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Abstract

Residential segregation is characteristic of mastienn cities. Recent research indicates
that segregation is, in addition to many other girdble consequences, negatively associated
with social capital, in particular generalized trwgthin a community. This study investigates
whether an individual’s residential neighborhood #me stereotypes associated with this
neighborhood affect others’ trusting behavior apecific form of social exchange. Using an
anonymous trust game experiment and five distattie German capital, Berlin, as contextual
variables, we show that trusting is contingent thers’ residential neighborhood rather than on
deliberate assessments of trustworthiness. Patitsgshow significantly greater trust towards
individuals from positively stereotyped neighbortisavith favorable socio-demographics than
to persons from negatively stereotyped neighborbedth unfavorable socio-demographics.
Importantly, when stereotypes and socio-demograghaint in opposite directions, participants’

trust decisions reflect stereotype content instdambcio-demographics.
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Neighborhood stereotypes and inter personal trust: An experimental study

Modern cities are typically characterized by resta# segregation. Research on
segregation today is one of the most active arkamjoiry in the social sciences, in particular in
North American sociology. The reasons for this prance are manifold, but the growing
understanding of space and location as analytatalgories in sociology and social theory and
the increasing size and complexity of cities inteomporary societies are amongst the most
evident (e.g., Logan, 2012). Moreover, despitemlver of legislative and cultural initiatives
aimed at desegregation (Smets & Salman, 200&8nds to persist in most urban areas, racial
and income segregation being the most obvious f¢Massey & Denton, 1993; Ellen, 2000).

Past research has documented the various individoeil, and economic consequences
of segregation, in particular in terms of povertyplence, health outcomes, educational
attainment, or the stability of social networkssegregated areas (e.g., Quillian, 2012; Galster,
1988; Charles, 2003; Acevedo-Garcia, Lochner, OsyguSubramanian, 2003). At the same
time, research has also pinpointed some socially eoonomically desirable effects of
segregation, such as urban structuring and subizdigom (see Cutler & Glaeser, 1997; Alba,
Logan, Stults, Marzan, & Zhang. 1999). For exampé&y immigrants often start building social
networks through contacts with peers from simitaane, religious, or language groups who are
more likely to provide valuable resources than @Hsee, e.g., Edin, Fredriksson, & Aslund,
2003; Glitz, 2012; Damm, 2009).

Although a majority of segregation research toddigs on larger scale survey and panel
data, one of the pioneering studies of the fietdif®d on the “micromotives” related to
segregation, modeling individual preferences ighleorhood choice based on the racial
composition of a neighborhood (Schelling, 1971).thia micro-level of segregation, race,
ethnicity, and other factors of neighborhood conitpms have been shown to become associated

with neighborhood stereotypdsat influence housing and various economic anébkoc



decisions, for example trusting behavior (Usla@@4,0). In particular, generalized trust has been
identified in surveys as being negatively affedigdsegregation (Uslaner, 2011). Neighborhood
stereotypes and prejudices, which are rooted iplddmld stereotypes about racial and ethnic
groups and are transferred to entire neighborhdwlse been shown to be a driving force in the
persistence of segregation (Squires, Friedman,i&a§2£002).

Although much has been written about the mechanisihgracial neighborhood
stereotypes involved in segregation processesaiticplar concerning stereotypes related to
Blacks and Whites in the U.S. (Ellen, 2000; Mas&epenton, 1993; Quillian & Pager, 2001),
comparably little is known about the effects ofrsteypes that are based on factors other than a
neighborhood’s racial and ethnic composition, foaraple its historical development, economic
prosperity, or prevalence of specific social mitieand lifestyles. This is all the more surprising
since neighborhood stereotypes are frequently wsedescribe neighborhoods in everyday
culture, for example in literature, media, and élayuides.

Referring to Bruch’s and Mare’s (2009, p. 272) midhat “segregation processes result
from interdependence between the actions of indalgland the characteristics of groups”, we
were interested in the general question of howhimdhood stereotypes influence social
interactions, in particular exchange relationsween individuals from different neighborhoods.
More specifically, we were interested in the questivhether an individual’'s residential
neighborhood is associated with his or her trustiwoess in an otherwise anonymous social
exchange situation. In other words, we looked afpbtential of activated neighborhood
stereotypes to serve as a signal in decisionsisb ar distrust. To this end, we devised an
anonymous bargaining game experiment with a neiditdoal stereotype manipulation to
investigate how stereotypes affect trusting behraamal decision-making in social exchange.

The article is structured as follows. We will fitstiefly review studies on the causes and

consequences of residential segregation and tlsensd research that has investigated the



influence of segregation on social interactions exchange relations. Here, we are particularly
interested the consequences of segregation opéangemal trust. We then describe the rationale
of our study, its design and the methods we usals&juently, we present the results and
discuss our findings.
Residential segregation: causes and consequences

Residential segregation is widely perceived to éeimhental in terms of individual and
social outcomes. On the structural level, segregasi associated with the unequal provision of
public goods, for example schooling institutions &wealth care (Fernandez & Levy, 2008;
Alesina, Baqir, & Easterly, 1999), pronounced digs in housing prices (Cutler, Glaeser, &
Vigdor, 1999), differences in crime and violencesaAkins, 2007), educational attainment
(Frankenberg, 2009), and school drop-out rates€ldr& Lee, 2005). Segregation has also been
shown to be linked to an increased isolation oivilddials and groups, reduced interactions
between groups, lower levels of inclusion into abclubs and associations and civic
engagement, and an overall reduction of commuriaksaand a threatening of social cohesion
(Cutler & Glaeser, 1997). Also, access to socialvneks and occupational opportunities is
limited in many segregated neighborhoods and e#imitaves (Cutler & Glaeser, 1997).

