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H povoypagia npaypateletal v kabi-
€pwon kar tnv avanwén tou dn-poukou
daopoloyiou katd v kpioun nepiodo
s idpuons tou Anpou tou Mepaid kan
TOU oxnuauopou tns vedtepns NOAns. H
UEAETN Twv ONPOTKWDY NPOUNOAOYIoUMDY
v ety 1836-1866 beixvel 6u 0 veoou-
otatos Anpos avéhaBe tov opyavwukd ka
OIKOVOHIKO POAO, MOU Ntav anapaitntos
yia tn d1apdpPwon kar v taxU ouvol-
KIOPO TS NOANS.

Ta neplopiopéva takuka €coda dev enap-
Kouoav yia va xpnpatodothoouv us Oa-
MAVES Y10 TS «AVANOMPEUKTES KA1 KateMei-
youoes» avaykes tou. Etol, and tov npwto
npoUnoAoyiopyd tou 1836, o1 AnpoukEs
Apxés tou MMeipaid enéBaMav €upecous
(OPOUS OtnV TOMKN KatavaAwon. H em-
Aoyh twv SACUOAOYOUHEVWY  TPOPIUWY
KO1 EPNOPEUPATWY, TO MOOOOTO ToU El-
onpat-topevou acpou Kal o Tpdnos s
gionpaghs tou Atav Kupiws ta ¢nthpata,
nou anacxoAnoav ta Anpgoukd ZupBouhia

KQ1 TOUS pOPOANOYOUEVOUS.

H perétn Baoiletan kupiws oto npwro-
YEVES UNIKO Tou lotopikou Apxeiou tou
Anpou [Meipand, to onoio undpxel ota
Mpakukd v Zudnthoswy twv Anpotu-

K@V ZupBoulwv ka1 o€ 0108 aKENWV.
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Understanding social cohesion: The case of a demo-
graphically changing community in the United States

Dina Refki, University at Albany, State University of New York

Esther (Kyu Yon) Kim, Center for Women in Government & Civil Society
Rukhsana Ahmed, University at Albany, State University of New York
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Park, K. University at Albany, State University of New York

Katavowvtas tnv ko1vwvikn cuvoxn: H nepintwon pias
dnpoypagikd petaBalAopevns kovdtntas ous HMA

Dina Refki, University at Albany, State University of New York

Esther (Kyu Yon) Kim, Center for Women in Government & Civil Society
Rukhsana Ahmed, University at Albany, State University of New York
Jeanette Altarriba, University at Albany, State University of New York
Park, K. University at Albany, State University of New York

ABSTRACT

Sodial cohesion is associated with community
welfare and its members’ wellbeing and quality
of life. Studies have provided mixed answers to
the question of whether ethnic diversity erodes
social cohesion. This study contributes to this
body of literature by adapting, testing, and
refining an instrument that measures social
cohesion in a rural ethnically homogenous
region of the Northeast United States; and
by using the validated instrument to assess
the effects of nascent diversity on community
members' perceptions of social cohesion. We
predicted that diversification would activate
dynamics of sodial inequality and dominance,
consistent  with Social Dominance theory.
Comparison of perceptions of multiple groups
showed that male participants and Black
residents reported lower level of trust and that
culturally diverse residents are less likely to
display high level of social cohesion and more
likely to feel isolated.

KEY WORDS: Social cohesion, community,
ethnic diversity, cultural diversity, Social Dom-
inance theory.

MEPIAHWH

H kowvwvikh ouvoxn ouvdéstan de v eunpepia
NS KOVOTNTAS KA1 TV eunpepia kar Ty no1otnta
{wnhs Twv PEA@V Ts. Mehétes éxouv Soer avapel-
KTES ANAVINCEIS OT0 €p@tna €dv n eBvoukn noi-
Kihopopeia &iaBpver v kKovwvikn. H napouoa
pEAETN ouPBAMET oe auto To aUvolo BiBNoypagpias
npocappolovtas, dokipdlovtas kal Bedudvovtas
€va €QYONEI0 MOU PETPA TNV KOIVWVIKA OUVOXN OE
Lha aypoukn €Bviké opoloyevh nepioxn twv Bopel-
0QVATONK®Y Hvwpévawv MoNTEIDV kKal xpnatyonol-
OVTAS TO EMKUPWUEVO EpYaeio yia v aflohdynaon
TWV EMNIWOEWY NS VEOOUOTATNS MOTKIAOHOP®Ias
ous QVUANYELS TV PEADV TNS KOIVOTNTAS y1d Ty
Kovwvikn ouvoxn. MpoBAwape 6T n diapoponoi-
non Ba evepyornoloUoe tn SUVAIKNA TNS KOVWVIKNS
aviodtntas kan kKupiapxias, cUP@wva Je T Bewpia
s Kowwvikns Kupiapxias. H alykpion twv avuAn-
WewV NOMAMADV opadwy €6e1Ee 6 o1 dvdpes oup-
METEXOVTES KAl O1 YaUPO1 KATOIKOT QVEPEPAV XAUN-
NOtepO €nfnedo epmotoouvns Kai &t O1 KATOIKOT HE
noNIuoWIKA notkIAopop®ia €ivar Aiyotepo mBavo
va €mOEIKVUOUY UPNAG €MfNeBO KOVWVIKNS GUVO-
xNs ka1 mo mOavé va a1o8avovial anopovVwHEVOT.

AEZEIX-KAEIAIA: Kowwvikh ouvoxn, Kowotnta,
HMA, €Bvoukn noikilopop®ia, noMTGPIKA nol-
K1Aopop®ia, Bewpia tns Kovwvikhs Kupiapxias.
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1. Introduction

Social cohesion is a multidimensional concept that evokes disagreements about its definition and
its measurement (Ariely, 2014). Scholars have debated its nature, the elements that make up the
concept and how to measure it (Botterman et al., 2012; Chan et al., 2006; Dickes et al., 2010; Hulse
& Stone, 2007; Jenson, 2010). Different scholars have conceptualized social cohesion as achieving a
sense of socio-economic integration and political inclusion as members of a society (Harell & Stolle,
2010). Others suggested that social cohesion is defined by the level of interactions between mem-
bers of a community where there are norms of trust, belonging, and care for the collective good
(Chan et al., 2006). Social cohesion elicited different definitions in different contexts and countries.
Vergolini (2011) shows the different connotations of cohesion in the Canadian context which un-
derscores sense of belonging and the association of cohesion with a process of inclusion. There is no
consensus on what constitutes social cohesion (Ariely, 2014). Variations are caused by dimensions
of social cohesion included in a study and whether it is conceptualized as inclusive of interpersonal
trust, and/or civic engagement, sense of belonging, and attitudes.

Purpose and Goal of the Study

The purpose of the study is twofold: (a) measure social cohesion using the validated instrument in
a rural ethnically homogenous region of the Northeast United States; and (b) assess the dynamics
of a community that is experiencing demographic diversification.
Accordingly, we seek to answer the following research questions:
a. How do residents in a rural homogenous community differ in their perceptions of social
relations, emotional connectedness and orientation to the common good?
b.  To what extent does social marginalization based on race, gender, and nativity status
affect their perceptions of social cohesion?
C.  How does the intersection of multiple marginalized identities influence these percep-
tions?
d.  How do residents in the majority group react to changes in the demographic profile of
their community?

Why Measure Social Cohesion

The United States is experiencing unprecedented diversification of its population. Considering
rapid demographic changes in the United States, social cohesion becomes a critical goal since
many communities are experiencing diversification of its population. Differences, some argue can
interfere with the process of building social cohesion in a physically defined geographic commu-
nity. While some urban areas are accustomed to diversity, other areas may lack familiarity with
diversity. Many communities are not used to welcoming diverse neighbors, nor have the expertise
to integrate them effectively in the social, economic and political fabric of the communities. Fear
of differences as Putnam (2007) argues can make us retreat in our shells, “hunker down”, and
experience a sense of alieniation and isolation from one’s out-group and in-group.

Feeling alienated from one’s community has negative consequences on social capital which
is cirtical to political and civic engagement, sense of belonging, confidence in institutions, toler-
ance and interpersonal trust. Lack of social capital and presence of social distance hinder solidar-
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ity within and across groups (Putnam, 2007). Lack of social cohesion can produce fragmented
communities that are not invested in their own wellfare because of the erosion of a shared social
identity, a sense of community and the feeling of “we"” (Putnam, 2007). When individuals lose
a sense of community, they also lose a sense of political efficacy and pride in community (Nan-
nestad, 2008; Newton, 2007; Uslaner, 2002). Economic deterioration and depopulation can be a
natural outcome of affective and actual disinvestment.

The empirical evidence on whether diversity negatively affects social cohesion is mixed. The
outcome differs depending on the methodological and conceptual ways that social cohesion is
defined (Portes & Vickstrom, 2011). Different definitions yield different results. Support for Put-
nam’s theory contends that those who live in a diverse community retreat from social and civic
life and are less likely to engage socially or civically in their community’s life. They are less likely
to have trust in each other or in institutions of government and less likely to give to charity, and
less likely to have social cohesion (Dincer, 2011; Hawes & Rocha, 2011; Hero, 2007; Reeskens &
Wright, 2013; Stolle et al., 2008). Similarly, Lancee and Dronkers (2011) show that religious di-
versity negatively affects social relationships and trust. On the other hand, studies by Tolsma et al.
(2009), Kazemipur (2006), Coffe and Geys (2006) and Dinesen, (2011) found that ethnic diversity
fosters trust and tolerance. Inter-ethnic trust increases with neighborhood heterogeneity (Lau-
rence, 2011). Other studies demonstrate the association of increased diversity with sense of be-
longing (Wu et al., 2011). Others found no relations between diversity, trust, and social cohesion
(Gesthuizen et al., 2009). Studies have also argued that ethnic, racial, or religious hertrogeneity
of a social setting may not be the culprit in reducing levels of generalized or interpersonal trust
and social cohesion, but other factors may be at play including segregation, linguistic isolation,
and community status (Anderson & Paskeviciute, 2006; Fieldhouse & Cutts, 2010; Letki, 2008;
Uslaner, 2012). The findings also differ by country and negative or positive association of diversity
with trust and social capital, and cohesion is a function of where the study takes place. Lower
levels of income inequality and the existence of multicultural policies decrease the negative ef-
fects of diversity (Kesler & Bloemraad, 2010). This conclusion is however, contradicted by another
study that shows that integration policies do not have a positive effect on trust and social rela-
tions (Reeskens, 2010).

Context of the Study

A community in the Northeast region of the United States provides an ideal laboratory for study-
ing the impact of diversification on social cohesion. Like many communities in the U.S., this
community is in the process of diversification characterized by loss of its native population and
replacement with newcomers who are demographically different from the group that is native
to the region. Such context allows us to compare residents’ perceptions of social relations, emo-
tional connectedness, and orientation to the common good and to examine how each group
experience being members of the community. Furthermore, it provides an opportunity to assess
the context of reception and dynamics of relations experienced by minoritized groups.

According to the American Community Survey, the study’s region is one that is generally
losing population with a 1.62 percent overall population drop in the last 10 years. It is also ex-
periencing a slow demographic change, losing its traditional homogenous population and slowly
diversifying. It is a region where density ranges from one person per square mile to 212 people
per square mile (with an overall density of 49 people per square mile. The median age of 44 is
higher than the statewide and national medians.
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It is a region made up of four counties. White, Non-Hispanic population has decreased in all
four counties by 4.9% in County 1, 6.9% in County 2, 8.9% in County 3 and 9.2% in County 4.
However, the Hispanic population has increased consistently in all 4 counties by 28.9%, 30.1%,
41.7% and 40.4%, respectively. The Black and Asian populations experienced a loss of 39.4% and
9.7% in County 1, respectively. But in Counties 2, 3 and 4, they increased. The increase for the Black
population was 14.5%, 58.9%, 9.6% in counties 2, 3, and 4. While for the Asian populations the
increase in Counties 2, 3, and 4 was 49.2%, 22.7%, and 61.3%, respectively. Additionally, 1.2% of
residents in County 1 are foreign-born, while they constitute 4.5% in County 2, 8.4% in County 3,
and 2% in County 4.

Figure A displays demographic changes over the past decade.

Change in the White Population in the Four Change in Hispanic Population in the Four
Counties, 2010-2020 Counties, 2010-2020
120.0% — T 8.0% 6.8% 6.5%
100.0% 85.8% 84.8% LI
6.0%
80.0%
93.8% 5.0%
60.0% 79.5% Lo 78.0% 4.0% A% 3.1%
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200% 1.0% . 2.1%
1.3%

0.0% > 2 = - B 1 2 3 4
e W hite 2010 96.8% 858% 95.1% B4.8% =g Hispanic 2010 13% 5.3% 2.1% 4.6%
e White 2020 53.8% 79.5% £9.9% 78.0% ==t Hispanic 2020 1.7% 6.8% 3.1% 6.5%

g White 2010 === White 2020 === Hispanic 2010 =#==Hispanic 2020
Change in the Asian Population in the Four Change in the Black Population in the Four
Counties, 2010, 2020 Counties, 2010, 2020
8.0% = 14.0% 65%
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5.0% 8.0%
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1 2 3 - 4
A sian 2020 0.2% 1.9% 0.7% 4.5% === Black 2020 0.4% 5.4% 1.2% 6.5%
A sian 2010 0.3% 1.3% 0.6% 2.8% =g Black 2010 0.6% 4.7% 0.7% 5.8%
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The percentage of families whose income in the past 12 months was below the poverty level
was 9.2%, 8.8%, 10.1%, and 12% in counties 1-4, respectively. Table B shows the educational at-
tainment in the counties that constitute the study’s region.

Table B: Educational Attainment in the Region

County Less than Bachelor's Graduate or
bachelor's | degree professional
degree degree

County1 | 81.2% 10.9% 7.9%

County 2 | 75.7% 14.3% 10.0%

County3 | 73.8% 14.9% 11.3%

County 4 | 79.3% 119% 8.9%
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The study’s region is typical of many U.S. regions that are experiencing slow diversification
While the White population is still the majority, historical homogeneity is slowly changing and to
maintain its population, the region must draw on a pool of nontraditional residents and attract
them to the region. A region that is slowly becoming heterogenous is an ideal laboratory to test the
effects of diversity as it slowly takes root within an otherwise homogenous community. It is a mo-
ment in time that provides a window to study the effects of nascent heterogeneity on the concept
of social cohesion.

Operationalizing Social Cohesion

In this study, we understand social cohesion as the culmination of a process that is characterized
by the richness of affirming local social relationships which in turn produce a sense of identifica-
tion, belonging, and trust and may lead to civic engagement and actions to preserve the col-
lective good of a community. Social cohesion has been recognized as integral to quality of life
(Abbott & Wallace, 2012). Social cohesion is made of bonds that hold a community together.
These bonds create harmony and guard against social cleavages that can lead to community
fragmentation and conflict. In a socially cohesive community, residents who share a physical
space demonstrate three attributes: (a) social relations, reflected as connections, social networks
that are based on trust in each other, acceptance of one another and cultivation of social capital
(Wallace, Vincent, Luguzan, Townsend, & Beel, 2017); (b) emotional connectedness, expressed
as a sense of belonging, commitment, loyalty, affinity, identification, trust in social institutions,
and perceptions of fairness (Guibernau, 2013); and (c) orientation to the common good, opera-
tionalized as “civic mindedness” and agency that make individuals work for the welfare of the
community (Putnam, 2000).

We operationalize the concept of social cohesion using Dragolov et al.'s (2013) Social Cohe-
sion Radar, an instrument that measures social cohesion that proposes three overarching dimen-
sions, social relations, connectedness, and orientation to the common good. The domain of social
relations is operationalized through four measures: (a)social networks (i.e., the degree to which
individuals believe in the importance of friends, frequency of socialization, and confidence in receiv-
ing support and advice); (b) trust in people (i.e., sense that most people can be trusted, most try to
be fair and are helpful); (c)individual acceptance of diversity (i.e., openness to having racially, cultur-
ally, and religiously diverse neighbors, and belief that cultural diversity is enriching); and (d) group
acceptance of diversity (i.e., the belief that ethnic/racial or religious tensions in the region are low,
belief that LGBTQ groups, people with disabilities and immigrants are welcomed and accepted in
the region. There are three dimensions under the domain of connectedness: (a) sense of belonging
(i.e., degree to which one likes living in the country, in the state and in the region and intention to
stay permanently); (b) trust in institutions (i.e., confidence in law enforcement, local justice system,
local government, and healthcare system and fear of reporting crimes or asking for police assis-
tance); and () perception of fairness. The domain of orientation to the common good focuses on (a)
respect for social rules (belief in following laws, rules, and social norms); (b) helpfulness (including
charitable donations, volunteerism and service to community); and (c) civic participation (interest
in politics and political actions).
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Table A: Social Cohesion (Dragalov et al., 2013)

Social Relations Emotional Connectedness | Orientation to the Common Good
Social networks Sense of belonging Respect for social rules
Trust in people Trust in institutions Helpfulness
Acceptance of diversity Perception of fairness Civic participation

Conceptual Framework

There is no doubt that achieving social cohesion is an important goal to avoid social isolation, po-
litical alienation, disengagement, and fragmentation in communities. Does nascent heterogene-
ity in a community changes community members’ perceptions of social cohesion? Community di-
versity may activate dynamics of social inequality and dominance. According to Social dominance
theory, there is persistent intergroup inequalities, social hierarchies, and power imbalance in so-
ciety (Sidanius & Pratto, 1999). Interactions among community members of diverse background
can produce discriminatory behaviors because of such power imbalance. Social dominance orien-
tation is the attitude one has toward socially constructed identities and is driven by assumptions
about their place on the social ladder. A high orientation to social dominance creates intergroup
social distance and reinforces discriminatory attitudes at the individual, institutional, and behav-
ioral levels. Social dominance and social closure create hierarchical structures and leads to the
development of ideologies that legitimize discrimination against different groups in terms of
access to opportunity structures (Pratto et al., 1994, Sidanius et al., 2001).

Social Identities Marginalized by Gender, Race or Nativity Status

There is no doubt that individuals with marginalized social identities can face implicit and uncon-
scious bias. People of color, women, and foreign-born individuals may experience negative per-
ceptions that are rooted in historical inequities and inequalities. Progress in eradicating implicit
biases rooted in racial and gender differences has been limited in the United States. “In contexts
such as politics and employment, people’s behavior and decision making are greatly influenced
by race and gender” (Ogungbe, Mitra, & Roberts, 2019, p. 1).

Studies have documented preference of serving White patients by physicians (Green et al.,
2007; Oliver et al., 2014; Puumala et al., 2016; Sabin et al., 2009), prevalence of stereotypes
(Moskowitz et al.,, 2012), and persistent negative impacts on treatment and health outcomes
(Hausmann et al., 2015; Oliver et al., 2014; Sabin et al., 2012). Bias also affected the quality of
communications and relationships between providers and patients as well as the ratings of care
(Blairetal., 2013; Cooper et al., 2012). Negative perceptions in turn create a sense of alienation,
distrust, and withdrawal among both minoritized and non-minoritized members of the com-
munity.

Gender discrimination has been linked to poor mental health including depression, sense
of vulnerability, stress, anxiety, rage, and alienation (Jagsi et al., 2016; Taccanelli et al., 2012).
Research has also documented income inequality facing immigrants in the U.S. because of their
status as foreign-born. Immigrants are treated differently even when they have identical produc-
tive assets to their native-born counterparts. Studies document the range of discriminatory prac-
tices that are experienced by foreign-born workers including underage hiring, sexual harassment,
safety violations, workplace dangers, and higher rates of workplace injuries and fatalities (Leon-
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ard, 2008). Access to opportunity structures is shaped by a foreign-born person’s demographic
characteristics including sex, age, national origin, and race (Rivera-Batiz, 1999). A comparison
between Hispanic native and foreign-born workers shows a strong difference in earnings and
labor force outcomes (Bell, Kwesiga, & Berry, 2010). After 2000, all immigrants in the U.S. expe-
rienced a changing political landscape that is characterized by lower returns on human capital,
discriminatory practices, and erosion of labor rights (Massey & Gelatt, 2010).

Therefore, we propose Hypothesis 1: Individuals whose identities are marginalized because of
race, gender. and nativity will experience lower levels of social cohesion (i.e., social relations, emo-
tional connectedness, and orientation to the common good) than those with dominant identities.

