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Abstract: Place-based collaborations are widely used to improve safety and local economic
conditions, but the evidence base regarding their effectiveness remains conceptually
fragmented. We use an institutional framework based on three design dimensions — who
controls resources, the degree of formalization, and the mode of coordination — to classify major
place-based collaboration models into four categories: (1) integrated collaborations; (2) police-
centered interventions; (3) school-based programs; and (4) community-based initiatives.
Synthesizing international evidence on these categories, we find that more formalized and
resource-coordinated models, particularly integrated and police-centered interventions, show
more consistent crime-reducing effects. However, this pattern partly reflects evaluability
differences, as less formal, community-based initiatives are harder to assess using standard
causal methods. We argue that outcomes depend on both institutional design and the type of
collective action problem addressed, and outline implications for future research emphasizing
institutional analysis, a greater focus on economic outcome measures, and design-aware
evaluation strategies. The review offers an organizing framework and consolidated evidence to
guide researchers and practitioners on what works, under what conditions, and why.
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1. Introduction

Vulnerable neighborhoods perceived as being “left behind” have attracted renewed attention in
both policy and research. Such areas are often characterized by concentrated poverty and crime,
with consequences for individual life opportunities (Sen, 2001), perceived safety, and local
economic development (Hipp et al., 2019). In response, place-based policies—defined by the
OECD (2025) as intentionally spatially targeted policies intended to improve long-term
economic development and well-being—have gained increasing prominence.

Although there is no universal solution to the problems facing vulnerable areas, collaboration
among public, private, and civil-society actors is a recurring component of place-based policy.
We use the term place-based collaboration to denote coordinated efforts by multiple actors to
improve conditions within a defined area (cf. The Swedish National Board of Housing, Building
and Planning, 2021).! Examples include Business Improvement Districts (BIDs), focused
deterrence programs, school-based interventions such as KiVa, and resident-led neighborhood
watch initiatives.

From an institutional perspective, place-based collaboration can be understood as a
configuration of rules, roles, and resource flows that structures how actors jointly produce
safety and local development. Such collaborations constitute polycentric arrangements
operating within existing legal, fiscal, and administrative frameworks (Aligica & Tarko, 2012;
Ostrom, 2010). Recent contributions describe polycentricity as an adaptive framework in which
diverse institutions can respond to changing conditions (Rayamajhee & Paniagua, 2021) and
address collective action problems spanning multiple, overlapping scales through co-
production among public, private, and civic actors (Paniagua & Rayamajhee, 2022). Research
on local public administration also illustrates how internal coordination structures shape
collective responses to cross-cutting policy problems (Roggero & Thiel, 2018). Place-based
collaborations similarly pool resources and knowledge but lack clear efficiency signals such as
prices, making goal alignment, responsibility, and accountability central challenges (Hayek,
1945). Broader participation may enhance legitimacy, local knowledge, and capacity while also
complicating decision-making and weakening accountability.

The evidence on place-based collaborations is fragmented across economics, criminology,
urban planning, and related fields. Studies are typically organized around particular sectors or
program labels and range from qualitative case studies and process evaluations to experimental
and quasi-experimental impact evaluations. This fragmentation makes it difficult to compare
interventions or determine whether differences in their outcomes reflect program content,
institutional design, implementation conditions, or evaluability. To our knowledge, previous
research has not provided a systematic institutional framework for explaining why place-based

!'In Sweden, the concept (platsbaserad samverkan) is already established. It has gained renewed attention
following a recent government inquiry proposing legislation that would allow property owners to be required to
pay a mandatory fee to support collaborative programs aimed at increasing local safety (SOU 2025:5). This
legislation went into effect in August 2026.



collaborations emerge, which organizational forms they take, and how their institutional
features relate to their effectiveness.

We start from the premise that place-based collaborations must address different collective
action problems, including coordination failures, enforcement deficits, norm formation, and
weak collective engagement. These problems create different organizational requirements.
Building on institutional economics, we conceptualize collaborations along three dimensions:
control over resources (Ostrom, 1990; Williamson, 1985), degree of formalization (Greif, 2006;
North, 1990), and mode of coordination among actors (Ostrom, 1990). Together, these
dimensions capture who has the capacity to act, how predictable and enforceable the rules are,
and how participating actors interact.

Empirically, we identify ten established program models and classify them into four broad
categories: integrated collaborations, police-centered interventions, school-based programs,
and community-based initiatives. We then review evidence on their effects in three domains:
crime and safety, local business activity, and place attractiveness. Extending the analysis
beyond crime is important because safety, economic activity, and neighborhood development
are interdependent. Crime imposes costs on firms and residents, discourages investment, and
may reduce local demand (Rosenthal & Ross, 2010; Wilcox et al., 2018), while economic
conditions shape both opportunities and incentives for offending (Becker, 1968; Cohen &
Felson, 1979). Place-based interventions may therefore influence broader economic and spatial
outcomes even when crime reduction is their primary objective.

The evidence indicates that institutional design shapes both program effects and the strength of
the evidence through which those effects are observed. More formalized models with
centralized or pooled resources generally produce clearer and more measurable crime-reduction
effects. Programs operating through norm formation, voluntary participation, or informal social
control generate more heterogeneous outcomes that may emerge gradually and prove harder to
evaluate. Evidence concerning business activity and place attractiveness is limited across most
program categories, with BIDs providing the principal exception.

The article contributes an organizing framework that connects localized collective action
problems to institutional design, observed outcomes, and evaluability. By shifting attention
from program labels to underlying governance structures, it integrates previously separate
strands of research and provides a basis for comparing interventions across sectors and contexts.
The framework helps explain not only whether place-based collaborations work, but why their
effects and evidentiary foundations vary.

2. Place-Based Collaboration — an institutional framework

2.1. An integrated approach to crime and economic outcomes

Place-based collaborations are often evaluated primarily in terms of crime reduction and safety.
From a local development perspective, however, crime, safety, and economic conditions are
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interdependent. Crime affects business activity, consumer behavior, property values, and
neighborhood trajectories (Cook & MacDonald, 2011; Fe & Sanfelice, 2022; Hipp et al., 2019),
while local economic conditions shape opportunities for offending, informal guardianship, and
institutional capacity (Branic & Hipp, 2018; Brinkman & Mok-Lamme, 2019; Khanna et al.,
2021). Interventions targeting safety may therefore generate wider economic and spatial effects,
while changes in local economic activity may influence crime.

Becker’s (1968) economic model conceptualizes offending as shaped by expected benefits,
risks, and opportunity costs. Employment opportunities, income, and future economic prospects
may raise the opportunity cost of crime, whereas commercial activity and concentrations of
potential targets can increase its expected benefits (Chalfin & McCrary, 2017; Edmark, 2005).
Routine activity theory complements this perspective by emphasizing how pedestrian flows,
land use, and commercial activity shape the convergence of offenders, targets, and guardians
(Cohen & Felson, 1979). Commercial environments can simultaneously create crime
opportunities and strengthen informal guardianship through increased visibility and more “eyes
on the street” (Jacobs, 1961; Weisburd, 2015).

Social disorganization theory adds a longer-term institutional perspective by emphasizing
neighborhood stability, social cohesion, and informal social control (Shaw & McKay, 1942).
Research on collective efficacy and neighborhood change suggests that crime and economic
conditions may evolve through reciprocal feedback processes (Boggess & Hipp, 2016; Hipp,
2010; Sampson, 2012). Institutional fragmentation and disinvestment may reinforce cycles of
crime and decline, whereas coordinated local institutions may support safety, investment, and
place attractiveness. Together, these perspectives indicate that place-based collaboration should
be evaluated across interconnected social, economic, and spatial outcomes.

