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I. Introduction

Drawing on a workshop that was held at Harvard in July of 2006, this booklet is an introductory guide for practitioners who are interested in tackling the challenge of measurement in the field of human rights.  It provides an outline of the workshop, and provides a collection of frameworks and case-examples aimed at breaking down the barriers that keep human rights organizations from developing impact metrics that the rest of the world can understand.  

This guide is also meant to caution those who are looking to metrics and quantitative indicators as the answer to the frustrating persistence of human rights problems.  Understanding impact means not only finding numbers to quantify outcomes, but also understanding whether an approach is addressing the systemic causes of the abuse.  A band-aid remedy may produce impressive numbers but never provide the cure; while the cure might not produce visible results immediately.

The materials and ideas presented in this booklet were collected by the Carr Center for Human Rights Policy’s Program on Measurement and Human Rights, generously funded by the MacArthur Foundation.  The goal of this project, since its inception in 2004, has been to advance thinking in the human rights community on the issue of measurement and the use of quantitative data.  At the first international workshop with leading civil society organizations from a broad range of countries and fields in 2005, we reviewed different areas for possible inquiry, including global human rights indicators, integrating quantification into human rights reports, and impact assessment in specific human rights areas (see the report available online at http://www.ksg.harvard.edu/cchrp/Measurement.shtml).
The dimension of organizational impact assessment in specific fields seemed to be the area where most practitioners felt stuck, so it became the focus of the subsequent workshop, held in the summer of 2006.  In cooperation with the Kennedy School’s Project on Criminal Justice, the Carr Center designed a workshop focused on two pilot fields, human trafficking and police violence, in order to have an in-depth discussion on state-of-the-field measurement practices as well as ongoing challenges.  While the conversations were focused on the two selected topic areas, the outcomes from each group were very similar.  Hence, this report draws on the general lessons while providing thoughts for next steps in each of the fields.

Over the course of this project’s first year and a half of activity, the topic of measurement has gained importance and attention.  The Carr Center has played a crucial role as a convener, highlighter of good-practice examples, and catalyst of partnerships.  As such, we plan to continue this project going forward and invite participation, both in form of case-studies and examples, information on initiatives that are underway, and suggestions on how we might best contribute.

Our constituents in this project are the people near and far who can not enjoy their human rights fully.   May this work contribute to the development of more systemic, high leverage solutions.  Our special thanks go to those who contributed their thoughts and leadership to this workshop, in particular Professor Chris Stone, Professor Malcolm Sparrow, Nancy Pearson and Program Director Fernande Raine.  A full list of participants is attached; as valuable contributors, we acknowledge each and every one.

II.  What is ‘Measurement’?  Why Now?

By measurement we mean the use of systematic assessment techniques including quantitative measures in the field of human rights.  There are a variety of different purposes for measurement, and two key groups of users for whom measurement is important: those who directly execute human rights work, and the funders, be they governments, philanthropists or foundations.

Human Rights Organizations:

There are three key ways in which measurement can serve human rights organizations: 

1)   providing a snapshot of the size of the problem they are working on, in order to attract funds and communicate priorities, and advocate for change.
2)   tracking changes to the problem, indicating trends and facilitating discussions on how to adjust strategies and tactics.
3)   measuring impact; meaning the relationship between actions and outcomes and causality, in order to adjust organization’s strategy.
Each of these dimensions of measurement poses specific challenges.  This specific segment of our measurement project aimed to help develop tools that will enable organizations to meet these challenges. 

Funders/Governments

It is equally important to review the measurement practices of those who distribute funds to human rights causes, be they government aid agencies, foundations, international organizations or financial institutions.  Not only does their approach to measurement shape how human rights organizations develop measurement practices, they themselves face a four-fold challenge:

1)  accurately describing the extent of the broadest possible range of human rights problems in order to set priorities.
2)  monitoring changes over time.
3)  measuring the impact of their giving, meaning assessing whether the money they invested in a specific change project delivered the desired return.
4)  comparing ‘returns’ on investments across the portfolio to see what approaches solve problems most effectively. 

While we did develop some important insights into how funders should approach the measurement challenge with their grantees (see comments by Chris Stone below), illuminating these angles played only a minor role in this stage of the project.  

