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ABSTRACT

The role of social capital in economic development has been a subject of interest to both
academics and practitioners of development for several decades. However, studies on social
capital in developing countries context is still rare. This study explores empirically the
relationships between social capital and economic development at district level in Indonesia.
We find that the effects of social capital on economic development are complex. Hence, we
cannot simply say that social capital is either good or bad for development. The relationships
differ across development indicators, the forms of social capital, and the categories within each
form of social capital. Nevertheless, the most important finding of this study indicates that trust
among people across different ethnic groups is the most important social capital for Indonesia.
Higher trust among ethnic groups reduces poverty, increases income per capita, and increases
consumption per capita of all segments of the population. Since Indonesia has highly diverse
ethnic groups, maintaining trust among these ethnic groups is paramount to the success of
economic development of the country.
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1. Introduction

The role of social capital in economic development has been a subject of interest to both
academics and practitioners of development for several decades. Different from physical
capital, social capital is an intangible form of capital and, furthermore, has many dimensions
and forms. This makes it difficult to measure social capital precisely, resulting in a relatively
scarce data of social capital, particularly in developing countries. Related to this, most
empirical studies on social capital have been conducted in the context of developed countries.
This study explores the relationships between social capital and economic development at
district level in Indonesia, a large and multi-ethic developing country.

Social capital is defined as the social networks and the norms of trustworthiness and
reciprocity that arise from them. Hence, social capital represents the resources available to
individuals through their social affiliations and membership in community organizations.
Evidence shows that social capital is an essential ingredient in not only building strong societies
but also in building strong economies (Putnam, 1993).

At individual level, social capital helps people in getting or keeping jobs, getting around
in the community, finding places to live, receiving needed support, or keeping psychologically
stable. At community level, social capital allows citizens to resolve collective problems more
easily via increased cooperation, greases the wheels that allow communities to advance
smoothly via increased levels of trust and solidarity, and functions as conduits for the flow of
information that facilitates the achievement of individual and collective goals (Putnam, 2000).
At country level, higher social capital leads to better development outcomes, including faster
economic growth and poverty reduction. However, social capital may perpetuate social
inequality (Cleaver, 2005; Cook, 2014; Lin, 2000).

The study by Putnam (1993) has spurred interest in social capital and jump started studies
on social capital in developed countries. However, in developing countries, including
Indonesia, research on social capital is still relatively rare, in particular at the aggregate level.
Existing studies on social capital in Indonesian context mostly focus on individual (e.g.
Grootaert, 1999) and community (e.g. Lee et al., 2017) levels. An exception is Miguel et al.
(2003) who analyzed district level panel data.

This study aims to establish the impact of social capital on economic development in
Indonesia using data at the district level. We measure social capital through its various forms,
largely driven by data availability. Likewise, economic development is measured using various
indicators covering economic growth, poverty, inequality, income per capita, as well as
consumption per capita of different segments of the population. The empirical analysis employs
two different datasets, the Governance and Decentralization Survey 2 (GDS 2) and the Social
Culture and Education Module of National Socio-Economic Survey (SUSENAS MSBP),
covering the period 2006-2019, to capture the multidimension and dynamics of social capital
in Indonesia.

The findings of this study indicate that trust among people across different ethnic groups
is the most important form of social capital for Indonesia. Higher trust among ethnic groups
reduces poverty, increases income per capita, and increases consumption per capita for all
income groups. Indonesia has a high ethnic diversity, with around 1,340 ethnic groups
according to the 2010 Population Census. Hence, maintaining trust among these ethnic groups
is paramount to the success of economic development of the country.



The rest of the paper is organized as follows. Section two reviews the literature on the
relationships between social capital and economic development. Sections three discusses the
data analyzed in this study. Section four elaborates the empirical strategy for analyzing the
data. Section five presents the results of the estimations. Section six provides a discussion of
the findings. Section seven concludes.

2. Literature Review and Hypothesis Development

The importance of social capital for development is first established by Putnam (1993),
who finds a strong correlation between civic engagement and government quality across
regions in Italy. Later Knack and Keefer (1997) find that an increase in trust level in a country
increases economic growth. Furthermore, LaPorta et al. (1997) find that an increase in trust
increases judicial efficiency and reduces government corruption.

The importance of social capital for economic development is grounded theoretically.
Greif (1993) points out that repeated social interaction solves the problem of free-rider and
reduces opportunism. Abreu (1988) proves that cooperation becomes easier when individuals
expect to interact more often in the future. Finally, Arrow (1972) shows that social networks
can substitute for missing, or expensive, legal structures in facilitating investment and other
financial transactions.

One of the earliest studies on social capital in Indonesia is Grootaert (1999). He finds a
positive correlation between social capital and household welfare, i.e. households with high
social capital have higher expenditure per capita, more assets, higher saving, and better access
to credit. Using district level panel data, Miguel et al. (2003) find that rapid industrialization
increases social capital, while on the other hand initial social capital does not predict
industrialization.

To create a firm foundation for finding gaps in the literature, a systematic review was
conducted in February 2020, following a method that was developed by Denyer and Tranfield
(2009) and adopting the PRISMA (Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews and
Meta-Analyses) checklist (Moher et al., 2009). We performed a literature search by using
Scopus Elsevier. The search was limited to English language journal articles. The literature
search code was as follows:

TITLE-ABS-KEY ( social AND capital AND economic AND growth AND inequality AND
poverty ) AND (LIMIT-TO ( PUBSTAGE, "final")) AND (LIMIT-TO ( DOCTYPE, "ar")) AND
( LIMIT-TO ( SUBJAREA , "SOCI") OR LIMIT-TO ( SUBJAREA , "ECON") OR LIMIT-TO (
SUBJAREA, "BUSI")) AND (LIMIT-TO ( LANGUAGE , "English") )

From the keywords selection on the literature search, we have obtained 39 documents
from Scopus. The next step is to remove any documents duplications and to apply inclusion
and exclusion criteria to title, abstract and keywords. This reduces the final body of literature
to just 7 documents, which are summarized in Appendix 1.

From the systematic literature review, we can can identify the gaps in the social capital
literature that our study contributes to. They are that existing studies on social capital in
Indonesian context mostly focus on individual (e.g. Grootaert, 1999) and community (e.g. Lee
etal., 2017) levels. This study fills the gap by exploring the relationships between social capital
and economic development at district level in Indonesia, employs large datasets with the period



covers 2006-2019, and aims to capture the multidimension and dynamics of social capital in
Indonesia.

The hypothesis of our study is that an increase in social capital in Indonesia increases
the economic development outcomes. It is grounded on the theoretical and empirical works
constructed by previous literature supporting the importance of social capital for economic
development (Abreu, 1988; Arrow, 1972; Greif, 1993; Grootaert, 1999; Knack & Keefer,
1997).

3. Data

We obtained data on social capital in Indonesia from two sources: (i) the Governance and
Decentralization Survey 2 (GDS 2) for 2006 from the World Bank (Widyanti & Suryahadi,
2008), and (ii) the National Socio-Economic Survey (Susenas)' from Statistics Indonesia (BPS)
that includes the Social Culture and Education Module (MSBP) in 2006, 2009, 2012 and 2018
and the Social Resilience Module (Modul Hansos) in 2014. We conduct a separate analysis for
the two datasets.

For outcome variables we use various development indicators, such as economic growth,
the poverty rate, gini ratio, GDP per capita and consumption per capita by income group (the
wealthiest 20 percent, the middle 40 percent, and the poorest 40 percent of the population). In
addition, we use several control variables, such as average age, the gender ratio, population
growth, the proportion of non-agriculture GDP, the unemployment rate, and the enrolment rate
at each school level. The data of development indicators and control variables is obtained from
various BPS data such as Susenas, Sakernas (the National Labor Force Survey), National
Income, and Regional Income for 2006-2019 period. The unit of observation is the district.
Since several new districts appeared during the period of analysis due to district splitting up,
we combine split districts and maintain the 2006 district boundaries to obtain a balanced panel
of 440 districts.” Please refer to appendix for detail descriptive statistics.

Dataset 1: GDS social capital data

The GDS social capital data covers 133 districts in 2006. The districts were randomly
selected and representative of all districts in Indonesia. We specifically utilize the social trust
questions as a measure of social capital. There are four different types of trust in the data: (i)
trust of neighbors (neighborhood trust), (ii) trust of people in neighboring villages (village
trust), (iii) trust of people of other religions (religion trust), and (iv) trust of people of other
ethnicities (ethnic trust). Each of the type of trust has four categories: (i) no one can be trusted
(no trust); (ii) only few people can be trusted (low trust); (iii) most people can be trusted
(medium trust); (iv) everyone can be trusted (high trust). Appendix 6 provides the GDS 2
questionnaire on social capital.

Each category of trust is then transformed into a variable containing the proportion of
population who chose the respected category of trust in each district. Please refer to Appendix
for full description of the form of social capital variables based on the GDS 2 data. In the

! https://mikrodata.bps.go.id/mikrodata/index.php/catalog/SUSENAS
? The crosswalk data is from The World Bank



analysis, these trust variables are standardized to have means equal to zero and standard
deviations equal to one. The summary statistics of the GDS 2 social capital data is presented in
Appendix 7 and its standardized form is in Appendix 8.

Dataset 2: Susenas social capital data

The Susenas social capital data covers 2006, 2009, 2012, 2014 and 2018 for all 440
districts by the 2006 boundaries. Except for the 2014 data, the Susenas collects the social
capital information in the Social Culture and Education Module (MSBP); in 2014 this data is
collected in the Social Resilience (Hansos) Module. Similar with GDS data, we utilize the
social trust questions as a measure of social capital. There are six different types of trust in the
data: (i) trust in government officer at the central, village, and community levels (government
trust), (i) trust in neighbors to take care their children when they are away (childcare trust),
(ii1) trust in neighbors to take care their house when they are away (housecare trust), (iv)
participation in communal works (gofong royong), (v) participation in social activities
(silaturahmi), and (vi) tolerance to have neighbors of other ethnicities and religions.

The SUSENAS differs from the GDS2 data in how it records the categories of social
capital wvariables: (i) I don’t care; (ii) I don’t/never trust/participate/tolerate (no
trust/participation/tolerance); (i) I  less/rarely  trust/participate/tolerate  (low
trust/participation/tolerance); (iv) I often  trust/participate/tolerate (medium
trust/participation/tolerance); (v) I strongly/always trust//participate/tolerate  (high
trust/participation/tolerance). To make it comparable with the GDS trust data, the first two
levels are combined (“don’t care” and “don’t/never trust/participate/tolerate”) resulting in four
categories of each form of social capital. Appendix 10 provides the SUSENAS questionnaire
on social capital.

Each level of trust is then transformed into a variable containing the proportion of
population who chose the respected category of trust/participation/tolerance in each district.
Please refer to Appendix for full description of form of social capital variables based on the
Susenas data. Like the GDS trust data, in the analysis, these trust/participation/tolerance
variables are standardized to have means equal to zero and standard deviations equal to one.
The summary statistics of the SUSENAS social capital data is presented in Appendix 11 and
its standardized form is in Appendix 12.

