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Wellbeing in local areas: how trust, happiness, social
distance and experience of discrimination differ in
the perceived ethnic enclave
Neli Demireva a and Wouter Zwysenb,c

aDepartment of Sociology, University of Essex, Colchester, UK; bEuropean Trade Union
Institute, Brussels, Belgium; cDepartment of Sociology, University of Essex, Colchester, UK

ABSTRACT
Usingdata fromthe2002and2014wavesof theEuropeanSocial Survey, enriched
with contextual data, we examine the impact of perceived ethnic enclaves upon
several social outcomes of their residents. Diversity studies usually find a strong
negative relationship between social trust and increasing ethnic heterogeneity
for majority members. What happens however in residential areas such as
ethnic enclaves that offer more opportunities for bridging contacts for majority
members and for bonding among migrants and minorities? Our results show
that majority, 1st and 2nd generation residents of enclaves have on average
poorer social outcomes than non-residents. Nevertheless, residential sorting
forms a large part of the enclave penalty story when it comes to the well-being
of all groups in the study and the levels of trust and perceived discrimination
of the 2nd generation. Importantly, our study suggests that enclaves are not
necessarily areas in which people are doomed to chronic unhappiness, and we
do not find conclusive evidence that lack of exposure to outgroupers is to
blame for lack of trust across ethnic boundaries. Poorer personal and regional
economic conditions exacerbate the negative association of the enclave
residents with trust, happiness and social distance.

ARTICLE HISTORY Received 9 April 2021; Accepted 8 November 2021

KEYWORDS Ethnic enclaves; local areas; social trust; perceived ethnic discrimination; social distance;
subjective well-being

1. Introduction

Ethnic enclaves are local residential areas in which migrants and min-
orities form a large proportion of the population while there is little
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presence of majority members (Waldinger 1994). Such areas can be cul-
turally and economically distinctive and characterized by the increased
presence of formal and informal community institutions and ethnic
businesses (Zhou 2004) but their defining feature is the spatial concen-
tration of non-majority members in the residential locality (Danzer
and Yaman 2013; Poulsen et al. 2002)

Politicians can be quite negative about the effect of ethnic enclaves and
see them as breeding ground for extremist ideas, and as the marker of
social isolation from the mainstream for migrants and minorities
(Cameron 2011). Yet, research shows that enclaves may have important
benefits as well: they can provide economic opportunities and advice
from co-ethnics in the first stages of the migration journey (Portes et al.
2005; Zhou 1994) alongside shielding effects for migrants and minority
members that may otherwise be exposed to heightened levels of discrimi-
nation (Bécares et al. 2009;Nandi et al. 2020). Thus,migrants andminorities
can actively seek ethnic enclaves and the concentration of co-ethnics and
othermigrants in such residential spaces for access to ethnic goods, positive
social and cultural connections with in-groupers and reduced exposure to
prejudice and stereotyping (Bécares et al. 2009; Portes and Zhou 1993;
Zhou 2005). At the same time, enclaves can be associated with poorer job
quality prospects on the part of 2nd generation minority members,
increased competition between migrant groups (Damm 2009) and linguis-
tic isolation that can result in the solidifying of bonding ties but lack of brid-
ging ties to majority members (Koopmans and Schaeffer 2016).

This paper contributes to the literature in several ways. First, we inves-
tigate the association between residing in a perceived ethnic enclave
across European countries and a variety of social outcomes to address
concerns about the impact of the ethnic enclave on social unity. Similarly
to the work of Semyonov et al. (2007) and Semyonov and Glikman
(2009), this paper relies on a measure of perceived ethnic composition
of the local residential area. We acknowledge and discuss the limitation
of this measure further in the Data and Methods and the Discussion sec-
tions in addition to performing a variety of additional tests in the Sup-
plementary online material which demonstrate alignment between the
perception of the respondent and the ethnic composition of the region
captured in the EU_LFS 2008 and 2014 modules. Second, using propen-
sity score matching techniques, we account for compositional differences
between residents and non-residents of the perceived ethnic enclaves.
Ethnic enclaves can be less desirable neighbourhoods in which there is
a greater opportunity to find cheaper rentals and social housing
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(Semyonov and Glikman 2009), and minority members may find them-
selves pushed into one because of housing discrimination (Boeri et al.
2015). If these local areas are more deprived and re-enforce competition
between ethnic groups over jobs and resources (Feng et al. 2015), it is
important to account for selection into them when considering their
impact (Boeri et al. 2015; Damm 2009). Finally, we throw light on a
variety of possible conflict and contact mechanisms and the heterogenous
effect of the enclave that underlie differences between majority members,
migrants and minorities in Europe.

2. Ethnic concentration and social outcomes

Do ethnic enclaves warrant the concern of politicians? This study focuses
on a variety of social outcomes that can reinforce or undermine the cohe-
siveness of societal units: social trust and subjective well-being (positive)
on one hand; social distance and perceived discrimination (negative) on
the other. Social trust has been extensively studied and treated almost as a
universal measure of community well-being and prosperity (Uslaner
2018). Subjective well-being also can be used as an indicator of a
vibrant society (Zorlu and Frijters 2019). High levels of social distance
expose the cracks in the relationship between different ethnic groups
and are a signal of ethnic tensions (Smith et al. 2014; Goldschmidt and
Rydgren 2018), often seen as responsible for segregation and failed
attempts at integration. In the same vein, increasing perceived discrimi-
nation can be considered a manifestation of negative underlying
dynamics that erode cohesion and contribute to the poor mental health
of the individual experiencing harassment (Schofield et al. 2016).