Timing  

Among the several pressures that have emerged pushing for improved measurement, two stand out:  
1)  The demand externally for clear indicators of agency and effect has increased as the marketplace of innovative organizations has grown and become more networked, forcing donors and funding agencies to become more and more selective about where they invest their funds for social change.

b)  Over the past ten years, human rights challenges have only increased, leading to pressure from the constituents, i.e. those whose rights are being transgressed and their advocates, for human rights organizations to become more powerful forces of change.   

In the wake of these developments, the community of human rights practitioners is beginning to divide into two groups.  Some have begun to develop quite sophisticated models of impact assessment while others still cling to the belief that measurement is fundamentally at odds with the culture of human rights activism.  This booklet is targeted to the audience of human rights groups that stand in the middle who believe that measurement is a valuable endeavor and yet lack either the resources to realize a measurement program.

III. The Workshop: Brief Summary
Given the workshop’s goal to develop a clear set of research questions, future agenda items, and best practices in measurement on the two topic areas of police violence and human trafficking, the participants were drawn from a variety of internationally leading organizations who have an interest and track-record in the issue of measurement in the field of human rights (see Appendix).  

The workshop opened with a small dinner, in which Prof. Chris Stone, Fernande Raine and Andrew Kuper framed some of the issues for the workshop, outlining the challenge ahead, summarizing the history of the project (see also the Carr Center’s conference report on the Workshop in 2005 at http://www.ksg.harvard.edu/cchrp/Measurement.shtml) and sharing successes and challenges in  measuring human rights impact.  

The first morning session was aimed at drawing out the various potential uses for metrics in the field of human rights. In a brief group exercise, each participant thought of a headline containing a metric regarding the problem that he or she works on that he/she would like to see in a few years time.  The wide array of metrics fell into three different categories that organizations are eager to have: problem sizing indicators, numbers that track changes in the problem, and impact indicators/performance metrics. 
Having understood the potential usefulness of numbers, we then turned to a discussion focused on ‘how do you know whether you are actually solving the problem and making it go away?’  All too often organizations engage in impact measurement exercises without actually probing deeply into whether the solution they are working on is addressing the root causes of the problem, or whether the solution has the potential to change the system.

The next activity took place in small groups, with two groups following the tactical mapping technique described in more detail in the case studies below while the other two groups developed logical problem-frameworks of their own.  In each case, participants commented on the richness of learning as a group of people working on the same issue, thinking about the problem as a complex system and looking for points of leverage.

The participants then separated into groups by topic, one on police violence, one on human trafficking, and began working on generating both the most commonly encountered and the most elusive kind of number: the indicator to quantify the problem.  ‘Everyone uses them, no one believes in them’ was an often repeated observation, summarizing the difficulty in finding such a number, the lack of time and methodology to develop one, and the pressure to come up with a number to justify one’s existence.  Both groups came out in strong concurrence that there are ethical and methodological problems with using numbers that are known to be false, and that it is up to the human rights organizations to contribute to developing indicators that are accurate and useful.  Some of the examples given by participants of joint endeavors by academics and practitioners to develop more accurate indicators raised significant enthusiasm and raised the call for similar collaborations on an international scale.

Moving from the overall indicator back to how organizations conduct impact measurement projects themselves, the workshop participants reconvened to a plenary group. With his  presentation on the Problem-Solving Framework for Effective Measurement, Professor Malcolm Sparrow led the participants through a discussion on the challenges of conducting an internal impact measurement project, once again reiterating the importance of couching any such endeavor in a deep understanding of the problem.  Instead of starting with what one does and trying to measure it, he argued that successful impact assessment begins with the specific problem and the determination of what numbers would capture progress.  Those numbers then become the driver of actions, forcing the organization to think about what they would need to do to affect those numbers, not vice versa.  As one participant commented, “If we are to move from advocacy to implementing rights, we need to use more objective, quantitative information…Data is the key to gaining an approximation of reality.”
The participants then split into groups not by topic, but by organizational challenge: establishing causality, ensuring international comparability of data, and establishing a culture of measurement. In the group focused on establishing causality, the group discussed four strategies that were proposed when considering the causality of NGO work:

1) Find a study that demonstrated that there is a causality relationship very similar to the one that you intend to demonstrate and refer to it as a case in point.
2) Go into a ‘logical framework system’ of planning. This outlines how you intend to show causal links between what you are doing and what the outcomes of your work are.

3) Trace the path of how things are moving.
4) Do not worry about causality – there are situations in which measurement is insufficiently possible. ”  As one participant remarked, “you don’t have to necessarily go about justifying issues of causality.”