Missing data treatments

It is worth noting that since SUSENAS data consists of large annually repeated datasets
this comes with challenges for data management such as the fact that the type of questions and
answers are not always consistent over the time, as well as some other technicalities. For
detailed questions and answers of SUSENAS data, please refer to Appendix 10. Please refer to
Appendix for the detail of data treatments.



4. Empirical Method

Our empirical strategy aims to establish the impact of social capital on economic
development at the district level in Indonesia. Since there are two different datasets that are
analyzed, where the data on forms of social capital is only available in the initial year for the
GDS data but at three year intervals in the SUSENAS data, we estimate two slightly different
models:

Yii = a+ B1SC1; + X + € (1)
Yie =y +6:5C2; + 6, Xie + ¢ (2)

where Y;; reflects development indicators (economic growth, poverty, inequality, income per
capita, consumption per capita by income group) of district i at time ¢, SC1; reflects the form
of social capital variables in the GDS 2 data (neighborhood trust, village trust, religion trust,
and ethnic trust) of district i in 2006, and SC2;, the form of social capital variabels in the
SUSENAS data (government trust, housecare trust, childcare trust, communal works, social
activities, and tolerance) of district i at time ¢#; X;; is a vector of district level control variables
(average age, gender ratio, population growth, proportion of non-agriculture GDP,
unemployment rate, and enrolment rate at each level of school), and ¢ is a random error term.
Model (1) is estimated using the GDS 2 data, while model (2) is estimated using the SUSENAS
data. These models are formulated following Grootaert (1999).

By using panel estimation, we aim to: (1) control individual heterogeneity; (2) get more
informative, variability, and efficient data, but less colinear; (3) study the dynamics adjustment
better, especially in economic development outcomes; (4) identify and measure effects better;
(5) construct and test more complicated behavioral model; (6) measure the micro data more
accurately (Baltagi, 2005).

We used different panel models for the GDS and SUSENAS datasets due to the nature
and variation of the form of social capital variables. We used Random Effect (RE) model for
the GDS dataset and a Fixed Effect (FE) model for the Susenas dataset. In the GDS dataset, we
only have form of social capital variables for 2006. We can therefore only use RE since the
observed social capital variables do not vary over time. For the SUSENAS dataset, on the other
hand, contains time-variant social capital variables for 2006, 2009, 2012, 2014, and 2018. This
allows us to use FE and control for unobserved heterogeneity and possible endogeneity in the
form of social capital variables. Hausman tests further confirm that FE models are preferred
over RE models for the SUSENAS data.

5. Empirical Analysis
Trends and Distribution of Social Capital

From descriptive analysis, we can see that the trend and distribution of social capital in
Java is similar with that of in non Java. Over time, the trends of government trust, housecare
trust, childcare trust, communal works (gotong royong) and social works (silaturahmi) are
declining. That is the the trends of “none (no trust)” are increasing, substituting the trends of
“medium trust” that are decreasing for those social capital parameters. However, the trends of
tolerance is rising. That is the the trend of “none (no trust)” are decreasing, substituting the
trends of “medium trust” that are increasing for tolerance.
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Figure 1. Mean of social capital data across regions over time (SUSENAS data)
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Estimation Results

The estimation results of the effects of various forms of social capital on the
development indicators are presented in Table 4 and Table 5. Table 4 shows the estimation
results using the GDS dataset, which has neighborhood trust, religion trust, village trust, and
ethnic trust as the forms of social capital. Meanwhile, Table 5 shows the estimation results
using the SUSENAS dataset, which has government trust, housecare trust, childcare trust,
communal works, social activities, and tolerance as the forms of social capital. In the tables,
the coefficient of a category of a form of social capital is the change in the development
indicator due to one standard deviation increase in the proportion of people in that category.
The remaining of this section discusses how each development indicator is affected by the 10
forms of social capital.

Table 1. Estimation results for the GDS dataset

Variable Economic  Poverty Gini GDP Per Top 20 PCE  Middle40  Bottom 40
Growth Rate Ratio Capita (Log) Expenditure PCE (Log) PCE (Log)
Neighbor 0,006 0,0514 0,0048 -0,5304 0,1801 0,1516 0,1232
Trust 2 (0,0144) (0,0443) (0,019) (0,3339) (0,1104) (0,1227) (0,1235)
Neighbor 0,024 0,1076 -0,0022 -1,375 0,5492 0,4785 0,3785
Trust 3 (0,0412) (0,1266)  (0,0542) (0,9535) (0,3151) (0,3504) (0,3527)
Neighbor 0,0223 0,1282 0,0114 -1,937 0,6391 0,5528 0,4519
Trust 4 (0,0481) (0,141) (0,0631) (1,107) (0,3672) (0,4083) (0,4109)
Religion 0.1586* 0,0104 -0.0170* -0,1816 -0,0508 -0,0544 -0,061
Trust 2 (0,00473) (0,0149)  (0,0063) (0,1122) (0,0367) (0,0408) (0,0411)
Religion 0.0097* 0,02 -0,0013 -0,0455 -0,063 -0,0724 -0,0634
Trust 3 (0,00487) (0,015) (0,0065) (0,1132) (0,0377) (0,0419) (0,0422)
Religion 0,01 0.0511% -0,0141 -0,1775 -0.2167* -0.2592* -0.2988*
Trust 4 (0,0074) (0,0218)  (0,0096) (0,1643) (0,057) (0,0634) (0,0637)
Village -0,0181 0,0098 0,0001 0,1144 -0,073 -0,1314 -0,1437
Trust 2 (0,011) (0,0331)  (0,0141) (0,2494) (0,0816) (0,0907) (0,0914)
Village -0.0295* 0,0595 -0,0259 -0,1868 -0.2273* -0.2562* -0.2791*
Trust 3 (0,0134) (0,0423)  (0,0196) (0,3191) (0,1037) (0,1153) (0,1162)
Village -0,0247 0,0628 -0,0098 0,2663 -0,1624 -0,2318 -0,2465
Trust 4 (0,0134) (0,0542) (0,023) (0,4084) (0,1332) (0,148) (0,1492)
Ethnic -0,007 -0.0735*  0.0424* 0,3812 0.1764* 0.1767* 0.1825*
Trust 2 (0,0081) (0,0252)  (0,0108) (0,1901) (0,0628) (0,0698) (0,0704)
Ethnic 0,0028 -0.0978*  0.0518* 0.4890* 0.2774* 0.2750* 0.2909*
Trust 3 (0,0093) (0,0271) (0,012) (0,204) (0,0709) (0,0789) (0,0792)
Ethnic -0,0015 -0.1496*  0.0522% 0.4272* 0.3603* 0.3887* 0.4204*
Trust 4 (0,0125) (0,0371)  (0,0164) (0,2797) (0,0961) (0,1069) (0,1074)
\é/l?g 47,22 727,42 324,90 1115,04 708,90 387,32 497,35
R2 0,0425 0,2170 0,2742 0,1566 0,5044 0,3830 0,3573




Table 2. Estimation results for SUSENAS dataset

. .. GDP Per Middle Bottom
Variable Eé‘;‘;;’v‘:‘lic P‘l’(v;t‘:y If;t‘::) Capita Ezgei‘:lifi 40PCE 40 PCE
(Log) (Log) (Log)
Gov Officer -0.0022 0.0013 -0.0007 -0.0232* 0.0048 0.0000 -0.0158
Trust 3 (0.0027) (0.0008)  (0.0019)  (0.0080) (0.0106) (0.0134)  (0.0120)
Gov Officer -0.0099 -0.0127* -0.0015 -0.0716* 0.0213 0.0143 0.0012
Trust 4 (0.0058) (0.0017)  (0.0038)  (0.0172) (0.0229) (0.0289)  (0.0258)
Gov Officer -0.0036 -0.0034* -0.0015 -0.0124* 0.0042 0.0097 0.0075
Trust 5 (0.0018) (0.0005)  (0.0012)  (0.0055) (0.0073) (0.0092)  (0.0082)
Housecare 0.0058* 0.0003 -0.00004  -0.0292* 0.0131 -0.0042 -0.0106
Trust 3 (0.0028) (0.0008)  (0.0018)  (0.0085) (0.0112) (0.0142)  (0.0127)
Housecare 0.0028 0.0070*  -0.0068*  -0.0347* -0.0576 -0.0510 -0.0466
Trust 4 (0.0049) (0.0015)  (0.0029) (0.0144) (0.0191) (0.0242)  (0.0216)
Housecare 0.0006 0.0040*  -0.0032*  -0.0195* -0.0243 -0.0184 -0.0095
Trust 5 (0.0021) (0.0006)  (0.0013)  (0.0063) (0.0084) (0.0106)  (0.0094)
Childcare -0.003 -0.0018*  0.0030* 0.0238* -0.0016 0.0020 0.0091
Trust 3 (0.0020) (0.0005)  (0.0013)  (0.0058) (0.0078) (0.0098)  (0.0088)
Childcare -0.0056* -0.0054*  0.0118* 0.0660* 0.1109 0.0701 0.0357
Trust 4 (0.0024) (0.0007)  (0.0015)  (0.0070) (0.0094) (0.0119)  (0.0106)
Childcare 0.0003 -0.0033*  0.0030* 0.0481* 0.0349 0.0222 0.0070
Trust 5 (0.0021) (0.0006)  (0.0013)  (0.0063) (0.0084) (0.0106)  (0.0095)
Communal -0.001 0.0050*  -0.0098* -0.0303* -0.0080 -0.0279 -0.0632
Work 3 (0.0039) (0.0011)  (0.0029) (0.0114) (0.0153) (0.0194)  (0.0173)
Communal -0.0026 0.0069*  -0.0100* -0.0091 -0.0129 -0.0199 -0.0547
Work 4 (0.0037) (0.0010)  (0.0027)  (0.0109) (0.0145) (0.0183)  (0.0164)
Communal 0.0002 0.0027*%  -0.0031* 0.0036 -0.0004 -0.0077 -0.0185
Work 5 (0.0018) (0.0005)  (0.0013)  (0.0053) (0.0071) (0.0090)  (0.0080)
Social 0.0045 0.0120* 0.0022 -0.0313-* -0.1137 -0.0520 0.0146
Activity 3
(0.0045) (0.0013)  (0.0032)  (0.0132) (0.0177) (0.0224)  (0.0200)
Social 0.0055 0.0089* -0.0009 -0.0521* 0.0868 -0.0578 0.0086
Activity 4 (0.0040) (0.0012)  (0.0028)  (0.0120) (0.0162) (0.0205)  (0.0183)
Social -0.00001 -0.0001 0.0026* -0.0014 0.0066 0.0006 0.0056
Activity 5 (0.0017) (0.0005)  (0.0012)  (0.0051) (0.0069) (0.0087)  (0.0078)
0.0034* -0.0080* -0.0002 0.0390* 0.0294 0.0278 0.0322
Tolerance 3
(0.0017) (0.0005)  (0.0012)  (0.0051) (0.0075) (0.0095)  (0.0085)
0.0107* 0.0005 -0.0062*  0.0719* 0.0605 0.0377 -0.0358
Tolerance 4
(0.0018) (0.0006)  (0.0013)  (0.0055) (0.0084) (0.0107)  (0.0095)
0.0007 0.0002 0.0037*  -0.0108* 0.0227 0.0121 0.0053
Tolerance 5
(0.0017) (0.0005)  (0.0011)  (0.0051) (0.0068) (0.0087)  (0.0077)
F-Stat 4.54 196.01 64.4 132.57 144.28 40.27 85.59
R2 0.1479 0.1112 0.2538 0.0597 0.5248 0.2739 0,1249




Economic Growth

Figure 2 sumarizes the effects of various forms of social capital on economic growth
based on the coefficients in Table 1 and Table 2. The figure shows that economic growth is
positively affected by religion trust, housecare trust, and tolerance. An increase in the
proportion of people who report to have “low trust” and “medium trust” in people of other
religions increases economic growth. However, the effect of the “medium trust” category is
quite small. A standard deviation (11.16 percentage points) increase in the proportion of people
who have “low trust” in people of other religions increases economic growth by 15.86
percentage points. Meanwhile, a standard deviation (14.43 percentage points) increase in the
proportion of people who have “medium trust” in people of other religions increases economic
growth by only 0.97 percentage points. The mean of economic growth is 5.82% and its standard
deviation is 0.0946%. Meanwhile, an increase in the proportion of people who have “high trust”
in people of other religions does not have a statistically significant effect on economic growth.