Marginalization Rooted in Intersecting Social Identities

Individuals typically hold multiple minoritized social identities. Intersectionality theory deepened
our understanding of the impact of holding more than one marginalized social identity and the
influence of such intersections on shaping experiences, opportunity structures, and perceptions
(Crenshaw, 1989). When two or more marginalized identities intersect in the lives of people, vul-
nerabilities intensify, and such intersections create different experiences from those experienced
by individuals holding only one marginalized social identity. Women of color have different expe-
riences than White women; experiences shaped by the intersections of gender and race in their
lives (Williams, 2014). “Double jeopardy” and “double disadvantage” are terms suggested to de-
scribe the combined experiences of marginalization (Chappell & Havens, 2016; Williams, 2014).

The intersection of race and ethnicity in the lives of foreign-born Americans limits access
to opportunity structures and leads to lower wealth attainment (Painter, 2013). Minority status
was a powerful predictor of underemployment for immigrants who are faced with “a double bur-
den” of being foreign-born and a member of a minoritized group (De Jong & Madamba, 2001).
Foreign-born workers have an earning penalty when they have darker skin. Lighter skinned immi-
grants earned more than their darker skinned counterparts, when controlling for factors such as
English proficiency, educational attainment, occupation in country of origin, family background,
ethnicity, race, country of birth, and market characteristics. Lighter skinned immigrants earned
17% more on average than their darker skinned counterparts (Hersch, 2008). Those with light-
est skin were shown to earn an average of 16-23% more than their darker skinned counterparts
(Hersch, 2011). Non-white Cuban immigrants have lower return on educational attainment than
their White Cuban counterparts. There is a 4% unexplained wage gap between the two cohorts
when controlling for productive assets and human capital. This racial wage gap does not narrow
significantly with time (Zavodny 2003). White South African immigrants earn more than their
black counterparts from other parts of Africa even when controlling for length of stay, language,
and productive assets (Moore & Amey, 2010). Despite their socio-economic achievement and the
view that they are a model minority, racial inequality affects them adversely in how they are per-
ceived. The stereotype of the model minority also masks the reality that poverty rates for Asians
are higher than their White counterparts (Sakamoto, Goyette, & Kim, 2009). Hispanics are also
affected by race and ethnic stereotype of the outsider (Alcoff, 2003). As for the effect of gender,
Donato, Piya, and Jacobs (2014) reported that immigrant women have had the lowest labor force
participation rates compared to native women and men, and immigrant men at each level of edu-
cation since 1960. Boyd (1984) also described the double disadvantage that immigrant women
experience in labor market outcomes.
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Therefore, we propose Hypothesis 2: Individuals whose identities have two or more minori-
tized dimensions will express lower levels of social cohesion than counterparts with only one
minoritized dimension.

The study addresses gaps in the literature related to examining the impact of intersectional
forces of race, gender, and nativity status on those whose identities deviate from the mainstream.
The treatment of social identities of gender, race, and nativity status as separate is a common
trend in the literature. In this work, we acknowledge the effect of intersectionality of different
social identities on people’s lives and how such intersections often intensify vulnerabilities and
shape the lives of people.

In the next section, we discuss materials and methodology used in the study. We discuss
study design, data collection methods, participants, and analytical and statistical approaches
used to analyze the data. Then, in the sections that follow, we examine results and provide a
discussion of findings and how these findings support or refute the study hypotheses. We ana-
lyze the findings and compare them to previous studies. We then discuss limitations and offer
conclusions.

2. Materials and methods
2.1 Study Design

The authors adapted the Social Cohesion Radar, a multidimensional instrument developed by
Dragolov et al. (2013) based on the structure of social cohesion that was suggested by Schiefer
et al. (2012). Using the social cohesion model by Dragolov et al. (2013), a total of 43 items were
included under social relations, emotional connectedness, and orientation to the common good.

The study comprised two phases. Phase 1 included adaptation of the instrument, conduct
of a pilot study to collect evidence of validity and reliability, and refinement of the instrument.
Phase 2 included collection of primary data from residents of the region and analysis of data.
Institutional Review Board approval for the conduct of the study was secured.

2.2 Phase 1: Instrument Adaptation, Pilot Study and Instrument Refinement

Content experts were invited to serve as an expert panel to review the original items. They were
composed of representatives of the community who are citizens of the Region and served in an
advisory capacity at a community-based organization. All content experts assessed how well the
items represented social cohesion and how clear each item was. Based on the feedback received
from the experts, we modified several items based on expert panel advice on the appropriate use
of phrasing in the region.

Participants were recruited through community events and local organizations to complete
the survey. The survey was administered via Qualtrics. During the community events, participants
were able to complete the survey using an iPad.

Participants were comprised of a convenience sample of 250 residents of the region. Among
the 250 participants, 126 participants identified themselves as female, and 122 participants
identified as male. Most participants reported that they are White (n = 228; 91.2%). A summary
of respondents’ characteristics is found in Table C.
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Table C. Phase 1 Respondents’ Characteristics

Variables Frequency Percentage (%)
Gender Male 126 50.4
Female 122 48.8
Prefer Not to Answer 2 0.8
Race/Ethnicity American Indian or 6 2.4
Alaskan Native
Asian 3 1.2
Black/African Heritage 4 1.6
Hispanic/Latino 1 4
Two or more races 8 3.2
White 228 91.2
Nativity Status Native-Born 246 98.4
Foreign-Born 4 16

The instrument was adapted, and the evidence of reliability and validity was collected to
ensure the integrity and quality of the survey instrument and to afford making accurate conclu-
sions about social cohesion of residents. Differences in mean scores of each dimension of social
cohesion were compared to understand if there would be differences due to race, gender, or
nativity status or their intersections.

Descriptive Statistics and Correlation analyses were conducted. Since the instrument was
adapted from Dragolov’s model (Dragolov et al., 2013), Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) was
conducted. Internal consistency analyses (Cronbach’s alpha) were computed to test homogeneity
of the scale.

Factor analysis and reliability analyses were conducted to examine the validity and reliability
of the original instrument developed by Dragolov et al. (2013). Based on the results from the
factor analysis and reliability analysis, we proposed a new factor structure that seems to be more
appropriate to the population. In our proposed structure of social cohesion, levels of acceptance
of diversity were divided into two different types: Individual-level and group-level (Arant et al.,
2021). Our proposed structure of social cohesion dimensions contains both levels of acceptance
of diversity to avoid the oversimplified operationalization of social cohesion.

CFA was conducted with the data collected from 250 participants to test the proposed fac-
tor structure. The analysis was performed in Mplus version 8.6 (Muthen & Muthen, 1998-2017).
The fit indices of the analysis were as follows: CFI =0.89, TLI = 0.87, RMSEA = 0.063, and SRMR =
0.07. As Hu and Bentley (1999) suggested, the recommendation for model fit cutoff criteria was
that CFA should be at least .95, RMSEA < 0.08, and SRMR < 0.08. Based on the recommendation,
this model is a fair fit.

Cronbach’s alphas for all dimensions were .799 (Social Network), .825 (Trust in People), .856
(Individual Level Acceptance of Diversity), .769 (Group Level Acceptance of Diversity), .653 (Sense
of Belonging/Identity), .815 (Trust in Institutions), .78 (Helpfulness), and .7 15 (Political Participa-
tion). Since the dimension of “Respect for Social Rules” only contained a single item, which is
"I believe we should all follow laws, rules, and social norms”, the Cronbach’s alpha could not be
computed. The Overall Cronbach’s alpha was .866.
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2.3 Phase 2: Data Collection & Analysis Using Refined Instrument

With the support from the local community college research center, randomly selected landline
phone numbers, cellular phone numbers and publicly available email addresses for residents of
the region were acquired and used to invite participation. Like Phase 1, the online survey was
distributed via random email invitation. Additionally, the survey data were collected by live-
telephone interviews.

With a new set of data that was collected, descriptive statistics and correlation analysis were
conducted. After, t-tests and Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) were used to compare variances across
the means of different groups. Both were performed using the SPSS statistical program. If the
difference was statistically significant, a pairwise test was used to determine which group would
be different from each other.

Initially, 745 responses were collected. After deleting incomplete responses or responses
with missing answers, 490 responses remained and were used for the analysis. Characteristics of
respondents are shown in Table D.

Table D: Phase 2 Respondents’ Characteristics

Variables Frequency Percentage (%)
Gender Male 239 48.8
Female 245 50
Non-binary 4 0.8
Prefer Not to Answer 2 0.4
Race/Ethnicity American Indian or 5 1.0
Alaskan Native
Asian 4 0.8
Black/African Heritage 6 1.2
Hispanic/Latino 5 1.0
Native Hawaiian and 1 0.2
Pacific Islander
White 449 91.6
Prefer Not to Answer 20 4.1
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3. Results

n Tables E and F, mean and standard deviation of each dimension as well as the correlations
between each dimension for Phase 1 and Phase 2 are presented.

Table E: Descriptive Statistics and Correlation Analysis of Social Cohesion
Dimensions (Phase 1)

Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
SN 3931071 _

TP 3.62 | 0.65 | .406** _

AD 337 | 0.50 | .216%* | .417** _

Identity 3.94 [ 0.80 | .439*%* | 387** | .228** _

TI 3.76 | 0.73 | .414*%* | 500** [ .374%* | .453** _

PF 3.71 1 0.50 | .409** | .237** | .252** | 306** | .334**

S&H 3.75 [ 0.48 | .394*%* | 331** [ .256** | .328** | .273** | .375** _

R 4.06 | 0.57 | .247** | .328** | .140* | 311** | .454%* | 277** | .286** _

Ccp 3.42 [ 0.64 | .220%* | 318** | 187** | .177** | .298** | .[177** | .454** | 233** _

Note. SN = Social Network; TP = Trust in People; AD = Acceptance of Diversity; TI = Trust in Institutions; PF =
Perception of Fairness; S&H = Solidarity and Helpfulness; R = Respect for Social Rules; CP = Civic Participation

Table F: Descriptive Statistics and Correlation Analysis of Social Cohesion
Dimension (Phase 2)

Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
SN 4.12 | 0.78 _
TP 352 | 0.80 | 417** _
IAoD 3.63 | 0.81 | .249** | .264** _
GAoD 3.20 | 0.76 | .191** | .201** | .042 _
SB 3.79 | 0.78 | .308** | .323** [ .192*%* [ .136** _
TI 3.66 | 0.77 | .328** | .428** | .144** | 307** | .407** _
422 | 0.80 | .163** | .187** | .120** | .051 | .264** | 314** _
H 3.68 | 0.86 | .316** | .216** | .157** | .050 | .221** | .240** | .237** _
PP 3.61 | 096 | .164** | .163** | .242** | .006 J113* | .106* | .105*% | .217** _

Note. SN = Social Network; TP = Trust in People; IAoD = Individual level of Acceptance of Diversity; GAoD =
Group level of Acceptance of Diversity; SB = Sense of Belonging; TI = Trust in Institution; R = Respect for Social
Rules; H = Helpfulness; PP = Political Participation
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3.1 Influence of Gender on Perceptions of Social Cohesion

Table G shows mean scores of each dimension by gender. The results indicate that there are sta-
tistically significant differences between gender on social network (F(3,485) = 5.040, p = .007),
trust in people (F(3,485) = 5.535, p = .004), individual level of acceptance of diversity (F(3,485) =
8.413, p = .000), group level of acceptance of diversity (F(3,485) = 3.273, p = .039), and helpful-
ness (F(3,485) = 3.086, p = .047).

Table G: Mean Scores for Each Dimensions by Gender
SN TP IAoD GAoD SB TI R H PP
Male 4.0377 | 3.4045 3.4854 3.2854 3.8033 3.6477 4.2176 3.5858 3.5690
Female | 4.2095 | 3.6422 3.7806 3.1102 3.7850 3.6849 4.2286 3.7741 3.6667

Note. SN = Social Network; TP = Trust in People; IAoD = Individual level of Acceptance of Diversity; GAoD =
Group level of Acceptance of Diversity; SB = Sense of Belonging; TI = Trust in Institution; R = Respect for Social
Rules; H = Helpfulness; PP = Political Participation

A Tukey post-hoc test revealed significant pairwise differences between male and female
with an average difference of -.17187 scores for social network. This indicates that male partici-
pants scored less on social network than female participants, and the difference was significant.

Similarly, a significant pairwise difference between male and female was found for trust in
people (difference of -.23771), individual level of acceptance of diversity (-.29526), and helpful-
ness (-.18838). Men scored less on social network, trust in people, individual level of acceptance
of diversity and helpfulness, as compared to women.

On the other hand, male participants scored higher than the female on group level of accep-
tance of diversity with an average difference of .17515. Group level of acceptance of diversity was
the only dimension for which men scored higher than women, and the difference was significant.

3.2 Influence of Race/Ethnicity on Perceptions of Social Cohesion

Before performing an ANOVA, 21 responses were removed as (a) there was only one participant
who was Native Hawaiian and Pacific Islander, and (b) there were 20 responses with “Prefer Not
to Answer”. After removing those responses, mean scores by different race/ethnicity groups were
computed and can be found in Table H. ANOVA results show that there were statistically significant
differences between race/ethnicity groups on trust in people (F (4,464) = 4.029, p = .003), trust in
institution (F (4,464) = 4.737, p = .001) and political participation (F (4,464) = 2.585, p = .036).
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Table H: Mean Scores by Race/Ethnicity Group
SN TP [AoD GAoD SB TI R H PP

American Indian or | 3.2000 | 2.8000 | 3.8000 | 2.8400 | 3.5333 2.8400 4.200 | 3.5333 2.7333
Alaskan Native

Asian 4.0000 | 3.6667 | 3.8125 | 3.0500 | 3.7500 | 4.2000 | 4.000 | 3.9167 | 2.7500
Black/African 3.7222 | 2.4444 | 4.3333 | 3.1000 | 3.1667 | 2.7333 3.500 | 3.2222 | 4.2778
Heritage

Hispanic/Latino 4.1333 | 3.6667 | 3.9500 | 3.2000 | 3.4667 | 3.3600 | 4.200 | 3.7333 | 3.5333
White 4.1359 | 3.5523 | 3.6303 | 3.2076 | 3.8159 | 3.6976 | 4.2361 | 3.6912 | 3.6258

Note. SN = Social Network; TP = Trust in People; IAoD = Individual level of Acceptance of Diversity; GAoD =
Group level of Acceptance of Diversity; SB = Sense of Belonging; TI = Trust in Institution; R = Respect for Social
Rules; H = Helpfulness; PP = Political Participation

A Tukey post-hoc test revealed a significant pairwise difference between Black and White
in trust in people (difference of -.35556), and trust in institution (difference of -.96422). This
finding shows that Black respondents are less likely to trust in people and trust in institutions, as
compared to their White counterparts.

Additionally, there was a significant difference between Black and Asian with a mean differ-
ence of -1.46667 for trust in institution. This shows that Asians are more likely to trust in institu-
tions, as compared to the Black respondents.

Finally, there was a marginally significant pairwise difference between Black respondents
with American Indian or Alaskan Native with a mean difference of 1.54444 (p = .064) for politi-
cal participation.

3.3 Influence of Nativity Status on Perceptions of Social Cohesion

As there were only two groups for this category, a t-test was performed to compare the mean scores
of native-born and foreign-born. The results showed that there was a statistically significant dif-
ference between native-born (M = 3.1926, SD = .76189) and foreign-born (M = 3.6, SD = .35777)
on group level acceptance of diversity, t(5.578) = -2.714, p < .05. Native-born scored less on the
group level acceptance of diversity, which revealed that native-born residents were more likely to
be skeptical about level of the acceptance of diversity in the region.

Table I: Mean Scores for Foreign-born and Native-born

SN TP IAoD GAoD SB I R H PP
Native-born 4.1219 | 35213 | 3.6276 | 3.1926 | 3.7893 | 3.6636 4.1660 3.6770 3.6061
Foreign-born | 3.9444 | 3.7222 | 3.8750 | 3.6000 | 3.9444 | 3.7333 4.1667 4.0000 4.1667

Note. SN = Social Network; TP = Trust in People; IAoD = Individual level of Acceptance of Diversity; GAoD =
Group level of Acceptance of Diversity; SB = Sense of Belonging; TI = Trust in Institution; R = Respect for Social
Rules; H = Helpfulness; PP = Political Participation
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3.4 Influence of Intersectionality on Perceptions of Social Cohesion

To examine the influence of intersectionality on perceptions of social cohesion, multiple regression
was conducted for each dimension of social cohesion. First, the result showed the significant inter-
action between race and gender (b =-1.198, SE = 0.416, p < .05). This means that the effect of race
on the social network depended on one’s gender. Specifically, if the person is non-white woman,
her score on the social network is expected to decrease by 1.198. If the person is white woman, her
score on the social network is expected to increase by .156 (b = . 156, SE =.097). Compared to white
woman whom we would identity as individual with only one minoritized dimension, non-white
woman would express lower levels of social network.

Similarly, there was a significant interaction between race and nativity status (b =-2.314, SE
= 1.180, p < .05) on trust in people. This reveals that the effect of race on trust in people depend-
ed on nativity status. The score of non-white foreign-born person on trust in people is expected
to decrease by 2.314. The score of white foreign-born person is expected to increase by 1.524
(b =1.524, SE = .795) and the score of non-white native-born person is expected to decrease by
.020 (b =-.020, SE = .370). Compared to non-white native-born individuals and white foreign-
born people, non-white foreign-born people would express the lowest level of trust in people.

Furthermore, significant interaction between race and gender (b = -914, SE = 424, p <
.05) on individual level acceptance of diversity indicated that the scores of non-white women
would decrease by .914 while the scores of white women would increase by .388. Similar to what
has been shown in the other dimensions, individuals with two or more minoritized dimensions
would express lower levels of individual level acceptance of diversity.

On the other hand, a significant interaction between women and newcomer status (b =
.370, SE = .183, p < .044) indicated that the score of female newcomers to this region would
increase by .370 in political participation.

4. Discussion

n this study, we adapted an instrument for measuring social cohesion to a community in the

Northeastern region of the U.S. The instrument included eight dimensions: Social Network,
Trust in People, Individual Acceptance of Diversity, Group Acceptance of Diversity, Sense of Be-
longing, Trust in Institutions, Helpfulness and Political Participation. Measuring social cohesion
in the study region using the instrument yielded results discussed below.

4.1 Perceptual Differences by Gender

Men recorded lower scores than women on social network, trust in people, individual level ac-
ceptance of diversity and helpfulness, a finding that does not support hypothesis 1: Individuals
whose identities are marginalized because of gender will experience lower levels of social cohesion
than those with dominant identities. The findings, however, are supported by the literature which
argues that compared to women, men reported lower scores on social network, trust in people,
and individual level acceptance of diversity, and helpfulness. In many studies, men have reported
smaller social networks (Mclaughlin et al., 2010), and were less likely to build strong relationships
of trust. Haselhuhn et al. (2015) have showed in their social experiment that men were less likely to
trust others. In the experiment, men lost trust in people quickly and were less likely to collaborate.
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Because men were less likely to regularly socialize with their neighbors and build the strong rela-
tionships with others, they were more likely to be influenced by the racial and ethnic character of
their neighbors (Stolle et al., 2008).

Furthermore, Maddux and Brewer (2005) have demonstrated that trust for women heavily
depends on both direct and indirect relationships while trust for men heavily depends on group
membership. Men reported lower scores on social network due to relatively smaller social net-
works, and a tendency to socialize based on group membership. In terms of helpfulness, men
may score lower because the items specifically asked for informal volunteering (e.g., volunteering
in community organizations) that women tend to engage more in.

Results supported the well-known patterns from previous research that being female is as-
sociated with higher levels of trust, larger social network and more willingness to accept diversity
as women were more influenced by the direct and indirect social relationships that were devel-
oped through frequent social interactions.

4.2 Perceptual Differences by Race

The findings related to differences in perceptions of social cohesion of different racial groups sup-
port hypothesis 1: Individuals whose identities are marginalized because of race will experience
lower levels of social cohesion than those with dominant identities. Results are supported by previ-
ous research that non-white individuals were less likely to have trust in people and trust in institu-
tion (Abascal & Baldassarri, 2015). Abascal and Baldassarri (2015) have argued that the relationship
between diversity and trust can be understood when differences between communities and their
residents in terms of race/ethnicity, residential stability, and economic conditions are considered.
The study’s region is white-dominated and is primarily homogenous. Therefore, racial minorities
constitute an out-group who are experiencing the impacts of social subordination.

The findings also support literature that provides evidence pertaining to Black political par-
ticipation. The findings show that Blacks are more likely to participate in politics and express
interest in the political system. Mac as Mej a (2023) for instance, shows that “linked fate” or
the sense that one’s individual wellbeing is tied to group wellbeing is associated with political
participation of Blacks and Latinos but not Asian Americans. Anoll (2018) provides a consistent
finding showing that Black Americans are more likely to believe that voting has a positive impact
on their lives and community than Whites. Black Americans may strongly believe that participat-
ing in politics and having their voices heard do make their lives better as well as their community.

