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Abstract 
In a time of uncertainty and risk, safety has become an increasingly significant concern. In Sweden, 
a powerful discourse around public safety has developed in recent years, moving it to the top of 
the political agenda. While safety is often regarded as a prerequisite for a democratic and gender-
equal society in Sweden, previous research demonstrates that safety is increasingly linked in public 
politics to matters of national and individual security, crime, and immigration. Considering this 
discursive change in relation to the neoliberal transformation of the Swedish welfare state, the 
centrality of public safety as a political ideal in Sweden raises questions. Why is safety increasingly 
seen as a self-evident answer to a range of societal issues in Sweden? Why safety, rather than 
equality, democracy, or justice? 

Drawing upon a governmentality framework, this thesis examines how, and with what effects, 
safety is being discursively produced as a political problem in Sweden and how it operates as a 
practice of governmentality. Three widespread practices of governing safety in Swedish 
municipalities are examined: community-based safety walks; the safety certification of city centers; 
and the contracting of private guards to patrol public spaces. The study applies a political 
ethnography approach and is based on policy materials, observations, and interviews.  

The overall analysis of these case studies combines to demonstrate that a technical, calculable, 
and depoliticized representation of safety is produced. Thus, safety is largely reduced to a set of 
technical details to be measured, fitted into a protocol, ticked off a checklist, or fixed by making 
changes to the physical environment. This enables the commodification of safety, manifested in 
the branding of cities as safe and the outsourcing of responsibility for safety to the private security 
industry. In this context, safety largely becomes a matter of order and uniformity in public space, 
while those deviating from these normative ideals are marked as unsafety problems. The various 
societal issues being addressed as “unsafety problems” are in turn marked as individual or 
community failures. In effect, these issues are detached from their social and political 
circumstances and understood as problematic primarily due to causing unsafety to others. The 
analysis shows how the governing of safety in this manner produces a boundary between the 
familiar, “Swedish”, “us”—to be made safe in public space—and the estranged, “non-Swedish”, 
“others,” who are marked as problematic and out of place. However, these exclusions are 
concealed by the depoliticized representation of safety as a technical matter as well as a virtue. 

The thesis shows how these deeply political acts of deciding who is legitimate or illegitimate 
in our public spaces, and how altering dimensions of democratic accountability and the monopoly 
on using force, are enacted through the government of safety as a set of technicalities, largely 
without political contestation. While safety is often put forward as a democratic tool of inclusion 
and access to public space, the thesis claims that the government of safety operates through a de-
democratizing dynamic of governmental precarization. This means that, despite the centrality of 
safety as a political ideal, the politics of safety neither challenges nor changes, but rather 
reproduces and reinforces, prevailing relations of power and the current political order of things. 
Shadowed by our own demands for safety, we fail to recognize that this order both (re)produces 
and relies upon a state of unsafety.   

Keywords: Safety, unsafety, governmentality, political ethnography, public space, safety walks, 
participation, community, certification, security guards, private security, patrolling, Sweden 
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Tack! 
Att tiden som doktorand skulle bli både slitsam och givande förstod jag nog redan när 
jag sökte tjänsten. Vad jag inte hade förväntat mig var att de här sju (!) åren skulle 
förändra mig i grunden. Att de skulle ändra det sätt som jag skulle se och förstå världen, 
kring hur jag skulle tänka kring politik och mening, etik och feminism. Vad jag inte heller 
hade förväntat mig var hur otroligt rolig doktorandtiden skulle bli och att den skulle ge 
mig vänner för livet. Inget hade alls blivit om det inte vore för en rad viktiga personer i 
mitt liv och under min doktorandtid. Den här avhandlingen är också er.  

Mitt första och ödmjukaste tack till alla jag har fått intervjua i relation till den här 
studien, som ställt upp med sin dyrbara tid och bidragit med värdefulla reflektioner kring 
alla mina frågor. Ni har lärt mig massor!  

Mitt varmaste tack sedan till min huvudhandledare Malin Rönnblom, och mina 
bihandledare Linda Sandberg och Christine Hudson. Ni har varit mina kartläsare hela 
vägen, guidat mig i tider av vilsenhet men också pekat mig i riktning mot platser som jag 
inte hade vågat ta sikte mot utan er i ryggen. Framför allt har ni bidragit med ett stöd 
och en tillit som varit helt avgörande. Om du inte hade mejlat och frågat om jag ändå 
inte skulle söka den där doktorandtjänsten i ert projekt Malin, så hade jag aldrig påbörjat 
den här resan. Tack för det Malin och tack för skarpa läsningar, för att du alltid är så rak, 
och för alla tusen sms och mejl du tålmodigt besvarat närhelst de kommit och vad de än 
berört. Det har varit viktigare än du kanske tror. Linda, tack för all din omtanke och dina 
alltid så insiktsfulla perspektiv, för ynnesten att få skriva och tänka med dig, och för att 
du hela tiden dragit mig tillbaka till min empiri och hjälpt mig att se det som är viktigt i 
den. Chris, din dörr har alltid stått öppen för alla sorters frågor och jag har alltid känt 
mig stärkt och full av nya idéer efter våra möten, tack för det. Utan er hade det här inte 
gått! Vi har alla även haft förmånen att vara del av forskningsprojektet ”Rädsla och 
Trygghet i ord och handling”. Stort tack till Marcus och Marianne Wallenbergs stiftelse 
som finansierade det projektet. Tack även till Anna-Britt Coe för projektsamarbetet! 

Många är ni som har läst och förbättrat den här texten i olika skeden av 
skrivprocessen. Andreas Öjehag-Pettersson kommenterade mitt slutseminariemanus i 
september 2021. Oändligt tack till dig Andreas för din noggranna och generösa läsning 
som hjälpte mig att sätta en ram och skapa en tydligare tråd kring allt jag gjort och tänkt. 
Du fick mig att få syn på det mest väsentliga. Utan din skärpa hade den här avhandlingen 
varit mycket sämre! Grönläsare Elsa Reimersson och Malin Wimelius kom med viktiga 
kommentarer i slutprocessen. Elsa kommenterade också med Anders Lidström min 
mittseminarietext, Elisabeth Olivius och Jessika Wide mitt avhandlings PM. Elin 
Andersson, Gunnar Brandén, Maria Carbin, Johanna Lauri, Josefin Olsson, Louise Grip, 
Disa Helander och Jenny Jarlsdotter Wikström har läst och granskat olika delar av 
slutmanuset. Tack alla för er omsorgsfulla läsning och era kritiska ögon! Extra tack till 
Gunnar, Jenny och Josefin för all er hjälp i slutskedet. Det har varit guld värt ska ni veta.   
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Jag har haft förmånen att tillhöra flera olika miljöer och sammanhang under min 
doktorandtid. Det har varit en ren och skär lyx att få kalla UCGS min arbetsplats och ha 
tillgång till den värme och gemenskap som erbjudits här. Tack ALLA för trevligt 
lunchsällskap, för livliga diskussioner, aw:s och livsnödvändiga kaffepauser, för skratt 
och samtal kring viktigt och oviktigt. Ni har gjort det roligt att gå till jobbet och jag 
kommer att sakna er otroligt mycket! Ett särskilt tack till Sara Edenheim för att du alltid 
tagit dig tid, för alla lästips och för din teoretiska skärpa, och till Johanna Overud och 
Liselotte Eriksson för att era dörrar alltid stått öppna för vad det än gällt! 

Tack också till min hemmainstitution på Statsvetenskapen där jag inte suttit men 
alltid känt mig välkommen! Ett särskilt tack till alla doktorander genom åren, för allt vi 
stött och blött tillsammans i doktorandrådet och för den gemenskap vi haft. Det har 
varit viktigt. Tack även till Elisabeth Olivius och Elsa Reimersson för bästa tänkbara 
umgänge och för allt ni så grundligt läst, det är en ynnest att få ha tillgång till er klokhet! 
Tack också till Linnea Östberg och Marie Olsson för allt administrativt stöd och till 
Torbjörn Bergman för att du så väl axlat rollen som forskarutbildningsansvarig.  

Min doktorandtjänst har även varit knuten till den eminenta genusforskarskolan, en 
miljö som till stor del format mig, mitt skrivande och tänkande. Tack till alla iblandade, 
i synnerhet Veronika Lodwika, Linda Berg, Anneli Brännström Öhman, Maria Carbin, 
Ida Linander, Sara Edenheim, Bodil Formark, Ulrika Widding och Ann-Louise Silfver 
för allt fint ni ordnat och allt arbete ni har lagt ner på oss. Särskilt tack till Ida för dina 
noggranna läsningar och för vänskap och äventyr under vår samtida föräldraledighet! 

Seminariegrupp årgång 2014 har varit en livboj. Ni har läst, tyckt, tänkt, rest, stött, 
blött och firat tillsammans med mig genom åren. Tack Johanna Lauri, Hanna Bäckström, 
Jenny Jarlsdotter Wikström, Emil Marklund och Johan Hallqvist, och senare Christine 
Bylund och Johanna Jers. Så kul vi har haft! Tack Ann Öhman, för att du så väl tog hand 
om vår grupp i början och tack för allt annat du hjälp mig med, och inte minst för 
sommarkvällar och pisco sour på Österlen! Mitt varmaste tack även till dig Maria Carbin, 
dina kloka, omsorgsfulla läsningar som seminarieledare har varit otroligt värdefulla.  

Tack också till alla doktorander på UCGS för allt roligt (och jobbigt) vi har gjort 
ihop och för läsningar, samtal och trevligt lunchsällskap genom åren! Hanna Bäckström, 
Greta Bladh, Lan Kieu, Disa Helander och Louise Grip - guld är ni. Ett särskilt tack till 
Johanna Lauri för Essex-resan, för sommarkvällar i din trädgård och dina otroliga 
buketter, för skrivarstuga och för allt du skarpsynt läst.  

Och så ett innerligt tack för dig Josefin Olsson. Du kom in som en frisk fläkt de sista 
åren av min doktorandtid och jag är så glad för dig som kollega och vän. Tack för din 
generositet och för att du utmanat mig i mitt tänkande, för att du är lika peppad som jag 
på att både diskutera Foucault och skråla till Frida Hyvönen-låtar. Tack för allt jag fått 
skriva och tänka ihop med dig, för att du outröttligt lyssnat, och för bastu och kalla bad 
i Åkullsjön. Tack för att du hjälpt mig reda i mina orediga tankar och bara funnits där. 
Det har varit ovärderligt.  
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Ni är så många fina i mitt liv utanför skrivandet så alla ryms inte. Men ni ska veta att ni 
är livsviktiga allihop! Tack till Lina Högström för att du funnits där och brytt dig om, 
tack Maria Strandberg för att du är underbar och självklar, tack Adam Helleberg för att 
du får mig att inte ta mig själv på för stort allvar, och tack käraste Nathalie Zarrabi för 
att du bara varit ett sms eller samtal bort när man behövt dig! Så oändligt tacksam för er 
i mitt liv och under den här avhandlingstiden! Tack också till Lisa och Erik för Hagaröj, 
Jacob och Emelie för mellodisco och midsomrar, Fia och Jonas för vardagslyxen i att ha 
er nära, till Viktor och Annelie för år av härligt (och ohärligt) småbarnshärj, Karin och 
Jonas för alla nyårsaftnar, Pernilla för vänskap och tjejkvinno, och till Emil, Sara och 
Frida för att ni är ni. Och stort tack Hugo Sundkvist för avhandlingens fina omslag! 

Det största tacket så till min stora, brokiga, familj. Mamma, min hjälte och största 
inspiration. Du har barnvaktat, handlat, bjudit på middag, städat, hämtat, lämnat, lekt, 
kramat, tröstat, stöttat, peppat. Hur du orkar allt är bortom mitt förstånd men jag är dig 
evigt tacksam. Det här hade inte gått utan dig. Så är det. Min älskade pappa, som hastigt 
gick bort under tiden jag skrev den här avhandlingen. Det är min största sorg att du inte 
är med mig längre och att du varken hann se mig bli mamma eller skriva färdigt. Tack 
till dig pappa, för din villkorslösa kärlek och för att du lärt mig vad som verkligen är 
viktigt här i livet. Jag vet att du hade varit stoltast av alla. Det har du alltid varit.  

Nästan allt i livet, högt som lågt, har jag haft förmånen att dela med mina syskon - 
mina döttrars absoluta favoriter och de allra bästa jag vet. Gunnar och Amanda - ni 
betyder allt! Utan er hade doktorerandet (och livet) varit så mycket tristare och 
ensammare. Så tacksam för att jag har haft er vid min sida under avhandlingsskrivandet!  

Inget hade heller blivit utan min morfar Nils-Göran som aldrig missar chansen att 
bjuda på tårta eller prata politik, mormor Ingrid vars humor jag hoppas gått i arv, farmor 
Noomi som aldrig missar en namnsdag, och farfar Lennart som inte bara visade mig 
fjällen utan också feminismen med Simone de Beauvoirs Det andra könet på min 15-års 
dag. Alla möjligheter har jag fått genom er och er omsorg. Innerligt tacksam för det.  

Så till den som hållit allt samman. Mange. Min stora kärlek och allra bästa vän. Hur 
ska jag någonsin kunna tacka dig? Du är den jag har kunnat hålla hårt i när det stormat, 
under den här doktorandtiden och i den storm som är livet. Tack för alla hämtningar, 
lämningar, nattningar och vab-dagar, för vardagsfix och vardagslyx, tack för heja-rop när 
jag varit tvungen att jobba sena kvällar och tack för din fina familj som jag så självklart 
blivit en del av. Tack för allt! Men framför allt för att du vill dela livet med mig.  

Iris och Edda, mina älskade döttrar och det absolut mest värdefulla jag har. Den här 
avhandlingen är tillägnad er. Ni föddes under tiden jag skrev den och ni har inte vetat 
om något annat än detta undantagstillstånd. Om ni någon gång får för er att öppna er 
mammas torra tunga bok så vill jag att ni ska ni veta att det sannerligen inte har varit 
enkelt att skriva den här avhandlingen när det enda jag har velat göra är att åka hem till 
er. Men nu är den äntligen klar. Vi gjorde det! 

Jennie Brandén 
Haga, Umeå, mars 2022 
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Enkel sammanfattning på svenska  
“I en föränderlig tid och en konfliktfylld värld krävs inget större – och inget mindre – 
än trygghet” skriver Socialdemokraterna i sitt senaste valmanifest från 2018, med titeln 
Det största trygghetsprogrammet i modern tid. Citatet illustrerar hur trygghet i Sverige, liksom i 
många andra delar av världen, har blivit ett centralt politiskt ideal och ett svar på en 
mängd samhälleliga frågor. I svensk offentlig politik har trygghet ofta formulerats som 
en förutsättning för ett demokratiskt och jämställt samhälle. Samtidigt visar forskning 
att betydelsen av trygghet under senare år i ökande grad sammankopplats med frågor 
om nationell och individuell säkerhet, brottsprevention och invandring. I ljuset av en 
förändrad välfärdsstat, där ideal om universell välfärd, kollektivt ansvar och demokratisk 
legitimitet i allt högre utsträckning trängs undan av nyliberala marknadsbaserade ideal 
om individuellt ansvar, konkurrens och effektivitet menar jag att den centralitet som 
trygghet fått som politiskt ideal väcker frågor. Varför trygghet? Varför just nu? Varför 
blir trygghet allt oftare svaret på samhälleliga problem i Sverige, snarare än jämlikhet, 
rättvisa eller demokrati?  

Med avstamp i dessa frågor undersöker den här avhandlingen hur (o)trygghet1 
förstås, adresseras och därmed formas som politiskt problem i Sverige idag, och vad det 
får för effekter. Analysen fokuserar särskilt på att förstå om och hur betydelser av 
(o)trygghet påverkar (och påverkas av) olika sätt att tänka kring styrningen av politiska 
problem - detta benämns teoretiskt som ”styrningsmentalitet”. Att studera (o)trygghet 
som ett uttryck för styrningsmentalitet ger inblick i hur det kommer sig att vissa 
uppfattningar om (o)trygghet blir framträdande, medan andra utesluts. Avhandlingen 
bygger på tre olika fallstudier av hur (o)trygghet i offentliga rum fylls med mening i 
praktiken som innefattar: trygghetsvandringar; certifieringen av trygga stadskärnor; samt 
patrullerande ordningsvakter och väktare, där tillämpningen av dessa olika strategier för 
trygghet undersöks i ett urval av svenska kommuner. Studien använder politisk etnografi 
som metodologiskt ramverk och materialet innefattar policydokument, deltagande 
observationer och intervjuer.  

 
Trygghetsvandringar – deltagande och dialog 
Den första fallstudien (artikel I) undersöker hur trygghetsvandringar förstås och används 
som ett sätt att öka trygghet, med fokus på tre kommuner av olika storlek och karaktär. 
Trygghetsvandringar introducerades i Sverige i början av 2000-talet som ett sätt att skapa 
medborgardialog kring trygghet och särskilt fånga upp kvinnors otrygghet. Det är idag 
en väletablerad metod som nästan blivit synonymt med lokalt trygghetsarbete i svenska 
kommuner. Trygghetsvandringarna innebär att en grupp människor möts och går 
igenom ett område, ofta ett bostadsområde, och inventerar det ur trygghetssynpunkt. 

 
1 Mot bakgrund av att trygghet och otrygghet i det svenska politiska samtalet ofta sammankopplas så används termen 
(o)trygghet när texten hänvisar till dem båda. 
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Deltagarna pekar ut och diskuterar olika trygghetsproblem som fotograferas och noteras 
på en karta och i ett protokoll, så att det sedan ska kunna åtgärdas av ansvarig aktör. En 
trygghetsvandring organiseras ofta av kommunen. Lokala föreningar, bostadsbolag, 
politiker och polis deltar ofta tillsammans med boende eller användare av området.  

Studien innefattar deltagande observationer av trygghetsvandringar, efterföljande 
fokusgruppsintervjuer och en analys av dokument och policymaterial kopplat till dessa 
trygghetsvandringar. Delstudien syftar till att undersöka vilken betydelse trygghet får 
under trygghetsvandringarna och hur problemen bakom otrygghet hanteras genom 
vandringarna. Studien fokuserar särskilt på hur mötet med medborgarna är utformat, 
vilka som deltar och vad deltagande och dialog kring (o)trygghet innebär i praktiken.    

Analysen visar att medan en mängd olika otrygghetsproblem diskuteras under 
trygghetsvandringarna så är det främst de problem som är möjliga att på kort sikt åtgärda 
som noteras i protokollen. Detta leder till att vandringarna främst fokuserar på och 
åtgärdar brister i den fysiska miljön. Det handlar ofta om dålig belysning, trasiga bänkar 
eller skrymmande buskar. Samtidigt lämnas andra problem som diskuteras såsom 
droghandel, hemlöshet, eller rädsla för sexuellt våld, olösta. De blir i stället 
medborgarnas eller grannskapets ansvar att lösa. Undersökningen visar också att 
vandringarna av deltagarna uppfattas som en mötesplats där politiker och offentliga 
aktörer kan diskutera problem kring otrygghet med de som bor och verkar i de aktuella 
områdena. På så vis inrymmer de en potential att fördjupa det demokratiska samtalet 
mellan medborgare, tjänstepersoner och beslutsfattare. Samtidigt visar studien att 
deltagandet i trygghetsvandringar ofta involverar samma kategorier av medborgare och 
ibland inga medborgare alls. Det innebär en risk att vissa perspektiv på otrygghet 
utesluts, inte minst från de grupper som ofta ringas in som ”otrygghetsproblem”. 
Fallstudierna visar att dessa ofta innefattar marginaliserade grupper eller grupper av unga 
killar, ofta med invandrarbakgrund. Genom att vissa perspektiv tas i beaktning under 
vandringarna och andra pekas ut som otrygghetsproblem riskerar trygghetsvandringarna 
på så vis att skapa en skiljelinje mellan de som inkluderas i det trygga ”vi:et” och de som 
exkluderas från denna gemenskap.  

 
Purple Flag – trygghet genom certifiering 
I den andra fallstudien (artikel II) undersöks introduceringen av en internationell 
certifiering för trygghet kallad ”Purple Flag” i nio svenska städer. Studien bygger på en 
analys av policymaterial kopplat till certifieringsprocessen samt intervjuer med 
tjänstepersoner, polis och representanter från näringslivet som deltog i arbetet med 
certifieringen i respektive stad. Arbetet med Purple Flag är delvis finansierat av 
regeringens handlingsplan för att förebygga mäns våld mot kvinnor och strävar efter att 
integrera ett jämställdhetsperspektiv genom hela processen. Certifieringen fokuserar 
specifikt på stadskärnor och vad som kallas ”kvällsekonomin” och leds av Svenska 
Stadskärnor AB. Ett centralt mål är att utveckla samverkan mellan det privata 
näringslivet, kommunen och andra centrala aktörer i stadskärnan och öka handeln i 
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städerna på kvällstid. Genom att bekosta deltagande i certifieringen får kommunerna 
tillgång till konkreta manualer och specifika checklistor. De får även guidning av en 
projektledare från Svenska Stadskärnor i arbetet med att försöka uppnå statusen som en 
Purple Flag-certifierad – och därmed trygg – stadskärna. Delstudien syftar till att 
undersöka vilken mening trygghet får genom det konkreta arbetet med certifieringen 
som ett marknadsbaserat verktyg för att öka trygghet. 

Analysen visar att trygghet – genom de väldigt detaljerade checklistor, manualer och 
krav på mätbarhet och uppföljning som användes i den ettåriga certifieringsprocessen – 
representeras som ett tekniskt problem som kräver standardiserade metoder. Genom att 
trygghet görs mätbart och möjligt att använda i marknadsföring av staden, så framställs 
trygghet som ett verktyg för tillväxt snarare än som ett mål i sig självt. Trygghet blir något 
som ska locka besökare och turister till staden för att öka konsumtion och tillväxt, och 
ges därmed två primära betydelser genom certifieringen: dels som en teknisk fråga och 
dels som ett verktyg för tillväxt. Det innebär att den kompetens som efterfrågas i arbetet 
med trygghet är administrativ och teknisk eller kopplad till näringslivet, för att kunna 
paketera trygghet på ett mätbart och säljbart sätt. Mottagarna av trygghet blir i sin tur 
framför allt de som konsumerar i staden, medan de som anses störa ordningen på 
marknaden beskrivs som problematiska.  

En slutsats av undersökningen är därmed att trygghet, genom certifieringen, främst 
skapas för den urbana marknaden, snarare än för de människor som bor, lever i och 
använder staden på andra sätt än för konsumtion. Undersökningen visar vidare att 
jämställdhetsperspektivet på (o)trygghet, som en könad och maktrelaterad fråga, i detta 
sammanhang blir tomt på innehåll. Jämställdhet blir ett begrepp som adderas till redan 
existerande dokument och planer, medan en faktisk problematisering av de 
jämställdhetsrelaterade dimensionerna av trygghet saknas.  

 
Patrullerande vakter i offentliga rum  
I den tredje fallstudien undersöks svenska kommuners ökade användning av 
patrullerande ordningsvakter och väktare för att öka trygghet i offentliga rum. Idag 
upphandlar mer än en tredjedel av Sveriges kommuner, inklusive de tre största städerna, 
privata vakter för att patrullera offentliga miljöer: ofta hela stadskärnor och ibland också 
bostadsområden som klassats som otrygga. Genom intervjuer, policymaterial och en 
deltagande observation fokuserar denna studie på två aspekter av denna utveckling: 
vilken mening trygghet ges samt vilka subjekt som formas genom denna 
styrningspraktik. Resultaten av studien behandlas i två olika artiklar (III och IV).  

Artikel III undersöker på vilka sätt patrullerande privata vakter anses kunna öka 
tryggheten i svenska kommuner och vilka bakomliggande problem som vakterna 
förväntas adressera. Analysen visar hur trygghetsmätningar som uppvisar en ökad eller 
relativt hög nivå av otrygghet bland medborgarna till stor del ringas in som det centrala 
problem som vaktpatrulleringen syftar till att lösa. Vakterna utgör en synlig och snabb 
åtgärd som ger tydliga och mätbara resultat i form av exempelvis dagliga rapporter och 



 

ix 

statistik över ingripanden, som också anses öka effektiviteten i kommunernas 
trygghetsarbete.  

Genom avgränsningen av den plats som ska göras trygg så blir betydelsen av trygghet 
till stor del en fråga om ordning och likformighet i det offentliga rummet enligt specifika 
trygghetsideal. De människor, beteenden samt områden som anses avvika från dessa 
trygghetsideal och störa ordningen ringas därmed in som otrygghetsproblem. Studien 
visar vidare hur vakterna i arbetet för trygghet får en mer social roll än tidigare och 
särskilt fokuserar på att bygga relationer med s.k. ”riskgrupper”, ofta ungdomar. Detta 
innebär att vakterna i viss utsträckning kompenserar för en bristande närvaro av poliser 
och sociala fältarbetare. Genom outsourcingen av ansvaret för trygghet till privata 
vaktbolag och till ordningsvakter med utökad rätt att använda våld, pekar studien på hur 
grundläggande demokratiska principer, såsom legitimitet, ansvar och statligt 
våldsmonopol, förskjuts mot den privata säkerhetsindustrin. Ett betydande ansvar 
tillskrivs därmed vaktbolag samt individuella ordningsvakter och väktare – utan att detta 
föregås av någon politisk debatt i någon av de studerade kommunerna.  

Artikel IV undersöker hur både vakterna och de som ”vaktas” positioneras som 
subjekt i relation till styrningen av trygghet genom vakternas nya roll. Analysen visar hur 
vakternas nya funktion till stor del centreras kring tre praktiker: patrullering, rapportering 
och omsorg. Genom dessa praktiker ges vakten en omsorgsfull och beskyddande roll, 
men också en utsatt position eftersom vakterna ofta är först på plats vid olyckor, bränder 
och brott samt hanterar svåra och konfliktfyllda situationer. 

Analysen visar vidare att vakterna får en bevakande och kontrollerande funktion och 
blir en synlig uniformerad auktoritet i det offentliga rummet som beskrivs som 
”kommunens ansikte utåt”. Vakterna fyller på så vis ett tomrum som uppstått genom 
förändringar av den svenska välfärdsstaten. Analysen pekar också på hur vakternas 
omsorgsfokuserade praktiker syftar till att forma de som adresseras som 
”otrygghetsproblem” till lugna och styrbara medborgare. Samtidigt som de personer 
som ringades in som ”otrygghetsproblem” antingen misstänkliggörs, tillrättavisas eller 
exkluderas från de trygga miljöer som vakterna har i uppdrag att skapa. Artikeln synliggör 
därmed hur den nya vaktpositionen bygger på ett bakomliggande tankesätt som innebär 
att några görs trygga på bekostnad av en grupp av allt otryggare ”andra”.  
 
En avpolitiserad trygghet för några på bekostnad av andra 
Genom att analysera resultaten från dessa tre fallstudier sammantaget visar avhandlingen 
att styrningen av trygghet i Sverige till stor del skapar en teknisk, mätbar och avpolitiserad 
betydelse av trygghet. Med avpolitiserad menas att vissa sätt att förstå och adressera 
(o)trygghet framställs som de naturliga och rätta, medan andra perspektiv och sätt att 
förstå (o)trygghet döljs. Avhandlingen visar därmed att politiska skiljelinjer i termer av 
sociala, ekonomiska och maktrelaterade aspekter av trygghet, samt en diskussion om 
vilka som ska göras trygga, hur och varför, till stor del utelämnas från politisk debatt i 
styrningen av trygghet. I stället skapas en förståelse av trygghet som något förgivettaget 
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gott, något som gynnar alla. I själva styrningen blir trygghet en teknisk fråga som är 
möjlig att mäta, fotografera, inrymma i ett protokoll, notera i en checklista, eller åtgärda 
genom exempelvis ökad belysning. Avhandlingen visar hur denna förenklade och 
mätbara betydelse av trygghet också öppnar för en marknadsbaserad och ”säljbar” 
trygghet, som manifesteras genom exempelvis certifieringen och marknadsföringen av 
städer som trygga eller outsourcingen av ansvaret för trygghet mot privata vaktbolag.  

I denna kontext kopplas trygghet till ideal som ordning och likformighet i det 
offentliga rummet, snarare än skillnad och pluralism, vilket gör att de som avviker från 
denna likformighet eller stör idén om ordning är de som främst ringas in som 
otrygghetsproblem. Avhandlingen visar att dessa framför allt innefattar några av de mest 
marginaliserade och socio-ekonomiskt utsatta i det svenska samhället såsom hemlösa, 
nyanlända eller ensamkommande invandrare, utåtagerande ungdomar och sk. ”tiggare”. 
Genom att individer från dessa grupper ringas in som otrygghetsproblem så frånkopplas 
deras situationer från det politiska och sociala sammanhang de är en del av. De ses som 
problematiska främst i termer av att de orsakar otrygghet för andra. Analysen visar 
därmed hur trygghetspolitiken ökar trygghet i våra offentliga rum för några på bekostnad 
av andra. Samtidigt skapar och upprätthåller politiken en skiljelinje mellan å ena sidan de 
som anses familjära och ordningsamma - ofta de implicit ”svenska” - som ska göras 
trygga och å andra sidan de avvikande ”andra” - de implicit ”osvenska” - som anses hota 
tryggheten och som därmed måste exkluderas från de trygga offentliga rum som skapas. 
Dessa exkluderingar döljs dock genom den dominerande förståelsen av trygghet som en 
teknisk fråga och som något som är bra för alla.  

En central slutsats som görs i avhandlingen är därmed att i grunden politiska 
ageranden och beslut som avgör vilka som är legitima och inte i våra offentliga rum -som 
innefattar en förskjutning av legitimitet, ansvar och det statliga våldsmonopolet mot den 
privata sektorn - realiseras genom styrningen av trygghet. Samtidigt framställs dessa 
beslut och ageranden som rena teknikaliteter och föregås inte av någon nämnvärd 
politisk debatt. Snarare än ett verktyg för demokrati, inkludering och politisk förändring, 
har denna avhandling visat att trygghetspolitiken därmed bidrar till att urholka några av 
de mest centrala demokratiska grundpelarna. Samtidigt lämnas politiken bakom de 
varierande samhälleliga problem som anses skapa otrygghet både oproblematiserad och 
oförändrad. Detta innebär att löftet om total trygghet för vissa, ofta privilegierade, sker 
på bekostnad av allt otryggare och utsatta andra.  

Medan de studerade trygghetspraktikerna kan generera förbättringar av offentliga 
miljöer och bidra till en känsla av trygghet för många, så visar avhandlingen på vikten av 
att synliggöra vilka perspektiv och (ofta redan marginaliserade) grupper, som utesluts 
från de trygga offentliga rum som skapas. Trygghetspolitiken behöver således skapa 
utrymme för att diskutera de politiska dimensionerna av trygghet. En sådan diskussion 
behöver bygga på en acceptans och förståelse av våra olikheter, våra samhörigheter, och 
vårt kollektiva ansvar gentemot varandra i de gemensamma rum vi kallar offentliga.  
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Introduction 
 

I en föränderlig tid och en konfliktfylld värld krävs inget större – och inget mindre – än trygghet.2 

 
In these contingent and conflictual times, we need “nothing more and nothing less than 
safety” states the Swedish Social Democratic Party in its political manifesto from the 
most recent election, entitled: The greatest safety program in modern times [Det största 
trygghetsprogrammet i modern tid]. The above quote from this manifesto illustrates how 
safety has become a broad and central political ideal in Sweden across the political 
spectrum, expressed in public politics as a prerequisite for a democratic society (Olsson 
and Rönnblom 2020: 25). Given the precarious conditions in a world marked by 
uncertainty and risk, characterized by exploitation, global crisis, increasing inequalities, 
war, and climate change, safety certainly appears to be “that which we cannot not want” 
(Spivak 1993: 44). The call for safety is also widely manifested outside the context of 
Sweden, especially with regards to safety in public space.  

On a global scale, public safety has become an increasingly significant concern during 
the last few decades, not only for law enforcement but also for public politics, urban 
planners, global organizations, local authorities, the security industry, the media, 
voluntary organizations, and, not least, the general public (see, for example, Lee 2007; 
Listerborn 2015a; Sager and Mulinari 2018; UN Habitat 2022; Zedner 2009). While there 
seems to be a widespread demand for safety today, there is however nothing universal 
in how safety is understood. For example, feminist movements around the globe are 
continuously marching to “take back the night,” exposing society’s inability to deal with 
male violence against women, and declaring safety and gender equal access to public 
space to be a democratic right (see, for example, Listerborn 2015a). The Black Lives 
Matter movement has in turn used hashtags such as “#defundthepolice” to call for a 
“reimagined public safety” (BLM 2021), making it visible that an increase in the numbers 
of police officers on the streets does not signal safety for everyone. While the notion of 
public safety is often taken for granted, this thesis takes as a point of departure the 
understanding that the meaning of safety is neither given nor universal, but discursively 
produced. 

What, then, makes public space safe? Who is supposed to be safe there and why? 
And at what cost, and at whose expense, do we gain a purchase on safety? While one 

 
2 “In times of rapid change and in a world characterized by conflict we need nothing more—and nothing less—
than safety” (The Social Democrats 2018: 36, my translation). The Swedish Social Democratic Party has been the 
largest political party in Sweden throughout the 20th and 21st centuries and consequently has shaped the development 
of the Swedish welfare state in a fundamental way. The party has currently been in power since 2014.   
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would expect these questions to be at the center of political debate in Sweden, given the 
present centrality of public safety as a political ideal, they are surprisingly rarely discussed. 
However, they are important, not only because unsafety limits people’s way of life, 
mobility, and access to democratic arenas, but also because the way in which they are 
answered will determine what constitutes “the public” in public safety. My ambition in 
this thesis is therefore to open up for critical scrutiny the questions of what kind of safety 
in public space is imagined in the government of safety, and for whom.  

This kind of research task calls for a destabilization of the often taken-for-granted 
notion of safety as a common good and an examination of how safety is construed as a 
political problem, and how it operates in political discourse. This means that I am 
concerned not only with how safety is being governed, but also with how we are being 
governed through safety. Such a query requires a (re)conceptualization of safety as not 
only fluctuating in meaning, but as also discursive in character, operating normatively as 
a practice of governmentality (Brown 2008). This involves an understanding of ongoing 
safety talk and everyday local safety work as part of a project of organizing and directing 
our behaviors (Dean 2010), of regulating us as subjects (Butler 1997), and as contributing 
to demarcating the access to public space by deciding what—and who—is legitimate or 
illegitimate there (Mouffe 2005). 

While previous research has demonstrated the central position that the issue of a 
fear of crime has attained internationally (see for example Lee 2007; Pain 2009), the 
political discourse in Sweden focuses instead on unsafety as a much broader issue. In 
recent years, a powerful safety discourse has developed in Sweden which has contributed 
to moving public safety to the very top of the political agenda (Hermansson 2018; 
Olsson and Rönnblom 2020). In many ways, this development resembles what has been 
theorized as a process of securitization involving the increased rendering of societal 
concerns as problems of security. The process of securitization has been shown to 
activate and legitimize particular understandings of these concerns and to generate 
specific responses, while excluding others (Bigo 2002; Walters 2004; Huysmans 2006). 
One significant distinction, however, is that the Swedish concept of trygghet [safety] 
carries a broader meaning than security and in a policy context refers primarily to a 
subjective feeling or experience (Persson 2014). The meaning of its negative counterpart, 
otrygghet [unsafety], is in turn more limited than a general worry or anxiety yet is often 
used in a broader sense than fear of crime. Safety and unsafety are often used 
interchangeably in the Swedish public discourse, and for this reason I have chosen to 
sometimes merge them and will hereafter use the term (un)safety when referring to them 
both.   

