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FOREWORD

This report is an attempt to briefly and clearly summarize the existing information on social
cohesion and its potential policy use in solving issues of gentrification to lay the foundation for
the beginning work with the Kresge Foundation on their ClirRasilience and Urban

Opportunity Initiative. Lists and Graphs will constitute the bulk of this report so an indepth and
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knowledgeable jumping point can be established, as to lead to meaningful discussion, where it

will hopefully generate an effective anefined model to be applied towards the City of Oakland.

1. Introduction

1.1 Kresge and using Social Cohesion within a Climate Resilient Plan

Social cohesion can be a powerful concept in understanding the potential resilience amparticula
community hol ds. D u r-liberajsmiwhseat itd Hei§hd, Sosigl coebiamwas n e o
almost all but ignored; and as a result, produced some serious social and political strains (Jenson,

1998,v). Visible costs included rising poverty and deitlg population health, while an
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ideological shift took hold as there was an overall distrust in public institutions. However,

increasingly more governmental, agavernmental, and intergovernmental institutions are

realizing the importance of social colmswith leaders such as the Canadian Policy Research

Net work (CPRN), Communities for a Better Envi
the United Nations Research Institute for Social Development. Fear of the high political, social,
environmentaland economic costs of ignoring social cohesion has prompted a discussion and
following policy action towards the responsibilities of major institutional compéexies public,

private and third sectadsof modern liberal democracies (Jenson, 1998). With audriety of

institutions aiming to strengthen community cohesion, social cohesion has gained legitimacy as a
comprehensive solution to many local and global social ills.

One institution, the Kresge Foundation, has also participated in this discussipoliag action

towards social cohesion. Under their Climate Resilience and Urban Opportunity Initiative, one of
Kresgeds objectives i s oimonfejurh@anrcamwnunitigs inthh e r esi
face of <climate c¢ han g eityof fommunityleafed sohproitn gt hen t h
organizations to influence local and regional clirrasilience planning, policy development

and implementation to better reflect the priorities and needs ef looc o me peopl e i n U
(2014, 3). They further trafae this climate resilience plan into three main goals that

communities must achieve:

Kresgeds Community Plan for CI

O«

Anticipate and prepare for pressures and shocks that climate change will introdu

worsen (i.e., pursue climatdange adaptation);

0 Lessen overall demand for energy and increase the proportion derived from reng

sources (i.e., pursue climateang mitigation); and

0 Foster social cohesiojrecognizing the imperative of social inclusion as well as thg
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critical role that networks among individuals and institutions play in conveying

information and mutual support.

The Kresge Environment Program, 2084

This fostering of social cohesion is solidified by their commitment in practices that promote five

objectives:

Kresgeds Objectives

O«

Address the disproportionate impact of climate change ofrloeme communities

O«

Provide benefits, beyond climatesilience gains, to losmncome people and
communities (for example, access to jobs and economic opportunities, improved

and safety conditions, new neighborhood amenities, and meaningful civic engage

0 Influence publiesectorled efforts to address climate change so that outcomes of s

efforts are equitable for lomcome communities

O«

Generate model approaches and methodologies for the climatesilience field of

practice

0 Enhance the effectivenessaimateresilience efforts

The Kresge Environment Program, 2014

Combining concepts from existing literature on social cohesion, a framework can be constructed
t hat adequately fits into Kresgeb6s Climate Re
Identifying and quantifying social cohesion indicators can generate snadélmethodologies to

increase social cohesion while simultaneously creating a more resilient community.
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Oakland has many obstacles to overcome in the coming years, but one that stands out amongst

the rest is gentrification. Gentrification breaks up #xgscommunities, leaving a city divided

and antagonistic within itself. Since social cohesion is the bond within and among communities,

they are mutually exclusive and thus a mutual deterrent to each other. Therefore, by

implementing a joint city/communit soci al cohesi on model as one
encourage both policies of increasing social cohesion and fighting gentrification. Increasing

social cohesion also stimulates creative solutions to other community issues such as sharing
resouces, information, and social capital, and community advocacy and organizing. Increase in
social cohesion can manifest into i mprovement
economy. In short, increase in social cohesion results in greater comnesilignce against
gentrification as it not only fights against gentrification but also encourage local economic and

infrastructure development.

2. Review of Literature on Social Cohesion

2.1 The Dimensions and Domains of Social Cohesion

The Canadiafolicy Research Network (CPRN) has been a leading institution in the study of

social cohesion. With the 25 publications in their Social Cohesion Nexus and their both direct

and indirect influence in shaping other studies across the globe, CPRN has ¢mauiticevork

for measuring, mapping, and identifying social cohesion. Today, it continues to be replicated and
refined, many times with the help from the sa
ADefining and Measur i nngon 2@le).iWith the® vatioasssurneysandr e p o
institutions that address social concerns, Canada and CPRN have the existing data and funding to
adequately frame social cohesion as a policy action plan. For this reason, this report will mainly

draw from theiresearch, as even other public/private institutional research on social cohesion

has been mainly drawn from their work.
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Despite this body of governmesponsored research, there still needs to be a discussion and

definition of important terms before a sifec Oakland plan can be created. Let us begin with

social cohesion. Social cohesion is not simply an academic buzzword but a hybrid concept that
CPRN Sociologist Beraamde ptes c(rid®ES, akx) .a Tiha asi
ability to bebased both in concrete specific analysis of data, allowing it to hold legitimacy and
authority through the scientific method, while also being flexible and amorphous enough to be

applied to a variety of social issues and fit within a collection of possithieators. (Bernard,

1999: 2). There are many studies that have specifically defined social cohesion, and although a
definition is helpful, there is no 6oned defi

common core concepts of social cohesiging simplistic terms.

