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Abstract 

In this thesis I investigate if an increase in reported crimes has a negative effect on interpersonal 

trust and trust in the police force in Sweden. Using a linear fixed effects model, I look at 

reported crime on the county level over the past 30 years and try to isolate the effect of reported 

crime on trust. The significance of the results are sensitive to changes in the model specification, 

the coefficients are small, and even though the signs of the coefficients are in line with the 

hypothesis, it is difficult to draw firm conclusions from the data on how reported crime affects 

trust in Sweden. Further research with additional data is needed to better analyze the 

consequences of crime for trust in society. 

  



 
 
 
 

 

  

 

 

 

“By destroying the Neapolitans’ ability to trust each other, the Spanish crown had ruined the 

kingdom.” 

Pagden, 1988 
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1 Introduction 

Negative societal effects of crime have been researched and investigated numerous times over 

the years. Crime can lead to consequences like death, bodily injuries, and large economic losses 

for individuals. Research also indicates negative effects of crime on societal expenses, societal 

security, and migration from cities (see McCollister et al, 2010, Schuilenburg, 2015, and Berry 

Cullen and Levitt, 1999). However, despite vast research on crime effects, there is to my 

knowledge at least one area in which research of effects of crime is quite scarce, and which will 

be the focus area of this thesis: trust.  

Research concerning trust within the realms of economics has increased over the years and 

many researchers describe trust as a necessity for people to be able to perform economic 

transactions. Interpersonal trust is said to be what greases the wheels of the economic system 

and trust reduces the time people have to spend on investigating if a transaction should be made 

or not, hence simplifying the economic aspects of society (see Arrow, 1974; Dasgupta, 1988; 

Zak and Knack, 2001). With a higher level of trust in society, people have less need for contracts 

concerning even the smallest details and it reduces the need for personal protection, like bribing 

others to promote one’s interests (Knack and Keefer, 1997). Trust comes in different forms and 

types and some examples are trust in institutions, trust in people one knows, and trust in people 

unknown to oneself. The latter is often called generalized trust (see Berggren and Jordahl 2006, 

or Knack and Keefer, 1997), which, alongside trust in the police force, will be focus of this 

thesis. Because of the importance of trust in society, it is relevant to investigate if crime can 

have negative effects on the amount of trust people feel.  

There are studies that investigate to what extent people trust, if trust can be inherited, and also 

what causes trust (see for example Algan & Cahuc, 2010; Zack & Knack, 2001; Dincer & 

Uslaner, 2010). There are, however, as far as I know only a few studies that investigate what 

variables actually affect to what extent people trust (see Blanco, 2013, and Berggren and 

Jordahl, 2006, among others). The country in focus in this thesis is Sweden, since Sweden for 

a long time has had high, and pretty stable, levels of interpersonal trust compared to other 

countries (Holmberg and Rothstein, 2015). However, over the last 30 years according to the 

data used in this thesis, there seems to be a small, but existent, decrease in trust in the police 

force in Sweden (see figure 1.1), at the same time as crime reporting in several crime categories 

have displayed an increase, as is visible in figure 1.2 for the reporting of violent crimes. The 
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boxplots display the mean and confidence interval for number of reported violent crimes across 

all counties in Sweden 1984-2014, with the dots being outliers for counties with reports outside 

the confidence interval. At the same time, the share of people with high interpersonal trust seem 

to decrease in the 1990s, but from around the years 2005-2010 somewhat unsteadily increase 

(see figure 1.1). The aim of this thesis is to investigate if it is possible to establish a relationship 

with this increase in reported crime and a decrease in, at least in the beginning of the sample 

period, interpersonal trust and for the whole sample period trust in the police force in Sweden. 

The hypothesis of this thesis is that increased rates of reported crime create an environment 

where people feel less trusting toward others and in societal institutions. Learning that more 

crimes may have been committed could then cause people to reduce their levels of trust. This 

could for example harm economic growth in Sweden.  

 

  
Figure 1.1 Evolution of high trust in the police force and high interpersonal trust up until 2016 
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Figure 1.2 Evolution of reporting of violent crimes per 100 000 individuals 1984-2014, reported on county level 

In this thesis, using Swedish data for a period of almost 30 years, I will specifically investigate 

if certain types of reported crimes affect interpersonal trust and trust in the police force 

negatively in Sweden. I focus on violent crimes (murder, assault, manslaughter) as well as on 

crimes committed by people against other people. The number of reported crimes is reported 

on the county level per 100 000 individuals per year. Interpersonal trust, as it is used in this 

thesis, is measured on a 10-point scale, with 1 being equal to no interpersonal trust and 10 being 

equal to the person having complete trust in people in general. Trust in the police force is 

measured on a scale from 1 to 5 with 5 being the lowest (Göteborgs universitet, 2018). In trying 

to shed more light on this aspect of trust research, I use a linear fixed effects approach and 

investigate if an increase in reported crime negatively affects interpersonal trust and trust in the 

Swedish police force. For interpersonal trust, the effect is to some extent statistically significant 

and in the same direction as the hypothesis, but the coefficients are small, and the significance 

is removed when controlling for differences across municipalities. For trust in the police force, 

the effect is also in line with the hypothesis, but the significance is removed once I control for 

differences over time and across municipalities. It is therefore difficult to establish a strong 

connection between reported crime and a decrease in trust in Sweden. 
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This thesis will differ from earlier studies both in terms of data and in terms of range. Previous 

studies have investigated other factors that impact trust, or crime and trust, but in other countries 

and with different data. To the best of my knowledge there is no previous study investigating 

what I am investigating, and I hope that, even though my estimates are small and sensitive to 

changes in the model specification, it could still be relevant for policymakers to address this 

potential harm of crime reporting on trust. A repeated cross-section can raise questions about 

the possibility to prove causality, but, as people are randomly selected to answer the questions, 

I argue that it will still be possible to discuss the evolution of trust, even if I cannot say much 

about causality. As this thesis is quite unique in data usage and scope, I hope to bring some new 

information to the field of trust. I argue that it is a relevant topic both for policy makers as well 

as regular people. Since trust is such a vital part of a well-functioning society, and the police 

needs the trust of the people to be able to acquire information from them and perform their work 

duties, is relevant to know what can possibly affect trust. If we understand more, we can act 

and prevent a deterioration of trust, and in the long run a deterioration of society. 

1.1  Literature review and contribution 

Previous research has investigated different aspects of trust and several papers suggest a link 

between trust, investment and economic growth, as well as a link between crime and trust. 

Trust, investment, and economic growth also in some sense affect to what extent people commit 

crimes in society (Knack and Keefer, 1997; Zak and Knack, 2001; Berggren and Jordahl, 2006; 

Mason et al., 2013). Others have researched differences in trust between different countries and 

groups of people, and how trust has evolved over time (Knack and Keefer, 1997; Holm and 

Nystedt, 2005; Algan & Cahuc, 2010; Zack & Knack, 2001; Dincer & Uslaner, 2010). Some 

researchers have found evidence indicating that the level of interpersonal trust differs between 

age groups as well as income groups in society (Holm and Nystedt, 2005). The studies presented 

below are relevant for understanding trust and the importance of this thesis.  

1.1.1 Consequences of trust 

In an experiment with a group of 20-year-olds and 70-year-olds, Holm and Nystedt (2005) 

examine generalized interpersonal trust and if there are differences between age groups. 

According to their results, younger people seem more trusting, and both age groups have higher 

trust toward their own cohorts. Berggren and Jordahl (2006) instead investigate how 

generalized trust is created by looking at five areas of a free economy. Two of the areas they 
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explore are size of government and legal structure and security of property rights, and the 

authors find that well-functioning legal systems in which property rights are upheld seem to 

contribute to higher levels of trust. Just as is the case for this thesis, to investigate their question 

Berggren and Jordahl are using the generalized question about trust in which one is asked if 

people, in his or her opinion, in general can be trusted. Knack and Keefer (1997) explore 

potential economic pay-offs of trust and find that trust levels tend to be higher in countries with 

higher and more equal income distributions, as well as with stronger institutions. Additionally, 

investment patterns are also related to trust. In their paper from 2001, Zak and Knack investigate 

how trust can influence how much people invest. They use an experiment in which consumers 

are being matched to brokers for one period, and the consumer can choose how much to trust 

the broker. The paper provides results indicating that low trust levels lead to less investment.  

Dincer and Uslaner (2010) has pointed out that trust often is related to economic growth, and 

this is also what their findings suggest when they investigate the effect of trust on economic 

growth. Related to that paper is the research which focuses on the potential transmitting of trust 

from a generation to another. In their paper about trust and growth, Algan and Cahuc (2010) 

look at US immigrants from different countries, and the descendants of these immigrants. The 

authors, using an OLS-method with fixed effects, find that about one third of the difference in 

economic growth between countries comes from differences in inherited trust. Algan and Cahuc 

also find that, for the period 1935 to 2000, about 45 percent of the change in income per capita 

can be explained by changes in inherited trust. One conclusion the authors draw from their 

research is that if inherited trust in Africa had been on the same level as inherited trust in 

Sweden, GDP per capita would have been increased by over 500 percent in the year 2000. 

Algan and Cahuc state that most countries would have increased their GDP per capita if their 

levels of inherited trust had been on the same level as trust in Sweden. Hence, trust seem highly 

valuable for economic growth, and since Sweden is being used as the baseline comparison 

investigating how trust develops in this country seem relevant not only for the Swedish society, 

but for most countries in relation to Sweden. 

1.1.2 Consequences of crime on trust 

To some extent, consequences of crime for trust have been investigated in previous literature. 

In a paper from 1998, Walklate discusses a research project in which two high-crime areas in 

the UK were studied over a period of almost three years. The focus lies on investigating the 

notion of fear of crime, and how people go about their lives in high-crime neighborhoods. After 
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evaluating the research project, Walklate concludes that fear of crime is associated with lower 

levels of trust, and that younger people in general tend to have more trust in people who live in 

the same neighborhood while older people have lower trust in others. There are other papers 

examining trust in different sectors of the economy. In a paper by Dearden (2016), the author 

discusses corporate crime and the damage of trust which could be a possible consequence of it. 

While his study focuses more on trust in corporations, it is still a relevant study to highlight 

within the scope of this thesis. Using a logit model, Dearden finds that trust is correlated with 

the willingness to invest in a company, and that a reduction in trust lowers a person’s level of 

investment. Trust in turn is negatively affected by white-collar crime and damage to a person’s 

savings. 

