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Abstract 

This paper focuses on controversial but uncharted neighborhoods in European welfare states that 

feature in the general debate over alleged ‘no-go’ zones. The paper seeks to identify factors 

promoting pro-social attitudes among residents in these diverse and disadvantaged neighborhoods. 

We explore the extent to which identification with the neighborhood (local identity) and the nation-

state (national identity) generates pro-social attitudes among residents. That is, to what extent is 

identification with the local or national communities related to social and institutional trust, as well 

as positive affects towards ethnic out-groups. This paper utilizes findings from an original panel 

survey of residents in two Swedish neighborhoods with high concentrations of immigrants. The 

findings suggest that identities are related to pro-social attitudes, but that local and national 

identities are distinct and have different consequences. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



1. Introduction 

Global and national migration policies have led to ethnic and social segregation across European 

welfare states, with first- and second-generation immigrants of diverse origins clustering in specific 

city neighborhoods. These neighborhoods are typically disadvantaged; with high crime rates, high 

levels of unemployment, significant social security dependency, low levels of education, low 

housing standards, decreased life expectancy, and other social problems. Such areas are certainly 

not new to the industrialized world, but social problems combine with diversity driven by global 

migration to generate a dynamic of their own. Learning about the social fabric in these 

neighborhoods is an important task for the social sciences, bringing to the fore fundamental 

questions about political inclusion and societal cohesion. 

 

We argue that empirical research on pro-social attitudes that promote co-operation between people 

– for instance, trust and affection towards others (e.g. Friedkin, 2004), should distinguish between 

pro-social attitudes along two distinct dimensions: externally, towards society at large; and 

internally, towards the local community. This dual conceptualization relates to two overlapping, 

but distinct, lines of research. One focuses on stateness issues and national-level integration (Elkins 

and Sides, n.d.; Linz and Stepan, 1996). If residents of diverse and disadvantaged neighborhoods 

fail to develop trusting attitudes towards the government and people outside their closest circles, 

it will hamper their integration into the larger society, ultimately impacting their ability to accept 

the state’s authority. The other line of research identifies social trust between individuals as key for 

voluntary co-operation (Uslaner, 2018). For residents of diverse and disadvantaged neighborhoods, 

the challenge is to overcome detrimental forces that drive down trust in the local community 

(Dinesen and Sønderskov, 2018a; Lundåsen and Wollebæk, 2013; Fladmoe and Steen-Johnsen, 

2018).1 

 

With this in mind, our paper sets out to identify factors promoting national and local pro-social 

attitudes among residents in targeted neighborhoods. We explore an idea developed in social 

psychology – that finding a common, superordinate identity will salve contentious relationships 

between groups (Gaertner, Dovido, Anastasio, Bachman, and Rust, 1993). According to this 

research, underscoring the bonds that unite groups improves intergroup relationships, as 

 
1 It is still contended, the extent to which ethnic diversity undermines general social trust and social capital 

(van der Meer and Tolsma, 2014; Dinesen and Sønderskov, 2018a). 

 



individuals who belong to the same group tend to protect, help, and cooperate with fellow group 

members (Gaertner and Dovidio, 2000; Roccas and Elster, 2012). Members of subgroups can 

embrace a national identity, which heals divisions based on ethnicity (Transue, 2007; Elkins and 

Sides, 2007) or partisanship (Levendusky, 2018). A separate strand of literature emphasizes the 

importance of identification with the local neighborhood. For instance, a recent study finds that 

local superordinate identities can lead to more harmonious relationships between Protestants and 

Catholics in conflict-ridden Northern Ireland (Stevenson et al., 2019).  

 

In prior research, national and local superordinate identities have been examined separately, leading 

to an incomplete understanding of how the role of local and national identities may differ. We 

argue that this oversight is particularly problematic with regards to diverse and disadvantaged 

neighborhoods. Inhabitants in these places make a clear distinction between their local and national 

identities; peoples’ feelings of attachment to the immigrant-dominated neighborhood are largely 

independent from their attachment to the nation-state. As we outline in the theoretical section 

below, we propose that both superordinate identities, in varying ways, have the potential to increase 

trust and lead to other beneficial outcomes. Solidifying a national identity will help to solve 

stateness issues about feeling attached to the larger society. Creating a local identity will serve the 

corresponding function for the development of trust and other pro-social attitudes within the 

neighborhood.  

 

We explore these relationships through a panel survey of residents in two diverse and 

disadvantaged neighborhoods. Residents in such communities are difficult to survey and, as far as 

we know, ours is the first panel survey with this type of population in the European context. The 

design allows for empirical tests using cross-sectional and panel data, as well as data from a survey-

embedded framing experiment. Moreover, we have access to a survey with a nationally 

representative sample of Swedes, allowing us to evaluate whether key relationships differ between 

our sample and the general public.  

 

The results confirm that a stronger neighborhood identity is associated with higher social trust in 

individuals who live in the neighborhood, greater trust in institutions that serve the neighborhood, 

and greater affection towards other immigrant groups. Our survey-embedded experimental data 

also indicates that greater local social trust follows from a stronger local identity. As for national 

identity, it is associated with more affection towards Swedes, and trust in Swedes and Swedish 

national institutions. As predicted, there is little evidence that national identity alleviates problems 



at the neighborhood level. That is, the findings suggest that identities are related to pro-social 

attitudes, but that local and national identities are distinct and have different consequences. 

 

2. Defining the Population 

Our overall target population is residents in immigrant-dense and socially disadvantaged 

neighborhoods situated in European welfare states. Additional distinguishing features of the areas 

in question are that they have low status among natives, and that they are associated with outbursts 

of social unrest. Underlining their outsider status, neighborhoods in the population have official, 

or semi-official, labels that justify restoration policy programs from the welfare state. In Denmark 

they are called “Ghettos,” in France “Zones Urbaines Sensibles” (from 2015, “Quartiers 

prioritaires de la politique de la ville”), in the Netherlands “problem areas,” and in Sweden 

“vulnerable areas.” For a number of reasons related to public policies, housing policies, structural- 

and preference-based discrimination, and the size and composition of immigrant groups (e.g. 

Ahmed and Hammarstedt,, 2008; Kempen 2007; Musterd, 2005), neighborhoods with these 

characteristics are most noticeable in Belgium, Denmark, France, Germany, the Netherlands, 

Sweden, and the UK.  

To estimate the population living in such neighborhoods, it is useful to rely on government reports 

that form the basis for restoration policies. In the Netherlands, the number of officially recognized 

problem areas is about 80; in the latest Danish government report from 2019, the number of ghetto 

areas was 30; and French authorities recognize over 700 sensitive areas, containing about 6 percent 

of the entire population. In Sweden, the country context for the present study, the number of 

vulnerable areas is 60, also containing about 6 percent of the population (Fakta för förändring, 

2019). However, while government reports provide information about specific countries, it should 

be recognized that there is no authoritative comparative compilation of the prevalence of relevant 

neighborhoods and of the number of people residing in them. 

 

The Swedish Case 
 
For centuries, Sweden was an ethnically homogenous country2, but over the last few decades, 

Sweden has accepted a large number of immigrants, including a substantial group of asylum 

seekers. Currently, 20 percent of the population of 10 million are foreign born, of which half 

 
2 Approximately 99 percent of the population was made up of ethnic Swedes. The traditional indigenous and 

minorities include Roma, Finns, Sami, Tornedalers (Tornedalers), and Jews.  



originate from a non-Western country. Syria, Finland, the former Yugoslavia, Iraq, Poland, Iran, 

and Somalia are the most common countries of origin.  

