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The African Union (AU) is 

committed to political, social 

and economic development 

towards human security, as 

contained in the 2004 Solemn 

Declaration on a Common 

African Defence and Security 

Policy. This is a prerequisite for 

sustainable peace and security 

on the continent. As such, the AU 

continues to promote democratic 

and accountable governance 

of the security sector as an 

essential instrument for ensuring 

sustainable peace in Africa. 

Accordingly, Security Sector 

Reform (SSR) has been 

positioned as a priority in 

Member States emerging from 

conflicts and those undergoing 

political transitions. Given the peculiarities and specific requirements of the continent’s 

security sector, the AU has developed policy frameworks to ensure African ownership of SSR 

processes as entrenched in the AU’s shared values. The (re)establishment and strengthening 

of the capacity of security institutions through comprehensive disarmament, demobilisation 

and reintegration of former combatants and SSR constitute key priority pillars of the AU Post-

Conflict Reconstruction and Development policy.

The AU Policy Framework on SSR endorsed by the 20th Ordinary Session of the Assembly 

of the Union held in January 2013 provides for a broad strategic response framework 

ranging from capacity building and strengthening of institutional structures to mobilisation of 

necessary resources to facilitate SSR processes in Africa. 

A set of AU Operational Guidance Notes (OGNs) has been developed to facilitate the 

implementation of the framework. These include: 1) Training on Security Sector Reform; 

2) Conducting Security Sector Reform Needs Assessment Missions; 3) Harmonisation of 

National Security Legislation; 4) Development of Codes of Conduct for African Security 

Foreword

H.E. Ambassador Bankole Adeoye 

Commissioner for Political Affairs, Peace and Security
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Institutions; 5) Gender and Security Sector Reform; 6) Handbook on African Security Sector 
Reform Good Practices; and 7) Security Sector Reform Monitoring and Evaluation.

These OGNs provide practical information to AU Member States, Regional Economic 
Communities (RECs), Regional Mechanisms (RMs) for Conflict Prevention and Management 
Resolution and other key stakeholders for the design, implementation, monitoring and 
evaluation of SSR programmes in Member States.

The OGNs contribute to the coordinated approach to strengthening Africa’s capacity to 
address SSR challenges in AU Member States. 

I am therefore delighted to present these OGNs as handy tools to practitioners working 
hard to implement the provisions of the AU Policy Framework on SSR. I also encourage AU 
Member States, RECs and RMs, and civil society organisations, training institutions and 
individuals, to use them in the implementation of programmes for positive results in our 
security governance sector. 
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Purpose

This template provides the African Union (AU) and its Member States with a guide on 
conducting monitoring and evaluation (M&E) of security sector reform (SSR). The purposes 
of the template are as follows:

i.	 First and foremost, to support AU member states to institutionalise M&E of SSR, 
and ensure that it is grounded in good governance principles, the rule of law, and is 
consistent with the AU policy framework on SSR, as well as regional and international 
humanitarian and human rights law.

ii.	 To position the AU Peace Support Operation to support Member States and Regional 
Economic Communities (RECs) to design and implement M&E of SSR within 
their respective security sectors, peace support operations and peacekeeping     
assignments, upon request.

iii.	 To position the AU Peace Support Operation to support its staff working on SSR-
related issues.

Specifically, this template (and its accompanying annexes) will help project/programme 
managers on the following:
•	 Develop and implement appropriate mechanisms and indicators for the monitoring and 

evaluation of SSR processes.
•	 Track, assess, monitor and evaluate SSR processes on a regular basis in order to 

indicate progress or lack of it.
•	 Gauge cost effectiveness of processes, compliance with terms of reference, 

achievement of expected results and where necessary, to take corrective measures. 
•	 Measure the extent to which the programmes/projects are having or have had the 

desired impact. (AU Policy Framework on SSR, Section D.8 paragraph 61.)

The beneficiaries of this template are as follows:
	- Project/programme managers of AU Member States, including all those charged with 

the responsibility for managing, coordinating or supporting M&E of SSR at the country 
and local levels. 

	- Staff of AU Peace Support Operation, especially, those charged with the responsibility 
for supporting Member States and RECs in monitoring and evaluation of SSR, whether 
in the field or at AU Headquarters.

	- Staff of AU-mandated peacekeeping operations, including all those charged with the 
responsibility for supporting M&E processes, whether in the field or at AU Headquarters.

	- Staff of AU special political missions and all those charged with responsibility for 
supporting Member States and RECs on M&E of SSR.

	- Staff of RECs charged with responsibility for supporting countries with M&E of SSR, 
whether in the field or at the REC Headquarters.
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Target

The primary targets are as follows:
	- Project/programme managers of AU Member States managing, coordinating or 

supporting M&E of SSR within their respective security sectors.
	- Staff of AU, particularly, AU Peace Support Operation team working on SSR-                    

related issues.
	- Staff of all RECs working on SSR-related issues.

The secondary targets are as follows:
	- External partners such as bilateral and multilateral donors, the United Nations (UN) 

and other relevant external actors. This is to ensure that external sup-port is coherent 
and consistent with the AU policy framework on SSR.

	- Individual citizens, civil society organisations (CSOs) and the private sector. This is to 
assist them to play a greater role in supporting SSR processes in constructive ways 
as independent watchdogs/oversight bodies and independent contractors of M&E    
of SSR.
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Rationale

Noting that the security sector is the cornerstone of national security, and M&E is central 
to any reform or democratic governance of the security sector, the AU Policy Framework 
on SSR mandates the AU Commission to develop a Template for M&E of SSR for its 
Member States.

Further, in keeping with the spirit of strong national/African ownership and leadership,        
the AU Policy Framework on SSR mandates the AU Commission to develop a Template      
for M&E of SSR that helps develop an approach that is consistent with the AU Policy 
Framework on SSR, regional and international human rights and humanitarian law, and 
sensitive to the unique contexts and conditions in which African countries are undertaking 
SSR. (See AU Policy Framework on SSR, Section D.8 paragraph 61 to 64).
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The following terms and definitions apply to this template:

i.	 Security sector reform (SSR) – is a process by which countries formulate, re-orient 

or develop the policies, structures, and capacities of institutions and groups engaged 

in the security sector, in order to make them more effective, efficient, and responsive 

to democratic control, and to allow them to better respond to the security and justice 

challenges confronting the state and its population. Depending on the context and 

focus, SSR is sometimes expressed as security sector governance, security sector 

transformation, security sector development, security sector review, security system 

reform as well as security and justice reform (Adapted from AU Policy Framework on 

SSR, par. 5).

ii.	 African ownership – means that the M&E of SSR processes is grounded in African 

field practice and reflects the African context and experience, and thereby reflects 

ownership by local communities, Member States, RECs, other regional mechanisms 

and the AU (Adapted from AU Policy Framework on SSR, par. 6).

iii.	 National ownership – means that the M&E of SSR process is wholly or partially 

conceived, designed, led, managed, coordinated and implemented by national actors. 

Noting that presently SSR initiatives in Africa are to a large extent donor driven, there 

is a need to progressively strengthen national ownership and leadership of M&E of 

SSR. For M&E of SSR to be truly owned by the African state, governments need to 

make substantial financial, human and other resource contributions to the process. 

Additionally, the M&E process must align with national priorities and country systems. 

Further, all relevant national stakeholders should be included in the M&E process, 

where required. (Adapted from AU Policy Framework on SSR, par. 70).

Stakeholders

iv.	 The African Union – includes the Assembly, the Peace and Security Council, the AU 

Commission, AU Peace Support Operations and all other relevant organs of the AU (AU 

Policy Framework on SSR, par. 1).

v.	 Security sector at the national level – comprises of individuals, groups and institu-

tions responsible for the provision, management and oversight of security for people 

and the state. These include but are not limited to the following:

•	 Primary security institutions: include the armed forces, the police, gendarmerie 

and other law enforcement agencies, presidential guards, anti-terrorist units, bor-

der management, coast guards, customs and immigration authorities, office/direc-

torate of the state department, as well as any other security and safety services set 

up by a Member State.

Terms and Definitions
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•	 Specialised intelligence and security institutions: include those that are in 
charge of finding and using intelligence to preserve state sovereignty, state security, 
and to defend vital national interests. These agents may be involved in security 
activities like counter espionage, counter terrorism and the fight against all forms of 
organised crime; Public oversight and management bodies: include the executive, 
the legislature, parliamentary sub- committees, the justice ministries, national 
security advisory bodies, anti-corruption bodies, customary/traditional authorities, 
the Pan-African Parliament, and regional parliamentary bodies.

•	 Justice and rule of law institutions: include the judiciary, prisons and other 
correctional facilities, Office of the Attorney General, Office of the Public Prosecutor, 
ombudspersons, traditional justice systems, transitional justice systems, human 
rights commissions, tribunals and courts.

•	 Civil emergency units: include search and rescue services, fire fighting, riot 
control, natural disaster management and natural resource protection units.

•	 Non-state security bodies: include private security companies, traditional and 
customary authorities and others, as may be decided or authorised by each Member 
State. (Adapted from AU Policy Framework on SSR, par. 4.)

vi.	 Africa Regional Economic Communities (RECs) – Arab Maghreb Union (AMU/UMA); 
Community of Sahel-Saharan States (CEN-SAD); The Common Market for Eastern and 
Southern Africa (COMESA); The East African Community (EAC); Economic Community 
of Central African States (CEEAC-ECCAS); Economic Community of West African 
States (CEDEAO-ECOWAS); The Intergovernmental Authority on Development (IGAD) 
and The Southern African Development Community (SADC).

vii.	 External partners – include bilateral donors, multilateral donors, other governments, 
civil society, non-governmental organisations, universities, professional and business 
associations, and private companies that support and/or collaborate with the AU and 
its Member States to achieve mutually agreed upon objectives for SSR processes. The 
concept of partnership connotes shared goals, common responsibilities for outcomes, 
distinct accountabilities, and reciprocal responsibilities. (Adapted from OECD Glossary 
of Key Terms in Evaluation and Results Based Management, 2002.)

viii.	Civil society – include ordinary citizens, organisations, groups, societies or associations 
representing interests of the people including women, children, youth, elderly, people 
with disabilities and special needs, etc.; as well as professional groups and cultural 
organisations. (Adapted from the Statutes of the Economic, Social and Cultural Council 
of the African Un-ion, Article 3.)

Operational

ix.	 Evaluation – the systematic and objective assessment of an on-going or completed 
SSR project, programme or policy, its design, implementation and results. The aim 
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is to determine the relevance and fulfilment of objectives, efficiency, effectiveness, 

impact and sustainability. An evaluation should provide information that is credible 

and useful, enabling the incorporation of lessons identified into the decision-making 

processes of both governments and external partners. Evaluation also refers to                                             

the process of determining the worth or significance of an SSR activity, policy or                     

programme. (Adapted from OECD Glossary of Key Terms in Evaluation and Results 

Based Management, 2002.)

x.	 Monitoring – the continuous and systematic collection of data measured against pre-

determined indicators or criteria to provide the main-stakeholders of SSR interventions 

with information on the extent of progress of the intervention, the achievement of 

objectives, and progress in the use of allocated funds (Adapted from OECD Glossary of 

Key Terms in Evaluation and Results Based Management, 2002.)

xi.	 Logical framework (logframe) – a management tool used to improve the design 

of interventions, most often at the project level. It involves identifying strategic 

elements such as inputs, outputs, outcomes and impact; and their causal relationships,     

indicators, and the assumptions or risks that may influence success and failure. The 

logframe facilitates planning, execution and evaluation of SSR processes. Logframes 

were originally developed by donors to facilitate planning of donor assistance 

programmes. Though donor-designed logframes cannot be transferred and imposed 

on African countries for their own SSR processes, it has the potential of being a                              

useful management tool. Hence, if necessary African government can adapt donor 

designed logframes to the African context. (Adapted from OECD Glossary of Key Terms 

in Evaluation and Results Based Management, 2002.)