An increase in the proportion of people who have “low trust™ in their neighbors to take
care their house when they are away increases economic growth. However, the effect is quite
small. A standard deviation (10.48 percentage points) increase in proportion of people who
have “low trust” in their neighbors to take care their house when they are away increases
economic growth by 0.58 percentage points. The mean of economic growth is 5.82% and its
standard deviation is 0.0946%. Meanwhile, an increase in the proportion of people who have
“medium trust” and “high trust” in their neighbors to take care their house when they are away
does not have a significant effect on economic growth.

An increase in the proportion of people that report “low tolerance” and “medium
tolerance” in having neighbors of different religions and ethnicities increases economic growth.
But, again, the effects are quite small. A standard deviation (20.99 percentage points) increase
in the proportion of people who have “low tolerance” in having neighbors of different religions
and ethnicities increases economic growth by 0.34 percentage points. Meanwhile, a standard
deviation (27.77 percentage points) increase in the proportion of people who have “medium
tolerance” in having neighbors of different religions and ethnicities increases economic growth
by 1.07 percentage points. Meanwhile, an increase in the proportion of people who have “high
tolerance” in having neighbors of different religions and ethnicities does not have a significant
effect on economic growth.

Economic growth is negatively affected by village trust and childcare trust. An increase
in the proportion of people who have “medium trust” in people in neighboring villages reduces
economic growth. However, the effect is small. A standard deviation (12.59 percentage points)
increase in proportion of people who have “medium trust” in neighboring villages reduces
economic growth by 2.95 percentage points, while we do not find statistically significant
effects for “low trust” and “‘high trust”.

An increase in the proportion of people who have “medium trust* in their neighbors to
take care their children when they are away is associated with a relatively small reduction in
economic growth: a standard deviation (23,21 percentage points) increase reduces economic
growth by 0.56 percentage points. Meanwhile, an increase in the proportion of people who
have “low trust” and “high trust” in their neighbors to take care their children when they are
away does not have a significant effect on economic growth.
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Poverty

Figure 3 shows the effects of various forms of social capital on poverty rate based on the
coefficients in Table 1 and Table 2. Poverty is negatively affected (reduced) by ethnic trust,
government trust, childcare trust, and tolerance. An increase in the proportion of people who
have “low trust”, “medium trust”, and “high trust” in people of other ethnicities reduces poverty
rate. Furthermore, an increase in the proportion of people who have higher degree of trust in
people of other ethnicities results in a larger effect. A standard deviation (12.04, 13.47, and
18.47 percentage points) increase in proportion of people who have “low trust”, “medium
trust”, and “high trust” in people of other ethnicities reduces poverty rate by 7.35, 9.78, and
14.96 percentage points, respectively. The mean of poverty rate is 15.45% and its standard

deviation is 0.0933%.

An increase in the proportion of people who have “medium trust* and “high trust” that
government officials and policies work for the people’s best interest reduces poverty rate.
However, the effects are small. A standard deviation (28.21 and 3.91 percentage points)
increase in the proportion of people who have “medium trust” and “high trust” that government
officials and policies work for the people’s best interest reduces poverty by 1.27 and 0.34
percentage points, respectively. Furthermore, an increase in the proportion of people who have
“low trust” to their government officials and policies does not have a significant effect on
poverty rate.

9 <6

An increase in the proportion of people who have “low trust”, “medium trust®, and “high
trust” to their neighbors to take care their children when they are away reduces poverty rate.
However, the effects are small. A standard deviation (8.40, 23.21, and 5.34 percentage points)
increase in proportion of people who have “low trust”, “medium trust”, and “high trust” to their
neighbors to take care their children when they are away reduces poverty rate by 0.18, 0.54,

and 0.33 percentage points, respectively.

An increase in the proportion of people who have “low tolerance” to have neighbors of
different religions and ethnicities reduces poverty rate. However, the effect is small. A standard
deviation (8.16 percentage points) increase in proportion of people who have “low tolerance”
to have neighbors of different religions and ethnicities reduces poverty rate by 0.8 percentage
points. Furthermore, an increase in the proportion of people who have “medium tolerance” and
“high tolerance” to have neighbors of different religions and ethnicities does not have a
significant effect on poverty rate.

Poverty is positively affected (increased) by religion trust, housecare trust, communal
works, and social activities. An increase in the proportion of people who have “high trust” in
people of other religions increases poverty rate. A standard deviation (19.83 percentage points)
increase in proportion of people who have “high trust” in people of other religions increases
poverty rate by 5.11 percentage points. However, an increase in the proportion of people who
have “low trust” and “medium trust” in people of other religions does not have a significant
effect on poverty rate.

11
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An increase in the proportion of people who have “medium trust* or “high trust” to their
neighbors to take care their house when they are away increases poverty rate. However, the
effects are small. Meanwhile, a standard deviation (25.95 and 4.66 percentage points) increase
in proportion of people who have “medium trust” and “high trust” to their neighbors to take
care their house when they are away increases poverty rate by 0.7 and 0.4 percentage points,
respectively. Furthermore, an increase in the proportion of people who have “low trust” to their
neighbors to take care their house when they are away does not have a significant effect on
poverty rate.

An increase in the proportion of people who have “low participation”, “medium
participation®, and “high participation” in communal works increases poverty rate. However,
the effects are small. A standard deviation (19.66, 21, and 6.6 percentage points) increase in
proportion of people who have “low participation”, “medium participation”, and ‘“high
participation” in communal works increase poverty rate by 0.5, 0.69, and 0.27 percentage
points, respectively.

An increase in the proportion of people who have “low participation” and “medium
participation” in social activities increases poverty rate. However, the effects are small. A
standard deviation (21.19 and 20.12 percentage points) increase in proportion of people who
have “low participation” and “medium participation” in social activities increases poverty rate
by 1.2 and 0.89 percentage points, respectively. Furthermore, an increase in the proportion of
people who have “high participation” in social activities does not have a significant effect on
poverty rate.

Finally, poverty rate is not significantly affected by neighborhood trust and village trust.

Inequality

Figure 4 shows the effects of various forms of social capital on Gini Ratio based on the
coefficients in Table 1 and Table 2. Inequality, measured by Gini Ratio, is negatively affected
(reduced) by religion trust, housecare trust, and communal works. An increase in the proportion
of people who have “low trust” in people of other religions reduces inequality. However, the
effect is small. A standard deviation (11.16 percentage points) increase in proportion of people
who have “low trust” in people of other religions increases Gini Ratio by 0.017 points. The
mean of Gini Ratio is 0.3231 and its standard deviation is 0.0496. Mecanwhile, an increase in
the proportions of people who have “medium trust” and “high trust” in people of other religions
does not have a significant effect on Gini Ratio.

An increase in the proportion of people who have “medium trust™ and “high trust” to
their neighbors to take care their house when they are away reduces inequality. However, the
effects are small. A standard deviation (25.95 and 4.66 percentage points) increase in
proportion of people who have “medium trust” and “high trust” to their neighbors to take care
their house when they are away reduces Gini Ratio by 0.0068 and 0.0032 points, respectively.
Meanwhile, an increase in the proportions of people who have “low trust” to their neighbors to
take care their house when they are away does not have a significant effect on Gini Ratio.
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Figure 4 The effects of various forms of social capital on Gini Ratio
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An increase in the proportions of people who have “low participation”, “medium
participation”, and “high participation” in communal works during the last three years reduces
inequality. However, the effects are small. A standard deviation (19.66, 21, and 6.6 percentage
points) increase in the proportion of people who have “low participation”, “medium
participation”, and “high participation” in communal works during the last three years reduces
Gini Ratio by 0.0098, 0.01, and 0.0031 points, respectively.

Inequality is positively affected (increased) by ethnic trust, childcare trust, and social
activities. An increase in the proportions of people who have “low trust”, “medium trust”, and
“high trust” in people of other ethnicities increases inequality. A standard deviation (12.04,
13.47, and 18.47 percentage points) increase in the proportions of people who have “low trust”,
“medium trust”, and “high trust” in people of other ethnicities increases Gini Ratio by 0.0424,

0.0518, and 0.0522 points, respectively.

YEENTY

An increase in the proportions of people who have “low trust”, “medium trust”, and “high
trust” to their neighbors to take care their children when they are away increases inequality.
However, the effects are small. A standard deviation (8.40, 23.21, and 5.34 percentage points)
increase in proportion of people who have “low trust”, “medium trust”, and “high trust” to their
neighbors to take care their children when they are away increases Gini Ratio by 0.003,0.0118,

and 0.003 points, respectively.

An increase in the proportions of people who have “high participation” in social activities
increases inequality. However, the effect is small. A standard deviation (4.03 percentage
points) increase in the proportion of people who have “high participation” in social activities
increases Gini Ratio by 0.0026 percentage points. Furthermore, an increase in the proportions
of people who have “low participation” and “medium participation” in social activities does
not have a significant effect on Gini Ratio.

Inequality is affected both negatively and positively by tolerance. An increase in the
proportion of people who have “medium tolerance” to have neighbors of different religions
and ethnicities reduces inequality. However, the effect is small. A standard deviation (27.77
percentage points) increase in the proportion of people who have “medium tolerance” to have
neighbors of different religions and ethnicities reduce Gini Ratio by 0.0062 points. On the other
hand, an increase in the proportion of people who have “high tolerance” to have neighbors of
different religions and ethnicities increases inequality. Similarly, however, the effect is small.
A standard deviation (2.21 percentage points) increase in the proportion of people who have
“high tolerance” increases Gini Ratio by 0.0037 points. Furthermore, an increase in the
proportion of people who have “low tolerance” to have neighbors of different religions and
ethnicities does not have a significant effect on Gini Ratio.

Finally, inequality is not significantly affected by neighborhood trust, village trust, and
government trust.

