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Abstract 

Contextual effects have previously been 

shown to be related to political attitudes 

and behaviour. Focusing on the contextual 

effect of social exclusion, this paper 

evaluates whether individuals living in 

areas with higher levels of social exclusion 

tend to be less trusting of political 

institutions. Regression analysis was used 

based on data from the Swedish Citizen 

Survey 2003 and Small Areas for Market 

Statistics. The results showed no evidence 

for a relationship between social exclusion 

and political trust.  

Keywords: Contextual effects, political 

trust, social exclusion, urban inequality 

 

Introduction 

This thesis aims to analyse contextual 

effect of residential segregation by using 

Sweden as the area of focus to examine 

whether peoples’ political trust can be 

explained by segregated-generated 

differences.  

 In 2011, several European 

countries have experienced mass protests 

and violent eruptions. In Portugal and 

Spain, people demanded jobs for the 

young. In Germany, citizens marched 

against the reconstruction of a main 

railway station and for a nuclear phase-out. 

In Italy, the budget cuts in government 

expenditure caused decreased support for 

the Berlusconi-administration. During the 

financial crisis, citizens in Greece and 

Iceland voiced their anger about the 

disappointing government actions to tackle 

the financial crisis. Police misconduct in 

Britain caused outbreak of riots. Not to 

mention, the mass demonstrations and 

uprisings in the Middle East against 

authoritarian regimes, also known as the 

“Arab Spring”, are other examples of 

tension between citizens, institutions and 

representatives. 

 The above mentioned 

examples are often characterized as 

“political disenchantment”, meaning that 

there is a growing distance between 

citizens and their politicians, that they feel 

unheard, unrepresented and increasingly 

frustrated. It is argued that this 

disenchantment is related to lower levels of 

political trust (Eder and Katsanidou, 2015: 

83).  

 In several Western 

democracies, recent election results 

suggest that the governing parties in each 

respective countries are losing support to 

the opposition parties, some of them being 

populist and anti-system parties. One 
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example is the 2010 elections in Sweden 

where the Swedish Democrats entered 

Parliament. This election and the election 

in other countries can be interpreted as a 

symptom of a more structural political 

disenchantment and malaise with liberal 

democracy. In turn, the decline in political 

trust has important political and social 

consequences (Hooghe and Zmerli, 2011: 

1p). For example, in Sweden, there has 

been cases of violent political protests as a 

likely result of a decline in political trust. 

The disturbances in Husby and other 

suburbs in Stockholm follow a similar 

pattern - the riots tend to take place in 

socioeconomically disadvantaged 

neighbourhoods where distrust in 

politicians and institutions is widespread 

among its residents. Then again, future 

research is needed about the causes of the 

riots to draw any definitive conclusions 

(Adman, 2013). 

 Contextual effects could be a 

contributing factor to these occurrences as 

it has previously been shown to affect 

political behaviour and political attitudes. 

Residents may feel social pressure to 

behave and think like the people that 

surrounds them. For example, people in 

more affluent neighbourhoods are more 

likely to participate in a variety of political 

acts, which he or she believes come from 

stronger participatory social norms. 

Furthermore, high status environment 

encourages participation through the 

informal transmission of group based 

norms which turn participation into a 

social obligation (Oliver, 1999: 190). 

This is evident in the article 

by Strömblad and Myrberg (2013), where 

the scholars study the contextual effect on 

requests for political participation in urban 

settings. What they found was that urban 

inequality does influence the distribution 

of invitation to political activities. That is, 

citizens residing in socially excluded areas 

are less likely to be approached by 

mobilising activities, regardless of the 

personal relation between the recruiter and 

the recruited (Strömblad and Myrberg, 

2013: 1058). 

Furthermore, the study of 

contextual effects has long been a question 

of great interest in a wide range of fields. 

For one reason or another, there is a 

challenge of trying to explain how 

discrepancies in macro-level impact 

variations in micro-level. Also, in Sweden, 

as well as other European countries, people 

that are less socioeconomically privileged 

tend to reside in areas that are architectural 

homogenous in the urban periphery. These 

areas are characterized by high level of 
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unemployment, low levels of education, 

high levels of long-term sickness absence 

and high levels of welfare dependency 

(Strömblad, 2003: 3). I believe that this 

concentration of less privileged residents is 

a problem as it could lead to a negative 

spiral. That is, people that are socially 

excluded and reside in neighbourhoods 

where social exclusion is widespread may 

face even bigger challenges to achieve 

integration. 

Not to forget, political trust is 

a major area of interest within the field of 

political science. Political trust is 

associated with various forms of political 

behaviour and attitudes. For example, low 

levels of trust is associated with low 

interest and participation in politics. In 

contrast, high levels of political trust is 

associated with democratic development 

and stability, social and economic equality, 

rule of law and economic development 

(Newton, 2015: 19p). It goes without 

saying that political trust is a crucial basis 

for social integration and a stable 

government. Modern political, social and 

economic relations are ultimately 

dependent upon the willingness of citizens 

to take the risk of trusting others (Zmerli 

and Newton, 2011: 67). 

How would the contextual 

effect of social exclusion affect individual 

political trust? Individuals in less 

privileged areas would most likely be more 

pessimistic toward the political system. 

Regardless of socioeconomic status, 

residents are reminded of the negative 

consequences of being socially excluded. 

This negative resource of information 

could reflect distrust and contempt toward 

politicians and political institutions with 

their ability of improving the situation of 

the disadvantaged (Strömblad, 2003: 50p).  

