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Civil Society and Social Capital

Abstract  This chapter explores how humans collaborate with others outside their 
families and households to expand capabilities for wellbeing, particularly by cre-
ating and participating in civil society institutions. The chapter also analyses 
social capital and how it can be increased through mechanisms that include: 
learning in schools; participation in networks; enforcement of norms; develop-
ment of societal aspirations; and efforts for social inclusion. There are tensions 
between cultural capital (discussed in the previous chapter) and social capital (this 
chapter) since access to the services of social capital—especially to bridging social 
capital—is much easier for people who share the cultural capital of the commu-
nity’s dominant social group. Policy can enhance capabilities for wellbeing by 
ensuring persons are not disadvantaged as a result of ethnicity or other personal 
characteristic in their equitable access to services from all forms of capital.

Keywords  Social capital • Wellbeing • Civil society • Structural racism • 
Interculturalism

We humans are social beings. Consistent with that observation, Chap. 3 has 
described how most of us cohabit with other people for long periods of our 
lives. This book now turns to how we humans collaborate outside our families 
and households to expand capabilities for wellbeing. This chapter focuses on 
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collaboration in what is termed the third sector (Etzioni 1973; Corry 2010) or 
civil society (Seligman 1992; Dekker and van den Broek 1998; Fukuyama 
2001; Office for Civil Society 2010).

Despite nuanced differences in definitions offered for this aspect of social life, 
there is general agreement that the institutional core of civil society is “consti-
tuted by voluntary associations outside the sphere of the state and the economy” 
(Flyvbjerg 1998, p. 210; see also Kumar 1993, and Seligman 2002). Persons sup-
port these associations by donating time and finance to pursue common interests 
and shared values. In the UK Community Life Survey of 2015–2016, for exam-
ple, 47 per cent of respondents reported providing unpaid service to a volunteer 
organisation at least once a month (70 per cent reported doing so at least once a 
year), and 73 per cent reported making a financial donation to charity during an 
average four-week period (Cabinet Office 2016). The first section of this chapter 
discusses these civil society institutions and their contribution to wellbeing.

A closely related idea, which is adopted in many wellbeing frameworks, is 
social capital (see the survey in Scrivens and Smith 2013, part 3). This conveys 
the idea that social collaboration is easier when people are strongly connected to 
each other through established relationships in diverse social networks and by 
sharing accepted social norms (such as trust and civic co-operation; see Knack 
and Keefer 1997). This concept is explored in the second section, with a discus-
sion of how social capital can be strengthened through learning in schools, par-
ticipation in networks, enforcement of norms, development of societal 
aspirations and efforts for social inclusion.

The chapter’s third section focuses on social capital and ethnicity, observing 
that there are tensions between the concept of cultural capital discussed in the 
previous chapter and the concept of social capital discussed in this chapter. 
These tensions exist because access to services from social capital—especially 
from what is termed bridging social capital—is much easier for people who 
share the cultural capital of a community’s dominant cultural group. This creates 
and maintains privilege for the dominant group, to the disadvantage of outsid-
ers’ wellbeing, so that reflective action is required to redress the balance. The 
chapter finishes with a brief conclusion.

�The Institutions of Civil Society

In an open society, people create diverse social institutions to pursue common 
goals and shared values.1 The National Council for Voluntary Organisations, for 
example, publishes data on UK institutions that inhabit the civil society space 
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between state, businesses and individuals (NCVO 2017). Table 4.1 presents a 
count of the 390,000 formally incorporated organisations fitting that descrip-
tion. This sizeable number is not the full extent of voluntary collaboration by 
British citizens; the NCVO suggests 600,000 to 900,000 unincorporated asso-
ciations could also be included in a broader definition of civil society (idem). 
The scale of activity that takes place in these incorporated and unincorporated 
institutions gives rise to our tenth proposition.

Proposition 10  Persons can access enhanced capabilities for wellbeing by par-
ticipating in institutions of civil society to collaborate with others in the pursuit 
of common interests and shared values.