A study which highly relates to the topic of this thesis is written by Blanco and Ruiz (2013), in 

which they investigate how insecurity and being a crime victim may affect trust in democracy 

and institutions in Colombia. Using a cross-sectional dataset from the years 2004 to 2010, the 

authors find highly significant results for being a victim of crime and feeling insecure as factors 

affecting trust in institutions negatively and as factors contributing to a deterioration of trust in 

democracy. Blanco and Ruiz state that as people lose trust in institutions, a consequence could 

be lower levels of crime reporting as well, since people stop trusting the police and other 

institutions to be of any help. In another paper by Blanco (2013), she focuses on an increase in 

crime convictions and how that has affected trust in Mexico. Looking specifically at 

victimization and insecurity, Blanco investigates if there is a connection between these 

independent variables and trust in institutions. Blanco finds, as in the paper co-authored with 

Ruiz, that insecurity and being a crime victim negatively affects trust. Using a repeated cross-

section, for the years 2004, 2006, 2008 and 2010, consisting of survey questions like the ones 

used in this thesis, the paper provides robust results indicating a negative impact of increased 

crime, through insecurity and victimization, on trust in institutions in Mexico.  

While Blanco, and Blanco and Ruiz also look at crimes reported per 100 000 inhabitants, their 

studies differ from this thesis in that they first of all use actual convictions, but secondly do not 

use crime rates directly as independent variables in their regressions. Instead they use variables 

they deem are connected to increased crime rates, like insecurity, and look at crimes’ indirect 

effect on trust. Moreover, Blanco and Blanco and Ruiz only look at trust in institutions, while 

my thesis also investigates interpersonal trust. Using a repeated cross-section for only four years 

(2004, 2006, 2008 and 2010) Blanco (2013) looks at trust in institutions using an ordered logit 
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model. In this thesis, I will, just as Blanco, be using a repeated cross-section, but both my 

timespan and model differ. Using data for about 30 years, which is quite substantially a longer 

time period than what Blanco and Blanco and Ruiz use, and using a fixed effects model instead 

of ordered logit, which is the model Blanco uses, will further contribute to new insights within 

this field of trust research. Looking at trust in Sweden instead of South America, exploring a 

longer time span, and using reported crimes instead of variables like insecurity, can positively 

add to the existing literature concerning the understanding of crime consequences for trust. 

Using crime statistics is to some extent problematic since, as Blanco and Ruiz stated above, the 

level of crime reporting can be affected by different factors. Lauritsen and Cork (2017) write 

about crime statistics and mainly about the problems with crime classification. According to 

Lauritsen and Cork, it was easier to define a crime 100 years ago compared to today, since there 

may be more of a grey zone today in terms of crime categories. Some may say that a crime has 

been committed while others do not consider the act to be criminal, and one example they bring 

up is different types of cybercrime. This classification problem is thus important to consider 

when using crime statistics. Another paper discussing the implications of measuring crime is 

written by Buonanno et al. (2017), in which the researchers focus on measurement issues in 

crime rates across countries. Buonanno et al. state that reporting a crime to the police largely 

depends on a person’s trust in the ability of the police force. If one does not think that the police 

will investigate or that they can find the responsible criminal, a person may choose not to report 

a crime, which will result in faulty crime statistics. The authors state that reported crimes 

underestimate how many crimes are actually committed and that an underestimation could lead 

to bias when using the statistics for analysis of different sorts. According to sources used in 

Buonanno et al.’s paper, the level of crime reporting has declined in several countries over the 

last decades, which could be a result of lower trust in the police. Buonanno et al. also use total 

number of reported crimes per 100 000 inhabitants when analyzing the evolution of crime 

patterns in the US and in Europe. A reduction in reported crime related to lower levels of trust 

is a potential problem for this thesis, and it will be discussed further in the data section.  

The rest of the thesis is structured as follows: in section 2, the trust concept and crime statistics 

are further discussed in terms of the theoretical framework for this thesis, in section 3 the data 

and methodology are described, in section 4 I provide my results and a discussion regarding 

them, and section 5 concludes the thesis. 
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2 Background and theoretical framework 

2.1  The concept of trust 

Trust has been studied and investigated for hundreds of years. Philosopher David Hume (1711-

1776) addressed the problem of not trusting one another with an example of two farmers who 

could cooperate to both become better off or, if not trusting each other, both would be worse 

off (1975 [1737]). The field concerning trust as an economic concept has expanded since the 

days of David Hume. During the 1900s, several influential political philosophers and 

economists have written about trust. One prominent work, written by Putnam et al. (1993), 

investigates how differences in economic outcomes in Italy can be explained by differences in 

collective action and trust among citizens. The authors bring forward the idea that trust is a 

form of social capital, and that it is productive just like any other form of capital. A society with 

higher levels of trust will thus be more productive than others. Putnam et al. classifies trust, and 

other social capital, as a public good and argue that it, just as other public goods, is undervalued 

and as such it is also underprovided by private agents. Trust is, according to Putnam et al., 

created out of reciprocity and cultural norms. If there is trust, there is a higher probability of 

cooperation in society.  

In 1972, economist Kenneth Arrow pointed out that the lack of mutual trust could be an 

explanation for poor economic development and slow economic growth within a country. Trust 

is vital in any type of transaction in society, if people do not want to spend hours on writing 

explicit contracts. And, even if there is a need for contracts, they may not be very helpful if one 

cannot trust the other to abide by the contract. Arrow states that trust is something many 

economists would call externality. It is in many ways a public good that has an economic value, 

and the existence of the good saves people time, but trust cannot be traded on the market 

(Arrow, 1974). As an externality, trust may also not be valued to its real market value but 

instead underinvested in, just as argued by Putnam et al (1993). 

Trust in unknown strangers is by neoclassical economic theory considered irrational and not 

relevant for rational economic agents. A rational agent looks to his or her own interests and 

tries to maximize the personal utility without thinking about others (Evans and Kreuger, 2009). 

Most economic models assume that the economic agents act according to theory, keep within 

their budget, and provide goods and services as agreed (Dasgupta 1988). However, if we 

complicate the setting a bit and assume that the economic agents are not trustworthy,  it becomes 
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clear that the models would not hold. Apart from the concept of trust being somewhat irrational, 

it also entails an element of risk-taking. If you have to choose between trusting another person 

or egoistically choose what is best for yourself independent of the other person, not trusting the 

other tends to be the dominant choice (Putnam et al., 1993). Nevertheless, trust exists in society, 

and people seem to trust others more or less, which indicates that neoclassical theory cannot 

explain why people trust. Behavioral economists have tried to explain this trust with a different 

kind of rationality than the one proposed by neoclassical economists. One explanation for 

trusting others is that instead of just counting one’s own payoff as utility, the individual can 

take the other individuals’ payoffs into account when utility-maximizing (Bolton and 

Ockenfels, 2000).  

Trust is often investigated in a prisoner’s dilemma or public goods game. In these settings, 

people are playing against others, hypothetically or in experimental setups, and two or more 

players have to simultaneously choose an action to play. Trusting the other player(s) usually 

give a higher reward to all players, if the other(s) are trustworthy and act accordingly. If a 

person is less trusting, or exposed to someone who only acts out of his/her own self-interest, 

the payoff is lower (see Evans and Kreuger, 2009, and Dong et al., 2016). The best strategy in 

a prisoner’s dilemma game played only once is by standard game theory to defect and not to 

trust the other player(s), since the risk of trusting is too high and the payoff should be higher 

when not cooperating (Burnham et al., 2000). However, people still tend, to a varying extent, 

to rely on others and an explanation for trust in the prisoner’s dilemma game, in which the 

findings in the end should be applicable to the real world setting, is discussed by Burnham et 

al. (2000). The researchers conduct a prisoner’s dilemma experiment, where they discover that 

making the players think of the other player as their partner instead of as their opponent made 

the player act with a higher level of trust in the other person, and played in a way that would 

benefit both themselves and their partners. Relating this to the topic of this thesis would mean 

that reported crime should reduce people’s feeling of partnership with other people, and instead 

increase the likelihood of viewing others as opponents who could act harmfully toward you. 

Thus, trust levels in society would decrease. 

As briefly mentioned in the introduction, the hypothesis of the thesis is that an increase in 

reported crimes in Sweden, both violent and other types of crime, should have a negative effect 

on interpersonal trust and trust in the police force. The idea is that reported crime can create a 

context in which people do not feel safe. The reported crimes do not have to lead to convictions, 
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and some reported crimes do not have to be crimes in the eyes of the law. No matter what 

happens after a police report has been filed, the idea is that the notion that a crime possibly has 

been committed negatively should affect trust in society. People may feel lower interpersonal 

trust and have lower levels of trust in the police as a result of an increase in crime reports, 

arguably as result of feeling less inclined to think of other people as partners in society, or less 

willing to account for other people’s payoffs in your utility function if you stop trusting them 

to do the same for you. A reduction in trust could also be a result of feeling like society is 

becoming more heterogeneous as a result of an increase in crime.  

Naturally, several factors may inspire, force or push people to commit crimes. After a crime 

has been committed, we should expect to see it in the reported crime rate statistics. These 

reported crime rates affect the level of trust people feel toward others and public institutions by 

creating an insecure environment for the citizens. Crime rates should also affect to what extent 

people want to invest as an insecure society is not an ideal place for economic transactions. 

Hence, crime rates should affect both trust and investment, and trust in itself also affect 

investment. Both trust and investment lead to economic growth, which also in some sense affect 

to what extent people commit crimes in society (Knack and Keefer, 1997; Zak and Knack, 

2001; Berggren and Jordahl, 2006; Mason et al., 2013). This is a cycle which can have both 

positive and negative effect depending on the level of economic growth, level of crime, and 

level of trust and investment in a country. If trust is harmed by increased crime rates, economic 

growth could in turn be harmed, which in the long run is highly problematic for society.  

2.2  Crime statistics 

As touched upon in the introduction, I will in this thesis use statistics from the Swedish national 

council for crime prevention (BRÅ). The crime report statistics will be used as independent 

variables to test if trust in Sweden is negatively affected by rates of reported crime. Ideally, to 

measure how people are affected by crime in Sweden, I would want to use a more exact way of 

measuring crime, and this would more easily be done by using committed crimes and not just 

reported crimes. Crime statistics naturally have its limitations. Reported crimes are, as just 

mentioned, not equal to convictions, and the possibility for both under- and overreporting 

exists. BRÅ themselves highlight the importance of keeping in mind what question is being 

asked when looking at the statistics (BRÅ, 2017). If the question changes, so should also the 

way in which one views the statistics. Since only reported crimes are presented, it is not possible 



 15 
 

 

in this thesis to distinguish, in the data, between actual crimes and occurrences which should 

not be judged as criminal. However, since the idea in this paper is that people form their trust 

based on the perception of an unsafe environment caused by reported crimes, it is in the end 

not relevant if the reported crimes lead to convictions or not. A high number of reported crimes 

could create an environment where people feel insecure and where they feel they cannot trust 

other people or the police force.  