In Sweden, the notion of (un)safety is simultaneously linked to a “fear of crime” 
(Persson 2014), and to social and structural wellbeing in a broader sense, often in relation 
to the welfare state (Olsson and Rönnblom 2020). (Un)safety is also closely connected 
to gender equality, primarily in relation to women’s unsafety and fear of men’s violence 
in public space (Listerborn 2002; Sandberg and Rönnblom 2014). However, previous 
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research has highlighted how discourses around (un)safety in public politics are 
changing. This change has involved a move from a broad, collective understanding of 
(un)safety as clearly linked to the welfare state and to economic and social aspects, 
towards a narrower and more individualistic understanding of it as primarily related to 
issues of crime, immigration, and national defense, and to individual security, a change 
that has taken place across the political spectrum (Olsson and Rönnblom 2020). 
Moreover, women’s unsafety in particular is increasingly being used by the political far 
and extreme right as a way of framing immigrants as a threat to “Swedish” safety and 
gender equality (see Sager and Mulinari 2018). The central position that safety has 
acquired as a political ideal in Sweden, and the discursive change identified in previous 
research, raises several questions: Why safety? Why now? Why is safety increasingly the 
answer to societal issues in Sweden, rather than equality? Why safety, rather than 
democracy or justice?  

While, in general, policies are seen as addressing a given social problem “out there,” 
my intention here is to critically analyze how, why, and with what effects certain issues 
are constructed as problems of (un)safety in the first place, while others are not (Bacchi 
2009). This kind of inquiry, I argue, is particularly important in light of the substantial 
shifts in how the Swedish society is governed which have taken place during the last 
couple of decades. Along with the other Nordic countries, Sweden is often categorized 
as a social democratic universal welfare state (Esping-Andersen 1990), characterized by 
values such as gender equality and an equal distribution of resources. However, during 
the last few decades, the Swedish welfare state has undergone a rapid and comprehensive 
transformation through which ideals of equality and universal welfare are increasingly 
being suppressed by neoliberal ideals of individualism, competition, profit and efficiency 
(cf. Rönnblom et al. 2022). This has resulted in cutbacks and privatizations of welfare 
services (Allelin et al. 2021), as well as increasing inequality (Ahrne, Stöbler, and Thaning 
2021). In Sweden, safety emerged as a distinct policy problem during the 1990s, 
concurrently with this re-organization of the welfare state, described by Larsson et al. as 
a transformation from a “welfare state based on ‘governing from a social point of view’ 
into a state of ‘advanced liberalism’” (2012: 17). This makes Sweden a particularly 
interesting case for studying what public safety as a political ideal has come to mean, and 
how the notion of (un)safety operates in political discourse, within an increasingly 
neoliberalized welfare state. 

Through these transformations, forms of governing have become more 
decentralized, horizontalized, and network-based, as new actors, such as communities 
and private companies, become increasingly involved in governing practices, not least in 
the promotion of public safety. This is commonly referred to as a move from 
government to governance (Bevir and Rhodes 2016), through which market principles 
have come to guide the public sector, a process often labeled “new public management” 
(NPM) (Brown 2015; Hall 2012; Larner 2000). This development has blurred the 
distinction between the purposes and functions of the public and private sectors through 
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different forms of marketization, privatization, and outsourcing of the public sector 
(Brown 2015), not least in local government (Montin and Granberg 2021).  

I conceptualize these shifts at the very foundations of government in terms of a 
process of neoliberalization. As such, I understand neoliberalism to have become a 
dominant rationality, operating as the new “common sense” for organizing politics and 
governing society. Through this neoliberalization, specific subjects are being formed: 
rational, individualized, competitive, and active in their own self-government (Brown 
2015; Dean 2010; Larner 2000). Importantly, the process of neoliberalization has been 
argued to have increasingly displace central political and democratic ideals of 
government, such as justice and equality, in favor of ideals of the market, such as 
efficiency and individual responsibility (Brown 2015). As responsibility through this 
process is gradually transferred to the private market and individual citizens, the political 
tools for change are becoming marginalized, and questions of political legitimacy and 
democratic accountability are being altered. To do politics in this context, Swyngedouw 
(2014: 125) argues, has become primarily a matter of administration and management, 
of conducting consensual “good governance.”  

Such “win-win” governance risks obscuring the different needs and conflicting 
interests behind political solutions for public safety (Mouffe 2005). In effect, politics 
risks being drained of concerns relating to pluralism and power struggles and instead 
becoming a matter of efficient problem-solving, of working towards common ends that 
are given rather than debated (Brown 2015: 128). These major changes in the forms of 
doing politics raise concerns about what opportunities for change that are opened up or 
limited through contemporary forms of governing safety.  

Feminist scholars in particular have highlighted how ideals of public safety 
increasingly operate to reinforce neoliberal urban agendas, producing safety for the 
market and the white, urban, (female) middle-class as consumers (Listerborn 2015a; Van 
den Berg 2012; Kern 2010a, 2010b), while “increasing inequalities and fear among the 
least privileged groups, commonly migrants, older women, single parents and young 
adults” (Listerborn 2015a: 12). 

Taking as my point of departure the contention that doing politics has largely 
become a matter of “good governance” in Sweden, and that market ideals are 
increasingly diminishing democratic ones, I argue that it has become pertinent to ask: 
What is being done in the name of safety? What dimensions of (un)safety are being 
obscured and what consequences of safety politics are left unproblematized if safety 
becomes a common end that is given rather than debated? To pin these questions down 
for empirical analysis, I argue with Li (2007a: 271) for the value of examining the 
practices of government and the concrete “doing” of safety. 
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Aim and research questions 
Against this backdrop, the focus of this project is an examination of the government of 
safety in Sweden through the lens of everyday local safety work. The overall aim is: to 
analyze how, and with what effects, (un)safety is produced as a political problem and operates as a 
practice of governmentality, by studying local practices of governing safety. To further clarify this 
aim, I have divided it into three research questions that have guided my analysis:  

1. How is (un)safety in public space given meaning as a political problem? 
 

2. What rationalities and technologies of government operate in the safety practices 
examined?   
 

3. What are the constitutive effects and political implications of the meaning that 
(un)safety is given and the way in which it operates as a practice of governmentality?  

To pursue this aim, the thesis builds on three case studies, involving three widespread 
forms of governing safety in Swedish municipalities: the conduct of community-based 
safety walks; the safety certification of city-centers; and the contracting of private guards 
to patrol public spaces. These cases represent local forms of governing safety (which I 
will refer to as “safety practices”) and have been chosen as examples of contemporary 
solutions to issues of public safety that have been widely implemented in Swedish 
municipalities and hence form part of everyday local safety work. In relation to the 
overall aim, the cases are thus examples of how (un)safety is governed and given meaning 
as a political problem in Sweden today. This means that my empirical attention is 
directed towards the realization of safety politics in concrete conduct. Hence, I focus on 
the documents, practices, and key actors involved in carrying out these safety practices 
in Swedish municipalities, while focusing less on specific agencies or policies or on the 
communities or individuals who are affected by these political measures.  

Methodologically, I draw upon a broad, political ethnography approach (Schatz 
2009). This means that I have gathered and analyzed a wide-ranging selection of policy 
materials linked to the safety practices under examination, and conducted participatory 
observations as well as individual and focus group interviews. In total, I interviewed 68 
people taking part in these safety practices, including: public officials, local politicians, 
police representatives, private guards, managers of security companies, and to some 
extent also citizens. Studying politics as practice, through an ethnographic approach, has 
opened up opportunities to examine how safety politics is played out when 
implemented, interpreted, and negotiated between various actors with seemingly 
different mandates, motives, and agendas. In that sense, this methodological approach 
allows me to focus on the situated processes and relations of governing “in order to 
examine the ‘how’ of government and politics as practice” (Li 2007a: 271) and to analyze 
the concrete operations of (un)safety discourse and its effects.  
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Rather than approaching the politics of safety as a coherent, state-initiated agenda 
(Larner 2000: 14), my analysis draws on a governmentality framework, through which 
these cases of local safety practices are conceptualized as a “fairly coherent” yet contingent 
regime of practices in the government of safety in Sweden (Dean 2010: 31). As formulated 
by Dean (2010: 31), an analytics of government “examines the conditions under which 
regimes of practices come into being, are maintained and are transformed.” Such an 
analysis aims to show how our often-naturalized ways of understanding and approaching 
political problems operate through such regimes of practices, by examining: how a 
regime emerges, the elements of which it is constituted, the problematizations and 
rationalities informing it, and the techniques through which it operates to direct conduct 
and achieve specific ends. Taking up this research task, this thesis presents an analysis 
that contributes to destabilizing the perceived coherence of political solutions for safety, 
thus making visible the contingency of contemporary political formations around safety 
in Sweden, as well as their implications. 

Outline of the thesis 
This thesis consists of seven chapters and four appended papers. After this introduction, 
the second chapter locates the empirical focus of the thesis within the policy context of 
public safety in Sweden and outlines how (un)safety has taken form as a policy problem 
over time. The third chapter situates the thesis in relation to previous research and 
summarizes how it builds on and contributes to three different fields of research. In the 
fourth chapter, the main theoretical points of departure of the thesis are outlined, and 
the analytical framework of governmentality is described. The fifth chapter presents the 
methodological approach as a political ethnography and describes the case study design, 
the methods used, and materials gathered,3 and discusses ethical considerations. The 
sixth chapter summarizes the main results from the four appended papers upon which 
the thesis builds. Finally, in the seventh and concluding chapter, the main findings of the 
thesis are synthesized and discussed in relation to the overall aim and research questions.  
 

 
3 All quotes from the interviews have been translated from Swedish into English by me. Most policy materials that 
I draw upon as empirical materials or to provide background are also in Swedish and the quotes from these policy 
materials have been translated into English by me (unless otherwise stated).  
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The politics of public safety in Sweden  
In this chapter, I situate the thesis’ empirical focus within the policy context of public 
safety in Sweden. In this chapter, I situate the empirical focus of the thesis within the 
policy context of public safety in Sweden. The purpose is to make visible how (un)safety 
has emerged and taken form as a policy problem. I do so by outlining the contours of 
the conditions under which a regime of practices around safety has come into being in 
Sweden and been transformed over time (Dean 2010).  

Drawing on previous research, I have demarcated the policy context of public safety 
in Sweden into three primary policy fields: crime prevention and security, public 
planning, and gender equality (Hermansson 2018; Lidskog and Persson 2012; Listerborn 
2002; Olsson and Rönnblom 2020; Persson 2014; Sandberg and Rönnblom 2014). While 
they are separated in this chapter for the purposes of clarity, I see these “fields” as 
overlapping and influencing each other in how they contribute to shaping (un)safety into 
a policy problem. In relation to these policy fields, and how they have been given various 
emphases in the politics of (un)safety over time, the chapter serves to present an 
overview of some of the main policies, programs, and public authorities that are 
connected to the three local safety practices which are the subject of this thesis. It also 
outlines how the problem of (un)safety has been defined and addressed in these policy 
contexts.   

(Un)safety, crime prevention, and security  
Unsafety as a loss of social control and order – to be resolved locally  
In the field of crime prevention, unsafety has long been considered a local responsibility, 
connected to a loss of social control and order due to a changing society (Lidskog and 
Persson 2012). Persson describes how “feelings of unsafety” developed into a policy 
problem “in its own right” within the context of crime prevention where feelings of 
unsafety have been understood not only to affect people’s quality of life, “but also to 
undermine the most fundamental aspects for [sic] the modern social contracts; the trust 
in and legitimacy of its institutions” (Persson 2014: 20). The first national crime 
prevention program, Our Collective Responsibility (Swedish Ministry of Justice 1996), has 
been described by Lidskog and Persson (2012) as largely connecting increasing levels of 
crime and unsafety to a dissolving social order and diminishing social control. In the 
program, this weakening of social control and order is connected to processes of 
urbanization, immigration, and segregation (not only in terms of ethnicity but also 
economic and age-based segregation), which are described as resulting in changing 
norms and a loss of “informal, civic control” (1996: 29). Certain segregated and 
“vulnerable residential areas” were specifically pointed out, and this program primarily 
problematized the planning of these areas and the shortcomings of housing policy as 
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factors behind the increasing segregation, which was formulated as requiring political 
and redistributive change, not only individual adaptation (1996: 15).  

What were described in the program as “local problems” were stated to require 
“local solutions” (1996: 6). Previous research emphasizes that this local focus 
demonstrates a change towards increased cooperation for safety, encouraging citizen 
initiatives and moving the responsibility for crime prevention towards the local and 
municipal levels (Hörnqvist 2001). As formulated in the program:  

The responsibility for the fight against crime is ultimately the state’s, but for it to have an 
impact at the local level, it is necessary for all good forces to work together and for the battle to 
be fought across a broad front. (Swedish Ministry of Justice 1996: 29, my translation and 
emphasis).  

As this quote highlights, the program holds the view that “good forces” need to unite, 
cooperate, and work across “a broad front.” The strategy to decentralize and spread the 
responsibility for safety and crime prevention among the local, communal, and 
individual levels, by engaging citizens, communities, schools, and families in crime-
prevention measures was described as a way of strengthening social control and 
reinforcing social order (Swedish Ministry of Justice 1996). As a step in decentralizing 
the responsibility for issues of crime and safety, the program suggested the establishment 
of local crime-prevention councils. Today, these have been established in most Swedish 
municipalities and commonly involve local politicians, municipal civil servants, and 
representatives from the local police (SALAR 2022). 

As argued by Lidskog and Persson (2012), this program can be understood as part 
of a broader societal shift in crime and safety policy in Sweden, which started during the 
1980s and ’90s, through which punitive means, social control, and situational crime 
prevention are increasingly emphasized, at the expense of more social understandings of 
crime and its prevention. Lidskog and Persson further link this development to the 
transformation of the Swedish welfare state and to “substantial cutbacks in welfare 
services over the last few decades, setting the stage for these shifts in crime prevention 
policy” (2012: 300).   

Defining, measuring, and evaluating (un)safety  
The development of (un)safety into a distinct policy problem has also involved various 
efforts to define what it means, and how it can be measured and evaluated. One of the 
central authorities involved in these practices is the National Council for Crime Prevention 
[Brå], a national agency under the Ministry of Justice. Brå (2021a) plays a central role in 
the work to reduce crime and improve safety in Sweden; for example, by gathering crime 
and safety statistics, conducting research, and distributing knowledge about crime 
prevention and safety work. The agency assists the government and other agencies with 
analyses and prioritizations. It also supports local crime-prevention councils and other 
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local safety initiatives and projects through actions such as the provision of funding and 
by distributing statistics, reports, evaluations, and examples of best practice (Brå 2021a).  

In public policy in Sweden today, unsafety is commonly defined as a complex and 
subjective feeling or experience that is hard to measure, which is related to but distinct 
from security and risk (Boverket 2019; Brå 2020; Swedish Ministry of Justice 2017). 
While Brå (2020) primarily relates unsafety to a fear of crime, Boverket connects it to 
individual perceptions of the physical environment that are linked to previous 
experiences of threats and crime (Boverket 2019). The meaning of safety and what it 
means to be safe in public space is seldom defined or measured, however. Thus, it is 
perhaps more accurate to talk about the governing of unsafety, rather than of safety.  

As unsafety has come to be regularly measured and evaluated, it is often used today 
as a performance indicator for benchmarking municipalities (Persson 2015: 164; SALAR 
2021). The national statistics of (un)safety are primarily produced through Brå’s 
nationwide “Swedish Crime Survey,” which has been carried out annually since 2006. In 
relation to unsafety, the survey includes questions about feelings of safety and unsafety 
outdoors in the evening, worry about various crimes and concern for loved ones 
[närstående], and the consequences of this worry or feeling of unsafety (Brå 2020). The 
survey also measures aspects such as exposure to various crimes, as well as trust in the 
judicial system [rättsväsendet]. Brå states that it uses the data and analyses provided by 
the survey to follow trends, to target groups who report feeling particularly unsafe, and 
to provide a basis for safety policies and the prioritization of safety-promoting measures 
“in areas where they are needed most” (Brå 2020: 20). Brå points out that there are 
challenges with representation in the national crime survey and that the results are 
“considered representative of the general population, with the exception of the most 
marginalized groups, such as the homeless and serious criminals [grovt kriminella]” 
(2020: 29).  

In Brå’s surveys (2020: 116), the principal question used for measuring feelings of 
unsafety is phrased as: “How safe, or unsafe, do you feel when walking alone in your 
neighborhood in the evening?” The pre-defined answers from which respondents can 
choose for this question are the following five categories: “very safe,” “fairly safe,” “a 
bit unsafe,” “very unsafe,” and “I never walk alone in my neighborhood in the evening.” 
Today, a growing number of unsafety surveys are carried out by the municipalities 
(Stockholm City 2022) and the Swedish Police Authority (2022), among others, and are 
used for evaluating levels of unsafety in relation to certain areas and groups, and for 
prioritizing resources and measures.  

Brå states that measured levels of unsafety initially remained stable at relatively low 
levels after it first started to be measured in Sweden, but in 2016 they increased 
significantly and since then have remained at around the same, higher level (Brå 2020). 
Since they began in 2006, these surveys, in line with similar surveys around the world, 
have consistently highlighted gender differences in perceptions of unsafety and that the 
category of women report feeling more unsafe in public space than the category of men. 
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In 2020, 38% of women, compared to 22% of men, reported feeling unsafe in 
outdoor environments during the evening and at night. Women also more often 
reported that they avoided going out due to their sense of unsafety and thus their 
mobility and access to public space was restricted to a greater extent due to this sense of 
unsafety (Brå 2020). Apart from these gender differences, Brå’s report from 2020 shows 
that levels of perceived unsafety are higher in the age group 20–24 years, among people 
living in apartment buildings, and among those born in Sweden with both parents born 
outside Sweden (Brå 2020: 114). As will be further described later, women’s higher levels 
of perceived unsafety compared to men’s have primarily been addressed in the fields of 
gender-equality policy and in public planning. 

Public safety as public order: formal and informal control 
As this section will show, in the context of crime prevention, (un)safety is increasingly 
connected to public order and met by preventive situational measures. In 2018, the 
current crime-prevention program, entitled “Combating crime together,” was adopted 
by the Swedish government. While the program largely reflects the ideas of 
decentralization and common responsibility that was advocated in the previous crime-
prevention program, it further emphasizes “prevention” and situational measures rather 
than social measures. The current program centers more around safety than the previous 
one and uses measurements of levels of perceived unsafety as a basis for many of its 
policy suggestions. The program specifically underlines that “women’s levels of unsafety 
are significantly higher than men’s” (Swedish Ministry of Justice 2017: 47). It also pays 
particular attention to what is described as a situation of “segregation, poverty, and social 
vulnerability” in the areas labelled by the Swedish police as “particularly vulnerable.” 
This is described as “worrying” and to require “particular attention” (Swedish Ministry 
of Justice 2017: 3–4). These areas are described as having slightly higher levels of crime 
and exposure to crime; however, “most noticeable are the differences in perceived 
safety” (Swedish Ministry of Justice 2017: 10).  

No clear definition of either safety or unsafety is provided in the program, but 
“safety-creating work” and “crime prevention” are described as related, yet separate, 
issues:  

Crime prevention is often carried out with the goal of creating safety. But safety-creating 
work and crime prevention are not always the same thing. It is not a given that people’s 
experiences of safety go hand in hand with the actual risk of crime. An individual’s sense of 
unsafety in a place may reflect the actual risk, but there are also instances where situations 
and places are perceived as unsafe even though the risk of crime is low. (Swedish Ministry of 
Justice 2017: 15, my translation)  

The program underlines the importance of Brå in generating knowledge about crime 
and unsafety and suggests a continued focus on increased cooperation locally; for 
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example, through contracts [medborgarlöften] between the police and municipality as a 
way for the police to “get closer to the citizens” and increase citizen dialogue and 
participation (Swedish Ministry of Justice 2017: 16). There is thus a continued focus on 
local community engagement, and the program proposes that citizens should become 
engaged and actively involved in crime prevention and safety-creating work in the 
municipalities, for example through neighborhood cooperation, safety walks, and police 
volunteering (Swedish Ministry of Justice 2017).  

Preventive means of increased formal (camera surveillance and monitoring) and 
informal (safety walks, neighborhood watch groups, night patrols) control are promoted 
in the program (2017: 40–43). It also particularly highlights the strategy of “fixing broken 
windows,” which focuses on dealing with minor crimes or disorderly behavior in order 
to prevent more serious crime and strives to keep areas “neat and clean” and increase 
the “social bond” in an area (2017: 48–49). The roles of the private sector and the 
security industry are also emphasized, and the program encourages cooperation between 
public and private actors through, for example, “Business Improvement Districts” 
(BID) (2017: 48). The program describes security guards [väktare] and order guards 
[ordningsvakter] (studied in Case III) as major actors in crime-prevention work and an 
important complement to the police, not least “for patrolling outdoor areas” (Swedish 
Ministry of Justice 2017: 22). However, it is underlined that “the main responsibility for 
maintaining order still rests with the police” (Swedish Ministry of Justice 2017: 22).  

In contrast to the rest of Europe, in recent years Sweden has seen an increase in 
“gun homicide.” Brå describes these homicides on their website as “limited to a very 
specific group—young men involved in criminal milieux in socially disadvantaged areas” 
(Brå 2021b). Today, this situation is at the center of the public discussion around crime 
and safety, and is frequently debated in the media as well as in public politics. At the 
same time, Brå (2021c) underlines that the levels of deadly violence in Sweden today are 
lower than during the 1990s. In 2019, aiming for “a safer and more secure Sweden,” the 
Swedish government presented a comprehensive action plan for dealing with “gang 
crime” involving, for example, suggestions for tougher penalties for certain gang-related 
crimes and increased powers for the police (Swedish Government 2019). Through this 
action plan, the Swedish government also proposed an investigation into “A modern 
and more efficient juridical framework for order guards [ordningsvakter],” connected to 
municipalities’ growing demands to use patrolling order guards to increase safety and 
public order (2019). In 2021, the official governmental report based on this investigation 
proposed a new law and regulations for “a more flexible and increased use of order 
guards,” described as way of meeting municipalities’ challenges with “order 
disturbances” and “unsafety” (Swedish Government Official Report 2021: 19–20).  

In my reading this development points to how, in the field of crime prevention, 
public safety is increasingly related to public order. It also shows how situational 
prevention measures as well as means of both formal control such as monitoring and 
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surveillance, and means of informal and community-based control, are presented as 
tools for increasing safety, as well as preventing crime.  

(Un)safety, gender equality, and public planning  
Based on the identified gendered differences in (un)safety, women’s unsafety in 
particular has been connected to gender-equality politics, and more specifically to the 
issue of men’s violence against women (Swedish Government 2021). The Swedish 
government’s previous action plan for preventing men’s violence against women 
included the specific goal to improve safety for women in urban environments, and involved 
resources to fund local projects linked to this goal (Swedish Government 2008). In that 
action plan, fear of attack was described as “a problem for many people, particularly for 
girls and women, and can restrict their chances of a good life since they dare not use 
certain urban environments.” Women’s fear was described as being addressed through 
“[u]rban planning with a more pronounced gender-equality perspective” (Swedish 
Government 2008: 28). This mission was assigned to the Swedish National Board of Housing, 
Building, and Planning [Boverket] and was carried out in two stages between 2008 and 2016. 
This contributed to situating the issue of—in particular women’s—(un)safety and fear 
of attack in the context of planning rather than, for example, crime prevention.  

Safety has long been a central issue in Swedish planning contexts, both nationally 
and locally, and the main focus has been to address shortcomings in the physical 
environment, such as poor lighting, overgrown bushes, and dark tunnels (Sandberg and 
Rönnblom 2014; Listerborn 2002). Following the government’s mission to address 
safety and gender equality described above, Boverket worked to integrate a gender 
perspective into the planning for safety, based on an understanding of unsafety as related 
to unequal power relations in society, and in particular to the issue of men’s violence 
against women (see Brå et al. 2010; Sandberg and Rönnblom 2014). Boverket and the 
County Administrative Boards [Länsstyrelsen] were appointed by the Swedish 
government to support the local work to promote safety from a gender perspective and 
to allocate government funding for local and regional projects based on this perspective 
(Boverket 2013).  

One of the projects funded by this gender and safety mission, and the Swedish 
government’s action plan for preventing men’s violence against women, was the 
implementation and gender-mainstreaming of a safety certification labelled Purple Flag 
that was introduced into Sweden in 2014 by Swedish City Centers AB (studied in Case 
II). Following the first stage of this mission, a nationwide survey carried out by Boverket 
(2013) showed that one third of Sweden’s municipalities reported working actively with 
promoting safety from a gender-equality perspective, indicating that gender equality had 
become a vital part of safety-promoting work in Sweden.   

As part of the governmental mission to promote safety and gender equality, in 2010, 
Boverket published a report series focusing on strategies and methods for improving 
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women’s safety in urban environments at a local level, in which safety walks (studied in 
Case I) were put forward as a central method (see, for example, Boverket 2010). Brå, 
Boverket, and TMG [Tryggare Mänskligare Göteborg] also produced a comprehensive 
manual covering safety walks: “Safety audits: a guide,” that still functions as a guide to 
the conducting of safety walks in Swedish municipalities (Brå et al. 2010). The manual 
states that it has integrated a gender-equality perspective and has been widely distributed 
among Swedish municipalities. It describes the main purpose of safety walks as 
exchanging “thoughts and views and a chance to spread information and discuss 
constructive ideas” (Brå et al. 2010: 5). The dialogue between citizens and public officials 
is stated to be an equally important outcome of the walk as any physical changes to the 
environment, and the importance of broad representation from different groups is 
emphasized. The manual includes an analysis of the gendered (at least in terms of 
women) and power-related dimensions of unsafety and their causes, such as women’s 
experiences of sexual harassment, fear of sexual violence, mixed media messages, etc. It 
also problematizes different groups’ access to, or exclusion from, certain spaces at 
certain times, and states that some groups are often portrayed as “unsafety problems,” 
such as young men and alcohol or drug abusers (Brå et al. 2010: 51–52). The importance 
of a broad representation of different groups on the walks is therefore stressed.   

In Boverket’s latest safety policy, “Crime-prevention and safety-promoting perspectives and 
measures in the public planning process,” safety is being explicitly connected to crime and 
public order (2019: 10). While gendered differences in experiences and reasons behind 
feelings of unsafety are highlighted, it largely lacks any problematization of the relation 
between (un)safety and gendered power relations. In turn, the Swedish government’s 
current action plan for dealing with men’s violence against women lacks any connection 
to public safety or to women’s fear of men’s violence in public (Swedish Ministry of 
Employment 2021). Today, Boverket uses a definition of safety that describes it as an 
individual “psychological mechanism” connected to interpretations of “the physical 
environment” (2019: 51). As formulated by Boverket: 

Safety is the feeling that is triggered when the individual interprets the design and use of a 
physical environment by combining sensory impressions with their own experiences, as well 
as with other individuals’ experiences or the media’s descriptions of the risk of being exposed 
to crime or threatening situations. (Boverket 2019: 5, my translation)  

In my interpretation this development illustrates a change in how (un)safety is 
understood and addressed in a planning context, becoming increasingly linked to issues 
of crime and order. It also suggests that the gendered dimensions of safety, which in the 
past decade have particularly been addressed in planning, are being de-emphasized.  
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Governing public safety in Sweden today: a preventive turn? 
This overview of the emergence of public safety as a policy problem in Sweden illustrates 
how specific meanings of (un)safety and ideas about how to govern it have emerged and 
taken form as a site of problematization that shapes public (un)safety into an object of 
governing (Dean 2010). I consider the emergence of this site to form part of the regime 
of safety practices being studied in this thesis (Dean 2010). As argued by Larner (2000: 
16): 

the emergence of new political projects is never a complete rupture with what has gone 
before, but rather is part of an ongoing process involving the recomposition of political 
rationalities, programmes and identities. 

In my understanding, public safety largely emerged as a policy issue within the field of 
crime prevention, where it was described as a “collective responsibility” and as a problem 
of weakening “social control” and “social order.” In relation to the view of safety and 
crime-prevention as a local responsibility, Swedish municipalities were ascribed a central 
role early on. The overview suggests that decentralization, cooperation, and various 
forms of networked and public–private forms of governance have been dominant 
governing strategies for increasing safety and preventing crime. (Un)safety has also 
repeatedly been described in policy as related to, but distinct from, security, in the sense 
that feelings of unsafety are seen as separate from the actual risk of being exposed to 
crime. At the same time, (un)safety is closely linked to crime and order in various policy 
contexts. The connection between (un)safety and crime is also being established through 
the central role assigned to Brå [the Swedish National Crime Prevention Council] in local 
safety work, supporting municipalities and local crime-prevention councils, producing 
knowledge about (un)safety, measuring and analyzing levels of unsafety, and evaluating 
initiatives, methods, and projects aimed at increasing public safety, as well as 
disseminating examples of best practice (Brå 2021a).  

Through the (un)safety statistics produced by Brå, and other actors such as the police 
and municipalities, my interpretation is that safety has been made measurable and, as I 
will explore in greater depth in the theory chapter, also calculable at the level of 
population. The statistical measurements have contributed to making (un)safety 
quantifiable and thus something that is regularly compared, ranked, and used for bench-
marking municipalities (see SALAR 2021). The results from various safety surveys are 
further being used as a basis for prioritizing safety measures and as indicators of their 
success or failure, as well as for identifying specific unsafe groups and areas (Brå 2020; 
Stockholm City 2022). A common understanding, as formulated by Boverket, is that 
“[d]espite the fact that safety is always a subjective experience, it is measurable” (2022). 
At the same time, Brå points out that the surveys measuring (un)safety do not include 
the perspectives of the “most marginalized” groups in society (Brå 2020:29). Nor do 
Brå’s surveys include questions about the causes behind unsafety or what safety means 
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or would mean for the respondents. As Boverket notes, Brå has chosen a uniform 
measurement of “unsafety” in the annual National Security Surveys, while the concept 
of “safety” is neither defined nor analyzed in these reports (Boverket 2021). The 
overview further suggests that, while the gendered dimensions of (un)safety, and in 
particular women’s unsafety and fear of attack, have primarily been addressed in public 
planning and gender-equality policy, the gendered aspects of (un)safety seem to receive 
less attention in this context today.   

In sum, I consider the three different cases of local (un)safety practices addressed in 
this study to be performed within a site of problematization that is marked by an 
understanding of safety as individual and subjective, but also as gendered and complex—
yet measurable. (Un)safety is expressed in policy as a question of inclusion and the 
gender-equal accessibility of public spaces (Boverket 2010; Brå et al. 2010), as affected 
by perceptions of the physical environment (Boverket 2019), and as related to crime and 
matters of segregation and socio-economic challenges (Swedish Ministry of Justice 
2017). The suggested tools for reducing crime and improving public safety include 
methods of dialogue and participation, as well as measures for situational prevention and 
of formal and informal control (Brå et al. 2010; Swedish Ministry of Justice 2017). The 
need for collaboration and community involvement is also strongly emphasized.  

In my reading (un)safety is increasingly formulated as a question of public order 
(Swedish Government Official Report 2021) and being linked to specific unsafe 
neighborhoods. This relates especially to areas described as being characterized by 
segregation and socioeconomic challenges, often referred to as “particularly” or socially 
“vulnerable areas” (Swedish Ministry of Justice 2017; Swedish Police Authority 2017; 
Brå 2018a, 2018b). This development indicates a continuation of what Lidskog and 
Persson (2012: 297) refer to as a “preventive turn” in Sweden, through which governing 
strategies for crime and safety focus less on long-term social change and the “bigger 
picture,” and more on individual and short-term prevention, targeting situational aspects 
and “risks.” 

My analysis of the safety practices examined in this study will provide further insights 
into how these problematizations of (un)safety and how it should be governed are 
shaping the studied safety practices as suggested responses, but also how these ideas take 
form when implemented and put into practice. In the next chapter, I situate the study 
and my analysis of these safety practices in relation to previous research.  
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Previous research 
This chapter serves to situate the thesis in relation to previous research and outlines how 
this study draws upon, and contributes to, primarily three research fields: governance 
and governmentality studies; critical studies of the politics of fear and (un)safety; and 
feminist perspectives on fear and (un)safety. I consider these three fields to contribute 
with perspectives of different relevance for this study, which focuses both on 
contemporary forms of governing and on the issue of public (un)safety. I begin by 
outlining previous research on changes in the organization and governing of the Swedish 
welfare state, and situate this thesis within the broad field of governmentality studies. 
Secondly, I position the thesis in relation to a diverse body of critical research on how 
fear and (un)safety have been addressed in policy and practice. Thirdly, I outline how 
the thesis draws upon mainly feminist and geographical research focusing on the 
gendered and racialized experiences and effects of unsafety. More detailed descriptions 
of previous research in relation to the different case studies are given in each of the four 
appended articles.  

From government to governance to governmentality 
Political science scholars have highlighted how the organization and governing of the 
welfare state has undergone significant transformations during the last couple of 
decades, often conceptualized as a move from “government” to “governance” (Pierre 
and Peters 2005; Rhodes 2007). This shift involves a change from hierarchical forms of 
organization and state-centered governing towards more networked and market-based 
forms, often labelled New Public Management (NPM) (Hall 2012). In Sweden, this 
involves a move from a strong Social Democratic welfare state model towards more 
neoliberal and market-based forms of governing, where the design, content, and 
implementation of public policies increasingly involve business interests and become the 
responsibility of private actors (Larsson et al. 2012; Olivius and Rönnblom 2019). 
Sweden is often described as both a highly decentralized and a generous welfare state 
(Pollitt and Bouckaert 2011: 305). It has also been argued that it is one of the countries 
where the neoliberalization of the public sector has permeated all policy areas 
(Rönnblom et al. 2022). In line with arguments put forward in governance studies 
(Hysing 2009; Pierre and Peters 2005) and governmentality studies (Brown 2008; Walters 
2012), my understanding of this neoliberal transformation is not that it necessarily 
involves a shrinking role for the state, but rather a changing role, governing through 
more network-based and indirect means and employing different forms of audit control.  

For Swedish municipalities, the move from government to governance has included 
a rapid and profound shift in the organization of public administration (Lauri 2016), of 
how local governments govern and are governed, and of how welfare services are 
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implemented and provided. These processes now entail more collaboration between 
municipalities and private actors, more diffuse roles and responsibilities shared between 
these actors, and more flexible and results-based forms of regulation and 
implementation of policy (Hall 2012; Montin and Granberg 2021; Öjehag-Pettersson 
and Granberg 2019). As argued by Öjehag-Pettersson and Granberg (2019: 43), Swedish 
local government now “operates under a system of governance that is permeated by 
markets and market logics.” In Sweden, local self-government is a key principle and 
Swedish municipalities are central actors in the governance of welfare (Montin and 
Granberg 2021). As municipalities are responsible for the planning of cities, public 
spaces, and residential areas, as well as for the wellbeing of their inhabitants, they also 
play a central role in the governing of (un)safety and are identified as key actors in 
national policies promoting safety and crime prevention (see Swedish Ministry of Justice 
2017). 

