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FOREWORD
This report is an attempt to briefly and clearly summarize the existing information on social
cohesion and its potential policy use in solving issues of gentrification to lay the foundation for
the beginning work with the Kresge Foundation on their Climate Resilience and Urban
Opportunity Initiative. Lists and Graphs will constitute the bulk of this report so an indepth and
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knowledgeable jumping point can be established, as to lead to meaningful discussion, where it
will hopefully generate an effective and refined model to be applied towards the City of Oakland.

1. Introduction
1.1 Kresge and using Social Cohesion within a Climate Resilient Plan
Social cohesion can be a powerful concept in understanding the potential resilience a particular
community holds. During the 1980’s, where neo-liberalism was at its height, social cohesion was
almost all but ignored; and as a result, produced some serious social and political strains (Jenson,
1998, v). Visible costs included rising poverty and declining population health, while an
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ideological shift took hold as there was an overall distrust in public institutions. However,
increasingly more governmental, non-governmental, and intergovernmental institutions are
realizing the importance of social cohesion with leaders such as the Canadian Policy Research
Network (CPRN), Communities for a Better Environment (CBE), EPA’s Plan EJ 2014, and even
the United Nations Research Institute for Social Development. Fear of the high political, social,
environmental, and economic costs of ignoring social cohesion has prompted a discussion and
following policy action towards the responsibilities of major institutional complexes—the public,
private and third sectors—of modern liberal democracies (Jenson, 1998). With such a variety of
institutions aiming to strengthen community cohesion, social cohesion has gained legitimacy as a
comprehensive solution to many local and global social ills.
One institution, the Kresge Foundation, has also participated in this discussion and policy action
towards social cohesion. Under their Climate Resilience and Urban Opportunity Initiative, one of
Kresge’s objectives is on “improving the resilience of low-income, urban communities in the
face of climate change… [while] strengthen the capacity of community-based nonprofit
organizations to influence local and regional climate-resilience planning, policy development
and implementation to better reflect the priorities and needs of low-income people in U.S. cities”
(2014, 3). They further translate this climate resilience plan into three main goals that
communities must achieve:

Kresge’s Community Plan for Climate Resilience
● Anticipate and prepare for pressures and shocks that climate change will introduce or
worsen (i.e., pursue climate-change adaptation);
● Lessen overall demand for energy and increase the proportion derived from renewable
sources (i.e., pursue climate-change mitigation); and
● Foster social cohesion, recognizing the imperative of social inclusion as well as the
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critical role that networks among individuals and institutions play in conveying
information and mutual support.
The Kresge Environment Program, 2014, 3-4

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

Kresge’s Objectives
● Address the disproportionate impact of climate change on low-income communities
● Provide benefits, beyond climate-resilience gains, to low-income people and
communities (for example, access to jobs and economic opportunities, improved health
and safety conditions, new neighborhood amenities, and meaningful civic engagement)
● Influence public-sector-led efforts to address climate change so that outcomes of such
efforts are equitable for low-income communities
● Generate model approaches and methodologies for the climate-resilience field of
practice
● Enhance the effectiveness of climate-resilience efforts
The Kresge Environment Program, 2014, 3-4

Combining concepts from existing literature on social cohesion, a framework can be constructed
that adequately fits into Kresge’s Climate Resilience and Urban Opportunity Initiative.
Identifying and quantifying social cohesion indicators can generate models and methodologies to
increase social cohesion while simultaneously creating a more resilient community.
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Oakland has many obstacles to overcome in the coming years, but one that stands out amongst
the rest is gentrification. Gentrification breaks up existing communities, leaving a city divided
and antagonistic within itself. Since social cohesion is the bond within and among communities,
they are mutually exclusive and thus a mutual deterrent to each other. Therefore, by
implementing a joint city/community social cohesion model as one of Oakland’s priorities, it can
encourage both policies of increasing social cohesion and fighting gentrification. Increasing
social cohesion also stimulates creative solutions to other community issues such as sharing
resources, information, and social capital, and community advocacy and organizing. Increase in
social cohesion can manifest into improvements in both the community’s infrastructure and
economy. In short, increase in social cohesion results in greater community resilience against
gentrification as it not only fights against gentrification but also encourage local economic and
infrastructure development.

