
sustainability

Article

Social Capital and Sustainable Social Development—How Are
Changes in Neighbourhood Social Capital Associated
with Neighbourhood Sociodemographic and
Socioeconomic Characteristics?

Malin Eriksson 1,* , Ailiana Santosa 2 , Liv Zetterberg 1, Ichiro Kawachi 3 and Nawi Ng 2

����������
�������

Citation: Eriksson, M.; Santosa, A.;

Zetterberg, L.; Kawachi, I.; Ng, N.

Social Capital and Sustainable Social

Development—How Are Changes in

Neighbourhood Social Capital

Associated with Neighbourhood

Sociodemographic and

Socioeconomic Characteristics?

Sustainability 2021, 13, 13161.

https://doi.org/10.3390/su132313161

Academic Editor: Tan Yigitcanlar

Received: 19 October 2021

Accepted: 23 November 2021

Published: 27 November 2021

Publisher’s Note: MDPI stays neutral

with regard to jurisdictional claims in

published maps and institutional affil-

iations.

Copyright: © 2021 by the authors.

Licensee MDPI, Basel, Switzerland.

This article is an open access article

distributed under the terms and

conditions of the Creative Commons

Attribution (CC BY) license (https://

creativecommons.org/licenses/by/

4.0/).

1 Department of Social Work, Umeå University, Universitetstorget 4, 907 36 Umeå, Sweden;
liv.zetterberg@umu.se

2 School of Public Health and Community Medicine, University of Gothenburg, Medicinaregatan 18A,
413 90 Gothenburg, Sweden; ailiana.santosa@gu.se (A.S.); nawi.ng@gu.se (N.N.)

3 Harvard T.H. Chan School of Public Health, 677 Huntington Avenue, Boston, MA 02115, USA;
ikawachi@hsph.harvard.edu

* Correspondence: malin.eriksson@umu.se; Tel.: +46-907867782

Abstract: The development of social capital is acknowledged as key for sustainable social devel-
opment. Little is known about how social capital changes over time and how it correlates with
sociodemographic and socioeconomic factors. This study was conducted in 46 neighbourhoods in
Umeå Municipality, northern Sweden. The aim was to examine neighbourhood-level characteristics
associated with changes in neighbourhood social capital and to discuss implications for local policies
for sustainable social development. We designed an ecological study linking survey data to registry
data in 2006 and 2020. Over 14 years, social capital increased in 9 and decreased in 15 neighbourhoods.
Higher levels of social capital were associated with specific sociodemographic factors, but these
differed in urban and rural areas. Urban neighbourhoods with a higher proportion of older pen-
sioners (OR = 1.49, CI: 1.16–1.92), children under 12 (OR= 2.13, CI: 1.31–3.47), or a lower proportion
of foreign-born members (OR= 0.32, CI: 0.19–0.55) had higher odds for higher social capital levels.
In rural neighbourhoods, a higher proportion of single-parent households was associated with higher
levels of social capital (OR = 1.44, 95% CI = 1.04–1.98). Neighbourhood socioeconomic factors such as
income or educational level did not influence neighbourhood social capital. Using repeated measures
of social capital, this study gives insights into how social capital changes over time in local areas and
the factors influencing its development. Local policies to promote social capital for sustainable social
development should strive to integrate diverse demographic groups within neighbourhoods and
should increase opportunities for inter-ethnic interactions.

Keywords: social capital; neighbourhoods; sustainable social development; ecological study; ordinal
logistic regression; northern Sweden

1. Introduction

Following the UN Sustainable Development Goals, set in Agenda 2030, social sus-
tainability has increasingly become a goal for urban policy and planning and for local and
regional developmental strategies. Social sustainability is the least-developed dimension
of the sustainable development discourse [1], compared to environmental and economic
sustainability. Still, there is an agreement that social sustainability implies values such as
e.g., social inclusion, social interaction and participation, safety, and a sense of cohesion in
local areas [2,3]. Sustainable social development thus indicates a process of change towards
specific social values. However, due to “conceptualizations and definitional concerns,”
assessment and measurement of social sustainability remains a challenge [1]. Social capital,
defined as “social networks, the reciprocities that arise from them and the value of these
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for achieving mutual goals” [4] is viewed as a crucial part of social sustainability [5,6].
Therefore, developing or strengthening social capital could be seen as a means for how the
process of sustainable social development could be shaped and assessed [6,7]. The concept
of social capital is rather well defined and operationalized [8], with significant contributions
from scholars such as Robert Putnam [9,10] and Alejandro Portes [11]; hence, it could be
a useful indicator for measuring social sustainability. Social capital is also increasingly
acknowledged as key in urban and local development for ensuring and assessing social
sustainability. Accordingly, a neighbourhood high in social capital could be viewed as
being socially sustainable. However, little is known about the processes through which
local social capital is generated and how it changes over time [12]. Most research has
focused on the definition and function of social capital. In contrast, less emphasis has been
put on how social capital could be developed, what institutional and political conditions
facilitate its development, and how cultural changes influence the development of social
capital [13]. This study tries to fill this gap by using repeated measures of neighbourhood
social capital to investigate how it changes over time and what factors exist that might
influence the development of social capital, and thus social sustainability, in local areas.

There are some examples of studies reporting from interventions designed to strengthen
social capital in local areas. These studies underline the importance of investments in the
physical environment, such as setting up attractive meeting places [14,15], arranging
requested and inclusive community activities [16,17], and ensuring access to local meet-
ing places such as libraries and cafés [18,19]. These interventions focus on meso-level
interactions for social capital to be strengthened in local communities.

A related question asks if and how neighbourhood social capital is influenced by the so-
ciodemographic and socioeconomic composition of people living in an area. The economic
literature has emphasised that community heterogeneity (racial and ethnic diversity and
income inequality) tends to erode trust and reduce civic engagement (and hence social
capital). Drawing on data from the World Values Survey and the European Values Survey
on civic engagement over time in Western European countries, Costa and Khan [20] found
that high levels of ethnic heterogeneity were associated with lower levels of participation
in various organisations in almost all countries. Interestingly, they found Sweden to be an
exception with relatively high levels of civic engagement despite comparable high-income
inequality and ethnic heterogeneity [20]. Whether this pattern holds at local and neighbour-
hood levels in the Swedish setting remains unknown. Further, a study from Philadelphia,
USA [21] found that neighbourhood social capital was associated with racial composition
(higher levels of social capital in neighbourhoods with less than 50% black residents) and
socioeconomic disadvantage (lower levels of social capital in neighbourhoods with a high
proportion of people with low income and low educational levels). However, since social
capital is context-specific, these patterns may differ in various community contexts and at
different spatial levels (national vs regional, municipal, and neighbourhood). Thus, further
explorations on how the composition of people influences the development of social capital
and social sustainability in different settings are needed, not least in local areas where
urban planning and policy for social sustainability take place. In addition, most research
on social capital tends to be cross-sectional, making it hard to rule out causal inference and
changes over time. This current study contributes to further understanding the factors
that may influence social capital development in local areas, by measuring social capital
changes over time in 46 neighbourhoods in northern Sweden.

Given its multidimensional and context-specific feature, the measurement of social
capital and comparability between studies pose a challenge. Social capital consists of
different dimensions (structural and cognitive) and forms (bonding, bridging, and linking)
and can be measured at the individual, family, organisational, as well as area levels [8,22].
In addition, area-specific social capital can be simultaneously conceptualized at different
levels such as national, regional, municipal, and neighbourhood levels, which is why the
level of analysis (spatial scale) needs to be carefully considered in any study. An association
that holds true at the country level might not be valid at the neighbourhood level, and vice
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versa. The effect of social capital on, e.g., well-being, might also differ between various
contexts. Based on national data from the Netherlands, Mohnen et al. [23] found a stronger
positive health effect of area-specific social capital in urban areas than in rural areas, even
though the overall level of social capital was lower in the city. The authors [23] claimed
that these results support the hypothesis that access to social capital does not necessarily
imply actual benefits from it.

Many studies so far have used aggregated individual data on trust and social par-
ticipation to measure area-specific social capital, but the need for indicators that relate
more clearly to the local area have been raised [22,24,25]. In the present study, we used
a previously developed instrument to measure neighbourhood social capital based on
questions related to people’s perceptions about social values in their neighbourhoods [26].
This instrument was previously used in a baseline survey from 2006 with the same neigh-
bourhood division. In this follow-up study, we analysed the development of social capital
in the same neighbourhoods over 14 years.

In sum, in this study we used repeated measures of neighbourhood social capital
in urban and rural neighbourhoods in a municipality in northern Sweden, as an indi-
cator for social sustainable development. The overall aims were to examine changes in
neighbourhood social capital in relation to neighbourhood-level sociodemographic and
socioeconomic characteristics over time and to draw out implications of these findings for
local policies aiming to strengthen social capital for socially sustainable development.