The group discussed the challenge of differentiating between correlation and causality and all echoed the “need for human rights organizations to sometimes think about sharing the credit.”  

Further insights that participants developed for the path forward included:

1)   the importance of revealing failures and a lack of successful outcomes.
2)   the importance of not always revealing everything that we know when we know it.
3)   the need for dialogue between human rights practitioners and researchers.
The group that had intended to focus on ensuring the international comparability of data turned quickly to the challenges of implementing a measurement project on even a local level, let alone on an international level, given the reliance on government data that is far from internationally comparable.  In its outcomes, it was very similar to the group whose focus was on establishing an organizational culture of measurement.  They all shared their own struggles of moving an organization to a new culture, particularly advocacy organizations who have built their membership base on an entirely different premise.

In all groups participants discussed the challenge of operationalizing a culture and system of measurement.  Those who had successfully done so shared their thoughts and practices: 

1)  The organization has to initiate the creation of a culture of management.
2)  The organization has to take the time to train people and has to implement and practice these changes before going “live.”

3)  Creating a partnership with academic centers needs long-term commitment, but can produce a rich partnership going forward.  This was viewed in several cases as a richer partnership than working with consultants, who design a system, but have no shared commitment—which many academics do-- to making the problem (i.e. the human rights challenge) go away.

Wrapping up on the second day, several core themes were underlined:  

1. The broader time-frame and historic moment matter.  Data gathering and social change must be thought about in a broader context accounting for particular political and historic factors.  For example, when the Boston Police Force conducted its impact review on homicide prevention (as described by Malcolm Sparrow), the numbers first fell and then rose again.  Measurement needs to be placed on a longer time-frame, considering external factors.

2. Data is very important in talking to power-bearing institutions.  Credible data can be tremendously powerful in building alliances with government and institutions who are traditionally considered to be “the other side”.

3.   Context for data-collection matters.  We are often stuck with a ‘chicken and egg situation’, in that in a bad political atmosphere, we can’t get good data, but we need data to change the atmosphere.

4.   Conceptual rigor is needed in defining what problem area we are working on and what the levers are.  We can either start with problem definitions (trafficking, police violence) or by rights that are being transgressed.  Starting with the problem has the advantage of focusing on the perpetrators and looking for levers to influence their behavior, but we need to standardize concepts across countries, so that “police violence’ means the same in Brazil as it does in Russia or the US. 

5.   Standards need to exist for data-gathering and analysis. We have discussed very innovative ways of collecting data and triangulating information, but there needs to be someone pulling it together and assessing which data is useful in which context. Practitioners are not experts, they just want something they can use, but what they use should be valid.  We need:

a. standards around what is good advocacy data;
b. templates for research;
c. joint problem solving exercises;
d. collaborations with academics.

The conference ended on a note of cautious optimism in which people agreed on the need and potential for further cooperation and standardizations on the issue of measurement, while expressing their clear desire to avoid having all human rights organizations held to scientific standards.  In describing the workshop, one participant reflected that “what we learned here about the complexity of not only defining what needs to be gathered but also about the process of gathering was truly fascinating.”  
IV. Tools and Frameworks for Measurement

1) Basic Do’s and Don’ts

Over the course of the workshop, participants shared a number of experiences and insights that became a united and clear set of recommendations to human rights colleagues: 

Do Not:

· undertake an ‘impact measurement’ exercise unless you are willing to revisit the strategies and tactics you employ to fulfill your mission.
· see numbers as the enemy.  This is not a stand-off of ‘numbers versus intuition;’ it is about harnessing the power of numbers to strengthen the breadth and impact of your work. 

· think that you are have to do this alone!  All organizations are struggling with this issue.

· think that you can live without it!  Human rights organizations will be ‘yesterday’s news’ if we don’t get savvier about pushing this.  

Do: 

· approach measurement as a tool to review whether you are achieving the impact you desire. 

· engage with partners:  university researchers, foundations, and government statisticians can be valuable allies in collecting, analyzing, and codifying data.
· engage colleagues and competitors from other organizations.  Focusing not on arguments over ‘what is the most important lever’ but ‘how do we measure the problem and how do we break it down” can be a valuable tool for overcoming barriers among organizations. 

· be clear about what you are trying to achieve with the measurement project you are planning, and decide on what kind of data you are looking for (sizing the problem, tracking its development, measuring impact/causality).  