2.2. Institutional theory: Collective action problems in place-based
collaboration

Place-based collaboration can be understood as a form of polycentric governance in which
partly autonomous public, private, and civic actors operate within a shared institutional
environment (Aligica & Tarko, 2012; Ostrom, 2010). Wagner (2016) describes such
governance as ‘“‘entangled”: actors continuously shape one another’s opportunities and
constraints rather than operating through a single hierarchy. Place-based collaboration is
therefore not a discrete intervention detached from its surroundings, but a governance
arrangement embedded within wider legal, fiscal, and administrative systems. Recent work
likewise highlights polycentricity as an adaptive framework in which diverse institutions can
respond to changing conditions (Rayamajhee & Paniagua, 2021), including collective action
problems operating across multiple and overlapping scales (Paniagua & Rayamajhee, 2022).

Institutional rules determine who participates, how decisions are made, and how costs,
authority, and responsibilities are allocated. Differences in these rules-in-use can affect both
outcomes and legitimacy (Ostrom, 2010; Ostrom et al., 1994). They are particularly important
because place-based collaborations address collective action problems. Multiple actors may
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share an interest in reducing crime or improving local attractiveness but remain unable to
coordinate because resources are dispersed, incentives diverge, and responsibility is unclear
(Hayek, 1945; Olson, 1965; Ostrom, 1990).

The nature of the collective action problem varies. Some collaborations address enforcement
deficits requiring rapid and credible action. Others coordinate interdependent investments,
services, and planning decisions, while still others seek to change social norms or strengthen
informal social control over time. These problems create different institutional requirements:
hierarchy may facilitate enforcement, networks may coordinate interdependent actors, and
norm-based arrangements may support behavioral change and collective engagement.

We therefore conceptualize place-based collaborations along three institutional dimensions:
control over resources, degree of formalization, and mode of coordination. These dimensions
capture who has the capacity to act, how predictable and enforceable the rules are, and how
actors coordinate in practice. They provide a common framework for comparing programs that
otherwise belong to separate policy and research traditions.

2.3. Who controls resources?

Control over resources affects incentives, transaction costs, and the capacity for collective
action (Ostrom, 1990; Williamson, 1985). In place-based collaborations, resources may be
centralized within a public authority, pooled among participating actors, or distributed through
voluntary contributions. These arrangements differ in their ability to mobilize funding, allocate
responsibility, and mitigate free riding.

Centralized resources can support rapid and coordinated action but may limit local influence.
Pooled arrangements tie contributions to shared decision-making and can support sustained
collaboration, while decentralized and voluntary arrangements offer flexibility but may struggle
to mobilize and maintain collective effort. Resource control therefore shapes both the scale of
intervention and the capacity of participating actors to pursue agreed objectives.

2.4. Degree of formalization?

Formalization refers to the extent to which rules, roles, and responsibilities are codified and
enforceable. Formal institutions reduce uncertainty, structure expectations, and facilitate
monitoring and accountability (Greif, 2006; North, 1990). Place-based collaborations range
from legally mandated arrangements with defined governance structures to loosely organized
initiatives based primarily on informal agreements and social norms.

Greater formalization can clarify responsibilities and make collective efforts more predictable
and durable. It can also create rigidity, administrative costs, and barriers to local adaptation.
Informal arrangements may draw more effectively on trust, shared norms, and local knowledge,
but can be harder to sustain when participation is voluntary or responsibility remains diffuse.



Formalization thus involves a trade-off between predictability and flexibility rather than a
simple progression from weaker to stronger governance.

2.5. Mode of coordination

The mode of coordination describes how actors align their decisions and actions. Three broad
mechanisms are particularly relevant: hierarchical authority, network-based negotiation, and
norm-based coordination (Ostrom, 2010). Hierarchies rely on command and clearly allocated
authority, making them well suited to enforcement and rapid response. Networks coordinate
interdependent actors through negotiation, information sharing, and joint decision-making.
Norm-based arrangements depend on shared values, peer influence, and informal social control.
The importance of coordination structures is illustrated by Roggero and Thiel (2018), who show
how differences in formal and informal coordination within local administrations shape
collective responses to cross-cutting problems. Although their analysis concerns climate
adaptation, the underlying coordination problem is also relevant to place-based collaboration,
where organizationally distinct actors must manage interdependencies across policy domains.

Place-based collaborations commonly combine the mechanisms, but their relative importance
varies. Police-centered interventions rely primarily on hierarchy; integrated collaborations
make greater use of networks and formal joint decision-making; and school- or community-
based programs rely more heavily on norm formation. The dominant coordination mechanism
affects both how an intervention operates and which types of collective action problems it can
address.

2.6. Linking institutional design to outcomes

The three dimensions jointly shape implementation, outcomes, and evaluability. Formalized
arrangements with centralized or pooled resources and structured coordination may be better
equipped to produce visible short-term effects, particularly where the central problem concerns
enforcement or coordination. Decentralized and norm-based initiatives may instead operate
through gradual changes in behavior, trust, or informal social control.

Differences in reported effectiveness may consequently reflect both substantive impacts and
differences in observability. Evaluating what works therefore requires attention not only to
program content, but also to the institutional structures through which resources are mobilized,
decisions are made, and collective action is sustained.

3. Literature Review and Program Classification

The review proceeds in four steps, summarized in Figure 1. It is not a formal systematic review
in the PRISMA sense, but a structured and theory-informed mapping of evidence. First,
searches of the academic and grey literature, supplemented by backward and forward citation
tracking, identified ten established program models that organize collaboration among multiple
actors to address localized collective action problems. Second, we classified these models
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according to their institutional features. Third, we reviewed the available evaluation literature
associated with each model. Finally, we synthesized the evidence by relating institutional
design to observed outcomes in crime and safety, local economic activity, and place
attractiveness.

Figure 1 about here

The three dimensions outlined in Section 2—resource control, degree of formalization, and
mode of coordination—allow us to classify the ten program models into four broad categories:
integrated collaborations, police-centered interventions, school-based programs, and
community-based initiatives. This approach treats programs not as unique cases or black boxes,
but as configurations of institutional rules and mechanisms that can be specified, compared,
and evaluated (Rossi et al., 2004; Ostrom, 2010). Table 1 summarizes the resulting typology.

Table 1 about here

The four categories represent distinct institutional responses to collective action problems.
Integrated collaborations combine pooled or coordinated resources with formal governance
across multiple actors. Police-centered interventions rely primarily on centralized authority and
hierarchical coordination. School-based programs use established organizational structures to
support norm-based coordination over time, while community-based initiatives depend more
heavily on voluntary participation, decentralized resources, and informal norms.

These differences also affect evaluability. Highly formalized programs with centralized or
pooled resources tend to produce more visible and measurable short-term outcomes. The effects
of decentralized and norm-based initiatives may be slower, more diffuse, and harder to capture
using standard evaluation methods. Differences in the available evidence should therefore not
be interpreted solely as differences in effectiveness. Table 2 summarizes the programs and their
evidence base, after which each category is examined in greater detail.

Table 2 about here

3.1. Integrated place-based programs

Integrated place-based programs represent the most formalized and rule-bound form of local
collaboration. They typically combine stable organizational structures, explicit responsibilities,
routinized information flows, and dedicated or coordinated resources across public, private, and
civil-society actors. These features can reduce coordination failures and support sustained
action, but may also limit inclusiveness and adaptability when public-sector or commercial
priorities dominate. Compared with other forms of place-based collaboration, both their effects
and their implementation tend to be relatively well documented.



