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Abstract  

 

Introduction: Crime victimization is a problem affecting both individuals and societies. 

Previous research has looked at the associations between victimization and other factors, and 

many countries employ self-reported victimization surveys to establish what the victimization 

patterns look like at different societal levels. Aims: By examining victimization proportions 

and patterns, this study aimed to further the understanding of what the crime victimization 

problem looks like in a medium-sized Swedish city. Method: 149 men and 146 women, for a 

total of 295 inhabitants of Sundsvall, answered self-reported victimization surveys based on 

the Swedish Crime Survey. The gathered data was subsequently quantified and analyzed. 

Results: In total, 11.9 % of the sample reported some type of victimization. Overall, men 

were more likely to be victimized than women, and crimes against persons were more 

common than crimes against property. Occupation and socio-economic status were 

significantly associated with victimization. More than half of the victimizations were not 

reported to the police, and victimization was significantly associated with a lower trust in the 

criminal justice system and the police. Conclusion: Medium-sized cities like Sundsvall seem 

to have considerably lower proportions of victimization than the counties, regions and nation 

as a whole. The rates of reporting and patterns of victimization found, however, are in accord 

with findings on other societal levels and could to some extent be explained through the 

principles of the routine activities/lifestyle theory. 

 

Keywords: Victimization, self-report survey, medium-sized city, lifestyle theory, 

routine activities. 

1 Both authors contributed in equal parts to this work. 
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Forewords  

 

The current study is part of a greater local project in Sundsvall, which overarching 

purpose was to preemptively combat crime in the city and people’s fear thereof. The project 

also aimed to investigate how these problems are influenced by environmental factors. 

Because of the size of the project, many different local actors were involved, including but 

not limited to the Mid Sweden University, the police and the municipality of Sundsvall. 

Providing the project with a solid foundation of scientific research was the task of the Mid 

Sweden University, and specifically its criminology department, which divided the task into 

different fields of inquiry and distributed them among the students for research. The study at 

hand gathered specific crime victimization statistics on Sundsvall and was commissioned by 

the project leadership. 
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incredible commitment and tireless efforts in guiding our path, and for leading us back when 

we wandered astray. We would also like to thank Petra Löfdahl and Johanna Rovio for their 

involvement in the data collection process. Penultimately, we would like to thank Erica 

Ödbro for her reluctant assistance with the digitalization of the physical surveys, along with 

Jakob Gramén and Jens Widmark for their unwavering emotional support and occasional 

words of wisdom. Finally, we would like to thank all the people of Sundsvall who 

participated in making this study possible. 
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Introduction 

 

The extent of crime victimization, along with its physical, psychological and 

economic consequences on the affected individuals and the cities they reside in, are areas of 

criminology that are well researched across the globe (Daigle, 2013; Le, Holton, Nguyen, 

Wolfe & Fisher, 2016; Nelson et al., 2002). Several criminological theories exist that aim to 

explain why some people perpetrate crimes, or why some people are victimized. Cohen and 

Felson’s (1979) routine activities theory states that crimes are committed when three key 

elements are present: A motivated perpetrator, a suitable target and the absence of capable 

guardians. Following this theory, crime victimization could be decreased by mitigating or 

eliminating one or more of the three mentioned elements (Sarnecki, 2009).  

Closely related to the routine activities theory is the lifestyle theory of victimization 

by Hindelang, Gottfredson and Garofalo (1978), which states that the risk for victimization 

differs between demographic groups depending on the personal lifestyles of the individuals. 

The status characteristics of a specific group, be it gender, education, occupation, income, 

living situation or something else, carry with them different societal expectations regarding 

behavior,  which shapes the choices of the individuals, and in turn creates patterns of routine 

activities, or lifestyles, that are shared between members of the same groups (Meier & 

Miethe, 1993). These different lifestyles are associated with different degrees of exposure to 

places, people and situations that carries with them an increased risk for victimization (Meier 

& Miethe, 1993). Together, these two theories form a routine activities/lifestyle theory which 

is a victimological perspective that has been used to explain increased victimizations of sex 

crimes (Cass, 2007; Fisher, Daigle & Cullen, 2010) , car theft (Rice & Smith, 2002), serious 

harassment (Mustaine & Tewksbury, 1999) and robbery (Groff, 2007) for certain 

demographics.  

 

Empirical background 

 

Gender differences in victimization. It has been well established that men commit 

crimes to a greater extent than women do, and much research has shown that this inequality 

holds true for victimizations as well. Men tend to be victimized of crimes against persons, 
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particularly violent offences like assault (Le et al.,  2016), more frequently than women are 

(Lauritsen & Carbone-Lopez, 2011; Menard & Covey 2016; Popp & Peguero, 2011), 

although women are more likely to be the victims of intimate partner violence and sex crimes 

(Lauritsen & Carbone-Lopez, 2011; Le et al., 2016). Gender differences in victimization of 

property crimes are less clear, with findings suggesting both that women are more (Le et al., 

2016) and less (Menard & Covey, 2016; Popp & Peguero, 2011) prone to victimizations of 

this type. 

However, most people are rarely, if ever, victimized of a crime (min Park & Eck, 

2013). Instead, the victimizations that do occur are primarily centered around a small portion 

of the population (min Park & Eck, 2013). This phenomenon has been well documented in 

both children (Ellonen & Salmi, 2011), adolescents (Choo, Dunne, Marret, Fleming & Wong, 

2011; Romano, Belle & Billette, 2011; Finkelhor, Ormrod & Turner, 2009) and adults 

(Farrell, Tseloni & Pease, 2005). Recurring victimization has been found to be equally likely 

across genders (Benedini, Fagan & Gibson, 2016), although among children, girls have been 

found to be poly-victimized more often than boys (Le et al., 2016). 

 

Education, occupation, socio-economic status and victimization. Among students, 

women tend to have higher grades along with a reduced risk of victimization, compared to 

men (Popp & Peguero, 2011), although there is a negative correlation between victimization 

and academic achievement for both genders (Hammig & Jozkowski, 2013). Higher levels of 

education are associated with lower levels of victimization (Contreras, Elacqua, Martinez & 

Miranda, 2015), while lower levels of education are associated with an increased risk for 

victimization, violent victimization  (Stickley, Koyanagi, Roberts, Rotman & McKee, 2013) 

and death as a result of victimization (Kposowa & Johnson, 2016). 

Similarly, unemployment has been found to be associated with a higher risk for 

violent victimization (Silver, 2002) and unemployed individuals are more likely than 

employed individuals to become victims of homicide (Kposowa & Johnson, 2016). Among 

the elderly, however, while technically unemployed, violent victimization rates are lower 

than among the general population (Biermann et al., 2011). Additionally, having an economic 

disadvantage to others, often referred to as being of low socio-economic status (SES), has 

been heavily associated with an increased risk for victimization (Kposowa & Johnson, 2016; 

Ostrov & Kamper, 2015; Silver, 2002; Xu et al., 2013). Conversely, people of higher SES, 
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regardless of gender, are at a lower risk for victimization (Lauritsen & Carbone-Lopez, 

2011).  

 

Crime location, living situation and victimization. Victimization rates in terms of 

theft, violence and vandalism tend to be higher in disadvantaged areas, depending on the 

socio-economic composition and dynamics of the specific area (van Wilsem, Wittebrood & 

de Graaf, 2006). Because of this, crime victimizations do not occur evenly within cities, with 

some areas and neighbourhoods being more crime-ridden than others (Williamson, Ashby & 

Webber, 2006). Furthermore, people living alone have been found to be at a greater risk of 

being victimized of crimes against both property and persons (Xu et al., 2013). Additionally, 

spending most of one’s spare time alone has been associated with poly-victimization (Ellonen 

& Salmi, 2011), while conversely, spending less time alone and more time meeting friends 

and neighbours has been associated with a decreased risk for theft and violence (Stickley et 

al., 2013). Marital status has also been associated with victimization risks. While married 

men and women have a lower risk for violent victimization (Lauritsen & Carbone-Lopez, 

2011), single, divorced or separated people have been found to be at higher risk for theft and 

violence (Stickley et al., 2013) and are also more likely to die as a result of homicide 

(Kposowa & Johnson, 2016). 