In the next section, we present the study context and the linkages of data from the
social capital surveys in 2006 and 2020 and the Swedish register data, which provide
the ecological, neighbourhood-level social capital, sociodemographic, and socioeconomic
data employed in this study. In the results section, we map the distribution and changes
in neighbourhood social capital in choropleth maps and analyse sociodemographic and
sociodemographic factors associated with neighbourhood social capital. Next, we discuss
and contextualise the positive and negative changes in neighbourhood social capital and
its associated factors observed in this study. Finally, we reflect upon the strengths and the
weaknesses of the study and its implications for local policies aiming to strengthen social
capital for socially sustainable development.

2. Material and Methods
2.1. Research Setting

We conducted this study in Umeå Municipality, one of northern Sweden’s fastest-
growing and most-populous cities. Its population has increased from approximately
111,235 inhabitants in 2006 to 130,224 residents at the beginning of 2020, with an annual
growth rate of approximately 1.5% [27]. Umeå Municipality expects to host 200,000 inhabi-
tants by 2050. This continuous and rapid growth rate (at least from a Swedish perspective)
poses challenges regarding housing and social sustainability. The municipality has acted
to ensure that the city will grow sustainably—socially, ecologically, culturally, and eco-
nomically. So far, the Umeå region ranks high in social progress based on indicators of
basic human needs and foundations of well-being [28]. In addition, Umeå is considered
a relatively egalitarian municipality since it has no neighbourhoods defined as “socially
vulnerable.” The Swedish police authority has identified 61 socially vulnerable neighbour-
hoods in Sweden, characterised by high crime, insecurity, and social exclusion, and none
of these neighbourhoods are located in northern Sweden [29]. As Umeå Municipality hosts
one of the largest universities in Sweden, its population is relatively young (average age
of 38) and highly educated. The municipality encompasses rural and urban areas with
different characteristics, and about 16% of the population lives in rural areas. Urban neigh-
bourhoods typically contain mixed settlements with rental and tenant-owned apartments
and detached houses, while rural neighbourhoods are mainly villages typically containing
villas and farms.
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2.2. Study Design

This study was conducted within a broader research project about the role of social
capital in the design of health-promotive and socially sustainable neighbourhoods [30].
We designed this study as an ecological study across neighbourhoods in Umeå Municipality.
We defined neighbourhoods as the residential environments where people interact daily
by sharing a common service area and local identity. This definition implies a specific
geographical area with a locally used name and geographical borders. The residential
subdivision follows officially recognised neighbourhoods, as defined by the municipality
and people in general based on local knowledge (i.e., by defined neighbourhood and village
names). We identified the geographical borders of each neighbourhood by using postcode
areas and municipal area maps. Since postcode sectors are small administrative units, we
merged several geographically close postcode sectors to fit the geographical borders of the
larger neighbourhood areas. In total, 46 geographic neighbourhood areas were identified,
of which 26 were urban districts, and 20 were rural villages.

2.3. Data Sources
2.3.1. Social Capital Surveys in 2006 and 2020

We generated information on neighbourhood social capital from two social capi-
tal surveys conducted in 2006 (n = 5768 individuals) and 2020 (n = 5881) in Umeå Mu-
nicipality. In 2006, Statistics Sweden randomly selected individuals who lived in the
46 neighbourhoods. In 2020, the number of individuals randomly selected and invited to
the survey in each neighbourhood was proportional to the size of the population in each of
the neighbourhoods. The survey was sent to 10,000 individuals in 2006 and 16,000 individ-
uals in 2020 and yielded a response rate of 58% and 37%, respectively. We utilised the same
neighbourhood divisions in both surveys. In 2020, we added new postcode areas to the
existing neighbourhoods and removed expired postcodes from respective neighbourhoods.
As we had information on postcodes for each survey respondent, we could aggregate
the survey responses for each neighbourhood to obtain the neighbourhood-specific social
capital level.

2.3.2. Outcome Variable: Neighbourhood-Level Social Capital

Both surveys utilised the same seven questions presented below to measure social
capital, which facilitated the comparison of the levels of social capital across neighbour-
hoods over time. We recorded the individual responses to these questions so that low
values signified low and high values signified high on each neighbourhood social capital
indicator. We replaced no opinion values with the mean value of the respective variables.

1. “Is it common in this neighbourhood that neighbours talk to each other?” (yes, very
common; yes, rather common; no, rather uncommon; no, very uncommon; no opinion.)

2. “In my neighbourhood, people are ready to help each other.” (About enough; too
much; too little; no opinion.)

3. “In my neighbourhood, one is expected to be involved in issues that concern this
place.” (About enough; too much; too little; no opinion.)

4. “In my neighbourhood, people care for each other.” (About enough; too much; too
little; no opinion.)

5. “Did you vote in the last (2006 and 2018) election?” (Yes; no.)
6. “During the last 12 months, have you participated in any social events?” (Yes; no.)
7. “Do you feel that you can trust people in general?” (Yes; no.)

We conducted a principal component analysis to reduce the dimension of these seven
correlated questions into a smaller number of uncorrelated components [31,32]. We retained
the first two components, which had an Eigenvalue larger than one. Both components
accounted for 48% of the total observed variance in the data. We used the cut-off of 0.3
or greater for factor loading to consider an item relevant to each component. The first
four items, which reflected place-related collective social capital, had high loading in
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the first component. In comparison, the remaining three items loaded higher in the
second component. We generated composite scores on a continuous scale for each of
the components. To align with the focus of this study on neighbourhood social capital,
we used only the first component for subsequent analysis since that component reflects
the local environment. The individual-level composite scores were then aggregated to
the neighbourhood level. The average composite scores were used as the proxy of the
neighbourhood social capital for each of the 46 neighbourhoods. Neighbourhoods with
high composite scores represent neighbourhoods with high social capital and vice versa.
We constructed the neighbourhood social capital scores separately for urban and rural
neighbourhoods in 2006 and 2020 since previous research indicates that social capital might
operate differently in urban versus rural areas [23]. Finally, we ranked the neighbourhoods
in each urban and rural area. We divided neighbourhoods into five groups in urban and
rural areas, from very low to very high social capital levels.

Previous research [10,33] has indicated that neighbourhood social capital is a stable
construct that does not change dramatically over time. Based on this assumption, we
assigned the same scores for neighbourhood social capital over 2006–2013 (based on the
2006 survey results) and 2014–2017 (based on the 2020 survey results).

2.3.3. Independent Variables

Statistics Sweden constructed aggregated neighbourhood-level socioeconomic and
demographic characteristics, available annually during 2006–2017. These variables were
extracted from Statistics Sweden’s longitudinal database, LISA, which comprises detailed
data on, e.g., health and unemployment insurance at the individual level. Data for all
persons aged 16 or older who are registered in the population in Sweden are available and
updated yearly in the LISA database [34].

For each neighbourhood, we obtained information about the proportion of households
in the neighbourhood with:

(i). at least one adult (aged 18+) with a higher level of education (i.e., at least three years
of post-secondary education);

(ii). at least one adult (aged 18+) foreign-born member (i.e., born outside Sweden);
(iii). receipt of cash welfare benefits during the last year (i.e., economic support from the

social services, indicating economic strain);
(iv). single parents;
(v). at least one child under 12 years old;
(vi). at least one adult (aged 18+) receiving unemployment benefits during the last year

(i.e., indicating periods of unemployment);
(vii). at least one family member being an older pensioner (i.e., being at least 60 years and

receiving a pension); as well as
(viii).the mean disposable household income.

2.4. Statistical Analysis

We conducted the descriptive analysis for sociodemographic and socioeconomic char-
acteristics in urban and rural areas for 2006 and 2020. We presented the level of social
capital for each neighbourhood based on the 2006 and 2020 surveys in a descriptive table.
We also visualised neighbourhood social capital in 2006 and 2020 and its changes in a choro-
pleth graph created in ArcGIS. To estimate the association between the sets of neighbour-
hood’s sociodemographic and socioeconomic characteristics and the neighbourhood-level
of social capital using the panel data during 2006–2017, we built a random-effect ordinal
logistic regression model with time (12 years during 2006–2017) at level 1 and with the
46 neighbourhoods at level 2. The regression model included the interaction terms between
sociodemographic and socioeconomic characteristics and the residential area (urban/rural).
We estimated the probability of belonging to different neighbourhood social capital levels
based on different sociodemographic and socioeconomic characteristics. All analyses were
done using Stata 16.0.
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3. Results

Table 1 summarizes the sociodemographic, socioeconomic, and social capital char-
acteristics in urban and rural neighbourhoods in Umeå Municipality in 2006 and 2017.
Over 11 years, the proportion of households in urban and rural areas with at least one
adult with a high level of education, one foreign-born member, older pensioners, and the
mean disposable income increased. There were no marked changes in the proportion of
households with children under 12 years old. In contrast, the proportion of households that
received cash welfare benefits or unemployment benefits, and those with single parents,
decreased during the same period. On average, the proportion of individuals in urban
and rural neighbourhoods who reported that neighbours talk to each other, help each
other, are involved in issues concerning the place, and care for each other changed only
marginally during the same period. The proportion of individuals in urban and rural areas
responding that neighbours care for and help each other was higher in 2017 compared
to 2006, indicating an overall increase in some of the social capital indicators in Umeå
Municipality over time.

