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Abstract Social cohesion is a key concept in development studies. Weak social cohesion

is often related to slow economic growth and (violent) conflict. So far few attempts have

been made to measure this complex concept in a systematic manner. This paper introduces

an innovative method to measure national-level social cohesion based on survey data from

19 African countries. We distinguish three dimensions of social cohesion; i.e. the extent of

perceived inequalities, the level of societal trust, and the strength of people’s adherence to

their national identity. Importantly, our Social Cohesion Index (SCI) is based on indi-

viduals’ perceptions vis-à-vis these three different dimensions of social cohesion rather

than certain macro-level ‘objective’ indicators such as GDP/capita or Gini-coefficients. We

develop two social cohesion indices: a national average SCI and a Social Cohesion Index

Variance-Adjusted (SCIVA); the latter one takes into account the level of variation across
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different ethnic groups within countries. The SCI and SCIVA are computed for and

compared across nineteen African countries for the period 2005–2012 on the basis of

Afrobarometer survey rounds 3, 4 and 5. We also investigate quantitatively the relationship

between countries’ levels of social cohesion and the occurrence of a range of conflict

events. As expected, we find that countries with low levels of social cohesion in a par-

ticular year according to our SCI are more likely to experience a range of different violent

conflict events in the subsequent year.

Keywords Social cohesion � Measurement of multidimensional concept � Perceptions-
based index � Africa

1 Introduction

Lack of Social Cohesion (sc) has been a major challenge for many multiethnic societies.

Weak sc has been linked to numerous problems, including low public expenditure, low

growth and violent conflict. However, while there has been considerable discussion of sc

and widespread recognition of its importance, there have been few attempts to measure it

(Easterly et al. 2006; de Haan and Webbink 2011; Foa 2011).

Social cohesion (sc) is a complex concept, which incorporates a number of elements. At

its heart is the notion that relationships among members and groups in society are suffi-

ciently good that all feel a sense of belonging, that they perceive the whole society as

greater than the parts, and when differences develop, they can be dealt with peacefully.

Thus, social cohesion is not only good in itself, as it improves the quality of the societies in

which people live, but also because it is likely to help avoid violent conflict with all its

attendant ills. Moreover, Easterly et al. (2006) also argue that social cohesion is positively

related to ‘good’ institutions and, as a result, to economic growth. Despite its importance,

social cohesion is rarely quantified and measured. Yet measurement is needed if we are to

investigate causes and consequences of sc empirically. Moreover, the attempt to measure a

complex concept, although difficult and to some extent arbitrary, also forces clarity of

definition.

This paper presents an initial attempt to measure sc, and applies it to a range of African

countries for which we have relevant nationally representative survey data. We use African

cases both because there is consistent data across these countries, and, more importantly,

because it is a region where there are evidently serious problems of deficient (and variable)

social cohesion.

In the first part of the paper we discuss alternative definitions of social cohesion that

have been advanced. In light of this, we then distill three components that include the

major elements of the various definitions which will provide the basis for our measure-

ment. We should note that in doing so pragmatic considerations of data availability to a

certain extent affect our chosen definition. In the second part we develop a Social Cohesion

Index (SCI) and a Variance-Adjusted Social Cohesion Index (SCIVA). In Sect. 3, we apply

the SCI to nineteen countries for which we have data from surveys conducted between

2005 and 2012. In Sect. 4 we investigate whether there is a correlation between the

measures of social cohesion and outbreaks of various types of violence. Section 5

concludes.
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2 Defining and Conceptualising Social Cohesion

The complexity of the concept of sc is illustrated by the variety of definitions adopted in

the quotations below.

Social cohesion is ‘the capacity of a society to ensure the well-being of all its

members—minimising disparities and avoiding marginalisation—to manage differ-

ences and divisions and ensure the means of achieving welfare for all members’

(Europe 2007: 2).

A cohesive society works towards the well-being of all its members, minimising

disparities and avoiding marginalisation. It entails three major dimensions: fostering

cohesion by building networks of relationships, trust and identity between different

groups; fighting discrimination, exclusion and excessive inequalities; and enabling

upward social mobility (Background document to OECD Conference on Social

Cohesion and Development, 20–21st January, 2011).

Social cohesion is an attribute of societies which implies equality of opportunity so
that people can exercise their fundamental rights and ensure their welfare, without

discrimination of any kind and in response to diversity. From an individual per-

spective, it assumes the existence of people who feel part of a community, partic-
ipate in decision-making areas and can exercise active citizenship. It also involves

the development of public policies and mechanisms of solidarity between indi-

viduals, groups, territories and generations (International and Ibero-American

Foundation for Administration and Public Policies 2011).

Social cohesion ‘describes bonds or ‘glue’ that brings people together to in a society,

particularly in the context of ethnic diversity’ (Schmeets 2012: 128).

Social cohesion ‘has to do with the quality and nature of connections between people

and groups’ ‘At its essence, social cohesion embodies a convergence across groups

that provides an overarching structure for collective life’ (Marc et al. 2013: 3).

‘… we define social cohesion as the nature and extent of social and economic

divisions within society. These divisions—whether by income, ethnicity, political

party, caste, language, or other demographic variables—represent vectors around

which politically salient societal cleavages can (although not inevitably or ‘‘natu-

rally’’) develop. As such, socially cohesive societies … are not necessarily demo-

graphically homogenous, but rather ones that have fewer potential and/or actual

leverage points for individuals, groups, or events to expose and exacerbate social fault

lines, and ones that find ways to harness the potential residing in their societal diversity

(in terms of diversity of ideas, opinions, skills, etc.)’ (Easterly et al. 2006: 4–5).

‘Social cohesion involves building shared values and communities of interpretation,

reducing disparities in wealth and income, and generally enabling people to have a

sense that they are engaged in a common enterprise, facing shared challenges, and

that they are members of the same community’ (Maxwell 1996: 13).

As the quotations above show, social cohesion has been defined in many ways. Two

distinct elements have been identified, and classified as European and North American

approaches to the idea (Hooghe 2012). On the one hand, Europeans emphasise the role of

social exclusion, or inequalities and marginalisation, as weakening social cohesion. A
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fundamental aspect of a socially cohesive society is then shared perceptions that the

distribution of power and material resources is fair. The European approach focuses on the

role of government in ensuring that this objective is achieved (Europe 2007, Bécares et al.

2011). On the other hand, the North American approach places much more emphasis on the

behaviour and beliefs of individuals in relation to each other: their links with one another

(in what is often defined as ‘social capital’); shared norms of behaviour; agreed inter-

subjective meaning (or shared understandings); and high levels of trust in others, to

describe the bonds that bring people together and the result of this (‘solidarity’) (Cole

1988; Putnam 2000).

