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Key recommendations

1. Leading from the front

The SSR Strategy Team must invest in the training and development of
personne involved in SSR:

- The SSR Practitioners Course is a good example of this approach and
should berolled out more widely, across different geographica networks.

- A budget should be dlocated to aide networking and learning within
regions (such as West Africa).

- A civil servant should be identified to help manage networking between
HMG departments, with the aim of creating a comprehensive database of
both policy-makers and practitioners, and widening the current SSR
network.

2. Make cooperation among practitioners and policy makers more appealing

A structure for cooperation must be devised by HMG that incentivises
individuals to cooperate and at times requires cooperation to occur on a
higher institutional level. The GCPP should develop a series of recommendations
on the practice of cooperation in thefield.

3. Policy-practice teams

Policy-makers and practitioners should come together in ‘regional’ specific
teams in a short-term pilot study overseen by the SSR Strategy Team. The
make up of the team should include civil servants across HMG working on SSR;
including desk officers, programme managers, practitioners, conflict advisors,
policy advisors, and communications experts.

4. Distance learning

Individuals should be able to access online learning material on relevant
issues. The GFN-SSR website is useful as a repository of information but there is
little flexibility in the system and it does not aid further collaboration between
practitioners. There are a number of innovative technologies which could be used
to support this, such as blogs, wikis as well as podcasts with the recordings of
seminars and important speeches.

DFID should aso consider the potential to further develop the departmentd
intranet with access to SRR contacts, case studies and events of interest.

5. Best practice conference and seminars

HMG should invest in a one day conference on good practice in SSR. Case
studies, describing positive and negative examples should be actively sought by
departments working on SSR and lessons identified for the future.

- Money should be ring fenced within the SSR strategy budget to aid
effective networking, allowing practitioners to attend workshops and
conferencesto aid best practice.

DEM®S
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- A best practice conference on SSR should be held on an annual basis.

- Theconference should be held at DFID, MoD and FCO on arotational
basis.

- Seminars addressing thematic and regiona aspects of SSR should be held
quarterly with the dual aims of addressing current issues and best practice
and providing aforum for networking between policy makers and
practitioners.
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1. HMG and security sector reform

In recent years, the UK government has paid increasing attention to the challenge
of weak and failing states and the role that national governments and international
ingtitutions can play in rebuilding countries that have been ravaged by political,
social and economic insecurity. Within this debate, there has been a recognition
that reforming the security sector can be important in bringing a country stability,
security, development and prosperity. The sharp growth in resources committed to
security sector reform (SSRY) has enabled much positive work to take place in
countries such as Afghanistan, Irag, Jamaica and Sierra Leone, working with actors
such asthe police forces, the judicial system, and customs and excise.

Though till in its infancy, SSR policy has spawned a wave of cross-Whitehall
initiatives aimed at joining up relevant government departments, from the creation
of agencies such as the Security Sector Devel opment Advisory Team (SSDAT) to
elements of the recently formed Post Conflict Reconstruction Unit (PCRU) to new
ways of thinking about conflict prevention.?

Following a Department for International Development (DFID) meeting in late
2005 to discuss the UK’s SSR dtrategy, it was widely agreed that there was an
unhealthy gap between SSR policy and practice, how it was developed in the UK
and itsimplementation in the field. While there is no shortage of policy documents
and guidelines on the subject, most of them go unread by practitioners, who
complain that they bear little resemblance to the realities they face on the ground.
There was a so an acceptance at the meeting that there are not enough opportunities
to draw on implementation lessons and feed these back into future policy
formation. As Nigel Fuller, head of SSDAT, notes, ‘We give and we get lots and
lots of theory and strategy, but we are a little less strong on the practice and the
tactics.” One caveat that was highlighted in the workshop is worth mentioning. SSR
isdtill an evolving area of policy and so the body of experience and lessons learned
are dill a an early stage of development. Thus the responsibility of refining policy
and developing best practice rests on the shoulders of current policy-makers and
practitioners.

On 23 March 2006 Demos held a workshop on behalf of the SSR Strategy Team,
with members from the Foreign & Commonwealth Office (FCO), the Ministry of
Defence (MoD) and DFID, and the OECD Development Assistance Committee
Secretariat. Participants came from the Democratic Republic of Congo (DRC),
Guatemala, Irag, Nepal, Sierra Leone, Solomon Idands, South Africa and the
United States. Also participating were representatives from DFID, the FCO, the
Home Office, the MoD and Centrex, the UK’s Central Police Training and
Development Authority.

