
T HIS CHAPTER INVESTIGATES HOW RISING ETHNIC AND RACIAL DIVERSITY INFLUENCES

social cohesion in Western democracies and how policies for immigration

and the integration of visible minorities might shape this relationship.1 In recent

years, the popular media have zoomed in on the issue of immigration, the

increase in the numbers of refugees and asylum seekers in Europe, the growing

visibility of ethnic and racial minorities and the increasing socioeconomic

inequalities in North America. This focus has triggered debate about the conse-

quences of diversity for community and social cohesion in Western democracies.

Journalists, policy-makers and ideologues have repeatedly expressed their fears

about an increasingly complex and multiethnic, diverse world. 

Such fearful expressions — most of which do not emanate from Canadian

media and policy circles — have recently found reluctant support in academic

analyses. A number of studies suggest that increasing social diversity could have

detrimental effects on social cohesion (Alesina and La Ferrara 2002; Hero 2003;

Delhey and Newton 2005). According to this research, in more diverse societies,

generalized trust is more difficult to foster, resulting in the loss of a sense of com-

munity. At the same time, we know that generalized trust is a key element of

social capital, a societal resource that fosters collective action. The research indi-

cates that generalized trust tends to be lower in ethnically fractionalized commu-

nities or in geographic areas with large ethnic or racial minorities. This

relationship also holds when we compare census tracts with varying concentra-

tions of immigrants in Canada. Trust levels are not just lower among the ethnic

minorities themselves, but they are also suppressed among the dominant groups

within society. However, these alleged effects of ethnic and racial diversity have
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only rarely been studied outside North America, and they have not been contex-

tualized with the host of policies in which immigration and diversity are embed-

ded. Immigration regimes and policies might mitigate the potentially divisive

effects of living in heterogeneous societies. The resulting question, then, is how

these policy differences and the wide range of autonomy offered to various groups

within the population influence social cohesion in democratic societies. 

In this chapter, we use European data to investigate two questions. First,

we examine whether the relation between ethnic and cultural diversity is indeed

as negative as it is assumed to be in most of the current literature. It is by no

means self-evident that these findings in the US or the North American contexts

can be generalized and applied to other societies. Second, we want to ascertain

the effect of integration regimes. Are there significant differences between coun-

tries that adopt a policy of assimilation and countries that are open to the recog-

nition of difference? This insight into the role of integration regimes would be of

particular value for Canadian policy-makers, as Canadian society has become

increasingly diverse, both culturally and ethnically, and the country’s multicul-

tural nature has become a defining characteristic of national identity (Driedger

1996). Canadian public policy on immigrants and various ethnic and religious

groups encourages ethnic and cultural minorities to maintain their own distinct

cultures, and it recognizes their right to affirm their own identities. If the propo-

nents of multiculturalism are correct, then social cohesion in societies adopting

an open policy with regard to migration and cultural minorities will not be easi-

ly undermined by social diversity. The following analysis examines this question

in more depth. 

The chapter proceeds with a review of the available literature on the rela-

tion between social diversity and social cohesion. We then present the data on

Europe, and we close with some suggestions for future research.

T h e  C u r r e n t  R e s e a r c h  o n

D i v e r s i t y  a n d  S o c i a l

C o h e s i o n

I N MOST OF THE CURRENT LITERATURE, IT IS ASSUMED THAT DIVERSITY AND SOCIAL

cohesion are negatively related: the more diverse a society or a community, the
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less inclined its members will be to develop close ties with their fellow commu-

nity members (Alesina and La Ferrara 2002). To put it differently, social capital is

eroded by increasing diversity within a given society. Generalized trust is usually

a reliable indicator of social cohesion (Stolle 2002). If many people have the feel-

ing that most others cannot be trusted, it will be more difficult for a community

to pursue collective-action efforts and to provide for collective goods. Mainly in

the American literature it has been shown that increasing racial and ethnic diver-

sity in communities tends to reduce generalized trust. To some extent, this nega-

tive relation can be expected, as the growing presence of minority groups might

threaten the dominant group. It is surprising, however, that trust is even being

undermined by diversity among ethnic minorities (Rice and Steele 2001; Leigh

2006). Apparently, members of minorities find it easier to develop trust if they do

not live in diverse-interaction contexts (Soroka, Johnston and Banting 2005). In

short, the current North American literature suggests that diversity leads to less

cohesive societies.

