Introduction

This thesis deals with two subjects that are viewed as major concerns
among the public, the media and in official governmental documents:
poverty and exposure to crime. High levels of poverty and crime are often
viewed as signs that something is wrong with the functioning of a society.
Veit-Wilson (2000) argues, for example, that states with poverty cannot
be regarded as welfare states. The criminologists Blumstein and Wallman
(2000b) write that “the Americans’ pride of their nation” is tempered by
concern and puzzlement over being the most violent industrial nation.

Although poverty and crime are often discussed, the common under-
standing in the public and the media is problematic. The perception of
poverty is often on an intuitive level; i.e. the existence of poverty makes
us feel morally disturbed, and there is full agreement that mass poverty
should not exist. But nevertheless, the content of poverty is seldom con-
crete. Poverty is quite often viewed as ... just poverty. This is obvious
when poverty is measured on an international basis using the per capita
domestic production of a country (see, e.g., Sachs et al. 2001) or the
World Bank’s ‘less than $1 per day’ to define the poverty line. There are
many problems associated with these measurements as such (Gordon et
al. 2003), but most importantly, these measurements do not incorporate
the concept of poverty or any discussion about poverty and the con-
sequences of poverty. With these measurements, it is not possible to ask
questions concerning what it means to be poor and how or whether
poverty can be compared between countries.

Even the most common method of measuring and comparing the level
of poverty in the European countries — which involves defining those
with less than 50 or 60 percent of the median income as poor (Bradshaw
and Finch 2003) — is problematic. Is poverty only about inequality of eco-
nomic resources? Is such a measure commensurable across different
countries and what kind of understanding of poverty underlies such a
method (see Article I)? The question of how to measure poverty is of im-
portance because poverty and the consequences of poverty are devastat-
ing. For example, UN statistics show that in the “developing world” 6.3
million children die of hunger related to poverty every year (United Na-



tions General Assembly 2001). In the rich countries, poverty is not re-
lated to starvation to the same extent. But poverty is still a problem, as it
is related to social exclusion and causes deterioration in health (Bradshaw
and Finch 2003; Hills et al. 2002; see also Article I). Furthermore, it is
first when it is defined and accurately measured that poverty can be un-
derstood in relation to other social phenomena in society, and it is first
then that effective policies to fight poverty can be put forward.

An apparent problem regarding the common view of crime is that the
media and the public in almost every Western country believe that crime
is becoming increasingly common and that the violence in society is
steadily getting worse (Estrada 2001; Estrada 2005; Mason 2003;
Pantazis 2000; Williams and Dickinson 1993), a belief that politicians of-
ten take advantage of (Garland 2001; Hagberg 2006; Tham 2001b). But
in most Western countries, there has not been any increase in the crime
rates since 1990 (Dolmén 2001; Nieuwbeerta 2002; van Dijk 1997; West-
felt 2001), and in the country most debated when it comes to crime, the
U.S., there has even been a decrease in the crime rate during the 1990s
(Blumstein and Wallman 2000a; Messner and Rosenfeld 2001; Rennison
2001). The use of violence also does not seem to be becoming more com-
mon or more serious. In a study using Swedish hospital data for the peri-
od 1974 to 2002, no increase in serious violence could be found (Estrada
2005). According to the British Crime Survey, violent crime in Britain
fell by 36 percent between 1995 and 2000 (Kershaw et al. 2001). A cor-
rect understanding of crime and the risk of victimization is important, be-
cause crime and fear of crime are serious problems, both on a societal
level and on the individual level. On the individual level, this is espe-
cially true for the poor, who are generally more afraid of crime and more
vulnerable when actually exposed to crime (cf. Lea and Young 1993).

The aim of this thesis is to investigate different aspects of poverty and
exposure to crime. The basis of the thesis is five independent papers that
focus on poverty and social exclusion, poverty in a comparative perspect-
ive, the relation between poverty and exposure to property crime, and the
relation between poverty and crime in a comparative perspective. The
main purpose of the introduction is to interpret the results of the articles
in relation to each other and to try to show how the results can be under-
stood from a theoretical perspective. From this, new hypotheses and pro-
posals for future studies can be developed.



