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Abstract 

Fear of crime is a social problem on its own, partly independent of crime as actual crime 

does not fully explain as to why some individuals are more afraid for crime than others. 

Structuralist perspectives have offered some explanations, largely neglecting the potential 

importance of institutional perspectives. This thesis aims to study fear of crime from an 

institutional perspective using the theoretical construct quality of government which 

seeks to offer a way to measure well-functioning institutions. It is assumed that quality of 

government has an impact in different ways; through trust and victimisation. 

To study these research questions, data were drawn from two sources, the European 

Social Survey (ESS) and Quality of Government EU Regional Data. The sample 

contained 85,794 individuals nested in 152 regions which were situated in 18 European 

countries. The empirical analysis consisted of random intercept multilevel modelling. It 

was found that the quality of government was correlated with fear of crime, where higher 

levels of the former tended to result in lower levels in the latter. Trust were found to 

mediate this correlation whereas victimisation interacted with quality of government.  
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Introduction 

The aim of this thesis is to study the relationship between quality of government and fear of 

crime1. There is little doubt that fear has profound consequences for individuals, local 

communities and whole societies. At the individual level, fear of crime is associated with lower 

levels of self-reported health (Chandola, 2001), lack of social trust and withdrawal from social 

activities (Stafford et. al., 2007).  Social cohesion can suffer in the way that the sense of 

community and neighbourhood might be weakened where distrust between individual might 

rise and turning a once thought to be safe place into no-go areas (Hale, 1996). 

Despite the rather well-known consequences of fear, its determinants are not easily understood. 

Why do some individuals fear crime whereas others do not? The importance of context has 

gained increased attention in the body of research. It is common knowledge within the social 

sciences that demographic factors such as; sex, ethnicity and age are important aspects of 

individual characteristics that explain social phenomena. On top of that, very few would argue 

that social factors, e.g. social class, gender and education, to name a few, all have implications 

for most social phenomena that social science seek to study. With that said, it is also reasonable 

to hypothesise that said factors, be it demographic or social, are perhaps strongly affected by 

context. For example, the social cluster in which individuals socialise and go about their daily 

lives, are an important medium for social learning. The development of quantitative methods 

that are specifically developed to study the contextual nature of social phenomena offers a 

prominent way to study this. Sociological research on the subject have generally applied a 

structuralist perspective, where e.g. economic inequality and crime rates have been thought to 

be and to some extent proven to have profound influence over fear of crime. Structuralists have 

although tended to neglect institutional perspectives, i.e. how the institutions themselves 

influence fear of crime.  

Fear of crime has been shown to be correlated with individual perception of the legitimacy of 

public institutions (Hale, 1996). Fear can potentially have profound consequences of the 

everyday life of individuals in many ways. Inequality can grow when individuals decide to 

move from neighbourhoods they perceive as unsafe due to crime, leaving less affluent 

                                                 

1 Fear of crime are in this thesis also referred to as fear and fearfulness of crime.  
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individuals behind. Further, the appeal for liberal penal policies and the legitimacy of the 

criminal justice system might be undermined, making individuals take matters into their own 

hands (Johnston, 1996). 

Some effort has been put into comparative research on the subject, outlining the contextual 

nature on the topic. Countries and regions tend to vary and perhaps one important factor of this 

is their governments and institutions. A potential explanation for fearfulness might be found in 

Quality of Government (henceforth QoG), which in this thesis, refers to the impartiality, 

corruption and effectiveness of government (Charron et. al., 2014). QoG is a theoretical 

construct that refers to how well-functioning government and institutions are. Public 

institutions influence the daily lives of individuals as public institutions are tasked with 

important aspects of everyday life, e.g. education, law enforcement and healthcare. QoG 

potentially offers an explanation as to why some contexts have more fearful individuals than 

others, because QoG are likely to affect crime rates and the consequences of crimes.  

Well-functioning law-enforcement solves more crime and might reduce the harm done because 

of crime. In addition, QoG has been shown to generate social trust among citizens. The first 

purpose of this thesis is therefore to seek an answer to the question; Does Quality of Government 

impact fear of crime? 

Additionally, this thesis seeks to study two other factors that are likely to mediate the 

relationship between QoG and fear of crime; trust and victimisation. Victimisation and fear of 

crime are closely related and are often a result from crime. The prevalence of crime is likely to 

be affected by how well law enforcement are functioning, which in turn determines to what 

extent individuals are victimised. It is however unclear if victimised individuals are afraid of 

crime due solely to their experiences or if there are additional drivers that influences their fear. 

QoG might offer an important explanation to this as the quality of the justice system also 

influences how e.g. victims are treated in the process. The second research question in this 

thesis are: Does victimisation mediate and interact the relationship between the quality of 

government and fear of crime? 

The mediation between QoG and social trust could be an important aspect of fearfulness, a 

mediation effect that seldom have been studied, if at all. QoG are in theory thought to facilitate 

social trust between individuals as high-quality governments enforces and ensures individual 

liberties found in democratic societies. If a government are successful in this enterprise, 

individuals are assured that there is a low risk that their personal liberties are at threat. A high-

quality government could make individuals be more inclined to trust other individuals as there 
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are an effective legal system that can find and punish any transgressions, making the inter-

personal bonds stronger. The third research question posed are hence; Does social trust mediate 

the relationship between the quality of government and fear of crime? 

Some requirements on the data and statistical methods were made to answer the research 

questions posed by this thesis. First, this thesis used nested data from the European Social 

Survey (ESS) which contains data from respondents that live in several European regions and 

countries. Data was also collected from the relatively new Quality of Government EU Regional 

Data which offers measurements on QoG, where information specific to European regions and 

countries can be found. This data is analysed through three-level multilevel modelling which 

makes it possible to analyse the connection between fear of crime and QoG and how contextual 

levels influence outcomes on the individual level. Where fear of crime is an individual level 

outcome whereas QoG are a contextual level factor.  

This thesis is structured as follows: In the section theory and literature review, the theoretical 

framework and previous research on the subject are presented. At the end of this section a 

theoretical model and hypotheses are proposed. Methods and data are presented in the methods 

and data section. The results section concerns the empirical analysis that were made to answer 

the research questions and hypotheses posed in this thesis. The results from the empirical 

analyses and the strengths and limitations of this thesis is discussed in the discussion section. 

This section concludes with a proposal of what future research in this subject could focus on.  
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Theory and Literature Review  

The theoretical framework and previous research are presented in this section. This thesis 

applies an institutional perspective to study the relationship between QoG and fear of crime. 

Social trust is also of interest which is thought to mediate the relationship. All this will boil 

down to a theoretical model and hypotheses which are studied in the empirical analyses later. 

Fear of Crime 

As it became more readily known that crime rates, which are usually based on data reported by 

the police, and fear of crime does not fully correspond, some started to see fear of crime as an 

own social problem (Fattah and Sacco, 1989:211-212; Hale, 1996). Alternative explanations 

were sought to further explain fear of crime. Among these explanations emerged a perspective 

on social control; the environment of fear. Emphasis is put on the formal and informal political 

and social structures. These structures shape the worries and anxieties of individuals within in 

each society, where physical and social disorder could result in a perception that the social 

control and social integration are at threat (Hale, 1996; Franklin et. al., 2008). 

Individuals that resides in densely populated areas tend to be more fearful of crime in 

comparison to individuals whom live in less populated areas, such as small towns or rural areas. 

The argument is that population density brings heterogeneity which impacts the social ties 

between individuals, as the urban area gets denser, the probability of social interaction with a 

stranger grows larger. Strangers are likely to differ culturally and/or socially from the individual 

in question. It has been argued that fear of crime is in fact closely related to distrust toward 

strangers where the latter could result in increased social uncertainty which in turn could bring 

fear of crime (Hale, 1996). 

Public institutions and government becomes important for fear when one considers why fear 

rises in the first place, namely, the perception of lacking social control and rising social 

uncertainty (Jackson et. al., 2009). Law enforcement is important because it’s perceived to be 

the guardian of social control and responsible to uphold norms (Sunshine and Tyler, 2003).  

Charles Bahn (1974) outlined a theoretical framework that incorporates the above, where the 

argument is that fear of crime could in fact be due to distrust in law enforcement. This 

framework was dubbed the reassurance factor which simply means that if formal social control 
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is perceived as strong in an area and that the police is on top of the situation, individuals are 

more confident that they will be protected against crime as they live their daily lives. This 

perspective has gained some traction in the body of literature where studies seem to have 

generally come up with results that confirm this perspective (Innes, 2004; Skogan, 2009).   

Aside from the social control perspective, the vulnerability perspective has also been popular 

in social research. In short, individual perceptions of their own vulnerability of crime facilitates 

their fear of crime. It has been argued that fear is higher among those who feel that they are 

unable to protect themselves physically, socially or economically against criminals. This 

perspective is further divided into two categories, physical and social vulnerability. Where the 

physical vulnerability refers to the perceived capacity to fend of attackers based on the 

individual’s competence, physical mobility and physical strength (Franklin et. al., 2008). Based 

on physical vulnerability, scholars have argued that sex and age in fact affects fear, as females 

and the elderly to a less extent feel that they are capable to physically protect themselves 

(Denkers and Winkel, 1998; Killias and Clerici, 2000; Fisher and Sloan, 2003; Hughes et. al., 

2003). These finding have although been challenged by some, arguing that there is more 

variation within groups than between groups and that from a gender perspective, men and 

women worry about crime in different ways (Gilchrist et. al., 1998). This has further made way 

for the fear-victimisation paradox (Hale, 1996) where individuals who are at the least risk of 

being victimised are the more fearful. Possible solutions to this paradox has however emerged, 

Sacco (1990) argued that this paradox is due to a discrepancy in crime data, which fails to 

capture the full scope of victimisation among women as sexual crimes and domestic abuse tends 

to be underreported in such data. 