Income per Capita

Figure 5 shows the effects of various forms of social capital on log GDP per capita based
on the coefficients in Table 1 and Table 2. Income per capita, measured by GDP per capita, is
positively affected by ethnic trust and childcare trust. An increase in the proportions of people
who have “medium trust” and “high trust” in people of other ethnicities increases income per
capita. A standard deviation (13.47 and 18.47 percentage points) increase in proportions of
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people who have “medium trust” and “high trust” in people of other ethnicities increases GDP
per capita by 48.9 and 42.72 percents, respectively. The mean of GDP per capita is Rp
85.400.000,- and its standard deviation is Rp 241.000.000,-. Meanwhile, an increase in the
proportion of people who have “low trust” in people of other ethnicities does not have a
significant effect on GDP per capita.

YEENTY

An increase in the proportions of people who have “low trust”, “medium trust”, and “high
trust” to their neighbors to take care their children when they are away increases income per
capita. However, the effects are relatively small. A standard deviation (8.40, 23.21, and 5.34
percentage points) increases in proportion of people who have “low trust”, “medium trust”, and
“high trust” to their neighbors to take care their children when they are away increases GDP

per capita by 2.38, 6.6, and 4.81 percents, respectively.

Income per capita is negatively affected by government trust, housecare trust,
communal works, and social activities. An increase in the proportions of people who have “low
trust”, “medium trust”, and “high trust” that government officials and policies work for the
people’s best interest reduces income per capita. However, the effects are small. A standard
deviation (9.42, 28.21, and 3.91 percentage points) increase in the proportions of people who
have “low trust”, “medium trust”, and “high trust” that government officials and policies work
for the people’s best interest reduces GDP per capita by 2.32, 7.16 and 1.72 percents,

respectively.

YEENTY

An increase in the proportions of people who have “low trust”, “medium trust”, and “high
trust” to their neighbors to take care their house when they are away reduces income per capita.
However, the effects are small. A standard deviation (10.48, 25.95, and 4.66 percentage points)
increases in proportion of people who have “low trust”, “medium trust”, and “high trust” to
their neighbors to take care their house when they are away reduces income per capita by 2.92,

3.47, and 1.95 percent, respectively.

An increase in the proportions of people who have “low participation” in communal
works during the last three years reduces income per capita. However, the effect is small. A
standard deviation (19.66 percentage points) increase in the proportion of people who have
“low participation” in communal works during the last three years reduces GDP per capita by
3.03 percent. Furthermore, an increase in the proportions of people who have “medium
participation” and ‘“high participation” in communal works does not have a significant effect
on GDP per capita.

An increase in the proportions of people who have “low participation” and “medium
participation” in social activities reduces income per capita. However, the effects are small. A
standard deviation (21.19 and 20.12 percentage points) increase in the proportions of people
who have “low participation” and “medium participation” in social activities reduces income
per capita by 3.13 and 5.21 percents, respectively. Meanwhile, an increase in the proportion of
people who have “high participation” in social activities does not have a significant effect on
GDP per capita.
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Figure 5 The effects of various forms of social capital on log GDP per capita
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Income per capita is affected both positively and negatively by tolerance. An increase in
the proportions of people who have “low tolerance” and “medium tolerance” to have neighbors
of different religions and ethnicities increases income per capita. A standard deviation (20.99
and 27.77 percentage points) increase in the proportions of people who have “low tolerance”
and “medium tolerance” to have neighbors of different religions and ethnicities increases GDP
per capita by 3.9 and 7.19 percents, respectively. On the other hand, an increase in the
proportion of people who have “high tolerance” to have neighbors of different religions and
ethnicities reduces income per capita. However, the effect is relatively small. A standard
deviation (2.21 percentage points) increase in the proportion of people who have “high
tolerance” to have neighbors of different religions and ethnicities reduces GDP per capita by
1.08 percent.

Finally, income per capita is not significantly affected by neighborhood trust, village
trust, and religion trust.

Welfare of the Rich

Figure 6 shows the effects of various forms of social capital on consumption per capita
of the richest 20% based on the coefficients in Table 1 and Table 2. Welfare of the rich,
measured by consumption per capita of the top quintile (the richest 20% population), is
positively affected by ethnic trust, childcare trust, and tolerance. An increase in the proportions
of people who have “low trust”, “medium trust”, and “high trust” in people of other ethnicities
increases consumption per capita of the top quintile. A standard deviation (12.04, 13.47, and
18.47 percentage points) increase in the proportions of people who have “low trust”, “medium
trust”, and “high trust” in people of other ethnicities increases consumption per capita of the
top quintile by 17.64, 27.74, and 36.03 percents, respectively. The mean of consumption per
capita of the richest 20% population in real value is Rp 1.113.162,- and its standard deviation

is Rp 580.026.-.

An increase in the proportions of people who have “medium trust” and “high trust” to
their neighbors to take care their children when they are away increases consumption per capita
of the top quintile. However, the effect of the “high trust” category is small. A standard
deviation (23.21 and 5.34 percentage points) increase in the proportions of people who have
“medium trust” and “high trust” increases consumption per capita of the top quintile by 11.09
and 3.49 percents, respectively. Furthermore, an increase in the proportions of people who have
“low trust” to their neighbors to take care their children when they are away does not have a
significant effect on consumption per capita of the top quintile.

2 ¢

An increase in the proportions of people who have “low tolerance”, “medium tolerance”,
and “high tolerance” to have neighbors of different religions and ethnicities increases
consumption per capita of the top quintile. However, the effects are relatively small. A standard
deviation increase (20.99, 27.77, and 2.21 percentage points) increase in proportion of the
people who have “low tolerance”, “medium tolerance”, and “high tolerance” to have neighbors
of different religions and ethnicities increases consumption per capita of the top quintile by

2.94, 6.05, and 2.27 percents, respectively.
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Figure 6 The effects of various forms of social capital on log consumption per capita of top
20% population
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Welfare of the rich is negatively affected by village trust, religion trust, and housecare
trust. An increase in the proportion of people who have “medium trust” in people in
neighboring villages reduces consumption per capita of the top quintile. A standard deviation
(12.59 percentage points) increase in the proportion of people who have “medium trust” in
people in neighboring villages reduces consumption per capita of the top quintile by 22.73
percents. However, an increase in the proportions of people who have “low trust” and “high
trust” in people in neighboring villages does not have a significant effect on consumption per
capita of the top quintile.

A standard deviation (19.83 percentage points) increase in the proportion of people who
have “high trust” in people of other religions reduces consumption per capita of the top quintile
by 21.67 percents. However, an increase in the proportions of people who have “low trust” and
“medium trust” in people of other religions does not have a significant effect on consumption
per capita of the top quintile. An increase in the proportion of people who have “medium trust”
and “high trust” to their neighbors to take care their house when they are away reduces
consumption per capita of the top quintile. However, the effects are small. A standard deviation
(25.95 and 4.66 percentage points) increase in proportion of people who have “medium trust”
and “high trust” to their neighbors to take care their house when they are away reduces
consumption per capita of the top quintile by 5.76 and 2.43 percents, respectively. Furthermore,
an increase in the proportions of people who have “low trust” to their neighbors to take care
their house when they are away does not have a significant effect on consumption per capita
of the top quintile.

Welfare of the rich is both positively and negatively affected by social activities. An
increase in the proportion of people who have “medium participation” in social activities
increases consumption per capita of the top quintile. A standard deviation (20.12 percentage
points) increase in proportion of people who have “medium participation” in social activities
increases consumption per capita of the top quintile by 8.68 percents. On the other hand, an
increase in the proportions of people who have “low participation” in social activities reduces
consumption per capita of the top quintile. A standard deviation (21.19 percentage points)
increase in the proportion of people who have “low participation” in social activities reduces
consumption per capita of the top quintile by 11.77 percents. Meanwhile, an increase in the
proportions of people who have “low participation” in social activities does not have a
significant effect on consumption per capita of the top quintile.

Finally, welfare of the rich is not significantly affected by neighborhood trust,
government trust, and communal works.

Welfare of the Middle Class

Figure 7 shows the effects of various forms of social capital on consumption per capita
of the middle class (the third and fourth quintiles) based on the coefficients in Table 1 and
Table 2. Welfare of the middle class, measured by consumption per capita of the third and
fourth quintiles, is positively affected by ethnic trust, childcare trust, and tolerance. An increase
in the proportions of people who have “low trust”, “medium trust”, and “high trust” in people
of other ethnicities increases consumption per capita of the middle class. A standard deviation
(12.04, 13.47 and 18.47 percentage points) increase in the proportions of people who have “low
trust”, “medium trust”, and “high trust” in people of other ethnicities increases consumption

per capita of the middle class by 17.67, 27.5, and 38.87 percents, respectively. The mean of
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consumption per capita of the third and fourth quintiles in real value is Rp 569.282,- and its
standard deviation is Rp 336.965,-.

An increase in the proportions of people who have “medium trust” and “high trust” to
their neighbors to take care their children when they are away increases consumption per capita
of the middle class. However, the effects are relatively small. A standard deviation (23.21 and
5.34 percentage points) increase in the proportions of people who have “medium trust” and
“highr trust” to their neighbors to take care their children when they are away increases
consumption per capita of the middle class by 7.01 and 2.22 percents, respectively.
Furthermore, an increase in the proportions of people who have “low trust” to their neighbors
to take care their children when they are away does not have a significant effect on consumption
per capita of the middle class.

An increase in the proportions of people who have “low tolerance” and “medium
tolerance” to have neighbors of different religions and ethnicities increases consumption per
capita of the middle class. However, the effects are small. A standard deviation (20.99 and 2.21
percentage points) increases in the proportions of people who have “low tolerance” and
“medium tolerance” to have neighbors of different religions and ethnicities increases
consumption per capita of the middle class by 2.78 and 3.77 percents, respectively.
Furthermore, an increase in the proportions of people who have “high tolerance” to have
neighbors of different religions and ethnicities does not have a significant effect on
consumption per capita of the middle class.

Welfare of the middle class is negatively affected by village trust, religion trust,
housecare trust, and social activities. An increase in the proportion of people who have
“medium trust” in people in neighboring villages reduces consumption per capita of the middle
class. A standard deviation (12.59 percentage points) increase in proportion of people who have
“medium trust” in people in neighboring village reduces consumption per capita of the middle
class by 25.62 percents. However, an increase in the proportions of people who have “low
trust” and “high trust” in people in neighboring villages does not have a significant effect on
consumption per capita of the middle class.

An increase in the proportion of people who have “high trust” in people of other religions
reduces consumption per capita of the middle class. A standard deviation (19.83 percentage
points) increase in proportion of “high trust” in people of other religions reduces consumption
per capita of the middle class by 25.92 percents. However, an increase in the proportions of
people who have “low trust” and “medium trust” in people of other religions does not have a
significant effect on consumption per capita of the middle class.