Many studies have looked at how diversity is related to each of these
social outcomes, and we consider each in turn in greater detail below.
But why should we consider ethnic enclaves in particular? Ethnic
enclaves, by definition, represent a specific case – they are characterized
by a relatively low presence of majority members and high density of
minorities either belonging to one or indeed several migrant and min-
ority groups (Portes and Zhou 1993; Zhou and Kim 2006) which can
have a strong attachment to the local area (Wang and Ramsden 2018).
If tensions arise because of the presence of heterogeneous groups in a
local area and the competition between them (Blalock 1967), majority
members may feel particularly threatened in ethnic enclaves in which
they see themselves surrounded by outgroupers – residents belonging
to an ethnic group different than their own (Vervoort et al. 2012).
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Threat indeed can arise and be reinforced as much by perceptions of rela-
tive position in the residential area as by the actual presence of migrant or
minority groups (Koopmans and Schaeffer 2016; Liang et al. 2019). Thus,
the study of the association between ethnic enclaves and social outcomes
across several European countries is very timely and of substantial scho-
larly interest.

2.1. Social trust

Using the Social Capital Benchmark Study, Putnam (2007) painted a
vivid picture of the deterioration of social life and the fracturing of
social glue in the US with increasing diversity identified as one of the
main culprits. In Europe, some research has produced similarly pessi-
mistic results (Tolsma and Van der Meer 2017; Gesthuizen et al. 2009;
Dinesen et al. 2020); while others point to a range of possible expla-
nations including socio-economic disadvantage and lack of contact
between groups that can foster reliability (Demireva and Heath 2014;
Laurence and Heath 2008; Sturgis et al. 2014). Even with Putnam’s
Social Capital Benchmark Study data, different conclusions have been
reached and compositional differences can be an important part of the
story (Abascal and Baldassarri 2015). Little attention has been paid
both to the impact of residential sorting and trust within the ethnic
enclaves, in general. This paper addresses that gap. The measure of
social trust in the ESS data focuses on trust in strangers as in contrast
to particularized trust that focuses on trust in co-ethnics or neighbours
specifically.

2.2. Subjective well-being

High presence of co-ethnics or other non-majority residents can have
positive effects on the well-being of migrants and minority individuals
(Jonsson and Demireva 2018; Bécares et al. 2011; Schofield et al. 2016).
There has been some evidence with ESS data that where minorities live
matters for subjective well-being (Zorlu and Frijters 2019) although indi-
vidual predictors such as income should matter most (Bartram 2011).
With UK data Liang et al. (2019) show that the negative impact of the
increased share of migrants is pronounced among those without a job
and Yan et al. (2019) show that there are important differences
between migrants and the 2nd generation – heterogeneity driven by gen-
erational status and economic status is important and we will explore it in
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this study as well. Subjective well-being has been little studied in relation
to the ethnic enclave and our study will provide important evidence in
this respect.

2.3. Social distance

Ethnic density and preferences for ethnic concentration can be very
much related to dynamics of social distance and residential segregation
(Fossett 2006). High levels of perceived social distance are often
equated with increased conflict between ethnic groups (Goldschmidt
and Rydgren 2018). Ethnic enclaves and spaces of ethnic concentration
are usually hypothesized to increase social distance among migrants
and minorities as there is little opportunity for the creation of inter-
ethnic ties in such areas – residents may indeed experience isolation
from the mainstream. This is however not true for majority members:
they would have more opportunities to form inter-ethnic ties with
migrants and minorities. Within the threat framework, majority residents
of the enclave who find themselves in the increased presence of an out-
group may experience enhanced sense of threat to their resources and
their way of life that will consequently exacerbate the conflict and
social distance between the groups present in the enclave. Some
support has been found for the postulates of the threat and high-visibility
framework among majority members – there is increased fear of victimi-
zation in ethnic enclaves (Semyonov et al. 2012) or strong anti-immi-
grants attitudes (Semyonov and Glikman 2009) although the latter
resentment can also be pronounced in areas in which there is little pres-
ence of migrant or minority out-groupers (Kawalerowicz 2021). The
present focus on social distance will shed further light on the dynamics
of conflict and cooperation between residents of different ethnic
groups in the enclave.

2.4. Perceived ethnic discrimination

The relationship between diversity and perceived discrimination is not
conclusive. Bécares et al. (2009, 2011) show that ethnic density can
have a shielding effect on the experience of racism and mental health,
and in mitigating the negative impact of deprivation. Using UK data,
Nandi et al. (2020) show that the relationship between perceived dis-
crimination and mental health is exacerbated in areas of strong presence
of co-ethnics which the authors interpret in line of the high visibility and
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threat framework. Perceived ethnic discrimination has been studied with
European Social Survey data (André and Dronkers 2017) as a function of
religiosity and economic threat, and groups size – proxied by the size of
the immigrant group in the country of residence however not in relation
to ethnic homogeneity per se or the ethnic enclave. Our study will thus
further contribute to this discourse by providing evidence across Euro-
pean societies.

2.5. Residential sorting and mechanisms at play

Residential sorting is likely to play a role in defining the impact of the
ethnic enclave and should be accounted for.

2.5.1. Conflict
Conflict and competition (real or perceived) between ethnic groups
(Blalock 1967) can be responsible for a negative effect of the ethnic
enclave on trust. Majority members experiencing greater diversity may
feel their economic and political power questioned and think that the
resources to which they are entitled have been usurped by out-groupers
(Vervoort et al. 2012).

There are several measures of conflict that are standardly used in the
diversity literature. Fear of crime can be strong in areas perceived as
dominated by out-groupers as shown by other research based on Euro-
pean data (Semyonov et al. 2012). Economic resources as proxied by
the regional employment levels can also play a role. Previous studies
find little evidence for direct competition for jobs at the regional level
however there is some evidence at the local level for increased compe-
tition between migrants and majority members (Dustmann et al. 2008,
Dustmann et al. 2010), with migrants affecting majority members’
employment probability negatively (Dustmann et al. 2017), particularly
those at the bottom of the economic hierarchy (Manacorda et al.
2012). Majority members residing in areas with high concentration of
out-groupers can be susceptible to these negative effects. Demireva and
Zwysen (2021) using the ESS find that living in a perceived ethnic
enclave particularly affects the economic outcomes of migrants and min-
orities rather than those of the majority.

