragmentation, has important implications for 

economic development. The significance of culture and religion in determining 

economic performance of a country has also been highlighted by some 

researchers by arguing that culture can affect economic performance through 

its effects on people’s behavior regarding punctuality, honesty, compliance 

with law and willingness to cooperate with each other (Landes 1999; Inglehart 

and Baker 2000).  

 

 Lazear (1999) describes that the absence of a common culture restrains 

the ability of economic agents to interact with each other and undermines the 

efficiency of production and exchange. Role of religion in economic growth 

has also been pointed out by Barro and McCleary (2003). Their results 

describe that religious beliefs, such as beliefs on heaven and hell, have positive 

and significant effect whereas church attendances have negative effect on 

economic growth.  

 

 Apart from ethnic, religious and social diversity, the role of economic 

inequality generally measured in terms of income inequality, wealth inequality 

or land inequality in determining economic growth has also been discussed by 

different researchers. Inequality may be viewed as harmful for economic 

growth (Alesina and Rodrik, 1994; Persson and Tabellini, 1994; Alesina and 

Perotti, 1996) through its damaging effects on social cohesion (Kawachi and 

Kennedy, 1997; Kawachi et al. 1997). Different inequality-growth models 

describe the negative effects of inequality on economic growth in the political 

economy context. According to Hirschman and Rothschild (1973) Inequality 

in a society cannot be tolerated for a longer period. The problem is equally 

destructive in homogenous as well as heterogeneous societies. However, 

heterogeneous societies should be more cautious in redistribution policies 

because there is always a potential threat of conflict in such societies and 

inequality can work as catalyst to enhance such conflict. Dasgupta and Ray 

(1987) state that equity in income distribution leads to improved nutrition, 

more employment and greater output growth. Alesina and Rodrik (1994) and 

Persson and Tabellini (1994) have observed the negative effects of inequality 

on economic growth. These studies find a negative impact of inequality of 

income and wealth on economic growth. The idea presented in these studies is 

that in more unequal societies, there will be more demand for redistribution. 

But higher redistributive taxation will be damaging for economic growth by 

lowering incentives for investment in physical and human capital. Alesina and 

Perotti (1994) have also found the empirical evidence of the positive effect of 

improved wealth distribution on political stability, domestic demand and 

economic growth rates. Birdsall et al. (1995) suggest a negative relationship 

between income inequality and economic growth for a sample of East Asian 
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economies. Alesina and Perotti (1996) describe that inequality can create 

unrest and conflict in the society which will hinder economic growth. Perotti 

(1996) also provides strong empirical support between income distribution and 

sociopolitical instability. Excessive inequality can create divisions in the 

society and unrest among the laborers due to which demand for redistribution 

of income, assets and resources will be made and in turn, it will hinder 

investment and economic growth (Benhabib and Rustichini, 1996).Gradstein 

and Justman (1997) describe a negative impact of inequality on democracy and 

publically provided education.  

 

 The growth pattern of different developing and developed countries of 

the world have been studied by Easterly et al. (1993). They have noted an 

overall decline in economic growth of all the countries after 1975 with few 

exceptions. However, in his study, Rodrik (1999) proposed that the countries 

that faced the sharpest decline in economic growth after 1975 were the 

countries which had high level of social conflicts, weak institutions and high 

level of ethno-linguistic division. A high share of income for the middle class 

used as a measure of economic equity and lower level of ethno-linguistic 

fractionalization used as a measure of social division have been found 

empirically associated with higher incomes, higher economic growth better 

education and better health of people, better infrastructure, more social 

modernization and more democracy (Easterly, 2001).  

 

 Easterly et al. (2006) find that social cohesion measured by middle class 

share of income and ethno-linguistic fractionalization affects economic growth 

through its effects on different measures of institutional quality. The main idea 

presented by their study is that more cohesive societies are more likely to have 

strengthened and well established institutions which may lead towards better 

economic development outcomes. Moreover, in a cohesive society, it is easy 

for politician and policy makers to implement such reforms which are needed 

for economic growth because people have trust in government and they 

believe that short-run losses arising from reforms would be offset in long-run. 

Contrary to this, in a society where social cohesion is low even good 

politicians may fail to deliver. The inclusiveness of different sections of 

society can help in strengthening social cohesion. On the other hand division 

of society on the basis of ethnicity, language or class weakens the level of 

social cohesion. More cohesive society can perform better in term of economic 

growth due to better quality of institutions and also because politicians can 

bring about policy reforms necessary for economic growth. 

 

 In Latin America, a measure of Social cohesion indexed with the help of 

incidence of poverty, income inequality, size of middle class, intergenerational 

mobility, interpersonal trust, trust on institutions and compliance with law is 
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positively related with growth, political stability, innovation capacity and 

effectiveness of government institutions (Ferroni et al., 2006).  

 

 According to Letki (2008), the role of poverty is more important than 

diversity in making a society more cohesive. He is of the view that solidarity 

of a society is damaged by poverty but blame is placed on diversity. The 

findings of his research show that social and economic inequalities are more 

harmful than cultural heterogeneity for the solidarity and social cohesion of a 

society therefore more focus should be on the reduction of material deprivation 

instead of the creation of inter community relations.  

 

 The literature which we have discussed either uses some individual-

level indicators such as membership of voluntary organizations, participation 

in civic activities and trust or some macro-level variables such as income 

inequality (or equality), cultural heterogeneity and ethno-linguistic diversity. 

The better approach may be to use such measures which may take into account 

social relationships at micro, meso and macro-level. Focusing exclusively on 

anyone dimension while neglecting the other may be a narrow approach to 

address the multidimensional issue of social cohesion because violence in a 

society may be understood in a better way only by considering the role of 

social inequality and deprivation along with identity and cultural factors. 

Combination of cultural identities and poverty increases the significance of 

inequality and may contribute to violence (Collier, 2007; Sen, 2008). 

 

 

4.3 METHODOLOGY 

 

 In order to study the relationship between social cohesion and economic 

growth, we have used panel data framework in our study. In most of the 

empirical literature on economic growth single cross-country regression is 

used by assuming that countries have identical production function. However, 

this assumption does not seem to be plausible. Panel data framework allows 

coping with this problem through the use of fixed-effects model. It has certain 

advantages over cross-country regressions and can address the endogeniety 

problem raised due to omitted variable bias. It allows controlling for omitted 

variables that may correlate with key regressors. In fixed-effects model, the 

slope of each predictor is assumed to be identical across all cross-sectional 

units. In our case, cross-sectional units may have certain characteristics which 

may be correlated with predictors. Hence it seems appropriate to use fixed-

effects model. Hausman test (1978) is also used to identify whether the use of 

fixed effect model or random effect model would be appropriate. It also 

suggests the use of fixed-effects for our case. Panel estimated generalized least 

square method (EGLS) with period-specific fixed effects has been utilized for 
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our empirical analysis. Period weights and white diagonal has been used to 

correct for heterosckedasticity.  

 

 We have used real GDP per capita growth as dependent variable. 

Independent variables include initial level of income measured by one period 

lagged (five years lagged) value of log of GDP per capita, investment as a 

share of GDP, general government final consumption expenditure as a share of 

GDP, foreign direct investment as a share of GDP, average years of schooling 

for the population aged 15 years and above and six different indices of civic 

activism, membership of voluntary associations, intergroup cohesion, 

interpersonal safety and trust, gender equality and inclusion of minorities used 

as proxy of social cohesion interchangeably in six different growth 

regressions. Data for GDP per capita, GDP per capita growth, investment as a 

share of GDP, general government final consumption expenditure as a share of 

GDP and foreign direct investment as a share of GDP is taken from World 

Development Indicators presented by World Bank (2011). Data for average 

years of schooling is from Barro and Lee (2010) and data for indices of civic 

activism, membership of voluntary associations, intergroup cohesion, 

interpersonal safety and trust, gender equality and inclusion of minorities is 

from ISD (2011) developed by International Institute of Social Studies (ISS) of 

Erasmus University, The Hague, The Netherlands. Data is for the period of 

1990-2010 with five year intervals and with some missing observations. This 

makes our data an unbalanced panel data-set. Our econometric model is as 

given below 

 

 it it it it it it it t itg y inv sch gc fdi sc            (4.1) 

 

where  

 

g   real GDP per capita growth 

 

y   initial level of income measured as five years lagged value of log of 

real GDP per capita 

 

inv   investment as measured by gross-fixed capital formation as 

percentage of GDP 

 

sch   schooling as measured by average years of schooling for the 

population aged fifteen years and above 

 

gc   general government final consumption expenditures as percentage 

of GDP 
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fdi   foreign direct investment as percentage share of GDP 

 

sc   Social cohesion. Six different indices have been used alternatively 

in six different regressions as proxy for social cohesion. 

 

   period fixed effects 

  

   error term 

 

i   cross sectional units 

 

t   time point 

 

   intercept 

 

and 

 

, , , ,      and  are coefficients of , , , ,y inv sch gc fdi  and 

sc respectively. 

 

 

4.4 EMPIRICAL RESULTS 

  

 Empirical results of our model 4.1 have been presented in table 4.1. Six 

different regressions have been run and in each regression six ISD have been 

used alternatively as proxy of social cohesion.  
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Table 4.1 

Social Cohesion and Economic Growth 

Dependent Variable GDP Per Capita Growth (g) 

Variables (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 

Y 
-0.5876*** 

(-3.6916) 

-0.4465*** 

(-3.0199) 

-0.4895*** 

(-3.3452) 

-0.4156*** 

(-3.0958) 

-0.5874*** 

(-3.9907) 

-0.5383*** 

(-3.2234) 

Inv 
0.1481*** 

(7.8593) 

0.1753*** 

(7.6688) 

0.1712*** 

(8.1408) 

0.1468*** 

(7.1563) 

0.1742*** 

(7.3108) 

0.1961*** 

(7.6796) 

Sch 
0.1415* 

(1.7661) 

0.1034 

(1.2926) 

0.1874** 

(2.3645) 

0.1427* 

(1.8792) 

0.1433** 

(1.8568) 

0.1175 

(1.2930) 

Gc 
-0.0700** 

(-2.0850) 

-0.04251 

(-1.0628) 

-0.0288 

(-0.8410) 

-0.0554* 

(-1.8687) 

-0.0204 

(0.5468) 

-0.0018 

(-0.0387) 

Fdi 
0.0052* 

(1.7057) 

0.0053* 

(1.7318) 

0.0047 

(1.5994) 

0.0044 

(1.4171) 

0.0059** 

(2.059) 

0.0056** 

(1.9688) 

Civic  

Activism 

6.5488*** 

(2.6623) 
     

Membership  

of Clubs and 

Associations 

 
-1.0390 

(-0.8266) 
    

Intergroup 

Cohesion 
  

1.8074* 

(1.6519) 
   

Gender 

Equality 
   

4.4446** 

(2.4713) 
  

Interpersonal 

Safety and 

Trust 

    
0.3163 

(0.8426) 
 

Inclusion of 

Minorities 
     

0.5532 

(0.2989) 

N 613 407 521 23 450 360 

R Sq 0.2342 0.3234 0.2651 0.2329 0.3044 0.3331 

t-statistic in parentheses   *** Significance at 1% level  

** Significance at 5% level  * Significance at 10% level 

 

 The results reveal that out of six indices, three indices of civic activism, 

intergroup cohesion and gender equality are positively and significantly related 

with economic growth. Out of other three indices, membership of clubs and 

associations is negatively and insignificantly whereas trust and inclusion of 

minorities are positively but insignificantly associated with economic growth. 

Investment, measured by gross-fixed capital formation as percentage of GDP, 

shows a positive and significant relationship with economic growth. This 
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implies that countries with higher gross fixed capital formation as percentage 

share of GDP would be able to grow fast. 

  

 The variables of foreign direct investment and schooling have positive 

relationship whereas the variable of general government final consumption 

expenditures has negative relationship with economic growth. However, the 

significance of these variables is not consistent in all six regressions. This may 

imply that the significance of the relationship of these variables with economic 

growth is contextual specific.  

 

 Empirical results of our variable of civic activism are in line with 

previous literature in which engagement in civic activities is found to be 

positively associated with economic performance. Civic activism can enhance 

economic growth through the promotion of collective action in the society. 

People may be in better position to put their demands before governments 

through collective action. They may put pressure on governments to formulate 

such kind of policies which may be beneficial for people at large. This would 

discourage rent seeking and free riding behavior on the part of elites. The 

result may be increase in economic growth through efficient allocation of 

resources. Civic activism would be helpful to check any deviant action by 

government through peaceful demonstration and vibrant media. Thus civic 

activism can contribute to economic growth by enhancing quality of 

institutions through strengthening civil society. 

 

 Intergroup cohesion has also been found to be having positive effect on 

economic growth. Intergroup cohesion is an indication of cooperation among 

different identity based groups and it can be helpful in reducing the possibility 

of conflict among those groups. It tells about the strength of societies to 

resolve latent conflict so that it may not become violent. Thus it helps 

economy to avoid the negative consequences of conflict for economic growth. 

It can also improve political stability which may create a conducive 

environment for investment and other economic activities. Intergroup cohesion 

helps governments to implement such kind of policy reforms which may be 

necessary to achieve the goal of long run economic growth. Contrary to this, a 

situation where such cohesion is lacking, governments may face problems in 

the implementation of such kind of policy reforms because people may not be 

willing to scarify their short run gains for long run benefits of economic 

growth. In such situation, institutions may not be able to work effectively and 

even “very seasoned politicians may fail to deliver” (Easterly et al. 2006). This 

may lead to slow down economic growth. 