CPRN researcher and sociologist, Jane Jenson, took this approach when defining social
cohesion. She laid out two definitions of social cohesion and concluded with three basic
characteristics. The first definition was taken from@&e v er n me nt of Canadads

Sub Committee on Social Cohesion:

ASocial cohesion is Athe ongoing pro

shared challenges and equal opportunity within Canada, based on a sense of try

andregpr ocity among all Canadians. 0
Jenson, 1998,

The second was taken from the working group of the Commissariat général du Plan of the

French government:

Asoci al cohesion is a set of soci al
belonging to the same community the feeling that they are recognised as membe
t hat community. o

Jenson, 1998,
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Therefore, social cohesion is:

O«

a process

O«

a definition of who is in the community

shared values

O«

Jenson, 1998,

As both a continuous process and an identity, it is important to understand the shared values and
factors that can lead to community inclusion and exclusion. Another framework tctamdier

social cohesion is to see it as a tdimensional product of social capitaid social economy

(Jenson, 199850 c i al capital i's the fAifeatures of soci
norms of reciprocity, and trust in others, th
1997, 1491). Similar to social capital, social economy has manytdefii n s, but Jenson

representation of social economy demonstrates key concepts of this third sector among

economies between private and public sectors:

The Social Economy

is made up of associatidrased economic initiatives founded on solidaritgpaomy and

citizenship, as embodied in the following five principles:

1. a primary service to members or the community rather than accumulating profit;

2. autonomous management (as distinguished from public programs);

3. democratic decisiemaking process;

4. primacy of persons and work over capital and redistribution profits;

5. Operation based on the principle of participation, empowerment, and individual a
collective accountability.
Jenson, 1998, 2
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Much of the existing literature frames social cohesiothis twedimensional relationship.
Building off of the micro and macro perspectives of social cohdsiocal community and

society as a whote a simplistic picture can be formed:

The Two Dimensions of Social Cohesion

1. MI CRO: Local Community (I ndividual s)

2. MACRO: Society as a Whole (Structure

Economy

This micro and macro dichotomy could also be revised to a neighborhood and citywide

relationsip to make it more applicable to an Oakland context.

A two-dimensional framing, social capital (micro) and social economy (macro), highlights the

interdependence between the local and societal levels. Local individuals need social capital to

enter the gcial economy that can enact change at the societal level. Likewise, the social

economy can encourage growth in social capital for local individuals. This feedback loop, a

common theme in this report, is significant in its effectiveness. By looking atdwatls, a blend

of micro/macro and individual/institutional cohesion, dimensions of social cohesion can be

formed. Social Cohesion can also be divided into dimensions, which Jenson originally separated

into 5 types.
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1 Belonging / isolation: social cohesion signifies sharing values, a sense of being part of
the same community.

2 Insertion / exclusion: social cohesion supposes a largely shared market capacity,
particularly with respect to the labour market.

3 Participation / passivity: social cohesion calls for involvement in the management of
public affairs, in partnerships and in the third sector, as opposed to political
disenchantment.

4 Recognition / rejection: social cohesion considers pluralism not just a fact, but a virtue,
that is, the tolerance of differences.

5 Legitimacy / illegitimacy: social cohesion supposes the maintenance of public and

private institutions that act as mediators in conflicts.

Bernard, 1999, 1

Bernard, another CPRN researcher and sociologist, adapted her model to include a sixth

dimension clustered into three domains of economic, political, and sociocultural:

Tvpoelogy of the dimensions of social cohesion

Character of the | Formal Substantial
relation
Spheres of activity

Economic (2) Insertion / Exclusion (6) Equality / Inequality

Political (5) Legitimacy/ Illegitimacy |(3) Participation / Passivity

Sociocultural {4) Recognition / Rejection | (1) Belonging / Isolation
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Bernard, 1999, 2

Again, a micro and macro analysis can be applied towards this model. For example, under the
sociocultural domain within the dimension of belonging, it could be represented both at a micro

l evel, by an individual s s e migygarderorétaimazrogi ng
|l evel, by the communityds sspobsgredeveptatasiecnse of
center. Separating social cohesion into six dimensions and three domains is helpful as it allows

for a more systematic and organized wayneasure and identify social cohesion indicators. By

also dividing these dimensions into three domains of economic, political, and sociocultural, there
can be a better understanding of what institutions and policies can effectively improve which
domain @&pending on their tools. For example, community organizations may be more effective

in creating change in the sociocultural domain and less effective in the economic compared to

government institutions.