Although residential segregation is spurred by #itade of (often recursively)
interacting factors, a number of mechanisms haee bepeatedly studied and are now well-
established in the literature. A key factor conitibg to residential segregation are individuals’
preferences for other groups and individuals (Sictigl1969; Clark, 1986, 1988). This is best
seen by looking at racial and ethnic segregationekample, Blacks in the U.S. for decades
tended to prefer living in black or mixed neighbmols, despite changes in racial attitudes and
various legislative initiatives (Thernstrom & Thetrom, 1997). Racial or ethnic self-selection,
which may be linked to the provision of “local paite goods” (Waldfogel, 2008), therefore

significantly contributes to the emergence of sii@arban enclaves. Likewise, Boustan (2012)



argues that either collective or individual acti@idVhite homeowners contribute to racial
segregation. These encompass organized strategi@sltide non-Whites from certain
residential areas as well as the preferences oféd/to leave neighborhoods that are
increasingly populated by Blacks (Farley et al94;Card, Mas, & Rothstein, 2008; see also
Boustan, 2012). Farley and colleagues (1994) heyeed that these preferences to a great extent
arise from stereotypes towards other groups, famgte in terms of taking care of one’s home
or proneness to criminal activities. Even thougmynaomeowners may not endorse these
stereotypes, they still might be motivated to ratecut of a neighborhood because they assume
that others hold these stereotypes and that the wdltheir homes will successively decrease.

Closely tied to individual preferences on the insibnal or organizational level are
discriminating practices in the housing market @Bal & Kenny, 1988). Many studies have
shown that discriminating behavior of real estatgkers and lenders is one of the main reasons
for segregation (e.g., Munnell, Tootell, BrowneM&Eneaney, 1996; Farley et al., 1994).
Although major legal changes since the 1960s havamend to legitimized discrimination in
the housing market in U.S. American cities, disangtion practices towards ethnic minorities
continue to be an issue and still contribute toesgation (Boustan, 2012). Research indicates
that minority groups receive less information omi$iag, a lower quality of service from real
estate brokers, pay higher fees, and mortgagecapipins are more complicated and yield higher
chances of denial than for Whites (Yinger, 199&;itexi in Charles, 2003). In addition,
geographical steering is usually involved in marigebf real estate agencies, whereby Whites
are provided with more negative information on ndixeighborhoods and ethnic minorities are
presented with rather positive features (YingeB88)9
Segregation in European cities

Another major factor contributing to residentiagjsegation are socio-economic and

demographic differences amongst households andidudils (Darroch & Marston, 1971;



Massey, 1979). Although these differences are figbirelated to racial and ethnic factors,
income and educational attainment have more rgcbadn shown to make an independent
contribution to explaining segregation, in partaouh European cities (Semyonov, Raijman, &
Gorodzeisky, 2008). For example, Harsman and Quid!895) have shown that spatial
segregation by race or ethnicity is mostly unreldteeconomic factors underlying segregation,
such as income class or demographic grouping. Usimayative survey data at the micro-
neighborhood level for Germany, Sager (2012) shibnaisthat income, education, language
proficiency and city size account for a substararmbunt of residential isolation among four
immigrant groups.

Compared to the North American tradition, reseantiesidential segregation in Europe
has only emerged relatively recently (Musterd, 20@6sterd & van Kempen, 2009; Glikman &
Semyonov, 2012; Iceland, 2014). Generally, segregat European cities is supposed to be less
pronounced than in North America (e.g., Musterd)3)0However, it has reached substantial
levels, in particular in large multi-cultural coongterations (Glikman & Semyonov, 2012).
Segregation in Europe is mainly driven by immigratrelated processes and is focused more on
ethnic rather than racial segregation. Ethniciligion and language, often along with economic
inequalities, seem to be the main determinantegfegation in Europe (Glikman & Semyonov,
2012). Compared to segregation processes in Nartérisa, self segregation into specific
neighborhoods seems to be more pronounced in Earapdiscrimination based on residential
neighborhood is a common issue across Europearnr@siibid.). In summarizing previous
studies, Glikman and Semyonov (2012, p. 199f) steteEuropean cities differ substantially
regarding the composition of ethnic minorities émel rates of segregation based on ethnicity.
Moreover, patterns of segregation have changedtower although segregation rates have
generally remained stable. Rates vary betweenrdifteethnic groups as well as across countries

and cities within one country for specific groups.



Regarding the consequences of segregation, Eurapsaarch is much less focused on
violence, gang problems, and drug related crimgds dahe case in the US, but has primarily
looked at social mobility, discrimination, and timtegration of migrant populations (Musterd,
2005). At large, existing research suggests that itliegration immigrants differs across
countries and groups, although immigrants from oEwwopean countries are substantially less
isolated than those from the Middle East, Asia, Afrcta (Glikman & Semyonov, 2012). Using
German panel data, for example, Dill and Jirjahdl@® report that immigrants in segregated
neighborhoods report ethnic discrimination morejdiently.