 

 The variable of gender equality shows positive and significant 

relationship with economic growth. Gender equality may affect economic 
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growth through various channels. It not only benefits individuals but may also 

have positive effects on aggregate economic outcomes through improved 

allocative efficiency (Schultz, 2002, Esteve-Volart, 2004, Morrison et al. 

2007). Gender equality in education may contribute to economic growth 

because the positive effects of female education on economic outcomes may 

be more pronounced as compared with male education. Besides direct effects 

of female education, it may have indirect effects on economic growth by 

reducing fertility and by improving next generation’s education and health 

(Galor and Weil, 1996; Benavot 1989; Thomas et al. 1991; King and Hill, 

1993; Hill and King 1995; Lagerlof 1999; Mason and King 2001; Schultz 

2002; King et al. 2008). On the other hand, gender inequality in education may 

have an adverse effect on human capital formation by restraining female’s 

access to education. Gender inequality embedded in social norms and values 

may affect the investment decision of households in children’s education. If, 

influenced by social norms, boys are given preferential treatment over girls 

then this decision may be biased in favour of male children. This may lead 

towards an investment gap in male and female education which can retard 

economic growth (Knowles et al. 2002). Similarly, gender inequality as 

measured by gender specific differences of labour force participation rate and 

gender wage gap may affect economic growth. Reduction in female labour 

force participation rate which may arise due to limited employment 

opportunities for women can have impeding effects on economic growth 

(Esteve-Volart, 2004 Klasen and Lamanna, 2009). Economic growth may also 

be decreased due to gender wage gap through reduction in female labour force 

participation. If women are offered wages lower than men then they may 

hesitate to contribute in labour market. Fertility decision is also closely linked 

with women’s wages and their participation in labour force. Opportunity cost 

of having children increases with an increase in women’s wages. This can lead 

to enhance economic growth by slowing down population growth (Galor and 

Weil, 1996). Increased employment opportunities and higher wages for 

women may also affect economic growth through human capital creation in 

the society. Women are more likely to spend a large proportion of their income 

on children’s education and health. Thus with increase in women’s income and 

with their greater control over resources, more will be spent on children’s 

health and education and the result would be increase in economic growth 

through increase in human capital formation (Thomas1997; Morrison et al. 

2007).  

 

 Thus apart from its intrinsic value, gender equality may be termed as 

important because economic outcomes may be affected by existing gender 

relations (Staveren, 2011). Our results are in accordance with some of the 

previous studies in literature (Hill and King 1995, Knowles et al. 2002, Klasen 

and Lamanna, 2009 and Pervaiz et al. 2011) and support the view that gender 
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equality may be useful for economic growth. The empirical findings of the 

previous literature regarding the economic growth effects of gender equality 

(or inequality) are not very much conclusive. The opposing view has also been 

presented by some other studies (Erturk and Cagatay, 1995; Seguino, 2000a, 

2000b) in literature where gender wage gap is found to be stimulus for 

economic growth through reduction in production cost of exports due to which 

an expansion in exports may lead towards economic growth.  

 

 The disagreement about economic growth effects of gender equality 

among researchers may be due to different measurement methods of gender 

equality and different samples used by different studies. Seguino (2000), for 

example, finds gender wage inequality as a stimulus to economic growth via 

its effects on exports in case of semi-industrialized economies. The lower 

wages for women as compared to men can reduce the cost of production and 

increases the investment (Erturk and Cagatay, 1995) which can lead towards 

the expansion of exports and can stimulate economic growth. This argument 

has also been put forward by Busse and Spileman (2006). But Galor and Weil 

(1996) describe that gender gap in education and earnings results in high 

fertility and low economic growth. Same results have been presented by 

Lagerlof (1999) in an overlapping generations framework. Negative effects of 

gender inequality as measured by the investment gap in male and female 

education on economic growth have been reported by Hill and King (1995) 

and Knowles et al. (2002). Gender gap in education and employment has also 

been found to be having negative effects on economic growth by Klasen and 

Lamanna (2009). A composite measure of gender inequality constructed with 

the help of indicators related with education, health and labour force 

participation have been found negatively and significantly associated with 

economic growth for the case of Pakistan (Pervaiz et al. 2011). The present 

study has used a composite index of gender equality constructed by taking into 

account indicators related with different dimensions of gender equality. The 

comprehensiveness of our measure of gender equality and wide coverage of 

countries add to the reliability of our analysis. 

 

 The variable of membership of clubs and associations is not 

significantly associated with economic growth. Our findings are confirmatory 

to the empirical results of Knack and Keefer (1997) and Knack (2000) but 

contradictory to Putnam et al. (1993). The negative relationship of membership 

of clubs and associations with economic growth may point out towards the 

phenomenon of bonding social capital. The bonding social capital can cause 

the exclusion of some groups and can also lead towards the phenomenon of 

rent seeking and free riding which can slow down the pace of economic 

growth through inefficient allocation of resources. In fact membership of clubs 

and associations is merely a sign of people’s cooperation and social interaction 
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at community and neighbourhood level. But at the same time it may be an 

indicative of individual’s inward looking behaviour due to which bonding 

social capital may be strengthened but at the cost of weakening bridging social 

capital. Weakening intergroup ties may reduce generalized trust and intergroup 

cohesion in the society. It may also result exclusion of some specific groups. 

Consequently people’s sense of belonging may be weakened and the result 

will be overall deterioration of social cohesion.  

 

 Our variable of trust and inclusion of minorities show insignificant, 

though positive, association with economic growth. The results regarding the 

variable of trust are in line with the findings of some researchers such as 

Helliwel (1996b), who does not find any evidence of positive relationship 

between trust and income for the case of United States and Canada, and 

Paldam (2009), who find no causality running from trust to GDP in his study 

based upon data from eighty countries. The results are contradictory with some 

of prominent studies in literature on the relationship between trust and 

economic growth such as Knack and keefer (1997), Zak and Knack (2001). 

This may be due to two reasons; firstly because of the difference in the 

construction of the variable of trust and secondly because of the difference in 

the coverage of the countries. Unlike previous studies in which trust is 

generally measured by the proportion of survey respondents who say that most 

people can be trusted or similar like questions, our variable of trust has been 

constructed by taking in to account a large number of variables regarding 

interpersonal safety and trust. Moreover our empirical analysis is for larger set 

of countries but previous studies are based upon either country-specific or 

region-specific empirical analysis. The studies which have used cross-country 

data have done it for a limited number of countries. The work of Knack and 

keefer (1997) which was later on extended by Zak and Knack (2001) 

considered as seminal work regarding the relationship of trust and growth. In 

order to study the role of social capital in economic growth, Knack and Keefer 

(1997) primarily focused on the variable of trust by considering it the most 

important dimension of social capital. They used cross country data from 

World Value Survey for 21 countries. Later on, the work was extended by Zak 

and Knack (2001) by using the cross-country data of 41 countries. But the 

robustness of the results of the results of Knack and Keefer has been 

challenged by Beugelsdijk et al (2005) by pointing out that the robustness and 

effect of the variables largely depends upon the underlying sample and 

conditioning variables controlled for in the regression analysis. Similarly, 

Solow (1995) does not find any direct effect of trust on economic growth. The 

underlying sample in our study is different and covers a larger number of 

countries than the previous studies. We have used panel data analysis in our 

study which has certain advantages over cross country analysis. The 

insignificance of the variable of trust does not undermine the importance of 

javascript:void(0);
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social cohesion for economic growth because trust cannot be viewed as a sole 

predictor of social cohesion. Moreover even if trust is considered as an 

important component of social cohesion as emphasized by some researchers 

such as Fukuyama (1995), it may have some indirect effects on economic 

growth by affecting the background characteristics of society (Solow, 1995). 

Further research may be helpful to explore those channels by which trust may 

affect economic growth.  

 

 

4.5 CONCLUSION 

 

 Our analysis of the effects of social cohesion on economic growth 

shows that civic activism, intergroup cohesion and gender equality are 

positively and significantly whereas Inclusion of minorities and interpersonal 

safety and trust are positively but insignificantly related with economic 

growth. Membership of clubs and associations show a negative and 

insignificant relationship with economic growth. It may be concluded from our 

empirical results that economic growth is not equally sensitive to different 

measures of social cohesion. We have used six indices as proxy for social 

cohesion. Three out of six indices show positive and significant, two show 

positive but insignificant and one shows negative but insignificant relationship 

with economic growth. Our empirical results do not find any evidence of the 

significance of interpersonal safety and trust in determining economic growth. 

Community participation as measured by membership of clubs and 

associations has also been found irrelevant for economic growth. Further 

categorization of clubs and associations on the basis of their nature and 

structure may be useful for clarifying their already contentious role in 

determining economic growth.  

 

 Our empirical results provide an important insight regarding the role of 

bonding social capital (membership of clubs and associations and interpersonal 

safety and trust) and bridging social capital (intergroup cohesion) in 

determining economic growth. The results suggest that the role of bridging 

social capital, which is an important dimension of social cohesion, may be 

more important than bonding social in determining economic growth. 

Similarly societies’ ability to arrange peaceful demonstrations against any 

deviant behaviour on the part of governments may also be beneficial for 

economic growth. Norms of justice, fairness and equity in a society and 

governments’ ability to promote an environment of egalitarianism (gender 

equality and inclusion of minorities) also seem to be important for enhancing 

economic growth. 
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CHAPTER 5 
 

SOCIAL COHESION AND HUMAN DEVELOPMENT 
 

 

5.1 INTRODUCTION 

 

 Social cohesion can have various institutional and developmental 

outcomes. Strong informal institutions are considered complement to better 

formal institutions (Nooteboom, 2007) which can have an important role in the 

development process (Mauro1995; Knack and Keefer 1995; Olson 1996; La 

Porta et al.1998, 1999; Hall and Jones1999; Chong and Calderon 2000; 

Acemoglu et al., 2001; 2002; Easterly and Levine, 2003; Dollar and Kraay, 

2003 and Rodrik et al., 2004; Acemoglu and Robinson, 2012). Social cohesion 

can strengthen institutions (Bois and Posner, 1998; Braithwaite and Levi, 

1998; Putnam 2000; Bjornskov 2006; Easterly et al., 2006) and better and well 

established institutions can ensure effective public service delivery, provide 

better facilities of education and health and guarantee equal access to 

opportunities of education and health across different groups of society. Strong 

community ties can also work as a substitute of formal institutions in order to 

formulate coping strategies at the time of some crisis. Vulnerable groups of a 

society such as minorities, women and underprivileged sections of society are 

hit hardly more than any other at the time of crisis. But their sufferings may be 

minimized in a society which is cohesive (Barr, 2003; Durlauf and Fafchamps, 

2005; Fafchamps, 2006). On the other hand a society with a large division 

between rich and poor may be less cohesive and can have poor health 

outcomes such as increased mortality (Kawachi, 1997; Kawachi et al., 1997). 

The underlying mechanism for this relationship suggests that tolerance for 

inequality may vanish if it persists for a longer period of time (Hirschman and 

Rothschild, 1973). The wide income inequalities may cause stress, frustration 

and family disruption, which then increase the rates of crime, violence, and 

homicide (Wilkinson, 1996). The problem becomes more severe in 

heterogeneous societies which are further divided on the basis of ethnicity, 

language, culture and religion. In the presence of income inequality such kind 

of division can work for the erosion of social cohesion. The deterioration of 

public spending for the provision of public services is the critical mechanism 

through which erosion of social cohesion can have retarding effects for 

people’s health because less cohesive societies tend to spend less for the 

provision of public services (Kawachi and Kennedy, 2002). At macro level 

cohesive societies are more likely to adopt such policies which may be 

beneficial for all segments of society. At micro and meso level cohesive 

communities and neighbourhoods may have better health and education 
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outcomes due to dissemination of information and supportive social norms. In 

this chapter we aim to investigate the effect of social cohesion on human 

development.  

 

 

5.2 LITERATURE REVIEW 

 

 Apart from economic implication of social cohesion, its effects on well-

being of society have also attracted the attention of social scientists. The idea 

that social cohesion can affect well being of a society traces its intellectual 

roots in Durkeim’s (1897) work on suicide. Since then, numerous studies have 

tried to find out that how social relations, community ties and norms of 

reciprocity and trust can influence the individual’s well being and human 

development in a society. Here we discuss that how social cohesion affects 

health and education outcomes; two core dimensions of human development 

used in the construction of non-income human development index developed 

by UNDP. 

 

 Wilkinson’s work (1996) is considered one of the pioneering works in 

the field of public health which has highlighted the role of social cohesion for 

health outcomes. He suggests that social cohesion has a crucial role for 

people’s well-being. Income inequality increases crime rate, damages 

cohesiveness of society and has corrosive effects for public health. In his 

subsequent work (Wilkinson, 1997), he has described that social cohesion and 

relative deprivation are closely linked with mortality trends. Countries with 

less income inequality are more likely to have lower mortality rates. He is of 

view that psychosocial effects of relative deprivation are responsible for health 

inequalities. More recently ( Wilkinson and Pickette, 2009) social differences 

and material inequality have been found to be related with a number of social 

problems such as violence, lack of trust, obesity, mental illness, imprisonment, 

teenage births, poor educational performance of schoolchildren and drug 

abuse.  