These findings should not come as a surprise. Sociopsychological research

and the theoretical literature indicate that trust prospers in homogeneous settings

(Uslaner 2002). We find it easier to develop trust when we are familiar with the

people around us, and particularly when they seem similar to us. The influx of

immigrants from unknown cultures might make it more difficult for us to pre-

dict the behaviour of our neighbours, friends and colleagues (Messick and

Kramer 2001, 100), and this might reduce our general trust levels. Within the

current research, there are only a few exceptions to these negative findings. In a

US study based on surveys collected in the 1970s, Melissa Marschall and Dietlind

Stolle did not find any evidence for the occurrence of negative effects of diversi-

ty (2004). On the contrary, African Americans, especially, were more trusting

when they lived in diverse neighbourhoods. We must remember, however, that

in that era, spatial segregation in the US was more prevalent than it is today —

there were fewer diverse neighbourhoods in the 1970s. J. Eric Oliver shows that

political mobilization tends to be greater in mixed neighbourhoods and regions

than in homogeneous ones (2001). However, we could question whether politi-

cal participation is a good indicator of social cohesion. Higher levels of political

participation and mobilization might be caused by more intense competition

between ethnic or racial groups who disagree about public policy outcomes in

their communities.
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Whatever the findings, the current literature on the relation between social

diversity and social cohesion has a number of shortcomings. First, most of this

research has been conducted in US settings, and US society exhibits a distinctive

pattern of race relationships (Sniderman and Piazza 1993). Furthermore, the US

is not a typical Western society in other ways; for example, its income inequality

is particularly strong, with a Gini coefficient of .408, which is far above the aver-

age for Western democracies (see Uslaner 2002). The Gini coefficients of coun-

tries such as Germany (.283), France (.327), Belgium (.250) and Sweden (.250)

typify those of the industrialized world (United Nations Development

Programme 2005, 270); and they are closer to Canada’s (.331). This difference in

(in)equality patterns in the US is relevant, because income inequality — as anoth-

er form of diversity — has strong negative effects on generalized trust and other

indicators of social capital and social cohesion (Uslaner 2002). Therefore, any

findings on the US situation should be supplemented with analysis of other

Western countries.

Second, most of these studies focus exclusively on generalized trust as the

main measurement of social cohesion, while other aspects of this construct

remain untapped. However, we propose that in diverse settings, social cohesion

could also be captured by attitudinal indicators of outsider-group hostility. One

can argue that in societies with high levels of ethnocentrism, it will become more

difficult to maintain cohesion and to ensure solidarity between all members

(Hooghe 2003; Sniderman et al. 2000).

Third, by focusing on just one country, most studies fail to detect policy

influences. While most Western countries are confronted with the same phe-

nomenon of increasing ethnic and cultural diversity, they have developed a wide

array of policies in response (Joppke 1999). Some countries have clearly opted

for a politics of multiculturalism, allowing — or even encouraging — minorities

to develop their own distinct cultures instead of expecting them to adapt to the

mainstream culture (Banting and Kymlicka 2003; Kymlicka 1995; Kymlicka and

Norman 2000). Other countries are hostile to multicultural policies, forcing new-

comers to abandon at least part of their cultural heritage and integrate into the

receiving society (Koopmans et al. 2005). In order to ascertain whether multi-

cultural policies have an effect on the relation between diversity and social cohe-

sion, researchers must not limit themselves to a single case; they must adopt a

comparative approach (Citrin and Sides 2006).
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From a policy point of view, the most pressing question is whether these

different integration regimes actually matter. It is a general expectation that mul-

ticultural policies reduce tensions between the traditional and the new groups in

a society, while at the same time addressing the feeling among minorities that they

are being discriminated against and oppressed. Multiculturalism is usually con-

sidered an unbiased approach to governing multicultural and diverse societies

(Kymlicka 2001). The basic expectation is that in countries pursuing multicul-

tural and group rights policies, diversity can be handled successfully by effec-

tively mitigating its alleged negative effects. Countries in which the dominant

group tries to impose its own culture on the newly arrived might witness more

tensions among their ethnic groups and see those groups excluded from main-

stream society. However, critics of multicultural policy are more skeptical. They

point out that such policy might also lead to cultural isolation of new ethnic

groups; less majority-minority social interaction; or deepening social cleavages,

indifference and distrust (Barry 2001). In the following analyses, then, we will

test the relationship between diversity, government policy and social cohesion.

Most of the analyses are based on the first European Social Survey (ESS),

which was conducted in 2002-03 in 21 European countries. Because of the wide

variety of integration regimes and policies related to social conditions in Western

Europe, our analysis can better test whether there is a relationship between diversi-

ty, policy and social cohesion than could previous analyses based on just one coun-

try. We proceed in two steps. First, we examine whether there is a relation between

ethnic diversity and the levels of trust and ethnocentrism within these countries.

Second, we ascertain whether the integration policies that have been adopted by

these countries relate to outcomes of ethnocentrism or generalized trust. 

T r u s t  a n d  E t h n o c e n t r i s m

i n  E u r o p e

T HE EUROPEAN SOCIAL SURVEY WAS SET UP SPECIFICALLY TO CONDUCT HIGH-QUALITY

comparative research. Unlike other major data collection efforts, the ESS has

a central coordinating team responsible for the quality of the fieldwork in all the

countries involved. Most theoretically relevant concepts have been measured using

solid and cross-culturally equivalent scales (Jowell et al. 2003). To make compar-
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isons easier, we summarized both trust and ethnocentrism in a standardized scale,

with a range of 0 to 10. We use the cultural component of ethnocentrism, a sum-

mated rating scale with four items, because this aspect of ethnocentrism captures

more closely the concept of social cohesion. A typical item on this scale is the

Likert item “If the country wants to reduce tension, it should stop immigration.”