 

Victimization reporting rates and levels of trust. Victimization rates are difficult to 

assess through crime registers, mainly because a large percentage of victimizations never get 

reported to the police (Averdijk & Elffers, 2012; National Council for Crime Prevention, 

2017a), and much research has shown that reporting rates vary by type of crime (National 

Council for Crime Prevention, 2017a; Pereda, Abad & Guilera, 2016). However, people have 

been found to be more inclined to report their victimizations when encouraged to do so by the 

police (Tolsma, Blaauw & te Grotenhuis, 2012). Furthermore, research on levels of trust in 

the criminal justice system (CJS) among the general public has shown that recently 

victimized individuals perceive the CJS and its different components with lower levels of 

trust than those who have not been victimized (Aviv, 2014; Ministry of Justice, 2015), and 

also have more negative attitudes regarding police treatment and performance (Aviv, 2014). 
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Description of the problem 

 

In order to get an overview of the problem at hand, crime victimization surveys are 

employed in several countries to collect victimological data which constitutes a basis for 

societal interventions to combat crime and fear thereof, and for assessing the effectiveness of 

these interventions based on changes in the data over time (BJS, 2014; National Council for 

Crime Prevention, 2017a; Naudé, Prinsloo & Ladikos, 2006; ONS, 2017; van Dijk, van 

Kesteren & Smit, 2007). 

The Swedish National Council for Crime Prevention is a centre for research and 

development within the judicial system (National Council for Crime Prevention, 2017b). 

Working towards reducing crime and improving levels of safety, this agency produces 

Sweden’s official crime statistics which are used as a basis for judicial decision making 

within the Parliament and the Government (National Council for Crime Prevention, 2017b). 

One specific task that the council carries out is reporting the results from the annual Swedish 

Crime Survey (SCS), which covers citizens’ exposure to crime, feelings of insecurity, trust in 

the CJS and victims’ contacts with the justice system (National Council for Crime 

Prevention, 2017c). The SCS provides primarily crime victimization statistics on a national 

level, although it also presents statistics on the regional and county level (National Council 

for Crime Prevention, 2017b).  

Crime victimization surveys like the SCS are more often than not based on nationally 

representative samples to gauge the level of victimization across the entire country. However, 

because crime rates tend to be higher in large cities and lower in small cities, regional and 

county crime victimization statistics can deviate quite a bit from the national average 

(National Council for Crime Prevention, 2017d). For instance, in 2015, the total number of 

reported crimes per 100,000 inhabitants in Sweden was 15,342, while in the Stockholm 

region alone it was 21,035, and in the northern region it was 11,015 (National Council for 

Crime Prevention, 2017d). One can assume that the numbers change further when isolating 

specific cities within one region. Because of this, the national statistics are not very useful for 

understanding city-specific patterns of crime, and even the regional statistics cover a too wide 

an area to be of use for this purpose. Furthermore, the regional statistics are usually based on 

small samples of individuals living in regions with more than one city, which may make the 

data less than useful as a basis for judicial and political decision making in a specific city 
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within the region (National Council for Crime Prevention, 2017d). To provide 

decision-makers within a specific city with accurate and meaningful data of that city’s crime 

victimization patterns (crime types, victim demographics, crime locations etc.), studies like 

the SCS must be carried out on a local level as well. 

 

Aim and research questions 

 

Through the use of self-reported victimization surveys based on the SCS, this study 

gathered specific crime victimization statistics on Sundsvall, a medium-sized city in Sweden . 2

With the hopes of providing statistics that could constitute a basis for decision making within 

the municipality in regards to city planning, or assist the police in distributing their resources 

in the most effective way, the aim of this study was to further the understanding of what the 

crime victimization problem looks like in a medium-sized Swedish city. 

In order to reach this aim, several research questions were formulated. Firstly, what is 

the estimated number of crime victimizations in a medium-sized city in Sweden? Secondly, 

what are the most and least common types of crime victimization? And thirdly, are certain 

demographics more exposed to crime victimization than others? While these three initial 

questions constituted the basis for this study, three more research questions were formulated 

as requested by the larger project encompassing the current study. Namely, are certain areas 

of the city more crime-ridden than others? To what extent do victimized individuals report 

the incidents to the police? And lastly, is there a difference in the level of trust in the CJS or 

in the police between victims and non-victims? 

Furthermore, the particular city examined in this study is the largest in its county, 

hence the expected result was that the proportion of victimizations would be larger in this city 

than in the county as a whole. Because of the city’s medium-sized nature it was further 

expected that the proportion and specific patterns of victimizations would not deviate 

particularly from those found at the national level. Lastly, based on previous research and the 

experiences of the police officers involved with the larger project, it was expected that certain 

areas of the city would be more strongly associated with crime victimization than others. 

 

2 Sundsvall has around 100,000 inhabitants (Sundsvall municipality, 2017) and is therefore to be considered a 
medium-sized city (Swedish association of local authorities and regions, 2016). 
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Method 

 

Sampling procedures 

 

The current study utilized a sampling frame of the inhabitants of Sundsvall between 

the ages 15-79 years (around 80,000 people), provided by the Swedish Tax Agency. From 

this frame, a sample of 1,010 individuals was randomized and made available to the study by 

its supervisor. A self-reported victimization survey was distributed to this randomized sample 

along with a consent sheet. The sheet contained information regarding the aim and scope of 

the study, along with instructions on how to answer the survey both on paper and online. The 

sample was also informed through the sheet that by filling out and returning the survey they 

were giving their consent to participate in the study.  

Out of the 1,010 surveys sent out, 298 were returned, yielding an external data loss of 

70.5 % and a 29.5 % response rate. Cases where the answer to a certain question was omitted 

by the participant, or where they had answered “I don’t know/no opinion” were generally 

treated as internal data loss. 

The sample register was stored on a secure drive which only the researchers had 

access to. After the surveys were returned and consent had been given, the participants’ 

personal information was erased from the drive to ensure their anonymity and to guarantee 

confidentiality. All the information regarding the participants was handled with professional 

secrecy and with respect to personal integrity. The data collected through the surveys is 

owned by the Mid Sweden University and will be used solely for scientific purposes. 

 

Sample characteristics 

 

Respondents were 298 inhabitants of Sundsvall ranging in age from 15-79 years. 

Three people either did not want to disclose their gender, or did not identify as male or 

female. To simplify the analysis of the data by making the gender variable dichotomous, 

these three people were treated as internal data loss and subsequently excluded. Thus, the 

final sample consisted of 295 participants, of which 149 (50.5 %) were men and 146 (49.5 %) 

were women. In terms of education, the largest group with just over a fourth of the 

8 



 

participants (26.1 %), had completed three or more years of university studies. In terms of 

occupation, over a third of the participants (39.0 %) were working, while the largest group 

were retirees (49.2 %). This occupational distribution of the sample was highly uneven 

compared to the population of Sundsvall where the proportion of people at retirement age and 

above were at around 20 % in 2014 (County Administrative Board of Västernorrland, 2015). 

The remaining 11.8 % were comprised of students (3.4 %) and unemployed (8.1 %), with an 

internal data loss of 0.3 %. The large majority of the participants (80.0 %) belonged to a high 

SES, while 12.5 % belonged to an average SES and 7.5 % to a low SES. Just above a fifth of 

the participants (21.7 %) lived alone.  

 

Measures 

 

Data was collected through the same surveys used in the SCS with an addition of 

questions regarding city-specific locations of crime victimization. The physical version of the 

surveys covered 16 A4 pages and comprised five different sections, 1) demographic 

information, 2) exposure to crime, 3) victims’ contacts with the CJS 4) trust in the CJS and 5) 

feelings of insecurity. Sections 1, 2, 3 and 4  were subject to analysis in this study, with the 

primary focus on cross-examinations of sections 1 and 2.  

The first section requested demographic information about the participants, 

specifically about their gender, level of education, occupation, financial and living situation. 

The second section covered the participants’ experiences of crime victimization during 2016 

and was divided into two sub-sections: 1) crimes against property, which included car theft, 

bike theft, theft from vehicles etc., burglary and 2) crimes against persons, which included 

assault, threat, sex crime, robbery, fraud and harassment. A final question asked about 

victimizations of “other crimes”, and was not included in either of the two sub-sections. The 

third section asked whether or not the participants had reported any crime to the police in the 

last three years, and if so, what their experience with the justice officials was like. The fourth 

section covered the participants’ trust in the justice system, and included questions regarding 

the participants’ overall view on how well the justice system works, and how its different 

parts (the police, attorneys, courts, and correctional treatment) work. 
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Coding of variables 

 

For the sake of clarity and conciseness, and to enable meaningful analysis, certain 

variables needed to be recoded. As can be seen in table A1, the participants initially stated 

their level of education as one of ten different categories presented in the survey question. 