We build on the insights of both European and American approaches, emphasising three

types of relationships as relevant to social cohesion: firstly, relationships among individuals

of the same group; secondly relationships among individuals across groups; and thirdly,

relationships between individuals and groups and the state. For multiethnic societies, rela-

tionships among ethnic groups are particularly relevant to sc, and consequently we focus

primarily on such relationships. Although the concept of ethnicity is contested, it is an

important identity marker especially in Africa (see e.g. Eifert et al. 2010; Mustapha 2000,

2006). The approach taken to ethnicity in this paper is broadly a constructivist one: ethnic

groups are considered to be constructed historically according to various identity markers,

such as ancestry, language and region of origin. Although the constructivist view of ethnicity

posits that ethnic boundaries are malleable and fluid, it also emphasises that the reshaping of

group identities is costly (Bates 2006). In line with such a constructivist view, we assume that

ethnic group boundaries are likely to be fairly stable at any particular point in time, allowing

us to use ethnic categories without holding a primordial view (Brown and Langer 2010).

While here we have used ethnicity as the defining group characteristic, in other societies

different distinctions could be of greater salience, and indeed alternatives could be adopted in

the African context. For example, religious differences are often a cause of potential division

and conflict; race is a prominent source of difference in some societies; differences between

native born and immigrants is another. What is most salient may change over time. Often

there is considerable overlap between the different types of groupings. A good SCI needs to

be based on the most significant felt categorization among the population. For example,

currently in Europe, the distinction between people born in the country and immigrants is of

growing importance in popular perception, although racial, religious and regional differ-

ences remain politically salient. In what follows we consistently use ethnicity as the relevant

grouping for the African countries considered, but it might be desirable also to explore the

SCI for these societies based on other categorizations—for example grouping by religion.

We argue that social cohesion is essentially a matter of how individuals perceive others

and the state and not of more ‘objective’ measures of interactions, although these perceptions

are likely to be the outcome of actual interactions and we would expect considerable cor-

relation between the two.1 In principle, the concept of social cohesion could apply to a

particular country, region, subregion or community. In this paper we use nationally-repre-

sentative survey data for nineteen African countries to assess and measure the evolution of

social cohesion over time. In order tomake a large and rather amorphous concept measurable

and usable, we operationalise the concept by identifying perceptions of three critical com-

ponents of societal relationships and attitudes: inequalities, trust, and identities.

1 Generally, a positive association between what individuals perceive and what is actually observed has,
indeed, been found. For example, using the Afrobarometer database we find that having more water, food
and cash income is positively associated with perceiving one’s living conditions as more favourable.
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2.1 Inequalities

The first component is the extent of perceived inequalities both horizontal and vertical. The

inclusion of inequalities stems from the European approach. Horizontal (or group)

inequalities (HIs) are particularly critical for sc in mutiethnic societies because it is sharp

inequalities between ethnic (or religious or regional) groups that usually fuel political

conflict, often leading to violence (Stewart 2008; Cederman et al. 2011). Political, cultural,

and social HIs are all relevant to sc, as well as economic inequalities. Relevant here is not

only perceived group inequalities, but perceptions of fair or unfair treatment by the gov-

ernment. In addition, vertical inequalities, or inequalities among individuals, (VIs), are also

relevant, since high and rising vertical inequality can undermine bonds among people

(Uslaner 2008). One would expect less sc in highly unequal societies, since the feeling of

belonging to a shared national project is likely to be less.

2.2 Trust

The second component is perceptions of the extent of trust among people generally, and

particularly across groups, and in relationship to the state. This is a powerful indicator of

how cohesive a society is—of the strength of the ‘glue’ that binds people together within a

particular society. This element broadly reflects the North American perspective on social

cohesion. Where trust across groups is low, conflict is more likely (Gambetta 1988) and

economic progress can be impeded (Knack and Keefer 1997; Zak and Knack 2001;

Beugelsdijk et al. 2004). In both cases, a two-way relationship is probable. For example,

low trust makes conflict more likely, but conflict can also destroy trust (see e.g. Warren

1999). It is also possible that trust increases with greater per capita income as institutions

improve. While these two way relationships may make it difficult to ascertain causality,

they do not have bearing on the validity of the SCI as such. Trust in state institutions is also

highly relevant, given the importance of the state both in shaping economic and social

relationships, and people’s lives more generally, while lack of trust in state institutions may

lead to violent protests and uprisings.

2.3 Identities

The third critical element of social cohesion in multiethnic societies is the strength of

people’s adherence to national identity in relation to their group (or ethnic) identity. This

component is important for multiethnic societies, especially those, such as in Africa, where

national boundaries have not developed organically and nations are not natural units, but

were created relatively recently by colonial powers. The strength of identities is related to

perceived importance of HIs, since if group identities are relatively weak HIs may not be

perceived at all, or if perceived, not regarded as important. People’s perceptions of their

identity are also relevant to social cohesion, because group conflict is more likely if group

identities are perceived as strong relative to national ones. Conversely, if people put major

emphasis on national identities it indicates that they regard themselves as involved in a

shared national project. In societies where people are hostile to immigrants, they could

emphasise their national identity to differentiate themselves from the immigrant popula-

tion, and this would not be an indicator of social cohesion. In such a context, the term

‘national’ is being misinterpreted and a different identity question is needed, such as ‘how

far do you identify with all others living in this country?’ This situation would also be
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likely to generate large differences between the SCI values of the groups (immigrants and

non-immigrants) which would be shown in the SCIVA—see below.

We need to emphasise that including national versus ethnic identity as an indicator does

not imply that giving importance to group identity is inconsistent with sc. In flourishing

multiethnic societies, people may value both their group and their national identities. The

term ‘multiculturalism’ (Kymlika 1995) is sometimes used to describe such a society—one

which allows for ‘‘the rich tapestry of human life and the desire amongst people to express

their own identity in the manner they see fit.’’ (Bloor 2010: 272). However, some have

interpreted multiculturalism as involving the separate living of groups with limited

interactions among them, which may clearly undermine national sc. Multiculturalism has

consequently been displaced by monoculturalism in some European countries, with

assimilation to the dominant culture being actively advocated. Yet, this too is likely to

undermine sc because it causes resentment among the groups whose cultures are sup-

pressed. A socially cohesive society requires diversity and unity, with both group and

national identity valued. Only where group identities take strong precedence over national

ones is national cohesion likely to be threatened.