The following visual is an excellent representattdmow one might identify and measure social
cohesion and the corresponding indicators within this typology. Note that the three domains are
weighted differently with the corresponding weights: economic 40%, political 30%, and social
30%.

Weighted and Agqyregated Index of Social Cohesion Indicators
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tconomu Political Socio-cultural
inclusion Fquality } Legiimacy Participation Recogmtion | | Belonging
A B ( D

t f
Exploratory factor analysis and identify major indicators and loadings

Y

Confirmatory factor analysis and identify major indicators for each doman

Economi ' Pollxal Socal
Doman Domain Domain
Index Index Index
{Ranked) | (Ranked) (Ranked)

Standardise all distributions with weights for each domain
Suggested weights: economic - 409, political and socio-cultural - 30% each

'

Overall Index of Social Cohesion (1SC) for each CMA

Beaujot, Rajulton, & Ravanera, 2007, 4

2.2 Indicators and Measurements of Social Cohesion

With a broad overview of the various theories and structuring of social cohesion, a more indepth
study of possible indicators can be analyzed. The United Nations report on social cohesion, co
written by Jenson and heavily influenced by the European Coeaniiiit Social Cohesion,
established a flexible model for possible indicators that could be applicable towards any

city/state. It separated indicators into the following components and factors of social cohesion:
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Indicators
Gaps Institutions Belonging
* Income inequality « Effectiveness of democracy * Multiculturalism
* Poverty and indigence + State institutions * Trust
* Employment » Market institutions * Participation
* Education * Family * Expectations of mobility
* Health * Social solidarity
* Housing
* Pensions
« Digital divide

Jenson, 2010, 2

Since absolute social cohesion is more of an ideal state than a reachable outcome, measurements
of social cohesion gaps are more commonly used as indicators. For this reason, the European

Union listed possible data sets that could be used as indicatscial cohesion gaps.
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LAEKEN INDICATORS OF SOCIAL COHESION IN THE EUROPEAN UNION
Breakdowns by:
Thematic areafindicator Age Sex
Primary indicators
Income
1. Low income rate after transfers threshold set at 60% of median Yes Yes
national equivalised income
1a. Low income rate after transfers with breakdowns by household type By house- By house-
hold type  hold type
1h. Low income rate after transfers by work intensity of household Mo Mo
members
1c. Low income rate after transfers with breakdowns by maost Yes Yes
frequent activity states
1d. Low income rate after transfers with breakdowns by housing Yes Yes
tenure status
Z.  Low income threshold (illustrative values) Mo Mo
3. Distribution of income [guintile S/guintile 1) Mo Mo
4. Persistence of low income (based on threshold of 60% of median Yes Yes
national equivalised income)
5. Relative median low-income gap [difference between the median Yes Yes
income of persons below the low-income threshold and the threshold
of 60% of median national equivalised income)
Employment
6. Regional cohesion [dispersion of regional employment rates) Mo Yes
7. Long-term unemployment rate (percentage of EAP that has been Yes Yes
unemployed for at least 12 months)
Ba. Children (aged 0—17) living in jobless households Mo Mo
8h. Adults (aged 18-59) living in jobless households Mo Yes
Education
9, Early school leavers not in education or training Mo Yes
10. Fifteen-year-old students with low reading literacy scores Mo Yes
Health
11. Life expectancy at birth Mo Yes
Employment
12Z. Immigrant employment gap Desirable Yes
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Secondary indicators

Income

13. Dispersion around the low-income threshold Yes Yes
14. Low-income rate anchored at a moment in time Yes Yes
15. Low-income rate before transfers, by sex Yes Yes
16. Gini coefficient i Mo
17. Persistence of low income [below 50% of median income] Yes Yes
18. Women at risk of poverty Yes Yes
Employment

19. Long-term unemployment share Yes Yes
20. Very long-term unemployment rate (at least 24 months, as a Yes Yes

percentage of the working population)

Education
21. Persons with low educational attainment Yes Yes
Jenson, 2010, 228
Both the broad set of indicators and possi bl e

proposed 8 indicators for the United Nations. Separated into 3 categories, the first 5 deals with
social disparitis, the 6th on cultural and ethnic homogeneity, and the last 7th and 8th deal with
participation and belonging. These 8 are limited in their simplicity so they can be broadly
applicable to other city/states. Similar to the previous models, majority afdloaiors, 15,

measure gaps in social cohesion:
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1. Social cohesion as social inclusion — indicated by access to financial resources,
measured in three ways:

* The Gini coefficient, which is a measure of inequality of income distribution or
inequality of wealth distribution.

* Measures of income shares, including
— the share of middle 60 per cent of the population
— income share held by highest 10 per cent
— income share held by highest 20 per cent
— income share held by lowest 10 per cent
— income share held by lowest 20 per cent.

