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CRITICAL VISION OF SECURITY
GOVERNANCE IN THREE LATIN AMERICAN
CAPITALS

HUGO FRUHLING




It will compare security policies in 3 capitals of Latin America from 2008 to 2013.

Special attention will be given to the institutional process of policy design,
implementation and evaluation.

/A comparative analysis of projects being implemented at the city level will be
conducted.

Finally, a number of policy conclusions will be drawn.
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Analysis of the relationships between the national policy on security and

the institutional structure of the three cities

Characteristics of national policies Bogota Lima Santiago

Define clearly the competencies and for its implementation

(who does what) X X v Si
Participation of stakeholders on its implementation v Si v Si v Si
Resources required to implement the projects are allocated. X X v Si
Monitoring and evaluation mechanisms are in place v Si X v Si
It is flexible to account for the specificity of the territories v Si X X
Proposes specific crime prevention actions. v Si X v Si
Focuses on territories and social groups under risk v Si v Si v Si




//

= = = i
Institutional analysis of the three cities: evaluation of security governance at
a city level.
Characteristics of the institutions Bogota Lima |Santiago

Does the city have its own institution in

charge of crime prevention v Si X X

Does it have the required hierarchy to

implement policies v Si X X

Does it have the required powers and

functions v X X

Does it manage financial and professional

resources. v S X X

Does it have the information required for

decision making. v Si X Si




=Political hierarchy of the coordination
body is weak in Colombia and Peru
Chile- Ministerio del Interior
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* Problem: flow and feedback ofthesystem... e
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On programs and projects: Institution in charge

HiirE) M En el gobierno central
1 ® En el gobierno regional
Bégota i En el gobierno local

" Cualquier nivel de gobierno en alianza con el
sector privado

B Cualquier nivel de gobierno en alianza con

Santiago : 2 N
organismos de la sociedad civil

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
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Focus of programs and reviewed in three cities

B Promocion de la calidad de vida y la convivencia

Lima

B Prevencién comunitaria de caracter integral del
delito

M Prevencion social del delito

M Prevencion situacional del delito
Bogota

B Prevencion psicosocial dirigida a grupos
vulnerables

M Reinsercion

B Integracion de enfoques
Santiago

B Control del delito mediante el sistema de justicia
penal (jueces y policias)



Focalizing criteria by program and projects

M Focalizacién territorial mediante
Indicadores delictuales

Lima
M Focalizacion territorial usando Indicadores
sociales y delictuales que definan un barrio

| critico

m Evaluacion técnica de iniciativas o
Bégota proyectos

. ! Focalizacion en Grupo de riesgo (genérico o
catastrado)

Santiago

B No focalizada (politica de caracter universal
/ 0 que no usa criterios técnicos para su

0% 10% 20% 30% 20% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100% focalizacion
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Policy proposals

Proposals for implementing a national security policy should take into
account the lack of a robust institutional system to implement them

The decentralization of security policies takes place in several cities in
contexts of institutional fragmentation and lack of coordination

Crime prevention should call for the coordination among municipalities,
but it is usually very inadecuate

Only in the case of Bogota the majority of projects identified were created
by the municipality

There has been a diffusion of knowledge on crime prevention in recent
years, which has resulted in a variety of programs being implemented



//

//\“ N

Conclusions...

However, ideological approaches differ. They go from social (Bogota) to
criminological (Santiago)

Projects in Lima and Bogota are less focused than in Santiago, which
precisely indicates a more social character.

From the point of view of policies, research and interventions should
focus con changing institutions and on the politics of policy formulation.