The generalized trust scale is based on three items measuring the belief that “most

people can be trusted” (see details in appendix 1 and in the technical report in

Hooghe, Reeskens and Stolle 2005).

The results reveal a distinct pattern: ethnocentrism scores tend to be much

lower in the Scandinavian countries and in other parts of northern Europe than

in southern, central and eastern Europe. The trust scores have exactly the oppo-

site pattern: high trust levels are found in the north of the continent and low

scores in the south and east. In short, trust and ethnocentrism are strongly relat-

ed: the more trusting a society is, the lower its level of ethnocentrism. In the first

two columns of table 1, the average generalized trust and ethnocentrism scores

for all of the countries in the survey are summarized.

Our main objective was to find out whether there is indeed a negative rela-

tionship between ethnic diversity and social cohesion indicators across countries.

Ethnic diversity, however, is not an easy concept to measure, and as far as we

know there is no indicator that could be considered a fully reliable measurement.

We therefore combined a number of indicators. First, the fourth column in table

1 presents the percentage of the foreign population as an indicator of diversity.2

There is a possibility, however, that communities will respond negatively, not so

much to a stable pattern of otherness, but rather to increasing diversity as a result

of migration. The arrival of newcomers might create tension and increase com-

petition in the labour, housing and education markets. Therefore, we calculated

the rise in the influx of immigrants by assessing the growth of annual immigra-

tion between 1995 and 2003 (column 5). Finally, we used the ethnic fractional-

ization index calculated by Alberto Alesina and colleagues (2003), which

measures the variety of groups in a given society (column 6). Table 1 reveals no

strong patterns linking the measurements of diversity and social cohesion. 

This pattern linking the measurements of diversity and social cohesion

is illustrated in figure 1, in which generalized trust levels and the percentage of

the population born outside the country are plotted together. When diversity is

measured by the percentage of the foreign population, the most diverse soci-
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Ta b l e  17

E t h n o c e n t r i s m  a n d  T r u s t

L e v e l s  i n  S e l e c t e d

E u r o p e a n  C o u n t r i e s ,

2 0 0 2 - 0 3

Ethnic
Ethno- Percentage Influx fractionali-

Trust centrism of ratio zation
Country level1 level1 N 2 foreigners3 2003/19953 index3

Austria 5.3 2.8 2,255 9.4 1.31 0.107

Belgium 5.0 3.1 1,897 8.2 1.24 0.555

Czech Republic 4.5 3.5 1,345 2.4 5.71 0.322

Denmark 6.8 3.1 1,503 5.0 0.71 0.082

Finland 6.3 2.6 1,998 2.1 1.29 0.132

France 4.8 3.1 1,500 5.6 1.83 0.103

Germany 5.1 3.0 2,916 8.9 0.76 0.164

Greece 3.5 3.9 2,565 7.0 0.62 0.158

Hungary 4.3 3.4 1,683 1.3 1.12 0.152

Ireland 5.8 3.2 2,041 5.6 2.43 0.121

Italy 4.4 2.9 1,204 3.8 5.69 0.115

Netherlands 5.7 2.9 2,364 4.3 1.10 0.105

Norway 6.5 2.8 2,036 4.5 1.62 0.059

Poland 3.8 3.0 2,107 0.1 0.86 0.118

Portugal 4.3 2.8 1,511 4.2 2.76 0.047

Spain 4.8 2.8 1,712 4.0 22.03 0.417

Slovenia 4.3 3.2 1,510 2.3 1.18 0.222

Sweden 6.3 2.6 1,998 5.3 1.26 0.060

United Kingdom 5.3 3.3 2,051 4.8 1.78 0.121

1 Average trust and ethnocentrism scores, 0-10 range, from R. Jowell et al.,
European Social Survey 2002/2003: Technical Report (London: Centre for
Comparative Social Surveys, City University, 2003).
2 Number of respondents in the 2002-03 European Social Survey (Jowell et al.
2003). 
3 Diversity measures at the country level: column 4, percentage of foreigners in
the total population in 2002; column 5, the growth in the annual influx of for-
eigners between 1995 and 2003 (influx 2003/influx 1995), figures taken from
Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development, “Statistics Portal:
Home” (Paris: OECD, 2005) and our own calculations; and column 6, fraction-
alization index, from Alesina et al., Fractionalization, NBER Working Paper
9411 (Cambridge: National Bureau of Economic Research, 2003), accessed
September 1, 2006, http://www.nber.org/papers/w9411
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Sources: Percentage of foreigners in the population are adapted
from Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development,
“Statistics Portal: Home” (Paris: OECD, 2005); generalized trust lev-
els aggregated at the country level are adapted from R. Jowell et al.,
European Social Survey 2002/2003: Technical Report (London:
Centre for Comparative Social Surveys, City University, 2003).
Note: AT = Austria; BE = Belgium; CZ = Czech Republic; DK =
Denmark; FI = Finland; FR = France; DE = Germany; UK = Great
Britain; GR = Greece; HU = Hungary; IE = Ireland; IT = Italy; PO =
Poland; PT = Portugal; NL = the Netherlands; NO = Norway; SI =
Slovenia; ES = Spain; SE = Sweden.
1 Percentage of foreigners in population and generalized trust levels
aggregated at the country level. Overall correlation: 0.173 (p =
0.478). 