Ideally, I would like to measure how crime reporting affects trust based on how much people 

learn about the reported crimes. I have no measure of to what extent people actually find out 

about the reported crimes that I see in the BRÅ crime statistics, and hence it is not entirely 

possible to distinguish exactly what people know. It would be useful to know how many of the 

reported crimes are being discussed in the media and if many crime categories are blind spots 

in terms of newspaper- and TV-coverage. If it were the case that people are not reached by the 

news of increased arson reporting, for example, then there should be no effect of arson on trust 

for them. However, since there are limitations both to what data I can access and to the time I 

have at my disposal, I have to use rates of reported crime instead of convictions, without 

statistics on media reporting. Nevertheless, I argue that reported crime rates still can be a good 

indicator of how people perceive and are affected by crime in society, because people can show 

if they are affected by crime rates by changing to what extent they trust others and society as a 

whole. The perception of crime is still possible to measure no matter if the crimes actually have 

been committed or only reported as such. It is important, though, to be careful with what 

conclusions can be drawn from crime data. Altbeker (2005) discusses the problems of crime 

statistics and the under-reporting and under-recording that might be present, as well as problems 

in understanding available data. Many papers draw, in his eyes, flawed conclusions and 

Altbeker argue that one has to be careful with what one can infer from reported crime data and 

that one has to realize the limitations of the data at hand, which is relevant to have in mind 

whenever reading a study that is using crime statistics.  

Choosing to look at how reported crime can affect trust hence has its difficulties. Crime 

statistics only show how many crimes have been reported in a year and an increase in reported 

crimes does not automatically mean that more crimes have been committed. An increase in 

reported crimes could mean that just as many crimes are being committed today as before, but 

that people are more inclined to report now than before. A decrease in reporting could be a 

result of fear just as well as an effect of an actual decrease in committed crimes. Underreporting 
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of crime is problematic, because it can mislead the person reading the statistics to believe that 

there really are, for example, few occurrences of a certain type of crime, while there in fact 

should be several more counts in the statistics if only people reported what they had witnessed 

or been exposed to. As discussed by Blanco and Ruiz (2013), a lower level of trust in institutions 

could lead to underreporting of crimes. If people have low levels of trust in institutions, crime 

statistics could be even more difficult to interpret as showing a true picture of what the crime 

rates really are in the Swedish society. This underreporting could, for the focus of this paper, 

mean that people’s trust levels are less affected than then could potentially be. On the other 

hand, some crimes may be overrepresented in the statistics not because they occur to that extent, 

but because people overreport or make false claims. The fact that we can see an increase in 

reported crimes over the last 30 years for many crime categories does hence not instantly mean 

that more crimes are being committed. It could just be that people find the courage to report. 

Either way, the idea is that reported crimes send signals about insecurity to people in society 

and that these signals should negatively affect people’s trust in others and in institutions. I will 

also, in the robustness section of the results, test if there is an effect of crime reported in the 

future on trust in the past. Ideally, there should be no such relationship because that could imply 

that trust in the past affect crime reporting in the future, which is not what I want to investigate. 

3 Data and methodology 

3.1  Data 

3.1.1 The SOM survey 

The largest part of the data for this paper comes from the SOM survey distributed by the SOM 

institute at Gothenburg's University (Göteborgs universitet, 2018). It is a cross-sectional survey, 

repeated each year since 1986. The survey is distributed to a large number of Swedes each year, 

and the number of people receiving the survey has increased from 2 500 individuals in 1986 to 

20 400 in 2016. The SOM institute investigates three areas: society, opinions, and mass media. 

As is the case with many surveys, the response rate of the SOM survey has decreased from 

around 70 percent at the start in 1986 to around 50 percent in 2016 (Göteborgs universitet, 

2018). Since, as noted, the sample size has increased during the same period, the number of 

responses has naturally increased despite the reduction in response rate. If there is a problem 

with the decreasing response rate will be further investigated in the robustness section of the 

results. 
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I have access to the cumulative dataset for the years 1986 to 2016, but because of a change in 

the regional division for the crime statistics from 2015, I will not be using SOM data from 2016, 

and hence the years in focus will be 1986 to 2015. In the SOM cumulative dataset, the surveyed 

individuals have been asked, as mentioned, questions about their opinions concerning society, 

media, and other topics. Due to the limited scope of this thesis, I will only focus on what people 

have answered in terms of trust in others and trust in the police force. The two questions have 

not been asked during the entire period; for generalized trust in others, I have data from 1996 

onward and for the question about trust in police, I have data from 1986 onward.  

My main outcome variables in the regressions are thus these questions about trust in others and 

trust in the police, with the following survey questions asked:  

"In your opinion, to what extent can people be trusted, in general?", with options from 

0="People cannot generally be trusted" to 10="People can generally be trusted" 

"How much confidence do you have in the way the following institutions and groups do their 

job? - The Police force", with options 1="Very high trust" to 5="Very low trust" 

Responses in which people have answered several possible options will not be included in the 

analysis. Additionally, I will in the robustness section of the results use data about trust in the 

Swedish Social Insurance Agency, which is measured with an identical question as trust in the 

police force. 

Despite the difference in timespan for the two dependent variables, I still argue that the years I 

have data on are enough to be able to possibly draw conclusions from. It is however important 

to discuss the sample provided by this data set. The people who have responded to this survey 

have made the choice to reply. This could imply that the answers attained and provided in this 

dataset do not fairly represent the Swedish population as a whole. The people responding to 

surveys like this one could differ from the rest of the population. They have all been randomly 

selected, as is noted by the SOM institute (Göteborgs universitet, 2018), but the decision by 

these randomly selected people to answer to the survey questions could say something about 

the individuals themselves. To address this potential problem, I will include control variables 

like age, education and income, which I discuss further down in this section. My anticipation 

is that, keeping this potential problem in mind, it is still possible to say something about trust 

in Sweden in general, when controlling for individual characteristics in the sample. If the survey 
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is only answered by a specific type of person, the results produced would not be generalizable 

to the Swedish population. This is a common problem with survey data since people can decide, 

after being randomly selected, if they want to participate or not. People can select into or out of 

participation and as a result the collected answers may not be a representative sample of the 

entire Swedish population. If the sample largely consists of people with higher levels of trust, 

and if people who are less trusting have opted out of the surveys, the estimations could be biased 

and the potentially negative effects of crime on trust would be underestimated. Controlling for 

differences between the people who have replied to the SOM survey will help to some extent, 

but it is important for the reader to understand the difficulty of generalizing the results to the 

whole population.  

One important discussion should be held about what the questions about trust actually measure. 

The idea with the question about how much people can be trusted in general is to catch how 

people trust people they do not know. There are several studies investigating this specific 

question, for example those by Delhey et al. (2011) and Aksoy et al. (2018). Both these papers 

address the potential problem of not knowing what people think of when answering the 

arguably quite vague question about general trust in others. Delhey et al. focus on the radius 

people have in mind, that is how far the circle around them stretches in terms of other people,  

and find that though the question can be accepted as a valid measure for general trust, they also 

find that the radius people have in mind when answering varies between countries, where 

people in richer countries tend to think more generally about the question than people in less 

developed countries. Aksoy et al. also investigate the validity of the trust question and perform 

a trust-based experiment to see if the question about trust and the level of trust demonstrated 

during the experiment coincide. They find that the results differ, but still argue that using a 

survey question about trust can be a valid method to measure trust. Based on both these studies 

I proceed with using the trust questions above as measures of trust in Sweden, to possibly say 

something about how crime reporting affect how Swedes trust others. Nonetheless, it is still 

important to keep potential weaknesses in the construction of the questions in mind when 

studying the results. 

3.1.2 Crime statistics from BRÅ 

The reported crime statistics from BRÅ are divided after crimes against the Swedish Penal Code 

and its chapters. In the database from BRÅ, the crimes are reported in numbers, not shares or 

percent. It is important to note that if a person reports a crime once but says that it happened 
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once a week for a year, it shows up in the statistics as 52 separate cases of that type of crime 

(BRÅ, 2018). I have chosen to use reported crimes per 100 000 individuals, per county and 

year, to be able to use the small but existing variation between regions while taking population 

growth aspects into account. The variable will be lagged one year since it theoretically should 

take some time for people to change how much they trust others as a result of increased reported 

crime rates. In addition, I will transform the lagged variables into logs for the regressions to 

facilitate the interpretation of the results.  

The different chapters include several types of crimes, and even though it for some may seem 

interesting, this thesis will not include all available chapters in the analysis. The chapter 

selection is based both on previous literature (see for example Blanco, 2013 in which they look 

at murders and bribes) as well as on to what extent there is variation in the existing data of 

reported crimes across counties and over time. I will not include chapters where there is almost 

no variation over time or across counties. The reason for excluding crime categories with no 

variation is that crime categories where there has been no change over the years or between 

counties logically should not have an impact on how people choose to trust since there is no 

change which could cause any effects. It is more likely that reported crimes in categories with 

variation over time, either decreasing or increasing, could have effects on how people trust 

others as well as the Swedish police force. 

More specifically, after an initial selection of crime categories with variation over time, I 

narrow the focus on crime categories down to only concerning  crimes committed by people 

against other people. The explanation for this decision is that crimes committed by people 

against people should affect peoples’ trust levels more because if they may feel like they 

themselves can be exposed to crimes such as robbery or kidnapping, they may trust people less 

than would they if they found out about reported crimes like perjury or crimes against public 

order. Based on these arguments, the thesis will focus on reported crimes of the following 

chapters: chapter 3, concerning murder, endangerment of others and assault; chapter 4, 

concerning molestation, threatening people and kidnapping; chapter 5, concerning defamation; 

chapter 8, concerning theft and robbery; chapter 10, concerning embezzlement; chapter 12, 

concerning trespass and damage of property; and chapter 13, concerning sabotage and arson. I 

will in the regressions specifically highlight violent crimes like murder and manslaughter, and 

then combine the crime categories together as one variable. The evolution in crime reporting 

for each respective category, apart from violent crimes depicted in figure 1.2 in the introduction,  
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is displayed in appendix A.1, where the box plots describe the difference in distribution between 

counties over time. In figure 3.1 all used crime categories have been aggregated to show one 

boxplot over time, with the dots being outliers displaying a county with more reports than what 

fits within the confidence interval. Around half of the categories display an increase in reporting 

over time while the rest of the categories display a decline in reporting, the overall evolution in 

the figure seems pretty linear over time. 