The aim of the workshop was threefold:

to discuss participant’ s experiences of security sector reform

to identify the gaps between policy and practice and produce practica
recommendations for bridging these gaps

to create new and innovative ways of collaborating in the future

DEM®S
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2. Workshop methodology

Why Picture This can help bridge the gap between policy and practice

Picture This is an image-based facilitation technique that enables policy-makers
and practitioners to work together to:

share lessons and experiences
think collectively about the future.

It is based on credtive rather than analytical methods so that it is accessible to a
broad range of people and learning styles. It does not require any previous or
shared knowledge as it is based around peopl€e’ s persona experiences — thereis no
prior reading required, no need to understand policy frameworks and no need to be
familiar with current ‘key concepts, so everyone can participate from the same
starting point. The activities are designed to cater to people who learn and
communicate in many different ways — through pictures and images, conversation
or writing. The tool was designed to promote learning among participants and to
inform the thinking of the organisations that commissioned the workshop.

Thefirst haf of the workshop was designed to help people challenge their current
assumptions and visualise their role within the SSR agenda. The second half of the
day focused on tangible, practical ideas and solutions, which were aimed at
developing effective strategies for the future implementation of SSR policy. Most
of the work was carried out in smal groups of three or four people with an
opportunity after every activity for participants to share ideas and pull out common

Messages.

To help participants think about the future of security sector reform Demos
designed four scenarios of how SSR might be delivered in the future. Participants
were asked to visualise, as far as possible, how the current decisions they made
would have an effect on the future direction of SSR policy and its implementation
inthefield.

The rationale for scenarios

Scenarios have become an important tool for helping decision-makers from all
walks of life to take a long-term and rational view of a future that is inherently
unpredictable. From the military to corporate strategy to government policy,
scenarios can be a powerful discipline for cutting through the uncertainty and
inertia that thinking about the future sometimes provokes, and helping
organisations to make better decisions in the present, no matter what the future
holdsin store.®

The four scenarios used in the workshop were designed to stimulate thinking about
how SSR might be developed and implemented in the future. It is worth reiterating
that these scenarios are not predictions but a series of different stories about how
security sector reform might happen in 2020. Each scenario borrows elements from
the contemporary landscape, but extends them further than we might presently
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imagine. None is either wholly good or wholly bad — one of the reasons for using
them isto challenge assumptions about the right way of doing things.

The scenarios were:

(scenario 1) policy-makers and practitioners resist change

(scenario 2) United Nations (UN) hubs become the primary mechanism for
the delivery of SSR

(scenario 3) a new UK government reorganises DFID and brings policy-
makers and practitioners together into regional teams

(scenario 4) the UK government outsources the delivery of SSR.

Appendix A gives afull description of the scenarios.

In addition to these scenarios, Demos provided visua stimuli including keyword-
cards and striking images evoking experiences of SSR work (figure 1). The groups
then worked towards a presentation on SSR futures, either expanding one of the
four futures scenarios provided or developing their own scenario using those
provided as a springboard.

Figurel A futurescenario: security sector reform in 2020
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3. Understanding complexity: delivering policy in thefield

There isno such thing as a gap between strategy and implementation;
there are only policies whose poor design fails to take into account the
realities of implementation.

Henry Mintzberg®

Delivering change in a complex environment without any discernable outcomes is
fraught with difficulties. Given the long-term nature of SSR it is understandable
why governments tend to focus on short-term programmes that allow for some
process of evaluation. However, this should not trandlate into taking a short-termist
approach where failure to deliver change has a negative impact on the programme
in the long term. The following section outlines some of the issues participants
raised during the workshop about the implementation of policy in thefield.

Main issues
The main issues identified were that:

the lack of policy—practice support mechanisms which hampers the
development of policy and its implementation in the field. These can act as
a feedback mechanism between Whitehall and the field as well as foster
closer relationships between different departments within HMG. These
should include cross-Whitehall project groups and greater use of online
collaboration tools .

poor communication between the centre (Whitehall) and practitioners in
the field meansthat it is very difficult to trand ate policy into practice.

the current command and control approach to policy making is no longer
able to deal with the complexities of SSR strategy.

Lack of support mechanisms

An overriding theme from the Demos workshop was the clear need to strengthen
the policy—practice nexus. Participants a the workshop suggested that, at present,
policy-makers and officials' in ‘home departments have yet to accept fully the
implications of the growing divide between what happens in central government
and in the recipient country. In order to close the gap between the two, policy-
makers have to begin to privilege knowledge generated from practitioners
experiences rather than solely from ‘academic’ analysis.’” At present there are very
few examples of good support mechanisms that ‘alow the flow of information
between the centre and the field’.> Policy should be relevant, practical and
efficiently communicated to practitioners. It should be informed by operationsin
the field, and easily trandated into a practicable operationa strategy. In order for
this to be achieved the necessary resources should be allocated to support a
structured approach to capturing experiences, lessons and good practice.

