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DELIVERING EFFECTIVE LOCAL CRIME PREVENTION: WHY
UNDERSTANDING VARIATIONS IN MUNICIPAL GOVERNANCE
ARRANGEMENTS MATTERS

For more than a quarter of a century the prevailing logic for local crime
prevention has been that since most crime of immediate concern to communities is
local (i.e. property crime, antisocial behaviour, vandalism, etc.) then the primary
focus for preventive action should also be local. In practice this has meant that
those promoting crime prevention action have generally turned to municipal
governments as the principal resource for coordinating the delivery of the local
preventive responses. This has been based on the assumption that municipal
authorities are best placed to understand and reflect the particular needs and
problems of their local community and are therefore also best placed to generate
and/or deliver the most appropriate prevention interventions for their local
communities.

In some countries such as in the United Kingdom and New Zealand, this
logic has found its way into nationally mandated legislative measures to support
local crime prevention action. In others countries such as the USA, Canada,
Australia, parts of Europe and South America, it has simply been picked up and
implemented as a strategy that best suits local circumstances. In those sorts of
locations, crime prevention action as a locally organized and delivered initiative
simply reflects the fact that the relevant policies and necessary services are more
directly within the control of local or regional authorities rather than those at the
national level. In other words, how local crime prevention action is organized will
be a function of the prevailing local governance arrangements.

The development of local crime prevention action in France in the early
1980s is a good illustration of this. This was the period that led to what became
known as the Bonnemaison model of local crime prevention, an approach that
would eventually be emulated in many places around the world. Gilbert
Bonnemaison, a deputy in the French national parliament and mayor of a town
near Paris is generally credited with designing the first approach squarely focused
on providing a central role for the delivery of crime prevention through local
government authorities. The Bonnemaison approach grew out of the work of a
committee he chaired comprising the mayors of major towns and cities from
throughout France as well as representatives of key national agencies. The
committee’s final report emphasized three themes: solidarity, integration and
locality. The Bonnemaison model stressed that prevention strategies should focus
on addressing the problems experienced by disaffected community members (e.g.
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young people, immigrants, unemployed, etc.) by striving to integrate them in to
their local communities thereby reducing the potential risk of them participating in
crime.

The governance arrangements for the Bonnemaison model involved an 80-
member National Council for the Prevention of Crime chaired by the Prime
Minister, Departmental Councils for the Prevention of Crime at the regional level,
and at the local level all cities and large towns were encouraged to set up a Local
Council for the Prevention of Crime. Local crime prevention activity was
organized through the development of detailed local plans that emphasized
agencybased prevention involving institutions such as schools, housing authorities
and employment and youth support services working together with police and
other groups. Crime prevention action itself was funded through a series of
contractual arrangements between the national government and the local crime
prevention committees that also incorporated the need for close interagency
cooperation.

The Bonnemaison model soon became a prototype, albeit a flexible and
malleable one, for local crime prevention action in many other countries across the
world. Clear links can be found with specific crime prevention approaches
developed over the next decades in Canada, Australia, New Zealand and some
other parts of Europe such as Germany and Ireland. Echoes of this approach can
also be found in the crime prevention work of the US Conference of Mayors and
the National League of Cities and more directly in the National Crime Prevention
Council in the USA and through the creation of Local Crime and Disorder
Reduction Partnerships in the UK and the UK’s Crime Reduction Program. More
recently elements can be found in the new Mexican approach to crime prevention
as well as other countries [1].

In practice the international experience of crime prevention initiatives that
have relied on strong links with and the support of municipal government is
extremely varied. The reasons for this are also varied and quite complex, however
one of the key ones is a function of the different powers and responsibilities of
different municipal authorities across the world. There are several ways to look at
this, but they all point to the need for local crime prevention governance
arrangements to adequately reflect the wider social, economic and political context
in which they are being implemented.

Municipal governments across the world have different levels of
responsibility, power and access to resources. These factors are not just a function
of whether the municipality is located in a developed country or a developing one.
For example, France, Canada, United States of America, India, Germany, Italy,
Brazil, Argentina, Mexico, Indonesia, Malaysia and Australia are all examples of
nation states that operate under some form of federal system. In other words, these
countries have a national government but constitutionally are a confederation of
internal states all of which will retain a level of power in relation to human, social
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and economic factors, including some taxation power. Municipal government in
these countries is effectively a third tier of government.

Typically municipal governments within federal countries will have the
authority to raise some level of taxes but their capacity and responsibility for
service delivery will vary considerably. For example, municipal government in the
USA will generally have significant responsibility for police, justice, education,
housing and health services, while in a country like Australia responsibility for
these services will be the responsibility of the state or second tier of government.

The other common model of national government is known as a unitary
model. A unitary model is a system of government in which the powers of the
separate constituent parts are vested in the national government. Examples of
unitary government systems are the United Kingdom, Japan, New Zealand,
Norway and Russia. Arguably China is a unitary government system as well,
although the complexity of the systems of governance in China mean it is better
described as a hybrid of a federal and unitary system. Israel also has its own
variation on the unitary government system. Municipal governments also exist as a
part of all unitary systems as a second tier of government. However, once again
their levels of responsibility, power and access to resources will vary significantly.
For example, within the UK local government will provide education but not
health services while also being responsible for a wide range of social services. At
the same time, police services are also organized on a regional basis with a level of
autonomy from central government but without any significant linkage to local
government except through designated processes. By contrast, local government in
New Zealand, like in Australia, has very little direct responsibility for the provision
of significant human or social services and very limited control over any major
economic issues.