 

Figure 3.1 All used crime categories aggregated, in number of reported crimes per 100 000, per year 1984-2014 

There is a large heterogeneity in terms of how many crimes are reported per crime category, as 

can be seen in the figures in the appendix. While some counties have almost 10 000 reported 

crimes per 100 000 individuals, for theft and robbery, there are very few arson reports per 

100 000 individuals. Theoretically, crimes concerning public danger, which is exactly this 

chapter, should possibly negatively impact both trust in other people as well as in institutions, 

if there is an increase in reporting. Since certain crimes in a category may differ much in report 

frequency, it is also important to note that just because there is an increase in for example the 

category for murder, manslaughter, and assault, the increase in reporting does not have to be 
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the same for all those crimes. Assault reporting is most likely driving the increase, since there 

are quite few reports concerning murder per year (BRÅ, 2018). 

Choosing to display the data per 100 000 individuals makes it possible to control, to some 

extent, for a natural increase in committed crimes as a result of a growing population. If it is 

visible that reported crimes per 100 000 increases, it can be said not only to be an effect of an 

increased population. As noted in the introduction, increased reporting in several crime 

categories can be observed, even when using the measure per 100 000 inhabitants. This does 

not, as mentioned, mean that more crimes have been committed, but it is clear that people do 

report to a larger extent. 

There are both advantages and possible disadvantages with dividing the crime statistics per 

region. If the national variation is small, looking at the regional level can somewhat increase 

the variation since counties may differ more between each other. This is also the case, which 

can be seen in the above presented graph. However, looking at reported crime at the county 

level may still be too large a level and instead the results concerning reported crimes’ effect on 

trust could possibly become more precise if I could investigate it on the municipality level. 

Ideally, I would have access to crime data on the municipality level as well, but since BRÅ 

does not report crime other than on country and county level, this is not possible. Nonetheless, 

crime data on the county level may still be better than looking at the municipality level since 

there may be too little variation over time or too few observations to produce any valuable 

results. Therefore, I argue that using reported crime data on the county level fills its purpose for 

the scope of this thesis.  

3.2  Methodology  

Since the data used in this thesis is a repeated cross-section, with the addition of crime statistics 

and some municipality data, there are several possible methodological approaches. I argue that 

the most important decision to be made in order to choose method is how to handle the replies 

to the outcome variables. If the outcome variables are treated as linear, it is possible to analyze 

them in a linear model, but if the answers instead are treated as measured on an ordinal scale 

this would require a model such as ordinal logit. Even though there are several arguments for 

why the answers should be viewed as ordinal, such as saying that answering a 1 is lower than 

answering a 2 but that it is difficult to say of 2 is twice as much as a 1, I will in this thesis treat 

the outcome variables as linear. One can of course challenge that decision by saying that, even 
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though answering a 4 on one of these questions is higher than answering a 2 so that a higher 

number equals a higher level of trust, it is not possible to distinguish how far from each other 

these two answers are and therefore it does not make sense to treat the variables as linear. It 

may also be the case that the answers 8 and 7 are closer to each other than for example 4 and 3, 

if a person finds it more difficult to move one step up the ladder on the lower levels compared 

to the upper levels. It may also be the other way around. Despite these arguments for a nonlinear 

model, I stick with the linearity decision and I base that decision in part on previous trust studies 

like the one by Knack and Keefer (1997), where they are using a regular ordinary least squares 

approach, and the one by Geys and Qari (2017), where they use a linear model to investigate 

how terrorism can affect trust. 

While keeping above mentioned arguments in mind, treating the outcome variables as linear is 

arguably better suited for this thesis because I want to be able to use fixed effects in my 

regressions. If I instead had chosen to use an ordinal logit approach, which may seem reasonable 

thinking of the outcome variables and since it is also what Blanco (2013) did in her paper, I 

would need to use random effects instead of fixed effects. The identifying assumption for 

random effects is that the individual specific effects are uncorrelated with the independent 

variables, while with a fixed effects model one assumes that the individual specific effect is 

correlated with the independent variables. Since I assume that the individual effects are 

correlated with interpersonal trust and trust in the police force, using random effects would not 

work with the data at hand. The results in this thesis would most probably be more harmed by 

omitted variable bias using random effects than by the use if fixed effects. In addition, with an 

ordered logit model, the assumption about proportional odds must be fulfilled. I however argue 

that the odds are not the same for answering a low or a high number on the independent 

variables. Things such as age or education may dramatically change what a person replies to 

those two questions, and hence the identifying assumption of ordered logit would be harmed. 

Therefore, I argue that although a linear model with fixed effects may be questioned, since other 

researchers successfully have used it before (Knack and Keefer, 1997; Geys and Qari, 2017) it 

will serve the purpose of this thesis best.  

Another discussion can be held about how the survey answers are categorized. It is possible to 

group people into three categories, with low, medium, and high trust. One can also group the 

replies into just two categories: trusting or not, like the question about interpersonal trust in the 

World Values Survey discussed in Algan and Cahuc (2010). Another way to approach and use 
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the trust replies is to just use the 10-point-scale as it is presented in the SOM survey. I will in 

this paper use the 10-point-scale version of trust, as it has been used in Geys and Qari (2017) 

who also investigated Sweden, and I will do the same with police trust and use the scale of 1 to 

5.  

3.2.1 Model and controls 

I will in this study, as briefly mentioned above, use a fixed effects model. Since there may be 

differences between regions that are constant over time, I will use regional fixed effects to 

control for this. The idea is that there are certain aspects that could affect my results and bias 

the outcomes if they are not controlled for. I will also include time dummies to control for time 

effects. In addition to region and time dummies, I will include several control variables to 

account for differences in the sample. As control variables I will include age and sex. I will 

also, just as for example Berggren and Jordahl (2006), Knack and Keefer (1997) and Zak and 

Knack (2001), be using income as a control variable, because of the importance this variable 

has been shown to have in terms of trust levels. Previous studies, like the aforementioned, have 

provided results indicating that a higher income leads to a higher level of trust. Further, I will 

include schooling as a control, since education also has been shown to impact trust (see e.g. 

Glaeser et al., 2000). Furthermore, I will include Swedish citizenship as a control variable in 

the interpersonal trust regressions since several studies, one being Holm and Nystedt’s from 

2005, have shown that homogeneity seem to have positive effects on trust. Citizenship does not 

automatically mean that a person is born and raised in Sweden, but the probability of this being 

true is at least higher if the person is a Swedish citizen. However, since citizenship was recorded 

in the SOM survey from 1993 onward, while this is not a problem for interpersonal trust since 

that question was introduced in 1996, including it as a control for trust in the police force would 

reduce the available sample period with the years 1986-1992. To be able to keep the 

observations about police force trust from these seven years, I will not include citizenship as a 

control for that trust measure. Additionally, I will include a control for if a person is living with 

children or not. Other studies investigating crime and trust have included a control for having 

children (see Blanco, 2013 and Blanco and Ruiz, 2013) but since the SOM survey only records 

if a person is living with children or not, this is the control available to use.  

I will also include six control variables on the municipality level. These data have been acquired 

from Statistikdatabasen at Statistics Sweden (SCB). Since the SOM data includes indicators 

for where a person lives, both municipality and county, it is possible to connect a person to the 
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municipality parameters from SCB. Since this thesis uses data for about 30 years, it is relevant 

to control for differences in municipalities which could affect trust levels. The municipality 

controls do not, however, span over 30 years and hence the  regressions including municipality 

controls will use a smaller sample. The municipality controls to be included in this thesis are 

educational level in the municipality, the share of people in the municipality who collect 

economic aid each year, what the average yearly income is in the municipality, the share of 

people who have foreign citizenship in the municipality and the share of old and young people 

in the municipality. Preferably I would have had access to the number of asylum seekers and 

the number of foreign-born in each municipality, to control for differences in heterogeneity 

across municipalities. Previous studies (see Holm and Nystedt, 2005) have shown that people 

tend to have lower levels of trust if people around them are less similar to them. Hence, people 

in municipalities with many refugees could have different levels of trust compared to people in 

other municipalities. The decision to include a control for mean income in the municipality is 

based on findings in previously mentioned studies that people with higher income tend to have 

more trust. If one municipality’s mean is higher than another municipality’s, this could result 

in that municipality having comparably higher levels of trust independent of crime rates. Hence, 

this potential difference is important to take into account. Knack and Keefer (1997) also stated 

that people in low-trusting environments tend to only trust people they know, which could be a 

prevalent situation in municipalities with highly dispersed age groups or where there are many 

people qualifying for economic aid. It is therefore important to control for such aspects in the 

regressions. 
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Table 4.1 Summary statistics for controls from SOM, BRÅ and SCB data 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) 

VARIABLES No of obs Mean Max Min 

Interpersonal trust 80,014 6.5 10 0 

Trust in the police force 82,906 2.5 5 1 

Trust in the Swedish Social Insurance Agency 8,572 3.2 5 1 

Violent crimes 82,906 791 1308 246 

All crimes 82,906 10,339 16,629 5,053 

Educational attainment (3-point scale) 82,906 2.090 3 1 

Gross household income (5-point scale) 82,906 3.13 5 1 

Unemployed/in labor market program/training 82,906 0.052   

Living with children 82,906 0.35   

Age (data from the population register) 82,906 48.43 85 15 

Swedish citizen 82,906 0.86   

Mean income in municipality for people aged 16 and 

older 

74,519 210.5 486.4 99.6 

Share of people in municipality aged 18 and older 

who receive economic aid 

 0.04 0.10 0 

Share of people in municipality with 3 or more years 

of upper education 

 0.11 0.29 0.02 

Share of people with foreign citizenship in 

municipality 

 0.05 0.247 0.002 

Share of people aged 55 and older in municipality  0.30 0.63 0.12 

Share of people aged 34 or younger in municipality  0.26 0.36 0.16 

Female share  0,50   

Male share  0,50   

Note: Educational attainment is measured on a 3-point scale where 1 is grade 1-9 or less, 2 is above grade 9 but not university, 
and 3 is studies at/degree from university. Household income is measured on a 5-point scale where 1=very low to 5=very high. 
Unemployment is a dummy variable equal to 1 if the person is unemployed. Swedish citizen is a dummy equal to 1 if the person 
has Swedish citizenship.  Living with children is a dummy equal to 1 if the person is living with one or more children. 