" See Appendix C for an example of the policy-making process

" In this report we use the term * policy-maker’ to mean desk officers, programme managers,
strategy managers, conflict advisers and ‘ senior officials’. The point is not that one type of
‘policy-maker’ isidentified, rather that we aim to make the disconnect between those
operating in the field and the decision making process at the centre more explicit.
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Such an approach should focus on the following:

Interventions by policy staff should be on an ongoing basis and based upon
learning that works, rather than specifying targets to be met.

Engagement with stakeholders should be based more upon listening and
co-researching than on telling and instructing.

Implementation should foster innovation and include evaluation and
reflection as part of the overal design of the programme. The micro
management and focus on targets can undermine some of the successes of
programmes.

Trandlating policy into practice

Participants responses to how policy was communicated between the centre and
the field were particularly revealing, suggesting a best an uneven level of
correspondence, with some geographical regions receiving (and some organisations
giving) higher levels of policy attention. Many respondents said they received no
policy documentation at all. For example the manager of a safety, security and
access programme noted that he had not received a single policy document during
his three-year tenure. While this example highlights the gap between the public
sector commissioning projects/programmes and the private sector delivering them
the genera lesson that should be taken away is the need to build a shared
under standing of objectives, principlesand good practise, aswell asidentifying
how the two parties work together on the ground should be a priority area going
forwards.

Of those who did receive policy documents over 60% had not read them because
they were too generdised and grounded in principle. The focus should be on
developing operationa policy, rather than genera policy with input by those with
field experience; one participant commented, they ‘leave out the “how’”. Others
recorded receiving a plethora of information from multiple SSR agencies,
suggesting there was incoherent policy provision. A sample answer mentioned that
the respondent had received documents from ‘EU [European Union], UN, [own
government], OECD, CIDA [Canadian Internationa Development Agency],
USAID [US Agency for International Development]’ and more. One high-level
practitioner tellingly spoke of ‘choosing’ which policy documents he followed
among the array.

Nevertheless, some more specific reflections on the utility of policy documents
disseminated from different organisations emerged. One overseas practitioner
described the policy documents he received as ‘vitally useful’ in that they allowed
him to keep au courant with developments in the language and discourse of SSR at
the internationd level. This, clearly, is not these documents designated, or entire,
function. For example, one participant noted that although OECD policy guidelines
were not sufficiently oriented towards practice, it was useful to keep the principles
of the guidelines in mind when devel oping coherent approachesto SSR.

Representatives of the OECD and the UK government who took part in the
workshop assured other participants that new and future documentation (both the
OECD DAC Implementation Framework, which is already in development and has
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been welcomed by practitioners and UK government strategy papers and program
log frames) would incorporate practitioners insights to a greater degree in the
future. But in order for HMG to reap the benefits of these initiatives resources will
need to be alocated for their devel opment in the future.

I dentifying obstacles

There was general agreement in the workshop that the current model of policy-
making was no longer able to deal with the complexities of SSR strategy. This does
not necessarily mean ‘remaking the wheel’, but it is clear that some changes are
needed to ensure that the information loop between the centre and field are the
focus of further devel opment.

Ideas for change

Participants favoured a process based on a continual cycle of feedback and
learning, but there are significant obstacles to change in general and to this type of
changein particular. Key obstacles that were identified include:

an aversion to failure among policy-makers and practitioners, exacerbated
by the politica process, which uses failures to score points rather than
learn lessons

lack of evauation of previous policies

lack of time to do anything other than cope with events

atradition of secrecy used to stifle feedback and learning

the dominance of turf wars and negotiations between departments,
effectively making end-user peformance secondary to other
considerations.®

Putting these obstacles to one side, participants designed their own * SSR futures’,
and focused on how they might adapt the current model of policy-making to make
the system more effective. At present the design and delivery of policy focuses
too much on reducing complex problemsinto separate, rationally manageable
components —which does not reflect practitioners experiencesin the field.

The dominant messages from the scenarios were the importance of feedback, to
acknowledge barriers to change and to manage expectations. These messages are
supported by the UK government’s own Performance and Innovation Unit, which
states, ‘too many initiatives, too many targets, too many programmes; too little
consistency; too little clarity about priorities: these are the worst enemies of
successful delivery.’’ Instead, DFID and other stakeholders should focus on
‘learning, feedback and positivefailure'.