Social vulnerability on the other side assumes that the exposure to victimisation is due to a 

range of social factors. These factors refer to economic inequality and disorderly 

neighbourhoods which increases the perceived risk of victimisation and hence increased fear. 

Individuals who live in neighbourhoods where crime and disorder are high and that do not have 

the economic resources to technically protect and replace their property will be more fearful as 

a result to their vulnerability. The absence of social and political networks also makes coping 

with situations of victimisation harder, where marginalized individuals finds it harder to get the 

support they need to handle their victimisation.  As a result, studies have shown that the poor, 

ethnic minorities and those with lower education tend to report higher levels of fearfulness for 

crime (Convington and Taylor, 1991; Will and McGrath, 1995; Pantazis, 2000).  
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Individuals whom share most demographic and/or social aspects and lives far from each other 

tend to make different decisions in contrast to individuals whom on the other hand live closer 

to each other are more likely to make similar decisions when it comes to politics. Context is 

important as it serves as a vector for social learning. This enables individuals to learn about 

rules, norms, the political system and the state of affairs, which in turn forms their attitudes, 

perceptions and ability to participate in the system etc. (Ellis, 2017:12-13). This also suggests 

that politics, laws and institutions at least to some degree are depending on context, national or 

even regional levels. It can further be translated into fear of crime where research has shown 

that there are at least some contextual aspects that influence fear. Neighbourhoods with a 

perceived high disorder generally have more fearful individuals, even when controlling for 

social and demographic aspects (Scarborough et. al., 2010).  

While investigating the contextual aspect of crime on inequality in The US and Europe, Rueda 

and Stegmueller (2016) found that affluent individuals in regions that were more unequal to a 

higher degree supported redistribution policies whereas affluent individuals in regions that were 

not as unequal did not support redistribution policies as much. Fear of crime seemed to be one 

of the main drivers behind these findings and the results from the study suggests that crime 

imposes quite a strong contextual effect on policy support (Rueda & Stegmueller, 2016). It is 

reasonable to believe that exogenous factors, e.g. population density, inequality, educational 

attainment and crime affect said attitudes. Aside from social learning, context also matters when 

studying government. 

Quality of Government 

The application of institutionalist perspectives on fear of crime have been rare in the body of 

research. In general contrast to structuralist perspectives, institutionalism is concerned with how 

institutions interact and shape society providing a structure which coordinates expectations and 

actions of individuals in society. In the extension institutions shape the conditions for and 

behaviour of individuals through their stabilizing effect on society which decreases insecurities 

(Friel, 2017). Quality of Government (QoG) are presented below, which is an institutionalist 

perspective which focuses on how institutions affect society and the lives of its inhabitants.  

As the name suggests, QoG-research aims to study factors that constitute well-functioning 

government. The definition of QoG, despite its growing popularity, has been debated among 

scholars and international organizations (Rothstein and Teorell, 2008). Some argue that QoG is 

determined on whether a nation is democratic or that the rule of law determines QoG. Others 
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argue that whether a nation’s government is efficient/effective in their use of power is the basis 

for QoG (Rothstein, 2011:25-30). 

There are however potential problems with all these aspects. Democracy alone does not fully 

account for the quality of a government as democracies can still have corrupt governments, 

which would not make them as qualitative. Policies that target specific individuals that e.g. 

belong to specific ethnic groups might be enacted based on a democratic foundation. Rule of 

law presents its own problems, such as the acceptance of morally questionable regimes whom 

operate under its own rule of law. While, as for the efficacy criteria, a government can be 

effective in its policymaking and implementation but still be partial (Rothstein, 2011:25-30). In 

contrast, the perspective of this thesis is that QoG is constituted by: “an uncorrupted public 

sector, a strong and impartial rule of law or protection of property rights, and government 

bureaucratic effectiveness in impartially administrating public goods and services.” (Charron 

et. al., 2014:318). Much emphasis is put in how a government provides services, not necessarily 

what kind of services provided. 

Government and its institutions shape the quality of life for its citizens. Low quality 

governments are prone to not have as well-functioning institutions which results in a decreased 

quality of life for the individual. E.g. public health is most likely to be affected, in terms of 

efficiency or even impartiality, when corruption is widespread. The foremost reason to this is 

that corruption tend to siphon public funds into the pockets of those in power, leaving little to 

no funds left to finance healthcare (Rothstein, 2011:58-62). 

As for QoG and social well-being, some empirical evidence suggests that the correlation 

between QoG and social well-being of individuals have increased throughout the years. Using 

rule of law as an indicator for QoG, Kraay (2006) found that countries with high-quality 

institutions have a larger tendency to bring about distributional change that increases poverty. 

The author however remarked that this effect is outweighed by the increase in economic growth 

that the same countries also tended to have. Findings opposite to this were however found by 

Blaydes and Kayser (2007) which concluded that high-QoG countries are inclined to enact 

economic redistribution policies and invest in human capital development such as education 

and healthcare, which are beneficial to social well-being.  

Other studies have more directly studied the ties between QoG and inequality where it is 

generally found that QoG in terms of rule of law and political stability increases equality for 

individuals (Chong and Gradstein, 2007). Link between QoG and subjective well-being have 

also been found, surpassing the impact of more traditional democracy measurements. QoG 
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shows larger impacts on subjective well-being where governments who are more inclined to 

treat its citizens with more respect and carefulness result in a higher well-being (Ott, 2010). An 

explanation to this was sketched by Pacek and Radcliff (2008) as they found that the quality of 

welfare policy determined the satisfaction individuals had with their lives. The reasons behinds 

this were believed to be due to the protection welfare states provides against different forms of 

insecurities.   

Figure 1 below shows how QoG varies in a selection of European countries, taken from the 

QoG regional data2 (Charron, et. al., 2016). High QoG are mainly found in the northern parts 

of Europe where the Scandinavian countries have the highest levels of QoG, followed by 

Germany and Western Europe. Lowest level of QoG are found in southern and eastern parts of 

Europe.  

 

Figure 1. Levels of Quality of Government in countries that are studied in this thesis. Countries that 

are grey did not have information regarding Quality of Government. Data source: Charron et. al. 

(2016). 

Quality of Government and Fear of Crime 

Povey (2001:38-40, 68-70) found that law enforcement produces a public perception of security 

and order if the law enforcement is visible, accessible and somewhat familiar to residents. The 

author argues that this could be achieved by deploying more police officers on the streets which 

                                                 

2 This data is also used in the empirical analyses for this thesis.  
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would increase visibility, where a more “customer centred” strategy is adopted. Suggesting that 

actual crimes are in comparison to the quality of the police are less important when it comes to 

fear. Police efforts that were oriented toward the community were found to be associated with 

a reduction in fear of crime in a study conducted in Chicago. This increased the visibility and 

responsiveness of the police at work which were thought as being the main reasons to the 

observed lower levels in fear (Skogan and Hartnett, 1997:235-240). The interaction between 

the police and residents have also been shown to be important. Residents in neighbourhoods 

that believed that the partnership between police and community were positive also perceived 

lower levels of disorder and were less fearful (Reisig and Parks, 2004). 

Some studies have investigated the association between some aspects of government and fear 

of crime. Public institutions were shown to facilitate formal social control which in turn results 

in less fear of crime (Lewis and Salem, 1986:87-90). Fearfulness of residents in neighbourhoods 

were also highly dependent on the ability of municipal services to meet the needs of the 

residents (Bursik and Grasmick, 1993).  

Aspects of government has also been shown to be more important than informal social control. 

McGarell et. al. (1997) found that governmental responsiveness proved more important than 

informal social control when it came to fear of crime. This was based on survey questions that 

asked respondents whether they found their local public institutions to be inadequate in their 

role.   

Renauer (2007) found that both informal and formal control to various degrees explain fear of 

crime among individuals in different neighbourhoods. Fear of police encounters and police 

efficiency were especially important in explaining fear of crime when looking at the 

institutional side. Efficiency of the police was more important in decreasing fear of crime for 

residents in low to medium disadvantaged neighbourhoods. It was suggested that police with a 

good standing with the public, ultimately lowered fearfulness in comparison with police 

agencies that did not have as good standing with the public (Renauer, 2007).  It was also 

concluded that more research should be put into the formal side of social control, i.e. the 

government and its institutions, as the results suggested that there is some underlying construct 

at play which were not directly studied in the study.  