eties (Germany, Austria and Belgium) tend to have average trust levels. On the

other extreme of the graph, we see that Poland, Hungary and the Czech

Republic are quite homogeneous, but they do show very low trust levels (Letki

and Evans 2005). As a result, in figure 1 the general trend line is even slightly

positive: more diverse societies are more trusting, although the relationship is

not statistically significant. As we can see in table 2, some other indicators of

diversity show a negative relationship with trust or ethnocentrism — not a sig-

nificant one, however. 

Excluding the formerly communist countries from the analysis — as they

are known to be low-trust societies for various other reasons — brings no signif-

icant change in results (these results are not shown). In sum, by utilizing various

measurements of diversity, we have uncovered a similar pattern among a large

number of European countries: there is no negative relation between any con-

ceivable measurement of ethnic diversity and the two social cohesion indicators

of trust and ethnocentrism.

M u l t i c u l t u r a l  P o l i c i e s

I N EUROPE, AT LEAST, DIVERSITY DOES NOT SEEM TO CAUSE NEGATIVE REPERCUSSIONS

for societal unity or cohesion. But is this perhaps an outcome of specific immi-

gration or multicultural policies? As the second step of this research, we ascertain

whether the multicultural and other immigration policies pursued in some coun-

tries have an effect on social cohesion indicators like trust and ethnocentrism.

Information about various immigration and multicultural policies from a number

of different data sources on all these countries is included.

First, we relied on the index of multicultural policies (MCP) developed by

Keith Banting and Will Kymlicka (2003). This index measures whether national

governments are willing to grant ethnic minority group rights in the various are-

nas of culture, education, politics and religion (for example, multicultural poli-

cies in school curricula, representation of ethnic minorities in politics and the

media, funding of ethnic group activities, funding of bilingual education), or

whether they are inclined to impose a uniform national culture on these groups.

Second, we included information on whether governments grant the

right to vote to foreign nationals. Extending voting rights to those who do not
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R e l a t i o n s h i p s  b e t w e e n

S o c i a l  C o h e s i o n  a n d

M e a s u r e s  o f  D i v e r s i t y

i n  S e l e c t e d  E u r o p e a n

C o u n t r i e s ,  2 0 0 2 - 0 3

Generalized trust Ethnocentrism
Variable (correlation) (correlation)

Percentage of foreigners 0.173 -0.017
(0.478) (0.944)

Inflow ratio 2003/1995 -0.128 -0.174
(0.600) (0.476)

Fractionalization index -0.265 0.214
(0.274) (0.379)

Source: Authors’ calculations based on Jowell et al., European
Social Survey 2002/2003: Technical Report (London: Centre
for Comparative Social Surveys, City University, 2003).
Note: Entries are correlation coefficients with generalized
trust and ethnocentrism scores; P-values are in parentheses;
data available for 19 countries.



have citizenship status sends a clear message that these people are accepted as

full members of society (Davy 2001); it is therefore — in juxtaposition to mul-

ticultural policies — an approach that focuses on similarities and inclusion

instead of appreciation of difference and otherness. Harald Waldrauch offers an

elaborate overview of voting rights granted to non-EU citizens. He details not

only whether foreigners have the right to vote at the municipal or other levels

of government but also the conditions under which foreigners can vote, and

whether this right has been granted (Waldrauch 2005). Based on this review,

we distinguish three groups of countries: those that gave the right to vote to

non-EU citizens early (before 1992, and usually with few conditions); those

that gave the right to vote to non-EU citizens late (after 1992, usually with

restrictions and only at the municipal level); and those that do not give non-EU

citizens the right to vote.

Third, we included information on naturalization policies. Unfortunately,

no comprehensive review of naturalization policies exists. Of course, the law on

naturalization tells only a part of the story (Baubock 1994; Davy 2001). In a lot

of countries, there is a large distance between the text of the law on naturaliza-

tion and actual practice. Ulrike Davy therefore suggests that rather than examin-

ing the laws on naturalization and citizenship, one should analyze practices of

granting citizenship rights and recognition (2001). We did so by calculating the

ratio between the number of naturalizations being granted in the period 1998-

2001 and the number of immigrants in the period 1997-2000. For example,

while Norway received 86,700 immigrants in 1997-2000, only 28,300 of them

were naturalized in 1998-2001, which corresponds to a ratio of 0.33. In Belgium,

however, there were 187,800 immigrants and 149,400 naturalizations, or a cor-

responding ratio of 0.80. These ratios demonstrate that it is, in practice, much

easier to acquire Belgian citizenship than it is to acquire Norwegian citizenship.

The indicators of these policies are summarized in appendix 2.