 

Though, as is visible in table 4.1, the sample size for different control variables are not 

identically large, the individual controls show a count of at least over 80 000 observations for 

each control. Since I for the municipality controls are using the shares on all except mean 

income in municipality, the number of observations does not matter as much. The crime 

variables in the table show mean, max and min observations of all counties and all years. The 
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female and male shares equally large, providing a balanced estimation when including gender 

as a control. Even though I control for both unemployment and citizenship in the regressions, 

the external validity of the results may be questioned because of the small number of people in 

the data who are unemployed or who have a foreign citizenship, since people who are 

unemployed may differ in several aspects from people who are working. 

This thesis uses the following regression specification: 

!",$,% = '()*+%,-,$ + /-0",$,% + 1$ + 2%+/345,% + 6",$,% (1) 

Where !",$,% is the outcome variable for respective focus area (i.e. interpersonal trust and trust 

in the police force) for individual i in region r in year t, + is the reported crime variable in logs, 

lagged one year, 0 is a vector of individual controls, 1 is a regional dummy, 2 is a year dummy, 

4 is a vector for municipality controls, and 6 is the error term. There will be two independent 

variables; I will aggregate the chosen crime categories to become one variable, and I will also 

single out violent crimes (murders, assaults, manslaughter) as one variable. Since the 

independent variables are in logs, the effect of a one percent change in reported crimes would 

lead to a 
7
-88 change in the outcome variable, which means that if there is an increase of 1 

percent in reported crime and the coefficient, /, is 2, the impact on trust would be 0.002 units. 

Moreover, I will use cluster-robust standard errors on the county level, to address the potential 

problem of autocorrelation within the regions. Relating to the standard assumption when 

clustering, I can assume that there is no correlation of the standard errors between clusters, but 

that there is correlation of the errors within the clusters, which in my case is the regional level. 

For this reason, to avoid producing biased standard errors as much as possible, I will cluster the 

standard errors on the regional level. 

For the BRÅ statistics about reported crimes, I will, as mentioned in the data section, use the 

number of reported crimes with a one-year-lag, since I assume people to be affected by crime 

rates with a lag and not instantly in the same year during which they are reported. I base this 

assumption on Arrow’s argument that voters (in my study I transform his idea to concern 

Swedes) form their beliefs based on what happened in the previous period (Arrow, 1972). 

Moreover, as Acemoglu and Ozdaglar (2011) has written, people update their opinions and 

what they believe based on what they learn from experiences and what is happening around 
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them. Using the measure of reported crime from the same year would hence not be ideal for the 

focus of this paper, and thus number of reported crimes lagged one year will be used. 

3.2.2 The endogeneity problem 

One concern with investigating reported crime rates and their potential effects on trust, is that 

trust can also affect to what extent people report crimes. There is an endogeneity problem which 

cannot, and should not, be ignored. Trust may be negatively affected by reported crime rates, 

but crime reporting may also be affected by the level of trust a person has, both interpersonal 

and in institutions. With low trust in the police force, or societal institutions in general, a person 

may choose not to report (as discussed by e.g. Buonanno et al., 2017). For this thesis, this 

potential problem is highly relevant to address. To visualize the evolution of trust in the sample 

over time, I have categorized low-trusters, who have replied 1-3 on interpersonal trust, and 4-5 

on trust in the police force, which are in line with the classifications made by Holmberg and 

Rothstein (2005) when they examined the SOM data a few years ago.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

Graph 4.1 Evolution of sample-share with low interpersonal and police force trust over time 

 
Visibly, the share of people with low interpersonal trust has fluctuated over the years but seem 

to be on the lowest point just before the end of the sample period. The share of people with low-

police force trust increase in the early 1990s but decline before the turn of the century. After 

declining during the 2000s, shares of low trust in the police force and interpersonal trust seem 

to increase at the end of the sample period. During the same sample period, most of the 

categories of reported crime used in this thesis have shown a visible increase in numbers of 

reports. The argument that low trust leads to fewer crimes being reported could still be valid, 

but the data in this thesis indicates an increase in reporting despite an increase in low police 
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force trust. Nevertheless, even if we see an increase in the number of reported crimes from the 

1990s onward, the increase should perhaps have been even larger in the absence of low trust.  

The apparent increase in low-trusters in the sample could hence be an indication for bias in the 

crime reporting statistics, since a low-trusting environment could have a negative impact on 

contacts with the police. To account for this possibility, I will as a robustness check in the 

results section include a lead variable, where I will test any effects of crime reporting one year 

in the future on trust in the past. The idea is that there should be no effect of reported crimes in 

the future on trust in the past, and I hope to be able to address any potential bias in the results 

by conducting this test. If there is an effect of future crime reports on past trust levels, this could 

indicate that trust in one year has an effect on how many crimes are reported in the following 

year, which would be problematic for the interpretation of the results in this thesis. 

4  Results 

4.1  Main results  

As we can see in table 4.1 below, column 1 without any controls or fixed effects show no 

significant results. Column 2 with individual controls display a negative, statistically significant 

effect of reported violent crimes on trust. In column 3, when adding county fixed effect, a one 

percent increase in reported violent crimes would lead to a 0.005 unit decrease in interpersonal 

trust in Sweden and this result is significant on the 1 percent level. In column 4, the effect is 

smaller, but still negative and significant on the 5 percent level when including both county- 

and time fixed effects where a one percent increase in reported violent crimes would reduce 

interpersonal trust with 0.002 units on the 1-10 trust scale. As can be seen in column 5 however, 

the significance of the effect is removed when including municipality controls. The effects is 

still negative but smaller and, as just stated, without statistical significance.  

Including municipality controls in the regression in column 5 in table 4.1 reduces the sample 

size with over 30 000 observations and the question is if the change in sample setup can explain 

the elimination of significance in column 5, or if it is the inclusion of municipality controls that 

removes the effects from previous columns. The only difference between columns 5 and 6 is 

that I first run the regression with municipality controls but without fixed effects. In column 7, 

I test if the elimination of statistical significance comes from the smaller sample setup or from 

the municipality controls by running the same regression as in column 4, with county and time 
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dummies, but with the same, smaller sample as in columns 5-6. Running this regression, I find 

somewhat mixed results as is visible in column 7. There is no significance in the coefficient, 

even without municipality controls, indicating that it might be the specific sample in columns 

5-6 that removes the significance, but the coefficient for the log of violent crime report rates is 

closer to 0 in column 7 than in columns 5-6, indicating that some of the effect on trust seen in 

column 4 comes from the omitted variable bias accounted for when including municipality 

controls. Hence, the difference in coefficient size between columns 4 and 5-6 seem to be a 

mixture of both sample setup and omitted variable bias. Some of the effect seen in column 4 is 

thus probably just differences in trust levels between municipalities that are accounted for in 

columns 5 and 6. Nevertheless, even if column 5, 6 and 7 of table 4.1 show no significance, the 

coefficients are still negative which point in the direction of the hypothesis, that an increase in 

reported crime rates should have a negative effect on trust. Since the effects are small as the 

independent variable is in logs, meaning a one percentage increase in crime reporting resulting 

in a decrease in interpersonal trust of between -0.002 to -0.004 units, one cannot draw too large 

conclusions from table 4.1 about reported violent crimes’ negative effects on interpersonal trust.  

Table 4.2 demonstrates the combined reported crime rate effect on interpersonal trust in 

Sweden. Only column 3 shows significant effects of reported crime rates on interpersonal trust 

when controlling for differences across counties. However, once I include time effects, the 

significance is removed, indicating that the effect on trust seen in column 3 in fact could be a 

result of variation over time due to other factors which are accounted for in column 4, hence 

removing the significance of column 3. What is somewhat puzzling is the sign of the coefficient 

in column 3. Contrary to the sign of the coefficient in all of the other four columns, the 

coefficient in column 3 is positive, indicating that an increase in the log of reported crime rates 

should have a positive effect on interpersonal trust. This is contrary to the hypothesis of a 

negative effect. One explanation could be that people react on reported crime by thinking that 

if people report more, they are honest and can be trusted. Since the results are small and the 

significance is removed once time effects and municipality controls are included however, the 

coefficient in column 3 should not be given too much weight. 

If we briefly look at the individual controls for interpersonal trust in tables 4.1 and 4.2, being 

female indicates higher levels of trust, as does higher levels of both income and education. 

Having Swedish citizenship suggests higher levels of trust, while being unemployed seem to 

be equal to having lower levels of trust for other people in general. The municipality controls 
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indicate that living in a municipality with higher shares of people with foreign citizenship 

negatively affects interpersonal trust, as well as living in a municipality with a higher share of 

both old and young people. This could be an indication of heterogeneity having a negative effect 

on trust, just as can be seen in previous trust literature. A higher share of people with foreign 

citizenship could mean a more diverse municipality where people trust others less because they 

are all very different from each other (at least at first glance). Living in a municipality with 

more educated people seem to have a positive effect on interpersonal trust, while a larger share 

of people receiving economic aid seem to negatively affect a person’s trust levels. This could, 

once again, be an indication of negative effects of heterogeneity and low income levels on trust, 

relating to previous trust literature. 
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Table 4.1 Interpersonal trust and violent crimes 
 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) 
VARIABLES     No fixed 

effects 
 Municipality 

sample 
regression 

Violent crimes, 1 yr lag, in logs 0.147 -0.304*** -0.472*** -0.214** -0.0836 -0.0463 -0.170 
 (0.122) (0.106) (0.0418) (0.0956) (0.112) (0.106) (0.104) 
Age (data from the population register)  0.0188*** 0.0190*** 0.0191*** 0.0175*** 0.0175*** 0.0174*** 
  (0.000619) (0.000589) (0.000600) (0.000649) (0.000652) (0.000656) 
Female  0.151*** 0.151*** 0.152*** 0.126*** 0.126*** 0.127*** 
  (0.0371) (0.0370) (0.0373) (0.0369) (0.0371) (0.0371) 
Educational attainment (3 point scale)  0.479*** 0.479*** 0.480*** 0.448*** 0.445*** 0.457*** 
  (0.0132) (0.0125) (0.0122) (0.0118) (0.0116) (0.0111) 
Gross household income   (5 point scale)  0.264*** 0.263*** 0.267*** 0.249*** 0.254*** 0.255*** 
  (0.0106) (0.00968) (0.00957) (0.0113) (0.0104) (0.0105) 
Swedish citizenship  0.288*** 0.287*** 0.289*** 0.414*** 0.424*** 0.433*** 
  (0.0389) (0.0383) (0.0378) (0.0694) (0.0647) (0.0656) 
Unemployed/in labour market program/training  -0.485*** -0.484*** -0.484*** -0.460*** -0.456*** -0.462*** 
  (0.0391) (0.0370) (0.0369) (0.0410) (0.0399) (0.0417) 
Living with child(ren)  0.0472** 0.0497*** 0.0486*** 0.0888*** 0.0896*** 0.0863*** 
  (0.0167) (0.0170) (0.0171) (0.0212) (0.0218) (0.0206) 
Share of people in municipality with foreign citizenship     -2.820** -1.906**  
     (1.096) (0.833)  
Share of people in municipality aged 55 and older     -1.822*** -1.402**  
     (0.319) (0.532)  
Share of people in municipality aged 34 or younger     -1.530 -2.210***  
     (1.283) (0.723)  
Mean income in municipality for people aged 16 and up, 
thousand SEK 