Table 1. Socioeconomic/demographic and social capital characteristics of urban and rural neighbourhoods in Umeå
Municipality in 2006 and 2017.

Characteristics

Urban Areas Rural Areas

2006 2017 2006 2017

Mean (95% CI) Mean (95% CI) Mean (95% CI) Mean (95% CI)

Socioeconomic and demographic
characteristics

% households with at least one adult with
higher education 26.9 (23.3–30.5) 32.1 (28.7–35.4) 24.1 (21.2–27.1) 31.5 (27.9–35.1)

% households with at least one foreign-born
adult member 11.7 (9.6–13.8) 15.7 (12.7–18.7) 6.7 (5.7–7.8) 8.6 (7.3–9.9)

% households with cash welfare benefits 4.7 (3.4–6.0) 3.0 (2.2–3.8) 1.9 (1.2–2.5) 1.0 (0.4–1.5)
% households with a single parent 6.8 (5.5–8.2) 6.2 (5.2–7.2) 6.8 (6.2–7.4) 6.6 (5.9–7.2)

% households with children under 12 years old 13.9 (10.4–17.4) 14.3 (11.0–17.5) 23.5 (21.3–25.6) 23.9 (21.5–26.4)
% households with unemployment benefits 11.7 (11.1–12.3) 3.4 (3.0–3.7) 10.5 (9.7–11.3) 3.6 (3.2–4.0)

% households with older pensioners 15.9 (12.7–19.2) 18.9 (15.7–22.1) 23.3 (21.1–25.6) 25.8 (23.5–28.2)
Mean disposable income (in thousand SEK) 1703 (1577–1829) 2474 (2292–2656) 1972 (1770–2175) 2821 (2724–2917)

Social capital characteristics *
% who reported that neighbours talk to

each other 74.9 (67.0–82.7) 74.4 (66.9–81.9) 97.3 (95.8–98.8) 96.7 (95.4–98.0)

% reported that people ready to help each other 83.2 (80.1–86.3) 85.0 (82.1–87.9) 92.5 (90.6–94.4) 94.0 (92.5–95.5)
% reported involvement in issues

concerning place 83.3 (80.8–85.8) 82.0 (79.1–84.8) 85.8 (83.1–88.5) 88.2 (86.6–89.8)

% reported people care for each other 81.2 (77.4–85.1) 83.2 (79.5–86.9) 93.5 (91.9–95.1) 94.3 (92.8–95.9)

Note: * All the percentages are unweighted.

Figure 1 shows the spatial distribution of the five levels of neighbourhood social
capital in urban and rural areas in Umeå Municipality in 2006 and 2017. Almost half
of the neighbourhoods, and especially those in the urban area, were categorised into
the same quintile in terms of their level of social capital at the two different points of
observation (Appendix A). Only one neighbourhood in the urban area, Umedalen, moved
by two quintiles, from being at the lowest quintile of (very low) social capital in 2006 to the
third quintile (medium social capital) in 2017. Otherwise, the other neighbourhoods with
changes in their levels of social capital either moved up or moved down by one quintile
of the level of social capital. In contrast, in the rural area, some neighbourhoods moved
up by two or even four quintiles (Botsmark and Sörmjöle moved from being in the lowest
quintile with very low social capital in 2006 to the highest quintile, very high in 2017).
Some neighbourhoods, such as Täfteå and Hissjö, had lower levels of social capital in
2017 (they moved from the fifth quintile, high, in 2006 to the 2nd quintile, low, in 2017).
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In total, four of the urban neighbourhoods increased their levels of social capital, while
five neighbourhoods decreased their social-capital levels. In the rural areas, five villages
increased their social-capital levels, while ten villages decreased their social-capital levels
(Appendix A).

1 
 

   

   

 
Figure 1. Levels of social capital across 46 neighbourhoods in 2006 and 2017 in Umeå Municipality, as well as changes in the
levels of social capital.

Appendix B shows the five levels of social capital in urban and rural neighbourhoods
in 2006 and 2017, with the corresponding distributions of responses to the four social capital
indicators (neighbours talk, neighbours help, expected to be involved, and neighbours care).
The darker gradient colours represent a higher proportion of responses to the questions.
As expected, a higher proportion of people in rural neighbourhoods responded positively
to these indicators. It is important to note that even if a neighbourhood moved up or
down in the overall social capital level (which was derived as a composite estimate of
all the indicators), average responses to a single indicator might show a reverse pattern.
For example, Ö Ersboda changed from being categorised as a neighbourhood with low
social capital in 2006 to very low social capital in 2017. Looking at the single indicator,
however, the proportion of respondents who reported that neighbours talked to each other
increased from 73% in 2006 to 82% in 2017.

Figure 2 presents the odds ratio of an urban or rural neighbourhood having a higher
level of social capital based on their socioeconomic and sociodemographic characteris-
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tics. In the urban area, having a higher proportion of households with older pensioners
(OR = 1.16, 95% CI = 1.01–1.34) or children under 12 years old (OR = 1.38, 95% CI = 1.11–1.70)
were significantly associated with the probability of having a higher level of social capital.
In contrast, the higher the proportion of households in a neighbourhood with at least one
foreign-born member, the lower the probability of the neighbourhood being classified as
having a higher level of social capital. A one percentage point increase in the proportion
of households with at least one foreign-born member was associated with a 41% lower
probability of the neighbourhood being classified as having a higher level of social capital.
None of the sociodemographic and socioeconomic variables in the rural area was associ-
ated with the probability of a higher level of social capital, except for the proportion of
single-parent households. A one percentage point increase in the proportion of single-
parent households was associated with a 44% higher odds for the neighbourhood to be
classified at a higher level of social capital (OR = 1.44, 95% CI = 1.04–1.98). As shown in
Table 1, the proportion of households with older pensioners and at least one adult not born
in Sweden increased by several percentage points in urban and rural areas between 2006
and 2017. In contrast, there were only marginal changes in the proportion of households
with children under 12 and single-parent households.
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Figure 2. The odds ratio of a neighbourhood having a higher level of social capital based on their socioeconomic and
sociodemographic characteristics in Umeå Municipality during 2006–2017. Note: The odds ratios for urban and rural areas
were derived from the interaction terms between areas and each characteristic in a multivariable ordinal logistic regression,
adjusted for all the other characteristics.

While Figure 2 indicates the odds ratio of a neighbourhood having a higher level
of social capital, it does not provide details for each quintile, presented in Figure 3 and
Appendix C. Figure 3 illustrates the probability of belonging to the fifth quintile of neigh-
bourhood social capital (very high) based on different sociodemographic and socioeco-
nomic characteristics. A more complete version of the graph with a probability of belonging
to all the five different quintiles is presented in Appendix C. None of the results of the
fifth quintile in rural areas were significant. In urban areas, the higher the proportion of
households with at least one adult with a high level of education, receiving cash welfare
benefits, with children under twelve, with older pensioners, or with higher household
disposable income, the higher the probability that the neighbourhoods were classified in
the highest quintile of social capital, i.e., very high social capital. Meanwhile, the higher
the proportion of households with at least one foreign-born member or of single-parent
households, the lower the probability of a neighbourhood being classified in the highest
quintile of social capital.
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Figure 3. The probability of belonging to the fifth quintile of neighbourhood social capital—(y-axis)
based on different sociodemographic and socioeconomic characteristics (x-axis). The characteristics
include the proportion of households in the neighbourhood with: (A) at least one adult member with
higher education, (B) at least one foreign-born adult member, (C) receipt of cash welfare benefits
during the last year, (D) single parent, (E) at least one child under 12 years old, (F) at least one adult
member receiving unemployment benefits during the last year, (G) at least one family member being
an older pensioner, and (H) the mean disposable household income.