In resonance with these more networked forms of governance that political science 
research has long emphasized, the politics of public safety in Sweden has been shown to 
constitute a broad and complex political field, involving a range of different actors at 
multiple levels (Brandén et al. 2020; Listerborn 2002; Persson 2014, 2015; Thörn 2011). 
With Loader, the governing of public safety can be described as “fragmented, diverse,” 
and “networked”—both centralized and decentralized (2000: 324). In line with what 
Loader identified two decades ago as a shift towards “plural policing,” involving the 
fragmentation and pluralization of policing practices in the UK (2000: 324), previous 
research highlights how the governing of safety in Sweden is taking place above, below, 
through, and beyond (the) government (see, for example, Brandén et al. 2020; Listerborn 
2002; Olsson and Rönnblom 2020; Persson 2014, 2015; Sandberg and Rönnblom 2014; 
Thörn 2011). As the governance literature suggests, this means that, in the government 
of safety, the boundaries between public and private, and between the local, national, 
and regional, have become blurred (Hall 2012; Loader 2000; Montin and Granberg 
2021). They are becoming interconnected to the point where it becomes difficult to 
study one sector, level, or field as separate from the others. As argued, for example, by 
Säll (2014: 49), studying politics as linear functions, distinct and hierarchical in their cause 
and effect, becomes too rigid from this perspective. Rather than focusing on distinct 
levels defined in advance or on strictly demarcated areas of politics, scholars have 
underlined the value of studying contemporary forms of governing through situated and 
embodied practices and networks (see, for example, Olivius 2014: 56; Säll 2014: 49).  

For this purpose, the field of governmentality studies offers a broader and more 
comprehensive definition of governing, understood as the attempt to manage, shape, 
and regulate the behaviors of subjects and various domains, often described as “the 
conduct of conducts” (Walters 2012: 11). From a governmentality perspective, the 
analytical attention is directed towards how different forms of governing contribute to 
directing behaviors and managing conduct (Dean 2010). Within this field, governing is 
understood to be neither essentially oppressive nor liberating, but rather as both enabling 
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and constraining, always involving a certain degree of freedom (Cruikshank 1999: 2; 
Dean 2010: 46; Walters 2012: 12). Studies of governmentality usually involve an analysis 
of the techniques of governing and the forms of knowledge and rationalities 
underpinning attempts to change behaviors, which can be summarized as comprising 
“the mentalities of government” (Olivius 2014: 44; Walters 2012).  

Governmentality studies have long emphasized how a neoliberal political 
rationality—characterized by market-based and individualized ideals, relations, and 
solutions—dominate in contemporary forms of governing (Brown 2015, 2006; Higgins 
and Larner 2017; Larner 2000; Lorey 2015), not least in Sweden (Rönnblom et al. 2022; 
Lauri 2016; Öjehag-Pettersson 2020, 2015). Brown defines neoliberalism as a “peculiar 
form of reason that configures all aspects of existence in economic terms” and “is quietly 
undoing basic elements of democracy” (2015: 17). Both Brown (2015) and Larner (2000) 
have argued that limiting the understanding of neoliberalism as “only” a modality of 
governance, a distinct policy framework, or a coherent political ideology risk 
underestimating its changing and often contradictory character, as well as its significance 
and impact beyond the direct authority of state actors. To grasp these dimensions, I 
argue, with Larner (2000: 12), that neoliberalism needs to be understood as a “complex 
and hybrid” form of governmentality that works to render different domains intelligible 
and governable through certain logics and ideals (see also Brown 2015; Dean 2010; 
Higgins and Larner 2017).  

Drawing upon this broad field of governmentality studies, I take as a point of 
departure the assertion that neoliberalism has become a dominant governing rationality 
that is largely functioning as “common sense.” However, I consider the specific 
expressions, operations, and effects of neoliberal governmentality—and how it 
intertwines with logics such as public safety, crime prevention, gender equality, and 
inclusion in local practices of governing safety in the contemporary Swedish welfare 
state—to be an empirical issue to resolve. As Larner argues: 

Neoliberalism is both a political discourse about the nature of rule and a set of practices that 
facilitate the governing of individuals from a distance. In this regard, understanding neo-
liberalism as governmentality opens useful avenues for the investigation of the restructuring 
of welfare state processes. (Larner 2000: 6) 

The governmentality literature provides a useful distinction between government and 
governance, and argues that, while neoliberalism may mean less government, it does not 
necessarily mean less governance (Larner 2000: 12; Walters 2012: 30–31). 
Governmentality scholars have further shown how governing increasingly operate in an 
indirect manner, “at a distance” and through freedom and autonomy, rather than 
through direct control and sovereign means (Dean 2010; Li 2007a, 2007b; Swyngedouw 
2005). As Lauri writes, a central aim of neoliberal forms of governing is “to produce 
‘free’ and responsible individual subjects who act in ways that are preferred by the 
interests of power, not because they are forced to, but because they want to” (2016: 14). 
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In effect, subjects and communities have become more involved in governing 
themselves (Blakeley 2010), and are often encouraged to be active citizens who take 
responsibility for “enhancing their own well-being” (Larner 2000: 13) and resolving their 
own problematic situations as empowered, responsible, “good citizens” (Ahmed 2000a; 
Cruikshank 1999; Rosol 2015, 2014).  

From this perspective, contemporary governing practices are increasingly designed 
through individualized ideals, aiming to shape the governed population into self-
regulating subjects who conduct themselves in line with specific norms and towards 
certain ends (Dean 2010; Rosol 2014). The process of governing is understood within 
the governmentality literature not only to define but also to produce the problems, 
spaces, and subjects it sets out to govern. It does so by rendering the domain to be 
governed technical, calculable and governable in line with certain political ideals and 
governing rationalities (Elden 2007; Lövbrand and Stripple 2011; Öjehag-Pettersson 
2020).  

Brown has described security as an imperative for economic growth and private 
investment and as a constitutive part of a society structured on the premises of neoliberal 
rationality (2015: 219). Pointing out how the process of neoliberalization is diminishing 
the central elements of democracy by forming them into economic ones, Brown argues 
that this process is intertwined with and dependent upon processes of securitization:  

neoliberal reason has intersected with securitization—their mutual legitimation of each other 
and collaborative bracketing of law, democratic principle, and social welfare in favor of other 
metrics, including those of efficacy, control, and an advantageous economic climate. (Brown 
2015: 72)  

Brown further argues that the intensification of neoliberalization, which has generated 
individual rather than collective imaginaries of the social and public, has contributed to 
suppress democratic principles of universality, equality, and openness in favor of 
policing, protecting, and securing the freedom of the market and “the personal protected 
sphere” from “aversive insiders and invading outsiders” (2018: 66–68). At the same time, 
the nation-state appears to be poorly equipped to “protect” citizens from increasingly 
incalculable “threats,” both those stemming from within and those of global character. 
According to Lorey (2015: 11), rather than “protecting” its citizens, the intensification 
of neoliberal governmentality has operated to normalize and expand social and 
economic precarity, producing a “state of insecurity” and turning what she terms 
“precarization” into an instrument of government. In this sense, Lorey argues, we are 
today being governed, and govern ourselves, through insecurity rather than security.  

This thesis draws upon the ways in which this broad field of governance and 
governmentality studies has demonstrated significant shifts in the organization of 
politics and governing in Sweden and elsewhere. It contributes to this literature 
empirically with an analysis of the discursive operations of safety as a dominant political 
ideal in an increasingly neoliberalized welfare state. It also contributes with a novel way 



 

20 

of analyzing governing through an ethnographic approach and by examining the 
realization of safety politics in concrete conduct.   

Fear and (un)safety in policy and practice 
The empirical focus of the thesis is also related to a diverse body of research that examine 
how fear and (un)safety are not only addressed but also given meaning in the policies 
and practices aimed at increasing safety. Most research into the politics of the fear of 
crime and public or community safety has been conducted within criminology. Within 
this research area, Hollway and Jefferson have argued, “there have been far more 
attempts to measure the fear of crime than to ask what it is that is being measured” 
(2013: 6). One of the main problems with making (un)safety a “pre-discursive object of 
inquiry” (2001: 468), argues Lee, is the risk of ignoring the socio-cultural dimensions of 
how the very meanings of safety and unsafety are being shaped. For example, the 
question commonly asked in unsafety surveys: “how unsafe do you feel when walking 
alone in your neighborhood in the evening?” gives no consideration to who is answering 
the survey or what that person would consider to be the cause(s) of feeling unsafe in 
relation to walking alone in the evening. As argued by Whitzman:  

Answers to this question do not tell us what crime or crimes people fear, or whether they 
have a specific crime in mind at all, or are only disturbed by dark and isolated spaces. They 
do not tell us whether people actually do walk alone after dark, although this is sometimes 
asked as an earlier question, and whether they have other choices such as a partner or a car. 
They are silent on the question of whether fear of crime has had an impact on their activities, 
such as a reduction of social or economic opportunities, or emotional stress caused by 
vigilance while walking. (Whitzman 2007: 2717)  

From a feminist perspective, this kind of survey question, as Whitzman (2007: 2717) 
further underlines, also “firmly anchors fear of crime as being located outside the front 
door of the home,” while in fact women in particular are primarily exposed to violence 
in the private sphere. Instead of taking the meaning of fear and unsafety as given and 
pre-discursive, in this study I will take up the call to critically examine the assumptions 
that are being made about safety and unsafety based on this kind of naturalized data, 
which is often understood as generalizable facts (Garland 2001; Hollway and Jefferson 
2013; Lee 2007; Whitzman 2007).  

Much of the research on the politics of public safety and fear of crime that I draw 
upon has focused on Anglo-Saxon contexts such as the UK (Crawford 1998; Crawford 
and Flint 2009; Walters 2004), the USA (Beckett and Herbert 2008; Garland 2001), and 
Australia (Lee 2007; Whitzman 2007). In certain ways, these governing contexts 
resemble the context of Sweden as a western European state in which public safety has 
become an issue at the top of the political agenda. However, a significant difference is 
that the governing of public safety in Sweden is closely connected to the welfare state, 
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in which safety and unsafety have a broader meaning than the concept of fear of crime, 
being also related to social and economic aspects of wellbeing. Studying the UK, USA, 
and Australia, Lee (2007: 133) has shown how the fear of crime emerged historically as 
an object of governance through neoliberal and neoconservative governmental 
discourses emphasizing individual responsibility, enforcing ideas of “new punitiveness,” 
and justifying tougher law and order policies.  

The Anglo-Saxon context in many ways differs from the context of the Social 
Democratic welfare state in which safety emerged as a policy problem in Sweden. In 
Sweden public safety is consistently defined as separate from the risk of crime and 
addressed not only in relation to crime prevention but also in the context of planning 
and gender-equality politics, where it has been seen as a matter of democratic inclusion 
and gendered access to public space (Listerborn 2002; Sandberg and Rönnblom 2014). 
However, as already shown, previous research has highlighted significant neoliberal 
transformations of the Swedish welfare state (Larsson et al. 2012; Rönnblom et al. 2022). 
Furthermore, as argued by for example Lidskog and Persson (2012: 297), the policy field 
of public safety in Sweden is increasingly influenced by neoconservative notions of crime 
prevention stemming from the UK and USA, which contribute to emphasize individual 
and short-term prevention, targeting situational aspects and preventing “risks”, rather 
than social and long-term prevention.  

In many ways, the centrality of public safety in Swedish policy discourse also ties 
into what are commonly conceptualized as processes of “securitization,” which involve 
the increased rendering of societal concerns into problems of security. This process has 
been shown to activate understandings of a variety of issues, including immigration, 
social security, and globalization, as largely connected to risks, which in turn generate 
and legitimate certain responses to these matters as potential risks, while limiting other 
understandings and responses (Bigo 2008, 2002; Huysmans 2006; Schuilenburg 2011; 
Walters 2004). Within the field of governmentality studies, security practices have been 
shown to operate as techniques of government that build on rationalities of risk (Dean 
1998), security (Huysmans 2006; Schuilenburg 2011), or crime control (Garland 2001), 
which increasingly shape and influence a range of policy areas. These processes of 
“securitization” have also been shown to contribute to establishing a state of anxiety and 
exception, which serve to legitimize actions taken to protect the public from these risks 
(Bigo 2002; Huysmans 2006; Skilling 2014; Walters 2004). Following this way of 
conceptualizing security, I see how similar processes in relation to the broader and more 
social notion of safety can be read and analyzed as processes of “safetization.”    

A strand of research that overlaps with the empirical focus of this thesis, and is 
connected to studies on securitization, is research on various forms and practices of 
“policing.” Importantly, this field of research has revealed how the responsibility for 
safety and crime prevention has increasingly become pluralized, a process through which 
new actors, such as individuals, organizations, and—not least—the private security 
industry are increasingly involved in practices of both policing and patrolling (Crawford 
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et al. 2005; Kammersgaard 2021; Loader 2000; Wakefield 2004). I draw upon this 
research primarily in relation to Case III, which focuses on municipalities’ contracting 
of patrolling guards. This is a new position for private guards that broadly echoes the 
global development of private forms of policing in general, and private guards in 
particular (Crawford et al. 2005; Kammersgaard 2021; Saarikkomäki and Alvesalo-Kuusi 
2019; Samara 2010; Wakefield 2012). In some ways, this new role for private guards in 
the governing of safety in Sweden resembles the position of “police community support 
officers” in England and Wales, who form part of the police force and are primarily 
involved in neighborhood policing and patrolling, yet with limited police powers (see, 
for example, O’Neill 2017; Rowland and Coupe 2014). I also acknowledge that there is 
a large and related field of research focusing on the role of the police and “the police 
extended family” (Johnston 2007: 119) in relation to public safety, which focuses more 
on the organization of the police and operational dimensions than on the practice of 
policing as part of the government of public safety more broadly.  

Turning to the context of planning and extending into the field of geography, the 
attention that has been paid to safety and unsafety in planning practices in Sweden has 
often focused on the structure and design of urban environments and how people 
experience these places in terms of fear, safety, and risk (see, for example, Iqbal and 
Ceccato 2016; Sandstig 2010). These studies have shown that unsafety in public space is 
greatest in dark, deserted, and poorly maintained areas without a human presence, and 
is related to previous experiences of threat and risk (Sandstig 2010). Concurrently, 
research examining planning practices for improving safety in Sweden demonstrates that 
these practices primarily involve changes in the physical environment (such as improved 
street lighting, pruning bushes, etc.) and that, while women’s unsafety is often 
acknowledged, the reasons behind this unsafety are more rarely discussed or addressed 
(Listerborn 2002; Sandberg and Rönnblom 2014). Significantly for this study, these kinds 
of findings have led scholars to raise concerns that an often one-sided emphasis on the 
built environment and physical design solutions when addressing fear and unsafety 
occurs at the expense of addressing the social and power-related aspects of these fears 
(Koskela and Pain 2000; Listerborn 2002; Sandberg and Rönnblom 2014). While 
recognizing that measures aimed at changing a city’s appearance could improve people’s 
wellbeing, it is argued that fear and unsafety in public space cannot simply be “designed 
out,” and that physical space cannot be separated from the social (Koskela and Pain 
2000; Stanko 1995).  

During the last decade, scholars have paid increased attention to the 
commercialization of public safety. Studies have shown that safety is being used as a 
selling point to attract women, among others, to the city as consumers and investors, 
and have demonstrated that safety is being used as a way to legitimize processes of 
gentrification and privatization (Kern 2010a, 2010b; Listerborn 2015a; Mitchell 2017). 
Of particular relevance for this study is the work of, primarily feminist, scholars who 
have highlighted the effects of neoliberalization in relation to safety. They have shown 
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how the gendered and power-related dimensions of safety are increasingly being 
suppressed by neoliberal logics, through which safety is largely being produced for the 
market and the urban middle class (women), as consumers (Kern 2010a, 2010b; 
Listerborn 2015a, 2015b; Van den Berg 2012). As argued by Listerborn, “in a western 
neoliberal context, safety and freedom from violence are becoming a commodity” 
(2015a: 2).  

What has become a common way of “cleaning up” public spaces, often in the name 
of safety, has been argued to exclude the “undesirable,” often those considered to be 
disturbing the order of the market, resulting in what Mitchell has declared as “the end 
of public space” (1995, 2017; see also Listerborn 2015a). Similarly, Beckett and Herbert 
(2008) have shown how the policing of public spaces in the USA, based on broken-
window strategies and situational crime prevention, has largely become a matter of 
displacing the socially marginalized, such as the homeless, and criminalizing behaviors 
such as begging and drinking alcohol in public, in the quest for a more orderly and safer 
city (see also Crawford 1998; Crawford and Flint 2009). In a Swedish context, Thörn 
has similarly shown how the politics of creating a clean and safe city center in 
Gothenburg involves “soft policies of exclusion,” aimed at attracting the “right” 
category of people, who consume the city, while steering away “visible poverty and 
disturbing, associated behavior” (2011: 989).  

A number of studies that focus on the politics of public safety in Sweden have been 
significant for understanding how (un)safety is understood and given meaning as a policy 
problem. In her political science thesis, Persson (2014) has conceptualized safety as a 
“wicked policy problem.” Highlighting failed attempts to reframe and broaden the 
definition of safety in various policy contexts, Persson (2014) concludes that its meaning 
remains linked to the narrow concept of “fear of crime,” which Persson connects to the 
institutional setting and the ideational path dependency of the politics of public safety in 
Sweden. More recent studies of public safety politics in Sweden similarly indicate a 
discursive change around the meaning of safety and underline its now prioritized 
position in public politics (see, for example, Hermansson 2018; Olsson and Rönnblom 
2020; Sager and Mulinari 2018). In an analysis of public election manifestos published 
between 2010 and 2018, Olsson and Rönnblom (2020) show that this increased focus 
on safety has involved a shift from a broad, collective understanding of safety, clearly 
linked to the welfare state and social issues, towards a narrower and more individualistic 
understanding of safety as primarily related to crime, immigration, and defense, and to 
personal and individual security, across the political spectrum. Sager and Mulinari (2018) 
have further demonstrated how the concept of safety, and in particular women’s safety, 
is often used today by the extreme and far right in Sweden (particularly the political party 
the Sweden Democrats), as a way of framing immigrants as a threat to Swedish safety 
and gender equality.  

In sum, the previous research in this field has highlighted in various ways the need 
to analyze (un)safety as discursive and filled with meaning through the way in which it 
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is being addressed, rather than treating it as fixed. It has also highlighted discursive 
struggles over the meaning of (un)safety in Sweden and underlined the importance of 
not taking for granted the notion that safety is a virtue, but instead critically examining 
the discursive operations of safety politics and its effects. I consider this study to 
contribute in two ways to this rather diverse body of research on the politics of fear and 
(un)safety. Firstly, through its empirical focus on the broader notion of safety (compared 
to security or fear of crime) in the context of Sweden, in which safety is more closely 
linked to matters of gender equality, democracy, inclusion, and social wellbeing 
compared to many other contexts. Secondly, by analyzing (un)safety as a practice of 
governmentality, which provides an opportunity to examine not only how safety is 
governed but also how we are governed through (un)safety, and how notions of 
(un)safety are shaping understandings of gender equality, democracy, and inclusion in 
public space.   

Feminist perspectives on fear and (un)safety 
Finally, this study also draws on a broad field of, mainly feminist, research focusing on 
dimensions of power and privilege in relation to experiences and effects of (un)safety. 
Fear of crime in public space as a concept and issue of academic interest began to gain 
attention during the 1960s, when criminologists began surveying fear and unsafety in 
relation to crime and violence—at that time mainly in the USA and the UK (Persson 
2014: 20). From early on, these surveys identified women’s higher levels of fear and 
unsafety compared to men’s, and how this fear restricted women’s mobility in public 
space. This came to interest mainly feminist geographers and criminologists. Studies 
consistently demonstrated that women’s fear and unsafety differed from men’s in terms 
of scope, character, and the effects on their everyday lives and access to public space 
(see, for example, Koskela 1999; Pain 2000, 1991).  

In the field of geography, Valentine (1989) established the now widely used concept 
of the geography of fear through her research on how women’s fear of male violence 
influenced how they navigated and restricted their movements, such as avoiding certain 
places at certain times, and thus establishing their geographical boundaries. The way in 
which crime and the fear of crime was surveyed suggested that, while women reported 
higher levels of unsafety compared to men, men were far more likely to be subjected to 
violence in public space. Simultaneously, the risk of women being exposed to violence 
was higher in the home and workplace and was more often inflicted by known offenders 
than strangers. What was identified as a lack of correlation between risk and fear 
produced a common view of (particularly women’s) fear of crime as separate from the 
risk of being exposed to crime (Lee 2007). What came to be called a “safety paradox” 
[trygghetsparadox] resulted in women’s unsafety being understood and treated as 
irrational (Listerborn 2002; Persson 2014; Stanko 1993).  



 

25 

Related to this supposed irrationality, Listerborn’s (2002) thesis focuses on the 
relationship between discourses of women’s fear in local “safer cities” projects in 
Swedish municipalities. Listerborn shows that while women’s fears are discussed in local 
planning for safer cities, the reasons behind these fears, and how to prevent the often-
male violence underlying them, is rarely discussed. The one-sided image of unsafe 
women, argues Listerborn, risks reinforcing an image of women as weak and victimized, 
and responsibilizing women into dealing with their own unsafety through various safety-
generating strategies (2002: 252–253; cf. also Koskela 1997; Stanko 1997). For example, 
Persson’s (2014: 10) examination of Swedish safety policy reveals that women’s unsafety 
continues to be discussed among “policy actors” as unrelated to risk and thus possible 
to contest by spreading knowledge and distributing “facts” about risks.  

Feminist scholars have contested this widespread view that women’s unsafety in 
public space is unwarranted and shown that it relates to threats and experiences that men 
rarely face. Studies have highlighted the underlying threat of sexual violence, exposure 
to sexual harassment, and society’s message that women should manage their own 
potential risk by avoiding certain spaces at certain times – that all contribute to situate 
women’s fear in public spaces rather than private ones (see, for example, (Pain 2001, 
1991; Stanko 1997, 1993; Valentine 1992, 1989; Whitzman 2007), and in the “strange” 
rather than the “familiar” (Ahmed 2000a; Fanghanel 2016). Related to this “safety 
paradox,” feminist research has also problematized the public/private distinction that is 
often made when analyzing fear of crime and violence. Scholars have argued that 
experiences of fear in public spaces cannot be treated as spatially separated from 
experiences in private spaces, where for example women are more exposed to violence 
(Pain 2001; Whitzman 2007). As Whitzman puts it: 

violence is a common rather than a rare occurrence, women’s experiences both in private and 
in public space are fraught with potential and actual danger and uncertainty, and women’s 
fear of violence is a rational response to an everyday problem experienced over the life course 
in private as well as public relations and spatial contexts. (Whitzman 2007: 2718)  

As argued by Listerborn (2002: 81), feminist geographers who research fear of crime 
have had an ambivalent relationship to unsafety statistics, which they use and rely upon 
in various ways, while at the same time critiquing and mistrusting them. The difficulty 
of defining “fear of crime” has been discussed, for example, by Pain (2000), who argues 
that the concepts of fear and unsafety should not be seen as fixed units that can be easily 
measured. Along the same line of argument, Koskela has emphasized that fear and 
unsafety “are not a mathematical function of actual risks but rather highly complex 
products of each individual’s experiences, memories and relations to space” (1997: 304). 
This body of critical feminist research, mainly in the fields of geography and criminology, 
has demonstrated how various dimensions of power and privilege affect particularly 
women’s unsafety, and contributed with an understanding of fear and unsafety as 
difficult to measure or to demarcate geographically. Hence, it has also contributed to 
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problematizing the widespread understanding of women’s (and other groups’) unsafety 
as irrational (cf. Listerborn 2002).  

While most feminist research focusing on (un)safety has highlighted its gendered and 
unequal distribution in society, and in particular its limiting effects on women’s lives, 
this field also critiques a homogenous understanding of the categories of “women” and 
“men.” Scholars have demonstrated how fear and unsafety are not only gendered but 
also structured by, for example, sexuality (Held 2015; Moran and Skeggs 2004), race and 
ethnicity (Listerborn 2015b; Pain 2001), and socio-economic privilege (Listerborn 
2015b; Pain 2001; Whitzman 2007). In a Swedish context, for example Listerborn 
(2015b) has demonstrated that Muslim and hijab-wearing women’s experiences of 
violence in public environments in Sweden were largely linked to them wearing the hijab. 
This racist and Islamophobic violence was described by the interviewed women as often 
being carried out in broad daylight and in crowded places—circumstances that, as 
Listerborn points out, are rarely addressed as problematic in the work to promote safety. 
As Listerborn puts it, “[t]he violent acts toward the Muslim women are not visible, 
because this violence does not complete the idea of for example street violence. It is not 
visible because it is part of the ordinary” (2015b: 100). These studies point to the 
importance of acknowledging power relations as complex and intertwined and of 
analyzing the construction of spaces and subjects of (un)safety as a both gendered and 
racialized process. 

In sum, this field of—mainly feminist—geographical and criminological research 
into fear and (un)safety has demonstrated that the meaning of fear and unsafety and its 
effects differ between different subjects depending on their position in society. It has 
shown that the distribution of (un)safety is closely related to power and privilege, 
particularly in terms of gender, race, sexuality, and class, and has thus provided a basis 
for problematizing the effects of governing practices aimed at addressing public safety 
for different groups of people. I consider this thesis to contribute to this field with a 
different way of analyzing the meaning of (un)safety and its everyday practices and 
effects. By analyzing (un)safety as a practice of governmentality, this study makes visible 
how the politics of (un)safety does not just act on people, public spaces, and targeted 
(un)safety problems, but also constructs them in particular ways (cf. Larner 2000).  

Taken as a whole, this chapter summarizing previous research shows how the 
politics of (un)safety, and in particular the related issue of fear of crime, has primarily 
been researched in the fields of geography, feminist studies, and criminology, while it 
has attracted less attention within the field of political science. Previous studies have 
primarily explored the politics of national or regional security and securitization (Bigo 
2008, 2002; Huysmans 2006; Schuilenburg 2011; Walters 2004), or the government of 
the fear of crime (Lee 2007, 2001; Whitzman 2007), primarily in Anglo-Saxon contexts, 
which are connected to, but differ from, this thesis’ focus on the broader concept of 
public safety and the everyday local safety work being conducted in Swedish 
municipalities.  
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This thesis thus makes an empirical contribution to this body of literature by examining 
the politics of (un)safety, rather than security or fear of crime, and by attending to how 
the issue of public safety is governed in and through the Swedish welfare state. It also 
applies a novel methodological approach in the field of political science by studying 
politics through a political ethnography approach (Schatz 2009), which largely diverges 
from the mainstream ways of analyzing politics in political science research.  

Drawing upon the considerable literature that has examined primarily the broader 
perspective of the politics of safety, fear of crime, and security (Bigo 2008, 2002; 
Hermansson 2018; Huysmans 2006; Lee 2007; Olsson and Rönnblom 2020; Sager and 
Mulinari 2018; Schuilenburg 2011; Walters 2004; Whitzman 2007), this study also makes 
a contribution through its examination of the everyday, local practices of government 
and the implementation and realization of (un)safety politics in concrete conduct.4 
Finally, by employing a governmentality perspective, the thesis draws upon and adds to 
an emerging, yet far from mainstream, strand of political science research that enables 
novel ways of thinking about the discursive operations of power and politics, as well as 
its constitutive effects (see, for example, Brown 2015, 2008; Walters 2004; and in 
Sweden: Lauri 2019; Lövbrand and Stripple 2011; Olivius 2014; Öjehag-Pettersson 
2015). Drawing on these three fields of research in the various ways outlined in this 
chapter, this thesis brings them into dialogue with each other in the analysis of (un)safety 
through the framework of governmentality, a form of thought that I examine further in 
the next chapter.  

 
4 In a Swedish context for example Listerborn (2002) and Sandberg and Rönnblom (2014) have studied local safety 
work in Swedish municipalities, although not from governmentality perspective and not through a focus on specific 
strategies and practices for improving public safety. 
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(Un)safety as a practice of governmentality 
Stuart Hall once characterized the distinction between theory and politics as that between a 
domain in which meaning is opened up, potentially infinitely, and one in which it is 
intentionally and strategically arrested. It is the task of theory, he insists, to “make meaning 
slide,” while the lifeblood of politics is made up of bids for hegemonic meaning at the point 
of the particular political truth—the nonfluid and nonnegotiable representation—that one 
wishes to prevail. (Brown 2001: 41)  

This introductory quote summarizes what I consider to be a central guideline for the use 
and essence of theory, and outlines an important distinction between the purpose of 
theory and the purpose of politics. It emphasizes the conflict over meaning that is 
inherent in all political “solutions,” and the importance of theory to “make meaning 
slide” and to denaturalize that which is being taken for granted. This thesis is grounded 
ontologically and epistemologically in a post-structural understanding of discourse, 
power, and politics. This means that I understand meaning as discursive and contingent 
rather than fixed, and politics as a form of meaning-making that inescapably involves a 
struggle over meaning (Mouffe 2013). Poststructuralism is thus, as Butler and Scott 
argue, “not, strictly speaking, a position, but rather a critical interrogation of the 
exclusionary operations by which ‘positions’ are established” (1992: xiv).  

In line with Wendy Brown’s argument (referring to Stuart Hall) in the quote above, 
my starting point is that, in order to envision political change, there is a need to critically 
examine and reveal the contingency of solutions that are often put forward as natural 
responses to given problems based on discursively established “truths” about what 
public safety is, and what it should be. Such a research task requires an analysis that 
destabilizes the fixity and perceived coherence of political ideals and solutions and makes 
visible the contingency of contemporary political formations around the issue of 
(un)safety in Sweden. The theoretical framework presented in this section will serve as 
an analytical foundation for developing my critical thinking around these meaning-
making processes and the operations of power and politics in the governing of public 
safety in Sweden today.  

With Foucault, my entry point for this critical thinking is the understanding that 
power, and the exercise of power, is “not an institution, and not a structure; neither is it 
a certain strength we are endowed with; it is the name that one attributes to a complex 
strategical relationship in a particular society” (1990: 93). Thus, the strategic aspects of 
power exist without the necessary presence of a specific strategist. In line with this 
understanding, it is the practices of power, the technologies of governing, that should 
be at the center of any analysis of politics, rather than specific actors or institutions 
(Dreyfus and Rabinow 1983: 186–187). For this purpose, the governmentality literature 
offers useful analytical tools.  
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Governmentality: an analytical toolbox 

Rather than offering a grand theory of power, Foucault has underlined that his works 
offer directions “toward an ‘analytics’ of power: that is, toward a definition of the specific 
domain formed by relations of power, and toward a determination of the instruments 
that will make possible its analysis” (1990: 82). One of Foucault’s later attempts to grasp 
the complexity and operations of power in government is through the concept of 
governmentality (2007: 108), first introduced in 1978 in his lecture series Security, 
Territory, Population, at the Collège de France. As Foucault summarizes in these 
lectures:  

by “governmentality” I understand the ensemble formed by institutions, procedures, analyses 
and reflections, calculations, and tactics that allow the exercise of this very specific, albeit very 
complex, power that has the population as its target, political economy as its major form of 
knowledge, and apparatuses of security as its essential technical instrument. (Foucault 2007: 
108)  

However, as Walters writes, it is “by no means straightforward” (2012: 10) to pin down 
what Foucault means by the idea of governmentality. As Brown (2008) has underlined, 
in many ways the concept remains underdeveloped in Foucault’s works. However, 
governmentality as a form of thought has been further developed and theorized by a 
number of scholars from different fields, and I draw upon several of these (Brown 2008, 
2015; Dean 2010; Larner 2000; Li 2007a, 2007b; Miller and Rose 2008; Walters 2012). 
While governmentality is still far from mainstream in the field of political science, an 
increasing number of political science scholars are applying it as a framework for 
analyzing governing (see, for example, Brown 2015, 2008; Walters 2004; and in Sweden: 
Dahlstedt 2009; Lauri 2019, 2016; Lövbrand and Stripple 2011; Olivius 2014; Öjehag-
Pettersson 2020, 2015). In this section, I conceptualize and operationalize 
governmentality in relation to the aim and research questions of this study and outline 
the central analytical tools from the broad framework of governmentality that I have 
chosen to use. These tools enable me to open up “quite novel” ways of analyzing the 
very essence of political science: the practice of politics. As formulated by Walters:  

This toolbox equips us to do something important and quite novel: to understand governance 
not as a set of institutions, nor in terms of certain ideologies, but as an eminently practical 
activity that can be studied, historicized and specified at the level of the rationalities, 
programmes, techniques and subjectivities which underpin it and give it form and effect. 
(Walters 2012: 2)  

The governmentality “toolbox” thus provides tools for analyzing the “doing” of politics 
and the “micro-physics” of power, where government is understood as the governing 
of behaviors and actions through certain means and toward certain ends (Dean 2010; 
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Dreyfus and Rabinow 1983; Walters 2012). The concept of governmentality refers to 
what Foucault identified as a historical change in forms of governing and the birth of 
the liberal governmentalized state (2007: 108–109). As formulated by Foucault “[t]he 
modern state is born, I think, when governmentality became a calculated and reflected 
practice” (2007: 165). Foucault understood this governmentalization as involving a shift 
(rather than a replacement) in the focus of government from a more sovereign form of 
rule through the “threat of death,” towards ruling through “the administration of bodies 
and the calculated management of life” (1990: 140).  

Through this shift, government became concerned with the well-being and utility of 
the population as its most vital resource (Dean 2010; Foucault 1990). This aspect of 
governmentality refers to a form of biopolitics aimed at managing and administrating 
life through an economic register (Dean 2010; Foucault 2008). The governmental quest 
to optimize and utilize the population at large is connected to what Li (2007a: 270) calls 
“the will to improve.” Li describes this will to improve as being persistent in its endeavor 
to enable government to secure what Foucault (1991: 100) describes as the “welfare of 
the population, the improvement of its condition, the increase of its wealth, longevity, 
health, etc.” Alongside this understanding, the governing of safety can be seen as driven 
by a desire to improve public safety, as a way of optimizing, securing, and managing life 
and the well-being of the public, operating to render safety governable at the level of 
population.  

The change towards a biopolitical focus in government involves specific methods of 
governing at the level of population rather than the detailed, direct regulation of 
individuals. Governmentality thus also signifies a shift in the “how” of government, 
increasingly occuring at a distance, by cultivating desires and shaping habits, arranging 
matters through various means and tactics so that people behave in line with the 
objectives of government—as self-governing subjects. This “how” of government is 
broadly conceptualized in the field of governmentality studies as the conduct of conduct, 
involving “the attempt to shape human conduct by calculated means” (Li 2007a: 5). This 
broader meaning of governmentality has been applied in the field of governmentality 
studies to understand how most forms of governing are informed by discursively 
produced ways of thinking and certain ways of constructing taken-for-granted “truths” 
about the problem to be governed (cf. Olivius 2014: 44; Öjehag-Pettersson 2015: 82).  