To provide a simplistic depiction of our approach, sc can be represented as a triangle

composed of each of the three components (see Fig. 1).

The three vertices of the triangle are not entirely independent—indeed each influences

the others. Thus, where HIs are high, ethnic identities are likely to be enhanced at the

expense of national identities, while, as already noted, where people place much emphasis

on national as against group identities, people may not feel that high HIs are unfair—they

may not even notice them (Langer and Smedts 2013). In addition, placing emphasis on

group identities is likely to be associated with reduced trust across groups and there is also

evidence that trust falls with rising inequality (Rothstein and Uslaner 2005; Bjørnskov

2007). Despite their interconnectedness, the three elements are both sufficiently indepen-

dent of each other theoretically for all three elements to be included in any composite

measure of sc, but also empirically the three elements appear to be clearly independent, as

substantiated by their low correlations (see below).

Violent national conflict is both a symptom and a consequence of lack of sc. Indeed the

absence of violent conflict has sometimes been suggested as a defining characteristic of the

presence of social cohesion. However, we reject this view here for two reasons: first,

because it is important to be able to investigate whether sc causes conflict and consequently

we do not want to include it in the definition of sc; secondly, societies can have weak sc

without experiencing violent conflict—for example, this could be the case in a ‘silo’

society where groups are separate, with few links and little trust in each other, and yet not

suffer conflict, possibly because of low HIs or active policies to reduce HIs, as in Malaysia

(Fenton 2009); or it might be the case where a strongly repressive government effectively

Fig. 1 Social cohesion triangle
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prevents conflict despite weak sc (such as Togo under Gnassingbé Eyadema). It is

sometimes suggested that people living in group enclaves is a sign of lack of sc, and should

be included in the measure. Yet people should be free to live where they like, without it

being thought that they threaten sc. In our view, two of our indicators—identity and cross-

group trust—should pick up any problems for sc arising from enclaves. It would be

interesting to test whether enclave living reduces our measure of sc.2

Below we consider ways of developing and measuring a composite index which

incorporates the three components of the sc triangle. As emphasised above, the extent of sc

in a country is essentially based on people’s perceptions. Importantly, it is not a matter of

identities or trust as seen by some outsider, but how people themselves perceive them.

Similarly, when it comes to inequalities—for which more objective measures are possible

than for trust or identities—it is perceptions of being in an equal/fair or unequal/unfair

society which determine sc rather than the more objective measures. Indeed, one study of

horizontal inequality and violence showed that perceptions of inequality were more closely

related to violence than more objective indicators (Rustad 2015). Hence, in order to

construct our index of social cohesion we rely on surveys which report on people’s per-

ceptions regarding these issues.

Our aim is to develop a national index of sc. Yet, perceptions may differ across groups,

and this too is of relevance to sc. Thus, a society where all groups have roughly the same

views is likely to be more cohesive than one where some groups report high levels of trust,

strong national identities and limited inequalities, while others report the opposite. The

very difference in views qualifies the extent of sc, whatever the national average sc index.

To allow for this we develop a national index (Social Cohesion Index—SCI) and then sub-

indices for particular groups (SCIi, where subscript i represents a particular group). We

then modify the SCI by the coefficient of variation among the sub-groups measures of SC,

and in this way we develop an inequality-adjusted national sc—i.e. a Variance-Adjusted

Social Cohesion Index or SCIVA.3

3 Towards a Perceptions-Based Social Cohesion Index

A composite societal indicator is appropriate in the case of a complex concept composed of

a number of elements. As argued above, this is the case for sc which is composed of several

distinct characteristics, which together represent an important aspect of the state of societal

relations. In this way, it is similar to Human Development, which is also composed of a

number of elements, and is measured in a composite index, the Human Development

Index.

2 Macro-level indicators of enclave living could be used to test relationships with social cohesion. We see
this exercise being undertaken at the community level (cities, villages etc.) as enclave living is often limited
to certain areas (e.g. major cities) of a country which might make it difficult to be picked up in nationally
representative surveys. However, at the individual level there is already an established line of research
focusing on contact theory: Does increased contact with other (cultural) groups also increase individual and
intergroup trust? As trust is one of our major dimensions, these additional questions—currently not in the
Afrobarometer—could be useful: e.g. how much do you engage with people from a different ethnicity,
religion etc, and in what way (work, private life …). We could also expect a relationship between contact
and the identity dimension.
3 This is similar to the inequality-adjusted Human Development Index of the UNDP. For more information:
http://hdr.undp.org/en/content/inequality-adjusted-human-development-index-ihdi.
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According to the OECD Handbook on composite indicators (OECD 2008), among other

characteristics, a good composite indicator needs to:

• Summarise complex multidimensional issues to assist policy makers;

• Be easier to interpret than by looking at the components separately;

• Help rank countries at one time and progress over time;

• Facilitate communication with the general public.

In addition, the elements that make up the indicator need to be sufficiently independent

that they cannot be measured accurately by one of the indicators alone, and change in any

element should be reflected by a change in the SCI in the same direction (i.e. it is

monotonically increasing or decreasing in any of its components).4 Finally, the index

should be helpful for research, by permitting the testing of hypotheses concerning causes

and effects of the phenomenon under consideration.

In order to test the feasibility and usefulness of our SCI, we use data from the Afro-

barometer surveys. These surveys are conducted in around 20 African countries (increasing

to 33 in Round 5 which was conducted in 2012) and are repeated on a regular basis (every

3–5 years). The surveys are nationally representative and contain a standard set of ques-

tions aimed at measuring people’s social, political, and economic attitudes over time.5 The

Afrobarometer surveys include a number of useful questions for assessing people’s atti-

tudes and perceptions regarding the three constituent elements of the concept of social

cohesion, as proposed above: inequality, trust, and identity. Table 1 shows the questions

which we have selected to construct our SCI.