Civil society collaborations can be motivated by a desire to exclude outsiders 
(this is discussed below), but there are also strong elements of altruism and phi-
lanthropy. The largest category in Table  4.1 is comprised of general charities, 
which covers institutions that satisfy six criteria:

Table 4.1  Number of civil society incorporated organisations by organisation type, United 
Kingdom, 2013–2014

Organisation Type Number of Organisations

General charities (2014–2015 data) 165,801
Sports clubs 135,900
Companies limited by guarantee 46,238
Religious bodies 38,383
Community interest companies 9177
Co-operatives 5568
Trade associations and professional bodies 3900
Independent schools 2598
Housing associations 1862
Benevolent societies 1681
Credit unions 521
Political parties 447
Employee owned businesses 250
Football/rugby supporter trusts 185
Trade unions 163
Universities 163
Leisure trusts 125
Friendly societies and mutual insurers 100
Common investment funds 55
Building societies 44
LESS: Duplicates in the above list (23,510)
Total 389,651

Source: NCVO (2017, Civil Society Data)
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•	 Registration as a general charity (including a public benefit test)
•	 Formality (institutionalised to some extent)
•	 Independence (separate from the state)
•	 Non-profit distributing (profits not returned to owners or directors)
•	 Self-governance
•	 Voluntarism (some meaningful degree of voluntary participation)

Table 4.2 gives further details of this category, grouping the general charities 
in a list of primary activities adapted from Salamon and Anheier (1996). The 
largest group has social services as the primary purpose. Members in this group 
volunteer time and money to provide assistance to people in their communities 
who are experiencing difficulties. Thus, the common interests and values in 
these institutions centre on philanthropy and altruism, which can be recognised 
as important elements in civil society.

A good example is the network of Citizens Advice Bureaux operating in about 
3000 locations throughout the United Kingdom. In 2015–2016, the Bureaux 
provided help to 3.1 million people directly, as well as many more who accessed 
Citizens Advice web pages. That assistance was offered by professional staff and 

Table 4.2  Number of voluntary organisations registered as charities by area of activity, 
United Kingdom, 2014–2015

Number of Organisations

Social services 30,265
Culture and recreation 23,586
Religion 14,357
Grant-making foundations 12,753
Parent-teacher associations 12,252
Development 10,286
Education 7914
Village halls 7662
Playgroups and nurseries 6960
Health 6710
Scout groups and youth clubs 6462
International 6055
Environment 5922
Law and advocacy 4270
Housing 3662
Research 3504
Employment and training 1985
Umbrella bodies 1156
Not classified 40
Total 165,801

Source: NCVO (2017, Scope Data)
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more than 24,200 volunteers. The volunteered time was a substantial commit-
ment, shown by calculating how much it would have cost for the same services 
to be provided by the professional staff (Citizens Advice 2014, fn. 2, p. 4). In 
2015–2016, this was estimated to be £114 million in England and Wales, and 
£10 million in Scotland.2

Moving beyond this example, the Office of National Statistics uses survey 
data to estimate the value of volunteer time across all UK civil society institu-
tions (ONS 2016; 2017). It focuses on people engaged in frequent formal vol-
unteering; that is, residents who donate time at least once a month to a recognised 
institution. Figure 4.1 shows estimates for the decade 2005–2014. The impact 
of inflation has been removed from the series. Despite population growth over 
the same period, there is a downward trend. This is because the average time 
volunteered per person declined significantly over the decade, by 19.3 per cent 
(ONS 2016, pp. 40–41).

The estimates in Fig. 4.1 indicate the income volunteers might have earned 
if they had offered the same services in paid employment. Recall that Chap. 2 
used this conceptualisation to estimate the opportunity cost of time spent by 
people in any valued activity (see the discussion around Fig.  2.1). The same 
understanding can be applied here, with some caveats. Volunteers participate in 
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Fig. 4.1  Gross value added of frequent formal volunteering measured in 2014 prices, United 
Kingdom, 2005–2014. (Note: The impact of inflation has been removed using the GDP 
Deflator at Market Prices. Source: ONS (2016, Fig. 8.2, p. 41) and HM Treasury (2017))
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training and gain experience; hence, some of the time represents investment in 
developing human capital. Similarly, volunteering introduces persons to new 
social networks, opening up access to the community’s social capital (see the 
following section). Even allowing for these caveats, however, the high opportu-
nity cost of volunteered time recorded in Fig. 4.1 suggests that, at least for some 
persons, living a valued kind of life includes helping other people (see Fujiwara 
et al. 2013; Jenkinson et al. 2013).