Through the lens of governmentality, the government of (un)safety forms a 
calculating practice, which is performed by numerous and various authorities, 
organizations, and actors at various levels and from different sectors, which are often, 
but not necessarily, connected to the state. These calculating practices of governing are 
not understood as being conducted primarily in a top-down manner, but rather through 
the operations of different techniques that contribute to shaping the conduct of a 
particular social domain through certain discursive mentalities of government, or 
govern-mentalities, largely aimed at producing self-regulating subjects (cf. Lauri 2016; 
Olivius 2014; Öjehag-Pettersson 2015).  
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The object of study as a regime of safety practices 

So, how does one attempt to grasp and demarcate the “surface” where the conduct of 
conducts is being orchestrated through various practices of governmentality? The 
Foucauldian literature has used different concepts to demarcate that surface analytically 
in terms of, for example, a dispositif, an apparatus, a regime of practices, or an assemblage (cf. 
Dean 2010; Deleuze 1992; Foucault 1980; Li 2007a; Miller and Rose 2008; Higgins and 
Larner 2017). As Öjehag-Pettersson has noted, these terms “are all to some degree used 
to designate the same concept” (2015: 84–86). To further emphasize my empirical and 
analytical focus on what I have described as the realization of safety politics, I have 
chosen to conceptualize the safety walks, the safety certification, and the private 
patrolling guards as practices of government. As such, I understand them as forming part of 
what Dean calls a “regime of practices” (2010: 31–32) aimed at governing safety in Sweden. 
With Dean (2010), I consider such a regime to be neither absolute nor fixed, but rather 
a somewhat coherent yet contingent arrangement of a plurality of means and practices 
in the making. As formulated by Dean:  

Regimes of practices can be identified whenever there exists a relatively stable field of 
correlation of visibilities, mentalities, technologies and agencies, such that they constitute a 
kind of taken-for-granted point of reference for any form of problematization. In so far as 
these regimes concern the direction of conduct, they form the object of an analytics of 
government. (2010: 37)  

As argued by Dean (2010), an analytics of government positions these regimes of 
practice at the heart of the analysis and strives to make visible their inherent rationalities, 
technologies, and effects, as well as how they operate, in order to problematize, 
demarcate, and define the domain to be governed in specific ways.   

The meaning of (un)safety  
Foucault defines power as closely related to the production of knowledge and “truth” 
(Dreyfus and Rabinow 1983). The production of knowledge about (un)safety within the 
regime of safety practices is vast and manifested, for example, through: the continuous 
statistical reports of unsafety identifying trends and unsafe areas or groups; the range of 
methods and best practices for increasing safety and preventing crime promoted by 
agencies such as Brå [the Swedish National Council for Crime Prevention] and Boverket 
[the Swedish National Board of Housing, Building and Planning], and the subsequent 
evaluation of these measures; the various safety strategies produced locally and 
nationally; the manuals of procedures such as safety walks; the checklists of safety 
certification processes; etc.  

In governmentality studies, regimes of practice are understood to rely upon and 
(re)produce particular forms of knowledge, ideas, and “truths” about what it is that 
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should be governed, through what means, and to what ends (Dean 2010). It thus 
becomes central to analyze how such “truths” are produced, legitimized, and sustained 
(Öjehag-Pettersson 2015: 83). My first research question concerns this construction of 
“truth” and aims to show how (un)safety in public space is given meaning as a political problem 
within the studied regime of practices.5 This question relies upon the notion that there 
is no “true” meaning of safety or unsafety and that political “problems” are not pre-
existing, but discursively produced (Bacchi 1999, 2009). If policies are, in general, seen 
as addressing a given social problem “out there,” then this question sets out to examine 
how and why certain issues are constructed as (un)safety problems in the first place, while 
others are not (Bacchi 2009). I do, of course, acknowledge that there are numerous 
problematic conditions in our society, and that unsafety limits many people’s lives. 
However, the way in which problematic conditions are problematized shapes how we 
make sense of and deal with them. From this perspective, we govern and are governed 
through “problematizations,” rather than through “problems” (Bacchi 2012).  

The moment of problematization is the basis for governing any regime and has been 
central to my analysis of how (un)safety is given meaning as a political problem (Bacchi 
2012; Li 2007a; Miller and Rose 2008). In order for public (un)safety to become an object 
of governing, it needs to be inscribed with some kind of diagnosis of the problems 
behind it in order to provide a prescription for that diagnosis. This is what Li is referring 
to when she describes government as a problematizing activity, which involves 
“identifying deficiencies that need to be rectified” (2007a: 7).  

These moments of problematization are intertwined with the process that Li (2007a: 
7) terms “rendering technical,” which contributes to demarcating and defining the 
problem or space to be governed, rendering it intelligible, calculable, and amenable to 
government intervention through various techniques of governing (Miller and Rose 
2008). This relation between moments of problematization and processes of rendering 
technical also makes it visible that “the identification of a problem is intimately linked 
to the availability of a solution” (Li 2007a: 7). To make visible what is seen as in need of 
change and why, my analysis of how (un)safety is made intelligible as a policy problem 
strives to unfold the knowledge and assumptions underpinning those particular 
understandings, as well as what is being silenced, obscured, excluded, naturalized, or 
taken for granted through them (Dean 2010; Bacchi 2009; Li 2007a). This kind of 
analysis is vital for making the often implicit ideas and objectives of government explicit 
(Bacchi 2009).  

 
5 In my analysis of the meaning given to (un)safety within the regime, I have applied three different concepts in the 
appended papers. I have used the concept of problem representation (Paper II) to mark the way in which (un)safety is 
constructed as a policy problem based on certain understandings of the causes and the suggested solutions to come 
to terms with that problem (Bacchi 2009, 2012). I have used the term problematization (Papers I and III) to mark the 
broader process by which (un)safety is demarcated and defined as an object of government (Li 2007a). And, finally, 
I have used articulation (Papers I, III, and IV) to mark a temporary and partial fixation of discursive meaning in 
relation to how (un)safety is being problematized in a particular manner (Laclau and Mouffe 1985: 113; Foucault 
1980: 98).  
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The technologies and rationalities of the regime  
The question of how the meaning of (un)safety is produced through the regime is closely 
related to my second research question, which focuses on tracing the underlying 
rationalities of the regime that must necessarily be in place for (un)safety to be 
demarcated, defined, and problematized in a particular way, made practicable through 
specific governing technologies. The analysis focuses on the moments of 
problematization and the process of rendering technical (Li 2007a) described above, in 
which the domain of (un)safety is being analyzed, calculated, and shaped as an object of 
government to be met with certain “solutions.” 

Technologies here refer to the range of practical techniques, mechanisms, instruments, 
and institutions that enable the regime to instrumentalize the thought and shape the 
conduct, desires, and decisions of others in order to achieve its objectives (Miller and 
Rose 2008: 32). To take the example of safety walks, my analysis of technologies 
proceeded in very concrete terms and empirically focused on: the overarching strategies 
(participation and citizen dialogue); means (meeting and walking together through an 
area while discussing unsafety problems); measures (identifying unsafety problems and 
suggesting solutions); documentation (taking photos of unsafe spaces and noting 
deficiencies in a formalized protocol); and procedures (the formalized meeting, the 
mapped route, the note-taking in the protocol, the noting of who is responsible for fixing 
a problem), that were described in policies and played out when the safety walks were 
put into practice.  

This kind of analysis aims to make visible how these techniques contribute to 
delineating and defining the problem or space to be governed; in other words, to render 
(un)safety intelligible, calculable, and governable in a specific manner. As pointed out by 
Li, the process of ‘‘rendering technical’’ also involves the identification of particular 
expertise and thus also contributes to establishing a boundary between those who are 
seen as competent to identify deficiencies in others and those who are targeted by that 
expertise (2007a: 7). The identification and analysis of various techniques, and how they 
form governmental technologies, functions as an analytical entry point for understanding the 
mentalities of government.  

In this manner, the empirical study of the application of various techniques and 
practical measures within the regime forms a window through which to examine how 
they are informed and shaped by particular forms of knowledge and ways of reasoning, 
which are defined as political rationalities (Dean 2010; Miller and Rose 2008). The term 
rationality here signifies the underlying forms of thought that make it possible to 
produce safety as intelligible and governable in a particular manner (Miller and Rose 
2008: 59). An analysis of the “rationalities” underlying the studied safety practices will 
consequently make visible the relation between knowledge and power in the practice of 
government and suggest the forms of knowledge and modes of thinking that shape 
safety as a policy problem (Dean 2010). As formulated by Miller and Rose (2008: 32), 
“[i]f political rationalities render reality into the domain of thought” then “‘technologies 
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of government’ seek to translate thought into the domain of reality.” Put simply, political 
rationalities are made operable through technologies of government.   

Identifying the political rationalities of a regime involves locating the underlying 
logic, or “common sense,” that orders the regime and directs how “truth” is formed, 
legitimized, and upheld, and how this truth operates through particular vocabularies and 
representations of the domain being governed (Dean 2010). Moments of 
problematization and rendering technical, through which reality is made intelligible and 
governable in a specific manner, to be met by specific solutions, are thus central to the 
construction and reconstruction of rationalities—and to making them visible for analysis 
(Miller and Rose 2008; Li 2007a; Dean 2010).   

Importantly, rationality does not mean intentionality. The point of analyzing 
rationalities is thus not to “reveal” some underlying evil or to point out individual or 
municipal intentions, nor is it to judge the local safety practices or their outcomes as 
either good or bad (cf. Olivius 2014: 51; Bacchi 2009: 30). Rather, an analysis of 
rationalities aims to make visible how aspects that are taken for granted as “true” about 
naturalized ways of organizing politics and addressing political problems are not natural 
at all, but rely on specific forms of knowledge, and on particular ideals. Furthermore, a 
governmentality analysis does not take it for granted, for example, that the practice of 
safety walks is an expression of the values being claimed as their objective. Rather, it 
examines how values expressed as central—such as participation, dialogue, and 
inclusion—operate and are put into practice in the government of safety through safety 
walks. As argued by Dean: 

Thus rather than viewing regimes of practices as expressions of values it is important to 
question how values function in various governmental rationalities, what consequences they 
have in forms of political argument, how they get attached to different techniques and so on. 
(Dean 2010: 46) 

Making rationalities visible also means opening up the idea that the order of things could 
be different. While primarily identified as systematic ways of thinking around political 
problems, rationalities are never completely coherent or constant, but rather contingent, 
diverse, and overlapping (cf. Larner 2000).  

With Brown, I understand neoliberalism as a dominant political rationality, operating 
as a “normative mode of reason” through which politics is organized, subjects are 
formed, and conduct conducted (2015: 48). At the same time, as Brown underlines, 
expressions of neoliberalism are “inconstant, morphing, differentiated, unsystematic, 
contradictory and impure.” In different encounters and various contexts, neoliberalism 
“takes diverse shapes and spawns diverse content and normative details” (2015: 48). In 
my analysis, I have aimed to recognize how heterogenous and seemingly contradictory 
elements may operate in ways that have neoliberal effects. At the same time, I have 
found it important to acknowledge “the challenges and contestations that limit the 
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possibilities of coherence in neoliberal programs and forms of rule” (Higgins and Larner 
2017: 2) and to make visible the inconsistencies and complexities of various rationalities.  

This means that I have also been interested in the limits of government. The analysis 
of limits has involved making visible the contingency of power and politics, what Li has 
described as:  

the conditions under which expert discourse is punctured by a challenge it cannot contain; 
moments when the targets of expert schemes reveal, in word or deed, their own critical 
analysis of the problems that confront them. (2007a: 11) 

As Li further argues, an examination of these limits requires attention to be paid both to 
the rationales of governing practices and the investigation of “what happens when these 
schemes entangle the world they would regulate and transform” (Li 2007a: 270). This is 
what motivates the empirical focus on (un)safety practices in this thesis. My analysis has 
thus aimed to identify what these practices are seeking to change and what measures 
they apply, in order to understand the sometimes unintended and often unproblematized 
effects that they generate.  

Constitutive effects and space for “the political” 

My third and final research question focuses on the constitutive effects of the regime of 
safety practices. Relating to the previous two research questions, it examines how certain 
meanings of (un)safety, and certain technologies and rationalities of government, serve 
to constitute specific kinds of subjects with different space for agency and (re)produce 
certain relations of power. It also provides a basis for discussing the political implications 
of the regime, drawing attention to the avenues of political change that it enables or 
limits, as well as the kind of safe public spaces that it serves to produce.  

More specifically, I have focused on effects in terms of the subjects and spaces of 
government that are constituted through the regime and what its political implications are 
in terms of “the political” (Mouffe 2005). In my analysis of these effects, I have 
complemented the governmentality framework with feminist and postcolonial thought 
on fear, safety, space, and processes of subjectification (Puwar 2004; Ahmed 2000a, 
2004; Butler 1993, 1997) and with theories of “the political” (Mouffe 2005, 2013; Laclau 
and Mouffe 1985).  

Subjects of government  

My study of the regimes of practices aims to show not only how (un)safety is governed 
but also how we are governed through (un)safety. This question builds on the 
understanding that government does “not just act on political subjects, but constructs 
them in particular ways” (Larner 2000: 19). In line with the governmentality literature, I 
reject the notion that there is a true inner essence of individuals existing beyond power 
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relations and discourse (Mansfield 2000). With Foucault, I instead understand subjects 
as constituted in and through discourse and systems of power/knowledge that operate 
at the level of the “individual”: 

it is already one of the prime effects of power that certain bodies, certain gestures, certain 
discourses, certain desires, come to be identified and constituted as individuals. The 
individual, that is, is not the vis-à-vis of power; it is, I believe, one of its prime effects. The 
individual is an effect of power, and at the same time, or precisely to the extent which it is 
that effect, it is the element of its articulation. The individual which power has constituted is 
at the same time its vehicle. (Foucault 1980: 98) 

Thinking with Butler, I understand the subject as not only an effect and vehicle of power, 
but also as dependent on this recognition in power, as it provides the very condition for 
its existence. The process of subjectification is thus, as Butler writes, “not only violating, 
but enabling as well” (1993: 22).  

My analysis of the subjects of government is largely aimed at understanding how the 
regime, and the rationalities and technologies that operate through it, contribute to 
forming the subjects it desires. From a governmentality perspective, the government of 
(un)safety is understood to operate through various “modes of constituting and 
regulating citizens” (Cruikshank 1999: 2), which contribute to both constraining and 
enabling what it is possible to say, think, do, and be, all structured around certain 
normative and regulatory ideals of safety in public space. This means that the regime 
relies upon, and (re)produces, certain notions about which subjects (for example, 
consumers, women, protesters, youth, tourists, guards, migrants) are imagined as useful, 
valuable, problematic, disturbing etc. based on these ideals (Dean 2010; Bacchi 2009).  

Furthermore, these ideals operate through the regime to position subjects differently, 
so they become, for example, victims, protectors, strange, risky, suspicious, needy, or 
in/capable. These positionings in turn serve to designate responsibility for the problems 
produced, marking what and who needs to change, and how. This means that the 
imagined ideal spaces or communities of safety (Ahmed 2000a; Anderson 2006) also 
contribute to defining what becomes assumed to be ethical behavior in relation to those 
ideals, guiding how subjects are valued, ordered, and provided with different space for 
agency, thus operating to both constrain and enable people in their everyday lives 
(Bacchi 2009; Cruikshank 1999). With this understanding, the “free,” rational, 
empowered, individualized subject of (neo)liberalism is thus not seen as the true core of 
all human beings, but as the ideal citizen-subject who is produced through a neoliberal 
political rationality and the technologies of citizenship through which it operates (cf. 
Cruikshank 1999).  

To clarify this way of thinking, we can join Mansfield (2000) in taking the example 
of “disorderly youth,” who are often targeted as disturbing the public order and causing 
unsafety to others. The general understanding is that a patrolling guard who approaches 
this group would target “disorderly youth” as pre-existing subjects (or problems) “out 
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there,” who need to be dealt with in order to increase public safety or to maintain public 
order. In contrast, an analysis of subjectification would aim to make visible how the very 
naming, categorizing, and analysis of this group of individuals as “disorderly youth,” and 
the actions taken in relation to that group as such, are what constitutes them as always-
already disorderly, based on specific regulatory ideals of what safety and order is and 
should be. As Mansfield formulates it:  

There is a healthy, a legal and acceptable form of behavior, and the behavior of individual 
subjects can be plotted against it. This takes place not just at the level of crime, but in the 
most trivial behavior: running in a crowded street, laughing too loud, shouting in public are 
all seen as potentially dangerous, and are notionally connected with violence and crime, 
especially in social groups that are already considered suspect, like teenagers. (Mansfield 2000: 
61–62)  

Based on this understanding of subjectification, my analysis of the subjects of 
government involves a critical examination of the naming, categorization, and 
hierarchization of those who are to be made safe and those who are considered to be 
disturbing safety, and how categories such as “disorderly youth,” “women,” and 
“immigrants” operate and are (re)produced in the government of safety. Within this 
understanding of subjectification, I also recognize the dilemma that my own naming and 
identification of various categories risks reproducing stereotypical ideas (such as the 
image of women as fearful victims or youth as disorderly). One strategy for trying to 
minimize this effect has been to highlight the constituting of these categories as subjects 
in and through the practices of governing in my analysis. I thus attempt to avoid 
presenting and reproducing them as fixed and given (cf. Mouffe 1992). 

A central figure in public safety discourse is “the stranger,” which I see as distinct 
from yet closely related to the figure of “the suspicious” and “the risky” (Moran and 
Skeggs 2004; Ahmed 2000a, 2000b). In contrast to the suspect and the risky, the stranger 
is both familiar and strange (Ahmed 2000b). As Bauman writes: “There are friends and 
enemies. And then there are strangers” (1991: 53, emphasis in original). While the 
friend/enemy relation distinguishes a sharp and violent distinction between good and 
evil, the figure of the stranger disrupts this clearcut and “cosy antagonism,” as Bauman 
calls it (1991: 55). The stranger is neither friend nor enemy but in-between. As proximate 
and distant, good and evil, proper and improper, the stranger uncomfortably enough 
holds the possibility of being both friend and enemy (Moran and Skeggs 2004: 141; 
Ahmed 2000a, 2000b; Bauman 1991). As Moran and Skeggs write:  

The figure of the stranger embodies and personifies a troubling and persistent ambivalence, 
representing the world as an unreadable place, a place of doubt and uncertainty. It is a figure 
that gives form to an experience of loss, of orientation, of direction and place. As a relation 
of “both”, “and”, the stranger personifies a special threat and an exceptional danger. (Moran 
and Skeggs 2004: 142)  
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The danger of the stranger in this sense appears as “more horrifying than that which one 
can fear from the enemy” (Bauman 1991: 55). With Ahmed, the figure of the “stranger’” 
is understood to be produced “not as that which we fail to recognise, but as that which 
we have already recognised as a ‘stranger’” (2000a: 3). Strangers, as Ahmed formulates 
it, are “those who are, in their very proximity, already recognized as not belonging, as 
being out of place” (2000a: 21). What and who is read as a “stranger” is thus shaped by 
a particular form of knowledge about what is always-already recognized as strange, which 
has been established through gendered and racialized discourses around safety in 
Sweden (Sager and Mulinari 2018; cf. also Hübinette and Lundström 2014).  

In my analyses, I examine how such knowledge about “the stranger,” “the risky,” 
and “the suspicious” is formed and how it operates within the regime. I understand this 
knowledge as being related to the production of an ideal safe community and the 
necessary (but not necessarily overt) demarcation of who belongs to that (safe) 
community and the expulsion of those who do not (Ahmed 2000a: 27; Anderson 2006). 
Such acts of exclusion are understood as constitutive of the safe community (Mouffe 
2013; Miller and Rose 2008; Ahmed 2000a).  

When studying such acts of inclusion and exclusion, I draw on feminist postcolonial 
thought for making visible how these processes operate within a colonial setting in 
Sweden (Carbin 2014; Hübinette and Lundström 2014) where immigration is 
increasingly articulated as threatening safety, “whiteness” and “Swedishness” (Sager and 
Mulinari 2018; Hübinette and Lundström 2014). A feminist postcolonial perspective has 
provided insights into how notions of race/ethnicity are intertwined with notions of 
gender, nation and belonging in the construction of “selves” and “others” in the 
government of (un)safety (Puwar 2004; Ahmed 2004; 2000a; 2000b). 

When examining how ideals of safety operate through processes of subjectification 
within the regime, I have found Ahmed’s (2004; 2000a) theorizing useful. I employ her 
exploration of how fear plays a role in (re)producing and ordering social relations when 
analyzing how the politics of safety can contribute to creating and sustaining an idea or 
imaginary of the “safe” nation, neighborhood, or community, by including certain 
subjects within it and excluding “others.” Ahmed highlights how “the language of fear 
involves the intensification of ‘threats’, which works to create a distinction between 
those who are under threat and those who threaten” (2004: 72). Hence, one can see how 
the language of unsafety could contribute to defining those who are recognized as 
“strangers” as being “threats” to public safety. Such “intensifications” would lead the 
notion of “the stranger” to tilt more towards the character of the enemy than the friend.  

Following Ahmed, the identification of threats or risks to safety within the regime 
can thus be understood as involving a process of aligning “some subjects with some 
others and against other others” (2004: 117). These differentiations in alignments, with 
some and against others, in relation to certain ideals of safety are at the center of my 
analysis of subjectification because I consider these processes of classifying and dividing 
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the population, which Foucault (1982: 777) refers to as “dividing practices,” to be “a 
core element within modern governmentality” (Walters 2004: 249).  

Spaces of government  
Through the lens of governmentality, I understand the construction of spaces of 
government as a central part of rendering safety technical, calculable and governable. 
This process is related to the spatial delimitation and demarcation of the domain to be 
governed through which (un)safety is being shaped into an object of government (Elden 
2007; Foucault 2007; Rose-Redwood 2012; Öjehag-Pettersson 2020). In my analysis, I 
have focused on two different, yet interconnected, dimensions of the spaces of 
government that are being delineated and produced in this process within the regime.  

On the one hand, I have focused on the construction of what I call spaces of safety, 
which is largely related to the concrete safe-making and place-making practices enacted 
through the regime. These practices often involve changes in the physical environment 
and other means for making the (often defined as public) spaces of safety calculable and 
governable in concrete conduct. These practices are also understood to affect the social 
demarcation of safe space and contribute to (re)shaping social power relations (cf. 
Foucault 2007: 20; Rose-Redwood 2012: 302–303). On the other hand, I have focused 
on the space for the political (Mouffe 2005, 2013) that is produced through the regime. 
Through this analytical focus, I particularly aim to make visible the room for conflicting 
interests and antagonisms that specific demarcations of the space to be governed in the 
regime hold, and what kinds of political change those demarcations limit or enable.   

My analyses of the construction of spaces of safety have aimed to tease out what 
kinds of safe (public) spaces that are produced and made possible to imagine during the 
process of demarcating that space and rendering it technical and governable. Inspired 
by Massey (1994: 19), I have strived to “think the spatial in terms of social relations,” 
and I have paid particular attention to how social relations are being (re)shaped in the 
governing of (public) spaces of safety—and how those reconfigurations of social 
relations contribute in turn to shaping spaces of safety as well as access to “public” space. 
In very concrete terms, the spatial dimensions of the government of safety involve the 
safe-making of public spaces of various sorts.  

These safe-making practices serve to produce specific discursive understandings, 
delimitations, and orientations for (un)safety in various public spaces and neighborhoods 
(cf. Ahmed 2004, 2000b). For example, they generate certain geographical and social 
boundaries of (un)safety, linking it to certain places (city centers, public parks, residential 
areas, schools, tunnels, etc.) and to certain aspects, behaviors, and bodies in those places 
(darkness, emptiness, certain groups of people, acting out, etc.) (cf. Ahmed 2004, 2000a; 
Koskela and Pain 2000). Hence, I consider the regime of safety practices as operating to 
demarcate, delimit, and constitute spaces of safety in particular ways, in relation to 
normative ideals of what a safe space means (and does not mean), and who belongs in 
that safe space and who does not (Puwar 2004). As practices of governmentality, these 
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safe-making practices are thus part of the process of rendering spaces of safety technical 
and governable in line with certain rationalities, operating to calculate “the uncertain” 
(Foucault 2007: 20; Rose-Redwood 2012: 302–303), and “to make the incalculable 
calculable” as a way of preventing the imagined risks of unsafety (Dean 1998: 25).  

Importantly, the ways in which spaces of safety are constituted and made governable 
contribute to shaping social relations. They produce spatial inclusions and exclusions in 
places that, within the regime, are almost always defined as public. This affects people’s 
mobility within and access to public spaces in different ways. I understand these 
processes as gendered, racialized and class-based (Butler 1997; Massey 1994; Puwar 
2004) and as closely aligned with notions of the imagined ideal safe nation, community, 
or neighborhood (Ahmed 2000a). As Puwar (2004: 51) argues, subjects who deviate in 
various ways from normative ideals in particular spaces not only become visible and 
“closely watched for any untoward behaviour”, but also constituted as “out of place” in 
those spaces.  

Finally, and most importantly, I analyze the space for the political that is produced 
through the regime and the particular social and political demarcation of space it 
governs. I do so by drawing upon Mouffe’s (2005; 2013) theoretical distinction between 
“politics” and “the political.” I say most importantly because I believe that space for the 
political should be an essential dimension to consider in any practice of politics that 
claims to be democratic; it is, as I argue with Mouffe, a constitutive part of social and 
political life which is dangerous to ignore. Mouffe (2013) conceptualizes the political as 
the ontological dimension of antagonism and social life, characterized by conflict and 
contingency. The political highlights the inevitable struggle over power and meaning, the 
contingent, in politics and democracy. Politics, then, refers to our established attempts to 
govern people’s coexistence through the formal practices and institutions through which 
society is organized and social order is established. This order delineates discursive limits 
on what can be said or not, by whom, and with what legitimacy.6 When a given order 
reaches a hegemonic understanding, a consensus, it conceals the antagonisms and power 
conflicts that are essential to the political. However, the conflictual cannot be overcome, 
because any political decision and meaning-making inescapably involves elements of 
inclusion and exclusion. As Mouffe argues:  

in order to envisage how to act politically, the moment of decision cannot be avoided, and 
this implies the establishment of frontiers, the determination of a space of 
inclusion/exclusion. (Mouffe 2013: 14) 

This means that, in order to make room for the political, we need to acknowledge that 
“the public” or “the people” is plural and multiple, but also that it is divided and 

 
6 In this respect, Mouffe’s reasoning about hegemonic understandings and consensus can be related to what is often 
referred to in the governmentality literature as “regimes of truth” (Rose 1999: 19; Miller and Rose 2008; Bacchi 
1999; cf. also Säll 2014: 41) 
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dependent on a constitutive outside, that a “we” requires a “them” (Mouffe 2005; Laclau 
and Mouffe 1985). This kind of separation of “the people” cannot be avoided, but only 
organized politically in different ways, some more equal than others. The tendency in 
contemporary rational and individualist ideas of (neo)liberal thought, however, is to 
favor non-conflictual and consensus-based approaches to politics that negate the political 
and operate to conceal that every consensus is based on acts of exclusion. This negation, 
argues Mouffe, risks turning conflictual antagonisms into moralistic friend/enemy 
struggles that increase the polarization between “us” and “them.” To avoid this, Mouffe 
emphasizes that we need to make room for conflict as “agonism,” to provide space for 
difference and conflicting interests, and opportunities for debating ideas and different 
political alternatives between “adversaries” (2013: 6–7).  

For Mouffe, establishing a space and a framework where conflicts and exclusions 
can be made visible and open for contestation should therefore be the purpose of 
democracy and formal politics to avoid the political being played out in the moral 
register, concealed through the antagonisms of “right and wrong,” or “good and bad” 
that are inherent in a consensus-based approach to politics (Mouffe 2005: 3). Such 
moralistic arguments become impossible to challenge, although they unavoidably 
involve a political and normative distinction between what is good and right, and what 
is not. Moralistic discourse thus obscures the political and closes the door on political 
change. By including no room for argument or conflict, no opening for agonistic 
encounters, no vision of emancipatory alternatives to the socio-political order, moralistic 
discourse operates to depoliticize issues that are essentially political (Mouffe 2005, 2013; 
cf. also Brown 2001).  

Hence, what is at stake in moralistic argumentation and consensus-based politics, in 
forms of governing that are based on established “truths,” is a foreclosure of the political. 
The term foreclose here means more than obscured and more than concealed: it signifies 
a preemptive erasure - that which it is made impossible to acknowledge from the start 
(cf. Butler 1997: 139; Mouffe 2005: 10). It is this ontological distinction between politics 
and the political that serves as the foundation for my analysis of the space for the political 
that the regime of safety practices, and the imagined safe community it produces, holds. 

To summarize, this chapter has introduced the governmentality framework that I 
have used to analyze the government of (un)safety in this thesis, conceptualized with 
Dean (2010: 31–32) as a regime of safety practices. My analysis of this regime aims to make 
visible the governmental technologies it applies, the underlying political rationalities that inform 
it, and how these dimensions operate to problematize, demarcate, define, and produce 
(un)safety in specific ways, with particular subjectifying, spatial, and political effects. As I 
further describe in the next chapter, my ethnographic approach and the empirical focus 
on the realization of (un)safety politics has allowed me to examine situated processes 
and relations of governing and enabled an analysis of the concrete, messy, and 
contradictory operations of (un)safety as a practice of governmentality.  
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Methodological approach 
In this chapter, I describe and explain the methodological choices I have made for my 
study of how, and with what effects, (un)safety is produced as a political problem and 
operates as a practice of governmentality. In line with a discursive understanding of 
policy and practice, as outlined in the previous chapter, I consider political problems 
such as safety to be filled with meaning through what is written, said, and done (Bacchi 
1999; 2009). As has been similarly argued by, for example, Li (2007a) and Rönnblom 
(2011: 40), my view is that the construction of safety as a policy problem and its 
operations as a practice of governmentality become most clear when policy turns into 
concrete strategies, actions, and measures. I have thus chosen to study (un)safety in 
practice, focusing on how the governing of (un)safety is being realized in local contexts.  

Drawing on Li (2007a: 27), my research strategy brings together an analysis of 
governmental interventions aimed at increasing safety (their establishment, the problems 
they identify, the proposed solutions, and their constitutive exclusions and effects), with 
an analysis of the realization of those interventions as they are implemented, negotiated, 
and shaped through the processes they aim to regulate and improve. Following this 
strategy, the methodological point of departure for the design of this study is largely 
grounded in a political ethnography approach (Gustafsson and Johannesson 2016; 
Schatz 2009). Before outlining this approach in more detail, I will describe how I 
position myself in relation to epistemology and the question of the nature and limits of 
knowledge and what can be known.  

Following Donna Haraway’s (1988: 581) well-known argument, I consider the idea 
of objectivity as a “conquering gaze from nowhere” to be a problematic approach to 
research. Instead, I recognize knowledge as always relational and situated. From this 
perspective, I argue that research inevitably entails the process of presenting certain 
perspectives on an issue, picking specific quotes, and highlighting certain aspects that 
are deemed relevant in relation to the purpose of the study and to the chosen theoretical 
approach. As a researcher, I cannot choose to simply position myself outside of 
discursive structures; rather, my research also becomes part of (re)producing certain 
knowledges and specific meanings about, for example, safety and unsafety (Winther 
Jørgensen and Phillips 2002: 175). Hence, I consider the methods and theories that I use 
to be constitutive elements of my own discursive production of knowledge in this field, 
which need to be carefully justified and critically reflected upon. Reflexivity, rather than 
objectivity, has guided both the research process and my own view of my position as a 
researcher. Thus, the purpose of this chapter is to be transparent in presenting the object 
of study and justifying the cases that I have deemed suitable to represent this object. The 
chapter also aims to thoroughly outline the methodological choices, theoretical 
assumptions, and analytical queries that have guided the research process and the 
selection and interpretation of the gathered material.  
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Studying the regime of safety through political ethnography  
As outlined in the theoretical chapter, I conceptualize the object of study as a regime of 
safety practices in Sweden. To study this regime requires, in Dean’s (2010: 39) words, an 
analysis of “the practices of government that form the basis on which problematizations 
are made and what happens when we govern and are governed.” While there are no 
clear-cut empirical delimitations to such an examination, I have chosen to focus on the 
implementation and realization of such practices of government through examining 
three widely employed means of increasing safety in Swedish municipalities. With Li 
(2007a: 27), my argument is that bringing inquiries about government programs into 
dialogue with what happens when they are implemented in the messy “realities” they are 
aimed to transform offers valuable insights into how this regime is constituted and 
disputed. My empirical and methodological choices for how to study this regime of 
safety practices have been inspired by what Schatz (2009) labels political ethnography.  

Breaking with traditional, natural-science-inspired ways of studying politics and top-
down understandings of political processes, which have long dominated the field of 
political science research, political ethnography underlines the important contribution of 
an ethnographic sensibility and immersion in the study of power and politics (Schatz 2009). 
My positioning of this study as a political ethnography starts from this broad 
understanding of ethnography, not as equivalent to a specific method, but as a 
methodological sensibility. According to Schatz (2009: 6) this “implies epistemological 
commitments that are about more than particular methods; in this sense, an 
ethnographic study usually employs multiple tools of inquiry.” This sensibility includes 
paying attention to the perspectives of the people who are part of the study as well as an 
empirical and analytical closeness to the materials and the political processes being 
studied. The aim is to achieve a deep, contextual understanding of the phenomenon 
under study by getting close to it, being at the location where it is practiced, and 
interacting with the people who are involved in it (Gustafsson and Johannesson 2016: 
13). My use of political ethnography as a methodological approach has not only 
influenced my choice to study the realization of safety politics in concrete behavior and 
to combine multiple methods in the gathering of materials, but has also involved striving 
towards a sensitivity to the complexity and situatedness of the studied phenomena 
during the research process.  

Drawing on Schatz (2009), I consider immersion and an ethnographic sensibility 
towards the study object to contribute with four important dimensions to this study. 
Firstly, it has provided the study with detailed materials that have contributed to calling 
into question some of my own taken-for-granted assumptions, as well as generalizations 
made in previous research or in theory. Secondly, it has contributed with new, and in my 
view more relevant, inquiries that developed during the fieldwork. It has also provided 
“theoretical vibrancy” (Schatz 2009: 10), in the sense that during the research process I 
have often expanded or adjusted my theoretical focus to help me understand certain 
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aspects of the empirical material. Thirdly, it has often made me challenge my own 
presuppositions by contributing with dynamic and complex materials. These have made 
visible important analytical dimensions such as contingency, contestations, and 
contradictions. In many ways, fieldwork has also required me as a researcher to consider 
the effects of my own research, and often made me aware of the limits of my knowledge. 
Finally, conducting fieldwork has reminded me of the normative concerns of my 
research and why, and for whom, I consider it to be important. The latter involves those 
working to improve safety, but perhaps primarily those who are affected by these efforts 
in different ways. To put this political ethnography approach to work, I have chosen a 
collective case study design. 

A collective case study design 
The general problem addressed by this thesis can be summarized as an enquiry into how 
(un)safety discourses operate in the concrete “doing” of safety. Hence, my strategy has 
been to find a study design that encompasses a variety of examples that represent this 
“doing” and the “operations” of the studied safety regime in Sweden. Taking inspiration 
from Bacchi (1999, 2009, 2012), and Li (2007a), I have chosen to examine different 
forms of “solutions” for improving safety in their concrete realization as a way of 
grasping policy in action. While not disregarding the role of for example the state, the 
police authorities, or civil society, I consider Swedish municipalities to be crucial actors 
in the governing of public safety in practice. As previously noted, the municipalities’ role 
as welfare providers in Sweden involves a wide-ranging responsibility for the wellbeing 
of citizens, including their safety. I have therefore chosen a study design that involves 
three different cases of local practices aimed at increasing safety in public space in 
Swedish municipalities: by means of safety walks, through the safety certification of city-
centers, and the contracting of private guards to patrol public spaces.  

As my focus of interest is not the particularities of one specific case as such, but 
collective and varying examples of the “general phenomenon,” the research design is 
inspired by what Stake has conceptualized as a “collective” case study (2000: 445; for a 
similar application of a collective case study design, see Olivius 2014: 58). The three 
cases exemplify the breadth of practices for governing safety carried out by Swedish 
municipalities of varying size and location, not only in the largest cities. To gain variation 
and nuance in my analysis of the studied phenomenon, each case includes several 
different municipalities working with the safety practice in question, as outlined in the 
following table.   
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Table 1: Overview of collective case study design  

Local safety 
practice in focus  
 
 
An example of: 

Case I:  

Community-based 
Safety Walks 

Governing safety 
through citizen 
dialogue and 
community 
participation 

Case II:  

The Purple Flag 
Certification 

Governing safety 
through PPPs and 
market-based tools 

Case III:  

Contracted patrolling 
guards  

Governing safety 
through outsourcing, 
private security and 
guard patrols 

Cities or 
municipalities 

Municipalities A, B, 
and C.  