An increase in the proportion of people who have “high trust” to their neighbors to take
care their house when they are away reduces consumption per capita of the middle class.
However, the effect is small. A standard deviation (4.66 percentage points) increase in
proportion of people who have “high trust” to their neighbors to take care their house reduces
consumption per capita of the middle class by 1.84 percents. Furthermore, an increase in the
proportions of people who have “low trust” and “medium trust” to their neighbors to take care
their house when they are away does not have a significant effect on consumption per capita
of the middle class.
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Figure 7 The effects of various forms of social capital on log consumption per capita of
middle 40% population
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An increase in the proportion of people who have “low participation” and “medium
participation” in social activities reduces consumption per capita of the middle class. However,
the effects are small. A standard deviation (21.19 and 20.12 percentage points) increase in the
proportions of people who have “low participation” and “medium participation” in social
activities reduces consumption per capita of the middle class by 5.20 and 5.78 percents,
respectively. Furthermore, an increase in the proportion of people who have “high
participation” in social activities does not have a significant effect on consumption per capita
of the middle class.

Finally, welfare of the middle class is not significantly affected by neighborhood trust,
government trust, and communal works.

Welfare of the Poor and Vulnerable

Figure 8 shows the effects of various forms of social capital on consumption per capita
of the poor and vulnerable (the first and second quintiles) based on the coefficients in Table 1
and Table 2. Welfare of the poor and vulnerable, measured by consumption per capita of the
bottom 40% population, is positively affected by ethnic trust and childcare trust. An increase
in the proportions of people who have “low trust”, “medium trust”, and “high trust” in people
of other ethnicities increases consumption per capita of the poor and vulnerable. A standard
deviation (12.04, 13.47, and 18.47 percentage points) increase in proportions of people who
have “low trust”, “medium trust”, and “high trust” in people of other ethnicities increases
consumption per capita of the poor and vulnerable by 18.25, 29.09, and 42.04 percents,
respectively. The mean of consumption per capita of the bottom 40% population in real value

is Rp 350.029,- and its standard deviation is Rp 214.910,-.

An increase in the proportions of people who have “medium trust” to their neighbors to
take care their children when they are away increases consumption per capita of the poor and
vulnerable. However, the effect is small. A standard deviation (23.21 percentage points)
increase in the proportion of people who have “medium trust” to their neighbors to take care
their children when they are away increases consumption per capita of the poor and vulnerable
by 3.57 percent. Furthermore, an increase in the proportions of people who have “low trust”
and “high trust” to their neighbors to take care their children when they are away does not have
a significant effect on consumption per capita of the poor and vulnerable.

An increase in the proportion of people who have “high trust” in people of other religions
reduces consumption per capita of the poor and vulnerable. A standard deviation (19.83
percentage points) increase in the proportion of people who have “high trust” in people of other
religions reduces consumption per capita of the poor and vulnerable by 29.88 percent.
However, an increase in the proportions of people who have “low trust” and “medium trust” in
people of other religions does not have a significant effect on consumption per capita of the
poor and vulnerable.
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Figure 8 The effects of various forms of social capital on log consumption per capita of
bottom 40% population
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An increase in the proportion of people who have “medium trust” to their neighbors to
take care their house when they are away reduces consumption per capita of the poor and
vulnerable. However, the effect is small. A standard deviation (25.95 percentage points)
increase in “medium trust” to their neighbors to take care their house when they are away
reduces consumption per capita of the poor and vulnerable by 4.66 percent. Furthermore, an
increase in the proportions of people who have “low trust” and “high trust” to their neighbors
to take care their house when they are away does not have a significant effect on consumption
per capita of the poor and vulnerable.

An increase in the proportion of people who have “low participation”, “medium
participation”, and “high participation” in communal works reduces consumption per capita of
the poor and vulnerable. However, the effects are relatively small. A standard deviation (19.66,
21, and 6.6 percentage points) increase in proportion of people who have “low participation”,
“medium participation”, and “high participation” in communal works reduces consumption per
capita of the poor and vulnerable by 6.32, 5.47, and 1.85 percent, respectively.

Welfare of the poor and vulnerable is affected both positively and negatively by
tolerance. An increase in the proportion of people who have “low tolerance” to have neighbors
of different religions and ethnicities increases consumption per capita of the poor and
vulnerable. A standard deviation (20.99 percentage points) increase in the proportion of people
who have “low tolerance” to have neighbors of different religions and ethnicities increases
consumption per capita of the poor and vulnerable by 3.22 percent. On the other hand, an
increase in the proportions of people who have “medium tolerance” to have neighbors of
different religions and ethnicities increases consumption per capita of the poor and vulnerable.
However, the effect is small. A standard deviation (27.77 percentage points) increase in the
proportion of people who have “medium tolerance” to have neighbors of different religions
and ethnicities increases consumption per capita of the poor and vulnerable by 3.58 percent.
Meanwhile, an increase in the proportions of people who have “high tolerance” to have
neighbors of different religions and ethnicities does not have a significant effect on
consumption per capita of the poor and vulnerable.

Finally, welfare of the poor and vulnerable is not significantly affected by neighborhood
trust, government trust, and social activities.

6. Discussion

The estimated effects of forms of social capital on various development indicators
indicate that some forms of social capital can matter for a certain indicator of economic
development, but also that some other forms of social capital have little effects. In addition, we
find evidence of both positive and negative economic effects of social capital. Finally, the
economic effects of social capital can be non-linear, which implies that for a certain form of
social capital there is an “optimal level” where the effect is at its maximum.

These findings clearly indicate that the effects of social capital on development are
complex. Hence, we cannot simply say that social capital is either good or bad for development.
The relationships differ across development indicators, the forms of social capital, and the
categories within each form of social capital. A form of social capital that has a desirable effect
on a certain development indicator can, at the same time, has an undesirable effect on another
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development indicator. Furthermore, an increase in a social capital can have a desirable effect
up to a certain level at which a further increase could induce undesirable effects.

Although the findings of this study indicate that the effects of social capital on economic
development are complex, there are several important findings that can be identified. First, trust
among people across different ethnic groups is the most important social capital for Indonesia.
Higher trust among ethnic groups reduces poverty, increases income per capita, and increases
consumption per capita of all segments of the population. Indonesia has a highly diverse ethnic
composition, as there are around 1,340 ethnic groups. Hence, maintaining trust among these
ethnic groups is paramount to the success of economic development of the country.
Nevertheless, higher trust among ethnic groups has its downside as it increases inequality
among the population, although the effect is small.

Second, perhaps surprisingly, trust among people of different religions has less
straightforward effects on economic development. Low trust among different religion groups
increases economic growth and reduces inequality. However, the effects disappear at higher
levels of trust. In fact, high trust among religion groups increases poverty and reduces
consumption per capita of all segments of population. A possible reason that religion trust has
less important effects on the success of economic development, although Indonesia is a multi-
religion country, is because there is one religion that dominates. Around 87% of Indonesian
population have Islam as their religion.

Third, trust among people in small local areas, such as in a neighborhood and across
villages as well as communal works and social activities, have in general no or small effects
on economic development. An exception is medium trust across people from different villages
that has a negative effect on consumption per capita.

Fourth, trust in government officials and policy in general has no or small effects. It
reduces poverty, but on the other hand it also reduces average income per capita. However,
both effects are small. This finding indicates that the government at various levels in Indonesia
has a limited scope in affecting the economy and people’s livelihood and welfare.

7. Conclusion

The role of social capital in economic development has been a subject of interest to both
academics and practitioners of development for several decades. Different from physical
capital, social capital is an intangible form of capital and, hence, has many dimensions and
forms. This makes it difficult to measure social capital precisely, resulting in a relatively scarce
data on social capital, in particular in developing countries. Related to this, most empirical
studies on social capital have been conducted mostly in the context of developed countries.

This study empirically explores the relationships between social capital and economic
development at district level in Indonesia, a highly ethnic diverse archipelagic country with
around 1,340 ethnic groups. This study contributes to the social capital literature by explaining
the dynamics and importance of trust in the context of developing economies. The context of
developing economies provides new perspectives and is not necessarily in line with textbook
rules that are mostly based on the developed economies paradigm. The dynamics and the
complexity of how trust interacts and affect economic development are represented in the many
forms of social capital and many development indicators in this research.
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Nevertheless, the most important finding of this study indicates that trust among people
across different ethnic groups is the most important form of social capital for Indonesia. Higher
trust among ethnic groups reduces poverty, increases income per capita, and increases
consumption per capita of all segments of the population. Since Indonesia has highly diverse
ethnic groups, maintaining trust among these ethnic groups is paramount to the success of
economic development of the country.
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Appendix 2 Definition of Form of Social Capital Variables in the GDS Data

Variable Variable Definition Source
. Proportion of people who have no trust in other people in
neighbor_trustl the neighborhood GDS
. Proportion of people who have low trust in other people in
neighbor_trust2 the neighborhood GDS
neighbor trust3 Proport}on of pepple who have medium trust in other GDS
- people in the neighborhood
neighbor trust4 Pr0p01.‘t10n of people who have high trust in other people in GDS
- the neighborhood
village_trust] Prqportloq of pgople who have no trust in other people in GDS
- neighbouring villages
village trust2 Prqportloq of pgople who have low trust in other people in GDS
- neighbouring villages
village trust3 Proport}on o‘f people? whq have medium trust in other GDS
- people in neighbouring villages
village trust4 Prqportloq of pgople who have high trust in other people in GDS
- neighbouring villages
religion_ trust] Prqpprtlon of people who have no trust in people of other GDS
- religions
religion_trust2 Prqpprtlon of people who have low trust in people of other GDS
- religions
religion_trust3 Proporthq of people who have medium trust in people of GDS
- other religions
religion. trust4 Prqpprtlon of people who have high trust in people of other GDS
- religions
ethnic trust] Pr0p‘01"t}on of people who have no trust in people of other GDS
— ethnicities
ethnic trust? Pr0p‘01"t}on of people who have low trust in people of other GDS
— ethnicities
ethnic trust3 Proportloq of people who have medium trust in people of GDS
— other ethnicities
ethnic_trust4 Proportion of people who have high trust in people of other GDS

ethnicities

Appendix 3 Definition of Forms of Social Capital Variables in the SUSENAS Data

Variable Variable Definition Source

govofficer trust2 Proportion of people who have no trust in their SUSENAS
government officials

govofficer trust3 Proportion of people who have low trust in their SUSENAS
government officials

govofficer trust4 Proportion of people who have medium trust in their SUSENAS
government officials

govofficer trust5 Proportion of people who have high trust in their SUSENAS

government officials
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Variable Variable Definition Source

childcare_trust2 Proportion of people who have no trust in leaving their =~ SUSENAS
children to the neighbors

childcare_trust3 Proportion of people who have low trust in leaving SUSENAS
their children to the neighbors

childcare_trust4 Proportion of people who have medium trust in leaving SUSENAS
their children to the neighbors

childcare_trust5 Proportion of people who have high trust in leaving SUSENAS
their children to the neighbors

housecare_trust2 Proportion of people who have no trust in leaving their =~ SUSENAS
house to the neighbors

housecare_trust3 Proportion of people who have low trust in leaving SUSENAS
their house to the neighbors

housecare_trust4 Proportion of people who have medium trust in leaving SUSENAS
their house to the neighbors

housecare_trust5 Proportion of people who have high trust in leaving SUSENAS
their house to the neighbors

gotongroyong?2 Proportion of people who have no participation in SUSENAS
communal works

gotongroyong3 Proportion of people who have low participation in SUSENAS
communal works

gotongroyong4 Proportion of people who have medium participation SUSENAS
in communal works

gotongroyong5 Proportion of people who have high participation in SUSENAS
communal works

silaturahmi2 Proportion of people who have no participation in SUSENAS
social activities

silaturahmi3 Proportion of people who have low participation in SUSENAS
social activities

silaturahmi4 Proportion of people who have medium participation SUSENAS
in social activities

silaturahmi5 Proportion of people who have high participation in SUSENAS
social activities

tolerance2 Proportion of people who have no tolerance to have SUSENAS
neighbors of other religions and ethnicities

tolerance3 Proportion of people who have low tolerance to have SUSENAS
neighbors of other religions and ethnicities

tolerance4 Proportion of people who have medium tolerance to SUSENAS
have neighbors of other religions and ethnicities

tolerance5 Proportion of people who have high tolerance to have SUSENAS

neighbors of other religions and ethnicities
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Appendix 4 Missing data treatments of SUSENAS Dataset