4.3 Perceptual Differences by Nativity Status

The findings reveal that native-born score lower on group acceptance of diversity. Compared to
foreign-born residents, they have lower levels of certainty that ethnic, racial, and religious tensions
are low, that people of diverse backgrounds including immigrants, LGBTQ communities and people
with disabilities are accepted and valued. This finding is consistent with national poll surveys that
find most Americans (56%) indicating that race relations in the U.S are generally bad (Pew Research
Center, 2019) and that some form of discrimination exist against Blacks, Hispanics, and Latinos
(Pew Research Center, 2021). The views differ largely by race. In a survey of perceptions of discrimi-
nation conducted in 2007, foreign-born outnumbered native born in believing that discrimination
against Latinos is a major problem (Pew Research Center, 2007).
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4.4 Perceptual Differences of Individuals with Intersecting Minoritized Identities

Not all dimensions of social cohesion were influenced by the intersectionality of individuals’ mi-
noritized identities.

However, the results of non-White foreign-born residents supported the hypothesis that
individuals whose identities have two or more minoritized dimensions are expected to express
lower levels on some dimensions of social cohesion. Non-White women whose nativity status
intersect with gender have lower levels of social networks and lower levels of trust in people.
Similarly, women whose race intersect with gender have decreased perception of how their com-
munity is accepting of diversity. This is consistent with the literature that supports the negative
association of ethnic diversity and social trust. Dinesen, Schaeffer & Sonderskov (2020) posit that
social trust decreases in ethnically diverse contexts and ”Proximity to interethnic others is an im-
portant facilitating condition that accentuates the negative relationship between ethnic diversity
and social trust.” (Dinesen et al., 2020, 461).

4.5 Limitations & Directions for Future Research

This study has several limitations. As the study’s region is typical of many U.S. regions that are
experiencing slow diversification, the participants were mostly Whites and native-born. Therefore,
we could only measure the social cohesion status of limited numbers of immigrants, or newcomers
to this region.

The study did not explore all factors that may explain diverging perceptions. For example,
as several scholars argued, traditional communities that rely on geographic location and physical
proximity are being replaced by virtual communities (Wallace et al., 2013). Social relations are
no longer embedded in geographic communities (Giddens, 1991). Communities of choice and
personal communities which are less likely to be locational (Pahl and Spencer, 2004). Digital com-
munication technologies have enabled the creation of new communities of interest which are
not localized (Rainie and Wellman, 2012), are available 24/7 at the click of a mouse or poke of a
touch pad (Turkle, 2013; Wallace et al., 2013).

Moreover, limitations of the study also include data collection approaches. Phase 1 of the
study relied on several methods of data collection which included online and in-person surveys,
while phase 2 relied on phone interviews. In both instances there has been an overreliance on
individuals who are already connected to institutions of society and who are engaged with these
institutions who tend to be the dominant groups. Also, reliance on land lines for conducting
phone interviews tend to limit the scope to demographics who still use land lines and who tend
to be older. The limitations of the data collection methods are reflected in the demographics of
the respondents who although representative of the make-up of the community, does not pro-
vide a balance between minority and majority respondent groups.

Future research needs to incorporate complementary qualitative data collection approaches
to further contextualize perceptions of residents in similar communities. Without understanding
the forces that shape individual members’ responses, our understanding of social cohesion in any
community remains limited. Future research needs to ensure that the voices of newcomers in a new
community is contextualized within the socio-political and economic dynamics of a community.

Future research needs to unpack what social cohesion means within the context of commu-
nities that may no longer define itself by geographic location and physical proximity. It needs to
examine the extent to which gender, race, and nativity status affect perceptions of social cohe-
sion within the boundaries of these communities. Research questions also include implications
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of the blurred boundaries of communities within physically defined spaces on the ability of these
communities to remain integrated, organized, civically engaged and collectively interested in its
development and the wellbeing of its members. Individual-level characteristics may also have an
impact on perceptions of social cohesion and need to be examined. For example, to what extent
does socio-economic status and educational attainment affect perceptions of social cohesion?

4.6 Implications of Findings

The study’s findings have wide implications. Minoritized groups who settle in homogenous regions
will experience the impact of social dominance and imbalance of power dynamics, which will pos-
sibly affect their sense of trust and sense of belonging. Community interventions that narrow the
distance between residents of a community and dismantle walls of isolation and alienation will
shatter fear and promote mutual understanding.

5. Conclusion
I n this study, we adapted and validated the instrument that measured the social cohesion
of a community. Using the instrument, we examined social cohesion in a community that
is homogenous dominated by White Americans. As the study’s region is experiencing slow di-
versification, it offers a window into the attitudes of residents from dominant and minoritized
groups toward one another and examine the way they are experiencing their communities. After
comparing between multiple groups, our results showed that male participants and Black resi-
dents reported low level of trust and those who are less likely to interact with others especially
culturally diverse people are less likely to display high level of social cohesion and more likely to
feel isolated.

The study contributes to filling a gap in the literature about communities that are in the
process of diversification. It draws attention to the need to assess the context of reception of
newcomers who are resettling in historically homogenous communities and to the need to rec-
ognize how residents with intersecting social identities can experience such context differently. It
also deepens our understanding about the state of social cohesion in these communities.
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Appendix A: Social Cohesion Instrument

Social Network
Strongly Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree

(0] (0] (0] o] (0]
1. I believe friends are important in life
2. Isocialize more than twice a week with friends, relatives, and colleagues

3. Ifeel I can count on receiving support if needed and advice in serious personal or family mat-
ters

Trust in People
Strongly Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree

(0] (0] (0] o] (0]

1. T believe most people can be trusted
2. I believe most people try to be fair
3. T believe most people are helpful

Individual Level Acceptance of Diversity
Strongly Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree

(0] (0] (0] o] (0]

1. Twould like to have neighbors who are racially different from me
2. Twould like to have neighbors who are culturally different from me
3. I would like to have neighbors who have different religious beliefs than mine

4. 1 believe that the country’s cultural life is enriched by having different cultures and diverse
background

Group Level Acceptance of Diversity
Strongly Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree

(0] (0] (0] o] (0]

1. I believe ethnic/racial tensions in the region do not exist or are very low
2. I believe religious tensions in the region do not exist or are very low
3. I'feel that the LGBTQ+ community is welcomed and accepted

4. 1 believe people with intellectual and Developmental Disabilities are accepted and valued in
my community

5. T agree that the region is good place for immigrants and people of different cultural back-
grounds
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Sense of Belonging
Strongly Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree

Strongly Agree

6] o] 6] 0] (0]
1. I like living in the U.S.
2. 1 like living in NY
3. I like living in the region and do not desire to move permanently to another region

Trust in Institutions

Strongly Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree
o] o] o] 6] (0]
1. The local law enforcement makes me feel safe in my community
2. 1 generally have confidence in the local justice system
3. I generally have confidence in local government institutions
4.1 generally have confidence in the healthcare system that I use
5.1am not fearful of reporting crime and seeking police assistance
Respect for Social Rules
Strongly Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree
o] o] o] ] (0]
1. I believe we should all follow laws, rules, and social norms
Helpfulness
Strongly Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree
0 o] o] 0] (0]
1. I donate to charity
2. Ivolunteer in the community
3. I'serve on committees and/or volunteer in community organizations
Political Participation
Strongly Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree
o] o] o] 0] (0]

1. I believe politics is important to one’s life
2. T have an interest in the political system
3. I'sign petitions
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Demographic Information

1. I am a resident of (choose one):

2. I'identify as:
(a) Female
(b) Male
(c) Non-binary
(d) Prefer not to answer

3. Age:

a) 18-24
b)25-29
€)30-39
d)40-49
e)50-59
)60-69

g) 70-79

h) 80 and over

o~ o~ o~ o~ o~ o~ o~ —

4. Tidentify as: (check all that apply)
(a) American Indian or Alaskan Native
(b) Asian

(c) Black/African Heritage

(d) Hispanic/Latino

(e) Native Hawaiian and Pacific Islander
(f) White

(

5. Location of Birth

f) Two or more races (Please Specify) -------
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ABSTRACT

The Greek state applies significantly different
migration policies for Ukrainian versus other
third country nationals and stateless (OTCNS)
R&Ms. Using the framework of the SDoH, in
this paper, we have assessed policies related
to the asylum and temporary international
protection processes and elaborated their po-
tential health impact. Our results suggest that
in both groups, existing policies may have
negative health impacts with the impact on
SDoH being however less detrimental in the
case of Ukrainians R&Ms. Also, policies applied
to OTCNS R&Ms sustain a prolonged state of
precarity, which might have an independently
negative health effect. This dichotomous mi-
gration policy might result in poorer health
outcomes of the OTCNS R&Ms. Due to the non-
negligible size of this population, the eroding
effects of these policies on the social cohesion
and health status of the Greek society, should
not be underestimated. Critical review of the
current migration policy and swift leveling up
policy equalization for all categories of R&Ms
is needed.

KEY WORDS: Social Policies, Health Policies,
Social determinants of health, Ukrainian refu-
gees.

MEPIAHWH

Xe avuotoixia pe GANES EUpwNaikes XWPES, N EANG-
ba epappdler S10QoPEUIKES MONTIKES OGOV APOopPd
v npootaocia, unoothpiEn kar évtaén Oukpavav
kar pn Oukpaviv nNpoo®Uywv Kal PETaVaoTV
nou artouvtal S1ebvous npoctacias/acuiou. Xpn-
olponolvtas 1o Bewpnukd NAGioI0 KOVWVIKGDVY
npoacd10P1I0T™Y, KATNYOPIONOINCAUE KAl CUYKPi-
VORE TS MPAKTKES KAl MONTKES Npootacias, uno-
othp1Ens kai évtagns Oukpavav kai un OuKpavav
a1toUvVIwV GOUNO WS MPOS TO OUVNTIKG anoTtéAecHa
uyeias kan Kovwvikns éviagns. And v avéiuon
TWV MPAKTKOV Kal NONITUK®V npogctacias, uno-
otpiEns ka1 évtaéns tou EMnvikoU Kpdrtous yia
Oukpavous kar pn Oukpavous NpOoQUYES Kal
UETaVACTES, MPOKUMIOUV ONUAvVUKES O10(pOpPEsS.
IxebOV Ot ONOUS TOUS TOHE(S TwV KOIVWVIKMY
NpPOCOI0PIOTMY UYEias o1 MPAKTKES Kal MOATKES
nou 10xUouv yia tou Oukpavous NPOCPUYES Kal
petavaotes — nap’ éu &e npodyouv v uyeia - &i-
agafvetar va éxouv Niydtepa apvnuiko anotunwpa
an’ 6u otous pn Oukpavous artouvies Aouro. H
diakpIth auth petaxeipion Ox1 pdvo UNooKAMTel
v uyeia tv pn Oukpavmv NPooPUywY Kal YEta-
VAoV, aA@ Kal Ty npoontkh éviagns tous Kat
OUVENMS OUVOXN TNS ENANVIKAS KOWWVias.

AEZXEIX KAEIAIA: Kovwvikés MOMTKES, [TONTKES
Yyeias, Kowwvikoi npoodiopiotés Yyeias, Oukpa-
vOi MPOOPUYES.
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1. Introduction

Since more than a decade, Greece, has experienced significant mixed migration flows with a
substantial number of refugees and migrants (R&Ms) from various non-EU countries of ori-
gin transiting through or settling down in the country, often seeking asylum and international
protection('DTM_Mixed Migration Flows to Europe_Q2_2024.pdf’, no date). The asylum process
in Greece is based on the principles of the Geneva Convention (The 1951 Refugee Convention and
1967 Protocol relating to the Status of Refugees, no date) and- in a nutshell- foresees 3 consecu-
tive administrative stages: 1) registration of asylum claim 2) evaluation of admissibility of asylum
claim (i.e. in case of a positive outcome recognition as asylum seeker) and 3) for claims deemed
admissible by the Greek state, evaluation of asylum claim via personalized interview leading in
case of a positive outcome to the issuance of refugee status ("H Aftnon y1a Aouho | Ynoupyeio
Metavdoteuons kar Acuiou’, 2020). In response to the phenomenon of mixed migration — un-
precedented in size and duration in modern Greek history — Greece is applying, in line with the
other EU-member states, an increasingly restrictive and regressive migration policy (Niemann,
2024). While provisions and care for asylum seekers and recognized refugees have been drasti-
cally cut (Kondilis and Gallo, 2023) (Puchner et al., 2024) (Kondilis et al., 2021), political priority
has been progressively given to border securitization and suppression of irregular border crossing
even by means disrespectful of international law like violent pushbacks (Drift-backs in the Aegean
Sea | refugeeobservatory.aegean.gr, no date) (‘'THE STATE OF THE BORDER PROCEDURE ON THE
GREEK ISLANDS - R.S.A.", 2022) (‘European Court Slams Greece Over Deadly Migrant Pushback
| Human Rights Watch’, 2022). The role of UN agencies and other international organizations
with relevant mandates in the migration governance has been significantly reduced and eligibil-
ity criteria for asylum applicants tightened (‘AIDA-GR_2023-Update.pdf’, no date) . In absolute
contrast to this trend, since the outbreak of the war between Russia and the Ukraine, the Greek
state, as other EU-member states, have adopted a quite distinct migration governance approach
for R&Ms originating from the Ukraine; following Russia‘s large-scale invasion of Ukraine in Feb-
ruary 2022, the Council of the European Union adopted an implementing act (i.e. Implementing
Decision (EU) 2022/382), recognizing the existence of a mass influx of displaced persons from
Ukraine as defined in the Directive 2001/55/EC and having the effect of introducing temporary
protection outside of the UN Geneva Convention (Implementing decision - 2022/382 - EN - EUR-
Lex, no date). It is noteworthy, that despite multiple conflicts and humanitarian catastrophes
taking place in close geographic proximity to the EU since beginning of the 21rst century, the
Russian-Ukrainian war is the first instance where such a decision has been adopted in the context
of Directive 2001/55/EC (Fink and Kader, 2023). As a result, Ukrainian R&Ms undergo completely
different and siloed administrative procedures in their (temporary) protection application process
in comparison to other third state nationals and stateless (OTCNS) R&Ms (The Ukraine Crisis
Double Standards: Has Europe’s Response to Refugees Changed? - Ukraine | ReliefWeb, 2022)
(Sosa Popovic and Welfens, 2025).

Over the last two decades, the concept of Social Determinants of Health (SDoH) constitutes
an established scientific framework in public health and epidemiology (Commission on Social
Determinants of Health, 2008). SDoH consider all non-biomedical factors that may influence the
health of a person/population (e.g. working conditions, housing, education, income and social
protection, access to healthcare) providing an extremely valuable tool for the investigation of
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health inequalities and disease causation (Lucyk and McLaren, 2017) (Casta eda et al., 2015). The
SDoHs are usually categorized in 5 main domains, i.e. Social and Community context, Neighbor-
hood and Built Environments, Health Care and Health Access, Economic Stability and Education
(Singu et al., 2020). SDoH seem to disproportionately determine the health of R&Ms, with mi-
gration per se being recognized in the meanwhile as an independent SDoH (Migration: A Social
Determinant of the Health of Migrants | Migration Health Research Portal, no date).

In this paper we are assessing the impact of the current laws, policies and practices on SDoH
of R&Ms seeking asylum and international protection in Greece and comparing the effect of the
distinct migration governance approaches of the Greek Government on the SDoH in Ukrainian
and OTCNS R&Ms.

2. Methodology

We have performed a retrospective policy analysis, based on a narrative policy document
and literature review. We searched for documents in the websites of all actors potentially
involved in the development and implementation of migration governance and RMs related proj-
ects in Greece including Greek government authorities, UN agencies, scientific community and
Civil Society Organizations. Our analysis included press releases, primary and secondary legis-
lation, working papers or reports and scientific publications. The documents/sources were re-
viewed for laws, policies, and practices that were related to asylum and international protection
seeking processes in place for both R&M populations and information was extracted using the 5
main domains of the SDoHs (i.e. Social and Community context, Neighborhood and Built Envi-
ronments, Health Care and Health Access, Economic Stability).

3. Results

n table 1, we have summarized the findings from our review of policies per category of the 5

domains of the SDoHs per R&M group (i.e. Ukrainian R&Ms vs OTCNS R&Ms). In both groups,
policies in place can be deemed deficient from a health perspective, exhibit a rather neutral or
even negative effect on the SDoHs of R&Ms seeking asylum and international protection. It is
worth noticing that based on a newly passed law, provision of international protection and/or
asylum does not automatically translate to unconditional and free of charge access to health ser-
vices of the National Health System (NHS) as the social insurance number (AMKA) issued for these
R&Ms is not active unless the holder can provide proof of employment or enrollment in a Greek
educational institution (Ynoupyeio Epyacias ka1 Kowwvikhs Aopdaions, 2024). In addition, as
the only running large scale housing project of the Greek state for R&Ms has ceased in Novem-
ber 2024 (HELIOS) (Hellenic Integration Support for Beneficiaries of International | IOM Greece,
no date)— with its successor project yet to be launched -, both R&Ms groups are practically left
without subsidized housing options. Nevertheless, comparison of the policies in place for the
two populations under investigation yielded substantially diverse effects on the domains of Social
and Community context, Neighborhood and Built Environments, Health Care and Health Access,
Economic Stability. Overall, the impact of policies on the 4 SDoHs domains seems to be less det-
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rimental for Ukrainian R&Ms than in their OTCNs counterparts. While temporary international
protection status and freedom of movement is granted for Ukrainian R&Ms (Refugee Info Greece,
no date a), in the case of OTCNS R&Ms, provision of asylum is only possible after successful com-
pletion of a lengthy three-step procedure with movement restrictions at each stage and based on
geographic location of entrance of the Greek territory (‘BorderProcedure_Greek_islands_report.
pdf’, no date) (Greece: AIDA 2023 country report | European Website on Integration, no date).
It is also worth noting that Ukrainian R&Ms are granted - in parallel to the temporary protection
status - a variety of social entitlements (i.e. working and residence permit, social insurance num-
ber/AMKA) during a one-off appointment at the Service Asylum ('94241914-26f6-464d-be28-
c601d8ded4d5_en.pdf’, no date) (Refugee Info Greece, no date b). In contrast to that, social
entitlements for OTCNS R&Ms — as exemplified by the provision of a temporary social insurance
number (PAAYPA) instead of the more permanent AMKA and the provision of working and resi-
dence permit only after conclusion of specific administrative stages - are linked to the specific
legal state the R&M finds himself/herself in and thus subject to frequent changes along the
asylum process (Greece: AIDA 2023 country report | European Website on Integration, no date).
Furthermore, it should be stressed that the asylum process, is characterized by transitional gaps
in and fragmentation of social protection, often leaving temporarily R&Ms with no valid entitle-
ment at all (Greece: AIDA 2023 country report | European Website on Integration, no date). In
this light, it could be hypothesized that the recurrent phases of legal limbo and institutional
void in conjunction with the often highly traumatic process of asylum interviews which OTCNS
are exposed to, create a group-specific state of prolonged precarity and increased vulnerability
(Multiple geographies of precarity: Accommodation policies for asylum seekers in metropolitan
Athens, Greece - Eva (Evangelia) Papatzani, Timokleia Psallidaki, George Kandylis, Irini Micha,
2022, no date) (Waiting to be Heard: Considerations on the impact of Greek asylum policies on
the psychosocial wellbeing of asylum seekers on Lesvos, no date). This state in turn might as well
have a SDoH- independent adverse health impact — particularly on the mental wellbeing of this
population (World report on the health of refugees and migrants, no date) (Lebano et al., 2020).
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4. Discussion

In this paper, we have landscaped the policies in place for Ukrainian and OTCNS R&Ms seeking
asylum and international protection and analyzed their potential impact on the SDoH in these
two populations.

Policies governing asylum and international protection provision in both groups lack a spe-
cific health promoting dimension and seem to have in the best case a neutral effect on the
SDoH of the R&M populations. Nevertheless, our findings suggest that there are significant dif-
ferences in the policies related to the 4 main domains of the SDoH framework, leading to a less
detrimental social determination of health in Ukrainian when compared to OTCNS R&Ms. In
addition, through unconditional provision of temporary protection status along with basic social
entitlements within a one-off appointment, Ukrainian R&Ms undergo a relatively straight for-
ward administrative process allowing fast paced conclusion of the arrival phase and facilitation
of integration in Greek society. In contrast to that, policies currently in place for OTCNS R&Ms
seem to favor a state of prolonged precarity and increased vulnerability. The latter population
group is exposed to consecutive phases of legal limbo and social welfare void during the asylum
process which does not only impact negatively the SDoH but might inflict direct deterioration of
the mental health status of this very group (Solberg et al., 2020) (Jonzon, Lindkvist and Johans-
son, 2015).