High QoG implies that the justice system is efficient and impartial. This is expected to translate 

into a widespread public perception that the legal system can combat crime and treating victims 

of crime in a relatively more respectful and caring manner. Specifically, from a theoretical 

standpoint, the level of QoG might be more important for those who have victimisation 
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experience in contrast to those without the same experiences. Victimised individuals do often 

have experiences from the legal system, apart from their experience of being victims of crime, 

as they have been involved in its process from when they reported the crime. This personal, 

hands-on experience will in turn influence the individual perception of whether the system 

works or is flawed. Some empirical research has pointed toward the importance of personal 

experiences of public institutions when it comes to perception of how well the system works 

(Kumlin, 2004:15-17). Law enforcement, which is specifically tasked at combating crime, that 

are well-functioning is most likely to at least some degree reduce fear among its citizens due to 

their ability to solve and stop crimes and to extenuate the consequences of crime, e.g. taking 

care of victims. 

The Mediating Role of Social Trust 

Rothstein (2011:43) argues that the generation/destruction of social trust is generated by QoG. 

Institution-centred theories of social capital claims that social trust, to function, needs to be 

embedded in and linked to the political context, formal politics and implementing institutions. 

Social trust is related to institutions as the latter facilitates the former and which enables 

individuals to trust one another. Individuals whom trust other individuals put at least some faith 

in the system as they expect that the responsible institutions will act when transgressions are 

made (Rothstein, 2011:189-191). Incorrupt governments with impartial institutions are 

perceived as trustworthy and can enact social policies and exercise power generate social trust. 

Whereas the opposite inhibits social trust (Rothstein, 2011:150). If individuals perceive their 

government officials to be corrupt, they most likely will assume that most other people engage 

in corrupt activities which makes them think that most people can’t be trusted (Rothstein, 

2005:121). 

Social interactions are dependent on trust, i.e. that individuals can trust other individuals to 

fulfil their obligations according to the norms, rules and laws that are at play in the social 

context (Putnam et. al, 1992; Sztompka, 1999). Piotr Sztompka (1999) argues that trust is a way 

for individuals to deal with the unpredictable social life and the future that will ensue after any 

social action has been carried out. Social trust is i.e. only relevant when uncertainty is involved 

as trust is not needed when outcomes are known and guaranteed to happen. This can be further 

developed to a higher level, instead of trusting other individuals, individuals can trust or distrust 

institutions in the same way, if trust is put in institutions, individuals expect that public 
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institutions will fulfil their obligations if the trusting individual in turn fulfil their obligations, 

abiding by the law etc.  

Indeed, social trust are facilitated by public institutions, they enable the individuals to invest in 

trust toward their peers and in the public institutions themselves. Sztompka found in his case 

study of Poland after the 1989 revolution, in which Poland gained independence from the Soviet 

Union, a steep decline in trust ensued almost directly after the revolution. This was termed 

revolutionary malaise. In which the new democratic institutions found it difficult to warrant 

trust of its citizens due to former corruption, a post-revolutionary uncertainty and 

ineffectiveness among third-party institutions such as the law enforcement (Sztompka, 

1999:174-179).  

Despite there being a theoretical ambiguity regarding the causal ordering between social trust 

and fear, some studies have sought to remedy this problem. Some argue that social trust 

determines fear whereas some argues that the opposite is more likely. Using panel data, Skogan 

(2009) studied the causal relationship more closely, testing the reassurance and accountability 

models. It was found that social trust is more likely to be independent of fearfulness as its effect 

were found to be stronger in comparison to the other way around. The more trust that were 

generated toward the police, the less fearful were individuals. Trust toward the police were 

mainly driven by its visibility and transparency. A third model were accounted for, the 

reciprocal model, where trust and fear are assumed to mutually affect each other. This 

theoretical model was found to not be significant as opposed to the reassurance model (Skogan, 

2009).   

Other studies have accounted for contextual aspects of fearfulness, using multilevel data. 

Franklin et. al. (2008) tested different conceptual models that were thought to explain fear of 

crime, in a multi-level sample consisting of 21 cities in the state of Washington. Three 

conceptual models were tested where the disorder and social integration models proved to have 

strongest explanation power on fear of crime, with the former being stronger than the latter. 

The social integration measurement partly encompassed social trust as it was based on survey 

questions that referred to whether the respondents had trust in their neighbours along with their 

interactions. It was found that there was a contextual aspect to fear of crime and that, despite 

the disorder model showing a stronger relationship, the social integration model offered some 

explanations as to why some are fearful whereas some are not. The authors concluded that 

social integration enables residents to address problems that are related to disorder in 

cooperation with the police and other social services (Franklin, et. al., 2008).  
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A similar study to the one mentioned above were conducted in Europe, using data from the 

European Social Survey (ESS).  The aim was to determine if there were mediating effects on 

actual crime and fear of crime, where the mediating effects were believed to be social trust and 

distrust in the police. It was found that the included European countries differed in fear of crime, 

suggesting a contextual aspect to this phenomenon. A mediating effect from social trust and 

distrust in the police could also be observed where these two aspects of trust affected fearfulness 

for crime, this had in fact higher explanatory power than their crime measurements on the 

national level (Visser, et. al., 2013).  This study did however not focus on institutional aspects 

which this thesis intends to do through QoG.  

Summary and Hypotheses 

To summarise, figure 2 shows the theoretical model proposed in this thesis. More specifically, 

it depicts the various ways QoG are thought to influence fear of crime. In relationship “A” QoG 

are thought to influence trust among individuals which is expected mediate the relationship 

between QoG on fear of crime. “B” refers to trust influencing fear of crime where higher levels 

of trust bring lower levels of fearfulness for crime. Trust alleviates anxieties and thus fear of 

crime as individuals can trust that other individuals are not likely to commit crimes that might 

affect the individual. 

 

Figure 2. Theoretical model for this thesis. Quality of Government is believed to affect fear of 

crime by itself and through social trust and victimisation. 

The second mechanism is that QoG is assumed to affect victimisation through the prevalence 

of crime where countries or regions with well-functioning institutions, i.e. have high QoG, will 

have less occurrences of crime and in hence also victimised individuals. This is depicted in 

Quality of Government 

Trust Victimisation 

Fear of Crime 

Institutional Level 

Individual Level 

A 

B 

C 

D 

E 

F 
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relationship “C”. Relationship “D” reflects the connection between victimisation and fear of 

crime where victimised individuals are thought to be generally more fearful for crime due to 

their experiences. “E” depicts the interaction between QoG and victimisation where the 

theoretical expectation is that the beneficial effect of QoG on fear of crime is stronger for 

individual who have been victimised.  

There are however other ways in which QoG is likely to affect fear of crime (“F”), e.g. through 

policies that increase equality and universal welfare programmes, among other things, which 

are not measured explicitly within this thesis.  

With the above in mind, this thesis seeks to test the following general hypotheses, i.e. the direct 

effect between QoG and fear of crime:  

H1 – Higher Quality of Government decreases fear of crime: 

H1a – Individuals in countries with higher QoG are less fearful for crime 

H1b – Individuals in regions with higher QoG are less fearful for crime 

As well as the following mediating hypotheses, where trust and victimisation are assumed to 

mediate the relationship between QoG and fear of crime: 

H2 – Trust mediates the relationship between Quality of Government and fear of crime 

 H2a – Social trust decreases fear of crime on the individual level 

H2b – The direct effect of QoG on fear of crime decreases when controlling for 

social trust 

H3 – Victimisation mediates the relationship between Quality of Government and fear of crime 

 H3a – Individuals with victimisation experiences are more fearful for crime 

H3b – The direct effect of QoG on fear of crime decreases when controlling 

victimisation 

H3c – The relationship between QoG on fear of crime are particularly strong 

among individuals with victimisation experience. 
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Method and Data 

The aim of this thesis is to study the relationship between QoG and fear of crime and whether 

social trust and victimisation mediates this relationship. A presentation of the data, key 

variables and the methods used to study this relationship are presented in this section. This 

thesis uses data from two data sources; the European Social Survey and Quality of Government 

Regional Data. Multilevel analysis is the statistical method that is used for the empirical 

analyses.  

Data 

Two sets of data were combined to answer the research questions and hypotheses of this thesis. 

The main data were provided by The European Social Survey, ESS onwards, in which the 

dependent variable of thesis is found. Data were also collected from the QoG-institute at the 

University of Gothenburg which contained this thesis main independent variable, namely, the 

QoG-index. 

ESS is a biannual survey that consists of probability samples from several European countries, 

which polls individuals through face-to-face interviews about e.g. their beliefs and attitudes 

making it micro data. In addition, in being a probability sample, the ESS data is also sampled 

with a multilevel structure in mind. Three levels of analysis can easily be distinguished where 

analysis can be conducted on the national level, the regional level (i.e. NUTS regions3) and 

finally the individual micro-level. The data from this survey is adequately suited for multilevel 

analysis as it contains information regarding in which region and country a respondent currently 

resides. It is also suitable for cross-country (and region) comparisons. All individuals that are 

15 years or older that lives in the target country at the day of sampling are eligible for the 

surveys. The target response-rate in ESS is set to 70 percent, this is however not always 

                                                 

3 Nomenclature of Territorial Units for Statistics (NUTS) is a European geocode standard which refers to 

the hierarchical division of European Union countries for statistical purposes. In summary the division are 

based on population size: NUTS-1 with 3 million to 7 million inhabitants, NUTS-2 with 800 000 to 3 million 

inhabitants and NUTS-3 with 150 000 to 800 000 inhabitants. NUTS favours administrative divisions 

however which means that the NUTS-level are not seldom determined by the territorial administrative 

division of EU countries (Eurostat, 2018a).  
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achieved and some countries have response rates higher or lower than the target. The mean 

response rate for ESS round 64 is around 61 percent where Germany has the lowest response 

rate (34 percent) whereas Portugal the highest (77 percent). ESS round 75 has a slightly lower 

response rate of 53 percent where Germany has the lowest (31 percent) and Spain and Czech 

Republic the highest (68 percent). 