The three selected policy measures purposefully emphasize different

aspects and characters of immigration regimes. Based on the logic of these

implemented policies, one could argue that countries that allowed foreigners

the right to vote early on, that make it easier to acquire full citizenship status

and that promote policies of multiculturalism will be more successful in cre-

ating social cohesion among majority and minority groups and therefore in

overcoming any adverse effects of increasing diversity. In that sense, such
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policies might be particularly successful in reversing the potentially negative

relationship between diversity and social cohesion in societies with many

minority groups.

R e s u l t s

A RE MULTICULTURAL AND OTHER IMMIGRATION POLICIES RELATED TO HIGHER LEVELS

of trust and lower levels of ethnocentrism? How might these policies influ-

ence the relationship between diversity and social cohesion? It is clear that these

are quite complex questions, and in addressing them we require an adequate

method of analysis. Elsewhere, we have developed a full, multi-level model, tak-

ing numerous indicators into account, at both the micro and macro levels

(Hooghe, Reeskens and Stolle 2005). For the purposes of this chapter, we present

the same analysis in a more straightforward manner. Nevertheless, the multi-level

and the single-level models yield similar results. Despite the inclusion of almost

20 countries, the number of cases remains very limited. Therefore, results are pre-

sented in a step-by-step way. First, for both generalized trust and ethnocentrism,

bivariate correlations with policies are estimated; and only for promising rela-

tionships are multivariate models developed. 

Closer inspection of tables 3 and 4 reveals no significant relationship

between any of the policies and ethnocentrism, so we did not pursue a multi-

variate model for this indicator of social cohesion. Ethnocentrism scores do not

seem to be related to the multicultural indicator or to naturalization rates (table

3); and although ethnocentrism is lower in countries that early on adopted vot-

ing rights for foreigners, this relationship is statistically insignificant (see table

4). The results for generalized trust are more conclusive. It is particularly high

in countries that early on adopted voting rights for foreigners (see also appen-

dix 3A and 3B). 

Therefore, we built a multivariate model for generalized trust in order to

see whether voting rights matter, even when controlling for some other important

characteristics of countries that might cause high trust levels. The model in table

5 controls for various forms of diversity and GDP per capita and confirms that

voting rights are important policies, at least for this indicator of social cohesion;

whereas other immigration policies do not exhibit such a relationship. 
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Ta b l e  313

T h e  R e l a t i o n s h i p

b e t w e e n  P o l i c i e s  a n d

A t t i t u d e s

Bivariate correlations

Generalized trust Ethnocentrism
(correlation) (correlation) N

Multicultural policies 0.049 0.088 15
(0.862) (0.756)

Naturalization ratio1 0.475 -0.150 13
(0.101) (0.626)

Sources: First row: K. Banting and W. Kymlicka, “Do
Multiculturalism Policies Erode the Welfare State?” (paper
presented at the meeting of the International Sociological
Association, August 21-24, 2003, Toronto); second row:
authors’ calculations based on R. Jowell et al., European
Social Survey 2002/2003: Technical Report (London: Centre
for Comparative Social Surveys, City University, 2003).
Note: Entries are correlation coefficients; P-values are in
parentheses. 
1 The naturalization ratio is the number of naturalizations in
2001 divided by the inflow of foreigners in 2000. Dependent
variable: country levels of generalized trust and ethnocen-
trism.
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T h e  R e l a t i o n s h i p

b e t w e e n  V o t i n g  R i g h t s ,

T r u s t  a n d  E t h n o c e n t r i s m  

Countries with... Means for trust Means for ethnocentrism

Early voting rights 6.244 2.869

Late voting rights 4.865 3.288

No voting rights 4.498 3.036

F-value 18.16 1.93

P-value < 0.0001 0.182

N 17 17

Source: Calculations by the authors based on H. Waldrauch,
“Electoral Rights for Foreign Nationals: A Comparative
Overview” (paper presented at “Citizens, Non-citizens and
Voting Rights in Europe,” June 2-5, 2005, University of
Edinburgh).
Note: Entries are country means for indicated dependent vari-
ables that both scale from 0 to 10. The values for voting rights
have been recoded into three categories (see appendix 2).



Ta b l e  515

M u l t i v a r i a t e  M o d e l  f o r

G e n e r a l i z e d  T r u s t  

Multivariate model1

Parameter estimate T-value

Intercept 3.415* 3.31

Foreign population 
percentage 0.080 0.66

Inflow ratio 2003/1995 0.056 1.13

Fractionalization index -1.978 -1.02

GDP per capita 0.033 0.78

Multicultural policies -0.108 -0.84

Voting rights:
Early voting rights 1.712* 2.96
Late voting rights 1.345 1.57
Ref.: no voting rights2

Adjusted R squared 0.6531

N 15

Source: Calculations by the authors based on from R. Jowell
et al., European Social Survey 2002/2003: Technical Report
(London: Centre for Comparative Social Surveys, City
University, 2003).
1 Results are from an OLS regression on ESS countries.
Dependent variable: aggregate levels of generalized trust.
2 The countries without voting rights for foreigners are used
as a reference category.
*p < 0.05.