The importance of feedback

Capturing the experiences of practitionersin the field is crucia to the effectiveness
of future policy, and this experience should be gleaned through a continual process
of policy—practice review. Participants suggested that dedicated points of contact
should be established between policy-makers and practitioners before, during and
after each project. Policy-makers should direct the collection of unfiltered feedback
from practitioners, ‘actualy read it' and work fromit. Several practitioners stressed
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that practitioner input in the form of commentary and endorsement at the policy-
formulation phase would aso be necessary, alowing policy to be ‘road-tested
beforeitsfina roll-out.’

Participants also suggested that there should be greater mobility between policy-
makers and practitioners, through institutional rotation mechanisms, which would
support skills migration. Most participants were realistic about the possible barriers
to achieving this convergence: dmost universal assent was given to the need to
make policy jobs attractive to practitioners. Furthermore, by the time practitioners
have acquired real expertise in the security sector, there is little time for them to
transfer their competencies into policy-making. Some participants felt that the job
descriptions of policy-makers and practitioners could be redefined to reflect the
increasing overlap of roles.

Managing change

Ingtitutions are resilient to change. Adapting and changing practice can be difficult,
requiring leadership and creativity. The perception among a number of participants
was that policy-makers, ‘suffer from alack of vision, smply wanting to reproduce
what they know, fearing innovation and ultimately stultifying learning across
regions .® Policy-makers were characterised as being resistant to change, most
strikingly in one participant’s ‘learning journey’ drawing, which featured severa
bureaucrats sitting at arow of desks saying, in large letters, ‘NO’ (figure 2).

Figure2 Bureaucratssay NO!

One participant characterised policy-makers) as defensive, resisting innovations in
SSR that had originated el sewhere, with a*“not invented here” attitude'.
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Managing expectations

At the same time, participants noted that practitioners who had newly arrived in a
region were sometimes over-optimistic and ignorant of the real strictures on their
work until they had acquired some years of experience in the field. Severd
participants urged that inexperienced practitioners expectations needed to be
managed, and achievable, redligtic goals set by programme managers. Discussion
around how practitioners acquire expertise concluded that, for consistency, an
emphasis must be placed on the investment of people through training and
professionalisation.
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4. The 3Cs. communication, cooper ation and coor dination

Joining-up government departments, donor and recipient countries and
international organisations requires a fluid set of relationships and interactions of
different intensities, a process described by one group as the, ‘golden triangle of
communication, cooperation and coordination’.® The following section highlights
the major issues on these subjects arising from the workshop.

Communication

Communicating across Whitehall

Due to the relatively small size of the *SSR team’ within HMG, communication
within Whitehall is centra to future SSR strategy. The broad spectrum of
participants from across government involved in the Picture This project suggests,
a the very leadt, that thereis potential for greater buy-in across Whitehall.

Taking the agenda forward, the Global Conflict Prevention Pool’s SSR strategy
document recommends developing broader partnerships across Whitehall. This is
welcome as policy-makers and practitioners need to be more proactive in educating
senior officials about SSR. The challenge, as one participant stressed, is to
‘sensitise and educate a wider HMG stakeholder group about the nature and value
of SSR'.

Formal and informal networking

Practitioner networks vary from the informal and very persona to much more
forma communication channels, such as receiving daily briefings and giving loca
presentations, to participating in national and international workshops and
conferences. Participants suggested that Whitehall departments should do more to
ininvest in formal and informal networks as they created additional value for
officials. And in regions where SSR reform was most active (for example in
Africa) it was felt there was sufficient commonality of problems and solutions to
make support networks and information exchange indispensable.

Knowledge-and-experience forums, where policy-makers and practitioners can
come together to discuss issues relating to SSR, are vital to build bridges between
the centre and the field. The monitoring and evaluation of SSR programmes and
initiatives through seminars, meetings and conferences was highly rated, with
several practitioners describing the Demos workshop as exemplary of the kind of
interactive forums they would hope to pursue in the future.

Communicating best practice

One area where additional value can be seen is through the communication of best
practice. As one participant observed, ‘there is no blueprint for SSR, only
guidelines’. Best practice offers ‘few principles but many methodologies for
achieving them'. till, the range of acceptable methodologies is finite: one
participant suggested that ‘worst practice’ lists could also be composed to highlight
common methodological pitfalls.
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The importance of this kind of honesty about failures, as much as success
stories, in developing best practice guidelines emerged in other participants
work, too. Several criticised best practice guidelines as conveyed in reports,
seminars and publications, suggesting that they tended to lack effective practitioner
insights, remaining too academic.

