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Original Article

Empirical research drawing mostly on cross-sectional obser-
vational data suggests that social trust is lower in more ethni-
cally diverse contexts (Dinesen, Schaeffer, and Sønderskov 
2020; Van der Meer and Tolsma 2014). However, we still 
know little about why this negative relationship exists. A com-
mon explanation derived from social identity theory (Turner 
and Tajfel 1986) suggests that in-group favoritism and/or out-
group hostility (Putnam 2007) may explain the macro-level 
pattern of reduced social trust in diverse contexts (Alesina and 
La Ferrara 2002; Daniele and Geys 2015). General social trust 
at the societal level is thus often implicitly seen as a product of 
individuals’ relational trust, or beliefs about the cooperative-
ness and trustworthiness of an unknown interaction partner 
(Cook, Hardin, and Levi 2005; Hardin 2002; Robbins 2016). 
Relational trust, however, may be shaped by common mem-
bership in a salient social group (e.g., ethnic groups) as well as 
diffuse status characteristics (e.g., gender) (Robbins 2017; 
Tanis and Postmes 2005). Experimental studies have used 
social identities such as ethnoracial markers to examine group-
based biases regarding relational trust and trustworthiness. 
This research highlights the importance of biased beliefs and 
stereotyping in interpersonal interactions at the micro-level 

(Abascal 2015; Cettolin and Suetens 2019; Finseraas et al. 
2019; Gereke, Schaub, and Baldassarri 2020).

Work on group boundaries suggests that nationality may be 
an important but often overlooked dimension shaping differ-
ences in relational trust in social and economic interactions 
(Bauböck and Rundell 2018; Bloemraad and Sheares 2017; 
Simonsen 2017). As scholars of citizenship and immigrant 
incorporation point out (Bloemraad, Korteweg, and Yurdakul 
2008; Brubaker 2009), citizenship is not just a legal category 
of membership in a country but also signals common political 
belonging and provides legitimacy “to make claims about 
equality” (Bloemraad 2015:592). In other words, the content 
of citizenship is multifaceted, providing information about sta-
tus, rights, and identity (Joppke 2010) and may be associated 
with perceived group loyalty (Jasinskaja-Lahti et al. 2020). 
However, in contrast to other and more commonly studied 
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markers of immigrant identities (e.g., ethnicity or language; 
Stevenson et al. 2015), nationality is not visible and immedi-
ately known when meeting a stranger. It is therefore difficult 
to use nationality as a signal of out-group membership in real-
life encounters and, consequently, in natural field experiments 
that study intergroup interactions (Finseraas et al. 2019; 
Zhang, Gereke, and Baldassarri 2022). Yet nationality is still 
relevant and known to others in many interpersonal encoun-
ters, especially in the context of more formalized situations of 
economic exchange (e.g., finding a job, getting a loan) 
(Hainmueller, Hangartner, and Ward 2019). Studies on the for-
mation of interpersonal trust and cooperation that ignore 
nationality as a social category may confound the underlying 
mechanisms explaining differences in relational trust.

Given the centrality of trust and trustworthiness for the 
social and economic fabric of societies (Uslaner 2002), here 
we connect and extend the literatures on relational trust and 
citizenship as a salient group boundary by studying how 
individuals in three ethnoracially diverse societies—the 
United States, South Africa, and Switzerland—trust and 
reciprocate trust depending on the nationality of their inter-
action partners. Specifically, we ask whether people trust for-
eign nationals residing in their country less than they trust 
conationals. Given the theoretical predictions of social iden-
tity theory about category-based trust (Turner and Tajfel 
1986), our first expectation is as follows:

Expectation 1: Trust will be lower in interactions with for-
eign citizens residing in the same country than with 
conational alters.

With regard to trustworthiness, research has shown that, 
because individuals have concrete information regarding the 
trust placed in them and thus face no risk for exploitation 
when deciding to reciprocate, behavior is much less likely to 
be shaped by stereotypes (or statistical discrimination) com-
pared with the trusting decision (Carlin and Love 2013; 
Cettolin and Suetens 2019). Therefore, our expectation is a 
weaker effect of alter’s nationality on the decision to recipro-
cate. Still, our second expectation is as follows:

Expectation 2: Trustworthiness will be lower in interac-
tions with foreign citizens residing in the same country 
than with conational alters.

To examine these expectations, we conducted a trust 
game vignette experiment with large online samples of citi-
zens in the United States, South Africa, and Switzerland. The 
samples were constructed to resemble the overall population 
on key demographic variables. The study design and hypoth-
eses were preregistered at the Open Science Framework 
(https://doi.org/10.17605/OSF.IO/Z3DJA).