 I believe that the relationship 

between social exclusion and political trust 

has to be further analysed. This paper 

argues that individual political trust is 

relatively lower in areas marked by higher 

levels of social exclusion. Furthermore, I 

anticipate that the contextual effect of 

social exclusion on political trust will vary 

across employment statuses. Similar to the 

article by Strömblad and Myrberg, this 

thesis will focus on the importance of 

residential segregation for the socio-

political environment of neighbourhoods in 

Swedish cities, to investigate how peoples’ 

political trust is affected by intracity 

discrepancies between more and less 

privileged residential areas. To clarify, this 

paper will try to answer the following 

research question:  



6 
 
 

 

How is individual political trust affected 

by intracity discrepancies between 

residential areas with higher and lower 

levels of social exclusion? 

 Hopefully, this study can 

contribute to answering the research 

question, and provide a better knowledge 

on contextual effects, as well as 

highlighting the issue of reducing socio-

economic disadvantages and political 

marginalization in these city areas. 

 This paper begins by an 

overview of the theoretical framework to 

cover empirical findings in previous 

research. Based on these previous findings, 

I derive two hypotheses. It will then go on 

to a presentation of data and method. Next, 

the results will be presented, analysed, and 

followed by a brief summary along with 

some concluding remarks. 

 

Theory 

A good introduction to understanding the 

impact of contextual effect on political 

behaviour and political attitudes is found in 

the article by Huckfeldt and Sprague 

(1993). The scholars examine the political 

consequences that arise due to multiple and 

simultaneous bases of social experience 

where two alternative contexts - 

neighbourhoods and churches - are studied. 

The notion is that individual political 

preference is not only a function of the 

characteristics of that individual, but also 

the characteristics and predispositions of 

other surrounding individuals. However, 

this does not mean that individuals cannot 

express discretion over social interaction, 

but rather that such control is constrained 

by a set of interaction probabilities that are 

dependent on contextually determined 

supply (Huckfeldt and Sprague, 1993: 

365pp).   

This study will analyse a 

single context – that of urban inequality – 

but the premise is still the same. That is, 

the content of contextual information is 

likely to be biased by the composition of 

the local environment. For example, people 

may obtain information structured by the 

social environment, discussions with 

friends or neighbours, involvement in 

community organisations or just by 

observing people and events in the local 

context. Furthermore, in the case of urban 

inequality, an individual in a working-class 

area would thus be prone to encounter 

political information from a worker-class 

perspective, while individuals from an 

upper middle-class area encounter 

information with a different political 

viewpoint. Consequently, class 
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composition of a community is a result of 

the social environment affecting political 

behaviour and attitudes in such a way as to 

influence how people within those contexts 

act and think politically (Burbank, 1995: 

621pp). 

There is a risk of conflating 

the effects of the residential area in 

explaining individual behaviour. The area 

where an individual resides does not 

necessarily reflect who that resident 

interacts with on a regular basis. It is 

possible to live in one area and interact 

with people from other areas, meaning that 

the demographic context of where an 

individual lives does not have to be related 

to the social context to which the 

individual is regularly exposed. In other 

words, the main influence on people’s 

behaviour could be an affiliation tied to 

family, workplace, and religion among 

other things, all taking place in different 

places (Eriksson, 2007: 47pp). This can be 

exemplified by citizens in rural areas and 

sparsely populated areas. Because of this, 

the results could be misinterpreted and 

show a “weak” or no relationship between 

our variables. For this reason, I will limit 

the scope to residential areas located in 

“cities”. The delimitation will be further 

explained in the data section. 

However, contextual effects 

have previously shown to affect political 

trust. In a cross-national study by van der 

Meer and Dekker (2011), the scholars 

study which contextual characteristics are 

relevant to explain the variance in political 

trust. The results showed that trust is lower 

in countries where corruption is more 

widespread or in former communist 

countries than in longstanding 

democracies, and that political trust is high 

in countries with a proportional electoral 

system as citizens are better represented 

there (van der Meer and Dekker, 2011: 

104). The argument used in their study is 

inspired by Kasperson et al. that trust is a 

rational evaluation of social situations and 

that an individual who trusts political 

actors and institutions believes that they 

meet four demands. First, political trust is 

higher when a political actor is judged to 

be competent when the policy output is 

successful, either socially, economically 

and/or politically. Second, a political actor 

will gain trust when that actor is 

considered to be inherently committed 

when they represent a larger share of the 

electorate. Third, an individual’s political 

trust lies in his or her ability to enforce 

political or parliamentary actions to 

dismiss a political actor that do not 

function well. Lastly, a political actor gains 
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higher political trust when their past 

behaviour is consistent, thus being 

predictable and true to their word (van der 

Meer and Dekker, 2011: 97). 

The same theory can be 

applicable on our study to why individuals 

from disadvantaged or socially excluded 

areas can be expected to have less political 

trust than individuals from privileged 

areas. Political trust should reasonably to 

some extent depend on the actual set of 

political actors that an individual is 

confronting (Adman and Strömblad, 2011: 

107). Therefore, an individual from a 

residential area where social exclusion is 

widespread may be dissatisfied with the 

political system or perceive that it is 

working against that individual which in 

turn will lead to expressing distrust toward 

the political process (Mcdonald, 2015: 

157).  

This view is supported by 

Hutchison and Xu (2017) that examined 

macro- and individual-level determinants 

of political trust in China. The scholars 

find that individuals living in provinces 

with higher levels of inequality to have a 

negative effect on trust of political 

institutions (Hutchison and Xu, 2017).    