Neighbor hoods as symbolic boundaries

Irrespective of European or North American conteatsommon mechanism underlying
many of the established processes of segregattbatis promotes the creation of spatial and
symbolic boundaries between neighborhoods andrpatté in-group and out-group behavior
based on such boundaries. According to this viaat, élaborated by Hunter (1974), residential
segregation does not only constitute spatial zandsboundaries, but also leads to the
emergence of “cognitive frameworks” (Hwang, 200dijding everyday behavior towards
individuals in specific neighborhoods that is ldygenrelated to immediate concerns of housing
and residential location. Importantly, these cagaiframeworks need not be driven by
discrimination based on racial or ethnic factord,nay encompass other characteristics that
likewise contribute to the formation of stereotyp@s prejudice, such as class, status, gender,
sexual orientation, or lifestyle.

In a similar way, Semyonov and Glikman (2009, b)&&gue that “individuals possess a
‘cognitive map’ of communities and neighborhoodstiarganize “city-neighborhoods on
hierarchical scale of desirability according toitls®cial status and ethnic composition”. This
implies that individuals usually attribute certééatures to neighborhoods and urban areas that

are related actual or assumed characteristiceafitthabitants. Hence, neighborhood



stereotypes become signals for others to behaaeantain way towards inhabitants of a
neighborhood. These cognitive maps tend to categoeighborhoods according to their
stereotypical characteristics to be, for examplengerous” vs. “safe”, “black” vs. “white”, or
“poor” vs. “rich”.

Trugt, diversity and segregation

On the micro level of social behavior and intemaatigeneralized trust as a specific form
of social capital has been primarily investigatathwespect to the ethnic composition of
neighborhoods. Putnam’s (2007) well-known argunsgaites that ethnic diversity in residential
neighborhoods leads to a decline in trust and antidbecause people tend to become isolated
from one another and to “hunker down”, i.e. “tolpnllike a turtle” (Putnam, 2007, p. 149).
Although a great number of studies has more ordesirmed Putnam’s conjectures (e.g.,
Gundelach & Traunmiiller, 2013; Schaeffer, 2013; ptoans & Veit, 2013), other studies have
failed to support his hypotheses, primarily inisgi outside the U.S. (e.g., Gijsberts, van der
Meer, & Dagevos, 2011; Gundelach & Freitag, 20%8r¢s, Brunton-Smith, Read,

& Allum, 2011). Hence, the evidence on the effedtsthnic diversity on trust, solidarity, and
other forms of social behavior is at best mixed.(¢dooghe, Reeskens, Stolle, & Trappers,
2009; Laurence, 2011, Stolle, Soroka, & Johnst0082. At the same time, ethnic diversity has
been linked to a number of positive outcomes,ristance increased wages and higher prices for
rental housing in diverse metropolitan areas (Qdtav & Peri, 2005).

Aside from the mixed evidence, Putnam’s (2007)ithleas been challenged on
conceptual grounds. Uslaner (2010) argues thatnot diversity per se that is responsible for
declines in trust, cohesion, and solidarity, bthearesidential segregation. He holds that, fjirstl
“diversity is largely a proxy for large non-whitepulations rather than an ‘intermingling’ of
different ethnic and racial groups” (Uslaner, 204.1223) and, secondly, that “when people of

different backgrounds live apart from each otheeytwill not develop the sorts of ties or
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attitudes that lead to trust” (Uslaner, 2011, B8)22According to this view, segregation shapes
the overall trusting propensity of individuals, proting particularized trust at the expense of
generalized trust. Generalized trust refers tgtiopensity to trust in previously unknown people
whereas particularized trust only involves trusinembers of one’s own group.

In sum, research on the links between urban orgtarzand trust has focused on the
effects of the ethnic composition of a neighborhand the degree of ethnic or racial segregation
on residents’ propensity for generalized trust. M/Bktant research has clearly identified robust
links between urban organization and trust, theedgithg mechanisms of this linkage are much
less clear. Studies using diversity measures asiétie independent variable focus on trust
within a neighborhood or some other spatially defined arel tend to neglect the potential
effects of various group-related processes undeylyust or mistrust. In contrast, research using
segregation indicators captures the effects ofeggged groups on trust. However, these group-
related processes usually remain implicit in thetipent studies since surveys seldom provide
dedicated data on intergroup relations. Hencepath the effect of segregation on trust is
mainly investigated on aggregate and communityl$evkis research suggests that low levels of
trust are — also — brought about by a lack of tbesiveersegregated groups.

To our knowledge, only one study has so far speadlfi addressed trusting behavior
between individuals from more or less segregatedps, i.e., neighborhoods. Falk and Zehnder
(2013) conducted a trust experiment in the citgwfich, Switzerland, in which participants
could condition their investments in a bargainiagng on the residential neighborhood of their
co-players. The study shows that participants diffeate investments according to the Zurich
neighborhood in which the co-player lives. The ndetermining factor of a district’s trust
reputation is its economic status as measuredéognidian per capita income. Other variables,
such as the fraction of foreigners living in a fdigrhood or religious fragmentation of districts,

are correlated with a district’s trust reputatibat are not robust when controlling for income.
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The study shows that residents hold particulaefekbout the trustworthiness of
specific neighborhoods and that these beliefs @rarately mirrored by their actual trusting
behavior. The study likewise suggests that in $@xehange relations characterized by limited
information on interaction partners, individualsa# to stereotypical knowledge about
statistically identifiable groups. These stereosyperolve, for instance, beliefs about crime
tendencies and income inequalities (Farley efl8P4). This view tallies with Semyonov’s and
Glikman’s (2009) view that citizens represent comities and neighborhoods in hierarchically
structured cognitive maps based on, for examplgakstatus and ethnic composition.