It is important to notice that the current migration policy poses a discriminatory practice,
creating a clear dichotomy within the R&M population. All non-Ukrainian population groups
entering Greece, although they might originate from conflict-torn regions as well (e.g. Afghan
nationals) and have an international protection/asylum claim are subject to far more complex and
disadvantageous administrative procedure for provision of international protection and asylum.
This discriminatory approach in migration policy undermines social cohesion, jeopardizes integra-
tion perspectives of R&Ms (Afghans in Greece: A story of strength, resilience and survival | Inter-
national Rescue Committee (IRC), no date) and undermines their rights to health and healthcare.
It should be once more stressed that policies in place for Ukrainian R&Ms seeking protection
in Greece are by no means deemed optimal, with many European countries offering far more
comprehensive social benefits (e.g. temporary financial support ) (Lessons learnt from welcoming
Ukraine refugees - wwuw.caritas.eu, no date). Yet, the case of the Ukrainian R&Ms affirms that
the Greek state has the capacities and know-how to exercise and deliver a much more humane,
efficient and inclusion - oriented migration policy, in which health promotion and positive so-
cial determination of health — though currently lacking - could be feasibly integrated. It is also
crucial to underline that even in the few cases where the Greek state treats both groups equally,
the policies being applied are extremely disadvantageous, leading to leveling down equalization
of social protection, as illustrated by the recent AMKA joint ministerial decision. In this light,
critical review of the Asylum process and its guiding principles both at the Greek and European
level should be on the agenda of academia, political actors and civil society with the demand for
leveling up equalization of policies for both R&Ms groups and solid integration of health in the
core of the migration policies being the outmost priority.
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The purpose of this article is to present the
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MEPIAHWH

Tkonos autou tou GpBpou eival va napoucidoel
TS anoyels ka1l us avuAnyels twv ENAvov oxe-
K@ pe tnv Kowvikh Kivnukétnta Bdoer épeuvas
€pWINPATONOYioU MoU npaydatononBnke petd
10 A0S NS O1KOVOUIKNs Kkpions. To aio1660€o
eupnya givar 6u 01 nep1oootepor EMnves ava-
yvwpidouv Ty Unap&n KOWWVIKNS KIVATIKOTNTAS
OtN XWPQ, avtavakAvias Betikés alayés oty
100TNta euKa1piv. O1 NPOOWMIKES ePNEIPIES KAt
01 NpdoPates aAayEs 1006MPATOS ENNPEoay TS
anoyels Twv CUPPETEXOVTwY. To KUp1o epnddio
otV KOWVIKA Kivnukdtnta pe Baon ts anavin-
0€1S TV NONITV nepidapBaver tn petdBaon and
v eknafdeuon otnv ayopd epyaocias. And v
AMn NAEUPQ, O1 YWWOTKES Kal Jn yvwotkés Oe-
&létntes ka1 n enayyehuaukn euneipia kpiBnkav
onpavukes yia iy avodikh kivnukédtnta. O1 cup-
LETEXOVIES TOVIOAV enfons T onpaoia twv diapo-
PEUKWY MTUXWVY TNS KIVNTKOTNTAS.

AEEEIZ-KAEIAIA: Kowwvikeés Aopgs Apeons
Avupetomons s OKowvwvikh  Kivnukomta,
OIKOVOMIKN Kpion, €peuva Pe €PWINPATOANGYIO,
anéAuTN Ka1 OXEUKA KIVNTKOTNTA, KOIVWVIKES Mo-
NTKES.
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1. Introduction

ocial mobility, the ability of individuals or groups to move within a society's hierarchical struc-

ture, is central to understanding social cohesion and development. People have the possibility
to change their class. The groups can be divided by the income of their occupation or wealth or
occupational/educational/social status. An open society provides opportunities to their citizens
to move upwards while social mobility also leads to the opposite direction generally for people
who do not have the capabilities to maintain their status. The importance of social mobility in
every society is acknowledged and it is often related to income. If the resources are allocated in
a fair way in a society, this is going to improve the social welfare (Fields & Ok, 1999; Yang & Qiu,
2016). According to Council of Europe (2012) social mobility is linked to social cohesion. The
expectations and aspirations of different generations that their life’s outcomes are not associated
only with the socio-economic background but mainly by their efforts and merit, can reinforce the
sense of justice in a state. In addition, the state benefits from the talents and skills of all citizens
(without losing valuable human capital) and it may reach better welfare more easily. Living in
a country with lower social mobility the citizens have lower aspirations and motivations! for
greater efforts that could lead to more economic efficiency and development (Wilkinson, R.G.
& Pickett, 2010). Furthermore, this efficiency should have likely positive effects on economic
growth (Breen, 1997). According to Citi GSP (2023) “a 10-point increase in each country's Global
Social Mobility Index score could lead to a $514 billion increase in global GDP”. Acemoglu, et
al, 2018 highlighted its significant role in the prospects and stability of democracy and the views
and preferences of citizens as voters. As a result, social mobility is a desirable notion for people
who want to be determined by their personal efforts and not by the initial endowments and it is
useful for policymakers to evaluate the degree of social mobility and minimize the reasons that
affect it negatively.

One of the fundamental distinctions about social mobility is between intergenerational and
intragenerational as well as absolute and relative mobility. Social mobility indicates the changes
in the social status of an individual from one period to another (intragenerational mobility) or
comparing to her/his parents, between two generations in this case (intergenerational mobility).
Both types of studies require at least two observations to investigate the time path of the social
hierarchy (Fields & Ok, 1999).

The changes in rank mobility are connecting with the term of relative mobility while the
changes in real status (income, occupation or educational achievements) are connecting with the
term of absolute mobility. For instance, sometimes a small upward mobility by rank can mean a
significant mobility in income mobility when we are mainly referring to countries with higher in-
come inequality. The opposite can also happen. As Corak et al. (2014) noticed “same distance in
terms of percentile rankings does not necessarily imply equal changes in earnings”. The absolute
reflects the changes in the structure of society that affects the distribution of the citizens or tech-
nological changes or industrialization? which affects incomes and labour market generally while
relative mobility is related to social fluidity (Eurofound, 2017). The income class of an individual
can be different compared to his/her position before and people have the opportunity for upward
or downward mobility in economic classes. The hypothesis is that absolute changes due to the
economic progress or recession, it is possible to affect relative mobility respectively. Citizens may
value relative mobility the same as absolute mobility and. this is perhaps one reason that Greece
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maintained its social cohesion during the crisis because many people realized that despite the
reductions in their wages, they were maintaining or improving their relative living standards
compared to many other fellow citizens who lost much more. Due to the high importance of
the topic, we aim to explore the perceptions® and preferences of Greek citizens regarding social
mobility, particularly in the aftermath of the economic crisis.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we review the literature regarding
the research on perceptions of social mobility. In Section 3 we describe our questionnaire survey.
Section 4 discusses the research questions and hypotheses. Section 5 presents our main findings
of all questions. Section 6 provides concluding remarks and discussion.

2. What we can learn from the citizens’ perceptions

he important achievement of the questionnaire researches conducted in the past reminds the

scientific community that certain theoretical conventions may not be shared by the majority
of individuals. People are different and hence it is natural for them to hold different views on
what is important or good for society. The point may obviously be even more important in the
context of social mobility, which involves intrinsically more problematic judgments than those
implied by inequality comparisons (Bernasconi, M., Dardanoni, V., 2005). Individuals' perceptions
of the social mobility/income distribution can affect how they will react to redistributive policies,
which is a key input for public finance models (Cruces, et al., 2013). Furthermore, misconcep-
tions of people about the planned policies can reduce their effectiveness. Cruces et al (2013) also
show that people who have biases in their perceptions of their own income, if correcting these
biases, they can change their views on redistribution. Romer (2003) confirmed this correlation
as well. Even among knowledgeable people who are aware of the developments in policies it is
noticed that there may be a difficulty in realizing the welfare stem of these policies in the future
and adopting them. Misunderstandings, ignorance and biased assumptions of people also linked
to enforcement problems. The interaction between policymakers and citizens can help the latter
to perceive the gains, rationality and the benefits for majority of the population by providing
insights. On the other hand, If the beliefs about the policies connected to personal incentives
and not the public interest, the efforts to educate people about real economic facts as well as
the rationality of the efficacy of governmental decisions, it will not work. Investigating people’s
perceptions shows us which policies are more desirable and tolerated.

Social mobility policies can be linked to political decisions about the relocation of resources,
equal opportunities access to specific faculties or occupations as well as the stability of democracy
(Acemoglou et al, 2016). The way in which income is distributed, equal opportunities are provided
and how people view them plays a significant role in determining political economic policies for
redistribution and boost social mobility. Americans tend to see wealth as earned through ability and
hard work, while Europeans often see it as inherited through family and connections. This percep-
tion affects their support for redistribution policies. Pessimistic information about social mobility
can also lead to increased support for "equality of opportunity" policies. Literature also suggests
that individuals' views on social mobility and support for redistribution depend on their own per-
sonal experience of mobility and that the median voter may prefer less redistribution if they believe
in upward mobility for themselves or future generations (Alesina et al, 2018).
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3. Questionnaire survey: Sampling techniques

D ue to the limitations of national datasets, a questionnaire survey focused on mobility is an
interesting source of information. It allows us to carry out multiple ways of measuring social
mobility. In our survey, we construct cross-sectional data consisting of actual individuals’ pairs
(one parent and one child). They are all taken at a specific period of their life which gives us in-
formation about their socioeconomic and demographic characteristics. The questionnaire survey
includes data regarding 427 pairs of actual parents-children. In our survey, there are two cohorts.
The children cohort consists of their children who were between 30-50 years old when the crisis
ceased. They were born between 1970 and 1990. The parents’ cohort consists of children’s par-
ents. The mean generation age difference is higher than 22 years (Appendices Table 1).

In order to ensure that our survey is as representative as much as possible, we did not
employ only random sampling. Instead, the participants were chosen from snowball sampling.
This is a recruitment technigue in which research participants are asked to assist researchers in
identifying other potential subjects. We initially approached 10 people (parents) from 10 differ-
ent occupational classes who accepted to be interviewed with their children. After the interview-
ees suggested other people from different occupations to complete the survey and so on. We
switched to a self-completion approach of the questionnaire as a result of the pandemic making
face-to-face fieldwork unfeasible. From the total sample, we also created two sub-samples. 125
pairs of parents-children are the stratified subsample following demographic and educational
characteristics of the total population (250 individuals in total). The other 302 pairs are a random
subsample coming from our snowball technique. To ensure representativeness, snowball sam-
pling was used in conjunction with stratified sampling to capture diverse socioeconomic back-
grounds. Data validation included comparisons with national demographic and occupational
statistics, confirming consistency with population trends. The main differences between the two
subsamples are the regional representativeness and the gender because the stratified sample
focuses on the sons

A novelty is that we include children who emigrated (11.29%) due to the explosion of im-
migration the previous years and the high level of qualifications and skills of these people who
usually earn high salaries. This decision reflects the significant emigration wave during Greece's
economic crisis and the high skill levels of these individuals, which make them integral to un-
derstanding intergenerational mobility in a Greek context. While the title emphasizes domestic
mobility, we acknowledge the role of new diaspora populations in shaping perceptions and pref-
erences regarding mobility. The inclusion of emigrants also reveals a nuanced perspective: despite
physical separation, they retain a strong interest in domestic policies. The number of participants
is an issue that needed clarification before presenting the results of the research. Previous stud-
ies used similar number of observations. For instance, in one of the most remarkable papers of
Bjorkluynd and Jantti (1997) in the American Economic View, the number of fathers was 540 and
the sons 327. Grawe (2004) applied quantile analysis in two samples of 233 and 354 from differ-
ent databases. Solon (1992) in his analysis referred to the relationship between father and son’s
earnings and the main sample comprised 348 pairs.
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4. Research questions

T he research questions that we tried to answer through our questionnaire are:

a) The position of an individual in income distribution and his/her experiences of social mobil-
ity affects his/her perceptions?

b) What agents affect the upward and downward mobility in Greece according to the citizens?

¢ Which dimension of mobility, the citizens can recognise and prefer? (Absolute versus relative)

d) How beliefs about intergenerational mobility affect preferences for government policies?

Based on the previous research questions we created the following major set of questions
in the questionnaire:

I) The perceptions of mobility (question a)

Perceptions of one's relative position in the income distribution have a significant impact on
attitudes toward redistributive policies. Poorer individuals tend to place themselves in higher
positions than they actually occupy, while richer individuals underestimate their rank. Those who
overestimate their relative position and think they are relatively richer than they are tend to
demand higher levels of redistribution when informed of their true ranking (Cruces et al., 2013).

II) Views on fairness - Barriers and opportunities to succeed social mobility (question b)

The way that the income is distributed in a society is an important factor in determining policies
that involve redistribution, such as healthcare, and taxation. However, the actual shape of the in-
come distribution is not the main determinant of policy. Rather, it is the perception of the income
distribution by citizens or agents in the economy that drives policy decisions (Cruces et al., 2013).

III) Evaluating the social mobility (question c)

People care about their relative position in society for various reasons. A high social standing can
yield respect, admiration, and power. When making choices for their children, people are more
likely to answer positionally. Ignoring positional concerns may lead to incorrect descriptive expla-
nations of government fiscal policies. People react to their relative intra-generational changes
with reluctance or not to pay taxes. (Solnick, S. & Hemenway, D., 1998)

1V) Social mobility and preferences for governmental actions (question d)

When people are presented with pessimistic information about social mobility, they tend to
favour policies that promote "equality of opportunity," such as public education or healthcare
spending, over policies that promote "equality of outcome," such as progressive taxation or safety
net policies. Across all countries, views on social mobility are highly correlated with policy pref-
erences. Those who are more pessimistic about social mobility tend to favour more generous
redistributive policies and higher levels of government involvement. This correlation is stronger
for "equality of opportunity" policies (equal educational opportunities) than for "equality of out-
come" policies as progressive taxation (Alesina et al., 2018).
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Combining the motivation discussed above with the literature of similar researches, we can
formulate the following hypotheses:

(@) The position of an individual in income distribution and his/her experiences of social mobil-
ity influence their perceptions of social mobility. Individuals who belong to higher relative
income positions or have experienced absolute or relative changes are more likely to believe
in the existence of social mobility indicating an optimism of the phenomenon in Greece.

(b) Different generations identify different factors which enhance or prevent social mobility in
Greece.

() The dimensions of social mobility, specifically absolute/relative mobility have distinct effects
on individuals' preferences for different types of mobility.

(d) Beliefs about intergenerational mobility significantly affect preferences for government in-
tervention. People who hold optimistic views about upward mobility for themselves or fu-
ture generations are more likely to support policies promoting equality of opportunity, such
as public education and healthcare spending.

5. Results
5.1 The perceptions of mobility

he answers to the question "do you believe that there is social mobility in Greece?" across the

income distribution quartiles in parents and children's cohorts are presented initially. Greek
citizens from both generations recognize that Greek society creates opportunities for social mo-
bility. Two-thirds support this statement independently of their financial situation. Table 1 pres-
ents the distribution of income among parents and children in two different groups, those who
believe in social mobility (Yes) and those who do not (No). The table shows that among those in
the first quartile of lower income, 64.24% of parents and 68.46% of children believe in existing
social mobility in Greece. Similarly, in the second quartile and the third quartile, the percentages
are similar. The fourth quartile, or the group of the richest people, has the highest percentage of
people who believe in social mobility with 70.13% of parents but the lowest for offspring’s gen-
eration (61.84%). The main finding from this table is that there is a positive correlation between
income and belief in social mobility. This means that people in higher income groups are more
likely to believe in social mobility compared to those in lower income groups. The only exception
is the richest children quantile.

Table 1: Income distribution and beliefs about social mobility

Parents’ distribution Children’s distribution
Yes No Yes No

1st quartile (lower income) | 64.24% | 35.76% | 1st quartile (lower income) | 68.46% | 31.54%
2nd quartile 70% 30% 2nd quartile 71.43% | 28.57%

3rd quartile 70.11% | 29.89% 3rd quartile 77.5% 22.5%

4th quartile (richest people) | 70.13% | 29.87% 4th quartile (richest 61.84% | 38.16%

people)
Total 67.78% | 32.22% Total 69.36% | 30.64%
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The next table (2) presents the beliefs about social mobility in relation to the experience of
intergenerational mobility among offsprings (based on our data)*. The table is divided into two
parts, one for relative intergenerational income mobility and the second one for occupational
mobility. In both parts, the table shows the percentage of people’s perceptions about mobility
for different intergenerational movements. There are no significant differences among the people
who experienced intergenerational relative income or occupational mobility. The interesting fact
is that people who experienced downward mobility in many cases, recognize the existence of
mobility in Greece more than the other groups. For relative intergenerational income mobility,
74.05% of people who experienced downward mobility believe in social mobility, compared to
68.13% who experienced immobility and 66.15% who experienced upward mobility. For in-
tergenerational occupational mobility, 71.08% of people who experienced downward mobility
believe in social mobility, compared to 72.38% who experienced immobility and 64.97% who
experienced upward mobility. The main finding from this table is that there is a correlation
between experience of intergenerational mobility and beliefs about social mobility. Specifically,
people who have experienced downward mobility in terms of relative income or occupational
mobility are more likely to believe in social mobility, possibly due to the fact that the experience
of downward mobility is more sore.

Table 2: Intergenerational relative income mobility/occupational mobility
and beliefs about social mobility (Offsprings’ cohort)

Beliefs Beliefs
Intergenera- Yes No Intergenera- Yes No
tional income tional occupa-
mobility tional mobility
Downward 74.05% 25.95% Downward 71.08% 28.92%
Immobility 68.13% 31.87% Immobility 72.38% 27.62%
Upward 66.15% 33.85% Upward 64.97% 35.03%

Opposite to the previous findings, the recent fluctuations in their salaries affect the partici-
pants’ perceptions regarding mobility. People who experienced income increases or their income
was not affected, tend to declare that they believe in opportunities for social mobility in Greece,
compared to the people who experienced a decline in their income. The intragenerational mobil-
ity is of as much importance as intergenerational mobility if we want to have the whole picture
of mobility in one country. Absolute changes in their incomes and psychological factors can affect
the perceptions of people. Table 3 presents the experience of intragenerational income mobil-
ity during the crisis and beliefs about social mobility in both generations. This question reveals
that there is a correlation between recent changes in income (linked to the concept of absolute
income mobility) and beliefs about social mobility. Comparing the results of the two questions, it
is noticed people are more optimistic about the social mobility in Greece when they have experi-
ence upward mobility based on their actual information that they have regarding their salaries
whereas people who have experienced downward changes compared to their parents are also
more likely to recognize social mobility. The overall belief in social mobility is quite similar to all
aspects of mobility (hypothesis a).
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Table 3: Recent changes in their income during the crisis and beliefs about
social mobility

Parents’ Cohort Children’s Cohort
Yes No Yes No
Increased 82.86% 17.14% 72.09% 27.91%
Remained more or less the same 68.06% 31.94% 68.42% 31.58%
Decreased 65.13% 34.87% 63.53% 36.47%

5.2 Views on fairness
T able 4 presents the results of the question that examines the barriers and key obstacles to
social mobility among two generations. We listed a number of potential barriers to social
mobility and participants identified the most significant barrier. Participants from both genera-
tions state that the most significant barrier to social mobility in Greece is the transition from
education to the labour force, transitions from school to work (lifelong learning) with 33.2% of
the parents' cohort and 33.5% of the children's cohort. The second obstacle is the social net-
works of the family. The previous generation believes that income inequalities created difficulties
in changes in social status. On the other hand, the younger generation identifies the obstacles
that the labour market creates in order to have access to specific occupations. The latter barrier
to social mobility is quite significant for both groups with 12.9% and 16% respectively. These
data provide insight on the perception of the barriers to social mobility among different groups
and can be useful for policymakers and researchers to understand the public opinion and take ac-
tions accordingly. The similar answers between the two generations highlight the parental effect
on the offspring's opinions.

