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Abstract

This study examines whether experiences of political discrimination
erode trust in public institutions across the European Union. Drawing
on novel survey data from the EUROVOICES project—covering all 27
EU Member States and 110 subnational regions—we estimate the causal
effect of discriminatory experiences using matching methods and sensitiv-
ity analyses. Findings show that individuals who report D/H experiences
exhibit 16% to 19% lower trust in institutions. The effect is stronger
among those who are politically unaligned or feel ideologically distant
from the regional mainstream. By centering political discrimination—a
dimension often overlooked in trust research—this study highlights how
exclusion based on political beliefs can undermine democratic legitimacy
and intensify public disaffection in polarized societies.

1 Introduction

While Europe has historically exhibited lower levels of affective and ideological
polarization, recent studies suggest the rising presence of partisan hostility and
negative feelings driven by factors such as ideological distance, perceived party
threats, and regional tensions (Garzia & Ferreira da Silva, 2021; Reiljan et al.,
2024; Torcal & Magalhaes, 2022). Yet, evidence on longitudinal trends is still
inconclusive. Scholars continue to emphasize the need for improved measure-
ments and long-term data to determine whether polarization is indeed increasing
across European democracies (Wagner, 2024).

Despite this uncertainty regarding long-term trends, there is broad agreement in
the literature that the rise of far-right populist parties has introduced a distinct
affective dimension to European politics—one characterized by heightened hos-
tility toward political out-groups. This emerging divide signals the presence of
a particularly polarized and emotionally charged layer of political competition
(Reiljan, 2020, 2025).



Amid this environment, institutional trust is widely recognized as a founda-
tional condition for democratic stability. However, trust plays a more active
and central role—it serves as a fundamental mechanism through which political
systems gain legitimacy and foster public compliance. A robust body of liter-
ature supports the idea that institutional trust enhances democratic resilience,
encouraging civic engagement and reinforcing institutional performance (Devine
& Valgardsson, 2024; Marien, 2011).

This paper introduces the concept of grievance-based trust erosion, proposing
that trust in institutions can deteriorate when individuals accumulate experi-
ences of perceived injustice, exclusion, or marginalization. While prior research
has extensively examined economic, ethnic, and cultural grievances, far less
attention has been paid to the role of political exclusion—particularly how dis-
crimination or harassment based on political beliefs may erode trust in public
institutions.

To address this gap, we investigate whether experiencing political discrimination
or harassment—what we refer to as D/H experiences—has a causal effect on
trust in political institutions. This question is not trivial. Individuals who
report experiences of political discrimination may differ systematically from
those who do not in ways that also affect their level of institutional trust. If
such differences are not properly accounted for, naive comparisons may lead to
biased or misleading conclusions about the relationship between discrimination
and trust.

To overcome this challenge, we employ matching methods and sensitivity anal-
yses to estimate the causal effect of D/H experiences on institutional trust.
Our analysis draws on a novel dataset from the EUROVOICES project, a gen-
eral population survey carried out by The World Justice Project (Forthcoming)
across all 27 European Union Member States. The dataset offers statistically
representative coverage across 110 subnational regions, providing an unprece-
dented level of geographic and demographic granularity.

Our findings reveal strong and robust evidence that political discrimination and
harassment significantly erode trust in institutions. Individuals who report such
experiences exhibit trust levels that are 16% to 19% lower than those who have
not experienced discrimination or harassment.

However, the effect of discrimination is not uniform—it varies depending on the
individual’s political alignment and level of ideological divergence. We show that
individuals who experience discrimination and simultaneously feel ideologically
out of place experience the largest declines in institutional trust. Although trust
decreases across the board, the magnitude of the effect differs significantly be-
tween politically aligned and non-aligned individuals. Among those not aligned
with the incumbent party, experiencing D/H is associated with a 20% reduction
in trust, compared to a 14% reduction for aligned individuals.



Furthermore, among individuals with low ideological divergence, D/H experi-
ences do not significantly affect trust if the individual is politically aligned. In
contrast, non-aligned individuals in this group experience an 18% drop in trust.
On the other hand, for individuals displaying high ideological divergence, trust
erosion remains high—between 18% and 21%—regardless of political alignment.
Notably, the difference between aligned and non-aligned individuals in this group
is not statistically significant.

Taken together, these findings underscore a layered erosion of institutional trust
in politically polarized settings. Rather than unfolding through a singular mech-
anism, the effects of political discrimination operate through interlinked and mu-
tually reinforcing pathways—ideological alienation and partisan exclusion—that
deepen perceptions of institutional unfairness.

This study makes three key contributions to the literature on institutional trust.
First, it broadens existing research by placing political discrimination—an often
neglected dimension compared to ethnicity or migration status—at the center
of the analysis. Second, it explores the politicization of institutional trust as
a mechanism through which political exclusion leads to declining confidence
in public institutions. In polarized contexts, individuals increasingly interpret
institutions through partisan lenses, with those experiencing political discrimi-
nation more likely to view the state as aligned with opposing political factions.
Third, by empirically testing this causal chain at the subnational level across
Europe, the study provides novel evidence on how localized experiences of po-
litical exclusion and emotional polarization interact to shape public attitudes
toward democratic institutions.

The remainder of this article is organized as follows. Section 2 provides a brief
literature review outlining the current state of research on the relationship be-
tween trust in public institutions and political discrimination, with particular
attention to the factors shaping this relationship in the context of growing polit-
ical polarization. This section also introduces our central research hypothesis.
Section 3 describes the dataset used in this study—a novel subnational sur-
vey covering 110 regions across the European Union. Section 4 presents an
exploratory analysis of how political discrimination manifests in the data and
what patterns it reveals. In Section 5, we detail the methodological approach
employed to test our hypothesis, including the matching strategy and sensitiv-
ity analysis. Section 6 presents our main empirical findings. Finally, Section 7
discusses the broader implications of our results and offers concluding remarks.



2 Conceptual Framework and Research Expecta-
tions

Institutional trust is often treated as a background condition for democratic
stability. Yet, rather than serving as a passive backdrop, it functions as a
central mechanism through which political systems earn legitimacy and secure
compliance. Democratic institutions rely not only on performance or coercion
but on public belief in the fairness of rules, the impartiality of procedures, and
the integrity of leaders (Citrin & Stoker, 2018; Levi & Sacks, 2009).

Trust in institutions reflects more than evaluations of policy outcomes—it sig-
nals deeper commitments to institutional principles and the constitutional order
(Easton, 1965). Building on this foundation, scholars have shown that institu-
tional trust reinforces civic engagement and perceptions of procedural fairness
(Tyler, 2006). More recent work highlights its crucial role in promoting demo-
cratic resilience, particularly during crises or episodes of institutional contesta-
tion (Devine & Valgardsson, 2024; Zmerli & Meer, 2017).