4. Discussion

This study examined changes in social capital in 46 urban and rural neighbourhoods
in Umeå, a fast-growing municipality in northern Sweden, as a proxy for social sustainable
development in the study setting. We analysed whether neighbourhood-level sociodemo-
graphic and socioeconomic changes were correlated with changes in neighbourhood social
capital. To our knowledge, only a few studies have used repeated measures of social capital
in local areas. Thus, our study contributes insights into how social capital changes over
time in local areas and the factors influencing its development. This knowledge can guide
local policies that aim to strengthen social capital to ensure sustainable social development.
However, further research from various cultural contexts on how neighbourhood social
capital and social sustainability change over time in local areas are needed, in order to
examine if our results are valid in other settings.
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4.1. Changes over Time in Social Capital and Socioeconomic and Sociodemographic Factors

Overall, our results show a positive development of social capital in Umeå Municipal-
ity during 2006–2017. On average, in both urban and rural areas, the proportion of people
responding that neighbours care for and help each other was higher in the 2020 survey
compared to the 2006 survey. The other social capital components changed only marginally
over time. These findings mirror the results in the European Social Progress Index, showing
that the region of northern Sweden (in which Umeå Municipality is located) had the highest
score with regards to social development and quality of life, compared to other regions in
Europe, in 2016 as well as in 2020 [35]. However, the EU Social Progress Index measures
social progress at the overall regional level. At the same time, our results illustrate changes
in social progress (social capital) over time at a lower hierarchical spatial level (see [36]).
At the municipal level, this overall positive trend suggests that municipal strategies to
ensure social sustainable growth have been relatively successful. Among other things, the
municipality set up a commission for a socially sustainable Umeå, tasked with analysing
differences in living conditions between groups and geographic areas and providing con-
crete measures for sustainable social development throughout the municipality [37]. On the
other hand, the results also show how positive socioeconomic development accompanies
the overall positive development of social capital. Over the study period, the propor-
tion of households with at least one adult with higher education and mean disposable
income increased across both urban and rural neighbourhoods. During the same period,
the proportion of households receiving cash welfare benefits and unemployment benefits
decreased. Our findings indicate an overall positive association between economic security
and social capital at the municipal level, as suggested by others [10,38].

However, the overall positive trend in social capital over time in Umeå Municipality
was not consistently observed in all neighbourhoods. Our results show that 15 out of the
46 neighbourhoods (five urban and ten rural neighbourhoods) had a negative development
of social capital over the 14 years. These findings indicate that municipal strategies to
strengthen social capital to ensure social sustainability should balance municipal and
neighbourhood needs, which may vary. Thus, interventions might need to be designed
differently in different neighbourhoods to achieve sustainable social development in the
whole municipality.

Overall, the levels of social capital were higher in rural compared to urban neigh-
bourhoods. The proportion of individuals reporting that neighbours talk, help each other,
are involved in issues concerning their place, and care for each other was higher in rural
than urban neighbourhoods. More than 95% of the participants in rural areas reported
that neighbours talked to each other compared to around 75% in urban areas. Population
density has been previously linked to lower probability of neighbours interacting with
one another [39]. In smaller rural areas, it may be more natural for people to know each
other and talk to each other (or to depend on each other for daily support), whereas denser
urban settlements tend to produce fewer neighbourly interactions. Other studies have also
indicated that social capital is generally higher in rural compared to urban areas [10,23,40],
especially bonding social capital [41]. However, higher levels do not necessarily mean that
people living there benefit from it [23].

Further, our results support previous research suggesting that social capital is a
relatively stable characteristic in local areas that does not fluctuate too much over time,
at least not in a relatively stable society [10,33,42]. Almost half of the 46 neighbourhoods
retained their same social capital rank over 14 years, while 9 neighbourhoods increased
in social capital rank, and 15 neighbourhoods decreased in social capital rank. Still, it is
not unreasonable to believe that social capital fluctuates more in municipalities with rapid
population growth, such as Umeå: however, this warrants further investigations.

We completed our follow-up survey in early spring 2020, just before the outbreak of
the COVID-19 pandemic. To understand how the pandemic situation—with social restric-
tions such as staying at home and avoiding physical contact with other people—might
have affected local social capital, we conducted a subsequent telephone survey (during
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June–November 2020) among a sub-sample (i.e., non-responders to the 2020 survey) of
those who participated in the baseline survey in 2006 [43]. Contradicting other studies that
argued that the COVID-19 pandemic erodes social capital [44], our results showed that
neighbourhood social capital increased during the pandemic, particularly in high-social-
capital neighbourhoods. Our results are thus in line with previous research showing that
neighbourhoods and societies with high levels of social capital tend to be more resilient,
facilitate adaptation processes, and recover more easily (see, e.g., [45–47]). However, the
spatial scale is important to consider. It is not unlikely that a societal crisis such as a
pandemic could lead to a decrease in trust in authorities and politicians at the national
level and at the same time increase trust, help, and support between neighbours in local
areas, because people feel that one need to “stick together” to protect each other.

4.2. Factors Associated with Positive Changes in Neighbourhood Social Capital

Our main finding in this study was that higher levels of neighbourhood social capital
are associated with specific sociodemographic factors, but these factors differ in urban
and rural areas. In urban neighbourhoods, the probability of having higher social capital
increased significantly with a higher proportion of households with older pensioners and
households with children under 12 years in the neighbourhood. These results indicate that
social capital is higher in areas where people spend their time since one could assume that
families with children under 12, and retired people, are more bound to their living area and
thus spend more time in their neighbourhoods compared to people of working age. It is
reasonable to believe that people who spend time in their neighbourhood are also more
likely to contribute to the neighbourhood’s social climate. In line with this, a Dutch study
about social capital, neighbourhood attachment, and participation concluded that older
residents were more likely to participate in civic activities [48].

In rural neighbourhoods, the proportions of retired people and children under 12
were not associated with higher levels of social capital. Instead, a higher proportion of
single-parent households was associated with higher levels of neighbourhood social capital
in the rural areas, which is harder to interpret. This contradicts the conventional view
that single parents tend to be socially isolated from the mainstream of society. However,
Sweden has the highest proportion of single-parent households within the EU, with 34%
of all households with children [49]. Stavrova and Fetchenhauer [50] compared well-
being among single and partnered parents in 43 European countries. They found that, in
individualist countries in which single-parent families were a socially acceptable practice
(e.g., the Scandinavian countries), single parents did not report a lower level of well-
being than partnered parents. Thus, it might be that the high proportion of single-parent
households in Sweden, in combination with the overall organisation of the welfare state
with, e.g., proportional costs for childcare, makes single parents less excluded from social
life. Further, the proportion of households with children under 12 was considerably higher
in rural areas (around 24%) compared to urban areas (around 14%). Therefore, social
interaction in rural areas could potentially be more centred around family relations, with
less room for engagement in the neighbourhood/village as a whole. Thus, single-parent
households in rural areas might need to reach out to the broader village to mobilise help
and support. These actions, in turn, might create a social environment that positively
influences social capital in the whole village. A study from Austria [51] on urban–rural
differences in social capital found that people in rural areas reported more family contacts,
while people in urban areas reported more contact with friends. In sum, our study shows
that social capital might operate differently between different spatial areas in the same
municipality. Thus, interventions aiming to strengthen social capital to ensure social
sustainability in local areas need to carefully consider the specific local context in order
to adjust and plan the intervention in line with the specific needs and conditions of the
intervention setting.

Further, our findings demonstrate that higher levels of neighbourhood social capital
are mainly associated with sociodemographic rather than socioeconomic factors. None of
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the socioeconomic neighbourhood factors, i.e., mean of household income, reception of
welfare or unemployment benefits, or education level, were significantly associated with
having higher levels of neighbourhood social capital. It might be a characteristic of the
Swedish welfare state that the overall high level of social security translates to the absence of
a linkage between socioeconomic disadvantage and social exclusion, unlike less-generous
welfare states such as the USA or Japan.

However, when we estimated the subsequent probability of belonging to different
quintiles of neighbourhood social capital, we observed some significant (and unexpected)
results in some of the factors in the urban area. For example, the higher proportion of
households receiving cash welfare benefits, the higher the probability of belonging to the
fifth (very high) quintiles of neighbourhood social capital. Thus, our results do not fully
support the idea that high levels of neighbourhood social capital require a socioeconomic
prosperous environment, as suggested by others [21]. Even neighbourhoods with a high
proportion of households receiving cash welfare benefits (indicating a very low income
level) had very high social capital. In our study setting, the sociodemographic composi-
tion of people in a neighbourhood, rather than their socioeconomic position, influenced
neighbourhood interactions, help, and support (i.e., social capital).