* Measures of poverty:
— percentage of population meeting the poverty headcount ratio at 51 a day
— percentage of population meeting the poverty headcount ratio at 32 a day
— percentage of population at national poverty line.

These poverty measures should be provided for minorities and immigrant groups,
as appropriate to each small state.

2. BSocial cohesion as social inclusion — indicated by access to economic activity

* Unemployment rate (percentage of total labour force)

— youth unemployment {percentage of total labour force aged 15-24)

— female unemployment (percentage of total female labour force)

— minority {minorities) unemployment rate. This measure may not be appro-
priate to all small states. It should also, if possible, be analysed by sex and for
youth

— immigrant unemployment rate. This measure may not be appropriate to all
small states. It should also, if possible, be analysed by sex and for youth.

* Employment in the informal economy, as a percentage of total employment —
the ratio between the number of persons employed in the informal economy
and the total number of employed persons.

3. Social cohesion as social inclusion — indicated by access to education and
humaon capital
# Literacy rate, adult total (percentage of people aged 15 and above)
— adult female (percentage of females aged 15 and above)
— adult male (percentage of males aged 15 and above).
* Percentage of population over 15 who have not completed primary education.
— male and female as well as total rates.
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* Percentage of population over 20 who have not completed secondary education.
— male and female as well as total rates.
# Percentage of children of secondary school age enmolled in secondary education.
* Percentage of population aged 18-24 in tertiary education.
The measures should be provided for minorities and immigrant groups, as appropri-
ate to each small state,

4. BSocial cohesiom as social inclusion — indicated by access to health
* Life expectancy at birth, in years
— total
— for males and females
— for minorities.
o Mortality rate, infant (per 1,000 live births)
— total
— for minorities.
* Mortality rate, under fives (per 1,000)
— total
— for minorities.
* Births attended by skilled health staff (percentage of total)
— total
— for minorities.

5. BSocial cohesiom as social inclusion — indicated by access to technology

* Percentage of households with access to broadband internet.

Jenson, 2010, 223

The second category aims to measure cultural and ethnic homogeneity. Jenson saw more
diversity as an indicator of less social cohesion (2010, 23). Although this is generally the case, it
is important to note that it is not the diversity of individuals thelves but the lack of
understanding/acceptance of differing languages and cultural practices that cause a decrease in

social cohesion.
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6. Social cohesion as cultwral and ethnic homogeneity
* Percentage of foreign bomn in the population.

* Ethnic fractionalisation — an index measuring the probability that two randomly
selected people will not belong to the same ethno-linguistic group.

o Country is officially bi- or multilingual {0 or 1).

Jenson, 2010, 2

The final set of indicators, 7 and 8, focuses on participation and belonging through surveys,
electoral participation data, etc.

7. Social cohesion as trust

* (uestions about trust from public opinion surveys. The wsual source is the
World Values Survey, which provides comparable questions and data manage-
ment. No small states are included. See hepe/fwwwoworldvaluessurvey.org/

B. Social cohesion as participation and solidarity

® Electoral participation — percentage of eligible voters participating in national
elections.

* Rate of participation in voluntary associations — percentage of people who are
members of a voluntary association. For comparative analysis these data are
usually found in the World Values Survey (and therefore once again do not

include small states).

* Charitable giving — percentage of population making a charitable gift.

Jenson, 2010, 2

To stress again, this is a simplistic model of indicators of social cohesion. To create a thorough
and malel of indicators, creation of new indicators is essential for a more localized assessment.
For example, Australia incorporated questionnaires, focus groups, and indepth interviews in local
cities; they found that sense of ownership and community safe&yalso high concerns for

their population and thus made the necessary modifications (Hartman & Holdsworth, 2009, 78).
Crime rate was one identifying gap in social cohesion not found in the United Nations list, but
nevertheless, an indicator they deemeseal. This practice of modifying existing indicators is
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important because West Oakland, like any region, is different from other community/city/state

with 1tds own sociopolitical and economic iss

It is also important to understand the difference between the United Nations report in the types of
social cohesion indicators and the CPRN study of the dimensions/domains of social cohesion.
Indicators are possible methods in measuring social cohesitativdidimensions/domains are
different methods in classifying social cohesion. Both are useful in understanding the different
layers of social cohesion and the corresponding indicator to measure such cohesion. The types of
indicators and the dimensionsfdains of social cohesion can be used in combination with each
other to create a more effective social cohesion model. A-tayéired assessment can be made

that not only identifies what dimensions and domains of social cohesion are being addressed, but
it also assigns a quantifiable value to that indicator determining its level of social cohesion.