Empirical evidence supports the view that trust strengthens democracy. For
instance, Marien (2011) finds that institutional trust enables political partic-
ipation, especially among less resourceful citizens. Other studies show that
trust increases when institutions are seen as inclusive and responsive: Mann
et al. (2022) report higher trust among sexual minorities in countries with equal
rights legislation; Wilkes and Wu (2019) and Tyrberg (2024) observe similar
patterns among ethnic minorities and immigrants.

These findings underscore that trust is shaped not only by institutional perfor-
mance, but also by perceptions of fairness and representation. To conceptualize
this relationship, we introduce the notion of grievance-based trust erosion—a
framework explaining how trust deteriorates when individuals accumulate ex-
periences of perceived injustice or exclusion. Grievances may arise from policy
outcomes, discriminatory treatment, or broader feelings of marginalization. In
contrast to performance-based models, this perspective foregrounds emotional
and moral judgments: when fairness norms appear violated, perceived legiti-
macy declines—even if institutional performance remains unchanged.

Supporting this view, Levi and Sacks (2009) show that perceived government
unresponsiveness among disadvantaged groups is associated with lower trust and
political efficacy. Anderson and Tverdova (2003) and Oskooii (2020) similarly
find that perceived injustice, whether interpersonal or institutional, generates
cognitive and emotional responses that undermine confidence in state institu-
tions.

While this framework has typically focused on ethnic or cultural exclusion (Os-
kooii, 2020; Tyrberg, 2024; Wilkes & Wu, 2019), political exclusion—based



on one’s beliefs or partisan identity—has received comparatively less attention.
Yet, discrimination or harassment for political reasons may function in simi-
lar ways. Such experiences act as signals of exclusion from public discourse
or decision-making, leading individuals to feel marginalized from the political
community. This sense of exclusion can cause individuals to question the im-
partiality, responsiveness, and integrity of institutions.

This leads to our first hypothesis:

H1: Political discrimination or harassment has a negative effect on trust
in institutions.

Importantly, the effects of political discrimination may not be uniform or iso-
lated from the complexities of other political phenomena. In contexts of rising
polarization, where political identities become emotionally charged and inter-
group hostility intensifies (Iyengar et al., 2019; McCoy et al., 2018), perceptions
of fairness and legitimacy are increasingly filtered through partisan lenses.

This brings us to the concept of ideological polarization. According to Lelkes
and Westwood (2017), polarization can be understood in two distinct ways.
First, as alignment, which refers to the extent to which party identification
increasingly corresponds with ideological beliefs, and political attitudes become
more internally consistent. Second, as divergence, defined as the extent to which
ideological positions within a population spread apart, increasing the overall
distance between opposing views. In this context, we argue that the effects of
experiencing political discrimination or harassment on institutional trust are
differentiated depending on two key factors: political alignment and ideological
divergence.

According to Baldassarri and Gelman (2008), political polarization becomes
threatening when it leads to alignment across multiple dimensions of social and
political conflict, fostering exclusive group identities and solidifying interests into
opposing factions. This argument raises the concern of a potentital politization
of institutional perception—the tendency to evaluate institutions based not on
their procedures or performance, but on perceived political alignment. In highly
polarized contexts, even neutral institutions are judged through partisan filters
(Druckman & Levendusky, 2019; Rogowski & Sutherland, 2016), leading to a
fragmentation of legitimacy. Trust becomes conditional on whether individuals
perceive institutions as aligned with their own political views.

This asymmetric trust dynamic reflects the erosion of institutions as shared ref-
erence points. Studies show that even traditionally impartial bodies—courts,
electoral commissions, public broadcasters—become objects of distrust when
seen as favoring one side (Keefer & Scartascini, 2022). Lenz (2012) demon-
strates that voters often adjust their perceptions of institutional performance
based on partisan cues, even when confronted with neutral or contrary evidence.



Similarly, Nyhan and Reifler (2010) find that political misperceptions persist
because citizens interpret information through motivated reasoning, reinforc-
ing distrust in institutions perceived as aligned with opposing political forces.
These dynamics are particularly salient among individuals who already feel po-
litically excluded: as Oskooii (2020) shows, such experiences of marginalization
prompt individuals to reinterpret institutions as structurally biased, rather than
as neutral arbiters of the democratic process.

In such environments, those who experience political discrimination may inter-
pret institutions—even those uninvolved in the discriminatory act—as biased or
complicit. Conversely, individuals aligned with dominant political forces may
continue to express trust in the same institutions, despite evidence of exclusion.

We therefore propose:

H2: Individuals who experience political discrimination will exhibit differ-
ent patterns of institutional (dis)trust based on their political alignment.

In the context of rising polarization, growing attention has been directed toward
the increasing separation of ideological positions within the population—a phe-
nomenon commonly referred to as ideological divergence. This concept captures
the widening distance between the ideological stances of different groups, which
can deepen societal divisions and reinforce partisan conflict. Ideological diver-
gence often gives rise to psychological and emotional strain among individuals
who perceive a misalignment between their own political identity and the dom-
inant political climate or institutional orientation (Federico et al., 2012; Lelkes
& Westwood, 2017).

These effects are magnified in polarized societies, where out-group hostility,
moral condemnation, and even dehumanization are prevalent (Iyengar & West-
wood, 2015). In such environments, political discrimination carries a heavier
emotional burden, intensifying feelings of exclusion and perceptions of insti-
tutional betrayal (Hetherington & Rudolph, 2015). As a result, ideological
divergence not only undermines trust in institutions but also discourages polit-
ical engagement and civic participation (Lelkes & Westwood, 2017; Michelson,
2003).

Accordingly, we propose:

H3: People with different levels of ideological divergence respond differently
to political discrimination, leading to varying degrees of declining trust in
public institutions.

Figure 1 presents our conceptual framework, linking political discrimination,
ideological polarization, and institutional trust through sequential and interac-
tive pathways. At its core is the idea that political discrimination functions



as an initial grievance—eroding perceived fairness and inclusion, and in turn
diminishing trust in institutions.

Figure 1: Grievance-based Trust Erosion
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In polarized environments, this grievance deepens. Political disagreement be-
comes moral antagonism, and institutions are increasingly interpreted through
partisan lenses. Even neutral bodies are recast as political actors, distorting
legitimacy and undermining the institutional consensus on which democratic
stability relies.

Ultimately, the interaction between political discrimination and polarization
does not produce a uniform decline in trust. Instead, it fragments perceptions
of legitimacy. Those who feel ideologically marginalized are more likely to view
institutions as biased or adversarial, while those who feel politically represented
may retain confidence. These mechanisms reinforce one another, compounding
democratic disaffection, deepening polarization, and threatening the founda-
tions of pluralistic governance.