Secondary data the Quality of Government EU Regional Data from the QoG-institute (Charron 

et. al., 2016) which contain information regarding QoG for several European regions. This 

provided the thesis with the most important independent contextual variable, the QoG-index, 

regarding the posed research questions and hypotheses. This data stems from a survey in which 

respondents in several European countries are asked to assess QoG in their NUTS-region. These 

survey questions were later aggregated to form a regional mean. Some compromise was 

although necessary, some regions and countries that are in the ESS data were not available in 

the QoG regional data counterpart. This hence served as a selection criterion, i.e. countries and 

regions that had available data in the QoG regional data were only studied in this thesis. Further, 

for some countries there were a mismatch regarding the NUTS-level. ESS supplies information 

for all three levels whereas the QoG regional data only contained information concerning 

NUTS-1 and NUTS-2. The NUTS-structure from the QoG regional data were used instead of 

the one in ESS.  

The final sample analysed in this thesis consisted of 85,794 individuals which were nested in 

152 regions which were further situated in 18 countries6. Two rounds of ESS were used, 

namely, round 6 (2012) and round 7 (2014). The 2016 version of the Quality of Government 

EU Regional Data were used which contains information regarding QoG for periods 2010 and 

2013. 

                                                 

4 For a more detailed list on response rates for ESS round 6, see: 

http://www.europeansocialsurvey.org/data/deviations_6.html 

5 For a more detailed list on response rates for ESS round 7, see: 

http://www.europeansocialsurvey.org/data/deviations_7.html 

6 The countries that were in the final sample for this thesis were the following: Austria, Belgium, Bulgaria, 

Czech Republic, Denmark, Finland, France, Germany, Great Britain, Hungary, Ireland, Italy, Netherlands, 

Poland, Portugal, Slovakia, Spain and Sweden.  
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Variables 

Dependent Variable 

Fear of crime is in this thesis measured by a single survey question which specifically measures 

the feeling of safety of walking alone in the local area after dark. This type of question is 

considered by some scholars to be the standard way to measure fear of crime (Hale, 1996; 

Rueda & Stegmueller, 2016). It is a global measurement of fearfulness of crime and does not 

measure fear of any specific crime. The use of this global measurement was due to data 

limitations where ESS had since round 5 (2010) removed survey questions that measured fear 

toward specific crimes, which were used by Visser et. al. (2013). 

The dependent variable was of ordinal scale and had four values that ranged from very safe to 

very unsafe. Where value 1 referred to the respondent feeling very safe and value 4 meant that 

the respondent felt very unsafe. Keeping the ordinal scale was due to the variance found within 

the variable, most of the variance were found around categories 1 2 and 3, meaning that a 

dichotomisation between “unsafe” (3, 4) and “safe” (1, 2) would eliminate significant variance 

of analytical importance.  

Two binary versions of this variable were however also created for the robustness-test using 

multilevel LPM. The first variable was a dichotomisation where value 0 meant that the 

respondent felt safe (1, 2) whereas value 1 referred to respondents that felt unsafe (3, 4). A 

division between very safe (1) and all other categories (2, 3, 4) were the secondary dichotomised 

version were also used.  

Contextual Independent Variables 

As the statistical method for this thesis was a three-level multilevel analysis, independent 

variables and control variables were added on different contextual levels. For most of the 

contextual variables, two versions of the same variable existed at both the national and regional 

levels. This posed potential problems as it not uncommon for such variables to be correlated, 

implicating goodness of fit. There are however ways to solve this, one solution, which is used 

in this thesis, is to create regional difference variables instead of using the original regional 

variables. Diff-variables are created through subtracting the regional variables with the country 

version of the same variable, creating an either negative or positive value where 0 denotes total 

similarity between the region and the rest of the country (Fairbrother, 2014). Interpretations of 
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such variable will hence be on how much the regions differ in comparison to the rest of the 

country.  

The main independent variables for this thesis was the QoG-indices, one at the national level 

and one at the regional level. The index stems from 16 survey questions answered by individuals 

in the Quality of Government EU Regional Data which were standardised using z-score and 

then aggregated to the regional level. Three pillars, that stemmed from the 16 survey questions, 

constituted the index; the quality pillar, the impartiality pillar and the corruption pillar. 

Information regarding QoG for two time-periods (2010 and 2013) are found in this data, the 

mean QoG score were hence calculated for the two periods.  

Since the survey questions were aggregated to the regional level, a national version of the index 

was constructed by calculating the mean QoG-score from the QoG-scores in respective 

country’s regions. Finally, a diff-variable were constructed at the regional level which subtracts 

the regional score with the national score effectively creating a difference variable. A negative 

value refers to a lower QoG in a region compared to the country mean whereas a positive 

denotes higher QoG for that specific region compared to the country mean.  

Individual-Level Independent Variables 

Some considerations were made regarding crime rates. While some data sources, such as the 

European Social Survey, offers contextual measurements on crime rates for several European 

countries and regions, the crime rates are often problematic. For one, some crimes are more 

prone to be underreported in official crime statistics such as sexual crimes and domestic abuse. 

Second, different laws are enforced in different countries, meaning that a deviant behaviour in 

one country could be considered as being a crime whereas in another country it is not. Third, 

different standards exist in law enforcement when it comes to how to report crime rates, 

depending on e.g. the country. And fourth, the propensity for individuals to report crime differs 

widely depending on the country. This can be due to different insurance policies when it comes 

to property crimes and/or how well law enforcement and the courts perform in combating 

crimes. These aspects of crime rates make the use of crime rates rather problematic, instead, 

this thesis uses a measure of victimisation. This measurement is although a subjective one and 

polls the respondents whether they or a relative have been victimised of a violent crime or house 

burglary during the past five years.  

Victimisation is measured through a dummy variable where respondents who has value 1 have 

either themselves or a member of their household, been a victim of burglary or assault the last 
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five years. Reference category for this variable is respondents who did not have experience of 

victimisation during the last five years.  

Two dimensions of trust that were relevant for this thesis were identified from results from a 

factor analysis. The most relevant forms of trust in this thesis were the inter-personal trust and 

trust toward implementational institutions (trust toward the police and the courts).  

The first index measured social trust, i.e. the inter-personal trust the respondents have toward 

other individuals. Three survey items were included into the summed index: most people can 

be trusted, most people try to take advantage of you and most of the time people are helpful. All 

the included variables were ordinal scaled and ranged from values 0 to 10 which resulted in the 

index ranging from 0 to 30 where 0 reflects total lack of trust toward other individuals whereas 

30 refers to complete trust. An alpha-test were conducted to determine the scale-reliability of 

the index which resulted in a value of 0.772 which are considered as being a good alpha-value 

(Santos, 1999).  

Respondent trust toward implementing institutions were measured with the second trust index. 

This index contained variables that measured the respondent’s trust toward the police and the 

courts. Both variables were in similarity to the other trust variables mentioned above, ordinal 

scale with values ranging from 0 to 10. Hence, the index ranged from 0 to 20 where 0 denotes 

complete distrust toward implementing institutions and 20 reflects complete trust toward these 

institutions. This index received an alpha-value of 0.791 which were considered as good 

(Santos, 1999).  

Control Variables 

There is also evidence from previous research that suggest that regular sociological control 

variables are especially important to take into consideration in empirical analysis. Variables 

such as sex, age, income, foreign background and education have been shown to have quite 

robust relationships due to the vulnerability perspective which is somewhat competing to the 

reassurance factor. 

Respondents sex were controlled for using a dummy variable where males were the reference 

category (Female=1). Age were measured by using the respondent’s age in single years, a 

polynomial term (age^2) were also created to nullify non-linearity. Age of the respondents 

ranged from 15 to 114. It was found that the seemingly very old respondents did not affect 

neither the mean or median age when truncating at age 100 and were hence not excluded from 

the sample. 
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Respondent highest attained education (ISCED7) were controlled for using two dummy 

variables were low education served as the reference category, the two dummy variables were 

medium education and high education. The categorisation was based on the guidelines provided 

by Eurostat (2018b) where low education is primary school and lower secondary school, 

medium education is lower and higher tiers of upper secondary school and advanced vocational 

education. Finally, high education reflects lower and higher tertiary education. A miscellaneous 

category dubbed “other” were treated as missing as there was no way to determine what kind 

of education was referred to and hence were not possible to hierarchically order in relation to 

the other educations.  

Foreign background was measured through a dummy variable where the reference category 

referred to the respondent not having both of their parents born abroad. Value 1 in this variable 

reflects that the respondent was of foreign background, based on their parents being born in 

another country in relation to the country of residence. 