Overall, these studies 

indicate that, all else being equal, 

individuals residing in neighbourhood with 

higher levels of social exclusion, to have 

lower levels of political trust in relation to 

individuals residing in a neighbourhood 

with lower levels of social exclusion. I 

therefore develop the following 

hypothesis: 

H1a: Individuals in neighbourhoods with 

higher levels of social exclusion will be 

less trusting of political institutions than 

individuals with lower levels of social 

exclusion. 

In line with previous 

research, I expect to find variation in trust 

levels across employment statuses between 

neighbourhoods with higher and lover 

levels of social exclusion. This is more 

commonly known as an interaction effect. 

Unemployed individuals can be expected 

to be significantly less trusting of political 

institutions in neighbourhoods with higher 

levels of social exclusion than unemployed 

individuals in neighbourhoods with lower 

levels of social exclusion. Based on this 

conditional effect, I develop a second 

hypothesis: 

H1b: The contextual effect of social 

exclusion on individual political trust will 

vary across employment statuses. 
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The relationship and pathway 

between our variables are illustrated in 

Figure 1.  

Unlike Hutchison and Xu 

(2017) that used area-level real per capita 

income to measure urban inequality, I will 

be using area unemployment. By using a 

single indicator to measure contextual-

level social exclusion, I avoid the more 

extensive and abstract measure of 

“aggregated socioeconomic status”. That 

is, I do not have to construct an index of 

several dimensions of socioeconomic 

status. A measurement as such would make 

it difficult to analyse the contextual effect 

as the interpretation would be more or less 

arbitrary. Moreover, several indicators of 

socioeconomic status are highly correlated 

with area unemployment (Strömblad, 

2003: 48). Additionally, to ensure the 

focus on contextual effect, I include 

individual-level control variables. Proper 

control variables will be chosen based on 

their socio-geographically related 

relationships. 

It is important to note the 

multidimensional character of segregation 

in Sweden. In the case of Sweden, 

distressed neighbourhoods tend to have an 

ethnic dimension apart from the socio-

economic one. The majority of all 

distressed areas have a large proportion of 

immigrants, but these areas are seldom 

dominated by a singly ethnic group. 

Citizens in these areas consist of a variety 

of ethnic groups with very little in 

common, aside from the immigrant 

experience and the marginal positions as 

such. Therefore, a contextual effect of 

social exclusion may not only be the result 

of a large share individuals with low socio-

economic status, but also due to an 

overrepresentation of immigrants 

(Andersson and Bråmå, 2004: 518). In the 

study by Strömblad and Myrberg (2013), 

immigrant density (the percentage of  

 

  

 

 

Figure 1: Illustrated in the figure above, I anticipate an independent negative effect of social 
exclusion on individual political trust while controlling for individual traits. I also anticipate to find an 
interaction effect, meaning that the contextual effect on individual political trust will vary across 
employment statuses.  

Political trust 
Social exclusion 

Employment 
status 
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foreign-born residents in the 

neighbourhood) as a contextual measure is 

taken into account and included in their 

analysis (Strömblad and Myrberg, 2013: 

1054). For this reason, it could be 

reasonable to include immigrant density as 

a control variable along with individual-

level control variables to our study. Then 

again, in the topic of political trust, there is 

not much suggesting that immigrant 

density having an effect on political trust. I 

therefore constructed a variable of 

immigrant density and ran a bivariate 

correlation between area unemployment 

and immigrant density in order to ensure 

that the relationship between social 

exclusion and political trust is not due to 

immigrant density. The correlation showed 

a modest significant relationship (the 

correlation was ,412** when running a 

Pearson correlation on my data). 

Therefore, to make somewhat of a 

compromise, separate regression tests will 

be conducted, one regression with 

immigrant density and one without 

immigrant density to avoid any 

misinterpretation of our main variables. 

It should be noted that the 

contextual variables were visibly skewed 

(see Figure 2). For this reason, there will 

be a separate similar analysis with the 

contextual variables replaced with 

logarithm-transformed contextual 

variables. 

  
Figure 2: Two histograms showing the distribution of social exclusion and immigrant density. Illustrated 
in the histograms above, the distribution in both variables is positively skewed. The x-axis represents 
percentage and the y-axis represents frequency. 
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Turning back to the study by 

van der Meer and Dekker (2011), the 

scholars’ approach of cross-national 

analysis limits them to use a narrow 

concept of political trust - trust in national 

parliament (van der Meer and Dekker, 

2011: 101). However, it is important to 

consider trust in other institutions as well 

such as the police, the legal system and so 

forth. Our intracity focus allows a more 

generalised form of political trust (Adman, 

2004: 22). I develop this index of political 

trust using the Swedish Citizen Survey 

2003, a survey containing respondents’ 

self-reported trust toward political 

institutions. At first thought it could be 

strange to add different trust judgement in 

one scale of measurement considering 

peoples’ distinct trust judgement. On the 

other hand, institutions are all part of a 

political system with a political culture. 

Consequently, it is reasonable to assume 

that citizens develop a comprehensive 

attitude of political trust, shaped by the 

trustworthiness of various institutions. 

While measuring political 

trust, I cannot rule out the respondents’ 

evaluations and assessments of the people 

running these institutions when answering 

this question. Low levels of political trust 

may be due to distrust toward its current 

incumbents rather than the institutions 

itself. This will be taken into account when 

analysing the results.  