Table 4: Barriers and key obstacles to social mobility

Parents' | Children's
cohort cohort
Early childhood education (lack of ECE, high cost) 0.7% 0.2%
Schools system (early tracking, ability grouping) 6.6% 7.4%
Financial barriers to complete education (enrolment fees, cost shifting to 7.3% 52%
parents, etc)
Transitions from school to work 33.2% 33.5%
Labour market (difficulty to access to certain occupations) 12.9% 16%
Social inequalities (social networks) 19.8% 17.2%
Income inequalities 16.3% 13.8%
Health inequalities 0.2% 0%
Regional differences 0.2% 1.7%
Discrimination (race, religion,gender) 1% 3.4%
Other 1.7% 1.5%




SociAL COHESION AND DEVELOPMENT [49]

Subsequently the survey respondents were asked: “Which are the main reasons identified
as the most important for a promotion/to earn more in professional life?” in order to identify
cognitive and non-cognitive skills which are important for upward mobility and adding them
in educational procedure. We divided the answers of two subgroups based on their optimism
regarding the existence of social mobility in Greece. Table 5 presents the results of the previous
question. The most significant reason for both cohorts independently of the perceptions regard-
ing social mobility is "multi-tasking and planning" with 18.9% of the parents' cohort and 25%
of the children's cohort who believe that there are chances of social mobility in Greece. Other
reasons that people identified are "Lifelong learning" with around 12% of the parents' cohort and
around 13% of the children's cohort and experience. It can also be seen that "Want to work more
hours" is considered a significant reason by a considerable percentage of the parents' cohort
(17.6% for pessimistic people regarding social mobility) but less by the children's cohort (6.6%
and 4.7% respectively). "Attendance of an education program/further vocational training" is con-
sidered a way to experience better results in your job by a relatively small percentage of both
groups (11.5% of the parents' cohort and around 10% of the children's cohort). Both generations
also recognized the importance of professional experience. The outcomes obtained from the
tables 4 and 5 showcase results that are incongruent with the predictions set forth in hypothesis
(b), prompting a minor difference among the generations regarding the factors of social mobility.

Table 5: Cognitive and non-cognitive skills which are important for upward

mobility
Parents Children
Yes No Yes No
Attendance of an education program/further vocational train- | 11.8% | 11.4% 8.4% 11.7%
ing

Want to work more hours 12.1% | 17.6% 6.6% 4.7%

Time management 6.8% 4.6% 5.6% 6.2%
Teamwork and leadership skills 14.3% 9.2% 16.7% | 16.4%
Self-awareness to self-control 2.8% 3% 3.1% 55%
Multi-tasking and planning, 189% | 17.6% 25% 21%
Lifelong learning 125% | 11.4% | 13.2% | 12.5%

Intergenerational transmission of skills 3.9% 53% 4.2% 0%
Experience 13.6% | 12.2% 12.2 11.7%
Other reasons 3.2% 7.6% 4.9% 10.2%

5.3 Evaluating different dimensions intergenerational mobility
hetty, et al (2014) pointed out the significance of relative mobility, the position of the off-
springs in social stratification compared to the ranking of their parents in their own genera-

tion distribution (intergenerational mobility) or the changes in individuals' positions relative to

their cohort (intragenerational mobility). Absolute movements indicate the fraction of people
with higher/lower income or status between two time periods (Berman, 2022). Absolute mobility
ignores the moves across the social hierarchy paying attention only to the absolute changes. In
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order to test the preferences of absolute and relative intragenerational mobility (relative posi-
tional concerns) we asked the two generations the next questions:

There are 2 societies (Alphaland and Betaland). We suppose that the prices of goods are
similar to current prices and the purchasing power of money is the same. Pick the one where you
would prefer to live.

Question C1
Alphaland: your current monthly income is 1000€ while the other citizen earn 500€

Betaland: your current monthly income is 2000€ while the other citizen earn 4000€
Question C2 Would you prefer the same for your children?

Question C3

Alphaland: You have a bachelor and the other have completed high school
Betaland: You have a postgraduate degree while the others have a PhD

Question C4 Would you prefer the same for your children?

The idea regarding these questions derives from previous research (Solnick & Hemenway,
1998). Following it, we adjust the questions to the reality of Greece in terms of income and
qualifications. Participants with children answered questions C2 and C4. For this reason, the rate
of responses is lower for the offspring cohort (last column in Table 6). The vast majority in all cases
tend to prefer absolute income mobility compared to relative income mobility. However, the
percentages of relative standings are not negligible. This offers an extra value to the discussion of
intragenerational income mobility in the previous chapter and reason to identify the heterogene-
ity of the people who choose them. In both cohorts, there is a slight decrease when responders
asked for their children. The results observed in tables 10-13 are in harmony with the predictions
set forth in hypothesis (c).

Table 6: Results for the questions C1 and C2

Parents' cohort

Parents' cohort for
their children

Offsprings' cohort

Offisprings' cohort
for their children

Total answers 382 381 392 201
Alphaland 108 129 114 61
Betaland 274 252 278 140
Percentages

Alphaland 28.3% 33.9% 29.1% 30.3%
Betaland 71.7% 66.1% 70.9% 69.6%

People care about studies, among other things, trying to stand out from others and gain
an advantage in finding an interesting and well-paid job. Especially if they originate from lower
strata of social stratification, they want to escape the destiny of their parents. While those in the
upper strata how to maintain their position. It is therefore interesting to investigate how Greek
adults perceive mobility in terms of absolute or relative movements as well as their preferences
about themselves and their children. Furthermore, what they are willing to study for strengthen-
ing their possibilities about upward mobility.
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Figures 1 and 2 presents the results of questions C3 and C4. The first answer is considered as
a preference for relative mobility (individual has better qualification than others but lower than his
endowment of the second option). The second choice is considered as a preference for absolute
educational mobility (higher personal attainment but worse than everyone else). Both generations
marginally prefer absolute achievements. This trend is stable among the poorest and wealthiest strata
but it is interesting that the population is split almost equally between the two options (Figure 1). This
is a shred of evidence that both absolute and relative positions in society are appreciated.

Figure 1: Percentages of answers in question C3
Relative or absolute mobility in education about

themselves
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Parents' Parents' Parents' Offsprings’  Offsprings' Offsprings’
cohort cohort/ 2 cohort/ 2 cohort cohort/ 2 cohort/2
wealthiest poorest wealthiest poorest
deciles deciles deciles deciles
mA mB
Figure 2: Percentages of answers in question C4
Relative or absolute mobility in education about
their children
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Survey also suggest that Greek people may change their views when they are asked about
their children. A reversal from absolute to relative mobility can be noticed. Controlling for income
and generation the pattern remains the same (Figure 2). However, the preference for relative
mobility is marginal as the corresponding for absolute in the previous question. The percentages
slightly overcome 50%. This preference also worked as a confirmation of the trends between the
2 types of educational mobility. It was confirmed that about half of the citizens perceive mobil-
ity as an improvement of their own educational attainments regardless of the achievements of
other people. While the rest care more about their relative position having better educational
outcomes compared to the majority of the population independently the level of studies. These
gathered findings lend the opportunity to support a new assumption. People may prefer more
absolute mobility for themselves because they already entered the labour market or have retired
(the offspring cohort includes adults over 30 years old while parents’ cohort consists of their older
father or mother who were pensioners at the time of conducting the survey). Therefore, they
enjoyed their educational choices or they are not able to change them anymore. On the contrary,
concerning their children, parents feel the responsibility to provide them with a high-quality
education aiming to end up better educated compared to their peers.

Similarly, variations in the responses of the role of education in social mobility exist. Partici-
pants are asked about their views and willingness to be more educated as a key determinant to
enjoy upward mobility.

Question C5: What are you willing to do for improving your social status?

a) Study more years

b) Obtain more qualifications

@) Invest more in education

d) I don't think that educational background leads to upward mobility

Figure 3 displays their preferences. The widening circle shows the answers of the younger
generation while the narrow indicates their parents’ choices. Three comments are occurred by
the graph. Greek people associate more social mobility with an extra qualification than addi-
tional years of studying without a higher degree (eg. a person who chooses to obtain a second
bachelor rather than to continue for a postgraduate degree). The older generation favors financial
investing for educational purposes more than the younger, possibly due to the culture of those
decades or because they were rewarded with higher returns to education. Finally, approximately
34% of the offsprings strongly believe that education cannot promote social mobility in Greece.
This percentage is the highest among the younger generation and it may reflect a pessimism
proceeds from 10 years of crisis, sinking of wages and opportunities in the country. In their infor-
mal comments during the interviews, many of them highlight that everybody has a bachelor or
master degree hence this educational advantage has disappeared due to educational expansion.
Relative achievement and other cognitive skills matter more in the labour market than absolute
achievement. The oversupply of graduates encourages employers to select employees with dif-
ferent standards. Better-off descendants maintain their advantages through the social network
of their parents.
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Figure 3: Percentages of answers in question C5

Education and social mobility

26% - ;
349 Study more years
| = Obtain more qualifications
32%

| 32%

- Invest more in education

A Education can't affect social

32% mobility

26%

5.4 Perceptions and social policy preferences

astly, we check the correlation among the experiences of social mobility, individual percep-

tions of mobility and acceptance of policies. Each coefficient in the table refers to a regression
of the variable in the column on the variable in the row. The entries in the table are correlation
coefficients, which indicate the strength and direction of the linear relationship between the two
variables in each row and column. A positive coefficient indicates a positive relationship, mean-
ing that as one variable increases, the other variable also tends to increase. A negative coefficient
indicates a negative relationship, meaning that as one variable increases, the other variable tends
to decrease. The *, **, *** indicate the level of correlation. The symbols denote statistical sig-
nificant at 10%, 5% and 1%.

Absolute income mobility is a binary variable equal to one if the responders prefer absolute
income mobility compared to the relative. Affected by crisis negatively is a binary variable equal
to one if the responders experienced a decline in their salaries during the crisis (based on their
statements). Pessimism for the future is a binary variable equal to one if the responders believe
that their income will decline in the future. Absolute income mobility preferences for their chil-
dren is a binary variable equal to one if the responders prefer absolute income mobility compared
to arelative for their children. Government cannot do much is a binary variable equal to one if the
responders say that social mobility can improve through equal opportunities in education, the
labour market or if the government does not need to do something about it. Absolute education
mobility is a binary variable equal to one if the responders prefer absolute educational mobility
compared to the relative.

Table 7 shows the results of this statistical analysis that examines the correlation between
these variables for the "children's cohort." The strongest positive correlation is between "ab-
solute mobility preferences for their children" and "absolute income mobility" for themselves
(0.929) and between preferences for absolute mobility for their children and absolute education-
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al mobility (0.498) meaning that as the individuals desire absolute mobility for their themselves
or for their children, they also desire absolute educational mobility. A negative correlation is
found between "pessimism for the future" and "absolute income mobility" (-0.086) which means
as the individuals have a negative outlook for the future, they tend to prefer relative changes
in their income class. The effects of crisis in individual's lives correlates with their pessimism for
the future as it was expected (0.215) whereas the latter linked to preferences for relative income
mobility about their children.

Table 7: Correlation between views of mobility, policy preferences, pessi-
mism and personal experiences (children’ cohort)

absolute | affected by cri- | pessimism for absolute gov can not do
income sis negatively the future mobility prefer- much
mobility ences for their
children
absolute income -
mobility
affected by crisis 0.005 -
negatively
pessimism for the -0.086* 0.215*** -
future
absolute mobility | 0.929*** -0.06 -0.122* -
preferences for
their children
gov cannot do -0.065 0.011 0.057 -0.093 -
much
absolute educa- 0.443*** -0.019 0.006 0.498%*** -0.076
tional mobility

While in children’s cohorts, the results did not reveal any linkage between the perception
and expectations of the governmental policies, in parents' cohort (Table 8) it is clear that people
who were affected by the crisis and are pessimistic about the future declare that they have lost
their hope regarding how the policymakers can boost mobility in the country. The data derived
from correlations 7 and 8 suggests a divergence from the expected outcomes in hypothesis (d),
signaling a need for further investigation and consideration of specific governmental policies
when the participants would be asked. A consequence is that they prefer to have an educational
advantage compared to their other citizens as they have lost their trust in the governmental
willingness to change the situation.
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Table 8: Correlation between views of mobility, policy preferences, pessi-
mism and personal experiences (parents’ cohort)

absolute | affected by cri- | pessimism for absolute gov can not
income sis negatively the future mobility prefer- do much
mobility ences for their
children
absolute income -
mobility
affected by crisis -0.024 -
negatively
pessimism for the -0.003 0.131*** -
future
absolute mobil- 0.730*** 0.010 0.028 -
ity preferences for
their children
gov cannot do -0.031 0.101** 0.085* -0.036
much
absolute educa- 0.421*** 0.035 -0.098 0.377*** -0.109 **
tional mobility

6. Discussion
I n our research, we tried to give the floor to the citizens and consider their views and opinions
s0 as to include new ideas on how we can promote social mobility. As we showed at the
beginning of the chapter, it is important for policymakers and governments to take into account
citizens' views because beyond planning it is important to convince them to follow the policies.
Starting with an optimistic finding from our survey, it was revealed that most Greeks recognize
that there is social mobility in the country and this is positive evidence of what happened in the
previous decades in terms of equality in opportunities in the country, as well as a good basis to
set policies for the future. In the previous generation, the level of income affected to some extent
the optimism about the existence of mobility. Furthermore, the personal experiences of social
mobility influenced the views of participants especially the changes in their income recently.

In Greece, the main barrier to social mobility is considered by citizens to be the transition
from the educational process to the labour market and it sounds logical based on the recent cri-
sis that was experienced by the country. Other key obstacles that they should be dealt with, are
social networks in which help some people to find either better jobs or well-paid job positions
maintaining the social status of their families, income inequalities, and the fact that there is
nepotism in certain professions. In order to experience upward mobility, Greeks believe in the so-
called cognitive and non-cognitive skills. They are identified as important and we could include
them in the educational system (since recognized as important by employers as well). These are
multitasking, planning, teamwork, and leadership skills. While among purely work characteris-
tics, they consider that professional experience and the willingness to work more hours can lead
you higher up the social ladder.

Through questions we asked the participants to identify different aspects of social mobility,
the results highlighted the great importance of absolute and relative mobility in their lives (and in
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the lives of their children) through their answers. Especially in the question about absolute and
relative educational mobility, the percentages were almost the same. The younger generation in
particular does not recognize education as a mechanism that promotes social mobility and is less
willing to invest more in their education than their parents, yet both generations recognize that
more degrees can give a boost to the individual's future prospects.

Higher inequality leads to Greek population requiring redistribution policies from the state
due to sense of unfairness. This sense is more intense when people believe that individuals be-
longing in the low incomes groups, are there due to social causes and not due to the lack of their
efforts. And this belief and demand for state’s intervention which can distribute the incomes
more fair, is widespread (Katsimi et al, 2014). To comprehend this situation, it is essential to
mention that after the dictatorship the majority of governments were centre-left oriented while
the state played important role in many aspects of economic life in Greece. It owned multi-
sectors until the start of financial crisis and it intervened in many others occupying numerous
of public servants. It seemed to be like a socialist state which tried to follow the developments
of capitalistic standards at the same time participating in all economic organizations of western
world. Regarding the governmental policies through income redistribution, public educational
investments, and equal opportunities in education and labour market and if they strengthen mo-
bility, our survey indicated that recent personal experiences and pessimism about the future can
negatively influence citizens' views and their willingness to follow these policies. It is therefore
necessary for the state not only to set and apply these policies but to communicate them to the
public and to convince the people and the agents that they are effective. There is a discussion on
the impact of biased perceptions on attitudes towards redistributive policies and how positional
concerns can play a role in these attitudes. It is noted that considering positional concerns is
important in evaluating the effects of government fiscal policy.

Greece could follow the example of corresponding countries, especially the Scandinavian
ones, which are successful both in terms of educational processes and also in high social mobility
(Hilson, 2008).. The focus should move away from the mere acquisition of degrees and should
be directed toward creating an education where empathy, social cohesion, and collective goals
are cultivated. We can also follow the example of highly tracked educational systems such as the
German one, where pupils are chosen in early stages of their school life in order to participate in
Protipa and Pirimatika schools as this may diminish the relationship between innate ability and
educational attainment and increase the educational outcomes for people from disadvantaged
educational backgrounds.

Notes

1. "Expectations" are anticipations of future outcomes based on present conditions and so-
cietal norms (Bazzani, 2023). "Aspirations" are the goals or ambitions individuals set for
themselves, often shaped by perceived opportunities and constraints (Hong, 2021).). "Moti-
vations" refer to the internal drivers that influence behavior toward achieving these aspira-
tions.

2. Usually in this type of mobility it is noticed an upward mobility from occupation with lower
skills to jobs with higher levels requirements and this is a signal of a country’s development
as well. This kind of mobility was something common in the developed countries the previ-
ous century.
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3. For the purpose of this research: Perception is defined as an individual's subjective inter-
pretation of their social environment, influenced by personal experiences and societal nar-
ratives. Opinion refers to an expressed viewpoint that reflects perceptions, attitudes, and
cognitive evaluations of social phenomena. Assumption is a belief or presupposition held
without explicit evidence, often underlying perceptions and opinions.

4.  We estimated if the child indicated intergenerational upward or downward mobility by
comparing the positions of both generation in their income distributions and the occupa-
tions based on ISCO-08.
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ABSTRACT

The literature on human development is mostly
centered on human development core dimen-
sions: health, education and living standard.
Studies centered on non-core dimensions such
as human rights, participation, and social di-
mensions are relatively less abundant com-
pared to the formers. With regard to non-core
dimensions, few cases consider the relationship
between social cohesion and human develop-
ment. For the few cases considering such as-
pect, none assesses the bidirectional relation-
ship between the two concepts. This paper
uses a panel data approach to investigate the
relationship between social cohesion and hu-
man development in 61 countries all over the
world. Two indices are used for this end: the
Human Development Index (HDI) of the Hu-
man Development Report Office and an index
of sodial cohesion from the Institute of Devel-
opment Studies’ database for the period 1990
to 2010. The main findings suggest that in the
long run there is a positive and significant bidi-
rectional relationship between social cohesion
and human development. No relationship is
found in the short run. The study recommends
investment in social cohesion to build human
development.

KEY WORDS: Panel Data Analysis, Social Co-
hesion, Human Development, Human Devel-
opment Index (HDI), Institute of Development
Studies, 1990-2010.

MEPIAHWH

H BiBhoypagia yia v avBpwmvn  avanén
aoxoAeftal  kupiws pe us Baaikés diaotdoels s
avBpwmvns avantuéns: v uyeia, v eknaideuon
ka1 to Bioukd eninedo. O1 UENETES MOU EMKEVIPW-
vovtal og pn Baoikés draotdoels dnws ta avBpw-
mva OIKAIMUATA, N CUHPETOXNA KA1 O1 KOIVWVIKES
Slaotdoers eival oxeukd Niydtepes oe oUykpion pe
us npwres. Ooov apopd us un Baaikés daatdoers,
POVO OPIOHIEVES PENETES €CETACOUV TN OXEON ETO-
€U KOWWVIKNS GUVOXNS Kat avBpwnivns avantugns.
Na us Afyes nepimtwogls nou egetalouv ia TETola
mxn, kapia &ev agioloyel tv au@idpopn oxéon
petaty twv duo ewoliv. H napouoa epyacia xpn-
olgonolel pia npoacéyyion dedopiévav Ndvel yia va
S1EpEUVNOET TN OXEON PETAEU KOIVWVIKAS OUVOXNS
Kan avBpwmyns avantuéns o€ 61 xwpes og OO Tov
KOopo. AUo eikTes XpNOIPONOIOUVIAT y1d TOV OKO-
né autd: o Agikins AvBpamvns Avémtuéns (HDI)
tou pageiou Avapopiv AvBpdmvns Avantugns
ka1 évas Sefktns Kowwviks ouvoxns and t Bdon
bebopévwv tou IvoutoUtou Mehetwv Avantuéns yia
v nepiodo 1990 éws 2010. Ta KUp1a euphyata
unodnAdwvouv éu Poévo pakponpdBeopa dramaot-
VETal pia Beukn Kal onyavukn apgidpopn oxéon
PETOEU KOVWVIKNS ouvoxns kal avBpwmvn avantu-
&ns. H pehétn ouviotd enevbUoEls oty KOVWVIKN
ouvoxn y1a Ty Npoodo s avBpwmvns avantuéns.