3 Data

This study uses microdata from general population surveys collected in all 27
European Union Member States as part of the EUROVOICES project, con-
ducted by The World Justice Project (Forthcoming).! The dataset provides
statistically representative coverage across 110 subnational regions throughout

1The World Justice Project EUROVOICES was a data collection effort that aimed to
evaluate, analyze, and map out national and regional variations in how people in the EU
perceive and experience democratic governance, fundamental rights, justice, safety, corruption,
transparency, regulatory enforcement, and the business climate (The World Justice Project,
Forthcoming).



the European Union, offering comprehensive geographic representation of the
EU population.

The World Justice Project produced subnational information following the frame-
work of territorial divisions established by the Nomenclature of Territorial Units
for Statistics (NUTS) system. In each covered country, one level of this system
of nested territorial divisions was selected (NUTS-1 or NUTS-2), resulting in a
total of 110 subnational regions. It should be noted that the level of statistical
representation varies between countries.

The surveys were administered to respondents in 110 regions of the 27 EU Mem-
ber States. Data collection employed mixed methodologies, with face-to-face
interviews conducted in ten countries and online polling conducted in 17 coun-
tries. Survey respondents in each country-region were selected using probability
sampling methods designed to ensure representativeness across key sociodemo-
graphic criteria, including age, sex, income level, and degree of urbanization
(categorized as urban and rural areas). Detailed information on sample sizes
for each country, survey methodology employed, data collection periods, and
representation levels can be found in Appendix A.

Due to missing values across the variables of interest, the effective analytical
sample for this study is smaller than the total sample published by The World
Justice Project. Table 1 presents descriptive statistics for the key demographic
and political variables among survey respondents included in the study full
sample.

The FUROVOICES survey includes a comprehensive discrimination module
that measures 11 different grounds for discrimination: sex, age, disability, eth-
nicity, migration background, socioeconomic status, religion, and political opin-
ion. Participants indicated whether they experienced discrimination or harass-
ment (D/H) based on any of these characteristics during the 12 months before
the survey, and identified where such incidents took place. Since each discrimi-
nation ground was assessed independently, individual respondents could report
multiple types of discriminatory experiences within the year prior to survey
administration.

The survey also includes a comprehensive Trust module asking respondents to
rate their trust levels in various public institutions as “a lot", “some", “a little",
or “no trust". These institutions include local and national government officials,
police officers, prosecutors, public defense attorneys, judges, magistrates, polit-
ical parties, and Parliament members. We recoded these responses into binary
indicators, where “a lot" and “some trust" equal 1, and “a little" and “no trust"
equal 0. To construct a comprehensive measure of political trust, we created
a Trust in Political Institutions Index through Logistic Principal Component
Analysis (Landgraf & Lee, 2020), which aggregates individual trust responses
across all measured institutions.



Table 1: Sample Demographics and Political Preferences

Unique Mean SD Min  Max
Age 79 49.7 16.6 18.0 99.0
Political Ideology 11 5.4 2.3 0.0 10.0
N %
Sex Female 22,659 51.2
Male 21,576  48.8
Area of Residence Urban 31,993 723
Rural 12,242 27.7
Employment Employed 24,821 56.1
Unemployed/Inactive 19,414  43.9
Citizenship Status Citizen 43,224 97.7
Foreigner 1,011 2.3
Marital Status Married 26,838  60.7
Not married 17,397  39.3
Ethnic Group Ethnic Majority 26,629  60.2
Ethnic Minority 17,606  39.8
Financial Situation! Constrained 10,103 22.8
Unconstrained 34,132 77.2
Education Higher Education 14,278  32.3
No Higher Education 29,957 67.7
Interest in Politicst  Interested 21,887 49.5
Uninterested 22,348 50.5
Political Alignmentd Incumbent Political Party 7,742 17.5
Non-Incumbent Political Party 36,493  82.5
Political D/H D/H Experience 7,002 15.8
No D/H Experience 37,233  84.2
Study Sample 44,235  100.0

t Classified as “constrained" if respondents mentioned that their income is not enough fo
basic necessities or clothing and “wunconstrained" otherwise.

t Individuals had to answer if they were very interested, interested, a little interested, or
not at all interested in politics.

§ Political alignment was captured using the respondents’ vote intention, where they had
to pick a political party to vote for if the general elections were happening that weekend.

Source: Eurovoices General Population Poll 2024



Finally, as displayed in Table 1, the survey not only collects important de-
mographic data but it also asks respondents key political traits such as their
interest in politics, vote intention, and it also asks people to rate their political
ideology from 0 to 10, where 0 is associated with a further left ideology and 10
is associated with a further right ideology.

4 Discrimination Experiences in the European Union

Data from the World Justice Project FUROVOICES household survey reveals
that discrimination represents a significant challenge throughout the European
Union. In most EU regions, over 25% of respondents reported experiencing some
form of discrimination within the previous year. Table 2 displays the prevalence
of self-reported discrimination across EU Member States, categorized by the
grounds for discrimination.

Political discrimination represents the most frequently reported form of discrim-
ination in 13 of the 27 members, surpassing discrimination based on sex, eth-
nicity, or migration status. The highest rates are observed in Hungary (34.5%),
Czechia (28.7%), Slovakia (26.5%), Austria (25.3%), and Germany (24.4%),
while Portugal (2.6%) and Bulgaria (1.5%) show considerably lower prevalence.
Across the EU, an average of 14.7% of respondents have encountered political
discrimination.

One reason why political grounds for discrimination display such high incidence
rates across most countries in our sample is that, unlike other grounds such as
sex, ethnicity, or religion, political discrimination affects all demographic groups
in our sample. While political opinion may not be the predominant form of
discrimination experienced by specific minority or marginalized groups, they
become the most common ground when considering the entire population. This
pattern reflects the universal nature of political discrimination—it can target
individuals regardless of their demographic characteristics.

These findings indicate that political discrimination constitutes a prominent and
pervasive issue across numerous European contexts. Notably, this form of dis-
crimination has become more prevalent than traditionally recognized categories
of discrimination in a substantial number of countries, suggesting an evolution
in the nature of exclusionary experiences faced by individuals.