 

Residential segregation is high, with many immigrants living in residential areas built under the so-

called Million Homes Program that ran from 1965 to 1974 (e.g. Andersson, 2007). Over the past 

thirty years, these neighborhoods have been addressed by recurring national and local policy 

programs. In contrast to similar areas in most other European countries, housing standards are 

relatively high (Andersson, Bråmå, and Hogdal, 2007). The Swedish Police intelligence department 

identifies 60 Million Homes Program neighborhoods as exposed to criminal activities, to the point 

where residents hesitate to testify in court for crimes they witnessed, and rescue squads await police 

escorts before entering at night (Police Nop, 2017). These 60 places are our specific target 

population. 

 

Neighborhood Dynamics 
 

To see why diverse and deprived neighborhoods may operate under different logics than other 

neighborhoods in the country, consider the following characteristics of residents: (i) many have 

experienced years of corrupt and low-quality governments in their country of origin; (ii) many differ 

from the native population with regard to cultural codes and political values; and (iii) many possess 

little human capital in the new country.  

 

To have experienced years of low-quality government institutions means that individuals have 

learned to be skeptical towards the efficiency and impartiality of institutions that exercise 

government authority. In particular, non-Western immigrants have first-hand knowledge of 

conducting politics through clan governance and clientelistic relationships with parties and 

government officials (e.g. Hudson, Bowen, and Nielsen, 2015). While low quality of government 

is a driver of global migration (e.g. Geddes et al., 2012), and while the host country’s institutions 

may stand out by comparison (Röder and Mühlau, 2012), political socialization research indicates 

that experiences occurring during impressionable years tend to stay with the individual (e.g. Sapiro, 

2004).  

 

To have differing cultural codes and value systems means that individuals must cope with 

discordant norms about fundamental matters of life relating to, for instance, religion and gender 

roles (Inglehart and Welzel, 2005). Differing cultural values also put individuals at risk of 

discriminatory behavior from the majority population (e.g. Zschirnt and Ruedin, 2016). While there 



is evidence that differences between natives and immigrants level out with time and generational 

replacement (Dinesen and Sønderskov, 2018b; Inglehart and Norris, 2009), these are slow 

processes that may take decades. Moreover, research on “the integration paradox” shows that 

second generation immigrants may be more sensitive than first generation immigrants to actual and 

perceived instances of discrimination (de Vroome, Martinovic, and Verkuyten, 2014).  

 

To possess little human capital means a higher risk of ending up in poverty, which, in turn, is 

detrimental to incurring trusting attitudes. A significant proportion of natives are also poor in terms 

of human capital, but the gravity of the situation might be amplified for immigrants. For instance, 

non-Western immigrants commonly experience a drastic loss of status following migration, making 

the situation particularly taxing (e.g., Bakker, Dagevos, and Engbergsen, 2014). 

 

In addition to the consequences that follow from individual level-characteristics, residents in 

immigrant concentration areas may be affected by the community in itself (e.g. Durlauf, 2004; van 

Ham et al., 2012; Sampson, Morenoff, and Gannon-Rowley, 2002). In general, neighborhood 

effects on residents may arise from inequalities in public good provisions; from behaviors of 

neighbors; and from subcultures that develop because the neighborhood is a partly isolated arena 

of social interaction (Graham, 2016).  

 

What distinguishes the neighborhoods in question is the heterogeneity with regard to backgrounds 

on which groups are traditionally formed: nationality (e.g. Syrians, Iraqis, Algerians, Pakistanis, 

Somalians, Turks, and, natives); ethnicity (e.g. Kurds, Assyrians, Sikhs); religion (e.g. Muslims, 

Christians, Hindus, Sunni Muslims, Shia Muslims, Catholics Orthodox); and race (white, black, 

Asian). In short, areas with high immigrant concentrations bring together groups that have a 

shared, frequently conflictual, history in their country of origin, as well as groups who have no 

previous experience of living close to each other. The neighborhoods are truly diverse. 

3. Group Relations and Superordinate Identities 

Multi-ethnic societies face a number of challenges. Ingroup favoritism is not just commonplace 

(LeVine and Campbell, 1972), but also easily triggered (Sherif and Sherif, 1969). Ingroup members 

cooperate more (Balliet, Wu, and De Dreu, 2014) and are more generous towards each other than 

outgroup members (Tajfel, Billig, Bundy, and Flament, 1971). Granted, ingroup favoritism does 

not necessarily lead to direct outgroup bias (Brewer, 1979), but intergroup relations are often 



fraught with problems, since outgroup members do not idly accept ingroup favoritism, often 

responding with hostility (Fiske, 2002). 

 

The development of superordinate identities can alleviate intergroup biases because they 

“transform members’ cognitive representation of the membership from two groups to one group” 

(Gaertner, Dovido, Anastasio, Bachman, and Rust, 1993, p.2). The term superordinate identity 

refers to identities in which subordinate identities are subsumed; there is a presumed hierarchy of 

identities from the most inclusive to the least. From the theoretical perspective of the common 

ingroup identity model, as superordinate identities form or are strengthened, individuals move from 

a state in which they primarily see sub-groups – the “us” and “them” – and start recognizing the 

common group – the “we”. Once the common identity is extended to cover both former ingroup 

and outgroup members, the same benefits (e.g., cooperation and positive affect) that previously 

were exclusively given to prior ingroup members now cover everyone under the same identity 

umbrella (Gaertner and Dovido, 2000). 

 

There are multiple examples of bias reduction and teamwork induction that follow when 

individuals are able to recategorize subordinate groups into superordinate groups. Cooperation is 

enhanced between groups if individuals perceive themselves as university students rather than 

students in psychology or economics classes (Kramer and Brewer, 1984). Team innovation 

improves if members think of themselves as part of the company rather than its subgroups, e.g. 

marketing, engineering, or manufacturing (Sethi, Smith, and Park, 2001). Sports fans’ behavior 

improves if people identify as football/soccer fans rather than members of different teams (Levine, 

Prosser, Evans, and Reicher, 2005). Finally, the perceived distance to the outgroup is reduced when 

individuals think of themselves as Americans rather than as white or African-American (Transue, 

2007).  

 

The primary superordinate identity in the literature on unity in ethnically diverse contexts is the 

nation-state (e.g. Elkins and Sides, 2007). Transferring this idea to immigrant-concentration 

neighborhoods in Europe, democratic authorities should encourage residents to identify with the 

rest of the nation. However, from the common in-group identity model, we can infer that other 

superordinate identities might also facilitate constructive intergroup relations. An obvious 

alternative object for shared identities is the local neighborhood (Stevenson et al., 2019). In 

particular, if the neighborhood is ethnically diverse, a common identity with the local community 

might facilitate the development of trust.  



4. National and Local Identities 

Prior research shows that superordinate identities have the potential to improve intergroup 

relations in a number of important respects, but it is unclear which superordinate identities are 

politically relevant. In order to address this issue, we focus on two forms of identities: the national 

and the local community. As already mentioned, national identification reduces the perceived 

distance towards other racial groups (Transue, 2007). In societies that deal with ethnic strife, that 

is obviously important. Moreover, survey experiments and natural experiments show that a 

heightened American national identity reduces the partisan discord and dislike for adherents of the 

opposing party, which are serious concerns in highly polarized political systems (Levendusky, 

2018). Another consequence of identities is that they increase adherence to group norms. For 

example, if political involvement is valued in a country, then heightened national identity should 

increase activities such as voting. In line with this reasoning, and by using data from the General 

Social Survey and other sources, Huddy and Khatib (2007) find that national identity increases the 

level of political involvement.  