Cooperation

Local ownership

Workshop participants strongly agreed about the need for cooperation with host
governments and with broader society to support “national” programmes wherever
possible. SSR, as one participant put it, was ‘not a journey to be made on your
own’. Severd participants emphasised the importance of strength in numbers for
donors and other institutions ‘ swimming together’.™® A further advantage of such a
cooperative SSR drategy was its potential to mitigate the impact of a donor’s
dtrategic change in priorities, which could then affect funding and lead to rapid
withdrawa of commitment (to the SSR programme) when geo-political shifts
occurred.™

Regional relationships

Underlying local level interactions is the vitally important ‘ golden triangle’ at the
regiona level. Participants suggested that relationships based at the regiona level
were important for the sustainability of local SSR programmes. Regiona
organisations, moreover, were often uniquely positioned to exert leverage over
national governments.™® They could be enticed into cooperation with international
bodies such as the EU through multiple incentives. attracting donors, building
skills bases, and enhancing stability in their region.™

Regional relationships could aso, some participants suggested, progress towards a
coordinated policy approach and the development of a single body for overseeing
coherent SSR implementation. One participant envisaged a ‘ regional steering team’
whose frequent meetings would be fecilitated by the presence of a coordinating
neutral oversight body ‘such as a UN agency’. Others proposed centres of
excellence within existing regiona organisations, developing best practice, and
regiona training centres for security and justice sector reform practitioners. Both
regiona-level and UN-level coordinating bodies were highly popular models for
‘SSR futures'.

Coordination

Delivering coherent policy

The practice of ‘joining-up’ was reiterated throughout the workshop as one of the
single most important objectives for the UK government and others. Joining-up
departments and policies through a single agency lead was proposed for national
and regiond levels, to avoid what one participant called the ‘initiative fatigue', the
result of multiple agencies simultaneoudy developing policy and other initiatives.
The magjority of participants agreed that the country level was ided for the
operation of a coherent, single body coordinating dl the different SSR
programmes.™*
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Practitioners felt that this would go some way to ending the ‘ culture of blame and
finger pointing’ among organisations operating in the field, where ‘ingtitutiona
rivalry’ and ‘turf wars undermined positive change. At present there is not a
sufficient coordination mechanism, and there was widespread agreement that a
structure for cooperation must be devised by HMG that incentivisesindividualsto
cooperate and even requires cooperation to occur on a higher institutional
level .** It was suggested that the Globa Conflict Prevention Pool should address
thisissue as a matter of priority.

The proposas surrounding international coordinating mechanisms were varied.
One group proposed an internationa consortium of policy-makers and
practitioners, which would ‘ bring governments out from behind closed doors and
inaugurate collective operation.™® Country membership of this consortium would,
for this group, be limited to those countries it felt could provide best practice
insights.'’ Another group suggested the creation of an international SSR policy,
planning, advisory and review body, or ‘PPARTeam’, advised by practitioners, to
harness best practice.

Uniting nations

The UN was identified by two groups as a potential coordinating body for SSR
with the nascent Peace Building Commission seen as a possible foundation on
which to build. There was broad agreement that the UN’s current role, providing
peace support missions, should be extended in future. One group argued that the
UN could function as a single, well-designed coordinating body, avoiding
duplication by clarifying the roles of other agencies and acting as a knowledge
hub.™® One group made the UN the body driving implementation in its near-future
scenario. It stressed the UN'’s capacity to bring together diverse actors including
regiona organisations, bilateral partners and host governments. Furthermore, one
participant proposed that a steering team for each region could present its findings
and operationa feedback before the UN General Assembly; while another
participant suggested that an international UN convention for ensuring security and
access to justice in conflict-ridden states should be drawn up and ratified by all
states.

One idea put forward was that the UN should develop a new ‘security sector
development’ framework, which could be used as a template for donor countries to
follow.

However, most participants agreed that substantive UN reform must precede steps
to generate a single globa coordinating framework for SSR, and some attendees
expressed scepticism about the probability of reform by 2020."° Objections were
also raised that the UN was good in *soft” areas but weak in the security sector, and
that, though uniquely positioned to give globa oversight and confer legitimacy, the
UN was ‘uniquely incapable of delivery’.”
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5. Commitment: political leadership and institutional
support

The political dimension

The commitment by politicians in donor and recipient countries over the long term
iscritical and crucial for the success of SSR programmes. Participants stressed that,
for fundamental change to occur, politicians in donor and recipient countries must
not allow negative experiences to produce defeatist attitudes. they must ‘stay the
course’ and ‘go the extra mile'.?* Participants reflected that ‘real change takes a
generation (or two)’ and that ‘playing the long game' depends on political ‘buy-in’,
a phrase invoked over and again at the workshop. As one participant neatly
summed up, ‘Whitehall needs to stop playing at [SSR] and start approaching it
more professionaly.’