2.5.2. Contact
Enclaves present different opportunities for interaction between ethnic
groups. On one hand, they increase the chances of majority members to
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come into contact with migrants and minorities and to form bridging
ties. Bonding ties can also be reinforced if there is conflict, real or per-
ceived between the different groups – which can lead to the formation
of ‘defended’ neighbourhoods and ethnic strongholds (Green et al.
1998). Previous work that uses the European Social Survey finds that
diversity increases both the frequency of positive but also negative
inter-group contact for majorities (Laurence and Bentley 2018).
Migrants and minorities are more likely to form contacts with other
minorities, but have fewer opportunities to engage with the mainstream
and in bridging ties with the majority (Vervoort et al. 2012) in spatially
concentrated ethnic areas. Bridging ties can have very many positive
effects by fostering further socio-cultural integration of migrants and
2nd generation minority members through improving language skills,
sharing of information and providing useful social networks (Lancee
2012; Semyonov and Glikman 2009; Vervoort et al. 2012). If bonding
remains strong, we can expect continuous rejection of out-groupers
on both sides (Vervoort 2012)

Language fluency may also matter as it is related to opportunities to
have a connection with the mainstream society and avoid social isolation
(Van Tubergen and Kalmijn 2005).

2.6. Research expectations

Following previous research, we formulate several research expectations.

2.6.1. Among majority members
We expect the threat framework to be particularly salient. Thus, the resi-
dence in the ethnic enclave which proxies increasing exposure to ethnic
diversity and higher visibility of minorities will be negatively associated
with social outcomes for majority members (decreased trust and subjec-
tive well-being, increased social distance and perceived discrimination).
It follows that accounting for conflict measures would alleviate this differ-
ence between majority enclave residents and non-residents as tensions
can be due to competition for limited resources.

2.6.2. Among migrants and the 2nd generation
Following the literature, we expect the enclave to have some negative as
well some positive effect on the social outcomes of migrants and min-
orities. Migrants and the 2nd generation in the enclave will have
limited exposure to majority out-groupers which should strengthen
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their trust in particularized others, for example, co-ethnics while decreas-
ing trust in strangers (which is captured in the measure of generalized
trust in the ESS). Lack of contact can very well be the main mechanism
behind a negative social impact for migrants and 2nd generation
enclave residents which once accounted for should reduce the enclave
penalty to zero. If ethnic enclaves present opportunities for shielding,
we should witness reduced perceived ethnic discrimination and increased
subjective well-being for migrant and 2nd generation enclave residents.

Finally, for majority, migrants and 2nd generation individuals alike,
the negative difference between enclave and non-enclave residents in
social outcomes is expected to be compounded by other vulnerabilities:
e.g. by the absence of interethnic ties and lack of proficiency in the
language of the majority, or for those who face greater levels of depri-
vation in the local area.

3. Data and empirical strategy

3.1. Outcomes

We study four main social outcomes: trust, subjective well-being social
distance and ethnic discrimination. We consider them for migrants,
2nd generation and majority members separately.1 We use the European
Social Survey (ESS); a cross-national representative dataset which
included modules on immigration in 20022 and 20143 and includes the
EU-15 member states as well as Norway.4 After listwise deletion of
missing cases, the sample consists of 28,333 respondents, of whom
2337 are 1st generation and 1820 are 2nd generation.

3.1.1. Social trust and subjective well-being
Social trust is measured as a scale of three items coded on an 11-point
scale: most people try to take advantage or be fair; most people can be
trusted or you can’t be too careful; most of the time people are helpful

1By partitioning the sample into three separate groups based on rough categories of country of birth of
self and parents, we aim to compare like with like as much as the sample size allows. These groups are
of course still very diverse and differ in composition across countries, which we address through the
matching approach.

2ESS Round 1: European Social Survey Round 1 Data (2002). Data file edition 6.6. NSD – Norwegian
Centre for Research Data, Norway – Data Archive and distributor of ESS data for ESS ERIC. doi:10.
21338/NSD-ESS1-2002.

3ESS Round 7: European Social Survey Round 7 Data (2014). Data file edition 2.2. NSD – Norwegian
Centre for Research Data, Norway – Data Archive and distributor of ESS data for ESS ERIC. doi:10.
21338/NSD-ESS7-2014.

4Greece, Italy and Luxembourg were not involved in the 2014 round.
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or they look out for themselves. These are combined in a scale where a
higher score indicates more trusting, with a Cronbach’s alpha of 0.76.
The ESS also includes a question on how happy respondents are,
ranging from extremely unhappy to extremely happy on an 11-point
scale which is our measure of subjective well-being.

3.1.2. Social distance
Social distance is a scale combining two questions where respondents are
asked to think of people who have migrated into the country and are of a
different race or ethnic group from the majority, and how much they
would mind if they married a close relative; or if those were appointed
as their boss.5 These two questions are asked on an 11-point scale
ranging from not minding at all to minding a lot. The combined scale
has a Cronbach’s alpha of 0.83, with a higher score indicating higher
social distance.

3.1.3. Perceived discrimination
We measure perceived discrimination through respondents’ answers on
whether they are a member of a group discriminated against in their
country because of their colour or race; nationality; ethnic group;
language; or religion. This is a dichotomous variable.