Before discussing the way we have aggregated the different questions into our per-

ceptions-based SCI, we should emphasize that due to data limitations our approach at

operationalizing the social cohesion concept is only a first approximation and we therefore

have to be cautious in interpreting the results. While the Afrobarometer surveys provide a

wealth of interesting data, they do not contain all the questions we would ideally want in

order to operationalize the concept of social cohesion perfectly as set out above.6 In

4 This can be measured by the Cronbach coefficient (see e.g. Deafys et al. 2011; Hooghe 2012; Lord and
Novick 1968).
5 It is important to note here that survey samples are sensitive to different types of errors and inaccuracies,
including for examplemeasurement error due to poorly designed questions or interviewer effects (see a.o.Biemer
et al. 1991). Given that the questions in this paper are generally simple and transparent, it is unlikely that poorly
design questions have introduced serious bias into the analysis. On the other hand, interviewer effects could
potentially create a bias in the questions regarding identity. As indicated by Berinsky (2004) survey data col-
lection constitutes a social interaction. However, to what extent such interviewer effects may have introduced
significant variation is not known. Formore information onAfrobarometer surveys see: www.afrobarometer.org.
6 Designing ideal measurements for social cohesion requires quite elaborate empirical investigation. For
example, we could see social cohesion as a second-level construct with inequality, trust and identity as first-level
constructs. Each of the social cohesion dimensions could be measured with several items and analyzed via
confirmatory factor analysis. The use of several items to measure our three dimensions of social cohesion would
allow us to reduce measurement errors possible in some of the questions used here: the trust questions could be
refined in terms of trust in whom (people from a different ethnicity, religion etc.) and in what situations (e.g.
business transactions, private friendships), whereas nationality items could be designed to pick-up intergroup
attitudes more precisely: in our country people should be educated in the dominant language; the existence of
multiple cultural practices undermines/strengthens our nation etc. The difficulty in this approach is likely to lie in
the necessity for our measurement items to have equivalent meanings in different countries (with different
historical and cultural trajectories). Indeed, arguably the most difficult issue in designing cross-culturally com-
parable social cohesion indices lies in measuring the most politically salient cleavage in society: ethnicity,
religion, migrants, caste etc. Furthermore, the use of multiple items might reduce errors in the measurements of
our three dimensions, but a composite index of a limited number of items is generallymuchmore straightforward
to comprehend and analyze.
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Table 1 Overview of the Afrobarometer questions used to construct the SCI

Afrobarometer question Answering options Social Cohesion Index

Cluster 1: inequality

‘‘In general, how do you rate your
living conditions compared to
those of other [Ghanaians/
Kenyans/etc.]?’’

1 = Much worse
2 = Worse
3 = Same
4 = Better
5 = Much better

Proportion of respondents who
believe their living conditions is
the ‘‘same’’ compared to other
compatriots

‘‘How often are _______
[Respondent’s Ethnic Group]
treated unfairly by the
government?’’

0 = Never
1 = Sometimes
2 = Often
3 = Always

Proportion of respondents who
believe their ethnic group is
‘‘never’’ treated unfairly by the
government

Cluster 2: trust

Institutional trust

‘‘How much do you trust each of
the following, or haven’t you
heard enough about them to
say:
1. The President
2. Parliament
3. Police
4. Courts of law

0 = Not at all
1 = Just a little
2 = Somewhat
3 = A lot

Proportion of respondents who trust
‘‘A lot’’

Interpersonal trust

‘‘How much do you trust each of
the following types of
people?*
1. Your relatives
2. Other people you know
3. Other [Ghanaians/Kenyans/
etc.]

0 = Not at all
1 = Just a little
2 = Somewhat
3 = A lot

Proportion of respondents who trust
‘‘A lot’’

Cluster 3: identity

‘‘Let us suppose that you had to
choose between being a
[Ghanaian/Kenyan/etc.] and being
a _______ [Respondent’s Ethnic
Group]. Which of the following
best expresses your feelings?

1 = I feel only
(Respondent’s Ethnic
Group)

2 = I feel more
(Respondent’s Ethnic
Group) than [Ghanaian/
Kenyan/etc.]

3 = I feel equally [Ghanaian/
Kenyan/etc.] and (Resp.
Ethnic Group)

4 = I feel more [Ghanaian/
Kenyan/etc.] than (Resp.
Ethnic Group)

5 = I feel only [Ghanaian/
Kenyan/etc.]

Proportion of respondents who feel
‘‘More [Ghanaian/Kenyan/etc.]
than (Respondent’s Ethnic
Group)’’ or ‘‘Only [Ghanaian/
Kenyan/etc.]’’

* The interpersonal trust question is slightly different in Round 3 and 4 versus Round 5. Rounds 3 and 4 ask
for ‘‘Trust relatives’’, ‘‘Trust neighbors’’, ‘‘Trust people from own ethnic group’’ and ‘‘Trust people from
other ethnic groups’’. Round 5 asks for ‘‘Trust relatives’’, ‘‘Trust neighbors’’ and ‘‘Trust other people you
know’’. Assuming that the combined set of questions in each Round measures interpersonal trust, we take
the average over the different questions as a proxy for interpersonal trust
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addition, some of the questions relevant to the operationalization of our concept were

slightly rephrased or were dropped from some survey rounds, which forced us to omit

some potentially useful questions in order to obtain consistency across years. Despite these

caveats, we think it is useful to explore the evolution of social cohesion on the basis of the

selected questions.

We use a very straightforward aggregation method for the SCI. For each question we

differentiate the more socially cohesive answers from the less socially cohesive ones (see

the third column in Table 1). We subsequently calculate the proportion of respondents

giving the more socially cohesive answers. There is just one indicator for identity.7 But for

the other two elements, we have more than one indicator, so to obtain a single measure of

these elements of social cohesion, we average the different indicators. Subsequently, in line

with the conceptualisation of the concept, the resulting three proportions are given equal

weights in aggregating them into a SCI. This results in an index ranging from zero to one,

with zero corresponding to a non-cohesive society and one corresponding to a highly

cohesive society.

This index is easy to interpret comparatively—enabling comparisons across societies

and within a society over time. The absolute value of the index is not so meaningful, at

least initially until (like the Gini index), the number acquires an intuitive meaning through

applications to well known situations. Nonetheless, a very low value of the SCI (below

0.25) or a very high one (above 0.75) indicates a non-cohesive and a cohesive society,

respectively.

4 Social Cohesion in Africa

Using the Afrobarometer data, we proceed to estimate the SCI for nineteen countries in

Africa—see Table 3.8 We use data from three rounds of the Afrobarometer, 2005, 2008

and 2012. Before reporting the results of the above SCI methodology, we first summarize

the correlations among the three components of our SCI pooling the data across the rounds

of enquiry and the nineteen countries. This information is needed to assess whether the

three elements are sufficiently independent to form individual components of the com-

posite index. As can be seen from Table 2, the correlations among the different compo-

nents are low. When testing for the significance of these correlations, there is only a non-

zero correlation between inequality and identity (at 99 % significance level). Though

significant, the correlation is not high.9 The correlations between inequality and trust, on

the one hand, and between trust and identity, on the other hand are not statistically different

7 In the identity cluster, we restrict answers to individuals who feel a stronger affinity to a national identity
than their own group identity. In a robustness test we also include those individuals who feel equally ethnic
as national. The ranking of countries is similar to the one reported here. Also a similar variation over time is
observed. More generally, we also perform robustness tests changing the cutoff points of all other questions
(e.g. to include not just the extreme answer, but to include the two most extremes). Although minor
differences can be observed, the overall ranking and variation over time seems to be a robust finding. This
supports our belief that our index is a robust description of social cohesion.
8 Please note that we can only include countries for which we have data for more than one survey round.
Hence even though the Afrobarometer Round 5 survey was conducted in 33 countries, in about 13 countries
it was the first time that the Afrobarometer survey was conducted.
9 While the question related to ‘fair treatment’ is also framed around identities, this is not driving the
significant correlation. Also a significant correlation exists between Identity and the ‘living conditions’
componenst of the inequality cluster.
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from zero. We therefore conclude that the different components provide independent

information and capture distinct aspects of societal perceptions.