We find no indication that information about participants’ 
conationality induces in-group favoritism in the decision to 
trust or to reciprocate trust (trustworthiness) in any of the 
three countries. These null results are not an artifact of 

survey respondents’ lack of understanding, as we show in 
comprehension and manipulation checks (Supplement 3, 
Figures 1–4, Tables 4 and 5). In addition, the results are 
robust to controlling for respondents’ sociodemographic 
characteristics and immigration attitudes. Put differently, we 
find no indication that shared group membership as sug-
gested by social identity theory, here studied in terms of 
conationality, leads to trust discrimination in these hypotheti-
cal interactions. This implies that the macro-level phenome-
non of lower generalized trust in ethnically diverse 
communities is unlikely to reflect individual-level decisions 
to condition relational trust on conationality. Thus, we sug-
gest that future research should examine other potentially 
relevant mechanisms, such as contact-prone contextual 
effects (Dinesen et al. 2020; Finseraas et al. 2019) or (self)-
selection into contact with out-group members (Baldassarri, 
Gereke, and Schaub 2023).

This study makes several important contributions to the 
study of group identity and social exchange. First, we 
advance empirical work on ethnic diversity and social trust 
by experimentally testing a specific mechanism at the 
micro-level that may account for the observable negative 
pattern at the macro-level (Dinesen et al. 2020). Second, we 
extend existing mixed evidence on relational trust and 
trustworthiness across group boundaries in multiethnic 
societies (Bader and Keuschnigg 2020; Cettolin and 
Suetens 2019; Gereke et al. 2020; Kas, Corten, and van de 
Rijt 2022; Robbins 2016) by testing whether nationality 
(rather than phenotype, race, a specific ethnicity/country of 
origin, or religious background) is an important fault line 
undermining trust (van Dijk and De Dreu 2021). Here, our 
results speak directly to recent research by Bader and 
Keuschnigg (2020), who reported that participants in an 
online cross-country trust game trusted respondents from 
poor countries less. However, there is also some empirical 
evidence on cross-national trust showing that the national-
ity of the trustee does not affect trust among individuals 
who have previously interacted with someone of that 
nationality in the context of the online marketplace Airbnb 
(Kas, Delnoij, et al. 2022). Similarly, an earlier study with 
undergraduate students in the United States showed that 
nationality did not affect trusting decisions, but it was asso-
ciated with lower reciprocity or trustworthiness (Glaeser 
et al. 2000). Third, we add a comparative perspective to 
earlier research by fielding identical survey experiments 
with large samples in three democratic societies with high 
levels of immigration, but differences in social and institu-
tional structure, economic development, and the strength of 
the welfare state.

Methods and Samples: Trust and 
Trustworthiness Vignettes

As part of large online surveys with samples that were nation-
ally representative on key demographic characteristics, we 
implemented two trust vignettes which were modeled after a 
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widely used behavioral trust game (Ermisch et al. 2009). In 
these vignettes, the first player is given a sum of money (10 
hypothetical “Internet dollars”) and has the option to transfer 
all of it to a second player.1 The amount transferred is multi-
plied by 4, and the second player can then decide to transfer 
some of the money (22 “Internet dollars”) back to the first 
player. The decision of the first player (transfer or not)2 thus 
depends on the expectation that the second player is trustwor-
thy and will reciprocate the transfer.3 The second decision 
(transferring back 22 “Internet dollars” vs. keeping 40) accord-
ingly represents a measure of trustworthiness and/or reciproc-
ity. Respondents played both roles sequentially and hence 
made decisions both to trust and to reciprocate trust (after 
being informed that a hypothetical first player had already 
transferred money to them). Following their decisions, respon-
dents were also asked to answer several comprehension and 
manipulation checks.

The vignettes provided information about the respondents’ 
fictitious interaction partners. Importantly, we experimentally 
varied whether the alter was a conational (vs. a resident of the 

same country with foreign nationality).4 Each respondent was 
presented with two vignettes (first trust and then trustworthi-
ness) describing two different interaction partners, yielding a 
between-subject design. The key features of the experimental 
design are displayed in Figure 1.

Beyond nationality, our vignettes also provided informa-
tion on other personal characteristics, such as gender, city of 
residence,5 number of siblings, color of their car, and hobbies, 
to give a richer description of the fictitious interaction partner. 
Importantly, gender was also manipulated in the surveys 
fielded in the United States and South Africa to explore pos-
sible intersectionality in how nationality affects trust (Gereke 
et al. 2020; Hedegaard and Larsen 2022; Vernby and Dancygier 
2019). Furthermore, we decided to include a rich description 
of interaction partners to minimize experimenter demand 
effects and reduce the potential for social desirability bias.6

The data are drawn from three large online survey exper-
iments conducted in the United States (n = 1,332), South 
Africa (n = 1,378), and Switzerland (n = 436) using the 
Qualtrics panel.7 We used soft quotas to ensure that the 

Figure 1. Structure of the trust and trustworthiness decisions. In (A), the participant is the first mover and decides whether to trust 
the other player depending on conationality (vignette 1). In (B), the other player (conational or foreign national) trusts the participant 
(dotted line), and the participant (second mover) decides whether to reciprocate trust (vignette 2).