Levels of project performance

xii.	 Input: Inputs are all the resources (or means) that contribute to the implementation               

of activities that allow the delivery of concrete outputs. Essentially, inputs are “what 

we use to do the work”. They include finances, personnel (human resource) and                            

physical equipments and buildings (infrastructure). (Adapted from European Com-                                                                 

mission External Cooperation Programmes Manual on Results Oriented Monitoring 

Exercises, 2013, and OECD Glossary of Key Terms in Evaluation and Results Based 

Management, 2002.)

xiii.	Activities: Activities are specific processes, actions or projects that use a range of 

inputs such as funds, technical assistance and other type of resources to produced 

specific or desired outputs, and ultimately outcomes. In essence, activities describe 

“what we do”.(Adapted from European Commission External Cooperation Programmes 

Manual on Results Oriented Monitoring Exercises, 2013, and OECD Glossary of Key 

Terms in Evaluation and Results Based Management, 2002.)
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xiv.	 Output – Outputs are the concrete goods and services delivered through the activities 
of the project. Outputs may be different from what is called “results” in the logframe 
if those results are not tangible goods and services. Additionally, outputs are different 
from the outcomes derived from the delivery of products and services. For instance, 
for capacity building services, the training of the target group is an output obtained 
through specific activities such as seminars, workshop, and on the job training. While 
the capacities developed by the target group are more of an outcome. The distinction is 
not always easy to make. (Adapted from Europe-an Commission External Cooperation 
Programmes Manual on Results Oriented Monitoring Exercises, 2013.)

xv.	 Outcome – Outcomes are the likely or achieved short-term and medium-term effects 
derived from outputs. For instance, increased capacity from training. Outcomes 
should relate clearly to the project’s strategic goals and objectives set out in the project 
document. In essence, outcomes are “what we wish to achieve”. It should be noted 
that timeliness, outreach and quality of outputs are determinant in the achievement of 
outcomes. (Adapted from European Commission External Cooperation Programmes 
Manual on Results Oriented Monitoring Exercises, 2013, and OECD Glossary of Key 
Terms in Evaluation and Results Based Management, 2002.)

xvi.	 Impact – Impacts are long term changes related to the intervention. Impact is defined 
as the contribution of the project to overall objective(s) of the project. The contribution 
may be positive or negative. The contribution may also be either primary or secondary 
long-term effectives produced by intervention. The contribution may be intended or 
untended. The contribution may be direct (as planned in the intervention logic) or 
indirect (not foreseen but due to other factors – such as the activities of other donors, 
changes in economic factors or new government policy). It is generally difficult to 
distinguish the contribution of the project from some other factors. (Adapted from 
European Commission External Cooperation Programmes Manual on Results 
Oriented Monitoring Exercises, 2013, and OECD Glossary of Key Terms in Evaluation 
and Results Based Management, 2002.)

Key evaluation criteria

xvii.	Relevance: Evaluating the extent to which the project objectives are consistent            
with target group/beneficiaries’ requirements, country needs and priorities, as well 
as development partners’ policies. Note: “Retrospectively, the question of relevance         
often becomes a question as to whether the objectives of an intervention or its    
design are still appropriate given changed circumstances”. (Adapted from European 
Commission External Cooperation Programmes Manual on Results Oriented 
Monitoring Exercises, 2013, and OECD Glossary of Key Terms in Evaluation and 
Results Based Management, 2002.)
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xviii.	Efficiency: Evaluating how economically, resources/inputs (in terms of quality, 
quantity, expertise and time) are converted into concrete outputs. Efficiency indicators 
are usually measured by an input: output ratio or an output: input ratio. A project’s 
efficiency can also be measured relative to predetermined efficiency targets. (Adapted 
from European Commission External Cooperation Programmes Manual on Results 
Oriented Monitoring Exercises, 2013, and OECD Glossary of Key Terms in Evaluation 
and Results Based Management, 2002.)

xix.	Effectiveness: Evaluating the extent to which the intervention’s objectives (on             
outcome and project purpose level) are achieved, or are expected to be achieved.               
In this case, effectiveness describes how the project results (that is the outcomes            
or effects of the outputs in terms of benefits to the target groups) have contributed                                                                                                   
so  far to achieve the project purpose. Changes in effectiveness indicators                                                         
are only likely to take place over a period of years, so it is recommended to evaluate 
the effectiveness of a project every three to five years; or evaluate the effectiveness 
of different programmes on a rolling 3-5 year schedule. (Adapted from European 
Commission External Cooperation Programmes Manual on Results Oriented          
Monitoring Exercises, 2013, and OECD Glossary of Key Terms in Evaluation and    
Results Based Management, 2002.)

xx.	 Impact: Evaluating the likelihood of positive and negative, medium to long-term 
effects, direct and indirect, intended and unintended consequence of an intervention. 
Evaluating the impact of a project/programme usually means evaluating the long term 
changes related to the project. For example, questions are usually asked about (1) 
Project contribution at the level of overall objective (2) observable or expected spill-
over effects, and (3) timely measures to mitigate negative impacts, etc. (Adapted 
from Europe-an Commission External Cooperation Programmes Manual on Results 
Oriented Monitoring Exercises, 2013, and OECD Glossary of Key Terms in Evaluation 
and Results Based Management, 2002.)

xxi.	Sustainability: Evaluating the likelihood of a continuation in the stream of outputs              
and outcomes/benefits produced by the project after the period of external support                   
has ended. It evaluates the probability of continued long-term benefits, and if                                      
the project will be resilient enough not to risk the net benefit flows over time.                                                                                                                                       
Specifically, it evaluates: (1) Financial/economic sustainability, (2) Social/institutional 
sustainability, (3) Policy environment, and (4) capacity building. (Adapted from European 
Commission External Cooperation Programmes Manual on Results Oriented Monitoring 
Exercises, 2013, and OECD Glossary of Key Terms in Evaluation and Results Based 
Management, 2002.)
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First and foremost, the template is intended to support AU Member States to set up 
monitoring and evaluation management systems. Security sector reform and its monitoring 
and evaluation are ultimately a national responsibility, whether in a post-conflict, transitional 
or developed country setting.

Even under a regional or international peacekeeping, peace support or peace-building 
context, where experts or contributed troops receive substantial training, adherence to 
democratic governance and respect for human rights and the rule of law are ultimately the 
responsibility of the contributing country.

The African Union (AU Peace Support Operations) supports Member States when and 
where national authorities lack the capacity to design, coordinate and implement M&E;  
and (only) where assistance is requested.

SSR is the corner stone of national security and sovereignty. In view of that, the guidelines 
in the template provide tips and action points that must be considered during the design 
and implementation of the M&E of SSR by national actors. It also suggests the role AU 
Peace Support Operations can play in supporting efforts by Member States, as appropriate. 
The guidelines are best utilised with its annexes, which include a range of checklists to 
facilitate the implementation of M&E of SSR. 

The guidelines are divided into the following sections: 

F - Why should the African Union and its Member States invest in M&E of SSR?

F.1 – Pragmatic reasons
F.2 – Strategic reasons 
F.3 – Political reasons
G – Guidelines for M&E of SSR

G.1 – Guiding principles for M&E of SSR

G.1.1 – National ownership
G.1.2 – Flexibility and alignment to specific environments
G.1.3 – Accountability
G.1.4 – Transparency
G.1.5 – Reliability
G.1.6 – Mainstreaming good governance into M&E operations
G.1.7 – Promotion of relevant human rights and humanitarian law
G.1.8 – Gender Responsiveness
G.1.9 – Conflict sensitivity
G.1.10 – Respect for environmental concerns

Scope
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G.2 – Understanding the distinction between monitoring and evaluation of SSR

G.2.1 – Monitoring

G. 2.1.1 – Process monitoring
G. 2.1.2 – Implementation monitoring
G.2.1.3 – Technical monitoring
G.2.1.4 – Financial monitoring
G.2.2 – Evaluation

G.2.2.1 Formative evaluation or initial evaluation
G.2.2.2 Mid-term evaluation or reviews
G.2.2.3 Summative or end-of-term evaluation
G.2.2.4 Post-implementation evaluation
G.3 – Setting up M&E processes

G.3.1 – Setting up a monitoring process

G.3.1.2 – Defining theory of change explicitly in project objectives
G.3.1.3 – Defining clear and measureable indicators that monitor progress
G.3.1.4 – Defining baseline data on indicators
G.3.1.5 – Establishing results target
G.3.1.6 – Critical reflection process
G.3.1.7 – Communication and reporting
G.3.2 – Setting up an evaluation management systems

G.3.2.1 – Design evaluation
G.3.2.2 – Identify performance measures
G.3.2.3 – Set guidelines for feedback
H – Political and technical challenges in establishing country-led M&E processes

H.1 – Political challenges
H.2 – Structural and institutional challenges
H.3 – Technical challenges
H.4 – Lack of independent policy development
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F
Why Should the 
African Union 
and its Member 
States Invest in 
M&E of SSR?
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F.1. Pragmatic reasons

Challenges: The security sector’s culture, politics, complexities and subtleties are vaguely 
understood by most external actors. The political sensitivities of the security sector in 
particular require evaluators who are familiar with the sector politics, the organisational 
culture and the subtle undertones of the aims and objectives of the project. For that reason, 
it is advisable for governments to have a vested interest in M&E of SSR. Furthermore, in 
some cases the project managers or security personnel may feel threatened by outsiders, 
and be less likely to cooperate or have an open discussion on sensitive and complex  
subjects. In this case, they will be more willing to speak to insiders than outsiders – although 
the opposite can also be true.
  

Action point F.1. – Using external evaluators to avoid manipulation of                

evaluation outcomes 

External evaluators such as academic institutions and consulting firms could be 
contracted to design and implement M&E processes in partnership with the 
government. The downside of external evaluators, however, is a lack of ownership of 
the evaluation findings by the sector Ministries. See Action Point E.2. 

Further, to avoid manipulation of evaluation outcomes by concerned sectors or 
Ministries, M&E processes could be comissioned and managed by a unit close to 
the centre of government such as the Ministry of Finance or Directorate of National 
Planning in the Ministry of Finance. 

Additionally, monitoring processes may be carried out by the entity managing the 
project/programme. But the process of seeking bids and awarding contracts to conduct 
the evaluations could be managed by the Finance Ministry. However, the downside of 
using Finance Ministries is the fact that they are interested in the accounting process 
and less interested in the policy/strategic aspects of M&E processes.

Action point F.1.1. – Using both internal and external evaluators 

Governments could consider using both internal and external evaluators. It is good to 
mix evaluators with different degrees of ‘insideness’ and ‘outsideness’. For instance, 
internal evaluators will be familiar with the organisational culture and the nuances 
underlying the aims and objectives of project. Be-sides, it is sometimes easier for 
security personnel to accept findings and criticisms on highly politically sensitive issues 
from “insiders”. However, external evaluators bring in some degree of objectivity and 
credibility to the project.
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F.2. Strategic reasons

Challenges: Bilateral partners and powerful multilateral partners like the UN, World 
Bank and IMF exert considerable influence in determining the reform processes that 
accompany development aid, including security sector related programming. M&E 
on the African continent – even in South Africa, where development aid and donor                                                                                                                                          
influence is not very important in terms of GDP – has, to a large extent, been influenced      
by donor demands.

In most African countries, evaluations, in particular, are undertaken in alignment with the 
donor project cycles, and appear to be undertaken mainly to fulfill the routine evaluation 
requirements of those donors.

For strategic reasons, governments should take the initiative to own the M&E of SSR. 
National ownership of M&E of SSR is important to national security and the state’s ability 
to develop its own strategic policy.

Governments can better “own” SSR programming by actively participating in M&E 
processes. The long-term viability of SSR is dependent on the willingness and capacity 
of governments to support, direct and internalise M&E processes and its fundamental 
principles. Accordingly, M&E processes must be rooted in local perceptions of security and 
driven by local needs and visions of change.

Action point F.2. – Governments as active participants in all M&E processes, 

even with external partners

Governments should strive to be active participants in all M&E processes, even with 
external partners. Accordingly, they should work with external partners on jointly 
agreed targets, indicators and evaluation criteria. 

If governments lack the technical capacity to conduct M&E, capacity building will be 
needed to build the internal evaluation capacity of the country. The objective should 
be to build a jointly-owned M&E system that is viable enough to be sustained beyond     
the intervention by external actors. Governments should be able to integrate the 
overall M&E process with any ongoing reforms or existing country mechanisms. 

Recognising that in many cases development partners who support SSR related 
programmes will have their own M&E priorities, it is important to ensure that 
government M&E management systems and the development partners M&E 
management systems are complementary [See key elements for Joint M&E processes 
for SSR in annex D].
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F.3. Political reasons

Challenges: Given its linkages to a range of security interests, the M&E of SSR is not 
simply a technical endeavour. SSR is essentially a political process because the process 
of reform and democratic governance of the security sector, particularly in its early 
formative stages, is a highly contentious political process. And M&E can be an intrusive 
process. Yet, externally imposed conditions or reforms on the SSR process are often 
mismatched with the political realities of certain political contexts. Hence, the importance 
of an African-led M&E.

Given its linkages to political sensitivities, the M&E of SSR demands a high level of political 
will on the part of the government to support the process. Further, M&E assessments 
should reflect long-term political realities, particularly for post-crisis, post-conflict and 
transitional countries where the principles of accountability, transparency and respect for 
the rule of law are somewhat alien to the established security sector. In this context, it 
takes a sustained political effort over a period of years to achieve SSR and to make a 
country-led M&E system operate efficiently. The point simply is that M&E of SSR requires 
a long-term, politically sensitive approach.

Action point F.3. – Obtaining essential information from politically sensitive sectors

Adequate strategies (formal and informal) should be established for politically sensitive 
sectors like the defence and intelligence sectors to facilitate the M&E process and 
obtain regular feed-back and essential information in a timely manner. Informal working 
groups have been the most effective coordination structures for sharing sensitive 
information. However sensitive information gathered from any informal process 
cannot be used without the backing of some form of directive and/or political buy-in.

TIP 

Indirect benefits of country-led joint M&E systems outweigh the initial challenges 
such as additional transaction costs and management burden associated with 
M&E operations. 