5 Methodology

The main objective of this study is to examine whether experiencing discrim-
ination or harassment due to political opinions has a causal effect on trust in
political institutions (H1). However, a fundamental challenge in causal inference
is that assessing the causal effect of these experiences would require observing
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Table 2: Experiences of Discrimination in the EU

Country g’;}iﬁi} Sex Gender Ethnicity Mé%:;mfli:n SSthCtij; Religion
Austria 25.3 13.0 9.5 13.1 12.6 17.8 11.6
Belgium 13.2 15.0 8.5 13.0 9.2 18.1 10.7
Bulgaria 1.5 1.8 0.7 2.1 0.6 3.1 1.1
Croatia 11.8 8.2 2.6 5.0 3.1 11.2 8.3
Cyprus 11.0 13.3 6.1 6.4 5.5 12.3 6.7
Czechia 28.7 13.0 10.0 13.9 16.6 18.5 5.4
Denmark 11.5 13.0 7.5 10.8 9.9 14.7 10.1
Estonia 15.5 9.5 3.4 6.7 2.2 10.1 2.8
Finland 13.7 114 4.6 4.4 2.8 15.9 5.0
France 10.4 11.6 4.6 7.7 4.4 12.2 6.7
Germany 24.4 11.9 8.0 11.1 10.0 16.0 9.5
Greece 5.2 3.6 0.8 1.5 1.4 2.8 1.0
Hungary 34.5 15.9 16.5 22.4 16.5 27.8 14.3
Ireland 12.7 15.8 7.1 9.1 8.7 14.8 9.6
Italy 13.7 13.7 7.8 8.1 6.3 13.9 8.2
Latvia 6.0 2.5 0.5 7.5 1.9 5.5 1.9
Lithuania 5.3 2.2 0.1 2.9 0.5 4.9 1.0
Malta 13.0 6.8 1.6 4.4 3.4 4.4 4.0
Netherlands 15.2 14.0 9.4 12.5 11.2 15.2 10.6
Poland 6.7 3.0 1.0 1.3 1.0 3.4 2.4
Portugal 2.6 3.5 2.6 4.1 2.8 4.1 3.5
Romania 4.7 3.6 1.8 3.7 1.7 5.3 2.7
Slovakia 26.5 14.1 10.7 12.3 10.1 18.5 11.1
Slovenia 18.1 10.1 5.3 9.2 7.1 17.0 9.0
Spain 19.8 14.6 7.5 9.4 8.4 15.2 8.3
Sweden 12.1 15.3 5.7 10.8 7.2 13.4 7.3

Note: Table displays the percentage of respondents in each country that answered
to have had experienced discrimination or harassment for each of the grounds
presented to them by the survey.

Source: Eurovoices General Population Poll 2024
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both potential outcomes in the same individual-—those who experienced a D/H
event and those who did not. Since we never observe both potential outcomes
for any individual, we must infer the effects of political discrimination and ha-
rassment by comparing average trust levels between those who experienced such
events and those who did not.

The problem is that people who experience political discrimination or harass-
ment might be systematically different from those who do not. For example,
individuals who experience such events might be more interested in and informed
about politics, or display higher levels of civic participation. If these system-
atic differences correlate with institutional trust levels, then a naive comparison
between the two groups would be misleading. This is known as the selection
problem (Angrist & Pischke, 2009).

Researchers typically turn to randomized controlled experiments—the gold stan-
dard for causal inference—to address such questions. However, the nature of our
research question makes it both practically difficult and ethically problematic
to randomly expose individuals to discrimination or harassment based on their
political views. As a result, we adopt quasi-experimental designs to examine the
causal effects of political discrimination and harassment on institutional trust.

For this study, we implement the matching methodology suggested by D. E. Ho
et al. (2007) to preprocess our observational data. Our goal is to balance the
distribution of covariates between our treatment group (people who experienced
D/H events) and control group (people who have not), thereby replicating the
randomization achieved in an experimental study (Stuart, 2010).

While regression methods can also address confounding from measured covari-
ates, using regression on matched samples reduces the dependence of our treat-
ment effect estimates on correct model specification. This approach provides
more robust causal inferences by making the groups more comparable before
applying statistical models.

Importantly, we use matching as a preprocessing method to improve balance
between groups, rather than as an imputation method for estimating missing
outcomes, as described by Abadie and Imbens (2006, 2016).

We performed nearest neighbor matching® based on the propensity score, de-
fined as the probability of experiencing a D/H event conditional on a set of
observed covariates (Rosenbaum & Rubin, 1983; Rubin, 1973). We estimate
this probability using a logistic regression. Each unit from the treatment group
is matched with the control group unit that has the closest propensity score
(1:1 matching without replacement)®. We also establish a region of common

2The matching estimation was performed using the MatchIT R package (D. Ho et al.,
2011).
3Matching with replacement means that each control unit can be reused to be matched with
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support? and discard units that fall outside this region.®

The propensity score is estimated using two sets of covariates: demographic
variables (geographic region,® sex, age, area of residence, financial situation, ed-
ucation level, employment status, marital status, citizenship status, and ethnic
group) and political variables (interest level in politics, political ideology, and
political alignment). All covariates and their possible values are listed in Table
1.

Once we have a fully matched study sample, we estimate the effect of having
experienced a D/H event on the levels of trust in political institutions through
the following specification:

log(}/ic) =a+ TXic + Z;cﬂ + Ye + Eic (1)

Where:

e Y. political trust for individual ¢ in region ¢

Xic: D/H event (1 = treated, 0 = control)

e 7: treatment effect (ATT)

Z;.: vector of covariates

f3: coefficient vector for covariates
e ~.: region fixed effects
® £,.. error term

This specification is estimated using fixed effects OLS regression’. The value of
7 can be interpreted as the Average Treatment Effect on the Treated (ATT)®

any number of treated units if that individual is the closest neighbor to multiple treatment
units. Matching without replacement means that each control unit can only be matched with
one single treated unit.

4The common support region refers to the range of covariate values (or propensity scores)
where both treated and control units have sufficient representation.

5All treatment units fell within the common support region, resulting only in exclusion of
individuals from the control group, i.e., people who did not experience political discrimination
or harassment.

SEquivalent to one of the 110 NUTS regions in the study.

"The estimation of the fixed effects was performed using the fixest R package (Bergé, 2018).

8The Average Treatment Effect (ATE) and the Average Treatment Effect on the Treated
(ATT) are two foundational metrics in causal inference. ATE represents the average effect
of a treatment across the entire population, whereas ATT focuses only on the average effect
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provided that the conditional ignorability (unconfoundedness) assumption holds
(Abadie & Cattaneo, 2018; Greifer & Stuart, 2021).

The unconfoundedness assumption requires that treatment assignment be in-
dependent of potential outcomes conditional on the set of observed covariates
included. However, even when matching achieves balance in observed covariates,
unobserved confounders remain a threat to causal identification. Unobserved
variables that relate to both experiencing D /H events and trust in political insti-
tutions would violate the unconfoundedness assumption and bias our treatment
effect estimates. Since conditional ignorability cannot be directly tested, the lit-
erature suggests performing sensitivity analyses to assess the plausibility of this
assumption and determine how sensitive our estimated effects are to violations
of unconfoundedness (Stuart, 2010).

We use the framework proposed by Cinelli and Hazlett (2020) to assess how
fragile are our main results to the possibility of unobserved confounding. This
framework allows us to estimate the minimum strength of an unobserved con-
founder that would be required to nullify our estimated treatment effect. We
also assess the robustness of our results to violations of the unconfoundedness
assumption by estimating the treatment effect under different levels of unob-
served confounding.