Stockholm, Malmö, 
Västerås, Karlstad, 
Borås, Kalmar, 
Västervik, 
Eskilstuna, and 
Jönköping 

 

Municipalities X, Y, 
and Z. 

Methods and 
materials 

Individual 
interviews (6) 

Focus group 
interviews (3) 

Participatory 
observations (5) 

Policy and strategy 
documents 

Individual phone 
interviews (19) 

Policy and strategy 
documents 

Individual 
interviews (21) 

Group interview (1) 

Participatory 
observation (1) 

Policy and strategy 
documents 

 
Papers & journal 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
RQ1: How (un)safety 
is given meaning as a 
political problem.  
 
RQ2: The rationalities 
and technologies of 
governing.  
 
RQ3: The constitutive 
effects and political 
implications.  

Paper I: 
Safety walks 
Space and Polity, 2021 
(Co-Author:  
Linda Sandberg)  
 
 
 
Partly addressed 
 
 
 
Addressed 
 
 
 
Addressed 

Paper II: 
Purple Flag 
Scandinavian Journal of 
Public Administration, 
2020 
(Co-Author:  
Malin Rönnblom)  
 
Addressed 
 
 
 
Partly addressed 
 
 
 
Addressed 
 
 

Paper III & IV: 
Patrolling guards 
(rationalities: III) 
Manuscript 
Patrolling guards 
(subjectification: IV) 
Manuscript 
 
Addressed (III) 
Not addressed (IV) 
 
 
Addressed (III) 
Not addressed (IV) 
 
 
Addressed (III & IV) 
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These three cases form one collective case study in the thesis as a whole, as each case is 
considered to be an instance where the thesis’ overall aim (the “doing” and operations 
of (un)safety) and phenomenon of interest (a regime of safety practices) is manifested, 
and the similarities and differences between and among the cases is seen to advance the 
understanding of this overall phenomenon (Stake 2006: 9).  However, each case also 
constitutes a distinct collective case of its own, involving several different municipalities 
that employ the practice in question, providing both “typical and atypical” contexts in 
which the particular (un)safety practice is being deployed (Stake 2006: 23). Each case has 
been separately organized, with specific research questions that have been 
operationalized in relation to the overall aim of the thesis. Each one involves a distinct 
selection of municipalities and materials, and specific analytical entry points related to 
the particularities of the case in question as well as the organization and conduct of the 
safety practice being examined at the various sites. In each case, however, the thesis’ 
overall question of how (un)safety operates and is being shaped as a political problem 
when applied and put into practice has guided the analysis. Rather than studying safety 
as a fixed category or predetermined variable to be compared between the municipalities, 
or evaluating the safety practices as successful or not, the focus of each collective case 
study has been to identify how safety is problematized and given meaning, the 
techniques and forms of governing safety that operate, the rationalities behind them, 
and their effects.  

Following my conceptualization of the governing of safety as a contingent and 
fluctuating regime of safety practices, my argument is that the study of this regime 
requires adaptive forms of research. While based in political ethnography and a collective 
case study design, I have worked throughout the research process with an open and 
unfinished research design, allowing for changes in study objects, the kind of data being 
gathered, the questions in focus, and the analytical entry points along the way 
(Hammersley & Atkinson 2019; Schatz 2009; cf. also Lauri 2016). This strategy has been 
both a challenge and a strength but, primarily, it has provided a unique opportunity to 
follow the discursive changes in the field of safety politics during the years that I have 
been working with this thesis.  

Selecting the cases 
In relation to my aim, I consider Sweden to constitute a particularly interesting and 
relevant case for studying how (un)safety is addressed and given meaning as a political 
problem. This is due to the current centrality of the question of public safety on the 
political agenda and in government practice. Furthermore, Sweden’s position as a social 
democratic welfare state, and the social connotations of safety this brings—linking it to 
gender equality, social wellbeing, and democratic inclusion—differ significantly from, 
for example, Anglo-Saxon contexts, where public safety is more closely linked to crime 
prevention and fear of crime (Crawford and Evans 2017; Lee 2007). However, as I have 
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previously highlighted, the strong focus on (un)safety in Swedish public politics today 
also resonates with similar developments in other European welfare states (see, for 
example, Van Swaaningen 2005; Virta 2013), not least when considering the adjacent 
issues of fear of crime and in/security. In that sense, Sweden is not necessarily 
considered to be an exception, but rather a distinct case with certain particularities. 
Furthermore, as practices of government, I consider the selected cases to consist of 
examples that can provide insights into contemporary forms of governing, and the 
limitations and possibilities of political change in neoliberal times, which are relevant 
beyond the context of Sweden.  

My decision about which safety practices to study, and in which local sites, has been 
guided by the aim to include safety practices that are widespread and implemented in a 
variety of municipalities, often promoted as best practice (safety walks). In addition, I 
have aimed to include safety practices that I consider representing new, and rapidly 
growing, forms of governing safety (through the Purple Flag certification and the 
contracting of patrolling security guards). I interpret these as being connected to broader 
discursive changes in dominant understandings of safety over the period during which I 
was conducting fieldwork (2015–2019). In that sense, the selection of cases represents 
safety practices that are highly influential and have been widely implemented in the local 
safety work in Swedish municipalities. I consider these examples of (un)safety practices 
to be “critical cases,” and of “strategic importance in relation to the general problem” 
(Flyvbjerg 2006: 229).  

I also see these cases as “paradigmatic” because they serve to highlight “more general 
characteristics” of society, and how current discourses of public safety operate in relation 
to neoliberal forms of governing (Flyvbjerg 2006: 232). As such, the cases provide more 
general insights into the contemporary neoliberal governance of public (un)safety 
through deliberative planning practices (safety walks), market-based tools (certification), 
and public–private forms of policing (patrolling security guards), that is not specific to 
Sweden. In my view, the selection of these cases provides a rich and diverse base for 
analyzing the government of safety in Sweden. Below, I present and describe the cases 
in the chronological order in which they were introduced as practices for promoting 
safety in a Swedish context. This ordering also makes visible what I consider to be a 
discursive change over the last couple of years in how (un)safety is represented as a 
political problem.  

Case I: Safety Walks – Participation and citizen dialogue for community safety 
Commonly, safety walks involve a group of users of a particular space walking together 
with local authorities and politicians, police representatives, and housing companies 
through a demarcated area while evaluating it in terms of safety. In particular, they note 
aspects that cause unsafety in a protocol and discuss possible improvements (cf. 
Whitzman et al. 2009). Safety walks were first introduced in a Swedish context by the 
local crime preventive council in Gothenburg (Tryggare Mänskligare Göteborg, TMG) 
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in 2001. It is now a well-established safety practice, which has become almost 
synonymous with local safety work in Swedish municipalities. A comprehensive survey 
sent out to all of Sweden’s municipalities in 2015, through the research project “Fear 
and safety in policy and practice,” with which my PhD position has been connected 
(Umeå University 2022), showed that over 80% of the responding municipalities had 
implemented the method of safety walks as part of their local safety work (Sandberg et 
al. 2017: 20). Safety walks were originally developed in Canada as a method to address 
women’s unsafety in particular, aimed at “giving voice” to women and women’s 
organizations (Whitzman et al. 2014: 446). Today, safety walks have spread globally and, 
as Leslie Kern points out, are “used in cities around the world now, with the goal of 
empowering community members to generate specific recommendations for change” 
(2020: 156).  

Case I thus provides an example of a widely established (un)safety practice and 
demonstrates how forms of participation and citizen dialogue are being applied in the 
governing of community safety. Safety walks are put forward in policy documents as a 
tool, not only for safety, but also for crime prevention, democratic dialogue, civic 
engagement, and gender equality, in particular for addressing women’s unsafety. The aim 
of this first case study was to analyze how the issue of (un)safety is being problematized 
and given meaning through the implementation of safety walks in three Swedish 
municipalities.  

To examine the implementation and concrete conduct of safety walks, and what 
participating in them means in practice, I conducted five participatory observations of 
safety walks. I also conducted focus group interviews with participating residents, police 
representatives, civil servants (mainly safety or security coordinators, planners, and field 
social workers), and organizers. When possible, these took place directly after the 
observations, and otherwise through follow-up phone interviews. I conducted three 
focus group interviews and six individual follow-up interviews, with a total of 26 
interviewees. I also gathered and analyzed a broad selection of policy materials 
connected to safety walks, both nationally and locally, with a particular focus on the 
documents that were employed before, during or after the observed walks. The materials 
were primarily gathered during fieldwork between October 2017 and May 2018.  

The empirical limitations of this study, I believe, primarily concern the short period 
of fieldwork, and the characteristics of the interviewees. Valuable insights into the 
impact of safety walks on the community and their more long-term effects could have 
been gained by following the process over a longer period, and by including more 
participating residents, as well as non-participating residents, as interviewees.  

Case II: Purple Flag Certification – The use of market-based tools for governing safety 
The Purple Flag certification was introduced in Sweden in 2014 by Swedish City Centers 
AB through a project that was funded by a governmental mission focusing on gender 
and safety and the Swedish government’s action plan for preventing men’s violence 
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against women. Swedish City Centers AB, managing Purple Flag Sweden, is described 
on their website as aimed at promoting “the city center’s importance as a generator of 
growth” and at increasing public–private cooperation in urban centers (Swedish City 
Centers 2022).  

With its aim of increasing safety and accessibility in the city during the evening and 
at night, the Purple Flag model is described by Swedish City Centers AB as a tool to be 
used for city marketing, and up until today it has involved 21 Swedish cities (Swedish 
City Centers 2021). In a Swedish context, and through this government funding, the 
ambition has been to integrate a gender-equality perspective into the method. The 
certification process, which was carried out over about one year, aimed to increase 
cooperation between the public and private sectors in local safety work, and to link the 
interest in public safety of the municipality and the local police, with the interest in safety 
of local shops, restaurants, bars, and transportation services. Cities that buy into the 
certification package gain access to a variety of manuals and checklists that function as 
steering documents, as well as continuing support and guidance from the project 
manager of Purple Flag Sweden during the certification process. 

Case II is an example of public–private partnerships in local safety work and of how 
market-based tools are being used to govern public safety, and in this case particularly 
focusing on women’s safety. The aim of this second case study was to explore how 
(un)safety in public space is being problematized and addressed in the work with Purple 
Flag certification in Sweden, and to examine how the gendered dimensions of safety 
were approached through the certification. To address this research task, I included in 
my study all the nine cities involved in the introduction of Purple Flag in Sweden in 
2014: Stockholm, Malmö, Västerås, Karlstad, Borås, Kalmar, Västervik, Eskilstuna, and 
Jönköping. To examine the certification process, I gathered a wide range of policy 
documents broadly connected to the certification at a national level, as well as to the 
local certification process in each city. I also conducted 19 individual phone interviews 
with representatives from both public authorities and private organizations involved in 
the certification process in these municipalities. These were carried out during 2016. 
Interviewees included: the project manager of Purple Flag Sweden from Swedish City 
Centers, nine municipal civil servants (mainly planners and safety or security 
coordinators), one local police officer, and eight business representatives from public–
private city networks who were also project managers for the local Purple Flag processes.  

The empirical limitations of this study primarily concern the scope of the empirical 
material. Further insights regarding the conduct of the practice and its effects could have 
been gained by following the certification process over time and by observing some of 
its concrete activities. 

Case III: Contracting private guards to patrol public spaces – Outsourcing safety 
In recent years, private guards have been increasingly acknowledged as a valuable 
complement to the police in Sweden, in particular at the municipal level. Today over one 
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third of Sweden’s municipalities contract private guards to patrol public spaces, both to 
increase safety and prevent crime (Hesserud Persson 2016). Case III here forms an 
example of a distinctly new and rapidly growing form of governing safety in Sweden, 
involving outsourcing of the patrolling and policing of public space to private security 
companies. The aim of this third and final case study was to analyze how the issue of 
(un)safety was being shaped into an object of government to be met with the contracted 
patrolling guards as a policy response, and to examine the subjectification effects of this 
development and the new position of private security guards in public space.  

The kinds of guards that have been in focus of this case study are employed by 
private security companies, which are in turn contracted by the municipalities to patrol 
public spaces. The guards fall into two distinct categories: security guards [väktare] and 
order guards [ordningsvakter]; however, when referring to both I use the term guards. After 
only a few weeks of training (in general about seven weeks for security guards and two 
additional weeks for order guards), both categories of guards commonly carry a baton 
and handcuffs. They are obligated to wear a uniform and to document and report any 
crime they witness to the police. However, they have different levels of authority to use 
force. Like any Swedish citizen, security guards [väktare] can only use force in self-defense 
and may detain someone caught committing a crime if the crime would lead to 
imprisonment, so-called “citizens’ arrests” (Hansen Löfstrand 2021: 3), but they may not 
act on suspicion only. They are authorized and controlled by county administrative 
boards.  

Order guards [ordningsvakter], however, have the authority to detain and forcefully 
remove people. They are appointed, authorized, controlled by, and obligated to report 
to the Swedish police, whom they also assist in maintaining public order. Generally, the 
police also train order guards; however, private companies also carry out this training 
(see Sverne Arvill et.al. 2020: 233). As Hansen Löfstrand (2021: 4) points out, order 
guards “have significant authority after only 80 h of training (while public police officers 
are trained for 2.5 years).” Order guards are appointed on a three-year basis, and security 
guards on a four-year basis, and in order to be re-appointed they must undergo 
continued training (Sverne Arvill et.al. 2020). Order guards’ patrolling is limited to 
demarcated so-called “Paragraph-3” areas, which require time-limited approval from the 
police authorities. It is an exception to the law requiring that there is a specific need for 
order guards and that the presence of order guards is of significant interest to the public 
(Sverne Arvill et.al. 2020: 43). The “Paragraph-3” areas patrolled by order guards are 
increasing in both number and size, and today often cover whole city centers (Letterfors 
2018).  

Because their mission is focused on safety, rather than security, the guards contracted 
by the municipalities to patrol public spaces have been assigned to work at building social 
relations with targeted groups, and my findings show that, in this assignment, they work 
closely with and/or report to, the local police, the municipal security manager or 
coordinator, and the social services. Increasingly, order guards (with increased authority 
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to use force) are employed in these kinds of assignments. Connected to the central role 
that private guards have come to play in local safety work, and in relation to 
municipalities’ increased demand for public safety, an official government report 
recently proposed a new law and regulation for order guards, to improve conditions for 
“a more flexible and increased use” of order guards [ordningsvakter], in particular to 
increase safety and order in public space (Swedish Government 2021).  

To examine the “how” of the contracting of private guards to patrol public spaces 
as a means to increase safety, I focused on three municipalities (X, Y, and Z), which are 
distinctly different in terms of geographical location, size, political majority, and socio-
economic structure. These municipalities all contracted patrolling guards to increase 
safety, although they used different categories of guards (order guards [ordningsvakter] 
in Municipality Z and security guards [väktare] in Municipalities X and Y). The type and 
size of the areas patrolled by the guards, as well as their specific assignments, functions, 
and the extent of this patrolling, also varied somewhat between the municipalities.  

I started by gathering a range of policy documents that were connected to the 
process of contracting guards or linked to their specific role and their patrolling, both 
nationally and in each municipality. I then conducted interviews with a total of 23 people 
who were involved in the organization of the patrolling guards. These were carried out 
during 2018–2019. The interviewees included: majority and opposition politicians, 
municipal safety or security coordinators, field social workers, local police 
representatives, and managers or CEOs from the contracted security companies. One 
participatory observation was also conducted in 2018, in Municipality Z, during which I 
accompanied two order guards while they patrolled a demarcated “Paragraph-3” area 
(see definition on the previous page) in the city center during an evening shift. While the 
observation provided useful insight into the patrolling and daily practices of the guards, 
for reasons of confidentiality, re-organization, and public procurement processes, I was 
not able to conduct observations in all three municipalities.  

The empirical limitation of this study in my view primarily relates to the fact that the 
other end of the patrolling has not been examined. Further research is needed to 
understand the impact of the patrolling guards on the communities and individuals being 
targeted, and their perceptions and experiences of it. More observations would also have 
enabled me to gain a more detailed and nuanced insight into the content of the guards’ 
new role and the meaning and impact of their everyday patrolling in public spaces and 
particular residential areas identified as unsafe.  

Sampling strategy  
I regard the sampling strategy (involving the selection of first the cases, then the 
municipalities, and then the materials) as a form of “purposeful sampling” as the cases 
were chosen because they constitute key examples of the phenomenon or process being 
studied. Within these cases, I have also selected municipalities and empirical materials 
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that I considered to best represent my research problem (Bryman 2018; Ritchie et al. 
2014: 113–14). This sampling approach also resembles what Marshall refers to as a 
“judgement sample,” whereby the researcher “actively selects the most productive 
sample to answer the research question” (1996: 523), as I have chosen local sites and 
interviewees who have specific experiences of the local safety practice being studied.  

The decision about having gathered “enough” material in relation to each case study 
involved constant comparison, analysis, and schematization of the gathered material 
until I found it substantial enough for the purpose of the study (cf. Sandelowski 1995). 
I have been open and flexible in my research approach and allowed for changes in the 
sampling plan to occur continuously throughout the project and within each case, 
depending on what my findings were. Since the sampling was focused on specific 
experiences and functions in relation to the safety practice in question, the study 
contributes with broad perspectives on the more general phenomenon of the governing 
of public safety. This is also related to the inclusion of cases that are considered both 
critical and paradigmatic (Flyvbjerg 2006), as well as key informants and central policy 
documents (Sandelowski 1995). As Flyvbjerg argues: 

 the various strategies of selection are not necessarily mutually exclusive. For example, a case 
can be simultaneously extreme, critical, and paradigmatic. The interpretation of such a case 
can provide a unique wealth of information because one obtains various perspectives and 
conclusions on the case according to whether it is viewed and interpreted as one or another 
type of case. (Flyvbjerg 2006: 234)  

Studying the governing of safety through ethnographic materials in these settings enables 
empirical and analytical attention to be paid to how governing is being realized and 
enacted through practices, interactions, and strategies that, as Olivius states, are 
“inevitably local and contextual” (2014: 55). At the same time, these local sites are 
understood as spatially and discursively connected to global, national and regional 
insecurities, perceived risks, crime and safety statistics (cf. Listerborn 2013), contributing 
to shape the meaning of (un)safety.  

Studying safety practices during their concrete enactment has provided an 
opportunity consider the situatedness of these contexts, as sites where safety goals and 
strategies are being implemented, negotiated, contested, and (re)produced by a multitude 
of actors with different expertise. It has offered me, as a researcher, the opportunity to 
engage in “the meanings that the people under study attribute to their social and political 
reality” (Schatz 2009: 5).  

While the differences between these contexts will be considered in the analysis, and 
provide nuanced insights into the practice in focus, my ambition, as already mentioned, 
has also been to theorize and analyze them as parts of a larger (contingent, yet fairly 
coherent) regime of safety practices in Sweden (Dean 2010).  
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Towards an ethnography of government 
Inspired by governmentality scholar Tania Murray Li (2007a; 2007b), a central aim of 
my research has been to approach the study of the regime of safety practices in a manner 
which makes it visible that, while these practices are part of constituting “the real,” they 
are not absolute but contingent. As formulated by Li:  

An ethnography of government would pay attention to how programs take hold and change 
things, while keeping in view their instabilities, fragilities and fractures, and the ways in which 
failure prepares the ground for new programming. (Li 2007b: 279)  

To grasp these “instabilities, fragilities and fractures” of government, and open them up 
for ethnographic sensibility (Schatz 2009: 5) and analysis, I have gathered a broad and rich 
range of source materials, including interviews of various kinds, participatory 
observations, and a range of different kinds of policy materials that are linked to the 
(un)safety practices at different levels and contexts. In my view, analyzing political 
practices through interviews and observations, rather than exclusively focusing on policy 
texts, offers an opportunity to make visible the messiness of governing. It reveals the 
conflicting interests, ambiguities, contradictions, and negotiations between actors with 
different motivations and mandates during the concrete employment and operations of 
safety politics, which is not as easily grasped when just studying documents. While 
separated here for clarity, I believe that it is not always possible to meaningfully or clearly 
separate the materials analyzed in this study. Policy documents form and inform the 
practices, while both documents and practices are often reflected upon in interviews and 
during observations, and there are observational aspects of interviews as well as 
interview-like moments during observations.7 For example, during each interview, I have 
not only taken note of what was said, but also reflected upon what was not said, and 
paid attention to observable dimensions such as surroundings, interactions, and what 
happens in a room or outdoor space before and after the interview itself. 

Interviews 
Following my focus on safety practices, I found it essential to conduct interviews to gain 
insight into the meanings of these practices for those who are involved in implementing 
and carrying them out. As an empirical resource, interviews have provided an 
opportunity to go into more depth in relation to the particular practice, asking questions 
about why this particular method is being used, what kind of (un)safety problems it aims 
to address and change, and what its limitations and possibilities for change are 
considered to be. The interviews have also enabled me to learn more about the 
implementation of strategies and methods, experiences, and difficulties, as well as 
achievements and whether/how the involved actors themselves reflect upon the 

 
7 This reflection upon the interconnectedness of source materials is inspired by my PhD colleague Disa Helander.  
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possible paradoxes, dilemmas, and challenges in their work. Thus, they have not only 
provided an insight into the realization of safety policies and strategies, but also an 
opportunity to better grasp the sometimes ambivalent and contradictory rationalities 
behind specific political strategies as they are being implemented and negotiated in 
practical conduct. This has helped me to tease out the messiness of governing, including 
the opportunity to highlight conflicts and ambiguities, or for that matter also the lack of 
them, underpinning certain problem representations and ways of governing safety (cf. 
Larner 2000). The selection of interviewees was based on those involved in the 
governing practice and I aimed to include the “key informants” in each municipality. 
The interviewees include public officials and local politicians, private actors, project 
managers, citizens, local police representatives, private guards, and private security 
managers who were involved in initiating, organizing, or implementing these practices, 
or taking part in them as participants. Altogether, I conducted 50 interviews, involving 
in total 68 people, between 2016 and 2019. These include 46 individual interviews and 
four focus group interviews, as summarized in the table below:  

Table 2. Overview of individual and focus group interviews.  

Category of 
interviewee 

Case I: 
Safety walks8 

Case II:  
Purple Flag 
certification 

Case III:  
Patrolling 
guards 

Total 
number of 
interviewees 

Municipal civil 
servants 

3 individual interviews 

5+4+4 in focus groups 

9 individual 
interviews 

8 individual 
interviews 

33 

Local politicians 
(majority and 
opposition) 

- - 8 individual 
interviews 

8 

Police officers 2 individual interviews 

2+2+1 in focus groups 

1 individual 
interview 

2 individual 
interviews 

 

2 in focus group 

12 

Managers or CEOs 
of private security 
companies 

- - 3 3 

Business 
representatives from 
public–private city 
networks 

- 9 individual 
interviews  

- 9 

Participating 
residents 

1 individual interview 

2 in group interview 

- - 3 

Total number of 
interviewees 

26 19 23 68 

 
8 All the focus group interviews related to the safety walks were mixed and involved police officers, municipal civil 
servants, and participating residents. 
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As shown in the table, most of the interviewees are municipal civil servants involved in 
the implementation and organization of the local safety practice being studied. Following 
my empirical focus on the realization of these safety practices, civil servants have played 
the most central and active role in that process; however, often together with other 
actors such as police officers (safety walks), private security managers (patrolling security 
guards), and business representatives from city networks (Purple Flag certification). In 
case study III, I also chose to interview local politicians, which proved to be very fruitful 
and was something that could also have enriched the other case studies. The reason for 
including politicians in the last case study was to gain insights into the political 
discussion, or lack of discussion, behind and around the contracting of private guards to 
increase safety.  

As my aim is to explore the meaning that (un)safety is given in and through local 
safety practices, the selection of informants primarily included those involved in carrying 
out these practices, i.e., public officials, rather than recipients, citizens, or users of the 
relevant spaces. This means that I have primarily studied these practices from the 
perspective of those involved in their implementation. This has provided space for the 
reflections of civil servants and politicians, rather than the perspectives of those at the 
other end of these safety practices (although in the case of safety walks, participating 
residents were part of the observations and some took part in the focus group interview).  

To some extent, the selection process also involved “snowballing,” as I often asked 
interviewees for suggestions about whom they considered it important for me to talk to 
in relation to the safety practice being studied. Where possible, I also included the 
individuals they suggested. This means that I did not interview the same number of 
people in each municipality, or people with exactly the same position in these 
municipalities. This strategy has contributed to providing breadth among the 
interviewees and made it possible to identify and include key persons. These often 
differed between the municipalities because the organization around the safety practice 
being studied varied.   

Interviewing 
In both the individual and focus group interviews, the interview format was qualitative 
and semi-structured. The interviews generally lasted between 45 minutes and two hours 
and were transcribed verbatim by me or an assistant. The interview questions were 
structured according to key themes and topics, based on the aim and research questions 
of the particular study, but the structure was flexible in the sense that the interviewees’ 
replies could lead to follow-up questions to enable me to further explore certain aspects 
more fully (Ritchie and Lewis 2003: 141–42). Based on the results of previous interviews, 
within each case, questions were added to and/or excluded from the template, 
depending on its outcome. In that sense, the design of the interview structure was open 
for alteration as the study progressed. For instance, interviewees might mention related 
issues and aspects that I considered relevant to include in the template for further 
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interviews, or as I realized that some questions stemming from my pre-understanding 
of the topic had turned out to be irrelevant or in need of rephrasing (cf. Lauri 2016: 39).  

I would describe the format as that of a “topical interview,” because the focus was 
on a specific phenomenon or subject and the interview sought explanations that would 
help to answer my specific research questions (Rubin and Rubin 2005: 31). As the 
researcher, I actively navigated the interview towards my specific research interest. The 
interview template included: main questions, to cover the overall subject and guide the 
interview in the right direction; probes, asking for more depth and detail to gain more 
understanding of the issue; and follow-up questions, designed to listen to and explore 
key words, ideas, and themes and to encourage the interviewee to expand on what they 
had said, in order to gain clarity (Rubin and Rubin 2005: 116–119). I consider the analysis 
of the interview material as an ongoing process and I see myself, as a researcher, along 
with the interviewees, as active parts of constructing and giving meaning to the 
phenomena under study (Rubin and Rubin 2005: 36; Best 2003: 897). I thus treated the 
interview situation as a site in which knowledge and meaning-making was produced 
through the interaction between myself as a researcher and the interview participant(s). 
I have therefore strived to be reflective in the analysis of the interview material, and 
aimed to challenge my own assumptions, recognizing the limitations of the preconceived 
notions I carry, and pay attention to the unexpected and the nuances emerging from the 
materials (Ritchie & Lewis 2003: 140; Best 2003). 

In the case of Purple Flag, all the interviews were carried out over the phone, and I 
only met one of the informants (the project manager of Purple Flag) in person, at a 
conference preceding the interview. The method of phone interviewing has both pros 
and cons (Ritchie et al. 2014: 182–83). In pragmatic terms, it is a cost- and time-efficient, 
as well as a more environmentally-friendly, alternative, minimizing the need for travel 
and making it easier to reschedule and adapt to last-minute changes in interviewees’ 
schedules. For this thesis, conducting interviews over the phone also meant that I had 
enough time to include all nine cities that were involved in the introduction of the Purple 
Flag certification in Sweden. This also enabled me to include geographical and contextual 
diversity in the materials, rather than focusing on just a few of the cities. It also made it 
easier to carry out follow-up interviews after my participatory observations of safety 
walks and focus group interviews. In terms of the quality of the interviews, conducting 
them over the phone allowed the interviewees to freely choose a convenient 
environment for the conversation (some of them were at home, others were in a meeting 
room at work and others were out walking), and in that sense it also created some degree 
of freedom and anonymity for the interviewees, making the interview less “personal” 
(Ritchie et al. 2014: 183).  

There are also disadvantages to conducting interviews over the phone. I would say 
that the distance between researcher and interviewee increases when not in the same 
room, as does the anonymity—although, as outlined above, this also could be an 
advantage. Not being able to see the person(s) you are interviewing makes it harder to 
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read the conversation, to notice facial expressions, bodily gestures, and what is going on 
outside, during or after the interview, which could be of importance when asking follow-
up questions and when analyzing what has been said (Ritchie et al. 2014). With these 
disadvantages in mind, the decision to conduct phone interviews was carefully thought 
through and evaluated against the alternative, as well as in relation to the purpose of the 
interviews. In these cases, the purpose was mainly informative, and I have had no 
ambition to highlight aspects such as silences, gestures, or other bodily expressions in 
the analysis. To make up for the introductory small talk that often occurs when 
interviewing someone in person, I made sure to allow for a short opening conversation 
before the interview began, talking about the study and its purpose and making time to 
get acquainted before the start of the interview (Rubin and Rubin 2005). 

Focus group interviewing 
Focus group interviews proved to be a fitting method for following up after the 
participatory observations of safety walks. They functioned almost as a natural 
prolongation of the observation, while being more formal and centered on the structure 
of my interview questions. Three of the focus group interviews were carried out directly 
after my participatory observation of local safety walks and thus included most (but not 
always all) of the participants in that walk. Participation in these focus groups was 
completely voluntary, and not formulated as part of the safety walk. This also meant that 
many residents chose not to stay another hour for the focus group interview, while civil 
servants and local authority representatives did choose to participate to a greater extent. 
This, of course, affected the sample of the type of interviewees in the focus groups. The 
number of interviewees was four, six, and eight respectively. The focus groups were 
recorded with the permission of the participants, and later transcribed by me in order to 
carefully document who said what. The focus group interviews were all carried out in a 
meeting room situated close to the start and end of the safety walk, prearranged by the 
person or organization that had arranged the safety walk, and thus held in a venue that 
was easily accessible to the participants.  

Conducting interviews in focus groups was a challenging task. I had to keep the 
focus of the conversation around my themes of interest and distribute the opportunity 
to speak among the informants, because it was sometimes difficult for them to know 
towards whom a question was directed (as they were usually asked openly) and due to 
the risk of more talkative individuals taking over and starting to speak for everyone. At 
the same time, it was a rewarding form of interviewing, as discussions arose and took 
form among the participants, sometimes completely without my involvement. This 
resulted in fruitful side topics which added interesting, and of course sometimes also less 
relevant, aspects to the conversation. I also conducted one group-based interview with 
two police officers in case study III. This was not an active choice on my part, but a 
suggestion from the interviewees because they considered that they could contribute 
with different perspectives on the matter under discussion and preferred being 
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interviewed together. With only two participants in the room, it was easier to get a 
conversation going and for me to be more reflective during the interview and ask direct 
questions to each of the interviewees individually, as well as to them both. In my view, 
the focus group format contributed with a more equal dynamic during the interviews, 
toning down my power position as the researcher who was asking all the questions, and 
instead resembling a vibrant group conversation around the topic at hand.  

The most common way to analyze focus group material is through a “whole group 
analysis,” treating the data as produced by the group rather than by each separate 
individual. Another approach is a “participant-based group analysis” where the 
contribution of each participant is presented and analyzed separately, while still being 
treated as part of the context of the group discussion (Ritchie et al. 2014: 340–341). I 
chose the latter form of analysis, and carefully separated what each participant said when 
transcribing the interviews, as this provides an opportunity to examine commonalities 
and differences between the perspectives of various participants and organizers of the 
safety walks. This approach, however, requires an awareness of the fact that an individual 
focus might obscure the group dynamics and context of discussion in the group 
interviews (Ritchie et al. 2014).  

Participatory observations 
In total, I conducted six participatory observations. In relation to case I, focusing on 
community-based safety walks, I conducted participatory observations of five safety 
walks between 2017 and 2018.  

I also carried out one participatory observation in relation to the third case study, 
which focused on the municipal contracting of patrolling guards. Here, I accompanied 
two order guards as they patrolled a demarcated “Paragraph-3 area” in the city center 
between 17:00 and 21:00, in December 2018. The observation provided valuable insights 
into the concrete daily practices of the patrolling guards, the people they encounter, and 
the kinds of interventions being made. However, for reasons of confidentiality, re-
organization, and public procurement processes, I was not given access to conduct 
observations in the other two municipalities. Given the richness of this material, 
however, such observations would be useful for future research on the topic of patrolling 
guards.  

During and after the observations, I wrote detailed field notes, noting conversations, 
discussions, issues being highlighted, encounters, procedures, the structure and 
organization of the practice, etc., as well as my own reflections around these matters and 
what happened during the observations. Throughout the safety walks, I photographed 
the entire route and the specific locations where we stopped. During the guard shift, 
when it was more difficult to take notes, I also sound-recorded the whole observation 
with permission from all participants and mainly noted specific interactions, incidents, 
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and notable conversations with the guards. I then wrote down my own reflections 
directly after the observation. 

Inspired by research using mobile methods such as walking interviews (see, for 
example, Macpherson, 2016; Warren 2017), I consider the method of participatory 
observation, and in particular the combination of actively asking questions while walking 
together through a space, to be an important methodological approach to understanding 
the situatedness of governing practices and the spatiality of governing techniques. Using 
predominantly what Kusenbach (2003: 463) labels a “go-along method,” constituting a 
“hybrid between participant observation and interviewing,” during the observations, I 
accompanied the individuals involved in the governing practice being examined as they 
followed the “natural” route of the implementation of safety walks, or the conduct of 
the patrolling guards. During the participatory observations, I primarily listened and 
observed, but I also actively asked questions and followed up on certain events, and in 
that sense engaged more actively in an effort to understand the participants’ 
interpretations of these events, as well as their “experiences and practices as they move 
through, and interact with, their physical and social environment” (Kusenbach 2003: 
463). Kusenbach argues that this form of observation is particularly useful for observing 
“informants’ spatial practices in situ while accessing their experiences and interpretations 
at the same time” (2003: 463).  

My first participatory observations were conducted as part of the study of safety 
walks. After studying documents describing the ambitious aims for the walks and their 
guidelines, I became curious about how they were carried out in practice, their structure 
and content, who participated and why, what discussions took place, and what came out 
of the walks. I also came to realize that, in order to understand how safety walks were 
being implemented, it would be helpful to observe them in practice, and to use the 
situation of participating to conduct a focus group interview with the other participants 
immediately after the actual walk. In that way, we would all still have the walk fresh in 
mind. To begin with, I saw this method as primarily a way to gather background 
information, to enable me to pose questions more relevant to the material, and to reach 
a fuller understanding of what was being described in the documents and interviews. 
However, after conducting one observation, I realized that my insight into the practice 
through the observations and the detailed field notes and photos I had taken constituted 
a rich and distinctive source of material in its own right, contributing to “immersion” 
(Schatz 2009: 10) and closeness in relation to the study object.  

The observations have provided a site of first-hand experience of the practice and 
enabled me to see new aspects and gain more nuanced perspectives. They have also 
made the context of each governing practice clearer. It has provided insight into the 
people and actors involved and how they dealt with, and reflected upon, different 
situations, interactions, people, objects, and incidents. At times, the observations 
resembled interview situations, as I often asked questions based on my observations 
along the way. The issue of informed consent was thus more difficult during the 
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observations than for the individual interviews, especially in relation to the people we 
encountered. My strategy has been to be as clear as possible about my position as a 
researcher and to make sure that the people I talked to were aware that I was taking 
notes or recording the conversation. In my analysis, I have also excluded any kind of 
identifiable information about the participants or the people we encountered.  