3.1.4. Defining the ethnic enclave
In 2002 and 2014 respondents were asked how they would describe the
local area where they currently live6 in terms of the presence of
members of a minority race or ethnic group with the answer categories:
almost none; some; many. We dichotomize this variable to distinguish
respondents living in an ethnic enclave – an area with high concentration
of migrants and minorities (Zhou 2004) from those with some or almost
none. Around 10% of the majority, 25% of migrants and 19% of 2nd gen-
eration individuals live in perceived ethnic enclaves defined as such.

5Social distance is measured in the ESS by referring specifically to migrants from a different race/ethnic
group from most people in the country. This means it is less clear what the variable measures for
migrants and the 2nd generation since it depends on whether they see these hypothetical migrants
as of their own group or not. 2nd generation minority members are likely to see the hypothetical
migrant as outgrouper as research suggests. We assume the migrants and minorities generally
would consider the hypothetical migrants as others, given the wording of the question, but this ambi-
guity is reflected in the lower degree of social distance that migrants and 2nd generation minority
members report.

6Respondents are asked: ‘how would you describe the area where you currently live?’ While referring to
people’s own perception of the neighbourhood, the scale of this local area is unknown and may differ
across respondents.
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While we would ideally use the share of migrants or minorities in the
local area, no cross-nationally comparative European data exists at the
local level. Descriptively, we have compared the regional average of
living in an ethnic enclave to the actual share of migrants and 2nd gen-
eration individuals in a region – see Figure S.1 in the supplementary
materials; and find alignment between the measure of regional ethnic
composition found in the EU LFS 2008 and 2014 ad hoc modules (the
closest we can get to measuring ethnic residential density) and our ESS
perceived measure of the ethnic enclave.

3.2. Methodological strategy

3.2.1. Main effect
Individuals cannot be randomly assigned to live in an ethnic enclave.
Instead, we can study the difference in outcomes that are observed for
an individual living in such an enclave and an individual who is not
but is otherwise very similar by matching them on a range of covariates
(observable characteristics that are likely to have driven residential selec-
tion in the first place).7 First, we estimate the effect (Δ) of living in an
ethnic enclave on our three outcomes after accounting for selection
into these areas. The propensity score p(x) estimates the probability of
living in an ethnic enclave conditional on a set of observed characteristics
X (Caliendo and Kopeinig 2008). We estimate the average treatment
effect for the treated separately for majority members, migrants and min-
orities – each of these groups is likely to be exposed to different set of
unobservable characteristics and separating the models by broader
ethnic group allows us to somewhat address this issue. The ESS data
allows us to balance enclave and non-enclave residents in great detail
using their background information (for example, by including a range
of parental background and household variables), thus producing a
control and treatment group similar on several characteristics. Although
both PSM and OLS methods assume no unobserved confounders, with
PSM we can produce a range of sensitivity tests to check the robustness
of the results to those8 and we elaborate further on sensitivity tests in

7Table S4 in the supplementary results shows a variety of sensitivity results for generalised trust and per-
ceived discrimination.

8Furthermore, within these control and treatment groups, any non-linearities would also be taken on
board by always comparing the treated to their closest comparators. We carry out the analyses
using doubly robust methods which would be unbiased as long as one of the models is correctly
specified.
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Table S.4 in the Supplementary Material.

D = (y1|T = 1)–(y0|T = 0) (1)

p(x) = Pr(T = 1|X = x) (2)

There are several factors we consider in the matching: individual socio-
demographic, area, and survey characteristics detailed in the Supplemen-
tary Material.

Several matching algorithms were tested (not shown here) and the best
balance overall as well as an acceptable match for all instances was
obtained by matching on 5 nearest neighbours with replacement. A repli-
cation package for all analyses shown here is available on-line (Zwysen
and Demireva 2021).

3.2.2. Mechanisms
The second step in our analysis includes the addition of proxies for
conflict and contact to a model estimated through inverse probability
weighted regression adjustment. Selection is modelled through logistic
regression as in Equation (2) and expected outcomes are obtained
through separate regressions for enclave and non-enclave residents,
weighted by the inverse propensity score. We use this method to
obtain the total enclave effect (Equation 1) and the direct enclave effect
obtained after including indicators for conflict and contact (M) in the
outcome equation (Equation 3b). The percentage change in the estimated
enclave effect after including the conflict or contact mechanism M
(Equation 3c) then indicates the share of the total effect that is accounted
for by conflict/contact predictors M. We include each variable separately
and then jointly for conflict and contact.

Dtotal = E(y1|X)–E(y0|X), weighted by 1/p(x) (3a)

Ddirect = E(y1|X, M)–E(y0|X, M), weighted by 1/p(x) (3b)

Percentageindirect = 100∗(Dtotal–Ddirect)/Dtotal (3c)

Conflict is measured through factors that can indicate strife and
competition. First, we include the employment rate at the regional
level9 estimated through the EU Labour Force Survey (LFS) in 2002
and 2014 to account for resources in the local labour market and

9Unfortunately, the survey contains no local labour market identifiers at a lower level than the region. We
therefore use regional employment rate as a proxy, following standard practice in the literature.
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overall deprivation. The regional level is much larger than the locality,
but it does provide some indication of differences in resources and
opportunities across the sample. Second, we include a dummy variable
indicating the respondent was a victim of burglary or assault in the last
5 years – crime being an oft-cited indicator (Semyonov et al. 2012) of
conflict in the literature, and third is a dummy indicating whether
respondents feel unsafe walking alone at night in their local area.

Contact is approximated through including a dummy variable indicat-
ing whether respondents speak the host country language as their main
language to proxy socio-cultural integration, and through a question
measuring close friendships with migrants/minorities.10 The question
of the main language varies very little among the majority; it is also
expected to have little effect on them.