The results of our SCI analysis can be found in Table 3 for the survey rounds of 2005,

2008 and 2012. The countries are ordered according to increasing SCI for 2012. We see

large cross-country differences with Nigeria as the least cohesive country in 2012 (SCI

0.183) versus Senegal, the most cohesive country (SCI 0.604). The results broadly confirm

our intuitive assessments of these societies. For example, Nigeria is a very large country,

with a population of nearly 200 m that was created by Colonial diktat, composed of over

300 ethnic groups, divided by religion as well as ethnicity and history. Under colonial rule,

the North and South of the country were governed as separate entities. It has had a major

civil war, with over a million deaths, as well as more ‘minor’ conflicts including those in

the Delta region, conflicts involving Boko Haram in the North and settler/indigenous

conflicts in the middle belt and several military coups (Mustapha 2006, Bratton 2008). For

all these reasons it seems likely to qualify as a country with a low degree of sc. In contrast,

Senegal is much smaller (around 13 m population) with almost 95 % of the population of

one religion (Islam), and though it has a number of ethnic groups, one is dominant. Senegal

has been a relatively stable democracy, though there is some rebellion in the south.

According to a World Bank assessment: ‘Senegal is one of the most stable countries in

Africa, and has considerably strengthened its democratic institutions since its indepen-

dence from France in 1960’. (World Bank, ‘Country Overview’ http://www.worldbank.

org/en/country/senegal/overview, accessed October 13 2015).

Table 3 reports on the three components of inequality, trust and identity which make up

the SCI. This decomposition gives insights into the drivers of social cohesion, which is

relevant to the design of policy aimed at increasing social cohesion. Several conclusions

emerge. First, the trust component has the lowest scores of the three SCI components in

half or more of the countries in each of the rounds. Second, whereas most countries achieve

a fairly similar ranking across the different drivers some countries score particularly high/

low for a single indicator. Madagascar is a clear example of scoring poorly on a single

component. While both inequality and identity point towards a high level of social

cohesion, lack of trust scales down the final social cohesion indicator in each of the rounds.

An opposite example is provided by Malawi where respondents have a high level of trust,

but their perceptions of inequality among ethnic groups and of weak national identity

reduces their SCI ranking.

Country rankings on the SCI remain broadly constant across the rounds. Nigeria is the

least cohesive country in each year, while Tanzania, Senegal and Madagascar consistently

rank as the top three. But some countries change their relative position over time. For

example, whereas Botswana is in a middle position in 2005, it drops over the eight year

period to being a poorly cohesive country. The opposite trend can be observed for Malawi

which has seen a relative increase in social cohesion over time. For the group of countries

as a whole, some convergence can be observed between 2005 and 2008, as the least

cohesive societies become more cohesive in absolute terms, and the most cohesive

Table 2 Correlations between
SCI components

***, **, * indicate significance at
1 %, 5 % and 10 % respectively

Inequality Trust Identity

Inequality 1.000

Trust 0.202 1.000

Identity 0.410*** 0.176 1.000
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societies become less cohesive, but there is divergence again between 2008 and 2012. No

clear pattern can be observed in the underlying drivers.

As well as analyzing social cohesion in relative terms, we also analyze the absolute

time-series dynamics. This evolution in SCI over the three survey rounds is plotted in

Fig. 2. Some countries experience a substantial improvement in social cohesion. For

example, Benin experiences a steady increase in social cohesion from 0.357 in 2005 to

0.469 in 2012, or an absolute increase in social cohesion of 11 %. A similar evolution

can be observed in Kenya, Zambia, Zimbabwe and Lesotho which also become more

cohesive over time. On the other hand, there are a number of countries whose societies

became much less cohesive; Tanzania is an example, even though it remained consis-

tently cohesive relative to most other countries; and Botswana showed a big fall between

2008 and 2012. The constituent elements moved in the same direction for some coun-

tries, but in different directions for others. For example, in Mali the SCI rose consistently

as did the identity element, but inequality first improved and then worsened and trust got

worse and then improved. Small changes over time could be due to measurement issues,

but the relatively large changes are likely to be of significance.10 To understand this

evolution better, one obviously has to do a careful historical and political analysis of each

country.

While indepth historical analysis is needed to understand these changes, again they do

appear to fit with what we know of these societies. For example, Benin shows increasing

SCI from 2005 to 2012. This was a period when President Kerekou (elected twice in 1996

and 2001, with some questions about the regularity of the elections), stepped down at the

end of his second term in 2006 and President Yayi was elected—he attempted to tackle

corruption and successfully promoted economic growth, being re-elected in 2011 with over

50 % of the vote, although again there were some issues concerning the conduct of the

election (Amuwo 2009). Transparency International’s Corruption Perception Index shows

Benin’s score improving over these years while social indicators also improved. Liberia’s

improvement from 2008 to 2012 is consistent with the post-conflict recovery and recon-

ciliation brought about during President Johnson Sirleaf’s regime (Great Britain. Parlia-

ment. House of Commons. International Development Committee 2014). The deterioration

in Uganda’s SCI seems to reflect the increasing ethnicisation of politics as President

Museveni’s government became less inclusive, and power became personalised, using

patronage and threat (Tripp 2010). Bareebe and Titeca (2012–2103) record the large

number of top positions in the army and civil service held by relatives of Museveni.

4.1 Variation–Adjusted Social Cohesion Index

Of course, analysing a measure of social cohesion at the level of a country could miss

important group differences within each country. It is reasonable to believe that the impact

and effect of social cohesion would depend on whether perceptions of the three elements

differ across groups. If individuals that assign a low/high score to social cohesion are

clustered within groups, instead of being randomly distributed between groups, uneven

perceptions of social cohesion could have an impact on the overall social cohesion of a

society. To obtain a measure of social cohesion that properly accounts for group dynamics,

10 This is also confirmed by the robustness results. Changing the way we compute SCI does not change the
time-variation we observe. This suggests that variation over time is a key characteristic of SCI, and not a
matter of measurement error.
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we can incorporate observed group clustering. This can be done by correcting the country-

level SCI for the variation that exists between groups of a country.