This material has provided me with the opportunity to understand, but also to 
question and follow up on, certain aspects of the safety practices I was studying, and has 
in many ways also challenged my own assumptions. They have also provided me with a 
closeness to the study object that I generally think is positive, although my participation 
might, of course, have influenced the outcome to a certain extent; for example, due to 
new discussions taking place following the questions I asked during an observation. It 
has, however, been a challenge to include the rich material produced through an 
observation in a strictly word-limited and formalized article. I relate this also to the 
uncommonness of ethnographic materials in political science research. I have largely 
used the materials from my observations as background, or as a way to set the scene and 
contextualize my analysis, primarily in Paper I but also partly in Paper IV.  

 

Figure 1. Photo from a participatory observation of a safety walk. 
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Policy materials  
In addition to the interviews and observations, I also gathered and analyzed a range of 
different national and local policy documents connected to each of the studied safety 
practices. I have worked with a broad definition of policy and included various textual 
materials linked to each practice, gathering as much written material as possible during 
my fieldwork. I did not make any clear-cut delimitation between formal (such as a 
program or manual) and more informal (such as a PowerPoint presentation) documents 
relating to the safety practices, because I see these texts as interlinked and equally 
important for understanding the everyday “doing” and governing of (un)safety (cf. 
Bacchi 2009; Rönnblom 2011). The written materials primarily include programs, 
strategies, checklists, manuals, evaluations, project plans, reports, method and strategy 
documents, checklists, PowerPoint presentations, action plans, political protocols, 
project descriptions, emails, public procurement documents, and various kinds of web-
based information connected to the practices in the studied municipalities, and also at a 
national level. In total, I have gathered and analyzed about 120 policy documents or 
policy-related texts in the study.  

The selection of policy material was guided by its link to the safety practice in focus, 
and its relevance for understanding the implementation and meaning of this practice in 
the different settings and in relation to the research questions guiding my analysis. In 
general, I started each case study by gathering the main policy documents connected to 
the governing practice (locally, regionally, and nationally). Most of these were retrieved 
through national agencies, organizations, or the municipalities’ websites, and some were 
emailed to me by these actors upon direct request and through the municipalities’ 
registers of public acts. During the observations and interviews, I also asked about any 
kind of documentation that might be of interest, so the gathering of policy materials was 
an ongoing process throughout the study.  

The main contribution of including this broad range of policy documents, involving 
both overall policy documents at a national level and more local and contextual forms 
of documentation that are nested in the realization and implementation of policies, has 
been an insight into the relationship between national policy ideas and the everyday 
doing and implementation of governing practices. Primarily, the “smaller” forms of 
documentation provided insights into the concrete conduct of the practices and were 
crucial for understanding how (un)safety was rendered technical and governable in 
relation to the practice being examined.  

Documentation as different forms of audit in safety walks 
To gain an overview of the overarching national policies guiding and promoting the 
work with safety walks in Swedish municipalities, I started with an analysis of the national 
manual for safety walks. This involved one more general guide and one more hands-on 
document, developed by Brå, Boverket, and TMG in 2010 and specifically aiming to 
integrate a gender-equality perspective into the practice. I then analyzed the Swedish 



 

62 

government’s crime-prevention program (Swedish Ministry of Justice 2017), in which 
safety walks are described as a central tool for community-based crime prevention.  

During my fieldwork, I gathered written materials connected to the safety walks in 
each municipality, either from their websites, or by emailing or asking the organizers of 
safety walks what kinds of documents, tools, and documentation were connected to the 
practice. My observations also contributed to this gathering by making visible the 
documents that were being used before, during, and after the observed safety walks. 
These documents included local manuals for safety walks (building on the national 
manual but often altered to better fit the context of implementation), descriptions of 
safety walks on municipalities’ websites and in overarching local safety policies, 
evaluations or reports, invitations to participants through emails, checklists used during 
the walks, PowerPoint presentations of the practice used before the walks, maps of 
routes and protocols used during the walks, and follow-up documentation sent out to 
participants after the walks. In total, I analyzed about 25 policy documents/texts in this 
case study, which provided insight into the role of this documentation in the conduct of 
safety walks as a form of audit and control, as well as into certain significant gaps 
between policy and practice in their implementation.  

 

 
 

Figure 2. Map of route from an observed safety walk. 
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Documentation as technical administration in the Purple Flag certification process 
In order to examine the Purple Flag certification process, I gathered a range of policy 
documents connected to the process at both local and national level. These included the 
certification manual, the status analysis documents that form part of the certification 
process, internal and external evaluations according to the certification standards for 
each city, checklists, municipal method and strategy documents focusing on safety and 
the role of Purple Flag, project plans, project reports, citizen-based surveys, certification 
applications, political decisions to be part of the Purple Flag process, and descriptions 
of the Purple Flag process on the websites of municipalities, public agencies, and private 
organizations.  

The study included about 35 documents/texts in total. The range of documents 
provided insights into the detailed instructions for the certification process and the large 
number of statistics, checklists, plans, standardizations, and evaluations that were 
required and produced during this process. This underlined the technical and 
administrative load it contributed as a local safety practice. The documents were 
gathered primarily through the interviewees and from the municipalities’ and Swedish 
City Center’s websites, with a particular focus on the official Purple Flag documents that 
were being incorporated and implemented in the local safety work in each city.  

Paragraph-3 applications and public procurements as policy the case of patrolling guards 
To grasp the reasoning behind the contracting of private guards, the concrete practices 
of the guards’ patrolling and the subjectification effects, a broad selection of policy 
documents served as a rich source of materials. These policies included municipal 
evaluations, which also contained statistics and descriptions of the guards’ daily work, 
and in Municipality X there were also extracts from the guards’ daily event reports (in 
total 11 pages), political decision-related documents, project descriptions, and 
applications for “Paragraph-3 areas,” which required detailed and demarcated 
descriptions of the problem to be addressed by patrolling order guards. They also 
included public procurement documents describing the concrete functions and required 
competences of the guards, and to some extent also emails and municipal web-based 
materials describing the practice.  

While less visible in the presentation of the analysis in Papers III and IV, the analysis 
of these policies provided a basis for the interviews, where I could follow up on 
descriptions of the guards’ role and function in documents. The policies were also an 
important source for understanding the process of contracting through public 
procurement, as well as the content and functions of the detailed reporting in the 
governing of safety through the patrolling guards. The study included an analysis of 
about 60 different documents, which were primarily gathered through the municipalities’ 
archives of the documentation around the contracting of private guards, but also 
through municipal websites and by asking for documentation used before, during, or 
after the process, through emails or after an interview.    
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A note on translation 
The original language of most policy materials and all interviews is Swedish. All quotes 
from the documents and interview transcripts have been translated into English by me. 
This was a challenging task because some words are difficult to translate and their 
meaning risks being lost or altered in the process of translation. To minimize this risk, 
my strategy was to always start by analyzing the materials in their original language. After 
completing the analysis and writing the text, I translated the quotes selected for inclusion 
into English at the very end, to stay with the original language and phrasing as long as 
possible. Rather than translating the quotes word for word, I have aimed to grasp the 
central meaning of what was being said and tried to make the main points clear to the 
reader, to make the quotes more understandable and readable in English. When 
translating policy materials, I have used formal phrasings, and when translating 
interviews, I have chosen more informal wordings, to highlight the conversational tone 
of an interview. Where words have been edited out, I have marked the omission with 
[…] in the quotes.  

To stay as close as possible to the original meaning of a term in Swedish, I have often 
chosen translations that are not commonly used in international research. For example, 
I have chosen to translate trygghetsvandringar as “safety walks” rather than the more 
internationally common term “safety audits” (see Whitzman et al. 2009). I did so to 
remain as close as possible to the original meaning of the term in Swedish, which 
underlines the participatory practice of walking together through a space.  

Similar reasoning has guided the translation of the two categories of guards studied 
in Case III.  Väktare, who lack the authority to use force, has been translated as “security 
guards.” Ordningsvakter, who hold an enhanced mandate to use force to intervene, detain, 
and forcefully remove people, has been translated as “order guards.” While authors such 
as Hansen Löfstrand (2021), for example, has translated ordningsvakt as “private security 
officer,” I have chosen the term “order guards” because it more closely resembles the 
Swedish discourse and terminology around this category of guards. When referring to 
both categories in the text, I have used the broader term “guards.”  

The term Särskilt utsatt område,9 which has been established by the Swedish Police to 
classify areas with in general high levels of certain crimes and unsafety has been 
translated, in line with recent research (Enskär, Isma and Rämgård 2021), as “especially 
vulnerable areas.” It is worth noting however, that there does not seem to be any 
consensus around this translation and others have also used “socially vulnerable area” 
(Enskär, Isma and Rämgård 2021) and “particularly vulnerable area” (Swedish Ministry 
for Foreign Affairs 2017) when translating the term. 

 
9 These areas are defined by the Swedish Policy Authority as “characterized by low socioeconomic status,” and “by 
social problems and a presence of criminality which has resulted in a broad unwillingness to participate in legal 
processes and difficulties for the police to fulfil their mission. The situation is considered urgent” (2017: 10, my 
translation). 
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Finally, the most central Swedish concepts that form the focus of this thesis: trygghet 
(safety) and otrygghet (unsafety), are sometimes translated in English versions of policy 
documents as security and insecurity (see Boverket 2010). However, I argue that 
safety/unsafety hold a broader meaning than security/insecurity and than many of the 
comparable terms used in international research, such as “fear of crime” (Lee 2007; Pain 
2009) or “community safety” (Crawford and Evans 2017). I have chosen the terms 
safety/unsafety in an effort to retain the broader meanings and connotations of these 
terms as I interpret them to be used in a Swedish context. In the introductory chapter, I 
have described the motivation for this choice in more detail and related these terms more 
closely to the concepts of security, worry, and fear of crime, which have similar meanings 
and are more common internationally (Persson 2014: 19).  

Ethical considerations  
Throughout this research project, I have followed the overarching ethical guidelines for 
research in Sweden (Swedish Research Council 2017). I have also anonymized, carefully 
handled, and safely stored the research data in line with Umeå University’s guidelines 
(Umeå University 2021). To provide the best possible level of confidentiality, I have 
excluded names and anything that I deemed to be identifiable information before 
publication. While I strive for confidentiality, I also informed participants in the study 
about the limits of anonymity, and that it might be possible to identify individuals in 
specific positions in certain contexts. I also made sure to inform the participants about 
my study before the interviews and observations, explaining its purpose, methods, and 
the aim of the interview or observation. I have underlined that they could withdraw from 
participation at any time without giving any specific reason before asking for their 
informed consent. 

It has been a challenge, however, to be certain about when I have provided enough 
information and that participants have understood exactly what they were giving consent 
to. The question of consent was especially challenging during the observations, where 
different people moved in and out of the context of the observation. The interviews 
have all been recorded with the permission of the participants and later transcribed, by 
either me or an assistant.10 Prior to each individual interview, I sent an email presenting 
myself, the focus of the dissertation, and the purpose of the study. I have chosen not to 
include any of the interviewees’ names when presenting my results. I do realize, however, 
that the use of their titles and the quoting of policy documents from the municipality in 
focus means that some of them might be identified, and I made sure to emphasize this 
before the start of each interview.  

 
10 In the cases where an assistant performed the transcription, I listened to the interviews while reading the 
transcripts, to get a better sense of the conversation and to make sure that no misinterpretations or errors occurred 
in the transcript.   
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My view is that ethics is a necessary and ongoing part of research—throughout the whole 
process, from start to finish. This includes what happens beyond publication, of taking 
responsibility for how my results are used and interpreted by others. Guillemin and 
Gillam talk about the importance of doing “ethics in practice,” referring to “the day-to-
day ethical issues that arise in the doing of research” (2004: 264). Inspired by this way of 
thinking around what Guillemin and Gillam (2004: 266) call “microethics,” I have also 
paid attention to the complex power relations between myself as a researcher and the 
participants in my research. This includes an ethical approach in relation to my own 
analysis. I acknowledge that research can never be positioned outside of discourse and 
consider it to be ethically important to recognize one’s almost absolute power as a 
researcher. I therefore aim to be transparent and explicit about the position from which 
analyses and interpretations are presented—and the knowledge and theoretical 
foundations which inform that position.  

This also means that I understand the interviews and observations to be a process 
in which I as a researcher, and the interviewees as participants, are actively giving 
meaning to the different experiences and phenomena being discussed (Rubin and Rubin 
2005: 36; Best 2003: 897). I consider the interviews to be reflective conversations around 
the topic under discussion, which are guided and structured by my inquiries. In that 
sense, I recognize my own position as a researcher with a certain research agenda, and 
that, in a context in which speaking and listening occur during an interview or 
observation, certain knowledges are already established, conditioning the position from 
which both speaking and listening take place (Ahmed 2000b: 53).  

Since my analysis is discursive and critical in its approach, I find it important to 
underline that I do not consider the construction of meaning and problematizations 
around safety to be individual, or necessarily intentional, but to be part of larger societal 
discourses. In my analyses I have strived to make situated readings of my materials and 
retain an openness towards the surprising and contradictory, without losing critical 
analytical points around certain forms of coherence. 

Analyzing the materials 
The analytical process has not been the same in each article, as it has been dependent on 
the specific empirical focus and analytical methods used. A more detailed description of 
each analytical procedure can be found in the method sections of the appended papers. 
Here, I focus instead on describing the overall analytical process in relation to my 
specific materials and analytical entry points.   

Overall, my analysis has been characterized by an abductive approach and has 
involved an iterative process of going back and forth in my reading and thinking around 
and through the theoretical and empirical material. My analytical approach can also be 
summarized as a form of “thinking with theory”, which has included both reading the 
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materials with my theories in mind and reading the theory with the materials in mind 
(Jackson and Mazzei 2011).  

In my analysis of the materials described in this chapter, there has not been any given 
hierarchy between the observations, the different interviews, and the range of policies, 
strategies, and method documents. Rather, I treat these sources as materials with 
different purposes and focuses, each containing information that could be relevant to 
answering the question of how safety is represented as a policy problem through the 
practice at hand and what rationalities they express, in terms of ideas and assumptions, 
roles and responsibilities, etc.   

I use the term practices to refer to the three specific cases of methods, strategies, and 
initiatives aimed at increasing safety that I have studied here. Each practice has been 
implicitly or explicitly presented as a “solution” to identified (un)safety “problems,” in 
Swedish municipalities, while at the same time contributing to discursively shaping and 
constituting those problems (Bacchi 2009). I consider these governing practices to be 
discursive in the sense that they are meaning-making, shaping the way (un)safety is made 
intelligible.  

In the materials, I have searched for different interpretations and constructions of 
safety as a political ideal as well as reasonings around the problems that are considered 
to lie behind unsafety that the different means and measures being employed are setting 
out to address. Taken together, these are understood to form certain problematizations 
and produce particular meanings around what (un)safety is and how it should be 
addressed. I consider these meaning-making processes and problematizations to take 
place not only through language and policy, but also through the realization of governing 
practices such as safety walks, which involve actions (noting unsafety problems in a 
protocol), material objects (the presence of a camera for taking photos of unsafety 
problems), and social relations (encounters and interactions during a safety walk).  

Within the three cases of safety practices, I have been able, through the observations 
and interviews, to tease out the micro-practices, or governing techniques, being applied 
during their concrete conduct. These include, for example, the details of procedures such 
as the writing of a protocol during safety walks, following a checklist for receiving a 
safety certification, or the “low-arousal” communication strategies used by patrolling 
guards to establish relations with “at-risk groups.” My analyses of these techniques and 
procedures have in turn made visible also the silences and assumptions being made 
about the unsafety problems to be addressed and the underlying governmental 
rationalities behind these specific ways of governing them as well as their effects.   

My focus on the practices in my analysis of politics does not mean that I am ignoring 
the policies connected to those practices. Rather, these practices are understood to also 
involve policy, and be informed by policy, and no clear-cut analytical distinction is made 
between what is being said, done, or written in text. Because I start with the practice, 
however, my reading of the policies become situated and contextualized in a different 
way than if I had only studied policy. The policies thus become analyzed in relation to 
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their application and how they are being interpreted and negotiated in practice. This, I 
believe, is a fruitful way of analyzing the more flexible, fluctuating, and network-based 
forms of doing politics today and how policy ideas and goals are being implemented and 
put into practice, often in a messy, networked-based and complex manner. 

The three research questions outlined in the introductory chapter have largely guided 
my analysis, while given different focus in each appended paper. Due to the 
comprehensive range of materials gathered in the third case study, and the rather new 
and understudied phenomenon of patrolling guards as a means of increasing safety in 
Sweden, this study resulted in two papers. Paper III focuses on how safety is made 
intelligible as a political problem and rendered governable through the patrolling guards 
as a solution, while paper IV attends to processes of subjectification in relation to the 
patrolling guards as a practice of government.  

In the next chapter, I will summarize the results of the empirical analyses in the four 
appended papers, before moving on to the concluding discussion.  
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Overview of appended papers 
In this section, I summarize the four articles that form part of the thesis and draw out 
the main findings of each paper. In the concluding chapter, I will then return to these 
findings and discuss them in relation to each other and in relation to the overall aim: to 
analyze how, and with what effects, (un)safety is produced as a political problem and operates as a 
practice of governmentality, by studying local practices of governing safety.  

Paper I  

Governing Safety through the Politics of Community? A Governmentality 
Analysis of the Practice of “Safety Walks” in three Swedish cities 

In Paper I, co-authored with Linda Sandberg,11 we analyze the implementation and 
conduct of community-based “safety walks” from a governmentality perspective in three 
different municipalities. In Sweden, “safety walks” are a well-established and widespread 
planning practice for improving safety. They are often organized by local authorities, 
and involve residents or users of a space, civil servants and often local politicians and 
police representatives, walking through an outdoor area in the evening while identifying 
safety deficiencies or problems and presenting measures for solving them. In terms of 
governing, they provide a tool not only for safety, but also for democratic dialogue, 
inclusion, and gender equality. To examine the implementation and concrete conduct of 
safety walks, and to gain insight into what participating in them means in practice, the 
paper builds on participatory observations of safety walks, individual and focus group 
interviews after the observations, and a broad selection of policy materials and 
documentation used in relation to the walks.  

By studying the realization of safety walks, and observing their structure and 
organization, our analysis shows that, through the governing techniques employed in the 
walks, safety problems are rendered technical, auditable, and governable, while 
becoming disconnected from the social and political. We show how the procedure laid 
down in the protocol includes the delimitation of safety problems into governable units, 
taking photos of each safety problem, and identifying a concrete solution to that 
problem. In this manner, the protocol functions as a governmental technology of 
performance and accountability which is understood as part of an audit rationale, 
presented as a way of measuring progress and of “restoring trust” among participants 

 
11 As the first author, I was responsible for designing the study, empirically, methodologically, and theoretically. I 
also gathered, structured, and sorted the empirical materials and conducted the primary analysis. The co-author 
primarily contributed with comments and discussions around the overall analysis and input to the concluding 
discussion. 
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by increasing accountability for local safety work through transparency, measurable 
outcomes, and audit-control (Dean 2010). 

Furthermore, we show how the opportunity to participate and the influence made 
available to participants through the walks also serve to engage them in becoming active 
in the management of safety as a self-governing community (Dean 2010). In that sense, 
safety walks become a practice of governing safety through what Miller and Rose (2008: 
93) call the “politics of community,” which aims to produce self-governing communities 
that are responsible for managing their own safety. We demonstrate how, through safety 
walks, the collective notions of community are intertwined with the individualized logics 
of neoliberalism. During safety walks, participants are presented as having the choice of 
participating in the walks or not, having a personal responsibility to keep the area safe, clean, 
and in order, being in control of pointing out safety problems and suggesting solutions, 
and being able to engage in practices of self-promotion and empowerment through the 
restricted agency and influence provided by the walks. Through the safety walks, 
participating residents are in this sense empowered and constituted as good, active 
citizens in a responsible community (Rose 1996: 335).  

Our overall interpretation is that the appeal to community, and the opportunity to 
participate that is provided, thus serves to legitimize certain problematizations of 
(un)safety that firmly position the possible solutions within the targeted community. 
While it is put forward as a tool for democratic inclusion and dialogue, participation in 
safety walks rather serves to reinforce a hegemonic notion of crime and safety as 
connected to technical and situational problems, rather than social or political ones. In 
this way, they are being detached from redistributive and power-related causes and the 
need for political intervention.  

Moreover, we show how the participatory dimensions of the walks, and the appeal 
to community, risk reinforcing the division between those who are constituted as part 
of the ideal safe community and those who are not (Ahmed 2000a). As the walks 
(re)produce an image of the causes of unsafety as the “unknown,” or the “stranger” 
hiding in bushes or dark corners, it is the familiar that becomes the safe, that which is 
closely connected to the home, to the comfortable and recognizable “we.” We further 
link these constructions of (un)safety to how the problem is addressed in policy in 
Sweden, where it is often linked to specifically unsafe groups or areas, in particular areas 
described by Brå (2018a, 2018b) as “socially vulnerable” and characterized by “ethnic 
segregation” and “high unemployment.” We argue that the practice of safety walks thus 
risks reinforcing a narrative of the non-white, unfamiliar, and deviant “other” as unsafe 
and produce an imaginary of the proper and familiar “us,” the white and “Swedish,” as 
safe (cf. Sager and Mulinari 2018). 

However, our findings also suggest that safety walks carry the potential of providing 
a space for citizens to discuss local safety concerns with responsible politicians and 
representatives of the authorities, who come out to the neighborhood and meet with 
residents. The concerns raised during safety walks were described as resulting in visible 
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improvements in the neighborhoods, as well as generating a sense of influence and trust 
among participating residents and users. While we see that, in this manner, safety walks 
have the potential to function as a means for local democratic dialogue around 
(un)safety, we argue that this opportunity requires the establishment of a space within 
which “the political” (Mouffe 2005) dimensions of safety, and the exclusions from the 
safe community being produced, can be outlined and addressed in practice. 

Paper II 

Selling the Safe City? The Politics of Certification and the Case of Purple Flag 
Sweden 

In Paper II, which is co-authored with Malin Rönnblom,12 we analyze how safety in 
public space is being problematized and given meaning, when governed through the 
method of certification. In recent years, bureaucratic and market-based tools such as 
certifications have become increasingly common tools for governing complex, gendered, 
and power-related issues such as discrimination, gender equality, and, in this case, safety. 
The case in focus for this paper is the introduction of a market-based safety certification 
labelled “Purple Flag” in nine Swedish cities in 2014, which aimed to increase in 
particular women’s safety in the city, and their access to it. We conceptualize the work 
with this certification scheme as a neoliberal and market-based form of governing, aimed 
at forming public–private partnerships between local authorities, private businesses, and 
private city networks, and thus merging political and business practices in local safety 
work (Brown 2015). Drawing on a governmentality framework, in particular the works 
of Bacchi (2009; 2012), our analysis focuses on identifying how the problem of safety in 
public space is represented in and through the certification, and what the discursive, 
subjectifying, and material effects of these problem representations are.  

Our analysis of the policy materials and interviews with local politicians, civil 
servants, and representatives from the private city networks involved with the Purple 
Flag certification shows that safety is being represented as a technical problem, requiring 
an instrumental and standardized method, which the certification offers. Safety is also 
represented as a tool for growth, rather than a goal in its own right. The certification 
largely produces safety into a tool for branding the city as safe as a way to increase its 
attractiveness, not least for women as consumers and visitors. Through these two 
dominant problem representations of safety, we show how the “safety worker” is 
produced primarily as an administrative and competitive subject. This means that the 
skills required in the work with safety are largely technical and business oriented, and the 

 
12 As the first author, I was responsible for designing the study, empirically, methodologically, and theoretically. I 
also gathered, structured, and sorted the empirical materials and conducted the primary analysis. The co-author 
primarily contributed with comments and discussions around the overall analysis and input to the concluding 
discussion. 
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valued knowledge about safety becomes that which is measurable, at the expense of 
aspects that are harder to quantify. Furthermore, the market-based ideals of safety that 
the certification relies on affect the kinds of subjects who are desirable in public space. 
Our analysis suggests that these primarily include those who are considered to contribute 
to growth, such as consumers, visitors, and investors, while those marked as disturbing 
consumption and the order of the market are primarily constituted as unsafety problems 
and marked as out of place in the safe city center that is being produced.   

Safety, as well as access to the city center, thus becomes conditioned by 
consumption, while the safety of those who lack the opportunity to consume or who 
have a need, or desire, to use the city in other ways is largely ignored (cf. Kern 2010a; 
Listerborn 2015a, 2015b). Through a market emphasis on “what works” (Brown 2015: 
130), we argue that the Purple Flag certification as a neoliberal practice of governing 
becomes a quick fix for safety that excludes the “bigger picture”—the political, ethical, 
and normative dimensions of safety—from the discussion, and replaces them with 
practical, pragmatic, and technical approaches. We further show how the gendered and 
power-related dimensions of safety, which were initially linked to the work with the 
certification through Swedish gender-equality policy, in practice become empty of 
content. We connect this hollowing out of the gendered and power-related aspects of 
safety to the consensus approach that we argue the certification as a market-based tool 
of governing brings with it. This consensus-based approach operates to reduce the 
gendered and power-related challenges of safety into a matter of technical administration 
and finding the “right” solutions to already defined problems (Brown 2015). We 
conclude with arguing that approaching safety through the method of certification 
facilitates the realization of a neoliberal urban agenda (Kern 2010a; Listerborn 2015a, 
2015b) and produces safety for the market rather than the people using the city in other 
ways than for consumption.  

Paper III  

The Politics of Patrolling “Safety Guards” in Sweden: Outsourcing, 
Depoliticization, and Immunization  

Despite current regulations restricting the use of private security for patrolling public 
spaces in Sweden, private guards are increasingly acknowledged as a valuable 
complement to the police for increasing safety and preventing crime, especially at a local 
level (Swedish Ministry of Justice 2017; Swedish Government 2021). Today over one 
third of Sweden’s municipalities are contracting private guards to patrol public spaces 
and neighborhoods that have been identified as unsafe, as a means of promoting public 
safety (Hesserud Persson 2016). In this paper, I examine how the contracting of 
patrolling so-called “safety guards” has become a solution for safety in Swedish 
municipalities and what the political implications of this development are. Drawing on 
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a governmentality framework, the aim of this paper is to analyze how the contracting of 
guards operates as a new form of governing safety in Swedish municipalities, and how 
(un)safety is shaped into an object of government, to be met by the private patrolling 
guards as a response (Dean 2010; Li 2007a). The point of departure for the analysis is 
that, for (un)safety to be governed, it needs to be delimited into a domain upon which 
it is possible to act through governmental intervention, which here includes the private 
patrolling guards (Dean 2010; Li 2007a). The study builds on a broad selection of policy 
materials and interviews with civil servants, local politicians, and representatives from 
the local police and security companies that are connected to the employment of 
patrolling order guards [ordningsvakter] and security guards [väktare] in three Swedish 
municipalities. 

My analysis of the process of rendering (un)safety technical, calculable, and amenable 
to government intervention, shows that the central problem to be addressed is 
articulated as the measured increase in unsafety among the public, presented in statistical 
reports. In relation to this calculable and measurable construction of the problem of 
unsafety, I show how the guards are presented as an efficient solution, who in turn 
produce measurable results in the form of detailed reports and statistics about the 
number of interventions being made. I further demonstrate how, in the process of 
demarcating the space to be “guarded,” unsafety is being problematized as a matter of 
disorder that is largely linked to certain unsafe spaces, particular forms of deviant 
behavior, increased immigration, and what is described as “a changed public space.” In 
this process, the problems of unsafety are largely individualized and detached from “us,” 
while safety is produced as a matter of uniformity and order in public space. Based on 
those normative ideals of safety divisions are being drawn between those to be made 
safe and those who are considered to be causing unsafety to others.  

My results also suggest that, despite explicit expressions of it not being the intention, 
the outsourcing of responsibility for dealing with (un)safety to the security industry 
serves to position private guards as a substitute for both police officers and field social 
workers. In this manner, the patrolling guards are largely forming a response to a welfare 
state in decline. Following this transfer of responsibility for safety to the private security 
industry, I argue that, while this practice of government is presented as more or less 
nonpolitical it contributes to alter and jeopardize dimensions of democratic legitimacy, 
accountability, and the state’s monopoly on using force. Notably, these alterations to 
some of the most central democratic cornerstones of the Swedish welfare state are 
occurring without political debate or public critique in these municipalities.  

I conclude by discussing how the underlying rationale behind the way in which the 
government of (un)safety through patrolling guards operates in its neoliberal, 
depoliticized form also resonates with a biopolitical rationale of immunization. This 
rationale builds on a promise of total immunization for some, which serves to naturalize 
and depoliticize the exclusions of those deemed causing unsafety from public spaces, in 
the name of safety. This form of governing safety thus secures the current order and 
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safeguards the familiar, proper, “Swedish” “us,” at the expense of those marked as 
deviant “others” (Lorey 2015; Neyrat 2010; Swyngedouw and Ernstson 2018). 

Paper IV  

Subjectification through the Government of Safety: Public–Private Guards 
and Interpellative Practices of Patrolling, Reporting, and Caring 

Echoing the growth of private forms of policing globally, Swedish municipalities’ 
contracting of order guards [ordningsvakter] and security guards [väktare] to patrol 
public spaces has become a new form of governing safety that has increased rapidly 
during the last few years, with guards assigned both a social and a crime-prevention role. 
In this paper, drawing on a participatory observation, along with interviews and policy 
materials from three Swedish municipalities, I analyze the subjectifying effects of this 
practice of government and how it contributes to form and position the guard and those 
being guarded in relation to certain regulatory ideals around safety.  

Combining a governmentality framework (Dean 2010; Li 2007a; Walters 2012) with 
Butler’s (1993; 1997) theorization of subjectification through interpellation, my analysis 
focuses on articulations around this new role and function for guards in the 
municipalities and how they are imagined increasing public safety. By attending to the 
different ways in which the guards are described to operate to increase safety, my analysis 
shows that this governing practice is centered around the guards’ practices of patrolling, 
reporting, and caring.   

I demonstrate how the guards patrolling serves to normalize the visible uniformed 
guard, who is positioned as being “in place” in the safe public spaces produced. In turn, 
the guards’ visible patrolling contributes to forming a citizen-subject who is “trained” 
into associating safety with the guards’ monitoring, which seems to generate a demand 
among the public to be monitored. Through the lens of the patrolling, my analysis also 
makes visible how this practice of government relies on and (re)produces a moralistic 
and hierarchical division between “good” and “bad” subjects (Foucault 1982: 778) as 
guards are also articulated as a means of deterring and excluding the “risky” and 
“disorderly” from the safe public spaces they are intended to produce.  

Through the guards’ continuous reporting my analysis demonstrates how a more 
“policing” form of guard is taking shape. The guards are increasingly monitoring and 
surveilling public space and I show how the proactive guards contribute to constituting 
new suspicious “others,” who are interpellated through normative ideals around safety 
and order (rather than crime) that are largely shaped by notions of order, uniformity and 
“Swedishness” (Sager and Mulinari 2018). Moreover, the reporting contributes to 
produce daily data about the guards’ whereabouts and interventions that is used to 
measure progress and evaluate the fulfillment of their assignments. Thus, the guards are 
also being audit-controlled through this reporting (Dean 2010).  
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In the context of the Swedish welfare state, the meaning of safety is closely 
connected to dimensions of inclusion, democracy, and gender equality, which I read as 
linked to the caring and social role that is ascribed to the guards. My analysis of this 
caring role, and the practices associated with it, demonstrates that it is directed not only 
towards the unsafe “public” but primarily towards those who are marked as “disorderly” 
or causing unsafety. The latter are approached through social and relationship-building 
strategies, in order to calm situations down and avoid any potential conflict that would 
risk causing unsafety (for the public). The social approach thus operates as a tactic for 
increasing compliance, as well as the guards’ legitimacy (cf. Kammersgaard 2021; 
Saarikkomäki and Lampela 2022). In terms of subjectification, the guards’ caring 
approach also serves to interpellate “well-behaved,” compliant, and self-regulating 
citizen-subjects and contributes to neutralizing disorder and concealing signs of conflict 
in public space.   

In line with previous research, my findings suggest that those being targeted as 
problematic are primarily socially marginalized groups, who were described in the 
municipalities as becoming increasingly present in public spaces and causing unease, 
discomfort (and thereby interpreted as causing unsafety) for “the public.” Through the 
patrolling guards, safety is imagined to be achieved by regulating or displacing these risky 
and often marginalized “others”, excluding them from public spaces and public scrutiny 
(Becket and Herbert 2008; Kammersgaard 2021). Drawing on Lorey (2015: 12–13), I 
argue that these acts of exclusion not only demonstrate the hierarchizing and excluding 
effects of Swedish safety politics, but also makes visible how a dynamic of 
“governmental precarization” operates in the government of safety.  

In sum, my analysis shows that the new guard is constituted as a figure of protection 
and care, filling a void in the welfare state, but also of regulation, deterrence, and control. 
The guards are articulated as both an extension of and to some extent a replacement for 
the police and social field workers in the government of safety, while also being 
responsibilized in this role (Loader 2000). Through the contracting of patrolling guards, 
the responsibility for safety is increasingly being transferred not only towards the private 
security industry but also towards the individual guard, that is largely held accountable 
for any failures in this new role. This illustrates how “precarization” as a mode of 
subjectification operates also to precarize the new guard (Lorey 2015: 13).  
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Governing through (un)safety: 
commodification, depoliticization and 

immunization  

This thesis set out to analyze how, and with what effects, (un)safety is produced as a political problem 
and operates as a practice of governmentality, by studying local practices of governing safety. More 
specifically, three research questions have guided the overall analysis: (1) How is 
(un)safety in public space given meaning as a political problem? (2) What rationalities 
and technologies of government operate in the safety practices examined? (3) What are 
the constitutive effects and political implications of the meaning that (un)safety is given 
and the way in which it operates as a practice of governmentality? 

In this concluding chapter, I will provide an integrated analysis that synthesizes the 
findings of the thesis to address the overall aim. To recapitulate, the study builds on a 
body of comprehensive, ethnographically sensitive, empirical material. Based on 
interviews, policies, and participatory observations, I have explored the “how” of 
government by studying the concrete “doing” and discursive operations of (un)safety in 
and through three cases of local safety practices. Drawing on a governmentality 
framework, I conceptualized these three cases of (un)safety practices as a regime of practices 
(Dean 2010: 31) in the government of public safety in Sweden. Hence, I discuss the 
findings as part of this regime.  

Studying safety politics as practice through a political ethnography approach and 
from a governmentality perspective has enabled an analysis of both silences and effects. 
This has made visible the rationalities behind how (un)safety is rendered both intelligible 
and governable as a political problem (Dean 2010; Li 2007a). It has allowed for an 
analysis of how slippery, contradictory notions of safety and unsafety problems are 
produced as naturalized facts within the regime. The studied safety practices are largely 
expressed as being good for everyone, as practices of care, inclusion, democracy, and 
gender equality. To grasp what or who was considered in need of change, my focus had 
to be directed towards what was not said, towards what was done, and towards the 
potential effects for various groups. Thus, my analysis has largely centered around what 
was silenced. The multiple source materials have provided me with “messy” and 
contradictory empirical results, often revealing large gaps between what was written, 
said, and done. My ethnographic approach and immersion in the study object has been 
essential for fleshing out these silences, messy contradictions, and exclusionary effects 
of what were presented as coherent and self-evident measures for public safety (Larner 
2000; Li 2007a; Schatz 2009). This approach has opened up for an analysis of the kind 
of political change that is made possible, and the kind of change that is being foreclosed, 
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through the ways in which (un)safety is being addressed and given meaning as a political 
problem in Sweden today. 

