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Abstract This paper explores the relationship between
neighbourhood level density of civil society organisations
(CSOs), diversity, and deprivation. We compare the UK
and Sweden, two countries with different civil society
traditions and welfare state regimes. We use data on formal
civil society organisations to examine whether diverse
neighbourhoods have lower levels of civil society infras-
tructure. In the UK, contrary to what could be expected
from Putnam’s assertion that diversity has a negative effect
on trust, thus limiting civil society activities at the neigh-
bourhood level, we observe a positive relationship between
the density of CSOs and diversity. In Sweden, we find
different patterns. First, we observe a negative correlation
between CSO density and diversity. Second, we find lower
density of formal CSOs in areas with high diversity and
high economic disadvantage and higher density in areas
characterised by low diversity and high disadvantage.
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Introduction

Scholars have extensively examined how neighbourhood-
level diversity affects multiple dimensions of social capital,
often using the conceptualisation proposed by Robert
Putnam, who describes social capital as a form of public
good (Putnam, 2000). According to this definition, social
capital is present in cohesive and well-functioning com-
munities and absent in divided and socially withdrawn
ones. Putnam famously claimed that ethnic diversity gen-
erally “hunkers down” social capital, leading people to
trust others less and to withdraw from collective life
(2007). The alleged negative effect of diversity on social
and civic life has been extensively tested over the past
15 years. However, the existing studies primarily relied on
survey-based evidence showing the relationship between
self-reported individual membership in different types of
associations and neighbourhood-level diversity. There is a
remarkable lack of aggregate level analysis on the rela-
tionship between civil society infrastructure and diversity
despite Putnam’s focus on community-level social capital.
If the claim that diversity “erodes” civic life is correct, we
should observe a negative relationship between these two
measures. To our knowledge, such a test has not been
systematically conducted in the European context. Our
interest in studying distribution of CSOs links to the UK
tradition of voluntary sector studies where, since the early
2000s, researchers examined unevenness of CSO density at
the neighbourhood level. Importantly, to date, such studies
have focused on the relationship between CSO density and
neighbourhood deprivation, not addressing its relationship
with diversity. In this paper, we bring together the social
capital and diversity literature with the voluntary sector and
deprivation research to examine whether there is evidence
for the negative relationship between ethnic diversity and
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prevalence of CSOs on the aggregate, neighbourhood
level.!

Overview of the Literature

Social capital in the version proposed by Putnam (2000) is a
property of communities rather than individuals. His
research and multiple bivariate analysis of the US data show
negative correlations between social capital measured at
aggregate community level and ethnic diversity. As he notes,
such correlation can be explained by either compositional
effect of an area or by contextual effect. To examine whether
diversity has a negative contextual effect, Putnam uses both
survey and administrative data from the US and attempts an
individual level analysis, controlling for both socio-demo-
graphic characteristics and neighbourhood level factors. He
concludes that social capital is eroded by ethnic diversity,
even when controlling for individual and community level
factors such as education, income, or crime. In other words,
there is a negative contextual effect on social capital brought
by diversity, beyond the sum of individual level character-
istics. However, a growing bulk of evidence from subsequent
studies suggests that the negative relationship between social
capital and diversity significantly diminishes and becomes
either statistically insignificant or miniscule when other
neighbourhood level factors are accounted for (Meer &
Tolsma, 2014).

Much of Putnam’s US-based work analysed associa-
tional membership as a convenient measure because “as-
sociations tend to gather data on themselves and, therefore,
it is easier to gather data on associations” (Putnam, 2001,
p- 5). In his summary index of social capital (2000: 291),
two out of 14 indicators measure civil society density.
Despite Putnam’s emphasis on social capital as a com-
munity level rather than individual level resource, the UK-
based studies inspired by his framework have solely looked
at individual level membership in voluntary associations,
and have not examined the aggregate community level
relationship between CSOs density and ethnic diversity.
This gap in scholarship is likely to be a consequence of two
factors. First, studies of social capital and those of the
voluntary sector tend to be treated as separate fields. Sec-
ondly, quantitative research on social capital has tradi-
tionally used survey-based, individual level data, whereas
quantitative research on the voluntary sector tends to rely
on administrative registers of formal charities.

In comparison with survey-based social capital research,
aggregate level voluntary sector studies evolved more

! We use the term deprivation in a non-normative sense by referring
to a very specific set of indicators measuring the level of socio-
economic resources in a neighbourhood.
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recently. In the UK, the first systematic analysis of geo-
graphical unevenness of formal CSOs across regions was
done by Mohan and Rolls (2006) who found that higher-
income regions are characterised by higher density of
formal CSOs compared to lower-income regions. In addi-
tion, rural areas tend to have more organisations per capita
but rural organisations are three times smaller in terms of
income compared to those located in urban areas. Since
this initial mapping, subsequent aggregate level analysis of
formal CSOs have focused on the relationship between
community disadvantage and civil society density. In a
recent paper by McDonnell et al. (2020), the authors also
addressed the long-term trends of the relationship between
density of CSOs and deprivation. Overall, these studies
consistently found that there is a negative relationship
between formal civil society and aggregate level disad-
vantage. To illustrate the impact of deprivation, Clifford
(2018) estimates that the density of CSOs in the 5 per cent
least deprived neighbourhoods is twice as high as in the
most deprived ones.

Although we do not have any existing estimates on the
relationship between CSO density and diversity, we know
that the UK has generally a relatively high participation
rate of ethnic minorities and that minority-specific civic
organisations constitute a large part of the overall non-for-
profit sector (Richards, 2015). These individual level
statistics on participation rates or even the information on
the composition of the civil society sector do not tell us,
however, whether neighbourhood level diversity is posi-
tively or negatively related to the density of CSOs. The
relatively high national level of participation among ethnic
minorities might not be evenly distributed across areas with
different demographic characteristics (i.e. ethnic minorities
might participate at different rates depending on how
diverse their communities are).

There are only a few Swedish studies that can inform
our expectations in relation to geographical distribution of
CSOs. For example, Wijkstrom and Lundstrdm (2002)
found that in 1992 more than half of the approximately
2,600 major foundations had been registered in one of the
three metropolitan areas, whereas smaller CSOs were
somewhat more evenly distributed between urban and rural
areas. Perhaps the most relevant here is the study by
Lundasen (2004), who finds that, in contrast to the UK
literature, municipalities with a higher level of associa-
tional density are also more economically deprived. On
diversity, Lundasen finds that the CSO density is nega-
tively related to the share of foreign-born residents. This
means that at the municipal level, the density of organi-
sations is higher in more deprived, less diverse, non-
metropolitan areas. Because the data was aggregated at the
municipal level, indicators of economic deprivation (mean
income level) were likely confounded with the urban—rural
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divide. Whereas immigrant-dense municipalities tend to
have higher income levels, the opposite is true for immi-
grant-dense neighbourhoods, so Lundasen’s findings may
not hold for smaller geographical areas.

Hypotheses

Our main test concerns the “hunkering down” hypothesis
proposed by Putnam (2007), according to which we should
observe a negative bivariate relationship between civil
society density and neighbourhood diversity (H1).