4.3. Factors Associated with Negative Changes in Neighbourhood Social Capital

In rural neighbourhoods/villages, none of the sociodemographic and socioeconomic
variables were negatively associated with levels of social capital. On the contrary, in urban
neighbourhoods, an increase in the proportion of households with foreign-born adult
members was significantly associated with a decrease in the likelihood of having higher
social capital, even after controlling for all other sociodemographic and socioeconomic
variables. This finding is in line with other (contested) studies that have found that ethnic
diversity obstructs social capital development [20,21,52]. One proposed explanation is that
people tend to have lower trust in people dissimilar to themselves in terms of income,
religion, or ethnicity [53], thus eroding social capital. Consequently, neighbourhood inter-
actions could be harder to develop when people differ regarding ethnicity since “birds of a
feather flock together” [54]. Putnam’s [52] contested study, based on data from 41 different
communities in the US, found that people in ethnically diverse communities tended to
withdraw from both bonding (with similar people) and bridging social networks, thus
eroding social capital in general. Putnam’s claim, known as the “constrict claim,” was later
tested on the country level in Europe. Gesthuizen, van der Meer, and Scheepers [55] found
no support for Putnam’s hypothesis in European societies. Instead, the authors concluded
that economic inequality and the national history of democracy in European societies were
more critical for explaining cross-national differences in social capital in Europe.

Results about the negative influence of ethnic diversity on social capital and cohe-
sion have been criticised for not considering how low socioeconomic status influences
social interactions [56]. Another concern is that these results could be used to encourage
homogeneity and anti-immigrant policies rather than policies to encourage “strength in di-
versity” [56]. These conclusions and solutions could have detrimental effects since there is
strong evidence for how increased opportunities for interethnic contact facilitate interethnic
interactions, which stimulate both out- and in-groups’ trust and trust in neighbours [57].

Van de Meer and Tolsma reviewed 90 studies from different countries about the
effect of ethnic diversity on social cohesion [57]. In line with our results, they found
a consistent association between high ethnic heterogeneity and lower levels of within-
neighbourhood social cohesion. In contrast, they did not find any support for a negative
association between ethnic heterogeneity and inter-ethnic cohesion. They [57] discuss
that this finding supports the notion that ethnic diversity increases opportunities for
interethnic contacts, which further increases interethnic trust and thus social cohesion.
Further, beyond the spatial level of neighbourhoods, e.g., on a country level, they did
not find any consistent evidence that ethnic heterogeneity is negatively associated with
social cohesion. The authors [57] discuss that this could potentially be explained by
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ethnic heterogeneity obstructing the sense of shared social norms in the neighbourhood,
which creates uncertainty about how to socially interact with neighbours. However, this
uncertainty does not spill over to decrease social cohesion in the overall society since people,
in general, are able to distinguish between how they view their immediate environment
and how they view the world as such. In addition, van de Meer and Tolsma [57] found
that the negative association between ethnic heterogeneity and intra-neighbourhood social
cohesion was particularly strong in studies from the US (the only country with some
additional evidence for negative spill-over effects on general trust in society). Van de Meer
and Tolsma [57] discuss that this could be understood in light of the relatively high levels
of heterogeneity in the US, combined with the pronounced segregation of cities and the
persistence of ethnic inequalities. Segregation and ethnic inequalities obstruct interethnic
contact opportunities and are more likely to occur in a context where multicultural policies
are lacking. Taken together, this indicates that segregation, rather than ethnic diversity per
se, is the problem [58,59]. Hence, it might not be the percent immigrants that matters for
social cohesion; rather, it is the segregation of immigrants.

These results and arguments are important to consider in light of our current re-
sults. Sweden has traditionally had a generous immigration policy. However, this
changed dramatically in 2015 (during the refugee crisis when Sweden received more
than 160,000 asylum seekers), with the launching of a new, far more restrictive immigration
policy (first launched as a temporary law but made permanent in 2021). These changes
towards very restrictive migration legislation were accompanied by changes in public opin-
ions about immigrants, mirrored by the fact that the ultra-nationalistic and anti-immigrant
political party Sweden Democrats became the third-largest party in the parliament elec-
tions in 2018. Further, segregation and social inequality have increased significantly in
Sweden during the last few decades [60] and are now viewed as huge societal challenges.
This indicates that the patterns previously observed in the US with segregation, and ethnic
inequalities, could now be evolving in the Swedish context. Thus, we agree with van der
Meer and Tolsma [57] that policymakers need to consider the combination of heterogeneity,
segregation, and inequality to understand and target the potential adverse effect of ethnic
diversity for social capital and sustainable social development. Rather than concluding
that homogeneity is “good” for social capital and sustainable social development, policies
should focus on actions that can increase opportunities for interethnic contacts and, at the
same time, fight inequality and segregation.

Further research is needed on how to stimulate opportunities for inter-ethnic interac-
tions in local communities in various cultural settings. In addition, there is a need for more
studies on how to simultaneous strengthen social capital and ensure social sustainable
development at different spatial levels, such as overall municipal/city and neighbour-
hood levels. Strengthening within-neighbourhood ties and cohesion (i.e., bonding social
capital) might promote a social sustainable neighbourhood but at the same time lead to
polarizations and tensions at the municipal/city level, thus eroding social sustainability at
a higher spatial level. Qualitative studies exploring how different social groups experience
social capital, social inclusion, and social sustainability in various living environments (e.g.,
urban versus rural neighbourhoods) are also needed, as well as further investigations on
the role of social capital and social sustainability during societal crises such as a pandemic.

4.4. Strengths and Limitations

Using a similar tool and analytical approach in the social capital survey in 2006
and 2020 allowed us to have comparable data in comparing the changes in social capital
levels across neighbourhoods in Umeå Municipality. As we only had two data points
of measurement for social capital, we had to assume that the levels of neighbourhood
social capital did not change swiftly in between the surveys. We believe this assumption
is valid, considering the stable nature of social capital in a relatively stable community
in northern Sweden. The lack of access to neighbourhood registry sociodemographic
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and socioeconomic data for the years 2017–2020 limited the analyses to the period time
of 2006–2017.

5. Conclusions—Implications for Local Policies Aiming to Strengthen Social Capital
for Socially Sustainable Development

Sociodemographic, rather than socioeconomic, factors were associated with levels of
social capital at the neighbourhood level. Local policies aiming to strengthen social capital
for sustainable social development should therefore strive for neighbourhoods with mixed
sociodemographic groups, i.e., designing neighbourhoods that are attractive for families
with children, pensioners, and single-parent households. Ensuring that people (want to)
spend time in their neighbourhoods is essential for social capital and sustainable social
development. This could, e.g., imply planning for meeting places that attract different
groups of people, such as libraries, safe and enjoyable playgrounds for children, youth
centres for adolescents, and attractive recreation areas for older people. Local access to
shops, cafés, and restaurants could also increase social interactions and people’s interests
in spending time in their neighbourhoods.

Neighbourhood social capital operates and is associated with different factors in urban
and rural areas. Thus, policies to strengthen social capital as a means for ensuring sustain-
able social development need to consider the specific local area and adjust interventions
to the local needs. Hence, it is important to consider both the municipal and neigh-
bourhood conditions to ensure sustainable social development in the whole municipality.
Overall positive development in the municipality might not benefit all neighbourhoods
and vice versa. This requires careful mapping of local needs before implementing any
intervention. In some neighbourhoods, interventions to increase neighbour interactions
and social cohesion might be needed (i.e., strengthening bonding social capital), to ensure
social sustainability. In other neighbourhoods, it might instead be important to increase a
sense of inclusion in the municipality/city as a whole to ensure social sustainable develop-
ment. This could be done by, e.g., increasing involvement and representativeness by the
neighbourhood in municipal processes (i.e., building bridging and linking social capital).

Policies to strengthen social capital for sustainable social development should include
interventions that increase possibilities for inter-ethnic social contacts, since opportunities
for interethnic interactions increase interethnic relations, which in turn increases trust and
social cohesion. Supporting opportunities for inter-ethnic interactions requires conscious
municipal actions on how to fight segregation and discrimination and creating inclusive
and ethnically mixed school-settings, meeting places, and leisure activities. This could,
e.g., imply the strategic location of attractive leisure activities and schools to stimulate
the flow of people between neighbourhoods, which could then increase opportunities for
inter-ethnic contacts.
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Figure A2. Social capital indicators across different social capital quintiles in urban and rural areas in 2006 and 2017. 

Appendix C 

Table A1. Probability of belonging to different quintiles of neighbourhood social capital (y-axis) based on different socio-
demographic and socioeconomic characteristics (x-axis). 

1. The proportion of households with at least one adult with high education. 
Rural 

Figure A2. Social capital indicators across different social capital quintiles in urban and rural areas in 2006 and 2017.



Sustainability 2021, 13, 13161 17 of 22

Appendix C

Table A1. Probability of belonging to different quintiles of neighbourhood social capital (y-axis) based on different
sociodemographic and socioeconomic characteristics (x-axis).