AEZEIT KAEIAIA: Avdluon Aedopévav TMaveh,
Kovwvikh Yuvoxn, AvBpwmivn Avantugn, Asi-
ktns AvBpwmvns Avantuéns (HDI), Ivoutoutou
Mehetwv Avantuéns, 1990-2010.
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1. Introduction

NDP defines human development as the process of enlarging people’s choices (UNDP 1990:

10). Human development is multidimensional as revealed by UNDP’s different Human Devel-
opment Reports (1990 to 2022). Other contributions dealing with human development dimen-
sions include: Ranis, Stewart and Samman (2006); Max-Neef (2007); the Sarkozy Commission
(2009); Alkire (2002, 2004, 2010, 2016); Nussbaum (1997, 2000a, 2000b, 2003, 2011); Palmer
(2020); Jhoner, Mauricio and Sary (2020) to name only them. Human development is commonly
measured by the Human Development Index (HDI) which is based on three dimensions: health,
education and the living standard. This implicitly means that if opportunities are developed in
these dimensions, opportunities will be developed in other remaining (long list) dimensions. We
can therefore break down human development dimensions into two main groups: core dimen-
sions and non-core dimensions. Core dimensions include health, education and living standard.
Non-core dimensions include several other dimensions of which political, social and economic
freedoms and rights, participation and so on.

Several works link core human development dimensions to human development outcomes.
In the case of health, Barro (1996a, 1996b), Bloom and Canning (2002), Cole and Neumayer
(2006), Saha (2013), Alvi and Alther Magsoud (2014)) highlight the effect of health on productiv-
ity. Behrman and Lavy (1994), Behrman (1996), Alderman and others (1997; 2001), Glewwe, Ja-
coby, and King (2001), Alderman, Hoddinott and Kinsey (2003), Glewwe and Miguel (2008), the
World Bank (2011) and Frankenberg and Duncan (2017) links the determinants of education to
human development outcomes through health outcomes. The above-mentioned works underline
that quality health positively affects human development through different channels.

With regards to education, it is mentioned that education can affect human development
through its effects on earning as in Mincer (1974), Becker (1962), Griliches (1977), Card (1994 and
1999), Krueger and Lindahl (2000), Tamborini, Kim and Sakamoto (2015), Heckman, Humphries
and Veramendi (2016). Education also affects human development through its effects on health
as in Albert and Davia (2011), Fonseca and Zheng (2011), and Huang (2015) to name only some.

Income is not a direct measure of capabilities. Contrary to health and education, it is only
an input into capabilities. In this regard, Sen (1985, 1999), Anand and Sen (2000), Klugman et al.
(2011), and Zambrano (2011) can be used as illustrations. At macro level, Ramirez et al. (1998),
Ranis et al. (2000), Ranis and Stewart (2001) and Ranis (2004) consider the impact of income on
human development through the composition of GDP expenditure or household propension to
expend their income. GDP accelerations and decelerations also affect human development as in
Ferreira and Schady (2008), Ravallion (2008), Almudena and Lopez- Calva (2009), Concei¢ o0 et al.
(2009) to consider only them.

With regards to non-core dimensions, the frequency of human development dimensions
used in Human Development Reports between 1990 and 2017 suggests that freedoms and rights
are the second most considered dimensions in the evaluation of human development with 52%
appearance in these reports!. This is also confirmed by the abundant literature dealing with
human rights and human development. In this regard, Birdsall (2014), Marks (2022), Rodonaia
(2022) and Bayraktar (2022) can serve as illustration among a myriad of contributions. Freedoms
and rights are followed by participation (41%) and sustainability (19%). The frequency of appear-
ance of social related dimensions in Human Development Reports only represents 10% between
1990 and 2017. This relative negligence of social related dimensions is also observed in the
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literature which records mere works on the relationships between social related dimensions and
human development as in Razmi, Salimatar and Bazzazan (2013) and Rauf and Chaudhary (un-
dated). Last, but not the least, the literature suggests that only one way relationship has so far
been considered in the analysis of human development: the movement from human development
dimensions to human development outcomes. By considering the two-way relationship between
social cohesion and human development, this study aims to cover this gap.

The main objective of this paper is to investigate the bidirectional relationship between
social cohesion and human development. To achieve this objective, section two is a brief litera-
ture review on the relationship between the two concepts. Section three presents the theoretical
specification of the model and data used. The empirical specification of the model and the main
findings are discussed in section four. In section five, the last section, we discuss policy recom-
mendations.

2. Brief Literature Review of the Effect of Social Cohesion on
Human Development

hough it is recognised that social cohesion is a multidimensional concept, there is significant

confusion regarding its definition and measurement. Jenson (1998), Bernard (1999), Duhaime
et al. (2004), Chan et al. (2006), Berger-Schmitt (2002), Noll (2002), Rajulton et al. (2007), Whel-
an and Maitre (2005), Dickes et al. (2010) can serve as illustrations. The concept is often used as
synonimus to social capital. This paper does not intend to define and measure social coehion. It
considers that social cohesion is concerned with higher level of interpersonal trust, that social
cohesion deals with trust in institutions and legitimacy of the government institutions. In this
regard, social cohesion is an important basis to define national development goals and tackle de-
velopment challenges. By doing so, social cohesion is a good instrument to human development.
Few authors have studied the relationship between social cohesion and huuman development.
The available burgeon literature is rooted in Bottoni (2018 and 2024), Seyoum (2020), Diori HI
and NaRanong (2022), Lengfelder (2023).

The main aim of Bottoni (2024) is to empirically assess the direct effect of social cohesion on
quality of life controlling for country’s wealth, economic inequality and other factors considered
country-level capabilities. Measure social cohesion using Bottoni’s model (2018). The method
estimates a multilevel regression model in multiple steps Findings suggest that cohesion exerts
a positive effect on subjective wellbeing. Meaning that higher levels of social cohesion enhance
quality of life. In this regard, cohesive countries tend to create positive aggregate conditions as
underlined in (Bottoni, 2018). These conditions in turn positively affect individuals’ quality of life.
Cohesion can therefore be regarded as an aggregate country-level capability (Nussbaum, 2011;
Sen, 1985) that helps individuals to turn available resources into well-being. Bottoni (2018) pro-
vide a theoretical approach of social cohesion which takes into account the multidimensionality
and the multilevel structure of the concept. He provides an operational definition of social cohe-
sion and empirically testes that the social cohesion is a multidimensional concept that involves
seven sub-dimensions: interpersonal trust, density of social relations, social support, the will-
ingness to accept people from different countries (openness), civic engagement (participation),
legitimacy of institutions and institutional trust.
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The impact of social cohesion on human development is one of the main purposes of Sey-
oum (2020). This analysis shows that social cohesion has both direct and indirect effects on
human development. The indirect effect is captured trough state legitimacy. This study uses the
state fragility index as social cohesion indicator. The fragility index assesses the vulnerability of
states to collapse.

Diori HI and NaRanong (2022) use a panel data analysis of 35 countries between 1995 to
2019 to determine the effect of multiparty democracy, social cohesion, and their interaction
on human development The study is based on fixed-effects and system generalized methods of
moments. Results suggest that multiparty democracy, social cohesion, and their interaction posi-
tively affect human development in the long-term.

Lengfelder (2023) analyses data on social cohesion and mental disorders throughout the
Asian region. She concludes that social cohesion is a good predictor of mental health. Strength-
ening social cohesion is an opportunity to improve mental health and promote human develop-
ment in Bhutan and even beyond.

3. Theoretical Model and Data
3.1 Theoretical Model

f social cohesion is considered as an investment in human development, an increase in social
cohesion must ultimately lead to higher human development achievements. In the other way,
if human development is considered as an investment in social cohesion, an increase in human
development would lead to higher social cohesion outcomes.
Let us adopt a two variable model which hypothesises that human development is a func-
tion of social cohesion.

HDI, = f(5CI) (1)

where HDI, is the Human Development Index of country i at period t and SCI, is the social
cohesion index of country i at period t.

The linear specification of the model takes the following form:
HDI,=a +B,SCI, +¢, (2)

Where a; is the individual effect of cross-section i (the cross-section specific fixed effect), and
B, is the regression coefficient of i at period t. €, is the term error of cross-section i at t.

HDI data are from the Human Development Report Office. These data are available on an
annual basis. SCIs are still to be widely developed. However, spare initiatives exist. This is the case
of the Indices of Social Development (ISD)? which produces data on civic activism, intergroup
cohesion (social cohesion), clubs and associations, interpersonal safety and trust, gender equality
and minority inclusion. The sixth dimension, is ignored because fewer countries present data on
this dimension.
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3.2 Data

SD produced data on social cohesion components over the period from 1990 to 2015. How-

ever, only data from 1990 to 2010 are comparable because of methodological change. These
data are on a five-year basis. We are therefore forced to use five-year data to run our analysis with
a smaller time-series observation (T = 5). Our sample includes 14 Sub-Saharan Africa countries, 5
Middle East and Nord Africa (MENA) countries, 12 Asia Pacific countries, 17 countries from the
Americas and 13 European countries. Descriptive statistics are summarized in table 2.

Table 2: Summary statistics

countries Indices 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010

Africa 14 SCI 0.61 0.62 0.53 0.58 0.67
HDI 0.43 0.43 0.44 0.47 0.51

MENA 5 SCI 0.57 0.54 0.47 0.53 0.64
HDI 0.65 0.69 0.72 0.75 0.78

Europe 13 SCI 0.65 0.65 0.55 0.61 0.72
HDI 0.74 0.77 0.79 0.82 0.85

Asia 12 SCI 0.59 0.62 0.54 0.56 0.67
Pacific HDI 0.61 0.64 0.68 0.71 0.74
Americas 17 SCI 0.58 0.61 0.52 0.58 0.69
HDI 0.62 0.65 0.68 0.70 0.73

Sources: computed using data from ISD and HDRO (UNDP) 2018.

A smaller time-series observation is not appropriate for cointegration analysis. However,
though a large number of time series observations improves the quality of the analysis, it is ar-
gued that the length of the sample time span is more important than the number of observations
within a fixed time span (Shiller and Perron 1985; Hakkiko and Rush 1991). In our case, the time
span is 20 years, which can be used to capture long term causality. Before using our data in the
model, we need to run specific tests. One of these tests, the unit root tests, prevents from run-
ning spurious regressions.

4. Empirical Model and Findings
4.1 Preliminary Tests
4.1.1  Panel Unit Root Tests

f one runs regression with two non-stationary variables, he may have a spurious or non-sense

regression. In a long run estimation analysis, stationary variables are important in order to
avoid spurious regression. For this reason, we test the two variables for unit root using a 5%
significance level.
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) Social Cohesion

We first graph SCI variable for all 61 cross-sections (annex 1). The graphical observation un-
derlines that in all cross-sections, data is not around zero, meaning that there is an intercept.
Also, several cross-sections present a trend in their data though this trend is not very clear for all
cross-sections. For these reasons, we make estimation at level assuming individual intercepts and
trend. Eviews provides results for several tests: Levin, Lin & Chu (LL), Breitung t-statistic (BT), Im,
Pesaran and Shin W-statistic (Im and PP), Augmented Dickey Fuller - Fisher Chi-square (ADF), and
PP - Fisher Chi-square test (PP). All these tests (annex 2) suggest a unit root. We therefore con-
clude that SCI series has unit root. At first differences, all tests reject a unit root if one assumes
no individual effects and no trend (annex 3). Because of limited number of time series, we could
not assume individual intercept and trend. Also, after first differenced, data are around zero,
meaning that there is no intercept. We can conclude that SCI is stationary at first differenced,
rather SCIis I(1).

i) Human Development

We also start by graphing the HDI variable for all cross-sections (annex 4). The graphic outlines
the existence of a trend in HDI. Also, all values are far from zero. For this reason, we assume in-
dividual intercept and trend in unit root test at level. At this step, we have mixed results. BT and
ADF cannot reject unit root while LL and C, Im, and PP reject unit root (annex 5). We therefore
run the Hadri test (annex 6) which rejects stationarity, meaning that there is unit root. From the
analysis above, because three tests out of five suggest unit root, we can accept that HDI has unit
root. At first differences, all test results suggest no unit root (annex 7), meaning that HDI is I(1).

Summing up, both SCI (hereby proxied by the social cohesion index) and HDI are integrated
of the same order. More specifically both SCI and HDI are I(1), meaning that we can run a coin-
tegration test.

4.1.2 Cointegration Test

We run cointegration test to check whether SCI and HDI are cointegrated. Eviews proposes sev-
eral methods. The Pedroni residual cointegration test suggests that there is cointegration (annex
8). In fact, 8 of the 11 statistics suggest cointegration while three suggest no cointegration. The
Kao test (annex 9) also suggests cointegration. We therefore conclude that SCI and HDI are coin-
tegrated, meaning that we can run a panel Vector Error Correction Model (VECM).

4.2 Panel VECM

B ecause we found cointegration, we assess causality based on the Engle-Granger (1987) cau-
sality method. We use a panel vector error correction model (VECM) which consists of two
main steps. In the first step, we specify the cointegration relationship to assess the long term
bidirectional movement between SCI and HDI. We regress this relationship using the following
equation.

HDI = a, + 6,+B,SCI +¢, (3)

In equation (3.7), @, s the country specific intercept, 6, is the country specific time trend, B,
is the regression coefficient (the influence of SCI on HDI). €, is the error term.
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In the second step, we estimate the residuals of equation (3.7).
g,=HDL - (a,+ 6, + B,SCI,) (4)

These residuals are used as lagged regressors (the error correction terms) in the final panel
VECMs. To test for causality between SCI and HDI, we need to estimate a model with growth
in HDI as the dependent variable and a model with growth in SCI as the dependent variable.
Estimation models are:

Model A: model with growth in HDI

AHDIit = aait + YaitECTi,t-I + Z:p/\mAHDIi,t-p + Z:pﬁ atA SCIi,t-p * uit (5)
Model B: model with growth in SCI

ASCI. =a,, + ybiECTi,t-I + ZpAb,ASCI,;t.p + ZpﬁblAHDIi,t-p +u, (6)
Where the operator A refers to first differences. Subscribes a and b respectively refer to
model A and model B. Subscribe p denotes the lag length, A, is the auto regression coefficient, B,
is the regression coefficient. ECT refers to error correction term.
For the empirical specification of the model, we need to indicate the optimal number of lags
before proceeding to model estimation.

4.3 Lag Length Selection

he empirical VECM necessitates to determine the optimum number of lags. The optimum lags

length (p) ensures that the residuals empirically follow a white noise process. The adequate lag
length can be determined using e-views five criterion: the sequential modified LR test statistics (LR),
the Final Predictor Error test (FPE), the Akaike Information Criterion (AIC) statistics, the Schwarz
Bayesian Information Criterion (SBC), and the Hannan-Quinn (HQ) Information Criterion. For these
criteria, the guidance principle is: the lower the value, the better the model. In our model, because
of limited time series, we include a maximum lag length of 2 lags. According to results (@annex 10)
LR, FPE, AIC and HQ suggest an optimal number of 2 lags. We can choose two lags because most
of the tests accept two lags. More importantly, Khim and Liew (2004) found that AIC and FPE are
superior than other criteria under study in case of small sample (60 observations and below) as they
minimize the chance of under estimation while maximizing the chance of recovering the true lag
length. Our sample is made of 61 cross- sections, not far different from 60. We therefore confirm
the optimal number of 2 lags because both FPE and AIC suggest it.

4.4 Empirical Specification of the Model and Findings
W e finally run the two models below: Model A'

AHDI, = c, (HDI, -B, SCI, -€) + ¢, (HDI, ) + ¢, (HDI,,) + ¢, (SCI, ) + ¢, (SCIL. ) + ¢, + 1, (7)
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Model B'
ASCI, = ¢, (SCI, -B,HDI, -€) + ¢, (SCI, ) + ¢, (SCI, ) + ¢, (HDI. ) + ¢, (HDI,,) + ¢, + u, (8)

Where ¢, and c,, are error correction coefficients of model A" and B' respectively.c, and c,, are
lag1 autoregressive coefficients of HDI and SCI respectively.c, and c,, are lag2 autoregressive
coefficients of HDI and SCI respectively.c, and c,, are regression coefficients of lagged SCI. ¢, and
¢,, are regression coefficients of lagged HDI. pand u,are error terms.

Using HDI as dependent variable, results suggest that the error correction coefficient (-
0.037) is negative and significant at 1% (annex 11), meaning that there is a long term causality
running from SCI (proxied by social cohesion) to HDI. Analysis suggests that there would be a
speed of adjustment of 3.7% every five years to long term equilibrium. The speed of adjustment
is low.

We also test short run causality using the Wald test (annex 12). This model tests whether
c(4a) and c(5a) are zero (null hypothesis) or not. As P value is larger than 5%, we cannot reject the
null hypothesis, meaning that c(4a) and c(5a) are both zero, rather there is no short run causality
running from SCI to HDI.

Using SCI as independent variable, findings (annex 13) suggest that the error correction
coefficient (-0.030) is negative and significant at 5%, meaning that there is a long run causality
running from HDI to SCI. There would be a speed of adjustment of 3% every five years to long
run equilibrium. This speed is also low. We also test short run causality using the Wald test. The
model tests whether c(4b) and c(5b) are zero (null hypothesis) or not. As P value is larger than 5%
(annex 3.14), we cannot reject the null hypothesis, meaning that C(4b) and c(5b) are both zero,
rather there is no short run causality running from SCI to HDL

The diagnostic checking of the model underlines an R2 = 0.42, which is low. Low R2 are gen-
erally found in cross-section analyses. The statistic and the P-value are significant at 5% (annex
13). Residual/serial correlation check suggests that the Jacque-Berra Statistic probability is greater
than 5% (annex 15), meaning that there is no serial correlation with residuals, which is good for
the model. Summing up, the model suffers from low R2 which is common to cross- section analy-
ses. Also, more importantly, data availability forces us to limits the sample to very limited number
of observations within the time span from 1990 to 2010. This is the weakness of the study.

To conclude, panel VECM results suggest that there is bidirectional long run causality be-
tween social cohesion proxied by the social cohesion index and human development proxied by
HDI. As a consequence, investment in social cohesion is good for human development improve-
ment. The long run causality between the two variables can be understood in that social cohesion
can be seen as an instrument of capabilities. For this reason, it takes time to translate to people
real capabilities and functionings. This explains why no short run causality between the two
variables is found.
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6. Conclusion

he analysis is an investigation of the relationships between social cohesion and human develop-

ment. Based on a panel of 61 countries for the period between 1990 to 2010, the study reveals a
positive and significant bidirectional long term relationship between the two concepts. In fact, pan-
el data analysis suggests that both social cohesion and human development positively affect each
other in the long run. No effect is found in the short run. For this reason, social cohesion should be
considered as a core human development dimension beside health, education and income.

As a consequence of our findings, laying emphasis on social cohesion in policies aiming
at improving human development would lead to better development outcomes. Improving the
health status of populations should no longer be limited to concentrating on individuals and ig-
noring individuals’ interrelationships. Improving individuals’ educational attainment should not
ignore the quality of people interrelationships (parents and children, parents and teachers, teach-
ers among themselves, parents among themselves and so on). Policies oriented towards improve-
ment of individuals and households’ incomes should no more be limited to natural capital, physi-
cal capital and human capital. They should be expanded to social cohesion, a key component of
social capital. For this reason, important investments in building social cohesion are necessary in
order to support sustained wellbeing as it has been the case for natural capital, physical capital,
and human capital.

Notes
1. The frequency of apparition of core dimensions in Human Development Reports is 100%.
2. (URL: http://www.IndSocDev.org/)
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Annex.1: Trends in Social Cohesion in Selected Countries
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Annex.2: Panel unit root test: Summary: SCI
Panel unit root test: Summary
Series: SCI
Date: 04/09/23 Time: 09:23
Sample: 1990 2010

Exogenous variables: Individual effects, individual linear trends

Automatic selection of maximum lags

Automatic lag length selection based on SIC: 0

Newey-West automatic bandwidth selection and Bartlett kernel

Balanced observations for each test
Method Statistic Prob.** Cross-sections Obs

Null: Unit root (assumes common unit root process)

Levin, Lin & Chu t* 7.08193 1.0000 61 244
Breitung t-stat 6.77265 1.0000 61 183
Null: Unit root (assumes individual unit root process)

Im, Pesaran and Shin W-stat 3.46261 0.9997 61 244
ADF - Fisher Chi-square 26.1246 1.0000 61 244
PP - Fisher Chi-square 27.0099 1.0000 61 244

** Probabilities for Fisher tests are computed using an asymptotic Chi -square distribution. All other tests assume
asymptotic normality.