 

 The degree of individuals’ engagement in community life and their 

association with social networks is associated with their health status. People 

enjoying good social relations are more likely to live longer, healthier and 

happier life (Berkman and Syme, 1979; House et al., 1988; Kawachi et al., 

1996, Putnam, 2000; Fujiwara and Kawachi, 2008). Those having few social 

ties, with less engagement in social networks and with greater social isolation 

are faced with higher mortality risk as compared to those who have strong 

social relations. The risk of dying from a wide range of diseases such as 

cancer, stroke and heart attack is twice high for those living in social isolation 

(Berkman and Syme, 1979). Social relationships are important because they 
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provide moral and social support to the people who are faced with some social 

problems such as illness and drug abuse. People with such social and 

emotional support have more chances of survival as compared to their 

contemporaries who lack such support (Berkman and Glass, 2000; Kawachi 

and Berkman, 2000). Social cohesion can also affect health outcomes because 

it is a strong determinant of political participation which may lead towards 

policies which are more egalitarian and health-promoting (Kawachi and 

Kennedy, 1997). Moreover in a cohesive society people are well informed 

about public policies and can advocate for such public policies which are more 

welfare oriented and inclusive in their nature (Chung and Muntaner, 2006). 

Such inclusive and egalitarian public policies may play an important role in 

maintaining and improving public health. 

 

 Income inequality, a strong predictor of social cohesion, is related with 

increased mortality through its effects on social cohesion. In a cross-sectional 

study of 56 countries infant mortality and life expectancy were found to be 

associated with income inequality measured by gini-coefficient (Rodgers, 

1979). By using cross-sectional data from 39 states of the United States, 

Kawachi et al. (1997) have found that income inequality is statistically 

significantly correlated with memberships of voluntary associations and social 

trust which in turn have effect on total mortality and infant mortality. Income, 

education, smoking, income inequality measured by gini-coefficient and three 

different dimension of social cohesion such as civic trust, collective 

perceptions of reciprocity and membership of voluntary associations were 

found to be statistically significantly associated with self-rated health in a 

study conducted by Kawachi et al.( 1999). Income, education, civic trust, 

perceptions of reciprocity and membership of voluntary associations were 

found positively related with self-rated health whereas income inequality and 

smoking were found negatively associated with self-rated health. However, 

Wagstaff and Doorslaer (2000) argue that absolute income is more important 

that relative income for population health and a little evidence supports the 

existence of relative income hypothesis or income inequality hypothesis. 

Deaton (2003) also does not find any direct link between income inequality 

and health. He suggests that the importance of social environment for 

individuals’ health cannot be denied. However, there is little evidence that 

people living in more unequal societies and communities are more likely to die 

as compared to those who are living in more egalitarian societies. Such kind of 

results reported by some researchers may be due to the correlations which are 

found due to some other contextual variables. Lynch et al. (2004) describe that 

inequality does not seem to be the main factor behind improvements in life 

expectancy and changes in mortality are not associated with change in 

inequality over time. But once controlled for initial level of inequality and 

other state characteristics, a strong negative relationship between inequality 

http://www.nber.org/people/angus_deaton
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change and change in life expectancy are observed (Clarkwest, 2008). 

However, effects of income inequality on public health may be more 

pronounced when it is measured at country or state-level instead of measuring 

it at small areas such as neighbourhood or community-level. It is so because 

inequality, when measured at country or state-level instead of neighbourhood 

or community-level serves as a measure of the scale of social stratification and 

hierarchical construction of a society (Wilkinson and Pickett, 2006) which 

may have more political salience for cohesiveness of a society.  

 

 Putnam (2000) constructed an index with the help of 14 variables to 

describe the civic degree of sociability and community mindedness in the 

United States. His index was found to be related with a number of 

developmental outcomes such as education, children’s welfare, safe and 

productive neighborhoods, economic prosperity, health and happiness. His 

results suggest that regions which are more socially cohesive have better 

community outcomes. By using data from the World Values Survey, the US 

Benchmark Survey and a comparable Canadian survey, Helliwell and Putnam 

(2004) find that subjective well-being is associated with family, 

neighbourhood, religious and community ties. According to them life 

satisfaction and happiness is affected by marriage and family, ties to friends 

and neighbours, workplace ties, civic engagement, trustworthiness and trust. 

Giordano et al. (2012) suggests that generalized trust is a strongly associated 

with self rated health. Social norms of trust and reciprocity may reduce crimes 

which may help in promoting such environment where people may feel less 

anxiety and stress (Abott and Freeth, 2008).  

  

 By using data from the United States, Fujiwara and Kawachi (2008) 

have studied the impact of social capital on physical and mental health. Their 

results reveal that community participation, sense of belonging and social trust 

are significantly related with health outcomes. The findings of the study are 

important as it naturally controls for many other factors that twins share and 

which may be related to reports of social trust and physical health. A 

limitation, however, is that it does not necessarily control for all life course 

and adult factors on which twins may differ (Roux, 2008). Inter-temporal 

relationship between generalized trust and self-rated health studied by 

Giordano et al. (2012) suggest that generalized trust at time point (t − 1) are 

positively associated with self-rated health at subsequent time point (t). Trust 

has also been found to be positively associated with health outcomes whereas 

social isolation has been found to be negatively related with health outcomes 

in case study of seven transition economies (D’ Hombres et al., 2010). 

 

 Affluent individuals may have better health because they may access 

better health facilities. Socioeconomic status can also affect health outcomes 

http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0277953605004375
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by facilitating social connections (Adler and Newman, 2002). Sulander et al. 

(2012) suggest that self-rated health seems to be positively correlated with 

self-assessed adequacy of income and education. Weaver and Rivello (2007) 

have examined the effect of ethnic composition, social capital and income on 

age-adjusted mortality rates for 48 states of the United States. Social capital 

showed significant and negative effect on age-adjusted mortality rate. Income 

and ethnic diversity showed a positive whereas income inequality did not show 

any significant effect on age-adjusted mortality rates. The most surprising 

results reported by Weaver and Rivello (2007) were insignificant association 

of income inequality with age-adjusted mortality rate as income inequality was 

found a strong predictor of public health in many of the previous studies 

(Rodgers, 1979; Wilkinson, 1997; Kawachi et al., 1999). 

 

 In spite of economic and structural disadvantages, low mortality rates in 

rural areas than urban areas are termed as rural paradox in public health 

literature. By analyzing data for counties in the United States, Yang et al. 

(2011) confirms the existence of rural paradox. However, the impacts of 

residence on mortality are significantly reduced after controlling for social 

capital, socioeconomic covariates, race and ethnicity. Social capital is also 

found negatively related with mortality at the county level. By using data from 

the United Kingdom, Giordano and Lindstrom (2010) investigate the 

relationship of membership of voluntary association and community groups 

with self-rated health. Their results reveal that even after adjusting for other 

well-known health determinants, membership of voluntary association and 

community groups is significantly associated with self-rated health. Similar 

results have been put forward by Ferlander and Makinen (2009) for the case of 

Moscow. Folland (2007), by using panel data analysis, has also found that 

social capital has significant effect on different health outcomes. Religious 

affiliation can be helpful in improving public health because it can restrain 

unhealthy lifestyles by promoting moral norms (Brown et al. 2001). Such 

norms also encourage collective action in the society (Uslaner, 1999; 

Wuthnow, 1994; Rosenstone and Hansen, 2003) which may lead to better 

health facilities. 

 

 Different measures of trust, use of social networks and sense of 

belonging among citizens have been found to be associated with subjective 

well-being and life satisfaction for the case of Canada (Helliwell and 

Barrington-Leigh, 2010). By using individual level data for the case of 

Australia, Social cohesion as measured by sense of belonging, tangible 

support, trust and reciprocity has been found to be related with different health 

outcomes such as mental and physical health. Gender-specific analysis shows 

that this relationship is weaker in the case of women as compared with men 

(Berry and Welish, 2009). Yiengprugsawan et al. (2011, 2012) report positive 
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associations of social trust and social support with health outcomes of Open 

University students residing throughout Thailand. Being female, single and 

elderly, having less income and residing in urban areas was also found to be 

associated with health. Cramm et al. (2012) also find the positive effects of 

Social cohesion on the well being of older adults in Rotterdam.  

 

 Another point of view is also present in literature where social and 

community ties are found insignificant in determining health outcomes 

(Carlson, 1998, 2004; De Silva et al., 2007; Yip et al., 2007; D’ Hombres et 

al., 2010) and instead of social relationships material resources such as money, 

access to food, clean drinking water, better health facilities are considered 

more important for health outcomes (Townsend and Davidson, 1982). In some 

cases (D’Hombres et al., 2010; Fiorillo and Sabatini, 2011a) membership of 

voluntary associations has been found negatively related with health outcomes. 

Contradictory effects of cohesiveness of society on health have been reported 

for the case of rural and urban china (Norstrand and Xu, 2011) where both 

bonding and linking social capital have been found statistically significantly 

associated with the health of older adults in urban china but insignificantly 

related to health outcomes in rural china. By using cross-country data from the 

World Values Survey (WVS), Carlson (1998, 2004) suggests that associational 

activity does not have an important role in explaining health differences 

among countries and regions. It has also not been found as a strong predictor 

of individual health. D’Hombres et al. (2010) describe that membership in 

Putnamesque associations is not significantly associated with self-perceived 

health for the case of eight former Soviet Union countries. In order to cope 

with endogeneity problem, they have also used instrumental variables. 

Insignificant relationship of neighbourhood social cohesion and self-rated 

health has also been reported by some other studies (Harpham et al., 2004; 

Mulvaney-Day et al., 2007). 

 

 Drawing on pooled cross-sectional data from Italy and after controlling 

for some other important determinants of health such as income, education, 

work status and a number of socio-demographic variables, Fiorillo
 

and 

Sabatini
 
(2011b) suggest that it is not only quantity of social relationships but 

also their quality which matters for public health. Their results reveal that 

subjective satisfaction derived from relationships with friends is significantly 

and positively associated with self-perceived health in case of Italy. In addition 

to this variables related to socioeconomic status such as income, education and 

employment status are also related with health conditions.  

 

 In spite of lot of research on the relationship between social cohesion 

and health outcomes, the issue still needs further investigation (Muntaner, 

2004; Pearce and Smith, 2003; Szreter and Woolcock, 2004) the effect of 

http://hpq.sagepub.com/content/16/4/632.short
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0277953609007345#bib53
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0277953611005636
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0277953611005636
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different dimensions of social capital may be different on health and largely 

contextual specific (De Silva et al., 2007). The inconclusiveness of results is 

largely due to the different ways of defining and measuring social cohesion. It 

is also due to the reason that different indicators or indices are used to proxy 

the different dimensions of social cohesion. These different indicators and 

indices are generally used under the same banner of social capital or social 

cohesion but their effects are not necessarily the same. The underlying sample 

for any study is also important and results may vary with change in this 

sample. Thus no single study will be sufficient to understand the 

multidimensional effects of a multidimensional and complex phenomenon of 

social cohesion. Ultimately, only the accumulation of different types of 

evidence will generate scientific consensus and provide impetus for 

interventions. 

 

 The implications of social cohesion for the creation of human capital 

have been highlighted by many researchers. Coleman and Hoffer (1987) 

suggest that social structure may play an important role in the learning and 

educational outcomes of students. A social structure which is conducive to 

envelop students may have beneficial effects for their learning process. In such 

environment the effects of family background variables are mitigated which 

otherwise may play a crucial role in the learning and academic achievement of 

students. According to them the difference between private and public schools 

in terms of educational achievements may be attributed to difference in the 

degree of supportive social interactions. The private schools which are 

generally based on religious community have higher educational attainment 

and lower dropout rates because of higher degree of supportive social 

interactions. Performance of students in their early years of schooling is 

influenced by community participation in schools (Faires et al., 2000; Jordon 

et al., 2000). Epstein (2001) describes that home, community and school 

context are important in the children’s learning and development. (Knack, 

2002 ) finds that levels of generalized trust in a society are significantly related 

to government performance in human resources development. Hidalgo et al. 

(2002) argues that besides parents’ education, income level, family size, age of 

child, family culture, race and socioeconomic status of the family, family 

practices and their activities related with community involvement have an 

important and crucial role in the success of students. Colman’s work (1988) 

highlights the importance of social ties and community relations in decreasing 

the probability of dropping out of high school. According to Colman social 

relations and social structure facilitate action and can be helpful in generating 

productive activity. He is of view that apart from family income and parental 

educational background social relations within family and outside family may 

affect children’s education achievement. Coleman (1990b) further suggests 

that strengthening the social relationships between parents, teachers, and 

http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/j.1465-3435.2011.01474.x/full#b35
http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/j.1465-3435.2011.01474.x/full#b35
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students may also have positive effects on students’ academic achievement. 

Unlike Coleman who mainly focused on parent-child relationships, parent-

teacher relationship and interaction among parents of students, Putnam (1993, 

2000) views social relations as a collective asset of communities. Putnam’s 

(2000) social capital index constructed with the help of different fourteen 

indicators have been reported to be a strong predictor of different collective 

outcomes such as education, health, economic prosperity, happiness, 

democracy and safe and productive neighborhoods. The index has also been 

found to be associated with school dropouts and students’ academic 

performance measured by their test scores. Furstenberg and Harris (1993) 

present the evidence of strong association of children’s welfare with within 

family and outside the family ties. In addition to social interactions, social 

features such as relational trust and supportive group norms have also 

important role in academic success of the students (Goddard, 2003). It is also 

argued that all types of social interactions may not have positive outcomes and 

it is the quality of social relations which may matter more (Portes, 1998; 

Sandefur and Laumann, 1998) and the educational success of a student may be 

more associated with the quality of relations he enjoys with his parents and 

peers (Sandefur et al., 1999).  

 

 More cohesive societies may perform better in term of institutional 

quality (Putnam, 1993; Knack and Keefer, 1997; Easterly et al., 2006) and 

better institutions can have an important role in the effective service delivery. 