1. The proportion of households with at least one adult with high education.
Rural

Sustainability 2021, 13, 13161 19 of 23 
 

 
Urban 

 
2. The proportion of households with at least one adult foreign-born member 

Rural 

 
Urban 

 
3. The proportion of households with cash welfare benefits 

Rural 

 
Urban 

Urban

Sustainability 2021, 13, 13161 19 of 23 
 

 
Urban 

 
2. The proportion of households with at least one adult foreign-born member 

Rural 

 
Urban 

 
3. The proportion of households with cash welfare benefits 

Rural 

 
Urban 

2. The proportion of households with at least one adult foreign-born member
Rural

Sustainability 2021, 13, 13161 19 of 23 
 

 
Urban 

 
2. The proportion of households with at least one adult foreign-born member 

Rural 

 
Urban 

 
3. The proportion of households with cash welfare benefits 

Rural 

 
Urban 

Urban

Sustainability 2021, 13, 13161 19 of 23 
 

 
Urban 

 
2. The proportion of households with at least one adult foreign-born member 

Rural 

 
Urban 

 
3. The proportion of households with cash welfare benefits 

Rural 

 
Urban 



Sustainability 2021, 13, 13161 18 of 22

Table A1. Cont.

3. The proportion of households with cash welfare benefits
Rural

Sustainability 2021, 13, 13161 19 of 23 
 

 
Urban 

 
2. The proportion of households with at least one adult foreign-born member 

Rural 

 
Urban 

 
3. The proportion of households with cash welfare benefits 

Rural 

 
Urban Urban

Sustainability 2021, 13, 13161 20 of 23 
 

 
4. The proportion of households with single-parents  

Rural 

 
Urban 

 
5. The proportion of households with children under 12 years old 

Rural 

 
Urban 

 
6. The proportion of households with an adult receiving unemployment benefit 

Rural 

 
Urban 

4. The proportion of households with single-parents
Rural

Sustainability 2021, 13, 13161 20 of 23 
 

 
4. The proportion of households with single-parents  

Rural 

 
Urban 

 
5. The proportion of households with children under 12 years old 

Rural 

 
Urban 

 
6. The proportion of households with an adult receiving unemployment benefit 

Rural 

 
Urban 

Urban

Sustainability 2021, 13, 13161 20 of 23 
 

 
4. The proportion of households with single-parents  

Rural 

 
Urban 

 
5. The proportion of households with children under 12 years old 

Rural 

 
Urban 

 
6. The proportion of households with an adult receiving unemployment benefit 

Rural 

 
Urban 



Sustainability 2021, 13, 13161 19 of 22

Table A1. Cont.

5. The proportion of households with children under 12 years old
Rural

Sustainability 2021, 13, 13161 20 of 23 
 

 
4. The proportion of households with single-parents  

Rural 

 
Urban 

 
5. The proportion of households with children under 12 years old 

Rural 

 
Urban 

 
6. The proportion of households with an adult receiving unemployment benefit 

Rural 

 
Urban 

Urban

Sustainability 2021, 13, 13161 20 of 23 
 

 
4. The proportion of households with single-parents  

Rural 

 
Urban 

 
5. The proportion of households with children under 12 years old 

Rural 

 
Urban 

 
6. The proportion of households with an adult receiving unemployment benefit 

Rural 

 
Urban 

6. The proportion of households with an adult receiving unemployment benefit
Rural

Sustainability 2021, 13, 13161 20 of 23 
 

 
4. The proportion of households with single-parents  

Rural 

 
Urban 

 
5. The proportion of households with children under 12 years old 

Rural 

 
Urban 

 
6. The proportion of households with an adult receiving unemployment benefit 

Rural 

 
Urban Urban

Sustainability 2021, 13, 13161 21 of 23 
 

 
7. The proportion of households with older pensioners 

Rural 

 
Urban 

 
8 Mean disposable income 

Rural 

 
Urban 

 

References 
1. Shirazi, M.R.; Keivani, R. The triad of social sustainability: Defining and measuring social sustainability of urban 

neighbourhoods. Urban Res. Pract. 2019, 12, 448–471. https://doi.org/10.1080/17535069.2018.1469039. 
2. Boström, M. A missing pillar? Challenges in theorizing and practicing social sustainability: Introduction to the special issue. 

Sustain. Sci. Pract. Policy 2012, 8, 3–14. https://doi.org/10.1080/15487733.2012.11908080. 
3. Dempsey, N.; Bramley, G.; Power, S.; Brown, C. The social dimension of sustainable development: Defining urban social 

sustainability. Sustain. Dev. 2011, 19, 289–300. https://doi.org/10.1002/sd.417. 
4. Schuller, T.; Baron, S.; Field, J. Social capital: A review and critique. In Social Capital: Critical Perspectives; Oxford University 

Press: Oxford, UK, 2000. 



Sustainability 2021, 13, 13161 20 of 22

Table A1. Cont.

7. The proportion of households with older pensioners
Rural

Sustainability 2021, 13, 13161 21 of 23 
 

 
7. The proportion of households with older pensioners 

Rural 

 
Urban 

 
8 Mean disposable income 

Rural 

 
Urban 

 

References 
1. Shirazi, M.R.; Keivani, R. The triad of social sustainability: Defining and measuring social sustainability of urban 

neighbourhoods. Urban Res. Pract. 2019, 12, 448–471. https://doi.org/10.1080/17535069.2018.1469039. 
2. Boström, M. A missing pillar? Challenges in theorizing and practicing social sustainability: Introduction to the special issue. 

Sustain. Sci. Pract. Policy 2012, 8, 3–14. https://doi.org/10.1080/15487733.2012.11908080. 
3. Dempsey, N.; Bramley, G.; Power, S.; Brown, C. The social dimension of sustainable development: Defining urban social 

sustainability. Sustain. Dev. 2011, 19, 289–300. https://doi.org/10.1002/sd.417. 
4. Schuller, T.; Baron, S.; Field, J. Social capital: A review and critique. In Social Capital: Critical Perspectives; Oxford University 

Press: Oxford, UK, 2000. 

Urban

Sustainability 2021, 13, 13161 21 of 23 
 

 
7. The proportion of households with older pensioners 

Rural 

 
Urban 

 
8 Mean disposable income 

Rural 

 
Urban 

 

References 
1. Shirazi, M.R.; Keivani, R. The triad of social sustainability: Defining and measuring social sustainability of urban 

neighbourhoods. Urban Res. Pract. 2019, 12, 448–471. https://doi.org/10.1080/17535069.2018.1469039. 
2. Boström, M. A missing pillar? Challenges in theorizing and practicing social sustainability: Introduction to the special issue. 

Sustain. Sci. Pract. Policy 2012, 8, 3–14. https://doi.org/10.1080/15487733.2012.11908080. 
3. Dempsey, N.; Bramley, G.; Power, S.; Brown, C. The social dimension of sustainable development: Defining urban social 

sustainability. Sustain. Dev. 2011, 19, 289–300. https://doi.org/10.1002/sd.417. 
4. Schuller, T.; Baron, S.; Field, J. Social capital: A review and critique. In Social Capital: Critical Perspectives; Oxford University 

Press: Oxford, UK, 2000. 

8 Mean disposable income
Rural

Sustainability 2021, 13, 13161 21 of 23 
 

 
7. The proportion of households with older pensioners 

Rural 

 
Urban 

 
8 Mean disposable income 

Rural 

 
Urban 

 

References 
1. Shirazi, M.R.; Keivani, R. The triad of social sustainability: Defining and measuring social sustainability of urban 

neighbourhoods. Urban Res. Pract. 2019, 12, 448–471. https://doi.org/10.1080/17535069.2018.1469039. 
2. Boström, M. A missing pillar? Challenges in theorizing and practicing social sustainability: Introduction to the special issue. 

Sustain. Sci. Pract. Policy 2012, 8, 3–14. https://doi.org/10.1080/15487733.2012.11908080. 
3. Dempsey, N.; Bramley, G.; Power, S.; Brown, C. The social dimension of sustainable development: Defining urban social 

sustainability. Sustain. Dev. 2011, 19, 289–300. https://doi.org/10.1002/sd.417. 
4. Schuller, T.; Baron, S.; Field, J. Social capital: A review and critique. In Social Capital: Critical Perspectives; Oxford University 

Press: Oxford, UK, 2000. 