H1 Neighbouhrood density of formal civil society
organisations is negatively associated with neighbourhood
level of ethnic diversity.

For Putnam, this expectation can be derived from ethnic
conflict theory (Blalock, 1967), which asserts that the
increasing size of ethnic minority out-groups leads to the
increase of perceived ethnic threat. In turn, the increase in
perceived threat might result in lower social trust, lower
willingness to cooperate and lower engagement in civic
life. Higher population diversity can be also challenging for
CSOs formation because diverse populations might lack
common cultural understandings, solidarity and effective
tools for social control that are present in more homoge-
nous communities (2007). On the other hand, the Weis-
brod’s demand heterogeneity hypothesis suggests that
higher population diversity should result in greater density
of CSOs (Weisbrod, 1975). This is because heterogeneous
populations have more diverse needs that cannot be met by
the government who caters its services to the ‘median’
voter. In turn, in more diverse communities, there is a
greater incentive to form CSOs that can fill in the void left
by the state. As discussed, there is no consensus in the
literature on whether population diversity leads to more or
less civicness or social trust. The empirical studies on
aggregate level distribution of CSOs, predominantly based
in the US, suggest that there might be a positive association
between population heterogeneity and non-for-profit sector
size but that the effect size is rather small (for a meta-
analysis see Lu, 2020). On the other hand, the studies
concerning individual level outcomes such as volunteering
or trust, suggest that living in diverse communities does not
have much of an effect if we control for deprivation (van
der Meer & Tolsma, 2014). Given the importance of
deprivation in studying the link between diversity and
social capital as well as the negative association between
deprivation and density of CSOs in the UK, we derive the
following hypotheses:

H2 If neighbourhood level density of formal civil society
organisations operates in the same way as individual level
participation is civil society, we should find that the

negative effect of neighbourhood diversity (H1) on density
of CSOs largely disappears when neighbourhood depriva-
tion is controlled for.

H3 Alternatively, the negative effect of deprivation on
density of formal civil society organisations might be
amplified in diverse neighbourhoods, creating a “double
whammy effect”.

Civil Society Context in the UK and Sweden

In this section we discuss key characteristics of country-
specific contexts that can affect the relationship between
ethnic diversity, deprivation, and density of CSOs. It is
beyond the scope of this paper to formulate formal
expectations about the role of country-specific contexts as
our main goal is to test the generalisability of the patterns
across countries. However, we acknowledge that country-
specific contexts can help with the interpretation of the
results, a point to which we come back in the final section.

Social Capital and Civil Society

The UK, our first case study, has high and stable levels of
trust and volunteering and ranks in the first quarter in the
international comparative studies of social capital (i.e. Falk
et al., 2018). Traditionally, the British voluntary sector has
been dominated by service provision charities aiming to fill
the gap left by insufficient welfare state (Craig, 2011;
Harris, 2018). In 2020, the main purpose of one in five
organisations was to provide social services, followed by
cultural and recreational services (15%) and religious
activities (10%). Since the early 2000s, government fund-
ing continues to decline, and, in 2020 it amounted to 15.4%
of the total civil society sector income (NCVO,
2022a, 2022b). Sweden, our second case study, has one of
the highest levels of generalised trust and associational
activity in the world (Henriksen et al., 2019). In 2020, 16%
of funding for the civil society sector came from govern-
mental funding (Statistics Sweden, 2022). In contrast to
some countries in Western Europe, where CSOs often
concentrate on areas such as health care and education,
Swedish CSOs developed more in the field of culture,
leisure, and advocacy, and membership-based CSOs are
more dominant. This legacy is present to this day with the
two largest groups being organisations operating in the
field of culture and leisure (25%) and tenants associations,
social and societal development (31%) (Lundstrom &
Svedberg, 2003; Statistics Sweden, 2020). As in other
Nordic countries, Swedish CSOs are primarily engaged in
expressive rather than service functions and activities such
as advocacy, recreation, and related fields (Scaramuzzino,
2012). Over the last decades, Swedish civil society has
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been undergoing changes. In recent years, civil society has
professionalised, and organisations have moved towards a
tendency to employ fewer members, while the majority of
the members behave more like clients who buy services.
These changes have been described as a shift from voice to
service (Kings, 2011; Lundstrom & Wijkstrom, 1995).

Migration and Diversity

Our two case studies also have different migration histo-
ries, which affect the resources available in ethnically
diverse communities for the development of civil society
organisations. In the UK, there is a long tradition of post-
colonial migration from South Asia, the Caribbean, and
Africa since the 1950s, as well as a strong tradition of the
inflow of highly skilled migrants, and more recently, a high
inflow of Eastern European migrants from the new EU
member states (Amoranitis and Manco, 2010). In contrast,
Sweden does not have a similar colonial past and remained
a relatively homogenous country until the 1970s. For a long
time, the most numerous migrant groups were work
migrants from within the Nordic region. From the 1970s,
Sweden started receiving an increasing number of asylum
seekers from war-torn zones such as Chile and Iran, in the
1990s from Yugoslavia, and more recently from Afghani-
stan, the Horn of Africa, and the Middle East. After 2004,
another large group of migrants emerged consisting of EU
workers, mostly from Poland (Frohnert & Bystrom, 2017).

Although the two countries have comparable shares of
foreign-born (14% for UK and 20% for Sweden, OECD,
2022), there is a large difference in the proportion of
refugees. In the UK, refugees constituted only around 6%
of all immigrants in 2019 (Sturge, 2021), while in Sweden,
in 2007 this figure was close to 40% (Bevelander, 2009). In
the UK, many of the first-generation migrants speak Eng-
lish and are highly educated, and those with post-colonial
ties are familiar with the UK political and educational
structure, which makes navigating the British system
easier. Sweden, on the other hand, has received refugees
from countries which have a relatively low score of the UN
Human Development Index (HDI) (Bevelander & Iras-
torza, 2021) and immigrants rarely speak Swedish upon
their arrival.

Ethnic and migrant civil society organisations

Ethnic and migrant civil society sector started emerging in
post war Britain in the form of self-help organisations
established by postcolonial migrants from the Caribbeans
and South Asia (Craig, 2011). The primary activity of such
organisations was to provide services (educational, welfare,
cultural, religious) to migrant and ethnic minority popula-
tions to fill the gap left by insufficient welfare state. The
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British migrant and ethnic minority sector largely devel-
oped in parallel to the mainstream civil society sector, and
has been much more reliant on self funding rather than
public funding. The organisations led by ethnic minorities
are sometimes referred to as “BME third sector” to high-
light that they constitute a separate part of the civil society.
Marginalisation of minority-specific issues within pre-
dominantly white organisations is often cited as the main
reason for the lack of mainstream involvement of many
ethnic minority organisations (Craig, 2011). This, however,
often leads to further marginalisation of minority-led
organisations, which struggle to access mainstream funding
for its activities (BECON, 2004; Civil Society Futures,
2018). In Sweden, the role of ethnic and migrant organi-
sations has undergone significant changes over time (Ber-
ovi, 2004). In the early phase, emphasis was put on
preservation of culture, and participation in consultations,
according to the Swedish corporatist model. In the 2000s, a
new framework of state support for ethnic organisations
required that they show how their activities benefit inte-
gration. This requirement was further emphasised in recent
years by the conservative government alliance
(2006-2014), which reduced grants to ethnic organisations
that focused on issues specific to a given ethnic group, such
as cultural preservation. Changes to the grant system led to
more ethnic and migrant organisations turning to integra-
tion work and collaboration with local municipalities
(Frodin & Fredholm, 2021; Scaramuzzino, 2012).