2. Review of Literature on Social Cohesion
2.1 The Dimensions and Domains of Social Cohesion
The Canadian Policy Research Network (CPRN) has been a leading institution in the study of
social cohesion. With the 25 publications in their Social Cohesion Nexus and their both direct
and indirect influence in shaping other studies across the globe, CPRN has laid the groundwork
for measuring, mapping, and identifying social cohesion. Today, it continues to be replicated and
refined, many times with the help from the same CPRN researchers, as in the case with the UN’s
“Defining and Measuring Social Cohesion” report (Jenson, 2010). With their various surveys and
institutions that address social concerns, Canada and CPRN have the existing data and funding to
adequately frame social cohesion as a policy action plan. For this reason, this report will mainly
draw from their research, as even other public/private institutional research on social cohesion
has been mainly drawn from their work.
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Despite this body of government-sponsored research, there still needs to be a discussion and
definition of important terms before a specific Oakland plan can be created. Let us begin with
social cohesion. Social cohesion is not simply an academic buzzword but a hybrid concept that
CPRN Sociologist Bernard describes as a “quasi-concept” (1999, 2). The significance is in it’s
ability to be based both in concrete specific analysis of data, allowing it to hold legitimacy and
authority through the scientific method, while also being flexible and amorphous enough to be
applied to a variety of social issues and fit within a collection of possible indicators. (Bernard,
1999: 2). There are many studies that have specifically defined social cohesion, and although a
definition is helpful, there is no ‘one’ definition. Instead, it is important to understand the
common core concepts of social cohesion, using simplistic terms.
CPRN researcher and sociologist, Jane Jenson, took this approach when defining social
cohesion. She laid out two definitions of social cohesion and concluded with three basic
characteristics. The first definition was taken from the Government of Canada’s Policy Research
Sub-Committee on Social Cohesion:

“Social cohesion is “the ongoing process of developing a community of shared values,
shared challenges and equal opportunity within Canada, based on a sense of trust, hope
and reciprocity among all Canadians.”
Jenson, 1998, 4

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

“social cohesion is a set of social process that help instill in individuals the sense of
belonging to the same community the feeling that they are recognised as members of
that community.”
Jenson, 1998, 4
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Therefore, social cohesion is:
● a process
● a definition of who is in the community
● shared values
Jenson, 1998, 4

As both a continuous process and an identity, it is important to understand the shared values and
factors that can lead to community inclusion and exclusion. Another framework to understand
social cohesion is to see it as a two-dimensional product of social capital and social economy
(Jenson, 1998). Social capital is the “features of social organization, such as civic participation,
norms of reciprocity, and trust in others, that facilitate cooperation for mutual benefit” (Kawachi,
1997, 1491). Similar to social capital, social economy has many definitions, but Jenson’s clear
representation of social economy demonstrates key concepts of this third sector among
economies between private and public sectors:

The Social Economy
is made up of association-based economic initiatives founded on solidarity, autonomy and
citizenship, as embodied in the following five principles:
1. a primary service to members or the community rather than accumulating profit;
2. autonomous management (as distinguished from public programs);
3. democratic decision-making process;
4. primacy of persons and work over capital and redistribution profits;
5. Operation based on the principle of participation, empowerment, and individual and
collective accountability.
Jenson, 1998, 23
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Much of the existing literature frames social cohesion in this two-dimensional relationship.
Building off of the micro and macro perspectives of social cohesion—local community and
society as a whole—a simplistic picture can be formed:

The Two Dimensions of Social Cohesion
1. MICRO: Local Community (Individuals) → Various Levels of Social Capital

2. MACRO: Society as a Whole (Structures and Institutions) → Strength of Social
Economy

This micro and macro dichotomy could also be revised to a neighborhood and citywide
relationship to make it more applicable to an Oakland context.
A two-dimensional framing, social capital (micro) and social economy (macro), highlights the
interdependence between the local and societal levels. Local individuals need social capital to
enter the social economy that can enact change at the societal level. Likewise, the social
economy can encourage growth in social capital for local individuals. This feedback loop, a
common theme in this report, is significant in its effectiveness. By looking at both levels, a blend
of micro/macro and individual/institutional cohesion, dimensions of social cohesion can be
formed. Social Cohesion can also be divided into dimensions, which Jenson originally separated
into 5 types.