To analyze whether such group clustering is present, we recompute social cohesion on

an ethnic group level, since this is an important group classification in most African

countries. We then summarize this variation across ethnic groups in a measure of statistical

variation and construct a variation-adjusted social cohesion measure SCIVA:

SCIVA ¼ SCI � 1� CVð Þ

where CV is the coefficient of variation in social cohesion, computed over ethnic groups.11

Table 4 summarizes the resulting variation-adjusted social cohesion indices, and shows

the difference from the original SCI. This gives an idea of the importance of introducing

such a correction for group clustering. Table 4 shows that group clustering is indeed

important, and reduces the SCI by 3 to 5 %. For some countries the reduction is even

larger—up to 9 % for Uganda (2005), 7 % for Namibia (2005) and 7 % for Tanzania

(2012). Such high corrections imply that social cohesion is clustered within groups, and

large differences exist between groups. Interestingly, when comparing the evolution of the

social cohesion indices over time with the evidence on group variation, the results seem to

suggest that large reductions in social cohesion (e.g. as observed for Uganda) go hand in

hand with large group variation.

The SCI permits exploration into causes and consequences of SCI. For example, as

noted earlier, an important issue is whether enclave living reduces the SCI. What is the

impact of flows of immigrants? Does greater sc lead to higher growth, and can we identify

mechanism by which it does so. Does growth improve sc? Is sc affected by elections? It is

quite likely that the ethnicization of politics often observed during elections may increase

people’s sense of ethnic identity and reduce their sense of national identity, as well as

reducing trust in other groups (Eifert et al. 2010). In contrast, some developments may

Fig. 2 The time-series evolution of social cohesion

11 This coefficient of variation, along with alternative measures of variation are reported in ‘‘Appendix 1’’.
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increase people’s national identity. This appears to have happened in Kenya. Between

2005 and 2008, ethnicity gained greater salience relative to national identity, probably due

to the 2007 election and the post-election violence. But the Constitutional referendum in

2010 appears to have drawn people together. A particularly important issue is whether low

SC leads to violence. Though we cannot investigate all these issues, the next section

explores this question.

5 Does a Lack of Social Cohesion Lead to Conflict?

It is often suggested that a lack of social cohesion increases the risk of conflict. In order to

investigate this hypothesis, we used data from the Armed Conflict Location and Event Data

(ACLED) on a range of conflict events for our countries (see Raleigh et al. 2010). In

particular, we included the number of battles, state-based battles, non-state battles, non-

state ethnic battles, violence against civilians, government repression, protest and riots

counted as one event category, and riots and protests counted separately for each of the

three survey rounds. Definitions are provided in ‘‘Appendix 2’’. We hypothesize that low

levels of social cohesion are associated with more conflict. In addition, we hypothesize that

this relation is stronger for the SCIVA.

We estimate the following panel regression:

Table 4 Variation-Adjusted Social Cohesion Index (SCIVA)

2005 survey 2008 survey 2012 survey

SCIVA Diff SCIVA Diff SCIVA Diff

Nigeria 0.135 -0.044 0.180 -0.048 0.162 -0.021

Uganda 0.214 -0.092 0.159 -0.075 0.191 -0.056

Botswana 0.369 -0.043 0.394 -0.042 0.288 -0.036

Liberia NA NA 0.283 -0.033 0.311 -0.036

Kenya 0.258 -0.046 0.283 -0.056 0.339 -0.044

Zambia 0.244 -0.058 0.286 -0.053 0.351 -0.052

Ghana 0.349 -0.028 0.321 -0.044 0.339 -0.068

Namibia 0.339 -0.072 0.305 -0.048 0.348 -0.060

Zimbabwe NA NA 0.299 -0.046 0.363 -0.067

Malawi 0.330 -0.033 0.444 -0.047 0.401 -0.043

South Africa 0.378 -0.064 0.351 -0.046 0.431 -0.037

Benin 0.315 -0.042 0.370 -0.022 0.414 -0.055

Mozambique 0.464 -0.039 0.427 -0.037 0.433 -0.057

Burkina Faso NA NA 0.401 -0.061 0.455 -0.049

Lesotho 0.394 -0.024 0.409 -0.033 0.490 -0.022

Mali 0.430 -0.046 0.441 -0.059 0.446 -0.047

Tanzania 0.581 -0.051 0.518 -0.059 0.545 -0.059

Madagascar 0.417 -0.042 0.502 -0.047 0.462 -0.063

Senegal 0.550 -0.051 0.518 -0.059 0.545 -0.059
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Conflicti;tþ1 ¼ a þ b0SCi;t þ b1Yi;t þ ui þ ei;t

with i the country index and t the survey year; conflict refers to the conflict events

enumerated above;12 as our dependent variables are based on count data, we use a binomial

regression. SC represents the social cohesion index (SCI or SCIVA),—Y is a control

variable; ui is a country-specific random element and ei;t is the observation-level error term.

For the control variable, we include GDP growth per capita (data from the World Bank).

Our sample includes 54 observations: for 16 countries we have 3 observations (all rounds);

for three countries we have two observations (only Rounds 4 and 5). To estimate the above

panel, we use a random effects estimator with country-observations nested in countries.

This estimator is consistent, as the Haussman test rejected the fixed effects model. Table 5

reports the estimation results (***, **, * indicate significance at 1 %, 5 % and 10 %

respectively). For all the armed conflict variables we find a negative and significant effect

of social cohesion on conflict. However, we should note that not only may violence have

been made more likely by the low social cohesion, but elements of social cohesion such as

trust may have been reduced by anticipated violence. Non-violent events, such as protests,

are not significantly related to SC, neither are riots or cases of government repression.

Protests, riots, and repression events are, however, relatively more prevalent in our dataset

as compared to battle events. If causality went from expectation of government repression

or rebellious events to declining SC, we might expect to find a significant association here

as well as with violence. Consequently, it is likely that the main direction of causality is

from weak SC to violent conflict, though there could be some mutual causation. It is also

possible that the correlation is picking up the known connection between HIs—which form

one component of the index—and conflict.