Urban

Sustainability 2021, 13, 13161 21 of 23 
 

 
7. The proportion of households with older pensioners 

Rural 

 
Urban 

 
8 Mean disposable income 

Rural 

 
Urban 

 

References 
1. Shirazi, M.R.; Keivani, R. The triad of social sustainability: Defining and measuring social sustainability of urban 

neighbourhoods. Urban Res. Pract. 2019, 12, 448–471. https://doi.org/10.1080/17535069.2018.1469039. 
2. Boström, M. A missing pillar? Challenges in theorizing and practicing social sustainability: Introduction to the special issue. 

Sustain. Sci. Pract. Policy 2012, 8, 3–14. https://doi.org/10.1080/15487733.2012.11908080. 
3. Dempsey, N.; Bramley, G.; Power, S.; Brown, C. The social dimension of sustainable development: Defining urban social 

sustainability. Sustain. Dev. 2011, 19, 289–300. https://doi.org/10.1002/sd.417. 
4. Schuller, T.; Baron, S.; Field, J. Social capital: A review and critique. In Social Capital: Critical Perspectives; Oxford University 

Press: Oxford, UK, 2000. 

References
1. Shirazi, M.R.; Keivani, R. The triad of social sustainability: Defining and measuring social sustainability of urban neighbourhoods.

Urban Res. Pract. 2019, 12, 448–471. [CrossRef]
2. Boström, M. A missing pillar? Challenges in theorizing and practicing social sustainability: Introduction to the special issue.

Sustain. Sci. Pract. Policy 2012, 8, 3–14. [CrossRef]
3. Dempsey, N.; Bramley, G.; Power, S.; Brown, C. The social dimension of sustainable development: Defining urban social

sustainability. Sustain. Dev. 2011, 19, 289–300. [CrossRef]
4. Schuller, T.; Baron, S.; Field, J. Social capital: A review and critique. In Social Capital: Critical Perspectives; Oxford University Press:

Oxford, UK, 2000.
5. Woodcraft, S. Social Sustainability and New Communities: Moving from Concept to Practice in the UK. Procedia-Soc. Behav. Sci.

2012, 68, 29–42. [CrossRef]
6. Yoo, C.; Lee, S. Neighborhood Built Environments Affecting Social Capital and Social Sustainability in Seoul, Korea. Sustainability

2016, 8, 1346. [CrossRef]
7. Weingaertner, C.; Moberg, Å. Exploring Social Sustainability: Learning from Perspectives on Urban Development and Companies

and Products. Sustain. Dev. 2014, 22, 122–133. [CrossRef]
8. Moore, S.; Kawachi, I. Twenty years of social capital and health research: A glossary. J. Epidemiol. Community Health 2017, 71,

513–517. [CrossRef]

http://doi.org/10.1080/17535069.2018.1469039
http://doi.org/10.1080/15487733.2012.11908080
http://doi.org/10.1002/sd.417
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2012.12.204
http://doi.org/10.3390/su8121346
http://doi.org/10.1002/sd.536
http://doi.org/10.1136/jech-2016-208313


Sustainability 2021, 13, 13161 21 of 22

9. Putnam, R.D. Making Democracy Work: Civic Traditions in Modern Italy; Princeton University Press: Princeton, NJ, USA, 1993.
10. Putnam, R.D. Bowling Alone: The Collapse and Revival of American Community; Simon & Schuster: New York, NY, USA, 2000.
11. Portes, A. Social Capital: Its Origins and Applications in Modern Sociology. Annu. Rev. Sociol. 1998, 24, 1–24. [CrossRef]
12. Hooghe, M. Introduction: Generating social capital. In Generating Social Capital: Civil Society and Institutions in Comparative

Perspective; Hooghe, M., Stolle, D., Eds.; Palgrave Macmillan: New York, NY, USA, 2003; p. 118.
13. Fukuyama, F. Social Capital and Development: The Coming Agenda. SAIS Rev. 2002, 22, 23–37. [CrossRef]
14. Semenza, J.C.; Krishnasamy, P.V. Design of a health-promoting neighborhood intervention. Health Promot. Pract. 2007, 8, 243–256.

[CrossRef]
15. Semenza, J.C.; March, T.L.; Bontempo, B.D. Community-initiated urban development: An ecological intervention. J. Urban Health

2007, 84, 8–20. [CrossRef]
16. Farquhar, S.A.; Michael, Y.L.; Wiggins, N. Building on leadership and social capital to create change in 2 urban communities.

Am. J. Public Health 2005, 95, 596–601. [CrossRef]
17. Michael, Y.L.; Farquhar, S.A.; Wiggins, N.; Green, M.K. Findings from a community-based participatory prevention research

intervention designed to increase social capital in Latino and African American communities. J. Immigr. Minor. Health 2008, 10,
281–289. [CrossRef]

18. Ferlander, S.; Timms, D. Social Capital and Community Building through the Internet: A Swedish Case Study in a Disadvantaged
Suburban Area. Sociol. Res. Online 2007, 12, 1–17. [CrossRef]

19. Vårheim, A. Gracious space: Library programming strategies towards immigrants as tools in the creation of social capital.
Libr. Inf. Sci. Res. 2011, 33, 12–18. [CrossRef]

20. Costa, D.L.; Kahn, M.E. Civic Engagement and Community Heterogeneity: An Economist’s Perspective. Perspect. Politics 2003, 1,
103–111. [CrossRef]

21. Hutchinson, R.N.; Putt, M.A.; Dean, L.T.; Long, J.A.; Montagnet, C.A.; Armstrong, K. Neighborhood racial composition, social
capital and black all-cause mortality in Philadelphia. Soc. Sci. Med. 2009, 68, 1859–1865. [CrossRef]

22. Harpham, T.; Grant, E.; Thomas, E. Measuring social capital within health surveys: Key issues. Health Policy Plan 2002, 17,
106–111. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

23. Mohnen, S.M.; Groenewegen, P.P.; Völker, B.; Flap, H. Neighborhood social capital and individual health. Soc. Sci. Med. 2011, 72,
660–667. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

24. Poortinga, W. Social relations or social capital? Individual and community health effects of bonding social capital. Soc. Sci. Med.
2006, 63, 255–270. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

25. Snelgrove, J.W.; Pikhart, H.; Stafford, M. A multilevel analysis of social capital and self-rated health: Evidence from the British
Household Panel Survey. Soc. Sci. Med. 2009, 68, 1993–2001. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

26. Eriksson, M.; Ng, N.; Weinehall, L.; Emmelin, M. The importance of gender and conceptualization for understanding the
association between collective social capital and health: A multilevel analysis from northern Sweden. Soc. Sci. Med. 2011, 73,
264–273. [CrossRef]

27. Municipality, U. Demografen [The Demographer]. Available online: https://demografi.umea.se/ (accessed on 22 November 2021).
28. European Social Progress Index. Available online: http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/en/information/maps/social_progress

(accessed on 22 November 2021).
29. Swedish Police. Utsatta Områden. Social Ordning, Kriminell Struktur Och Utmaningar för Polisen. [Vulnerable Areas. Social Order,

Criminal Structure and Challenges for the Police]; Swedish Police: Stockholm, Sweden, 2017.
30. Santosa, A.; Ng, N.; Zetterberg, L.; Eriksson, M. Study Protocol: Social Capital as a Resource for the Planning and Design

of Socially Sustainable and Health Promoting Neighborhoods- A Mixed Method Study. Front Public Health 2020, 8, 581078.
[CrossRef]

31. Fabrigar, L.R.; Wegener, D.T.; MacCallum, R.C.; Strahan, E.J. Evaluating the use of exploratory factor analysis in psychological
research. Psychol. Methods 1999, 4, 272–299. [CrossRef]

32. Vyas, S.; Kumaranayake, L. Constructing socio-economic status indices: How to use principal components analysis.
Health Policy Plan 2006, 21, 459–468. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

33. Woolcock, M.J.V.; Narayan, D. Social capital: Implications for development theory, research, and policy. World Bank Res. Obs.
2000, 15, 225–249. [CrossRef]

34. SCB. Longitudinal Integrated Database for Health Insurance and Labour Market Studies (LISA). Available online: https:
//www.scb.se/en/services/ordering-data-and-statistics/ordering-microdata/vilka-mikrodata-finns/longitudinella-register/
longitudinal-integrated-database-for-health-insurance-and-labour-market-studies-lisa/ (accessed on 15 November 2021).

35. European Commission. European Social Progress Index. Available online: https://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/en/
information/maps/social_progress2020/ (accessed on 22 November 2021).

36. Westlund, H.; Rutten, R.; Boekema, F. Social capital, distance, values and levels of space. J. Econ. Behav. Organ. 2010, 18, 965–970.
37. Municipality, U. Umeå Kommuns Bostadsförsörjningsprogram 2017–2024 [Umeå Municipality Housing Supply Programme

2017–2024]. Available online: https://www.umea.se/download/18.2bd9ced91726ea4d7b4484/1592481137809/Bostadsf%C3
%B6rs%C3%B6rjningsprogram%202017-2024.pdf (accessed on 22 November 2021).