1Naturally, as we used hypothetical money, participants’ payments 
did not depend on their answers to the trust vignettes. Although 
there is concern that the behavior of respondents is just “cheap talk” 
if not incentivized, previous research comparing a hypothetical with 
an actual payment condition found that hypothetical payments did 
not significantly affect the level of in-group favoritism (Romano 
et al. 2017). Similarly, a meta-analysis of cooperation studies con-
cluded that regardless of whether researchers use hypothetical or 
paid outcomes, people display the same amount of in-group favorit-
ism (Balliet, Wu, and De Dreu 2014).
2We decided to implement a binary rather than a continuous measure 
of trust because it facilitates easier understanding among the survey 
respondents (as indicated by a pilot). Previous research (Eckel and 
Wilson 2004; Ermisch et al. 2009) suggests that a one-shot binary-
choice trust game more meaningfully captures the theoretical con-
cept of either trusting or not. However, a binary measure of trust 
provides less variation to explore with regard to our outcome of 
interest, which is variation due to in-group favoritism.
3Additional considerations such as risk aversion, altruism, and 
inequality aversion may also influence this decision (Fehr 2009).

4We did not test for differences across specific foreign nationalities 
and can therefore speak only about the comparison between cona-
tionals and nonnational residents. Randomization of treatments 
relied on the random allocation as implemented in Qualtrics soft-
ware. The sample size is sufficient for an expected statistical power 
of 99 percent in the United States and South Africa and 80 percent 
in Switzerland, assuming a small effect size f 2 = 0.02 and p = .05.
5The cities chosen in the vignettes (Lynchburg, Virginia, and 
Cincinnati, Ohio, for the United States; East London and Klerksdorp 
for South Africa; Bern and Zofingen for Switzerland) all have sub-
stantial populations from all major population groups, so that no 
inference on the likely race or other sociodemographic characteris-
tics on the basis of the place of residence of alter should be possible.
6See Supplement Section 6 for complete game instructions and 
vignette descriptions.
7Qualtrics works with local partners that have quality-vetted online 
panels. The question wordings for all studies are found in the sup-
plementary materials; the trust games were placed first in surveys 
that covered other issues. The Swiss survey was administered in 
December 2016, the South African survey in July 2017, and the U.S. 
survey in November 2017.
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sample is representative in terms of age, gender, state or 
province, and race/ethnicity or population group to maxi-
mize the generalizability of the results.8 We provide a 
detailed sample description in Table 1 in the Supplement. 
Speeders who took less than one third of the median time to 
complete the survey were removed by Qualtrics.

Results: Similar Trust and 
Trustworthiness for Conational and 
Foreign Alters

In the first step, we are interested in the extent to which cona-
tionality affects decisions about trust. We show the propor-
tion of participants who sent money to a conational (citizen) 
versus an immigrant foreign national (noncitizen) by country 
in Figure 2. Contrary to our expectations, we can see no sub-
stantial difference in trusting behavior due to the nationality 
or gender of the alter. In particular, the mean responses are 
close to each other and the standard deviations indicate that 

the responses do not differ significantly according to the 
nationality of the alter (i.e., the two blue bars for trust in 
women and the two red bars for trust in men are mostly over-
lapping). By contrast, we note clear country-level differ-
ences, with higher levels of trusting behavior in Switzerland 
than in the United States or South Africa.

Full regression results including a series of control vari-
ables can be found in Table 2 in the Supplement. In particu-
lar, the results are substantially unchanged when accounting 
for participants’ preference for natives when jobs are scarce, 
individual willingness to take risks, stated trust in strangers, 
and when restricted to those who answered all the “compre-
hension” check questions correctly (see Figure 3 and Table 4 
in the Supplement). This latter result gives us confidence that 
our null effects do not derive from participants who do not 
understand the trust game or do not pay attention. Finally, we 
do not find a significant interaction between gender and 
nationality

Turning to the decision to reciprocate trust, here as well 
we do not find systematic differences in trustworthiness for 
respondents paired with conational versus foreign alters in 
any of the three countries as shown in Figure 3 (see Table 3 
in the Supplement for full regression results). This result is 
robust to restricting the sample to respondents who answered 
all manipulation check questions correctly (see Table 5 and 

Figure 2. Trust by Vignette Profiles and Country. The figure shows  the proportion of respondents who trust  by the profile of alter in 
the vignette for each country.  We can see similar levels of trust across gender and nationality of the interaction partner in each of the  
three countries.

8The sizes of the quotas were based on 2010 census and 2016 
American Community Survey estimates in the United States, the 
Community Survey from Statistics for South Africa, and the popu-
lation register for Switzerland.
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Figure 4 in the Supplement). Once again, we observe coun-
try-level differences: transfers are significantly more likely 
in Switzerland, a high-trust environment, than in the other 
two countries. However, these country-level differences in 
reciprocity of trust are less pronounced than the effects for 
trust.