We use two measures to test the sensitivity of our results: the robustness value,
indicating the minimum confounding strength needed to alter our conclusions,
and the partial R2 of the treatment, showing how strongly confounders must
be associated with the treatment to completely override our results (Cinelli &
Hazlett, 2020).°

As outlined in our study hypotheses (H2 and H3), we also examine whether the
effect of experiencing political discrimination or harassment varies according
to an individual’s political alignment and ideological divergence. To test these
hypotheses, we introduce interaction terms that allow us to assess whether the
relationship between experiences of political discrimination and trust in political
institutions is moderated by a third factor.

First, we include an interaction term between the D/H event variable and po-
litical alignment with the incumbent party. Political alignment is measured
using a vote intention question included in the survey, which asked respondents
who they would vote for if a general election were held in their country that
weekend. Respondents who selected the incumbent party are categorized as
politically aligned, while all others are considered unaligned (see Equation 2).

Second, we introduce an additional layer of analysis by interacting the D/H

among individuals who actually received the treatment.
9The practical implementation of the sensitivity analysis was performed using the sense-
makr R package (Cinelli et al., 2024).
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event variable with a new measure of ideological divergence. To construct this
variable, we follow a similar approach to Torcal and Magalhaes (2022), who
capture ideological extremism as the distance between an individual’s ideologi-
cal self-placement and the societal center—an operationalization of ideological
polarization.!®

Respondents were asked to place themselves on a scale from 0 to 10, where 0 rep-
resents a further left ideology and 10represents a further right ideology. We then
calculate ideological divergence as the squared difference between each respon-

dent’s self-placement and the mean ideological position within their respective
subnational region (see Equation 2).

lOg(Yic) =a+ 717X+ 0D + ¢ XicDje + Z;LB + Ve + €ic (2)
Where:
e Y;.: political trust for individual 7 in region ¢

o X,.: D/H event (1 = treated, 0 = control)

e D;.: pathway (high ideological divergence or political aligned) for individ-
ual ¢ in region ¢

e 7: treatment effect (ATT)
e §: pathway unilateral effect on Trust in Political Institutions Index

e ¢: interaction effect between D/H event and political alignment with the
incumbent party

e Z,.: vector of covariates
e [3: coeflicient vector for covariates
e 7.: region fixed effects

® c,.: error term

6 Results

When we compare trust levels in political institutions between people who have
experienced discrimination or harassment (D/H) due to their political opinions

10Torcal and Magalhées (2022) use this approach to measure ideological extremism, which
they conceptualize as a manifestation of broader ideological polarization.
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and those who have not, we observe that the former group typically achieves
lower average scores, as shown in Figure 2. This figure reveals a strong negative
correlation between experiencing D/H events and current levels of institutional
trust. However, this relationship cannot be claimed to be causal. As explained
previously, people who initially have lower trust in institutions might display
higher levels of political participation or activism and, therefore, be more prone
to experiencing discrimination.

Figure 2: Trust in Political Institutions by Political D/H Experience

10.0

N
o

Trust in Political Institutions (Score)
3

25

D/H Experience No D/H Experience

Note: The figure shows the distribution of Trust in Political Institutions Index scores for
individuals who experienced political discrimination or harassment (D/H) versus those who
did not. Index scores are derived from Logistic PCA of trust responses across nine institu-
tional categories: local authorities, national authorities, police, prosecutors, public defense
attorneys, judges, magistrates, political parties, and Parliament members. Red areas show
95% confidence intervals of median scores. Scores were re-scaled to fit a scale between 1-10.
Source: Eurovoices General Population Poll 2024

We attempt to isolate a causal effect by matching people who have experienced
a D/H event with people who have similar demographic characteristics and
political traits but have not experienced such events. This approach allows us to
approximate the counterfactual outcomes that we cannot directly observe in our
data. To evaluate how this matching affects our analysis, we begin by assessing
the initial balance in characteristics between people who have experienced D/H
events and those who have not.
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6.1 Assessing balance between groups

Appendix B shows balance statistics for the whole sample prior to matching. As
we can observe, several covariates display standardized mean differences above
the thresholds suggested by the literature—0.1 or, more conservatively, 0.05.
Of particular note are the high values for average civic participation, interest
in politics, and political alignment with the incumbent party, suggesting that
the political profiles of people who have suffered D/H due to their political
opinions and those who have not are systematically different. Similarly, age
and ethnic composition differ significantly between both groups on average,
indicating that the demographic composition of the groups is also systematically
different. These insights are validated by the variance ratios and empirical
cumulative distribution functions (eCDFs).!!

The imbalances found between both groups suggest that estimates calculated
using the full study sample would carry significant bias due to systematic dif-
ferences in demographic and political characteristics. Therefore, a matching
procedure to preprocess the data is a valid approach to reduce these biases.

After performing the matching procedure, we reassess the balance of covariates
between the treatment and control groups. The results are presented in Table 3.
As we can see, the matching procedure has significantly improved the balance
of covariates between both groups. The standardized mean differences for all
covariates are now below 0.05, indicating that the treatment and control groups
are now comparable in terms of their demographic and political characteristics.
This is further supported by the variance ratios, which are now close to 1 for all
covariates, and the empirical cumulative distribution function (eCDF) statistics,
which are also close to zero for all covariates. Appendix C provides a love plot
that visually summarizes the balance of covariates before and after matching.

As a result of the matching procedure, our sample size was reduced from 44,235
individuals to 14,004 individuals. The final matched sample consists of 7,002
individuals who experienced D/H events and 7,002 individuals who did not.
This reduction in sample size is a common outcome of matching procedures, as
some individuals may not have suitable matches in the control group or may
fall outside the common support region. This is the study sample we use to
estimate the causal effect of political discrimination and harassment on trust in
political institutions.

11 The Std. Mean Diff. is the difference in group means standardized to a single scale for all
covariates. The literature suggests values below 0.1—or more conservatively, below 0.05—as
indicators of good balance (Ali et al., 2014; Stuart et al., 2013). The Var. Ratio compares the
variance of a covariate between the treatment and control groups. Ratios close to 1 indicate
good balance (Austin, 2009). Empirical Cumulative Distribution Function Statistics (eCDF)
assess balance beyond the mean by comparing the full distribution of each covariate across
groups (McCaflfrey et al., 2004). Values close to zero indicate good balance.
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Table 3: Post-Matching Covariate Balance Assessment

Mean Mean Std. Mean Var. eCDF eCDF

D/H Exp. No D/H Exp. Diff. Ratio  Mean Max
Distance 0.270 0.265 0.031 1.122  0.001  0.027
Female 0.468 0.461 0.014 - 0.007  0.007
Age 46.268 46.255 0.001 1.000  0.004 0.013
Rural 0.244 0.243 0.002 - 0.001  0.001
gft’ﬁzttrlzfed Fin. 0.281 0.269 0.027 - 0.012  0.012
Higher Education 0.352 0.358 -0.013 - 0.006 0.006
Employed 0.579 0.584 -0.010 - 0.005  0.005
Married 0.570 0.580 -0.019 - 0.010  0.010
Foreigner 0.025 0.025 0.002 - 0.000  0.000
Ethnic Minority 0.513 0.512 0.003 - 0.001  0.001
Interest in Politics 0.663 0.658 0.011 - 0.005  0.005
Political Ideology 5.504 5.485 0.008 1.153  0.017  0.033
E/?tlififjcluﬂioem 0.117 0.121 -0.012 - 0.004  0.004
(Sjé‘él‘; Participation 5 199 -2.570 0.015 1.015 0010 0.024
Sample sizes: Control Treated
All 37,233 7,002
Matched 7,002 7,002
Unmatched 30,184 0
Discarded 47 0