D i s c u s s i o n

W ITH A COMPARATIVE DATASET, WE WERE ABLE TO PERFORM A SIMPLE TEST OF

whether specific policies targeted at the integration and inclusion of for-

eign citizens in any way relate to social cohesion in European societies. There were

two noteworthy results that push the analysis of social cohesion further. First, we

found that those respondents who live in countries where foreigners are given the

most extensive voting rights and where these rights were established at an early

stage of rising immigration were the most trusting. Yet voting rights did not have

the same effects on feelings of ethnocentrism. In addition, other policy initiatives,

such as naturalization practices or broader multicultural policies, do not influence

social cohesion in significant ways. As it turns out, only certain universal aspects

of immigration policies and selected indicators of social cohesion in Western

democracies are intimately linked. There does not seem to be any relation between

various integration policies and the level of ethnocentrism in the population. Only

for generalized trust do voting rights of foreigners seem to matter.

This finding is very interesting for the policy community, as it suggests that

policies may have ameliorating effects on tensions in increasingly diverse societies.

However, before we draw any causal conclusions, we need to do more research. At

the moment, we do not have any evidence for the causal direction of this rela-

tionship. It is certainly plausible that high-trust societies attend to the rights of

minorities earlier and in a more encompassing way because they are generally

more oriented toward equality in the first place. At the same time, we find it just

as plausible that policies that are egalitarian in character and targeted at integrat-

ing minorities into everyday political and social life help to break down tension

and distrust between societal groups. The causal mechanisms here derive from the

symbolic and actual effects that these policies have on the status of foreigners. At

the symbolic level, granting foreigners the right to vote signals that they are indeed

full and equal members of society. At the same time, voting rights enhance the

social status of immigrants and perhaps positively influence their trust levels,

increase their participation in social-political life and afford them a better associa-

tion with majority populations. Therefore, from a policy perspective, our research

suggests that in the interest of social cohesion, granting voting rights is a step in

the right direction. The issue is not as compelling in Canada because of the high

rate of naturalization, which brings full voting rights to most immigrants after a
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comparatively short period. However, the idea of early voting rights in municipal

elections might still be worth considering. But the final verdict on diversity, diver-

sity policy and social cohesion will have to wait until we proceed to the next stage

of our research project, in which we will try to better understand the extent to

which the gap between immigrant and majority populations narrows in countries

that have active policies for the integration of immigrants. 

An interesting finding here is that no other policy we investigated had any

bearing on social cohesion. This is particularly intriguing, as we would consider

voting rights a simple subset of overall multicultural policies that address issues

of immigrant integration beyond political participation and voting. Our hunch is

that voting rights work particularly well for establishing social cohesion because

these are universal egalitarian policies, implemented to put other citizens on an

equal footing with majority groups. This interpretation complements earlier

research on institutional characteristics that seem to foster aspects of social capi-

tal and trust in our societies; such research emphasizes that impartial institutions

built on the principle of procedural justice are particularly successful in building

generalized trust and solidarity (Rothstein and Stolle forthcoming; Tyler 1998).

The more encompassing multicultural policies, however, might be more contro-

versial since in some aspects they adhere to the equality principle, but in others

they adopt the principle of preferential treatment with the overall goal of achiev-

ing equality. The distinction between these institutional principles and their con-

sequences for social cohesion certainly deserves further investigation.

Furthermore, despite several such findings in the US, in Europe it was not

confirmed that rising ethnic diversity or even the influx rate of foreign citizens

had any significant detrimental effect on social cohesion. On the contrary, the

higher the share of foreigners, the less ethnocentrism and the more trust we find

in European societies, although not significantly so. Some other measures of eth-

nic diversity showed negative relationships with generalized trust, but, again,

they did not reach a level of statistical significance. This finding in itself is impor-

tant for the discussion about the negative effects of diversity, particularly within

North America. In Canada, for example, it has been found that people who live

in diverse census tracts with a higher share of immigrants are overall less trusting

than those in homogeneous environments (Soroka, Johnston and Banting 2005).

In order to interpret our results vis-à-vis previous findings and draw any final

conclusions, we still need to know whether specific immigration policies, pat-
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terns of social interaction between minorities and majorities, geographic patterns

of minority settlement, the origins of the immigrants and the fragmentation of the

ethnic minority population or any other factors are behind these divergent

results. It is also plausible that our results are not directly comparable to those of

many North American studies, as we examine the effect of diversity at a much

higher level of aggregation — namely, the country (as opposed to smaller units,

such as neighbourhood or census tracts). Nevertheless, it seems clear that the

conclusion about ethnic diversity exerting negative effects on social capital, which

dominates the US literature, was drawn too early. 
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A p p e n d i x  119

1 A .  G e n e r a l i z e d  T r u s t

Q u e s t i o n s  a n d  F a c t o r

L o a d i n g s

Indicator Factor loading1

Most people can be trusted, or you can’t be too careful. 0.74

Most people try to take advantage of you, or they try to be fair. 0.78

Most of the time people are helpful, or they mostly look out for 
themselves. 0.66