Period | The original data SUSENAS Missing data treatments
2006, Govt officer trust, childcare trust, We recategorize the answers level for period
2009 housecare trust, tolerance questions have | of 2012, 2014, 2018 as follows:
5 levels of answers: 122,2>3,32>4,4>5
1: I don’t care; 2: I don’t trust; 3: low and treat the level 1 answers (I don’t care) for
trust; 4: trust; 5: high trust period 2006 and 2009 as missing data
2012, Govt officer trust, childcare trust,
2014, housecare trust, tolerance questions only
2018 have 4 levels of answers:
1: I don’t trust; 2: low trust; 3: trust; 4:
high trust
2006, Social activities (silaturahmi) questions We recategorize the answers level for period
2009 have 5 levels of answers: of 2012, 2014, 2018 as follows:
1: never; 2: rarely; 3: sometimes; 4: 122,2>3,32>4,4>5
often; 5: always Into 1: I don’t care; 2: never; 3: rarely; 4:
) . ) ) - often; 5: always
2012, Social activities (silaturahmi) questions | A4 we recategorize the answers level for
2014, 0T11y hav'e 4 1eve1§ o.f answers: 1: never; period of 2006,2009 as follows:
2018 2: rarely; 3: often; 4: always 2 and 3->3 (rarely), add the level 1 answers (I
don’t care).
And treat the level 1 answers (I don’t care) as
missing data
2018 Government and housecare trust We used data from previous period (data of
questions were unavailable, while 2014) assuming it will not have much
childcare trust, communal works difference in the period of 2018.
(gotong royong) and social activities For tolerance variable, the questions and
(silaturahmi) questions had different answers are available and consistent with that
type of questions and answer (yes/no of previous periods.
answer).
Appendix 5. Summary of Dependent Variables
Mean Std. Dev.
Variable
Java Non Java National Java Non Java National
Economic Growth 0.0585 0.0582 0.0582 0.0865 0.0974 0.0946
Poverty Rate 0.1354 0.1605 0.1545 0.0610 0.1007 0.0933
Gini Ratio 0.3313 0.3185 0.3231 0.0514 0.0479 0.0496
GDP Per Capita 227,000 33,600 85,400 460E+9  431E+9  2.41E+9
(Thousand)
Top 20 PCE 1,160,296.00 1,098,580 1,113,162 684,889 542,751 580,027
Middle 40 PCE 565,554.10 570,437 569,283 351,851 332,253 336,965
Bottom 40 PCE 343,975.60 351,903 350,030 226,424 211,209 214,910
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Appendix 6. The Questionnaire of GDS Social Capital

No Variable Source | Year Question Answer
Name

Secara umum, apakah
tetangga di sekitar
lingkungan (dusun/RW/RT)
I/B/S ini dapat dipercaya?

1 | neighbor trust GDS 2006
In general, can your
neighbors in this area 4: Semua dapat
(village/RW/RT) be dipercaya
trusted? 3: Sebagian besar dapat
Secara umum, apakah dipercaya
Desa/Kelurahan tetangga 2: Sebagian kecil dapat
dapat dipercaya? dipercaya

2 village trust GDS 2006 1: Tidak ada yang dapat
In general, can your dipercaya
neighbor village be
trusted? 4: Everyone can be
Secara umum, apakah trusted
warga yang beragama lain 3: Most people can be

3 | religion trust | GDS | 2006 |dapatdipercaya? 2 On lyjt’thj;ejop o can
In general, can people with be trusted
other religions be trusted? | 1: No one can be trusted
Secara umum, apakah
warga dari suku lain dapat

4 | ethnic_trust GDS | 2006 | dipercaya?

In general, can people from
other ethnics be trusted?
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Appendix 7. Summary of the GDS Social Capital Data

Variable Mean Std. Dev. Min Max
None 0.0041 0.0079 0.0000 0.0323
Neighborhood ~ Low 0.0658 0.0431 0.0000 0.1979
Trust Medium 0.3384 0.1274 0.0417 0.6458
High 0.5916 0.1499 0.2526 0.9375
None 0.0755 0.1324 0.0000 0.7969
Religion Low 0.2027 0.1116 0.0106 0.7568
Trust Medium 0.3430 0.1443 0.0000 0.6522
High 0.3788 0.1983 0.0313 0.8632

None 0.0302 0.0408 0.0000 0.1951
Village Trust LO.W 0.1818 0.0922 0.0213 0.4023
Medium 0.4087 0.1259 0.0745 0.7872
High 0.3793 0.1846 0.0400 0.8830
None 0.0447 0.0627 0.0000 0.3784
Ethnic Trust Lo§v 0.2282 0.1204 0.0225 0.7857
Medium 0.3682 0.1347 0.0357 0.6629

High 0.3589 0.1847 0.0000 0.8511

Notes:

*Year of Observation: 2006-2019
*Number of District: 133 districts

Appendix 8. Summary of the GDS Social Capital Data (Standardized)

Variable Obs Mean Std. Dev. Min Max
stdneighbo~1 1,742 1.38e-08 1l -.5247657 3.557651
stdneighbo~2 1,742 -1.95e-10 1 -1.527959 3.065201
stdneighbo~3 1,742 -5.56e-10 1 -2.329144 2.412888
stdneighbo~4 1,742 -1.25e-09 l -2.260668 2.306906
stdreligio~1 1,742 -3.45e-09 1 -.5701113 5.450124
stdreligio~2 1,742 5.49e-09 1 -1.720253 4.962582
stdreligio~3 1,742 4.51e-09 1 -2.37731 2.142779
stdreligio~4 1,742 5.68e-10 1l -1.753076 2.442777
stdvillage~1 1,742 1.06e-08 1l -.73858605 4.038301
stdvillage~2 1,742 -4.11e-09 1 -1.741391 2.393009
stdvillage~3 1,742 1.28e-09 1l -2.655381 3.006581
stdvillage~4 1,742 1.50e-09 1l -1.838148 2.728339
stdethnic_~1 1,742 -3.09e-09 1l -.7131353 5.323456
stdethnic_~2 1,742 -2.72e-10 1l -1.708469 4.628684
stdethnic_~3 1,742 2.12e-09 1l -2.468458 2.188387
stdethnic_~4 1,742 2.43e-10 1 -1.943143 2.664876
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Appendix 9. Summary of GDS Social Capital Data by Region

Variable Mean Std. Dev.
Java Non Java Java Non Java
None 0.0042 0.0041 0.0078 0.0080
Low 0.0625 0.0673 0.0392 0.0450
Neighbor Trust .
Medium 0.3690 0.3254 0.0841 0.1408
High 0.5643 0.6032 0.1059 0.1650
None 0.0658 0.0796 0.0720 0.1516
Low 0.1728 0.2154 0.0855 0.1197
Religion Trust
Medium 0.3767 0.3287 0.1239 0.1511
High 0.3847 0.3763 0.1440 0.2188
None 0.0394 0.0263 0.0288 0.0448
Low 0.1981 0.1748 0.0905 0.0929
Village Trust
Medium 0.4329 0.3985 0.0895 0.1382
High 0.3296 0.4005 0.1432 0.1974
None 0.0596 0.0384 0.0543 0.0655
Low 0.2219 0.2309 0.0893 0.1323
Ethnic Trust
Medium 0.3766 0.3646 0.1073 0.1458
High 0.3419 0.3661 0.1313 0.2042
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Appendix 10. Questionnaire of SUSENAS Social Capital Data

No V;I:;Te Source Year Question Answer
Percaya kalau keputusan/kebijakan
pemerintah selalu bertujuan baik dan untuk
mensejahterakan rakyat
Believe that government decision/policy
always has a good objective and for the )
welfare of the people i IS)angat Percaya
Percaya pada pengurus lingkungan dalam - rercaya
pengelolaan keuangan (RT) 3: Kurang Percaya
2: Tidak Percaya
2006 Trust in financial management to I Tidak Peduli
200 9’ neighborhood committee
Percaya pada pengurus lingkungan dalam .
5: high trust
pengelolaan keuangan (Kelompok 4 trust
Masyarakat) 3: low trust
Trust in financial m ‘i , 2: do not trust
S inancial management to community 1+ do not care
group
Percaya pada pengurus lingkungan dalam
pengelolaan keuangan (Kepala Desa/Lurah)
Trust in financial management to village
administrator
(Pilihan jawaban 2012)
govofficer 5: Sangat Percaya
1 trust Susenas Secara umum, apakah Anda percaya bahwa 4: Percaya
B tokoh masyarakat di lingkungan sekita tempat | 3: Tidak Pe'rcaya
tinggal dapat berperan dalam membantu 2: Sangat Tidak Percaya
mengatasi masalah warga?
(Pilihan jawaban 2014)
In general, do you trust in public figure in 5: Sangat Percaya
your neighborhood that they have a role to 4: Percaya
solve community’s problem? 3: Kurang Percaya
2: Tidak Percaya
Secara umum, apakah Anda percaya bahwa (Kategori jawaban awal adalah
2012, 1 . 4,3,2,1)
2014 tokoh agama di lingkungan sekitar tempat =

tinggal dapat berperan sebagai
panutan/penuntun moral?

In general, do you trust in religious leader in
your neighborhood that they have a role as a
role model/moral guides?

Secara umum, apakah Anda percaya bahwa
perangkat desa/kelurahan telah menjalankan
tugasnya dengan baik?

In general, do you trust your village
administrator that they have carried out their
duties properly?

(Answer choice for 2012)
5: high trust

4: trust

3: low trust

2: do not trust

(Answer choice for 2014)

5: high trust

4: trust

3: low trust

2: do not trust

(The initial answer category is
4,3,2,1 respectively)
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childcare t
rust

Susenas

2006,
2009

Menitipkan anak/balita pada tetangga jika
harus keluar rumah

Leaving the children/toddler to neighbor when
leaving the house

: Sangat Percaya
: Percaya

: Kurang Percaya
: Tidak Percaya

: Tidak Peduli

— N W B W

. high trust

s trust

: low trust

: do not trust
: do not care

~ N WA

2012,
2014

Seberapa percaya Anda menitipkan anak (usia
1-12 tahun) pada tetangga jika tidak satupun
ART dewasa ada di rumah?

How trust do you to leave the children (age
between 1-12 years old) in the neighbor if
there are no adults at home?