3.2.3. Heterogeneous effects
We further analyse whether the relations between living in an enclave and
the outcomes depend on own individual contacts – through having min-
ority friends and speaking the language of the country at home – or by
regional characteristics – such as the employment rate and the presence
of minorities in the region. This is done through OLS regression includ-
ing all controls and interacting enclave residence with the different
moderators.

4. Results: the impact of the ethnic enclave on social outcomes

4.1. Average differences between groups

There are substantial differences between majority, migrants, and 2nd
generation enclave residents and non-enclave residents in terms of
social trust, social distance and ethnic discrimination. Figure 1 shows
the average difference to the majority of migrants and the 2nd generation
within a country and year. On average, migrants stand out as most likely
to live in an enclave, having the lowest levels of subjective well-being, and
highest rates of experiencing discrimination. 2nd generation minority
members however also report lower social trust, lower happiness, and a
higher rate of discrimination if residing in an enclave. Both migrants

10In 2002 respondents were asked if they have any close friends that are immigrants and in 2014, they
were asked whether they have any close friends who are of a different race or ethnic group from most
people in the country. While these questions are different, they are included jointly to measure strong
ties with minorities and are dichotomized to contrast having many minority/immigrant friends with
having few or none.
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and the 2nd generation report lower levels of social distance compared to
the majority members in the enclave which aligns with the threat frame-
work propositions.

The section on selection and Tables S1 and S2 in the supplementary
material discuss the issue of selection into the enclave in more detail. Table
S3 in the appendix shows the average descriptions for the whole sample.

4.2. Accounting for residential sorting and compositional effects

Table 1 compares the average difference in social trust, social distance
and ethnic discrimination and subjective well-being between those
living in an ethnic enclave and their counterparts (mean difference)
with the estimate after matching (matched difference accounting for
selection on socioeconomic characteristics) for our three major groups:
majority members, migrants and the 2nd generation.

The mean difference rows suggest that majority, migrants and min-
ority residents of ethnic enclaves are on average less likely to trust,
report higher levels of social distance and perceived discrimination,
and worse subjective well-being. Yet, socio-demographic characteristics
are very salient to our understanding of the negative average effect of
the enclave. Accounting for this selection does make a pronounced differ-
ence – it either attenuates greatly the negative effect of the enclave (on
social trust for majority members and migrants, on discrimination for

Figure 1. Difference from the majority (with 95% confidence interval).
Notes: The figure shows the average difference and 95% confidence interval in living in an ethnic
enclave, social trust, happiness, social distance and discrimination for migrants and the 2nd generation
compared to the majority, controlling for country by year fixed effects.
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migrants, on subjective well-being for minorities) or the significance of
the association completely disappears (on social trust and discrimination
for the 2nd generation, on social distance for the majority, on subjective
well-being for the majority individual and migrants).

Compositional differences clearly matter; and yet, they cannot fully
account for the still pronounced decline of social trust for majority resi-
dents of enclaves and migrants; the levels of perceived discrimination of
majority members and migrants; and a decline in subjective well-being of
the 2nd generation. We next investigate whether conflict or contact can
be the driving force behind this pattern.

4.3. Mechanism: conflict and contact

In this section, we test whether conflict and contact measures form part of
the mechanism underlying the negative enclave effect. Tables 2
(majority), 3 (migrants), and 4 (2nd generation) show two things: the

Table 1. Living in ethnic enclave before and after matching.

Majority Migrant
2nd

generation

Social Trust (0–10 high) Mean
difference

–0.612***
(0.039)

–0.478***
(0.089)

–0.613***
(0.106)

Matched
difference

–0.277***
(0.052)

–0.335***
(0.118)

–0.258 (0.161)

N treated |
control

2416 | 21,505 587 | 1782 341 | 1470

Social Distance (0–10 high) Mean
difference

0.107*
(0.064)

0.126 (0.128) 0.198 (0.172)

Matched
difference

0.109 (0.093) 0.217 (0.163) 0.267 (0.246)

N treated |
control

2186 | 19,821 524 | 1622 294 | 1286

Discrimination (0–1 yes) Mean
difference

0.009***
(0.002)

0.12***
(0.017)

0.07***
(0.014)

Matched
difference

0.005*
(0.003)

0.076***
(0.027)

0.032 (0.03)

N treated |
control

2416 | 21511 589 | 1787 341 | 1470

Happy (0 extremely unhappy – 10
extremely happy)

Mean
difference

–0.384***
(0.036)

–0.204**
(0.093)

–0.439***
(0.104)

Matched
difference

–0.086
(0.053)

0.201 (0.129) –0.303*
(0.165)

N treated |
control

2411 | 21475 588 | 1783 340 | 1468

Notes: The table shows the difference in means between people of the majority, migrants, and the 2nd
generation living in an ethnic enclave and those who do not, before matching and after matching to
five nearest neighbours with replacement on individual socio-demographic characteristics (gender,
age, education, marital status, presence of children, health, rurality of locality, parental education, par-
ental activity, whether lived with both parents at age 14), and country dummies, with standard errors
in brackets. *p < 0.1, **p < 0.05, ***p < 0.01.
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association between our predictors and residing in the ethnic enclave
(Column 1), and the changes in the difference between enclave and
non-enclave residents on our social outcomes when including conflict
and contact predictors in the models (Columns 2, 3 and 4).

Focusing on Column 1 in Tables 2–4, the regional employment rate
is negatively associated with living in an ethnic enclave (but signifi-
cantly only for migrants), while fear of crime and being victim of
crime are positively and significantly associated with residing in the
enclave. Thus, competition for scarce resources and social disorganiz-
ation can potentially be behind a negative effect of the enclave on
social outcomes as hypothesized in the literature (Laméris et al.
2018; Semyonov et al. 2012). All groups residing in the enclave are
more likely to have many minority friends, and less likely to speak
as their main language the majority language at home. For migrants
and the 2nd generation then, reduced contact with the majority may
be important.