 

The role of national identity in reducing discord between groups is relatively straightforward, but 

the political relevance of other superordinate identities is less obvious. It is plausible that different 

types of superordinate identities also lead to beneficial societal outcomes, similar to that of national 

identity. In particular, identification with the local community, sometimes referred to as place 

identification (Proshansky, Fabian, and Kaminoff, 1983; Stedman, 2002), has potential in increasing 

pro-social attitudes. Just like a national affiliation, a local identity can serve the same functions and 

have similar implications (Bonaiuto, Breakwell, and Cano, 1996; Stevenson et al., 2019). Since 

immigrant-dominated communities are highly diverse, potentially problematic due to tendencies 

towards ingroup favoritisms, we theorize that identification with the local community lays the 

groundwork for cooperation within it.  

 

There is little research on how superordinate identities are related, particularly in the context we 

are examining. To the extent that the local community is seen as a part of the nation, people with 

a strong national identity should extend benefits to individuals in local communities as well. In 

contrast, if the local community in immigrant concentration areas is decoupled from the nation to 

a larger extent than majority society communities, then a stronger identity with the nation should 

not lead to the extension of benefits to individuals of the local community. Likewise, we are 

uncertain how identification with the local community affects trust in Swedes and national 

institutions.  



5. Pro-Social Attitudes as Desired Outcomes 

In order to maintain social order, states seek to bolster citizens’ willingness to act pro-socially 

(Hechter and Horne, 2009). Social trust (Uslaner, 2018) and institutional trust (Zmerli and van der 

Meer, 2017) are important mediators in this process, as they facilitate voluntary cooperation 

between people and with government institutions (e.g. Tyler, 2012). There is growing evidence that 

institutional trust is a driver of social trust (Sønderskov and Dinesen, 2016), but both types of trust 

are valuable assets in state efforts to maintain social order. 

 

Just as the object of superordinate identities may vary from local neighborhoods to national states, 

social trust varies in terms of inclusiveness; some individuals are prepared to trust a wide circle of 

people, whereas others have a narrower radius of trust (Fukuyama, 1999; Delhey, Newton, and 

Welzel, 2011). The same distinction applies to institutional trust; people can have confidence in the 

fairness and efficiency of local government institutions, but not in national level institutions, and 

vice versa (Fitzgerald and Wolak, 2014). 

 

It follows that we are interested in four interrelated, but distinct, indicators of pro-social attitudes: 

trust in the Swedish people in general; trust in people in the neighborhood; trust in national 

government institutions, and trust in local government institutions. In addition, feelings towards 

ethnic outgroups are used as a complementary indicator. Referring to the high levels of ethnic 

residential segregation, we associate feelings towards other immigrant groups with local trust, and 

feelings towards native Swedes with national trust.  

6. Expectations 

We focus first on the proposition that residents of diverse and disadvantaged communities perceive 

the world differently than the majority population living in other areas of the country. We argue 

that the differential outlook is captured by the relationship between local and national identity. The 

typical finding in the studies of the majority population is that local and national identities are 

positively associated at a moderately high level (Haller and Ressler, 2006). We do not expect this 

to hold in immigrant-concentration areas. Given the special character of these neighborhoods, 

residents may think of their neighborhood as a place that operates independently from the nation 



state, implying that national and local identities are weakly correlated.3 We call this the separate 

communities hypothesis. 

 

Focusing then on the determinants of pro-social attitudes, we expect that local identity and national 

identity will have differential consequences. Local identity will be associated with trust in 

neighborhood people and institutions, as well as positive feelings towards immigrant groups that 

are highly visible in residents’ everyday life. We call this the local identity hypothesis. Correspondingly, 

national identity will be associated with general trust in Swedish people and in national level 

institutions, as well as positive feelings towards Swedes as an ethnic group. We call this the national 

identity hypothesis. 

7. The Case 

The survey panel that provides the basic information was conducted in two neighborhoods in 

Gothenburg: Östra Bergsjön and Hjällbo. Along with five other neighborhoods in Gothenburg, 

these are classified by the police as “particularly exposed,” the “worst” category in the classification 

scheme (“exposed” and “at risk” are the other two categories). Both neighborhoods have a 

registered population of about 8,000, whereof almost 90 percent are foreign-born or have two 

foreign-born parents (an additional 6 percent of residents have one foreign born parent). Except 

for Swedish born, the largest national groups are Iraqi, Bosnian, Somali, and Syrian but, as in most 

Swedish immigrant concentration areas, more than 20 other countries of origin are represented. 

Residents have lower incomes, are less educated, more dependent upon social welfare, and have 

shorter life expectancy than residents in other parts of Gothenburg.  

8. Data and Methods 

Sample information and Study Design 

We built our analysis on data collected via face-to-face interviews in Hjällbo (n = 402, June 4 to 

August 27, 2018) and Bergsjön (n = 1012, September 27 to December 13, 2018). About 80 percent 

of the interviews were done in Swedish, with the remaining 20 percent in Arabic, Somali, or 

English. About half of the interviews were conducted in randomly selected households; the other 

half were contacted by us on the streets and at the health center in Bergsjön, among individuals 

waiting to be received. There is no systematic difference between the two types of samples. 

 
3 We are open to the fact that the national state may be a negative reference point for residents (“I feel at home in 

Mollenbeek, but not in Belgium”). If this is the case, local and national identities will be negatively correlated. 



Participants were rewarded with a gift certificate of 100 SEK (approximately 10 US dollars) every 

time they participated. 

 

In total, we made 2141 contact attempts. At the end of the interview, we asked respondents if 

they wanted to participate in subsequent web-surveys. 239 participants in Hjällbo and 546 in 

Bergsjön did, and they received the first web-survey, either by e-mail or SMS, in September 2018 

(Hjällbo) and January 2019 (Bergsjön). 547 participants, in total, started the subsequent web-

survey. Invites to the following web-survey were sent out in May 2019, with 418 participants 

beginning the survey. In the analysis, the face-to-face recruitment survey is Wave 1, the first web-

survey is Wave 2 and the second web-survey is Wave 3.4 

The survey with the majority population was done as part of the internet-based Swedish Citizen 

Panel, maintained by LORE at the University of Gothenburg.5 The subsample we use is weighted 

to be nationally representative. The total number of respondents is 2,499. 

Measures 

We used a number of measures to gauge respondents’ identities and their levels of trust: 

National identity (Item 1): “How strongly do you identify with Sweden? ” [Very strongly; Rather 

strongly; Rather weakly; Not at all] 

National identity (Item 2): “How does it feel when others praise Sweden?” [Very good; Rather good; 

Neither good nor bad; Rather bad; Very bad] 

Local identity (Item 1): “How strongly do you identify with Hjällbo/Bergsjön? ” [Very strongly; 

Rather strongly; Rather weakly; Not at all]  

Local identity (Item 2): “How does it feel when others praise Bergsjön/Hjällbo?” [Very good; Rather 

good; Neither good nor bad; Rather bad; Very bad]  

Local identity [National sample]: “How strongly do you identify with the area where you live?” [Very 

strongly; Rather strongly; Rather weakly; Not at all]  

General social trust: How much do you trust the following groups? Swedes in General?” [Trust a lot; 

Trust a good deal; Neither little nor much; Do not trust a lot; Do not trust at all]. 

 
4 The study was preceded by several rounds of pilots. In total we have contacted over 3,700 residents and made 

2,500 F2F interviews.  with 2,500 We conducted including three rounds of web-surveys. 