These differences between our two case study contexts
have certainly influenced the evolution of CSOs in diverse
areas. Arguably, however, if we observe a similar rela-
tionship between the density of CSOs and diversity in both
countries, we could be more convinced that it is indeed the
diversity that affects the distribution of CSOs. On the
contrary, if the relationship between the density of CSOs
and diversity is different in the UK and Sweden, it might
suggest that factors other than diversity might be more
important for determining the geographical distribution of
CSOs.

Data, Measures, Methods

For information on CSOs in the UK, we use the data from
the 2018 Charity Commission register of formal non-for-
profit organisations.” This is complemented with Census

2 In both cases, educational institutions and religious assemblies do
not normally appear in our data, unless they have some association
registered at the premises (youth club, sports club). There are some
differences to the type of organisations included in the registers. For
Sweden, our data consists of non-profit associations, the most
numerous organisational types in the larger group of organisations
operating in the civil society (160,000 out of 260,000 registered
organisations are non-profit associations). In the UK, the registers
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2011 and Office of National Statistics data aggregated at
Lower Super Output Area (LSOA). We define a neigh-
bourhood at LSOA-level, which is a geographical unit most
often used for neighbourhood level studies in the UK.
LSOAs have on average a population of 1,500 people and,
in total, there are 34,753 such units in England and Wales.
We restrict our sample to England and Wales because
Scotland and Northern Ireland are not included in the
Charity Commission registers. In Sweden, we use official
statistics provided by the Statistics Sweden on registered
not-for-profit associations (Swedish ideella foreningar)
from 2018, aggregated at neighbourhood units called
DeSO. There are 5,984 such neighbourhood areas which
have between 700 and 2,700 residents. Other variables are
derived from 2016 Swedish register data containing eco-
nomic, demographic and geographical information on all
persons resident in Sweden (Statistics Sweden’s Business
Register, 2018; Charity Commission register, 2018).

Our dependent variable is the neighbourhood density of
active CSOs per 1000 people. To maximise comparability
across the UK and Swedish samples of registered CSOs,
we conduct our main analysis on active, formalised
organisations. In the UK active, formalised CSO is defined
as a registered organisation which reported having at least
some income in the past 3 years (2016-2018),® and in
Sweden as a registered, non-profit association with either
some registered income or registered employees. Exclud-
ing organisations without declared income or employees in
Sweden enables us to address some of the differences in the
registered CSOs pool in the two countries. In particular, in
Sweden it is common to register small neighbourhood
associations such as flat owners’ associations or hobby
groups, which would not appear in the UK Charity Com-
mission register due to higher registration barriers (i.e., the
£5,000 minimum annual income threshold and more for-
malised annual reporting requirements). Similarly,
excluding CSOs which either did not report annual income
or reported having no income in the past three years from
the UK database, allows to exclude organisations that did
not fulfil the formal requirement of annual reporting for
three consecutive years. This could indicate that such
organisations finished or changed their statutory activities
but did not inform the Charity Commission about the

Footnote 2 continued
include non-profit associations but also a smaller number of foun-
dations and trusts.

3 In the UK we use only income information rather than income and
number of employees because in 2018 only 16,644 out of 140,151
(12%) organisations provided information on how many employees or
volunteers they have. 120,104 out of 140,151 organisations reported
having some income; 7,242 reported having 0 income, and 12,805 had
income information missing. In Sweden there are 160,594 CSOs in
total out of which 29,142, or 18%, are registered as active.

change. Restricting both databases to active, formalised
CSOs makes our analysis more comparable; however, the
downside of such restriction, even if necessary, is that our
analysis focuses on larger and better resourced CSOs. We
are also not including unregistered organisations which, as
Gleeson and Bloemraad (2013) show, might be particularly
prevalent and underrepresented in formal registers in
minority communities. As a robustness check, we also
repeated all the analysis on all types of organisations
(without any restrictions), and the results appeared similar.
In the online Appendix, we include the correlation
tables (Al and A2) which show how all CSOs are corre-
lated with active CSOs and other key variables.

Our measure of diversity is based on the country of birth
rather than ethnicity since ethnicity is not recorded in
Swedish registers. To capture how diverse a neighbour-
hood is, we use the index of ethno-linguistic fractional-
ization, calculated over a detailed country of birth groups.
These groups (38 in the UK and 43 in Sweden) reflect the
most sizable sending countries. The diversity index ranges
from O to 1 and is best interpreted as the likelihood that two
individuals selected at random from a neighbourhood will
be from the same group (values closer to 0 means less
diversity, values closer to 1 more diversity).

To measure levels of neighbourhood deprivation we use
indicators which are easily comparable between the two
countries: share of adults who are unemployed, share of
people without educational qualifications, and share of
adults who receive means tested benefits. To build an index
of deprivation, we used the principal component analysis,
which is similar to the way Index of Multiple Deprivation
(IMD) is constructed in the UK (MHCLG, 2019a, 2019b).
For ease of interpretation, we normalise these indices so
that an index of O refers to the lowest deprivation and 1 to
the highest deprivation. Because our analysis of density of
active CSOs by deprivation deciles revealed that the rela-
tionship between deprivation and density of CSOs in
Sweden is non-linear (Fig. 2), in the regression analysis,
we add squared index of deprivation. We also include two
indicators of socio-demographic profile of the neighbour-
hoods: share of people aged 65 plus and population density.
Finally, we control for population stability-share of resi-
dents at the same address in previous year, as we expect
that more stable communities might have a better civil
society infrastructure, and the share of students because we
know that student hubs may have high residential turnover
but also high propensity for forming and registering asso-
ciations as this is usually encouraged by the universities.

We test our hypotheses in two steps. First, we inspect
the bivariate relationships to explore correlations between
density of active CSOs and our key variables. If the cor-
relations between CSO density and neighbourhood diver-
sity are negative, we would find support for our H1. In the
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second step, we apply OLS regression predicting density of
active CSOs at the neighbourhood level with diversity and
deprivation as key explanatory variables while controlling
for the neighbourhood level characteristics described
above. If the relationship between CSO density and
diversity is negative without controlling for deprivation but
changes into non-significant after controlling for depriva-
tion, we would find support for H2. In contrast, if the
diversity effect is negative and the deprivation effect is
negative while both factors as well as their interaction are
added to the models, this would suggest that our ‘double
whammy’ from H3 is true. Finally, we run additional
sensitivity tests to check whether the relationship between
diversity and civil society density varies in urban and rural
places, places with different levels of recent demographic
change, and places with a more/less supportive political
environment. These additional tests allow us to see whether
the patterns observed on the country level are likely to be
the same regardless of within country, regional differences
that shape the local nature of diversity.