Below is an example of such a muHiered indicator assessment:

Variables Description Domain-Dimension
Voted — Fed Proportion of people voting in the last federal Political-Legitimacy
election

Voted - Pro

Proportion of people voting in the last pro-
vincial election

Voted — Mun Proportion of people voting in the last
municipal election

Volunteer Proportion volunteering Political- Participation

Civic Part Proportion participating in organizations

Full-time Proportion in full-time job Economic — Inclusion

Tenured Proportion with job tenure

Pincgt20T Proportion with personal income greater than Economic - Equality
$20.000

Wkiy-Fam Proportion socializing weekly with family and Social — Belonging
rclatives

Wkiy-Fri Preportion socializing weekly with friends

Wkiy-Spt Proportion joining weekly in sports and
recreation with friends

Ethnic Het Heterogeneity measure of major ethnic Social — Recognition
groups

Beaujot, Rajulton, & Ravanera, 2007, 4

As shown, these indicators fall into a specifimdnsion and domain, which can be measured. It

is important to note that the variables are not egrasted questions representing varying
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opinions such as, AHow often do you socialize

guanti fied:cifaAriozponrgt ivoene kssoy wi th family and re

Creating a multiayered model such as this, with quantifiable indicators and groupings of the
dimensions/domains of social cohesion, can not only create an accurate measurement of social
cohesion, but also stidight to the specific institutions and policies that can effectively increase
social cohesion. With funding to create an Oakland specific social cohesion survey to be
implemented annually, in addition to the great deal of existing work on social cobaseuhon

years of existing research backed by government and intergovernmental research/policy, and its
increasing presence as a legitimate answer to many societal ills, it could mark the start of a new

paradigm of policy making in impoverished cities.

2.3 Communication Infrastructure Theory (CIT): The Storytelling

Network and the Communication Action Context

With a background in social cohesion and various examples of possible ways to classify and

measure indicators, there still lacks a simplistic and comprehensive framing that could be
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generally applied to encourage social cohesion. By drawing from commanigdtastructure

theory (CIT), it can polish and improve social cohesion theory with an approach that CPRN and

other researchers frankly missed: croesmmunication.

Crosscommunication is key. For a community to be cohesive, it must demonstrate the 6

dimensions of social cohesion across the 3 domains. Key players in the political, economic, and
sociocultural, domain must be interconnected to understand each other needs and available
resources they can offer. Whether it be between governmental aiggvermmental

institutions, public and private sectors, community and city officials, or any other combination,
social cohesion is only as good as itdéds commu
dimensions. No matter how many institutions are estaéd to encourage social cohesion, if

there is no communication between them, it will be of little use. Therefore, in order to analyze

and ensure social cohesion, there must be an explanation of communication infrastructure theory
(CIT).

CIT identifies two basic components of communication infrastructure. The first is the

Anei ghborhood storytelling networko which con

The Three Key Storytellers:

1. Residents in their family, friend, and neighbor networks

2. Community and nonprofit organizations that are located in the neighborhood and

its residents; and

3. Geoethnic media that are targeted to a particular ethnic group and/or geographig
Kim, 2006, 179

These storytellers create a conversation about the neighborhood, from its problems to potential,
and create sense of belonging and purpose to the people within the community. These
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discussions notify community members about events and current issuesratd their

community, building a geographic focal point

about the neighborhood with their neighbors is the most potent storytelling force in

constructing neighborhood belongingo (Kim, 20
Theseond component of CIT is the ficommunicati or
environment where storytelling takes place. T

foster or constrain the fAstorytellilmgimgtwdt k
cultural diversity of the community, work conditions, the schools, libraries, parks, and other

public spaces, the services available in a commdarityalth, retail, recreational, edcthe

transportation system, and technological resourcel,su@s | nt er net accesso
An example of how this communication environment can facilitate or restrict storytelling is by
examining perceptions of public space safety. When public spaces and streets in a community
perceive to be unsafe or une@ming, local residents are less likely to use such spaces where

they would normally meet, greet, and engage in conversations with their neighbors. Conversely,
those who do feel safe in public spaces use such spaces for meaningful conversations mbout thei
community, and thus become a vital conduit of
contexto further encourages the fAstorytelling
research suggests that addressing both elements is not only a tachesibn enhancement but

can also directly increase civic engagement and participation (Kim, 2006, 173).
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How the Aneighborhood

storytelling

net wor ko a

interconnect is vital for effective communication. Fostering each individually would yield little

success if there are still stark divisions between the two. Creatinghagsteor

action contexto or

pl atfor ms

for c

on issues within that context, and instead being concerned with global news, proper civic

engagement would not take place. Likewise, theoopd t € i s

action contexto to

engage

true

with the

fcommuni cat.ii
ommuni ty di
i f ther e i

Astorytell

engagement. It is also important to understand the dangers if misdirected, as they may both be

connected but fosters a megorejudice and inequitable narrative. Other conditions may constrain

an individual 6s c¢ci vic

engagement s

uch as work

spending too much time commuting. Below is an illustration of CIT applied towards civic

engagement
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Structural Factors Integrated Storytelling Network Civic Engagement
Residential Tenure > Community ——

Horme Ownership Organizations

Socio-Economic Status MNeighbor-

Gender hood

Occupation Belonging \ Civic

Ethnicity + + I Participation

Collective /

< > Efficacy

- Residents
Local/Ethnic
Media +

| | 1

Communication Action Context |

Kim, 2006, 187,
With CIT, it can make predictions of <civic en
contexto and the Astorytelling networko exi st

combination with social cohesion, we can createanggr bridge of communication between
these two components of CIT. There is also emphasis in structural factors
constraining/facilitating CIT, a vital component that must be addressed if to improve cross
communication. By creating a stronger communicagiction context while simultaneously
allowing space for residents and community organizations into important local political and
media conversations, it will increase transparency and-cayasunication. At the same time,
there needs to be a stronger foonsnews media covering such local issues, giving air time to
community leaders and have local media resources more easily and readily available to the
community. All of this need to be done with an emphasis on social equity and environmental

justice if asuccessful resilient plan is to be taken place within Oakland.