38. Whiteley, P.F. Economic Growth and Social Capital. Political Stud. 2000, 48, 443–466. [CrossRef]

http://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.soc.24.1.1
http://doi.org/10.1353/sais.2002.0009
http://doi.org/10.1177/1524839906289585
http://doi.org/10.1007/s11524-006-9124-8
http://doi.org/10.2105/AJPH.2004.048280
http://doi.org/10.1007/s10903-007-9078-2
http://doi.org/10.5153/sro.1594
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.lisr.2010.04.005
http://doi.org/10.1017/S1537592703000082
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2009.02.005
http://doi.org/10.1093/heapol/17.1.106
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/11861592
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2010.12.004
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21251743
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2005.11.039
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16427171
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2009.03.011
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19345465
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2011.05.013
https://demografi.umea.se/
http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/en/information/maps/social_progress
http://doi.org/10.3389/fpubh.2020.581078
http://doi.org/10.1037/1082-989X.4.3.272
http://doi.org/10.1093/heapol/czl029
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17030551
http://doi.org/10.1093/wbro/15.2.225
https://www.scb.se/en/services/ordering-data-and-statistics/ordering-microdata/vilka-mikrodata-finns/longitudinella-register/longitudinal-integrated-database-for-health-insurance-and-labour-market-studies-lisa/
https://www.scb.se/en/services/ordering-data-and-statistics/ordering-microdata/vilka-mikrodata-finns/longitudinella-register/longitudinal-integrated-database-for-health-insurance-and-labour-market-studies-lisa/
https://www.scb.se/en/services/ordering-data-and-statistics/ordering-microdata/vilka-mikrodata-finns/longitudinella-register/longitudinal-integrated-database-for-health-insurance-and-labour-market-studies-lisa/
https://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/en/information/maps/social_progress2020/
https://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/en/information/maps/social_progress2020/
https://www.umea.se/download/18.2bd9ced91726ea4d7b4484/1592481137809/Bostadsf%C3%B6rs%C3%B6rjningsprogram%202017-2024.pdf
https://www.umea.se/download/18.2bd9ced91726ea4d7b4484/1592481137809/Bostadsf%C3%B6rs%C3%B6rjningsprogram%202017-2024.pdf
http://doi.org/10.1111/1467-9248.00269


Sustainability 2021, 13, 13161 22 of 22

39. Raman, S. Designing a Liveable Compact City: Physical Forms of City and Social Life in Urban Neighbourhoods. Built Environ.
2010, 36, 63–80. [CrossRef]

40. Ziersch, A.M.; Baum, F.; Darmawan, I.G.; Kavanagh, A.M.; Bentley, R.J. Social capital and health in rural and urban communities
in South Australia. Aust. N Z J. Public Health 2009, 33, 7–16. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

41. Sørensen, J.F.L. Rural–Urban Differences in Bonding and Bridging Social Capital. Reg. Stud. 2016, 50, 391–410. [CrossRef]
42. Fukuyama, F. Social capital, civil society and development. Third World Q. 2001, 22, 7–20. [CrossRef]
43. Zetterberg, L.; Santosa, A.; Ng, N.; Karlsson, M.; Eriksson, M. Impact of COVID-19 on Neighborhood Social Support and Social

Interactions in UmeÂ Municipality, Sweden. Front. Sustain. Cities 2021, 3, 685737. [CrossRef]
44. Pitas, N.; Ehmer, C. Social Capital in the Response to COVID-19. Am. J. Health Promot. 2020, 34, 942–944. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
45. Aldrich, D.; Meyer, M. Social Capital and Community Resilience. Am. Behav. Sci. 2015, 59, 254–269. [CrossRef]
46. Helliwell, J.F.; Huang, H.; Wang, S. Social Capital and Well-Being in Times of Crisis. J. Happiness Stud. 2014, 15, 145–162.

[CrossRef]
47. Nakagawa, Y.; Shaw, R. Social Capital: A Missing Link to Disaster Recovery. Int. J. Mass Emerg. Disasters 2004, 22, 5–34.
48. Dekker, K. Social Capital, Neighbourhood Attachment and Participation in Distressed Urban Areas. A Case Study in The Hague

and Utrecht, the Netherlands. Hous. Stud. 2007, 22, 355–379. [CrossRef]
49. Eurostat. How Many Single-Parent Households Are there in the EU? Available online: https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/web/

products-eurostat-news/-/edn-20210601-2 (accessed on 22 November 2021).
50. Stavrova, O.; Fetchenhauer, D. Single Parents, Unhappy Parents? Parenthood, Partnership, and the Cultural Normative Context.

J. Cross-Cult. Psychol. 2014, 46, 134–149. [CrossRef]
51. Glatz, C.; Bodi-Fernandez, O. Individual social capital and subjective well-being in urban- and rural Austrian areas.

Osterr. Z. Für Soziologie 2020, 45, 139–163. [CrossRef]
52. Putnam, R.D. E Pluribus Unum: Diversity and Community in the Twenty-first Century The 2006 Johan Skytte Prize Lecture.

Scand. Political Stud. 2007, 30, 137–174. [CrossRef]
53. Vermeulen, F.; Tillie, J.; van de Walle, R. Different Effects of Ethnic Diversity on Social Capital: Density of Foundations and

Leisure Associations in Amsterdam Neighbourhoods. Urban Stud. 2011, 49, 337–352. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
54. Rostila, M. Birds of a feather flock together–and fall ill? Migrant homophily and health in Sweden. Sociol. Health Illn. 2010, 32,

382–399. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
55. Gesthuizen, M.; Van der Meer, T.; Scheepers, P. Ethnic diversity and social capital in Europe: Tests of Putnam′s thesis in European

countries. Scand. Political Stud. 2009, 32, 121–142. [CrossRef]
56. Letki, N. Does Diversity Erode Social Cohesion? Social Capital and Race in British Neighbourhoods. Political Stud. 2008, 56,

99–126. [CrossRef]
57. Van der Meer, T.; Tolsma, J. Ethnic Diversity and Its Effects on Social Cohesion. Annu. Rev. Sociol. 2014, 40, 459–478. [CrossRef]
58. Laurence, J. Wider-community Segregation and the Effect of Neighbourhood Ethnic Diversity on Social Capital: An Investigation

into Intra-Neighbourhood Trust in Great Britain and London. Sociology 2017, 51, 1011–1033. [CrossRef]
59. Uslaner, E. Trust, Diversity, and Segregation in the United States and the United Kingdom1. Comp. Sociol. 2011, 10, 221–247.

[CrossRef]
60. Delegationen mot Segregation. Segregation i Sverige–Årsrapport 2021 Om Den Socioekonomiska Boendesegregationens Utveckling

[Segregation in Sweden–Annual Report about Development in Socioeconomic Housing Segregation]; Delegationen mot Segregation
[The Delegation against Segregation]: Stockholm, Sweden, 2021.

http://doi.org/10.2148/benv.36.1.63
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1753-6405.2009.00332.x
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19236353
http://doi.org/10.1080/00343404.2014.918945
http://doi.org/10.1080/713701144
http://doi.org/10.3389/frsc.2021.685737
http://doi.org/10.1177/0890117120924531
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/32394721
http://doi.org/10.1177/0002764214550299
http://doi.org/10.1007/s10902-013-9441-z
http://doi.org/10.1080/02673030701254103
https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/web/products-eurostat-news/-/edn-20210601-2
https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/web/products-eurostat-news/-/edn-20210601-2
http://doi.org/10.1177/0022022114551160
http://doi.org/10.1007/s11614-020-00399-9
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9477.2007.00176.x
http://doi.org/10.1177/0042098011403016
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22375291
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9566.2009.01196.x
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20415788
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9477.2008.00217.x
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9248.2007.00692.x
http://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-soc-071913-043309
http://doi.org/10.1177/0038038516641867
http://doi.org/10.1163/156913311X566571

	Introduction 
	Material and Methods 
	Research Setting 
	Study Design 
	Data Sources 
	Social Capital Surveys in 2006 and 2020 
	Outcome Variable: Neighbourhood-Level Social Capital 
	Independent Variables 

	Statistical Analysis 

	Results 
	Discussion 
	Changes over Time in Social Capital and Socioeconomic and Sociodemographic Factors 
	Factors Associated with Positive Changes in Neighbourhood Social Capital 
	Factors Associated with Negative Changes in Neighbourhood Social Capital 
	Strengths and Limitations 

	Conclusions—Implications for Local Policies Aiming to Strengthen Social Capital for Socially Sustainable Development 
	
	
	
	References