Exploratory Analysis: Attitudes to 
Immigrants, Risk Taking, and General 
Trust in Strangers

In a separate exploratory analysis, we also look at heteroge-
neous treatment effects, as the average null effect may hide 
different response patterns for subgroups of respondents. In 
particular, we are interested in the potential interaction 
effects of risk attitudes and attitudes toward immigrants.9 To 
assess attitudes, we asked participants if employers should 
give priority to natives over immigrants when jobs are scarce.

Participants with high priority for natives do not show 
substantially different patterns of trust and trustworthiness in 
the vignettes (Table 6 and Figure 5 in the Supplement).

We also used the vignettes to address a methodological 
question: to what extent do self-reported attitudinal trust and 
the responses in the trust game vignettes correspond? Thus, 
we aim to provide another data point for the ongoing debate 
about whether commonly used survey questions are suffi-
cient to capture variation in trust and trustworthiness or 
whether behavioral measures are necessary (Bauer and 
Freitag 2018; Ermisch et al. 2009; Glaeser et al. 2000). We 
focus on two questions: (1) “Are you generally a person who 
is fully prepared to take risks or do you try to avoid taking 
risks?” and (2) “Are you generally a person who is fully pre-
pared to take risks in trusting strangers or do you try to avoid 
taking such risks?” We find that both measures of risk atti-
tudes are good predictors of trust in the trust game vignettes. 
Specifically, in all three countries, the generic question about 
being prepared to take risk is a good predictor of trust (Tables 
7 and 8 in the Supplement). The same is true for the question 
asking about risk taking “in trusting strangers” in the United 
States and Switzerland but not in South Africa (Tables 9 and 
10 in the Supplement). We suspect that further investigation 
into the notion of the “stranger” will help in understanding 
these country-level differences (Solomon and Kosaka 2013).

Turning to correlations between these risk measures and 
trustworthiness, the associations are more mixed. In the 
full sample, generic risk attitudes are associated with 

Figure 3. Trustworthiness by Vignette Profiles and Country. The figure shows the proportion of respondents who reciprocated trust 
by the profile of alter in the vignette for  each country We can see similar levels of trustworthiness across gender and nationality of the 
interaction partner in each of the three countries.

9We routinely checked for but did not find noteworthy differences 
by participant employment, formal education, or income.
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trustworthiness in the vignette decision in South Africa, 
and possibly Switzerland, but not in the United States 
(Table 11 in the Supplement). At the same time, risk taking 
“in trusting strangers” is not associated with the responses 
in the game vignette in the United States but has a positive 
association in Switzerland and a negative association in 
South Africa (Table 13 in the Supplement). None of these 
associations can be observed in the restricted sample of 
participants who passed the attention and comprehension 
check (Tables 12 and 14 in the Supplement). In sum, our 
exploration suggests that the generic question on risk tak-
ing is a good predictor of trust behavior in vignette 1 but 
not of trustworthiness in vignette 2. The notion of “the 
stranger,” however, needs further exploration in cross-
country comparisons.

Discussion and Conclusion

Our experimental evidence shows that, contrary to our 
expectations on the basis of social identity theory, respon-
dents in the United States, South Africa, and Switzerland 
were as likely to trust foreign nationals residing in their 
country as strangers with whom they share a common nation-
ality. Similarly, we do not find that trust is reciprocated dif-
ferently depending on sharing the same nationality with a 
hypothetically assigned interaction partner in any of the 
countries studied here. Furthermore, our results are robust 
across subgroups, as partitioned by opinions as to whether 
citizens should be prioritized over immigrants when jobs are 
scarce. We therefore conclude that conationality does not 
seem to be a salient identity marker or group boundary in 
these types of interactions, and reduced trust in foreigners 
cannot explain the overall macro-level pattern of lower lev-
els of social trust in ethnically diverse societies. Of course, 
this does not mean that discrimination against immigrants 
does not occur at other stages of interpersonal interactions 
and social exchanges (e.g., selecting into the interaction in 
the first place (Baldassarri et al. 2023), or because of other 
(more visible) or salient identity markers such as race, religi-
osity or social class (Chuah et al. 2016).