These ten categories were then merged into three new ordinal categories based on the number 

of years studied at each level. Participants who had not completed any level of education 

along with those who stated their highest level of education as “other” and those who had 

completed at most two years of upper secondary school were considered to be at a low level 

of education. Participants who had completed at least three, and at most four, upper 

secondary school years were considered to be at a moderate level of education, while those 

who had completed studies at the university level or above were considered to be at a high 

level of education. Those who did not know what their highest level of education was (n = 1) 

were treated as internal data loss. 

As for occupation, ten initial categories were merged into three. Only participants 

who stated that they were working for a salary were placed in the “working” category, while 

the category “unemployed/other” were comprised of the participants who stated some form of 

unpaid or uncertain occupation. The two initial categories of pensioners were merged into the 

one “retired” category. No participant stated that they were in the military, therefore the 

“military recruit” category was excluded from the analysis, and participants who stated that 

they did not know what their occupation was (n = 1) were treated as internal data loss. 

While no survey question directly addressed SES, the question of whether or not the 

participant would be able to procure 15,000 SEK in the case of some unforeseen 

circumstance was seen as a socio-economic indicator. Participants who stated that they would 

be able to procure said amount of money by withdrawing it from their own bank account 

were considered to be of a high SES. Those who stated that they would loan the money from 

another member of their household, a family member, a friend or a bank or procure it in some 

other/unknown way were considered to be of an average SES, while the participants who 

stated that they would be completely unable to procure the money were considered to be of a 

low SES. 

The six initial categories of the variable “trust in the criminal justice system” were 

merged into three. Participants who reported a pretty high to a very high amount of trust in 
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the system were placed into the category “High”, while those who reported a pretty low to 

very low amount of trust were placed into the category “Low”. Participants who stated that 

they had neither a high nor a low amount of trust in the system were placed into the 

“Moderate” category, and lastly, those who stated that they had no opinion or did not know 

were treated as internal data loss. 

 

Research design 

 

In order to visualize city-specific victimization patterns in the population of Sundsvall 

as concretely and precisely as possible, and to enable comparisons with existing statistics on 

county, regional and national levels, a descriptive study with a quantitative design was 

considered the most appropriate. The surveys were based on the SCS (National Council for 

Crime Prevention, 2017a). However, after each question about whether the participant had 

been the victim of a specific crime, a question about where that victimization occurred was 

added in order to see if certain areas of the city were more crime-ridden than others. The 

participants were given a number of different fixed answer alternatives. However, to avoid 

omitting any crucial areas, and to ensure the alternatives were exhaustive, the participants 

were also given the option to write in other areas within and outside the city on their own (see 

Appendix B for the full question, translated from Swedish). 

Around two thirds of the 298 surveys were answered and returned as physical copies 

through the mail, while the rest were answered online through the Qualtrics web-form. The 

online answers were directly transferred to SPSS for analysis, while the physical copies first 

had to be manually typed into the web-form. 

 

Data analysis 

 

Statistical analyses were conducted using SPSS (version 24). Descriptive estimation 

statistics were carried out with a 95 % confidence interval for all calculations. For 

cross-tabulations of tables with two dichotomous variables, chi-square tests for independence 

were conducted along with Fisher’s exact test for any table with a cell-frequency of less than 

five. An α-level of .05 was used to control for statistical significance among the results. For 

significant results of the two-by-two table chi-square tests, effect-size was included using the 
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phi coefficient with Cohen’s (1992) criteria for small (.10), medium (.30) and large (.50) 

effect. For cross-tabulations of tables with ordinal variables, Mann-Whitney U tests were 

conducted. Calculated from the z-value, effect size was included as r with Cohen’s (1992) 

criteria for the statistically significant results. For most tests, victimization was treated as the 

dependent variable. However, for the tests concerning associations between victimization and 

levels of trust in the CJS and the police, victimization was treated as the independent variable 

since the aim was to see if victimization affected the levels of trust, and not vice versa (for 

the results of these tests, see table 10 and 11). The reporting rates of the participants were not 

subjected to any statistical testing, but rather visualized in a frequency table (see table 9). As 

for the question regarding location specific victimization (see Appendix B), the internal data 

loss was too large and the answers were too widespread for statistical tests to be conducted in 

any meaningful way.  

 

Results 

 

Victimizations of different crime types 

 

All in all, 59 cases of victimization in 2016 were self-reported by the participants, of 

which 33.9 % (n = 20) were crimes against property, 49.2 % (n = 29) were crimes against 

persons and 16.9 % (n = 10) were “other crimes”. These victimizations affected a total of 

11.9 % (n = 35) of the sample, specifically 13.4 % (n = 20) of the men and 10.3 % (n = 15) of 

the women. When excluding “other crimes”, 10.5 % (n = 31) of the sample had been 

victimized, specifically 5.8 % (n = 17) of crimes against property and 6.8 % (n = 20) of 

crimes against persons. 

 As can be seen in table 2, bike theft was the most common type of crime against 

property with 3.4 % victimized. Car theft and burglary were rare, with only 1.0 % of the total 

sample having been victimized. More men were victimized of bike theft and theft from 

vehicles etc. than women were, however, these differences did not reach statistical 

significance.  
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Table 2. Significance-tests for differences in proportions of victimizations of crimes against 

property between genders 

 Total Men Women 𝛘 2 Sig. 

n 295 149 146   

Percentage 

victimized of 

     

     car theft 0.3 % 

[0.0 - 0.9 %] 

0.0 % 

[--] 

0.7 % 

[0.0 - 2.1 %] 

 

-- 

 

-- 

     bike theft 3.4 % 

[1.3 - 5.5 %] 

4.7 % 

[1.3 - 8.1 %] 

2.1 % 

[0.0 - 4.4 %] 

 

1.573 

 

.176 

     theft from  

     vehicles etc. 
2.4 % 

[0.7 - 4.1 %] 

2.7 % 

[0.1 - 5.3 %] 

2.1 % 

[0.0 - 4.4 %] 

 

.126 

 

1.000 

     burglary 0.7 % 

[0.0 - 1.7 %] 

0.7 % 

[0.0 - 2.0 %] 

0.7 % 

[0.0 - 2.1 %] 

 

.000 

 

1.000 

 

Table 3 shows that the most prevalent type of victimization of crimes against persons 

was harassment, which 4.7 % of the participants had been subjected to. Similar to crimes 

against property, more men were victimized of crimes against persons than women, with the 

exception of sex crimes which no participants had been subjected to. However, a chi-square 

test for independence indicated no significant association between gender and victimization 

for any type of crime against persons. Not included in either table 2 or table 3 are the 

victimizations made up of other crimes. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

13 



 

Table 3. Significance-tests for differences in proportions of victimizations of crimes against 

persons between genders 

 Total Men Women 𝛘 2 Sig. 

n 295 149 146   

Percentage 

victimized of 

     

     assault 1.7 % 

[0.2 - 3.2 %] 

2.0 % 

[0.2 - 4.2 %] 

1.4 % 

[0.0 - 3.3 %] 

 

.183 

 

1.000 

     threat 1.7 % 

[0.2 - 3.2 %] 

2.0 % 

[0.2 - 4.2 %] 

1.4 % 

[0.0 - 3.3 %] 

 

.183 

 

1.000 

     sex crime 0.0 % 

[--] 

0.0 % 

[--] 

0.0 % 

[--] 

 

-- 

 

-- 

     robbery 0.7 % 

[0.0 - 1.7 %] 

1.3 % 

[0.0 - 3.1 %] 

0.0 % 

[--] 

 

1.973 

 

.498 

     fraud 1.0 % 

[0.0 - 2.1 %] 

1.3 % 

[0.0 - 3.1 %] 

0.7 % 

[0.0 - 2.1 %] 

 

.317 

 

1.000 

     harassment 4.7 % 

[2.3 - 7.1 %] 