 

Data 

For empirical analyses, the paper will rely 

on the large-scale Swedish Citizen Survey 

2003. The survey employed face-to-face 

interviews with a stratified random sample 

of citizens in Sweden (age 18 and over). It 

consists of a deliberate large over-sample 

of immigrants, originally selected on the 

basis of official registry data. The total 

sample includes 2138 respondents of 

which 858 originally have immigrated to 

Sweden. Furthermore, the survey 

employed a complex sampling scheme to 

increase the selection probability for 

refugees and for immigrants from 

developing countries, and to have an 

under-representing immigrants from 

Nordic and Western European countries. 

With this unique collection of data, it 

allows for a representative sample of 

native born and foreign-born citizens in 

Sweden. 

Political trust is quite 

comprehensively measured through each 

participant’s expressed confidence in ten 

institutions: the courts, the police, the 

parliament, politicians, the municipal 

board, the civil service, the political 
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parties, the government, the EU and the 

UN. However, for this analysis, only 

national institutions will be studied, hence 

disregarding the items the EU and the UN.  

I was somewhat pensive to 

how the items politicians and government 

was expressed for the respondent. The 

items could be interpreted in a very general 

sense which could result in national 

politicians and government being confused 

with politicians and governments in other 

countries. Then again, it is most likely that 

the participant understood the items as 

“national politicians” and “national 

government” as national and international 

institutions are distinguished in the survey. 

To use data for contextual 

analyses, the data on individuals are 

complemented with data on residential area 

in order to see where the participant lives. 

For this reason I will use demographic 

statistics on so called “SAMS-areas” 

(Small Areas for Market Statistics). The 

map of Sweden consists of grids that are 

defined on many different geographic scale 

levels. The SAMS-areas in the map 

represents the boxes in one of the more 

finely divided geographical divisions. The 

whole country consists of approximately 

9000 SAMS-areas. The division is largely 

based on functional boundaries that the 

municipalities have done, with the purpose 

of distinguishing, for example, different 

residential and industrial areas from each 

other. At least in cities and urban areas, the 

areas can be expected to be reasonable 

approximations of what people generally 

refer to as a “residential area”.  

 

Individual-level independent variables 

Since the purpose of this study is to study 

the contextual effect on political trust, the 

individual level independent variables are 

thus control variables.  

Gender: The gender variables is coded 0 

for men and 1 for women.  

Age: The age variable is based on the age 

of the respondent at the time of the 

interview. I also included an aged-squared 

variable to capture potential curvature 

effects. 

Ethnicity: The individual level variable 

for ethnicity is coded 0 for native born 

citizens and 1 for foreign-born citizens. 

This variable does exclude those who 

moved to Sweden at a young age and those 

who have few if any memories of their 

birth country. Therefore, the variable might 

miss some individuals that could be 

defined as immigrants. Then again, the 

downside would be that it only captures 
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those who have experience of immigrating 

to Sweden.  

Employment status: The variable for an 

individual’s employment status is recoded 

to a dummy variable with value 1 for 

individuals that are employed, student or 

on pension, and value 0 for individuals that 

are unemployed or on early retirement 

pension.  

Education: The individual variable for 

education measures the number of years of 

schooling, regardless of the education 

taking place in Sweden or in another 

country.   

Income: The individual variable for 

income is operationalised as yearly family 

disposable income (in Swedish Crowns X 

1000).  

City district: The individual variable for 

city district is recoded to a dummy variable 

with value 1 for individuals that reside in a 

big city (Stockholm, Gothenburg or 

Malmö excluding its suburbs) and value 2 

for all other groups.  

 

Contextual-level independent variables 

Social exclusion: In order to capture and 

measure the degree of socio-economic 

segregation, I calculated the percentage of 

residents who are unemployed and on early 

retirement pension in the neighbourhood 

based on data from Small Areas for Market 

Statistics. These statistics are not official 

labour market statistics with samples too 

small to break down on the sub-municipal 

level, but rather based on register data of 

people registered at the labour market 

agency. In other words, it does not 

perfectly reflect the de facto number of 

individuals that are unemployed as it does 

not capture individuals that are 

unemployed but have not registered at 

Arbetsförmedlingen (Sweden's Public 

Employment Agency). Consequently, the 

area unemployment data might be expected 

to be lower than the actual number of 

unemployed individuals in an area. Then 

again, it is quite clear in the data that the 

distribution of unemployment rates 

between areas reflects inequalities in 

socioeconomic status rather well. 

To analyse contextual-level 

social exclusion, it is important to exclude 

sparsely populated areas. The effects of 

segregation on residential area level can be 

said to be an urban-oriented problem. 

However, the limitation is primarily 

methodologically motivated. Outside the 

metropolitan areas, the SAMS-areas are 

more heterogeneous and scattered 

societies, thus making worse 
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operationalisations of demarcated areas. 

Therefore, to analyse actual cities, only 

areas with a population of more than 5000 

citizens are included. The contextual effect 

of social exclusion with less than 5000 

citizens on micro-level variation would fall 

outside the scope of this study. 

Immigrant density: The variable for 

measuring the share of foreign-born 

citizens within an area, is calculated as the 

percentage of the population which is born 

outside Sweden.  