Social cohesion also provides a conducive environment for policy reforms 

whereas in the societies where such element is missing, even very seasoned 

politicians may fail to deliver (Easterly et al., 2006) and the result may be 

inadequate public services of education and health and thus low human capital 

formation and low human development. Less economic and ethnic divisions 

may contribute to the cohesiveness of society and may affect various 

developmental outcomes such as education and health (Easterly, 2001).  

 

 Income inequality, a strong predictor of social cohesion (Kawachi and 

Kennedy, 1997; Kawachi et al., 1997), may also affect democracy and 

publically provided education (Gradstein and Justman, 1997). Income 

inequality seems to be associated with high school dropout rates, less public 

spending on education and low literacy rates (Kaplan et al., 1996). Income 

inequality through its detrimental effects for social cohesion may create 

divisions in the society on the basis of ethnicity, language and class. As a 

result there would be elite dominance in the society. The ruling oligarchy 

would resist mass spread of education because they feel threatened that more 

educated people are more likely to demand their political rights and 

redistribution of income (Bourguignon and Verdier, 2000). Thus investment in 

the education of masses would remain low (Acemoglu and Robinson, 2000).  
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 Galor and Zeira (1993) postulate that poor are liquidity-constrained 

from accumulating human capital; higher inequality implies a greater share of 

population will be liquidity constrained and thus the society accumulates less 

human capital. The negative effects of inequality on different developmental 

outcomes including education and health have also been documented by some 

other researchers. Easterly (2001), for example, argues that more egalitarian 

societies with less ethnic diversity (which he terms as middle class consensus) 

have better education, better health, better infrastructure, better economic 

policies, less political instability, less civil war, more safe ethnic minorities, 

more social modernization and more democracy. Income inequality may also 

cause education inequality (Chani et al., 2012) which would restrain common 

people’s access to education and eventually human capital formation might 

remain low. On the other hand, equality may alleviate adverse effects of credit 

constraints on human capital accumulation ( Galor and Maov, 2004). 

  

 Diversity may pose threat to social cohesion (Alesina and La Ferrara, 

2000, 2002; Costa and Kahn, 2003) which would make it hard to reach any 

consensus regarding public policies. Quality of institutions would also remain 

low in a divided society (Easterly et al., 2006) which would further translate 

into poor public policies and ineffective service delivery (Mauro, 1995; La 

Porta et al., 1998) and the result would be poor health and poor education of 

masses. Africa’s poor performance in economic development which has 

suppressed provision of public services may also be attributed to its ethno-

linguistic fractionalization (Easterly and Levine, 1997). Societies which are 

enriched with social capital and are homogenous in terms of ethnicity, 

language and religion show larger school completion rates and larger support 

for higher education (Goldin and Katz, 1999a, 1999b). Miguel and Gugerty 

(2005) finds lower primary school funding in more ethnically diverse districts 

in Kenya. Racially diverse communities in the United States tend to spend less 

on education and other productive public services (Alesina et al., 1999).  

 

 

5.3 METHODOLOGY 

 

 In order to study the relationship between social cohesion and human 

development, we have used panel data framework in our study which has 

certain advantages over single cross-country regression (see section 4.3). 

Because of wide dissatisfaction among economists for GDP as a sole indicator 

of development, use of different indicators and indices which may be of more 

comprehensive nature is suggested by economists to proxy development. 

Human development index is one of such indices developed by UNDP. It 

comprises of three dimensions of development which are income, education 
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and health. So it may be regarded as more comprehensive and suitable 

measure of development as compared with GDP or GDP per capita. We have 

used non-income component of human development index which comprises of 

education and health dimension of human development index. Thus it does not 

take into account income component of human development index and focuses 

only on education and health component of HDI. It may tell about the progress 

or development of any country in education and health; two very important 

dimensions of human development. Our dependent variable is non-income 

human development index whereas independent variables include GDP per 

capita in purchasing power parity in US dollars, general government final 

consumption expenditures and different indices of social cohesion used 

alternatively in six different regressions. GDP per capita in purchasing power 

parity tells about the purchasing power of the people and more affluent 

individuals are supposed to spend more on education and health. General 

government final consumption expenditures tell about the fiscal policy of 

government which may have an effect on human development. Panel EGLS 

method has been applied. In order to address the problem of endogenity, 

period-specific fixed-effects model has been utilized. Period weights and white 

diagonal has been used to cope with the problem of heterosckedasticity. Data 

is for the period of 1990-2010 with five year intervals and with some missing 

observations. Data on non-income HDI is from UNDP (2010). Data for 

general government final consumption expenditures and GDP per capita in 

purchasing power parity is taken from World Development Indicators 

produced by World Bank (2011). Data on indices of civic activism, 

membership of voluntary association, intergroup cohesion, gender equality, 

inclusion of minorities and interpersonal safety and trust is taken from ISD 

(2011) produced by International Institute of Social Studies of Erasmus 

University, The Netherlands. Econometric representation of our social 

cohesion-human development model may be given as 

 

 it it it it t itNIHDI yp gc sc            (5.1) 

  

where 

 

NIHDI   Non-income Human Development Index 

  

yp   GDP per capita in 2005 US dollar purchasing power parity 

 

gc   general government final consumption expenditure as percentage 

of GDP 
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sc   Social cohesion. Six different indices have been used alternatively 

in six different regressions as proxy for social cohesion. 

 

   period-specific effects 

  

i   cross-sectional units 

 

t  time period 

 

  is intercept and , and   are coefficients of ,yp gc  and sc  

respectively. 

 

 

5.4 EMPIRICAL RESULTS 

 

 The results of our model 5.1 have been presented in table 5.1. Six 

different regressions have been run by using six indices alternatively as proxy 

of social cohesion.  
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Table 5.1 

Social Cohesion and Human Development 

Dependent Variable NIHDI 

Variables (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 

Yp 
0.002583*** 

(6.613222) 

0.004649*** 

(11.26744) 

0.004325*** 

(8.433578) 

0.003506*** 

(10.33892) 

0.003496*** 

(9.431665) 

0.007807*** 

(9.78854) 

Gc 
0.001082* 

(1.799406) 

0.001004 

(1.447335) 

0.002014*** 

(2.630289) 

0.000772 

(1.257417) 

0.001029* 

(1.783542) 

0.003222*** 

(2.8023) 

Civic 

Activism 
0.485571*** 

(9.057556) 
     

Membership 

of Clubs and 

Associations 

 
-0.15641*** 

(-5.576340) 
    

Intergroup 

Cohesion 
  

0.157512*** 

(3.618294) 
   

Gender 

Equality 
   

0.605211*** 

(9.567339) 
  

Interpersonal 

Safety and 

Trust 

    
0.110514** 

(2.484133) 
 

Inclusion of 

Minorities 
     

0.148294 

(1.0031) 

N 593 405 498 609 436 357 

R Sq 0.543205 0.536266 0.487680 0.618788 0.473157 0.49847 

t-Statistics in Parentheses  *** Significance at 1% level  

** Significance at 5% level  * Significance at 10% level  

 

 The results reveal that all indices used as proxy of social cohesion 

except Inclusion of Minorities and Membership of Clubs and Association are 

positively and significantly associated with NIHDI. Inclusion of Minorities is 

positively but insignificantly whereas Membership of Clubs and Association is 

negatively and significantly associated with NIHDI. Thus our results at large 

confirm the proposition that social cohesion is important for human 

development. These results are in line with many of previous studies in 

literature.  

 

 Civic activism can affect human development by promoting collective 

action in society due to which people may be able to put their demands before 

governments in more effective way. It makes governments to adopt such kind 

of public policies which may largely benefit different sections of society. Any 
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deviant behavior on the part of governments may be checked by active civil 

society through peaceful demonstrations and through vibrant media.  

 

 Intergroup cohesion can affect development outcomes by reducing the 

risk of ethnic, linguistic, religious or any other identity-based violent conflict 

which otherwise may have sever negative consequences for development. 

Through intergroup cohesion, an environment of peace and harmony can be 

promoted in a society which can ensure political stability required for 

economic activities. More economic activities would generate more 

employment opportunities and would be helpful in raising the incomes of 

people. With increased incomes, people would be able to enjoy better living 

standards and would have more access to education and health facilities. This 

would result increased education and better health of people and hence human 

development would rise.  

 

 Gender equality can affect education and health outcomes not only 

because it implies a fair access to education and health for women, which 

would result improvement in education and health related indicators such as 

literacy, years of schooling and life expectancy but also because with increased 

equality, women would be able to contribute to male education and health in 

the society. Literature provides evidence that women’s education yields 

enormous impacts on human development through its effects on child’s 

survival, schooling and health (Schultz 2002, Thomas et al. 1991, King and 

Hill, 1993). Better educated, well nourished and healthy women with more 

control over economic resources through increased labour force participation 

and increased employment opportunities are more likely to spend more on 

children’s education (Benavot 1989; Hill and King 1995; King et al. 2008).  

 

 Interpersonal safety and trust shows a positive and significant 

relationship with NIHDI. Interpersonal safety and trust may reduce the sense 

of fear among people by working like cognitive therapy. Perceived safe 

environment may be helpful for positive educational and health outcomes 

because people living in such environment may have better access to education 

opportunities and can enjoy better health due to less stress and anxiety (Abott 

and Freeth, 2008). Hence social norms of trust and reciprocity may result 

improvement in human development.  

 

 Membership of clubs and Associations shows a negative relationship 

with NIHDI. In existing literature, mix kind of empirical results regarding the 

relationship of voluntary associations’ membership with education and health 

outcomes are available. Some studies report positive relationship ( for 

example, Coleman, 1990a; Putnam, 2000 ) whereas some other studies 

(Carlson, 1998, 2004; Harpham et al., 2004; Mulvaney-Day et al., 2007; 



 74 

D’Hombres et al., 2010; Fiorillo and Sabatini, 2011a) report negative or 

insignificant relationship. The positive relationship is justified by arguing that 

engagement in such kind of associations may help to improve education and 

health outcomes through dissemination of information among members and 

they may learn from each other. Moreover membership of clubs and 

associations at community or neighbourhood level helps individuals through 

the provision of informal insurance at the time of some sudden crisis and 

shocks. Because of the availability of such insurance, individuals and 

households may be able to cope with negative effects of such shock, which 

otherwise may have an adverse effect for education and health outcomes. 

Increased density of clubs and voluntary associations may also be helpful in 

the promotion of strong supportive social norms which can be beneficial for 

education and health outcomes. However, the negative relationship, as it is in 

our case, may be due to the reason that engagement in social networks may not 

be beneficial for all. It may be good for some while bad for others due to 

asymmetric power relations and hierarchy embedded in social relations 

(Coleman, 1988). Similarly, social networks may also generate negative 

externalities for those who are outside such networks. This may result 

strengthening bonding social ties at the cost of weakening bridging social ties. 

Membership of clubs and association may be a reflection of people’s distrust 

on formal political institutions (Diani, 2004) which might have failed to 

deliver effectively. Ineffective service delivery on the part of such political 

institutions might be responsible for said negative relationship.  

  

 Increase in membership of clubs and associations may not necessarily 

represent an increase in cohesiveness of society because it may merely reflect 

an inward looking behavior of individuals. The result may be an increase in 

stock of bonding social capital but decline in the stock of bridging social 

capital. Hence despite an increase in membership of clubs and associations, 

there may be deterioration in different dimensions of social cohesion such as 

generalized trust and intergroup harmony. This fact is also evident from our 

data where index of membership of clubs and associations shows a negative 

correlation with other five ISD whereas other five indices are positively 

correlated with each other. The value of correlation of membership of clubs 

and associations with civic activism, intergroup cohesion, gender equality, 

interpersonal safety and trust and inclusion of minorities is -0.024879, -

0.155998, -0.328232, -0.048710, -0.152186 respectively. Thus increase in 

membership of clubs and association, on one hand may strengthen intra-group 

ties but on other hand may reduce inter-group cohesion which may have an 

adverse effect on development.  

 

 GDP per capita in purchasing power parity shows a positive and 

significant relationship with NIHDI because more affluent individuals are 
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likely to spend more on education and health (Wagstaff and Doorslaer, 2000). 

General government final consumption expenditure is also positively related 

with NIHDI. However, its significance is not stable in all six regressions which 

implies that the effects of general government final consumption expenditures 

on human development are largely contextual specific.  

 

 

5.5 CONCLUSION 

 

 All six indices except inclusion of minorities and membership of clubs 

and associations show a positive and significant relationship with human 

development as measured by NIHDI. Inclusion of minorities shows positive 

but insignificant whereas membership of clubs and associations shows a 

negative relationship with NIHDI.  

 

 The role of membership of clubs and association, which is not of 

conclusive nature in previous literature, needs more rigorous investigation. 

This may be done by categorizing clubs and associations on the basis of their 

purpose and structure. It is quite possible that participation in one kind of 

community organization or clubs may be beneficial in terms of participants’ 

health and education and hence may have positive effects for NIHDI. But it is 

also possible that participation in some other kind of organizations and clubs 

may not have positive outcomes for participants’ education and health and thus 

may not contribute positively to NIHDI. As Fiorillo
 
and Sabatini

 
(2011b) 

suggest that it is not only quantity of social relationships but also their quality 

which matters for public health. The quality of social relations, according to 

them, depends upon subjective satisfaction derived from relationships. The 

increase in density of clubs or voluntary organization or increase in the 

membership of such organizations in a society may merely be an indication of 

failure of formal institutions in effective public service delivery of education 

and health. And if formal institutions fail to deliver then NIHDI may remain 

low. Dissemination of information is another channel through which 

membership of clubs and associations may affect individual’s health. However 

if such clubs and associations are some sort of closed networks then the 

purpose of dissemination of information may not be well served. Moreover 

increase in membership of clubs and associations may merely be an indication 

of strengthening of bonding social capital but weakening of bridging social ties 

and hence may not depict about social cohesion. However insignificance effect 

of inclusion of minorities on NIHDI seems to be somewhat surprising.  