1 B .  E t h n o c e n t r i s m

Q u e s t i o n s  a n d  F a c t o r

L o a d i n g s  

Indicator Factor loading2

The country’s cultural life is undermined or enriched by immigrants. 0.76

Immigrants make the country a worse or better place to live. 0.74

It’s better for the country if almost everyone shares customs and 
traditions. 0.54

If the country wants to reduce tension, it should stop immigration. 0.63

Source: Calculations by the authors based on R. Jowell et
al., European Social Survey 2002/2003: Technical Report
(London: Centre for Comparative Social Surveys, City
University, 2003).
1 Cronbach’s alpha: 0.604. 
2 Cronbach’s alpha: 0.732.
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D i s t r i b u t i o n  o f  Va r i o u s

C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  i n

S e l e c t e d  E u r o p e a n

C o u n t r i e s  

Multi- Naturali- Early Late No
GDP per cultural zation voting voting voting

Country capita1 policies ratios rights rights rights

Austria 30.09 0.5 0.413 x

Belgium 28.34 3.5 0.800 x

Czech Republic 16.36 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a

Denmark 31.47 0.0 0.668 x

Finland 27.62 1.0 0.391 x

France 27.68 2.0 0.546 x

Germany 27.76 0.5 0.318 x

Greece 19.95 0.5 n/a x

Hungary 14.58 n/a 0.389 x

Ireland 37.74 1.5 n/a x

Italy 27.12 1.5 0.048 x

Netherlands 29.37 4.5 0.737 x

Norway 37.67 0.0 0.327 x

Poland 11.38 n/a n/a x

Portugal 19.15 0.0 0.082 x

Spain 22.39 1.0 n/a x

Slovenia 19.15 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a

Sweden 26.75 3.0 1.043 x

United Kingdom 27.15 5.0 0.226 x

Sources: GDP per capita: United Nations Development Programme,
International Cooperation at a Crossroads: Aid, Trade and Security in an
Unequal World, Human Development Report (New York: UNDP, 2005); natu-
ralization ratios: OECD, Trends in International Migration (Washington: OECD,
2003); multicultural policies: Banting and Kymlicka (2003); voting categories:
Waldrauch (2005). 
1 GDP per capita, highest value (PPP US$) 1975-2003. 
2 The naturalization ratio is the number of naturalizations in 2001 divided by
the inflow of foreigners in 2000. 



A p p e n d i x  321

3 A .  R e l a t i o n s h i p

b e t w e e n  V o t i n g  R i g h t s

f o r  n o n - E U  C i t i z e n s  a n d

G e n e r a l i z e d  T r u s t

Generalized
trust

BE

HU

DE
AT

GR

IT
PT

NL

FI, SE

IE

UK

PO

ES

DK

NO

Adoption of voting rights

None Late Early

3

4

5

6

7

Source: Values for voting rights are adapted from H. Waldrauch,
“Electoral Rights for Foreign Nationals: A Comparative Overview”
(paper presented at “Citizens, Non-citizens and Voting Rights in
Europe,” June 2-5, 2005, University of Edinburgh). For a list of the
country-name abbreviations used here, see the note to figure 1.
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3 B .  R e l a t i o n s h i p

b e t w e e n  M u l t i c u l t u r a l

P o l i c i e s  S c o r e  a n d

G e n e r a l i z e d  T r u s t

Generalized
trust

FI

BE
DE

AT

GR

IT
PT

NL

SE

IE

UK

FRES

DK

NO

Multicultural policies
0 1 2 3 4 5

3

4

5

6

7

Source: Values for immigrant multicultural policies are adapted
from K. Banting and W. Kymlicka, “Do Multiculturalism Policies
Erode the Welfare State?” (paper presented at the meeting of the
International Sociological Association, August 21-24, 2003,
Toronto). For a list of the country-name abbreviations used here,
see the note to figure 1.
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Notes
1 The authors’ names are in alphabetical order

and they share equal responsibility for the

manuscript.

2 This measure of the stock of foreigners is

provided by the Organisation for Economic

Co-operation and Development (OECD),

which depends on a country-specific under-

standing of “foreigner.” By definition, a for-

eigner doesn’t have citizenship status, yet

who is and who is not granted citizenship

status varies by country. For example, in

some countries there are people with per-

manent immigrant status even though they

were born in that country (OECD 2004). 

References
Alesina, A., A. Devleeschauwer, W. Easterly, S.

Kurlat, and R. Wacziarg. 2003.

Fractionalization. NBER Working Paper

9411. Cambridge: National Bureau of

Economic Research. Accessed September 1,

2006. http://www.nber.org/papers/w9411

Alesina, A., and E. La Ferrara. 2002. “Who

Trusts Others?” Journal of Public Economics

85:207-34.

Banting, K., and W. Kymlicka. 2003. “Do

Multiculturalism Policies Erode the Welfare

State?” Paper presented at the meeting of

the International Sociological Association,

August 21-24, Toronto.

Barry, B. 2001. Culture and Equality: An

Egalitarian Critique of Multiculturalism.

Oxford: Polity Press.

Baubock, R. 1994. Transnational Citizenship:

Membership and Rights in International

Migration. Aldershot: Edward Elgar.