 

Dependent variable 

Political trust: Each item was identically 

introduced as follows “I will now read out 

the names of various institutions such as 

the police, the government, the civil 

service, and so on. Please tell me how 

much confidence you have in each of these 

institutions”. Each subjective assessment 

was made using a scale from 0 to 10, 

where higher values represent more trust. I 

summarised respondents’ answers in an 

additive index variable of overall political 

trust and that the minimum value on the 

dependent variable is 0, representing 

minimum trust across all institutions, and 

the theoretical maximum is 10, 

representing maximum trust, no matter 

which institutional sphere. Internal 

consistency was calculated using 

Cronbach’s alpha. The additive index was 

found to be highly reliable (α = 0,914).  

The survey contained a lot of 

missing data which was solved by using 

mean substitution. The mean variable of 

political trust is calculated using all values 

of trust in institutions and given that the 

respondent expresses its trust of at least 

five institutions, the missing value or 

values are replaced by the mean.  

 

Method 

For my analysis, I used a linear multilevel 

regression in IBM SPSS (version 23). To 

investigate how political trust is affected 

by residential area concerning intracity 

differences, I used the contextual 

information to match the data from the 

survey. By geo-coding the respondent, it 

enabled to obtain information on the 

respondents’ places of residence. The 

dataset contained contextual-level 

measures, along with the individual-level 

dependent variable and individual-level 

control variables. The interaction variable 

takes on the value of the dummy variable 

representing employment status multiplied 

by social exclusion. 
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The contextual-level variable 

“social exclusion” will show high values 

for residential areas marked by poverty and 

welfare dependency. The proportion of 

people expressing lower levels of political 

trust is expected to be relatively high in 

such areas. In addition, the interaction 

effect is expected to be statistically 

significant.   

 

Results 

The proposed hypotheses was 

systematically tested in a series of 

regression analyses. By studying the 

results displayed in Table 1, the regression 

between our main variables is presented in 

Model 1 to get an overview of the size of 

the contextual variation of social exclusion 

when no controls are applied. The 

coefficient appears to be slightly negative 

but not significant. The first hypothesis 

(H1a) is summarized in Model 2 and 3. In 

Model 3, immigrant density is included as 

a control variable. The results show a zero 

relationship in Model 2 and a slight 

positive relationship of social exclusion on 

political trust in Model 3, taking into 

account the set of individual-level control 

variables. The coefficients in Model 2 and 

3 indicate that an increase in ten percent in 

social exclusion does, in average, lead to 

no change and ,01 points on the political 

trust index in Sweden, respectively. These 

findings were unexpected and suggests that 

social exclusion is not a significant 

predictor of political trust. That is, there is 

no support for a contextual effect of social 

exclusion on individual political trust. 

Therefore, I reject our first hypothesis. 

Moving on to our second 

hypothesis (H1b), the results are 

summarized in Model 4 and 5. In Model 5, 

immigrant density is included as a control 

variable. The interaction did somewhat of 

an effect on the main variables and the 

control variables. The coefficient for social 

exclusion is now positive but still not 

significant. Also, the coefficient of our 

interaction variable is not significant, 

indicating that there is no support for a 

contextual effect on political trust across 

employment statuses. Therefore, I reject 

our second hypothesis. 

The control variables city 

district, age, age-squared and ethnicity 

remained significant in Model 2 to 5 which 

indicate that they are predictors of political 

trust. Ethnicity being a statistically 

significant and positive regression 

coefficient is in line with previous research 

suggesting that foreign-born citizens tend 

to express higher levels of political trust 
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than native born citizens (for more details, 

see Adman and Strömblad, 2015: 108). 

Regarding immigrant density, the variable 

did not appear to be a significant predictor 

of political trust nor affect the relationship 

between our main variables. This is 

perhaps of no surprise as there was nothing 

in previous research indicating that there 

would be an effect on our study.  

There are several possible 

explanations for these results. One of them 

is our operationalisation of political trust 

being an additive index variable or a 

cluster of different political institutions. 

Table 1: Regression between social exclusion and individual political trust. 

Independent 
variables 

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 

(Constant) 5,618*** 
(,112) 

3,917*** 
(,506) 

3,934*** 
(,514) 

3,830*** 
(,584) 

3,843*** 
(,587) 

Social exclusion -,006 
(,012) 

,000 
(,013) 

,001 
(,015) 

,009 
(,033) 

,011 
(,035) 

Interaction    -,011 
(,036) 

-,012 
(,036) 

Immigrant density   -,001 
(,004) 

 -,001 
(,004) 

City district  ,234** 
(,112) 

,229** 
(,115) 

,234** 
(,112) 

,228** 
(,115) 

Employment status  -,027 
(,139) 

-,029 
(,140) 

,073 
(,362) 

,078 
(,362) 

Education  ,016 
(,013) 

,016 
(,013) 

,016 
(,013) 

,016 
(,013) 

Gender  ,011 
(,092) 

,011 
(,092) 

,010 
(,092) 

,009 
(,092) 

Income  7,897E-6 
(,000) 

7,705E-6 
(,000) 

7,582E-6 
(,000) 

7,332E-6 
(,000) 

Age  ,040** 
(,016) 

,040** 
(,016) 

,040** 
(,016) 

,040** 
(,016) 

Age-squared  ,000** 
(,000) 

,000** 
(,000) 

,000** 
(,000) 

,000** 
(,000) 

Ethnicity  ,228** 
(,097) 

,231** 
(,101) 

,226** 
(,097) 

,232** 
(,101) 

R2 ,000     

Adj. R2  ,008 ,008 ,008 ,008 

N 1533 1515 1515 1515 1515 

Statistical significance: *** p < 0.01 ** p < 0.05 * p < 0.10 
Notes: Entries are regression coefficients with standard errors in parentheses. The dependent 
variable is political trust. See the main text for description and information on coding of the 
variables.  
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Turning back to the introduction of this 

thesis, evidence suggested political distrust 

being an explanation for the uprisings in 

Europe and in Middle East but a number of 

them being due to police misconduct. 