 

 Other indices such as civic activism, interpersonal safety and trust, 

intergroup cohesion and gender equality which are indicative of different 

dimensions of social cohesion show a positive and significant effect on 

http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0277953611005636
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NIHDI. This implies that society’s ability to pursue their rights through 

peaceful demonstration, individual’s attitude to trust each other, groups’ and 

communities’ ability to manage latent conflict before it becomes violent and 

society’s norms of fairness and justice towards women may be crucial for 

human development of a society. Thus social cohesion may be viewed an 

important factor in determining human development in a society and more 

cohesive societies may have better developmental outcomes. 
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CHAPTER 6 
 

CONCLUSION AND POLICY SUGGESTIONS 
 

 

6.1 CONCLUSION 

 

 The present study investigates the significance of diversity (ethnic, 

linguistic and religious) and social inequality for cohesiveness of society. It 

also analyses the implications of social cohesion for economic growth and 

human development. In estimating the effects of diversity and social inequality 

on social cohesion, cross-country regression has been utilized. The study uses 

panel estimated generalized least square (EGLS) methodology for empirical 

investigation of the effects of social cohesion on economic growth and human 

development.  

 

 In existing literature, two different types of approaches have been used 

to study the phenomenon of cohesiveness of society. The first kind of 

approach has used indicators related with civic participation, voluntary 

activities and interpersonal trust for measuring cohesiveness at community, 

neighbourhood or region level. Some exception are there, when country-level 

indicators related with generalized trust, voluntary activities and community 

participation have been used to study the notion of social cohesion in a cross-

country regressions. These indicators or indices have generally been labeled as 

social capital and their relationship with different economic, institutional and 

developmental outcomes have been studied. The second approach relies upon 

some indirect measures such as crime rates, homicide rates, teenage 

pregnancy, blood donations, inequality and ethno-linguistic composition of 

society for studying the notion of social cohesion. But both of these 

approaches are somewhat narrow and do not necessarily depict cohesiveness 

of society. Social cohesion is neither merely about social relations and 

community ties nor about cultural sameness, homogeneity or reduction in 

income inequality. It is more than that. It is in fact a phenomenon of 

togetherness embedded in social relations at individual-level, inter-group-level 

and state-society-level. Strong bonds among individuals, among different 

identity-based groups and between state and society strengthen social 

cohesion. 

 

 The interaction of individual level, group level and state-society level 

relationships for manifestation of multidimensional phenomenon of social 

cohesion requires the use of indices/variables which may cover these aspects. 

Exclusively focusing on one indicator representing any one dimension, while 
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neglecting the others, may not be an appropriate method to measure social 

cohesion. Similarly the construction of some index by using indicators related 

with different aspects of social cohesion may also be of little use because of its 

inability to tell about the significance of each dimension in determining 

economic and developmental outcomes. To cope with this problem we have 

used six indices related with different dimensions of social cohesion in our 

study. These indices include civic activism, membership of clubs and 

voluntary associations, interpersonal safety and trust, intergroup cohesion, 

gender equality and inclusion of minorities. 

  

 The first index, civic activism, tells about the strength of civil society. It 

tells that to what extent people engage in the process of political debates and 

peaceful demonstrations to safeguard their political rights. Civic activism has 

been found to be negatively and statistically significantly associated with 

ethnic and linguistic diversity. However the negative and significant effects of 

ethnic and linguistic diversity disappear when we control for social inequality. 

Religious diversity remains statistically insignificantly related with civic 

activism before and after controlling for social inequality. It implies that it is 

social inequality and not diversity which harms strength of civil society or 

civic activism.  

 

 The second index, membership of clubs and voluntary associations, is a 

measure to gauge the strength of associative life in a society. It tells that to 

what extent people participate in voluntary activities at neighbourhood, 

community or village level. Membership of clubs and associations is 

insignificantly associated with ethnic and religious diversity but significantly 

and positively related with linguistic diversity. After controlling for social 

inequality, ethnic and religious diversity remain statistically insignificantly 

related with membership of clubs and associations. Similarly, linguistic 

diversity remains statistically significantly and positively related with 

membership of clubs and associations. Social inequality, when used as 

independent variable along with ethnic and religious diversity, remains 

positively and significantly related with membership of clubs and associations. 

But, when used as independent variable along with linguistic diversity, it 

shows an insignificant relationship with membership of clubs and associations. 

However a low 2R  in all regressions where index of membership of clubs and 

associations has been used as dependent variable implies that neither diversity 

nor social inequality may be sufficient in explaining people’s behavior 

regarding participation in local or village level community organizations. 

Another possible explanation may be that in the presence of linguistic 

diversity, social inequality does not have any significant role in explaining 

people’s behavior regarding their participation in clubs and associations at 

local level. In such situation the only factor which decides about their 
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participation in clubs and associations is linguistic diversity. In those societies 

which are more heterogeneous linguistically, people are more engaged in 

activities related with community participation. However, increase in 

membership of clubs and associations may not necessarily represent an 

increase in cohesiveness of society because it may merely reflect an inward 

looking behavior of individuals. The result may be an increase in stock of 

bonding social capital but decline in the stock of bridging social capital. Hence 

despite an increase in membership of clubs and associations, there may be 

deterioration in different dimensions of social cohesion such as generalized 

trust and intergroup harmony. The net result may be overall decline in social 

cohesion. In the case where ethnic diversity and religious diversity are used as 

independent variables interchangeably along with the variable of social 

inequality, ethnic and religious diversity do not have any significant 

relationship with membership of clubs and association. However social 

inequality shows a positive and significant relationship with membership of 

clubs and associations. This may be an indication that in the presence of ethnic 

and religious diversity, social inequality has more important role in shaping 

people’s inward looking behavior. 

 

 The third index, intergroup cohesion, is indicative of society’s ability to 

resolve issues among group. It tells that how societies’ cope with the potential 

risk of conflict among different identity-based groups. Intergroup cohesion is 

negatively and significantly affected by ethnic and linguistic diversity before 

controlling for social inequality. However after controlling for social 

inequality, this negative and significant relationship of ethnic and linguistic 

diversity with intergroup cohesion vanishes. The religious diversity shows an 

insignificant relationship with intergroup cohesion before and after controlling 

for social inequality. Social inequality has a negative and significant 

relationship with intergroup cohesion. Thus social inequality may be 

detrimental for the creation of such environment in which different identity 

based group may resolve their differences in a peaceful way. In fact social 

inequality can further intensify the cleavages among different groups in the 

society. 

 

 Interpersonal safety and trust, the fourth index, is negatively and 

significantly affected by ethnic, linguistic and religious diversity. However, 

after controlling for social inequality, significant effect of linguistic diversity 

vanishes but the negative effects of ethnic and religious diversity on 

interpersonal safety and trust remain statistically significant even after 

controlling for social inequality. Social inequality also shows a negative and 

significant effect on interpersonal safety and trust. It implies that ethnically 

and religiously heterogeneous societies and societies with more social 

inequality may have less mutual trust among people.  
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 Gender equality, the fifth index, is negatively and significantly affected 

by ethnic and linguistic diversity whereas religious diversity is insignificantly 

related with gender equality. Even after controlling for social inequality, the 

effects of ethnic and linguistic diversity on gender equality remain significant 

and negative. The role of religious diversity in determining gender equality 

remains statistically insignificant even after controlling for social inequality. 

Gender equality seems to be negatively and significantly affected by social 

inequality. It implies that societies with high ethnic and linguistic diversity are 

less likely to provide equal opportunities of health, education and employment 

to women. Societies with high social inequality are also less likely to provide 

fair treatment and level playing field to different disadvantaged sections of 

society such as women. It seems to be quite convincing because women and 

particularly those who belong to the lower social strata have to suffer dual kind 

of discrimination; one for being a woman and other being a member of lower 

social class. In such situation, they become more vulnerable and hence cannot 

enjoy equal and fair treatment in the society. On the other hand more 

egalitarian societies may ensure that all segments of society have equal 

opportunities.  

 

 The sixth index, Inclusion of minorities, is negatively and significantly 

related with ethnic, linguistic and religious diversity. However after 

controlling for social inequality in our empirical analysis, negative effects of 

linguistic and religious diversity vanish. But ethnic diversity remains 

significantly and negatively associated with inclusion of minorities. Social 

inequality also has a negative and significant effect on inclusion of minorities.  

 

 Ethnic diversity seems to be irrelevant for membership of clubs and 

associations as it shows insignificant relationship with membership of clubs 

and associations. The negative effects of ethnic diversity on civic activism and 

intergroup cohesion vanish when we control for social inequality. However, 

ethnic diversity remains statistically significantly and negatively related with 

gender equality, inclusion of minorities and interpersonal safety and trust. 

Thus the relationship of ethnic diversity with different indices, used as proxy 

for social cohesion, is not consistent. It may also be concluded that even 

though ethnic diversity has negative effects for gender equality, inclusion of 

minorities and interpersonal safety and trust yet these negative effects may be 

mitigated by reducing social inequality.  

 

 Linguistic diversity seems to be irrelevant for membership of clubs and 

associations due to its insignificant relationship with membership of clubs and 

associations. It shows a negative and significant relationship with civic 

activism, intergroup cohesion, gender equality, inclusion of minorities and 
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interpersonal safety and trust. However, the significance of these negative 

relationships, except for gender equality, disappears when we control for social 

inequality. Despite the negative relationship of linguistic diversity with gender 

equality, this relationship seems to be mitigated after controlling for social 

inequality.  

 

 Religious diversity shows a negative and significant relationship with 

inclusion of minorities and interpersonal safety and trust. It seems to be 

insignificantly associated with all other four indices used as proxy for social 

cohesion. After controlling for social inequality, the significant negative 

relationship of religious diversity with inclusion of minorities index vanishes. 

However, it remains significantly and negatively associated with interpersonal 

safety and trust even after controlling for social inequality. It may be 

concluded that the role of social inequality may be more important in 

determining social cohesion. Out of three indices of diversity, ethnic diversity 

may be more important for social cohesion and religious diversity may be of 

least importance. It is also suggested that the negative effects of diversity for 

social cohesion, if any, may be mitigated by promoting inclusiveness through 

reduction of social inequality.  

 

 As far as economic implications of social cohesion are concerned, 

membership of clubs and associations has been found irrelevant for economic 

growth. Economic growth seems to be significantly and positively affected by 

civic activism, intergroup cohesion and gender equality. The effect of 

inclusion of minorities and interpersonal safety and trust on economic growth 

has been found positive but insignificant. Thus out of six indices, three indices 

of civic activism, intergroup cohesion and gender equality have positive and 

significant relationship with economic growth measured as growth rate of 

GDP per capita. Other three indices of membership of clubs and associations, 

interpersonal safety and trust and inclusion of minorities do not seem to be 

significantly related with economic growth. This confirms our proposition that 

economic growth may not be equally sensitive to different dimensions of 

social cohesion.  

 

 Civic activism shows a positive and significant effect on economic 

growth. Civic activism is helpful in promoting an atmosphere of collective 

action in the society. As a result of it, people are in better position to put their 

demands before governments effectively. Civic activism strengthens the civil 

society which can keep a check on any deviant behavior of governments due to 

which effective working of formal institutions is ensured. A vibrant media and 

people’s aptitude to take part in peaceful demonstrations create an 

environment where free riding and rent seeking behavior is discouraged. 
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Hence the result may be an increase in economic growth through improvement 

in quality of formal institutions and efficient allocation of resources.  

 

 Intergroup cohesion has a positive and statistically significant 

relationship with economic growth in our analysis. Intergroup cohesion shows 

that to what extent different identity based groups cooperate with each other to 

minimize the possibility of conflict among them. It is indicative of the strength 

of societies to resolve latent conflict before it becomes violent. Thus it helps 

economies to avoid the negative consequences of conflict for economic 

growth. It can also reduce the risk of political instability which may create a 

conducive environment for investment and other economic activities. The 

implementations of policy reforms required for achieving the goal of long run 

economic growth is easier in cohesive societies as compared with those 

societies which are less cohesive. In less cohesive societies, governments may 

face problems in the implementation of such kind of policy reforms because 

people may not be willing to scarify their short run gains for long run benefits 

of economic growth. In such situation, institutions may not be able to work 

effectively and even “very seasoned politicians may fail to deliver” (Easterly 

et al. 2006). This may lead to slow down economic growth.  

 

 The index of membership of clubs and associations does not show a 

statistically significant relationship with economic growth. Our findings are 

confirmatory to the empirical results of Knack and Keefer (1997) and Knack 

(2000) but contradictory to Putnam et al. (1993). The negative relationship of 

membership of clubs and associations with economic growth may be due to 

the reason that membership of clubs and association is merely an indication of 

strengthening bonding social capital. It is quite possible that despite an 

increase in the stock of bonding social capital, bridging social capital may 

deteriorate. The strengthening of bonding social ties at the cost of weakening 

bridging social ties may lead towards a situation where people’s sense of 

belonging towards society damaged. The result may be reduction in 

generalized trust and deterioration of social cohesion in the society. In such 

situation, the bonding social capital may generate negative externalities for 

economic growth. It can cause the exclusion of some groups and can also lead 

towards the phenomenon of rent seeking and free riding which can slow down 

the pace of economic growth through inefficient allocation of resources.  