Note: The Std. Mean Diff. is the difference in group means standardized to a single scale
for all covariates. The literature suggests values below 0.1—or more conservatively, below
0.05—as indicators of good balance (Ali et al., 2011; Stuart et al., 2013). The Var. Ratio
compares the variance of a covariate between the treatment and control groups. Ratios close
to 1 indicate good balance (Austin, 2009). Empirical Cumulative Distribution Function
Statistics (eCDF) assess balance beyond the mean by comparing the full distribution of each
covariate across groups (McCaffrey et al., 2004). Values close to zero indicate good balance.

Source: Eurovoices General Population Poll 2024
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6.2 The effect of political discrimination and harassment
on trust in political institutions

To estimate the effect of political discrimination and harrasment on trust in
political institutions, we estimate four different specifications of Equation 1.
The first specification includes only the treatment variable (experiencing a D/H
event) and region fixed effects. The second specification adds demographic
covariates, while the third specification adds both demographic and political
covariates. The fourth specification replicates the third one, but it fits the
model using the full unmatched sample. The results of these estimations are
presented in Table 4.

Table 4: Effect of Political D/H Experiences on Institutional Trust

@ (1) (I1T) v)
D/H Experience —0.194%FF  —0.191***  —0.189***  —(.159%**
Num.Obs. 14 004 14 004 14004 44235
Adj. R.sq. 0.074 0.090 0.110 0.101
Adj. Within R.sq. 0.022 0.039 0.060 0.046
Region FE X X X X
Dem. Cov. X X X
Pol. Cov. X X
Sample Matched Matched Matched Full

Note: Table shows the results of regressing having experienced political dis-
crimination or harrasment (D/H) on the level of trust in political institutions,
measured as an index score. Model (I) includes only the treatment variable
(D/H event) and region fixed effects. Model (II) adds demographic covariates,
while model (III) and (IV) adds both demographic and political covariates.
Model (IV) uses the full unmatched sample to fit the regression. *, ** and

*** represent statistical significance at p < 0.05, p < 0.01, and p < 0.001, re-

spectively. Standard Errors are clustered at the regional level and paired-units
weights were used for regressions using the matched sample. Estimates shown
in the table have been transformed using an exponential transformation to
interpret them as a percentage change.

Source: Eurovoices General Population Poll 2024

As we can observe, the coefficient for the D/H event variable is negative and
statistically significant in all specifications. This indicates that experiencing
political discrimination or harassment has a negative effect on trust in political
institutions. Furthermore, the magnitude of this effect is consistent across spec-
ifications, ranging from -0.159 to -0.194, depending on the model. This means
that individuals who have experienced political discrimination or harassment
tend to have between 16% and 19% lower levels of trust in political institutions
compared to those who have not experienced such events. This effect is large in
the context of public opinion data and suggests a meaningful deterioration in
institutional trust linked to experiences of political unfairness or targeting.
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Interestingly, the magnitude of the coefficient is slightly smaller when using the
full unmatched sample, which suggests that the bias introduced by using the
full sample tends to underestimate the absolute effect of political discrimination
and harassment on trust in political institutions.

Using a matched sample has allowed us to improve the precision of our esti-
mates. However, achieving a balance in covariates using a matching procedure
suggests that the treatment and control groups are comparable in ways that
are more aligned with the assumptions necessary for causal inference (Branson,
2021). However, balance represents a necessary but not sufficient condition for
causality, as unobserved confounders may still bias our estimates. Therefore, we
perform a sensitivity analysis to assess the robustness of our results to potential
violations of the unconfoundedness assumption.

6.3 Sensitivity analysis

We assess the robustness of our results to violations of the unconfoundedness as-
sumption using the sensitivity analysis framework of Cinelli and Hazlett (2020).
This method estimates the minimum strength of unobserved confounding needed
to eliminate our treatment effect and evaluates how results vary under different
confounding scenarios. Table 5 presents these sensitivity analysis results.

According to our results, the robustness value (RV,=1) is 13.8%, which means
that an unobserved confounder—orthogonal to the current set of covariates—would
need to explain at least 13.8% of the variance in experiencing political discrim-
ination or harassment (D/H) to nullify our estimated treatment effect.

Similarly, the robustness value for testing the null hypothesis that the treat-
ment effect is zero (RVy=1,a=0.05) is 12.4%. This means that an unobserved
confounder—orthogonal to the current set of covariates—would need to explain
at least 12.4% of the variance in experiencing D/H events to make our treatment
effect statistically insignificant at the 5% level.

Finally, the partial R? of the treatment (R3. pix,p) is 3.5%, which indicates

that an unobserved confounder would need to explain at least 3.5% of the vari-
ance in trust in political institutions to nullify our estimated treatment effect.

These levels are relatively high. However, without accurate domain knowledge,
it is very difficult to assess how strong the unobserved factors not captured in
our data might be. To provide context, we benchmark these results against
political alignment with the incumbent party—a covariate strongly related to
institutional trust. Political alignment serves as a reasonable upper bound since
few omitted variables would likely have stronger associations with institutional
trust and D/H experiences than alignment with the governing party.

Table 5 shows the benchmarking results for political alignment with the incum-
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bent party (incpp). According to the analysis, political alignment explains only
1.8% of the variance in trust in political institutions, which is significantly lower
than the estimated partial R? and both RV values. Therefore, we can conclude
that our results are robust to the possibility of unobserved confounding.

Table 5: Sensitivity Analysis: Main Results

Treatment: Est. S.E. t-value R%’~D|X RVy=1 RVy=1,a=0.05
D/H Ezperience -0.209 0.012 -17.523 2.2% 13.8% 12.4%
df = 13,880 Bound (2z incpp): R%,NZ‘X’D = 1.8%, RQDNZ|X =0%

Source: Eurovoices General Population Poll 2024

Our analysis further shows that results remain valid even with an omitted con-
founder 15 times stronger than political alignment (see Appendix D). Moreover,
the treatment effect magnitude remains stable even under this extreme con-
founding scenario. This reinforces our conclusion that the results are robust to
unobserved confounding, at least within the bounds established by our political
alignment benchmark.