The central argument I present in this concluding chapter is that, despite the 
centrality of safety as a political ideal and all that is being done in the name of safety, my 
findings demonstrate that the politics of safety neither challenge nor change the present 
neoliberal order of things. Rather than functioning as a tool for inclusion and democracy, 
(un)safety operates within the regime through a neoliberal dynamic of governmental 
precarization, which contributes not only to upholding but also to reinforcing this order 
(Lorey 2015). Shadowed by our own demands for safety, we fail to recognize that this 
order both (re)produces and relies upon a state of unsafety.  

I argue that the current order is upheld and reinforced through three dominant and 
interconnected features of governing which I have found to distinguish the regime of 
safety practices in Sweden. These features are: the rendering of safety as technical and 
commodified; a depoliticized division between “good” and “bad” subjects of safety; and 
an underlying rationality of immunization. While my appended papers make visible some 
of the complexities and contradictions around these features, which indicate their 
contingency, here I will focus on how they characterize all three cases of safety practices, 
despite the fact that they form very different approaches to safety and are applied in 
varying contexts.  

I consider these three features of governing to build and rely upon each other and, 
to make these relations visible, the analysis is carried out in three steps. Firstly, I show 
how, in the process of rendering (un)safety governable within the regime, it is given a 
technical, calculable, and commodified meaning which detaches it from its social and 
political connotations (Li 2007a). Secondly, I demonstrate how these depoliticizing 
operations of the (un)safety regime leave the politics leading up to the identified 
“unsafety problems” untouched and naturalizes the exclusions from public space that 
are being made in the name of safety as related to order and sameness (Deutsche 1996; 
Mouffe 2005). Thirdly, I discuss how these depoliticized forms of governing (un)safety, 
and the naturalized acts of exclusion they contain, build upon an underlying biopolitical 
rationale of immunization. This rationale forms, and contributes to denying, the way in 
which life is ordered in the name of a (neo)liberal humanism, making some lives worthy 
of protection (and safety) while sacrificing others. It operates through a promise of total 
immunity—“the guarantee of not being touched”—for some, at the expense of 
increasingly exposed “others” (Lorey 2015; Neyrat 2011: 110; Swyngedouw and 
Ernstson 2018).  

A technical and commodified meaning of safety 
When considering my combined findings, it becomes clear that (un)safety problems are 
largely being reduced to technical details when addressed in practice. My analysis has 
demonstrated that the social, gendered, and power-related dimensions of safety which, 
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in the case of safety walks and the Purple Flag certification (Papers I and II), are 
underlined in both policy documents and interviews, are in practice largely neglected. 
Instead, my case studies show that local safety practices primarily rely on calculable and 
efficient “solutions”, often involving the production of various forms of documentation, 
measurable outcomes, and changes to the physical environment. These results thus 
indicate a persistent problem in practical safety work that feminist research has long 
emphasized: that short-term technical measures to promote safety tend to be privileged 
over long-term social and political change (Koskela and Pain 2000; Listerborn 2002; 
Sandberg and Rönnblom 2014; Whitzman 2007).  

Through my empirical focus on the everyday operations of practices for governing 
safety and my conceptualization of government as governmentality, I have contributed 
to this literature by empirically and analytically showing how this process works, as well 
as outlining its political implications. As I show in this section, my findings demonstrate 
how the domain of public (un)safety is rendered technical, calculable, and amenable to 
governmental intervention, and how this produces a depoliticized representation of 
(un)safety which also enables the commodification of safety. This process unfolds in 
different ways in the three cases studied.  

In the context of community-based safety walks (Paper I), safety is articulated in 
policy as a democratic issue, closely related to gendered power relations. The walks, in 
turn, are put forward as a means for addressing those dimensions through deliberative 
and participatory means, inviting community members and residents to engage in a 
dialogue around (un)safety concerns and potential solutions to them within a specific 
neighborhood. In the realization of safety walks, however, the formalized protocol and 
the outlined map for the walk require the participants not only to identify clear-cut and 
geographically demarcated problems, but also to make suggestions for concrete 
solutions to identified (un)safety problems during the walk. In effect, while discussing 
problems such as fear of sexual violence, drug dealing, and closed youth centers, the 
walks almost exclusively address problems in the physical environment, such as poor 
lighting or overgrown bushes.  

Similarly, the Purple Flag (Paper II) certification process highlights safety as a central 
gender-equality issue and is partly funded by the Swedish government’s action plan for 
combating men’s violence against women. However, these dimensions of (un)safety 
either vanish or become drained of content during the largely administrative and 
technical certification process, which involves checklists of already defined (un)safety 
problems and proposed delimited solutions, all provided in boxes ready to be ticked off. 
Thus, the certification process shapes the complex and power-related issue of (un)safety 
into an administrable, governable, and “solvable” problem for the municipalities (Li 
2007a).  

In Papers III and IV, which focus on the contracting of patrolling order guards 
[ordningsvakter] and security guards [väktare] by Swedish municipalities, unsafety statistics 
indicating high or increasing levels of (un)safety, particularly among young women, are 
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shown to be articulated as a problem that cannot be ignored. Although interviewees 
emphasized the difficulty of explaining the increase in unsafety, describing it as a 
complex and subjective feeling or experience, separate from the risk of being exposed 
to crime, unsafety statistics are put forward as an undisputable fact, functioning as a 
form of evidence of a problem. Hence, the statistics become part of not only describing 
but also constituting a crisis that must be managed by the patrolling guards. In this 
process, the uncertainty expressed around the meaning of those statistics is concealed. 
The guards, in turn, are presented as a visible, powerful, and almost inevitable response 
to the unsafety “crisis.” This form of problematization obscures the expressed 
ambivalence among interviewees around whether the guards’ patrolling would increase 
safety or signal unsafety to the public.  

The uncertainty around the patrolling guards as a means for increasing safety is also 
reduced through the reports and statistics generated by the guards, which makes their 
patrolling both a measurable and an auditable response to unsafety, being used to 
legitimize the patrolling as successful in the municipalities. The number of interventions 
made by the guards is continuously being registered and they produce daily reports of 
their whereabouts and activities, describing anything they deem suspicious or 
problematic. These numbers and reports are described in interviews as making 
municipalities’ and police authorities’ work with safety and crime prevention more 
efficient. However, I argue that they also contribute to the everyday “doing” of 
(un)safety in practice, which in these municipalities is often related to that which is 
possible to measure and increasingly being shaped by a private security perspective and 
the eye of the patrolling guard. 

Within all three cases studied, my analyses show how (un)safety problems are 
rendered technical through a whole set of governing techniques, such as (un)safety 
statistics, certification standards, checklists, protocols, maps and photos, incident 
reports, and evaluations. These techniques are not neutral but contribute to defining the 
boundaries of that which is governed by gathering information and producing 
knowledge and “facts” about what is included within those boundaries and suggesting 
measures for addressing aspects that are made visible through them (cf. Li 2007a; Rose 
1999: 33). As argued by Rose (1999: 51), “thought becomes governmental to the extent 
it becomes technical, it attaches itself to a technology for its realization.” As technologies 
of government, these various techniques are understood as central parts of the “doing” 
and operations of (un)safety within the regime informed by certain underlying 
rationalities.  

From this perspective, these predominantly administrative and calculable techniques 
contribute with a technical way of reasoning that largely shape how the problems behind 
(un)safety are made intelligible, and limit other ways of understanding or addressing 
these problems. The technical reasoning contributes to make the spatial domain of 
(un)safety calculable (cf. Rose-Redwood 2012; Öjehag-Pettersson 2020) by favoring 
aspects of (un)safety that are quantifiable and contribute to demonstrating progress, at 
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the expense of anything that is harder to measure, and would require more long-term 
changes, or anything that does not produce direct results.  
While they are distinct in their practical operations within each of the cases, my overall 
reading of the governing techniques employed within the regime is that they form part 
of a neoliberal rationality operating to make (un)safety into a calculable and auditable 
object to be met by efficient solutions (Dean 1998; Elden 2007; Öjehag-Pettersson 
2020). I read these techniques as technologies of performance and accountability, aimed 
at producing measurable, visible, results and “evidence” of progress, to enable audit 
control (Dean 2010; Miller and Rose 2008). Hence, they generate a demand for 
calculable methods and outcomes in the local safety work which, as the overall findings 
show, increasingly suppresses democratic principles of legitimacy and accountability in 
favor of technical, economic reasoning and audit control (Brown 2015). This, I argue, 
makes it easier to avoid opposition when outsourcing safety to private businesses that 
can deliver efficient and quantifiable results, even though such outsourcing undermines 
democratic accountability and legitimacy in the government of safety. At the same time, 
the studied safety practices are all articulated as ways of improving the democratic 
dimensions of inclusion, gender equality, and access to public space. This illustrates the 
slippery, contradictory, “soft,” and “morphing” operations of neoliberal 
governmentality (Brown 2015: 48) in the context of the Swedish welfare state, and the 
de-democratizing implications of governing practices that are enacted in the name of 
democracy.  

Based on my findings my interpretation is that, as a central political ideal in Swedish 
municipalities, the technical, calculable notion of (un)safety outlined above operates to 
shape a variety of troubling societal conditions into a governable format. In relation to 
how Dean considers the notion of “risk” to operate, my understanding is that (un)safety 
has become a way of ordering “reality,” rendering it calculable and representing a range 
of issues in ways that make them governable in certain ways, through certain means and 
towards certain ends. I argue that, in this way, (un)safety has become a central tool for 
governing the conduct of subjects and communities—for governing the population 
(Dean 1998: 25).  

The calculable representation of (un)safety, and the continuous production of 
statistics it brings, shapes it into something that can be ranked, compared, and used in 
the competition between municipalities. Within the context of local government in 
Sweden, operating “under a system of governance that is permeated by markets and 
market logics” (Öjehag-Pettersson and Granberg 2019: 43), this facilitates the 
commodification of safety in various ways (cf. Crawford and Flint 2009). In the case of 
Purple Flag, I show how the certification is largely used to brand and market a city as 
safe, whereby safety is represented as a tool for growth, rather than a goal in its own 
right. I also show how this commodified notion of safety, as a selling point, makes it 
natural to involve businesses and private actors in the local safety work, rather than, for 
example, gender-equality experts or field social workers (Papers II and III). Safety is also 
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being shaped into a commodity for the private city networks (Paper II) and the security 
industry (Papers III and IV) to “sell” to Swedish municipalities, while the companies 
selling safety also have a vested interest in maintaining a state of unsafety, which makes 
their safety services an attractive offering.  

These processes of privatization and the outsourcing of safety further contribute to 
blurring the lines between the public and the private. This makes it more difficult for 
citizens to see who bears the responsibility for measures carried out in the name of 
safety, therefore also making it more difficult to hold those responsible accountable for 
the effects of these measures. The commodification of safety thus involves a significant 
transfer of responsibility for dealing with the problems attached to it to private actors 
and market representatives. These include the private city networks engaged in Purple 
Flag certification and the private security companies offering the services of patrolling 
guards. Notably, the commodification of (un)safety, and the processes of outsourcing 
and privatization it involves, contributes to altering some of the democratic cornerstones 
of the Swedish welfare state, such as democratic legitimacy, governmental accountability, 
and, in the case of patrolling guards, the traditionally state-centered monopoly on the 
use of force (cf. Hansen Löfstrand 2021; Loader 2000). Yet, they are presented as 
neutral, more or less “nonpolitical” (Li 2007a), methods for managing unsafety in the 
municipalities.  

This is perhaps most clearly demonstrated in Case Study III and the contracting of 
patrolling guards. While the contracting of private guards arguably involves the 
outsourcing of responsibility for safety to the security industry, my findings suggest that 
it is widely endorsed across the political spectrum in the studied municipalities and has 
not generated any significant political or public debate or critique. I connect this 
widespread lack of political discussion about the governing of safety in the municipalities 
to the notion of safety as an unquestioned virtue (Paper III) and the common perception 
that the measures implemented for increasing safety are “win-win” solutions (Paper II). 
In other words, they are established as “mere technicalities”, enacted for the common 
good.  

As I argue in the next section, the technical and commodified notion of (un)safety 
contributes to both shaping and concealing the reasoning behind who is considered to 
be made safe in public space and why, which as I will demonstrate builds on regulatory 
and normative ideals of safety as order and sameness.  

Order and sameness: good/bad citizen-subjects 
By considering the safety walks, safety certification, and patrolling guards as practices of 
governmentality, in this section I discuss how these interventions, with Larner (2000: 
19) can be understood to not just act on people as political subjects, but construct them 
in particular ways.  With Cruikshank (1999: 2), the different “modes of constituting and 
regulating citizens” that operate through the practices of governing safety can be 
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understood as “technologies of citizenship,” directed by a “will to empower” citizens 
and form them into autonomous and responsible individuals, dealing with their own 
problematic situations or individual failures, as self-governing subjects. My argument is 
that, as part of broader discourses around safety, the studied safety practices contribute 
to (re)producing certain ideas about what it means to be a good or proper citizen, or to 
simply qualify as a citizen (Cruikshank 1999: 4). This means that subjects are being 
hierarchized and endowed with different abilities and opportunities, which are valued 
and positioned differently in relation to the domain of safety that is demarcated and 
rendered governable within the regime (Öjehag-Pettersson 2015). These ideals, as shown 
in the previous section, are largely structured around a technical and commodified 
meaning of safety, which also contributes to regulating who is considered to belong or 
to be out of place in the (public) spaces of safety being produced.  

The overall findings make visible that the studied safety practices involve a process 
of subjectification that largely aligns the ideal subject of safety with the market-based, 
individualized, and self-governing ideals that underpin neoliberalism. In Paper II, I show 
that the Purple Flag certification primarily produces safety for visitors, customers, 
consumers, and investors in city centers, while those disturbing the safety and order of 
the market are marked as problematic. Similarly, Papers III and IV demonstrate how the 
aim of municipalities that contract patrolling guards is largely to make city centers safe 
for those using the city in “proper” ways. Meanwhile, those who are “hanging out” in 
the city center, deviating from regulatory ideals around safety and order, become marked 
as problematic and risky, “improper” subjects.  

As demonstrated in Papers II and IV, “the consumer” is made almost synonymous 
with “the public,” becoming the proper subject of safety who is consuming and enjoying 
the city in the “right” way, while those who are disturbing consumption in various ways 
become constituted as “unsafety problems” and excluded from these public spaces in 
the name of order, rather than the law (cf. Beckett and Herbert 2008; Crawford and Flint 
2009; Listerborn 2015a). These findings suggest that safety largely comes to mean order 
and security for the market and that ways of being, behaving, and using public space that 
are not organized in line with market values become characterized as potential safety 
risks or disturbances (cf. Povinelli 2011: 22). 

In my analysis of the conduct of community safety walks, which are presented as a 
tool for gender-equal, inclusive, and citizen-based dialogue around safety, I show how 
neoliberal technologies aimed at producing active, empowered, and self-governing 
citizens (or communities) are intertwined with dominant crime prevention logics of 
“fixing broken windows” and “stranger danger” (Ahmed 2000a). During safety walks, 
residents are invited to participate in dialogue with local politicians and civil servants 
around situated safety concerns. While this provides an opportunity for citizen dialogue, 
I argue that the procedure of the walks structures this dialogue around a technical notion 
of safety and serves to support and potentially reinforce a division between those to be 
made safe and those causing unsafety. The participating resident is constituted as the 
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active, “good” citizen, looking out for that which is “strange,” for potential dangers or 
risks and deviant behaviors, as well as formulating manageable solutions to the range of 
problems identified during the walks (Paper I).  
In this sense, the participatory dimensions of safety walks function as a method of 
activating and empowering participating residents, while making them, and the “unsafe” 
community, responsible for managing its/their own safety (Cruikshank 1999; Miller and 
Rose 2008). In this manner, the collective notions of community are being coupled in 
safety walks with the individualized logics of neoliberalism, making the community “not 
simply the territory of government, but a means of government” (Miller and Rose 2008: 
93). This means that those marked as “strangers”, who often do not participate in safety 
walks, not only become the objects of unsafety during the walks but are also constituted 
as “bad,” ungovernable citizens who become excluded from the notion of the safe 
community being produced (Ahmed 2000a).  

While, in different ways, the studied safety practices claim to provide solutions to 
safety, my findings demonstrate that they also contribute to maintaining and concealing 
the hierarchical divisions being made between “proper” and “improper” citizens. This 
does not mean that these governing practices do not potentially “soften” the impact of 
unsafety for many people (Brown 2000: 231). However, as the widespread understanding 
of these political measures is that they increase safety for “the public,” and as they further 
avow to take into account dimensions of gender equality, democracy, and inclusion, I 
find it essential to point out that, in this process of “taking in,” they also serve to 
foreclose that which they exclude.  

In the three cases studied, the concrete issues identified as causing unsafety were 
broad and various, including, for example: visible homelessness, “aggressive begging,” 
closed youth centers, disorderly youth, unemployment, muggings, the open use or 
dealing of drugs, rapes, sexual harassment or assaults, segregation, a rapid increase in 
immigration, and failed integration. Marking these complex concerns as problems of 
unsafety, I argue on the basis of the case studies, contributes to both displacing and 
reframing them into primarily being problematic for others. It transforms them into 
technical matters, or as individual or community failures and responsibilities, and thus 
issues requiring technical or individual, rather than political, change. Rather than 
generating a solution to these problems, the regime of safety addresses their symptoms.  

Take the example of “begging” or “aggressive begging,” which in different ways was 
described as causing unsafety in all three case studies, in interviews, policies, and during 
observations. When problematized as a problem of unsafety, the act of “begging” is 
articulated as problematic primarily due to the unease and unsafety it causes to others, to 
those passing by or being “aggressively” targeted by the “beggars.” Without going into 
an analysis of the exclusions from the supposed universality of the Swedish welfare state 
that the very notion of “begging” illuminates (for a discussion around this, see 
Bäckström 2020: 72–73), understanding it as an “unsafety problem” serves to obscure 
the politics leading up to the situation of poverty that underlies the need to ask others 
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for money. It does not take into consideration the increasingly strict immigration laws 
and the precarious migrant positions in which many of those “begging” (often Roma 
EU citizens) find themselves, which largely removes the safety net of the Swedish 
welfare system from beneath them. It is blind to the racist violence to which those 
“begging” are exposed, as well as to the fact that their unsafety and precarity is at risk of 
increasing, as well as being obscured, if they are removed from public space, public view, 
and public scrutiny. My point here is that if we were to understand concerns such as 
“aggressive begging” as expressions of inequality or injustice, rather than as problems of 
unsafety, it would be more difficult to interpret them as individual failures or as 
problematic primarily for others, because that would highlight dimensions that require 
political, social, and redistributive change.  

Thinking with Mouffe (2005), the example of “begging” highlights the constitutive 
outside of public safety, the antagonistic dimension of safety politics—namely, the 
political—that is being concealed through the discourse of public safety as a universal 
virtue. It also highlights that, rather than improving gender equality, inclusiveness and 
democratic access to public space, the government of safety (re)produces a hierarchical 
differentiation between those to be made safe and those marked as causing unsafety. The 
political and conflictual dimension within this hierarchical division is still there, it has not 
disappeared. However, “the political is played out in the moral register” (Mouffe 2005: 5, 
emphasis in original). The political is in this manner not only concealed but also foreclosed. 
It is made impossible to acknowledge from the start (Butler 1997: 139; Mouffe 2005: 
10). As I demonstrate in Paper IV, the subjects who are deemed as problematic in terms 
of safety are marked as such through “moralistic” arguments rather than juridical, based 
on normative ideals of safety and order (Rose 2000: 321). 

An example of this is the mayor of one of the municipalities that contracted 
patrolling guards who explained in relation to the guards targeting of groups of 
immigrant youth, that those groups are “not criminal or dangerous or… they’re not 
doing anything, but they contribute to the feeling of unsafety” (Paper IV). Based on the 
three case studies, I argue that safety, and what is marked as safe, is in this way largely 
being articulated within the regime in moralistic terms, as inherently good, while unsafety 
and what is marked as unsafe is articulated as inherently bad.  

Those kinds of moralistic expressions of political problems become “anti-political,” 
as they are impossible to argue against (Brown 2001). Moralistic arguments hide the 
rationale behind establishing something or someone as an unsafety problem in the first 
place and conceal the historical, political, and social connotations of (un)safety and the 
problems being linked to it. In addition, they lack any articulation of an alternative to the 
status quo (Brown 2001: 40). In effect, this kind of argumentation produces a division 
between the safe and those causing unsafety and present it as a moralistic and naturalized 
division between the “good” and “bad” subjects of safety (Mouffe 2013; cf. also 
Foucault 1982: 778). 
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As I emphasize in the appended papers, it is the familiar and common that is 
associated with the safe and the “good,” while the unfamiliar and uncommon, those 
deviating from the regulatory ideals of safety, become the “bad.” The latter are marked 
as causing unsafety and demarcated as out of place in the spaces of safety produced 
within the regime. Being marked as a threat to safety, the figure of the stranger so 
becomes aligned more with the character of the enemy than the friend (Ahmed 2000a; 
Puwar 2004). In this process, the meaning of the safe community becomes closely related 
to order and to what, with Bauman, can be read as sameness, “while ‘sameness’ means the 
absence of the Other, especially a stubbornly different other capable of a nasty surprise 
and mischief precisely by reason of their difference” (Bauman 2001: 115). When a 
technical and commodified notion of safety as order and sameness becomes a dominant 
ideal of an imagined safe community of autonomous and responsible individuals, those 
ideals will also structure what we consider to be “ethical behavior,” and will contribute 
to naturalizing the way in which we order people and value behaviors in line with those 
ethics (cf. Öjehag-Pettersson 2015: 275; Anderson 2006). 

Based on these ideals of safety and the imagined safe community, those marked as 
deviant, as “risks” or “threats” to unsafety, are not neutral, they are not just anyone. As 
my findings suggest, they are primarily those racialized as non-white or non-Swedish, 
gendered as male, and often sweepingly categorized as “disorderly” or as “disturbing” 
the order of public space, unsettling the homogeneity and sameness of the safe 
community (Ahmed 2000a; Bauman 1991; Puwar 2004). In practice, my analysis shows 
that among those marked as “threats” to safety are some of the most marginalized and 
exposed in the Swedish society. Specific examples from the three case studies are: 
“beggars,” people who are homeless, unaccompanied refugee youth, people under the 
influence of substances or alcohol, and people acting out or (suspected to be) involved 
in crimes such as drug-dealing or mugging. Also present were more general descriptions 
of “immigrants,” who were described as acting differently and not speaking Swedish 
(Papers III and IV), as were descriptions of “EU migrants”13 (Papers I and II).  

Despite the fact that actions undertaken in the name of safety are often not presented 
as political, I argue that if we consider public space to function as a democratic sphere, 
then the act of demarcating that space in the name of safety, and deciding who belongs 
and who is out of place there, is deeply and inescapably political, and even undemocratic 
(Deutsche 1996). If, by democracy, we mean that the political community, the public, 
has “no absolute basis,” then deciding who belongs to the public by marking off what is 
safe and what is unsafe in public space is an act of deciding who belongs to the political 
community (Deutsche 1996: 289; see also Mouffe 2005). Thus, the regulatory and 
subjectifying ideals of safety not only shape the identities of individuals but also 
contribute to forming the basis for democratic and political citizenship and marking off 
access to public space as a democratic arena (Brown 2015; Cruikshank 1999).  

 
13 In a Swedish context, the term “EU migrants” generally refers to Roma EU citizens.  
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However much a safe public space promises openness and accessibility, it can never 
be fully inclusive. It always depends on a constitutive outside, relying on a distinction 
generated by deciding what is to be placed on the outside. The problem arises when 
exclusions from spaces that are defined as public become naturalized. The notion of 
safety as sameness and order seems to contain an imaginary of public space as 
harmonious, unified, and free from conflict. However, as Deutsche (1996: 289) reminds 
us, conflict, difference, and contingency do not threaten democratic public space, they 
are rather prerequisites for that space to remain democratic. When the exclusions 
governing the constitution of spaces of safety are naturalized and contestations are 
obscured by declaring “particular forms of space inherently, eternally, or self-evidently” 
(Deutsche 1996: 289–290) safe for the public, then the very notion of public safety 
functions as an instrument of depoliticization.  

Through the process of naturalizing the exclusions from public space that are being 
made in the name of safety, I argue that public safety within this regime is given a 
“prepolitical source of political meaning” (Deutsche 1996: 289-290). It is declared 
beforehand as a method of inclusion and access to public space, as a means of generating 
gender equality and democracy, which turns it into “a weapon against, rather than a 
means of, political struggle” (Deutsche 1996: 289–290). In effect, deeply political acts of 
marking who is legitimate or illegitimate in our public spaces, and of altering dimensions 
of democratic accountability and the monopoly to use force, are enacted through the 
regime as technicalities, largely without political contestation. 

In this manner, the prepolitical meaning of safety frees the notion of public safety 
from conflict and antagonism, from “the political” (Mouffe 2005). To understand how 
this depoliticized notion of safety is maintained, and the implications of the naturalized 
exclusions it encompasses, I argue that we need to place the operations of the regime of 
public safety in a wider biopolitical context and consider the governmental precarization 
and the rationale of immunization underlying it. I turn to this next.  

(Un)safety, governmental precarization, and immuno-politics 
As I have argued so far, the regime of safety practices operates to produce a technical, 
commodified, and nonpolitical representation of safety as order and sameness that 
works to conceal the spatial and constitutive exclusions being made in the name of 
safety. But how is this naturalization of exclusion, erasure of conflict, and almost 
complete foreclosure of the political made possible? And why are we seeing demands 
for more safety, more protection, and more policing rather than political debate, 
discussion, or critique around what is being done (or perhaps rather what is not being 
done) in the name of safety?  

In order to understand how the exclusions from spaces that we define as public, in 
the name of the public and its safety, can so easily pass without contestation, I argue that 
we need to consider how the regime of safety relies on a biopolitical rationality of 
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immunization. This rationality builds on a promise of total protection from risk for 
some, at the expense of those marked as “other” (Lorey 2015; Neyrat 2010; Swyngedouw 
and Ernstson 2018). As a form of biopolitical governmentality, the government of safety 
is a politics for life that, by rejecting the necessary ontological negativity of life—the 
political—contributes to “deny[ing] the order of the living in the name of a Humanism 
or of the human Person” (Neyrat 2010: 2; cf. also Laclau and Mouffe 1985: 102–103). 
The immunity rationale is distinguished by its reliance on a biopolitical split, which 
includes the immunized on one side, those included in the safe “we.” On the other side 
of this split it leaves the exposed, those marked as “other,” described by Neyrat (2011: 
110) as “the poor, immigrants, and undocumented aliens,” who are differentiated from 
the safe “us” by being constituted as “threats” to our safety, to life as we know it. As 
formulated by Swyngedouw and Ernstson (2018: 5), it is “a form of governing that 
secures the life of some while sacrificing others” (see also Esposito 2008; Lorey 2015; 
Neyrat 2010).  

The rationality of immunization is most clearly displayed in the case of patrolling 
guards (Papers III and IV), but in different ways it characterizes the safety regime as a 
whole. It is manifested in the promise to manage safety in a manner that permits life to 
go on unchanged and untouched for those who are to be made safe, while increasing 
the exposure and risk for those marked as causing unsafety to others. As illustrated in 
the example of “begging,” the promise of universal safety for the public involves a 
normative and moralistic differentiation, (re-)enforcing what I read as a biopolitical split 
between “good” subjects and “bad,” which is expressed and simultaneously obscured in 
the name of safety as sameness and order (for the market). Thus, the promise of total 
immunization—the idea that life as we know it can remain untouched—veils the 
(neo)liberal ordering of life that is (re)produced through the government of safety, and 
naturalizes a hierarchy that places the safety of a privileged “us” above the safety of 
increasingly marginalized and exposed “others,” rather than challenging it.  

Within the regime of safety practices, this rationale operates to immunize not only 
the safe “us,” but also the current neoliberal order. By outsourcing responsibility for 
managing the “threats” to safety away from democratic arenas and giving it to private 
actors and security companies, and by making individuals and communities themselves 
responsible for dealing with their own failures, the neoliberal order is immunized 
through practices of individualization and responsibilization. The paradox here is that, 
while the regime of safety builds on a promise of safety, it operates to individualize the 
problems it claims to resolve and serves to responsibilize the communities and 
individuals it governs. In line with the immunity rationale, the regime of safety relies on 
a promise of managing the social and political problems that are linked to unsafety 
without political, social, or redistributive change.  

(Un)safety thus operates as a neoliberal instrument of government, which forms a 
remedy for the symptoms of what Dean has described as “an enduring problem of 
liberal-capitalist societies, i.e. the existence of inequality and poverty in a society of 
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equals” (1998: 37). As these inequalities become increasingly visible and tangible in 
public spaces in Sweden, they are increasingly being marked as problems of (un)safety. 
However, as my case studies show, the marking of these social and political challenges 
as unsafety problems simultaneously serves to individualize and depoliticize them, rather 
than resolving them. Thinking with Lorey (2015: 13) I therefore argue that (un)safety 
operates through a dynamics of “governmental precarization” within the regime, which 
contributes not only to upholding, but also to naturalizing and reinforcing, the present 
order.  

According to Lorey (2015: 11), the intensification of neoliberal governmentality 
increasingly normalizes, expands, and incorporates new forms of social and economic 
vulnerabilities. This produces a state of insecurity and turns what she terms 
“precarization” into an instrument of government. Here, precarization needs to be 
understood as more than inequalities and insecure jobs, but as a way of life—a mode of 
subjectification—through which insecurity (or unsafety) becomes the primary 
preoccupation of the population. This understanding makes visible how precarization as 
an instrument of government operates to establish a need for safety, a desire to feel 
secure, and makes safety a dominant political ideal. It is through this demand for safety, 
the desire to be immunized, that democratic debate, resistance, and critique — in a time of 
crisis, risk and uncertainty — is being suppressed by calls for more protection, more 
policing. As Butler writes, “the need for immunization becomes paramount, and power 
takes the form of a subjugation by and through that need” (Butler in Lorey 2015: ix). 
Precarization as a mode of subjectification, Lorey argues, therefore: 

leads to a form of governing that at least since Thomas Hobbes has been viewed as no longer 
possible: a government that is not legitimized by promising protection and security […] 
neoliberal governing proceeds primarily through social insecurity. (Lorey 2015: 2)  

In this sense, we are today being governed, and govern ourselves, through insecurity 
rather than security—through unsafety rather than safety.  

Unsafety should thus be understood as an ill that stems from within, from a process 
of neoliberal governmental precarization that produces an excess of that which can no 
longer be regulated or governed, forming a threat to the “normal” order and the unity 
of the political body (Lorey 2015: 44–45). However, the immunization rationale operates 
to differentiate this threat from within and produces it as a risk positioned at the social 
margins, stemming from the subjects or spaces that are marked as “other,” detached 
from “us.” By obscuring that unsafety is a symptom of the politics leading to inequalities, 
insecure jobs, and segregation, it becomes possible to promise safety through 
individualization and responsibilization, rather than political change.  

Hence, it is through the underlying rationality of immunization that it becomes 
possible to render safety governable, while leaving the politics that have led to the 
problems connected to unsafety both unproblematized and untouched. As a form of 
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immuno-politics, the regime of safety practices operates to secure the immunized (to be 
made safe), as well as the politico-economic order, from the symptoms of these 
problems, rather than dealing with the politics that produces them.  
If we consider the regime of safety as a form of immuno-politics, we need to also 
acknowledge that it will exacerbate, rather than resolve, the problems marked as causing 
unsafety that it addresses. As Swyngedouw and Ernstson argue, in its excessive form, 
immuno-politics becomes self-destructive to the point of “auto-immunization,” turning 
against that which it set out to immunize the public from (2018: 5; see also Lorey 2015; 
Neyrat 2010). Rather than producing safety, the politics of safety—by naturalizing the 
constitutive split it produces in the demos, rather than resolving it—establishes rather 
than resolves a state of unsafety. This is likely to generate an ever-increasing demand for 
protection and an excess of those marked as dangerous others, who are positioned 
outside the (safe) political community (Lorey 2015: 44–45).  

Thinking with Mouffe, this “auto-immunization” would be an effect of the negation 
of antagonism and the foreclosure of the political, of denying “that every consensus is 
based on acts of exclusion” (2005: 11). Rather than providing a way of sharing public 
spaces despite our differences, the regime of safety thus risks increasing the antagonistic 
polarization between a privileged “us” and exposed “others.”    

This means that the regime of safety practices does not challenge, but rather 
reinforces and naturalizes, the conditions that are making us unsafe, even if it contributes 
to softening some of their impacts (for some people). “Such softening,” as Brown writes, 
“is not itself a problem: if violence is upon you, almost any means of reducing it is of 
value” (2000: 231). The problem arises when the government of safety in the way that 
this thesis has demonstrated builds a fence around “the site of that violation” and 
“regulating rather than challenging the conditions within” (Brown 2000: 231). My results 
thus demonstrate the need for continued critical scrutiny of the operations and impacts 
of the regime of safety practices and the implications of the neoliberal, depoliticizing, 
immunity rationale it carries, not least for the individuals and communities it is primarily 
targeting in the name of their safety.  

So, where does this leave us? By highlighting the depoliticizing and excluding 
operations of the regime of safety practices in Sweden, my findings have made visible 
the contingency and limits of the often taken-for-granted ends and means in the 
government of public (un)safety and its problematic implications. Rather than presenting 
neoliberalism as a monolith, or the biopolitical split of the immunity rationale as 
inevitable or deterministic, I would argue that this study has demonstrated their 
contingent and contradictory character, as well as their problematic and potentially 
dangerous effects. To avoid the implications of depoliticization and auto-immunization 
will require other ways of doing politics and sharing public spaces.  

Thinking with Mouffe (2005; 2103; see also Laclau and Mouffe 1985), I argue that 
this kind of re-thinking needs to start with a radical and plural vision of democracy that 
opens up space for the political, a vision of the public democratic sphere that provides a 
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space for agonistic encounters, where the conflicts inherent in any consensus, and the 
antagonisms behind any political act in the name of the public, are made visible and open 
for democratic contestation.  
Furthermore, I argue that a radical democracy that is open to agonistic encounters 
cannot rely on demands for total safety or ideals of order and sameness. Rather, a space 
for agonistic encounters needs to start by acknowledging and learning to accept the 
inescapable uncertainty, contingency and conflict of social life, which cannot be 
overcome (Mouffe 2013). The ethics for such encounters could with Butler (2004) be 
seen as necessarily based on the recognition of life as precarious, and that the shared and 
always relational vulnerability of our bodies is both attached and exposed to others, as 
the constitution of the self is dependent on the recognition of others.  

Precariousness is related to, yet designates something other than, precarity as a socio-
economic position and governmental precarization as a form of regulation (Lorey 2015: 
10–15). Precariousness refers to the vulnerability and interdependence that we share as 
beings, our relational ties and ontological precariousness as subjects (Butler 2004: 43). 
To begin with the precariousness of being as a mode of ethics might open up other ways 
of understanding precarization and precarized others than as primarily a potential threat 
to individualized notions of safety. At the very least, the recognition of life as precarious 
would indicate the limits of immunity and make visible the implicit ethical dimensions 
of politics and our collective responsibility towards the other.    