Poverty

Poverty is a heavily discussed and complicated social phenomenon.
Saunders et al. (2002) counts no fewer than eight different ways of under-
standing and measuring poverty. However, viewed more abstractly, there
are two ways of understanding poverty, which in the scientific field of
poverty have been labelled absolute and relative poverty (Hallerod 1991).
The absolute way of understanding poverty involves an assumption that
absolute needs exist, independent of social relations, and that these needs
are based on objective knowledge about the human as a biological being.
The classic example of research conducted using an absolute understand-
ing is Rowntree’s (1902) investigation of poverty in York in 1899. To
define poverty, Rowntree estimated the amount of money needed to up-
hold physical subsistence in terms of a minimum of food, housing facilit-
ies and clothes."'

The official American poverty line is also based on an absolute under-
standing of poverty. The basis for setting the poverty line in the 1960s, as
part of President Johnson’s War on Poverty, was a study by Mollie Or-
shansky using the Department of Agriculture’s calculations of the lowest
required nutrient intake. Based on that information, Orshansky counted,
using different family weights, how much money one must have so as not
to be poor (Orshansky 1965; see also Brady 2003; Hallerod 1991).

In the 1960s in Britain, critique was taking form against an absolute
understanding of poverty. The background was that in the construction of
the British welfare system introduced after the Second World War, there
was an underlying understanding of poverty as absolute and related to
material needs such as nutrition, clothes and housing, etc. The question of
poverty was raised in discussions about the levels of contributions and
benefits when the mean-tested benefit system was to be replaced by a
universal flat-rate system. Sir William Beveridge, the most important
contributor to the design of the social security system and the settlement
of the benefit levels introduced in Britain after the Second World War,
claimed:

! Rowntree also measured what he called secondary poverty, defined as “families whose total earn-
ings would be sufficient for the maintenance or merely the physical efficiency were it not that some
portion of it is absorbed by other expenditure, either useful or wasteful” (the same quote is repeated
on page X, 87 and 115). The definition of secondary poverty relates to the possible living standard
and lifestyle of the working class in York in the end of the 19th century, and thus has relative char-
acteristics. As will be seen, this is more of a relative understanding of poverty (cf. Halleréd 1991).



“In considering the minimum income needed by
persons or working age for subsistence during
interruptions of earnings, it is sufficient to take
into account food, clothing, fuel, light and
household sundries, and rent, though some mar-
gins must be allowed for inefficiency in spend-
ing” (quote from Gordon and Pantazis 1997

page 9).

When the Beveridge report was published in 1942, principals and
some calculations were presented for how the future post-war social sys-
tem should be constructed and extended. But it was clearly established
that the level of contributions and benefits could not be set in terms of
money. The main reason was an assumption that the value level of money
would change in the transition to a peace economy and that “human sub-
sistence is to some extent a matter of judgement; estimates on this point
change with time, and generally, in a progressive community, change up-
wards” (Beveridge 1942 page 12). Thus, Beveridge had a relative under-
standing of the policy applications of the welfare system. But with the
prosperity, the development of a welfare state and the upheaval of the liv-
ing standard that followed the war, this formulation was forgotten, and
the needs that formed the basis for the system of social security were in-
creasingly met by British citizens, implying the belief that poverty had
been virtually eliminated. In the parliament, among commentators in the
media and among academics, poverty was an issue of the past (Townsend
1962).

In the 1960s, researchers argued that the understanding of poverty
must change and that poverty was indeed present in British society. The
reason, they argued, was that the level of living standard, including the
presumed development set up in the Beveridge report, was no longer rel-
evant to whether or not people were included in the society, and that the
concept of both poverty and subsistence must be related to the contem-
porary and particularly society in question(Gordon and Pantazis 1997;
Hallerdd 1991; Harris 1994; Veit-Wilson 1994). This can be illustrated
by the ethical saying used during wartime: “bread for everyone before
cake for anyone” (Harris 1994). But in the 1960s, bread or cake was no
longer enough to keep one out of poverty. The reason is that the 1950s
and 1960s were characterized as years of great economic expansion (Wee
1987). An economic expansion can only stem from an increase in the pro-



duction of commodities, both services and goods, promoting an increased
supply. The prerequisite for this is increased demand, for which increased
aspiration among individuals is necessary. The new level of aspiration
raises the level of needs for economic resources that is necessary to avoid
poverty (Passas 1997). Townsend argued that

“both ‘poverty’ and ‘subsistence’ are relative
concepts and that they can only be defined in re-
lation to the material and emotional resources
available at a particular time to the members
either of a particular society or different societ-
ies” (Townsend 1962 page 210).

Thus, according to Townsend and others, poverty should be under-
stood as a social phenomenon related to the context of a particular soci-
ety, and not as absolute timeless norms concerning various needs. Thus,
measuring the extent of poverty implies taking the particular society into
account.