Results
Distribution of CSOs

The average density of CSOs is about six times higher in
Sweden than in the UK. Based on the 2018 Charity
Commission data, we find a total number of 166,854
organisations, which gives approximately 2.6 organisations
per 1000 people. In Sweden, based on the list provided by
Statistics Sweden, there were 160,594 non-profit organi-
sations, which gives approximately 16 organisations per
1000 people. These differences correspond to the fact that
membership and participation in civic associations is more
common in Sweden than in the UK as it has been con-
firmed in earlier research, but also to the different threshold
for registering a CSO (Gesthuizen et al., 2009). In relation
to active and formalised CSOs, Sweden still has a higher
density compared to the UK, but the difference is much
attenuated. In the 2018 Charity Commission register, we
found 120,104 active CSOs, which gives the density of
around 1.8 organisations per 1000 people, whereas in
Sweden the number of formalised CSOs was 29,142, which
gives the density of 2.82 organisations per 1000 people.

Diversity and Active, Formalised CSOs

Next, we examine the bivariate correlation between
diversity and density of active, formalised CSOs. In the
UK, contrary to H1, we find that diversity is positively
associated with the density of active CSOs (R2 = 0.053).
This finding contrasts with the expectations derived from
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the traditional social capital literature, especially given that
diverse areas in the UK continue to be more disadvantaged
compared to areas identified as typically White British
(MHCLG, 2019a, 2019b). Having said this, the relationship
between area deprivation and diversity is much weaker in
the UK than in Sweden (see Table Al and A2 in the online
Appendix). Part of the explanation for the positive corre-
lation between diversity and active CSO density is likely
due to foreign born residents being on average better
educated than those born in the UK (ONS, 2022). In con-
trast, in Sweden, we observe a negative relationship
between diversity and density of active CSOs
(R2 = — 0.09), which is in line with our Hl. In both
countries, however, the bivariate association between
neighbourhood diversity and density of active CSOs is
rather weak.

Multivariate Analysis

In the next step, to test Hl and H2 further, we explore
whether neighbourhood diversity has an independent effect
on civil society density after controlling for a range of
neighbourhood level characteristics.

In the UK, OLS regression (Model 1, Table 1) with key
socio-demographic neighbourhood level controls shows
similar results to the bivariate findings, which suggests
that there is no significant confounding between neigh-
bourhood diversity and our key socio-demographic con-
trols. In particular, neighbourhood level diversity is still
positively associated with density of active CSOs, which is
in contrast to our HI1. In contrast, in Sweden (Table 2,
Model 1), we see that higher diversity is associated with
lower density of active CSOs, which is in line with our H1
and the patterns found in the bivariate analysis.

In Model 2 (Table 1 for the UK, Table 2 For Sweden),
we analyse how deprivation is related to the density of
active CSOs after key socio-demographic characteristics
are controlled for. In the UK, deprivation has a negative
effect; whereas in Sweden, the squared term of deprivation
is non-significant and the linear term is significant at 0.05
level. In Model 3, we look at diversity and deprivation
simultaneously to test the potential confounding effect
between the two (H2). In the UK (Table 1), the effect of
deprivation remains negative (in line with the past social
capital literature) and the effect of diversity remains posi-
tive (in contrast to previous social capital literature and
both our H1 and H2). The higher prevalence of organisa-
tions in diverse areas is shown in Fig. 1, where we see that
neighbourhoods with high diversity have higher levels of
predicted active CSO density in comparison to neigh-
bourhoods with low diversity in both more and Iess
deprived UK neighbourhoods. In Sweden (Table 2, Model
3), on the other hand, diversity is still negatively associated
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Table 1 The UK, OLS model predicting density of active CSOs (per 1000 persons) in neighbourhoods (LSOA); Active only; England and

Wales

eY) 2 3) (C)]

Modell Model2 Model3 Model4
Diversity 3.861*** (37.29) 3.654*** (35.84) 3.325%%* (18.24)
Pop density — 0.0186*** (— 40.49) — 0.00766*** (— 18.35) — 0.0153*** (— 33.09) — 0.0153%** (— 33.11)
Stayers — 0.0764%** (— 23.72) — 0.0856%** (— 26.89) — 0.0632%** (— 19.83) — 0.0646%** (— 19.86)
Students — 1.912%** (— 6.90) — 1.462%%* (— 5.28) — 1.951%** (— 7.16) — 1.999%#** (— 7.32)
65 + 8.442%%% (34.77) 4.963*** (20.87) 7.169%** (29.69) 7.144%%* (29.55)
Deprivation — 3.848%** (— 36.17) — 3.629%%* (— 34.68) — 3.883%#* (— 24.82)

Diversity#Deprivation
Constant

Adjusted R?

AIC

Observations

7.457%%% (24.21)
0.105

167,061.3

34,752

10.15%** (34.11)
0.103

167,140.2
34,752

7.320%%* (24.17)
0.135

165,880.7
34,752

1.143% (2.18)
7.525%%% (23.74)
0.135

165,878.0
34,752

t statistics in parentheses

*P < 0.05, #P < 0.01, ***P < 0.001

Table 2 Sweden, OLS model predicting density of active CSOs (per 1000 persons) in neighbourhoods (DeSO); Active only

)]
Modell

@)
Model2

3)
Model3

“
Model4

Diversity

Pop. density
Stayers
Students

65 +
Deprivation
Deprivation sq
Diversity#Deprivation
Constant
Adjusted R?
AIC

Observations

— 0.934%#% (— 4.04)
0.000023 1*%* (3.37)
— 2.065%% (— 4.04)
7.645%% (10.17)
9.965%#* (17.55)

2.172%%% (4.51)
0.069

29,673.9

5984

0.0000168* (2.54)

— 2.104%#% (— 4.10)
7.516%+* (9.89)
10.64%+* (18.65)

— 2.006% (— 2.10)
1.752 (1.06)

2.078%** (4.30)
0.067

29,681.6

5984

— 0.943% (— 2.42)
0.0000229%* (3.23)
— 2.069%%* (— 4.03)
7.679%%% (10.07)
10.02%%% (16.04)

— 0.270 (— 0.23)
0.582 (0.34)

2.188%** (4.51)
0.068

29,671.7

5984

1.371% (2.04)
0.0000221%* (3.11)
— 1.949%%% (— 3.80)
7.383%%% (9.66)
9.511%%% (14.97)
0.719 (0.59)
10.28%%* (3.58)

— 12.34%% (= 4.22)
1.760%* (3.55)
0.071

29,661.9

5984

¢ statistics in parentheses

*P < 0.05, #P < 0.01, ***P < 0.001

with CSO density, which is in contrast to our H2. The gap
in the expected active CSO density in Sweden is illustrated
in Fig. 2, where we see that higher diversity is associated
with lower density of active CSOs; and that neighbour-
hoods with high and low deprivation have similar CSO
density.

