How do we know we’ve succeeded or failed?

1.
Following on from yesterdays last session the central challenge in formulating a performance framework or undertaking ex-ante performance evaluation is extracting what we as donors are attempting to influence for example is it to:
· Build relationships;

· Foster improved operational effectiveness

· Change of state, promote rule of law/institutional reform, or

· Undertake conflict prevention activities.

Answering this question requires detailed analysis of the problem and the context.  

· What are the parties’ motivations for engaging such as national interest on behalf of the donor (regional security etc) or as part of recipient efforts in pursuing economic development or preserving the status quo of national elites?

· What is the nature of the challenge and issues impacting directly on support such as capacity of wider law and justice sector, level of criminality within police etc.?

· What external factors will need to be taken into account such as population growth, economic circumstances etc?

· How much are you prepared to invest and what is the reciprocal level of commitment?

AFP’s experience suggests that one of the most significant issues impacting upon the ability to point to success or failure of interventions is task specification.  Following is some examples of how various donors have specified tasks in respect of policing initiatives:

· ‘improve the overall standard of management of the Indonesian National Police and help create a less militaristic and more community oriented style of policing’, DFID ₤1.9M program;
· ’and establishing a new police force’, United Nations Mission in Haiti, Sep 93 to Jun 96;
· ‘assist the Timor-Leste Government’s own efforts to promote and maintain a safe, stable environment conducive to economic and social development and sustainable poverty reduction’, Australian Timor Leste Police Development Program 2004;
· ‘contributing to the establishment of sustainable and effective civilian policing arrangements under Afghan ownership and in accordance with international standards’ EUPOL Afghanistan; and

· ‘Institutions of the justice sector (including courts, police, corrections, prosecutions and other civil agents) possess the collective capacity to deliver affordable and sustainable justice services; and National security is maintained and events of major public disorder are either deterred or managed effectively with declining support from Participating Police Force/Combined Task Force over time.’ Policing components Australian law and justice, Regional Assistance Mission to Solomon Islands 2009.   

2.
Having worked out or being provided an outcome statement of what we are seeking to achieve how we go about:

· Measuring progress in implementation, and

· Ultimately determining if we have succeeded for failed

In theory there is a widely excepted range of quantitative and qualitative indicators associated with western democratic policing such as those surrounding:

· Level of crime;
· Perceptions of crime;
· Responsiveness;
· Public confidence in police;
· Road Safety;
· Support to the judicial process, and
· Crime prevention.
Unfortunately in reality the role of policing differs across contexts and availability of data in support of these western indicators in developing countries is problematic which has resulted in the extensive use of:
· Number of officers trained;

· Number of new recruits;

· Percentage of female officers;

· Construction of new police stations; and

· Professional assessments of institutional capacity.
Almost universally these styles of indicators are input based and while they may be useful in demonstrating value for money to constituents they are not necessarily linked to the achievements of strategic outcomes, particularly those surrounding change of state.  As evidenced by our own TLPDP these types of indicators can contribute to an illusion of progress in an environment where implicit objectives are failing to be achieved.

3.
So what is the AFP doing to mitigate these factors?
· Actively recognising that change of state initiatives require appropriately contextualised performance frameworks drawing upon specific characteristics such as:

· Measures that reflect the role of policing in individual societies as such as conflict resolution or ability to maintain order as evidenced by the absence of serious violence over western style measures such as level of crime or responsiveness.

· Ability of program to positively influence reform such as success in shaping reform agenda, legislative reform etc.
· Ability of program to stimulate demand for improved rule of law such as evidenced by increased media coverage of law and justice issues. 

· Identifying the implicit strategic objectives of programs that reflect the highest level of influence that can reasonably be expected to assert;

· This ensures resourcing deliberations are undertaken in full knowledge of what can realistically be achieved;

· Expectations of donor and recipient nations are aligned;

· Field and headquarter staff share common definition of program objectives, and

· Serves as a practical basis for subsequent M&E effort.

· Recognising that poor choice of performance indicator all but guarantees poor program performance. 

· Undertaking detailed baseline assessments as a core component of mission planning:

· Informs mission objectives and affords field ownership;

· Provides opportunity to discover data gaps;
· Identifies baseline social activity such as operation of markets, movement of women children, operation of traditional justice mechanisms, visibility of weapons for subsequent reporting
· Advocating for the use of perceptions based surveys as broad barometers of police performance.
· Undertaking ongoing analysis and periodic reviews as you may be surprised by what you find (e.g. cruise ships returning to Solomon Islands)