The null effect of nationality on trust and reciprocity adds 
to mixed evidence on in- and out-group trust. Our findings 
are consistent with results from a large-scale study using the 
trust game in German schools, in which native children did 
not systematically treat immigrants differently on the basis 
of their citizenship status, both regarding trust as first movers 
and back transfers as second movers (Felfe et al. 2021). 
Furthermore, experimental evidence using survey vignettes 
with various samples in the United States found that social 
identities and diffuse status characteristics such as (same) 
race and (same) gender produced only weak to null effects in 
terms of differences in relational trust (Robbins 2017). Our 
findings are also consistent with the results of a recent lab-in-
the-field experiment with immigrants in Italy, in which no 
in-group favoritism was found in the standard trust game 

among Italians presented with immigrants residing in Milan 
but born in a variety of origin countries (Baldassarri et al. 
2023). However, that study also showed that when partici-
pants were given the opportunity to choose between interact-
ing with either a coethnic or an immigrant, Italians preferred 
conationals and were less likely to choose an immigrant. 
This suggests that in-group bias and out-group discrimina-
tion are likely to occur at the point of entry into encounters, 
rather than manifesting themselves in interactions. 
Furthermore, our results also add to experimental research 
on intercultural trust using trust games in cross-national set-
tings (e.g., in Israel, Germany, Palestine, or Japan and the 
United States), which did not produce evidence for system-
atic negative discrimination against foreigners in transfers 
(Goerg et al. 2016; Kuwabara et al. 2007).

However, our findings are not in line with those of other 
studies on in-group favoritism/out-group bias that have pro-
duced partial evidence for lower levels of trust against immi-
grant men in Germany (Gereke et al. 2020) or lower levels of 
trustworthiness toward immigrants and their direct descen-
dants in the Netherlands (Cettolin and Suetens 2019). 
Moreover, Robinson (2016) found in a lab-in-the-field trust 
experiment in Malawi that shared nationality is a robust pre-
dictor of trust equal in magnitude to the impact of shared 
ethnicity. Her research shows that national identification 
moderates the degree of ingroup favoritism, so that strong 
national identity eliminates ethnic ingroup bias. This evi-
dence points to the contextual importance in studying these 
types of ingroup biases, in particular to differences based on 
whether these social group memberships are highly politi-
cized categories.

Another possible explanation for our null results may 
relate to how our vignettes were presented. Compared with 
other studies, we chose to include more information about 
alters (e.g., how they like to spend their free time), which 
may lead to their being perceived as individuals as opposed 
to mere representations of out-groups (De Dreu 2018; Tanis 
and Postmes 2005). This may have increased the baseline 
levels of trust compared with studies in which less informa-
tion is provided. Although we have used attention and com-
prehension checks, further research is needed to ascertain 
that the provision of information on its own is not the cause 
for the lack of distinction in our treatments. However, if 
information is the reason for differences with previous 
research that finds in-group bias, then we have identified an 
intervention to increase trust and possibly reduce discrimina-
tion: the provision of even a limited amount of individualiz-
ing information, which may even be unrelated to a specific 
situation or decision.

Further research is necessary to establish the degree to 
which our results are generalizable to other countries and 
other group memberships with more specific stereotypes. 
We manipulated the nationality of the interaction partner by 
signaling same vs. foreign nationality of a local resident in 
the vignette description but did not provide any specific 
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information about the origin country, so that respondents 
may have imagined a range of “foreign nationals,” including 
international students, asylum seekers and refugees, or labor 
migrants and expatriates from various countries. Therefore, 
it remains unclear what “type” of nonnational respondents 
were inferred from vignettes. Future research may want to 
add “who” probes after the vignettes to ask whom respon-
dents imagined as foreign nationals. Moreover, we did not 
provide any additional information on (overlapping) mark-
ers of group membership, such as race in the United States 
or South Africa or native language in Switzerland or South 
Africa. Future research may try to manipulate nationality, 
immigrant status, race, and native language independently 
(Soroka et al. 2017) or as part of a conjoint design.

Here we add to the comparative cross-country literature on 
ethnic diversity and trust toward out-groups by using a 
vignette experiment rather than relying on often criticized 
general trust questions used in surveys, such as the World 
Values Survey (Bauer and Freitag 2018; Gundelach 2014; 
Schilke, Reimann, and Cook 2021), and we uncover substan-
tial country-level differences in trust—Switzerland (67 per-
cent) versus the United States (59 percent) or South Africa 
(57 percent)—and trustworthiness—Switzerland (80 percent) 
versus the United States (75 percent) or South Africa (71 per-
cent)—but we cannot evaluate the impact of the social and 
institutional country-level structure (Paxton 2007) on indi-
vidual levels of relational trust and trustworthiness. Although 
we did not aim to explain the different overall country-level 
patterns in trust and trustworthiness, research has highlighted 
the important role of institutions in providing security and 
safety and thus promoting the development and maintenance 
of interpersonal trust among strangers (Spadaro et al. 2020) 
and relational trust (Robbins 2016). In particular, democratic 
governments can foster trust between people who may other-
wise be suspicious of each other (Tilly 2004) by protecting 
minority rights (Paxton 2002). Given that high levels of social 
trust and trustworthiness are crucial for well-functioning 
democracies (Knack and Keefer 1997; Putnam 2007) and that 
the social integration of immigrants affects citizens’ willing-
ness to support distributive welfare policies (Daniele and 
Geys 2015), our study adds empirical evidence for a better 
understanding of cross-boundary interactions of social 
exchange in immigrant-receiving societies. Such cooperation 
is important in a globalized world, where societies are faced 
with managing unexpected and pressing social challenges 
(Romano et al. 2021), such as pandemics, climate change, or 
the accommodation of a large number of refugees. Future 
comparative research across a larger number of countries is 
needed to further understand how these macro- to micro-level 
interactions influence interpersonal trust and reciprocity.