5 More information can be found here. 

http://www.lore.gu.se/surveys/citizen


Local social trust:  How much do you trust the following groups? People in Bergsjön/Hjällbo?” [Trust 

a lot; Trust a good deal; Neither little nor much; Do not trust a lot; Do not trust at all] 

Local social trust [National sample]:  How much do you trust the following groups? People in the 

area where you live?” [Trust a lot; Trust a good deal; Neither little nor much; Do not trust a lot; 

Do not trust at all] 

Trust in national institutions: “Generally speaking, how much do you trust Swedish authorities in 

general?  [Very much; Rather much; Neither much nor little; Rather little; Very little]. 

Trust in local government institutions: “In general, how much trust do you have in the following 

institutions in Bergsjön/Hjällbo? The health center; The police; The schools and pre-schools; The 

social office?” [Very high trust; Rather high trust; Neither high nor low trust; Rather low trust; Very 

low trust]. 

Feelings towards ethnic (out)groups: Now we would like to know your feelings towards different groups. 

Answer by using the scale of feelings below. Swedes in general; Arabs in Sweden; Somalis in 

Sweden; Kurds in Sweden; Bosnians in Sweden; Iranians in Sweden [Very warm and positive 

feelings; Somewhat warm and positive feelings; Somewhat cold and negative feelings; Quite cold 

and negative feelings; Very cold and negative feelings]. 

 

9. Results 

The Separate Communities Hypothesis 

The diverse and disadvantaged neighborhoods have few native Swedes and many immigrants. They 

stand in stark contrast to the neighborhoods that surround them, which contain a large share of 

ethnic Swedes and relatively few immigrants. We expect that residents think of their neighborhood 

as a separate place, operating independently from the nation state. Consequently, in our first 

hypothesis, we expect that the superordinate identities are less intertwined in immigrant 

neighborhoods. We test this prediction by comparing neighborhood data with data from the 

national sample, which was asked the same identity questions we posed to participants living in the 

two sampled immigrant communities 

 

Looking first at the neighborhood data, we find that the two superordinate identities are indeed 

different (Table 1). If individuals simply perceived the local neighborhood as part of the nation, 

there should be a strong positive correlation between the two. However, Pearson’s correlation 



coefficient is only 0.22 (obs = 1895, p < .001), which indicates that the identities are related, yet 

not strongly. Furthermore, the correlation between the items that constitute the local identity scale 

is 0.44 and the correlation between the two national identity items is 0.38. While the correlation 

between local identity item 2 and national identity item 2 is non-negligible (0.33), the overall picture 

is one of lower correlation between items from different superordinate identities; the other cross-

identity item correlations are 0.18, 0.09, and 0.06. 

Table 1. Correlations between superordinate scales and scale items 

 Local id 

(scale) 

National id 

(scale) 

Local id, 

item 1 

Local id, 

item 2 

National id, 

item 1 

National id, 

item 2 

Local id (scale) 1      

National id (scale) 0.22 1     

Local id, item 1 0.87 0.17 1    

Local id, item 2 0.83 0.21 0.44 1   

National id, item 1 0.15 0.88 0.18 0.06 1  

National id, item 2 0.23 0.77 0.09 0.33 0.38 1 

Notes: observations = 1895  

The correlation between local and national identification in the majority-society sample is 

0.55. It is substantially stronger compared to the correlation of 0.22 in the immigrant-concentration 

sample. Figure 1 illustrates this difference. The difference in correlation is statistically significant (p 

< .001). This provides empirical support for the prediction of more distinctiveness. In other words, 

it is clear that the identities have more of a separate meaning in the immigrant-concentration areas. 



Figure 1. The relationship between local identity and national identity by sample type 

 

The Local Identity Hypothesis 

Turning to the relationship between superordinate identities and trust, we first study the 

relationship between the local identity and local social trust. The first four columns (Model 1 to 

Model 4) of Table 2 show results from regressions with clustering on individuals. As expected, 

local identity is associated with higher levels of trust in people in the local community. There is no 

evidence that national identity affects local social trust. The only model that shows an effect of this 

factor is the one that excludes local identity as an independent variable (Model 2). Once local 

identity is accounted for, the effect is no longer significant. Even when controlling for a range of 

background factors and potential methodological differences in sampling methods (Model 4), the 

effect of local identity on local social trust is statistically significant (b = 0.499, s.e. = 0.029).  

 

In Model 5 to Model 7, we utilize the panel structure of the data, and estimate fixed-effects models. 

Since these models provide consistent estimation, even with endogenous regressors, they give us a 

better handle on causality. As Model 7 in Table 2 demonstrates, the effect of local identity on local 

social trust is statistically significant and in the right direction, even when accounting for potential 

endogeneity and national identity. Therefore, there is support for the local identity hypothesis, 

regardless of whether we utilize the cross-sectional component of the data or within variation. 



Table 2. Determinants of local social trust 

 Cross-sectional models with clustering Fixed effects models 

 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 Model 7 

Local identity 0.524***  0.516*** 0.499*** 0.197***  0.189*** 

 (0.025)  (0.026) (0.029) (0.052)  (0.057) 

National identity  0.145*** 0.005 -0.008  0.075 0.026 

  (0.038) (0.034) (0.037)  (0.067) (0.071) 

Female    0.017    

    (0.013)    

Age    -0.000    

    (0.000)    

Foreign-born    -0.013    

    (0.018)    

Second generation    -0.018    

    (0.029)    

Arab    -0.065***    

    (0.020)    

Assyrian    -0.026    

    (0.031)    

Finish    0.020    

    (0.048)    

Iranian    -0.018    

    (0.039)    

Kurdish    0.021    

    (0.024)    

Serb/Croat/Bosnian    0.025    

    (0.025)    

Somali    0.039    

    (0.024)    

Swedish    0.014    

    (0.016)    

Turkish    0.052*    

    (0.030)    

Muslim    -0.025    

    (0.020)    

Christian    -0.036*    

    (0.022)    

Bergsjon resident    -0.010    

    (0.028)    

Web Hjallbo    -0.035    

    (0.021)    

F2F Bergsjon    0.009    

    (0.032)    

Web Bergsjon    -0.010    

    (0.033)    

Web Bergsjon/Hjallbo    -0.009    

    (0.026)    

Constant 0.209*** 0.467*** 0.209*** 0.287*** 0.445*** 0.525*** 0.429*** 

 (0.019) (0.032) (0.030) (0.044) (0.038) (0.054) (0.056) 

Observations 2,010 1,890 1,862 1,718 2,010 1,890 1,862 

Individuals 1,432 1,359 1,344 1,221 1,432 1,359 1,344 

R-squared 0.211 0.011 0.210 0.229 0.026 0.003 0.027 

Clustering on ind. Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Fixed effects No No No No Yes Yes Yes 

Notes: Entries are regression coefficients with standard errors in parentheses. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 

 



To further examine the local identity hypothesis, we turn to trust in local institutions. The models, 

shown in Table 3, are similar to those presented in Table 2, yet with a different dependent variable 

– local institutional trust instead of local social trust. Again, we expect local identity to be associated 

with this type of outcome. Table 3 shows that there is support for this expectation. More 

specifically, the results in Model 4 demonstrate that moving one unit on the x-axis, i.e. from the 

lowest possible value of local identity to the highest, the trust in local institutions increases by 0.271 

(s.e. = 0.026), whilst all else remains constant. There is a noticeable relationship between national 

identification on trust in local institutions as well (b = 0.166, s.e. = 0.036), suggesting that both 

superordinate identities are linked to local institutional trust. The fixed-effects estimation also 

shows that local identity is associated with local institutional trust (b = 0.063, s.e. = 0.036), attesting 

to the robustness of the relationship. On the other hand, the effect of national identity is not 

statistically significant in the fixed-effects model. Overall, these results provide additional support 

for the local identity hypothesis. 