A control for household income were also constructed, however, the variable measuring income 

contained a considerable amount of missing values due to respondent’s refusal to give an 

answer (above 10 percent) which could not be ruled out as being systematic. It was found that 

respondents in some countries were considerably more prone to refuse to answer the question 

in comparison to respondent’s in other countries. When checking for education, it was found 

that respondents with a certain level of education were also more prone to refuse. The income 

control was hence excluded from analysis as it would bring potentially problematic bias. No 

other income variables, other than household income, could be found in the ESS data. Two 

contextual measures of GDP growth rate over a ten-year-period were originally also thought to 

be controlled for, this was however not done due to high correlations with QoG which brought 

high levels of collinearity.  

Economic inequality was measured through the Gini Index which are a measurement that 

reflects the income distribution among a country’s citizens. The index ranges from 0 to 1 where 

0 are absolute equality in income and where 1 refers to the total income being allocated to only 

one individual, i.e. absolute inequality (Yitzhaki, 1983). Gini index information were available 

for some years which resulted in a new variable being created where the mean Gini index value 

                                                 

7 International Standard Classification of Education. This is an international standard to classify and 

organize educational programmes and qualifications due to widely differing educational systems found 

around the world (Eurostat, 2018b).  
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for the included countries over a three-year period8 were constructed. The relatively short time-

period were due to data limitations. This measurement was only available at the national level 

which means that inequality could not be controlled for at the regional level.  

Unemployment rates were also used as a control for economic aspects on the national and 

regional levels. These measurements were based of the proportion of unemployed among all 

ages between 16 to 64. Information regarding several time periods were available and a mean 

in unemployment rate in a five-year-period9 were calculated. A regional difference variable was 

created by subtracting the unemployment of the region with the unemployment rate for the 

whole country. Values below 0 in this variable refers to the region as having a lower 

unemployment rate from the country’s whereas a value above 0 denotes a region that has higher 

unemployment in comparison to the rest of the country.   

The final contextual control variable was population density, which contained information of 

the national and regional population density which was a function of the number of inhabitants 

divided by the land area. Information regarding population density over a three-year period10 

were available and hence the mean population density over a ten-year period were created. A 

regional difference variable was also created for this measurement.  

A table with descriptive statistics over the variables used in this thesis can be found in appendix 

1. 

Multilevel Modelling 

Random Intercept Multilevel Modelling 

Due to the likely contextual relationship between QoG and fear of crime, the empirical analyses 

for this thesis were conducted by using multilevel modelling. The basic assumptions of this 

statistical method mimic greatly the ones found for other general linear model (GLMs) where 

there is an assumption of linearity, normality, homoscedasticity and independence of 

observations. There are two additional assumptions that comes with multilevel models; for one, 

residuals are uncorrelated between levels and two, the errors at the highest level in the model 

                                                 

8 Gini index from 2010 through 2012. 

9 Unemployment rates concerning 2009 through 2013.  

10 Population density from 2010 through 2012. 
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are uncorrelated which imposes a strong statistical structure which are not always realistic to 

satisfy. 

This method is suitable when dealing with relationships between variables that stem from 

different levels (Snijders and Bosker, 2012:1-12), e.g. QoG are both found at the national and 

regional levels whereas fear of crime is an individual level variable. Respondents in the data 

used were hence nested within regions which in turn are themselves nested within countries, as 

mentioned earlier. This means that the methodological design of this thesis made distinctions 

on three levels: individuals = level 1, regions = level 2 and countries = level 3. 

A three-level multilevel design allows to explore variance and effects at the country level, 

variance and at the regional level while at the same time holding these levels constant on the 

individual level. This is harder to accomplish using regular OLS-estimations as contextual 

factors are harder to hold constant in that kind of analyses. Multilevel modelling is most viable 

when dealing with variables such as QoG which are most likely to vary depending on national 

and regional context. Variables at the regional level, in contrast to the national level variables, 

are difference-variables, as described in previously in this section, where the difference between 

the region and the country mean or total are measured. All contextual variables were 

standardised through z-scores, this to easily make comparisons between the point estimates at 

the contextual levels (Hox, 2002:59-63).  

As a first step, an empty model was estimated. This was done to determine the baseline variation 

of the dependent variable at every level (Snijders and Bosker, 2012:109-118). With the baseline 

variation known, further evaluations of explained variance could be made as more variables 

were specified. A robustness test was also performed using a linear probability model (LPM) 

version of multilevel modelling. This was used to test whether the results found using an ordinal 

variable differs greatly from a model with binary outcome variables.  

The use of design and population weights for these types of data are however often necessary, 

as data are drawn from different rounds of ESS and comparisons are made between different 

countries (ESS, 2016). Two different specifications were made to investigate whether weights 

had any notable influence over the relationships found, it was concluded that the use of weights 

did not change any of the results, aside from a few small decimals in the point estimates whereas 

significance levels did not change. Weights were hence not used in the final presentation of the 

results as it was deemed unnecessary to weight the data.  
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Results 

The empirical findings from the analyses conducted will be presented in this section and is 

divided into three steps. First, a report of the findings from an “empty” model and a model with 

individual control variables are presented. Secondly, models that tests hypothesis H1 and its 

sub-hypotheses are presented while also controlling for other contextual variables. In the third 

and final step a presentation of models that tests the remaining hypotheses are made. 

The Variance of Fearfulness for Crime 

Model 0 were the empty model11 where baseline variance at every level could be observed 

through the random effects (RE) constants in table 1. Total amount of variance in the dependent 

variable were calculated by adding the constants at every level (0.043+0.011+0.553=0.607). 

Most variance were found at the individual level (0.553/0.607=0.911). As for the contextual 

levels, most variance are found at the national level (0.043/0.607=0.070) whereas the least 

amount variance were found at the regional level (0.011/0.607=0.018). More intuitively put; 91 

percent of the variance in fear of crime were found at the individual level, 7 percent were found 

at the national level and around 2 percent of the variance were found at the regional level.  

Individual level control variables were added in model 1. All the control variables had 

significant (P<0.001) correlations with fear of crime, although in different directions. Female 

respondents and with foreign background were more fearful in contrast to males and those 

whom were not of foreign background. Education were negatively correlated with fear meaning 

that respondents with higher levels of education tends to be less fearful. A stark distinction 

between medium and high education could be observed through their point estimates, medium 

education changed fear of crime by -0.060 whereas high education changed fear of crime with 

-0.177. The point estimates for education were significant at a 99.9 percent significance level 

(p<0.001), holding all else constant.  

Age had a relatively more complicated relationship with fear of crime, for every year of age, 

fear on average changes by -0.011, suggesting that every single year of age decreases fear of 

crime among the respondents. The polynomial term of age did however suggest that there was 

                                                 

11 I.e. a model without any independent variables to determine how the variance of the dependent 

variable are distributed among the different levels.  
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a point in age where the association changes direction to the opposite. The individual covariates 

in model 1 managed to explain around 9 percent of the total variance at the individual level (1-

(0.505/0.553)). The individual covariates also managed to explain some of the variation found 

at the national level, a total of around 14 percent (1-(0.037/0.043)) of the variance were 

explained at the national level.  

Table 1. Results from random intercept multilevel modelling. Baseline variance model and 

individual level covariates on fear of crime. Standard errors are in brackets. 

Model M0 M1 

  b se b se 

Sex - - - - 

Male (Reference) - - - - 

Female - -  0.367*** (0.005) 

Education - - - - 

Low Education (Reference) - - - - 

Medium Education - - -0.060*** (0.007) 

High Education - - -0.177*** (0.007) 

Age (years) - - -0.011*** (0.001) 

Age^2 (years) - -  0.000*** (0.000) 

Foreign Background - - - - 

No (Reference) - - - - 

Yes - -  0.063*** (0.009) 

Constant  2.003*** (0.050)  2.020*** (0.050) 

RE National  0.043 (0.015)  0.037         (0.013) 

RE Regional  0.011 (0.002)  0.012 (0.002) 

RE Individual  0.553 (0.003)  0.505 (0.002) 

N - Countries 18 18 

N - Regions 152 152 

N - Individuals 85,794 85,794 

* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001       

The Context of Fear: The Role of Quality of Government 

The QoG-measurements were added in model 2. All variables from the previous model 

remained significant with some slight changes to their point estimates. The correlation between 

QoG on both the national and regional level and fear of crime were significant (p<0.001 on the 

national level and p<0.01 at the regional level). Higher QoG tended to change fearfulness on 

an average of -0.169 at the national level and -0.113 at the regional level which suggested that 

respondents in countries and regions with high QoG tended to be less fearful. The inclusion of 

QoG did not affect any of the relationships found with the individual-level control variables 
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and fear of crime whom remained largely the same in comparison to model 1. A relatively large 

amount of the variation at the national level were explained with the addition of QoG. Between 

model 1 and 2, the amount of explained variance at the national level increased from around 14 

percent to around 65 percent. However, the inclusion of the QoG-indices did however not 

notably explain variance at the regional or individual levels.  

Table 2. Results from random intercept multilevel modelling, QoG on fear of crime. 

Standard errors are in brackets. 