WOEIP: 10

Bernard, 1999, 19

Bernard, another CPRN researcher and sociologist, adapted her model to include a sixth
dimension clustered into three domains of economic, political, and sociocultural:
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Bernard, 1999, 20

Again, a micro and macro analysis can be applied towards this model. For example, under the
sociocultural domain within the dimension of belonging, it could be represented both at a micro
level, by an individual’s sense of belonging to a neighborhood community garden, or at a macro
level, by the community’s subgroups sense of belonging to a city-sponsored event at a civic
center. Separating social cohesion into six dimensions and three domains is helpful as it allows
for a more systematic and organized way to measure and identify social cohesion indicators. By
also dividing these dimensions into three domains of economic, political, and sociocultural, there
can be a better understanding of what institutions and policies can effectively improve which
domain depending on their tools. For example, community organizations may be more effective
in creating change in the sociocultural domain and less effective in the economic compared to
government institutions.
The following visual is an excellent representation of how one might identify and measure social
cohesion and the corresponding indicators within this typology. Note that the three domains are
weighted differently with the corresponding weights: economic 40%, political 30%, and social
30%.

Weighted and Aggregated Index of Social Cohesion Indicators
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Beaujot, Rajulton, & Ravanera, 2007, 464

2.2 Indicators and Measurements of Social Cohesion
With a broad overview of the various theories and structuring of social cohesion, a more indepth
study of possible indicators can be analyzed. The United Nations report on social cohesion, cowritten by Jenson and heavily influenced by the European Committee for Social Cohesion,
established a flexible model for possible indicators that could be applicable towards any
city/state. It separated indicators into the following components and factors of social cohesion:
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Jenson, 2010, 20

Since absolute social cohesion is more of an ideal state than a reachable outcome, measurements
of social cohesion gaps are more commonly used as indicators. For this reason, the European
Union listed possible data sets that could be used as indicators for social cohesion gaps.
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Jenson, 2010, 27-28

Both the broad set of indicators and possible data sets created the foundation for Jenson’s
proposed 8 indicators for the United Nations. Separated into 3 categories, the first 5 deals with
social disparities, the 6th on cultural and ethnic homogeneity, and the last 7th and 8th deal with
participation and belonging. These 8 are limited in their simplicity so they can be broadly
applicable to other city/states. Similar to the previous models, majority of the indicators, 1-5,
measure gaps in social cohesion:
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Jenson, 2010, 22-23

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

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

Jenson, 2010, 24

To stress again, this is a simplistic model of indicators of social cohesion. To create a thorough
and model of indicators, creation of new indicators is essential for a more localized assessment.
For example, Australia incorporated questionnaires, focus groups, and indepth interviews in local
cities; they found that sense of ownership and community safety were also high concerns for
their population and thus made the necessary modifications (Hartman & Holdsworth, 2009, 78).
Crime rate was one identifying gap in social cohesion not found in the United Nations list, but
nevertheless, an indicator they deemed essential. This practice of modifying existing indicators is
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important because West Oakland, like any region, is different from other community/city/state
with it’s own sociopolitical and economic issues.
It is also important to understand the difference between the United Nations report in the types of
social cohesion indicators and the CPRN study of the dimensions/domains of social cohesion.
Indicators are possible methods in measuring social cohesion while the dimensions/domains are
different methods in classifying social cohesion. Both are useful in understanding the different
layers of social cohesion and the corresponding indicator to measure such cohesion. The types of
indicators and the dimensions/domains of social cohesion can be used in combination with each
other to create a more effective social cohesion model. A multi-layered assessment can be made
that not only identifies what dimensions and domains of social cohesion are being addressed, but
it also assigns a quantifiable value to that indicator determining its level of social cohesion.
Below is an example of such a multi-layered indicator assessment:

Beaujot, Rajulton, & Ravanera, 2007, 468

As shown, these indicators fall into a specific dimension and domain, which can be measured. It
is important to note that the variables are not open-ended questions representing varying
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opinions such as, “How often do you socialize with family and relatives?” Rather, they can be
quantified: “Proportion socializing weekly with family and relatives.”
Creating a multi-layered model such as this, with quantifiable indicators and groupings of the
dimensions/domains of social cohesion, can not only create an accurate measurement of social
cohesion, but also shed light to the specific institutions and policies that can effectively increase
social cohesion. With funding to create an Oakland specific social cohesion survey to be
implemented annually, in addition to the great deal of existing work on social cohesion based on
years of existing research backed by government and intergovernmental research/policy, and its
increasing presence as a legitimate answer to many societal ills, it could mark the start of a new
paradigm of policy making in impoverished cities.

2.3 Communication Infrastructure Theory (CIT): The Storytelling
Network and the Communication Action Context
With a background in social cohesion and various examples of possible ways to classify and
measure indicators, there still lacks a simplistic and comprehensive framing that could be
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generally applied to encourage social cohesion. By drawing from communication infrastructure
theory (CIT), it can polish and improve social cohesion theory with an approach that CPRN and
other researchers frankly missed: cross-communication.
Cross-communication is key. For a community to be cohesive, it must demonstrate the 6
dimensions of social cohesion across the 3 domains. Key players in the political, economic, and
sociocultural, domain must be interconnected to understand each other needs and available
resources they can offer. Whether it be between governmental and non-governmental
institutions, public and private sectors, community and city officials, or any other combination,
social cohesion is only as good as it’s communication within and across the domains on all
dimensions. No matter how many institutions are established to encourage social cohesion, if
there is no communication between them, it will be of little use. Therefore, in order to analyze
and ensure social cohesion, there must be an explanation of communication infrastructure theory
(CIT).
CIT identifies two basic components of communication infrastructure. The first is the
“neighborhood storytelling network” which consists of three key storytellers:

The Three Key Storytellers:
1. Residents in their family, friend, and neighbor networks
2. Community and nonprofit organizations that are located in the neighborhood and serve
its residents; and
3. Geo-ethnic media that are targeted to a particular ethnic group and/or geographic area.
Kim, 2006, 179

These storytellers create a conversation about the neighborhood, from its problems to potential,
and create sense of belonging and purpose to the people within the community. These
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discussions notify community members about events and current issues that surround their
community, building a geographic focal point that drives folks together: “individuals talking
about the neighborhood with their neighbors is the most potent storytelling force in
constructing neighborhood belonging” (Kim, 2006, 180).
The second component of CIT is the “communication action context”, or the communication
environment where storytelling takes place. The “communication action context” can either
foster or constrain the “storytelling network”, where it consist of many elements including “the
cultural diversity of the community, work conditions, the schools, libraries, parks, and other
public spaces, the services available in a community—health, retail, recreational, etc.—the
transportation system, and technological resources, such as Internet access” (Kim, 2006, 176).
An example of how this communication environment can facilitate or restrict storytelling is by
examining perceptions of public space safety. When public spaces and streets in a community
perceive to be unsafe or unwelcoming, local residents are less likely to use such spaces where
they would normally meet, greet, and engage in conversations with their neighbors. Conversely,
those who do feel safe in public spaces use such spaces for meaningful conversations about their
community, and thus become a vital conduit of storytelling. Fostering the “community action
context” further encourages the “storytelling network”, enhancing social cohesion. Further
research suggests that addressing both elements is not only a tactic of cohesion enhancement but
can also directly increase civic engagement and participation (Kim, 2006, 173).
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Kim, 2007, 176