Today, most researchers claim that poverty has to be understood in re-
lation to the actually society under study and that poverty is a relative so-
cial phenomenon. The relative understanding of poverty is also the offi-
cial perspective of poverty in the EU and UN. For example, The UN
definition of poverty is that poverty constitutes a “lack of basic capacity
to participate effectively in society” (Gordon et al. 2003).> From a re-
search perspective, a characteristic definition of the relative understand-
ing of poverty has been offered by Gordon and Pantazis (1997 page 9),
who write:

% Even though most social scientists today understand poverty as a relative social phenomenon, the
political debate as to whether an absolute or a relative understanding of poverty is the most plausible
is still hot. For example, the Economist (2005) recently argued that the European relative poverty has
unreasonable consequences, while the American absolute standard was considered sensible.



”People are not just physical beings, they are so-
cial beings. They have obligations as workers,
parents, neighbours, friends and citizens that
they are expected to meet and which they them-
selves want to meet. [...] Poverty can be defined
as where resources are so seriously below those
commanded by the average individual or family
that the ‘poor’ are, in effect, excluded from the
ordinary living patterns, customs and activities”.

Which of the two understandings is preferable? The complication of
an absolute understanding of poverty is that it assumes that poverty does
not vary across different societies. It is, furthermore, dubious to under-
stand poverty as only related to human biological needs and as something
that transcends the social relations in the society. As Hallerod (1991)
pointed out, even when poverty is defined in terms of minimum nutrient
requirements, this minimum level is still related to the surrounding soci-
ety. Thus, even the absolute understanding of poverty is in a sense relat-
ive. Townsend (1985) furthermore establishes that concepts such as hun-
ger and starvation are indeed widely open to interpretation. In the latter
instance, even the absolute understanding of poverty is relative. The dif-
ference between the relative and the absolute understanding of poverty is,
then, that the relative understanding changes as a function of context,
while the absolute understanding does not. But, given that all agree that
poverty is a social phenomenon, how reasonable is it to claim that a so-
cial phenomenon does not change when society changes? For example,
when Rowntree replicated his study for the third time in 1950, the abso-
lute poverty rate in York had decreased from about 20 percent to about 2
percent. It is not likely that the poverty measurements really measured the
same social phenomenon in 1899 and 1936° as they did in 1950. In the
case of the official American poverty line, it is obvious that having the
same criteria in the measurement of poverty for more than thirty years
undermines the validity of the measurement and ignores the implications
of economic, demographic and policy changes (Brady 2003).

The relative understanding of poverty, on the other hand, implies that
the separation of the poor from the non-poor is based on the assumption
that the poor lack the economic resources necessary to have an acceptable

3 1936 was the year of the second replication.



living standard in relation to contemporary society. With this understand-
ing, poverty has a meaning in a sociological sense, and the main focus is
related to the actual consequences of poverty, i.e. not being able to fully
participate in society due to lack of economic resources. The relative un-
derstanding also frames poverty as a sociological concept. It is actually
only with a relative understanding of poverty that poverty can be viewed
as a social phenomenon.

Poverty: Relative and Objective

There are limits to how relative a relative understanding of poverty can
be. As Sen (1983) pointed out, in the relative understanding of poverty,
there is a core that has an absolute character. To understand the relative
concept of poverty, this core has to be included in the understanding of
poverty. To do that, poverty must be viewed from three levels: the level
of resources, the level of capabilities and the level of function.

The function of poverty concerns social integration, i.e. being poor
means not being able to participate in society owing to a lack of econom-
ic resources, but it also concerns avoidance of starvation. It is the func-
tion of poverty that is the absolute core of poverty. When comparing
poverty across different societies, it is this level that is compared. Re-
sources are about what it takes to be able to participate in society. The
items and activities that are needed to participate in society may be and
most probably are different in different societies. Resources are, there-
fore, the relative part of the poverty concept. The level of resources fo-
cuses on whether enough resources are at hand to allow an individual to
function in society.

But having enough resources per se does not imply that poverty can be
avoided. The ability to actually transform resources is also important. For
example, different kinds of disabilities might demand more resources
than are generally needed to participate in society.