Annex 3: Panel unit root test: Summary D(SCI)

Panel unit root test: Summary
Series: D(SCI)

Date: 04/09/23 Time: 09:25
Sample: 1990 2010

Exogenous variables: None

Automatic selection of maximum lags

Automatic lag length selection based on SIC: 0

Newey-West automatic bandwidth selection and Bartlett kernel

Balanced observations for each test
Method | Statistic | Prob.** | Cross- sections | Obs

Null: Unit root (assumes common unit root process)

levin, Lin&Chut* | -116980 | 0.0000 | 61 | 183

Null: Unit root (assumes individual unit root process)

ADF - Fisher Chi-square 219.575 0.0000 61 183
PP - Fisher Chi-square 222.994 0.0000 61 183

** Probabilities for Fisher tests are computed using an asymptotic Chi -square distribution. All other tests assume
asymptotic normality.
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Annex 4: Trends in Human Development in Selected Countries
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Annex 5: Panel unit root test: Summary: HDI

Panel unit root test: Summary
Series: HDI

Date: 04/09/23 Time: 09:27
Sample: 1990 2010

Exogenous variables: Individual effects, individual linear trends

Automatic selection of maximum lags

Automatic lag length selection based on SIC: 0

Newey-West automatic bandwidth selection and Bartlett kernel

Balanced observations for each test
Method Statistic Prob.** Cross-sections Obs

Null: Unit root (assumes common unit root process)

Levin, Lin & Chu t* -23.6319 0.0000 61 244
Breitung t-stat 6.46075 1.0000 61 183
Null: Unit root (assumes individual unit root process)

Im, Pesaran and Shin W-stat -1.86690 0.0310 61 244
ADF - Fisher Chi-square 120.628 0.5181 61 244
PP - Fisher Chi-square 199.411 0.0000 61 244

** Probabilities for Fisher tests are computed using an asymptotic Chi -square distribution. All other tests assume
asymptotic normality

Annex 6: HDI Hadri stationarity test

Null Hypothesis: Stationarity
Series: HDI

Date: 04/09/23 Time: 10:53
Sample: 1990 2010

Exogenous variables: Individual effects, individual linear trends

Newey-West automatic bandwidth selection and Bartlett kernel

Total (balanced) observations: 305

Cross-sections included: 61

Method Statistic Prob.**
Hadri Z-stat 79.4252 0.0000
Heteroscedastic Consistent Z-stat 76.4797 0.0000

* Note: High autocorrelation leads to severe size distortion in Hadri test, leading to over-rejection of the null.

** Probabilities are computed assuming asympotic normality

Intermediate results on HDI

Cross- section LM Variance HAC Bandwidth Obs
Albania 0.5000 4.58E-05 4.0 5
Algeria 0.5000 7.44E-06 4.0 5
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Argentina 0.5000 5.28E-06 4.0 5
Australia 0.5000 5.81E-07 4.0 5
Bahrain 0.5000 1.98E-05 4.0 5
Bolivia 0.5000 8.64E-06 4.0 5
Botswana 0.5000 0.000141 4.0 5
Brazil 0.5000 8.46E-06 4.0 5
Bulgaria 0.5000 2.67E-05 4.0 5
Cameroon 0.5000 8.49E-05 4.0 5
Canada 0.5000 2.60E-06 4.0 5
Chile 0.5000 1.66E-06 4.0 5
China 0.5000 4.49E-06 4.0 5
Colombia 0.5000 6.59E-07 4.0 5
Congo, Dem. Rep. 0.5000 0.000111 4.0 5
Congo, Rep. 0.5000 0.000165 4.0 5
Costa Rica 0.5000 2.17E-06 4.0 5
Cyprus 0.5000 1.62E-05 4.0 5
Dominican Republic 0.5000 1.96E-06 4.0 5
El Salvador 0.5000 1.36E-05 4.0 5
France 0.5000 2.04E-05 4.0 5
Germany 0.5000 4.40E-06 4.0 5
Ghana 0.5000 2.16E-05 4.0 5
Greece 0.5000 1.08E-05 4.0 5
Guatemala 0.2419 2.31E-06 2.0 5
Guyana 0.5000 1.87E-05 4.0 5
Honduras 0.5000 1.14E-06 4.0 5
Hungary 0.2048 9.07E-06 2.0 5
India 0.5000 5.28E-06 4.0 5
Iran, Islamic Rep. 0.5000 1.54E-05 4.0 5
Israel 0.5000 7.91E-06 4.0 5
Italy 0.5000 6.66E-06 4.0 5
Japan 0.4000 2.29E-06 3.0 5
Kenya 0.5000 0.000129 4.0 5
Korea, Rep. 0.5000 7.41E-06 4.0 5
Mali 0.5000 6.12E-06 4.0 5
Myanmar 0.5000 7.94E-06 4.0 5
Namibia 0.5000 5.27E-05 4.0 5
New Zealand 0.5000 7.56E-06 4.0 5
Nicaragua 0.5000 8.46E-06 4.0 5
Niger 0.5000 6.66E-06 4.0 5
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Panama 0.5000 3.90E-06 4.0 5
Papua New Guinea 0.5000 3.44E-06 4.0 5
Peru 0.5000 7.68E-06 4.0 5
Philippines 0.5000 2.14E-06 4.0 5
Romania 0.5000 8.14E-05 4.0 5
Russian Federation 0.5000 8.53E-05 4.0 5
Senegal 0.5000 4.16E-05 4.0 5
Singapore 0.4000 3.17E-06 3.0 5
South Africa 0.5000 3.32E-05 4.0 5
Spain 0.5000 1.44E-05 4.0 5
Sri Lanka 0.5000 8.51E-07 4.0 5
Switzerland 0.5000 3.16E-06 4.0 5
Tanzania 0.5000 6.12E-05 4.0 5
Togo 0.2022 7.53E-06 2.0 5
Turkey 0.0773 1.62E-05 0.0 5
United Kingdom 0.5000 4.55E-05 4.0 5
United States 0.5000 5.97E-07 4.0 5
Venezuela, RB 0.5000 2.33E-05 4.0 5
Vietnam 0.5000 8.86E-06 4.0 5
Zambia 0.5000 7.51E-05 4.0 5
Annex 7: Panel unit root test: D(HDI) Summary
Panel unit root test: Summary
Series: D(HDI)
Date: 04/09/29 Time: 09:28
Sample: 1990 2010
Exogenous variables: None
Automatic selection of maximum lags
Automatic lag length selection based on SIC: 0
Newey-West automatic bandwidth selection and Bartlett kernel
Balanced observations for each test
Method | Statistic | Prob.** | Cross- sections | Obs
Null: Unit root (assumes common unit root process)
Levin, Lin & Chu t* [ -4.60232 [ 0.0000 [ 61 [ 183
Null: Unit root (assumes individual unit root process)
ADF - Fisher Chi-square 162.795 0.0080 61 183
PP - Fisher Chi-square 201.861 0.0000 61 183

** Probabilities for Fisher tests are computed using an asymptotic Chi -square distribution. All other tests assume
asymptotic normality.
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Annex 8: Pedroni Residual Cointegration Test

Pedroni Residual Cointegration Test

Series: HDI SCI

Date: 04/09/23 Time: 09:36

Sample (adjusted): 1990 2010

Included observations: 305 after adjustments

Cross-sections included: 61

Null Hypothesis: No cointegration

Trend assumption: No deterministic intercept or trend

Automatic lag length selection based on SIC with a max lag of O

Newey-West automatic bandwidth selection and Bartlett kernel

Alternative hypothesis: common AR coefs. (within-dimension)

Statistic Prob. Weighted Statistic | Prob.
Panel v-Statistic -3.445335 0.9997 -4.257520 1.0000
Panel rho-Statistic -2.652559 0.0040 -3.167330 0.0008
Panel PP-Statistic -5.563042 0.0000 -5.982316 0.0000
Panel ADF-Statistic -5.536369 0.0000 -5.978455 0.0000
Alternative hypothesis: individual AR coefs. (between-dimension)

Statistic Prob.
Group rho-Statistic 3.444271 0.9997
Group PP-Statistic -4.341213 0.0000
Group ADF-Statistic -4.323369 0.0000
Cross section specific results
Phillips-Peron results (non-parametric)
Cross ID AR(1) Variance HAC Bandwidth Obs
Albania -0.005 0.003111 0.003111 0.00 4
Algeria 0.129 0.007007 0.009846 1.00 4
Argentina 0.136 0.008645 0.008645 0.00 4
Australia 0.111 0.007562 0.007562 0.00 4
Bahrain 0.037 0.004469 0.004469 0.00 4
Bolivia 0.132 0.005267 0.005267 0.00 4
Botswana 0.168 0.000744 0.000744 0.00 4
Brazil 0.146 0.006848 0.006848 0.00 4
Bulgaria 0.175 0.002987 0.002987 0.00 4
Cameroon -0.022 0.000955 0.000955 0.00 4
Canada -0.058 0.005564 0.005564 0.00 4
Chile -0.539 0.004021 0.004021 0.00 4
China 0.545 0.003538 0.005864 1.00 4
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Colombia 0.064 0.012006 0.012006 0.00 4
Congo, Dem. Rep. 0.466 0.000812 0.000812 0.00 4
Congo, Rep. 0.129 0.001864 0.001864 0.00 4
Costa Rica 0.123 0.003317 0.003317 0.00 4
Cyprus 0.176 0.004632 0.004632 0.00 4
Dominican Republic 0.140 0.004251 0.004251 0.00 4
El Salvador -0.542 0.002198 0.001809 1.00 4
France 0.126 0.006746 0.006746 0.00 4
Germany -0.073 0.004824 0.004824 0.00 4
Ghana 0.255 0.001090 0.001090 0.00 4
Greece 0.146 0.004175 0.003342 1.00 4
Guatemala -0.265 0.000725 0.000725 0.00 4
Guyana 0.187 0.008077 0.008077 0.00 4
Honduras -0.316 0.001002 0.001002 0.00 4
Hungary 0.205 0.006347 0.006347 0.00 4
India 0.109 0.004149 0.004149 0.00 4
Iran, Islamic Rep. 0.297 0.005299 0.005299 0.00 4
Israel -0.173 0.012751 0.012751 0.00 4
Ttaly 0.106 0.007265 0.007265 0.00 4
Japan 0.066 0.005682 0.005682 0.00 4
Kenya 0.347 0.002540 0.002540 0.00 4
Korea, Rep. -0.040 0.004608 0.004608 0.00 4
Mali 0.620 0.001801 0.002831 1.00 4
Myanmar 0.308 0.002038 0.002038 0.00 4
Namibia -0.496 0.001997 0.001997 0.00 4
New Zealand 0.103 0.006696 0.006696 0.00 4
Nicaragua 0.288 0.001947 0.001947 0.00 4
Niger 0.749 0.000679 0.001015 1.00 4
Panama 0.085 0.003167 0.003167 0.00 4
Papua New Guinea 0.219 0.000978 0.001473 1.00 4
Peru -0.186 0.004368 0.004368 0.00 4
Philippines -0.097 0.004253 0.004253 0.00 4
Romania -0.041 0.005089 0.005089 0.00 4
Russian Federation 0.040 0.004493 0.003832 1.00 4
Senegal 0.307 0.000570 0.000782 1.00 4
Singapore 0.261 0.006254 0.006254 0.00 4
South Africa 0.436 0.003847 0.003847 0.00 4
Spain 0.054 0.013515 0.013515 0.00 4
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Sri Lanka -0.240 0.008055 0.008055 0.00 4
Switzerland 0.037 0.005957 0.005957 0.00 4
Tanzania 0.407 0.002586 0.002586 0.00 4
Togo -0.386 0.001219 0.001219 0.00 4
Turkey 0.125 0.003573 0.003573 0.00 4
United Kingdom 0.094 0.005658 0.005658 0.00 4
United States 0.029 0.005948 0.005948 0.00 4
Venezuela, RB 0.228 0.007647 0.007647 0.00 4
Vietnam 0.287 0.003706 0.003706 0.00 4
Zambia 0.142 0.002804 0.002249 1.00 4
Augmented Dickey-Fuller results (parametric)

Cross ID AR(1) Variance Lag Max lag Obs
Albania -0.005 0.003111 0 0 4
Algeria 0.129 0.007007 0 0 4
Argentina 0.136 0.008645 0 0 4
Australia 0.111 0.007562 0 0 4
Bahrain 0.037 0.004469 0 0 4
Bolivia 0.132 0.005267 0 0 4
Botswana 0.168 0.000744 0 0 4
Brazil 0.146 0.006848 0 0 4
Bulgaria 0.175 0.002987 0 0 4
Cameroon -0.022 0.000955 0 0 4
Canada -0.058 0.005564 0 0 4
Chile -0.539 0.004021 0 0 4
China 0.545 0.003538 0 0 4
Colombia 0.064 0.012006 0 0 4
Congo, Dem. Rep. 0.466 0.000812 0 0 4
Congo, Rep. 0.129 0.001864 0 0 4
Costa Rica 0.123 0.003317 0 0 4
Cyprus 0.176 0.004632 0 0 4
Dominican Republic 0.140 0.004251 0 0 4
El Salvador -0.542 0.002198 0 0 4
France 0.126 0.006746 0 0 4
Germany -0.073 0.004824 0 0 4
Ghana 0.255 0.001090 0 0 4
Greece 0.146 0.004175 0 0 4
Guatemala -0.265 0.000725 0 0 4
Guyana 0.187 0.008077 0 0 4
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Honduras -0.316 0.001002 0 0 4
Hungary 0.205 0.006347 0 0 4
India 0.109 0.004149 0 0 4
Iran, Islamic Rep. 0.297 0.005299 0 0 4
Israel -0.173 0.012751 0 0 4
Ttaly 0.106 0.007265 0 0 4
Japan 0.066 0.005682 0 0 4
Kenya 0.347 0.002540 0 0 4
Korea, Rep. -0.040 0.004608 0 0 4
Mali 0.620 0.001801 0 0 4
Myanmar 0.308 0.002038 0 0 4
Namibia -0.496 0.001997 0 0 4
New Zealand 0.103 0.006696 0 0 4
Nicaragua 0.288 0.001947 0 0 4
Niger 0.749 0.000679 0 0 4
Panama 0.085 0.003167 0 0 4
Papua New Guinea 0.219 0.000978 0 0 4
Peru -0.186 0.004368 0 0 4
Philippines -0.097 0.004253 0 0 4
Romania -0.041 0.005089 0 0 4
Russian Federation 0.040 0.004493 0 0 4
Senegal 0.307 0.000570 0 0 4
Singapore 0.261 0.006254 0 0 4
South Africa 0.436 0.003847 0 0 4
Spain 0.054 0.013515 0 0 4
Sri Lanka -0.240 0.008055 0 0 4
Switzerland 0.037 0.005957 0 0 4
Tanzania 0.407 0.002586 0 0 4
Togo -0.386 0.001219 0 0 4
Turkey 0.125 0.003573 0 0 4
United Kingdom 0.094 0.005658 0 0 4
United States 0.029 0.005948 0 0 4
Venezuela, RB 0.228 0.007647 0 0 4
Vietnam 0.287 0.003706 0 0 4
Zambia 0.142 0.002804 0 0 4
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Annex 9: Kao Cointegration test

Kao Residual Cointegration Test

Series: HDI SCI

Date: 04/09/23 Time: 09:33

Sample (adjusted): 1990 2010

Included observations: 305 after adjustments

Null Hypothesis: No cointegration

Trend assumption: No deterministic trend

Automatic lag length selection based on SIC with a max lag of 0

Newey-West automatic bandwidth selection and Bartlett kernel

t-Statistic Prob.
ADF -1.949323 0.0256
Residual variance 0.000930
HAC variance 0.001072
Augmented Dickey-Fuller Test Equation
Dependent Variable: D(RESID)
Method: Least Squares
Date: 04/09/23 Time: 09:33
Sample (adjusted): 1995 2010
Included observations: 244 after adjustments
Variable Coefficient Std. Error t-Statistic Prob.
RESID(-1) -0.461756 0.044679 -10.33494 0.0000
R-squared -0.354823 Mean dependent var 0.022244
Adjusted R-squared -0.354823 S.D. dependent var 0.022864
S.E. of regression 0.026613 Akaike info criterion -4.410716
Sum squared resid 0.172110 Schwarz criterion -4.396383
Log likelihood 539.1073 Hannan-Quinn criter. -4.404943
Durbin-Watson stat 0.876421
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Annex 10: Lag length selection

VAR Lag Order Selection Criteria

Endogenous variables: HDI SCI

Exogenous variables: C

Date: 04/09/23 Time: 09:43

Sample: 1990 2010

Included observations: 183

Lag LoglL LR FPE AIC SC HQ
0 267.3700 NA 0.000189 -2.900219 -2.865142 -2.886000
1 715.4889 881.5454 1.47e-06 -7.753977 -7.648748 -7.711323
2 747.8169 62.88935* 1.08e-06* | -8.063573* | -7.888191* | -7.992482*
* indicates lag order selected by the criterion
LR: sequential modified LR test statistic (each test at 5% level)
FPE: Final prediction error
AIC: Akaike information criterion
SC: Schwarz information criterion
HQ: Hannan-Quinn information criterion
Annex 11: Vector Error Correction Estimates
System: Equation estimates
Estimation Method: Least Squares
Date: 04/09/23 Time: 09:46
Sample: 2005 2010
Included observations: 122
Total system (balanced) observations 244
Coefficient Std. Error t-Statistic Prob.
(1) -0.037133 0.007204 -5.154553 0.0000
C(2) 0.498278 0.077735 6.409943 0.0000
C(3) -0.160320 0.066404 -2.414292 0.0165
C4) -0.017854 0.018315 -0.974857 0.3306
C(5) -0.027193 0.021057 -1.291383 0.1979
C(e) 0.018817 0.002422 7.769192 0.0000
C(7) 0.054075 0.020356 2.656419 0.0084
C(8) -0.257173 0.219658 -1.170789 0.2429
C(9) 0.009472 0.187640 0.050477 0.9598
C(10 0.106848 0.051752 2.064614 0.0401
(11 -0.275452 0.059502 -4.629308 0.0000
(12 0.076423 0.006844 11.16670 0.0000
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Determinant residual covariance
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Equation: D(HDI) = C(1)*( HDI(-1) - 0.570863232838*SCI(-1) -0.349455591039 ) + C(2)*D(HDI(-1)) +
C(3)*D(HDI(-2)) + C(4)*D(SCI(-1)) + C(5)*D(SCI(-2)) + C(6)

Observations: 122

R-squared 0.422902 Mean dependent var 0.029311
Adjusted R-squared 0.398027 S.D. dependent var 0.014664
S.E. of regression 0.011378 Sum squared resid 0.015016
Durbin-Watson stat 2.195397

Equation: D(SCI) = C(7)*( HDI(-1) - 0.570863232838*SCI(-1) -0.349455591039 ) + C(8)*D(HDI(-1)) +
C(9)*D(HDI(-2)) + C(10)*D(SCI(-1)) + C(11)*D(SCI( -2)) + C(12)

Observations: 122

R-squared 0.441848 Mean dependent var 0.078298
Adjusted R-squared 0.417790 S.D. dependent var 0.042135
S.E. of regression 0.032150 Sum squared resid 0.119900
Durbin-Watson stat 2.522228

Annex 12: Wald Coefficient Diagnostic test
Wald Test:
Equation: HDI=f(SCI)
Test Statistic Value df Probability
F-statistic 0.837974 (2, 116) 0.4352
Chi-square 1.675948 2 0.4326
Null Hypothesis: C(4)=C(5)=0
Null Hypothesis Summary:
Normalized Restriction (= 0) Value Std. Err.
C(4) -0.017854 0.018315
C(5) -0.027193 0.021057

Restrictions are linear in coefficients.
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Annex 13: Vector Error Correction Estimates

System: Equation estimates

Estimation Method: Least Squares

Date: 04/09/23 Time: 09:50

Sample: 2005 2010

Included observations: 122

Total system (balanced) observations 244

Coefficient Std. Error t-Statistic Prob.
(1) -0.030869 0.011621 -2.656419 0.0084
C(2) 0.106848 0.051752 2.064614 0.0401
C(3) -0.275452 0.059502 -4.629308 0.0000
C(4) -0.257173 0.219658 -1.170789 0.2429
C(5) 0.009472 0.187640 0.050477 0.9598
C(6) 0.076423 0.006844 11.16670 0.0000
() 0.021198 0.004112 5.154553 0.0000
Cc(®) -0.017854 0.018315 -0.974857 0.3306
Cc9) -0.027193 0.021057 -1.291383 0.1979
C(10) 0.498278 0.077735 6.409943 0.0000
c(11) -0.160320 0.066404 -2.414292 0.0165
C(12) 0.018817 0.002422 7.769192 0.0000

Determinant residual covariance 1.21E-07

Equation: D(SCI) = C(1)*( SCI(-1) - 1.75173306403*HDI(-1) +0.612152913232 ) + C(2)*D(SCI(-1)) +
C(3)*D(SCI(-2)) + C(4)*D(HDI(-1)) + C(5)*D(HDI(-2)) + C(6)

Observations: 122

R-squared 0.441848 Mean dependent var 0.078298

Adjusted R-squared 0.417790 S.D. dependent var 0.042135

S.E. of regression 0.032150 Sum squared resid 0.119900
Durbin-Watson stat 2.522228

Equation: D(HDI) = C(7)*( SCI(-1) - 1.75173306403*HDI(-1) +0.612152913232 ) + C(8)*D(SCI(-1)) +

C(9)*D(SCI(-2)) + C(10)*D(HDI(-1)) + C(11)*D(HDI(-2)) + C(12)

Observations: 122

R-squared 0.422902 Mean dependent var 0.029311

Adjusted R-squared 0.398027 S.D. dependent var 0.014664

S.E. of regression 0.011378 Sum squared resid 0.015016
Durbin-Watson stat 2.195397
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Annex 14: Wald Coefficient Test

Wald Test:

Equation: SCI=f(HDI)

Test Statistic Value df Probability
F-statistic 0.837974 (2, 116) 0.4352
Chi-square 1.675948 2 0.4326
Null Hypothesis: C(4)=C(5)=0

Null Hypothesis Summary:

Normalized Restriction (= 0) Value Std. Err.
C(4) -0.017854 0.018315
C(5) -0.027193 0.021057

Restrictions are linear in coefficients.