Therefore it would be possible to find a 

significant negative relationship between 

social exclusion and trust in police that 

could not be shown in our results as this 

relationship was, for a lack of a better 

word, “hidden” by relationships with other 

political institutions. On the other hand, I 

deliberately used a comprehensive 

conceptualization of political trust with the 

purpose of showing the effects of intracity 

discrepancies on the overall confidence in 

political institutions and politicians. 

Despite conducting separate regression 

tests of the contextual effect of social 

exclusion on political institutions, there 

were still no indication that social 

exclusion being a significant predictor of 

political trust nor support for the 

hypotheses. Social exclusion did have a 

significant effect on the variable “the 

courts” while excluding control variables 

indicating a spurious relationship (see 

Table 5 in appendix). I also conducted 

separate regression analyses with 

logarithm-transformed and dummy-

transformed contextual-level variables, and 

one regression analysis with area-level real 

per capita income as indicator for social 

exclusion. For more information on the 

results, see Table 2-4 in appendix.¹   

Another possible explanation 

for these results may be the time period 

affecting our study. It is important to note 

that the data is from 2003, and over time, 

respondents might express different 

assessments of political institution. 

Furthermore, the data contained several 

missing values that might have a 

significant effect on the results. A further 

study with a larger sample size and longer 

follow-up period is therefore suggested. It 

is also suggested to investigate our 

research question with alternative research 

methods such as case studies or in-depth 

interviews.  

 

Conclusion 

This study set out to analyse the contextual 

effect of social exclusion on individual 

political trust. Our first hypothesis argues 

that all else being equal, an individual from 

a neighbourhood with higher levels of 

social exclusion would express lower 

levels of political trust in relation to an 

individual from a neighbourhoods with 

higher levels of social exclusion. In line 

with previous research, the second 

hypothesis argues that unemployed 
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individuals can be expected to be less 

trusting of political institutions in 

neighbourhoods with higher levels of 

social exclusion than unemployed 

individuals in neighbourhoods with lower 

levels of social exclusion. 

The data was based on the 

Swedish Citizen Survey 2003 to get a 

representative sample of the population on 

political trust, and SAMS-areas to measure 

social exclusion. To test our hypotheses, I 

used a linear multilevel regression between 

social exclusion and political trust, while 

controlling for individual traits. Despite 

previous research suggesting social 

exclusion being a contextual determinant 

of individual political trust, the results 

showed no support for our hypotheses.  

The findings in this study is 

still an interesting discovery. It is 

surprising how there is no effect of 

contextual-level social exclusion on 

individual political trust, in contrast to its 

effect on political recruitment and political 

participation (for more details, see 

Strömblad and Myrberg, 2013). There is, 

therefore, a definite need for further 

research on social exclusion as a 

contextual determinant of political 

attitudes and behaviour, and contextual 

determinants on political trust. Out of 

curiosity, I conducted a regression analysis 

between social exclusion and individual 

political trust between ethnicities. For 

more information on the results, see Table 

6 in appendix.² 

 

Notes 

1. A similar regression analysis was 

conducted with logarithm-

transformed contextual variables. 

The results showed a somewhat 

stronger relationship between our 

main variables, but the significant 

levels remained unchanged (see 

Table 2 in appendix). Another 

regression analysis was conducted 

with contextual-level variables that 

were constructed to dummy 

variables with values of 10 and 

above = 0, and others = 1. The 

distinction between the values was 

arbitrarily chosen with values 

coded 0 representing areas with 

high levels of social exclusion, and 

1 representing areas with low levels 

of social exclusion (see Table 3 in 

appendix). Lastly, similar to the 

study by Hutchison and Xu (2017) 

a regression analysis was 

conducted with area-level real per 

capita income as an indicator for 
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social exclusion (see Table 4 in 

appendix). Taken together, these 

results further show no support for 

our hypotheses. 

2. Although not relevant to the aim of 

this study, I investigated whether 

contextual-level social exclusion 

affects immigrants differently than 

native born citizens. Table 6 (see 

appendix) presents an overview of 

the findings. Model 1 represents a 

regression between the independent 

and dependent variables, while 

controlling for individual traits and 

interaction variable (“social 

exclusion” multiplied by 

“ethnicity”). Model 2 represents the 

same regression as in Model 1 and 

includes control for immigrant 

density. Since the coefficient for 

the interaction term is significant 

suggest that social exclusion has a 

negative effect between ethnicities. 

This is not the case as the 

coefficient for social exclusion is 

not significant. Future studies on 

this issue is recommended. 
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Appendix 

 

 

 

 

Table 2: Regression with logarithm-transformed contextual-level variables. 