Funding

The author(s) disclosed receipt of the following financial support 
for the research, authorship, and/or publication of this article: This 

research received support from the National Center of Competence 
in Research — On the Move, funded by the Swiss National Science 
Foundation (grants 51NF40-182897 and 51NF40-205605).

Ethical Approval

Ethical review was carried out at the Swiss Forum for Migration 
Studies, University of Neuchâtel (SFM-20160607).

ORCID iDs

Johanna Gereke  https://orcid.org/0000-0002-1058-9651
Didier Ruedin  https://orcid.org/0000-0001-5213-4316

Supplemental Material

Supplemental material for this article is available online.

References

Abascal, Maria. 2015. “Us and Them: Black-White Relations in the 
Wake of Hispanic Population Growth.” American Sociological 
Review 80(4):789–813.

Alesina, Alberto, and Eliana La Ferrara. 2002. “Who Trusts 
Others?” Journal of Public Economics 85:207–34.

Bader, Felix, and Marc Keuschnigg. 2020. “Bounded Solidarity 
in Cross-National Encounters: Individuals Share More with 
Others from Poor Countries but Trust Them Less.” Sociological 
Science 7(17):415–32.

Baldassarri, Delia, Johanna Gereke, and Max Schaub. 2023. 
“Prosociality beyond In-Group Boundaries: A Lab-in-the-
Field Experiment on Intergroup Contact in a Multiethnic 
European Metropolis.” Working Paper. Retrieved July 27, 
2023. https://www.law.nyu.edu/sites/default/files/Prosociality 
BeyondIngroup_Baldassarri.pdf.

Balliet, Daniel, Junhui Wu, and Carsten K. W. De Dreu. 2014. 
“Ingroup Favoritism in Cooperation: A Meta-analysis.” 
Psychological Bulletin 140(6):1556–81.

Bauböck, Rainer, and John Rundell. 2018. Blurred Boundaries: 
Migration, Ethnicity, Citizenship. New York: Routledge.

Bauer, Paul C., and Markus Freitag. 2018. “Measuring Trust.” Pp. 
15–36 in The Oxford Handbook of Social and Political Trust, 
edited by Uslaner, E. M.. New York: Oxford University Press.

Bloemraad, Irene. 2015. “Theorizing and Analyzing Citizenship in 
Multicultural Societies.” Sociological Quarterly 56(4):591–
606.

Bloemraad, Irene, Anna Korteweg, and Gökçe Yurdakul. 2008. 
“Citizenship and Immigration: Multiculturalism, Assimilation, 
and Challenges to the Nation-State.” Annual Review of 
Sociology 34:153–79.

Bloemraad, Irene, and Alicia Sheares. 2017. “Understanding 
Membership in a World of Global Migration: (How) Does 
Citizenship Matter?” International Migration Review 51(4): 
823–67.

Brubaker, Rogers. 2009. Citizenship and Nationhood in France and 
Germany. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.

Carlin, Ryan E., and Gregory J. Love. 2013. “The Politics of 
Interpersonal Trust and Reciprocity: An Experimental 
Approach.” Political Behavior 35(1):43–63.

https://orcid.org/0000-0002-1058-9651
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-5213-4316
https://www.law.nyu.edu/sites/default/files/ProsocialityBeyondIngroup_Baldassarri.pdf
https://www.law.nyu.edu/sites/default/files/ProsocialityBeyondIngroup_Baldassarri.pdf


8 Socius: Sociological Research for a Dynamic World 

Cettolin, Elena, and Sigrid Suetens. 2019. “Return on Trust Is Lower 
for Immigrants.” Economic Journal 129(621):1992–2009.

Chuah, Swee Hoon, Simon G̈achter, Robert Hoffmann, and 
Jonathan H. W. Tan. 2016. “Religion, Discrimination and 
Trust across Three Cultures.” European Economic Review 
90(C):280–301.

Cook, Karen S., Russell Hardin, and Margaret Levi. 2005. 
Cooperation without Trust? New York: Russell Sage.

Daniele, Gianmarco, and Benny Geys. 2015. “Interpersonal Trust 
and Welfare State Support.” European Journal of Political 
Economy 39:1–12.

De Dreu, Carsten K. W. 2018. “Giving Decision-Makers 
Nondiagnostic Person Information Promotes Trust within 
and across Nations.” Proceedings of the National Academy of 
Sciences 115(5):E844–45.