The expertise developed during M&E processes to assess operational and financial 
performance in relation to indicators and their baselines will help governments to 
(1) assess their own needs and priorities; (2) improve their systems for financial 
management, procurement, monitoring and evaluation, and fighting corruption; and 
(3) lead in its own policy development.
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Guidelines on 
M&E of SSR

G
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G.1. GUIDING PRINCIPLES FOR MONITORING AND EVALUATING OF SSR 

Recognising the challenges and limitations of governments in monitoring and evaluating 

their own SSR projects/programmes (see section H), it is imperative that M&E of SSR 

processes are aligned with a clearly defined strategy, including, the integrity of motive, 

greater accountability and transparency, mutual trust and understanding, among others.

The basic principles of M&E of SSR may include the following:

G.1.1. National ownership: 

In order to be successful and sustainable, M&E of SSR must be anchored on national 

ownership backed by strong government commitment to transparency, accountability and 

adequate democratic oversight of the security sector. National ownership means that the 

SSR programme in question is nationally-driven.

Country-led M&E processes will ensure that the intervention responds to the govern-

ment’s priorities. Even in cases where the government lacks the capacity for leadership or 

coordination, it should actively seek for capacity building. The objective is to develop the 

national capacity of the government to take over leadership or coordination functions.

G.1.2. Flexibility and alignment to specific environments: 

M&E management systems should be flexible and tailored to the country, region and/or 

specific environment in which the reform is taking place, as well as to the different needs 

of all stakeholders.

In accordance with the principle of alignment under the Paris Declaration, governments 

should ensure that they have reliable country systems that adhere to broadly accepted 

good practices, or have a reform programme in place to encourage external and internal 

partners to have faith in the M&E process. If country systems do not adhere to broadly 

accepted good practices, governments should negotiate with partners to have additional 

safeguards or a reform programme in place, in ways that ensure that partners to the M&E 

process will work towards utilising the country systems in the immediate or medium term. 

Additionally, governments should discourage the establishment of parallel M&E structures. 

Joint M&E management systems should be encouraged because it will eventually improve 

the country’s system for internal monitoring and evaluation, financial management and the 

fight against corruption.

G.1.3. Accountability: 

M&E processes should be guided by sound management and financial principles. This 

requires mutual accountability on the part of both AU member states and any external 

partner. Governments should ensure that development partners avoid poorly harmonised, 

overlapping and duplicative review and reporting processes.
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For instance, the lack of harmonisation by development partners results in multiple 
reporting requirements that overstretch the already weak capacity of government agencies 
and departments. Besides, unharmonised processes increases transaction costs for all 
partners. It also replaces confidence building with confusion and distrust.

Governments should hold themselves and development partners responsible for non-
alignment or fragmentation of aid, non-usage of country systems and poorly harmonised 
procedures that contributes to aid ineffectiveness.

Governments should encourage participatory mechanisms (including, parliamentarians, 
think tanks, academia, civil society organisations, minority groups, religious organisations 
and its leadership, traditional leaders, the media and general public) in formulating and 
assessing progress reviews. This can be done by setting up public workshops or discussion 
forums to assess progress reviews. See Action point H.1.1 – on the Ugandan Barazas 
Initiative. This provides the opportunity for the general public to have access to information 
on progress reviews through public workshops. To this end, governments should be 
accountable to their own citizens and all the organisations noted above.

G.1.4. Transparency: 

M&E processes should be designed in a way that enhances confidence through more 
openness, transparency and communication. There should be clarity in the design of 
the M&E processes regarding responsibilities and roles of all stakeholders. Additionally, 
obligations and reporting procedures should be clearly defined.

M&E processes should be designed in a way that takes into account and reduces the 
risk of potential conflict among stakeholders. In this regard, M&E processes should be 
designed to get all stakeholders to coordinate cordially on their priorities and potential 
areas of alignment and conflicts. For instance, stakeholders and the steering committee 
on the project should have the mandate to work on any potential conflict, should it become 
apparent. All stakeholders should be encouraged to take ownership of the M&E process.

Additionally, a transparent process with clear parameters has to be established for the 
more sensitive security sectors like the defence and intelligence services. It should be 
noted that a transparent process includes the mainstreaming of good governance principles 
into the M&E process. In this sense, governments are encouraged to adopt an “open 
and participatory dialogue” with citizens on all matters (with the exception of classified 
materials). Further, independent institutions contracted to conduct either internal or external 
M&E should have security clearance and have access to unclassified information.

G.1.5. Reliability: 

Policy and management decisions should be based on reliable information. Timely and 
reliable monitoring and evaluation makes it possible to identify trends, strengths and areas 
for improvement at both the strategic level and project level. For example, information used 
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for the M& E process should be reliable and valid to ensure that what is being measured is 
accurate, feasible, and conducted legally and ethically, and with due regard for the welfare 
of those involved in the M&E, as well as those affected by its results.

G.1.6. Mainstreaming good governance into M&E operations: 

In theory, SSR is part of the concept of governance, but in practice, there are challenges 
to incorporating governance in the SSR process. M&E processes should therefore be 
designed to have a positive impact in the area of good governance within a reformed 
security sector where all stakeholders and ordinary citizens have an opportunity to be 
heard. Ideally, M&E processes should be guided by the following:

•	 All relevant stakeholders should be identified and given the opportunity to participate in 
the M&E design. The context will determine what is possible and desirable. It should 
be noted that too much external scrutiny may actually undermine a reform programme.

•	 There should be a balanced and representative participation of all stakeholders in the 
consultation process.

•	 Expectations and concerns expressed by all stakeholders in the consultation process 
should be taken into consideration in the M&E design and implementation.	

M&E processes should identify effective anti-corruption monitoring tools. This mechanism 
should ensure that all partners to the M&E process are committed to anti-corruption. Anti-
corruption monitoring tools can include regular transparent financial reporting mechanism 
built into M&E management systems.

G.1.7. Promotion of relevant human rights and humanitarian law: 

Human Rights law and humanitarian law are essential elements that assure the credibility, 
integrity and sustainability of the SSR operations or programs, and its long term objectives. 
Human rights must be integrated throughout the project implementation plan, including 
the M&E processes. In conducting M&E, the process should ensure respect for any 
relevant human rights, and not cause them to be reduced in any way. In this sense, all 
stakeholders should be fairly engaged, and project evaluation should be able to identify any 
discrimination against target groups. M&E processes should be able to create safe avenues 
for all interested parties and observers to raise human rights concerns. For instance, a 
reformed police service should be knowledgeable and responsive to human rights of all 
citizens. Likewise, regional peacekeeping missions need to know about - and show respect 
for - International Humanitarian Law, so as to prevent war crimes.

G.1.8. Gender Responsiveness:

M&E of SSR should aim to be gender-sensitive, gender inclusive and gender neutral, where 
required. For instance, in the interest of gender neutrality, the word policeman, for example 
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is gender-specific; the corresponding gender-neutral term is police officer. Further, M&E 

management systems should be based on full and equal participation of men and women. 

For instance, monitoring information collected and any evaluations conducted should involve 

men and women, as well as the youth. M&E processes should use disaggregated data on 

how security needs differ between men and women groups, for example according to age, 

ethnicity, minority groups, vulnerable groups and communities, religious affiliation, income 

level, etc. It must also look out for the reform of recruitment processes and improvement 

in the delivery of security services to address and prevent gender-based bias and violence.

G.1.9. Conflict sensitivity: 

Ideally, M&E in post-conflict settings should begin at the outset of a peace process and 

should be incorporated into the planning process of the early recovery and development 

strategies. In a post-conflict setting or conflict prone region, it is important to understand 

the conflict dynamics and root causes, as well as the perspectives of relevant stakeholders, 

in order to develop effective M&E management systems.

G.1.10. Respect for environmental concerns: 

Personnel involved in M&E processes - particularly in post-conflict regions with no 

reliable infrastructure or security systems - should consider potential physical risks that 

could affect their assignments to isolated regions, sensitive geographical areas or natural 

disasters hotspots.

Additionally, M&E processes particularly in post-conflict settings should look out for how 

environmental concerns have been considered adequately in the operation’s design, if 

applicable. Some post-conflict projects on SSR respond directly to appalling environmental 

concerns related to the national infrastructure and operational systems, such as: (a) declining 

infrastructure of the security sector buildings exposed to high levels of asbestos and other 

toxic materials, (b) declining conditions of old police vehicles and other transporting carriers 

emitting dangerous levels of exhaust fumes and greenhouse gases, (c) explosive remnants 

of war (ERW) and other weapons fallout such as depleted uranium. M&E processes should 

investigate whether environmental impact mitigation measures and likely cost for mitigation 

have been indicated in project design and budget.

There are six key principles underpinning the Ghana’s National M&E System. These are: 
(i) Leader-ship by government; (ii) national ownership; (iii) easy access to information; 
(iv) stakeholder participation; (v) harmonisation of information, and (vi) alignment to 
national processes. (National Development Planning Commission, 2006: 2).
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G.2. UNDERSTANDING THE DISTINCTION BETWEEN MONITORING AND 

EVALUATION OF SSR

Before discussing steps for monitoring and evaluation, it is important to understand what 
they mean, and distinction between the two processes. Monitoring and evaluation are 
often presented as an embedded concept. However, they are two distinct, but related, 
processes. Monitoring and evaluation are interactive and mutually supportive processes. 
In general, monitoring is integral to evaluation, and vice versa. Information gathered during 
the monitoring process provides the basis for the evaluative analysis. Monitoring helps to 
frame better evaluative questions.

It should be noted that monitoring by itself is limited. It is problematic to use monitoring data 
to determine change. When evaluative conclusions are drawn from monitoring evidence 
alone, there are likely to be errors; particularly in determining effect when there is none, or 
determining no effect when there is one.

There are several types of monitoring and evaluation processes. It should be noted that 
there are no clear definitions and guidelines on monitoring and evaluation processes. The 
definitions and guidelines are often subjective; and the understanding of the processes 
largely depends on the specific context.

G.2.1 Monitoring

Monitoring, as a management function, is a continuous or periodically recurring process 
of gathering and interpreting information to track progress against stated objectives. 
Information gathered through the monitoring process is used as a basis for learning 
to improve future practices and activities. It also informs decision-making on future 
initiatives. There are several types of monitoring. For purposes of SSR, monitoring may 
include process monitoring, implementation monitoring, technical monitoring and financial 
monitoring. Monitoring can entail a combination of all these approaches or be limited to a 
particular approach.

G.2.1.1 Process monitoring: Process monitoring within the SSR context assesses the 
policy and political process of the project, in order to establish whether the project 
tasks and activities are leading towards the intended project results. It can also assess 
whether the intervention is consistent with its design, and whether there are any 
obstacles to the intervention. As much as possible, process monitoring should ensure 
that the ten guiding principles of M&E identified above are adhered to. In SSR, process 
monitoring can be particularly useful for SSR-related elements in AU and REC-mandated 
peace support operations.

G.2.1.2 Implementation monitoring: Implementation monitoring compares the actual 
output and outcome of a project with the initial project objective. It does not just focus 
on outputs but also outcomes (behavioural changes) of the project/programme. To do 
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so, one needs to understand the project/programme outcomes and define outcomes 

indicators (and not only output indicators). Output indicators are for example, number of 

police officers trained. Outcome indicators are for example, the percentage of trained 

police officers applying new knowledge acquired (behavioural change). The reason for 

focusing on both output and outcome is to ensure that progress is being achieved as 

planned, to identify changes in strategies and operations, and create a learning and 

transformative environment. Implementation monitoring tracks what is being done, 

how, where, when.

G.2.1.3 Technical monitoring: Technical monitoring is a process that examines the 

effectiveness of specialised technical projects or the technical aspect of a project. For 

instance, technical monitoring is mostly useful in assessing technical programmes 

like training and mentoring to National Security Forces, and supplies of equipments or 

construction projects and the training needed to maintain them. Technical monitoring 

may establish that reform efforts should be based on realistic understandings of what 

is sustainable operationally and logistically. 

G.2.1.4 Financial monitoring: Financial monitoring is important for accountability and 

reporting purposes, as well as for measuring financial efficiency. Financial monitoring 

compares project/programme expenditure with the budgets prepared at the planning 

stage. This is key to manage cash-flow and to ensure that there are no excesses or 

wastages. In addition, this ensures the timeliness of funding, and improves the speed 

and predictability of funding flows to achieve optimal results.

G.2.2 Evaluation

Evaluation is a specific activity that assesses the performance and impact of either ongoing 

or completed projects/programmes. The data acquired through the monitoring process 

is useful in providing the basis for evaluation. Evaluations usually help draw conclusions 

about five main aspects of the intervention: relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, impact, 

sustainability. (See further explanation in annex D.)

Ideally, it is important to conduct periodic evaluations, although this may depend on 

management capability, management goodwill and availability of funds.

There can be different types of evaluation processes depending on the political context of 

the project, type of project/programme, funding mechanism, life cycle of the project, stage 

of the project. The different types of evaluation may include formative evaluation, mid-term 

evaluation, summative evaluation and post evaluation.