Residuals check: HDI = f(SCI)

14

Annex 15: Residuals Check

12

104

Sernes: Standardized Residuals
Sample 2005 2010
Obsenations 122
Mean 5.69e-19
Median -0.000153
Maximum 0.032279
Minimum -0.024243
Std. Dev. 0.011140
Skewness 0.137004
Kurtosis 2719379
Jarque-Bera  0.781960
|—| Probability 0.676394

SCI = f(HDI)

12

-0.02

-0.01

001

104

Mean
Median
Maximum
Minimum
Std. Dev.
Skewness
Kurtosis

Series: Standardized Residuals
Sample 2005 2010
Obsenations 122

-2.70e-18
-0.000447
0.087087
-0.088511
0.031479
0.281639
3.700881

4.108810
0.128169

————
-0.025 0.000

T
0.025

Jamque-Bera
D:I I:I Probability
1 7

0.050 0.075
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Map1avOn Kotéa,
Anportiké AaouoAdyio & lMeipaikn Oikovopia (1836-1866),
Abnva, Exbooeis Aidvikos, 2024

povoypagia tns Map1avBns Kotéa pe B¢pa tnv 10topia twv dnpociwy o1kovopikay tou Shpou

tou Mepard v nepiodo 1836-1866 kar titho «Anpotkd Aacpordyio & Meipaikh O1kovopia
(1836-1866)» anotehei pia onpavukn kal xphotun oupBoAn otn BiBMoypagia. TuuBoin nou &i-
val kpioun og touddxiotov Tpels Goves. Mptov, otnv €étaon Twv anapxwv s S1agépewons
Tou Ahpou tou Mepatd ws olyxpovns NoAns. Mias d1ad1kacias nou napd tov p1{oonacukd s
XapaKthpa, kabws o olyxpovos Melpaids oikodopeitar ek Tou Pndevos kan Oev epgavidel 10TopIKA
ouvexela, glvar TENKG avunpPOoONEUTIKN TOU €UPUTEPOU UETAOXNPATIOPOU Twv NOAEWY Katd v
uné e€étaon nepiodo otov EMAdIKO XxMPo. AgUTEPOY, GTNV NAPATAPNON TWV KOIVWVIKWV Kal Mno-
NTEIOKMV AEITOUPYICV TNS AVEPXOHEVNS EUNOPIKNS AOTIKAS TAENS OTO veapd EMNVIKS KPATOS ToU
190u a1cva. Asitoupyicv nou Bpiokovtal os pia diapkn évtaon evids s Siadikaoias petdBaons
ané v napadoaiakh atnv Biopnxavikh kovwvia and wn pia pepid, kar tnv cuvtnpnukh Beopikn
ouykpdTNon tou Kpdtous ths OBwvikAs nep1ddou and v dMn. Tpitov, otnv d1epelivnon NAEUPDY
Twv dnpoaoiwy orkovouikwy tns unod eétaon nepiddou, €161kd &€ tou dnpotikou dacpoloyiou ws
KUp10U Péoou éupeans popoloyias. Aacpoloyiou to onoio KaAeital va Bepaneloel aptyws tapela-
Kés ka1 &x1 avantu€lakés avaykes, aMda va s Bepanslosl xwpis va Bitel tnv avéduon tou Meipaid
WS NPWTIAYWVIOTKOU €UNopikoU Kal vauTAIaKoU KEVTPOU TNs XWpPas, Kal xwpis va unotdéer tov
veoouaotato dhpo tou Melpaid otnv npwtelouca ABAva. Y10 €pyo NS N ouyypaApEéas Qwtilel autés
TS KPIoIUES MAEUPES, EMKEVIPMVOVTAS PE PEYAAN MPOCOXA OGNV MAPOUCiacn Tou MPwIoyevous
UNIkoU tou IotopikoU Apxeiou tou Ahpou Melpand. E101kotepa, Bétovias 1o apxeiakd UNkd ota
XEP10 TOU avVayvVMOTN KA1 MAQ1010VOVTAs TO e MAOUOTA OTOIXEfa OXeUKA PE TNV €NOXN KA1 TOV TONO
nou e€etdlel, n ouyypagéas ouvBEétel o€ pa eviaia aghynon tous Anpotikous Néuous, ta npaktukd
twv oulnthoswv tou AnpotikoU XupBouMou, tous npoUnoAoyiopous tou Ahpou, tous Mivakes
Arauphogwy, tous Angotkous KataAdyous, kaBws kal tnv aAnAoypagia Kal TS avapopés Twy
UNNPECIaKMY Napaydviwy tou Ahpou tou Melpaid katd v nepiodo auth.

H UAn s povoypagias xwpiletan os 4 kepdAaia kar o€ 108p10pa napaptipata. To NPWTo Ke-
(PAAA10 ANOTEAET 1 cUCTNPATIKA Napouciaon Twv CToIXEiwv Tou NPoUNoAoYIoHOoU Twv SAHWY Onws
NEPIYPAPOVTAT OTOUS OXETKOUS VOUOUS Kal eyKUkKATous tns enoxns. E1dikdtepa, o avayvaaotns evn-
PEPMVETAT Y10 TS MNYES OnPOTIKWY €06dwv Kar eE60wv. Mo ouykekpipéva, ta écoda draxwpilovtan
0€ TOKTIKA Ka1 €KTaKTa, Orou ota npdta nepidapBavovial n OnpoTiKA NERIOUCTa KAl T ACTUVOUIKA
nPOCTIa, eV ota OeUTEPA N NPOCWMIKN £pyaacia kal AUECOT KAl €PPETOT pOpOl. Avtiotoixa, ta €o-
ba Sraxwpidovial e UNOXPEWTKES Kal AAEs dandaves, drou aus NpWies neprAauBavetar n dnyotukn
aotvopia, n dnpoukh unaMnAia, n dnpoukn eknaibeuon, ta ayaBogpyn 16pUpata (voookopeia,
0pPAVOTPOPEia, ynpokopeia, ekkAnaia), ta HnPOTKA kKataothpata, €pya unodopy, v ous Selte-
pes nepIAapBavovtar dOAes o1 GMes mBavés dandves Tou Ahpou.

To Seutepo kepaAato Eetélel Tous npoUnoloyiopous tou Anpou Merpatd katd v nepiodo
1836-1866. H Aentopephs napouciaon twv €06dwv kat twv €€66wv tou Ahpou, népa and mv
NPOGAVA 10TOPIKN ONUAGCTA AUTWV TWV MANPOPOPIWY, €Xel 161aitepn onpacia KaBms avadeikvyel
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UE TPONO €ud1aKPITO Pia ogipd and {nthpata. Mpdtov, v PeydAn pépiuva twv avBphnwy nou
avéhaBav tv 1oiknon tou Anpou yia ty eknaideuon twv nadidy, 161Kd 68 Twv KOPITOoIWY.
Agutepov, v adbuvapia tou Ahpou va avardBer autoterds and to Anpo ts ABrvas to {htnpa s
npoactacias s uyeias twv dnpotwy, (htnpa nou apxidel va emAUETal pévov oto TEAOS Ts und e&é-
taon nep16dou. Tpitov, T ouvexn npoonddeia yia v Behtiwon twv unodopdv nou oxetidovial e
10 Niavi Kat tv ayopd tou Meipand. Tétaptov, Ty €101kN onpacia twv S1anuNwv TEADY, TwV EUpE-
0wV ONUOTIKMY POPWY €M TNS KATAVAAWONS, OTO GUVOAO Twv €00dwVY Tou Ahou. TéNos, Ty dpvn-
on ToU ANPIOU va XPNOIUOMOINGCE] TO PETPO TNS MPOCWMIKAS E0yacias ws Hop@h €KTaktou e06doU.
MapatnpoUpe, pe GMa Adyia, anod ta otoixeia autd v avaduon pias NoOANS Pe oUYXPOVO aoTKO
xapaktpa, v S1oiknon tns onofas Adyw s TUNPATKAS PAPOU EXOUV OTA XEP1A TOUS O1 MAOUOIO!
€unopol Kal Ktnuaties. Atofknon nou npocavatoAilouv otnv KateuBuvon agevds tns evioxuons
T0U epnopiou €161Kd, KAl APETEPOU TOU OUYXPOVOU NVEUPATOS TOU PIAEAEUBEPIOPOU YEVIKA, ONWS
Qaivetar anoé v éupaocn nou divouv otny eknaideucn twv yuvaiky. Onws AMwote oupBaiver kat
ota dMa avepxdueva oUyxpova actkd kévipa tns enoxns (EppounoAn, ABnva, Mdtpa).

To 1pito kePAAaIo emKevipvel oto (htnpa tou dnpoukoU daopoloyiou. To kevipikd htnua
nou avadelkvUgtal otnv evétnta auth agopd tv O1andAn avapeoa otnv ABhva kai tov Meipaid
OXEUKA PE TO XOPOKTNPa autoU tou dacpoloyiou. H avunapdBeon auth edpddetar apevds otnv
d1awinwon tou vopou, kabws and to véuo d1anuNia An elonpdtiovtav pévov yia ta ayabd ta
onofa katavaAdvoviav evtds Tou ANPoU, KOl apETEPOU OTO O10POPETIKG XAPAKTNPA Twv OUO NdAe-
wv. Me tov Mepaid va sivan évas otabuos O1apeTakopIotikou epnopiou, evad n ABhva évas tonos
TeNKNSs Katavahwons. E1d1kétepa, ta onpeia to1BAs apopolv: To UPos Tou GpOPOU, Ta POPOAOYOU-
peva €idn, v diatiynon twv 16y auty, tov IPéNo sionpatns twv TeAwy, kal ty avaloyia nou
autd Ba anobdidovtav petalu twv duo Ahpwy. Lto onpeio autd eppavifovial o1 Mo evoIapEPOUTES
duvapikés otnv povoypagia. H napouciaon tou apxeiakoU UNKOU and thv K. Kotéa kdver qpave-
po6 6u 01 Peydhor éunopor tou Melpatd npoonaboUoav va oTpéWouy TNV GOPOAOYIKA MONTIKA GtV
KateBuvon s anionoinons Kal opoyevonoinons s e0wtepikns ayopds (€101kd €6 tns ayopds
ABhvas kar Meipaid), {htnpa nou tous apopoUcs GUeca Kal pnopoloay va o Npowbhoouv o
tomké enfnedo Péow tou Beopou tns Tunpatikns heou. AvtiBeta dpws T vopiké o1koddunua ts
Kevtpikns Atofknons, oikod6pnua nou apopd pia MKPATEId MOU CUYKPOTEtar and éva GAMo oUvOAo
KOWWVIKWOV Oxéoewv, eppavietar va epnodidel authv v eGENEN, kabs o1 10xUovtes vopol av dev
anoteAolv mowyupiopa, TOTE avanapayouy Uia Napwxnuévn Katdotaon. X1o onyeio autd o Beouds
s Tomikns Autodioiknons napepBaiver pe dSnpioupyikd 1pdmno ws Beopds MoU YEPUPWVET TO XAopd
QVAPECT OTa CUUQEPOVTA TWV EUNOPWY Kal TNV BeoUiKA ouykponon evos cuvinenTKoU KPATous.

To tétapto kepdAalo napouaidlel ta €161kd (nthata ta onofa npoékuyav anod v eionpagn
v Popwv. F1dikdtepa, ta otoixeia nou n ouyypapéas napoucialel pixvouv ews oto Beopd s
€vOIKIaons Twv OpwY Ota NACIOIa TWV VEWV OXECEWY MOU avantiooovial ous NOAEIS Katd v unod
e€étaon enoxn. Mo ouykekpipéva, kevipikd Chtnpa nou avadeikvuetal fvar éu Oev eivar oapés
no10s Ntav UNdxXpeos va NANPMOE! Tous SNUOTIKOUS EUUETOUS POPOUS OE éva PEYAAO H1apETaKOUI-
ouKo Kévipo énws o Meipaids. Ze autd ta nAaiola n nahid Yop@h tns eionpagns twv oOPwY EPXETal
og avunapdBeon e TS VEES OXETEIS OTNY Napaywyn kail 1o epnépio. H Abon nou tehikd emkpdtnos
ATV N KaTtdpynon s evoikiaons twv Snpotukav popwy Kar n ansuBeias eionpa&n tous and to te-
Awveio napaMnAa pe tv doknon S1nAns GacpoAoyikhs NoATKAS. H AUon auth €ixe 1o ouc1aotiko
QMNOTEAEOUA VO PEIWOET TO KOOTOS Y10 TOUS EUNOPOUS KOl TAUTOXPOVa va aughoel ta €000a yid 1o
dnpouko tapeio k1 éta va BonBnaer atnv avaduaon tou Mepaid o€ Pnopiké Kar vautNako KEVIPO
TOU VEOU EMNVIKOU KPATOUS.
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TéNos, ota NAPAPTAKIATA O avayvaotns Ba Bpel MoUoid otaTiotkd otoixeid ta onoia éxouv
1610itepn onpacia yia tov epeuvnth. Mo ouykekpiyéva, napouaidlovial T oToIXefa yia Tous npo-
UnoAoyiopous €06dwv kar danavmv kaBms ka1 n d1atipnon twv PopoAoyoUpevwy 16wV, KaBws
Ka1 XApTes tns nep16dou.

YUVONIKA n povoypagia s K. Kotéa anoteAel pia kaipia oupgBoAn otnv 1otopia s ndAns
tou MMelpaid, aMd kar eupUtepa otny €EETAON TWV KOIVWVIKMY KOl O1KOVOUIKMY GUVBNKWY ous
EMNVIKEs NOAeTs Katd 1o Péco tou 19ou aicva. Mepiodo Myo mpiv tnv auyn ths Biopnxavias oto
VEO EMINVIKS KPATOS Kal Myo np1v th SUoN Twv OXECEWV NOU KANPOVOUNGCE autd T0 KPATos and Ty
oBwpavikh autokpatopia.

Kwotas MNaoads,
Mavteio MavemotAuio
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Ta keipeva unoBaAoviar ota eAnvikd h ota ayyhikd. O1 ouyypageis deopedovtar 6t Sev éxouv
dnpoatevoer h unoBahel Npos kpion ta dpBpa tous oe GMO évtuno. Ze nepintwon dnyoaoisuons
napépolou dpBpou, autd dnAwvetar and tov ouyypagéa. YnoBaaloviar tooepa tautdonpua
Kefpeva Kan éva o€ NAEKTPOVIKA pop®hn atnv endpevn &1elBuvon tou kO,

0e66wpos ZakeAAaponoulos

lpaBidas 9-13, ABrva, 10678

E-mail: epeksa@otenet.gr, info@dionicos.gr

Ta apBpa atloroyouviar and SUo TOUAAXICTOV AVOVUOUS KP1TES. To Gvopad Kal Ta GAAD OToixela
TOU ouyypagéa, Kabws kar o Tthos tou dpBpou npénel va unoBarovial e Eexwpioth oeida
and 1o kupiws owpa (tithos, keipevo, BiBMoypaikés avapopés). Ta unoBaAdpeva dpbpa
npénel va ouvodevovtal and dUo nepiIAnYers, dx1 peyahdtepes twv 100 AéCewy, kar névie Aé€ers-
KAe1018 ota eMnvikd kan ta ayyAkd. H éktaon twv dpBpwv npénel va kupafvetar peta&u 6-8.000
Mé€ewv, oupnepIAapBavopévawy Twv NEPIAYPEWY Kal avapop@y. Ta xe1pdypapa twv dpbpwv
nou anoppintovtar dev ematpépovtar.

Ma us avagopés xpnaotyonolgital 1o ocuotnya Harvard. O1 avagopés oto keipevo nepidapBavouy
0 ENMVULO TOU OUYYPaPEd Kal To €1os ékdoons tns dnpoaoieuons, n.x. (Esping-Andersen, 1990,
Kleinman and Piachaud, 1993). O1 dueoes avapopés npénel va divouv kat tov apiBud tns oeMdas
n twv oeNidwy, n.x. Ferrera et al., 2002: 230. Ze nepintwon NePIOOOTEPWY AVAPOPWY ToU ib1ou
OUYYPaMEa Yyia To 1610 €tos, npénel va xpnaigonoieitar n Siékpion pe a, B, y K.AM. yia 1o €tos. O1
BiBNoypagikes avagopes (6x1 BiBAoypagia) kataxwpolvtar aAaBnukd oto A0S ToU KEIEVOU.
MapakahoUvtal o1 cuyypageis va emueholvial Ty akpiBh avuotoixnon twv avapopwy Tou
KEIEvoU peE Tov aApaBnukd katdhoyo twv BIBAIOYpARIKGDY avapop@y oto TEAOS TOU KEIPEVOU KAl
10 avtiotpo®o. H avagopd o BIBMa npéner va Oivel to dvopa Tou ouyypagéd, To €tos ékdoons,
Tov Ttho tou BiBAiou, tov teno ékdoons Kal Ty enwvupia tou ekdotikou oikou. M.x. Scharpf
F., (1999), Governing in Europe: Effective and Democratic? Oxford: Oxford University Press. H
avagopd dpBpwv ot nep1odikd npénel va ofvel topo, teUxos, oeAbes, kabBws kal Tov T Tou
4pBpou og anAd eicaywyikd. Na napadeypa: Atkinson A.B., Marlier E. and Nolan B., (2004),
"Indicators and Targets for Social Inclusion in the European Union”, Journal of Common Market
Studies 42: 47-75. Ava@opés og KEPAAQIO CUAOYIKMY TOUWY KATaXwPoUvIal Ye Tov U0 Tou
KepaAaiou o€ anAd e10aywy1Kd, akoAouBoUpEvo and Tov ouyypPaPEa Kat TOV TITAO TOU GUAOYIKOU
topou. M.x. Leibfried, S. and Pierson, P. (1995) “Semisovereign Welfare States: Social Policy in
a multitiered Europe”, in: Leibfried S. and Pierson P, (eds), European Social Policy: Between
Fragmentation and Integration, p.p. 43-77, Washington D.C.: The Brookings Institution. O1
o1 twv BIBMwv kar nep1odikwv ypdgovial Ye nAdyia ypdupata. Yuviotdtal o1 eneEnynpaTkEs
ONPEIMOETS va ivar o1 Exaxiotes Suvatés. EQv kpivovial anapaitntes, tote npénel va ap1Bpouvian
oto kefpevo ka1 va napatiBevtar oto Aos tou apBpou. Enions, oto thos napatiBevial kair o1
wxov euxapioties. ApBpa nou dev cupBiBAalovtar pe us napandvw odnyies emotpépovtal otov
OUYYPaPEX Y1a TNV avAAOyN MPOCapHoyN.

Ta npos kpion-napouaiaon BiBAia anootéMovtar otnv Mapiva Ayyehakn, ot ielBuvon tou
ekboukou ofkou.

H EmBewpnon Kovwvikn Zuvoxn ka1 Avantuén kukhopopei 6Uo popés Tov Xpdvo, Tnv avoién
Kan o @B1vénwpo.

Ekidetar and tnv Emaotnpovikn Etaipeia yia tnv Koivwvikh Zuvoxn ka1 Avantuén,

EKTUNWVETAT Kot O1avépetan anod us Ekdooers Advikos, Mpabids 9-13, ABhva, 10678,
A /pat: 210 3801777, e-mail: info@dionicos.gr.
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