Staying the course

Given the nature of the civil service system, where officials tend to stay in a post
for a relatively short period of time (up to three years in most cases), personnel
involved in implementing SSR are unlikely to stay for the duration of a
programme. This meansthereisreal need for government departmentsto look
at how they develop better programme continuity.?? Personal and institutional
memory is all too often forgotten when developing the next iteration of policy. A
system that allows this ‘memory’ to be captured will be crucia if short-term
achievements are to be trandated into long-term success. For example, in a conflict
situation, one workshop participant stressed, ‘there’'s a need to make serious
progress within a budget cycle of oneto two years, yet it takes one generation
or three to achieve the reform of institutions and change mindsets. This
concern with potentially conflicting timeframes was raised by the presence of
clocks as recurring images in participant’s drawings of their ‘learning journeys
(figure 3).

Figure3 The'learningjourney’ 1
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6. Measuring success

The success of reforming a country’s security sector is often hard to measure, but it
isan area of potentially limitless ambitions. The SSR goals that many participants
noted in their workbook ‘learning journeys alongside the ‘goal’ icon expressed the
ambition and optimism surrounding their work, from ‘bringing justice’ to
‘guaranteeing basic human rights' (figure 4).

Figure4 The'learningjourney’ 2

Practitioners, in measuring their success, have as a consequence to balance high
expectations against the limitations on their projects. One practitioner summed up
the approach of many colleagues in describing SSR as‘the art of the possible’ .

In describing the various tools for measuring the success of SSR programmes,
participants gave numerous examples, implying that there was no set means for
measuring success. sample answers included:

‘the mitigation of atrocities’;

‘credibility with host country colleagues';

‘the devel opment of the capacity for sustainable reform’;

and ‘the empowerment of actors including security actors, MPs, civil
society and the public'.

However, underpinning all of these assessments was the goa of ensuring that SSR
makes a positive difference to the lives of those people in whose namesit is carried
out.

One participant noted the need to distinguish between objective and subjective
measures of success. Few metrics have yet been developed that are able to
comprehend both statistical outcomes and the extent to which the needs of
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beneficiaries have been met. Practitioners seemed loath to comment on the success
of SSR programmes in the aggregate, acknowledging the complexity of their work
and the fact that only time can tell how successfully enduring structures have been
put in place. One practitioner urged the group, ‘evidence everything you do’: best
practice extrapolations and measurements of success can be made at a later stage
on the basis of evidence.” For now, learning is best understood as a continuous,

incremental feedback process; a set of conversations.
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7. Conclusions and recommendations

The Picture This workshop was held up as an example of one type of desirable
process in bringing policy-makers and practitioners together, focusing on feedback,
distinguishing between points of commonality and points of particularity, and
building networks.

Severa participants noted that ‘networks are derived from ... attendance at
national and international workshops such as the one hosted by Demos today’, and
intimated that informal networks tended to draw perspectives together more
successfully than formal policy networks.

Participants suggested that their own organisations should become more proactive
in creating networks that alow for flexible and effective feedback systems. The
desire for a greater opportunity to share insights at future workshops, seminars and
focus groups reflects the emphasis on communication, which had been a core
theme throughout the day.?

While participants clearly found the Picture This workshop process stimulating and
interesting, the consensus was that thisis only the beginning of a new process that
is dowly beginning to emerge. The following recommendations are a starting point
for some more meaningful conversations to take place between the SSR Strategy
Team and its stakeholders.

Recommendations

1. Policy material

Participants' responses suggested at best an uneven level of correspondence, with
some geographical regions receiving (and some organisations giving) higher levels
of policy attention. Many respondents said they received no policy documentation
at dl. Policy-makersand practitioners should work together to identify gapsin
policy documentation relating to field operations and more general strategy
papers. While regular meetings can be held to aid this process, online tools should
be developed which allows input from across the globe. The GFN-SSR could
become one ‘ system hub’ to alow this type of collaboration.

2. Leading from the front

Ingtitutional inertia cannot be used as an excuse for inaction. The responsibility of
individualsto lead is an organisational imperative. The SSR Strategy Team must
invest in the training and development of personnel. Bringing together policy-
makers and practitioners on courses would also help the exchange of
information and build links between the two. The SSR Practitioners Courseis
a good example of this approach. Further investment should be made for
lear ning and collabor ative approaches.

3. Palitical commitment

The lack of political leadership in the UK severely damages the success of many
SSR programmes. In the UK, SSR should become the responsibility of a Minister
of state in the Department for International Development. A more radical approach,
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given that the SSR strategy is a cross- government policy area, might be for
SSR to be‘owned’ by the Cabinet Office under the direction of a minister.