  



Table 3. Determinants of local institutional trust 

 Cross-sectional models with clustering Fixed effects models 

 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 Model 7 

Local identity 0.273***  0.240*** 0.271*** 0.086**  0.063* 

 (0.025)  (0.026) (0.026) (0.038)  (0.036) 

National identity  0.260*** 0.192*** 0.166***  0.079 0.060 

  (0.034) (0.036) (0.036)  (0.054) (0.054) 

Female    0.007    

    (0.013)    

Age    -0.000    

    (0.000)    

Foreign-born    0.065***    

    (0.017)    

Second generation    -0.074***    

    (0.026)    

Arab    -0.021    

    (0.019)    

Assyrian    -0.001    

    (0.027)    

Finish    -0.042    

    (0.039)    

Iranian    -0.003    

    (0.036)    

Kurdish    -0.038    

    (0.026)    

Serb/Croat/Bosnian    0.031    

    (0.024)    

Somali    -0.050**    

    (0.023)    

Swedish    -0.003    

    (0.017)    

Turkish    0.069*    

    (0.038)    

Muslim    0.021    

    (0.021)    

Christian    0.060***    

    (0.021)    

Bergsjon resident    0.067***    

    (0.025)    

Web Hjallbo    -0.025    

    (0.019)    

F2F Bergsjon    0.016    

    (0.029)    

Web Bergsjon    -0.042    

    (0.029)    

Web Bergsjon/Hjallbo    -0.031    

    (0.023)    

Constant 0.420*** 0.402*** 0.284*** 0.250*** 0.555*** 0.549*** 0.519*** 

 (0.019) (0.028) (0.031) (0.041) (0.027) (0.044) (0.048) 

Observations 1,738 1,617 1,595 1,484 1,738 1,617 1,595 

Individuals 1,240 1,169 1,157 1,061 1,240 1,169 1,157 

R-squared 0.080 0.049 0.110 0.191 0.009 0.007 0.012 

Clustering on ind. Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Fixed effects No No No No Yes Yes Yes 

Notes: Entries are regression coefficients with standard errors in parentheses. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 



According to the local identity hypothesis, we also expect a positive relationship between identity 

and attitudes toward other immigrants, which we measure as a composite index of attitudes towards 

prominent immigrant groups. The models are similar to the two presented above, with the 

exception that we do not estimate fixed effects. We did not ask about group attitudes in the 

recruitment survey because of space constraints. Therefore, there is little variation within 

individuals, making this type of estimation method problematic. However, there is evidence in 

support of the local identity hypotheses in the cross-sectional data analysis, as Table 4 

demonstrates. Model 4 shows that the effect from the bivariate regression in Model 1 (b = 0.180, 

s.e. = 0.034) is robust to the inclusion of the control variables (b = 0.159, s.e. = 0.040). 

  



Table 4. Determinants of affect towards immigrant outgroups 

 Cross-sectional models with clustering 

 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 

Local identity 0.180***  0.177*** 0.159*** 

 (0.034)  (0.035) (0.040) 

National identity  0.003 -0.032 -0.004 

  (0.046) (0.045) (0.051) 

Female    0.020 

    (0.020) 

Age    -0.001 

    (0.001) 

Foreign-born    -0.009 

    (0.025) 

Second generation    -0.038 

    (0.036) 

Arab    0.023 

    (0.028) 

Assyrian    -0.053 

    (0.049) 

Finish    -0.003 

    (0.037) 

Iranian    0.065 

    (0.048) 

Kurdish    0.037 

    (0.038) 

Serb/Croat/Bosnian    -0.058 

    (0.040) 

Somali    0.017 

    (0.038) 

Swedish    0.043* 

    (0.023) 

Turkish    -0.103** 

    (0.050) 

Muslim    0.031 

    (0.032) 

Christian    0.017 

    (0.029) 

Bergsjon resident    -0.037 

    (0.030) 

Web Bergsjon    0.019 

    (0.033) 

Web Bergsjon/Hjallbo    -0.022 

    (0.023) 

Constant 0.431*** 0.557*** 0.459*** 0.483*** 

 (0.025) (0.037) (0.042) (0.057) 

Observations 742 712 696 638 

Individuals 521 497 489 437 

R-squared 0.037 0.000 0.037 0.090 

Notes: Entries are regression coefficients with standard errors in parentheses. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 

To examine the causal effect of local identity on local social trust and local institutional trust, we 

designed an experiment where we primed a random portion of the participants with local identity. 

The experimental protocol follows closely that of previous research (see Levendusky, 2017). For 

individuals assigned to the treatment group, they first read a short paragraph about aspects that 

people like about the neighborhood. Subsequently, we asked them to write in their own words 



what they appreciate. Immediately following the treatment, we asked about social and institutional 

trust. Individuals assigned to the control group did not read the paragraph about the positive 

aspects or write about their own positive views. This between-group experiment with two 

conditions was conducted in the last wave of the study, with around 400 participants in total.  

 

Model 1 in Table 5 shows that local social trust was higher in the treatment group compared to the 

control group (b = 0.05, s.e. = 0.027), which suggests that there is indeed a causal connection 

between local identity and local social trust. This model includes all individuals in the experiment. 

In Model 2, we only focus on the subset of the treatment group who wrote something positive 

about their neighborhood in response to the open-ended question. (This led to the exclusion of 27 

individuals from the analysis.) Consequently, we can be fairly certain this group received the 

treatment. As Model 2 shows, the effect is significant, with the p-value falling below 0.05 in a two-

tailed test. As for effects on institutional trust, there is no evidence that the local identity treatment 

led to an increase in institutional trust, as Models 3 and 4 indicate. In sum, we find support for the 

local identity hypothesis on one of the two outcomes with the experimental data. 

Table 5. Effects of experimental treatment on local trust 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) 

 Local social 

trust 

Local social 

trust 

Local 

institutional 

trust 

Local 

institutional 

trust 

     

Local identity prime treatment 0.050* 0.055** -0.032 -0.035 

 (0.027) (0.028) (0.023) (0.025) 

Constant 0.559*** 0.559*** 0.601*** 0.601*** 

 (0.019) (0.019) (0.016) (0.016) 

Observations 344 317 336 308 

R-squared 0.010 0.012 0.005 0.006 

Note: Entries are regression coefficients with robust standard errors in parentheses. Models 1 and 3 include all 

participants whereas models 2 and 4 only those who were treated. 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 

 

The National Identity Hypothesis 

Next, we examine the empirical support for the national identity hypothesis. Here, we first focus 

on national social trust. In line with the prediction, we find that a stronger national identity is 

associated with higher national social trust (b = 0.365, s.e. = 0.033), while controlling for local 

identity and many background factors (Table 6, Model 4). Local identity has no statistically 

significant effects except in the bivariate regression. The fixed effects results presented in Model 7 

provide additional backing for national identity hypothesis (b = 0.139, s.e. = 0.065). Since we are 



only focusing on the within component of the variation, this model provides stronger causal 

evidence than cross-sectional evidence. 