3.1.1. Focused deterrence programs

Focused deterrence programs target serious crime among chronic offenders, particularly gangs
and criminal networks (Braga & Kennedy, 2021). Law enforcement agencies, social services,
probation authorities, schools, and community representatives coordinate a message combining
deterrence and support: further violence will trigger concentrated sanctions, while participants
are offered social, educational, and employment-related assistance. A central component is the
“call-in,” through which this message is communicated directly to individuals and groups
considered at high risk of involvement in violence (Kennedy, 2006).

Institutionally, focused deterrence represents a highly formalized and centrally coordinated
arrangement in which multiple agencies align their actions to produce a credible signal. The
most prominent example is Group Violence Intervention (GVI), although similar approaches
have also been applied to open-air drug markets (Kennedy, 2008; Kennedy & Wong, 2009;
Rostami et al., 2023). Meta-analyses indicate reductions in firearm violence of around 25
percent and in drug-related crime of roughly one-third, with limited evidence of displacement
(Braga et al., 2018; Makarios & Pratt, 2012; Rostami et al., 2023). However, effectiveness
depends on implementation fidelity and perceived legitimacy, and overly punitive
implementation may be counterproductive (Griffiths & Christian, 2015).

3.1.2. Business Improvement Districts

Business Improvement Districts (BIDs) are geographically defined collaborations in which
businesses and/or property owners collectively finance and govern improvements in a
commercial area through a mandatory or voluntary levy (Peel & Lloyd, 2005). BID
organizations commonly provide services such as security, maintenance, place management,
and improvements to public space, while coordinating businesses, municipalities, police,
transport authorities, and civil-society actors. Through greater pedestrian activity,
environmental maintenance, and informal guardianship, they seek to strengthen both safety and
local economic attractiveness, consistent with Jacobs’ (1961) “eyes on the street” logic
(MacDonald et al., 2010; Han et al., 2017).

Institutionally, BIDs combine decentralized local control with stable, earmarked resources and
formal governance, creating semi-autonomous nodes within a broader polycentric system. Most
quantitative evaluations report reductions in crime (Moir et al., 2024), including estimated
decreases of 12 percent in robbery and 8 percent in violent crime in Los Angeles (MacDonald
et al., 2010). Some studies nevertheless find increased crime risks, potentially because greater
activity also increases target density (Clutter et al., 2019). This illustrates a central trade-off:
measures that increase economic activity may also create additional crime opportunities unless
accompanied by sufficient guardianship.

3.1.3. Communities That Care (CTC)

Communities That Care (CTC) is a long-term prevention framework through which
municipalities, schools, police, social services, healthcare providers, parents, and community
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organizations coordinate interventions targeting youth risk behaviors (Hawkins & Catalano,
1992). Rather than prescribing a single intervention, CTC uses recurring local data to identify
risk and protective factors and select evidence-based measures suited to local conditions
(Hawkins et al., 2018).

CTC combines relatively high formalization with decentralized multi-actor coordination.
Standardized assessments and planning procedures provide a shared basis for decision-making,
while implementation remains locally adapted and distributed across participating
organizations. Experimental and longitudinal evidence indicates that CTC can reduce youth
delinquency and related outcomes, including adolescent handgun carrying (Hawkins et al.,
2018; Rowhani-Rahbar et al., 2023). Direct evidence on economic outcomes is lacking,
although improvements in safety, stability, and youth development may generate indirect local
benefits.

3.1.4. Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design (CPTED)

Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design (CPTED) seeks to reduce crime
opportunities by modifying the built environment and the management of public space (Cozens
& Love, 2015). Measures such as improved lighting, visibility, maintenance, access control,
and surveillance are commonly incorporated into urban planning, housing management,
commercial development, and broader place-management initiatives (The Swedish National
Board of Housing, Building and Planning, 2024; Brottsforebyggande Rédet 2025). The
underlying logic is that environmental design can influence offender decision-making and
strengthen informal guardianship by increasing visibility, territoriality, and the perceived risk
of detection (Clarke, 2005).

CPTED relies on distributed governance among planners, municipalities, property owners,
businesses, and local managers. It is often formalized through planning standards but less
centrally coordinated than the other integrated models and is commonly embedded within
broader strategies such as BIDs or municipal safety programs. Meta-analyses indicate that
improved street lighting reduces crime by roughly one-fifth, while CCTV also produces crime-
reducing effects (Farrington & Welsh, 2002; Welsh & Farrington, 2009). Causal identification
is nevertheless difficult because CPTED measures are frequently implemented as part of
broader intervention packages (Cozens & Love, 2015). Despite plausible links to improved
local economic conditions and place attractiveness, these outcomes have not been directly
evaluated.

3.2. Police-centered interventions

Police-centered interventions concentrate enforcement resources in high-crime locations and
are typically grounded in situational crime prevention. Institutionally, they combine centralized
authority, vertically controlled resources, and strong enforcement capacity. Although other
actors may participate, coordination generally remains anchored in the police organization.
These features enable rapid responses and relatively robust short-term crime reduction, but
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provide less capacity to reshape broader neighborhood conditions. Effectiveness also depends
heavily on implementation quality and procedural legitimacy.

3.2.1. Hot Spots Policing

Hot spots policing concentrates police presence and enforcement in small geographic areas with
disproportionately high levels of crime (Weisburd, 2015). Strategies are typically guided by
crime mapping and may include intensified patrols, increased officer visibility, and targeted
enforcement in micro-locations such as street corners, transit hubs, or commercial corridors
(Braga et al., 2019). While some applications involve collaboration with businesses,
municipalities, or property owners, operational authority generally remains centralized within
the police organization.

Meta-analyses indicate that hot spots policing reduces crime by roughly one-fifth on average,
with particularly strong effects on violent offenses (Braga et al., 2014, 2019; Turchan & Braga,
2024). Rather than simply displacing crime, these effects may diffuse into surrounding areas
(Bowers et al., 2011; Higginson et al., 2014). No studies have directly assessed the economic
effects of hot spots policing, although reduced concentrations of crime could plausibly generate
indirect benefits for local property values and economic activity.

3.2.2. Problem-Oriented Policing (POP)

Problem-Oriented Policing (POP) is an analytical strategy for identifying and addressing the
underlying causes of recurring crime and disorder (Goldstein, 1990). It is commonly
operationalized through the SARA model—Scanning, Analysis, Response, and Assessment—
which emphasizes iterative problem identification, intervention, and evaluation (Hinkle et al.,
2020). Responses may combine targeted enforcement with environmental redesign, regulatory
changes, or collaboration with municipalities, schools, property owners, and businesses.

Institutionally, POP combines centralized police authority with more decentralized and
adaptive coordination than conventional enforcement strategies. Meta-analyses indicate
average crime reductions of approximately 20-30 percent, particularly when the full SARA
process is implemented (Braga et al., 2019, 2024; Hinkle et al., 2020; Keenan, 2025). Outcomes
depend on the quality of the initial analysis, the appropriateness of the response, and
coordination with relevant stakeholders. As with hot spots policing, direct evidence on
economic outcomes is currently lacking.

3.3. School-based and norm-shaping interventions

School-based programs use established organizational structures to influence behavior, social
norms, and peer relations over time. Institutionally, they combine formalized routines and
embedded school resources with norm-based coordination among students, staff, and
sometimes external actors. Schools provide continuity and organizational legitimacy, but the
effects of these programs may emerge gradually and their reach beyond the school environment
is often limited.
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3.3.1. Mentors in Violence Prevention (MVP)

Mentors in Violence Prevention (MVP) is a school-based program centered on bystander
intervention and peer influence (Katz, 2018). Older students are trained to lead discussions and
exercises with younger students on violence, bullying, harassment, gender norms, and abusive
behavior. Through practical scenarios, participants learn to recognize harmful situations and
intervene safely as active bystanders (Katz et al., 2011). The program is integrated into school
routines and may involve collaboration with social services, police, parents, and civil-society
organizations.