4. Practise what you preach

Individuals working on SSR must take responsibility for creating the connections
between their ‘home departments’ and the field. For this to happen, a mechanism
must be developed to allow coordination and communication to occur at both
the operational and strategic level.

5. Policy-practice teams

Severa practitioners suggested that a greater mobility between policy-makers and
practitioners, through for example institutional rotation mechanisms, would permit
skills migration. Policy-makers and practitioners should come together in
‘regional’ specific teams in a short-term pilot study overseen by the SSR
Strategy Team with the objective of analysing the potential for success. The
make up of the team should include civil servants across HMG working on
SSR; including desk officers, programme managers, practitioners, conflict
advisors, policy advisors, and communications experts.

6. The SSR Strategy Team should invest in network collaboration

During the workshop it emerged that most attendees would support institutional
fostering of networks, as long as these networks were kept fluid and dynamic
through frequent workshops and conversations. Money should be ring fenced
within the SSR strategy budget to aid effective networking, allowing
practitionersto attend workshops and conferencesto aid best practice.

7. Digtance learning

Stress was laid on the need for sensitivity to historical and cultural context when
practitioners assess the demands of the local populace, and one group proposed
‘perception studies' to gauge loca people’ s needs. Individuals should be able to
access online learning material on relevant issues. This could be regularly
updated by policy staff and become an important online learning centre.

8. Make cooperation among practitioners and policy makers more appealing

There was widespread agreement that a structure for cooperation must be devised
by DFID and the UK government that incentivises individuals to cooperate and
at times even requires cooperation to occur on a higher institutional level. The
GCPP should develop a series of recommendations on the practice of
cooperation in thefield.

9. Best Practice Conferences and seminars

HMG should invest in a one day conference and seminars on best practice in SSR.
Policy-makers, strategy managers and practitioners should come together to discuss
good practice and identify areas for HMG to take forward. Case studies,
describing positive and negative examples should be actively sought by
departmentsworking on SSR and lessonsidentified for the future.
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Appendix A. Thefour scenarios

Scenario 1. Policy-makers and practitionersresist change

Concerns about how security sector reform (SSR) is implemented in the field are
outweighed by the success of a small number of programmes in the DRC and Eastern
Europe. However, a number of practical issues till remain.

Following an extensive period of consultation on closing the gap between policy and
practice with external consultants in 2006, government officials and practitioners
believe the current system to be satisfactory and that the status quo should be broadly
maintained. However, fragile states and developing countries continue to change at
pace, providing donor countries with a broad spectrum of challenges in security
sector reform that they are unable to manage. Meanwhile, the rise of the private
sector’srolein SSRis seen as both a challenge and an opportunity across Whitehall.

In this scenario, an evolutionary process takes precedence over real transformation
and best practice, and lessons are shared in a piecemeal and ad hoc way. A lack of
imagination on how to bridge the policy—practice divide ensures there is little radical
change in organisations implementing SSR, and the general consensus is that change
would lead to upheaval rather than improvement. The weakness of the system remains
asit istoday.

Scenario 2. UN hubs become the primary mechanism for the delivery
of SSR

New conflicts emerge in South East Asia and Eastern Africa threatening regional
security. A major conference on security sector reform is convened by the OECD in
2010. Development ministers agree a radical new strategy on delivering aid to
developing countries based on shared objectives and joint ownership of SSR
programmes. At the same time a successful UN initiative in Afghanistan, based on an
innovative form of shared governance between donor governments, UN agencies and
non-governmental organisations (NGOs), paves the way for a radical overhaul of how
SSRisddlivered.

UN ‘country hubs are explicitly developed as the means of delivering SSR in the
field. Hubs manage and support the work of donor and recipient governments,
providing a secretariat to determine future SSR strategy as well as to monitor and
evaluate the impact of programmes. As part of an agreement between governments
and the UN, ambassadors from donor governments and relevant ministries in the
recipient country are brought together as an oversight committee to review progress.

The UN country hub becomes an important driver of ‘local ownership’ of SSR. The
UN argues that ‘ country hubs' are both more local (through locally managed SSR
programmes) and more strategic (through the coordination of member states' policy
on the ground).
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Scenario 3. The McKinsey model

A new government is swept to power in the UK, which promisesto put service delivery
at the top of the political agenda. Facing a period of uncertainty and instability,
Whitehall departments set up a number of new committees and groups to look at the
impact of change and the options for reorganisation.