6.0 % 

[2.2 - 9.8 %] 

3.4 % 

[0.5 - 6.3 %] 

 

1.116 

 

.413 

 

Recurring victimization 

 

As can be seen in table 4, among men, participants had been victimized once (6.7 %) 

as often as two times or more (6.7 %), and they had, in general, a higher prevalence of 

recurring victimization than the women. However, a Mann-Whitney U test showed no 

significant difference between the recurrence of crime victimizations of men and women, U 

= 119, p = .237. 
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Table 4. Significance-tests for differences in proportions of recurring victimization between 

genders 

 Total Men Women U Sig. 

n 295 149 146   

Percentage 

victimized 

     

     one time 7.1 % 

[4.2 - 10.0 %] 

6.7 % 

[2.7 - 10.7 %] 

7.5 % 

[3.2 - 11.8 %] 

  

     two times 3.1 %  

[1.1 - 5.1 %] 

4.7 % 

[1.3 - 8.1 %] 

1.4 % 

[0.0 - 3.3 %] 

  

     three times  

     or more 

1.7 % 

[0.2 - 3.2 %] 

2.0 % 

[0.0 - 4.2 %] 

1.4 % 

[0.0 - 3.3 %] 

 

119.000 

 

.237 

 

Education and victimization 

 

Table 5 shows that a fifth of the participants with a moderate level of education were 

victimized, although the difference in victimization between levels of education was not 

statistically significant, U = 4170, p = .405. 

 

Table 5. Significance-test for differences in proportions of victimization between members of 

different educational levels 

  Level of education    

 High  Moderate  Low  U Sig. 

n 119 50 125   

Percentage 

victimized 

8.4 % 

[3.4 - 13.4 %] 

20.0 % 

[8.9 - 31.1 %] 

12.0 % 

[6.3 - 17.7 %] 

 

4170.000 

 

.405 
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Occupation and victimization 

 

While about as many individuals were victimized in the three occupational categories, 

specifically 4.1 % (n = 12) in “working”, 4.1 % (n = 12) in “retired” and 3.7 % (n = 11) in 

“unemployed/other”, table 6 shows that the proportion of victimized individuals were higher 

among the those who did not work for a living. A chi-square test showed the association 

between occupation and victimization to be statistically significant with a small effect size, 𝛘 2 

(1, n = 294) = 15.613, p = .000, phi = .230. 

 

Table 6. Significance-test for differences in proportions of victimization between members of 

different occupational groups 

  Occupation    

 Working Retired Unemployed/other 𝛘 2 Sig. 

n 115 145 34   

Percentage 

victimized 

10.4 % 

[4.8 - 16.0 %] 

8.3 % 

[3.8 - 12.8 %] 

32.4 % 

[16.7 - 48.1 %] 

 

15.613 

 

.000 

 

Socio-economic status and victimization 

 

Out of the 11.9 % of the sample that had been victimized, 7.8 % (n = 23) belonged to 

the high SES-group, 1.0 % (n = 3) to the average SES-group and 3.1 % (n = 9) to the low 

SES-group. Table 7 shows that 40.9 % of the participants who were in the low SES-group 

had been victimized by some type of crime. A Mann-Whitney U test showed the difference in 

victimization proportions between the SES-groups to be statistically significant with a small 

effect size, U = 3679, z = -2.638, p = .008, r = .154.  
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Table 7. Significance-test for differences in proportions of victimization between members of 

different SES-groups  

  SES-group    

 High Average Low U Sig. 

n 236 37 22   

Percentage 

victimized 

9.7 % 

[5.9 - 13.5 %] 

8.1 %  

[0.0 - 16.9 %] 

40.9 % 

[20.4 - 61.4] 

 

3679.000 

 

.008 

 

Living situation and victimization 

 

As shown in table 8, a chi-square test for independence showed no significant 

association between a solitary living situation and victimization, 𝛘 2 (1, n = 295) = .378, p = 

0.539. 

 

Table 8. Significance-test for differences in proportions of victimization between those living 

alone and those not living alone 

 Living situation   

      Alone                       Not alone 𝛘 2 Sig. 

n           64                                     231   

Percentage 

victimized 

        14.1 %                              11.3 % 

  [5.6 - 22.6 %]                   [7.2 - 15.4 %] 

 

.378 

 

.539 

 

Reporting rates of victimization 

 

As can be seen in table 9, out of the 35 participants who had been victimized of some 

type of crime during the last year, 51.4 % (n = 18) had not reported that crime or any other 

crimes to the police in the last three years. The other 48.6 % (n = 17) of the victimized 
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participants had reported at least one crime in the last three years. Additionally, 6.5 % (n = 

17) of the participants who had not been victimized during the last year had reported at least 

one crime that they had been victimized of to the police in the last three years. 

 

Table 9.  Victimizations reported to the police in the last three years among both those 

victimized and not victimized during the last year (2016) 

 Victimized during the 

last year 

Not victimized during the 

last year 

n 35 260 

Victimized of a crime that was 

reported to the police in the last 

three years 

48.6 % 6.5 % 

Not victimized of a crime that 

was reported to the police in 

the last three years 

51.4 % 93.5 % 

 

Trust in the criminal justice system and the police 

 

Approximately a fourth of the participants who had a low level of trust in the CJS as a 

whole (n = 12), and in the police specifically (n = 13), had been victimized, as shown in table 

10 and 11 respectively. Mann-Whitney U tests showed significant associations between 

victimization and levels of trust in the CJS, U = 2374, z = -3.930, p = .000, r = .229, and in 

the police, U = 2771.5, z = -3.401, p = .001, r = .198. The effect sizes for both associations 

were small. 
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Table 10. Significance-test for associations between victimization and trust in the CJS 

 n Percentage victimized U Sig. 

High level of trust 

in the CJS 

150 5.0 % 

[1.5 - 8.5 %] 

  

Moderate level of 

trust in the CJS 

76 15.8 % 

[7.6 - 24.0 %] 

 

 

 

 

Low level of trust 

in the CJS 

47 25.5 % 

[13.0 - 38.0 %] 

 

2374.000 

 

.000 

 

Table 11. Significance-test for associations between victimization and trust in the police 

 n Percentage victimized U Sig. 

High level of trust 

in the police 

141 6.4 % 

[2.4 - 10.4 %] 

  

Moderate level of 

trust in the police 

82 14.6 % 

[7.0 - 22.2 %] 

 

 

 

 

Low level of trust 

in the police 

54 24.1 % 

[12.7 - 35.5 %] 

 

2771.500 

 

.001 

 

Summary of results 

 

In total, 11.9 % of the population of Sundsvall had been victimized of a crime during 

2016. Specifically, 6.8 % had been victimized of crimes against persons while 5.8 % had 

been victimized of crimes against property. More men than women were victimized of crimes 

against persons, although non-significantly, while the difference was even less clear for 

crimes against property (see tables 2 and 3). Furthermore, the most common types of 

victimization were harassment, bike theft and other crimes, while the least common types of 

victimization were sex crimes, car theft, robbery and burglary (see tables 2 and 3). While no 

significant results were found, men were not only more likely to experience multiple 
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victimizations than women were, they were also as likely to have been victimized once as 

two times or more (see table 4). No significant association between levels of education and 

victimization was found (see table 5). Unemployment, however, was significantly associated 

with victimization, p = .000, phi = .230 (see table 6). The majority of the victimizations 

befell individuals belonging to the high SES-group, although the low SES-group had the 

highest proportion of victimized individuals (40.9 %). This result was statistically significant, 

p = .008, phi = .154 (see table 7). No significant association was found between living 

situation (living alone/not alone) and victimization (see table 8), and more than half (51.4 %) 

of the victimized individuals in 2016 did not report any crime to the police (see table 9). 

Finally, victimization was significantly associated with a lower trust in the CJS, p = .000, r = 

.229 (see table 10) and the police, p = .001, r = .198 (see table 11). 

 

Discussion 

 

Theory application and discussion of results 

 

The routine activities/lifestyle theory has been found to be able explain some of the 

findings of this study either partially or more fully. Specifically, the theory does well at 

explaining the gender differences in victimization proportions, along with the associations 

between low SES and victimization. It also applies to some degree to the results regarding 

crime types, levels of education, occupation and living situation. However, applying the 

theory to the results regarding crime location and reporting rates was found to be more 

difficult, and it could hardly explain the results regarding victimization proportions at all. 