Citrin, J., and J. Sides. 2006. “European

Immigration in the People’s Court.” In

Immigration and the Transformation of

Europe, edited by C.A. Parsons and T.M.

Smeeding, 327-61. Cambridge: Cambridge

University Press.

Davy, U. 2001. Die Integration von Einwanderern.

Rechtliche Regelungen im europäischen

Vergleich. Frankfurt: Campus Verlag.

Delhey, J., and K. Newton. 2005. “Predicting

Cross-National Levels of Social Trust:

Global Pattern or Nordic Exceptionalism?”

European Sociological Review 21 (4): 311-27.

Driedger, L. 1996. Multi-ethnic Canada: Identities

and Inequalities. Toronto: Oxford University

Press.

Hero, R. 2003. “Social Capital and Racial

Inequality in America.” Perspectives on

Politics 1:113-22.

Hooghe, M. 2003. “Value Congruence and

Convergence within Voluntary Associations:

Ethnocentrism in Belgian Organizations.”

Political Behavior 25 (2): 151-76.

Hooghe, M., T. Reeskens, and D. Stolle. 2005.

Integration Regimes in European Nation-

States: An Analysis of Generalized Trust and

Ethnocentrism in the European Social Survey.

Leuven: Centre for Citizenship and

Democracy.

Joppke, C. 1999. Immigration and the Nation-

State. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Jowell, R., and the Central Co-ordinating Team.

2003. European Social Survey 2002/2003:

Technical Report. London: Centre for

Comparative Social Surveys, City

University.

Koopmans, R., P. Statham, M. Giugni, and F.

Passy, eds. 2005. Contested Citizenship:

Immigration and Cultural Diversity in Europe.

Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press.

Kymlicka, W. 1995. Multicultural Citizenship: A

Liberal Theory of Minority Rights. Oxford:

Oxford University Press.

———. 2001. Politics in the Vernacular:

Nationalism, Multiculturalism, and Citizenship.

Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Kymlicka, W., and W. Norman, eds. 2000.

Citizenship in Diverse Societies. Oxford:

Oxford University Press.

Leigh, A. 2006. “Trust, Inequality, and Ethnic

Heterogeneity.” Economic Record 82 (258):

268-80. 

Letki, N., and G. Evans. 2005. “Endogenizing

Social Trust: Democratization in East-

Central Europe.” British Journal of Political

Science 35 (3): 515-29.



M a r c  H o o g h e ,  T i m  R e e s k e n s
a n d  D i e t l i n d  S t o l l e

24

Belonging? Diversity, Recognition and
Shared Citizenship in Canada

Marschall, M., and D. Stolle. 2004. “Race and the

City: Neighborhood Context and the

Development of Generalized Trust.” Political

Behavior 26 (2): 125-54.

Messick, D., and R. Kramer. 2001. “Trust as a

Form of Shallow Morality.” In Trust in

Society, edited by Karen Cook, 89-117.

New York: Russell Sage Foundation.

Oliver, J.E. 2001. Democracy in Suburbia.

Princeton: Princeton University Press.

Organisation for Economic Co-operation and

Development (OECD). 2004. Trends in

International Migration. Paris: OECD.

———. 2005. “Statistics Portal: Home.” Paris:

OECD. Accessed September 25, 2005.

http://www.oecd.org

Rice, T., and B. Steele. 2001. “White Ethnic

Diversity and Community Attachment in

Small Iowa Towns.” Social Science Quarterly

82 (2): 397-407.

Rothstein, B., and D. Stolle. Forthcoming. “An

Institutional Theory of Social Capital.” In

Social Capital: A Reader, edited by J. van

Deth and D. Castiglione. Oxford: Oxford

University Press.

Sniderman, P., P. Peri, R.J.P. De Figueiredo Jr.,

and T.L. Piazza. 2000. The Outsider:

Prejudice and Politics in Italy. Princeton:

Princeton University Press.

Sniderman, P., and T. Piazza. 1993. The Scar of

Race. Cambridge: Harvard University Press.

Soroka, S., R. Johnston, and K. Banting. 2005.

“Ethnicity, Trust, and the Welfare State.” In

Cultural Diversity versus Economic Solidarity,

edited by P. van Parijs, 33-57. Brussels: De

Boeck Université.

Stolle, D. 2002. “Trusting Strangers: The Concept

of Generalized Trust in Perspective.” Öster-

reichische Zeitschrift für Politikwissenschaft 4

(4): 397-412.

Tyler, T. 1998. “Trust and Democratic

Governance.” In Trust and Governance, edit-

ed by V. Braithwaite and M. Levi, 269-314.

New York: Russell Sage Foundation.

United Nations Development Programme

(UNDP). 2005. Human Development Report

2005. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Uslaner, E.M. 2002. The Moral Foundations of Trust.

Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Waldrauch, H. 2005. “Electoral Rights for

Foreign Nationals: A Comparative

Overview.” Paper presented at “Citizens,

Non-citizens and Voting Rights in Europe,”

June 2-5, University of Edinburgh.