· see measurement as an opportunity to create new allies and as an actual means to an end. By collecting information well, one can create mind-shifts, and educate people on issues, rights, norms, and expectations.  Surveys, even if they end up measuring nothing of value, shape people’s perceptions of norms.

· pursue metrics not as a burden, but as a tool for power; a tool for convincing policy makers, donors, and constituents that the work you are doing is worthwhile.

2) Defining your Measurement Challenges
At the workshop, groups worked together to design a newspaper headline containing a metric of a specific problem that would ideally appear in five years.  The wide array of metrics contained in the resulting newsflashes fell into the three different categories of numbers that organizations are eager to have:  problem-sizing indicators, numbers that track changes in the problem, and impact indicators/performance metrics (see workshop report above).
The discussion of the rest of the workshop focused on addressing the challenges of creating such numbers.  The following table captures the different kinds of metrics one might look for as well as some of the challenges and solutions that were developed by the participants.

	Issue
	Challenge/Concerns
	Proposed Solutions

	Accurately describing problem (Indicator)
	How many data points are needed?  Which data sources are trustworthy?

In Human Rights, you can have ‘false friends’, i.e. data that purports to capture a problem, but misses a key aspect thereof (such as:  number of girls from a village who are reported as ‘trafficked’, or relying on police reports for an analysis of the number of torture victims.  

Sometimes, unfounded numbers gain public traction (such as the number of humans trafficked each year).  There is a huge responsibility in releasing overall problem sizing numbers!
	Create a clear definition of what you mean by trafficking/police violence/etc. before you create a metric.
Create a working group among academic researchers, statisticians and human rights groups to develop a quantification of the problem. (e.g. Conectas in Brazil, David Feingold and UNESCO
Create an international network of partners who can pilot use of an indicator.  Set a process to loop back and refine the indicator in a defined period of time. (e.g. CLEEN, Nigeria.) 

Always be clear about your methodology and make sure it is watertight before you go public with a big number. Critique and debunk numbers that you know are false! (e.g. Steinfatt’s work on State Department Data on Trafficking. 

	Monitoring Changes over Time (Sensitive Indicators)
	How do you create a number that is sensitive to changes if changes often take longer to realize than the time of the donor’s horizons?
	Create proxy indicators that capture partial progress, (for example, what beliefs cause people to sell their daughters to traffickers?  What are indicators that those beliefs are shifting?)  Searching for the ‘large number’ might keep us from finding the numbers that will give us a sense of small success.
Caution: be sure that the indicators that you are creating actually do signify progress en route to the larger goal!  Proxy indicators can pick up on exactly the opposite of the effect that you are trying to achieve!  (e.g. Do these beliefs actually influence the number of women trafficked?)

	Performance Indicators
	How do you create indicators that show that you have achieved what you set out to achieve?

The most difficult part of performance measurement was pinpointed as the challenge of proving causality.

Human Rights successes are always solutions created by a host of parties.  Proving a causal link is not always easy.  Most organizations are, however, resource constrained and can not devote a massive amount of resources to creating a performance measurement system.
	A framework for setting up performance metrics is outlined in detail in Fernande Raine’s article on Measurement and Human Rights. (Fernande Raine, "The Measurement Challenge in Human Rights")
On proving causality, organizations can choose from a variety of options:

1. Cite a study by someone else that rigorously demonstrates that this kind of intervention causes this kind of outcome. (Low cost, high credibility) 

2. Develop a logical framework (sometimes called a “logic model,” or “log frame”) that specifies the intermediate steps by which a program intervention is expected to produce the ultimate outcomes desired, then measure the  occurrence of each step in the framework. (High cost, high credibility, if done well)

3. Identify a variety of causal pathways that might lead from the program to the ultimate outcomes, and build measurement systems to detect the paths actually followed. (Medium cost, high credibility, if done well)

4. Be confident about your causality based on your experience. (No cost, variable credibility - depends highly on the organization’s track record and leadership)



3) The Problem-Solving Framework for Measurement
Drawing on the presentation by Prof. Malcolm Sparrow, the following are key principles for a human rights organization to consider before it launches on an impact measurement exercise:
1. Understand your ‘theory of operations’/’theory of change’ as first step towards measurement:

· What is the problem I am trying to solve?

· What are the many variables affecting the problem? 