Overall, introducing conflict and contact measures in our models
does not alleviate the difference between enclave residents and non-
residents to the point to make it disappear. Conflict measures in
general however attenuate further the negative association between
residing in an ethnic enclave and social outcomes for majority
members – substantially for social trust (β changes from −0.308 (se
= 0.038) to −0.232 (se = 0.038)), social distance (β changes from
0.191 (se = 0.067) to 0.120 (se = 0.068)), and happiness (β changes
from −0.109 (se = 0.042) to −0.061 (se = 0.043)). Introducing conflict
measures has a similar impact in the models for migrants and min-
orities, although it does not mediate the relation between living in
an enclave and social distance or happiness as much for the 2nd gen-
eration. It is notable that controlling for the respondent’s employment
status makes very little difference.

Overall, the impact of contact appears to be modest. In terms of
social distance for majority members, the introduction of contact
measures further strengthens the negative association with residing
in the enclave indicating that the impact of friendship ties on the
reduction of ethnic barriers is more pronounced in areas outside
of the enclave where there is less opportunity for such ties to be
formed. Bonding contact reinforces the negative impact of the
enclave on social trust for the 2nd generation as we would
have expected (β changes to −0.385 (se = 0.113) from −0.344
(se = 0.112)).

EUROPEAN SOCIETIES 97



Table 2. Conflict/contact mechanism for the majority: effect (s.e.) of living in ethnic enclave.
Majority Association of predictor and residing in the ethnic enclave Social Trust Social Distance Happiness

Base –0.308*** 0.191*** –0.109***
(0.038) (0.067) (0.042)

Conflict Regional employment rate –0.021 –0.308*** 0.191*** –0.108***
(0.086) (0.038) (0.067) (0.042)

Feeling unsafe 0.150*** –0.232*** 0.120* –0.064
(0.010) (0.038) (0.068) (0.043)

Victim of crime 0.060*** –0.296*** 0.187*** –0.104**
(0.010) (0.038) (0.067) (0.042)

Joint –0.226*** 0.119* –0.061
(0.038) (0.069) (0.043)

Contact Main language –0.003 –0.308*** 0.191*** –0.108***
(0.004) (0.038) (0.067) (0.042)

Many minority friends 0.072*** –0.304*** 0.250*** –0.115***
(0.009) (0.038) (0.067) (0.042)

Joint –0.304*** 0.250*** –0.114***
(0.038) (0.067) (0.042)

Being employed –0.302*** 0.189*** –0.095**
(0.038) (0.067) (0.042)

Notes: The table shows the estimated effect of living in an ethnic enclave rather than elsewhere for majority members, with effects for binary outcomes being expressed as per-
centage points, estimated through inverse probability weighted regression adjustment. The table shows the effect of living in an ethnic enclave on each mediator as well as the
effect on each outcome both before and after adding each mediator separately and then each group of mediators (conflict, contact, being employed) jointly. Selection model
includes socio-demographic characteristics (gender, age, education, marital status, presence of children, health, rurality of locality, parental education, parental activity, whether
lived with both parents at age 14), and country dummies. *p < 0.1, **p < 0.05, ***p < 0.01; NR: the effect was not reduced.
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Table 3. Conflict/contact mechanism for migrants: effect (s.e.) of living in ethnic enclave.

Migrants Association of predictor and residing in the ethnic enclave Social trust Social distance
Perceived

Discrimination Happiness

Base –0.346*** 0.083 0.108*** –0.100
(0.091) (0.135) (0.021) (0.101)

Conflict Regional employment rate –0.558*** –0.338*** 0.082 0.114*** –0.113
(0.158) (0.092) (0.136) (0.020) (0.101)

Feeling unsafe 0.146*** –0.257*** 0.042 0.099*** –0.011
(0.022) (0.092) (0.139) (0.021) (0.105)

Victim of crime 0.029 –0.335*** 0.091 0.107*** –0.093
(0.021) (0.091) (0.135) (0.021) (0.101)

Joint –0.246*** 0.042 0.106*** –0.023
(0.093) (0.140) (0.021) (0.105)

Contact Main language –0.104*** –0.336*** 0.027 0.106*** –0.078
(0.024) (0.092) (0.138) (0.021) (0.101)

Many minority friends 0.098*** –0.349*** 0.124 0.102*** –0.126
(0.025) (0.092) (0.135) (0.021) (0.101)

Joint –0.339*** 0.068 0.100*** –0.104
(0.093) (0.137) (0.021) (0.101)

Being employed –0.353*** 0.065 0.108*** –0.051
(0.093) (0.138) (0.021) (0.101)

Notes: The table shows the estimated effect of living in an ethnic enclave rather than elsewhere for migrants, with effects for binary outcomes being expressed as percentage points,
estimated through inverse probability weighted regression adjustment. The table shows the effect of living in an ethnic enclave on each mediator, as well as the effect on each
outcome both before and after adding each mediator separately and then each group of mediators (conflict, contact, being employed) jointly. Selection model includes socio-
demographic characteristics (gender, age, education, marital status, presence of children, health, rurality of locality, parental education, parental activity, whether lived with both
parents at age 14), and country dummies. *p < 0.1, **p < 0.05, ***p < 0.01; NR: the effect was not reduced.
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Table 4. Conflict/contact mechanism for the 2nd generation: effect (s.e.) of living in ethnic enclave.