Dinesen, Peter Thisted, Merlin Schaeffer, and Kim Mannemar 
Sønderskov. 2020. “Ethnic Diversity and Social Trust: A 
Narrative and Meta-analytical Review.” Annual Review of 
Political Science 23:441–65.

Eckel, Catherine C., and Rick K. Wilson. 2004. “Is Trust a Risky 
Decision?” Journal of Economic Behavior & Organization 
55(4):447–65.

Ermisch, John, Diego Gambetta, Heather Laurie, Thomas Siedler, 
and S. C. Noah Uhrig. 2009. “Measuring People’s Trust.” 
Journal of the Royal Statistical Society: Series A (Statistics in 
Society) 172(4):749–69.

Fehr, Ernst. 2009. “On the Economics and Biology of Trust.” 
Journal of the European Economic Association 7(2–3):235–66.

Felfe, Christina, Martin G. Kocher, Helmut Rainer, Judith Saurer, and 
Thomas Siedler. 2021. “More Opportunity, More Cooperation? 
The Behavioral Effects of Birthright Citizenship on Immigrant 
Youth.” Journal of Public Economics 200:104448.

Finseraas, Henning, Torbjørn Hanson, Åshild A. Johnsen, Andreas 
Kotsadam, and Gaute Torsvik. 2019. “Trust, Ethnic Diversity, 
and Personal Contact: A Field Experiment.” Journal of Public 
Economics 173(C):72–84.

Gereke, Johanna, Max Schaub, and Delia Baldassarri. 2020. 
“Gendered Discrimination against Immigrants: Experimental 
Evidence.” Frontiers in Sociology 5:59.

Glaeser, Edward L., David I. Laibson, Jose A. Scheinkman, and 
Christine L. Soutter. 2000. “Measuring Trust.” Quarterly 
Journal of Economics 115(3):811–46.

Goerg, Sebastian J., Heike Hennig-Schmidt, Gari Walkowitz, and 
Eyal Winter. 2016. “In Wrong Anticipation—Miscalibrated 
Beliefs between Germans, Israelis, and Palestinians.” PLoS 
ONE 11(6):e0156998.

Gundelach, Birte. 2014. “In Diversity We Trust: The Positive Effect 
of Ethnic Diversity on Outgroup Trust.” Political Behavior 
36(1):125–42.

Hainmueller, Jens, Dominik Hangartner, and Dalston Ward. 2019. 
“The Effect of Citizenship on the Long-Term Earnings of 
Marginalized Immigrants: Quasi-experimental Evidence from 
Switzerland.” Science Advances 5(12):eaay1610.

Hardin, Russell. 2002. Trust and Trustworthiness. New York: 
Russell Sage.

Hedegaard, Troels Fage, and Christian Albrekt Larsen. 2022. 
“Who Can Become a Full Member of the Club? Results from 
a Conjoint Survey Experiment on Public Attitudes about 
the Naturalisation of Non-EU Migrants in Germany, the 

Netherlands, Sweden and Denmark.” Scandinavian Political 
Studies 45(4):433–55.

Jasinskaja-Lahti, Inga, Tuuli Anna Renvik, Jolanda Van der Noll, 
Viivi Eskelinen, Anette Rohmann, and Maykel Verkuyten. 
2020. “Dual Citizenship and the Perceived Loyalty of 
Immigrants.” Group Processes & Intergroup Relations 23(7): 
996–1013.

Joppke, Christian. 2010. Citizenship and Immigration. Vol. 2. 
London: Polity Press.

Kas, Judith, Rense Corten, and Arnout van de Rijt. 2022. “The 
Role of Reputation Systems in Digital Discrimination.” Socio-
economic Review 20(4):1905–32.

Kas, Judith, Joyce Delnoij, Rense Corten, and Paolo Parigi. 2022. 
“Trust Spillovers in the Sharing Economy: Does International 
Airbnb Experience Foster Cross-National Trust?” Journal of 
Consumer Behaviour 21(3):509–22.

Knack, Stephen, and Philip Keefer. 1997. “Does Social Capital 
Have an Economic Payoff? A Cross-Country Investigation.” 
Quarterly Journal of Economics 112(4):1251–88.

Kuwabara, Ko, Robb Willer, Michael W. Macy, Rie Mashima, 
Shigeru Terai, and Toshio Yamagishi. 2007. “Culture, Identity, 
and Structure in Social Exchange: A Web-Based Trust 
Experiment in the United States and Japan.” Social Psychology 
Quarterly 70(4):461–79.

Paxton, Pamela. 2002. “Social Capital and Democracy: An 
Interdependent Relationship.” American Sociological Review 
67(2):254–77.

Paxton, Pamela. 2007. “Association Memberships and Generalized 
Trust: A Multilevel Model across 31 Countries.” Social Forces 
86(1):47–76.