Neighborhood ster eotypes and generalized trust in the Ger man capital

The research summarized above suggests, firstméigtiborhood stereotypes and
corresponding cognitive frameworks influence indial preferences and social interactions and
exchange with individuals living in specific neigithoods. Second, this research suggests that
ethnic diversity and segregation most likely affi@terpersonal trust and other forms of
prosocial behavior within specific neighborhoodstHis study, we sought to combine these
insights and investigated the question whetherhtwithood stereotypes affect interpersonal
trust between individuals from different neighbastde. More specifically, we analyzed whether
one’s neighborhood acts as a signal affecting soteractions amongst otherwise unknown
individuals (strangers). We hypothesized that (highborhood stereotypes are confirmed in
trusting behavior towards strangers, i.e. thatviddials show less trust towards individuals from
negatively stereotyped neighborhoods than towdnatset from neutral or positively stereotyped
districts. Moreover, and in line with previous rasgg on trust in social exchange, we
hypothesized (H2) that trusting behavior should/\ganerally concur with individuals’
expectations of others’ trustworthiness. Howeved more specifically, we also hypothesized
(H3) that (rational) expectations of others’ trustthiness are not crucial for trusting behavior in

the urban context and that, rather, neighborhoe@dstypes motivate trust decisions. This
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hypothesis is motivated by two conjectures. Firsist in many cases cannot (entirely) be
explained by rational considerations regarding iethteustworthiness but needs to rely on
alternative, often emotional or affective, cueshth@, 2001). Hence, in many situations, actors
resort to stereotypical images and their emotiasabciations when making decisions to trust, as
shown in research on intergroup relations (e.gddyiet al., 2009). Second, declarative
knowledge of neighborhoods that may inform raticasdessments of trustworthiness, for
instance on a neighborhood’s socio-demographicsimie rates, is often insufficient to solve
decision problems in social exchange becausertfosmation can be inconsistent, even pointing
in opposite directions, or be entirely unavaila®lthough stereotypes to some extent certainly
do reflect neighborhoods’ objective living conditg) they also include social and cultural
prejudice and bias and need not coincide with tigettive” characteristics.

To test these assumptions, we conducted a labgraxperiment in which participants
from the city of Berlin, Germany, played a trustgg i.e. a bargaining game in which two
anonymous players can maximize their payoffs whesting one another (see Berg, Dickhaut,
& McCabe, 1995, for a detailed description). We ffied the original game by adding context
to the decision situation, i.e. by including a tdigrhood manipulation. Specifically, we
presented participants with information on the hbarhood in which the other players live.

Berlin is an ideal case for various reasons. Beslile capital of the Federal Republic of
Germany with approximately 3.4 million inhabitams2013. It was a state-divided city between
1948 and 1990, being physically divided throughBledin Wall from 1961 to 1989. Until 2001,
Berlin was organized into 23 neighborhoo@stéteile that have been merged into the current
twelve administrative district8ezirkg. Aside from scholarship looking at the general
transformation of the city after German reunifioatin 1990 (e.g., Cochrane & Jonas, 1999),
segregation is mostly discussed with regard toieitigrand immigration (Kemper, 1998).

Currently, 23 percent of the Berlin population hkasmmigration background and the largest



13

immigrant group is of Turkish origin. Other notalphénorities include immigrants from Russia,
Poland, former Yugoslavia and various Arab and geam countries (see Koopmans & Veit,
2014, p. 385f, for a detailed exposition).

Important for our study, many of Berlin’s neighbodas have — often for decades — been
imbued with pronounced and well-known stereotypataributes that are frequently reproduced
and reinforced in everyday culture, for exampl8&@anlin’s city guides and magazines, daily
newspapers, theater plays, cabarets, social aaddast media. Moreover, since Berlin is the
German capital and one of Europe’s historically hnmagiceable cities, these stereotypes as well
as factual information on many of the city’s neighioods are perpetuated not only in local, but
also in national and international media.

Methods

Participants

Sixty-eight individuals (37 femaleMage 40.5;SDage 12.4) living in 19 different
neighborhoods of Berlin took part in the study.tiégrants were almost evenly distributed
across these 19 neighborhoods (see Table 1 fatg)jeta that their own residential area is
unlikely to confound our results (see below). Rgrtints were recruited using e-mail lists,
announcements in internet forums, and word-of-maudtrertising.

<insert Table 1 about here >

Measures

We measured trusting behavior using a well-estabtidargaining game, the trust game
(Berg et al., 1995). In this game, two randomlychat players (A and B) gamble sequentially.
Both players are informed of the rules and knowpthigoffs. Player A (theende) decides how
much of a given endowment (nothing to all) she waattransfer to player B (thheceive). This
amount is tripled “on the way” to player B. Subsewjly, B has to decide how much of the

tripled amount she wants to keep and how much stmsto send back to player A. B’s payoff
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consists of the amount not sent back to A, whigeghyoff for player A is the sum of the
formerly kept amount plus the amount sent backlaygy B. Since B is also free to keep all the
money and does not need to send anything backletision of A to send a positive amount is
considered trusting behavior. Thus, the triplingnsincentive for a risky decision and functions
as a reward for trusting.