Table 6 reports the estimation results for the SCIVA (***, **, * indicate significance at 1

%, 5 % and 10 % respectively). The results are very similar to the previous results with the

unadjusted SCI. For a wide range of the conflict variables we find a negative and significant

association between social cohesion and armed conflict events. No significant relationship

was found with non-violent conflicts such as protests. However, there is no clear evidence

that the SCIVA better explains the presence of conflict events than the unadjusted SCI.

6 Conclusion

Social cohesion is widely used as a way of describing societies. Yet it is rarely measured. This

paper suggests a methodology for measurement. We argue that in order to begin to capture the

complexity of the concept such a measure should include three components. These are

inequality (the chief feature of European approaches to defining social cohesionwith reference

to social exclusion), trust (the chief feature of theUSapproach to social cohesionwith reference

to social capital), and identity (national versus group), which is an important feature of mul-

tiethnic societies. We argued that all three of these components should focus on perceptions of

people in the society in question, rather than any attempt to get at more ‘objective’ measures,

since social cohesion is a matter of how people perceive the society in which they live.

It is therefore necessary to rely on surveys of perceptions to apply the concept in

practice. We used three rounds of Afrobarometer surveys from 2005, 2008 and 2012 to

attempt to measure SC in 19 African countries. The data for the three components show

low correlations across the individual indicators, suggesting that each is an independent

12 As measured as the one-year period after the last interview date in a specific national survey.
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element and that a composite indicator is desirable as no single component would capture

the full concept. Of the three components, the trust component was the lowest in half or

more of the countries. SCI ranking of countries was broadly consistent over the 3 years,

although some countries changed positions.

If different groups across society have very different perspectives, this in itself is an

indication of weak SC. In order to take this into account, we also calculated a variance-

adjusted SCI (SCIVA) which might be thought to be a better measure than the SCI. This

reduces the value of the SCI, but leaves country ranking largely the same.

Social cohesion is important in its own right—as living in a cohesive, high trust, low

inequality society is likely to increase general wellbeing. This is an aspect of wellbeing that

is left out of most aggregate indices of country performance, such as GNP or the HDI. SC

is also important because lack of cohesion is likely to increase the probability of conflict.

Using data for a variety of conflict events, we found a significant relationship between both

our measures of SCI and violent conflict in the subsequent year. However, the variation-

adjusted measure did not show a stronger relationship than the unadjusted SCI. While there

was a significant relationship between higher SC and lower violent conflict, no significant

Table 5 Regression results SCI

SCI % Growth GDP capita Constant

Battles -162.67** -13.09 87.88***

State-based battles -115.10** -1.59 23.24***

Nonstate battles -49.31** -11.78 26.40***

Ethnic battles -28.60*** -4.91 14.76***

Violence against civilians -182.59** -15.18 106.31***

Government repression -10.08 -2.56 10.10

Protest/Riots -63.00 -203.85 81.74

Riots -2.47 -93.33 22.82

Protests -68.10 -98.84 62.21

Table 6 Regression results SCIVA

SCI % Growth GDP capita Constant

Battles -160.53** -14.17 79.22***

State-based battles -118.29** -2.94 57.87***

Non-state battles -44.01** -11.57 22.03***

Ethnic battles -26.94** -4.98 12.75***

Violence against civilians -166.62* -15.90 91.58***

Government repression -9.66 -3.08 9.49

Protests/Riots -33.70 -201.14 67.76

Riots 4.81 -92.54 19.97

Protests -48.36 -97.17 51.55
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relationships were found for non-violent protests, riots, and cases of government

repression.

There are a number of other important issues which could be investigated using the SCI

measure: these include the relationship with economic growth and improvements in

Human Development, both potentially involving a two-way causation; the impact of flows

of immigrants; the impact of urbanisation; how enclave living affects the SCI; the rela-

tionship with political violence (again with a two-way causation); the impact of elections

and of other major events, such as constitutional debate and referenda, sporting events, and

natural disasters.

In our empirical investigation we have focused on African countries. For substantive

reasons, but also because of data availability, we have taken ethnicity as the salient group

division in society. The SCI might have to be altered for valid global comparisons,

however. Indeed, in other countries, major dividing lines may exist across religion, race,

political class etc.; rendering the ethnic categorization in other countries largely irrelevant.

Ideally, we would question respondents in multiple cultural settings on relevant group

inequalities, trust, and identity across several possible dividing lines in a similar manner.

Current data projects— e.g. World Values Survey, Eurobarometer, European Social Sur-

vey, Arab barometer, Asian barometer—offer variables that are in many ways similar to

the questions used here, yet large discrepancies in questions and answer scales exist as

well. A global exercise to develop valid cross-country comparisons of social cohesions is

therefore very much an endeavour that needs to be initiated. While in this paper we have

explored the relationship between SCI and the incidence of violence, in future research it

would also be extremely interesting to explore empirically how social cohesion is related to

other social, economic and political outcomes, including economic growth, quality of

institutions, political stability, human development and happiness.

Any measure of a complex social phenomenon, like SC, is unavoidably reductionist.

Nonetheless, it is helpful to have such a measure in order to give some meaning to

assertions about whether a society’s social cohesion is increasing or not, and comparative

statements across countries, as well as to identify causes and consequences of social

cohesion in a systematic way.
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See Table 7.
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Appendix 2: Definitions of ACLED Conflict Variables

The following event types are based on the ACLED dataset. Some event types are directly

taken from the dataset, other types used in our analysis were constructed by limiting events

to certain ‘actor types’.

Battle

ACLED defines a battle as ‘‘a violent interaction between two politically organized

armed groups at a particular time and location.’’ Typically these interactions occur

between government militaries/militias and rebel groups/factions within the context

of a civil war. However, these interactions also include militia violence, rebel on

rebel violence and military on military violence. There is no causality minimum

necessary for inclusion.

The specific elements of that definition are as follows:

(1) A violent interaction is the use of armed force, including guns or military

hardware, machetes, knives or any tool to inflict harm upon the opposing side.

(2) Organized armed groups including but not limited to rebel and government

groups. (codebook 3, 2014, p. 9).