  



Table 6. Determinants of national social trust 

 Cross-sectional models with clustering Fixed effects models 

 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 Model 7 

Local identity 0.076***  0.011 0.042 0.053  0.048 

 (0.026)  (0.025) (0.026) (0.052)  (0.048) 

National identity  0.389*** 0.387*** 0.365***  0.159** 0.139** 

  (0.031) (0.032) (0.033)  (0.063) (0.065) 

Female    -0.022*    

    (0.012)    

Age    0.001**    

    (0.000)    

Foreign-born    0.051***    

    (0.017)    

Second generation    -0.028    

    (0.026)    

Arab    -0.025    

    (0.019)    

Assyrian    0.030    

    (0.029)    

Finish    0.016    

    (0.033)    

Iranian    0.012    

    (0.033)    

Kurdish    -0.005    

    (0.023)    

Serb/Croat/Bosnian    0.007    

    (0.021)    

Somali    -0.027    

    (0.023)    

Swedish    0.007    

    (0.014)    

Turkish    0.012    

    (0.033)    

Muslim    -0.028    

    (0.019)    

Christian    -0.027    

    (0.020)    

Bergsjon resident    0.012    

    (0.026)    

Web Hjallbo    -0.041**    

    (0.019)    

F2F Bergsjon    0.009    

    (0.029)    

Web Bergsjon    -0.029    

    (0.030)    

Web Bergsjon/Hjallbo    -0.022    

    (0.022)    

Constant 0.612*** 0.351*** 0.345*** 0.347*** 0.628*** 0.538*** 0.520*** 

 (0.019) (0.026) (0.029) (0.040) (0.038) (0.051) (0.057) 

Observations 2,061 1,903 1,871 1,725 2,061 1,903 1,871 

Individuals 1,460 1,363 1,348 1,223 1,460 1,363 1,348 

R-squared 0.005 0.100 0.100 0.132 0.002 0.016 0.017 

Clustering on ind. Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Fixed effects No No No No Yes Yes Yes 

Notes: Entries are regression coefficients with standard errors in parentheses. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 

 



The national identity prediction is also supported when we turn to effects on institutional trust at 

the national level. Model 4 of Table 7 shows that a one-unit change in national identity is correlated 

with an increase in institutional trust by 0.288 (s.e. = 0.040). Now, the effect of local identity is also 

statistically significant (b = 0.105, s.e. = 0.031), but this effect is weaker than that of national identity 

(p < 0.01). But what matters most is that there is empirical support in this cross-sectional analysis 

for the national identity hypothesis. As for the fixed effects models, there is additional support in 

favor of the hypothesis (b = 0.228, s.e. = 0.074).  

  



Table 7. Determinants of national institutional trust 

 Cross-sectional models with clustering Fixed effects models 

 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 Model 7 

        

Local identity 0.139***  0.082*** 0.105*** -0.006  -0.036 

 (0.029)  (0.030) (0.031) (0.051)  (0.054) 

National identity  0.339*** 0.315*** 0.288***  0.225*** 0.228*** 

  (0.039) (0.040) (0.040)  (0.071) (0.074) 

Female    -0.002    

    (0.016)    

Age    -0.001    

    (0.001)    

Foreign-born    0.160***    

    (0.022)    

Second generation    -0.101***    

    (0.038)    

Arab    0.019    

    (0.022)    

Assyrian    -0.005    

    (0.033)    

Finish    -0.095*    

    (0.056)    

Iranian    0.010    

    (0.041)    

Kurdish    0.006    

    (0.029)    

Serb/Croat/Bosnian    0.022    

    (0.027)    

Somali    -0.019    

    (0.027)    

Swedish    -0.010    

    (0.019)    

Turkish    0.012    

    (0.041)    

Muslim    0.004    

    (0.026)    

Christian    -0.004    

    (0.026)    

Bergsjon resident    -0.015    

    (0.032)    

Web Hjallbo    -0.042*    

    (0.023)    

F2F Bergsjon    0.020    

    (0.035)    

Web Bergsjon    -0.044    

    (0.036)    

Web Bergsjon/Hjallbo    -0.035    

    (0.027)    

Constant 0.553*** 0.374*** 0.333*** 0.350*** 0.658*** 0.466*** 0.490*** 

 (0.022) (0.032) (0.035) (0.049) (0.037) (0.057) (0.061) 

Observations 2,058 1,881 1,849 1,712 2,058 1,881 1,849 

Individuals 1,458 1,345 1,330 1,214 1,458 1,345 1,330 

R-squared 0.014 0.054 0.058 0.122 0.000 0.026 0.027 

Clustering on ind. Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Fixed effects No No No No Yes Yes Yes 

Notes: Entries are regression coefficients with standard errors in parentheses. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 

 



In the final test of the national identity hypothesis, we examine effects on affect towards natives. 

As expected, we find that a stronger national identity is positively related with more positive affect 

towards Swedes, the native group (b = 0.263, s.e. = 0.062), all else equal. There is no indication 

that local identity is associated with affect towards natives. 



Table 8. Determinants of affect towards natives (Swedes, the majority group) 

 Cross-sectional models with clustering 

 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 

Local identity 0.014  -0.055 -0.035 

 (0.042)  (0.042) (0.048) 

National identity  0.242*** 0.275*** 0.263*** 

  (0.057) (0.056) (0.062) 

Female    0.005 

    (0.024) 

Age    0.000 

    (0.001) 

Foreign-born    0.014 

    (0.033) 

Second generation    -0.013 

    (0.037) 

Arab    -0.003 

    (0.035) 

Assyrian    -0.049 

    (0.063) 

Finish    -0.058 

    (0.045) 

Iranian    -0.062 

    (0.077) 

Kurdish    -0.043 

    (0.048) 

Serb/Croat/Bosnian    -0.111** 

    (0.054) 

Somali    -0.099* 

    (0.055) 

Swedish    0.008 

    (0.029) 

Turkish    -0.040 

    (0.054) 

Muslim    -0.040 

    (0.033) 

Christian    -0.059* 

    (0.034) 

Bergsjon resident    -0.033 

    (0.037) 

Web Bergsjon    0.028 

    (0.041) 

Web Bergsjon/Hjallbo    -0.037 

    (0.029) 

Constant 0.636*** 0.459*** 0.475*** 0.542*** 

 (0.031) (0.046) (0.052) (0.065) 

Observations 798 747 731 669 

Individuals 550 515 508 454 

R-squared 0.000 0.030 0.038 0.078 

Notes: Entries are regression coefficients with standard errors in parentheses. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 

 

  



Summary of findings  

Since we have tested the two hypotheses in multiple ways on several different dependent variables, 

Table 9 summarizes the findings in relation to the predictions. The local identity hypothesis has 

been tested with three empirical techniques (cross-sectional, panel and experiment) on three 

different variables: local social trust, institutional trust and affect towards immigrant groups. We 

found support for the hypotheses on six out of seven possible outcomes. The national identity 

hypothesis has been examined with the help of two empirical techniques (cross-sectional and panel 

regression) and effects on national social trust and national institutional trust. In addition, the cross-

sectional analysis also yielded support for the hypothesis. Thus, all five tests provided support.   

Table 9. Summary of support for the local identity hypothesis and the national identity hypothesis 

 Local identity hypothesis National identity hypothesis 

Social trust (cross-sectional) Yes Yes 

Social trust (panel) Yes Yes 

Social trust (experiment) Yes n/a 

Institutional trust (cross-sectional) Yes Yes 

Institutional trust (panel) Yes Yes 

Institutional trust (experiment) No n/a 

Group affect (cross-sectional) Yes Yes 

Total support 6/7 5/5 

  

 

10. Conclusions 

This paper directs attention to the controversial but largely unknown neighborhoods in European 

welfare states. The paper seeks to identify factors promoting local and national pro-social attitudes 

among residents in these diverse and disadvantaged neighborhoods. We explore the idea that 

identification with the neighborhood (local identity) and the nation state (national identity) 

generates pro-social attitudes among residents. We define pro-sociality as social and institutional 

trust and as positive affects towards ethnic outgroups. 