· What are the systemic issues that cause the problem?  Am I addressing the systemic issues and root causes with my solution?  Am I solving the individual pieces of the problem?  (One way to break down the problem is by engaging in the tactical mapping exercise, reviewed in Case Study II)

2.  Define success and metrics before designing an action plan.
· Instead of starting by defining measurements that would capture what you do, start off by defining metrics that would capture success or progress on the piece of the problem on which you are focused.
· Working with partners in universities and in other organizations can be very helpful at this stage of the process.  

· Agreeing with other organizations on a set of indicators that you will use to monitor progress on the problem together takes the pressure off of the causality-debate.
3.  Review the solutions you have and see whether they will lead to the desired success, or design a new solution.  Unless you have a clear sense that what you are doing will change the number that you have determined as a sensitive indicator, review what you do or find a new number. (See discussion on causality above)

4. Implement your solutions, monitoring constantly whether the positive effect you envisioned is actually happening.

4) Tactical Mapping
As it garnered a significant level of interest at the workshop, this conference report includes a somewhat extended introduction to Tactical Mapping.  Given the need for clarifying what problem we are working on before we create numbers, we used tactical mapping as a method of problem-mapping to visualize the relationships and institutions which surround, receive benefit from, and sustain human rights abuses.  The emphasis is on relationships among people and/or institutions, rather than concepts or “causes” of human rights violations, as it is through these relationships that decisions are made, incentives are given or taken away, and actions are taken.  The relationships are carefully diagrammed to create a picture that represents a social space.  When this diagram is sketched out, it then becomes possible to use it to select appropriate targets for intervention for actors who can initiate forms of pressure or change, and to map the tactics that actors could choose to influence selected targets.  In this way, a process flow can be created to plan and monitor more precisely how the tactic might function and which relationships it should alter or affect in order to create an effective intervention.  As multiple groups can use the same diagram to map their respective targets and interventions, the tactical map converts into a coordinating tool to create a more comprehensive and useful strategy than one obtained from individual groups acting independently and without coordination.

The Development of Tactical Mapping

The Tactical Mapping technique is part of the New Tactics in Human Rights Project initiated by the Center for Victims of Torture (CVT).  The tactical mapping resource document available on the New Tactics website (www.newtactics.org) is now available in Spanish and French with translations in Russian, Mongolian, and other languages currently underway.
How Tactical Mapping Works 
The tactical map can help explore and provide a deeper understanding of an issue including the:

· complexity of relationships involved in the issue.
· potential target points for intervention.
· potential allies and opponents. 

· examination and improved planning of tactics (current and potential).
· ability to track implementation and evaluation of the effectiveness of tactics to move strategy forward.
· ability to enhance strategic and tactical adjustments.
· coordination of allies and their tactical contributions.
The process begins by understanding the relationship(s) that a campaign seeks to change or disrupt (such as the relationship between a torturer and a victim), then diagramming the relationships in which this strategic target is embedded, using a series of symbols comparable to a flow chart or organizational diagram.  Participants have sketched maps with a small group over a period of a few hours, or more extensively as a team working over weeks to plan a national campaign, applying themselves to a variety of issues.
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Although the generic map is useful to gain some insights, the real value of tactical mapping is its application to particular problems and particular countries or locales.  The more knowledge individuals bring to the process of diagramming the relationships, the more profound their insights can be into the problem and strategic opportunities.  As the information is gathered, especially for a national campaign, campaign leaders should create a database to monitor the whole set of relationships at each node in the map that might be useful to plan an intervention.  The nature of the relationship should also be noted:  is it one of influence or command and control?  Is it one of regard or animosity or competition? Understanding the individuals and the nature of their relationships to others requires investigation and research.  

To be most useful, a planning and coordinating tool like a Tactical Map must be dynamic and constantly updated in order to derive from it the insights needed to plan and monitor strategies and tactics.  From a data and research standpoint, the Tactical Mapping process provides concrete, useful, re-usable information both in existing and future contexts. 

· It serves as a documenting and rendering tool to monitor the implementation of a specific tactic, enabling the actors to identify points of strength (and weakness) and leverage resources and activities dynamically.

· It serves the larger context of strategic thinking by the human rights community at large by providing a repository of such relational networks and associated tactics to be used interactively by other actors in similar or analogous situations.