6.4 Heterogenous effects

Given that our outcome variable is individual trust in political institutions, we
hypothesize that there might be heterogeneous effects since political alignment
with the incumbent party is a strong predictor of institutional trust. To test
this hypothesis, we estimate the effect of political discrimination and harassment
separately for two groups based on their political alignment: those aligned with
the incumbent party and those who are not.

As Table 6 shows, experiencing a D/H event reduces trust in political institu-
tions regardless of political alignment. However, the magnitude of this effect
is significantly larger for individuals who are not aligned with the incumbent
party. According to our estimates, experiencing a D/H event is associated with
a 20% decrease in institutional trust for non-aligned individuals, compared to
a 14% decrease for those aligned with the incumbent party. The differences in
magnitudes is statistically different at the 95% confidence level.

We wanted to further explore the relationship between political alignment and
the effect of political discrimination and harassment on trust in political insti-
tutions. Given the results presented in the previous section, we consider the
possibility that the heterogenous effects found in politically aligned individuals
might be affected by their level of ideological divergence. To answer this ques-
tion, we further increased the level of disaggregation by estimating the effect
of political discrimination and harassment on trust in political institutions for
four different groups depending on their political alignment and their level of
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Table 6: Effect of Political D/H Experiences on Institutional Trust by Political
Alignment

Pol. Alignment Estimate Pr(> |z|) 95% CI Lower 95% CI Lower Visualization

Non-Incumbent —0.195%** 0.000 -0.215 -0.175 =
Incumbent —0.138*** 0.000 -0.189 -0.084 —

Note: Table shows the estimated coefficient of having experienced political discrimination
or harrasment (D/H) on the level of trust in political institutions for two different groups
depending on their political alignment: non-incumbent and incumbent. The estimation
used the matched sample of 14,004 respondents, region fixed effects, demographic and
political covariates, and clustered standard errors at the regional level. * | ** and ***
represent statistical significance at p < 0.05, p < 0.01, and p < 0.001, respectively.
Estimates shown in the table have been transformed using an exponential transformation
to interpret them as a percentage change.

Source: Eurovoices General Population Poll 2024

Table 7: Effect of Political D/H Experiences on Institutional Trust by Level of
Political Dissonance and Ideological Divergence

I. Divergence Pol. Alignment Estimate Pr(> |z|) 95% CI Lower 95% CI Upper Visualization

Low Non-Incumbent —0.180*** 0.000 -0.209 -0.149 an
Incumbent —0.085 0.000 -0.168 0.006 —

High Non-Incumbent —0.211%** 0.000 -0.238 -0.183 -
Incumbent —0.179%** 0.000 -0.241 -0.111 —

Note: Table shows the estimated coefficient of having experienced political discrimination or harrasment
(D/H) on the level of trust in political institutions for four different groups depending on their political
alignment and their level of ideological divergence. The estimation used the matched sample of 14,004
respondents, region fixed effects, demographic and political covariates, and clustered standard errors at
the regional level. * ** and *** represent statistical significance at p < 0.05, p < 0.01, and p < 0.001,
respectively. Estimates shown in the table have been transformed using an exponential transformation
to interpret them as a percentage change.

Source: Eurovoices General Population Poll 2024
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ideological divergence.'?

As Table 7 shows, for individuals with a low level of ideological divergence, ex-
periencing a D/H event does not has any effect on their level of trust in political
institutions if they are politically aligned with the incumbent party, while their
counterparts that are not politically aligned experience a 18% decrease in trust
in political institutions.

On the other hand, for individuals with a high level of ideological divergence, the
effect remains high between 18% and 21% for both politically aligned and non-
aligned individuals. Interestingly, the effect is not statistically different between
the two groups.

7 Discussion and Final Remarks

The empirical findings provide robust support for the central premise of this
study: experiencing political discrimination significantly erodes institutional
trust, affirming our first hypothesis (H1). This result suggests that political
exclusion is not a marginal experience but a core driver of institutional delegit-
imation. Individuals who report discrimination or harassment based on their
political beliefs express substantially lower levels of trust in public institutions.

These findings validate our theory of grievance-based trust erosion, demonstrat-
ing that institutional trust is shaped not only by objective outcomes or policy
performance but also by perceived violations of fairness and inclusion. When in-
dividuals feel politically targeted, these experiences evoke emotional and moral
reactions that lead them to reinterpret institutions as biased or adversarial. In
this sense, political discrimination functions as a distinct form of grievance—one
that undermines institutional legitimacy from the bottom up.

By centering political exclusion, this study extends prior research focused on
ethnic and minority-based grievances (Tyrberg, 2024; Wilkes & Wu, 2019) to
the domain of political and partisan identity, showing that perceptions of unfair
treatment based on political beliefs are equally corrosive to democratic legit-
imacy. This underscores the need to consider how institutional trust is not
only eroded by what governments do, but also by how citizens experience their
political belonging within the system.

In politically polarized societies—where party identities are emotionally charged
and social divisions are entrenched—the effect of political discrimination on

trust unfolds through two distinct but interrelated cognitive mechanisms.

The first is ideological divergence, which occurs when individuals feel ideologi-

12The level of ideological divergence was categorized in either high or low depending if the
individual’s measure was above or below the median of the full study sample, respectively.

23



cally misaligned with the dominant political climate. Our findings support the
second hypothesis (H2): individuals who both experience political discrimina-
tion and feel ideologically out of place exhibit the most pronounced declines in
trust. This sense of disconnection intensifies perceptions of exclusion, reinforc-
ing the belief that the political system no longer represents them (Iyengar &
Westwood, 2015; McCoy et al., 2018).

As divergence increases, experiences of discrimination are no longer perceived
as isolated events but as symptomatic of a broader political environment seen as
hostile. This magnifies resentment, sharpens perceived injustice, and increases
receptiveness to populist or anti-establishment narratives that portray institu-
tions as fundamentally biased. In this way, affective polarization amplifies the
emotional and psychological toll of exclusion, deepening distrust and weakening
democratic attachment.

The second mechanism is politicized perception (Druckman & Levendusky, 2019;
Rogowski & Sutherland, 2016). In highly polarized contexts, citizens evaluate
institutions not based on procedural fairness or performance, but through parti-
san filters. Our findings support hypothesis three (H3): political discrimination
contributes to the reframing of institutions—even neutral ones—as partisan ac-
tors.

This mechanism differs from divergence in that it focuses not on ideological
mismatch, but on a shift in how institutions are perceived. Rather than be-
ing viewed as impartial guarantors of democracy, institutions are interpreted
as aligned with opposing political forces. For individuals who have experienced
political discrimination, this cognitive shift is especially pronounced. Prior ex-
clusion fosters suspicion, increasing the likelihood that institutional behavior is
seen as adversarial or punitive.

Affective polarization further reinforces this interpretive lens. As institutions
are increasingly judged by their perceived political alignment, trust erodes—not
just because of what institutions do, but because of what they are perceived to
represent. This dynamic undermines not only confidence in specific institu-
tions, but the very notion of institutional neutrality, weakening the symbolic
and procedural bonds that tie citizens to the democratic state.