 

There are three main findings from our original panel survey of residents in two Swedish immigrant 

concentration neighborhood. First, national and local identities are unrelated. That is, residents 

seem to think of their place of living as a community that operates independently from the nation 

state. Second, both local and national identities have the potential to increase institutional and social 

trust. Third, identification with the local community primarily affects institutional and social trust 

at the local level, whereas identification with the nation affects institutional and social trust at the 

national level. Overall, superordinate identities appear to function as expected, with different 

superordinate identities working as complementary means to build trust. 



We believe that the internal validity of the findings is strong – we present cross-sectional, panel, 

and experimental evidence, but recognize that the results raise questions about external validity. As 

results do not differ systematically between the two neighborhoods, and as other areas on the police 

list of exposed neighborhoods show similar characteristics, there is reason to believe that results 

are valid also in other national contexts. However, it is an open question if diverse and 

disadvantaged neighborhoods in other European welfare states function similarly. Clearly, there is 

a need for similar studies in other national contexts.  

 

The need for further studies is particularly great as the field of political science has shown relatively 

little interest in the residents’ attitudes, identities, and perceptions. This is unfortunate, as diverse 

and disadvantaged neighborhoods may operate under logics that are new to European democracies. 

In contrast, immigrant concentration areas are often studied in social science disciplines, such as 

urban sociology (e.g. Nieuwenhuis et al., 2017) and housing studies (e.g. Andersen, 2016). In 

addition, economists (Renema and Lubbers, 2018) and educational researchers (e.g. Gustafsson, 

Katz, and Österberg, 2017) examine residents’ labor market participation and educational 

achievements. 

 

Substantially, our results give rise to some optimism about the possibilities to promote pro-social 

attitudes among residents. This is particularly so for local identity. Generally, residents of deprived 

neighborhoods tend to view their neighborhood more positively than outsiders do (e.g. Permentier 

et al., 2008), implying that it is possible to build on that extant feeling. At the same time, it should 

not be denied that the results in some respects are remarkable. We are primarily referring to the 

distinction residents maintain between the local and the national. This is indeed indicative of a 

condition of two nations. The need for change is great if the nations are to agree on a common 

future. Social cohesion is on the line.  

 

 

  



References 

Ahmed, A. and Hammarstedt, M. (2008) “Discrimination in the rental housing market: A field 
experiment on the Internet”, Journal of Urban Economics, 64(2), pp. 362-372. 

Andersen, H.S. (2016) “Selective moving behaviour in ethnic neighbourhoods: White flight, white 
avoidance, ethnic attraction or ethnic retention?” Housing Studies, 32(3), pp. 296-318.  

Andersson, R., Bråmå, Å, and Hogdal, J. (2007) Segregationens dynamik och planeringens möjligheter: en 
studie av bostadsmarknad och flyttningar i Malmöregionen. Malmö: Stadskontoret, Malmö stad. 

Bakker, L., Dagevos J. and Engbersen, G. (2014) “The Importance of Resources and Security in 
the Socio-Economic Integration of Refugees. A Study on the Impact of Length of Stay in Asylum 
Accommodation and Residence Status on Socio-Economic Integration for the Four Largest 
Refugee Groups in the Netherlands”. International Migration & Integration, 15, pp. 431–48. 

deVrome, T., Martinovic, B. and Verkuyten, M. (2014) “The Integration Paradox: Level of 
Education and Immigrants’ Attitudes Towards Natives and the Host Society.” Cultural Diversity and 
Ethnic Minority Psychology, 20(2), pp.166-75. 

Dinesen, P. and Sønderskov, K. (2018a) “Ethnic Diversity and Social Trust: A Critical Review of 
the Literature and Suggestions for a Research Agenda”, in Eric Uslaner (Ed.) The Oxford handbook 
on social and political trust. Oxford: Oxford University Press 

Dinesen, P. and Sønderskov, K. (2018b) “Cultural persistence or experiential adaptation? A review 
of research examining the roots of social trust based on immigrants”, in Eric Uslaner (Ed.) The 
Oxford handbook on social and political trust. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

Dovidio. J. F., Gaertner, S. L., John, M. S., Halabi, S., Saguy, T., Pearson, A. R., and Riek, B. M. 
(2008) “Majority and minority perspectives in intergroup relations: The role of contact, group 
representation, threat, and trust in intergroup conflict and reconciliation”, in A. Nadler, T. Malloy, 
& J. D. Fisher (eds.), Social psychology of intergroup reconciliation New York: Oxford University Press. 

Durlauf, S. (2004) “Neighborhood Effects”, in Vernon Henderson and Jacques Thisse (eds.) 
Handbook of regional and urban economics, vol 4. Elsevier. 

Elkins, Z. and Sides, J. (2007) “Can Institutions Create Unity in Multiethnic Societies?” American 
Political Science Review, 101(4), pp. 693-708. 

Elkins, Z. and Sides, J. (n.d.) “Seeking Stateness.” (unpublished manuscript). 

Fakta för förändring (2019) En rapport om Sveriges utsatta områden. Available at 
https://jarvaveckan.se/wp-content/uploads/2019/06/Fakta-f%C3%B6r-
f%C3%B6r%C3%A4ndring-Final-version.pdf 

Fitzgerald, J. and Wolak, J. (2014) “The roots of trust in local government in western Europe” 
International Journal of Political Science, 37(1), pp. 130-46. 

Fladmoe, A. and Steen-Johnsen, K. (2018) “Is Ethnic Diversity Bad for Any Dimension of Social 
Capital? Trust, Networks and Voluntarism in Norwegian Communities”. Scandinavian Political 
Studies, 41(3), pp. 336-66. 

Gaertner, S. L., and Dovidio, J. F. (2000) Reducing intergroup bias: The common ingroup identity model. 
Philadelphia, PA: Psychology Press. 

https://jarvaveckan.se/wp-content/uploads/2019/06/Fakta-f%C3%B6r-f%C3%B6r%C3%A4ndring-Final-version.pdf
https://jarvaveckan.se/wp-content/uploads/2019/06/Fakta-f%C3%B6r-f%C3%B6r%C3%A4ndring-Final-version.pdf


Geddes, A., Adger, N., Arnell, N., Black, R., and Thomas, D. (2012) “Migration, Environmental 
Change, and the ‘Challenges of Governance’”, Environment and Planning C: Government and Policy, 
30(6), pp. 951-67. 

Graham, B. (2016) “Identifying and Estimating Neighborhood Effects”, NBER Working Papers, 
22575.  

Gustafsson, B., Katz, K., and Österberg, T. (2017) “Why Do Some Young Adults not Graduate 
From Upper-Secondary School? On the Importance of Signals of Labour Market Failure”, 
Scandinavian Journal of Educational Research, 61(6), pp. 701-720. 

Haller, M. and Ressler, R. (2006) “National and European Identity. A Study of Their Meanings and 
Interrelationships”. Revue française de sociologie, 47(4), pp. 817-850. 

Hudson, V., Bowen, D. L., and Nilesen, P. L. (2015) “Clan Governance and State Stability: The 
Relationship between Female Subordination and Political Order”, American Political Science Review, 
109(3), pp. 535-55. 

Inglehart, R. and Norris, P. (2009) “Muslim Integration into Western Cultures: Between Origins 
and Destinations”, HKS Faculty Research Working Paper Series, RWP09-007. 

Inglehart, R., and Welzel, C. (2005) Modernization, cultural change, and democracy: The human development 
sequence. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 

Van Kempen, R. (2007) “Divided cities in the 21st century: challenging the importance of 
globalization”, Journal of Housing and the Built Environment, 22(1), pp. 13–31. 

Linz, J.and Stepan, A. (1996) Problems of democratic transition and consolidation. Baltimore: Johns 
Hopkins University Press. 