 

Victimization proportions. In the county of Västernorrland, where the city of 

Sundsvall is situated, 11.3 % were victimized of crimes against persons, and 9.9 % were 

victimized of crimes against property in 2015 (National Council for Crime Prevention, 

2017d). In the larger region surrounding Sundsvall, made up of four counties, 11.9 % were 

victimized of crimes against persons and 8.3 % of crimes against property in 2015 (National 

Council for Crime Prevention, 2017d). The same numbers for Sweden as a whole were 13.3 

% and 9.5 % respectively (National Council for Crime Prevention, 2017d). The findings of 
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this study indicate that in Sundsvall, 6.8 % had been victimized of crimes against persons and 

5.8 % had been victimized of crimes against property in 2016, which, contrary to 

expectations, is considerably lower than the proportions found at the county, regional and 

national level.  

Furthermore, since Sundsvall is the largest city in its county, these results seem to 

contradict the idea that crime victimizations increases in proportion as city size increases 

(National Council for Crime Prevention, 2017d). The routine activities/lifestyle theory would 

explain these findings as a result of Sundsvall, for one reason or another, having fewer 

motivated perpetrators and/or suitable targets along with more capable guardians, than the 

areas surrounding it. The theory might also suggest that the inhabitants of Sundsvall in 

general have safer lifestyles than people from other places.  

However, there could be a few arguably more likely explanations for the difference in 

proportions of victimizations between the city of Sundsvall and the county, region and nation. 

Firstly, there is a possibility that crime victimizations were less frequent in 2016 not only in 

Sundsvall, but in the nation, region and county as well. Secondly, since the elderly as a group 

are generally less victimized (Biermann et al., 2011; Daigle, 2013), another explanation could 

stem from the large proportion of elderly in the sample compared to both the population of 

Sundsvall (County Administrative Board of Västernorrland, 2015) and the sample studied at 

the other societal levels (National Council for Crime Prevention, 2017a). This maldistribution 

of the sample could in turn be a result of the high level of external data loss in this study, 70.5 

%, compared to the study by the National Council for Crime Prevention (2017a) which had 

an external data loss of 39.7 %. 

 

Types of crime. The most common types of victimization found by this study were 

harassment, bike theft and other crimes, while the least common types of victimization were 

sex crimes, car theft, robbery and burglary. Similar results were found by the National 

Council for Crime Prevention on the national level in 2015 (National Council for Crime 

Prevention, 2017a). While the proportions of victimization was found to differ substantially 

between Sundsvall and the county, region and nation, the patterns of crime types were the 

same, namely, more individuals were victimized of crimes against persons than crimes 

against property. Through the perspective of the routine activities/lifestyle theory, this pattern 

could be explained through property crimes being more easily deterrable through capable 
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guardians, specifically locks and alarms on cars and houses, or well-lit yards and parking 

spots, creating less opportunity for victimizations to occur. Crimes against persons, on the 

other hand, could be more dependent on the lifestyles of the victimized individuals and 

therefore more difficult to mitigate. This is especially true when it comes to intimate partner 

violence, where there oftentimes is a complete absence of capable guardians when the 

victimizations occur (Daigle, 2013). 

 

Gender. This study found no significant association between gender and 

victimization. However, men had a slightly higher incidence of victimization for most crime 

types along with a higher incidence of recurring victimization than women; a pattern that is in 

accord with previous research in the area concerning gender differences in victimization 

(Lauritzen & Carbone-Lopez, 2011; Le et al., 2016; Menard & Covey, 2016; Popp & 

Peguero, 2011), although contrasts previous research regarding recurring victimization which 

has found women to be more affected (National Council for Crime Prevention, 2017a) or 

found no differences between the genders (Benedini et al., 2016).  

While no significance was found, and the pattern likely emerged due to chance, the 

routine activities/lifestyle theory would explain these type of patterns as partially dependent 

on differences in gender roles. Although Sweden is one of the most gender equal countries in 

the world (World Economic Forum, 2016), women still generally tend to spend more of their 

time engaged in household and family related matters than men do (Statistics Sweden, 2016) 

which contributes to a more protected everyday life (Meier & Miethe, 1993). Since women 

spend less time in the public domain than men do, their exposure to high-risk individuals and 

places is lower than that of men, which in turn leads to a lower relative risk for victimization 

(Meier & Miethe, 1993). Furthermore, men are generally more confrontational and 

aggressive in social interactions, which according to the theory may increase their risks of 

being violently victimized (Meier & Miethe, 1993). While these gender differences vary 

between cultures and change through the generations, it is safe to assume that there are 

general differences in the lifestyles of men and women which contribute to their different 

levels of exposure to crime victimization.  

However, women tend to be victimized of sex crimes (National Council for Crime 

Prevention, 2017a) and intimate partner violence (Daigle, 2013) to a much higher degree than 

men. Coincidentally, these are the types of victimizations associated with the lowest rates of 
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reporting (Johnsson-Latham, 2014; National Council for Crime Prevention, 2017a) and 

highest number of unknown cases, mainly as a result of the social stigma surrounding them 

(Daigle, 2013). Thus, another possible explanation for patterns like the aforementioned is that 

the differences in levels of victimization between the genders stem not from differences in 

lifestyles or routine activities, but from differences in what types of crime men and women 

are generally victimized of, and to what extent they are inclined to report, discuss or even 

acknowledge those victimizations.  

 

Education. While academic achievement has been clearly associated with 

victimization in previous research (Contreras et al., 2015; Hammig & Jozkowski, 2013; 

Kposowa & Johnson, 2016;  Popp & Peguero, 2011; Stickley et al., 2013) the results of this 

study indicated no significant association between levels of education and victimization. With 

the basis in the routine activities/lifestyle theory, this finding can be interpreted as a result of 

non-significant differences in the general lifestyles of people with low, moderate and high 

levels of education. However, many of the participants who made up the “low” category were 

elderly. One could assume that when these participants were young, their opportunities and 

the demands of the labour-market for a higher education were fewer. Thus, many of these 

participants were categorized as having a low level of education without it necessarily having 

to be associated with societal marginalization. More specifically, the non-significant 

associations between low levels of education and victimization found in this study may have 

been more indicative of the high proportion of elderly in this group rather than there not 

being a difference in lifestyles between people with different levels of education. Therefore, 

it is possible a significant result could have been reached with a younger sample, where there 

may have been more of an explicit difference in lifestyles between people with low, moderate 

and high levels of education.  

 

Occupation. The “unemployed/other” category had a higher percentage of 

victimization than the “working” or “retired” categories, and the association between 

occupation and victimization was statistically significant, which is in line with previous 

research (Kposowa & Johnson, 2016; Silver, 2002). According to the routine 

activities/lifestyle theory, unemployed people should have a lower risk of victimization 

(along with the retired) because they generally spend more of their time in or around their 
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home (Meier & Miethe, 1993). However, the “unemployed/other” category in this study 

included students, a group which generally differ in two critical ways from other people 

without employment. Firstly, studying is generally an effect of a conscious and well-reasoned 

choice on the student’s part, and thus not necessarily associated with the economic and 

emotional hardships that losing or not being able to find a job can be. With support in the 

routine activities/lifestyle theory, one could argue that this places students at a lower risk for 

victimization than others in the same category (Meier & Miethe, 1993). Secondly, however, 

students are generally younger and have a more active and outgoing lifestyle than other 

people without employment, which according to the theory could mean that they are placing 

themselves in situations where they are at an increased risk of being victimized (Meier & 

Miethe, 1993). It is not unlikely that the associations between occupation and victimization 

found in this study would have looked different if enough students had participated to make 

up a category of their own. 

 

Socio-economic status. The majority of the victimizations afflicted the high 

SES-group, although the highest proportion of victimized individuals belonged to the low 

SES-group. This result was statistically significant and reflected previous research in the area 

which has found low SES to be heavily associated with an increased risk for victimization 

(Kposowa & Johnson, 2016; Ostrov & Kamper, 2015; Silver, 2002; Xu et al., 2013). This 

finding is also supported by the routine activities/lifestyle theory which states that those with 

a low income have fewer means of changing their lifestyles for the better (Meier & Miethe, 

1993). Specifically, their ability to move out of crime-ridden neighbourhoods is restricted, as 

is their options of transportation between activities (Meier & Miethe, 1993). However, the 

theory also states that a high income increases a target’s attractiveness, since that may carry 

with it expensive possessions and indulgence in more activities outside the home, which 

would instead place the high SES-group at a higher risk of victimization (Meier & Miethe, 

1993). One important distinction to make is that this study did not look at income per se, but 

rather at socio-economic indicators. 