�Social Capital

In 2008, the UK Government’s Foresight Project on mental capital and wellbe-
ing commissioned the New Economics Foundation to develop a set of evidence-
based actions that people can take to improve personal wellbeing. The resulting 
review of the science literature identified five actions that can be good for mental 
wellbeing if built into daily life. They are worth citing in full (Aked et al. 2008, 
p. iii; Aked and Thompson 2011, p. 8):

Connect…
With the people around you. With family, friends, colleagues and neighbours. At 
home, work, school or in your local community. Think of these as the cornerstones 
of your life and invest time in developing them. Building these connections will 
support and enrich you every day.

Be active…
Go for a walk or run. Step outside. Cycle. Play a game. Garden. Dance. Exercising 
makes you feel good. Most importantly, discover a physical activity you enjoy and 
that suits your level of mobility and fitness.

Take notice…
Be curious. Catch sight of the beautiful. Remark on the unusual. Notice the chang-
ing seasons. Savour the moment, whether you are walking to work, eating lunch or 
talking to friends. Be aware of the world around you and what you are feeling. 
Reflecting on your experiences will help you appreciate what matters to you.

Keep learning…
Try something new. Rediscover an old interest. Sign up for that course. Take on a 
different responsibility at work. Fix a bike. Learn to play an instrument or how to 
cook your favourite food. Set a challenge you will enjoy achieving. Learning new 
things will make you more confident as well as being fun.
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Give…
Do something nice for a friend, or a stranger. Thank someone. Smile. Volunteer 
your time. Join a community group. Look out, as well as in. Seeing yourself, and 
your happiness, linked to the wider community can be incredibly rewarding and 
creates connections with the people around you.

These five ways to wellbeing involve going outside a person’s immediate fam-
ily and household. Moving beyond the relative safety of kith and kin, however, 
is also associated with risks to wellbeing, including potential harm arising from 
public shame and humiliation (Sen 1983, p. 159; Zavaleta Reyles 2007). This 
was recognised in a famous passage of The Wealth of Nations (Smith 1776, Vol. 
2, pp. 399–400):

But in the present times, through a greater part of Europe, a creditable day-labourer 
would be ashamed to appear in public without a linen shirt, the want of which 
would be supposed to denote that disgraceful degree of poverty which, it is pre-
sumed, nobody can well fall into without extreme bad conduct.

More recently, Wilkinson and Pickett (2009) have drawn on research by 
Scheff (1988) and Dickerson and Kemeny (2004) to argue that residents who 
live in countries with more inequality are vulnerable to greater anxiety about 
potential shame for low or falling social status. Anxiety leads to poorer national 
outcomes across multiple indicators of wellbeing. On this theme, Walker and 
Chase (2013) and Kent (2016) have documented how poverty debates in the 
United Kingdom have become dominated by private and public sector efforts to 
shame citizens judged as undeserving of welfare assistance.

Further social barriers exist when it is not always safe to trust others in day-
to-day social relations (Fukuyama 1995), particularly if social and political insti-
tutions are not trustworthy (O’Neill 2002). In some countries, this can be 
because the State actively suppresses civil society institutions (Bernhard 1993; 
Chamberlain 1993). In some societies, it can be socially accepted for a person to 
promote interests of family and friends over the civil rights of a stranger, even 
when acting as a public official (Fukuyama 2001, p. 9). Indeed, a country’s legal 
system can include laws and regulations designed to prevent members of speci-
fied social groups from participating in high status occupations or engaging in 
important public activities (Dasgupta 2005; Clark and Worger 2016).