That poverty is relative with regard to resources, but absolute with re-
gard to functions is important because, as Sen (1983; 1985) has pointed
out, this view gives poverty an absolute character and bridges the relativ-
ity of poverty over to an objective social phenomenon. Furthermore, this
reasoning means that poverty cannot be related to inequality as such, or
even to injustices as such. A country with a high degree of income in-
equality per se does not have a higher poverty rate than does a country
with a low degree of income inequality. The concept of poverty is simply



about the clash between the norms for what it takes to be part of society
and the means to achieve/acquire those things. Townsend writes:

“the question is how far peoples are bound by
the same economic, trading, institutional and
cultural systems, how far they have similar
activities and customs and therefore similar
needs. Needs arise by virtue of the kind of soci-
ety to which individuals belong. Society im-
poses expectations, through its occupational,
educational, economic and other systems, and it
also creates wants, through its organization and
customs” (Townsend 1979 page 50).

Thus, an individual is poor in relation to the goals, values and norms
of the society. It is, furthermore, this understanding that links the theory
of poverty to a theory connected to crime and in prolongation exposure to
crime, ideas that will be presented below.

How to measure poverty — directly or indirectly?

Another dividing line regarding poverty is the question of how poverty
should be measured. There are two methods: indirect and direct measure-
ment of poverty. The difference between the two methods concerns the
level at which poverty should be measured: resources, capabilities or
functions. The indirect method measures poverty in terms of resources. It
is the amount of resources that affects one’s ability to avoid poverty. The
direct method measures the level of function. It is social integration in re-
lation to economic resources that is in focus. The indirect method often
focuses on the level of income, while the direct method focuses on the ac-
tual ability to consume goods and services (Ringen 1988).

But both methods of measurement have their weaknesses. The indirect
method has problems associated with measurement accuracy. It is prob-
lematic to measure incomes as a reflection of economic hardship, because
people may have incomes from the black market or relatives who provide
support in the form of economic and material resources. When using
cross-sectional data, the measurement of incomes also misses the aspect
of time. People who are defined as poor because of low income may have
savings and the timing of a low income is of importance to the con-



sequences that low income may entail (Hallerod 2000; see also Article I
and Article II). This problem can be parried by using longitudinal data.

It is also possible that sharing within households is unequal, implying
that a family with a high total income may have members who are poor
(Nyman 2002, Cantillon and Nolan 2001). In other words, the relation
between income and actual resources is problematic. The indirect meas-
urement also has problems associated with the individual’s ability to ac-
tually transform resources when these are at hand. As mentioned, some
people need more resources to be able to participate in society owing to
their different circumstances. When only income is measured, this aspect
will not be taken into consideration.

The direct method also has problems regarding individual preferences.
It is possible that, when measuring poverty on the function level, i.e. the
ability to consume socially necessary items and activities, variations in
expectations and priorities blur the measurement (Halleréd 2005; McKay
2004, Article II). It is reasonable to ask whether people who prioritize
luxury consumption above basic consumption should be defined as poor.
And the opposite may also be the case. Hallerdd (2005) found that people
with limited economic resources are more likely to say that they do not
want various consumable items. Another weakness, mentioned by Ringen
(1988), associated with direct measurement is lack of useable data. It is
quite common that studies discuss poverty from a direct perspective, but
actually measure it indirectly, using income, due to a lack of data, which
of course is problematic (Ringen 1988). One of the strengths of the art-
icles presented here is the access to data that enable measurement of
poverty both directly and indirectly.

According to Ringen (1988), choice of measurement depends on one’s
theoretical (or ideological, as he also writes) understanding of poverty.
Indirect measurement is associated with the principal of equality of op-
portunities, while direct measurement is associated with outcomes and
how people in fact live. In this thesis, poverty is understood as the inabil-
ity to be part of the ordinary lifestyle in society, due to a lack of econom-
ic resources. The measurement of poverty in this thesis is therefore a dir-
ect one, focusing on lifestyle. This is accomplished by measuring con-
sumption of socially perceived necessities, both goods and activities. For
poverty to be at hand, not consuming some of the goods or not engaging
in some of the activities must be caused by a lack of economic resources.
In this way, the problem of preferences is reduced. However, there may
still be systematic bias affecting the measurement of poverty (Hallerod



2005; see the present articles for a more detailed description of the meas-
urement of poverty, in particular Article II).
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Table 1: The understanding of poverty
Direct Indirect

Relative X

Absolute

It is important to keep clear that there is no relation between the two
dividing lines per se. It is possible to have a relative understanding and
measure poverty indirectly as well as directly. Likewise, it is possible to
have an absolute understanding of poverty and measure poverty directly
as well as indirectly. My position is, thus, a relative understanding of
poverty combined with direct measurement of poverty, as indicated by
the mark in Table 1.