 

Living situation. Neither living alone, nor together with someone else, was 

significantly associated with victimization. Through the perspective of the routine 

activities/lifestyle theory, living alone or not alone could be seen both as a protective and 
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harmful factor in regards to victimization risk (Meier & Miethe, 1993). Specifically, while 

someone living with a partner or family could be considered as being surrounded by capable 

guardians, they may also have a more active and eventful lifestyle where they frequently 

spend time in public places where victimization risks are higher (Meier & Miethe, 1993). 

However, depending on the social dynamics of the specific relationship, these capable 

guardians might as well play the role of motivated perpetrators, increasing the risk for violent 

victimization, specifically intimate partner violence. In the case of this study, many of the 

participants who stated that they lived alone were elderly. The results indicate that living 

situation alone may not be associated with victimization, unless other variables like age are 

taken into consideration since the elderly generally have a lower rate of victimization than 

young people (Biermann et al., 2011; Daigle, 2013). 

 

Specific locations of crime. Very few of the victimized participants answered the 

questions regarding the specific location of the victimization, and those who did, gave 

answers that were too specific (e.g. specific buildings) or not specific enough (e.g. at the pub, 

outside the store). Furthermore, the answers were too widespread (i.e. no one location was 

mentioned more than once). Thus, no meaningful tests were implementable. It could be that 

no area of the city was more crime-ridden than any other, which according to the routine 

activities/lifestyle theory may be because capable guardianship is neither higher nor lower in 

any particular area. Another explanation, however, is that particularly crime-ridden areas do 

exist, only they do not show up in this study because the victimizations that occur there are 

directed towards a marginalized group of people who are unlikely to participate in studies 

like this. Finally, a possible reason for the results is that the sample was simply too small for 

a pattern to emerge. 

 

Reporting rates and trust. More than half (51.4 %) of the victimized individuals in 

2016 did not report any crime to the police, which is in line with the numbers on the national 

level (National Council for Crime Prevention, 2017a). Furthermore, a lower trust in the CJS 

and the police was both significantly associated with victimization. One could speculate that 

this association exists because of a few different reasons. One reason could be that the 

victimized participants who reported their victimizations to the police, had their trust in the 

police lowered if their cases were not resolved satisfactorily (Conaway & Lohr, 1994; James 
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& Lee, 2015; Levitt, 1998). A second reason could be that the participants who did not report 

their victimization to the police, chose not to do so because they already had a low trust in the 

police’s willingness or ability to prioritize and solve the case (James & Lee, 2015). Based on 

the routine activities/lifestyle theory, a third reason could be that the participants who were 

victimized also to some extent had an antisocial lifestyle which involves an adverse position 

and a generally negative attitude towards the CJS (Meier & Miethe, 1993). In the same vein, 

a fourth reason could be that the victimized individuals were immigrants with a background 

of legitimate distrust in societal authorities (Egharevba & White, 2013). 

 

Conclusion 

 

Based on the results of this study, medium-sized cities like Sundsvall seem to have 

considerably lower proportions of victimization than not only the nation as a whole, but the 

regions and counties as well. The rates of crime reporting and patterns of victimization found 

in this study, specifically the associations between occupation, socio-economic status, trust in 

the CJS and victimization, are in accord with findings on other societal levels and could to 

some extent be explained through the principles of the routine activities/lifestyle theory. 

 

Strengths and implications 

 

This study was based on a randomized sample which enables the results to be 

generalizable to the general population of Sundsvall. The data was gathered through the same 

reliable and well-tried surveys used in the SCS, simplifying comparisons of the results of this 

study with the county, regional and national statistics in Sweden. The survey used also acts as 

a template on which future replications of this study can rest. By shedding light on local 

crime victimization patterns in a medium-sized Swedish city, the results of this study begins 

to fill in a gap in knowledge regarding city-specific victimization statistics.  

 

Limitations and future research 

 

The data for this study was gathered through self-reported victimization surveys. 

While this method can work well in capturing the victimizations that never get reported to the 
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police, it also comes with a few limitations. Firstly, there is a degree of interpretation 

involved from both the participants and researchers. The participants answer the questions on 

the basis of their own interpretation of them, which might mean that they do not report a 

victimization because they didn’t think of the incidence as a criminal offence, or the opposite, 

that they report a victimization that would not be considered a crime according to law. 

Although the survey questions were designed with this in mind, the risk for 

misunderstandings still remain. The researchers also have to interpret some of the 

participants’ responses. For instance, when a participant has answered that there is only one 

person in their household, but at the same time that they live together with a partner, which 

statement is erroneous? Furthermore, an inherent flaw in self-reporting is the risk that 

participants misremember incidents in terms of dates, locations and severity, or that they give 

socially desirable answers. 

The sample of this study constitutes another limitation because of its size (n = 295) 

and the maldistribution of participants between groups. Specifically, during statistical 

analysis, the size of the sample contributed to low frequency counts in certain cells, affecting 

the generalizability of the results. For instance, while no participant were victimized of a sex 

crime, it is highly unlikely that this is the case for the entire population of Sundsvall. 

Furthermore, almost half of the sample were elderly, which is highly inconsistent with the 

proportions in the population of Sundsvall (County Administrative Board of Västernorrland, 

2015), and may have affected the victimization frequency for all types of crime within the 

sample since the elderly are generally victimized to a lesser extent (Biermann et al., 2011). 

This was likely a result of another limitation of this study, namely its high level of external 

data loss, which is something future studies on the area should strive to decrease. 

Additionally, the sample is restricted to people ranging in age from 15-79 years and it is also 

likely that the most marginalized societal groups (e.g. the homeless, the institutionalized, 

heavy drug abusers etc.) were not included in the sample in representative proportions. This 

means that the results are only generalizable to the proportion of the population within this 

age range and not included in these marginalized groups. 

When looking at reporting rates among the participants, the design of the survey 

questions constituted a limitation since no question directly asked if the crime that the 

participant had been victimized of had been reported to the police. Rather the questions asked 

if the participant had been victimized of any crime that had been reported to the police in the 
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last three years. This made it unnecessarily difficult to visualize the data in a way that would 

be easy for the reader to comprehend. Future studies that want to look at reporting rates in 

this way would do well in adding a question specifically designed for this purpose. 

Finally, another limitation of this study is its inconclusive answer to the fourth 

research question, specifically whether there are any areas of the city that are especially 

crime-ridden. The lack of meaningful data gathered concerning this area of the study was 

particularly disappointing both because it meant no results could be compared to the 

expectations of the project leadership, and because such results may have benefitted the 

municipality and the police greatly in their decision-making. In order to provide a more 

definite answer to this question, future research focusing on this area, using other approaches, 

is encouraged. Furthermore, other researchers are also invited to replicate this study using the 

same methodology on other medium-sized cities, and also urged to investigate the 

associations between victimization and different age groups and ethnic backgrounds, which 

was beyond the scope of this study. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

28 



 

References 

 

Averdijk, M., & Elffers, H. (2012). The discrepancy between survey-based victim  

accounts and police reports revisited. International Review of Victimology, 18(2),  

91-107.  

Aviv, G. (2014). Crime victims and attitudes towards the police: The Israeli case.  

Police Practice and Research, 15(2), 115-129. 

Benedini, K. M., Fagan, A. A., & Gibson, C. L. (2016). The cycle of victimization:  

The relationship between childhood maltreatment and adolescent peer  

victimization. Child Abuse & Neglect, 59, 111-121.  

Biermann, T., Dippel, O., Bergner, M., Keller, J., Coffey, C., Sperling, W., . . .  

Reulbach, U. (2011). Assaults in the elderly—A population-based study with  

victim and perpetrator characteristics. Journal of Forensic Sciences, 56(3),  

669-673.  