Observations such as these lead to the idea that social collaboration is easier 
in some communities than in others. Expressing this idea using the capital stock 
metaphor, communities in which people find it easier to co-operate are said to 
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have higher levels of social capital than communities where collaboration is more 
difficult (Knack and Keefer 1997; Woolcock 1998). This metaphor is not easily 
explained (Scrivens and Smith 2013, p. 11), to the extent that Manski (2000, 
p. 123) suggests “economists should use ‘social capital’ only as a lesson in the 
ambiguity of words”. Nevertheless, the following definitions capture different 
aspects of the term:

… “social capital” refers to features of social organization such as networks, norms, 
and social trust that facilitate coordination and cooperation for mutual benefit. 
(Putnam 1995a, p. 67)

The social capital of a society includes the institutions, the relationships, the atti-
tudes and values that govern interactions among people and contribute to eco-
nomic and social development. (World Bank 1998, p. 1)

Social capital is the shared knowledge, understandings, norms, rules, and expecta-
tions about patterns of interactions that groups of individuals bring to a recurrent 
activity. (Ostrom 2000, p. 176)

… the definition of social capital is: networks together with shared norms, values 
and understandings that facilitate co-operation within or among groups. (OECD 
2001, p. 41)

Social capital generally refers to trust, concern for one’s associates, a willingness to 
live by the norms of one’s community and to punish those who do not. (Bowles 
and Gintis 2002, p. F419)

A widely adopted classification recognises three forms of social capital (Szreter 
and Woolcock 2004; Keeley 2007, p. 103; Poortinga 2012). Bonding social capi-
tal draws together groups of relatively homogenous people bound by consider-
ations such as family, ethnicity, gender or social class. Bridging social capital 
supports collaboration among diverse social groups in a region or country. Linking 
social capital makes it easier for people to connect with the country’s major insti-
tutions exercising power, including local, regional and national government.

Bonding capital may be strong within each community of a country at the 
same time that bridging capital between different communities is weak. Sectarian 
conflict in Northern Ireland has been cited as an example (Leonard 2004; 
Campbell et al. 2010). Similarly, access to linking social capital may be far easier 
for members of some communities than for others, to the extent that some 
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groups of citizens can be systematically disadvantaged in interactions with the 
country’s education, health, police and justice systems (Eddo-Lodge 2017, 
Chap. 2; see also the following section).

The capital metaphor recognises that social capital can deteriorate with 
neglect, just as physical capital depreciates without maintenance, but can 
also be increased with suitable investment.3 The first of these characteristics 
motivated Robert Putnam (1995a, 2000) to lament what he saw as the 
decline of social capital in the United States over the previous three decades, 
reflected in his symbol of an individual “bowling alone” rather than partici-
pating with others in organised competitions.

Putnam’s diagnosis has been criticised for overstating the extent of the prob-
lem and for failing to distinguish causes and effects of changes in the stock of 
social capital (Portes 1998, pp.  18–21). Hall (1999), for example, found no 
evidence of an equivalent erosion of social capital in the United Kingdom 
(although this may be changing this century; see Richards and Heath 2015, and 
Fig.  4.1 above). Nevertheless, there has been progress in understanding how 
investment in social capital can take place, summarised in the following proposi-
tion and explained in the remainder of this section.

Proposition 11  Investment in social capital can occur through mechanisms 
that include: learning in schools; participation in networks; enforcement of 
norms; development of societal aspirations and efforts for social inclusion.

Learning in Schools  Fukuyama (1999, p. 257) observes that “one of the most 
important sources of social capital in contemporary societies is the educational 
system”. At school, young people learn how to collaborate with others outside 
their immediate family circle, including through participation in well-structured 
programmes of physical education (Bailey et al. 2013). Citizenship programmes 
may be included in a national curriculum (Department for Education 2013).