Such data and research systems can greatly assist organizations in identifying the complex relationships involved in a human rights issue.  By utilizing the tactical mapping tool, civil society organizations, international organizations, and governments can develop more comprehensive strategies for combating human rights abuses. 

Once the tactical map diagram is “complete,” it can then be used to actually “map tactics;” to understand which relationship(s) each tactic is expected to affect and how.  Research will be needed in individual countries to help understand the systems involved in the human rights abuse and the people within them, both those who are making bad decisions and those who could be motivated to serve as an ally to protect human rights.  Sociologists, political scientists, and other academics can help develop this research.  They can also be more involved in documenting tactical interventions and evaluating their results so that others can gain insights into new interventions that might be tried in their setting.

5) Case Examples
We are including in this report four case examples of measurement projects, two on issues related to human trafficking, and two on police violence.  Each of these four cases represents a distinct methodology that has been engineered to find a solution to a specific problem.  Each case highlights techniques to address some of the challenges in measurement in human rights:  creating overall indicators (I), mapping the problem (II), using proxy-indicators (III), and assessing change in the size of the problem (IV).

We are eager to collect additional examples; please do send them to us so that we may post them on our website.

Case Example I: How Big is the Problem?  Assessment of Torture and Ill Treatment of Detainees in Mexico (Physicians for Human Rights)

In a workshop session on the challenges of measuring police violence, moderated by Professor Christopher Stone, a study performed by Physicians for Human Rights was cited as an example of a successful approach to assessing the pervasiveness of the use of torture to extract confessions within the Mexican judicial system.

In 2002, at the request of the Mexican Office of the Federal Attorney General, Physicians for Human Rights conducted an anonymous survey of federal and state forensic physicians to assess their experiences and opinions regarding torture.  Although there had been previous documentation of detainee abuse, by both international and domestic Mexican human rights organizations, little was known about the level of incidence over a population of detainees and the attitudes of physicians ministering.  Additionally, such an investigation could potentially shed light on the disparity between official and independent examination records.  In 2001, Human Rights First (formerly the Lawyer’s Committee for Human Rights) reported that official forensic medical reports included in the legal records of Mexican detainees in the cases where torture was documented by independent physicians often included no evidence or record of torture.
  

PHR distributed an anonymous, 80-item survey on the experiences of physicians and their attitudes and knowledge of international standards on forensic investigation and documentation of torture.  This methodology was designed not to directly establish the number of torture cases, but to estimate prevalence based on physicians’ reports of how many of their patients either claimed or were suspected of having been tortured. Also identifiable through this method were the factors that prevented the documentation of forensic evidence, the attitudes of the physicians towards the work that they do, and the resources they would need in order to improve the work.

In choosing this methodology, the investigators could estimate the number of torture cases based on data that could be easily collected and that was difficult to corrupt.  Federal physicians estimated that they conducted 26,445 to 30,650 or more medical evaluations on the 13,000 federal detainees in the year preceding the survey, and that between 1658 and 4850 of them had alleged torture. Forty percent of physicians surveyed had suspected torture and/or ill treatment of detainees examined during the previous year, 64% had examined detainees who alleged these practices had occurred, and 49% had documented forensic evidence of torture among these detainees.  Impediments to the documentation of torture were also reported: lack of photographic equipment and services (58%), inadequate monitoring and inaccuracy of medical examinations (36%), inadequate documentation of torture (29%), limitations in their training (28%), fear of reprisals for documenting torture (23%), and fear of coercion by police officials (18%).
Other significant outcomes included a perceived need for additional training (98% of physician respondents), standardized protocols and documentation procedures for use in cases of alleged or suspected torture and/or ill treatment (81%) and monitoring to ensure the quality and accuracy of medical evaluations (95%).  
This approach has clear limitations.  The extent of torture is measured indirectly, and relies upon self-reported data from outside parties.  It does not illuminate the context in which torture tends to take place, whether certain detainees are more likely to be targeted than others, or the instrumental use of torture (whether for retaliation, sadism, to extract a confession, etc.).  What it does do, however, is focus on one specific question: what are forensic physicians’ experiences with and attitudes towards the nature and extent of torture and ill treatment amongst detainees?—and designs the methodology accordingly. 

This method of surveying forensic physicians is particularly useful in the context of the Mexican Court system, according to which any detainee may request to have a physical examination before being taken to court.  