Understanding how the organization, powers and responsibilities of
municipal government varies within different forms of government in different
countries across the world is critical to understanding how to go about
implementing the appropriate type of crime prevention governance arrangements.

Crime prevention is a sophisticated shared management enterprise. The
process for establishing an optimal management arrangement for any shared
enterprise is known as governance and the achievement of good governance is a
key goal for delivering effective crime prevention programs. Properly placing
municipal government into this framework has to be guided by an understanding of
what is possible and what is not.
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3AKOH YKPATHM «ITPO 3ABE3IIEYEHHS ® YHKIIIOHYBAHHSI
YKPATHCBKOI MOBM SIK JEP)KABHOI» SIK OJIUH 13 IIPEJMETIB
YPEI'YJIFOBAHHSI MOBHOI'O IITMTAHHS

AKTyaJpHICTh TEMH MpoOJIeMH 3a0€3MEeYEeHHS MOBHOIO 3aKOHO/JABCTBA B
VYkpaini, MOXHa BIJHECTH JI0 MTOCTIMHUX, 3 MOMEHTY 3700yTTs HEIO HE3AJIEKHOCTI.
3apa3 mocrajia HEOOXIAHICTh BpETyIIOBaHHA Ta HAYKOBOTO JIOCHIIKCHHS
GyHKIIOHYBaHHS Ta PO3BUTKY JepxaBHOT MOBU. Ha chOro/iHI HE Ma€ HaJIEKHOI
peaizarlii moJI0KeHbh YNHHOTO 3aKOHY IPO MOBY.

MeTroto MOro JOCHIJDKEHHS € BHCBITJICHHS TMpoOieMu 3a0e3MeueHHs
MOBHOTO 3aKOHOJABCTBAa Ta TMPOBEJACHHS KOPOTKOI XapaKTEPUCTUKU 3aKOHY
VYkpainu «IIpo 3a0e3neuenns QyHKIIIOHYBaHHS YKPaiHCbKOI MOBHU SIK JIEP>KaBHOI»
Ta 3aKOHIB MPO MOBY MHUHYJIUX POKIB. 32 IOMOMOTOI0 aHATI3y JaHUX MaTepiaiis,
BU3HAYWTH HAIPABJICHICTh YMHHOTO 3aKOHY Ta HOro mepeBardn y KOHTEKCTI
PO3B’sI3aHHSI MOBHOTO TTUTAHHSI.

Jlis nocATHEHHS NaHoi MeTH S CTaBWiIa Tepel CcoOOr0 3a 3aBIaHHS:
OKpECIIUTH MOBHE NUTaHHA B YKpaiHi; BHUCBITIMTH MpoOjemMy 3a0e3neueHHs
MOBHOTO 3aKOHOJABCTBA; 3a JOMOMOTOI0 XapaKTEPUCTUKU, BUSBUTH KPOKH [0
BPETYJIIOBaHHS MOBHOTO TIMTAaHHA 3a JOTMOMOTOI0 YWHHOTO 3aKOHOJABCTBA B
VYkpaini;

Bin nmouaTky He3aJeXHOCTI «MOBHE» MHTaHHA OyJo OZHUM 3
Hailbomrouimmx. 3 TOro Yacy CHUTyalls He DOKpauiacsa. 3apa3 Bxke
chopMyBasIOCsi HOBE TOKOJIIHHSA TPOMAJSIH YKpaiHW, 3MIHIOBAIUCS TPE3UICHTH,
napTii, MOJITUYHI YMOAOOAHHS TPOMAjasH, aje y cdepl MOBHOI MOJITHKA WU
3a0e3neyeHHs] (PyHKLIOHYBaHHS YKpaiHCBKOI MOBH SIK JIE€P>KaBHOI CYTTE€BHUX 3MiH
He BimOynocs. [omoBHa mpuyMHA T1HOTO TIOJIATA’da B HEBUKOHAHHI YH
HEHAJIe)KHOMY BUKOHAHHI MPUNUHATHX 3aKOHIB, IOCTAHOB, YKa31B, MaJiOi KUIBKOCTI
MPOBEJICHUX HAYKOBUX JOCIIKEHb MPUCBSIYCHUX JaH1i mpoOsemi. Y CBOiil cTarTi
SAnosa O. B. roBoputh, 10 SKIIO B JAEpKaBl i CyCHIJIbCTBI HE BUKOHYBATHUMYTb
MOJIOKEHbh YMHHOTO MOBHOTO 3aKOHY, TO HOBE MOKOJIIHHS MaTUME HACTYIHHM
MOBHUU 3aKOH 31 CXOXHMH JI0 HHUHIIIHBOIO HOPMaMu 1 PO3B’s3aHHS J1aHOT
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