Therefore, the real challenge for conversations about social cohesion is to identify the
mechanisms and institutions needed to create communication while maintaining a balance

between social justice and social cohesion. Such mechanisms and institutimmssaifeat



WOEIP: 25
continue to value and promote equality of opportunity and fairness across all dimensions of

diversity, while fostering the capacity to act and communicate together. In order to foster social
cohesion, the focus must be on preserving and impya®@lit elementd structural factors,
Acommuni cation action context o, 0 shateinfgreese | | 1 ng

and strengthens this feedback system of social cohesion angconosginication.

3. Limitations in Measuring and Identifying Social Cohesion
Indicators

3.1 Existing Data and Data Gathering

With such an extensive history of social cohesion studies, it would seem effective if the existing
guestionnaires/surveys that have been usdtkipast were utilized towards Oakland.

Unfortunately, however convenient it may be, Oakland, and the U.S. at large, exists in very
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different environments in comparison to cities within Canada, Australia, and the countries among

the European Union. The U,Suvith its individualistic ideology and skepticism of the

government solving societal ills, leaves little chance for such government sponsored research and
policy-making in regards to social cohesion. There have been international studies of social
cohesim assessments where the U.S. has been involved, such as Bertelsmann Stiftung
Foundationds Social Cohesion Radar. However,
U.S. 6s high |l evels of inequality, a&esmdyre | oca
for Oakland. The foundation also only uses existing data, like the World Values Survey.
Nevertheless, International data sets like the World Values Survey can be helpful in
understanding a U.S. average in comparison to the City of Oakland. Tdveirigl are other

international data sets that could help provide a U.S. social cohesion average to be compared to
Oakland:

1. World Values Survey (WVS or WEVS)

2. Gallup World Poll (GWP)

3. International Social Survey Program (ISSP)
4. Internationabocial Justice Project (ISJP)

5. International Crime Victims Survey (ICVS)
6. International Country Risk Guide (ICRG)

7. Shadow Economies in Highly Developed OECD Countries (Schneider & Buehn 2012
abbreviated S&B)

8. Measures of Democracy 182010 (Vanhanen 2011, abbreviated VAN)

Unlike the U.S., European countries and Canadian cities can create comprehensive localized
studies on social cohesion since they have national surveys and questionnaires that gather
information on topics related to social cohesion. For example, one stadyhe Canadian

National Survey of Giving, Volunteering, and Participating, a nation wide survey on contributory
behavior. The U.S. pays little policy attention in regards to social networks and interactions, and
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thus lacks the existing data on socialdbehi or at a nati onal scale. Th

Uu.S. Census, does not deal with citizenobs i de
social cohesion indicators around. Since Canada and others have high regard and funding

towards resealhcon social behavior, they have the existing data and surveys around which to

mold their social cohesion indicators around. For this reason, it is important to study national

public surveys for possible social cohesion indicators like the Canadian N&tomay of

Giving, Volunteering, and Participating.

One such study by social scientists Rajulton, Ravanera, and Beaujot did just that. Using the
existing data on the Canadian National Survey of Giving, Volunteering, and Participating, they
classified, masured, and weighed social cohesion indicators within the dimension/domain
framework (2007). Although Oakland lacks any survey comparable in breadth to the Canadian
survey, studying the questions can help create an excellent foundation for an Oaklditd speci
survey. In Appendix A, there is the questionnaire to the Canadian National Survey of Giving,
Volunteering, and Participating in its entirety. There are many other surveys, but seeing that
Canada is already a leader in studying social cohesion argp#usic study has already been

used for social cohesion indicators, it seemed as the most appropriate survey to use as an outline.

Since social cohesion is more of a guiding concept than something quantifiable, measuring it
would be difficult without aelational study. The U.S. average could be used as this relational
study, but the methods and questions used for these international studies would differ drastically
to an Oakland specific study. However, if such a survey were to be implemented aanually,
meaningful comparison could be made on the increase or decrease of social cohesion within
Oakland. By involving community groups and residents to partake in distributing and collecting
survey data, not only will it create a greater sense of commurtityeban efficient use of

resources, keeping resources within Oakland.