Model M2 M3 

  b se b se 

Sex - - - - 

Male (Reference) - - - - 

Female   0.367*** (0.005)   0.367*** (0.005) 

Education - - - - 

Low Education (Reference) - - - - 

Medium Education -0.060*** (0.007) -0.060*** (0.007) 

High Education -0.177*** (0.007) -0.177*** (0.007) 

Age (years) -0.011*** (0.001) -0.011*** (0.001) 

Age^2 (years)  0.000*** (0.000)  0.000*** (0.000) 

Foreign Background - - - - 

No (Reference) - - - - 

Yes  0.063*** (0.009)  0.062*** (0.009) 

Quality of Government - - - - 

National -0.169*** (0.034) -0.186*** (0.036) 

Regional Difference -0.113** (0.034) -0.081* (0.035) 

Gini Index - - -0.006 (0.011) 

Unemployment - - - - 

National  - -  0.001 (0.009) 

Regional Difference - -  0.006 (0.003) 

Population Density - - - - 

National - -  0.000 (0.000) 

Regional Difference - -  0.000 (0.000) 

Constant  2.079*** (0.036)  2.198*** (0.296) 

RE National  0.015 (0.005)  0.013 (0.005) 

RE Regional  0.010 (0.002)  0.010 (0.001) 

RE Individual  0.505 (0.002)  0.505 (0.002) 

N - Countries 18 18 

N - Regions 152 152 

N - Individuals 85,794 85,794 

* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001       



 

 25 

The point estimates for QoG at both the national and regional levels were changed when 

controlling for other contextual factors in model 3. At the national level, the relationship 

between QoG and fear of crime were somewhat strengthened from -0.169 in model 2 to -0.186 

in model 3. Whereas the relationship between QoG at the regional level and fear got somewhat 

weakened with the inclusion of contextual controls, from -0.113 in model 2 to -0.081 in model 

3. It was also notable that the significance level for regional QoG decreased from 99 percent to 

95 percent. None of the contextual control variables had any significant relationship with fear 

whereas the individual control variables remained largely unchanged in this model in 

comparison to the previous model. Model 3 managed to explain a relatively small portion of 

the variance at the national level compared to model 2 where the amount of the total explained 

variance12 increased from 65 percent to around 70 percent between the models. Variance at the 

other two levels remained unchanged between the models.  

Models 2 through 3 showed that the first general hypothesis of this thesis can be confirmed. At 

the national level, there seem to be a clear relationship between QoG and fear of crime where 

higher QoG generally nets less fearful respondents at the national level while holding individual 

level and contextual level aspects constant. Hypothesis H1a can thusly be confirmed and the 

null-hypothesis can safely be rejected. As for H1b, a clear significant relationship between QoG 

and fear of crime can be found at the regional level, suggesting that regions that have higher 

QoG than the country mean also have less individuals that are fearful for crime. This 

relationship did also hold when controlling for contextual level aspects, despite the significance 

level being lowered. The null-hypothesis can be rejected, hence confirming hypothesis H1b. It 

is further notable that QoG managed to explain a large amount of the contextual variance at the 

national level, suggesting that QoG in fact offers high explanatory power at the national level.  

The Mediating Effects 

Two trust indices were added in model 4. This changed point estimates for several of the 

variables that were in model 3, individual controls and QoG alike. Both trust indices were 

negatively correlated with fear of crime which further means that higher levels of trust decrease 

levels of fear. The relationship between education and fear of crime got notably weakened by 

the inclusion of the trust indices, from -0.060 for medium education and -0.177 for high 

education in model 4 to -0.043 and -0.125 respectively in model 4. The point estimates for 

                                                 

12 Based on the baseline variance found in model 0.  
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education in this model were also slightly higher than those found in model 3. Some slight 

changes in the point estimates for age and foreign background were also observed where the 

former saw a slight increase whereas the latter had a slight decrease. QoG got notably affected 

by the inclusion of the trust indices, at the national level, the point estimate changed from model 

4’s -0.186 to -0.119 in model 4, the relationship did however remain at the same significance 

level. QoG at the regional level did however turn insignificant with the inclusion of the trust 

indices. Model 4 managed to explain more variance at every level in comparison to model 3. 

At the national level the explained variance increased from around 70 percent to around 77 

percent, a change could also be noted at the regional level where the explained variance 

increased from 9 percent in model 3 to 18 percent in model 4. None of the contextual controls 

were significant in accordance with model 3. Finally, a notable change in explained variance at 

the individual level could be observed where an increase from around 9 percent in model 3 to 

11 percent in model 4.  

Victimisation were studied in model 5, where the victimisation variable alongside its interaction 

term with QoG were added. The two trust indices where excluded from this model to enable 

for individual study of victimisation with QoG and controls. Victimisation had a significant 

(p<0.001) positive correlation with a point estimate of 0.295. I.e. respondents whom had 

victimisation experience tended to be more fearful of crime in comparison to respondents who 

did not have this experience, holding all else constant. In contrast to model 4, victimisation 

strengthened the point estimates for medium and high education whereas at the same time 

restoring point estimates for age and foreign background to values like those found in model 3. 

The effect of QoG on fear of crime were also strengthened, from -0.119 to -0.177 at the national 

level and -0.065 to -0.071 at the regional level. 

A significant negative correlation with fear of crime for the interaction term for QoG and 

victimisation could be observed at the national level. This suggested that the effect of QoG on 

fearfulness are stronger for respondents whom had victimisation experience in comparison to 

those whom did not have the same experiences. However, at the regional level, this interaction 

was shown not to be significant, it is however notable that the interaction term points in the 

same direction as the one found at the national level.  

As in the two previous models, none of the contextual controls were significant in this model. 

Explained variance at the national and individual levels were slightly decreased from 77 percent 

in model 4 to 67 percent in model 5 and remained virtually unchanged at the regional level. At 
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the individual level, the amount of explained variance changed from around 11 percent to 10 

percent. 

In the sixth and final model, the social trust indices were once again included, making it the full 

model of the empirical analyses. Some changes could be observed in the point estimates for the 

individual control variables, victimisation and QoG in this model. Once again, the point 

estimates were lowered for education where a change from -0.065 to -0.048 for medium 

education and -0.188 to -0.138 for high education could be observed. The point estimate for 

age were also slightly increased from -0.011 to -0.013 whereas the point estimate for foreign 

background reverted to the estimate that were found in model 4.  

The relationship between the trust indices and fear of crime seemed to be largely unaffected by 

the inclusion for victimisation as almost the same point estimates from model 4 were replicated 

in model 6. Victimisation had however a slight decrease in its point estimate with the inclusion 

of the trust indices. QoG at the national level remained significant with a decrease with its point 

estimates, this was although not the same for the regional QoG where the relationship with fear 

of crime were not significant. The interaction between QoG and victimisation persisted at the 

national level whereas is remained insignificant at the regional level.  

At the national level, the amount of explained variance changed from 67 percent to around 74 

percent, whereas the amount of unexplained variance at the regional level hardly changed 

between the models. The amount of explained variance changed from around 10 percent to 

around 13 percent at the individual level. The total amount of variance across all levels in model 

6 were 0.502 (0.011+0.008+0.483) , around 1713 percent of the variance of fearfulness of crime 

have been accounted for across all levels in model 6 in comparison to the baseline variance.  

As for the remaining hypotheses, namely, H2 (Mediation of social trust) and H3 (Mediation and 

interaction of victimisation) there are evidence that most of these hypotheses are supported. 

Respondents with higher levels of trust tended to be less fearful for crime, suggesting that trust 

alleviates the anxieties behind fear. When including the trust indices, the point estimates of the 

relationship between QoG and fear of crime decreased but remained significant, which suggests 

that trust mediate the relationship between QoG and fear of crime. Signalling that it is safe to 

reject the null-hypothesis for H2, H2a and H2b as the relationships of both social trust and QoG 

on fear of crime are both strong and significant.   

                                                 

13 1-(0.502/0.607)  
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Table 3. Results from random intercept multilevel modelling. Mediating effects from social 

trust and victimisation between QoG and fear of crime. Standard errors are in brackets 

Model M4 M5 M6 

  b se b se b se 

Sex - - - - - - 

Male (Reference) - - - - - - 

Female 0.369*** (0.005)  0.367*** (0.005)  0.370*** (0.005) 

Education - - - - - - 

Low Education (Reference) - - - - - - 

Medium Education -0.043*** (0.006) -0.065*** (0.006) -0.048*** (0.006) 

High Education -0.125*** (0.007) -0.188*** (0.007) -0.138*** (0.007) 

Age (years) -0.014*** (0.001) -0.011*** (0.001) -0.013*** (0.001) 

Age^2 (years)  0.000*** (0.000)  0.000*** (0.000)  0.000*** (0.000) 

Foreign Background - - - - - - 

No (Refrence) - - - - - - 

Yes  0.059*** (0.009)  0.063*** (0.009)  0.059*** (0.009) 

Trust - - - - - - 

Social Trust -0.018*** (0.000) - - -0.018*** (0.000) 

Implementation Trust -0.012*** (0.001) - - -0.011*** (0.001) 

Victimisation - - - - - - 

No (Reference) - - - - - - 

Yes - -  0.295*** (0.008)  0.273*** (0.008) 

Quality of Government - - - - - - 

National -0.119*** (0.033) -0.177*** (0.037) -0.114*** (0.034) 

Regional Difference -0.065 (0.034) -0.071* (0.034) -0.055 (0.033) 

Victim x Nat. QoG - - -0.106*** (0.008) -0.105*** (0.008) 