2nd generation Association of predictor and residing in the ethnic enclave Social trust Social distance
Perceived

discrimination Happiness

Base –0.344*** 0.141 0.011 –0.304**
(0.112) (0.203) (0.022) (0.121)

Conflict Regional employment rate –0.114 –0.342*** 0.13 0.011 –0.301**
(0.187) (0.112) (0.203) (0.022) (0.121)

Feeling unsafe 0.134*** –0.243** 0.160 0.010 –0.293**
(0.030) (0.113) (0.202) (0.023) (0.124)

Victim of crime 0.054* –0.340*** 0.163 0.006 –0.299**
(0.031) (0.111) (0.201) (0.022) (0.121)

Joint –0.239** 0.173 0.006 –0.285**
(0.113) (0.203) (0.023) (0.124)

Contact Main language –0.009 –0.345*** 0.137 0.008 –0.309**
(0.022) (0.112) (0.202) (0.022) (0.121)

Many minority friends 0.173*** –0.385*** 0.276 –0.002 –0.325***
(0.031) (0.113) (0.197) (0.023) (0.125)

Joint –0.386*** 0.272 –0.003 –0.329***
(0.113) (0.197) (0.023) (0.124)

Being employed –0.339*** 0.085 0.010 –0.308**
(0.113) (0.204) (0.022) (0.121)

Notes: The table shows the estimated effect of living in an ethnic enclave rather than elsewhere for the 2nd generation, with effects for binary outcomes being expressed as per-
centage points, estimated through inverse probability weighted regression adjustment. The table shows the effect of living in an ethnic enclave on each mediator as well as the
effect on each outcome both before and after adding each mediator separately and then each group of mediators (conflict, contact, being employed) jointly. Selection model
includes socio-demographic characteristics (gender, age, education, marital status, presence of children, health, rurality of locality, parental education, parental activity, whether
lived with both parents at age 14), and country dummies. *p < 0.1, **p < 0.05, ***p < 0.01; NR: the effect was not reduced.
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4.4. Heterogeneous effects

We have hypothesized that the negative difference between residents and
non-residents of ethnic enclaves will be pronounced for those in disad-
vantaged social situations, and when there are fewer opportunities to
meet out-groupers. Figures 2–4 provide some evidence to support
these research expectations.

Among majority members, the enclave penalty is smaller for those
who are employed and who have many minority friends (for subjective
well-being and social distance).11 The negative relation of living in an
enclave and general trust is also weaker in regions where there are
more minorities – in other words, regions in which enclaves may be
the norm rather than the exception.

Among migrants, the negative enclave penalty is less pronounced for the
employed (for trust and social distance). Those living in an enclave are
more negatively affected in better regional economic circumstances – poss-
ibly because in such regions the beneficial/sheltering effect of an enclave is
less important. Interestingly, smaller ethnic differences between the region
and the enclave lead to increasing perceptions of discrimination.

Among the 2nd generation, we find that the enclave penalty is smaller
for the employed (for social trust, subjective well-being and social distance)
while bonding reinforces the penalty for some outcomes such as social trust
and perceived discrimination but not others such as subjective well-being.
As with migrants, greater alignment between the enclave and the regional
ethnic composition strengthens the negative impact of the ethnic enclave
in terms of perceived discrimination and aligns with the higher visibility
interpretations of the threat theoretical framework. 2nd generation min-
orities are not affected by economic circumstances in the same way as
migrants – the negative association of the ethnic enclave with discrimi-
nation is largest in areas with worse employment rates and all but disap-
pears in regions that do better economically for the 2nd generation.

5. Discussion

Using the 2002 and 2014 waves of the European Social Survey, we find
that living in a perceived ethnic enclave has a pronounced negative
impact upon social outcomes: it decreases social trust and subjective
well-being and increases social distance and perceived discrimination.
Nevertheless, individual socio-demographic characteristics go a long

11Among majority members the enclave penalty is smaller in terms of well-being for the small number of
respondents (565) who speak the majority language as the main language at home.
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way to explain the enclave penalty in terms of social distance and happi-
ness (once selection on observables is accounted for, the significance of
the difference between enclave and non-enclave residents disappears) –
enclaves are areas in which individuals with poorer socio-economic
profiles settle down. For social trust and perceived discrimination, the
difference between enclave and non-enclave residents diminishes but dis-
appears only for 2nd generation minority members. The literature gener-
ally ascribes a positive effect to spatially concentrated areas for migrants
and minorities in terms of the experience of discrimination (Bécares et al.
2009), but our results align with these of recent studies (Nandi et al. 2020)
which find mixed evidence of shielding. After accounting for residential
sorting in our analyses, migrants continue to perceive greater levels of
discrimination in enclaves whereas among the 2nd generation the signifi-
cance of the positive relationship between perceived discrimination and
enclave residence disappears but does not reverse.

Figure 2. Effect of living in ethnic enclave for the majority (95% C.I.). Notes: Estimated
effect of living in an ethnic enclave, from a regression model controlling for socio-econ-
omic characteristics, background, country and year fixed effects. Results are shown from
7 different models: a model with the main effect, a model interacting living in ethnic
enclave with employment status (inactive, unemployed, employed), interaction
between living in an ethnic enclave and the main language, interaction between
living in an ethnic enclave and the employment rate [showing 10th, 50th, and 90th per-
centile], and an interaction between living in an ethnic enclave and the share of min-
orities in the local region [10th, 50th, 90th percentile].
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We further examined what happens to the difference between enclave
and non-enclave residents conditioning on conflict or contact variables.
We however do not find that the enclave penalty disappears accounting
for conflict or contact measures. In general, the introduction of conflict
measures in our study such as the regional employment rate or lack of
feelings of safety attenuates the difference between residents and non-
residents of enclaves and had a more pronounced impact than contact
measures. The role of contact in diminishing social distance for majority
members is greater in areas in which there are fewer opportunities for
such contact (outside of the enclave).