How the “neighborhood storytelling network” and the “communication action context”
interconnect is vital for effective communication. Fostering each individually would yield little
success if there are still stark divisions between the two. Creating a stronger “communication
action context’ or platforms for community discussion without the storytelling network focusing
on issues within that context, and instead being concerned with global news, proper civic
engagement would not take place. Likewise, the opposite is true if there is no “communication
action context” to engage with the “storytelling network”, then there will be little civic
engagement. It is also important to understand the dangers if misdirected, as they may both be
connected but fosters a more prejudice and inequitable narrative. Other conditions may constrain
an individual’s civic engagement such as working too many hours, too many jobs, and/or
spending too much time commuting. Below is an illustration of CIT applied towards civic
engagement.
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Kim, 2006, 187
With CIT, it can make predictions of civic engagement through both the “communication action
context” and the “storytelling network” existing within structural factors. Working in
combination with social cohesion, we can create a stronger bridge of communication between
these two components of CIT. There is also emphasis in structural factors
constraining/facilitating CIT, a vital component that must be addressed if to improve crosscommunication. By creating a stronger communication action context while simultaneously
allowing space for residents and community organizations into important local political and
media conversations, it will increase transparency and cross-communication. At the same time,
there needs to be a stronger focus on news media covering such local issues, giving air time to
community leaders and have local media resources more easily and readily available to the
community. All of this need to be done with an emphasis on social equity and environmental
justice if a successful resilient plan is to be taken place within Oakland.
Therefore, the real challenge for conversations about social cohesion is to identify the
mechanisms and institutions needed to create communication while maintaining a balance
between social justice and social cohesion. Such mechanisms and institutions are ones that
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continue to value and promote equality of opportunity and fairness across all dimensions of
diversity, while fostering the capacity to act and communicate together. In order to foster social
cohesion, the focus must be on preserving and improving CIT elements—structural factors,
“communication action context”, “storytelling networks”, and civic engagement—that reinforces
and strengthens this feedback system of social cohesion and cross-communication.

3. Limitations in Measuring and Identifying Social Cohesion
Indicators
3.1 Existing Data and Data Gathering
With such an extensive history of social cohesion studies, it would seem effective if the existing
questionnaires/surveys that have been used in the past were utilized towards Oakland.
Unfortunately, however convenient it may be, Oakland, and the U.S. at large, exists in very
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different environments in comparison to cities within Canada, Australia, and the countries among
the European Union. The U.S., with its individualistic ideology and skepticism of the
government solving societal ills, leaves little chance for such government sponsored research and
policy-making in regards to social cohesion. There have been international studies of social
cohesion assessments where the U.S. has been involved, such as Bertelsmann Stiftung
Foundation’s Social Cohesion Radar. However, it assesses the U.S. as a country, and with the
U.S.’s high levels of inequality, a more localized study is needed to be a comprehensive study
for Oakland. The foundation also only uses existing data, like the World Values Survey.
Nevertheless, International data sets like the World Values Survey can be helpful in
understanding a U.S. average in comparison to the City of Oakland. The following are other
international data sets that could help provide a U.S. social cohesion average to be compared to
Oakland:

1. World Values Survey (WVS or WEVS)
2. Gallup World Poll (GWP)
3. International Social Survey Program (ISSP)
4. International Social Justice Project (ISJP)
5. International Crime Victims Survey (ICVS)
6. International Country Risk Guide (ICRG)
7. Shadow Economies in Highly Developed OECD Countries (Schneider & Buehn 2012,
abbreviated S&B)
8. Measures of Democracy 1810–2010 (Vanhanen 2011, abbreviated VAN)
Unlike the U.S., European countries and Canadian cities can create comprehensive localized
studies on social cohesion since they have national surveys and questionnaires that gather
information on topics related to social cohesion. For example, one study used the Canadian
National Survey of Giving, Volunteering, and Participating, a nation wide survey on contributory
behavior. The U.S. pays little policy attention in regards to social networks and interactions, and
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thus lacks the existing data on social behavior at a national scale. The U.S.’s national survey, the
U.S. Census, does not deal with citizen’s ideals, beliefs, or social behavior enough to shape
social cohesion indicators around. Since Canada and others have high regard and funding
towards research on social behavior, they have the existing data and surveys around which to
mold their social cohesion indicators around. For this reason, it is important to study national
public surveys for possible social cohesion indicators like the Canadian National Survey of
Giving, Volunteering, and Participating.
One such study by social scientists Rajulton, Ravanera, and Beaujot did just that. Using the
existing data on the Canadian National Survey of Giving, Volunteering, and Participating, they
classified, measured, and weighed social cohesion indicators within the dimension/domain
framework (2007). Although Oakland lacks any survey comparable in breadth to the Canadian
survey, studying the questions can help create an excellent foundation for an Oakland specific
survey. In Appendix A, there is the questionnaire to the Canadian National Survey of Giving,
Volunteering, and Participating in its entirety. There are many other surveys, but seeing that
Canada is already a leader in studying social cohesion and this specific study has already been
used for social cohesion indicators, it seemed as the most appropriate survey to use as an outline.
Since social cohesion is more of a guiding concept than something quantifiable, measuring it
would be difficult without a relational study. The U.S. average could be used as this relational
study, but the methods and questions used for these international studies would differ drastically
to an Oakland specific study. However, if such a survey were to be implemented annually, a
meaningful comparison could be made on the increase or decrease of social cohesion within
Oakland. By involving community groups and residents to partake in distributing and collecting
survey data, not only will it create a greater sense of community but be an efficient use of
resources, keeping resources within Oakland.
Finally, it would be limiting using existing models with no modification when there is a need to
reshape the framework to fit within a climate resilient narrative. By addressing communication
failures--pulling from CIT--and issues of gentrification within a social cohesion survey, a more
accurate and effective model can be formulated. It would be a missed opportunity not to include
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concepts from CIT—while addressing Oakland specific concerns such as gentrification—in a
social cohesion report within a climate resilient framework.

4. The Importance of a Standardized Model for Social
Cohesion
4.1 The New Focus: Increasing Social Cohesion
To make social cohesion metrics a reality, there must be standards. Investing in social capital
holds promising potential in policy-making, but only if there is a metric to study success. The
Kresge Foundation has expressed a need to foster social cohesion and generate models for the
climate-resilience field of practice. As such, a measurable social cohesion model should be one
of their top priorities. In a society that values measurable data, building a model for social
cohesion can create the groundwork for future social cohesion projects within the U.S.
In most cases, a city’s responsibilities can be clustered into two main goals, developing
infrastructure and boosting the local economy. Since city policies and projects focus solely on
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encouraging either one or both of these goals, there is little or no regard to other resulting
consequences. By renovating selected portions of infrastructure to encourage economic
development, cities ultimately tear down existing communities, destroying the social fabric of
neighborhoods. This invariably results in gentrification and lowers individual’s social capital.
With no more tangible assets than before and now even less social capital, sitting populations
have little hope to enter into the newly constructed economy. However, the new infrastructure
requires workers, has positions to be filled. If there is little emphasis on social capital and
training within the newly renovated community, these positions are filled by individuals outside
the community, gentrifying and deteriorating social cohesion even further.
What many institutions don’t consider however, are the widespread benefits for the city at large
of having cohesive neighborhoods. The community more efficiently monitors crime and
environmental injustices, political participation is stronger, and there is a network of shared
personal resources and tacit local knowledge, developing individuals’ social capital (Kim, 2006;
Macey, 2003). In times of disasters where municipal operations and response organizations are
overwhelmed by the high volume of calls, a cohesive community can show far greater resilience
than a fractured community. Superstorm Sandy is one example of where high levels of social
cohesion had prepared communities to be resilient in times of disaster. Utilizing their existing
relationships, residents coordinated relief efforts, distributed supplies, and assisted others in need
due to their network of knowledge and connections within their community (Tompson, 2013, 5).
With social cohesion as the focus, social capital and training increases. Fostering social cohesion
also improves the four CIT elements—structural factors, the storytelling network, the
communication action context, and civic engagement—that combined can develop both the
economy and infrastructure in a more efficient and effective way (Kim, 2006).
Below is an illustration of these two approaches: the current model (1) and the new
recommended model (2). With model 1, developing the economy and infrastructure via large
external capital improvement investments are the focus, which destroys social cohesion and
leads to gentrification. With model 2, developing social cohesion is the focus, which identifies
the priority needs of existing populations, including appropriate infrastructure improvements and
targets external and internal investment to build economic opportunity and enhance community
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resilience.