Institutionally, MVP relies less on formalized inter-organizational governance and pooled
resources than on pedagogical routines and norm-based coordination within the school. This
may support sustained preventive work by strengthening empathy, self-efficacy, and
willingness to intervene (Katz, 2018; Storer et al., 2015). Its limited reach beyond the school
setting, however, constrains its capacity to affect broader neighborhood conditions directly.

Evaluations indicate improvements in attitudes toward violence and gender norms, as well as
greater confidence in bystander intervention (Cissner, 2009; Katz et al., 2011; Ward, 2002).
Evidence of changes in actual behavior and spillovers to younger students is weaker, with some
studies finding no statistically significant effects among mentees (Butler et al., 2024). Evidence
concerning long-term effects on serious violence or crime also remains limited, partly because
evaluations commonly rely on self-reported attitudes and short follow-up periods. No studies
have examined economic outcomes or broader place attractiveness.

3.3.2. KiVa

KiVa is a structured anti-bullying program developed in Finland that combines universal
prevention with targeted responses to specific incidents (Kérni et al., 2011). It uses classroom
lessons, teacher training, and defined intervention procedures to change group dynamics, reduce
passive acceptance of bullying, and strengthen peer support for victims (Huitsing et al., 2020).
Designated school teams investigate reported incidents and monitor implementation and
outcomes.

KiVa represents a more formalized variant of norm-based prevention than MVP, combining
standardized procedures and defined organizational roles with interventions directed at peer
norms. A large randomized controlled trial found significant reductions in bullying and
victimization, and subsequent evaluations have reported positive effects across different
national contexts (Huitsing et al., 2020; Kéarné et al., 2011; Nocentini & Menesini, 2016).
Outcomes nevertheless depend on sustained implementation and adherence to program design
(Finnish Education Evaluation Centre, 2020). Although bullying victimization is associated
with later violent and antisocial behavior, studies have not directly established whether KiVa
reduces serious violence or criminal offending. Nor has the program’s effect on economic
outcomes or broader place attractiveness been evaluated.
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3.4. Community-based interventions

Community-based interventions seek to strengthen informal social control, trust, and
guardianship by mobilizing residents and other local actors. They represent the least formalized
category of place-based collaboration, relying primarily on voluntary participation, distributed
resources, shared norms, and informal accountability. These features can provide local
knowledge, legitimacy, and adaptability, but also make the programs vulnerable to declining
participation, diffuse responsibility, and limited organizational durability.

3.4.1. Neighborhood Watch

Neighborhood Watch programs mobilize residents to increase informal surveillance and
cooperate with police and other local actors to prevent crime (Holloway et al., 2008).
Participants are typically encouraged to observe and report suspicious activity, improve home
security, share information, and strengthen collective vigilance. Programs may also use
neighborhood meetings, signage, communication networks, and community activities to
reinforce local trust and social cohesion.

Institutionally, Neighborhood Watch is a low-formality, citizen-led arrangement based on
voluntary participation and norm-based coordination. Meta-analyses indicate crime reductions
of approximately 1626 percent, particularly for property crimes such as burglary (Ekici et al.,
2022; Holloway et al., 2008). Effects appear strongest in well-organized programs with clear
participation structures, illustrating how some degree of formalization may help sustain
voluntary collective action. No studies have directly examined economic effects.

3.4.2. Safety walks

Safety walks are participatory assessments in which residents, municipal officials, police,
property owners, and businesses jointly inspect public spaces perceived as unsafe (Cozens et
al., 2022). Participants identify environmental conditions such as poor lighting, obstructed
visibility, vandalism, and neglected public spaces, and use their observations to inform
planning, maintenance, or safety measures.

Rather than standalone crime-prevention programs, safety walks function primarily as low-cost
coordination and information-sharing mechanisms. Institutionally, they combine voluntary
participation and local knowledge with limited formalization and organizational permanence.
Evidence of direct crime-reduction effects is scarce; existing studies instead identify process-
related benefits such as improved collaboration, resident engagement, and more systematic
collection of place-based knowledge (Cozens et al., 2022; Sahlin Lilja, 2024). Safety walks are
therefore best understood as components of broader place-based strategies rather than
independent interventions..
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3.5. Summary of evidence

The four categories reveal a clear relationship between institutional design, observed outcomes,
and the strength of the available evidence. Integrated programs combine formal governance
with shared or coordinated resources and generally show substantial crime-reduction effects.
BIDs also provide the clearest evidence of effects on local economic activity and property
values. Police-centered interventions similarly produce relatively strong and consistent
reductions in crime, particularly in high-crime locations, but their wider economic effects have
rarely been studied.

School-based programs operate through norm formation within established organizational
structures. Their evaluations generally find improvements in attitudes and behavior, although
evidence of effects on serious crime and conditions beyond the school setting is limited.
Community-based programs rely more heavily on voluntary participation and informal
coordination. Neighborhood Watch has demonstrated crime-reducing effects, whereas Safety
Walks have primarily been associated with process outcomes such as engagement,
collaboration, and improved local knowledge.

Overall, formalized and resource-intensive interventions have generated the strongest and most
measurable evidence of crime reduction. This should not necessarily be interpreted as evidence
that they are inherently more effective. Their organizational boundaries, implementation
procedures, and outcomes are generally easier to observe and evaluate. Norm-based and
community-led processes may instead produce slower and more diffuse effects that are difficult
to capture through conventional evaluation designs. The evidence therefore reflects both
substantive differences in effectiveness and an institutional trade-off between organizational
capacity and local embeddedness. Across all four categories, evidence concerning local
economic activity and place attractiveness remains scarce.

4. Conclusion

4.1. Discussion

This study has developed an institutional framework for comparing place-based collaborations
and synthesized evidence on their effects on crime and safety, local economic activity, and
place attractiveness. The framework shifts attention from program labels to the rules, resource
structures, and coordination mechanisms through which collective action is organized. It
thereby helps explain why interventions addressing related local problems may differ in their
implementation, outcomes, and evaluability.

The comparison reveals a recurring trade-off between organizational capacity and local
embeddedness. Formalized and resource-intensive arrangements are generally better equipped
to coordinate multiple actors, sustain collective efforts, and produce measurable effects. Less
formalized initiatives may instead benefit from local knowledge, trust, and adaptability, but
often face greater difficulties in mobilizing resources, maintaining participation, and
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establishing clear accountability. Neither configuration is inherently superior. Their relative
effectiveness depends on the collective action problem being addressed and the institutional
context in which collaboration occurs.

The evidence is strongest for crime and safety outcomes. Focused deterrence, BIDs, hot spots
policing, problem-oriented policing, and several other interventions have produced substantial
crime reductions. Evidence concerning local economic activity and place attractiveness is
considerably more limited, with BIDs constituting the main exception. School- and community-
based programs have more often been evaluated in terms of attitudes, behavior, engagement, or
informal social control than serious crime or economic outcomes.

These differences partly reflect variation in evaluability. Programs with clear organizational
boundaries, formal implementation procedures, and immediate outcomes are more amenable to
conventional impact evaluation. Decentralized and norm-based initiatives may generate slower,
more diffuse, and context-dependent effects that are difficult to isolate. The relative strength of
the evidence should therefore not be interpreted solely as a ranking of substantive effectiveness.
It also reflects how institutional design shapes what can be observed and measured.