G.2.2.1 Formative evaluation or initial evaluation: This type of evaluation is carried 

out before the project is implemented. It reviews the existing status of the problem at 

hand. It informs the project plan or design.
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G.2.2.2 Mid-term evaluation or reviews: As the name suggests, the mid-term 
evaluations are conducted during the project cycle. Mid-term evaluations establish 
whether the project is meeting its set goals and objectives. A participatory analysis 
of Strengths and Weaknesses (SWOT) is a useful part of most mid-term evaluations. 
This type of evaluation challenges or validates the original project assumptions and 
informs mid-term decision-making by project management and development partners. 
For instance, a logical framework that guides a project/programme design and measure 
progress may need changes, because conditions may have changed.

G.2.2.3 Summative or end-of-term evaluation: This type of evaluation is carried out 
immediately at the end of project. This evaluation generally informs stakeholders on the 
project success – although in reality it may be necessary to wait months or even years 
before the real long-term impact of a SSR project is measurable. Summative or end-of-
term evaluation should document success stories and lessons identified. This type of 
evaluation is usually carried out by the project team.

G.2.2.4 Post-implementation evaluation: This type of evaluation is often confused 
with end of term evaluation. Post- implementation evaluation is conducted some time 
after project completion. For the purposes of independent assessment, they are usu-
ally conducted by external evaluators. It is normally the final evaluation of a project. It 
is probably the best mechanism to capture the impacts of the project and to define the 
lessons identified.

G.3. SETTING UP M&E PROCESSES

First and foremost, M&E of SSR needs to be embedded within wider management systems. 
Without these reforms, governments cannot “institutionalise” or “mainstream” SSR M&E. 
SSR of M&E can only be institutionalised if overall management systems are strengthened. 
Simply having M&E information available does not guarantee that it will actually be used. 
Governments should not be motivated to build M&E systems because they have intrinsic 
merit, but because they directly support performance budgeting, evidence-based policy-
making, good governance principles and results-based management systems.

Monitoring and evaluation are both concerned with the collection, analysis and use 
of information to support informed decision-making. Monitoring and evaluation also 
assesses the relevance, efficiency, effectiveness, impact and sustainability of projects 
and programmes. Monitoring often generates data, which can be used in evaluations and 
vice versa. For ex-ample information generated during mid-term evaluations can feed into 
ongoing monitoring processes.

The primary purpose of M&E processes is to measure the degree to which an operational 
design is implemented as planned, and how successfully it is in achieving its intended results. 
There is no single methodology for setting up well-performing M&E management systems.
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M&E plans for SSR should be both rigid and flexible. It should be rigid in that it is well 
thought out and carefully planned; but also flexible enough to adapt to changes when 
required. Besides, M&E personnel should be aware of government politics that cause 
delays to project implementation. In this regard, project managers should be able to redesign 
or make necessary changes to the M&E plans, particularly in regions that are susceptible to 
sudden changes such as post-conflict countries and crisis-afflicted regions. Changes made 
during implementation should be tracked and based on evidence-based decisions. At the 
end of the project/programme, implementers and evaluators should be able to see directly 
what type of changes have been made and why. M&E plans or project documents should 
always be considered as a living document.

Further, one of the biggest challenges in setting up M&E management systems for SSR 
is defining success or progress – that is defining such elements as a feeling of security, 
unhindered access to justice, a sense of local ownership, and security sector institutions 
well governed and overseen. All of these are inherently subjective. For instance, how should 
one measure the quality of governance in the security sector? How does one measure the 
degree of oversight? How does one measure the feeling of security?

Although inherently subjective, some criteria of success for some less politically sensitive 
sectors are easier to draw inferences about than others. For instance, the quality and 
appropriateness of policing can be measured by proxy, through a comparison of crime 
rates against the previous year. “Before and after” questionnaires to stakeholders are also 
useful. Although it may be almost impossible to measure actual security, it is possible – 
though difficult – to measure ‘approximate’ changes in peoples’ perceptions of security 
(noting that women and youths may have very different perceptions from men). 

Building upon the work of international and regional M&E methodologies, this template 
out-lines monitoring requirements and evaluation guidelines for SSR. Some actors stress a 
system of performance indicators, while others focus on carrying out programme reviews 
or rigorous impact evaluations. The EU for instance, has very stringent evaluation guidelines, 
often with standard requirements for regular reporting against logical frameworks 
(logframes). South Africa has a government-wide monitoring and evaluation framework 
based on outcomes approach across all government sectors. The performance indicators 
focus specifically on project/programme outcomes.

TIP 

Setting up a well-functioning M&E system (in terms of the quality, number and utili-
sation of the evaluations) is a long-haul effort, requiring diligence and determination. It 
has taken most developed countries an estimate of four to ten years to institutionalise 
a well-functioning M&E system. (See, OECD (1997a) In Search of Results: Performance 
Management Practices. Paris: OECD)
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This operational guidance note does not adopt any standard M&E tools or frameworks for 
SSR programmes. It draws on common standards generally applied by most actors. 

As noted by this template, monitoring and evaluations are two distinctive but interactive and 
mutually supportive processes. In general, monitoring is integral to evaluation. Information 
gathered during the monitoring process provides the basis for the evaluative analysis.

G.3.1. Setting up a Monitoring process

Two types of monitoring systems: There are two types of monitoring systems, internal 
monitoring and external monitoring. External monitoring provides an independent 
assessment of project performance, with focus on ‘results’, which includes outcome and 
impact of projects. Internal monitoring also assesses project performance, with focus on 
‘results’, which includes outcome and impact of projects. But more importantly, it supports 
effective and timely decision making by project managers. More importantly, it helps to 
promote accountability on how resources are being used and how project objectives are 
being achieved.

G.3.1.1. STEP 1 – Assessing the readiness of governments

In assessing the readiness of governments to implement results-based monitoring and 
evaluation systems, governments should ask themselves the following questions:
1.	 What is driving the need for the monitoring system?
2.	 Do we have reliable country systems to accommodate the reform process?
3.	 What capacity is there in the system?
4.	 Who are, and what motivates, the champions?
5.	 Who will and will not benefit from the system?
6.	 What are the roles and responsibilities for assessing performance in government?
7.	 Are we willing take constructive criticism on our security sector, and do we have the 

willingness to address shortcomings? (Credibility is essential to any M&E. Valid and 
reliable data help ensure the credibility of the system. To be credible, M&E processes 
need to be able to report all data—both good and bad. The M&E process will not be 
credible if bad news or information demonstrating failure to meet desired outcomes and 
targets is deliberately not reported, suppressed or minimised.

Action point G.3.1: The role of AU Peace Support Operations: Evaluation of 

structural arrangements for M&E system

The AU Peace Support Operations can be called upon by Member States regularly to 
evaluate the M&E management systems established for SSR. The objective should 
be first, to support the ongoing management process and improvement of the M&E 
of SSR management systems; and second, to review the application of regional and 
international standards of performance accountability.
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Regardless of the number of steps or phases required in establishing monitoring systems, 

the essential procedures are as follows:

The processes involved in setting up a monitoring process are:

1.	 Establishing the purpose and scope of the monitoring process: Why do we need M&E 

and how comprehensive should our M&E system be?

2.	 Identifying partners for the monitoring: What internal and external partnership is re-

quired for this process? 

3.	 Developing a “theory of change” explicit in project objectives: Adequately identifying 

the actions, the desired change, and the underlying assumptions or strategy behind a 

programme/project. Where do we want to go and how can we measure the progress 

toward that goal?

4.	 Identifying key performance questions and indicators: What information and indicators 

do we need to monitor the project in order to manage it well?

5.	 Planning what will be required for information gathering, and organisational arrangement 

for gathering information: How will the required information be gathered and organised?

6.	 Planning critical reflection processes and events: How will we make sense of the 

information gathered and use it to make improvements?

7.	 Planning for quality communication and reporting: How and to whom do we want to 

communicate the results of our project activities and processes?

8.	 Planning for the necessary conditions and capacities: What is needed to ensure our 

monitoring process actually works?

9.	 Developing terms of reference for M&E staff.

10.	 Establishing an indicative M&E budget.

11.	 Documenting the all above in the M&E framework.

G.3.1.1.2. STEP 2 – Defining the “Theory of Change” explicitly in project objectives

Theories of change are seldom made explicit in the project/programme objectives, or 

planning and implementation stages of a project. It is hardly considered during the monitoring 

process as well. A theory of change is however a fundamental step in the setting up of a 

monitoring (and evaluation) system. Essentially, you need to know where you want to go 

and measure the progress toward that goal.

In the project objectives and planning stages, the theory of change should adequately 

describe the actions, the desired change, and the underlying assumptions or strategy 

behind a programme. The theory of change will help the project/programme staff and 

monitors (and evaluators) to understand what the project is trying to achieve, how, and 

why. Knowing this critical information will help the project/programme staff to monitor and 

measure the desired results and compare them against the original theory of change.

If the theory of change is made explicit in the project objectives and planning stages, it will 

be automatically monitored during the implementation process. Using theories of change 
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during the monitoring stage of project implementation provides feedback on whether a 
project/programme is ‘on track’ to accomplish the desired change and if the environment is 
evolving as anticipated in the project or programme design.

There can be multiple levels of theories of change at:
a.	 At the strategic or country strategy level: Strategic or country strategy level             

theory of change concerns the chosen priorities, and how they contribute to the high 
level objectives.

b.	 At the programme or portfolio level: Programme level theory of change concerns 
how the theory of change contributes to sectoral level aims.

c.	 At the project level: At the project level, each specific project may contain a 
core theory that explains why its approach will result in an expected change – and                                    
contribute to higher level goals.

d.	 At the activity level: Each activity can have an associated theory of change: why    
doing X activity will result in Y change – which then links to achievement of the                     
project goal. 

Developing and explicitly articulating multiple levels of theories of change allows for a great-
er efficiency in identifying problems and successes. For instance, the overall theory of 
change for the sector may be perceived to be sound, but the multiple theories of change for 
the project could be embedded with problems. In this case, instead of faulting the overall 
theory of change at the sector level, corrections can be made at the project level theory of 
change. On the other hand, if the overall theory of change has some weakness, the multiple 
theories of change at the project/programme level can strengthen the impact of a project 
and its activities.

Any project/programme may operate on more than one theory of change. A theory of change 
may address the approach taken (that is methodology), the choice of project participants 
and the timing of the effort together. It could read: ‘If we work with W groups applying X 
approach at Y time, we will achieve Z results’.

Example: If we engage the community and their leaders directly in issues of ex-combatant 
reinsertion at the earlier stages of the project design, then it is likely for us to build trust and 
confidence in the community, which will make it more likely for the community to embrace 
the ex-combatants and provide on-going support to new/returned community members.

An explicit theory of change enables project/programme staff to test whether an intervention 
was ineffective because of poor implementation, or because of a flawed theory of change. 
It can be difficult to assess the relative success and failure of the project when the theory 
of change is unclear.
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Assuming project implementation is consistent with its explicit theory of change, it will be 

possible, at the monitoring stage, to both assess the success of the project with respect 

to the stated theory of change, and assess the theory of change itself. For example, 

police personnel receiving training about how to handle domestic violence cases may be 

reasonably expected to improve knowledge of the law and the protocol with dealing with 

domestic violence cases in one session. However meaningful implementation will take 

place only over a longer period, since stigmatising attitudes and negative perceptions do 

not change over-night. It is important to note that while changes in knowledge may be 

easy to identify, changes in behaviour demand a much longer process. This is particularly 

true for the security sector, where the feeling of safety and access to justice is largely 

inferred from perceptions of security from the public. Unfortunately, SSR programmes 

usually lack both the resources and the time to track relationships, attitudes, and behaviours 

to the extent required.

In response to the above mentioned challenges, governments can use the “Knowledge, 

Attitudes and Practices (KAP) surveys” as a tool to monitor some selected sectors. As the 

name implies, a KAP survey collects information about knowledge, attitudes and practices 

in specific cultural or political settings by asking a structured set of questions. This is similar 

to a household survey; however, a KAP survey can be implemented on a much smaller 

scale and in more targeted ways. [It should be noted that this is not the only tool to gather 

data. See annex B on data collection tools for M&E systems)

G.3.1.1.3. STEP 3 - Defining clear and measureable indicators that monitor progress

While theories of change seek to explain how or why changes are expected to occur (in 

theory), indicators show the extent to which those changes have actually occurred. In this 

context, indicators can provide ways to assess the assumptions, outputs, outcomes, and 

sustainability in comparison with expectations informed by the objectives and design of 

the programme. 

As much as possible, projects/programmes managers should create culturally-sensitive 

and locally relevant indicators. For effective decision making, indicators have to be 

reliable, feasible, accurate, ethical with due regard to the welfare of the target group and 

beneficiaries, and end ensure that its serves the information needs of the intended users.

It is however, quite difficult to establish standard indicators for SSR because:

•	 The security sector is a complex sector with many constituent parts. Though they may 

all appear to have the same strategic purpose, SSR managers are challenged with 

competing priorities. Consequently, indicators must be context specific.
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•	 Security sector reform is an inherently political process because it is associated with 
questions of national security, political agendas and the values of statesmen. Thus, 
governments should be caution about indicator development. Because indicators as-
signed by the government can easily be politically motivated.