Putnam (1995b, p. 667) observes the powerful effects of schooling on later 
social and political participation, concluding: “highly educated people are much 
more likely to be joiners and trusters, partly because they are better off economi-
cally, but mostly because of the skills, resources, and inclinations that were 
imparted to them at home and in school”. Hall (1999, pp. 435–437) similarly 
observes that radical transformation in the British education system between the 
1950s and 1990s reduced segregation by class and gender, and increased attain-
ment, which positively affected the country’s social capital.
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Participation in Networks  A key idea in Coleman’s (1986) original essay is that 
social capital grows when persons participate in social networks, but this does 
not occur to the extent needed to maximise aggregate wellbeing because a large 
share of the benefits accrues to people other than the decision-maker. This is 
because the personal benefits of greater social capital are not restricted to a per-
son’s own individual contribution.

Thus, social capital has a “public good” element (see Chap. 6 for further dis-
cussion on economic public goods), which tends to limit the scope for collabo-
ration. To be successful, voluntary organisations must find ways to foster “a 
cooperative spirit, norms of reciprocity, and collective thinking beyond the 
boundaries of the group itself ” (Stolle and Rochon 1998, p. 49). The public 
good element of participation in social networks can justify supportive public 
policies (Hall 1999, pp. 440–443).4

Enforcement of Norms  The social capital definition of Bowles and Gintis 
(2002) cited above includes willingness to punish violations of community 
norms (see also Paldam and Svendsen 2000, section 4, and Dasgupta 2005, pp. 
S6–S7). To illustrate, suppose a person travelling on a bus is subjected to sus-
tained verbal abuse; can the person rely on other passengers to intervene so that 
community norms of courtesy and respect are enforced? If the answer is no, then 
social capital is weak.

Similar to participation in networks, enforcement of norms has a public good 
element (benefits are enjoyed by a wider group than the enforcer), which is one 
of several reasons for funding judicial systems from the public purse. The devel-
opment of human rights legislation has been important for building social capi-
tal, by providing a mechanism to enforce fundamental rights such as freedom 
from unfair discrimination and protection of private property.

Development of Societal Aspirations  There is a substantial literature on ten-
sions between individual freedoms and societal aspirations. Margaret Thatcher 
famously claimed while UK Prime Minister that “there is no such thing as soci-
ety”; instead “there is living tapestry of men and women and people” (Thatcher 
1987, pp. 30–31). That attitude reflects what Francis Fukuyama (1999, pp. 5–6) 
has labelled a Great Disruption in social values from the mid-1960s to the early 
1990s, which he suggests resulted in a culture of “intensive individualism” that 
“weakened the bonds holding families, neighborhoods, and nations together”.
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In contrast, social capital can be strengthened when countries develop soci-
etal aspirations or common goals. This involves, but is not limited to, the politi-
cal process. Societal aspirations must be supported by community rules that 
Fukuyama observes will always entail some limits to individual freedoms to 
facilitate new forms of collaboration and connectedness (idem, p. 15).

Efforts for Social Inclusion  In his UK study, Peter Hall reported that access to 
social capital is unevenly distributed among the British population, to the extent 
that “the more accurate image is of a nation divided between a well-connected 
and highly-active group of citizens with generally prosperous lives and another 
set of citizens whose associational life and involvement in politics are very lim-
ited” (Hall 1999, p. 455). A later study similarly concluded that social capital in 
Britain operates to entrench privilege within and across generations, so that 
“encouraging greater formal civic engagement without tackling the root causes 
of socio-economic disadvantage may well aggravate rather than ameliorate social 
division” (Li et al. 2008, p. 407).

These observations suggest that efforts to promote social inclusion, initiated 
in both the private and public sectors, are required to strengthen access by all 
citizens to the services provided by the country’s social capital. This is discussed 
in the following section.

�Social Capital and Ethnicity

The social capital definitions listed in the previous section all refer to shared 
values or norms. Cultural values and accepted norms were discussed in Chap. 3, 
which observed that they are learned by young persons within families and 
households. This was labelled as cultural capital, which differs from social capital 
in two important respects.