The analysis has two principal limitations. First, its focus on impact evaluations means that the
extensive process-oriented literature on collaboration has not been reviewed systematically.
Cooperation, institutional learning, and improved coordination may be important outcomes in
their own right and may also mediate longer-term effects. Second, the review does not examine
legitimacy, trust, representation, and participation in depth. These dimensions are likely to
influence whether place-based collaborations remain sustainable and socially embedded,
particularly where formal authority and resource control are concentrated among a limited set
of actors.

Despite these limitations, the institutional perspective offers a basis for more systematic
comparison across programs, places, and national settings. Place-based collaboration is not
simply a collection of interventions, but a governance form whose effects depend on how
authority, resources, rules, and responsibilities are configured. Recognizing this variation is
essential for understanding not only whether collaboration works, but under what institutional
conditions particular models are likely to remain effective and legitimate.

4.2. Implications for future research

Future research should first incorporate institutional design more explicitly into empirical
evaluation. Existing studies commonly estimate program effects without examining how
governance structures, financing arrangements, decision rules, and accountability shape
implementation and outcomes. Comparative studies across programs, cities, or countries could
identify which institutional features account for variation among otherwise similar
interventions.
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Second, evaluations should include a broader range of outcomes. The current literature is
heavily concentrated on crime and safety, while business activity, employment, property values,
and place attractiveness remain underexplored. Studying these outcomes over longer periods
would clarify whether safety improvements generate wider economic change and whether
economic development, in turn, reinforces or undermines crime reduction.

Third, greater attention should be paid to mechanisms, temporal dynamics, and local context.
Average treatment effects reveal little about whether interventions operate through deterrence,
guardianship, norm formation, organizational learning, or changes in economic activity. Mixed-
method and process-oriented approaches can complement randomized and quasi-experimental
designs by identifying how effects emerge, why they differ across places, and whether they
persist.

Finally, future evaluations should examine legitimacy, trust, representation, and participation
alongside conventional outcomes. These factors may be particularly important for
understanding the long-term sustainability of place-based collaboration and the trade-off
between organizational capacity and local embeddedness. Incorporating them would allow
researchers to assess not only whether interventions produce measurable effects, but also
whether the institutional arrangements supporting those effects are durable and locally
legitimate.

Acknowledgements

During the preparation of this manuscript, the authors used OpenAI’s ChatGPT/Codex (GPT-
5 family, between June and August 2026) to assist with language editing, condensation and
restructuring of author-written drafts, and with checking manuscript claims and references
against cited sources. The tool was not used to generate or analyse original empirical data. All
Al-assisted text, interpretations, factual claims, and references were reviewed, verified against
the original sources where applicable, and revised by the authors. The authors take full
responsibility for the final content of the manuscript.

16



References

Aligica, P. D., & Tarko, V. (2012). Polycentricity: from Polanyi to Ostrom, and beyond.
Governance, 25(2), 237-262.

Becker, G. S. (1968). Crime and punishment: An economic approach. Journal of Political
Economy, 76(2), 169-217.

Boggess, L. N., & Hipp, J. R. (2016). The spatial dimensions of gentrification and the
consequences for neighborhood crime. Justice Quarterly, 33(4), 584—613.

Bowers, K. J., Johnson, S. D., Guerette, R. T., Summers, L., & Poynton, S. (2011). Spatial
displacement and diffusion of benefits among geographically focused policing initiatives: A
meta-analytical review. Journal of Experimental Criminology, 7(4), 347-374.

Braga, A. A., & Kennedy, D. M. (2021). A framework for addressing violence and serious
crime: Focused deterrence, legitimacy, and prevention. Cambridge University Press.

Braga, A. A., Papachristos, A. V., & Hureau, D. M. (2014). The effects of hot spots policing
on crime: An updated systematic review and meta-analysis. Justice Quarterly, 31(4), 633—663.

Braga, A. A., Schnell, C., & Welsh, B. C. (2024). Disorder policing to reduce crime: An updated
systematic review and meta-analysis. Criminology & Public Policy, 23(3).

Braga, A. A., Turchan, B. S., Papachristos, A. V., & Hureau, D. M. (2019). Hot spots policing
of small geographic areas effects on crime: An update of an ongoing systematic review and
meta-analysis. Campbell Systematic Reviews, 15(3), e1046.

Braga, A. A., Weisburd, D., & Turchan, B. (2018). Focused deterrence strategies and crime
control: An updated systematic review and meta-analysis of the empirical evidence.
Criminology & Public Policy, 17(1), 205-250.

Brani¢, N., & Hipp, J. R. (2018). Growing pains or appreciable gains? Latent classes of
neighborhood change, and consequences for crime in Southern California neighborhoods.
Social Science Research, 76, 77-91.

Brinkman, J., & Mok-Lamme, D. (2019). Not in my backyard? Not so fast. The effect of
marijuana legalization on neighborhood crime. Regional Science and Urban Economics, 78,
103460.

Brooks, L., & Strange, W. C. (2011). The micro-empirics of collective action: The case of
business improvement districts. Journal of Public Economics, 95(11-12), 1358—1372.

Brottsforebyggande rédet (2014). Brottsforebyggande polisarbete i “hot spots”: Resultat och
erfarenheter fran tvd projekt mot personrdan och misshandel (Rapport 2014:5). Hamtad frén:

17



https://bra.se/download/18.660677dc19301da04633187/1731068015507/2014 15 _Brottsf%C
3%B6rebyggande polisarbete i_hot spots.pdf?utm_source=chatgpt.com

Brottsforebyggande radet (2025). Trygghet och brott.
https://www.boverket.se/sv/samhallsplanering/stadsutveckling/brottsforebyggande-och-
trygghetsskapande-atgarder/trygghet-och-brott/?utm_source=chatgpt.com

Butler, N., Quigg, Z., Wilson, C., McCoy, E., & Bates, R. (2024). The Mentors in Violence
Prevention programme: Impact on students’ knowledge and attitudes related to violence,
prejudice, and abuse, and willingness to intervene as a bystander in secondary schools in
England. BMC Public Health, 24, 729.

Chalfin, A., & McCrary, J. (2017). Criminal deterrence: A review of the literature. Journal of
Economic Literature, 55(1), 5-48.

Cissner, A. B. (2009). Evaluating the Mentors in Violence Prevention program: Preventing
gender violence on a college campus. Center for Court Innovation.

Clarke, R. V. (2005). Seven misconceptions of situational crime prevention. In N. Tilley (Ed.),
Handbook of crime prevention and community safety (pp. 39—70). Willan Publishing.

Clutter, J. E., Henderson, S., & Haberman, C. P. (2019). The impact of business improvement
district proximity on street block robbery counts. Crime & Delinquency, 65(8), 1050-1075.

Cohen, L. E., & Felson, M. (1979). Social change and crime rate trends: A routine activity
approach. American Sociological Review, 44(4), 588—608.

Cook, P. J., & MacDonald, J. (2011). Public safety through private action: An economic
assessment of BIDs. The Economic Journal, 121(552), 445-462.

Cozens, P., & Love, T. (2015). A review and current status of Crime Prevention Through
Environmental Design (CPTED). Journal of Planning Literature, 30(4), 393—412.

Cozens, P., Babb, C., & Stefani, D. (2022). Exploring and developing crime prevention through
environmental design (CPTED) audits: An iterative process. Crime Prevention and Community
Safety, 25(1), 1-16.