•	 The security sector is particularly prone to sudden changes and insecure environments. 
As a consequence, establishing performance indicators in fragile and conflict-affected 
environments is particularly challenging. In such circumstances it is important to ensure 
that indicators for the monitoring processes are conflict-sensitive.

•	 The security sector is usually embedded in a culture of secrecy, with scarce or irregular 
information sharing. The objectives and priorities of governments or security actors are 
often presented in vague terms. In some cases, sensitive objectives are not openly 
stated. Ultimately, this complicates the development of appropriate indicators to 
monitor progress.

•	 In many cases, security sector reform is influenced by socio-economic under-
development, high rates of unemployment, and a deeply entrenched culture of 
corruption, among others. As a consequence, the change being measured is the result 
of a range of different contributing factors. Since SSR can be affected by political and 
socioeconomic factors that are beyond the control of the project, project monitors 
(evaluators) should rather concentrate on the feasibility of attributing the impacts 
described in the indicators to the specific project outcomes. 

Indicators for SSR programmes are inherently subjective and ambiguous. This is especially 
true for outcomes, not so much for outputs. As indicated earlier, it is difficult to measure 
feelings of security, the pursuit of justice or the quality of governance in the security sector. 
Often feelings of safety must be inferred from attitudinal surveys that measure perceptions 
of security among the general public. Access to justice may be measured by the quality 
and appropriateness of policing and justice provision, but these may not accord with public 
perception of institutional fairness or convictions.

Although inherently subjective and complex, some criteria for performance indicators are 
easier to draw inferences about than others. Indicators and targets within the security 
sector are not always tangible or measureable. Indicators must not be rigid, but, ideally, 
they should be defined in precise, unambiguous terms that describe clearly and exactly 
what is being measured. Where the desired change is concrete, tangible, and directly 
measurable, indicators are not needed. For instance, if the intended output is to increase 
police personnel to 500, there will be no need for a separate indicator. Where the desired 
change is more abstract or intangible, proxy indicators help approximate the change. [For 
example, gun crime statistics and black-market gun prices can be used as proxy indicators 
of gun availability].

TIP 

“Indicators are inevitable approximations. They are not the same as the desired 
change, but only an indicator of that change. They are imperfect and vary in validity 
and reliability.” Michael Patton, Utilization-Focused Evaluation, Third Edition, SAGE 
Publications, 1996, pp.159.
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Action point G.3.1. 1. 3. 1: The role of AU Peace Support Operations in  

indicator development

To help member states develop appropriate country-led/sector specific indicators, 
the AU Peace Sup-port Operations could organise regional workshops to exchange 
experiences in the design and use of indicators for the security and justice sectors. 

The workshops should be open and flexible enough to attract decision-makers, 
practitioners, experts in and outside the government; high-level officials from sector 
ministries, finance ministries, and planning departments; parliamentarians and their 
advisors; academics; consultants and experts; multilateral organisations and interested 
development partners.

 The workshops should be a platform to determine lessons identified from indicators 
that have been used in other political contexts and security sectors. It will be useful 
for the AU Peace Support Operations to use these regional workshops to maintain a 
database of indicators that have been used in SSR programmes. 

The AU Peace Support Operations could consider creating a regional network of key 
stakeholders of M&E of SSR, and to facilitate South-South learning throughout the 
region. These could include staff secondments, joint training on M&E of SSR, and 
study tours to other countries. For example, before establishing its National Evaluation 
Policy Framework, South Africa took study tours to other countries with established 
evaluation systems including Mexico, Colombia and Australia to learn from their 
evaluation systems.

G.3.1.1.4. STEP 4 – Developing baseline data on indicators

Ideally, the baseline survey should be established before setting up the monitoring 

management system. The readiness of a baseline is, in essence, the foundation of a 

monitoring system. It forms the basis for evaluating change over time. It also helps project 

managers to measure progress for project outcomes and impacts. It is difficult to establish 

how indicators are changing over the course of the programme, if the baseline data is 

unclear. That said, SSR is an area where baseline data is often difficult to obtain, especially 

in post-conflict zones.

The baseline survey is the most neglected component of the monitoring process. Baseline 

data is often not collected because of budget, time, political or management constraints; 

or because security officials do not understand the importance of data collection.

Before conducting a baseline survey, it is important to identify the indicators that will be 

used to monitor progress for the project. Indicators flow from the policy goals of SSR. The 

indicators will then help in the de-sign of the questionnaire for the baseline survey. The 

indicators will also dictate the type of data to collect and how analysis of the data should 

be done.
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Establishing baselines for SSR programmes in Africa is quite problematic, because of poor 
record keeping methods or non-existence of relevant information, particularly in conflict or 
undemocratic set-tings. This is further exacerbated by cultures of secrecy, weak governance 
structures and corruption within the security sector in many countries.

Critical to the structural arrangements for monitoring of SSR, is a reliable data system to help 
provide the raw data on which monitoring systems depend. In most countries there is usually 
enough information to develop a range of performance indicators. African countries suffer 
less from the lack of data, than from the quality of data; and lack of proper data analysis.

Since data quality in SSR is often weak, monitoring of SSR project management should 
establish standards that can be used to determine acceptable quality. Consistency is the 
most important thing: actual numbers may be challenged, but useful trends can be estab-
lished that can guide policy makers, provided the data is collected and analysed in a con-
sistent manner through time. [See Annex B for key elements for developing baseline data.] 

Action point G.3.1. 1. 4.1: Role of the AU Peace Support Operations – Training in 

M&E data collection, analysis and reporting

The AU Peace Support Operations could partner with reputable experts or research 
and training institutes to periodically organise regional or country workshops to train 
and provide resources to project managers and others charged with the responsibility 
for managing, coordinating or supporting M&E of SSR. The training and skills building 
should cover how different security sectors should properly collect, analyse and report 
data on the following (among others):
•	 Official statistics on relevant security and justice sector institutions;
•	 Data from non or quasi-state security and justice sector providers;
•	 Data from other public sources such as CSOs, media, research institutes, donor 

re-ports, etc;
•	 Perception surveys: public perceptions of security and justice; public attitudes to-

wards security and justice sector providers; and
•	 Disaggregated data on how security needs differ between different groups, for 

ex-ample according to sex, age, ethnicity, religious affiliation, income level, etc. 
Note: Governments should consider sponsoring or funding “training”, particularly on 
data collection analysis and reporting. The cost of data collection is often missed out. 
Unfortunately the cost for measuring security perceptions for example, can be quite 
high. However, if governments want a good survey with a robust methodology, they 
have to invest in it.

TIP

Often conflict or security assessments are confused with baseline surveys. Conflict 
assessment for ex-ample, is a review of the realities of the conflict and an analysis 
of its underlying causes. While conflict or security assessments are conducted to 
determine whether an intervention is needed and, if so, what type of intervention? 
A baseline survey identifies the status of the existing situation and intended 

changes before the project starts.
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G.3.1.1.5. STEP 5 Establishing results targets

After gathering baseline data on indicators, the next step is to establish results targets. 

Results target identifies the specific, planned level of result to be achieved within an 

explicit timeframe. Targets are either quantitative or qualitative, depending on the nature 

of the indicators. Targets for quantitative indicators are usually numerical, and targets for 

qualitative indicators are descriptive. 

Project/programme managers should be aware of the inherent weakness of targets 

beyond one or two years for SSR programmes. In SSR there are many unknowns and 

risks due to the political nature of programming. The desired outcomes for most SSR 

programmes are longer term, complex, and not quickly achieved. As a consequence, 

project/programme managers have to consider targets as short-term objectives on the path 

to achieving an outcome. 

In SSR it is preferable to set flexible targets that focus on a “range” instead of firm 

targets. For example, “by 2015, the crime rate should drop between 20% to 35%”. 

Additionally, targets could be sequences over a number of years, for example, over a 

10 year-period.

In assessing targets, it should be noted that the feasibility of targets is dependent on the 

availability of resources such as organisational capacity to deliver activities and outputs, 

funding resources, and personnel throughout the assessed period. 

G.3.1.1. 6. STEP 6 – Critical reflection process

The reflection process is specifically designed to give project staff the opportunity to identify 

lessons learned. Lessons identified can cover every aspect of the project cycle, project 

implementation, partnership agreements, stakeholder participation, coordination financing 

and partner’s policies. The purpose is to use the information to inform the decision making 

of project management in the future.

The reflection process is not necessarily conducted at the end of the project. It can be 

conducted at the mid-term cycle of the project. Reflection processes should be part of the 

monitoring process through the planning stages to the implementation stages.

TIP

 Targets should never be confused with indicators. Targets represent changes that the 
programme intends to achieve; indicators are information used to measure change and 
performance. For in-stance, the target could be to reduce the negative perceptions of 
the performance of the police. Indicators for this target could include the number 
of cases investigated and prosecuted, and the speed with which the justice system 
completes trials in criminal cases, and the perception of corruption in the police among 
members of the general public.
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G.3.1. 1.7. STEP 7 – Communication and reporting

The reporting mechanism can be a useful management tool, provided that information 
and data are presented in a clear, precise and concise format. This is particularly important 
because a clear and logical report usually employs accessible language (absent of jargon) 
with realistic analysis and recommendations.
Monitoring informs appropriate stakeholders about the progress, as well as the success or 
failure of projects, programs, and policies throughout their respective cycles. The reporting 
system constitutes a powerful public management tool that decision makers can use to 
improve performance, and demonstrate accountability and transparency with respect to 
results. The format for reporting depends on whom the reports are submitted to. 

G.3.2. Setting up evaluation systems

Monitoring tracks progress against stated objectives, while evaluation offers an in-depth 
evidence-based guidance for improving interventions. Evaluation helps us to understand 
change, both anticipated and unanticipated, and assists in planning for what happens next 
in the implementation of a programme. Evaluation results can also help to distinguish 
between implementation failure – not doing things well – and theory failure – doing things 
well but not getting the desired result.

Evaluations usually draw conclusions about five main aspects of the intervention: 
(1) relevance, (2) effectiveness, (3) efficiency, (4) impact, and (5) sustainability. [See 
annex D for key evaluation questions for M&E of SSR]. 

TIP 

There are different reporting formats. It is important to be aware of the preferences of 
the different stakeholders. Preferably the AU’s Peace and Security sector’s reporting 
system (single reporting format, including financial reporting) can be adopted.

TIP 

The primary objective of government-led evaluation is not the number of evaluations 
conducted, but the intensive utilisation of the issues to improve transparency, 
accountability and democratic over-sight.

TIP 

The reflection process is different from the reporting requirements. In most cases, 
this is an informal process that allows for an open and critical reflection on the project. 
Usually the information generated is for internal use only. This is particularly useful in 
M&E of SSR be-cause SSR can touch on sensitive issues. In such cases, it may be 
appropriate to withhold confidential information linked to national security matters, 
such as defence plans, weapons development, and the operations and sources used 
by intelligence services.
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G.4.1. Setting up evaluation systems may involve the following steps:

1. Design evaluation.
2. Identify performance measures.
3. Set guidelines for feedback.

G.3.2.1. Design evaluation

Governments can seek to learn from established National Evaluation Policy Framework 
(NEPF) of other African countries. The purpose of establishing an NEPF is to enhance the 
use of evaluation in government and increase its impact on government performance, 
focusing on the evaluation of government policies, plans, programmes and projects. This 
strategy helps establish a common perspective on evaluation, introduce an institutional 
framework for evaluation and promote the use of evaluation results.

There is no single methodology for setting up evaluation systems. Evaluations should  
be conducted through country-specific processes. See section G.2.2 for types of 
evaluation processes.

For example, in Benin, two agencies undertake evaluations: the Bureau d’Evaluation des 
Politiques Publiques (BEPP) and the Observatoire du Changement Social (OCS), who  
operate at different policy levels. The BEPP undertakes evaluations of public policies, 
mainly at sector level, while the OCS undertakes evaluations of the impact of the poverty 
reduction strategy.

In Uganda, a sub-committee of the overall M&E technical working group oversees the 
Government Evaluation Facility (GEF).

In South Africa, key evaluations for the government are proposed by sector departments 
and approved by Cabinet. A unit has been established in the Department of Performance 
Monitoring and Evaluation to drive the national evaluation system, and a cross-government 
Evaluation Technical Working Group has been set up to support the evaluation system. As 
the policy framework is fairly new, DPME is developing guidelines, standards, competencies 
and training to support capacity in government.

G.3.2. 2. Identify performance measures

As noted above, information gathered during the monitoring process provides the basis for 
the evaluative analysis. Monitoring helps to frame better evaluative questions. Evaluation 
is also concerned with the collection, analysis and use of information to support informed 
decision-making. See section on monitoring G.3.1. 1. 2; G.3.1. 1. 3; and G.3.1. 1. 4. Also see 
annexes B and C.