To sum up, poverty is a condition of being unable to participate in an
acceptable way in society. Hence, poverty is clearly related to material
and economic resources, which in turn may have meaning for other
spheres.

Exposure to Crime

Before discussing exposure to crime, what is meant by crime must be dis-
cussed. Crime is obviously a problematic phenomenon, because what
criminal behaviour is in every case is a matter of definition. Furthermore,
what a criminal act is and what it is not is constantly changing and is dif-
ferent in different societies. It was not long ago that forcible sexual inter-
course with one’s wife was not considered a crime (for example in Eng-
land, it was first in 1991 that husbands lost immunity from marital rape,
see e.g. Muncie 2001), and for example in Britain, use of physical force
in the process of training and controlling children is not considered a
crime, while it is in Sweden. Over the course of time, a given act may
even change from being considered a duty to being criminal. It was a
duty for the guards and soldiers in East Germany to shoot and kill East
Germans who tried to flee over the Berlin wall. After the reunification in
1989, these shootings have been considered crimes, and some of the
“shooters” have been prosecuted for their acts (Fattah 1997). We must
have a principal for understanding what crime is, so that a demarcation
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can be made between what constitutes crime victimization and what does
not.

Just as with poverty, there are many ways of defining and understand-
ing crime. In an exposition of definitions, Muncie (2001) mentions as
many as eleven different definitions of crime. But when investigating the
literature that discusses what crime is (e.g., Christie 2005; Fattah 1997;
Lea and Young 1993; Muncie 2001), three axes can be crystallized on
which most specific definitions can be placed. I define these axes as the
legal view, the ideological view and the interactionistic view. The legal
view defines acts that are legally established as criminalized as crimes.
This kind of definition is often more of a practical demarcation made to
improve the selection of crimes that can be reliably defined in an empiric-
al study (see, e.g., Estrada 1998) than an etiological understanding of
crime. The ideological view has its foundation in the notion of who has
sufficient power to define acts as criminal deviance, and that laws are
defined from the viewpoint of maintaining power in society (Chambliss
1975; Taylor et al. 1975). It may be stressed, for example, that those who
have control over the means of production also, when needed, have suffi-
cient resources to pressure politicians to legislate laws to protect their
own interests, and that laws sometimes protect the general superiority that
men have over women. From an interactionistic view, the definition of
crimes depends on the moral values that are created in all interactions
between individuals in the society. According to this view, acts that are
defined as criminal are determined at the grass-root level in society. Laws
grow, so to speak, from the bottom of the society up to the statue book.

Our understanding of the relation between the individual and society
is another important division regarding the understanding of crime. The
classical criminological view refers to the idea put forward by Beccaria,
Hobbes, Rousseau, Bentham and others that society can be understood as
a contract between individuals (Hauge 1990). The standpoint is that the
actions of human beings may be understood as a balance between search-
ing for pleasure and experiencing pain by performing actions that are
sanctioned in some way. In the “state of nature”, sanctions stem from
force and violence, which makes life brutal and short. To overcome this
state, an agreement has to be made between the individuals who regulate
sanctions. That agreement is the social contract, the aim of which is to
protect the individual by creating order through common rules. The other
side of the social contract is that the individual has to sacrifice some of its
individuality to the collective, and that the amount of pleasure is restric-
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ted. Committing crime is understood as a pleasure for the individual, and
what holds him/her back is the pain caused by the sanctions. The offender
then calculates the pleasure of committing the crime in relation to the
pain caused by societal sanctions, if caught by the sanction system. In this
view, committing crime is the natural state, while it is the mechanism of
control set up by society that is of interest (Gottfredson and Hirschi 1990;
Hirschi 1969). This view of criminality may be viewed as the pull ver-
sion, i.e. the society pulls the individual into the collective, and it is a lack
of mechanisms to pull the individual into the society that underlies crim-
inal activity.

The other view is more of a push model, which primarily understands
human beings as social animals and which takes for granted human so-
ciality. There is no need for a social contract; the bond in the social com-
munity creates a collective consciousness concerning moral values and
rules. To commit a crime is to “compromise acts universally condemned
by the members of each society”, as Durkheim (1997/1893 page 33-34)
once put it. With this view, people want to be integrated into the society.
The question is: Why do people commit crime? And the answer is often
sought in how the society is structured (see, e.g., Merton 1938; Merton
1967; Taylor et al. 1975; Young 1999). It is mechanisms in society that
push the offender to commit crime.