Daunfeldt, S. O., Mihaescu, O., & Rudholm, N. (2024). Effects of business improvement
districts on firm performance, property values and urban safety: An empirical study of five
small to medium-sized Swedish towns. Regional Studies, 58(3), 552-564.

Edmark, K. (2005). Unemployment and crime: Is there a connection? Scandinavian Journal of
Economics, 107(2), 353-373.

Ekici, N., Akdogan, H., Kelly, R., & Gultekin, S. (2022). A meta-analysis of the impact of
community policing on crime reduction. Journal of Community Safety and Well-Being, 7(3),
111-121.

18


https://bra.se/download/18.660677dc19301da04633f87/1731068015507/2014_15_Brottsf%C3%B6rebyggande_polisarbete_i_hot_spots.pdf?utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://bra.se/download/18.660677dc19301da04633f87/1731068015507/2014_15_Brottsf%C3%B6rebyggande_polisarbete_i_hot_spots.pdf?utm_source=chatgpt.com

Ellen, I. G. (2007). Spillovers and subsidized housing: The impact of subsidized rental housing
on neighborhoods. 1 Revisiting rental housing: A national policy summit (november 20006).
Joint Center for Housing Studies of Harvard University.

Farrington, D. P., & Welsh, B. C. (2002). Effects of improved street lighting on crime: A
systematic review (Home Office Research Study 251). Home Office Research, Development
and Statistics Directorate.

Fe, H., & Sanfelice, V. (2022). How bad is crime for business? Evidence from consumer
behavior. Journal of Urban Economics, 129, 103448.

Finnish Education Evaluation Centre. (2020). Evaluation of anti-bullying methods in Finland.
Finnish Education Evaluation Centre. Himtad fran: https://www.kivaprogram.net/experts-

corner/evaluation-of-anti-bullying-methods-in-finland/

Goldstein, H. (1990). Problem-oriented policing. Temple University Press.

Greif, A. (2006). Family structure, institutions, and growth: the origins and implications of
western corporations. American economic review, 96(2), 308-312.

Griffiths, E., & Christian, J. (2015). Considering focused deterrence in the age of Ferguson,
Baltimore, North Charleston, and beyond. Criminology & Public Policy, 14(3), 573-581.

Han, S., Mor¢ol, G., Hummer, D., & Peterson, S. A. (2017). The effects of business
improvement districts in reducing nuisance crimes: Evidence from Philadelphia. Journal of
Urban Affairs, 39(5), 658-674.

Hawkins, J. D., & Catalano, R. F. (1992). Communities that care: Action for drug abuse
prevention. Jossey-Bass.

Hawkins, J. D., Kosterman, R., Catalano, R. F., Hill, K. G., & Abbott, R. D. (2005). Promoting
positive adult functioning through social development intervention in childhood: Long-term

effects from the Seattle Social Development Project. Archives of Pediatrics & Adolescent
Medicine, 159(1), 25-31.

Hawkins, J. D., Oesterle, S., Brown, E. C., Abbott, R. D., & Catalano, R. F. (2018).
Communities that care: Building community engagement and capacity to prevent youth
behavior problems. Oxford University Press.

Hayek, F. A. (1945). The use of knowledge in society. American Economic Review, 35(4), 519—
530.

Higginson, A., Mazerolle, L., & Bennett, S. (2014). Policing interventions for targeting
interpersonal violence in hot spots: A rapid evidence assessment (Crime and Justice Bulletin
No. 177). NSW Bureau of Crime Statistics and Research.

19


https://www.kivaprogram.net/experts-corner/evaluation-of-anti-bullying-methods-in-finland/
https://www.kivaprogram.net/experts-corner/evaluation-of-anti-bullying-methods-in-finland/

Hinkle, J. C., Weisburd, D., Telep, C. W., & Petersen, K. (2020). Problem-oriented policing for
reducing crime and disorder: An updated systematic review and meta-analysis. Campbell
Systematic Reviews, 16(2), €1089.

Hipp, J. R. (2010). A dynamic view of neighborhoods: The reciprocal relationship between
crime and neighborhood structural characteristics. Social Problems, 57(2), 205-230.

Hipp, J. R., Williams, S. A., Kim, Y.-A., & Kim, J. H. (2019). Fight or flight? Crime as a driving
force in business failure and business mobility. Social Science Research, 82, 164—180.

Hirao, M. (2021). External diseconomies of business improvement districts: Negative impact
on residential property values — Evidence from the city of Westminster. International Journal
of Public Administration, 44(8), 648—664.

Holloway, K., Bennett, T., & Farrington, D. (2008). Effectiveness of neighbourhood watch in
reducing crime. Campbell Systematic Reviews, 2008(18).

Huitsing, G., Lodder, G. M. A., Reitz, A. K., & Salmivalli, C. (2020). A large-scale replication
of the effectiveness of the KiVa anti-bullying program: A randomized controlled trial in the
Netherlands. Prevention Science, 21(5), 627-638.

Jacobs, J. (1961). The death and life of great American cities. Random House.

Jansen, E. A. (2017). The impact of business improvement districts on property values:
Evidence from Liverpool [Masteruppsats, University of Liverpool].

Katz, J. (2018). Bystander training as leadership training: Notes on the origins, philosophy, and
pedagogy of the Mentors in Violence Prevention model. Violence Against Women, 24(15),
1755-1776.

Katz, J., Heisterkamp, H. A., & Fleming, W. M. (2011). The social justice roots of the Mentors
in Violence Prevention model and its application in a high school setting. Violence Against
Women, 17(6), 684-702.

Keenan, C. (2025). Problem-oriented policing: Toolkit technical report. Youth Endowment
Fund.

Kennedy, D. M. (2006). Old wine in new bottles: Policing and the lessons of pulling levers. I
D. Weisburd & A. Braga (Red.), Police innovation: Contrasting perspectives (s. 155-170).
Cambridge University Press.

Kennedy, D. M., & Wong, S. L. (2009). The High Point Drug Intervention Strategy. U.S.
Department of Justice, Office of Community Oriented Policing Services.

Kennedy, D. M. (2008). Deterrence and crime prevention: Reconsidering the prospect of
sanction. Routledge.

20



Khanna, G., Medina, C., Nyshadham, A., Posso, C., & Tamayo, J. (2021). Job loss, credit, and
crime in Colombia. American Economic Review: Insights, 3(1), 97-114.

Kérna, A., Voeten, M., Little, T. D., Poskiparta, E., Kaljonen, A., & Salmivalli, C. (2011). A
large-scale evaluation of the KiVa antibullying program: Grades 4—6. Child Development,
82(1), 311-330.

Léansstyrelsen 1 Stockholms lén. (2023). Metoder for lokal samverkan kring arbetet med oppna
drogscener. Héamtad frén:
https://www.lansstyrelsen.se/download/18.1b1d393819324610c3748562/1732515653627/Me
toder%20f%C3%B61%20lokal%20samverkan%?201%?20arbetet%20med%20%C3%B6ppna%

20drogscener.pdf

Lansstyrelsen 1 Stockholms 1én (2018). En pilotutvéirdering av: Det universella véldspreventiva
skolprogrammet TAGET (Forskningsrapport). Stockholm: Lénsstyrelsen Stockholm.

Linsstyrelsen i Orebro ldn. (2020). Brottsforebyggande och trygghetsfiimjande strategi
Orebro lin 2020-2025 (Publikation 2020:14, Diarienr. 6891-2020). Himtad fran:
https://www.lansstyrelsen.se/download/18.8cd5alb19362tb4fc213¢3/1732535284326/Region
al%20brottst%C3%B6rebyggande%200ch%20trygghetsfr%C3%A4mjande%20strategi%20%
C3%961ebro%201%C3%A4n%202020-2025.pdf

MacDonald, J., Golinelli, D., Stokes, R. J., & Bluthenthal, R. (2010). The effect of business
improvement districts on the incidence of violent crimes. Injury Prevention, 16(5), 327-332.