We implemented a computerized version of this gasiieg thez-Treesoftware (Fehr &
Géachter, 2000), where participants only had to ph&yrole of A. The game was modified so that
participants were led to believe that they inteeaminymously with other receiving players
whose decisions to all possible monetary transierg previously recorded. In fact, however,
all receivers were simulated by the z-tree softwesiag the following decision parameters (zero
transaction yields zero returns; a non-zero tramwaof T yields a rounded down to integers
expression ofT*2)*R+1, whereR is a random number from a [0;1] interval). Eachipgpant
played five successive rounds of the trust gamke @idifferent receivers (from 5 different
neighborhoods) and was endowed with 5 Euros fdn eaend. Participants were then provided
with information on the neighborhood in which tleeeiver currently lives (seédaterialsfor
details) and asked how much of the 5 Euros (0, 3, 2, 5) to transfer to the receiver.
Specifically, players saw the on-screen questitiout partner lives in reighborhoodg. How
much do you want to transfer?” Participants wekeddo enter the amount on the keyboard. At
the beginning of the procedure, participants westructed that once the five rounds are
completed, they can select one of these roundsearsreimbursement payoff. After this decision
was made, participants were presented on-screérthvdtamounts returned by the receivers in
each round. In addition to behavioral trust, we a@lssessed the returns participants expected to
get from the receivers. Immediately after the tfandecision was made, we asked “How much
do you expect to get back from your partner?” Tkgeeted amount was entered on the

keyboard. We take this post-hoc estimation of tosthiness as a deliberate assessment of the
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receivers’ willingness to reciprocate and act pooially, possibly based on participants’
available knowledge of the respective neighborhoods

Materials

We aimed at activating neighborhood stereotypesiasain predictor variable by
presenting the name of the neighborhood in whielhréceivers (allegedly) lived as the only
available information about the receivers. We detikfive Berlin neighborhoods based on three
criteria. First, we acquired stereotypical depitsi@f neighborhoods as they are frequently
constructed and reproduced in everyday culture, ie.theater (“Gutes Wedding, Schlechtes
Wedding”), music, literature, weekly magazinesyetditerature, or documentaries (e.g.,
“Kreuzberg 36" by Angeliki Aristomenopoulou, “BemliPrenzlauer Berg 1990” by Petra
Tschoertner). These cultural representations im;ltar example, depictions of lifestyles, typical
occupations and family structures, age, ethnic asitipn, nightlife and entertainment, socio-
economic status, and crime rates. Second, we loatkebjective segregation data such as age
structure, ethnic composition, income, and unenplenyt rates available from official statistics
that to some extent may represent individuals’ alative knowledge about a neighborhood.
Third, because the divide of Berlin between thenier German Democratic Republic (East
Germany) and the Federal Republic (West Germaillyyisids marked cultural differences, we
selected neighborhoods that belong to both cowndiueing that time.

<insert Table 2 about here>

Based on these characteristics, we selected twamhigaously favorable neighborhoods
in terms of stereotypes and socio-demographic tstreicone unambiguously unfavorable
neighborhood, and two ambiguous cases, one witltiy@stereotypes but unfavorable socio-
demographics and one with negative stereotypesather favorable socio-demographics. Two
neighborhoods that are associated with predominaogitive stereotypes (e.g., in terms of

cultural and leisure activities) and have a favigaocio-demographic structure (e.g., in terms of
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income and education) a@harlottenburg(West) andPrenzlauer BerdEast). Charlottenburg is
usually portrayed as prosperous, safe, and seltlsdone of the wealthiest neighborhoods not
only in Berlin but across Germany (Brandt, 2011g known for luxury shopping, museums,
and architecture (Doérre, 2011; Pearson, 2013b, frers, 2013). As shown in Table 2, socio-
demographics largely mirrors these stereotypidabations. Charlottenburg scores high (0,26)
on the Social Index, a composite measure provigetidofficial statistics of the city of Berlin
covering 25 variables related to stratification ametjuality, for example unemployment, social
welfare, life expectancy, educational attainment mcome (range: -3 to 3). It also has the
highest monthly net income of the selected neighbads and a low unemployment rate.

Likewise, Prenzlauer Berg is mostly portrayed gseesive, bourgeois, and “hip” in
everyday culture. Residents are described as wealtiernational, “yuppie bohemians”
(Pearson, 2013b). Many British and American immi¢gdive here and travel guides describe
the neighborhood as relaxed, streets being fudkgénic food cafes and shops, restaurants, yoga
clubs, and trendy clothing boutiques (Frommer’s,30Looking at the socio-demographic data
in Table 2, it is evident that the proportion ofldren and adolescents is comparably high, the
neighborhood has a relatively high income and adaemployment rate (8,5%) and is
ethnically not particularly diverse (based on ttaefion of inhabitants with a migration
background). However, it bears a comparably lowi&dadex (0,60. Taken together, both
neighborhoods can be characterized by high levedsltural and economic capital, i.e. they are
positively stereotyped and comparably well-off.

We selectedWedding(West) as a neighborhood that is often associaitdnegative
stereotypes and has a relatively unfavorable sdemegraphic structure. Weddirggtypically
described as “Berlin at its most multiculturalsidgy and arty” (Pearson, 2013a), although,
historically, the “arty” component is a very receesult of gentrification. Wedding is often

portrayed as a traditional working class borougthaidiverse multiethnic population (many
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from Turkey and Arab countries). It is still onetbé poorest neighborhoods of Berlin and
widely considered crime-ridden. This is largely mored in Wedding’s socio-demographics,
Table 2 showing a high unemployment rate (15,9%)gh proportion of migrants (53,1%) and
a low Social Index (-2,10).