(Pilihan jawaban 2012)
5: Sangat Percaya

4: Percaya

3: Tidak Percaya

2: Sangat Tidak Percaya

(Pilihan jawaban 2014)
5: Sangat Percaya

4: Percaya

3: Kurang Percaya

2: Tidak Percaya

(Kategori jawaban awal pada
kedua periode masing-masing
adalah 4,3,2,1)

(Answer choice for 2012)
5: high trust

4: trust

3: low trust

2: do not trust

(Answer choice for 2014)
5: high trust

4: trust

3: low trust

2: do not trust

(The initial answer category for
both period is 4,3,2,1
respectively)

housecare
trust

Susenas

2006,
2009

Menitipkan rumah pada tetangga jika harus
bepergian atau menginap

Leaving the house to the neighbor when
traveling or staying overnight

5: Sangat Percaya
4: Percaya

3: Kurang Percaya
2: Tidak Percaya
1: Tidak Peduli

. high trust

s trust

: low trust

: do not trust
: do not care

~ N WA
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Seberapa percaya Anda menitipkan rumah
pada tetangga ketika semua ART
bepergian/menginap di tempat lain?

(Pilihan jawaban 2012)
5: Sangat Percaya

4: Percaya

3: Tidak Percaya

2: Sangat Tidak Percaya

(Pilihan jawaban 2014)
5: Sangat Percaya

4: Percaya

3: Kurang Percaya

2: Tidak Percaya

(Kategori jawaban awal pada
kedua periode masing-masing

2012, adalah 4,3,2,1)
2014 ;
How trust do you to leave the children when .
(Answer choice for 2012)
all household member travel or stay .
. 5: high trust
overnight?
4: trust
3: low trust
2: do not trust
(Answer choice for 2014)
5: high trust
4: trust
3: low trust
2: do not trust
(The initial answer category for
both period is 4,3,2,1
respectively)
Kegiatan gotong royong di lingkungan desa 5: Lebih bai'k
selama 3 tahun terakhir 4: Sama Baik
3: Sedang
Mutual cooperation in neighborhood for the 2: Sama Buruk
last 3 years 1: Lebih Buruk
2006 -
Kebiasaan tolong menolong sesama warga 5- Better
selama 3 tahun terakhir 4: Just as good
. 3: Moderate
Mutual cooperation between the neighbors for | ». .ot ae bad
the last 3 years 1: Worse
Apakah anda biasa mengikuti kegiatan
. . 5: Selalu
bersama untuk kepentingan umum (seperti: .
Gotong- S fasili . . 4: Sering
royong usenas membangun fasilitas umum, kerja bakti, dsb) 3: Jarang
dilingkungan tempat tinggal? o
2: Tidak Pernah
Do you usually participate in joint activities ..
for the public interest (such as: building a (Kategori :lawaban .awal paqa
public facility, public service, etc) in your kedua periode masing-masing
2012 . ’ adalah 4,3,2,1)

neighborhood?

Apakah anda biasa mengikuti kegiatan
bersama untuk membantu warga yang sedang
mengalami musibah (seperti kematian, sakit,
dll) di lingkungan tempat tinggal?

Do you usually participate in joint activities
Jfor helping the residents who experience

5: Always
4: Often
3: Rarely
2: Never
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disaster (such as death, illness, etc) in your
neighborhood?

(The initial answer category for
both period is 4,3,2,1

respectively)
Seberapa sering Anda mengikuti kegiatan
bersama untuk membantu warga yang sedang | 5: Selalu
mengalami musibah (seperti kematian, sakit, 4: Sering
dll) dilingkungan sekitar tempat tinggal Anda | 3: Jarang

dalam setahun terakhir?

How often do you participate in joint activities
for helping the residents who experience
disaster (such as death, illness) in your
neighborhood for the last a year?

2: Tidak Pernah

(Kategori jawaban awal pada
kedua periode masing-masing
adalah 4,3,2,1)

2014 Seberapa sering Anda mengikuti kegiatan
bersama untuk kepentingan warga (seperti 5: Always
kerja bakti, siskamling, dll) di lingkungan 4: Often
sekitar tempat tinggal Anda dalam setahun 3: Rarely
terakhir? 2: Never
How often do you participate in joint activities | (The initial answer category for
for the public interest (such as public service, | both period is 4,3,2,1
siskamling, etc) in your neighborhood for the | respectively)
last a year?
5: Sangat Sering
4: Sering
3: Kadang-Kadang & Jarang
2: Tidak Pernah
(Pilihan jawaban awal adalah
Kebiasaan bersilaturahmi dengan anggota sbb: 5: Sangat sering; 4: Sering;
komunitas (pengajian, arisan, olah raga, dlI) 3: Kadang-kadang; 2: Jarang; 1:
2006, Tidak pernah)
2009 | The habit of staying in touch with community
member (recitation, social gathering, sports, 5: Always
etc) 4: Often
3: Sometimes & rarely
2: Never
(The initial answer was
5: Always; 4: Often; 3:
Silatu- Susenas Sometimes; 2: Rarely; 1: Never)
rahmi Apakah anda biasa berpartisipasi dalam 5: Selalu
kegiatan sosial di lingkungan tempat tinggal? | 4: Sering
(keagamaan: seperti pengajian, perayaan 3: Jarang
keagamaan, dll) 2: Tidak Pernah
Do you usually particiate in social activities in | (Kategori jawaban awal pada
neighborhood? (religious activity: such as kedua periode masing-masing
recitation, religious celebration) adalah 4,3,2,1)
2012

Apakah anda biasa berpartisipasi dalam
kegiatan sosial di lingkungan tempat tinggal?
(kemasyarakatan: seperti arisan, olahraga,
kesenian, dll)

Do you usually particiate in social activities in
neighborhood? (public activity: such as
\social gathering, sports, art, etc)

5: Always
4: Often
3: Rarely
2: Never

(The initial answer category for
both period is 4,3,2,1
respectively)
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Seberapa sering diadakan pertemuan warga
(rapat) di lingkungan sekitar tempat tinggal
Anda?

How often is community meeting held in your
neighborhood?

5: Seminggu Sekali

4: Sebulan Sekali

3: Lebih dari Sebulan Sekali
2: Tidak Pernah

(Kategori jawaban awal pada
kedua periode masing-masing
adalah 4,3,2,1)

5: Once a week

4: Once a month
3: Once in months
2: Never

(The initial answer category for
both period is 4,3,2,1

: Kurang Senang

respectively)
2014 Seberapa sering An'da hadir/berpartisipasi 5- Selalu
dalam kegiatan sosial kemasyarakatan .
. . . . 4: Sering
(seperti: olahraga, kesenian, arisan) di 37
lingkungan sekitar tempat tinggal? - Jarang
2: Tidak Pernah
How often do you participate in joint activities ..
for the public interest (such as sports, arts, (Kategori J awaban .awal paqa
. . ; ; kedua periode masing-masing
social gathering, etc) in your neighborhood
, adalah 4,3,2,1)
for the last a year? T
Seberapa sering Anda hadir/berpartisipasi
dalam kegiatan keagamaan (seperti: .
pengajian/perayaan keagamaan) di lingkungan j Iéj;v;y s
sekitar tempat tinggal selama setahun 3‘. Rarel
terakhir? 2‘. Neve ;
How often do you participate in joint activities o ,
for the public interest (such as recitation, l()?tlhe lzz;zéifzw;‘ gc]ategorjyf or
religious celebration, etc) in your res elz tively) e
neighborhood for the last a year? P Y
5: Sangat Setuju
4: Setuju
3: Kurang Setuju
Jika di desa Saudara akan didirikan tempat 2: Tidak Setuju
ibadah agama lain 1: Tidak Peduli
If'in your village is built a place of worship of | 5: high trust
other religion 4: trust
3: low trust
2: do not trust
1: do not care
tolerance Susenas 2006, | Perasaan kalau bertetangga dengan orang lain | 5: Sangat senang
2009 | dari suku bangsa lain 4: Senang & Tidak Masalah
3
2

The feelings when you have a neighbor from
other ethnic

Perasaan kalau bertetangga dengan orang lain
dari agama lain

The feelings when you have a neighbor from
other religion

: Tidak Senang

(Pilihan jawaban awal adalah
sbb: 5: Sangat senang; 4:
Senang; 3: Tidak masalah; 2:
kurang senang; 1: Tidak
senang)

5: Highly tolerate
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4: Tolerate
3: lowly tolerate
2: Do not tolerate

(The initial answer was

5: 1 am very happy; 4: I am
happy; 3: No problem; 2: I am
less happy,; 1: I am not happy)

Bagaimana tanggapan Anda terhadap kegiatan
dilingkungan tempat tinggal oleh sekelompok
orang dari suku bangsa lain

How do you think if people from other ethnic
live in your neighborhood?

5: Sangat Senang
4: Senang

3: Kurang Senang
2: Tidak Senang

(Kategori jawaban awal pada
kedua periode masing-masing
adalah 4,3,2,1)

2012 Bagaimana tanggapan Anda terhadap kegiatan

dilingkungan tempat tinggal oleh sekelomopk | 5: Highly tolerate

orang dari agama lain? 4: Tolerate
3: lowly tolerate

How do you think if people from other reigion | 2: Do not tolerate

live in your neighborhood?
(The initial answer category for
both period is 4,3,2,1
respectively)

Apakah Anda setuju jika anak Anda

bersahabat dengan orang lain yang berbeda

agama?

Do you agree if your children befriend with

someone from other religion?

Apakah Anda setuju jika anak Anda menikah

dengan orang dari agama lain? 5: Sangat Percaya

Do you agree if your children married g ;ercayap

someone from other religion? 2: TiL(lir:l? %’erecfaga

Apakah ada anggota rumah tangga atau ’ y

keluarga (anak, kakak, adik, suami/istri, atau Kat iawab 1 pad

orang tua) yang berbeda agama dengan Anda? (Kategori Jawaban awal pada
kedua periode masing-masing

Is there any household member or family adalah 4,3.2,1)

2014 (children, brother/sister, spouse, or parents)

who has other belief/religion?

Apakah Anda setuju jika anak Anda
bersahabat dengan orang lain yang berbeda
suku?

Do you agree if your children befriend with
someone from other ethnic?

Apakah Anda setuju jika anak Anda menikah
dengan orang dari suku lain?

Do you agree if your children married
someone from other ethnic?

Apakah ada angota rumah tangga atau
keluarga (anak, kakak, adik, suami/istri, atau
orang tua) yang berbeda suku dengan Anda?

5: high trust
4: trust

3: low trust

2: do not trust

(The initial answer category for
both period is 4,3,2,1
respectively)
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Is there any household member or family
(children, brother/sister, spouse, or parents)
who is from other ethnic?

2018

Bagaimana tanggapan anda jika ada kegiatan
di lingkungan sekitar rumah yang dilakukan
oleh sekelompok orang dari suku bangsa lain?

How do you think if people from other ethnic
hold activities in your neighborhood?

Bagaimana tanggapan anda seandainya ada
anggota rumah tangga yang berteman dengan
orang dari suku bangsa lain?

How do you think is your household member
befriend with someone from other ethnic?

Bagaimana tanggapan anda jika ada kegiatan
di lingkungan sekitar rumah yang dilakukan
oleh sekelompok orang dari agama lain?