Makarios, M. D., & Pratt, T. C. (2012). The effectiveness of policies and programs that attempt
to reduce firearm violence: A meta-analysis. Crime & Delinquency, 58(2), 222-244.

Miller, M. V. (2013, August 4-6). Valuing local collective goods: The case of business
improvement districts. Agricultural & Applied Economics Association’s 2013 AAEA & CAES
Joint Annual Meeting.

Moir, E., Cairns, N., Prenzler, T., & Rayment-McHugh, S. (2024). A review of the impacts of
business improvement districts on crime and disorder. Crime Prevention and Community
Safety, 26(3), 245-265.

Nocentini, A., & Menesini, E. (2016). KiVa antibullying program in Italy: Evidence of
effectiveness in a randomized control trial. Prevention Science, 17(8), 1012—-1023.

North, D. C., & Institutions, 1. C. (1990). Economic performance (Vol. 3). Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.

OECD (2025). Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development.
https://www.oecd.org/en/publications/place-based-policies-for-the-future e5ff6716-
en.html?utm_source=chatgpt.com

21


https://www.lansstyrelsen.se/download/18.1b1d393819324610c3748562/1732515653627/Metoder%20f%C3%B6r%20lokal%20samverkan%20i%20arbetet%20med%20%C3%B6ppna%20drogscener.pdf
https://www.lansstyrelsen.se/download/18.1b1d393819324610c3748562/1732515653627/Metoder%20f%C3%B6r%20lokal%20samverkan%20i%20arbetet%20med%20%C3%B6ppna%20drogscener.pdf
https://www.lansstyrelsen.se/download/18.1b1d393819324610c3748562/1732515653627/Metoder%20f%C3%B6r%20lokal%20samverkan%20i%20arbetet%20med%20%C3%B6ppna%20drogscener.pdf
https://www.lansstyrelsen.se/download/18.8cd5a1b19362fb4fc213c3/1732535284326/Regional%20brottsf%C3%B6rebyggande%20och%20trygghetsfr%C3%A4mjande%20strategi%20%C3%96rebro%20l%C3%A4n%202020-2025.pdf
https://www.lansstyrelsen.se/download/18.8cd5a1b19362fb4fc213c3/1732535284326/Regional%20brottsf%C3%B6rebyggande%20och%20trygghetsfr%C3%A4mjande%20strategi%20%C3%96rebro%20l%C3%A4n%202020-2025.pdf
https://www.lansstyrelsen.se/download/18.8cd5a1b19362fb4fc213c3/1732535284326/Regional%20brottsf%C3%B6rebyggande%20och%20trygghetsfr%C3%A4mjande%20strategi%20%C3%96rebro%20l%C3%A4n%202020-2025.pdf

Olson, M. (2012). The logic of collective action [ 1965]. Contemporary sociological theory, 124,
62-63.

Ostrom, E. (1990). Governing the commons: The evolution of institutions for collective action
(Vol. 10). Cambridge: Cambridge university press.

Ostrom, E., Lam, W. F., & Lee, M. (1994). The performance of self-governing irrigation
systems in Nepal. Human Systems Management, 13(3), 197-207.

Ostrom, E. (2010). Beyond markets and states: Polycentric governance of complex economic
systems. American economic review, 100(3), 641-672.

Paniagua, P., & Rayamajhee, V. (2022). A polycentric approach for pandemic governance:
Nested externalities and co-production challenges. Journal of Institutional Economics, 18(4),
537-552.

Peel, D., & Lloyd, M. G. (2005). A case for business improvement districts in Scotland: Policy
transfer in practice? Planning Practice & Research, 20(1), 89-95.

Polismyndigheten. (2024). Utsatta omrdden — polisens arbete. Hémtad frin:
https://polisen.se/om-polisen/polisens-arbete/utsatta-omraden/

Rayamajhee, V., & Paniagua, P. (2021). The Ostroms and the contestable nature of goods:
Beyond taxonomies and toward institutional polycentricity. Journal of Institutional Economics,
17(1), 71-89.

Roggero, M., & Thiel, A. (2018). Adapting as usual: Integrative and segregative institutions
shaping adaptation to climate change in local public administrations. Journal of Institutional
Economics, 14(3), 557-578.

Rosenthal, S. S., & Ross, A. (2010). Violent crime, entrepreneurship, and cities. Journal of
Urban Economics, 67(1), 135-149.

Rossi, P. H., Lipsey, M. W., & Freeman, H. E. (2004). Evaluation: A systematic approach (7:e
uppl.). Sage.

Rostami, A., Gerell, M., Sturup, J., & Mellgren, C. (2023). Psykosociala insatser for att
forebygga och minska gdngkriminalitet bland barn och unga vuxna. Statens beredning for
medicinsk och social utvirdering (SBU).

Rowhani-Rahbar, A., Oesterle, S., Gause, E. L., Kuklinski, M. R., Ellyson, A. M., Schleimer,
J. P., et al. (2023). Effect of the Communities That Care prevention system on adolescent
handgun carrying: A cluster-randomized clinical trial. JAMA Network Open, 6(4), €236699.

Sahlin Lilja, H. (2024). Fear of crime as a punitive project—The Swedish case. Critical
Criminology, 32(4), 829-846.

22


https://polisen.se/om-polisen/polisens-arbete/utsatta-omraden/

Sampson, R. J. (2012). Great American city: Chicago and the enduring neighborhood effect.
University of Chicago Press.

Sen, A. (2001). Development as freedom. Oxford University Press.

Shaw, C. R., & McKay, H.D. (1942). Juvenile Delinquency and Urban Areas. Chicago, IL: The
University of Chicago Press.

Socialstyrelsen (2011). Socialstyrelsens termbank. Hémtad frén.
https://termbank.socialstyrelsen.se/article.php?term=c2FtdmVya2Fu

Statens offentliga utredningar. (2025:5). Avgift for omradessamverkan — och andra atgdrder
for trygghet i byggd miljo. Landsbygds- och infrastrukturdepartementet. Hamtad fréan:
https://data.riksdagen.se/fil/343ACB19-849A-4A2A-9D27-6CB82BB55605

Storer, H. L., Casey, E., & Herrenkohl, T. (2015). Developing “whole school” bystander
interventions: The role of school-settings in influencing adolescents’ responses to dating
violence and bullying. Children and Youth Services Review, 59, 43—49.

Sutton, S. (2014). Are BIDs good for business? The impact of BIDs on neighborhood retailers
in New York City. Journal of Planning Education and Research, 34(3), 309-324.

The Swedish National Board of Housing, Building and Planning (2021). Férutsdttningar for
stdrkt platssamverkan (Rapport 2021:30). Boverket. Retrieved from:
https://www.boverket.se/sv/om-boverket/publikationer/2021/starkt-platssamverkan/

The Swedish National Board of Housing, Building and Planning (2024). Trygga och jimstdllda
stads- och boendemiljéer (Rapport 2024:27). Retrieved from: https://www.boverket.se/sv/om-
boverket/publikationer/2024/trygga-och-jamstallda-stads--och-boendemiljoer/

Turchan, B., & Braga, A. A. (2024). The effects of hot spots policing on violence: A systematic
review and meta-analysis. Aggression and Violent Behavior, 79, 102011.

Wagner, R. E. (2016). Politics as a peculiar business: Insights from a theory of entangled
political economy. In Politics as a Peculiar Business. Edward Elgar Publishing.