TIP 

DCAF/ISSAT has developed practical evaluation guidelines on SSR. See: http://issat.
dcaf.ch/Home/Community-of-Practice/SSR-Methodology/Support-Programme-Cycle/
Evaluate (accessed January 2015).
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G.3.2. 3. Set guidelines for feedback 

In South Africa, for example there is a wide range of regulatory policies intended to 
encourage the use of evaluative information. For example, Treasury regulations, in 
accordance with the Public Finance Management Act, demand that annual reports “include 
information about the institution’s financial capability, efficiency and effectiveness in 
delivering programmes and achieving its objectives and outcomes against the measures 
and indicators set out in any strategic plan for the year under consideration.” Meanwhile, 
the Public Service Commission (PSC) and the Auditor-General (AG) are mandated by the 
Constitution to assist with oversight and monitoring of the public service.

However the PSC and AG are only mandated to report and provide recommendation, not 
enforcement. Enforcement rests with Parliament. This means that while reports can be 
submitted, if the legislature does not use the information and data to enhance their oversight 
function and set policies to implement recommendations, the reports will go nowhere.

Action point

It is critical for the evaluation component of M&E processes to have a learning (or even 
performance) orientation. See monitoring section: G.3.1. 1. 6 and G.3.1. 1. 7. Evaluation should 
be linked to knowledge management. There should be incentives that link performance 
data, monitoring information and evaluation recommendations to resource allocation. 
Governments could provide incentives by ensuring that resources can be secured from the 
National Treasury with meaningful “output” or “outcome” reporting.

It should however be noted that the demand for reporting can lead to a lack of ownership 
and a culture of “ bureaucratic compliance” which means that concerned sectors or 
government agencies will report, but the information will not be used.

The biggest risk with evaluations of every type is that the analysis is usually not shared 
widely with all stakeholders. Recommendations and lessons learned are usually overlooked. 
It is therefore advisable to build into each evaluation process, a series of workshops and 
discussions to see how the actors can best review and implement the findings.
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Political 
Challenges

H
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Until now, efforts to reform and improve democratic governance within the security sector 
in Africa have been largely donor-driven. Understandably, M&E of SSR is of great interest to 
donors because they want to assess whether projects they are supporting are giving value 
for money.

African governments have often viewed external M&E as tedious external obligations that 
have little relevance to their priorities. Nonetheless, just as governments need financial, 
human resource, and accountability systems, governments also need good performance 
feedback particularly on security sector “reform”, which is central to national stability and 
sound socio-economic development.

The APRM has become the most visible achievement of the New Partnership for Africa’s 
Development (NEPAD), in promoting good governance in Africa. It represents an ambitious 
attempt by African countries to self monitor their own governance systems. Despite its 
many limitations, African Peer Review Mechanism (APRM) represents a unique approach 
to reposition Africa to be accountable, break free from corruption and be responsive to 
citizens and national priorities.

Despite the challenges, participatory processes have been instituted for monitoring 
implementation in some countries. Ghana presents a best practice case which is being 
emulated by many other countries, including Benin, Kenya, and Uganda. Nigeria, Mali 
and Burkina Faso have indicated their interest in using a similar framework to monitor 
the APRM-National Programme of Action (NPoAs). Ghana reports that the challenge of 
decentralisation of the APRM process has necessitated the establishment of oversight 
committees in numerous sectors in all the districts.

The functions of the district oversight committees at the district level include:
a.	 Integrating the committee members, and through them the communities in the districts 

into the ownership structure of the APRM;
b.	 Ensuring that priorities at the district level are represented at the Ghana APRM 

Governing Council;
c.	 Dissemination and advocacy activities on the APRM;
d.	 Monitoring and evaluation of the APRM national process; and
e.	 The presentation of periodic reports on their APRM-related activities to the                           

district assembly.

By decentralising the country APRM process in this way, the Ghana APRM Governing 
Council has created APRM awareness throughout the country; generating grassroots 
based constituencies and popular support for investment in the APRM.

The approach appears to have had three main effects:
•	 First, it has raised the profile of the APRM in the popular conscience of civil society and 

community organisations;

Political Challenges
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•	 Second, it has made reporting of the implementation of the NPoA about public 
perception and participation in the process; and

•	 Third, it has shifted the focus of debate from the capital to the regional and local levels. 
(See Bing-Papoe Adotey, Reviewing Africa’s Peer Review Mechanism: A Seven Country 
Survey, Partnership Africa CANADA, 2010.)

Hopefully, this experience could be adapted for monitoring and evaluating SSR related 
programmes. Since “reform” is related to the country’s national security and sovereignty, 
many African governments still need the political will, technical skills and institutional 
capacity to monitor and evaluate SSR related programmes. Additionally, governments 
should improve on the culture of performance evaluation and evidenced based decision 
making, particularly in the security sector. Human and financial resources must also be 
increased at the national level to help countries carry out their evaluations successfully and, 
more importantly, implement the priority actions that are agreed on. 

H.1 Political challenges

SSR is very much a political process, with both winners and losers, and hence there will 
always be resistance to and concerns about the greater transparency and accountability 
that comes with M&E processes. For instance, countries that have an unstable security 
environment may not be in a position to reform their “existing” security apparatus because 
of the tensions and possible instability that could arise. Often individuals tasked with 
managing SSR and conducting M&E processes are confronted with vested interests 
against the success of SSR and hence find it difficult share sensitive information for 
political reasons. 

Action point H.1.1 – Lead agencies and champions 

In view of such political challenges, African governments should be willing to reform 
their security sector and monitor and evaluate it. In this case, M&E of SSR require 
political champions at the national or sector levels who understand the pragmatic, 
strategic and political benefits of investing in the M&E of SSR. Political champions 
can ensure the institutionalisation and sustainability of country-led M&E management 
systems, and find ways to overcome potential in-country political and donor policy bias. 

For instance, in Uganda the President is the lead champion for the government M&E 
management system. The President’s most recent action is his lead role in the creation 
of the Barazas Initiative. Barazas draws from the Swahili language word for a “meeting 
or forum”. The President’s initiative is to improve accountability and transparency in the 
delivery of public services by providing the opportunity for the public to have access to 
information through community work-shops. This strategy could be adapted for M&E 
of SSR. 

In Uganda, the Office of the Prime Minister is the lead institution for M&E in the 
country. In the last decade, the Office of the Prime Minister has steered monitoring 
and evaluation reforms for Uganda’s Poverty Eradication Action Plan (PEAP) and the 
transition to the National Development Plan (NDP).
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H.2 Structural and institutional challenges

National M&E systems in Africa are quite new. Presently, most M&E management systems 

controlled by the central government do not focus on SSR. They focus on accounting 

management systems on medium to long term economic and social policy. They target 

issues such as poverty eradication, agriculture, education, rural electrification, budget 

decentralisation, health, tourism, and public administration performance.

In most cases, monitoring and evaluation is constitutionally mandated. For instance, in 

Ghana, performance monitoring demands are placed from both the National Development 

Planning Commission (NDPC), mandated by the Constitution and the Policy Evaluation and 

Oversight Unit (PEOU) conceived and implemented by the presidency. The mandate of 

the NDPC is further elaborated within the National Development Planning Commission 

Act, 1994 (Act 479) and the National Development Planning (Systems) Act, 1994 (Act 

480). In addition to the NPDC, the Ministry of Finance and Economic Planning and the 

Ghana Statistical Service are responsible for the technical components of the National 

M&E system. The NDPC has developed M&E guidelines to assist the different tiers of 

government to prepare their own M&E plans.

In fact, the institutional arrangements for Ghana’s government M&E management 

systems could not be more perfect. It could be a model that can be adapted by other 

governments. However, notwithstanding these legislative and policy frameworks, M&E 

has not been fully institutionalised in the public sector. The NDPC is not properly staffed. 

The operationalisation of the NDPC has been hampered by lack of sufficient institutional 

and human resource capacity. Besides, there are hardly any training programmes to 

provide staff with the needed competencies. Moreover, the data received from concerned 

government departments is of low quality and was not processed on time for reporting. 

Besides, the intended coordination mechanism between the two M&E units – the NDPC 

and PEOU – does not function as in-tended.

The downside of an M&E of SSR in the office of the Presidency is the risk of it being politically 

aligned to regime security. Further, the downside of multiple monitoring processes and 

instruments can create overlapping and conflicting mandates. Institutional arrangements 

are often not harmonised.

The lesson-identified from this experience is as follows:

1.	 Government or country-led M&E systems take time to build up.

Action point H.1. 2 – Pilot internal M&E in less politically sensitive sectors  

or issues

M&E cannot focus on every aspect of a programme - some will be sensitive. Hence, it 
is necessary to start slowly and to be sensitive to issues that are politically challenging. 
For instance, gender-related issues may be less sensitive in certain political contexts 
and more sensitive in others. The point is to be cautious and strategic, and pilot M&E 
on issues that are less sensitive on a case by case basis depending on context.
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2.	 It takes sustained effort over a period of years to make an M&E system operate efficiently.
a.	 for instance, it takes time to recruit and train staff to conduct or manage M&E;
b.	 it takes time to create bureaucratic infrastructures to decide which sector programme 

should be evaluated, and what issues should be addressed in the evaluations;
c.	 it takes time to build performance indicators for SSR;
d.	 it takes time to create data systems and procedures for sharing information; and 

procedures for reporting M&E findings; etc.
As a consequence, building up capacity to monitor and evaluate politically sensitive SSR will 
be a slow and long-term undertaking. What is essential is that M&E capacity development 
is tailored to governments’ priority, and realistic to each political setting.

Action point H.2.1 – Expand on the role of existing systems or establish a 

centrally-driven government M&E system.

Considering the financial, human and institutional limitations of governments, internal 
auditing units within the security sector could be expanded to include performance 
auditing, which includes M&E data collection and analysis, development of performance 
indicators for SSR; and procedures for sharing information; reporting M&E findings; 
etc. The question is: Can this be done without overburdening existing staff, and with 
limited cost? The main strategic consideration here is whether to set up a new system 
from scratch, or integrate SSR M&E into existing M&E management systems on 
socio-economic policies. Ultimately, whatever strategy is adopted should be based on 
performance and results-based orientation. NOTE: This will differ from case to case.

Action point H.2.2 – Institutionalising M&E of SSR

Having a powerful political champion – A powerful Minister or senior government 
official can lead the push to institutionalise M&E of SSR, and persuade the executive 
branch of the government, parliament and other ministers about its relevance to 
national security, and the need to devote significant resources to M&E systems. 

Lead institution – The structural arrangements of an M&E system are very important. 
Often a successful country/African-led M&E system is the stewardship of the process 
by a capable Ministry or lead institution close to the centre of government like the office 
of the President/Prime Minister or a strong Ministry of Interior or Ministry of Finance. 
See Action point H.1.1 – Lead agencies and champions. For instance, the Ugandan 
Constitution of 1995 mandates the Office of the Prime Minister to provide leadership 
and coordination across government sectors as well as oversight of government 
M&E activities.

Cautionary note: Powerful champions do not always provide a guarantee of success. 
The initiative of powerful champions can be undermined or substantially frustrated by 
skeptical government officials. Further, a change of government can quickly shut down 
the opportunity to institutionalise M&E systems in the security sector. Further some 
aspects of SSR can be associated with regime security. 
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H.3 Technical challenges

Some African governments lack technically trained staff and managers with the basic skills 
and understanding to establish M&E systems. At a minimum, governments should have 
experts within every sector with the skills and means to collect useful quantitative and 
qualitative data. Further, project/programme managers should have the skills in aggregating, 
analysing, and reporting on performance in relation to the indicators and their baselines. 

H.4. Lack of independent policy development

One of the weaknesses of African SSR is the lack of independent policy development to 
enrich the national ownership process. For instance, in the United Kingdom, think tanks and 
academic institutions like Chatham House, King’s College, Saferworld, International Alert, 
among others offer independent policy development to the government. They can carry 
out the M&E for UK government projects. Presently, only few African institutions have the 
capacity to support African governments on policy development.

Action H.3.1 – Technical assistance 

In view of such technical challenges, governments could request for technical assistance 
and training from development partners and other reputable training centres. 

For example, DCAF/ISSAT together with other Geneva based organisations (GCSP, 
GICHD and SAS) has been running a training programme on Monitoring and 
Evaluation for peacebuilding, security and development since 2011. It is a joint effort 
to improve M&E capacity of partners in the field of SSR, peacebuilding, mine action 
and arms reduction. 

Governments should also consider sponsoring continuous on-the-job training and 
development on the following: (1) collecting and analysing sensitive information on the 
security sector; (2) creating and developing good indicators; and (3) using the logical 
framework approach for M&E.

Action point H.4.1. – Supporting African institutions to provide independent 

M&E 

The AU Peace Support Operations and African governments should support the 
development of reputable African civil society organisations, think tanks, and academic 
institutions to provide independent M&E and policy development grounded in African 
field practice and reflect the African experience.
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Annex A: Key Elements 
of Joint M&E 
Management Systems 
with External Partners

Caution: Joint M&E, particularly the monitoring aspect tends to be a lengthier and complex 
process. Besides, monitoring of SSR requires greater coordination efforts. The host country 
or regional body should consider the advantages and disadvantages of the joint assignment 
before they initiate discussions with partners or external actors.