First, cultural capital in its primary sense is embodied in persons, whereas 
social capital “exists in the relations among persons” (Coleman 1986, pp. S100–
S101).5 Second, while both types of capital are continuously transformed in a 
healthy society, cultural capital is conceptualised as connecting a person with 
previous and future generations (through the transmission of cultural heritage), 
whereas social capital connects a person with others in the current generation of 
living people.
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There are inevitable tensions between cultural and social capital, since history 
shows repeatedly that access to services from a community’s social capital (as 
well as access to other private and public resources) is much easier for people 
who share the cultural capital of the community’s dominant social group. 
Indeed, this was a central message of Pierre Bourdieu’s (1973, 1983) research, 
which developed the concept of cultural capital to explain why children from 
wealthy households achieve better results at school than children from lower 
socioeconomic groups.

Recall the example in the previous section of a bus passenger subjected to 
sustained verbal abuse. The answer to whether the passenger can rely on others 
to intervene may depend on the abused person’s ethnicity (see, for example, 
Qureshi 2017). If so, this is a community where access to services from social 
capital—especially from bridging social capital—is limited for people outside 
the dominant cultural group.

Further, shared norms held by the dominant group may include general 
acceptance, perhaps unvoiced, that it is legitimate for its members to treat peo-
ple from other ethnic groups in a hostile manner that would be sanctioned if 
applied to anyone from the dominant group. This can include using humiliating 
language, acting with dishonest intent, providing discriminatory standards of 
service, denying entry to certain networks or clubs, or tolerating an ever-present 
threat of physical assault that generally goes unpunished (Coates 2015).

These possibilities represent “the dark side of social capital” (Portes 1998, 
pp.  15–18; Gargiulo and Benassi 1999; Putnam 2000, Chap. 22; Dasgupta 
2005, p. S17; van Deth and Zmerli 2010; Scrivens and Smith 2013, p. 23). An 
often-cited study by Waldinger (1995) gave an example of how insiders of white 
ethnicity in the New York construction sector effectively mobilised social capital 
to sustain economic advantage at the expense of African-American, Caribbean 
and Korean outsiders.6

Reni Eddo-Lodge (2017, Chap. 3) has called this phenomenon “white privi-
lege”, which a black person can only watch “as an outsider to the insularity of 
whiteness” (idem, p. 86). She goes on to say (idem, p. 87):

When I talk about white privilege, I don’t mean that white people have it easy, that 
they’ve never struggled, or that they’ve never lived in poverty. But white privilege is 
the fact that if you’re white, your race will almost certainly positively impact your 
life’s trajectory in some way. And you probably won’t even notice it.

The tendency for members of the dominant culture to be advantaged over 
outsiders is not restricted to individual behaviour. It can occur in the country’s 
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state and civil society organisations, where it is labelled institutional or cultural 
discrimination (Dovidio et al. 2010, pp. 10–11), or structural racism (Eddo-
Lodge 2017, p. 64). The Stephen Lawrence inquiry, for example, acknowledged 
institutional racism in the Metropolitan Police Service, which it defined as 
(Macpherson 1999, section 6.34):

The collective failure of an organisation to provide an appropriate and profes-
sional service to people because of their colour, culture, or ethnic origin. It can 
be seen or detected in processes, attitudes and behaviour which amount to dis-
crimination through unwitting prejudice, ignorance, thoughtlessness and racist 
stereotyping which disadvantage minority ethnic people.

Eddo-Lodge observes that the dominant group tend not to notice their 
advantage, while Macpherson speaks of prejudice that is unwitting. This is 
often how social capital operates. It is a resource that insiders find they can 
draw upon easily, or without conscious thought, while outsiders find they must 
collectively organise sustained social action to obtain some degree of equitable 
access to its services. Using terms introduced in Chap. 2, the result of this 
social structure is that persons with similar personal abilities find they have 
unequal social capabilities depending on their ethnicity or some other personal 
characteristic.

Such an outcome is a fundamental challenge to policy. In the language of this 
book, equitable access to services from all forms of capital is necessary for citi-
zens to have reasoned capabilities for leading valued lives. When large numbers 
of citizens, because of ethnicity or some other characteristic, face systematic 
limitations on their access to services from the country’s shared social capital, the 
capabilities of those citizens for leading valued lives are reduced and wellbeing is 
stunted. This leads to the following proposition.