Finally, it would be limiting using existing models with no modification when there is a need to
reshape the framework to fit within a climate resilient narrative. By addressing cocatnumi
failures-pulling from CIT--and issues of gentrification within a social cohesion survey, a more

accurate and effective model can be formuldtesould be a missed opportunity not to include
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concepts from CId while addressing Oakland specific concerns such as gentrifidatioa

social cohesion report within a climate resilient framework.

4. The Importance of a Standardized Model for Social
Cohesion

4.1 The New Focus: Increasing Social Cohesion

To make social cohesion metrics a reality, there must be standards. Investing in social capital
holds promising potential in polieyaking, but aly if there is a metric to study success. The
Kresge Foundation has expressed a need to foster social cohesion and generate models for the
climateresilience field of practice. As such, a measurable social cohesion model should be one
of their top prioriies. In a society that values measurable data, building a model for social
cohesion can create the groundwork for future social cohesion projects within the U.S.

Il n most cases, a cityds responsibilities can
infrastructure and boosting the local economy. Since city policies and projects focus solely on
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encouraging either one or both of these goals, there is little or no regard to other resulting

consequences. By renovating selected portions of infrastructanedoirage economic

development, cities ultimately tear down existing communities, destroying the social fabric of

nei ghborhoods. This invariably results in gen
With no more tangible assets than before o even less social capital, sitting populations

have little hope to enter into the newly constructed economy. However, the new infrastructure
requires workers, has positions to be filled. If there is little emphasis on social capital and

training withinthe newly renovated community, these positions are filled by individuals outside

the community, gentrifying and deteriorating social cohesion even further.

What many institutions dondt consider however
of having cohesive neighborhoods. The community more efficiently monitors crime and
environmental injustices, political participation is stronger, and there is a network of shared

per sonal resources and tacit | oaatdl (Kiknp2006;] e d ge,
Macey, 2003). In times of disasters where municipal operations and response organizations are
overwhelmed by the high volume of calls, a cohesive community can show far greater resilience
than a fractured community. Superstorm Sandnis example of where high levels of social

cohesion had prepared communities to be resilient in times of disaster. Utilizing their existing
relationships, residents coordinated relief efforts, distributed supplies, and assisted others in need
due to theinetwork of knowledge and connections within their community (Tompson, 2013, 5).

With social cohesion as the focus, social capital and training increases. Fostering social cohesion
also improves the four CIT elemedtstructural factors, the storytelling meirk, the

communication action context, and civic engagedehat combined can develop both the

economy and infrastructure in a more efficient and effective way (Kim, 2006).

Below is an illustration of these two approaches: the current model (1) anelnthe n

recommended model (2). With model 1, developing the economy and infrastructure via large
external capital improvement investments are the focus, which destroys social cohesion and
leads to gentrification. With model 2, developing social cohesion i®tus, which identifies

the priority needs of existing populations, including appropriate infrastructure improvements and

targets external and internal investment to build economic opportunity and enhance community
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resilience.
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cohesion is only the first step in the larger goal in identifying how to increase social cohesion
through policymaking. With annual surveys to measure the increase or decrease of social
cohesion, an accurate assessment can be made to the effects of such policy changes. This report
recommends much more than measuring social cohesion, we encourageyaanydtan to

measure and identify social cohesion with the goal of improving both dne®y and

infrastructure, while avoiding gentrification, through investments in social capital. For this to be

successful, protecting and enhancing social cohesion must be the highest priority.
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4.2 Emphasizing CrogSsommunication and Collaboratiometween City

and Community Institutions

Placing social cohesion as the priority still has potential problems when there is no effective
communication and collaboration between the city and community. To be successful, a single
standardized model of measwgiand encouraging social cohesion must be created, accepted,
and utilized by both the city and community. If this is not the case, division between the city and
community will result in both communication and implementation failures. Communication and
collaboration is key: for communities to be internally cohesive, the city and community must be

cohesive.

In order to ensure there is effective communication and collaboration between the city and
community, there must be equal power and representation when it comes to measuring and
implementing social cohesion strategies. As shown in the illustration bélewutrent model

(1) builds power at the community level and attempts to utilize that outside decision making to
pressure the city in adopting more equitable policies such as affordable housing. The city
however, is focused on building infrastructure @meléconomy and ultimately holds the final
inside decisiormaking authority. As a result, the city disregards social cohesion and passes
policies that gentrify and polarize communities.

In the new proposed model (2), both the city and community have sohbision as their main
objective, with the same models to measure. Both parties have equal power and collaborative
decisionmaking on policies/projects attempting to measure and increase social cohesion. The
resulting peebased sharing of power and respibilities ensures collaboration and

communication, passing equitable policies that build a more resilient and cohesive city.
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The community and city will always have their separate objectives and responsibilities, but
sharing equal power on socialhasion is a realistic goal, especially when there is an opportunity
for a joint creation of a standardized model. If both recommended models are ditdizeav

focus on increasing social cohesion and ensuring communication and collaldo@tkiand

can bea leader for cities across the U.S. on social investment policy as a tool to build more

climate resilient neighborhoods.
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5. Conclusion

5.1 Gentrification as a Dismantling Force for Social Cohesion

With more cities expanding faster than elpefore, gentrification has become a growing

problem. Since there is a persistent need for renovation and expansion for many cities,
displacement of existing communities usually follow suit. San Francisco is one city trying to

tackle its large levels of digacement and gentrification, but with little success. Cities and
communities know itdés detrimental to their ex
consensus in how to fight against such gentrifying renovation. Besides turning a blind eye to
suchcommunities, there continues to be a lack of policy approaches in fighting gentrification:

this is where social cohesion can be utilized.