How do you think if people from other religion
hold activities in your neighborhood?

Bagaimana tanggapan anda seandainya ada
anggota rumah tangga yang berteman dengan
orang dari agama lain?

How do you think is your household member
befriend with someone from other other?

5: Sangat setuju
4: Setuju

3: Kurang setuju
2: Tidak setuju

(Kategori jawaban awal pada
kedua periode masing-masing
adalah 4,3,2,1)

(Kategori jawaban awal pada
kedua periode masing-masing
adalah 4,3,2,1)

5: 1 strongly agree
4: 1 agree

3: 1 less agree

2: I disagree

(The initial answer category for
both period is 4,3,2,1
respectively)
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Appendix 11. Summary of SUSENAS Social Capital Data

Variable Mean Std. Dev. Min Max
None 0.3730 0.3396 0.0000 1.0000
Government Low 0.0905 0.0941 0.0000 0.9102
Trust Medium 0.5009 0.2822 0.0000 1.0000
High 0.0298 0.0391 0.0000 0.3854
None 0.3858 0.3353 0.0000 1.0000
Housecare Low 0.1139 0.1048 0.0000 0.5625
Trust Medium 0.4598 0.2595 0.0000 1.0000
High 0.0372 0.0466 0.0000 0.6458
None 0.5055 0.2986 0.0000 1.0000
Low 0.1142 0.0840 0.0000 0.6250
Childcare Trust

Medium 0.3441 0.2321 0.0000 1.0000
High 0.0331 0.0534 0.0000 0.6667
None 0.4245 0.3660 0.0000 1.0000
Communal Low 0.2187 0.1948 0.0000 1.0000
Works Medium 0.2851 0.2000 0.0000 1.0000
High 0.0645 0.0614 0.0000 0.6250
None 0.4039 0.3722 0.0000 1.0000
Social Low 0.2757 0.2119 0.0000 1.0000
Activities Medium 0.2799 0.2012 0.0000 0.9375
High 0.0390 0.0402 0.0000 0.4087
None 0.3715 0.3050 0.0000 1.0000
Low 0.2058 0.2098 0.0000 0.8333

Tolerance
Medium 0.3774 0.2783 0.0000 0.9792
High 0.0138 0.0221 0.0000 0.4444

Notes:

*Year of Observation: 2006-2019
*Number of District: 440 districts
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Appendix 12. Summary of SUSENAS Social Capital Data (Standardized)

Variable Obs Mean Std. Dev. Min Max
stdgovoffi~2 6,136 .0093652 1.0059 -.5624868 14.4907
stdgovoffi~3 6,136 .015945 1.000966 -.9472974 8.729083
stdgovoffi~4 6,136 .0287244 .983673 -1.718625 1.767804
stdgovoffi~5 6,136 .0127363 1.003715 -.7543197 9.147801
stdhouseca~2 6,136 .0113596 1.004645 -.6855068 14.05295
stdhouseca~3 6,136 .0178644 .9989857 -1.068534 4.293825
stdhouseca~4 6,136 .0287157 .983716 -1.715618 2.075461
stdhouseca~5 6,136 .0132562 1.003303 -.7881007 13.12409
stdchildca~2 6,136 .0138071 1.002671 -.8460447 6.102034
stdchildca~3 6,136 .0219023 .9939288 -1.329813 6.064929
stdchildca~4 6,136 .0241793 .9909861 -1.44591 2.824122
stdchildca~5 6,136 .0104132 1.005318 -.6123602 11.93391
stdgotongr~2 6,118 .0286094 1.002806 -.9089916 13.64735
stdgotongr~3 6,118 .0352273 .9931915 -1.161943 3.891018
stdgotongr~4 6,118 .0464698 .9839325 -1.418459 3.267663
stdgotongr~5 6,118 .0287334 .9978752 -.9884467 8.454805
stdsilatur~2 6,136 .0181517 .998305 -1.117668 9.573054
stdsilatur~3 6,136 .0215364 .9947233 -1.273776 3.421063
stdsilatur~4 6,136 .0228614 .9929192 -1.359518 3.267869
stdsilatur~5 6,136 .0158388 1.000955 -.954312 9.20777
stdtoleran~2 6,130 .0201579 .9978816 -1.124189 6.009233
stdtoleran~3 6,130 .0171797 1.000985 -.9657477 3.008444
stdtoleran~4 6,130 .0188542 .9916245 -1.326035 2.170207
stdtoleran~5 6,130 .0090982 1.005491 -.6175625 19.58246
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Appendix 13. Summary of SUSENAS Social Capital Data by Region

Mean
Variable Java Non-Java
2006 2009 2012 2014 2018 2006 2009 2012 2014 2018
None 0.0925 0.0836 0.0163 0.7540 0.7523 0.1506 0.1247 0.0165 0.7569 0.7545
Government Low 0.1122 0.0977 0.0459 0.0243 0.0243 0.1799 0.1884 0.0626 0.0293 0.0293
Trust Medium 0.7727 0.7838 0.8495 0.2123 0.2123 0.6446 0.6605 0.8245 0.2015 0.2015
High 0.0225 0.0349 0.0883 0.0094 0.0094 0.0249 0.0264 0.0964 0.0124 0.0124
None 0.1263 0.1295 0.0596 0.7599 0.7599 0.1436 0.1253 0.0425 0.7627 0.7627
Housecare Low 0.1251 0.1433 0.2410 0.0300 0.0300 0.1287 0.1470 0.2945 0.0365 0.0365
Trust Medium 0.7139 0.6838 0.6036 0.1939 0.1939 0.6811 0.6801 0.6012 0.1820 0.1820
High 0.0347 0.0434 0.0957 0.0163 0.0163 0.0466 0.0476 0.0617 0.0188 0.0188
None 0.6238 0.3288 0.0157 0.7774 0.7774 0.4975 0.2609 0.0174 0.7789 0.7789
Childcare Low 0.1006 0.2032 0.1101 0.0601 0.0601 0.1309 0.1948 0.1416 0.0623 0.0623
Trust Medium 0.2627 0.4397 0.7429 0.1553 0.1553 0.3456 0.5069 0.7340 0.1473 0.1473
High 0.0128 0.0283 0.1313 0.0072 0.0072 0.0261 0.0374 0.1071 0.0115 0.0115
None 0.0490 0.0577 0.0856 0.7866 0.7778 0.0734 0.1004 0.0853 0.7899 0.7781
Communal Low 0.4071 0.2830 0.2441 0.0565 0.0565 0.4749 0.3720 0.2855 0.0587 0.0587
Works Medium 0.4776 0.5826 0.5432 0.1154 0.1154 0.3731 0.4385 0.5092 0.1172 0.1172
High 0.0663 0.0767 0.1271 0.0414 0.0414 0.0787 0.0891 0.1200 0.0342 0.0342
None 0.0526 0.0369 0.1665 0.8172 0.8094 0.0845 0.0487 0.1865 0.8312 0.8190
Social Low 0.4921 0.5023 0.2416 0.0692 0.0491 0.4918 0.4514 0.3018 0.0801 0.0506
Activities Medium 0.4317 0.4362 0.4943 0.0929 0.0929 0.3939 0.4612 0.4148 0.0716 0.0716
High 0.0236 0.0245 0.0976 0.0206 0.0408 0.0298 0.0386 0.0969 0.0170 0.0466
None 0.3835 0.2559 0.3666 0.8111 0.0683 0.3156 0.2376 0.2490 0.8122 0.0548
Low 0.1121 0.6197 0.1339 0.0883 0.1410 0.1131 0.5713 0.1085 0.0734 0.1170
Tolerance Medium 0.4977 0.1186 0.4886 0.0996 0.7763 0.5567 0.1790 0.6055 0.1114 0.7969
High 0.0066 0.0058 0.0109 0.0010 0.0143 0.0146 0.0120 0.0371 0.0031 0.0313
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Std. Dev.

Variable Java Non-Java
2006 2009 2012 2014 2018 2006 2009 2012 2014 2018
None 0.1345 0.0576 0.0927 0.0063 0.0057 0.1290 0.0707 0.0782 0.0116 0.0111
Government Low 0.0640 0.0498 0.0162 0.0099 0.0099 0.1242 0.0863 0.0321 0.0175 0.0175
Trust Medium 0.1433 0.0852 0.0937 0.0117 0.0117 0.1839 0.1197 0.0858 0.0222 0.0222
High 0.0226 0.0241 0.0421 0.0060 0.0060 0.0412 0.0251 0.0480 0.0103 0.0103
None 0.1364 0.0589 0.1583 0.0090 0.0090 0.1309 0.0807 0.0793 0.0154 0.0154
Housecare Low 0.0814 0.0549 0.0695 0.0143 0.0143 0.1030 0.0655 0.0825 0.0226 0.0226
Trust Medium 0.1516 0.0865 0.1724 0.0172 0.0172 0.1682 0.1087 0.0901 0.0288 0.0288
High 0.0358 0.0337 0.0844 0.0091 0.0091 0.0715 0.0422 0.0401 0.0193 0.0193
None 0.1439 0.0967 0.0929 0.0189 0.0189 0.1950 0.1049 0.0787 0.0247 0.0247
Childcare Low 0.0739 0.0632 0.0507 0.0195 0.0195 0.1136 0.0764 0.0612 0.0275 0.0275
Trust Medium 0.1185 0.1114 0.1326 0.0312 0.0312 0.1721 0.1201 0.0954 0.0338 0.0338
High 0.0199 0.0237 0.0894 0.0056 0.0056 0.0576 0.0365 0.0680 0.0155 0.0155
None 0.1296 0.1304 0.0912 0.0187 0.0135 0.0849 0.1096 0.0817 0.0228 0.0185
Communal Low 0.1224 0.1366 0.0903 0.0219 0.0219 0.1477 0.1733 0.0726 0.0217 0.0217
Works Medium 0.1330 0.1636 0.1247 0.0231 0.0231 0.1467 0.1855 0.0750 0.0258 0.0258
High 0.0502 0.0570 0.0390 0.0206 0.0206 0.0808 0.0956 0.0596 0.0217 0.0217
None 0.1300 0.0311 0.0973 0.0309 0.0268 0.1114 0.0670 0.0976 0.0281 0.0241
Social Low 0.1337 0.0700 0.0912 0.0197 0.0134 0.1709 0.1017 0.0697 0.0199 0.0145
Activities Medium 0.1294 0.0783 0.1267 0.0349 0.0349 0.1689 0.1124 0.0767 0.0219 0.0219
High 0.0271 0.0156 0.0458 0.0105 0.0148 0.0393 0.0354 0.0548 0.0114 0.0165
None 0.1551 0.1262 0.1175 0.0167 0.0350 0.1494 0.1374 0.1221 0.0208 0.0484
Low 0.0392 0.1056 0.1020 0.0136 0.0498 0.0682 0.1050 0.0552 0.0164 0.0600
Tolerance Medium 0.1554 0.0504 0.1289 0.0203 0.0799 0.1595 0.0790 0.1365 0.0240 0.0973
High 0.0099 0.0063 0.0066 0.0012 0.0070 0.0303 0.0113 0.0329 0.0035 0.0243
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