Bureau of Justice Statistics. (2014, September). National crime victimization survey:  

Technical documentation. Retrieved on May 6, 2017, from  

https://www.bjs.gov/content/pub/pdf/ncvstd13.pdf 

Cass, A. I. (2007). Routine activities and sexual assault: An analysis of individual- and  

school-level factors. Violence and Victims, 22(3), 350-366. 

Choo, W., Dunne, M. P., Marret, M. J., Fleming, M., & Wong, Y. (2011).  

Victimization experiences of adolescents in malaysia. Journal of Adolescent Health,  

49(6), 627-634.  

Cohen, J. (1992). A power primer. Psychological Bulletin, 112(1), 155-159.  

Cohen, L. E., & Felson, M. (1979). Social change and crime rate trends: A routine  

activity approach. American Sociological Review, 44(4), 588-608. 

Conaway, M. R., & Lohr, S. L. (1994). A longitudinal analysis of factors associated with  

reporting violent crimes to the police. Journal of Quantitative Criminology, 10(1), 

23-39. 

Contreras, D., Elacqua, G., Martinez, M., & Miranda, Á. (2015). Income inequality or  

performance gap? A multilevel study of school violence in 52 countries. Journal of  

Adolescent Health, 57(5), 545-552.  

 

29 

https://www.bjs.gov/content/pub/pdf/ncvstd13.pdf


 

County Administrative Board of Västernorrland. (2015). Kvinnor och män i  

Västernorrland (Report: 2015:6). Västernorrland: County Administrative Board. 

Daigle, L. E. (2013). Victimology: The essentials. SAGE Publications Inc: Thousand Oaks. 

Egharevba, S., & White, J. (2013). Evolving issues in police and immigrants' relation in  

finland: Is it towards a structural interpretation. Criminal Justice Studies: A Critical 

Journal of Crime, Law and Society, 26(2), 243-272.  

Ellonen, N., & Salmi, V. (2011). Poly-victimization as a life condition: Correlates  

of poly-victimization among finnish children. Journal of Scandinavian Studies in  

Criminology and Crime Prevention, 12(1), 20-44.  

Farrell, G., Tseloni, A., & Pease, K. (2005). Repeat victimization in the ICVS and  

the NCVS. Crime Prevention and Community Safety, 7(3), 7-18.  

Finkelhor, D., Ormrod, R. K., & Turner, H. A. (2009). Lifetime assessment of  

poly-victimization in a national sample of children and youth. Child Abuse &  

Neglect, 33(7), 403-411.  

Fisher, B. S., Daigle, L. E., & Cullen, F. T. (2010). What distinguishes single from  

recurrent sexual victims? The role of lifestyle-routine activities and first-incident  

characteristics. Justice quarterly, 27(1), 18-42. 

Groff, E. R. (2007). Simulation for theory testing and experimentation: An example using  

routine activity theory and street robbery. Journal of Quantitative Criminology, 23(2),  

75-103. 

Hammig, B., & Jozkowski, K. (2013). Academic achievement, violent victimization,  

and bullying among U.S. high school students. Journal of Interpersonal Violence,  

28(7), 1224-1436.  

Hindelang, M., Gottfredson, M., & Garofalo, J. (1978). Victims of personal crime.  

Cambridge, Mass.: Ballinger.  

James, V. J., & Lee, D. R. (2015). Through the looking glass: Exploring how college  

students' perceptions of the police influence sexual assault victimization reporting.  

Journal of Interpersonal Violence, 30(14), 2447-2469.  

Johnsson-Latham, G. (2014). Mäns våld mot kvinnor i ett globalt perspektiv. In Heimer, G.,  

Björck, A., & Kunosson, C., (Eds.), Våldsutsatta kvinnor – samhällets ansvar (pp. 

19-43). Lund: Studentlitteratur AB. 

 

30 



 

Kposowa, A. J., & Johnson, K. A. C. (2016). A cohort analysis of employment status  

and homicide victimization in the united states. Sociological Spectrum: The Official  

Journal of the Mid-South Sociological Association, 36(2), 93-108.  

Lauritsen, J. L., & Carbone-Lopez, K. (2011). Gender differences in risk factors for  

violent victimization: An examination of individual-, family-, and community-level  

predictors. Journal of Research in Crime and Delinquency, 48(4), 538-565. 

Le, M. T. H., Holton, S., Nguyen, H. T., Wolfe, R., & Fisher, J. (2016). Victimisation,  

poly-victimisation and health-related quality of life among high school students in 

vietnam: A cross-sectional survey. Health and Quality of Life Outcomes, 14, 1-17. 

Levitt, S. D. (1998). The relationship between crime reporting and police:  

Implications for the use of uniform crime reports. Journal of Quantitative  

Criminology, 14(1), 61-81.  

Meier, R. F., & Miethe, T. D. (1993). Understanding theories of criminal victimization.  

Crime and Justice, 17, 459-499. 

Menard, S., & Covey, H. C. (2016). Age and gender variations in the  

victimization-offending relationship in a national sample, ages 11–88. Victims &  

Offenders, 11(3), 355-372.  

Ministry of Justice. (2015, July). Public confidence in the criminal justice system -  

findings from the crime survey for England and Wales (2013/14). Retrieved on May  

6, 2017, from https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/ 

attachment_data/file/449444/public-confidence.pdf 

min Park, S., & Eck, J. E. (2013). Understanding the random effect on victimization  

distributions: A statistical analysis of random repeat victimizations, victims &  

offenders. Victims & Offenders: An International Journal of Evidence-based  

Research, 8(4), 399-415. 

Mustaine, E. E., & Tewksbury, R. (1999). A routine activity theory explanation for  

women’s stalking victimization. Violence Against Women, 5(1), 43-62. 

National Council for Crime Prevention. (2017a). Nationella  

trygghetsundersökningen 2016 (Report 2017:1). Stockholm: National Council for  

Crime Prevention. 

National Council for Crime Prevention. (2017b, January 18). Om Brå. Retrieved on  

February 3, 2017, from https://bra.se/bra/bra-in-english/home/about-bra.html  

31 

https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/449444/public-confidence.pdf
https://bra.se/bra/bra-in-english/home/about-bra.html
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/449444/public-confidence.pdf


 

National Council for Crime Prevention. (2017c, January 10). Den nationella  

trygghetsundersökningen (NTU). Retrieved on February 3, 2017, from  

http://www.bra.se/brott-och-statistik/statistiska-undersokningar/nationella-trygghetsun 

dersokningen.html 

National Council for Crime Prevention. (2017d, January 18). Regionala variationer.  

Retrieved on February 3, 2017, from  

https://bra.se/bra/brott-och-statistik/regionala-variationer.html  

Naudé, C. M. B., Prinsloo, J. H., & Ladikos, A. (2006). Experiences of crime in  

thirteen African countries: Results from the International Crime Victim Survey.  

Retrieved on May 7, 2017, from http://www.unicri.it/services/library_documentation/ 

publications/icvs/publications/ICVS_13_African_countries.pdf 

Nelson, E. C., Heath, A. C., Madden, P. A. F., Cooper, L., Dinwiddie, S. H., Bucholz,  

K. K., . . . Martin, N. G. (2002). Association between self-reported childhood sexual  

abuse and adverse psychosocial outcomes: Results from a twin study. Archives of  

General Psychiatry, 59(2), 139-145. 

Office for National Statistics. (2017, April 27). Crime in England and Wales: Year  

ending Dec. 2016. Retrieved on May 7, 2017, from https://www.ons.gov.uk 

/peoplepopulationandcommunity/crimeandjustice/bulletins/crimeinenglandandwales/ 

yearendingdec2016 

Ostrov, J. M., & Kamper, K. E. (2015). Future directions for research on the  

development of relational and physical peer victimization. Journal of Clinical Child  

and Adolescent Psychology, 44(3), 509-519.  

Pereda, N., Abad, J., & Guilera, G. (2016). Lifetime prevalence and characteristics of child  

sexual victimization in a community sample of spanish adolescents. Journal of Child  

Sexual Abuse: Research, Treatment, & Program Innovations for Victims, Survivors,  

& Offenders, 25(2), 142-158. 

Popp, A. M., & Peguero, A. A. (2011). Routine activities and victimization at school:  

The significance of gender. Journal of Interpersonal Violence, 26(12), 2413-2436.  