Lastly, in Model 4, we examine the interaction effect
between diversity and deprivation. In the UK, the interac-
tion effect is negligible (see Table 1 and Fig. 3). This
means that deprivation has a similarly dampening effect on
active CSO density in both diverse and non-diverse UK
neighbourhoods and therefore, we find no support for our

H3. In Sweden, however, the interaction term is statisti-
cally significant meaning that the effect of deprivation
varies depending on the level of diversity (Model 4,
Table 2). As illustrated in Fig. 4, there is a non-linear
relationship between deprivation and CSO density in the
most diverse neighbourhoods. In diverse places, we
observe a slightly higher predicted CSO density in the most
and the least deprived neighbourhoods, compared to the
neighbourhoods with medium levels of deprivation. How-
ever, there is a clear positive relationship between depri-
vation and CSO density in the most homogenous
neighbourhoods, confirming the patterns from the bivariate
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Fig. 1 Predicted density of © 4
active CSOs per 1,000 persons
in the UK by deprivation, based
on Model 3
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analysis. Taken together, these results do not support our
‘double whammy’ hypothesis (H3) which predicted that the
lowest density of CSOs should be found at the intersection
of the highest diversity and highest deprivation. In contrast,
we found that in Sweden (Fig. 4), the lowest density of
CSOs is found in the most diverse neighbourhoods with the
medium levels of deprivation; whereas in the UK, depri-
vation has equally negative effects in diverse and non-di-
verse neighbourhoods.

@ Springer

Sensitivity Analysis

In this section, we describe three additional robustness
checks which address the potential role of politics, urban—
rural divide and recent changes of immigrant share in
shaping the diversity-civil society relationship. For
instance, coalitions controlled by conservative and neo-
liberal parties (generally considered as less supportive of
pro-diversity initiatives) tend to invest less into financing
civil society initiatives in deprived areas (Clifford, 2021;
Odmalm, 2007), which might discourage minority and
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Fig. 3 Predicted density of © 4
active CSOs per 1,000 persons
in the UK by deprivation, based
on Model 4
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immigrant organisations. On the other hand, minority civil
society activity could be stronger in places with less
favourable political climates because civic resources are
deployed more where the need is greater (Morales &
Giugni, 2011). Therefore, we could observe the positive
relationship between diversity and CSO density to be
stronger in either a more favourable political climate
(funding argument) or in a less favourable one (greater
need argument). Additionally, it could be that urban and
rural areas differ in their ability to accommodate diversity.

Cities are a natural point of entry for immigrants and
minority CSOs are more likely to be established there. In
rural contexts, neighbourhoods experiencing more recent
increase in diversity could lack the means to establish civil
society infrastructure. Similar to this point is the novelty of
immigration argument. Areas which experienced particu-
larly high levels of immigration in recent years could lack
sufficient time to build capacity to address needs and
challenges faced by an increasingly diverse population
(Newman, 2013). Therefore, we could observe a more
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negative relationship between diversity and density of
active CSOs in both rural areas and in areas with a high
recent increase in immigrant population.

First, to assess local political climate, we compile a list
of local authorities (UK) and municipalities (Sweden)
controlled by different political parties in 2018 and classify
areas controlled by the left leaning parties (Labour party in
the UK and Left coalitions as assessed by Municipalities
and Regions Swedish authority) as those potentially more
favourable for immigrant and ethnic minorities. Second,
we divide neighbourhoods into rural or urban based on
official classifications used in both countries. For the
analysis of the urban—rural divide, we exclude the capital
cities because they are likely to disproportionately drive the
association for urban neighbourhoods. Finally, to assess the
pace of immigration increase in an area, we use changes in
the share of foreign-born at the local authority level in the
UK between 2011 and 2016; and changes in the share of
foreign-born between 2006 and 2016 in neighbourhoods in
Sweden. We classify increase as high if it is above the
median value for change.

We run OLS models with interaction terms between
diversity and a set of binary indicators of presence of left-
leaning coalition, urbanity, and a high increase of foreign
born residents. The results from the interaction analysis are
shown in Tables 3 and 4. Overall, we see that the effect of

diversity observed for all neighbourhoods in the UK and
Sweden prevails regardless of the interactions with specific
local area characteristics (except for the last
model for Sweden), which suggests that regional differ-
ences are unlikely to have altered the results of our coun-
try level analysis. That said, the non-significant effect of
diversity in the last model for Sweden (Table 4), suggests
that the negative effect of diversity in Sweden might be
primarily driven by areas that experienced a higher recent
increase of foreign-born residents.

Discussion and Conclusions

Our point of departure was the “hunkering down”
hypothesis predicting the negative impact of diversity on
different forms of civicness, including the prevalence of
formal CSOs. Our results show that the negative associa-
tion between diversity and density of formal CSOs is not
universal across different country contexts. In the UK,
diversity is positively associated with the density of CSOs,
whereas in Sweden the opposite is true. Additionally, in
Sweden, the relationship between deprivation and CSO
density seem to be moderated by the level of diversity. In
homogenous neighbourhoods, deprivation appears posi-
tively related to CSO density; whereas in diverse

Table 3 Sensitivity analysis for density of active CSOs per 1000 people in England and Wales

3) 3 3)
Labour control Urban/Rural (England and Wales, no Immigration increase (England and
(England) London) Wales)

Diversity
Deprivation
Pop density
Proportion stayers
% students
Proportion 65 +
Labour control
Labour control # Diversity
Urban
Urban # Diversity
High immigration
High immigration #
Diversity

Constant
Adjusted R?
AIC
Observations

4.032%%% (26.62)
— 3.095%#* (— 27.80)
— 0.0145%% (— 30.65)
— 0.0603%** (— 18.19)
— 1.346%%% (— 4.74)
6.905%%% (27.02)

— 0467 (= 9.73)
—0.297 (— 1.86)

7.020% (22.18)
0.138
156,595.7
32,711

7.390%%% (16.17)
— 2.681%%% (— 33.00)
— 0.0143%#% (— 29.59)
-0.0400%** (— 15.58)
— 0.614%% (— 2.84)
6.028%%* (33.49)

— L151%5% (= 21.45)
— 4.046%%% (— 8.72)

5.945%** (23.70)
0.287

122,623.8

29,917

3.829%** (34.80)

— 3.632%%* (— 34.67)
— 0.0154%** (— 33.24)
— 0.0630*** (— 19.75)
— 1.943%*%* (- 7.14)
7.162%%* (29.62)

0.167%* (3.03)
— 0.755% (— 4.29)

7.271%%% (23.99)
0.135

165,866.2
34,752

t statistics in parentheses

*P < 0.05, #P < 0.01, ***P < 0.001
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Table 4 Sensitivity analysis for density of active CSOs per 1000 people in Sweden

ey

Left control

— 0.911% (= 2.40)
0.0445 (0.08)

Diversity

Deprivation

Pop. density 0.0000235%** (3.35)
Stayers — 2.073%%* (— 4.04)
Students 7.642%** (10.00)

65 + 9.933%** (16.96)
Left 0.252 (0.99)
Left#Diversity — 0.529 (— 0.52)
Urban

Urban#Diversity

High immigration

High immigration#Diversity

Constant 2.159%** (4.47)
R 0.070

AIC 29,678.6
Observations 5984

) 3)