However, social cohesion cannot be a sideline issue. Building a model and measuring social
cohesion is only the first step in the larger goal in identifying how to increase social cohesion
through policy-making. With annual surveys to measure the increase or decrease of social
cohesion, an accurate assessment can be made to the effects of such policy changes. This report
recommends much more than measuring social cohesion, we encourage a multi-year plan to
measure and identify social cohesion with the goal of improving both the economy and
infrastructure, while avoiding gentrification, through investments in social capital. For this to be
successful, protecting and enhancing social cohesion must be the highest priority.
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4.2 Emphasizing Cross-Communication and Collaboration between City
and Community Institutions
Placing social cohesion as the priority still has potential problems when there is no effective
communication and collaboration between the city and community. To be successful, a single
standardized model of measuring and encouraging social cohesion must be created, accepted,
and utilized by both the city and community. If this is not the case, division between the city and
community will result in both communication and implementation failures. Communication and
collaboration is key: for communities to be internally cohesive, the city and community must be
cohesive.
In order to ensure there is effective communication and collaboration between the city and
community, there must be equal power and representation when it comes to measuring and
implementing social cohesion strategies. As shown in the illustration below, the current model
(1) builds power at the community level and attempts to utilize that outside decision making to
pressure the city in adopting more equitable policies such as affordable housing. The city
however, is focused on building infrastructure and the economy and ultimately holds the final
inside decision-making authority. As a result, the city disregards social cohesion and passes
policies that gentrify and polarize communities.
In the new proposed model (2), both the city and community have social cohesion as their main
objective, with the same models to measure. Both parties have equal power and collaborative
decision-making on policies/projects attempting to measure and increase social cohesion. The
resulting peer-based sharing of power and responsibilities ensures collaboration and
communication, passing equitable policies that build a more resilient and cohesive city.
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The community and city will always have their separate objectives and responsibilities, but
sharing equal power on social cohesion is a realistic goal, especially when there is an opportunity
for a joint creation of a standardized model. If both recommended models are utilized—a new
focus on increasing social cohesion and ensuring communication and collaboration—Oakland
can be a leader for cities across the U.S. on social investment policy as a tool to build more
climate resilient neighborhoods.
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5. Conclusion
5.1 Gentrification as a Dismantling Force for Social Cohesion
With more cities expanding faster than ever before, gentrification has become a growing
problem. Since there is a persistent need for renovation and expansion for many cities,
displacement of existing communities usually follow suit. San Francisco is one city trying to
tackle its large levels of displacement and gentrification, but with little success. Cities and
communities know it’s detrimental to their existing population and culture, but there is no
consensus in how to fight against such gentrifying renovation. Besides turning a blind eye to
such communities, there continues to be a lack of policy approaches in fighting gentrification:
this is where social cohesion can be utilized.
With social cohesion, there can be no gentrification! Gentrification breaks up existing
communities and social networks; increasing social cohesion improves existing communities
cohesiveness and social networks. They are mutually exclusive, and because of that, focusing on
expanding social cohesion directly fights against policies of gentrification while simultaneously
improving both infrastructure and the local economy.
Across the world, institutions, cities, and countries are increasingly funding social investment
policies. The Scanlon Foundation in Australia funds large projects for the sole purpose of
increasing social cohesion. Let us not fall behind internationally, but rather build and improve
from this existing research. By incorporating a standardized model that can measure success—
and a new priority on fostering social cohesion—Oakland can follow the example of other
international cities and demonstrate to the U.S. how successful this new growing policy approach
can be.
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