Independent 
variables 

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 

(Constant) 5,691*** 
(,236) 

3,960*** 
(,561) 

4,142*** 
(,594) 

3,564*** 
(,853) 

3,719*** 
(,868) 

Social exclusion -,056 
(,108) 

-,018 
(,114) 

,030 
(,125) 

,156 
(,304) 

,220 
(,311) 

Interaction    -,200 
(,324) 

-,217 
(,324) 

Immigrant density   -,078 
(,083) 

 -,081 
(,084) 

City district  ,234** 
(,112) 

,205* 
(,116) 

,234** 
(,112) 

,204* 
(,116) 

Employment status  -,029 
(,139) 

-,037 
(,140) 

,422 
(,744) 

,452 
(,745) 

Education  ,016 
(,013) 

,016 
(,013) 

,016 
(,013) 

,016 
(,013) 

Gender  ,011 
(,092) 

,011 
(,092) 

,008 
(,092) 

,008 
(,092) 

Income  7,296E-6 
(,000) 

6,547E-6 
(,000) 

6,497E-6 
(,000) 

5,651E-6 
(,000) 

Age  ,040** 
(,016) 

,039** 
(,016) 

,040** 
(,016) 

,039** 
(,013) 

Age-squared  ,000** 
(,000) 

,000** 
(,000) 

,000** 
(,000) 

,000** 
(,000) 

Ethnicity  ,228** 
(,096) 

,257** 
(,101) 

,228** 
(,096) 

 

,258** 
(,101) 

R2 ,000     

Adj. R2  ,008 ,008 ,008 ,008 

N 1533 1515 1515 1515 1515 

Statistical significance: *** p < 0.01 ** p < 0.05 * p < 0.10 
Notes: Entries are regression coefficients with standard errors in parentheses. The variables 
“Social exclusion” and “Immigrant density” are logarithm-transformed. The dependent variable is 
political trust. See the main text for description and information on coding of the variables.  
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Table 3: Regression with dummy-transformed contextual-level variables.  

Independent 
variables 

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 

(Constant) 5,525*** 
(,086) 

3,902*** 
(,484) 

3,915*** 
(,488) 

3,989*** 
(,500) 

4,004*** 
(,504) 

Social exclusion ,066 
(,102) 

,044 
(,106) 

,036 
(,112) 

-,116 
(,255) 

-,126 
(,258) 

Interaction    ,192 
(,277) 

,193 
(,277) 

Immigrant density   ,025 
(,107) 

 ,026 
(,107) 

City district  ,235** 
(,112) 

,226* 
(,117) 

,236** 
(,112) 

,227* 
(,117) 

Employment status  -,032 
(,139) 

-,033 
(,140) 

-,144 
(,213) 

-,145 
(,213) 

Education  ,015 
(,013) 

,016 
(,013) 

,016 
(,013) 

,016 
(,013) 

Gender  ,011 
(,092) 

,012 
(,092) 

,008 
(,092) 

,008 
(,092) 

Income  7,069E-6 
(,000) 

6,911E-6 
(,000) 

6,557E-6 
(,000) 

6,385E-6 
(,000) 

Age  ,040** 
(,016) 

,040** 
(,016) 

,040** 
(,016) 

,039** 
(,013) 

Age-squared  ,000** 
(,000) 

,000** 
(,000) 

,000** 
(,000) 

,000** 
(,000) 

Ethnicity  ,234** 
(,097) 

,239** 
(,099) 

,236** 
(,097) 

 

,241** 
(,099) 

R2 ,000     

Adj. R2  ,009 ,008 ,008 ,008 

N 1533 1515 1515 1515 1515 

Statistical significance: *** p < 0.01 ** p < 0.05 * p < 0.10 
Notes: Entries are regression coefficients with standard errors in parentheses. The variables 
“Social exclusion” and “Immigrant density” are coded as a dummy variable with values of 10 and 
above = 0, and others = 1. The dependent variable is political trust. See the main text for description 
and information on coding of the variables.  
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Table 4: Regression with area-level real per capita income as indicator for social exclusion. 

Independent 
variables 

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 

(Constant) 5,577*** 
(,141) 

3,971*** 
(,492) 

3,915*** 
(,488) 

4,373*** 
(,621) 

4,532*** 
(,675) 

Social exclusion -2,393E-8 
(,000) 

-3,748E-7 
(,000) 

-4,749E-7 
(,000) 

-2,132E-6 
(,000) 

-2,450E-6 
(,000) 

Interaction    1,960E-6 
(,000) 

2,151E-6 
(,000) 

Immigrant density   -,002 
(,107) 

 -,002 
(,004) 

City district  ,234** 
(,112) 

,225** 
(,114) 

,234** 
(,112) 

,221* 
(,114) 

Employment status  -,025 
(,139) 

-,032 
(,140) 

-,469 
(,442) 

-,522 
(,450) 

Education  ,017 
(,013) 

,016 
(,013) 

,017 
(,013) 

,016 
(,013) 

Gender  ,013 
(,092) 

,012 
(,092) 

,009 
(,092) 

,008 
(,092) 

Income  1,469E-5 
(,000) 

1,530E-5 
(,000) 

1,302E-5 
(,000) 

1,375E-5 
(,000) 

Age  ,040** 
(,016) 

,040** 
(,016) 

,040** 
(,016) 

,040** 
(,016) 

Age-squared  ,000** 
(,000) 

,000** 
(,000) 

,000** 
(,000) 

,000** 
(,000) 

Ethnicity  ,219** 
(,097) 

,232** 
(,100) 

,216** 
(,096) 

,235** 
(,100) 

R2 ,000     

Adj. R2  ,009 ,008 ,009 ,008 

N 1533 1515 1515 1515 1515 

Statistical significance: *** p < 0.01 ** p < 0.05 * p < 0.10 
Notes: Entries are regression coefficients with standard errors in parentheses. The independent 
variable is measured by using area-level real per capita income. The dependent variable is political 
trust. See the main text for description and information on coding of the variables. 
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Table 5: Regression between social exclusion (independent variable) and trust in various political 

institutions in Sweden. 