Marzahn(East), on the other hand, is negatively steremmtyut bears acceptable socio-
demographics. It is often described as an “archedypower-block monstrocity” (see, e.g.,
Wanted in Europe, 2013), its inhabitants portragealmost “White trash” lower educated and
living on little income with a high proportion ofimarily Russian and Eastern European
immigrants. As the German newspatsawrites, ‘Marzahn is synonymous for ghetto and social
decline to many Berliners”This stereotypical image is caricatured by cometiZindy aus
Marzahn”, who has gained nation-wide TV prominemdarzahn’s socio-demographics,
however, point a notably different picture. Onlganparably small fraction of inhabitants has a
migration background (14,1%), Marzahn has an aetéptSocial Index (0,02) and a relatively
acceptable unemployment rate (11,3%).

We includedKreuzberg(West) as the reverse example of an ambiguou$ibeijood.

On the one hand it is praised for its cultural dsitg, leisure time activities, liveliness, and
cosmopolitan urban character. Residents are deskcab bourgeois, gritty, anarchic,
international, and “anti-establishment” and its @sphere is said to be arty, eco, low-key,
alternative, and family-friendly (Pearson, 2013teuzberg is one of the most attractive
nightlife areas and a popular tourist location. ld@er, socio-demographics, as shown in Table
2, reveal a notably different picture. Kreuzberg haiigh level of ethnic diversity (49,6 % of
residents have a migration background) and thedo®ecial Index (-2,31) of the neighborhoods
we selected. However, it has an unemployment ratias to that of Marzahn (11,8%).

Results

L http://lwww.taz.de/!98193/ ; own translation
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Our analyses focused on two questions. First, wiglgdao establish whether trusting
behavior, i.e. participants’ decisions on whichgmdion of their initial endowment to transfer to
the receivers, are linked to the residential nexghbod of the receiver. To do so, we compared
whether average transfers vary depending on resadi@eighborhood of the receiver. Second,
we investigated whether and how expectations shirorthiness and stereotypes predict trusting
behavior. To this end, we analyzed associationsdest expected return transfers (as indicators
of assessments of trustworthiness) and neighboeghadd participants’ trusting behavior.
Although this may already provide insights into tekevance of neighborhood stereotypes as
compared to assessments of trustworthiness, tbet &ff stereotypes can be further identified by
specifically looking at trust towards neighborhodlaist are ambiguous in terms of stereotypes
and socio-demographics.

Descriptive analyses

The mean transfer across all participants and beidioods was 3.61 Euros, which
corresponds to 72% of participants’ initial endowtné&ompared to other studies using
anonymous trust games, this is a relatively higipprtion. One reason might be that most of the
participants and all of the receivers (allegedigd in Berlin and that information on the greater
residential area is sufficient to induce above agerevels of trust.

<insert Figure 1 about here >

In a second step, we analyzed whether averagddranaried by neighborhood. Figure
1 shows mean transfers separately for each ofwaaéighborhoods. We find that receivers said
to live in CharlottenburgM= 3.78,SD=1.33), Kreuzberg\= 3.82,SD=1.22), and Prenzlauer
Berg M= 3.72,SD=1.14) received mean transfers above 3.7 Euros,eabeeceivers from
Wedding M= 3.37,SD=1.33) and MarzahrM= 3.38,SD=1.43) received transfers not
exceeding 3.4 Euros on average. Using two-tailedts and pairwise comparisons, we find that

comparing Wedding and Marzahn to Charlottenburgkredizberg yields significant
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differencesf= .01) as does comparison with Prenzlauer Bgrg@5). In sum, descriptive
analyses lend support to our hypothesis H1 thaicgaants show significantly lower trusting
behavior towards the negatively stereotyped neigidmuls.

In addressing the second question, we first andlydeether participants’ evaluations of
expected returns differ by other players’ resid@mnieighborhood. Since expected returns are
highly correlated with participants’ transfers 0.65), we examined expected return ratios, i.e.
the expected return on investment,

ERR=ER/I,

whereERRIs the expected return ratiéRis the expected return (in Euros) drid the
investment, i.e. the amount transferred to theivecé€in Euros).

<insert Figure 2 about here >

Figure 2 shows the average expected return ratjoarately for each of the five
neighborhoods. Interestingly, all return ratios greater than 1, which implies that no
neighborhood is assumed to back-transfer less mibvagythe amount received. Moreover, and
less surprisingly, the differences in return ratimsghly mirror the differences in transfers.
Highest returns depending on the amount transfemre@xpected from players living in
Kreuzberg ERR= 1.25). This means that participants expect teivecreturns from players
living in Kreuzberg to be 25% above the amountdfamed to these players. Returns from
CharlottenburgEERR= 1.18) are expected to be 18% higher, from PreezlBerg ERR= 1.17)
17% higher, from Wedding=RR= 1.13) 13%, and Marzah&RR= 1.11) 11% higher than the
transfers. However, pairwise comparisons usingtailed t-tests show that only the difference
between Kreuzberg and Wedding (p= 0.009) is sigaifi. In sum, these results lend some
support to our hypothesis H2 since investmentsexipécted returns point in the same direction,
even if only one difference proves to be significAde will test the robustness of this finding

using multivariate analyses in the following sewtio
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Multivariate analyses

Although the results of our descriptive analysessarggestive in terms of our
hypotheses, they are insufficient to actually explehether and how the expected returns are
decisive for the investment decision. To this emel specified fixed-effects regression models.
We opted for fixed-effects models because theyaltbaccount for the repeated-measures
design and to control for unobserved and time-ilaveiinterindividual heterogeneity
(Wooldridge, 2010). We used the amount transfaiwdtie receivers as our dependent variable
and expected returns and neighborhoods as ourpnadlictor variables. We did not include
subject-specific control variables such as agedeeror dispositional trust since unobserved
interindividual heterogeneity is accounted for by fixed-effects model in that this model relies
solely on mean-centered person-specific varianaesa@ll games played by a participant.