    -0.00277** -0.00500***  

     (0.00122) (0.00107)  
Share of people in municipality with 3 or more years of 
upper education 

    2.143* 3.553***  

     (1.043) (0.596)  
Share of people in municipality aged 18 and older who 
receive economic aid 

    -0.307 -2.386*  

     (1.117) (1.277)  
        
Observations 80,014 80,014 80,014 80,014 47,411 47,411 47,411 
R-squared 0.000 0.070 0.073 0.074 0.062 0.067 0.066 
Region Dummy NO NO YES YES NO YES YES 
Time Dummy NO NO NO YES NO YES YES 

Trust measured on a scale from 1 to 10. Cluster-robust standard errors in parentheses 
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
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Table 4.2 Interpersonal trust and all crimes combined 
 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
VARIABLES     No fixed effects  
       
All used crime categories combined, one year lag, in logs -0.0478 -0.194 0.432*** -0.129 -0.288 -0.105 
 (0.239) (0.133) (0.101) (0.145) (0.179) (0.227) 
Age (data from the population register)  0.0182*** 0.0186*** 0.0191*** 0.0175*** 0.0175*** 
  (0.000552) (0.000534) (0.000600) (0.000653) (0.000652) 
Female  0.150*** 0.150*** 0.152*** 0.127*** 0.126*** 
  (0.0370) (0.0371) (0.0374) (0.0367) (0.0371) 
Educational attainment (3 point scale)  0.466*** 0.470*** 0.479*** 0.447*** 0.445*** 
  (0.0111) (0.0122) (0.0122) (0.0116) (0.0116) 
Gross household income   (5 point scale)  0.262*** 0.262*** 0.267*** 0.250*** 0.254*** 
  (0.0105) (0.00981) (0.00958) (0.0108) (0.0104) 
Swedish citizenship  0.295*** 0.294*** 0.290*** 0.414*** 0.424*** 
  (0.0388) (0.0382) (0.0379) (0.0689) (0.0648) 
Unemployed/in labour market program/training  -0.481*** -0.478*** -0.483*** -0.461*** -0.456*** 
  (0.0396) (0.0381) (0.0368) (0.0407) (0.0399) 
Living with child(ren)  0.0456** 0.0464** 0.0488*** 0.0866*** 0.0897*** 
  (0.0171) (0.0170) (0.0171) (0.0214) (0.0218) 
Share of people in municipality with foreign citizenship     -1.768** -1.896** 
     (0.734) (0.835) 
Share of people in municipality aged 55 and older     -2.522*** -1.418** 
     (0.494) (0.514) 
Share of people in municipality aged 34 or younger     -2.607*** -2.227*** 
     (0.886) (0.712) 
Mean income in municipality for people aged 16 and up, thousand SEK     -0.00341*** -0.00500*** 
     (0.000764) (0.00106) 
Share of people in municipality with 3 or more years of upper education     2.610*** 3.558*** 
     (0.819) (0.594) 
Share of people in municipality aged 18 and older who receive economic 
aid 

    -0.375 -2.400* 

     (1.169) (1.256) 
       
Observations 80,014 80,014 80,014 80,014 47,411 47,411 
R-squared 0.000 0.069 0.072 0.074 0.062 0.067 
Region Dummy NO NO YES YES NO YES 
Time Dummy NO NO NO YES NO YES 

Trust measured on a scale from 1 to 10. Cluster-robust standard errors in parentheses 
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0. 
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In table 4.3, the effect of reported violent crimes on trust in the police force are displayed. 

Recall that a lower number in this category means higher trust. Columns 1, 2, and 3 show 

significant positive effects, which indicate that an increase in the log of reported crimes affect 

trust in the police force negatively, also when controlling for differences across counties by 

including county fixed effects. Including time fixed effects in column 4, and then municipality 

controls in column 5, removes the significance and quite largely changes the size of the effects. 

Column 6 includes both fixed effects and municipality controls, but the direction of the effect 

remains the same. This change indicates that most of the effect in earlier columns comes from 

variation over time caused by other factors than reported crime, and differences across 

municipalities which affect trust and are not connected to crime rates.  

To test, just as for interpersonal trust, if it is in fact the smaller sample in columns 5 and 6 that 

has an effect on the coefficient or if it is the municipality controls, I run the same regression as 

in column 4 but with the same sample setup as columns 5 and 6. The results are found in column 

7, where there still is no significance, but the coefficient is somewhat closer to 0, -0.02 instead 

of -0.06. This suggests an effect of both municipality differences and differences in the sample 

setup, but since the coefficients are very small and the statistical significance is eliminated, it 

is difficult to draw any conclusions from this. 

In table 4.4, all crimes categories used in this thesis are combined, just as for interpersonal trust, 

and while column 1 shows no statistical significance, columns 2 and 3 indicate a significantly 

negative effect on police force trust by an increase in reported crimes. The effects are, just as 

in table 4.3, small but the coefficient in column 3 of table 4.4 indicates a larger effect of crime 

on police force trust compared to the same column in table 4.3 One explanation for this 

difference could be the difference in effect of violent crimes versus all crime categories used. 

An increase in the reporting of other crime categories could have a larger impact on police force 

trust compared to the reporting of only violent crimes. The significance is removed in column 

4 when accounting for variation over time. Running the regression without fixed effects and 

only with municipality controls in column 5 show a statistically significant effect of crime 

reporting on trust, but this significance is removed in column 6, when including both fixed 

effects and municipality controls in the regression. The significance in column 5 could perhaps 

be caused by not accounting for differences that are omitted when only controlling for 

municipality differences. Just as for all other tables, the effects are small, but in line with the 

hypothesis. Since the statistical significance is removed with changes in the model and since 
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the economic significance is very low given the sign of the coefficients, it is difficult to draw 

any far-reaching conclusions from the reported crime increases’ effect on police force trust. 

The individual controls in tables 4.3 and 4.4 are significant, just as for tables 4.1 and 4.2, 

indicating that they are relevant to include in the regressions  for crime effects on trust. Being 

female seem to indicate more trust in the police force in general, as well as having a higher 

income on average or living with children. Of the municipality controls, only two show 

significance in both columns in table 4.3 and 4.4, indicating that living in a municipality with 

a higher share of people with foreign citizenship and in a municipality with a larger share of 

older people negatively affects trust in the police force. 



35 
  

Table 4.3 Trust in the police force and violent crimes 
 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) 
VARIABLES     No fixed 

effects 
 Municipality 

regression 
sample 

        
Murder, manslaughter, assault etc, 1 yr lag, in logs 0.0575*** 0.0837*** 0.102*** -0.0113 -0.0127 -0.0584 -0.0224 
 (0.0159) (0.0156) (0.0136) (0.0414) (0.0467) (0.0582) (0.0583) 
Age (data from the population register)  -0.000211 -0.000269 -0.000227 -0.000922*** -0.000880*** -0.000810** 
  (0.000267) (0.000246) (0.000250) (0.000313) (0.000305) (0.000291) 
Female  -0.202*** -0.202*** -0.202*** -0.196*** -0.196*** -0.196*** 
  (0.00567) (0.00570) (0.00566) (0.00864) (0.00849) (0.00851) 
Educational attainment (3 point scale)  -0.0154 -0.0157* -0.0144 -0.0143 -0.0135 -0.0173 
  (0.00907) (0.00901) (0.00924) (0.00937) (0.00947) (0.0105) 
Gross household income   (5 point scale)  -0.0268*** -0.0264*** -0.0280*** -0.0202*** -0.0219*** -0.0229*** 
  (0.00491) (0.00481) (0.00476) (0.00619) (0.00596) (0.00607) 
Unemployed/in labour market program/training  0.122*** 0.121*** 0.121*** 0.115*** 0.117*** 0.118*** 
  (0.0141) (0.0140) (0.0143) (0.0151) (0.0155) (0.0155) 
Living with child(ren)  -0.0462*** -0.0472*** -0.0461*** -0.0428*** -0.0424*** -0.0413*** 
  (0.00858) (0.00857) (0.00824) (0.00989) (0.00987) (0.00905) 
Share of people in municipality with foreign 
citizenship 

    1.416*** 0.904**  

     (0.343) (0.334)  
Share of people in municipality aged 55 and older     0.629*** 0.635***  
     (0.0927) (0.115)  
Share of people in municipality aged 34 or younger     -0.824** -0.328  
     (0.381) (0.314)  
Mean income in municipality for people aged 16 and 
up, thousand SEK 

    -0.000261 -0.000171  

     (0.000346) (0.000327)  
Share of people in municipality with 3 or more years 
of upper education 

    0.381** 0.0333  

     (0.143) (0.240)  
Share of people in municipality aged 18 and older who 
receive economic aid 

    -0.593** -0.153  

     (0.270) (0.210)  
        
Observations 82,906 82,906 82,906 82,906 54,719 54,719 54,719 
R-squared 0.000 0.016 0.018 0.028 0.016 0.027 0.026 
Region Dummy NO NO YES YES NO YES YES 
Time Dummy NO NO NO YES NO YES YES 

Trust measured on a scale from 1 to 5 with 5 being the lowest. Cluster-robust standard errors in parentheses 
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
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Table 4.4 Trust in the police force and all crimes 
 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
VARIABLES     No fixed effects  
       