Lundåsen, S. and Wollebæk, D. (2013) “Diversity and Community Trust in Swedish Local 
Communities”, Journal of Elections, Public Opinion and Parties, 23(3), pp. 299-321. 

Musterd, S. (2005) “Social and ethnic segregation in Europe: levels, causes and effects”, Journal of 
Urban Affairs, 27(3), pp. 331-348. 

Nieuwenhuis, J., Hooimeijer, P., van Ham, M., and Meeus, W. (2017) “Neighbourhood immigrant 
concentration effects on migrant and native youth’s educational commitments, an enquiry into 
personality differences”, Urban Studies, 54(10), pp. 2285–2304. 

Permentier, M., van Ham, M., and Bolt, G. (2008) “Same Neighbourhood … Different Views? A 
Confrontation of Internal and External Neighbourhood Reputations”, Housing Studies, 23(6), pp. 
833-55. 

Police NOP, (2017) Utsatta område – Social ordning, kriminell struktur och utmaningar för polisen.  
Available at: https://polisen.se/siteassets/dokument/ovriga_rapporter/utsatta-omraden-social-
ordning-kriminell-struktur-och-utmaningar-for-polisen-2017.pdf). 

Renema, J. and Lubbers, M. (2019) “Welfare-Based Income Among Immigrants in the 
Netherlands: Differences in Social and Human Capital.” Journal of Refugee and Immigrant Studies, 17(2), 
pp. 128-151.  

Roccas, S. and Elster, A. (2012) “Group Identities”, in Linda Tropp (ed.), The Oxford handbook of 
intergroup conflicts. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

https://books.google.com/books?id=O4APtKh7JqQC&pg=PA57
https://books.google.com/books?id=O4APtKh7JqQC&pg=PA57
https://polisen.se/siteassets/dokument/ovriga_rapporter/utsatta-omraden-social-ordning-kriminell-struktur-och-utmaningar-for-polisen-2017.pdf
https://polisen.se/siteassets/dokument/ovriga_rapporter/utsatta-omraden-social-ordning-kriminell-struktur-och-utmaningar-for-polisen-2017.pdf


Röder, A. and Mühlau, P. (2012) “Low Expectations or Different Evaluations: What Explains 
Immigrants’ High Levels of Trust in Host-Country Institutions?”, Journal of Ethnic and Migration 
Studies, 38(5), pp. 777–792. 

Sapiro, V. (2004) “Not your Parents’ Political Socialization: Introduction for a New Generation”, 
Annual Review of Political Science, 7, pp.1-23. 

Schaeffer, M. (2013) “Ethnic diversity, public goods provision and social cohesion. Lessons from 
an inconclusive literature”, WZB Social Research Center, Discussion paper SP, 2013.103. 

Sønderskov, K. M. and Dinesen, P. (2016) “Trusting the State, Trusting Each Other. The Effect 
of Institutional Trust on Social Trust”, Political Behavior, 38(1), pp. 179-202. 

Uslaner, E. (ed.) (2018) The Oxford handbook on social and political trust. Oxford: Oxford University 
Press. 

Van der Meer, T. and Tolsma, J. (2014) “Ethnic Diversity and Its Effects on Social Cohesion”, 
Annual Review of Sociology, 40, pp. 459-78.  

Zmerli, S. and van der Meer, T. (eds.) (2017) Handbook on political trust. Cheltenham: Edward Elgar.  

Zschirnt, E. and Ruedin, D. (2016) “Ethnic Discrimination in Hiring Decisions: A Meta-Analysis 
of Correspondence Tests 1990–2015”, Journal of Ethnic and Migration Studies, 42(7), pp. 1115-34. 

 

  



Appendix 

Table A1. Determinants of Local Social Trust (Hjällbo Residents) 

 1 2 3 4 

Identifies with Sweden 0.08  0.05 0.05 
 (0.08)  (0.07) (0.08) 
Identifies with Hjällbo  0.36** 0.36** 0.34** 
  (0.06) (0.06) (0.07) 
Educational attainment    0.00 
    (0.08) 
Neighborhood status (mid)    -0.06 
    (0.05) 
Neighborhood status (high)    0.01 
    (0.05) 
Age    0.03 
    (0.10) 
Foreign-born    0.01 
    (0.05) 
Swedish ethnicity only    0.02 
    (0.05) 
Female    0.04 
    (0.04) 
Muslim    0.11* 
    (0.05) 
Christian    0.06 
    (0.06) 
Constant 0.49** 0.31** 0.26** 0.18 
 (0.06) (0.04) (0.07) (0.10) 
R2 0.01 0.19 0.20 0.27 
N 169 176 169 156 

* p<0.05; ** p<0.01 

 



 

Table A2. Determinants of Local Institutional Trust (Hjällbo Institutions) 
 

 1 2 3 4 

Identifies with Sweden 0.15**  0.15** 0.13* 
 (0.06)  (0.05) (0.06) 
Identifies with Hjällbo  0.12* 0.11* 0.10 
  (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) 
Educational attainment    0.02 
    (0.07) 
Neighborhood status (mid)    -0.04 
    (0.04) 
Neighborhood status (high)    -0.04 
    (0.04) 
Age    0.01 
    (0.09) 
Foreign-born    0.02 
    (0.04) 
Swedish ethnicity only    0.04 
    (0.05) 
Female    0.07* 
    (0.03) 
Muslim    -0.00 
    (0.04) 
Christian    0.06 
    (0.05) 
Constant 0.46** 0.49** 0.39** 0.33** 
 (0.04) (0.04) (0.05) (0.08) 
R2 0.04 0.03 0.07 0.12 
N 167 177 167 154 

* p<0.05; ** p<0.01 



Table A3. Determinant of Social Trust in Swedes (National) 
 

 1 2 3 4 

Identifies with Sweden 0.37**  0.36** 0.31** 
 (0.06)  (0.06) (0.07) 
Identifies with Hjällbo  0.09 0.08 0.06 
  (0.06) (0.05) (0.06) 
Educational attainment    0.06 
    (0.06) 
Neighborhood status (mid)    -0.03 
    (0.04) 
Neighborhood status (high)    0.02 
    (0.05) 
Age    0.23* 
    (0.10) 
Foreign-born    -0.06 
    (0.04) 
Swedish ethnicity only    -0.08 
    (0.05) 
Female    -0.02 
    (0.03) 
Muslim    0.09* 
    (0.04) 
Christian    0.07 
    (0.05) 
Constant 0.34** 0.55** 0.29** 0.25** 
 (0.04) (0.04) (0.06) (0.09) 
R2 0.19 0.01 0.20 0.25 
N 169 179 169 156 

* p<0.05; ** p<0.01 



Table A4. Determinants of National Institutional Trust (Swedish Institutions) 

 
 

 1 2 3 4 

Identifies with Sweden 0.31**  0.32** 0.32** 
 (0.08)  (0.07) (0.09) 
Identifies with Hjällbo  -0.09 -0.09 -0.07 
  (0.09) (0.08) (0.09) 
Educational attainment    -0.03 
    (0.11) 
Neighborhood status (mid)    -0.03 
    (0.07) 
Neighborhood status (high)    0.06 
    (0.08) 
Age    -0.21 
    (0.16) 
Foreign-born    0.06 
    (0.07) 
Swedish ethnicity only    0.09 
    (0.08) 
Female    -0.02 
    (0.05) 
Muslim    0.01 
    (0.07) 
Christian    0.02 
    (0.08) 
Constant 0.32** 0.61** 0.38** 0.38* 
 (0.06) (0.06) (0.08) (0.15) 
R2 0.09 0.01 0.10 0.16 
N 119 124 119 107 

* p<0.05; ** p<0.01 
 