The examination of the heterogeneous effects suggests that it is par-
ticularly for the unemployed among majority, migrants and 2nd gener-
ation individuals for whom enclave penalty can be exacerbated in
terms of trust, social distance and happiness (for the latter not among

Figure 3. Effect of living in ethnic enclave for migrants (95% C.I.). Notes: Estimated
effect of living in an ethnic enclave, from a regression model controlling for socio-econ-
omic characteristics, background, country and year fixed effects. Results are shown from
7 different models: a model with the main effect, a model interacting living in ethnic
enclave with employment status (inactive, unemployed, employed), interaction
between living in an ethnic enclave and the main language, interaction between
living in an ethnic enclave and the employment rate [showing 10th, 50th, and 90th per-
centile], and an interaction between living in an ethnic enclave and the share of min-
orities in the local region [10th, 50th, 90th percentile].
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migrants). Bonding also is associated with increased social distance for all
groups. We do not find evidence that the enclave provides shielding
effects for migrants and minorities in terms of discrimination, but the
enclave may have an important protective effect for the social outcomes
of migrants in regions blighted by economic poverty.

There are several data limitations in this study. Among migrants and
minorities, we cannot provide a finer distinction between in-groupers as
in co-ethnics and extend the out-grouper framework to other migrants
and minority groups not just majority members. Yet, we still have
engaged with the main literature on threat and the ameliorating effect
of contact and find ample evidence of the importance of resources. The
measure of ethnic enclaves that we consider is based on the perceptions
of respondents – we do not have information about the actual ethnic
diversity of the local area but have provided additional tests in the

Figure 4. Effect of living in ethnic enclave for the 2nd generation (95% C.I.). Notes: Esti-
mated effect of living in an ethnic enclave, from a regression model controlling for
socio-economic characteristics, background, country and year fixed effects. Results are
shown from 7 different models: a model with the main effect, a model interacting
living in ethnic enclave with employment status (inactive, unemployed, employed),
interaction between living in an ethnic enclave and the main language, interaction
between living in an ethnic enclave and the employment rate [showing 10th, 50th,
and 90th percentile], and an interaction between living in an ethnic enclave and the
share of minorities in the local region [10th, 50th, 90th percentile].
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Supplementary material that demonstrate an alignment between the
ethnic composition of the region (captured through EU LFS data) and
the perceptions of ethnic heterogeneity captured in the ESS. Indeed, pre-
vious research suggests that perceptions can have a strong impact on
social outcomes above and beyond actual levels of ethnic concentration
(Koopmans and Schaeffer 2016; Semyonov et al. 2012), and we can be
confident that our measure captures these perceptions well irrespective
of their accuracy. Propensity score matching techniques provide an
account of the selection on observable characteristics, allow for the
accounting of detailed background information to understand residential
sorting but there may be a variety of unobserved characteristics that can
make us under or overestimate the impact of the enclave. We have pro-
vided several sensitivity tests in the Supplementary material to such
unobservables that allow us to have some confidence in our estimates.
The measure of social distance in the ESS data refers to hypothetical
migrants and we have assumed that respondents consider these to be out-
groupers. The ambiguity of the measure is perhaps reflected in the lower
degree of social distance that migrants and 2nd generation minority
members report. What seems to happen in ethnic enclaves is a convergence
towards the experience of social distance among the majority, albeit not stat-
istically significantly so. Importantly, we do not know whether the ethnic
residential experience of a respondent is reinforced by also working in an
ethnic niche or ethnic economy (Zhou 2005) or whether diversity in the
workplace experience helps counter the negative effects of residential segre-
gation on social outcomes such as trust or social distance. Further work
should aim to distinguish between the impact of enclaves and niches.

6. Conclusion

Our results suggest that residents of enclaves have poorer social outcomes
than non-residents. The picture that emerges is however a complex one.
Residential sorting forms a large part of the enclave penalty story when it
comes to the well-being of all groups in the study and the levels of trust
and perceived discrimination of the 2nd generation. Despite the fact that
the latter are often the target of policy makers’ concern (Cameron 2011),
we find little evidence to substantiate such worries. When it comes to
social trust perceived enclaves in Europe do not seem conducive to the
transcendence of group boundaries and the developing of solidarity
and trust towards strangers among migrants and the majority. Is this
because the enclave fosters primarily homogeneous networks and/or
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because of increased competition between groups? Our study suggests
that in-group bonding is less of an impediment compared to threat expla-
nations. Poorer personal and regional economic conditions exacerbate
the negative association of the enclave residents with trust, happiness
and social distance. The similarity of social distance patterns between
majority and minority enclave residents also points to possible increased
competition between groups – enclaves are heterogeneous environments
for majority members but they can be heterogeneous environments for
migrants and minorities in the sense that several ethnic 1st and 2nd gen-
eration groups can reside in these areas (Portes and Zhou 1993). When
jobs and opportunities are scarce, tensions may arise between these
groups that present a challenge to pro-social behaviour. What is more,
the enclave may not shield migrant and minority individuals from dis-
crimination especially if contact with negatively predisposed mainstream
is maintained through workplaces and news consumption, and there is
greater competition among ethnic groups in the enclave. Further research
should seek to explore fine-tuned distinctions between ethnic enclaves
and ethnic niches and between the variety of residents living in them to
understand better the dynamics of inter-group solidarity. Importantly,
our study suggests that enclaves are not necessarily areas in which people
are doomed to chronic unhappiness, and we do not find conclusive evi-
dence that lack of exposure to outgroupers is to blame for lack of trust
across ethnic boundaries. Thus, similarly to other studies (Abascal and Bal-
dassarri 2015; Letki 2008; Sturgis et al. 2011), we would encourage the more
detailed consideration of structural features and failures – enclaves may be
subject to underfunding which can undermine the social cohesion pro-
spects of these communities. Managing diversity and enclaves, our research
suggests, would entail commitment and resources to ensure these are not
spaces blighted by deprivation, for residents with few economic prospects.
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