With social cohesion, there can be no gentrification! Gentrification breaks up existing
communities and social netvks; increasing social cohesion improves existing communities
cohesiveness and social networks. They are mutually exclusive, and because of that, focusing on
expanding social cohesion directly fights against policies of gentrification while simultaneously

improving both infrastructure and the local economy.

Across the world, institutions, cities, and countries are increasingly funding social investment
policies. The Scanlon Foundation in Australia funds large projects for the sole purpose of
increasing saal cohesion. Let us not fall behind internationally, but rather build and improve

from this existing research. By incorporating a standardized model that can measurésuccess
and a new priority on fostering social cohesioDakland can follow the examplé ather

international cities and demonstrate to the U.S. how successful this new growing policy approach
can be.
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Formal Volunteering (FV)
FV_RO020

Now, I'd like to ask you some questions about any activities that you did without
pay on behalf of a group or an organization in the past 12 months.

FV_Q020

This includes any unpaid help you provided to schools, religious organizations,
sports or community associations. Did you do any:

canvassing?

1. Yes
2. Mo
DK, RF

FV_QO030

(This includes any unpaid help you provided to schools, religious organizations,
sports or community associations. Did you do any:)

fundraising?

1. Yes
2. No
DK, RF

FV_Q040

(This includes any unpaid help you provided to schools, religious organizations,
sports or community associations. Did you:)

sit as a member of a committee or board?

1. Yes
2. Mo
DK, RF

FV_QO050

(This includes any unpaid help you provided to schools, religious organizations,
sports or community associations. Did you do any:)

teaching, educating or mentoring?

1. Yes
2. Mo
DK, RF

FV_QO060

(This includes any unpaid help you provided to schools, religious organizations,
sports or community associations. Did you:)

organize, supervise or coordinate activities or events?

1. Yes
2. Mo
DK, RF
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FV_Qo070

In the past 12 months, did you do any of the following activities without pay on
behalf of a group or an organization:

(This includes any unpaid help you provided to schools, religious organizations,
sports or community associations.)

office work, bookkeeping, administrative duties, or library work?

1. Yes
2. Mo
DK, RF

FV_QOS80

(In the past 12 months, did you do any of the following activities without pay on
behalf of a group or an organization. This includes any unpaid help you provided
to schools, religious organizations, sports or community associations.)

coach, referee or officiate?

1. Yes
2. Mo
DK, RF

FV_QO090

(In the past 12 months, did you do any of the following activities without pay on
behalf of a group or an organization. This includes any unpaid help you provided
to schools, religious organizations, sports or community associations.)

counsel or provide advice?

1. Yes
2. No
DK, RF

FV_Q100

(In the past 12 months, did you do any of the following activities without pay on
behalf of a group or an organization. This includes any unpaid help you provided
to schools, religious organizations, sports or community associations.)

provide health care or support including companionship?

1. Yes
2. No
DK, RF

FV_Q110

(In the past 12 months, did you do any of the following activities without pay on
behalf of a group or an organization. This includes any unpaid help you provided
to schools, religious organizations, sports or community associations.)

collect, serve or deliver food or other goods?

1. Yes
2. Mo
DKE. RF
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FV_Q120

({In the past 12 months, did you do any of the following activities without pay on
behalf of a group or an organization. This includes any unpaid help you provided
to schools, religious organizations, sports or community associations.)

Did you do any: work associated with the maintenance, repair or building of
facilities or grounds?

1. Yes
2. No
DK, RF

FV_Q130

({In the past 12 months, did you do any of the following activities without pay on
behalf of a group or an organization. This includes any unpaid help you provided
to schools, religious organizations, sports or community associations. Did you do
any:)

volunteer driving?

1. Yes
2. No
DK, RF

FV_Q140

({In the past 12 months, did you do any of the following activities without pay on
behalf of a group or an organization. This includes any unpaid help you provided
to schools, religious organizations, sports or community associations. Did you:)

provide help through first aid, fire-=fighting, or search and rescue?

1. Yes
2. No
DK, RF

FV_Q150

({In the past 12 months, did you do any of the following activities without pay on
behalf of a group or an organization. This includes any unpaid help you provided
to schools, religious organizations, sports or community associations. Did you:)

engage in activities aimed at conservation or protection of the environment or
wildlife?

1. Yes
2. MNo
DK, RF

FV_Q160

In the past 12 months, did you do any other unpaid activities on behalf of a group
or an organization?

1. Yes - Specify
2. Mo
DK, RF
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