Returning to the questions that introduced this thesis: Why safety? Why now? Why 
is safety increasingly the answer to societal issues in Sweden, rather than equality, 
democracy or justice? I argue on the basis of this study that it is precisely because of the 
promise of protection in a time of uncertainty and governmental precarization that safety 
offers, of immunizing the safe “us” and the current order, that safety—rather than 
justice or equality—has become a neoliberal “solution” to a range of socio-economic 
and political challenges today.  

 
 

 

 



 

91 

References  
Ahmed, S. 2000a. Strange encounters: embodied others in post-coloniality. London: Routledge. 

Ahmed, S. 2000b. Who knows? Knowing strangers and strangerness. Australian 

Feminist Studies 15(31): 49–68.  

Ahmed, S. 2004. The cultural politics of emotion. Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press. 

Ahrne, G.; Stöbler, N. and Thaning, M. 2021. Klasstrukturen i Sverige [The class 

structure in Sweden]. In: Suhonen, D.; Therborn, G. and Weithz, J. (eds.). 

Klass i Sverige: ojämlikheten, makten och politiken i det 21:a århundradet. Lund: Arkiv 

förlag, 21–51. [In Swedish]. 

Allelin, M.; Kallifatides, M.; Sjöberg, S. and Skyrman, V. 2021. Välfärdsmodellens 

omvandling [The transformation of the welfare model]. In: Suhonen, D.; 

Therborn, G. and Weithz, J. (eds.). Klass i Sverige: ojämlikheten, makten och 

politiken i det 21:a århundradet. Lund: Arkiv förlag, 147–179. [In Swedish]. 

Anderson, B. 2006. Imagined communities: reflections on the origin and spread of nationalism. 

Revised ed. London & New York: Verso.  

Bacchi, C.L. 1999. Women, policy and politics: the construction of policy problems. London: Sage 

Publications.  

Bacchi, C.L. 2009. Analysing policy: what’s the problem represented to be? Frenchs Forest, 

NSW: Pearson. 

Bacchi, C.L. 2012. Why study problematizations? Making politics visible. Open Journal of 

Political Science 2(1): 1–8.  

Bauman, Z. 1991. Modernity and ambivalence. Cambridge: Polity Press.  

Bauman, Z. 2001. Community: seeking safety in an insecure world. Cambridge: Polity Press.  

Beckett, K. and Herbert, S. 2008. Dealing with disorder: social control in the post-

industrial city. Theoretical Criminology 12(1): 5–30.  

Best, A.L. 2003. Doing race in the context of feminist interviewing: constructing 

whiteness through talk. Qualitative Inquiry 9(6): 895–914. 

Bevir, M. and Rhodes, R.A.W. (eds.). 2016. Rethinking governance: ruling, rationalities and 

resistance. London & New York: Routledge.  



 

92 

Bigo, D. 2002. Security and immigration: toward a critique of the governmentality of 

unease. Alternatives 27(1): 63–92. 

Bigo, D. 2008. Globalized (in)security: the field and the ban-opticon. In: Bigo, D. and 

Tsoukala, A. (eds.) Terror, insecurity and liberty : illiberal practices of liberal regimes 

after 9/11. London: Routledge, 20–58. 

Blakeley, G. 2010. Governing ourselves: citizen participation and governance in 

Barcelona and Manchester. International Journal of Urban and Regional Research 

34(1): 130–145.  

BLM. [Black Lives Matter]. 2021. Defund the Police. Reimagine Public Safety. Center Care and 

Humanity. https://blacklivesmatter.com/defund-the-police-reimagine-public-

safety-center-care-and-humanity/ (Accessed: 2021-10-18). 

Boverket. 2010. Vidga vyerna – Planeringsmetoder för trygghet och jämställdhet. Karlskrona: 

Davidsons Tryckeri AB. [In Swedish].  

Boverket. 2013. Sammanställning och spridning av erfarenheter från uppdraget att stärka 

tryggheten i stads- och tätortsmiljöer. (Report 2013:8.) www.boverket.se/sv/om-

boverket/publicerat-av-boverket/publikationer/2013/sammanstallning-och-

spridning-av-erfarenheter-fran-uppdraget-att-starka-tryggheten-i-stads--och-

tatortsmiljoer--slutrapport/. (Accessed 2022-03-06). [In Swedish]. 

Boverket. 2019. Brottsförebyggande och trygghetsskapande perspektiv och åtgärder i 

samhällsbyggnadsprocessen. (Report: 2019:20.) Karlskrona: Boverket. [In Swedish].  

Boverket. 2021. Trygghet - ett mångtydigt begrepp. [Safety – an ambiguous concept] 

www.boverket.se/sv/samhallsplanering/stadsutveckling/brottsforebyggande-

och-trygghetsskapande-atgarder/trygghet-och-brott/trygghetsbegreppet/  

(Accessed 2021-05-28). [In Swedish].  

Boverket. 2022. Går det att mäta trygghet? [Can safety be measured?] 

https://www.boverket.se/sv/samhallsplanering/stadsutveckling/brottsforeby

ggande-och-trygghetsskapande-atgarder/trygghet-och-brott/gar-det-att-mata-

trygghet/  (Accessed 2022-03-06). [In Swedish]. 

Brandén, J.; Olsson, J. and Sandberg L. 2020. Patrullering för trygghet: vakter, 

nattvandrare och medborgargarden. [Patrolling for safety] In Rönnblom, M.; 

Linander, I. and Sandberg, L. (eds.). (O)tryggt? [(Un)safe?]. Livonia: Premiss 

förlag, 75–98. [In Swedish].  



 

93 

Brown, W. 2000. Suffering rights as paradoxes. Constellations 7(2): 208–229.   

Brown, W (ed.). 2001. Symptoms: moralism as anti-politics. In: Politics out of history. 

Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 18–44. 

Brown, W. 2008. Regulating aversion: tolerance in the age of identity and empire. Princeton, NJ: 

Princeton University Press.  

Brown, W. 2015. Undoing the demos: neoliberalism’s stealth revolution. 1st ed. New York: 

Zone Books. 

Brown, W. 2018. Neoliberalism's frankenstein: authoritarian freedom in twenty-first 

century “democracies”. Critical Times 1(1): 60-79.  

Bryman, A. 2018. Samhällsvetenskapliga metoder. (Trans. Nilsson, B.). 3rd ed. Stockholm: 

Liber. [In Swedish].  

Brå, Boverket and TMG. 2010. Trygghetsvandring en vägledning. [Safety walks – a guide] 

https://www.boverket.se/sv/om-boverket/publicerat-av-

boverket/publikationer/2010/trygghetsvandring-en-vagledning/  (Accessed 

2022-03-10). [In Swedish].  

Brå. 2018a. Utvecklingen i socialt utsatta områden i urban miljö 2006–2017. [Development in 

socially vulnerable areas in urban environments 2006–2017]. (Report 2018:9). 

[In Swedish].  

Brå. 2018b. Relationen till rättsväsendet i socialt utsatta områden [The relation to the judicial 

system in socially vulnerable areas]. (Report 2018:6). Stockholm: Brå. [In 

Swedish].  

Brå. 2020. Nationella trygghetsundersökningen 2020. [The Swedish Crime Survey 2020] 

(Report 2020:8). Stockholm: Brå. [In Swedish].  

Brå. 2021a. About Brå. http://www.bra.se/bra/bra-in-english/home/about-bra.html 

(Accessed 2021-06-01). 

Brå. 2021b. Gun homicide has increased in Sweden but not in the rest of Europe. 

https://bra.se/bra-in-english/home/news-from-bra/archive/news/2021-05-

26-gun-homicide-has-increased-in-sweden-but-not-in-the-rest-of-europe.html  

(Accessed 2022-01-17). 

Brå 2021c. Mord och dråp. [Murder and homicide] https://bra.se/statistik/statistik-

utifran-brottstyper/mord-och-drap.html (Accessed 2022-03-10). [In Swedish].  



 

94 

Butler, J. and Scott, J.W. (eds.). 1992. Feminists theorize the political. London & New York: 

Verso. 

Butler, J. 1993. Bodies that matter: on the discursive limits of “sex”. New York: Routledge. 

Butler, J. 1997. The psychic life of power: theories in subjection. Stanford, CA: Stanford 

University Press. 

Butler, J. 2004. Precarious life: the powers of mourning and violence. London: Verso.  

Bäckström, H. 2020. Att hjälpa andra: gåvans, rättvisans och medkänslans aporier i 

frivilligarbete. Ph.D. diss., Umeå University. Umeå: Bokförlaget h:ström - Text 

& Kultur.  

Carbin, M. 2014. The requirement to speak: victim stories in Swedish policies against 

honour-related violence. Women’s Studies International Forum 46: 107–114.  

Crawford, A.; Lister, S.; Blackburn, S. and Burnett, J. 2005. Plural policing: the mixed 

economy of visible patrols in England and Wales. London: Policy Press.  

Crawford, A. 1998. Community safety and the quest for security: holding back the 

dynamics of social exclusion. Policy Studies 19(3–4): 237–253.  

Crawford, A. and Flint, J. 2009. Urban safety, anti-social behaviour and the night-time 

economy. Criminology & Criminal Justice 9(4): 403–413. 

Crawford, A. and Evans, K. 2017. Crime prevention and community safety. In: The Oxford 

Handbook of Criminology. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 797–824.  

Cruikshank, B. 1999. The will to empower. Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press. 

Dahlstedt, M. 2009. Parental governmentality: involving “immigrant parents” in 

Swedish schools, British Journal of Sociology of Education 30(2): 193–205.  

Dean, M. 1998. Risk, calculable and incalculable. Soziale Welt 49: 25–42 . 

Dean, M. 2010. Governmentality: power and rule in modern society. 2nd ed. Thousand Oaks, 

CA: Sage Publications. 

Deleuze, G. 1992. What is a Dispositif? In: Armstrong, T.J. (ed.). Michel Foucault, 

philosopher: essays. New York: Harvester Wheatsheaf, 159–168. 

Deutsche, R. 1996 Evictions: art and spatial politics. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.  

Dreyfus, H. and Rabinow, P. 1983. Michel Foucault, beyond structuralism and hermeneutics. 

(2nd ed.). Chicago, IL: University of Chicago Press.  

Elden S. 2007. Governmentality, calculation, territory. Environment and Planning D: 

Society and Space 25(3): 562–580.  



 

95 

Enskär, K.; Isma, G.E. and Rämgård, M. 2021. Safe environments: through the eyes of 

9-year-old schoolchildren from a socially vulnerable area in Sweden. Child: 

Care, Health and Development 47(1): 57–69. 

Esping-Andersen, G. 1990. The three worlds of welfare capitalism. Cambridge: Polity Press. 

Esposito, R. 2008. Bios: biopolitics and philosophy (Trans. Campbell, T.). Minneapolis: 

University of Minnesota Press. 

Fanghanel, A. 2016. The trouble with safety: fear of crime, pollution and 

subjectification in public space. Theoretical Criminology 20(1): 57–74.  

Flyvbjerg, B. 2006. Five misunderstandings about case-study research. Qualitative Inquiry 

12(2): 219–245.  

Foucault, M. 1979. Discipline and punish: the birth of the prison (Trans. Sheridan, A.). 

Harmondsworth: Penguin.  

Foucault, M. 1980. Truth and power. In Gordon, C. (ed.). Power/knowledge: selected 

interviews and other writings 1972–77, New York: Pantheon, 109-133.  

Foucault, M. 1982. Subject and power. Critical Inquiry 8(4): 777–795.  

Foucault, M. 1990. The history of sexuality: vol. 1, an introduction (Trans. Hurley, R.). New 

York: Random House. 

Foucault, M. 1991. Governmentality. In Burchell, G.; Gordon, C. and Miller, P. (eds.). 

The Foucault effect: studies in governmentality. Chicago, IL: University of Chicago 

Press, 87-104. 

Foucault, M. 2007. Security, territory, population: lectures at the Collège de France, 1977–1978. 

New York: Picador.  

Foucault, M. 2008. The birth of biopolitics: lectures at the Collège de France, 1978–1979. New 

York: Picador. 

Garland, D. 2001. The culture of control: crime and social order in contemporary society. Oxford: 

Oxford University Press. 

Guillemin, M. and Gillam, L. 2004. Ethics, reflexivity, and “ethically important 

moments” in research. Qualitative Inquiry 10(2): 261–280. 

Gustafsson, M.-T. and Johannesson, L. 2016. Introduktion till politisk etnografi : metoder för 

statsvetare. Malmö: Gleerup. [In Swedish] 



 

96 

Hall, P. 2012. Managementbyråkrati: organisationspolitisk makt i svensk offentlig förvaltning. 1st 

ed. Malmö: Liber. [In Swedish] 

Hammersley, M. and Atkinson, P. 2019. Ethnography: principles in practice. 4th ed. 

London: Routledge. 

Hansen Löfstrand, C. 2021. Marketization in a state-centred policing context: The case 

of Sweden. European Journal of Criminology 18(6): 899–917. 

Haraway, D. 1988. Situated knowledges: the science question in feminism and the 

privilege of partial perspective. Feminist Studies 14(3): 575–599.  

Held, N. 2015. Comfortable and safe spaces? Gender, sexuality and “race” in night-

time leisure spaces. Emotion, Space and Society 14: 33–42.  

Hermansson, K. (2018). Den svenska tryggheten: En studie av en kriminalpolitisk 

symbol. Sociologisk forskning 55(2–3): 179–202. [In Swedish]. 

Hesserud Persson, S. 2016. Fler kommuner köper trygghet. Sveriges Radio. October 6. 

https://sverigesradio.se/artikel/6526623 (Accessed 2018-03-14). [In 

Swedish]. 

Higgins, V. and Larner, W. 2017. Assembling neoliberalism: expertise, practices, subjects. New 

York: Palgrave Macmillan.  

Hollway, W. and Jefferson, T. 2013. Doing qualitative research differently: a psychosocial 

approach. 2nd ed. London: Sage Publications.  

Hübinette, T. and Lundström, C. 2014. Three phases of hegemonic whiteness: 

understanding racial temporalities in Sweden. Social Identities 20(6): 423–437.  

Huysmans, J. 2006. The politics of insecurity: fear, migration and asylum in the EU. London: 

Routledge. 

Hysing, E. 2009. From government to governance? A comparison of environmental 

governing in Swedish forestry and transport. Governance 22(4): 647–672. 

Hörnqvist, M. 2001. Allas vårt ansvar i praktiken: en statligt organiserad folkrörelse mot brott. 

[Our collective responsibility in practice: a state-initiated social movement 

against crime]. Stockholm: Department of Criminology, University of 

Stockholm. [In Swedish] 

Iqbal, A. and Ceccato, V. 2016. Is CPTED useful to guide the inventory of safety in 

parks? A study case in Stockholm, Sweden. International Criminal Justice Review 

26(2): 150–168. 



 

97 

Jackson, Y.A. and Mazzei, L.A. 2011. Thinking with theory in qualitative research: 

viewing data across multiple perspectives. Hoboken: Taylor and Francis. 

Johnston, L. 2007. “Keeping the family together”: police community support officers 

and the “police extended family” in London. Policing and Society 17(2): 119–

140, DOI: 10.1080/10439460701302685.  

Kammersgaard, T. 2021. Private security guards policing public space: using soft 

power in place of legal authority. Policing and Society 31(2): 117–130.  

Kern, L. 2010a. Selling the “scary city”: gendering freedom, fear and condominium 

development in the neoliberal city. Social & Cultural Geography 11(3): 209–230.  

Kern, L. 2010b. Gendering reurbanisation: women and new-build gentrification in 

Toronto. Population, Space and Place 16(5): 363–379. 

Koskela, H. and Pain, R. 2000. Revisiting fear and place: women’s fear of attack and 

the built environment. Geoforum 31(2): 269–280.  

Koskela, H. 1997. “Bold walk and breakings”: women’s spatial confidence versus fear 

of violence. Gender, Place & Culture 4(3): 301–320.  

Koskela, H. 1999. “Gendered exclusions”: women’s fear of violence and changing 

relations to space. Geografiska Annaler. Series B, Human Geography 81(2): 111–

124. 

Kusenbach, M. 2003. Street phenomenology: the go-along as ethnographic research 

tool. Ethnography 4(3): 455–485.  

Laclau, E. and Mouffe, C. 1985. Hegemony and socialist strategy towards a radical democratic 

politics. London: Verso.  

Larner, W. 2000. Neo-liberalism: policy, ideology, governmentality. Studies in Political 

Economy 63(1): 5–25.  

Larsson, B.; Letell, M. and Thörn, H. 2012. Transformations of the Swedish welfare state: from 

social engineering to governance? New York: Palgrave Macmillan.  

Lauri, M. 2016. Narratives of governing: rationalization, responsibility and resistance in social 

work. Ph.D. diss., Umeå University. 

Lauri, M. 2019. Motivational interviewing as governmentality: shaping victims of men’s 

violence into responsible subjects? NORA: Nordic Journal of Feminist and Gender 

Research 27(2): 112–124. 



 

98 

Lee, M. 2007. Inventing fear of crime: criminology and the politics of anxiety. New York: 

Routledge. 

Lee, M. 2001. The genesis of “fear of crime”. Theoretical Criminology 5(4): 467–485.  

Letterfors, A. 2018. Ordningsvakter övervakar stadskärnor. [Order Guards are monitoring 

city centers]. Sveriges Radio. Accessed April 24, 2018. 

https://sverigesradio.se/sida/artikel.aspx?programid=83&artikel=6936928     

Li, T.M. 2007a. The will to improve. Durham, NC: Duke University Press. 

Li, T.M. 2007b. Governmentality. Anthropologica 49(2): 275–281. 

Lidskog, R. and Persson, M. 2012. Community safety policies in Sweden: a policy 

change in crime control strategies? International Journal of Public Administration 

35(5): 293–302.  

Listerborn, C. 2002. Trygg stad: diskurser om kvinnors rädsla i forskning, policyutveckling och 

lokal praktik. Ph.D. diss. Chalmers University. [In Swedish]. 

Listerborn, C. 2013. Suburban women and the “glocalization” of the everyday lives: 

gender and glocalities in underprivileged areas in Sweden. Gender, Place & 

Culture 20(3): 290–312. 

Listerborn, C. 2015a. Feminist struggle over urban safety and the politics of space. 

European Journal of Women’s Studies 23(3): 251–264. 

Listerborn, C. 2015b. Geographies of the veil: violent encounters in urban public 

spaces in Malmö, Sweden. Social & Cultural Geography 16(1): 95–115.  

Loader, I. 2000. Plural policing and democratic governance. Social & Legal Studies 9(3): 

323–345.  

Lorey, I. 2015. State of insecurity: government of the precarious. London: Verso. 

Lövbrand, E. and Stripple, J. 2011. Making climate change governable: accounting for 

carbon as sinks, credits and personal budgets. Critical Policy Studies 5(2): 187–

200.  

Macpherson, H. 2016. Walking methods in landscape research: moving bodies, spaces 

of disclosure and rapport. Landscape Research 41(4): 425–432. 

Mansfield, N. 2000. Subjectivity: theories of the self from Freud to Haraway. New York: New 

York University Press. 

Marshall, M.N. 1996. Sampling for qualitative research. Family Practice 13(6): 522–526. 

Massey, D. 1994. Space, place and gender. Cambridge: Polity. 



 

99 

Miller, P. and Rose, N. 2008. Governing the present: administering economic, social and personal 

life. Cambridge: Polity. 

Mitchell, D. 1995. The end of public space? People’s Park, definitions of the public, 

and democracy. Annals of the Association of American Geographers 85(1): 108–133. 

Mitchell, D. 2017. People’s Park again: on the end and ends of public space. 

Environment and Planning A: Economy and Space 49(3): 503–518. 

Montin, S. and Granberg, M. 2021. Moderna kommuner. [Modern municipalities]. 5th ed. 

Stockholm: Liber. [In Swedish]. 

Moran, L.J. and Skeggs, B. 2004. Sexuality and the politics of violence and safety. London: 

Routledge. 

Mouffe, C. 1992. Feminism, citizenship and radical democratic politics. In: Butler, J. 

and Scott, J.W. (eds.). Feminists theorize the political. London & New York: 

Verso, 369–384. 

Mouffe, C. 2005. On the political. London: Routledge. 

Mouffe, C. 2013. Agonistics: thinking the world politically. London: Verso. 

Neyrat, F. 2010. The birth of immunopolitics. Parrhesia 10: 31–38.  

Neyrat, F. 2011. Intact. [Trans. Lapidus, R.]. SubStance 40(3): 105–114.  

O’Neill M. 2017. Police community support officers in England: a dramaturgical 

analysis. Policing and Society 27(1): 21–39.   

Olivius, E. 2014. Governing refugees through gender equality: care, control, emancipation. Ph.D. 

diss., Umeå University. 

Olivius, E. and Rönnblom, M. 2019. In the business of feminism: consultants as 

Sweden’s new gender-equality workers. European Journal of Politics and Gender 

2(1): 75–92. 

Olsson, J. and Rönnblom, M. 2020. Att gå till val på trygghet. [Safety in public election 

manifestos] In Rönnblom, M.; Linander, I. and Sandberg, L. (eds.). (O)tryggt? 

[(Un)safe?]. Livonia: Premiss förlag, 22–48. [In Swedish]. 

Pain, R. 1991. Space, sexual violence and social control: integrating geographical and 

feminist analyses of women’s fear of crime. Progress in Human Geography 15(4): 

415–431.  

Pain, R. 2000. Place, social relations and the fear of crime: a review. Progress in Human 

Geography 24(3): 365–387.  



 

100 

Pain, R. 2001. Gender, race, age and fear in the city. Urban Studies 38(5–6): 899–913.  

Pain R. 2009. Globalized fear? Towards an emotional geopolitics. Progress in Human 

Geography 33(4): 466–486. 

Persson, M. 2014. The dynamics of policy formation: making sense of public unsafety. Ph.D. diss. 

Örebro University. 

Persson, M. 2015. A policy problem that cannot escape its past: constraints on the 

reformation of safety policy. Critical Policy Studies 9(2): 158-176.  

Pierre, J. and Peters, B.G. 2005. Governing complex societies: trajectories and scenarios. 

Basingstoke: Palgrave. 

Pollitt, C. and Bouckaert, G. 2011. Public management reform: a comparative analysis: new 

public management, governance, and the neo-Weberian state. (3rd ed.) Oxford: Oxford 

University Press. 

Povinelli, E.A. 2011. Economies of abandonment: social belonging and endurance in late liberalism. 

Durham, NC: Duke University Press.  

Puwar, N. 2004. Space invaders: race, gender and bodies out of place. Oxford: Berg.  

Rhodes, R.A.W. 2007. Understanding governance: ten years on. Organization Studies 

28(8): 1243–1264. 

Ritchie, J.; Lewis, J.; McNaughton Nicholls, C. and Ormston, R. 2014. Qualitative 

research practice: a guide for social science students and researchers. (2nd ed.). Los 

Angeles, CA: Sage Publications. 

Ritchie, J. and Lewis, J. 2003. Qualitative research practice: a guide for social science students and 

researchers. London & Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications. 

Rose, N. 1996. The death of the social? Re-figuring the territory of government. 

Economy and Society 25(3): 327–356. 

Rose, N. 1999. Powers of freedom: reframing political thought. New York: Cambridge 

University Press. 

Rose, N. 2000. Government and control. British journal of criminology 40(2): 321-339. 

Rose-Redwood, R. 2012. With numbers in place: security, territory, and the production 

of calculable space. Annals of the Association of American Geographers 102(2): 295–

319. 

Rosol, M. 2014. On resistance in the post-political city: conduct and counter-conduct 

in Vancouver. Space and Polity 18(1): 70–84.  



 

101 

Rosol, M. 2015. Governing cities through participation: a Foucauldian analysis of 

CityPlan Vancouver. Urban Geography 36(2): 256–276.  

Rowland, R. and Coupe, T. 2014. Patrol officers and public reassurance: a comparative 

evaluation of police officers, PCSOs, ACSOs and private security guards. 

Policing and Society 24(3): 265–284.  

Rubin, H.J. and Rubin, I.S. 2005. Qualitative interviewing: the art of hearing data. (2nd ed.) 

Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications. 

Rönnblom, M. 2011. Vad är problemet? - Konstruktioner av jämställdhet i svensk 

politik. [What’s the problem? Constructions of gender equality in Swedish 

politics].Tidskrift för genusvetenskap 2(3): 33–56. 

Rönnblom, M.; Alnebratt, K.; Eduards, M.; Johansson, J. and Öjehag-Pettersson, A. 

2022. Trängd demokrati. Om politikens vardag och om att vara människa. Möklinta: 

Gidlunds. [In Swedish] 

Saarikkomäki, E. and Alvesalo-Kuusi, A. 2019. Ethnic minority youths’ encounters 

with private security guards: Unwelcome in the city space. Journal of 

Contemporary Criminal Justice 36(1):128-143. 

Saarikkomäki, E. and Lampela, P. 2022. Improving private security–youth relations in 

quasi-public spaces: control, care, cooperation. International Journal of 

Comparative and Applied Criminal Justice 46(1): 15–30.  

Sager, M. and Mulinari, D. 2018. Safety for whom? Exploring femonationalism and 

care-racism in Sweden. Women’s Studies International Forum 68: 149–156.  

SALAR. 2021. Öppna Jämförelser. Trygghet och Säkerhet. 

https://skr.se/skr/tjanster/oppnajamforelser/trygghetochsakerhet.1123.html 

(Accessed 2021-05-26). [In Swedish]. 

SALAR. 2022. Brottsförebyggande. 

https://skr.se/skr/samhallsplaneringinfrastruktur/trygghetsakerhet/brottsfor

ebyggande.645.html (Accessed 2022-03-06). [In Swedish].  

Samara, R.T. 2010. Order and security in the city: producing race and policing 

neoliberal spaces in South Africa. Ethnic and Racial Studies 33(4): 637–655.  

Sandberg, L. and Rönnblom, M. 2014. “I don’t think we’ll ever be finished with this”: 

fear and safety in policy and practice. Urban Studies. 52(14): 2664-2679. 



 

102 

Sandberg, L.; Brandén, J.; Rönnblom, M.; Coe, A.-B. and Hudson, C. 2017. Rädsla och 

trygghet i ord och handling. Umeå: Umeå universitet. [In Swedish]. 

Sandelowski, M. 1995. Sample size in qualitative research. Research in Nursing & Health 

18(2): 179–183. 

Sandstig, G. 2010. Otrygghetens landskap: en kartläggning av otryggheten i stadsrummet och en 

analys av bakomliggande orsaker, med fokus på mediernas roll. Ph.D. diss., University 

of Gothenburg. [In Swedish]. 

Schatz, E. (ed.). 2009. Political ethnography: what immersion contributes to the study of power. 

London: University of Chicago Press.  

Schuilenburg, M. 2011. The securitization of society: on the rise of quasi-criminal law 

and selective exclusion. Social Justice 38(1/2, 123–124): 73–89. 

Skilling, P. 2014. Everyday emergency: crisis, unease and strategy in contemporary 

political discourse. Critical Policy Studies 8(1): 61–77.  

Spivak, G.C. 1993. Outside in the teaching machine. New York: Routledge.  

Stake, R.E. 2000. Case studies. In: Denzin, N.K. and Lincoln, Y.S. (eds.). The Sage 

handbook of qualitative research. 2nd ed. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications, 

435–454.  

Stake R.E. 2006. Multiple case study analysis. New York, NY: Guilford Press.  

Stanko, E.A. 1993. The case of fearful women. Women & Criminal Justice 4(1): 117–35.  

Stanko, E.A. 1995. Women, crime, and fear. Annals of the American Academy of Political 

and Social Science 539(May): 46–58. 

Stanko, E.A. 1997. Safety talk: conceptualizing women’s risk assessment as a 

technology of the soul. Theoretical Criminology 1(4): 479–499. 

Stockholm City. 2022. Trygghetsmätningen. https://start.stockholm/om-stockholms-

stad/utredningar-statistik-och-fakta/undersokningar/trygghetsmatningen/ 

(Accessed: 2022-03-09). [In Swedish].  

Sverne Arvill, E.; Glantz, Y. and Tonneman, L. 2020. Ordningsvakter och väktare: samt 

annan bevakningspersonal. Stockholm: Norstedts Juridik. 

Swedish City Centers. 2022. Om oss [About us]. www.svenskastadskarnor.se/om-oss/ 

(Accessed: 2022-03-07). [In Swedish]  

Swedish City Centers. 2021. Purple Flag. https://www.svenskastadskarnor.se/purple-

flag/ (Accessed 2021-06-04). [In Swedish].  



 

103 

Swedish Government Official Report. 2021. En ny lag om ordningsvakter m.m. SOU 

2021:38. https://www.regeringen.se/rattsliga-dokument/statens-offentliga-

utredningar/2021/05/sou-202138/ (Accessed 2021-05-21). [In Swedish]. 

Swedish Government. 2008. Handlingsplan för att bekämpa mäns våld mot kvinnor, 

hedersrelaterat våld och förtryck samt våld i samkönade relationer. Skr.2007/08:39. [In 

Swedish] 

Swedish Government. 2019. 34-point programme to combat gang crime. 

https://www.government.se/government-policy/a-more-secure-sweden/a-

safer-and-more-secure-sweden/ (Accessed 2022-01-03). 

Swedish Government. 2021. Mål för jämställdhet [Goals for gender equality]. 

https://www.regeringen.se/regeringens-politik/jamstalldhet/mal-for-

jamstalldhet/ (Accessed 2021-05-26). [In Swedish] 

Swedish Ministry of Employment. 2021. Åtgärdsprogram för att förebygga och bekämpa mäns 

våld mot kvinnor 2021-2023 [Action plan for preventing and combating men’s 

violence against women]. 

https://www.regeringen.se/informationsmaterial/2021/12/atgardsprogram-

for-att-forebygga-och-bekampa-mans-vald-mot-kvinnor-2021-2023/ 

(Accessed 2022-03-20). [In Swedish]. 

Swedish Ministry for Foreign Affairs. 2017. Facts about migration, integration and crime in 

Sweden. www.government.se/articles/2017/02/facts-about-migration-and-

crime-in-sweden/ (Accessed 2022-01-03). 

Swedish Ministry of Justice. 1996. Allas vårt ansvar - ett nationellt brottsförebyggande program. 

[Our collective responsibility – a national crime preventive programme]. Ds 

1996:59. www.regeringen.se/sb/d/108/a/2805 (Accessed 2021-06-01). [In 

Swedish].  

Swedish Ministry of Justice. 2017. Tillsammans mot brott – ett nationellt brottsförebyggande 

program. [Combating crime together - a national crime prevention program]. 

Skr. 2016/17:126. https://regeringen.se/tillsammansmotbrott (Accessed 

2022-03-06). [In Swedish].  

Swedish Police Authority. 2017. Utsatta områden. Social ordning, kriminell struktur och 

utmaningar för polisen [Vulnerable areas: social order, criminal structures and 

challenges for the police]. Nationella operativa avdelningen. [In Swedish]. 



 

104 

Swedish Police Authority. 2022. Årlig trygghetsmätning skickas ut. 

https://polisen.se/aktuellt/nyheter/2021/augusti/arlig-trygghetsmatning-

skickas-ut/ (Accessed: 2022-03-09). [In Swedish].  

Swedish Research Council. 2017. Good research practice. Stockholm: Vetenskapsrådet.  

Swyngedouw, E. 2005. Governance innovation and the citizen: the Janus face of 

governance beyond-the-state. Urban Studies 42(11): 1991–2006.  

Swyngedouw, E. 2014. Where is the political? Insurgent mobilisations and the incipient 

“return of the political”. Space and Polity 18(2): 122–136. 

Swyngedouw, E. and Ernstson, H. 2018. Interrupting the Anthropo-obScene: 

immuno-biopolitics and depoliticizing ontologies in the Anthropocene. Theory, 

Culture & Society 35(6): 3–30. 

Säll, L. 2014. Regionalpolitikens diskursiva grunder och gränser: Om politik, makt och kunskap i 

det regionala samhällsbyggandet. Ph.D. diss., Karlstad University. [In Swedish]. 

The Social Democrats. 2018. Det största trygghetsprogrammet i modern tid. Ett starkare 

samhälle. Ett tryggare Sverige. Election manifesto. [In Swedish]. 

www.socialdemokraterna.se (Accessed 2022-03-13). 

Thörn, C. 2011. Soft policies of exclusion: entrepreneurial strategies of ambience and 

control of public space in Gothenburg, Sweden. Urban Geography 32(7): 989–

1008.  

Umeå University. 2021. Policy for handling research data. 

https://www.umu.se/regelverk/forskning/policy-for-hantering-av-

forskningsdata/ (Accessed 2021-12-14). 

Umeå University. 2022. Fear and safety in policy and practice: overcoming paradoxes in public 

planning. www.umu.se/en/research/projects/fear-and-safety-in-policy-and-

practice---overcoming-paradoxes-in-public-planning/ (Accessed 2022-02-14). 

UN Habitat. 2022. Safety. https://unhabitat.org/topic/safety (Accessed 2022-03-06).   

Valentine, G. 1989. The geography of women’s fear. Area 21(4): 385–390. 

Valentine, G. 1992. Images of danger: women’s sources of information about the 

spatial distribution of male violence. Area 24(1): 22–29. 

Van Swaaningen, R. 2005. Public safety and the management of fear. Theoretical 

Criminology 9(3): 289–305. 



 

105 

Van den Berg, M. 2012. Femininity as a city marketing strategy: gender bending 

Rotterdam. Urban Studies 49(1): 153–168. 

Virta, S. 2013. Governing urban security in Finland: towards the “European model”. 

European Journal of Criminology 10(3): 341–353.  

Wakefield, A. 2004. The public surveillance functions of private security. Surveillance & 

Society 2(4): 529–545. 

Wakefield, A. 2012. Selling security: the private policing of public space. 2nd ed. New York: 

Routledge.  

Walters, W. 2004. Secure borders, safe haven, domopolitics. Citizenship Studies 8(3): 

237–260.  

Walters, W. 2012. Governmentality: critical encounters. London: Routledge.  

Warren, S. 2017. Pluralising the walking interview: researching (im)mobilities with 

Muslim women. Social & Cultural Geography 18(6): 786–807. 

Whitzman, C. 2007. Stuck at the front door: gender, fear of crime and the challenge of 

creating safer space. Environment and Planning A 39(11): 2715. 

Whitzman, C.; Shaw, M.; Andrew, C. and Travers, K. 2009. The effectiveness of 

women’s safety audits. Security Journal 22(3): 205–218.  

Whitzman, C.; Andrew, C. and Viswanath, K. 2014. Partnerships for women’s safety in 

the city: “four legs for a good table”. Environment and Urbanization 26(2): 443–

456.  

Winther Jørgensen, M. and Phillips, L. 2002. Discourse analysis: as theory and method. 

London: Sage Publications.   

Zedner, L. 2009. Security. London & New York: Routledge.  

Öjehag-Pettersson, A. 2015. Space craft: globalization and governmentality in regional 

development. Ph.D. diss., Karlstad University.   

Öjehag-Pettersson, A. 2020. Measuring innovation space: numerical devices as 

governmental technologies. Territory, Politics, Governance 8(5): 621–638.  

Öjehag-Pettersson, A. and Granberg, M. 2019. Public procurement as marketisation: 

impacts on civil servants and public administration in Sweden. Scandinavian 

Journal of Public Administration 23(3–4): 43–59. 

 






	Framsida Oms
	Baksida-Oms