 

 Interpersonal safety and trust shows a positive but insignificant 

relationship with economic growth. Our results are in accordance with some of 

the previous studies in literature such as Helliwel (1996b), who does not find 

any evidence of positive relationship between trust and income for the case of 

United States and Canada, and Paldam (2009), who find no causality running 

from trust to GDP in his study based upon data from eighty countries. The 

javascript:void(0);
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results are contradictory with some of prominent studies in literature on the 

relationship between trust and economic growth such as Knack and keefer 

(1997), Zak and Knack (2001). The use of variety of indicators and indices for 

measuring trust and differences of underlying sample used by different studies 

may be a reason of inconclusive results regarding the role of trust in 

determining economic growth. Data on trust provided by WVS has been used 

by many of previous studies in literature. “Proportion of survey respondents 

who say that most people can be trusted” is used to measure trust in a society 

by WVS. However it seems to be difficult question to answer because 

trustfulness and trustworthiness are mutually linked to each other. Thus the 

question seems to be somewhat vague. However, our finding regarding the 

role of trust in determining economic growth may be more authentic for two 

reasons. Firstly, we have used an index of interpersonal safety and trust which 

has been constructed by taking in to account a large number of variables 

regarding interpersonal safety and trust and hence may be more suitable 

measure of trust. Secondly, our empirical analysis is for larger set of countries 

and used more appropriate estimation technique (panel data estimation has 

certain advantages over cross-country regression). Most of the previous studies 

are based upon either country-specific or region-specific empirical analysis. 

Some studies (for example, Knack and keefer (1997), Zak and Knack (2001)) 

which have used cross-country data have done it for a limited number of 

countries. Thus the use of more comprehensive data, coverage of large number 

of countries and use of more appropriate estimation method make our results 

more reliable.  

 

 The index of gender equality has a positive and significant relationship 

with economic growth. Our results are confirmatory to some of the previous 

studies in literature (Hill and King 1995, Knowles et al. 2002, Klasen and 

Lamanna, 2009 and Pervaiz et al. 2011) but contradictory to some other 

studies such as Erturk and Cagatay (1995) and Seguino (2000a, 2000b). 

Inconclusive and opposing results reported by previous studies are due to use 

of different indicators for measuring gender equality or inequality. It may also 

be due to use of different samples. For example, gender wage inequality has 

been found as a stimulus to economic growth via its effects on exports in the 

case of semi-industrialized economies (Seguino, 2000). The reason is that 

lower wages for women as compared to men reduces the cost of production, 

increases the profitability of producers and attracts more investment (Erturk 

and Cagatay, 1995) which leads towards the expansion of exports and 

stimulates economic growth. Contradictory to this, some other studies suggest 

that gender gap in employment and gender gap in education can be harmful for 

economic growth. Reduction in female labour force participation rate which 

may arise due to limited employment opportunities for women can have 

impeding effects on economic growth (Esteve-Volart, 2004; Klasen and 
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Lamanna, 2009). Similarly gender gap in education can be harmful for 

economic growth because it can reduce human capital formation in a society 

by restraining female’s access to education. Positive effects of female 

education on economic outcomes may be more pronounced as compared with 

male education. Besides direct effects of female education, it may have 

indirect effects on economic growth by reducing fertility and by improving 

next generation’s education and health (Galor and Weil, 1996; Benavot 1989; 

Thomas et al. 1991; King and Hill, 1993; Hill and King 1995; Lagerlof 1999; 

Mason and King 2001; Schultz 2002; King et al. 2008). Gender inequality 

embedded in social norms and values may affect the investment decision of 

households in children’s education. If, influenced by social norms, boys are 

given preferential treatment over girls then this decision may be biased in 

favour of male children. This may lead towards an investment gap in male and 

female education which can retard economic growth (Knowles et al. 2002). 

Thus promotion of gender equality in a society may be important not only for 

its intrinsic value but also because it may have important implications for 

economic growth. The present study has used a composite index of gender 

equality constructed by taking into account indicators related with different 

dimensions of gender equality. These dimensions include gender gap in 

education, gender gap in employment, gender wage gap and norms of equality 

and fairness in a society regarding the role of women. The comprehensiveness 

of our measure of gender equality and wide coverage of countries add to the 

reliability of our analysis. Inclusion of minorities, the sixth index used as 

proxy for social cohesion in our study, shows positive but insignificant 

relationship with economic growth.  

 

 Our analysis regarding human development implications of social 

cohesion shows that civic activism, intergroup cohesion, gender equality and 

interpersonal safety and trust show a positive and significant relationship 

whereas inclusion of minorities has a positive but insignificant relationship 

with human development measured by NIHDI. Membership of clubs and 

associations has a negative and significant relationship with NIHDI.  

 

 Civic activism shows a positive and significant relationship with 

NIHDI. Civic activism can be helpful in promoting healthy social norms in a 

society which can be useful for public health. A strengthened civil society is in 

better position to put their demands before governments in a more effective 

way. It makes governments to adopt such kind of public policies which may 

largely benefit different sections of society. Any deviant behavior on the part 

of governments may be checked by active civil society through peaceful 

demonstrations and through vibrant media. By the promotion of collective 

action, civic activism ensures that formal institutions work effectively in 
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public service delivery which may have a positive effect on human 

development.  

 

 Intergroup cohesion shows a positive and significant relationship with 

NIHDI. Intergroup cohesion bridges the gaps among different identity-based 

groups. Thus it reduces the risk of any ethnic, linguistic or religious based 

conflict in the society. By doing so, it helps societies to avoid any negative 

consequences of conflict for human development. Intergroup cohesion can be 

helpful in creating the atmosphere of peace and harmony in a society which 

can ensure political stability required for economic activities. More economic 

activities would generate more employment opportunities and would be 

helpful in raising the incomes of people. Affluent individuals are more likely 

to spend more on education and health. Thus with increased incomes, people 

would be able to enjoy better living standards and would have more access to 

education and health facilities. This would result increased education and 

better health of people and hence human development would rise.  

 

 Membership of clubs and Associations shows a negative and significant 

relationship with NIHDI. Existing literature provides mix kind of empirical 

results regarding the relationship of voluntary associations’ membership with 

education and health outcomes. Our results are contradictory to the results of 

some research studies (for example, Coleman, 1990a and Putnam, 2000) which 

report positive effects of membership of voluntary associations on education 

and health outcomes. The studies which suggest a positive effect of 

membership of voluntary associations on education and health outcomes argue 

that engagement in such kind of associations may help to improve education 

and health outcomes through dissemination of information among members. 

Moreover membership of clubs and associations at community or 

neighbourhood level helps individuals through the provision of informal 

insurance at the time of some sudden crisis and shocks. Because of the 

availability of such insurance, individuals and households may be able to cope 

with negative effects of such shock, which otherwise may have an adverse 

effect for education and health outcomes. Membership of voluntary 

associations may also be helpful in the promotion of strong supportive social 

norms which can be beneficial for education and health outcomes. Our results 

are in accordance with some other studies (Carlson, 1998, 2004; Harpham et 

al., 2004; Mulvaney-Day et al., 2007; D’Hombres et al., 2010; Fiorillo and 

Sabatini, 2011a) which provide the evidence of negative relationship of 

membership of voluntary associations with education and health outcomes. 

However, the negative relationship, as it is in our case, may be due to the 

reason that engagement in social networks may not be beneficial for all. It may 

be good for some while bad for others due to asymmetric power relations and 

hierarchy embedded in social relations (Coleman, 1988). Similarly, social 
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networks may also generate negative externalities for those who are outside 

such networks. This may result strengthening bonding social ties at the cost of 

weakening bridging social ties. The weakened bridging ties will reduce 

intergroup cohesion which may increase the possibility of conflict and hence 

may have adverse effects on human development. Membership of clubs and 

association may be a reflection of people’s distrust on formal political 

institutions (Diani, 2004) which might have failed to deliver effectively. 

Ineffective service delivery on the part of such political institutions might be 

responsible for said negative relationship.  

  

 Interpersonal safety and trust shows a positive and significant 

relationship with NIHDI. Interpersonal safety and trust creates an environment 

where people feel that they are safe. Perceived safe environment reduces the 

risk of stress and anxiety related diseases. People living in such environment 

may have better access to education facilities. Thus a society with strong social 

norms of trust and reciprocity may have better education and health outcomes. 

  

 Gender equality index has a positive and significant relationship with 

NIHDI. Gender equality can affect education and health outcomes in a society 

through different channels. Women’s equal access to education opportunities 

helps to improve education related indicators such as literacy and years of 

schooling. Positive effects of female education on development outcomes may 

be more pronounced as compared with male education. Besides direct effects 

of female education, it may have indirect effects by improving next 

generation’s education and health (Schultz 2002, Thomas et al. 1991, King and 

Hill, 1993). Similarly, women’s equal access to health and employment 

opportunities helps to raise human development level in a society because well 

nourished and healthy women with more control over economic resources 

through increased labour force participation and increased employment 

opportunities are more likely to spend more on children’s education (Benavot 

1989; Hill and King 1995; King et al. 2008). Inclusion of minorities index 

shows positive but insignificant relationship with NIHDI. Although the 

intrinsic value of inclusion of minorities cannot be undermined, yet our 

empirical analysis does not provide any evidence of its significant association 

with NIHDI.  

 

 In our study, we have provided an important insight regarding the role 

of social inequality in determining cohesiveness of a society. We have noted 

that social inequality is more important factor in determining social cohesion 

and the effects of social inequality on social cohesion may be more 

pronounced as compared with the effects of diversity. We have also found that 

different dimensions of social cohesion are not equally sensitive to social 

cohesion. Moreover the effects of different types of diversity on different 
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dimensions of social cohesion are not same. Different dimensions of social 

cohesion do not have same implications for economic growth and human 

development. The role of bridging social ties seems to be more important than 

bonding social ties in determining economic growth and human development. 

The negative relationship of membership of clubs and association with 

economic growth and human development, which is insignificant for the case 

of economic growth and significant for the case of human development, 

possibly points out towards the phenomenon of negative externalities 

generated by bonding social ties. Insignificant association of interpersonal 

safety and trust with economic growth implies that interpersonal safety and 

trust does not have any direct effect on economic growth. However, we do not 

undermine the importance of interpersonal safety and trust due its intrinsic 

value as well as the possibility of its indirect effects on economic growth. It 

may be suggested that in spite of having any direct effects, interpersonal safety 

and trust may affect economic growth indirectly (Solow, 1995) and in our case 

these effects may be through its positive and significant effects on human 

development. Interpersonal safety and trust shows a positive and significant 

effect on human development which in turn may affect economic growth. Thus 

it may be concluded that social inequality is detrimental for social cohesion 

which may affect economic and development outcomes.  

 

 

6.2 POLICY SUGGESTIONS 

 

 Social cohesion is a multidimensional and complex phenomenon which 

on one hand is rooted in history, culture, norms, social values and historical 

legacies of a society and on other hand it may be linked with economic, 

political and social egalitarianism. Public policies aimed to promote such 

egalitarianism may be helpful to cope with negative effects of diversity for 

social cohesion. All societies, whether homogenous or heterogeneous, may 

benefit by adopting such kind of policies. However, heterogeneous societies 

should be more careful about their policies regarding redistribution and public 

service delivery because tolerance for inequality, in all societies generally and 

in divided societies particularly, may vanish if it persists for a long period of 

time (Hirschman and Rothschild, 1973).  

 

 By ensuring people’s access to basic needs such as education and health, 

their sense of belonging towards a common society may be strengthened. The 

fair distribution of public services among different identity based groups helps 

to minimize their grievances. This facilitates to bridge gap among those 

identity based groups and enables them to resolve their differences peacefully. 

The result may be strengthened social cohesion and hence better economic and 

development outcomes.  
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 Education can also play a key role in making a society cohesive. 

Education can work as socializing force in the society (Gradstein and Justman, 

2002). Carefully designed curriculum can help to bridge the societal divides. 

Governments can play vital role in promoting the norms of equality, fairness 

and justice in a society. Although such norms are partially rooted in history 

and culture of a society yet the role of state can also not be of least importance 

in promoting equity. Provision of level playing field to all segments of society 

and especially to disadvantaged sections of society can help to promote norms 

of shared values in a society. Thus inclusive public policies may help societies 

enter in a virtuous cycle in which, on one hand, inclusiveness creates a 

cohesive environment helpful for economic growth and development, and on 

the other hand, cohesive societies ensure that benefits of economic growth are 

transformed to masses through inclusive public policies.  
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APPENDICES 
 

 

APPENDIX-A 
 

Table A-1 

Indicators Used in the Construction of Civic Activism Index 

Indicator Source 

Proportion of public who have listened to 

radio news ‘in the last day’ or ‘several times 

in the last week’  

Afrobarometer  

Proportion of public who have watched TV 

news ‘in the last day’ or ‘several times in the 

last week’  

Afrobarometer  

Proportion of public who have read 

newspaper news ‘in the last day’ or ‘several 

times in the last week’  

Afrobarometer  

Civicus civil society rating — Structure  Civicus  

Civicus civil society rating — Environment  Civicus  

Civicus civil society rating — Values  Civicus  

Civicus civil society rating — Impact  Civicus  

Radios per capita  
International 

Telecommunications Union  

Radios per household  
International 

Telecommunications Union  

Proportion of public who ‘have’ or ‘would be 

prepared’ to take part in a peaceful 

demonstration  

Latinobarometer  

Proportion of public who ‘have’ or ‘would be 

prepared’ to sign a petition  
Latinobarometer  

Respondent says they use the radio to inform 

themselves about politics  
Latinobarometer  

Respondent says they use the newspaper to 

inform themselves about politics  
Latinobarometer  

Respondent says they use the television to 

inform themselves about politics  
Latinobarometer  
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Table A-1 (contd….) 