Urban/rural (No Stockholm) Immigration increase
— 1.900%* (- 2.73) 0.318 (0.61)
2.081%%* (3.99) 0.156 (0.28)

0.00000271 (0.30)

— 2.164*** (— 4.87)
7.334%%* (10.88)
9.716%** (18.67)

0.0000213%* (3.01)
— 2.014%%% (— 3.93)
TATTR% (9.84)
9.557%%% (16.08)

0.350% (2.23)
— 0225 (— 032)

0.846%%* (5.29)

— 2.475%5 (— 4.88)

2.034%%* (4.72) 1.881%** (3.88)

0.096 0.074
25,210.7 29,651.1
5440 5984

t statistics in parentheses
*P < 0.05, #P < 0.01, ***P < 0.001

neighbourhoods, there is no clear linear relationship
between deprivation and CSO density after other neigh-
bourhood level characteristics are accounted for. Taken
together, we find no support for the “double whammy”
hypothesis (H3) in the UK and weak evidence in favour of
it in Sweden (present only in bivariate analysis). Instead,
we find that, in the Swedish context, civil society infras-
tructure as measured by CSO density is particularly
developed in deprived and homogenous neighbourhoods.

It is important to note that our analysis relies on official
registers of civil society organisations, which miss out
some important aspects of civil society such as everyday
activism. For instance, Sampson (2012) shows that the
overlap between official registers of CSOs and everyday
activism (including protest activism and collective action)
is of moderate strength. Similarly, ethnographic studies of
non-formal civil society reveal a wide range of initiatives
that happen below the radar of civil society registers,
especially in places where ethnic minority groups tend to
be overrepresented (Soteri-Proctor and Alcock, 2012;
Elgenius et al., 2022; Kings, 2011). Additionally, using
CSOs’ registered addresses as a proxy for area of operation
is prone to a measurement error. For example, larger CSOs
might register their offices in central urban locations, and
smaller ones might register at private residential addresses
of one of the members.

Despite the above limitations, we believe that our study
provides some important insights. In light of our findings,

we conclude that the relationship between diversity and
density of CSOs is most likely affected by other factors
such as national level contexts in which CSOs operate.
Some of the key contextual factors that were likely to
influence the relationship between diversity, deprivation,
and density of CSOs in our case studies have been dis-
cussed in the “Civil society context in the UK and Swe-
den” section and are also summarised in Table A4 in the
online Appendix. We believe that the two particularly
important factors are: the dominant civil society tradition
and types of CSOs; and the history and type of migration in
the two countries. For example, in the UK, civil society has
a strong tradition of addressing racial tensions and having
an active ethnic minority non-for-profit sector since the
1960s. British ethnic minority organisations have long been
recognised as important actors, often serving as a middle-
man between the state and minority communities (Bailey,
2020; Elgenius, 2017). In Sweden, on the other hand,
migrant or ethnic minority organisations have a lower
prominence and less agency because of the importance of
the state in shaping expectations about the role of such
organisations (Frodin & Fredholm, 2021; Odmalm, 2004).
Additionally, the UK has a much longer tradition of diverse
migration (including highly skilled and postcolonial
migration) and has been minimally affected by the influx of
refugees. On the other hand, Sweden has received a sig-
nificant number of refugees from countries with a relatively
low score of the UN Human Development Index (HDI)
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(Bevelander & Irastorza, 2021), who do not have support
networks in Sweden and usually face a language barrier
upon arrival. The type of migrants, the shorter history of
ethnic diversity in Sweden, and the somewhat tighter
relationship between ethnic organisations and the state
have likely negatively affected the ability of migrants to
establish their own CSOs in diverse areas (especially
without state support). In sum, our findings suggest that
diversity and/or deprivation per se are not the main drivers
that shape the distribution of CSOs. Instead, the country-
specific contexts such as the tradition of civil society sec-
tors, including the most prevalent types of organisations,
and the nature of diversity shaped by migration history
might be more important for determining the geographical
distribution of CSOs.

Funding Open access funding provided by Stockholm University.
This research was supported by the Swedish Research Council for
Health, Working Life and Welfare (FORTE) under grant number
(grant number 2018-00181) and the Economic and Social Research
Council (grant number ES/S012486/1).

Declarations

Conflict of interest The authors have no conflicts of interest to
declare that are relevant to the content of this article.

Ethical Approval The authors comply with ethical standard outlined
by the journal (Committee on Publication Ethics guidelines). We
confirm that the manuscript is not under review at another journal,
and that this work has not been published before.

Supplementary Information The online version contains
supplementary material available at https://doi.org/10.1007/s11266-
023-00609-4.

Open Access This article is licensed under a Creative Commons
Attribution 4.0 International License, which permits use, sharing,
adaptation, distribution and reproduction in any medium or format, as
long as you give appropriate credit to the original author(s) and the
source, provide a link to the Creative Commons licence, and indicate
if changes were made. The images or other third party material in this
article are included in the article’s Creative Commons licence, unless
indicated otherwise in a credit line to the material. If material is not
included in the article’s Creative Commons licence and your intended
use is not permitted by statutory regulation or exceeds the permitted
use, you will need to obtain permission directly from the copyright
holder. To view a copy of this licence, visit http://creativecommons.
org/licenses/by/4.0/.

References

Amoranitis, S., & Manco, A. A. (Eds.). (2010). Migration and
development in Europe: Policies, practices and actors. Brussels.
Retrieved  from: https://www.irfam.org/wp-content/uploads/
docs/EUNOMAD_Migrations_et_developpement_en_Europe.
pdf

Bailey, E. C. (2020). Advocacy and service delivery in the voluntary
sector: Exploring the history of voluntary sector activities for

@ Springer

new minority and migrant groups in East London, 1970s—-1990s.
VOLUNTAS International Journal of Voluntary and Nonprofit
Organizations, 5, 1-11.

BECON. (2004). Mapping the Black Minority Ethnic Voluntary and
Community Sector in the North East of England. Retrieved from
https://research.northumbria.ac.uk/multiCulturalheritage/wp-con
tent/uploads/2021/10/2004-Mapping-the-BME-sector-Dec-2004.
pdf

Borevi. K. (2004) Den svenska diskursen om staten, integrationen och
foreningslivet. In Westholm, A., Borevi, K., Stromblad, P.
Foreningsliv, makt och integration. Rapport fran Integra-
tionspolitiska maktutredningens forskningsprogram. Justitiede-
partementet (Ds 2004:49), Regeringskansliet.

Bevelander, P. (2009). In the picture-resettled refugees in Sweden.
Malmé hogskola.

Bevelander, P., & Irastorza, N. (2021). The labour market integration
of humanitarian migrants in OECD Countries: An overview. The
Economic Geography of Cross-Border Migration, 6, 157-184.

Charity Commission register (2018). Retrieved from: http://data.
charitycommission.gov.uk/

Civil Society Futures (2018). Civil Society in England: Its current
state and future opportunity. Research report. Retrieved from
https://civilsocietyfutures.org/wp-content/uploads/sites/6/2018/
11/Civil-Society-Futures__Civil-Society-in-England__small-1.
pdf

Clifford, D. (2018). Neighborhood context and enduring differences
in the density of charitable organizations: Reinforcing dynamics
of foundation and dissolution. American Journal of Sociology,
123(6), 1535-1600.