A renewed focus on aid, poverty and development leads the new development
secretary to opt for a more radical approach, and the reorganisation of DFID is put
out to tender. Following a high profile review by a management consultancy in 2010,
DFID’s Policy and International Department and Regional Programmes Department
merge together with the Central Research Department. The effect on how SR is
formulated and implemented is threefol d:

»  The reorganisation brings together SSR policy-makers and practitioners in
geographical teams.

»  Civil servants develop specialist roles, which allow them to migrate across
teams to aid best practice and lessons lear ned.

e The creation of new joined-up budgeting, planning and monitoring
procedures has an immediate impact on SSR policy.

In this scenario a new security and development strategy is unveiled, which creates
new geographical teams that aim to become more specialised and develop into
centres of excellence. Teams are given greater autonomy to procure services, and
some begin to look for links with NGOs and companies to help develop capacity
building and training in the field.

Scenario 4. Governments outsour ce the delivery of SSR

Limited success in security sector reform in Africa and a number of incidents
worldwide lead to a reappraisal of who should implement SSRin the field. Legislation
in 2008 on the role of the private sector in SSR provides the impetus for departments
to look outside government and engage with the private sector.

One unintended consequence of the growth in the new market is that developing
countries now take the lead in purchasing services. They argue that this cuts out the
‘middle man’ and allows for greater ‘local ownership’. In response the British
government convenes a meeting of EU member states and hammers out a new set of
guidelines for private sector involvement in SSR.

In this scenario the private sector takes on the role of specialist government teams
(such as the security sector development advisory team SSDAT) in managing SSR
programmes. Recipient countries develop comprehensive governance frameworks to
manage the private sector contribution. In public, the UK government works hard to
build bridges with the African Union, suggesting that it takes the lead on the
regulation of the private security industry. Privately, the UK government is relieved
that it is no longer responsible for long-term programmes that fail to show immediate
gains.
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Appendix B. List of participants and observers

Participants

1 David Ashley (FCO)

2. Col. Barny Barnwell (EU SSR mission, DRC)

3. Lt Col. Jean-Pierre Bayala (Police Civile, UN Mission to the DRC)

4, Oliver Blake (DFID, DRC)

5. Victoria Coakley (Australian Agency for International Devel opment)

6. Esther Elkrieff (European Commission Office, DRC)

7. Rod Evans (Security Sector Development Advisory Team)

8. Aldo Gaeta (MoD, SierraLeone)

9. Emma Gar o (Solomon Idands Public Solicitor’ s Office)

10. Dominique Hempel (WSP International, Geneva)

11. John Hourihan (Centrex, UK Police)

12. Gordon Hughes (Cranfield University)

13. Robert Kaua (Solomon Idands Prison Service)

14. Satish KrishnaKharel (lawyer, Nepal)

15. AniciaL ala (Bradford University)

16. Glyn Lewis (Australian Federal Police)

17. Brig. Andrew Mackay (MoD)

18. Graham Mathias (Saferworl d)

19. Richard Murray (Home Office)

20. Shree Prasad Pandit (Bijay Shree Law Associate, Nepal)

21. Jack Petri (DFID)

22. Professor Khagendra Prasai (Kathmandu School of Law)

23. Jonathan Sandy (UNDP)

24. Caroline Smit (UNDP)

25. AnaGlendaTager (Regional Office of Latin America, WSP

International)

26. Dr Govind Thapa (consultant)

27. Graham Thompson (DFID)

28. Peter Viner (Lesotho Justice Sector Devel opment Programme)
Observers

29. Mark Downes (OECD)

30. Jackie Hawkes (DFID)

31. Andy Mclean (private consultant)

32. Eric Scheye (private consultant)
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Appendix C

The policy-making process

The following diagram illustrates the policy-making process. Devel oped by
the Centre for Management and Policy Studies at the Cabinet Office the

process focuses on a cycle of review, evaluation and learning.

The nine features of modern policy-making

Lessons Forward
Learned Looking

Evaluation Outward
Looking
Review Innovative
creative and
flexible
Joined up Evidence

based
ﬁ Inclusive Q

See ‘Better Policy- Making’ (Bullock et al), Centre for Management and
Policy Sudies, Cabinet Office, November 2001.
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Notes

! A useful definition of SSR is given by the Clingandae! Institute, Netherlands:
‘The transformation of security institutions so that they play an effective, legitimate
and democratically accountable rolein providing externa and internal security for
their citizens'.

2 Investing in Prevention: An international strategy to manage risks of instability
and improve crisis response (London: Cabinet Office, Strategy Unit, February
2005).

% C Edwards and P Skidmore, A Force for Change: Policing 2020 (London:
Demos, 2006).

* Henry Mintzberg, cited in Jake Chapman, System Failure: Why governments must
learn to think differently, 2nd ed (London: Demos, 2004).
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