All used crime categories combined, one year lag, in logs 0.0779 0.100** 0.245*** 0.0681 0.103* -0.0464 
 (0.0463) (0.0400) (0.0645) (0.0696) (0.0513) (0.0833) 
Age (data from the population register)  7.78e-05 0.000113 -0.000229 -0.000920*** -0.000881*** 
  (0.000228) (0.000236) (0.000250) (0.000313) (0.000305) 
Female  -0.202*** -0.201*** -0.202*** -0.196*** -0.196*** 
  (0.00574) (0.00575) (0.00568) (0.00860) (0.00848) 
Educational attainment (3 point scale)  -0.0101 -0.00729 -0.0144 -0.0141 -0.0135 
  (0.00832) (0.00844) (0.00925) (0.00932) (0.00946) 
Gross household income   (5 point scale)  -0.0268*** -0.0256*** -0.0280*** -0.0207*** -0.0220*** 
  (0.00482) (0.00501) (0.00477) (0.00616) (0.00599) 
Unemployed/in labour market program/training  0.122*** 0.121*** 0.121*** 0.116*** 0.117*** 
  (0.0142) (0.0142) (0.0143) (0.0153) (0.0155) 
Living with child(ren)  -0.0443*** -0.0452*** -0.0461*** -0.0421*** -0.0424*** 
  (0.00845) (0.00881) (0.00826) (0.00998) (0.00988) 
Share of people in municipality with foreign citizenship     0.818** 0.916** 
     (0.341) (0.337) 
Share of people in municipality aged 55 and older     0.843*** 0.620*** 
     (0.133) (0.110) 
Share of people in municipality aged 34 or younger     -0.405 -0.340 
     (0.325) (0.309) 
Mean income in municipality for people aged 16 and up, 
thousand SEK 

    -0.000219 -0.000169 

     (0.000206) (0.000321) 
Share of people in municipality with 3 or more years of upper 
education 

    0.207 0.0393 

     (0.152) (0.239) 
Share of people in municipality aged 18 and older who 
receive economic aid 

    -0.600* -0.187 

     (0.335) (0.206) 
       
Observations 82,906 82,906 82,906 82,906 54,719 54,719 
R-squared 0.000 0.015 0.017 0.028 0.016 0.027 
Region Dummy NO NO YES YES NO YES 
Time Dummy NO NO NO YES NO YES 

Trust measured on a scale from 1 to 5 with 5 being the lowest. Cluster-robust standard errors in parentheses 
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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4.2  Sensitivity analysis  

The results presented above are sensitive to manipulations, as is visible when including time 

fixed effects and municipality controls, since changing the regressions eliminates whatever 

statistical significance there is of the results. Moreover, the existing significance is mostly quite 

low. Nevertheless, I want to perform a few sensitivity checks to test the direction of the results. 

More specifically, I will test if trust in the Swedish Social Insurance Agency is affected by 

reported crime rates. Intuitively, crime rates should not be linked to the agency and hence 

should not affect how people trust it. I will also include a lead crime variable, to test if crime 

rates one year in the future affect trust levels in the past. If my assumptions are correct, there 

should be no such effect. There could be reverse causality with crime and trust, meaning that 

trust levels could affect how many crimes are being reported and it is not this relationship that 

I want to explore. To address this problem, I test for trust changes based on reported crime rates 

in the future. 

4.2.1 Social Insurance Agency 

One argument against using the Swedish Social Insurance Agency as a robustness check is that 

if people have low trust in general and blame the government for an increase in crime, that 

could spill over to affect how much trust people have in governmental institutions like the 

Social Insurance Agency as well. My anticipation is that people still see this institution as 

separated from other parts of the government, more specifically the crime-fighting part, and 

that the Social Insurance Agency have no connection to the criminal activities taking place in 

society. 

In table 4.5 the effects of increased reporting of crime have no significant effects on the Swedish 

Social Insurance Agency except for in column 3. However, all coefficients are negative, 

indicating that an increase in reported crime positively affects trust in the Swedish Social 

Insurance Agency since the trust scale is reversed, just as for police trust, compared to 

interpersonal trust. The opposite sign of the coefficients compared to trust in the police force 

strengthens the idea that crime does not affect trust in the Social Insurance Agency the way it 

should affect interpersonal trust and trust in the police force. Moreover, there is no significance 

before including county fixed effects, and the significance is removed once I control for time 

effects, indicating that the statistical significance, and size of the coefficient, from column 3 

most likely is caused by omitted variable bias. Additionally, the coefficients of columns 4 and 
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5 are much smaller than the coefficient in column 3, which signals that time and differences 

across municipalities account for most of the change in trust in this category, and that trust in 

the Social Insurance Agency most likely is not related to reported crime rates. In addition, since 

the sample is significantly smaller than for the two trust categories in focus in this thesis, 

whatever results presented in table 4.5 may be difficult to generalize to the same extent as the 

other two trust measures. Most importantly, the effects are positive, contrary to the hypothesis 

about crime and trust, which should indicate that reported crime rates do not affect trust in the 

Swedish Social Insurance Agency the way it should affect interpersonal trust and trust in the 

police force. Also, the coefficients are small. This, and the lack of significance, imply that 

reported crime rates should not affect trust in the Swedish Social Insurance Agency. However, 

just as for the main regressions, the columns present coefficients which are highly sensitive to 

model specification choices. 
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Table 4.5 Trust in the Swedish Social Insurance Agency 
 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
VARIABLES      
      
All used crime categories combined, one year lag, in logs -0.130 -0.162 -2.890** -0.492 -0.526 
 (0.0965) (0.0978) (1.352) (0.316) (0.309) 
Age (data from the population register)  -0.00205*** -0.00237*** -0.00461*** -0.00459*** 
  (0.000659) (0.000703) (0.000563) (0.000530) 
Female  -0.0192 -0.0184 -0.0251 -0.0243 
  (0.0409) (0.0400) (0.0340) (0.0341) 
Educational attainment (3 point scale)  0.0580*** 0.0525*** 0.00384 0.0100 
  (0.00953) (0.0122) (0.00925) (0.0113) 
Gross household income   (5 point scale)  0.0206 0.0208 0.0366*** 0.0380*** 
  (0.0131) (0.0132) (0.0123) (0.0114) 
Swedish citizenship  0.106** 0.113** 0.139*** 0.139*** 
  (0.0492) (0.0497) (0.0467) (0.0473) 
Unemployed/in labor market program/training  -0.0504 -0.0378 -0.0488 -0.0508 
  (0.0493) (0.0470) (0.0440) (0.0428) 
Living with child(ren)  0.00211 0.00125 -0.0334 -0.0349 
  (0.0282) (0.0288) (0.0246) (0.0242) 
Share of people in municipality with foreign citizenship     0.199 
     (0.540) 
Share of people in municipality aged 55 and older     0.253 
     (0.447) 
Share of people in municipality aged 34 or younger     0.592 
     (0.738) 
Mean income in municipality for people aged 16 and up, thousand SEK     0.000209 
     (0.00122) 
Share of people in municipality with 3 or more years of upper education     -1.036 
     (0.646) 
Share of people in municipality aged 18 and older who receive economic aid     0.635 
     (0.784) 
      
Observations 8,572 8,572 8,572 8,572 8,569 
R-squared 0.001 0.007 0.022 0.117 0.118 
Region Dummy NO NO YES YES YES 
Time Dummy NO NO NO YES YES 

Trust measured on a scale from 1 to 5 with 5 being the lowest. Cluster-robust standard errors in parentheses 
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1



40 
  

4.2.2 Reversed causality 

In tables 4.6 and 4.7 I investigate the effects of a lead crime variable. With that crime variable  

I test if reported crimes one year in the future have an effect on trust one year in the past. Since 

the idea is that trust is affected by what has happened in terms of reported crime in the past, 

there should be no effect of crime reporting in the future on trust in the past. That would suggest 

that it instead is trust that is affecting how much crime is reported, which is a concern I want to 

eliminate. As is visible for interpersonal trust in table 4.6, there is only significance in column 

3, where the sign of the coefficient, just as in table 4.3, is positive. The significance is removed 

with further controls, which strengthens the support for the idea that there is no effect of trust 

on crime reporting. Since the relationship should not be trust affecting crime reporting, it is 

positive that the results show no significance. That the coefficient in column 3 is significant 

and positive could indicate that the relationship is in line with the hypothesis, that it is crime 

reporting that is affecting trust and that the sign is the opposite because I am using future crime. 

However, as there is no strong statistical significance in table 4.3 either, it is difficult to draw 

any conclusions from the lack of significance in table 4.6. There simply does not seem to be a 

strong effect either of crime on interpersonal trust or of trust on crime in this setting. 

In table 4.7 only column 2 show significance. Including fixed effects and controls remove the 

significance. This is positive for the argument that reported crimes in the future should have no 

effect on trust in the police force in the past, which if this were the case would indicate that it 

is in fact trust that is affecting how many crimes are being reported the following year. The 

significance of column 2 is somewhat disturbing since it indicates that there in fact is an effect 

on future crime reports on past trust levels, which means that it should be trust that affects how 

many crimes are reported. The significance is removed with controls, but it is still difficult to 

draw conclusions for police trust just as it is for interpersonal trust.  
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Table 4.6 Interpersonal trust and all crimes reported one year in the future 
 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
VARIABLES      Municipality 

regression 
sample 

       
All used crime categories combined, one year lead, in logs -0.00294 -0.171 0.880*** 0.00624 0.201 0.204 
 (0.227) (0.132) (0.164) (0.165) (0.234) (0.227) 
Age (data from the population register)  0.0172*** 0.0177*** 0.0180*** 0.0175*** 0.0174*** 
  (0.000609) (0.000604) (0.000635) (0.000653) (0.000656) 
Female  0.156*** 0.157*** 0.158*** 0.126*** 0.128*** 
  (0.0372) (0.0374) (0.0375) (0.0370) (0.0371) 
Educational attainment (3 point scale)  0.450*** 0.458*** 0.462*** 0.445*** 0.456*** 
  (0.0124) (0.0123) (0.0117) (0.0117) (0.0112) 
Gross household income   (5 point scale)  0.258*** 0.259*** 0.262*** 0.254*** 0.255*** 
  (0.0110) (0.0107) (0.0108) (0.0103) (0.0104) 
Swedish citizenship  0.353*** 0.350*** 0.355*** 0.425*** 0.435*** 
  (0.0520) (0.0505) (0.0502) (0.0648) (0.0657) 
Unemployed/in labour market program/training  -0.474*** -0.474*** -0.476*** -0.456*** -0.461*** 
  (0.0401) (0.0385) (0.0373) (0.0399) (0.0417) 
Living with child(ren)  0.0621*** 0.0638*** 0.0666*** 0.0895*** 0.0861*** 
  (0.0161) (0.0160) (0.0161) (0.0219) (0.0207) 
Share of people in municipality with foreign citizenship     -1.915**  
     (0.833)  

Share of people in municipality aged 55 and older     -1.399**  
     (0.517)  
Share of people in municipality aged 34 or younger     -2.184***  
     (0.726)  
Mean income in municipality for people aged 16 and up, thousand SEK     -0.00499***  
     (0.00106)  
Share of people in municipality with 3 or more years of upper education     3.545***  
     (0.598)  
Share of people in municipality aged 18 and older who receive economic 
aid 