Generally, the suggested steps for planning and conducting joint M&E of SSR are the same 
for any other well managed M&E process. However, there a number of issues specific to 
joint M&E of SSR that warrants greater attention.

STEP 1: DETERMINING READINESS TO CONDUCT JOINT MONITORING AND 

EVALUATION — ARE ADEQUATE ORGANISATIONAL SYSTEMS IN PLACE? 

It is important to assess whether there are adequate management systems in place to 
conduct a joint M&E. To do so, ask the following questions: 

A. Does the host country have the political willingness to monitor and evaluate its security 
sector reform processes? Additionally, does the host country have political champions in 
government, located at the center of policy making? 

Note

•	 Political willingness of the host government increases the chances of: 
•	 Cooperation and support from parliament, the central government, line ministries, 

specialised units or offices, and the national audit office in the management of the 
joint M&E ventures.

•	 Resource allocation to the M&E process.
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B. Does the host government have reliable M&E management systems that adhere 

to broadly accepted good practices, or does it have a reform programme in place to 

achieve these? 

Note

•	 If the host country does not have internally established M&E management systems, 

they should negotiate with external partners to support the establishment of additional 

safeguards to existing country systems or a reform programme, in ways that ensure that 

the external partners will work towards utilising the country systems in the immediate 

or future term.

C. Is the SSR programme/project itself financed through General Budget Support (GBS); 

Sector Budget Support (SBS); Sector Programme Support (SPS); Project support; Multi-

donor trust funds; or pooled funding (Basket arrangements)? Some budget lines will be 

particularly challenging for M&E, because the public financial management systems may 

be controlled either by the host government or by an external donor. 

Note

•	 The host government is always a key partner in joint M&E whether the SSR project/

programme is controlled either by the host government or by an external donor, because

•	 The host government has proper insight into the challenges of the country’s public 

financial management system, risk management, and alignment with national priorities

•	 The active participation of the host government in the M&E of donor sponsored 

projects/programmes minimises unnecessary conditionalities imposed on the host 

government, and promotes procedural harmonisation with external partners. [Often 

conditionalities are imposed on governments based on what are actually inconclusive 

assessments by external partners.] 

•	 Most stand-alone ‘technical assistance’ projects financed through project support 

budget lines - like procurement of vehicles or construction of buildings for the security 

sector also require monitoring and updates. Further, they require a financial audit to 

determine if they were purchased correctly; and a material audit to check that they are 

properly used and maintained.

•	 Sector-wide programmes - whether financed through budget support, pooled funding 

or project funding - cut across different sectors and stakeholders. For such projects, 

the host government has to be an active participant in the M&E process because 

it has a proper insight into the challenges associated with the political sensitivities, 

organisational culture, politics, complexities and the subtle undertones of the aims and 

objectives of the projects attributed to different sectors.  
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STEP 2: DETERMINING READINESS TO BE AN ACTIVE PARTNER IN A JOINT M&E 

OF SRR

As an active partner in joint M&E of SSR, the host country should consider a number 
of questions:

A. What are the skills of civil servants or government experts in the key SSR sectors in the 
following areas:
•	 Project and programme management
•	 Establishing project/programme objectives 
•	 Data collection
•	 Data analysis
•	 Defining clear and measureable indicators that monitor progress
•	 Defining the “Theory of Change” explicitly in project objectives
•	 Budget management
•	 Management of security sector expenditure
•	 Performance auditing

B. Are there any technical assistance, capacity building, or training in M&E underway? 
Are there any arrangements with the AU, RECs, research centres or private institutions to 
provide the necessary training?

C. Are there any institutions, research centres, private organisations, or universities in 
the country that have some capacity to provide technical assistance and training to civil 
servants and government experts in performance-based M&E?

STEP 3: DETERMINING THE NATURE OF PARTNERSHIP

No matter the partnership arrangement, joint M&E of SSR should always be based on 
national ownership and leadership; and should contribute to the development of the 
capacity of all stakeholders, whenever possible. 

Partnership arrangements are dependent on:

A. External partner’s policy on joint M&E partnerships with recipient governments
B. Host country’s established policy on joint M&E with external partners, if any
C. Reliability of host country’s M&E management systems  
D. Potential resources to be allocated by each partner (human, financial, organisational, etc.)  
E. Sources of funding

Management and funding modalities for joint M&E should be considered during 
programme formulation, and necessary resources should be ear-marked in the budget 
for a joint evaluation. 
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Summary: Questions for AU member states to consider

•	 Is there a sectoral or national evaluation or M&E policy for SSR? 

•	 Are there any other existing national or sectoral M&E frameworks for development 

programmes that can be adapted for SSR programmes?

•	 Is there a specific department responsible for coordinating monitoring and/or evaluation? 

For example, the Ministry of Finance?

•	 Are there any government obligations (imposed by parliament, Ministry of Finance or 

the central government) to use a logframe? 

•	 Are there any systems and specific government officials or private consultants who 

have the skills and confidence to undertake monitoring and evaluation effectively? 

(Particularly in systematically collecting, collating, verifying and analysing data and 

indicators for the security sector)?

•	 Does the government have a roster of independent experts, academic institutions and 

consulting firms that have experience of both monitoring and evaluation and SSR? 

•	 Do experts on their roster have expertise in addressing gender issues during M&E 

either generally or specifically for SSR?

STEP 4: ESTABLISHING A CLEAR FRAMEWORK FOR THE JOINT M&E PROCESS

A clear framework should be agreed upon among the key stakeholders at the beginning of 

the planning stage of the joint M&E assignment. This framework would serve as the action 

plan for monitoring and evaluation; and should clarify the following:

•	 What is to be monitored and evaluated 

•	 The activities needed to monitor and evaluate 

•	 Who is responsible for monitoring and evaluation activities 

•	 What will be the role of each partner

•	 When monitoring and evaluation activities are planned (timing) 

•	 How monitoring and evaluation are carried out (methods) 

•	 What resources are required and where they are committed 

In addition, relevant risks and assumptions in carrying out joint monitoring and evaluation 

activities should be seriously considered, anticipated and included in the M&E framework. 
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Annex B: Developing Key 
Elements of a Baseline 
Survey and Data Sources 
for M&E of SSR

The baseline survey is used as a starting point or the first critical measurement of the 
indicators. It sets the baseline measurements against which future change can be tracked. 

There are two types of data that can be used for M&E purposes – quantitative and qualitative.

While quantitative data appears to be more objective, and qualitative data as more 
subjective, they complement each other, and both should be used. Quantitative data is 
often meaningless, unless the numbers are explained using qualitative survey methods. 
One reason for disaggregating data by age and gender is that women and men have very 
different perceptions of security – and both may have different concerns compared to those 
of the youth.

Sources for establishing baseline data on indicators and targets can be primary or secondary. 

Primary data is usually collected directly by the government department or agency 
concerned through independent contractors. Sources for primary data include personnel 
data; surveys; interviews; and direct observation. All these have a cost.

Secondary data already exists and is usually sourced from outside organisations.  Secondary 
data can be cheaper to obtain, making it more cost effective. It can be used in instances 
when it is not practical or possible to collect primary data, particularly in conflict settings. 
However, secondary data must be used with caution: its origin may be unclear, and often it 
offers only a proxy for what we need to know. Bear in mind that secondary data has been 
gathered with other organisations’ goals or agendas in mind. Using secondary data means 
using another organisation’s data to report on progress on your desired outcomes. 

Questions arising from using both primary and secondary data are: 

(a) the validity of the data? 
(b) the reliability of the data? and 
(c) how was the data collection instrument validated? 
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Monitors and evaluators should try to verify the quality and accuracy of data and analysis. 
They should use the baseline data to gauge change over time, by using indicators identified 
in the logical framework. During the M&E of SSR, a number of questions should be asked 
when identifying and verifying the data sources:
1.	 What were the sources of data?
2.	 What were the data collection methods?
3.	 Who collected the data?
4.	 How often was the data collected?
5.	 Who analysed the data?
6.	 Who reported the data?
7.	 Who used the data?
8.	 Is there a need to seek additional data, if so, is it feasible and cost-effective?
9.	 Is there a need to contrast additional data or information from inside a government 

agency with statistics and reports from other agencies?

Verifying quantitative data is often relatively straightforward: statistical checks and other 
validation exercises can confirm the consistency of results. But verifying qualitative data in 
SSR is complex and may be subjective. In some cases, particularly in conflict settings, data 
may not exist or they may be difficult (or impossible) to obtain. In cases like this, monitors 
and evaluators will want to ask if proxy indicators were used: that is indicators that are 
available and bear a relationship to a desired but less easily measurable one.  Often the 
same questions are asked of other stakeholders, to confirm the consistency of response. 

Accessing data should be feasible and cost-effective. Almost always use existing information 
and data already available to government officials to build a common understanding of 
the problem or challenge. The information available may be rudimentary and incomplete; 
but the result has special power since government officials can see the reflection of their 
actions in the information collected. This may even be an opportunity for them to improve 
upon their information systems.

NOTE: The format by which data is recorded and reported can play an important role in 
organising data; and reinforcing critical analysis; and critical reflection on variance (the 
difference between identified targets and actual results). Over time, internal organisational 
capacity for data collection and analysis should be built, since it is a key component in 
establishing a sustainable M&E system.
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Annex C: Developing 
Indicators for M&E of SSR

Indicators are important for assessing the progress of a project throughout the project 
cycle. In monitoring and evaluation, indicators are like artificial separations plucked out of a 
continuum that started before, and will continue after the project cycle. In fact the concept 
of ‘project cycle’ imposed by external partners often interferes with longer-term progress, 
by forcing on managers artificial time-specific targets and indicators. A project cycle of 
three years, for example, may be quite out of sync with an SSR or a technical training cycle 
of six or seven years. However, the project cycle is here to stay, so AU member states have 
to work with it. 

For indicators to be productive, AU member states should consider “developing indicators” as 
independent of the monitoring and evaluation process. In this sense “developing of indicators 
should be permanently integrated the organisation’s or sector’s management system. 
Meaning, “developing indicators” should be viewed as longer time-horizons of ‘sustainable 
programming’ that is usual inside existing government departments. This would result in 
more sensible SSR programming, provided that the government departments are functional.

Indicators should be developed for all levels of the results-based M&E system, meaning 
that indicators are needed to monitor progress with respect to inputs, activities, outputs, 
outcomes, and impacts.

By developing indicators that track these different components, the project management 
should be able to assess whether an initiative is being implemented as planned, and to what 
degree it is leading to planned improvements and reform in the security and justice sectors. 

Indicators for inputs and activities help to determine if projects are being implemented 
efficiently, and inform decisions about whether, and how, to scale up or replicate 
success stories.

Well-designed activity and output indicators, particularly for a fragile or conflict-affected 
context which is politically unstable and lacks the basic infrastructure, can help management 
detect obstacles or short-falls and take swift remedial action.
.
By tracking indicators on outcomes and impacts, project management will be able to assess 
whether an intervention in security and justice programming is delivering the anticipated 
benefits, how benefits are distributed across targets, and highlight areas for improvement. 
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It should however be noted that outcome indicators are short to medium-term, and could 
be difficult to measure.

Example of interrelated components of a project with its specific indicators: A pretrial 

detention sample

 

IDENTIFYING INDICATORS AT ALL LEVELS OF THE RESULTS-BASED M&E SYSTEM

Input indicators: What resources were required

The input indicator monitors the availability of essential resources – in the example, this 
means availability of legal advice. It can provide early warning of the challenges related to 
logistical support required to implement a project.

Activity indicators: What the project does 

Activity indicators highlight resources required and individuals responsible for various tasks. 
Activity indicators are most valuable when they are connected to a given set of activities for 
a particular output or outcome, and hold the managers to a preset timescale or calendar. It 
is important that activity indicators capture those elements of the project that are essential 
for its success. For example, the credibility of the pretrial detention court indicated in the 
diagram above is contingent on the support of legal advice provided to detainees before trial. 
In this case, the indicator should track the key activities that are essential for the project’s 
success, describe who provided what and where, and determine the cost measures and 
efficiency of the project activity.

Output indicators: What the project produces 

Output indicators describe the delivery of products. When combined with measures of 
inputs and activities, output indicators can provide measures of cost-effectiveness and 
project efficiency. It is important to track output indicators at regular intervals over the life 
course of an initiative, as a way of assessing progress towards project goals and detecting 
delays at the activity level. For example, a project can track an output indicator on pretrial 
detention for over a period of nine months.

For example, a decrease in the time required to file legal advice within 30 days (output) offers 
no indication of whether it will actually be used or whether it will improve effectiveness in 
the justice system. The outcomes for this project, their short to medium term effects, may 
include a greater portion of participating witnesses providing appearing at trial and providing 

Activity

Availability of
legal advice
Number of 

cases where legal 
advice is issued 

each
month

Output

Availability of
legal advice

Average time
required to issue

legal advice

Outcome

Availability of
legal advice
Number of

appearances in
court (with
meaningful

witness
testimony

Impact

Availability of
legal advice

Equal access 
to justice. 