Putnam, Robert D. 2007. “E Pluribus Unum: Diversity and 
Community in the Twenty-First Century: The 2006 Johan 
Skytte Prize Lecture.” Scandinavian Political Studies 
30:137–74.

Robbins, Blaine G. 2016. “From the General to the Specific: How 
Social Trust Motivates Relational Trust.” Social Science 
Research 55:16–30.

Robbins, Blaine G. 2017. “Status, Identity, and Ability in the 
Formation of Trust.” Rationality and Society 29:408–48.

Robinson, Amanda Lea. 2016. “Nationalism and Ethnic-Based 
Trust: Evidence from an African Border Region.” Comparative 
Political Studies 49(14):1819–54.

Romano, Angelo, Daniel Balliet, Toshio Yamagishi, and James 
H. Liu. 2017. “Parochial Trust and Cooperation across 17 
Societies.” Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences 
114(48):12702–12707.

Romano, Angelo, Matthias Sutter, James H. Liu, Toshio Yamagishi, 
and Daniel Balliet. 2021. “National Parochialism Is Ubiquitous 
across 42 Nations around the World.” Nature Communications 
12(1):1–8.

Schilke, Oliver, Martin Reimann, and Karen S. Cook. 2021. “Trust 
in Social Relations.” Annual Review of Sociology 47:239–59.

Simonsen, Kristina Bakkær. 2017. “Does Citizenship always 
Further Immigrants’ Feeling of Belonging to the Host Nation? 
A Study of Policies and Public Attitudes in 14 Western 
Democracies.” Comparative Migration Studies 5(1):3.

Solomon, Hussein, and Hitomi Kosaka. 2013. “Xenophobia in 
South Africa: Reflections, Narratives and Recommendations.” 
Southern African 2(1):5–30.



Gereke and Ruedin 9

Soroka, Stuart, Matthew Wright, Richard Johnston, Jack Citrin, 
Keith Banting, and Will Kymlicka. 2017. “Ethnoreligious 
Identity, Immigration, and Redistribution.” Journal of 
Experimental Political Science 4(3):173–82.

Spadaro, Giuliana, Katharina Gangl, Jan-Willem Van Prooijen, Paul 
A. M. Van Lange, and Cristina O. Mosso. 2020. “Enhancing 
Feelings of Security: How Institutional Trust Promotes 
Interpersonal Trust.” PLoS ONE 15(9):e0237934.

Stevenson, Clifford, John Dixon, Nick Hopkins, and Russell Luyt. 
2015. “The Social Psychology of Citizenship, Participation 
and Social Exclusion: Introduction to the Special Thematic 
Section.” Journal of Social and Political Psychology 3(1):1–19.

Tanis, Martin, and Tom Postmes. 2005. “A Social Identity Approach 
to Trust: Interpersonal Perception, Group Membership and 
Trusting Behaviour.” European Journal of Social Psychology 
35:413–24.

Tilly, Charles. 2004. “Social Boundary Mechanisms.” Philosophy 
of the Social Sciences 34(2):211–36.

Turner, John C., and Henri Tajfel. 1986. “The Social Identity 
Theory of Intergroup Behavior.” Psychology of Intergroup 
Relations 5:7–24.

Uslaner, Eric M. 2002. “The Moral Foundations of Trust.” SSRN. 
Retrieved July 27, 2023. https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.
cfm?abstract_id=824504.

Van der Meer, Tom, and Jochem Tolsma. 2014. “Ethnic Diversity 
and Its Effects on Social Cohesion.” Annual Review of 
Sociology 40:459–78.

van Dijk, Eric, and Carsten K. W. De Dreu. 2021. “Experimental 
Games and Social Decision Making.” Annual Review of 
Psychology 72:415–38.

Vernby, Kåre, and Rafaela Dancygier. 2019. “Can Immigrants 
Counteract Employer Discrimination? A Factorial Field 
Experiment Reveals the Immutability of Ethnic Hierarchies.” 
PLoS ONE 14(7):e0218044.

Zhang, Nan, Johanna Gereke, and Delia Baldassarri. 2022. 
“Everyday Discrimination in Public Spaces: A Field 
Experiment in the Milan Metro.” European Sociological 
Review 38(5):679–93.

Author Biographies

Johanna Gereke is a postdoctoral researcher at the Mannheim 
Centre for European Social Research at the University of Mannheim 
and currently holds an interim professorship at Johannes Gutenberg 
University Mainz. Her research focuses on intergroup relations, 
migration, discrimination, and cooperative behavior using experi-
mental methods.

Didier Ruedin (DPhil, Oxford University) is a senior researcher at 
the University of Neuchâtel, Switzerland, and affiliated research 
fellow at the African Centre for Migration & Society at the 
University of the Witwatersrand. He uses experiments and quantita-
tive analysis to examine discrimination and political reactions in 
policies and political debates.

https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=824504
https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=824504