    -2.434*  

     (1.274)  
       
Observations 58,551 58,551 58,551 58,551 47,411 47,411 
R-squared 0.000 0.063 0.067 0.069 0.067 0.065 
Region Dummy NO NO YES YES YES YES 
Time Dummy NO NO NO YES YES YES 

Trust measured on a scale from 1 to 10 with 1 being the lowest Cluster-robust standard errors in parentheses 
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
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Table 4.7 Trust in the police force and all crimes reported one year in the future 
 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
VARIABLES      Municipality 

regression 
sample 

       
All used crime categories combined, one year lead, in logs 0.0488 0.0664* 0.00644 0.0451 -0.117 -0.0998 
 (0.0375) (0.0334) (0.0868) (0.0684) (0.0728) (0.0783) 
Age (data from the population register)  -0.000129 -0.000165 -0.000626** -0.000882*** -0.000811** 
  (0.000272) (0.000269) (0.000296) (0.000306) (0.000292) 
Female  -0.196*** -0.196*** -0.197*** -0.196*** -0.196*** 
  (0.00654) (0.00655) (0.00642) (0.00847) (0.00849) 
Educational attainment (3 point scale)  -0.00358 -0.00317 -0.0126 -0.0136 -0.0173 
  (0.00950) (0.00905) (0.0105) (0.00947) (0.0105) 
Gross household income   (5 point scale)  -0.0213*** -0.0210*** -0.0237*** -0.0220*** -0.0229*** 
  (0.00545) (0.00561) (0.00551) (0.00599) (0.00607) 
Unemployed/in labour market program/training  0.131*** 0.131*** 0.129*** 0.117*** 0.118*** 
  (0.0151) (0.0150) (0.0151) (0.0154) (0.0154) 
Living with child(ren)  -0.0421*** -0.0429*** -0.0447*** -0.0424*** -0.0412*** 
  (0.00875) (0.00875) (0.00845) (0.00986) (0.00906) 
Share of people in municipality with foreign citizenship     0.920**  
     (0.338)  
Share of people in municipality aged 55 and older     0.613***  
     (0.109)  
Share of people in municipality aged 34 or younger     -0.356  
     (0.307)  
Mean income in municipality for people aged 16 and up, 
thousand SEK 

    -0.000178  

     (0.000317)  
Share of people in municipality with 3 or more years of upper 
education 

    0.0461  

     (0.238)  
Share of people in municipality aged 18 and older who 
receive economic aid 

    -0.179  

     (0.207)  
       
Observations 71,420 71,420 71,420 71,420 54,719 54,719 
R-squared 0.000 0.014 0.016 0.025 0.027 0.026 
Region Dummy NO NO YES YES YES YES 
Time Dummy NO NO NO YES YES YES 

Trust measured on a scale from 1 to 5 with 5 being the lowest. Cluster-robust standard errors in parentheses 
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 



43 

  

4.2.3 Sample setup 

I mentioned in the data section of the paper that there has been a decline in the response rate of 

the SOM survey from the 1980s onward. One concern with the decreasing response rate is that 

some groups of people might be lost in the sample. Potentially, a certain type of person chooses 

not to reply to the survey and hence any results from using the data could be difficult to extend 

to a larger population than the specific sample. For the purpose of this thesis, it is therefore 

relevant to investigate how the setup of people might have changed over the years in terms of 

how trusting they are. Maybe people with low trust levels have stopped replying in recent years, 

or maybe that group as part of the total sample has increased largely during the 21th century. If 

a certain type of person has opted out during recent years, it could further bias the results in this 

thesis. If the sample consist of a majority of high-trusters, I cannot say much about the evolution 

of low trust in Sweden, for example. To see if this is a problem, I portray the high and low 

percentage shares of interpersonal trust and trust in the police force, as well as a medium share 

for interpersonal trust since the scale of that variable is wider. I have divided the categories as 

follows: for interpersonal trust 1-3 is low, 4-6 is medium, and replying 7-10 indicates a high 

level of trust. For police trust low equals 4-5 and high equals answering 1-2 on the question.  

As is visible in graphs 4.1, 4.2, 4.3, 4.4 and 4.5, while there is a decrease in high-trusters in 

the beginning of the sample period, there is an increase in the share of low- and medium-

trusters. In addition, when the medium share for interpersonal trust is lowered, both the low 

and high trust shares are increased. For police trust, there is also fluctuation, but it does not 

seem like a certain group is over-represented over time, and the groups seem to follow each 

other in terms of trust evolution. This, in combination with including individual control 

variables, should make it be possible to generalize the indications of the result section to the 

entire population.  

Graph 4.1, 4.2, and 4.3: Evolution of interpersonal trust shares in the SOM sample 1996-2016 
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Graph 4.4 and 4.5: Evolution of police force trust shares in the SOM sample 1986-2016 

4.3  Discussion 

The results suggest small negative effects of reported crime on interpersonal trust and trust in 

the police force and most coefficients show signs in line with the hypothesis. However, with 

the statistical insignificance when adding fixed effects and controls, and the size of the 

coefficients, it is not really possible to draw any conclusion of reported crime rates’ effect on 

trust, apart from stating that there does not seem to be a strong relationship between trust and 

reported crime in Sweden, based on the available data. Even in the columns that display 

statistical significance, the economic significance is so small that it is difficult to argue for the 

importance of the coefficients. An increase by 1 percent in reported violent crimes leading to 

a 0.005 unit decrease in interpersonal trust (table 4.1, column 3) is a very small effect.  

 

There are several possible reasons for why the results have the above mentioned properties. It 

may simply be the case that reported crimes in reality have little or no effect on trust. People 

may decide how trusting they should be based on other parameters, and even though crime 

visibly have other negative effects in society, deterioration of trust may not be one. However, 

since previous studies have found significant effects of crime on trust, perhaps it is the case 

that Swedes’ trust levels specifically are less easily affected by crime than Mexicans’ trust (as 

investigated by Blanco, 2013). Or, the results could differ because of the usage of reported 

crimes, which in itself has a level of uncertainty, instead of actual conviction. Using crime 

rates instead of reported crime rates could potentially change the results in this paper. Since 

this thesis differs in both choice of country in focus, data used, and the long timespan of about 

30 years, the difference in results is perhaps not as confusing. With such model specification-
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sensitive parameters, any difference from previous studies could be an explanation for why 

the results differ.  

 

Another explanation for why the results are insignificant and sensitive to manipulations could 

be the design of the data. If, which most likely is the case, there is an underreporting of crime 

or if the reporting of a certain type of crime is overrepresented, this could have an effect on to 

what extent one can measure the effects of crime on trust. Even if I have 30 years of data on 

reported crimes on the county level in this thesis, it may be the case that municipality level 

data could have given other results. Perhaps people feel less affected by reported crime rates 

on the county level compared to what they would feel if the rates were registered on the 

municipality, and hence geographically closer, level. Crimes reported on a level which feels 

far away may not affect someone the way reported crimes in the municipality potentially 

could. Additionally, the way the questions about trust are asked in the SOM data could 

potentially have problems capturing the true level or complexity of how people trust others.  

 

The weak results in this paper may also be a consequence of a lack of other variables which 

could be needed to properly address the potential negative effects of reported crime on trust in 

Sweden. Variables which could be important to include are information accessibility, such as 

how many crimes are being addressed in the news or on TV, and to what extent people are 

relating those news reports to their own life situation. Including such a parameter could shed 

more light on how people truly are affected by rates of reported crime. With the data at hand 

for this thesis, it is difficult to distinguish what information actually reaches the Swedish 

population. If a person is not aware of an increase in reported crime, there should logically be 

no effect of that crime rate on the person’s trust levels. If that person instead is aware of the 

crime rates, whatever results presented could seem more reliable than if the person bases his 

or her level of trust on not knowing about crime rates. Hence, the validity of the results in this 

thesis could potentially be improved by including more data and information on how much 

people actually know. 

 

That the controls seem to be relevant in the regressions strengthens the findings of previous 

literature, which suggest that age, income and education can be said to affect a person’s level 

of trust in both other people and in societal institutions. Controlling for these parameters in 

my regressions thus seem correct. Including age setup shares and the share of the population 

in a municipality that receives economic aid also seem to be relevant controls in the 
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regressions. Adding more controls, perhaps of how many individuals are born abroad or how 

large the municipality budget is, could be relevant for further investigation of the results. In 

any case, with the data at hand, it is difficult to say much more about the results in this paper 

than that there may be an effect of an increase in reported crimes on interpersonal trust and 

trust in the police force, but that the question is complex and that no consensus or solution can 

be reached by looking at these results.  

 

Lastly, looking at the lead variables of the robustness section, one can say that there does not 

seem to be an effect of trust on crime, but on the other hand, since there seems to be almost no 

effect of reported crime on trust either, one cannot really say anything else than that there 

does not seem to be any strong relationship between reported crime and interpersonal trust 

and trust in the police force in Sweden. 

5 Conclusion 

As previous research has indicated, there are several factors affecting trust, and crime has 

many negative consequences for society. However, despite the large timespan and the sizable 

number of observations in the data used in this thesis, it is difficult to prove a relationship 

between reported crime and trust in Sweden. Despite an increase in reported crime and a 

decrease in trust in Sweden, the results do not indicate any large effects of crime on trust. 

Although the results are weak, the question is arguably still relevant for policy makers to look 

into and further investigate. Perhaps, if there in fact are no negative consequences of reported 

crime on trust, policy discussions could be focused on other areas in society. There are 

publications indicating that increased crime rates are harmful for trust and safety and 

newspaper columns focusing on how an increase in crime rates is negative for trust in Sweden 

(BRÅ, 2019; Pihl, 2018; Johansson, 2018). Since this thesis does not, on the contrary, find 

any large significant effects of reported crime on trust, the media reports may seem 

excessively negative. An increase in crime is of course negative for society as a whole 

because criminal activity is illegal, but an increase in reported crime, on the other hand, does 

not seem to significantly negatively affect trust in Sweden.  

Since the trust results are quite sensitive to model manipulations and extensions, future 

research on this topic can easily be motivated. Looking at news reporting about crime can 

shed more light on how people perceive crime rates and potentially bring a better 
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understanding to the effects of crime reporting. In addition, looking at consequences of crime 

on trust using other measures of crime could be useful. Trust is, and will continue to be, 

important in all aspects of society. Understanding how it is affected, and by which factors, 

will hopefully be investigated further, since understanding trust will be helpful for future 

economic development in all countries of the world.   
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Appendix 
 
A.1 Figures for used crime categories, evolution over time, reported per 100 000, on the 

county level 
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