Clifford, D. (2021). Disparities by deprivation: The geographical
impact of unprecedented changes in local authority financing on
the voluntary sector in England. Environment and Planning A
Economy and Space., 5, 36.

Craig, G. (2011). Forward to the past: Can the UK black and minority
ethnic third sector survive? Voluntary Sector Review, 2(3),
367-389.

Crubaugh, B. (2021). Neighborhood development organizations and
neighborhood disadvantage: Race, resources, and inequality in
Chicago. Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarterly, 50(1),
27-53.

Elgenius, G. (2017). Ethnic bonding and homing desires: The Polish
Diaspora and Civil Society Making. In K. Jacobsson & E.
Korolczuk (Eds.), Civil Society revisited: Lessons from Poland
(pp. 257-285). Berghahn Books.

Elgenius, G., Phillimore, J., Borkowska, M., & Kawalerowicz, J.
(2022). Problematising concepts and methods for civil society
research in superdiverse neighbourhoods. Voluntary Sector
Review, 6, 1-18.

Falk, A., Becker, A., Dohmen, T., Enke, B., Huffman, D., & Sunde,
U. (2018). Global evidence on economic preferences. The
Quarterly Journal of Economics, 133(4), 1645-1692.

Frohnert, P., & Bystrom, M. (2017). The history of immigration—from
the ’people’s’ home to present-day Sweden (2917:5). The
Migration Studies Delegation (Delmi). Retrieved from: https://
www.delmi.se/en/publications/research-overview-2017-5-the-his
tory-of-immigration-from-the-people-s-home-to-present-day-
sweden/

Frodin, O., & Fredholm, A. (2021). Transnationalism, Integration Och
Etnisk Organisering: En Studie Av Svenska Etniska Organisa-
tioner I Ljuset Av civilsamhillets Omvandling. Sociologisk
Forskning, 58(3), 311-338.

Gesthuizen, M., Meer, T. V. D., & Scheepers, P. (2009). Ethnic
diversity and social capital in Europe: Tests of Putnam’s Thesis
in European Countries. Scandinavian Political Studies, 32(2),
121-142.


https://doi.org/10.1007/s11266-023-00609-4
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11266-023-00609-4
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://www.irfam.org/wp-content/uploads/docs/EUNOMAD_Migrations_et_developpement_en_Europe.pdf
https://www.irfam.org/wp-content/uploads/docs/EUNOMAD_Migrations_et_developpement_en_Europe.pdf
https://www.irfam.org/wp-content/uploads/docs/EUNOMAD_Migrations_et_developpement_en_Europe.pdf
https://research.northumbria.ac.uk/multiCulturalheritage/wp-content/uploads/2021/10/2004-Mapping-the-BME-sector-Dec-2004.pdf
https://research.northumbria.ac.uk/multiCulturalheritage/wp-content/uploads/2021/10/2004-Mapping-the-BME-sector-Dec-2004.pdf
https://research.northumbria.ac.uk/multiCulturalheritage/wp-content/uploads/2021/10/2004-Mapping-the-BME-sector-Dec-2004.pdf
http://data.charitycommission.gov.uk/
http://data.charitycommission.gov.uk/
https://civilsocietyfutures.org/wp-content/uploads/sites/6/2018/11/Civil-Society-Futures__Civil-Society-in-England__small-1.pdf
https://civilsocietyfutures.org/wp-content/uploads/sites/6/2018/11/Civil-Society-Futures__Civil-Society-in-England__small-1.pdf
https://civilsocietyfutures.org/wp-content/uploads/sites/6/2018/11/Civil-Society-Futures__Civil-Society-in-England__small-1.pdf
https://www.delmi.se/en/publications/research-overview-2017-5-the-history-of-immigration-from-the-people-s-home-to-present-day-sweden/
https://www.delmi.se/en/publications/research-overview-2017-5-the-history-of-immigration-from-the-people-s-home-to-present-day-sweden/
https://www.delmi.se/en/publications/research-overview-2017-5-the-history-of-immigration-from-the-people-s-home-to-present-day-sweden/
https://www.delmi.se/en/publications/research-overview-2017-5-the-history-of-immigration-from-the-people-s-home-to-present-day-sweden/

Voluntas (2024) 35:451-463

463

Gleeson, S., & Bloemraad, I. (2013). Assessing the scope of
immigrant organizations: Official undercounts and actual under-
representation. Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarterly, 42(2),
346-370.

Harris, M. (2018). UK Civil Society: Changes and challenges in the
age of new public governance and the marketized welfare state.
Nonprofit Policy Forum, 8(4), 351-368.

Henriksen, L. S., Strgmsnes, K., & Svedberg, L. (2019). Understand-
ing civic engagement in the Scandinavian context. In L.
S. Henriksen, K. Strgmsnes, & L. Svedberg (Eds.), Civic
engagement in Scandinavia: Volunteering, informal help and
giving in Denmark, Norway and Sweden (pp. 1-31). Springer.

Kendall, J., & Knapp, M. (1993). Defining the nonprofit sector: The
United Kingdom. Johns Hopkins Institute for Policy Studies.

Kings, L. (2011). Till det lokalas forsvar: civilsamhéllet i den urbana
periferin. Diss. Stockholm: Stockholms universitet

Lundéasen, S. (2004). En foreningsbaserad demokrati. Abo: Abo
Akdemi. Retrieved from: https://www.doria.fi/bitstream/handle/
10024/4154/TMP.objres.7.pdf?sequence=2

Lu, J. (2020). Does population heterogeneity really matter to
nonprofit sector size? Revisiting Weisbrod’s demand hetero-
geneity hypothesis. VOLUNTAS International Journal of Vol-
untary and Nonprofit Organizations, 31(5), 1077-1092.

Lundstrom, T., & Svedberg, L. (2003). The voluntary sector in a
social democratic welfare state—the case of Sweden. Journal of
Social Policy, 32(2), 217-238.

Lundstrom, T., and Wijkstrom, F. (1995). Defining the Nonprofit
Sector: Sweden. Johns Hopkins University Institute for Policy
Studies.

McDonnell, D., Mohan, J., & Norman, P. (2020). Charity density and
social need: A longitudinal perspective. Nonprofit and Voluntary
Sector Quarterly, 49(5), 1082-1104.

Meer, T. V. D., & Tolsma, J. (2014). Ethnic diversity and its effects
on social cohesion. Annual Review of Sociology, 40, 459-478.

MHCLG (2019). The English Indices of Deprivation 2019. Retrieved
from: https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/english-indices-
of-deprivation-2019.

MHCLG (2019). Ethnicity facts and figures. Retrieved from: https://
www.ethnicity-facts-figures.service.gov.uk/uk-population-by-eth
nicity/demographics/people-living-in-deprived-neighbourhoods/
latest#overall-most-deprived-10-of-neighbourhoods-by-
ethnicity.

Mohan, J., and Rolls, I. (2006). Voluntary Sector Almanac.