Taken together, these findings reveal a layered and interactive erosion of institu-
tional trust in polarized political environments. Rather than operating through
a single channel, the effects of political discrimination unfold through mutually
reinforcing cognitive pathways. Ideological divergence highlights the emotional
and psychological costs of ideological alienation, while politicized perception
reshapes how individuals interpret the role and legitimacy of institutions.

These processes fragment the shared symbolic space in which institutions are
recognized as legitimate by all citizens, regardless of ideology. In doing so, they
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weaken the connective tissue that binds democratic institutions to the public
they serve.

Crucially, this erosion is not a standalone process. It is embedded within broader
structural and contextual conditions—marked by sustained polarization, group
antagonism, and diminishing consensus over institutional roles. In such environ-
ments, institutions are increasingly viewed through affective and partisan lenses,
shifting evaluations of legitimacy from questions of fairness and procedure to
perceptions of political alignment. As a result, trust becomes contingent, and
the normative ideal of nonpartisan institutional authority begins to unravel.

Understanding these interlocking processes is essential not only for assessing
democratic resilience, but also for identifying the pressure points at which in-
stitutional legitimacy becomes most vulnerable to collapse.
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A Survey methodology and sample characteris-
tics by country

Country Scope Regions Method Sample Size Data Collection
Austria NUTS-1 3 Online 2,310 02/27-04/09/24
Belgium NUTS-1 3 Online 1,521 03/01-04/12/24
Bulgaria NUTS-1 2 Face to Face 1,500 01/19-02/24/24
Croatia NUTS-2 4 Face to Face 2,000 02/15-03/28/24
Cyprus NUTS-0 1 Face to Face 1,010 11/10/23-03/20/24
Czechia NUTS-2 8 Online 2,024 02/26-04/10/24
Denmark NUTS-2 5 Online 2,522 03/01-04/23/24
Estonia NUTS-0 1 Online 1,044 02/26-04/11/24
Finland NUTS-2 4 Online 2,218 02/26-04/14/24
France NUTS-1 13 Online 6,195 02/26-04/16/24
Germany NUTS-1 16 Online 8,055 03/01-04/24/24
Greece NUTS-1 4 Face to Face 2,009 01/08-04,/04/24
Hungary NUTS-1 Online 1,750 02/07-02/29/24
Ireland NUTS-2 3 Online 1,288 02/01-04/30/24
Italy NUTS-1 5 Online 3,844 03/01-04/01/24
Latvia NUTS-2 1 Face to Face 1,003 03/01-03/31/24
Lithuania NUTS-1 2 Face to Face 1,500 03/01-04/21/24
Luxembourg NUTS-0 1 Online 605 02/02-02/23/24
Malta NUTS-0 1 Face to Face 500 01/02-03/13/24
Netherlands ~ NUTS-1 4 Online 3,050 03/01-04/17/24
Poland NUTS-1 7 Face to Face 5,252 03/01-05/10/24
Portugal NUTS-1 3 Face to Face 1,562 01/23-04/02/24
Romania NUTS-2 4 Face to Face 3,018 03/09-05/12/24
Slovakia NUTS-2 4 Online 2,200 02/07-02/29/24
Slovenia NUTS-2 2 Online 1,019 02/26-04/10/24
Spain NUTS-1 7 Online 3,536 02/26-04/17/24
Sweden NUTS-1 3 Online 1,554 02/26-04/11/24

Source: Eurovoices General Population Poll 2024
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B Pre-Matching Covariate Balance Assessment

Mean Mean Std. Mean Var. eCDF eCDF
D/H Exp. No D/H Exp. Diff. Ratio  Mean Max
Distance 0.270 0.137 0.823 1.929  0.264  0.396
Female 0.468 0.521 -0.105 - 0.053  0.053
Age 46.268 50.309 -0.246 0.979  0.051  0.102
Rural 0.244 0.283 -0.092 - 0.039  0.039
(Sjliﬁzttrlz;ned Fin. 0.281 0.219 0.138 - 0.062  0.06
Higher Education 0.352 0.317 0.074 - 0.035  0.035
Employed 0.579 0.558 0.043 - 0.021  0.021
Married 0.570 0.614 -0.087 - 0.043  0.043
Foreigner 0.025 0.022 0.015 - 0.002  0.002
Ethnic Minority 0.513 0.376 0.274 - 0.137  0.137
Interest in Politics 0.663 0.463 0.424 - 0.200  0.200
Political Ideology 5.504 5.435 0.028 1.206  0.021  0.041
i?tlififiuﬁbem 0.117 0.186 -0.213 - 0.069  0.069
Civie Participation g9 4.734 0.487 1.721  0.145  0.259

Score

Note: The Std. Mean Diff. is the difference in group means standardized to a single scale
for all covariates. The literature suggests values below 0.1—or more conservatively, below
0.05—as indicators of good balance (Ali et al., 2011; Stuart et al., 2013). The Var. Ratio
compares the variance of a covariate between the treatment and control groups. Ratios close
to 1 indicate good balance (Austin, 2009). Empirical Cumulative Distribution Function
Statistics (eCDF) assess balance beyond the mean by comparing the full distribution of each
covariate across groups (McCaflrey et al., 2004). Values close to zero indicate good balance.

Source: Eurovoices General Population Poll 2024
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C Matching Covariate Balance Assessment

® Ful'sample A Matched Sample
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Note: The figure shows the Absolute Std. Mean Diff. for each covariate before (full sample)
and after matching. The dashed and dotted lines represent the thresholds of 0.1 and 0.05,
respectively, for good balance. The figure indicates that the matching procedure has signifi-
cantly improved the balance of covariates between the treatment and control groups.
Source: Eurovoices General Population Poll 2024
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D Sensitivity contour plots of point estimates

Partial R? of confounder(s) with the outcome
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Note: The figure shows hypothetical sensitivity contours for the point estimates of the treat-
ment effect of political discrimination and harassment on trust in political institutions. The
contours represent the hypothetical residual share of variation of the treatment that an un-
observed confounding explains (x-axis) and the hypothetical partial R? of an unobserved
confounding with the outcome (y-axis). The red line represents the level at which the un-
observed confounding would nullify our results. The magnitude of the coefficient of interest
(ATT) is shown within parenthesis.

Source: Eurovoices General Population Poll 2024

33



	Introduction
	Conceptual Framework and Research Expectations
	Data
	Discrimination Experiences in the European Union
	Methodology
	Results
	Assessing balance between groups
	The effect of political discrimination and harassment on trust in political institutions
	Sensitivity analysis
	Heterogenous effects

	Discussion and Final Remarks
	Survey methodology and sample characteristics by country
	Pre-Matching Covariate Balance Assessment
	Matching Covariate Balance Assessment
	Sensitivity contour plots of point estimates