Table 7 Variation in social cohesion across ethnic groups (alphabetical order)

2005 survey 2008 survey 2012 survey

CV Range SD CV Range SD CV Range SD

Benin 0.119 0.120 0.043 0.056 0.079 0.022 0.117 0.117 0.060

Botswana 0.105 0.168 0.043 0.097 0.115 0.042 0.111 0.138 0.035

Burkina Faso NA NA NA 0.133 0.190 0.059 0.096 0.124 0.048

Ghana 0.073 0.079 0.027 0.120 0.136 0.041 0.168 0.171 0.066

Kenya 0.151 0.152 0.046 0.166 0.155 0.057 0.168 0.140 0.043

Lesotho 0.058 0.074 0.024 0.075 0.117 0.033 0.042 0.068 0.022

Liberia NA NA NA 0.105 0.116 0.033 0.105 0.144 0.037

Madagascar 0.091 0.126 0.040 0.086 0.150 0.047 0.120 0.207 0.062

Malawi 0.092 0.113 0.035 0.096 0.125 0.049 0.096 0.148 0.045

Mali 0.096 0.149 0.046 0.119 0.183 0.059 0.091 0.157 0.045

Mozambique 0.076 0.130 0.039 0.080 0.124 0.037 0.117 0.207 0.059

Namibia 0.175 0.216 0.073 0.136 0.146 0.046 0.147 0.154 0.053

Nigeria 0.246 0.148 0.045 0.209 0.138 0.045 0.116 0.067 0.021

Senegal 0.085 0.149 0.049 0.102 0.182 0.058 0.098 0.172 0.055

South Africa 0.144 0.191 0.063 0.116 0.139 0.045 0.078 0.121 0.037

Tanzania 0.068 0.106 0.042 0.107 0.191 0.059 0.137 0.243 0.070

Uganda 0.301 0.266 0.094 0.320 0.268 0.077 0.228 0.198 0.057

Zambia 0.193 0.215 0.063 0.156 0.194 0.054 0.130 0.169 0.051

Zimbabwe NA NA NA 0.133 0.164 0.048 0.156 0.204 0.067

Conceptualising and Measuring Social Cohesion in Africa… 339

123



Depending on the outcome of a battle, ACLED distinguishes ‘Battle-No change of

territory’, ‘Battle-Non-state actors overtake territory’, and ‘Battle-Government regains

territory’. For the ‘Battle’ events used in our analyses, these types have been taken

together.

State-Based Battle

This constructed event is a Battle which involves a government actor (Code 1 in the

INTER1 or INTER2 variables).

Non-State Battle

This constructed event is a Battle which does not involve a government actor (Codes 2

(rebel force), 3 (political militia), 4 (ethnic militia) in the INTER1 and INTER2 variables).

Non-State Battle Between Communal Groups

This constructed event is a Battle which involves ethnic militias (Code 4 in the INTER1

and INTER2 variables).

Violence Against Civilians

Violence against civilians is defined as deliberate violent acts perpetrated by an

organized political group such as a rebel, militia or government force against an

unarmed non-combatant. These acts are political and harm or kill civilians, and are

the sole act in which civilians are an actor. There is no minimum number of victims

needed to qualify as an ACLED event.

Although the victims can be combatants in a different context, here they are

UNARMED and NOT ABLE to defend themselves. One-sided violence also

includes inflicting significant harm (e.g. bombing, shooting, torture, rape, mutilation

etc.) or accosting victims (e.g. kidnapping and disappearances). It does not include

incidents in which people are not physically harmed, (e.g. looting or burning,

destruction of sacred spaces, and forced displacement.) (codebook 3, 2014,

pp. 11–12).

Government Repression

Violence against civilians perpetrated by a government actor (Code 1 in the INTER1 or

INTER2 variables).

Riots/Protest

A riot is defined as ‘‘a violent disturbance of the public peace by three or more

persons assembled for a common purpose.’’ ACLED records reported information on

both spontaneous and organized rioting. Organized riots can be planned by a pre-

viously recognized political group. The rioting group is not necessarily an inherently

violent organization. A political party can riot (i.e. ZANU-PF in Zimbabwe). If the
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protesters or rioters are representing a group, the name of this group is recorded in

the ‘‘ally’’ section. Spontaneous riots primarily involve civilians, without direct

reference to an organized political group. Protests are nonviolent spontaneous

organizations of civilians for a political purpose. Protesters do not engage in vio-

lence, and if violence occurs during a protest as a result of protesters ‘‘actions, this

event is coded solely as a riot. If violence is done to protesters in the event of a

protest, the event is coded solely as an act of ‘violence against civilians’’’. (codebook

3, 2014, p. 11).

Riots

The Riots/Protests event type in ACLED is limited to Riots by only counting cases in

which actors were defined as ‘Rioters’ (Code 5 in the INTER1 or INTER2 variables).

Events are limited to the Riots/Protest event type to avoid double-counting as Rioters can

also perpetrate ‘Violence against civilians’ in the dataset.

Protests

The Riots/Protests event type in ACLED is limited to Protest by only counting cases in

which actors were defined as ‘Protesters’ (Code 6 in the INTER1 or INTER2 variables).

Events are limited to the Riots/Protest event type to avoid double-counting as Protesters

can also be the victim of ‘Violence against civilians’ in the dataset (e.g. in the case of

government repression, see above).

Distinction Between External and Internal Events

All events were limited to events perpetrated by internal actors to ensure compatibility with

the Afrobarometer surveys. The following procedures were followed:

For the event type ‘‘battle—no change of territory’’ data was browsed for 2 opposing

national armies and/or police forces via the variables ACTOR1 and ACTOR2. These cases

are dropped. This also includes national military forces battling mutinous forces of a

foreign national army.

For all 3 battle categories, we filter out cases in which armed groups operate across the

border of the country to which the group belongs. Government troops operating on foreign

territory are considered as international cases, e.g. Mauritanese military in Mali; Congolese

army in Uganda. However, events in which international actors (INTER1 or INTER2 = 8)

assist in fighting an internal rebel group is considered as internal conflict (whether or not

the government they are assisting is identified in the ALLY categories), e.g. the French

military in Mali. If an organized rebel group (i.e. organization name such as Lord

Resistance Army) operates outside of the country of origin, this is seen as international

(e.g. Sudan’s liberation army operating in Uganda). Often we find ethnic militias or

unidentified armed groups with a certain nationality between brackets. If the nationality of

one of the armed groups differs from the country in which the event took place we decide

that this is an international case.

For the category Riots/Protests we browse ACLED for events identifying one of the

actors as ‘‘international’’ or with a nationality foreign to the country. This is based on the

ACTOR variables or the NOTES variable. If foreign nationals protest or riot in a particular

country, these cases are dropped. For the category ‘‘Violence against civilians’’, we also
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browse ACLED for events identifying one of the actors as ‘‘‘international’’ or as having a

nationality foreign to the country. If foreign civilians are victims of the violence, this is

generally regarded as internal conflict (e.g. journalists, oil workers). However, if the

perpetrators are not from the country where the event took place, the cases are dropped.

Finally, as pirating can be regarded as an international crime, and as it is difficult to

pinpoint the nationality of the pirates, all pirating cases are dropped.
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