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 

 b 

(Std. 

Error) 

N  

(R2) 

b 

(Std. 

Error) 

N  

(Adj. 

R2) 

b 

(Std. 

Error) 

N  

(Adj. 

R2) 

b 

(Std. 

Error) 

N  

(Adj. 

R2) 

b 

(Std. 

Error) 

N  

(Adj. 

R2) 

Dependent variables    

The municipal board     

 ,004 

(,016) 

1444 

(,000) 

-,003 

(,017) 

1430 

(,010) 

,003 

(,020) 

1430 

(,009) 

-,011 

(,044) 

1430 

(,009) 

-,003 

(,046) 

1430 

(,009) 

The government     

 ,015 

(,016) 

1553 

(,001) 

,006 

(,017) 

1537 

(,020) 

,010 

(,019) 

1537 

(,020) 

,044 

(,043) 

1537 

(,020) 

,051 

(,045) 

1537 

(,020) 

The political parties     

 -,004 

(,015) 

1517 

(,000) 

-,007 

(,015) 

1503 

(,016) 

,008 

(,018) 

1503 

(,017) 

-,008 

(,040) 

1503 

(,016) 

,013 

(,042) 

1503 

(,017) 

The parliament     

 -,014 

(,016) 

1510 

(,001) 

-,016 

(,017) 

1495 

(,019) 

-,011 

(,019) 

1495 

(,018) 

-,027 

(,043) 

1495 

(,018) 

-,019 

(,046) 

1495 

(,018) 

The courts     

 -,048*** 

(,016) 

1510 

(,006) 

-,025 

(,017) 

1496 

(,015) 

-,031 

(,020) 

1496 

(,014) 

,010 

(,044) 

1496 

(,014) 

,004 

(,046) 

1496 

(,014) 

The civil service     

 ,016 

(,015) 

1467 

(,001) 

,020 

(,016) 

1454 

(,006) 

,015 

(,018) 

1454 

(,005) 

,018 

(,041) 

1454 

(,005) 

,010 

(,043) 

1454 

(,004) 

The police     

 -,013 

(,016) 

1567 

(,000) 

-,002 

(,017) 

1552 

(,011) 

-,014 

(,019) 

1552 

(,012) 

-,024 

(,042) 

1552 

(,011) 

-,042 

(,045) 

1552 

(,011) 

Politicians     

 ,003 

(,016) 

1533 

(,000) 

,003 

(,016) 

1518 

(,010) 

,000 

(,019) 

1518 

(,010) 

,005 

(,042) 

1518 

(,010) 

,001 

(,044) 

1518 

(,009) 

Statistical significance: *** p < 0.01 ** p < 0.05 * p < 0.10 
Notes: The dependent variables are the various political institutions. With the exception of Model 1, 
all models include controls for individual traits. In addition, Model 3 and 5 include a control variable 
for immigrant density. In Model 4 and 5, the interaction variable is included. The dependent 
variables are measured on a continuous scale running from 0 (minimum trust) to 10 (maximum 
trust). The variations in observations between the dependent variables and models are due to 
variations in missing data. See the main text for description and information on coding of the 
independent variables. 
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Table 6: Regression between social exclusion and individual political trust between ethnicities. 

Independent variables Model 1 Model 2 

(Constant) 4,047*** 
(,511) 

4,188*** 
(,522) 

Social exclusion -,018 
(,016) 

-,014 
(,016) 

Interaction -,321* 
(,180) 

-,352* 
(,186) 

Immigrant density  -,003 
(,005) 

City district ,242** 
(,112) 

,225* 
(,115) 

Employment status -,025 
(,139) 

-,034 
(,140) 

Education ,016 
(,013) 

,016 
(,013) 

Gender ,006 
(,092) 

,005 
(,092) 

Income 6,463E-6 
(,000) 

5,633E-6 
(,000) 

Age ,040** 
(,016) 

,039** 
(,016) 

Age-squared ,000** 
(,000) 

,000** 
(,000) 

Ethnicity ,446*** 
(,157) 

,485*** 
(,168) 

Adj. R2 ,010 ,009 

N 1515 1515 

Statistical significance: *** p < 0.01 ** p < 0.05 * p < 0.10 
Notes: Entries are regression coefficients with standard errors in parentheses. The interaction 
variable is constructed by multiplying the variables “social exclusion” and “ethnicity”. The dependent 
variable is political trust. See the main text for description and information on coding of the 
variables.  
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Table 7: Descriptive statistics on the variables in Table 1. 

 N Minimum Maximum Mean 
Std. 

Deviation 

Political trust 1534 0 10 5,5704 1,82288 

Social exclusion 1626 0 26,50 8,3384 3,78057 

Interaction 1596 0 23,05 6,9211 4,44701 

Immigrant density 1626 1,52 69,93 16,7804 13,78680 

City district 1627 1 2 1,7775 ,41605 

Employment status 1597 0 1 ,8579 ,3493 

Education 1592 0 44 13,15 3,999 

Gender 1621 0 1 ,52 ,5 

Income 1621 0 37761 2839,17 2055,932 

Age 1621 19 92 44,4725 16,47595 

Age-squared 1621 361 8464 2249,0969 1632,41283 

Ethnicity 1627 0 1 ,45 ,498 

Valid N (listwise) 1515     

Notes: Entries of the variables “social exclusion” and “immigrant density” are based on data from 
Small Areas for Market Statistics. Entries of the rest of the variables are based on data from the 
Swedish Citizen Survey 2003.  

 

 

 