All of these views are of importance. If laws are not backed by moral
values from the bottom, i.e. if some laws are constantly broken, then the
law is no law in reality. Many laws are clearly based on some kind of
power relation, and using a legalistic definition as a demarcation for what
is a crime and what is not is both practical and relevant. Moreover, con-
trol and sanction systems are of importance and must be taken into con-
sideration, but it is a hopeless task to try to understand an individual indi-
vidually in the absence of sociality. Thus, the theory of the social contract
and the human being as an individual who maximizes pleasure in relation
to individuality (that is not related to the society) must be rejected. In-
stead we must understand crime as a deviant behaviour in relation to the
common norms of society. The crimes that are in focus in this thesis (ex-
posure to violence, threat and property crime) are defined as crimes from
both a legalistic and an interactionistic view. They are defined as crimes
both in the statue book and among a majority of the population. It may be
argued that power relations have also caused the act under investigation
to be defined as a crime, but that is less obvious and relatively far-
fetched. To put forward a simplistic model, the crimes used in the thesis
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fall into Durkheim’s (1964) description of crime as a social fact, and that
an act is criminal if it offends vital and well-defined states of the collect-
1ve consciousness.

The Victim of Crime

Then what about victims of crime? Lindgren et al. (2005 page 18) writes
that “anyone can become a victim of crime, and that nearly all crimes res-
ults in victims, regardless of whether the crime is reported to the authorit-
ies and a suspect is apprehended or other action is taken by the justice
system”. This view is in a sense true. Many people have at some time
been exposed to some kind of crime. Every year about 25 percent of the
Swedish population lives in a household that has been exposed to prop-
erty crime during that year, and about 8 percent have been exposed to vi-
olence and/or threats during the same amount of time (H&ll 2004). But
even though exposure to crime is quite common, the probability of being
exposed to crime is not equally distributed in the society. It is well
known, for example, that poor people are more exposed than the general
population, that the young are more exposed than the elderly, that ethnic
minorities are more exposed than the majority population, etc. (see, e.g.,
Fattah 1989; Mawby and Walklate 1994; Nilsson and Estrada 2003;
Pantazis and Gordon 1997; Smith and Jarjoura 1989; see also Article I1I,
IV and V). Moreover, the extent of exposure to crime is concentrated
among a small group of individuals. Carlstedt emphasized that in Sweden
about 40 percent of the crimes reported in the survey ULF (Statistics
Sweden Survey of Living Condition) are perpetrated against 4 percent the
population, a pattern that, according to Carlstedt, is similar in other com-
parable countries (Carlstedt 2004). There is, in other words, a clear pat-
tern regarding the risks of being exposed to crime.

How can this pattern be explained? The most used theoretical explana-
tion of victimization, the routine activity theory, has its roots in common
criminological questions and starts from the view that it is the interaction
between the offender and the victim that is in focus (Cohen and Felson
1979; Hindelang et al. 1978). The major question for Cohen and Felson
(1979) was why crime rates increased in all Western countries during the
golden age of economic prosperity between 1945 and 1975 — a period
characterized by full employment, a decrease in conflicts and segregation,
and a general increase in prosperity among ordinary people. Traditional
criminological theories associate crime with inequality, unemployment,
cultural conflicts, segregation, etc. (Miethe et al. 1991). Thus, the in-
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crease in crime rates during the golden age contradicts the traditional the-
ories. Cohen and Felson (1979) argued that the growing prosperity re-
structured people’s lives such that interaction with presumptive offenders
increased. Together with the increased opportunity to buy items worth
stealing as a result of the increase in prosperity, and the heighten problem
of guarding one’s property following the restructuring of people’s lives,
the crime rate increased*. The conclusion was that for a crime to occur,
three elements are presumed to exist: 1) motivated victims, 2) suitable
targets and 3) the absence of a capable guardian.

The addition made by Hindelang et al. (1978) is that there has to be an
occasion on which offender and victim intersect with each other, and that
these occasions differ depending on structural constraints and role expect-
ations, which are in turn dependent on structural factors such as age,
gender, class, etc. According to the precondition outlined by Cohen and
Felson, and Hindelang et al., the kind of lifestyle and daily routine activit-
ies a person has affect the risk of becoming a victim of crime.

The other dominant explanation for the patterning of victimization of
crime takes it’s point of departure in geographical units. According to
these theories, it is the proximity of crime situations that can explain the
patterning of victimization and the fact that certain segregated areas have
h