Victim x Reg. QoG Diff. - - -0.012 (0.025) -0.018 (0.024) 

Gini Index -0.008 (0.010) -0.008 (0.011) -0.009 (0.010) 

Unemployment - - - - - - 

National  0.000 (0.008) -0.000 (0.010) -0.001 (0.009) 

Regional Diff.  0.005 (0.003)  0.006 (0.003)  0.006 (0.003) 

Population Density - - - - - - 

National  0.000 (0.000)  0.000 (0.000)  0.000 (0.000) 

Regional Diff.  0.000 (0.000)  0.000 (0.000)  0.000 (0.000) 

Constant  2.666*** (0.269)  2.219*** (0.308)  2.664*** (0.279) 

RE National  0.010 (0.004)  0.014 (0.005)  0.011 (0.004) 

RE Regional  0.009 (0.001)  0.009 (0.001)  0.008 (0.001) 

RE Individual  0.491 (0.002)  0.496 (0.002)  0.483 (0.002) 

N - Countries 18 18 18 

N - Regions 152 152 152 

N - Individuals 85,794 85,794 85,794 

* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001             
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It was shown in the empirical analyses that respondents with victimisation experience tended 

to be more fearful for crime. However, the effect of QoG on fear of crime did not decrease, 

when controlling for victimisation, on the contrary, the effect increased with the addition of 

victimisation. It was also found that QoG and victimisation interact, suggesting that the effect 

of QoG on fear are stronger for respondents who have victimisation experience. This interaction 

was however not significant at the regional level, it was however pointing in the same direction 

as the interaction found at the national level. The null-hypothesis can hence be rejected for H3, 

H3a and H3c whereas H3b could not be confirmed as the effect of QoG on fear of crime increased 

rather than decreased.  

Robustness Tests 

Robustness tests were conducted after the primary empirical analyses which used an ordinal 

dependent variable. This was done to make sure that the results from the main analysis did not 

stem from any bias or errors due to the specifications. LPM-versions of multilevel modelling 

were used to test the robustness of the results, where two dichotomized versions of fear of crime 

were used as dependent variables. This method had largely the same results as the ones found 

in the main analyses with a few notable exceptions. No significant relationship between QoG 

and fear could be found with the interaction term between victimisation and QoG included 

whereas national QoG were significant when the interaction terms were omitted in table 5. QoG 

at the national level were significant in table 6 with the interaction term included whereas 

regional QoG did not to become significant in any of the models. The interaction was however 

not significant in none of the robustness tests except for robustness model 1 (RM1) in table 5. 

The reason for this is likely due to the loss of variance within fear of crime as a result from 

dichotomisation. For more information and robustness test tables, see appendix 2.  
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Concluding Discussion 

The aim of this thesis was to study the relationship between Quality of Government (QoG) and 

fear of crime. It was found that QoG has an impact on fear of crime where contexts with high 

QoG fare better in terms of less fearful individuals. QoG has rarely, if at all, been applied when 

studying fear of crime while structuralist perspectives have generally been favoured. This also 

suggest that structuralist aspects such as crime rates might not be the most optimal way to study 

fear. For one, it entails methodological problems where the likelihood for biased data is high, 

making it inherently difficult to apply. Crime rates are also unlikely to capture the full extent 

of institutional impact on fear, e.g. how institutions handle crime, inequality and 

unemployment. I.e. an institutional perspective, such as QoG, is likely impact fear in several 

different ways, as has been partly shown in this thesis. As Charron et. al. (2014) remarked; QoG 

is about how governments implement policies not necessarily what they implement. Incorrupt 

governments that implements policies that are impartial and effective will most likely result in 

better outcomes for the citizens, who are often the target for governmental policies. 

Additionally, this thesis has added to the research fields concerning social trust on fear as well 

as victimisation on fear by putting these phenomena into broader context. This has been a 

limitation of the current research, where potentially large portions of the full picture have been 

overlooked. The effect of social trust and victimisation on fear vary by context at the hand of 

QoG. Trust reduces fear but also varies due to QoG, contexts with high QoG tends to have more 

trusting individuals. As for victimisation which also in itself has been previously shown to 

affect fear also seems to be affected by QoG in numerous ways, mainly through the prevalence 

of crime and the way institutions treats victims of crime. The effect of victimisation is 

strengthened when considering QoG, suggesting that QoG are important for victims.  

It was found that QoG at both the national and regional level were negatively correlated with 

fear of crime, or more intuitively put: the higher QoG the lower the levels of fearfulness for 

crime could be observed among the respondents. Theoretically, this suggests that QoG in its 

essence brings well-functioning institutions (Rothstein, 2011:58-62; Charron et. al., 2014). This 

has also been hinted in other research concerning fear of crime (Skogan and Hartnett, 1997), 

despite not applying institutional perspectives. Well-functioning institutions have been 

previously found to be important for fearfulness, if the needs of citizens are met, they become 

less fearful (Bursik and Grasmick, 1993). Well-functioning law enforcement is likely to interact 
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in more favourable ways with its citizens, mitigating fear (Hartnett, 1997; Reisig and Parks, 

2004). At the same time, formal and informal social control are withheld, which have been 

shown to be important for fearfulness (Lewis and Salem, 1986:87-90; McGarell et. al., 1997; 

Renauer, 2007). However, the relationship between regional QoG and fear of crime proved to 

be non-significant, alongside with trust. This could however suggest that trust is nested within 

QoG, where the latter facilitates the former and that the amount of variation in fear of crime 

were simply not enough at the regional level.  

Countries and regions with well-functioning institutions tends to have less fearful individuals 

possibly due to crime being more likely to be considered less of a threat and the consequences 

of crime are largely mitigated. QoG did also explain much of the contextual variance of fear in 

the empirical analyses, the variance was although admittingly relatively small in comparison 

with the individual level. This suggests that QoG are a relatively strong contextual construct. 

Social trust was found to have an impact on fear of crime. This was also in line with previous 

research (Franklin et. al., 2008; Skogan, 2009; Visser et. al., 2013), even if the causal ordering 

can be argued (Skogan, 2009). A relationship with two trust indices were found with fear of 

crime where social trust, i.e. the inter-personal trust was found to have a stronger relationship 

with fear of crime in comparison with the trust toward implementing institutions. The mediation 

of trust on fear of crime have been shown in some previous studies (Visser et. al., 2013), 

although without fully accounting for institutional aspects. Trust was however in this thesis 

shown to mediate the relationship between QoG and fear of crime as it removed some of the 

strength in the latter relationship. This could be due to the facilitation of trust that QoG offers, 

where the bonds between individuals are affected as well as the bonds between individual and 

government are affected. The two types of trust suggest two things; stronger social bonds 

between individuals that instil a sense of security whereas weakened bonds do the opposite 

(Sztompka, 1999). It seems that if an individual perceives other individuals as trustworthy, 

anxieties and concerns about crime and victimisation becomes easier to handle. Secondly, trust 

toward implementational institutions strengthen the bonds between individuals and the public 

institutions. Individuals are reassured that crimes are handled correctly by the institutions 

(Skogan, 2009). 

In line with both theory and previous research, it was found that victimisation have an impact 

on fear of crime. Victimised individuals are generally more fearful for crime than individuals 

who are not (Hale, 1996) which has also been shown in this thesis. It was however found that 

victimisation seems to strengthen the relationship between QoG and fear of crime. This suggests 
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that QoG offer explanations as to how societies handle crime and its consequences.  

Victimisation and QoG interacts at the national level, whereas for the regional level, no 

significant interaction could be found. The interaction suggests that the effect of QoG on fear 

are stronger for individuals with experiences of victimisation. Hands-on personal experiences 

about how institutions handle crimes and its victims seems to be important for fearfulness. 

Individuals who are victims of crime are presumably better taken care of in high QoG contexts 

and thus would in the extension suggest that high QoG are better to mitigate the negative 

consequences of crimes that have already happened. This interaction was however not found in 

the robustness test, which suggest that more research in this interaction should be made. It has 

been shown in previous research that the interaction between individuals and institutions are 

important in forming attitudes and perceptions of individuals. Individuals who have been 

personally involved in the process of institutions hence forms their attitudes and perceptions 

from the experience (Kumlin, 2004:15-17). 

Studying the contextual aspects to fear as in this thesis has rarely been done before. Most studies 

whom have studied this have mainly looked at the national level and found indications of 

contextual variance in fear of crime (Visser et. al., 2012; Rueda and Stegmueller, 2015). Other 

studies have suggested that fear of crime differ depending on neighbourhood characteristics 

(Renauer, 2007). This thesis studied contextual variance at the regional level to come as close 

as possible to the individuals. The use of three-level multilevel analysis where fear of crime at 

the individual, regional and national levels are studied have probably not been done before. It 

can be concluded that the most substantial amount of variance, after the individual level, are 

found at the national level whereas almost no variance was found at the regional level. This 

suggests that the national context is more important than the regional context, i.e. countries 

differ from each other whereas regions do not to the same degree.  