Rice, K. J., & Smith, W. R. (2002). Socioecological models of automotive theft: Integrating  

routine activity and social disorganization approaches. Journal of Research in Crime 

and Delinquency, 39(3), 304-336.  

 

32 

https://www.ons.gov.uk/peoplepopulationandcommunity/crimeandjustice/bulletins/crimeinenglandandwales/yearendingdec2016
https://www.ons.gov.uk/peoplepopulationandcommunity/crimeandjustice/bulletins/crimeinenglandandwales/yearendingdec2016
https://bra.se/bra/brott-och-statistik/regionala-variationer.html
http://www.unicri.it/services/library_documentation/publications/icvs/publications/ICVS_13_African_countries.pdf
http://www.bra.se/brott-och-statistik/statistiska-undersokningar/nationella-trygghetsundersokningen.html
http://www.bra.se/brott-och-statistik/statistiska-undersokningar/nationella-trygghetsundersokningen.html
http://www.unicri.it/services/library_documentation/publications/icvs/publications/ICVS_13_African_countries.pdf
https://www.ons.gov.uk/peoplepopulationandcommunity/crimeandjustice/bulletins/crimeinenglandandwales/yearendingdec2016


 

Romano, E., Bell, T., & Billette, J. (2011). Prevalence and correlates of multiple  

victimization in a nation-wide adolescent sample. Child Abuse & Neglect, 35(7),  

468-479.  

Sarnecki, J. (2009). Introduktion till kriminologi. Lund: Studentlitteratur AB. 

Silver, E. (2002). Mental disorder and violent victimization: The mediating role of  

involvement in conflicted social relationship. Criminology, 40(1), 191-212. 

Statistics Sweden. (2016). På tal om kvinnor och män: Lathund om jämställdhet  

2016. Retrieved on May 11, 2017, from http://www.scb.se/Statistik/ 

_Publikationer/LE0201_2015B16_BR_X10BR1601.pdf 

Stickley, A., Koyanagi, A., Roberts, B., Rotman, D., & McKee, M. (2013).  

Criminal victimisation and health: Examining the relation in nine countries of the  

former soviet union. Social Science & Medicine, 91, 76-83.  

Sundsvall municipality. (2017, March 17). Sustainable growth. Retrieved on April 16,  

2017, from http://sundsvall.se/kommun-och-politik/visioner-och- 

framtidsideer-2/hallbar-tilvaxt/ 

Swedish Association of Local Authorities and Regions. (2016, November).  

Classification of Swedish municipalities 2017. Retrieved on April 16, 2017, from  

https://skl.se/download/18.6b78741215a632d39cbcc85/1487772640274/ 

Classification+of+Swedish+Municipalities+2017.pdf 

Tolsma, J., Blaauw, J., & te Grotenhuis, M. (2012). When do people report crime to  

the police? Results from a factorial survey design in the Netherlands, 2010. Journal of  

Experimental Criminology, 8(2), 117-134.  

van Dijk, J., van Kesteren, J., & Smit, P. (2007). Criminal victimization in  

international perspective: Key findings from the 2004-2005 ICVS and EU ICS.  

Retrieved on May 7, 2017, from http://www.unicri.it/services/library 

_documentation/publications/icvs/publications/ICVS2004_05report.pdf 

Van Wilsem, J., Wittebrood, K., & de Graaf, N. D. (2003). Neighborhood dynamics  

and crime victimization. A study on the effects of socioeconomic improvement,  

decline, and stability in dutch neighborhoods. Mens En Maatschappij, 78(1), 4-28. 

Williamson, T., Ashby, D. I., & Webber, R. (2006). Classifying neighbourhoods for  

reassurance policing. Policing & Society, 16(2), 189-218.  

 

33 

http://www.scb.se/Statistik/_Publikationer/LE0201_2015B16_BR_X10BR1601.pdf
http://www.unicri.it/services/library_documentation/publications/icvs/publications/ICVS2004_05report.pdf
http://www.unicri.it/services/library_documentation/publications/icvs/publications/ICVS2004_05report.pdf
https://skl.se/download/18.6b78741215a632d39cbcc85/1487772640274/Classification+of+Swedish+Municipalities+2017.pdf
http://sundsvall.se/kommun-och-politik/visioner-och-framtidsideer-2/hallbar-tilvaxt/
https://skl.se/download/18.6b78741215a632d39cbcc85/1487772640274/Classification+of+Swedish+Municipalities+2017.pdf
http://sundsvall.se/kommun-och-politik/visioner-och-framtidsideer-2/hallbar-tilvaxt/
http://www.scb.se/Statistik/_Publikationer/LE0201_2015B16_BR_X10BR1601.pdf


 

World Economic Forum. (2016). The global gender gap report 2016. Retrieved on  

May 11, 2017, from http://www3.weforum.org/docs/GGGR16/WEF_GGGR 

16_Full_Report.pdf 

Xu, Y., Olfson, M., Villegas, L., Okuda, M., Wang, S., Liu, S., & Blanco, C. (2013). A  

characterization of adult victims of sexual violence: Results from the national  

epidemiological survey for alcohol and related conditions. Psychiatry: Interpersonal  

and Biological Processes, 76(3), 223-240.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

34 

http://www3.weforum.org/docs/GGGR16/WEF_GGGR16_Full_Report.pdf
http://www3.weforum.org/docs/GGGR16/WEF_GGGR16_Full_Report.pdf


 

Appendix A 

Visualization of the variable recoding process 

 

Table A1. Recoding of demographic variables 

Variable Old categories New categories 

Level of education Elementary school or other  

education shorter than 9 years 

 

Girls’ school, junior secondary 

school or elementary school (9 

years) 

 

Vocational school, upper 

secondary school (1-2 years) 

 

Upper secondary school (3-4 

years) 

Low 

 

 

Low 

 

 

 

Low 

 

 

Moderate 

 

 University (shorter than 3 years) 

 

University (longer than 3 years) 

 

Doctorate, Ph.D. or postgraduate 

education 

 

Other education 

 

No formal education 

 

Don’t know 

High 

 

High 

 

High 

 

 

Low 

 

Low 

 

-- 

Occupation 

 

 

Paid work 

 

Unpaid housework 

 

Old age pensioner 

Working 

 

Unemployed/Other 

 

Retired 
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Table A1 (cont.) 

Variable Old categories New categories 

Occupation Early old age pensioner 

 

Studying 

 

Unemployed 

 

In labour market measures 

 

Military recruit 

 

Other 

 

Don’t know 

Retired 

 

Unemployed/Other 

 

Unemployed/Other 

 

Unemployed/Other 

 

-- 

 

Unemployed/Other 

 

-- 

Socio-economic status 

indicator 

Able to procure 15,000 SEK 

through withdrawal from own 

bank account 

 

Able to procure 15,000 SEK 

through loan from another 

member of the household 

 

Able to procure 15,000 SEK 

through loan from other 

relatives/friends 

 

Able to procure 15,000 SEK 

through loan from bank 

 

Able to procure 15,000 SEK 

through other means 

 

Able to procure 15,000 SEK 

through unknown means 

High 

 

 

 

Average 

 

 

 

Average 

 

 

 

Average 

 

 

Average 

 

 

Average 
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Table A1 (cont.) 

Variable Old categories New categories 

Socio-economic status 

indicator 

Unable to procure 15,000 SEK Low 

Trust in the criminal justice 

system 

Very high amount of trust 

 

Pretty high amount of trust 

 

Neither high nor low amount of 

trust 

 

Pretty low amount of trust 

 

Very low amount of trust 

 

No opinion / Don’t know 

High 

 

High 

 

Moderate 

 

 

Low 

 

Low 

 

-- 
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Appendix B 

Survey question regarding location specific victimization 

 

In what area? 

If the incident occurred in central Sundsvall, specify where. If the alternative you are looking 

for is missing, denote it as other area in central Sundsvall. Note: More than one alternative 

may be chosen. 

❏ Haga 
❏ Nacksta 
❏ Norrmalm 
❏ Skönsberg 
❏ Skönsmon 
❏ Södermalm 
❏ Västermalm 

❏ Central Sundsvall 
❏ The bus station 
❏ The harbor 
❏ Stora torget 
❏ The train station 
❏ Vängåvan 

❏ Other area in central Sundsvall:__________ 
❏ Other area outside central Sundsvall:__________ 

 

38 