Ward, K. J. (2002). 2000-2002 MVP evaluation report. Northeastern University Center for the
Study of Sport in Society.

Weisburd, D. (2015). The law of crime concentration and the criminology of place.
Criminology, 53(2), 133—-157.

Welsh, B. C., & Farrington, D. P. (2009). Public area CCTV and crime prevention: An updated
systematic review and meta-analysis. Justice Quarterly, 26(4), 716-745.

Welsh, B. C., Farrington, D. P., & Gowar, B. R. (2015). Benefit-cost analysis of crime
prevention programs. Crime and Justice, 44(1), 447-516.

23


https://termbank.socialstyrelsen.se/article.php?term=c2FtdmVya2Fu
https://data.riksdagen.se/fil/343ACB19-849A-4A2A-9D27-6CB82BB55605
https://www.boverket.se/sv/om-boverket/publikationer/2021/starkt-platssamverkan/
https://www.boverket.se/sv/om-boverket/publikationer/2024/trygga-och-jamstallda-stads--och-boendemiljoer/
https://www.boverket.se/sv/om-boverket/publikationer/2024/trygga-och-jamstallda-stads--och-boendemiljoer/

Wilcox, P., Land, K., & Hunt, S. (2018). Criminal circumstance: A dynamic multi-contextual
criminal opportunity theory. Routledge.

Williamson, O. E. (1985). The economic institutions of capitalism: Firms, markets, relational
contracting. Free Press.

24



Figures and tables

Figure 1. Framework for the structured literature review
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Table 1. Typology of programs

Program type Resources Formalization Coordination logic

Integrated Shared / pooled High Hybrid (rules + coordination)
Police-centered Centralized (state) High Hierarchical

School-based Institutional (school system) Medium-high Norm-based within formal structure
Community-based Distributed / voluntary Low Informal / norm-driven
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Table 2. Detailed summary of place-based collaborations covered

Program

Institutional features

Effects on crime/safety, business activity, and place
attractiveness

1. Integrated programs

Focused deterrence/GVI.
Violence-prevention program
coordinating police, social
services, and civil society to
reach criminal groups and offer
support while communicating
clear consequences.

BIDs (Business Improvement
Districts). A collaboration model
where property owners and
businesses jointly finance and
implement safety and
development measures in a
specific geographical area.

CTC (Communities That
Care). A long-term framework
in which local actors map risk
and protective factors for
children and young people and
select evidence-based
interventions accordingly.
CPTED (Crime Prevention
Through Environmental
Design). A model for designing
and modifying the physical
environment to reduce crime and
increase perceived safety.

Represents a highly formalized
and authority-centered

collaborative arrangement, where

multiple agencies coordinate
under shared rules to produce
coherent signals of deterrence
and support.

Semi-autonomous, business-led
governance units with dedicated
financing and formal decision
rules, creating a stable local node
within a broader polycentric
system.

A long-term, community-
centered governance framework
that structures collaboration
through standardized
assessments, shared planning,
and evidence-based rule systems.

Embeds collaboration into the
planning system by formalizing
expectations about how actors
manage and maintain public
space, linking environmental

design to collective guardianship.

Meta-analyses report substantial reductions in violent and
firearm-related crime, while evaluations of drug-market
interventions also indicate reductions in drug-related
crime. Effects depend on implementation, and the
available evidence generally provides little indication of
spatial displacement (Braga et al., 2018; Braga &
Kennedy, 2021; Rostami et al., 2023).

Most quantitative studies report either reductions in crime
or no significant effects (Moir et al., 2024). Los Angeles
BIDs were associated with estimated reductions of 12% in
robbery and 8% in violent crime, although the estimates
were statistically uncertain (MacDonald et al., 2010).
Other research indicates that effects can vary across BID
types and locations, with some studies finding an
increased risk of robbery (Clutter et al., 2019). Evidence
on business activity and property values is likewise
mixed: positive effects have been reported in some
settings (Brooks & Strange, 2011; Jansen, 2017; Sutton,
2014), while a Swedish study found a temporary increase
in labour productivity but mostly insignificant effects on
safety and property values (Daunfeldt et al., 2024).
Negative effects on residential property values have also
been documented (Hirao, 2021).

A cluster RCT found reductions in adolescent handgun
carrying of 27% at a specific follow-up and 24%
cumulatively through grade 12 (Rowhani-Rahbar et al.,
2023). Other experimental and longitudinal evidence
indicates reductions in youth delinquency and related
outcomes (Hawkins et al., 2018).

International meta-analyses show that environmental
changes such as improved lighting reduce crime by about
21% (Farrington & Welsh, 2002). CCTV and integrated
place design also show documented effects (Welsh &
Farrington, 2009; Cozens & Love, 2015).

2. School-based and norm-shaping prevention

MVP (Mentors in Violence
Prevention). School program
training students to act as
positive bystanders and counter
harmful norms.

Leverages the school as a central
coordination hub, aligning
educators, students, and external
partners within a shared
normative framework for early
prevention.
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Studies report improvements in attitudes, knowledge, and
perceived efficacy related to bystander intervention,
although effect sizes and measures vary across
evaluations (Ward, 2002; Cissner, 2009; Katz et al., 2011;
Butler et al., 2024).



KiVa. Finnish anti-bullying
program combining instruction,
adult support, and structured
responses to incidents.

A highly standardized, school-
anchored governance model in
which the responsibility for norm
shaping and conflict resolution is

embedded in clear procedural

rules.

A cluster RCT involving 78 schools found significant
reductions in bullying and victimization after nine months
(Kérné et al., 2011). Positive effects have also been
reported in Italy and the Netherlands (Nocentini &
Menesini, 2016; Huitsing et al., 2020), although outcomes
depend on implementation fidelity (Finnish Education
Evaluation Centre, 2020).

3. Police-centered interventions

Hot Spots Policing. Police
strategy concentrating resources
in small geographic locations
with high crime levels.

model that can become
collaborative only when

solving structures.
PoP (Problem-Oriented
Policing). A method where
police and local actors identify
and analyze recurring problems
to develop long-term solutions.

problems.

embedded in broader local
partnerships and shared problem-

analysis and adaptive rule-
making to address recurring local

Reflects a centralized authority

A structured problem-solving
framework that integrates police
authority with multi-actor

International meta-analyses show approximately 20%
crime reductions in high-crime areas, especially violent
crime (Braga et al., 2014, 2019; Turchan & Braga, 2024).
No evidence of displacement.

Meta-analyses generally find meaningful crime
reductions, although effect sizes vary across interventions
and implementation contexts (Hinkle et al., 2020; Keenan,
2025).

4. Community- and neighborhood-based interventions

Neighborhood Watch.
Residents cooperate with police
and municipalities to reduce
crime through increased
vigilance and information-
sharing.

Safety Walks. Method where
residents, municipalities, and
police jointly identify unsafe
locations and propose
improvements.

norms, and informal

accountability mechanisms.

Participatory governance
practices that generate shared
situational awareness and local

A low-formality, citizen-led
governance structure that relies
on voluntary engagement, shared

legitimacy, though with limited
organizational durability.

Meta-analytic evidence indicates that Neighborhood
Watch is associated with crime reductions of
approximately 16-26 percent (Holloway et al., 2008). A
broader meta-analysis of community-policing
interventions, including Neighborhood Watch, likewise
reports an overall reduction in crime (Ekici et al., 2022).
No robust quantitative evidence of crime reduction has
been identified. Safety walks are primarily used as
participatory tools for identifying local safety problems
and informing environmental measures.

27