It is notable that none of the other contextual variables had significant relationships with fear 

of crime. Inequality had no significant impact on fear of crime alongside QoG, despite of what 

has been found in previous research (Rueda and Stegmueller, 2015). Research on QoG seem to 

shed some light into this however; it has been shown that high QoG countries have a larger 

tendency to combat inequality through redistribution policies (Blaydes and Kayser, 2011). This 

would at least to some extent explain why the Gini index and unemployment did not have 

significant relationships with fear as it is likely that QoG to some degree incorporates these 

factors. The results in this thesis suggests that QoG out-performs inequality and unemployment. 
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I.e. QoG in comparison to the structural factors mentioned seem to have better explanation 

power for fear of crime.  

To summarize; institutional perspectives are important to consider when studying fear of crime 

where QoG seemingly out-performs both inequality and unemployment which can be 

considered as structuralist factors. QoG affects the bonds between individuals as well as 

between individuals and institutions, it facilitates trust which in turn decreases fear. Institutions 

who are incorrupt who carry out their responsibilities effectively and impartially not only are 

better equipped to combat crime which naturally decreases the prevalence of victims, they also 

treat victims of crime more favourably. Further, QoG seem to affect fear of crime in other ways 

than trust, crime and victimisation; the countries and regions with high QoG are generally 

contexts with less widespread inequality. Any policies that combat such social problems would 

in turn most likely in the extension combat fear of crime. 

Limitations and Future Research 

Interpretations of the results should however be made with caution, especially when it comes 

to causal claims. Any potential changes over time cannot be observed nor accounted for due to 

data limitations, purely causal claims can hence not be drawn from the results in this thesis. 

However, there are strong theoretical and empirical accounts that outlines how the studied 

relationship between QoG and fear of crime might be causally related. The results in this thesis 

can however be to at least some extent generalised due to the data designs in both data sources 

used. To fully investigate change over time, longitudinal data would be required, e.g. panel data 

that polls the same respondents repeatedly at different time points. Such data needs to cover a 

quite large time-period, as it is safe to assume that QoG and social trust changes at a slow rate. 

Some limitations due to the data, a notable amount of countries and regions were excluded due 

to them not having information regarding QoG in the regional QoG data. The NUTS-levels of 

regions for included countries differs from country to country, some countries only have 

information for a more limited geographical and geo-political area than others. Sweden and 

Hungary for example are NUTS-3 (the smallest unit) whereas Germany are NUTS-1 (the largest 

unit) in ESS, but information regarding QoG were only available on Sweden’s and Hungary’s 

NUTS-1 level, greatly affecting the level of detail of the measurement. Some regions that were 

studied in this thesis were i.e. large and could at times reflect very large portions of the country. 

Data on QoG needs to be further built upon, making it available for smaller levels of regions 

and more regions and countries. This might explain the very small portion of variance in fear 
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of crime that were found at the regional level. Information regarding regional QoG are also in 

the extension needed in contexts outside the EU. 

The dependent variable was also a result of limitations in the data, which can be extended to be 

a limitation of the results in the thesis. There was only one variable that measured fear of crime 

which made it impossible to construct a composite index measuring fear of crime, this variable 

was also a global measurement as opposed to a specific measurement. An arguably sub-optimal 

specification with an ordinal variable as the dependent variable was made because of this. 

However, the robustness tests generally came up with the same results as the main analysis in 

this thesis, suggesting that there indeed is a relation between QoG and fear of crime and that 

this relationship is somewhat mediated by victimisation and social trust and that the findings 

are somewhat robust. Further implications of this is the relatively low amount of contextual 

variance on levels higher than the individual level, a single-item measurement that only has 

four values cannot greatly vary between individuals and over contexts. Future research should 

hence focus on more detailed fear variables where fear of different types of crimes are used.  
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Appendices 

Appendix 1 – Descriptive Statistics 

Table 4.  Descriptive statistics for key variables in the empirical analyses. (N=85,794) 

  F Min. Max. Mdn M SD 

Sex - - - - - - 

Male 47% - - - - - 

Female 53% - - - - - 

Age - 15 114 49 48.939 18.321 

Education - - - - - - 

Low 32% - - - - - 

Medium 36% - - - - - 

High 32% - - - - - 

Foreign background - - - - - - 

No 92% - - - - - 

Yes 8% - - - - - 

Quality of Government - - - - - - 

National - -1.573 1.660 0.697 0.431 0.825 

Regional Difference. - -0.978 1.148 0.008 -0.002 0.254 

Trust Indices - - - - - - 

Social Trust - 0 30 16 15.508 5.710 

Implementation Trust - 0 20 11 10.955 4.673 

Victimization - - - - - - 

No 83% - - - - - 

Yes 16% - - - - - 

Gini Index - -1.407 1.556 -0.053 -0.013 0.997 

Unemployment - - - - - - 

National - -1.188 2.997 -0.402 -0.005 1.005 

Regional Difference. - -3.546 3.751 -0.002 0.000 1.003 

Population Density - - - - - - 

National - -1.213 2.788 -0.397 0.009 1.011 

Regional Difference. - -0.660 8.528 -0.287 0.000 1.001 

Fear of Crime - - - - - - 

Very safe 25% - - - - - 

Safe 53% - - - - - 

Unsafe 18% - - - - - 

Very unsafe 4% - - - - - 
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Appendix 2 – Robustness Tests 

Robustness Test 1 

Table 5. Results from Multilevel LPM. Dependent variable is a dichotomised version of fear 

of crime (Safe = 0 / Unsafe = 1). Robust standard errors in brackets. (N=85,794). 

Model RM1 RM2 

  b se b se 

Sex - - - - 

Male (Reference) - - - - 

Female  0.171*** (0.012)  0.171*** (0.012) 

Education - - - - 

Low Education (Reference) - - - - 

Medium Education -0.029*** (0.006) -0.028*** (0.006) 

High Education -0.068*** (0.010) -0.067*** (0.010) 

Age (years) -0.007*** (0.001) -0.007*** (0.001) 

Age^2 (years)  0.000*** (0.000)  0.000*** (0.000) 

Foreign Background - - - - 

No (Reference) - - - - 

Yes  0.023** (0.008)  0.023** (0.008) 

Trust - - - - 

Social Turst -0.009*** (0.001) -0.009*** (0.001) 

Implementation Trust -0.006*** (0.001) -0.006*** (0.001) 

Victimization - - - - 

No (Reference) - - - - 

Yes  0.150*** (0.010)  0.114*** (0.016) 

Quality of Government - - - - 

National -0.026 (0.015) -0.038* (0.015) 

Regional Difference -0.023 (0.019) -0.027 (0.019) 

Victim x Nat. QoG -0.069*** (0.007) - - 

Victim x Reg. QoG Diff. -0.018 (0.020) - - 

Gini Index -0.001 (0.004) -0.001 (0.004) 

Unemployment - - - - 

National -0.003 (0.003) -0.003 (0.003) 

Regional Diff.  0.001 (0.002)  0.001 (0.002) 

Population Density - - - - 

National -0.000 (0.000) -0.000 (0.000) 

Regional Diff.  0.000 (0.000)  0.000 (0.000) 

Constant  0.516*** (0.096)  0.500*** (0.094) 

RE National  0.002 (0.001)  0.002 (0.000) 

RE Regional  0.002 (0.000)  0.002 (0.000) 

RE Individual  0.150 (0.008)  0.151 (0.008) 

* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001 
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Table 6. Results from Multilevel LPM. Dependent variable is a secondary dichotomised 

alternative version of fear of crime (Very Safe = 0 / Safe, Unsafe and Very Unsafe = 1). 

Robust standard errors in brackets. (N=85,794). 

Model RM3 RM4 

  b se b se 

Sex - - - - 

Male (Reference) - - - - 

Female  0.154*** (0.019)  0.154*** (0.019) 

Education - - - - 

Low Education (Reference) - - - - 

Medium Education -0.005 (0.005) -0.005 (0.005) 

High Education -0.046*** (0.009) -0.046*** (0.009) 

Age (years) -0.004*** (0.001) -0.004*** (0.001) 

Age^2 (years)  0.000*** (0.000)  0.000*** (0.000) 

Foreign Background - - - - 

No (Reference) - - - - 

Yes  0.027* (0.013)  0.027* (0.013) 

Trust - - - - 

Social Turst -0.006*** (0.001) -0.006*** (0.001) 

Implementation Trust -0.003*** (0.001) -0.003*** (0.001) 

Victimization - - - - 

No (Reference) - - - - 

Yes  0.064*** (0.007)  0.061*** (0.007) 

Quality of Government - - - - 

National -0.089*** (0.023) -0.090*** (0.023) 

Regional Difference -0.020 (0.024) -0.018 (0.023) 

Victim x Nat. QoG -0.007 (0.006) - - 

Victim x Reg. QoG Diff.  0.007 (0.012) - - 

Gini Index -0.010 (0.006) -0.009 (0.006) 

Unemployment - - - - 

National  0.004 (0.004)  0.004 (0.004) 

Regional Diff.  0.005 (0.003)  0.005 (0.003) 

Population Density - - - - 

National  0.000*** (0.000)  0.000*** (0.000) 

Regional Diff.  0.000 (0.000)  0.000 (0.000) 

Constant  1.048*** (0.160)  1.046*** (0.160) 

RE National  0.004 (0.001)  0.004 (0.001) 

RE Regional  0.002 (0.000)  0.002 (0.000) 

RE Individual  0.160 (0.011)  0.160 (0.139) 

* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001 

 