(The justice 
system perceived 

as fair 
and equitable)

Input

Availability of
legal advice

Input

Availability of
legal advice
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testimony deemed meaningful and satisfactory. And witnesses and detainees may say they 

are more satisfied with their experience of the justice system than they initially expected. 

Outcome Indicators: What the project achieves 

Well-designed outcome indicators describe what the project achieves. Outcome indicators 

– fair and expeditious trials of the detainees in the pretrial detention process – are directly 

linked to the project output. They measure the protection of rights pretrial detainees, 

access to legal advice and improvements in the justice system from indicated activities and 

outputs. Compared to impact indicators that typically represent long-term and high-level 

goals, outcomes are rarely the end goal of the project. 

For SSR programmes, effective outcome indicators typically combine quantitative and 

qualitative measures, describing the number of people benefitting from a project and 

the nature of those benefits. For example, outcome indicators for the pretrial detention 

programme could include the number of cases where legal advice was issued (a quantitative 

indicator) alongside perceptions of the participating public concerning a fair and equitable 

justice system (a qualitative indicator). It is also essential to include gender sensitive and 

human rights indicators, describing the extent to which your project benefits different groups.

Impact indicators: How the project contributes to higher-level strategic goals 

Impact indicators describe progress made towards higher-level goals, that is, the overall 

project objective. For the pretrial detention programme, the impact indicator is aligned to 

the overall purpose of the project to reform the pretrial detention justice system.

Though many constituent parts and sub-sectors of the security sector differ significantly 

in their purpose, functioning and orientation, impact indications have implications for the 

overall objectives of sectors. In settings where the government is working towards sector-

wide or whole-of-government programmes, agreeing upon shared objectives and adopting 

a common set of impact indicators can be an important step towards a coordinated 

approach to security and justice programming. Further, since reforming and instilling good 

governance principles within the security sector is process oriented, we may usually 

anticipate that short-term results in one sector will have a positive impact on the long-term 

reform process in other sectors. 

Indicators are instruments of power, if they are linked to “legitimate authority that can effect 

change” over the subjects being measured. Consequently, indicators should be designed 

collaboratively with key stakeholders - including any vulnerable beneficiaries for whom the 

beneficial (or even the unintended negative) impact will be measured.

A bottom-up approach in indicator development, that engages local people and domestic 

leaders in a democratic construction of safety and justice, forges a stronger solidarity in the 

effort to improve the quality of justice and strengthen the rule of law.
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Indicators are active when they are grounded in “local” standards and ambitions, measured 
in tight time frames, expressed in simple language, designed for particular  management 
activities, and most importantly linked to “legitimate authority that can effect change” over 
the subjects being measured. 

CHECKLIST FOR EVALUATORS IN IDENTIFYING GOOD INDICATORS

•	 Are you using a mix of quantitative and qualitative data to cancel out potential biases 
in the security sector?

•	 Do indicators reflect sectoral or national priorities of the host country? 
•	 Did project management engage all target groups and relevant stakeholders; ideally 

local stakeholders and beneficiaries (this may include organisations that represent 
specific communities, such as women’s organisations, traditional leaders, isolated 
border communities, conflict communities, etc).

•	 Are indicators gender-sensitive? Do they use disaggregated age and sex data as a key 
tool towards understanding and responding to the different needs of women, girls, 
men and boys, where applicable? [Disaggregation for age and sex is always applicable.]

•	 Do indicators contribute to promoting human rights? For example in police training, do 
the indicators consider how operations should help ensure respect for all human rights, 
and not cause them to be reduced in any way? Do indicators limit discrimination against 
all target groups?

•	 Are indicators relevant, measurable and realistic (measureable in the sense that they 
can be realistically approximated and attributed to a legitimate authority)?

•	 Are the indicators substantively feasible, technically doable and policy relevant?
•	 Is the project choosing indicators that will yield the best information at the lowest cost?

MONITORING AND EVALUATING PERFORMANCE INDICATORS IN A LOGICAL 

FRAMEWORK MATRIX 

M&E frameworks set against logical frameworks (logframes) are interlinked with all levels 
of the project cycle:  inputs, activities, outputs, outcomes and impacts.

Performance indicators and the means for verifying them are usually stated in the logical 
framework matrix. If a logical framework exists for the operations, project monitors and 
evaluators are expected to check the design logic of the logical framework, to review and 
test the internal and external logic and the feasibility of the operation’s logical framework. 
This may require some updating of the logframe over time, since conditions and priorities 
change over time.
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SAMPLE OF LOGFRAME WITH INDICATORS

What the 
operation will do 
and what it seeks 
to achieve

How performance will be measured Factors outside 
management
control that may
affect performance

Logical framework 
hierarchy

Performance 
indicators

Means of 
verification

Assumptions 		
and risks

Input
List of inputs

Input indicators 
measure time 
and essential 
resources that 
must be invested 
in the process in 
order to execute 
planned activities

People, events, 
processes,
sources of data – 
monitoring
system for 
validating resources

Risks regarding 
availability and 
validity of resources

Activity
List of planned 
activities

Activity indicators 
measure timeliness 
of actions required 
to produce each 
desired output. 
If the activity is 
delayed or missed, 
there will be no 
output

People, events, 
reports, processes,
sources of data – 
monitoring
system for validating 
implementation
progress

Risks regarding 
implementation
and efficiency, 
including safety and 
security issues

Output
List of desired 
outputs

Output indicators 
measure the 
delivery of products 
– that is the goods 
and services 
delivered by the 
operation

People, events, 
processes, reports,
sources of data – 
supervision
and monitoring 
system for validating
operation design

Risks regarding 
design effectiveness

Outcome
List of intended 
outcomes

Outcome indicators 
measure project 
achievement – that 
is accomplishments,
benefits and
return on the 
investment

People, events, 
specific field survey 
processes, reports,
and sources of data 
for organising
the operation’s 
evaluation
system

Risks regarding 
programme level
impact

Impact
List of expected 
impacts

Impact indicators 
measure progress 
made towards 
higher-level goals, 
that is overall 
programme
performance

The programme 
evaluation
System; KAP survey

Risks regarding 
strategic impact 
and contribution to 
the overall goals 
for the nation’s 
development
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CHECKLIST FOR INDICATORS IN A LOGFRAME

•	 Indicators are clearly defined, representative, reliable and feasible. [Ideally, indicators 
should be set according to the SMART criteria: Specific to the objective; Measurable 
either quantitatively or qualitatively; Available at an acceptable cost; Relevant to the 
information needs of decision-makers; and Time-bound so that users know when to 
expect the objective or target to be achieved.

•	 Indicators are identified for the purpose of tracking progress at all levels. 
•	 It is important to note that two levels in logical framework do not share the same 

indicator, if they do, then the indicators are not specific enough to that level or the 
design logic between levels is flawed.

•	 The means of verification for each indicator are sufficiently stated, indicating the source 
of the data needed to assess the indicator. If surveys will be needed to generate data 
for the evaluation of outcomes and impacts, then this needs to be specified so that the 
budget costs are anticipated. 

TIP: Challenges to measuring indicators of SSR

Often, indicators for SSR programmes are inherently subjective and ambiguous. 
Indicators may include Knowledge, Attitudes and Practices (KAP) surveys” to reveal 
public perceptions, or public statements of commitment by key stakeholders. It is 
fair to ask whether it is possible to measure indicators that are merely statements of 
feelings of ‘security’; ‘access to justice’; quality of ‘governance’ in the security sector; 
and public perception of institutional fairness. On the other hand, we need to know if 
women ‘feel safer’: and a KAP survey matched with hard statistics on declining gun 
crime (for example) may offer the best measurement we can find of ‘security’. These 
are either qualitative indicators (change in quality) or proxy indicators (an approximate 
indicator that is used to represent a less easily measurable one).  

In some cases, particularly conflict prevention and peace-building contexts, a large 
number of variables are at play and many important factors do not lend themselves 
easily to measurement. Further, in SSR in particular, changes in attitude and perception 
are not just difficult to measure, but may be subject to causal relationships outside of 
the scope of a particular SSR intervention. For instance, an increase in crime statistics 
may be a result of upgraded police information systems, or due to high unemployment. 
Moreover, the process of attitudinal and institutional change is gradual, and linked to 
the changes of generations – factors and influences that cannot easily be measured.  

Note: Indicators that behave contrary to what is expected do not mean that the project 
was without positive impact. Some unexpected impacts, of course, may be negative.
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GUIDING PRINCIPLES OF DEVELOPING INDICATORS FOR SSR

Indicators should be people centred Indicators should be designed to respond 
not only to reforms within institutions but 
ultimately for the safety and security of 
the people.

Indicators should be locally owned Indicators should be developed by 
practitioners directly working on the 
projects within the concerned sectors or 
institutions in partnership with their key 
stakeholders. More importantly, it should 
be aligned to local and sector priorities.

Indicators should be linked to a legitimate 
authority that can effect change 

The development of the indicator must 
be endorsed by a public official or 
institution (for example the legislature) 
with the political authority to make change 
otherwise it will be a futile exercise.

Civil society organisations, proactive 
citizens, the media, academic institutions, 
and other oversight bodies can be 
legitimate authorities, if their declarations 
can get the attention of the right political 
authority that can make change.

Indicators should be conflict sensitive, 
where applicable

In developing indicators it is important to 
understand the conflict dynamics in the 
post-conflict or post-crisis context.

Indicators should be gender sensitive In developing indicators, it is important to 
recognise the different security and justice 
needs of men, women and the youth.

Indicators should advance the quality of 
governance in the security sector

Indicators advance the quality of 
governance within the security sector, 
if they are accountable and responsive 
to the needs of the ordinary citizens 
(human security).
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Annex D: Key Evaluation 
Questions for M&E of SSR

Note: Evaluations are subjective assessments of a project’s worth, so it is important to 
identify who will be making this ‘subjective assessment’. In most cases, it will be the 
project team, but in SSR, it is advisable to involve other stakeholders including the target 
group or beneficiaries. The project management may also consider outsourcing a particular 
part of the evaluation to an external or independent party, or bringing in an experienced, 
independent outside expert to guide an ‘internal evaluation’.

Evaluation questions should be developed up-front in collaboration with all relevant 
stakeholders. Questionnaires should be short, otherwise stakeholders lose interest. 
Usually, evaluations help draw conclusions about five main aspects of the intervention: 
relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, impact and sustainability. The evaluations should lead 
to project improvement, project mainstreaming, or project redesign. That is the primary 
purpose of an evaluation process.

The following suggestions have been adapted from the European Commission Manual 
for M&E (Europe Aid Cooperation Office). The broad types of evaluation questions are 
as follows:

Focus of the Evaluation Some Evaluation questions

Relevance Is the intervention responding to existing 
country policies/strategies on SSR or the 
development of new country policies/
strategies on SSR?

Is the intervention responding to 
priorities the country has identified for its 
security sector?

Is the intervention African owned and 
nationally owned?
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Quality Is the logical framework used for the 
programme/project coherent, clear 
and realistic?

Does the project design sufficiently take 
into account cross-cutting issues, such 
as gender responsiveness, promotion of 
human rights and mainstreaming of good 
governance within a reformed security 
sector? For instance, for certain projects, 
there should be specific questions about 
how SSR is reducing gender-based 
violence as one of its primary quality goals.

Has risk management been put in place for 
such a complex and unpredictable security 
sector? Is risk-management a primary 
factor in decision-making?

Has the project indicated sufficient 
flexibility for adaption to a changing context 
in the security sector?

Has the government identified a clear, 
manageable exit strategy from dependency 
on any donor or external support?

Efficiency Are there reliable country and/or sector 
management systems, resources and 
capacity to achieve the project purpose?

Are there institutional structures adequate 
to facilitate efficient coordination and 
implementation of project/programme? 

Does the intervention work towards 
utilising the country systems, or 
provide additional safeguards for a 
reform programme with the intention of 
strengthening country systems in the 
immediate or future term?

To what extent are all stakeholders 
engaged in the coordination and 
implementation of project/programme? 
Defining this is necessary for SSR 
success: For instance, the army or defence 
sector often refuses to coordinate with 
other sectors on sensitive issues.
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Effectiveness To what extent do all target groups benefit 
from the interventions as expected?

Does the intervention meet at least 50% 
of its target benchmarks?

Does the intervention create - and then 
take into consideration - any unexpected 
negative or positive effect on target group? 
And does identification of the negative 
effects lead to positive changes in the 
intervention strategy? 

Note: Ultimately effectiveness refers 
to impact.

Sustainability Is there a viable sustainability plan in 
place to continuously support the project/
programme? If so, what institutional 
structures will they be embedded in, and 
what will be the budgetary, policy, human 
resource, implications?

Will there likely be any alternative support 
for the programme after the operations 
end? Have those avenues been explored?
 
Will any changes in government or sector 
policies and priorities negatively affect 
the potential sustainability of the project/
programme? If so, what strategies have 
been put in place to ensure sustainability?
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