Morales, L., & Giugni, M. (2011). Social capital, political participa-
tion and migration in Europe. Making multicultural democracy
work?. Houndmills, Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan.

NCVO (2022). UK Civil Society Almanac 2022: Data. Trends.
Insights. Retrieved from: https://www.ncvo.org.uk/news-and-
insights/news-index/uk-civil-society-almanac-2022/#/.

NCVO (2022). Five insights about the state of the voluntary sector.
Retrieved from: https://www.ncvo.org.uk/news-and-insights/
news-index/five-insights-voluntary-sector-civil-society-almanac-
2022/4/.

Newman, B. J. (2013). Acculturating contexts and Anglo opposition
to immigration in the United States. American Journal of
Political Science, 57(2), 374-390.

OECD. (2022). International migration Outlook 2022. OECD Pub-
lishing, Paris,. https://doi.org/10.1787/30fe16d2-en

Odmalm, P. (2004). Civil society, migrant organisations and political
parties: Theoretical linkages and applications to the Swedish

context. Journal of Ethnic and Migration Studies, 30(3),
471-489.

Odmalm, P. (2007). One size fits all? European citizenship, national
citizenship policies and integration requirements. Representa-
tion, 43(1), 19-34.

Phillimore, J., Bradby, H., Doos, L., Padilla, B., & Samerski, S.
(2019). Health providers as bricoleurs: An examination of the
adaption of health ecosystems to superdiversity in Europe.
Journal of European Social Policy, 29(3), 361-375.

Putnam, R. (2001). Social capital: Measurement and consequences.
Isuma Canadian Journal of Policy Research, 2, 41-51.

Putnam, R. D. (2000). Bowling alone: The collapse and revival of
American Community. Simon and Schuster.

Putnam, R. D. (2007). E Pluribus Unum: Diversity and Community in
the Twenty-first Century The 2006 Johan Skytte Prize Lecture.
Scandinavian Political Studies, 30(2), 137-174.

Reuter, M., F. Wijkstrom & Emami, A. (2017). Idéer som reser,
containrar som formaterar. In M. Reuter, F. Wijkstrom & A.
Emami (Eds.) Civilsamhillet i det transnationella rummet.
Stockholm: European Civil Society Press.

Richards, L. (2015). CSI 8: Social Capital-Are we becoming lonelier
and less civic? Briefing note, Oxford Centre for Social Inves-
tigation, Nuffield College, University of Oxford. Retrieved from:
http://csi.nuff.ox.ac.uk/?page_id=89.

Rothstein, B. (2004). Sweden: Social capital in the social democratic
state. In R. D. Putnam (Ed.), Democracies in flux: The evolution
of social capital in contemporary society. Oxford University
Press.

Sampson, R. J. (2012). Great American City. University of Chicago
Press.

Salamon, L. M., Hems, L. C., & Chinnock, K. (2000). The nonprofit
sector: For what and for whom? Johns Hopkins University
Institute for Policy Studies.

Salamon, L. M., Sokolowski, S. W., & Haddock, M. A. (2017).
Explaining civil society development: A social origins approach.
JHU Press.

Scaramuzzino, R. (2012). Equal opportunities?: A cross-national
comparison of immigrant organisations in Sweden and Italy
(Doctoral dissertation, Malmo University, Faculty of Health and
Society).

Statistics Sweden’s Business Register (FDB) (2020).

Statistics Sweden, (2022). Civila samhillet 2020. Retrieved from:
https://www.scb.se/publikation/45221.

Strauss, S. (2008). Volunteering and social inclusion: Interrelations
between unemployment and civic engagement in Germany and
Great Britain. Volunteering and Social Inclusion Interrelations
Between Unemployment and Civic Engagement in Germany and
Great Britain, 5, 1-290.

Sturge, G. (2021). Asylum Statistics. Available at https://commonsli
brary.parliament.uk/research-briefings/sn01403/.

Weisbrod, B. A. (1975). Toward a theory of the voluntary non-profit
sector in a three sector economy. In E. S. Phelps (Ed.), Altruism,
morality and economic theory (pp. 171-296). Russell Sage
Foundation.

Wijkstrom, F., and Lundstrém, T. (2002). Den ideella sektorn:
Organisationerna i det civila samhdllet.

Publisher’s Note Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to
jurisdictional claims in published maps and institutional affiliations.

@ Springer


https://www.doria.fi/bitstream/handle/10024/4154/TMP.objres.7.pdf?sequence=2
https://www.doria.fi/bitstream/handle/10024/4154/TMP.objres.7.pdf?sequence=2
https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/english-indices-of-deprivation-2019
https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/english-indices-of-deprivation-2019
https://www.ethnicity-facts-figures.service.gov.uk/uk-population-by-ethnicity/demographics/people-living-in-deprived-neighbourhoods/latest#overall-most-deprived-10-of-neighbourhoods-by-ethnicity
https://www.ethnicity-facts-figures.service.gov.uk/uk-population-by-ethnicity/demographics/people-living-in-deprived-neighbourhoods/latest#overall-most-deprived-10-of-neighbourhoods-by-ethnicity
https://www.ethnicity-facts-figures.service.gov.uk/uk-population-by-ethnicity/demographics/people-living-in-deprived-neighbourhoods/latest#overall-most-deprived-10-of-neighbourhoods-by-ethnicity
https://www.ethnicity-facts-figures.service.gov.uk/uk-population-by-ethnicity/demographics/people-living-in-deprived-neighbourhoods/latest#overall-most-deprived-10-of-neighbourhoods-by-ethnicity
https://www.ethnicity-facts-figures.service.gov.uk/uk-population-by-ethnicity/demographics/people-living-in-deprived-neighbourhoods/latest#overall-most-deprived-10-of-neighbourhoods-by-ethnicity
https://www.ncvo.org.uk/news-and-insights/news-index/uk-civil-society-almanac-2022/
https://www.ncvo.org.uk/news-and-insights/news-index/uk-civil-society-almanac-2022/
https://www.ncvo.org.uk/news-and-insights/news-index/five-insights-voluntary-sector-civil-society-almanac-2022/
https://www.ncvo.org.uk/news-and-insights/news-index/five-insights-voluntary-sector-civil-society-almanac-2022/
https://www.ncvo.org.uk/news-and-insights/news-index/five-insights-voluntary-sector-civil-society-almanac-2022/
https://doi.org/10.1787/30fe16d2-en
http://csi.nuff.ox.ac.uk/?page_id=89
https://www.scb.se/publikation/45221
https://commonslibrary.parliament.uk/research-briefings/sn01403/
https://commonslibrary.parliament.uk/research-briefings/sn01403/

	Civil Society, Neighbourhood Diversity and Deprivation in UK and Sweden
	Abstract
	Introduction
	Overview of the Literature
	Hypotheses
	Civil Society Context in the UK and Sweden
	Social Capital and Civil Society
	Migration and Diversity
	Ethnic and migrant civil society organisations

	Data, Measures, Methods

	Results
	Distribution of CSOs
	Diversity and Active, Formalised CSOs
	Multivariate Analysis
	Sensitivity Analysis

	Discussion and Conclusions
	Open Access
	References