Indicator Source 

Percentage of respondents who watch TV 

news a great deal or very much  
Latinobarometer  

Percentage of respondents who read 

newspaper news a great deal or very much  
Latinobarometer  

Percentage of respondents who listen to radio 

news a great deal or very much  
Latinobarometer  

Average number of days spent watching TV 

news, per week  
Latinobarometer  

Average number of days spent reading 

newspaper news, per week  
Latinobarometer  

Average number of days spent listening to 

radio news, per week  
Latinobarometer  

Density of international organisation 

secretariats of international non-

governmental organisations in given country  

Global Civil Society Project  

Extent to which organisations and 

individuals in each country are members of 

INGOs, number of INGOs with members in 

that country  

Global Civil Society Project  

Percentage of the workforce employed in the 

NGO sector  
SAIS  

Newspapers per capita  UNESCO  

Proportion of respondents who either 'have 

done' or 'might' sign a petition  

World Values Surveys, 

Latinobarometer  

Proportion of respondents who either 'have 

done' or 'might' join a boycott  
World Values Surveys  

Proportion of respondents who 'have done' or 

'might' attend a peaceful demonstration  

World Values Surveys, 

Afrobarometer, 

Latinobarometer  

Proportion of respondents who have used a 

daily newspaper in the last week to find out 

what is going on in the world  

World Values Surveys  

Proportion of respondents who have used 

news broadcasts on radio or TV in the last 

week to find out what is going on in the 

world  

World Values Surveys  
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Table A-1 (contd….) 

Indicator Source 

Proportion of respondents who have used 

printed magazines in the last week to find out 

what is going on in the world  

World Values Surveys  

Proportion of respondents who have used in 

depth reports on radio or TV in the last week 

to find out what is going on in the world  

World Values Surveys  

Proportion of respondents who have used 

books in the last week to find out what is 

going on in the world  

World Values Surveys  

Proportion of respondents who have used 

internet or email in the last week to find out 

what is going on in the world  

World Values Surveys  
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Table A-2 

Indicators Used in the Construction of Membership of  

Clubs and Voluntary Associations Index 

Indicator  Source  

Respondent says that they use their free time 

to participate in voluntary associations  
Latinobarometer  

Respondent says that they use their free time 

to work for local or community development 

groups  

Latinobarometer  

Percentage respondents who are members of 

youth groups  
Latinobarometer  

Percentage of respondents who are members 

of women's groups  
Latinobarometer  

Percentage of respondents who are members 

of sports clubs  
Latinobarometer  

Percentage of respondents who are members 

of church groups  
Latinobarometer  

Percentage of respondents who work for an 

issue that affects their community 'very 

frequently' or 'frequently'  

Latinobarometer  

Percentage of respondents who are members 

of labour unions  
Latinobarometer  

Percentage of respondents who are members 

of voluntary associations  
Latinobarometer  

Percentage of respondents who are members 

of a political party  
Latinobarometer  

Percentage of respondents who are members 

of a cultural center  
Latinobarometer  

Active or inactive member of religious group  Afrobarometer  

Active or inactive member of development 

association  
Afrobarometer  

Has or would be prepared to attend 

community meeting  
Afrobarometer  

Active or inactive member of labour union  Afrobarometer  

Active or inactive member of business group  Afrobarometer  

Percentage respondents saying that people 

generally help one another in their 

neighbourhood  

International Crime Victim 

Survey  
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Table A-2 (contd….) 

Indicator  Source  

Proportion of respondents who are active or 

inactive members, church or religious 

organisation  

World Values Survey  

Proportion of respondents who are active or 

inactive members, sports or recreational 

organisation  

World Values Survey  

Proportion of respondents who are active or 

inactive members, other voluntary 

associations  

World Values Survey  

Participate in youth associations and groups  World Values Survey  

Belong to sports club  World Values Survey  

Respondent has conducted unpaid voluntary 

health work  
World Values Survey  

Respondent belongs to conservational 

organisation  
World Values Survey  

Respondent belongs to women's organisation  World Values Survey  

Respondent belongs to peace movement  World Values Survey  

Proportion of respondents who are active or 

inactive members, arts, music, or educational 

organisation  

World Values Survey  

Proportion of respondents who are active or 

inactive members, labour union  
World Values Survey  

Proportion of respondents who are active or 

inactive members, environmental 

organisations  

World Values Survey  

Proportion of respondents who are active or 

inactive members, professional organisations  
World Values Survey  

Proportion of respondents who are active or 

inactive members, human rights 

organisations  

World Values Survey  

Proportion of respondents who are active or 

inactive members, consumer groups  
World Values Survey  

Spent time socialising with friends in last 

month or last few weeks  
World Values Survey  

Spent time socialising with other members of 

arts or cultural association in last month or 

last few weeks  

World Values Survey  

Member of church or religious organisation  International Social Survey  

Member of neighbourhood group  International Social Survey  
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Table A-3 

Indicators Used in the Construction of Intergroup Cohesion Index 

Indicator  Source  

Number of reported incidents of violent 

riots  
Databanks  

Number of reported incidents of 

assassinations  
Databanks  

Number of reported incidents of terrorist 

acts  
Databanks  

Number of reported incidents of guerrilla 

activity  
Databanks  

Economist Intelligence Unit rating on 

likelihood of violent demonstrations  
Economist Intelligence Unit  

Economist Intelligence Unit rating on 

potential for terrorist acts  
Economist Intelligence Unit  

Rating on the ‘legacy of vengeance-

seeking group grievance or group 

paranoia’  

Fund for Peace  

Level of civil disorder, International 

Country Risk Guide rating  
International Country Risk Guide  

Level of internal conflict, International 

Country Risk Guide rating  
International Country Risk Guide  

Risk of terrorism, International Country 

Risk Guide rating  
International Country Risk Guide  

Level of ethnic minority rebellion in 

country  
Minorities at Risk  
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Table A-4 

Indicators Used in the Construction of  

Interpersonal Safety and Trust Index 

Indicator  Source  

Felt unsafe in home, proportion saying 

'never'  
Afrobarometer  

Had stuff stolen from home, proportion 

saying 'never'  
Afrobarometer  

Been attacked, proportion saying 'never'  Afrobarometer  

Proportion of respondents who say that 'in 

general, most people can be trusted'  
Asian Barometer  

Proportion of respondents who say that 

most people try to be fair, rather than take 

advantage of you when given the chance  

Asian Barometer  

Economist Intelligence Unit rating on 

social distrust  
Economist Intelligence Unit  

Percentage respondents feel 'very safe' or 

'fairly safe' walking alone in their area 

after dark  

International Crime Victim Survey  

Percentage respondents feel 'very safe' or 

'fairly safe' while at home after dark  
International Crime Victim Survey  

Percentage respondents who avoid places 

when they go out  
International Crime Victim Survey  

Percentage respondents who take 

company with them when they go out  
International Crime Victim Survey  

Percentage respondents experienced a car 

theft in last 5 years  
International Crime Victim Survey  

Percentage respondents experienced heft 

from car in last 5 years  
International Crime Victim Survey  

Percentage respondents experienced 

damage to car in last 5 years  
International Crime Victim Survey  

Percentage respondents experienced 

motor theft in last 5 years  
International Crime Victim Survey  

Percentage respondents experienced 

burglary in last 5 years  
International Crime Victim Survey  

Percentage respondents experienced 

attempted burglary in last 5 years  
International Crime Victim Survey  

Percentage respondents experienced 

garage theft in last 5 years  
International Crime Victim Survey  
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Table A-4 (contd….) 

Indicator  Source  

Percentage respondents experienced 

robbery in last 5 years  
International Crime Victim Survey  

Percentage respondents experienced 

personal theft in last 5 years  
International Crime Victim Survey  

Percentage respondents experienced 

sexual offence in last 5 years  
International Crime Victim Survey  

Percentage respondents experienced 

assault in last 5 years  
International Crime Victim Survey  

Interpol homicide rate  Interpol  

Interpol rape rate  Interpol  

Interpol rate of serious assault  Interpol  

Interpol rate of aggravated theft  Interpol  

Interpol rate of breaking and entering  Interpol  

Interpol vehicle theft rate  Interpol  

WHO homicide rate  World Health Organisation  

Respondent or someone in their family 

assaulted in the last 12 months  
Latinobarometer  

Percentage of respondents who feel 

secure in the neighbourhood in which 

they live  

Latinobarometer  

Percentage of respondents who have been 

the victim of a street crime  
Latinobarometer  

Percentage of respondents who have been 

the victim of burglary  
Latinobarometer  

Percentage of respondents who have been 

the subject of attempted homicide  
Latinobarometer  

Percentage of respondents who have been 

the subject of attempted abduction  
Latinobarometer  

State Department crime advisories, coded 

1-5  
US State Department  

UNCJIN homicide rate  
United Nations Criminal Justice 

Information Network  

Percentage of managers surveyed for 

whom crime is a major business 

constraint  

World Development Indicators  
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Table A-4 (contd….) 

Indicator  Source  

Proportion of respondents who say that 'in 

general, most people can be trusted'  

World Values Survey, 

Afrobarometer, Latinobarometer  

Proportion of respondents who say that 

most people try to be fair, rather than take 

advantage of you when given the chance  

World Values Survey  

Proportion of respondents who do not 

very much or do not at all trust their 

neighbourhood  

World Values Survey  

Proportion of respondents who do not 

very much or do not at all trust people 

they know personally  

World Values Survey  

Proportion of respondents who do not 

very much or do not at all trust people 

they meet for the first time  

World Values Survey  
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Table A-5 

Indicators Used in the Construction of Gender Equality Index 

Indicator  Source  

Percentage agreeing that a married man has a 

right to beat his wife and children  
Afrobarometer  

Percentage of respondents who tend to agree 

or strongly agree that 'women have always 

been subject to traditional laws and customs, 

and should remain so'.  

Afrobarometer  

Percentage of respondents who tend to agree 

or strongly agree that 'women should have 

the same chance of being elected to political 

office as men'.  

Afrobarometer  

Rating on level of women's economic rights  CIRI  

Rating on level of women's social rights  CIRI  

Ratio of average female to male wages, 

across all available labour categories  

International Labour 

Organisation  

Percentage of women who agree that women 

have the same chance as men to get a good 

job in their country  

Latinobarometer  

Percentage of women who agree that women 

have the chance to earn the same salary as 

men in their country  

Latinobarometer  

Percentage of women who agree that women 

have the same chance as men to get a good 

education in their country 

Latinobarometer  

Proportion of employers and managers who 

agree or strongly agree that when jobs are 

scarce, men have more right to a job than 

women  

World Values Surveys  

Proportion of those of voting age who agree 

or strongly agree that on the whole, men 

make better political leaders than women do  

World Values Surveys  

Proportion of parents who agree or strongly 

agree that a university education is more 

important for a boy than a girl  

World Values Surveys  

Proportion of employers and managers who 

agree or strongly agree that on the whole, 

men make better business executives than 

women do  

World Values Surveys  
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Table A-5 (contd….) 

Indicator  Source  

Percentage of labour force that is female  World Development Indicators  

Ratio of females among legislators, senior 

officials and managers  

International Labour 

Organisation  

Ratio of females in professional jobs  
International Labour 

Organisation  

Ratio between female and male primary 

school enrolment  
World Development Indicators  

Ratio between female and male secondary 

school enrolment  
World Development Indicators  

Ratio between female and male tertiary 

educational enrolment  
World Development Indicators  

Ratio between adult female and male literacy 

rates  
World Development Indicators  

Ratio between adult female and adult male 

mortality rates  
World Development Indicators  
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Table A-6 

Indicators Used in the Construction of Inclusion of Minorities Index 

Indicator Source 

Level of perceived discrimination among 

blacks and mulattos, among all those in country 

self-identifying into these groups  

Latinobarometer  

Proportion of the public reporting that they are 

affected by discrimination due to skin colour or 

discrimination as immigrants  

Latinobarometer  

Percentage citing "discrimination due to skin 

colour" and "discrimination against 

immigrants" affects me  

Afrobarometer  

Proportion of population reporting that their 

economic situation is the ‘same’ as other ethnic 

groups in country  

Afrobarometer  

Proportion of population reporting that their 

political situation is the ‘same’ as other ethnic 

groups in country  

Afrobarometer  

Proportion of population reporting that their 

ethnic group is ‘never’ treated unfairly in 

country  

Afrobarometer  

Rating on level of uneven economic 

development along group lines  
Fund for Peace  

Level of ethnic tensions, International Country 

Risk Guide rating  

International Country Risk 

Guide 

Level of religious tensions, International 

Country Risk Guide rating  

International Country Risk 

Guide 

Proportion of the public who do not very much 

or not at all trust members of other religious 

groups  

World Values Surveys  

Proportion of the public who do not very much 

or not at all trust members of other nationalities  
World Values Surveys  

Proportion of the public citing “Being of the 

same social background” is very important or 

rather important for as successful marriage  

World Values Surveys  

Level of economic and political discrimination 

against minorities in country  
Minorities at Risk  

Proportion of the public who would reject 

members of another ethnic or caste group as 

neighbours  

World Values Surveys  
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Table A-6 (contd….) 

Indicator Source 

Proportion of the public who would reject 

immigrants or foreign workers as neighbours  
World Values Surveys  

Proportion of the public who would reject 

members of another religious group as 

neighbours  

World Values Surveys  

Proportion of the public who would reject other 

language group as neighbours  
World Values Surveys  

Proportion of the public who would reject Jews 

as neighbours  
World Values Surveys  

Proportion of the public who would “Prevent 

Labour Immigration”  
World Values Surveys  

Proportion of the public who are (strongly) 

against immigration (people of another race, 

from poorer countries)  

European Social Survey  

Proportion of the public who think 

“immigration is bad for economy”  
European Social Survey  

Proportion of the public who think 

“immigration is bad for cultural life”. 
European Social Survey  

Proportion of the public who think 

“immigration makes country worse place to 

live”.  