<insert Table 3 about here >

Model one in Table 3 shows that expected retuingatre not associated with
participants’ transfer decisions, i.e. trustingdabr. Instead, model two indicates that receivers’
neighborhood is a significant predictor of transfecisions. Using Kreuzberg as the reference
category, the fixed-effects regressions show thdigypants transfer significantly lower amounts
to players from Wedding and Marzahn. However, anithe with our hypotheses, participants
do not discriminate between the three neighborhob@harlottenburg, Kreuzberg, and
Prenzlauer Berg. Moreover, as shown in model threighborhood effects are stable when
controlled for expected returns. Taken togethes, shpports our hypothesis H1, i.e., that
individuals show less trust towards individualsiiraegatively stereotyped neighborhoods than
towards those from neutral or positively stereotiypeighborhoods. Also, the analyses support
H3 that trusting behavior in otherwise anonymousheaxrge relations is not driven by deliberate
expectations of trustworthiness. Although we cartectly measure neighborhood stereotypes,

the behavior we observe for those districts forawhabjective living conditions and stereotypes
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point in opposite directions (Marzahn, Kreuzbengjgests that stereotypes motivate trusting
behavior.
Discussion

This study investigated how cultural neighborhotedlentypes influence social
interaction, in particular social exchange, betwessidents of different neighborhoods in the
city of Berlin, Germany. Previous works have shdtat generalized trust as an important
behavioral propensity is significantly affecteddsgregation. Existing studies, however, mainly
investigated the effects of ethnic segregationtana seldom explicitly focused on actual trust
decisions involving individuals from different niigorhoods. Hence, our study looked at the
role of neighborhood stereotypes in decisionsusttindividuals from different neighborhoods.
Our study is based on the assumption that trusiegsions can be informed through two
pathways. First, through stereotypical images agjtitive maps” (Semyonov & Glikman,
2009) of neighborhoods, and, second, through delie€or possibly “rational”) expectations of
others’ trustworthiness based on descriptive kndgéeof the “objective” living conditions in a
neighborhood. Although evidently both processebayad in hand, we assumed that whereas
stereotypes are usually clear-cut images of a beigiood, knowledge of living conditions, such
as socio-demographics, can point in different dioes or might be unavailable for a decision-
making problem at hand. Hence, we assumed that&tmns of trustworthiness cannot fully
explain neighborhood trust and that neighborhoetkstypes instead play a decisive role.

Results of our study show that participants exHdaiter levels of trust towards
predominantly negatively stereotyped neighborhdq@dedding, Marzahn) than towards
neighborhoods carrying mostly positive connotati@@renzlauer Berg, Charlottenburg,
Kreuzberg). A second key finding is that particifgtrust decisions are not based on their
assessments of trustworthiness of different neididams. Instead, the neighborhood to which

transfers are made is the sole significant predmftérusting decisions. This supports the view
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that neighborhoods have a specific “trust reputétsignature (Falk & Zehnder, 2013) and that
stereotypical attitudes associated with neighbalsaoe likely to play a decisive role in
people’s decision to trust or mistrust. At the saime, our findings suggest that (knowledge of)
certain socio-demographic characteristics of alm®ghood, which are likely to inform
expectations of trustworthiness, seem to be lepsiitant for otherwise anonymous social
exchange. Hence, trust discrimination between m&idioods cannot be explained by
instrumental rationality (as reflected by assessmehtrustworthiness) but involves cultural and
social psychological factors. This is underlinedopyosite trust patterns towards individuals
living in Marzahn (negatively stereotyped, accefgawcio-demographics) and Kreuzberg
(positively stereotyped, unfavorable socio-demolgieg) as well as by non-discrimination
between Prenzlauer Berg, Charlottenburg (both ipebitstereotyped with favorable socio-
demographics), and Kreuzberg. These results, haweaee to be interpreted with care given
the limitations of our study. Firstly, our findingse based on a comparably small sample size,
secondly, we did not directly measure neighborhsteceotypes.

Nevertheless, our study contributes to currentegggion theory and research in different
respects. First, extending studies on the conseggesf segregation for social mobility and
integration, in particular regarding immigrant pgiions in European societies (e.g., Dill &
Jirjahn, 2014), our findings show that behavioiatdmination also exists in dyadic social
exchange relations between individuals from diffiéreeighborhoods. In addition to evidence
regarding generalized trust (Uslaner, 2010, 20thig,finding is important because it refers to
trust in specific social exchanges in which bothyplks can be better off when they cooperate.
Although our study cannot directly speak to thestjoa of whether diversity or segregation is
the most notable predictor of discrimination inceenunity, it generally supports the view that
the fragmentation of urban areas into clearly disibée neighborhoods has consequences for

(cross-neighborhood) social interactions and exgbafhis is particularly important in social
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encounters in which “the first impression countsti actors initially have little personal
knowledge of one another, such as in job intervjemBating business contacts, or student-
teacher relations.