Proposition 12  Policy can enhance capabilities for wellbeing by ensuring per-
sons are not disadvantaged in their equitable access to services from the coun-
try’s capital stocks because of ethnicity or other personal characteristics.

Note that Proposition 12 goes well beyond the Pareto efficiency criterion for 
policy advice discussed in the opening chapter. This criterion supports economic 
policies if at least one person’s wellbeing is improved and no one is made worse 
off. In contrast, Proposition 12 sanctions proposals in which members of the 
dominant cultural group sacrifice historical privilege in order to improve equi-
table access of other people to the country’s social capital. It is possible that 
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increasing the capabilities of people from minority groups would raise aggregate 
economic productivity to everyone’s potential benefit (see Arrow et al. 2000), 
but this is not presumed in Proposition 12.

One way to address Proposition 12 is through efforts by individuals, private 
businesses, public officials and civil society institutions to foster interaction and 
dialogue among different cultural traditions. A term that has emerged for these 
efforts is interculturalism (Cantle 2012; Meer and Modood 2012; Taylor 2012; 
Zapata-Barrero 2015; Meer et al. 2016). The Council of Europe, for example, 
funds an Intercultural Cities Programme (Wood and Landry 2008; ICC 2016) 
that builds capacity, offers strategies and initiates projects to strengthen inclusive 
approaches that support diversity in cities.

�Conclusion

Collaborations with people outside a person’s immediate family and household 
can greatly expand personal and social capabilities for wellbeing. In a free soci-
ety, there is scope for a large number of diverse organisations to bring persons 
together to collaborate in the pursuit of common interests and shared values, 
supported by financial donations and volunteered time. These institutions make 
up the core of civil society.

Social capital is a metaphor reflecting the idea that interconnections among 
people contribute to wellbeing in a number of important ways. Social capital 
can be strengthened by conscious efforts in the private and public spheres, 
including through: learning in schools; participation in networks; enforcement 
of norms; development of societal aspirations; and efforts for social inclusion.

This chapter discussed social capital and ethnicity. This drew on Eddo-Lodge’s 
(2017) recent book, supporting its insistence that members of the dominant 
social group take active measures to sacrifice historical privilege in order to 
improve equitable access of other people to the country’s social capital. This 
finished by highlighting efforts by individuals, private businesses, public officials 
and civil society institutions to foster interculturalism.

Having considered choices made at the levels of individual persons, of house-
holds and families, and of communities, the stage is now set for the middle 
chapter of this book. It examines how participation in the market economy can 
contribute to expanded wellbeing, especially as a result of firms maintaining 
specialised capabilities for supplying goods and services needed by persons to 
live the kinds of lives they value.
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Notes

1.	The key philosophical text on open societies is Karl Popper’s The Open Society and 
Its Enemies, first published in two volumes in 1945, republished as one volume by 
Princeton University Press in Popper (2013).

2.	These and other data in this paragraph are drawn from Citizens Advice (2016), 
Citizens Advice Northern Island (2015) and Citizens Advice Scotland (2016).

3.	Bowles and Gintis (2002, pp. F420–F421) object to this metaphor on the grounds 
that “capital refers to something that can be owned”. They therefore propose an 
alternative conceptualisation of “community governance”.

4.	The value of participation in social networks leads Layard (2006, p. C32) to warn 
economists not to advocate greater worker mobility (to generate higher incomes) 
without considering the associated effects on the quality of relationships in the 
community and in families.

5.	Glaeser et al. (2002, p. F438) object to the view of social capital as a community-
level attribute “because economists find it difficult to think of communities as 
decision-makers” (ibid). They therefore define individual social capital to be 
embodied in a person, and aggregate social capital is calculated as a function of 
these individual social characteristics. We do think that approach is fruitful; the key 
issue in our view is access to services provided by social capital.

6.	 Insider-outside behaviour is well understood by economists, especially in a labour 
market context; see, for example, Solow (1985) and Lindbeck and Snower (1988, 
2001).
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