European Social Survey  

Educational Disparity Ethnic Groups  Various household surveys  

Occupational Disparity Ethnic Groups  Various household surveys  

OECD, Foreign/Native Labour Participation, 

across all educations  
OECD Factbook  
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APPENDIX-B 
 

Table B-1 

List of Countries Studied in Model 3.1 

 Albania 

 Algeria 

 Argentina 

 Armenia 

 Australia 

 Austria 

 Azerbaijan 

 Bahrain 

 Bangladesh 

 Belarus 

 Belgium 

 Benin 

 Bolivia 

 Botswana 

 Brazil 

 Brunei 

Darussalam 

 Bulgaria 

 Burkina Faso 

 Burundi 

 Cambodia 

 Cameroon 

 Canada 

 Central African 

Republic 

 Chad 

 Chile 

 China 

 Colombia 

 Congo 

 Congo 

(Democratic 

Republic of the) 

 Costa Rica 

 Côte d'Ivoire 

 Croatia  

 Cyprus 

 Czech Republic 

 Denmark 

 Djibouti 

 Dominican 

Republic  

 Ecuador 

 Egypt 

 El Salvador 

 Estonia 

 Ethiopia 

 Fiji 

 Finland 

 France 

 Georgia 

 Ghana 

 Greece 

 Guatemala 

 Guyana 

 Honduras 

 Hong Kong, 

China (SAR) 

 Hungary 

 Iceland 

 India 

 Indonesia 

 Iran (Islamic 

Republic of) 

 Ireland 

 Israel 

 Italy 

 Jamaica 

 Japan 

 Jordan 

 Kazakhstan 

 Kenya 

 Korea (Republic 

of) 

 Kuwait 

 Kyrgyzstan 

 Lao People's 

Democratic 

Republic 

 Latvia 

 Lebanon 

 Lesotho 

 Liberia 

 Libyan Arab 

Jamahiriya 

 Lithuania 

 Luxembourg 

 Madagascar 

 Malawi 

 Malaysia 

 Mali 

 Malta 

 Mauritius 

 Mexico 

 Moldova 

(Republic of) 

 Mongolia 

 Morocco 

 Mozambique 

 Nepal 

 Netherlands 

 New Zealand 

 Nicaragua 

 Niger 

 Nigeria 

 Norway 

 Oman 

 Pakistan 

 Panama 

 Paraguay 

 Peru 

 Philippines 

 Poland 

 Portugal 

 Qatar 

 Romania 

 Russian 

Federation 

 Rwanda 

 Samoa 

 Saudi Arabia 

 Senegal 

 Slovakia 

 Slovenia 

 Spain 

 Sudan 

 Swaziland 

 Sweden 

 Switzerland 

 Tajikistan 

 Togo 

 Tonga 

 Trinidad and 

Tobago 

 Tunisia 

 Turkey 

 Uganda 

 Ukraine 

 United Arab 

Emirates 

 United Kingdom 

 United States 

 Uruguay 

 Uzbekistan 

 Venezuela 

(Bolivarian 

Republic of) 

 Viet Nam 

 Zambia 

 Zimbabwe 
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Table B-2 

List of Countries Studied in Model 4.1 

 Albania 

 Algeria 

 Argentina 

 Armenia 

 Australia 

 Austria 

 Bahrain 

 Bangladesh 

 Barbados 

 Belgium 

 Belize 

 Benin 

 Bolivia 

 Botswana 

 Brazil 

 Brunei 

Darussalam 

 Bulgaria 

 Burundi 

 Cambodia 

 Cameroon 

 Canada 

 Central African 

Republic 

 Chile 

 China 

 Colombia 

 Congo, Dem. 

Rep. 

 Congo, Rep. 

 Costa Rica 

 Cote d'Ivoire 

 Croatia 

 Cuba 

 Cyprus 

 Czech Republic 

 Denmark 

 Dominican 

Republic 

 Ecuador 

 Egypt, Arab Rep. 

 Eritrea 

 Estonia 

 Fiji 

 Finland 

 France 

 Gabon 

 Gambia, The 

 Georgia 

 Germany 

 Ghana 

 Greece  

 Guinea-Bissau 

 Guyana 

 Haiti 

 Honduras 

 Hong Kong 

SAR, China 

 Hungary 

 Iceland 

 India 

 Indonesia 

 Iran, Islamic 

Rep. 

 Ireland 

 Israel 

 Italy 

 Jamaica 

 Japan 

 Jordan 

 Kazakhstan 

 Kenya 

 Korea, Rep. 

 Kuwait 

 Kyrgyz Republic 

 Lao PDR 

 Latvia 

 Lebanon 

 Lesotho 

 Libya 

 Lithuania  

 Madagascar 

 Malawi 

 Malaysia 

 Maldives 

 Mali 

 Malta 

 Mauritania 

 Mauritius 

 Mexico 

 Moldova 

 Mongolia 

 Morocco 

 Mozambique 

 Namibia 

 Nepal 

 Netherlands 

 New Zealand 

 Nicaragua 

 Niger 

 Norway 

 Pakistan  

 Panama 

 Papua New 

Guinea 

 Paraguay 

 Peru 

 Philippines 

 Poland 

 Portugal 

 Qatar 

 Romania 

 Russian 

Federation 

 Rwanda 

 Saudi Arabia 

 Senegal 

 Serbia 

 Sierra Leone 

 Slovak Republic  

 Slovenia 

 Solomon Islands 

 South Africa 

 Spain 

 Sri Lanka 

 St. Vincent and 

the Grenadines 

 Sudan 

 Swaziland 

 Sweden 

 Switzerland 

 Syrian Arab 

Republic 

 Tajikistan 

 Tanzania 

 Thailand 

 Togo 

 Tonga 

 Trinidad and 

Tobago 

 Tunisia 

 Turkey 

 Uganda 

 Ukraine 

 United Arab 

Emirates 

 United Kingdom 

 United States 

 Uzbekistan 

 Venezuela, RB 

 Vietnam 

 Yemen, Rep. 

 Zambia 

 Zimbabwe 
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Table B-3 

List of Countries Studied in Model 5.1 

 Albania 

 Algeria 

 Argentina 

 Armenia 

 Australia 

 Austria 

 Azerbaijan 

 Bahrain 

 Bangladesh 

 Belarus 

 Belgium 

 Benin 

 Bolivia 

 Botswana 

 Brazil 

 Brunei 

Darussalam 

 Bulgaria 

 Burkina Faso 

 Burundi 

 Cambodia 

 Cameroon 

 Canada 

 Central African 

Republic 

 Chad 

 Chile 

 China 

 Colombia 

 Congo 

 Congo 

(Democratic 

Republic of the) 

 Costa Rica 

 Côte d'Ivoire 

 Croatia 

 Cyprus 

 Czech Republic 

 Denmark 

 Djibouti 

 Dominican 

Republic 

 Ecuador 

 Egypt 

 El Salvador 

 Estonia 

 Ethiopia 

 Fiji 

 Finland 

 France 

 Georgia 

 Ghana 

 Greece 

 Guatemala 

 Guyana 

 Honduras 

 Hong Kong, 

China (SAR) 

 Hungary 

 Iceland 

 India 

 Indonesia 

 Iran (Islamic 

Republic of) 

 Ireland 

 Israel 

 Italy 

 Jamaica 

 Japan 

 Jordan 

 Kazakhstan 

 Kenya 

 Korea (Republic 

of) 

 Kuwait 

 Kyrgyzstan 

 Lao People's 

Democratic 

Republic 

 Latvia 

 Lebanon 

 Lesotho 

 Liberia 

 Libyan Arab 

Jamahiriya 

 Lithuania 

 Luxembourg 

 Madagascar 

 Malawi 

 Malaysia 

 Mali 

 Malta 

 Mauritius 

 Mexico 

 Moldova 

(Republic of) 

 Mongolia 

 Morocco 

 Mozambique 

 Nepal 

 Netherlands 

 New Zealand 

 Nicaragua 

 Niger 

 Nigeria 

 Norway 

 Oman 

 Pakistan 

 Panama 

 Paraguay 

 Peru 

 Philippines 

 Poland 

 Portugal 

 Qatar 

 Romania 

 Russian 

Federation 

 Rwanda 

 Samoa 

 Saudi Arabia 

 Senegal 

 Slovakia 

 Slovenia 

 Spain 

 Sudan 

 Swaziland 

 Sweden 

 Switzerland 

 Tajikistan 

 Togo 

 Tonga 

 Trinidad and 

Tobago 

 Tunisia 

 Turkey 

 Uganda 

 Ukraine 

 United Arab 

Emirates 

 United Kingdom 

 United States 

 Uruguay 

 Uzbekistan 

 Venezuela 

(Bolivarian 

Republic of) 

 Viet Nam 

 Zambia 

 Zimbabwe 

 



 128 

APPENDIX-C 
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Figure C-1: Scatter Plot for Civic Activism and Ethnic Diversity  

(Year, 2010). 
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Figure C-2: Scatter Plot for Civic Activism and Linguistic Diversity 

(Year, 2010). 
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Figure C-3: Scatter Plot for Civic Activism and Religious Diversity  

(Year, 2010). 
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Figure C-4: Scatter Plot for Civic Activism and Social Inequality  

(Year, 2010). 
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Figure C-5: Scatter Plot for Membership of Clubs and Associations  

and Ethnic Diversity (Year, 2010). 
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Figure C-6: Scatter Plot for Membership of Clubs and Associations 

and Linguistic Diversity (Year, 2010). 
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Figure C-7: Scatter Plot for Membership of Clubs and Associations 

and Religious Diversity (Year, 2010). 
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Figure C-8: Scatter Plot for Membership of Clubs and Associations 

and Social Inequality (Year, 2010). 
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Figure C-9: Scatter Plot for Intergroup Cohesion and Ethnic 

Diversity (Year, 2010). 
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Figure C-10: Scatter Plot for Intergroup Cohesion and Linguistic 

Diversity (Year, 2010). 
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Figure C-11: Scatter Plot for Intergroup Cohesion and Religious 

Diversity (Year, 2010). 
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Figure C-12: Scatter Plot for Intergroup Cohesion and Social 

Inequality (Year, 2010). 
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Figure C-13: Scatter Plot for Interpersonal Safety and Trust and 

Ethnic Diversity (Year, 2010). 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 141 

.1

.2

.3

.4

.5

.6

.7

0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0

Linguistic Diversity

In
te

rp
e

rs
o
n

a
l 

S
a

fe
ty

 a
n

d
 T

ru
s
t

 
Figure C-14: Scatter Plot for Interpersonal Safety and Trust and 

Linguistic Diversity (Year, 2010). 
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Figure C-15: Scatter Plot for Interpersonal Safety and Trust and 

Religious Diversity (Year, 2010). 
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Figure C-16: Scatter Plot for Interpersonal Safety and Trust and 

Social Inequality (Year, 2010). 
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Figure C-17: Scatter Plot for Gender Equality and Ethnic Diversity 

(Year, 2010). 
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Figure C-18: Scatter Plot for Gender Equality and Linguistic 

Diversity (Year, 2010). 
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Figure C-19: Scatter Plot for Gender Equality and Religious 

Diversity (Year, 2010). 
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Figure C-20: Scatter Plot for Gender Equality and Social Inequality 

(Year, 2010). 
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Figure C-21: Scatter Plot for Inclusion of Minorities and Ethnic 

Diversity (Year, 2010). 
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Figure C-22: Scatter Plot for Inclusion of Minorities and Linguistic 

Diversity (Year, 2010).  
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Figure C-23: Scatter Plot for Inclusion of Minorities and Religious 

Diversity (Year, 2010).  
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Figure C-24: Scatter Plot for Inclusion of Minorities and Social 

Inequality (Year, 2010). 
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Figure C-25: Scatter Plot for GDP Per Capita Growth and Civic 

Activism (Average for Year 1990-2010). 
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Figure C-26: Scatter Plot for GDP Per Capita Growth and Membership 

of Clubs and Associations (Average for Year 1990-2010). 

 

 

 

 



 154 

-4

0

4

8

12

16

.3 .4 .5 .6 .7 .8

Intergroup Cohesion

G
D

P
 P

e
r 

C
a
p

it
a

 G
ro

w
th

 
 

Figure C-27: Scatter Plot for GDP Per Capita Growth and 

Intergroup Cohesion (Average for Year 1990-2010). 
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Figure C-28: Scatter Plot for GDP Per Capita Growth and Gender 

Equality (Average for Year 1990-2010). 
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Figure C-29: Scatter Plot for GDP Per Capita Growth and Interpersonal 

Safety and Trust (Average for Year 1990-2010). 
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Figure C-30: Scatter Plot for GDP Per Capita Growth and Inclusion of 

Minorities (Average for Year 1990-2010). 
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Figure C-31: Scatter Plot for NIHDI and Civic Activism  

(Average for Year 1990-2010). 
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Figure C-32: Scatter Plot for NIHDI and Membership of Clubs and 

Associations (Average for Year 1990-2010). 
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Figure C-33: Scatter Plot for NIHDI and Intergroup Cohesion 

(Average for Year 1990-2010). 
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Figure C-34: Scatter Plot for NIHDI and Gender Equality  

(Average for Year 1990-2010). 
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Figure C-35: Scatter Plot for NIHDI and Interpersonal Safety and 

Trust (Average for Year 1990-2010). 
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Figure C-36: Scatter Plot for NIHDI and Inclusion of Minorities 

(Average for Year 1990-2010). 

 

 