Second, our study offers novel insights into thieinants of discrimination between
segregated neighborhoods. Most existing studies hatyet precisely looked at the
mechanisms underlying the links between segregamommistrust. They frequently rely on
correlational evidence using indicators on, forregke, racial or ethnic fragmentation, income or
educational attainment to predict generalized tiRsgarding the micro-level decision-making
processes of individuals, we suggest that not tobjective” information on a specific
neighborhood, but also their distinctive stereatgpimages influence decisions to trust. This
way, we pave the way to establish links betweerstiogal psychology of stereotypes, prejudice,
and discrimination on the one hand and sociologieglegation research on the other hand.
Hence, the study suggests that the detrimentadtsfté residential segregation are not only
rooted in objective life conditions and socio-demagdpics, but likewise in discourse and cultural
practices and their ramifications for the “cogratimaps” people use to characterize
neighborhoods and their residents. Importantlyestypes as outcomes of those practices might
further reinforce existing detrimental consequerafegsidential segregation in everyday social
interactions. It is not only the “objective” charagstics of neighborhoods, such as racial
composition or income levels that affect whethesgde tend to trust individuals from these
neighborhoods or not, but also a neighborhood’sepia culture. Neighborhood stereotypes and
the ways in which they are created or perpetuatgubpular culture, significantly affect social
behavior regardless of whether one’s first-handeerpce with individuals living in a specific
neighborhood.

Finally, a more general implication for segregatiesearch is that in order to assess the

consequences of segregation, it is not sufficiemixclusively look at segregation data obtained



24

from surveys or official statistics, but to als@koat how neighborhoods are represented in
people’s minds, for instance in stereotypes, amghalsocial interaction across neighborhoods.
Hence, anti-segregation policies need to be accomgdy changes on the cultural level and a
general awareness that the reproduction of negstiareotypes through popular culture and
media maybe reinforce existing disadvantages. Ttwerefuture studies need to more precisely
look at the characteristics of neighborhood stgyed and investigate their emergence and
dynamics of change.
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Figuresand Tables

Table 1 Distribution of participants’ self-reported residialneighborhoods

Berlin neighborhood Frequency  Percent

Friedrichshain 3 4.62
Hohenschonhausen 2 3.08
Kopenik 1 1.54
Lichtenberg 2 3.08
Mitte 3 4.62
Pankow 1 1.54
Prenzlauer Berg 6 9.23
Treptow 3 4.62
Charlottenburg 5 7.69
Kreuzberg 4 6.15
Neukdlln 1 1.54
Schoneberg 8 12.31
Spandau 4 6.15
Steglitz 7 10.77
Tempelhof 2 3.08
Tiergarten 2 3.08
Wedding 1 1.54
Wilmersdorf 5 7.69
Zehlendorf 5 7.69

Total 65 100



Table 2 Socio-economic and demographic characteristitseofive Berlin neighborhoods

Charlottenburg Kreuzberg PrenzlauaVNedding  Marzahn
Berg
Age in years >= 65 20,5 % 9,2 % 11,0 % 13,4 % 17,9 %
<=6 4,5 % 6,4 % 7,2 % 6,7 % 5,4 %
Social Index 0,26 -2,31 -0,60 -2,10 0,02
Proportion of migrants 36,5 % 49,6 % 17,3 % 53,1 % 14,1 %
Unemployment rafe 8,2 % 11,8 % 8,5% 15,9 % 11,3 %
Crime index 22113 18896 13557 20250 11641
Net incomé 1675 € 1400 € 1675 € 1475 € 1625 €

1 Data: Monitoring Soziale Stadtentwicklung 2011, avafculations;

2 Data: Sozialstrukturatlas Berlin 2003; TB®cial Indexis a composite index covering 25 variables reldted

stratification and inequality, for example unempt®mnt, social welfare, life expectancy, prematuratlie

educational attainment, and income (range: -3 to 3)

3 Proportion of citizens with migration backgroundat®: Monitoring Soziale Stadtentwicklung 2011, own

calculations

4Unemployment rate of citizens aged 15 to 65. Dilanitoring Soziale Stadtentwicklung 2011, own cédtions;
5 Crime incidents per 100.000 inhabitants in 2011 @na{ber of incidents*100.000) / number of inhabitariBata:

Kriminalitatsatlas Berlin 2011)

6Mean net monthly household income in EurBtatistikBerlinBrandenburg, 2012)

Table 3.Fixed-effects regressions on transfer decisions

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
Expected return ratio 0.09 0.00
(0.64) (0.03)
District (Kreuzberg) reference reference
~ Charlottenburg -0.04 -0.04
(-0.35) (-0.34)
~ Prenzlauer Berg -0.10 -0.10
(-0.81) (-0.80)
~ Wedding -0.46%** -0.46%***
(-3.58) (-3.54)
~ Marzahn -0.44*** -0.44%**
(-3.46) (-3.42)

Note.Models 1-3 are estimated using fixed effects Spation for
participants. Numbers in parentheses denote thkies. N= 67; number of
obs= 332; Significance levels: *: p< 0.05, **: p80.***: p<0.001; Data:

ACT-Trust 2013
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Figure 1 Mean transfers across neighborhoods
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Figure 2Expected return ratios by neighborhood
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