The report estimated that federal and state forensic physicians had examined between 5,000 and 12,000 or more detainees in the past year, and that in 800 to 2440 cases there were either allegations or documented evidence of torture, which is obviously far more than the six documented cases of torture and/or ill treatment reported by the Mexican National Commission on Human Rights for both 2000 and 2001.
  In summary, while the report did not find an exact number of people tortured, it did show trends and a necessary field of intervention.

Case Example II: Understanding the mechanics of the Problem/Theory of Change--What can be done to reduce mob justice in Liberia? (The New Tactics Project and the Liberia National Law Enforcement Association)

Even before one creates a metric for impact, one must understand the variables that affect the problem.  One method for clarifying levers and causality that generated considerable interest during the workshop was a ‘tactical mapping’ technique developed by the New Tactics Project of the Center for Victims of Torture, and which was employed in a breakout group under the direction of Nancy Pearson, the New Tactics Training Manager.  (see section on tactical mapping, above) Cecil Griffiths of LINLEA provided the following example, from a training of trainers workshop hosted by the New Tactics Project.

Designing the Framework:  When complex interconnections between actors and issues make it difficult to identify the most useful methods of intervention, tactical mapping is a tool that can illuminate previously unseen influences, and help practitioners shape their activities and information-gathering appropriately. 

Tactical mapping involves asking the following questions:

· What key relationships need to be affected to move an issue forward?

· What tactics are currently available?

· How do the tactics affect the context or key relationships you want to target?

· What key institutions, social groups or relationships are unaffected by current tactics?

· What tactics could be used to engage those areas that are unaffected?

· Can potential allies be identified for building a more comprehensive and effective strategy?

On the topic of mob justice in Liberia, an issue that has been linked with police violence, the following key factors emerged: people resorted to mob violence due to a lack of public trust in the effectiveness of the criminal justice system, long, delayed trials and incompetent investigations, and exorbitant court fees.  On the other hand, Liberian police officers indeed abused human rights, chiefly as a result of poor training, leadership and discipline (see report by Cecil Griffiths for the New Tactics Project noting that 60% of police officers were completely un-trained, as of 2004).
Mapping out relationships illustrated the broad variety of sources that could be drawn on to help create a metric for assessing the extent, severity, and nature of mob justice.  All people in the web of relationships are not only actors who need influencing, but sources of information.  At the same time, data is needed to assess which of the relationships is key, i.e. in determining the relative importance of interventions at each point in the web.  Looking at the map allowed questions to form that would then guide not just a measurement project, but the design of a strategy.  For example, how do community members perceive the police?  What are the cultural sources of mob justice?  How does educating the public change how they act?  Answers to these questions were collected from individual surveys, government papers, NGO reports, academic papers, legislative and judicial reports, human rights commissions, or the press.  

During the training, participants identified several central areas for intervention, including improved training for police officers, community education on the rule of law and the dangers of mob justice, building effective community networks to help discourage violence, such as neighborhood watch teams, and prosecuting those who perpetrate mob violence.

Although this exercise does not generate data, it demonstrates a method for overcoming a core challenge in measurement: identifying relationships and areas that could be targeted for improvement. 

Case Example III: Finding a Proxy for a Global Problem:  Predictive Factors in Human Trafficking (Dr. Kevin Bales)

Dr. Kevin Bales, author of Disposable People: New Slavery in the Global Economy and a participant in the July workshop, has examined whether factors such as population growth, impoverishment, and corruption could predict the prevalence of slavery in a given country.

Designing the framework:
Dr. Bales tested the abovementioned drivers of increased vulnerability to slavery as part of a larger theory of modern slavery, arguing that: “the price of slaves has fallen to an all-time low; that this fall has been driven by the three supporting factors of population growth, economic change, and governmental corruption; finally that this alteration in the economic equation of slavery has not altered the effect of slavery as a drag on economies and development.” 

Using a five-point scale
 correlating to estimated prevalence of trafficking and 87 other factors culled from available data sets and his own research, Dr. Bales employed statistical methods to rank significant predictors of trafficking from a country.  He concluded that 57% of the variation in trafficking from countries could be explained by six variables. These are listed below, along with their beta-coefficients, which represent the relative strength of each factor:

1. governmental corruption (.60)

2. infant mortality (.39)

3. percentage of population below age 14 (.39)

4. low food production (.23)

5. population pressure (.19)

6. conflict and social unrest (.14)

One use for such a set of indicators is that they can be proxies, measures that will identify high-risk countries.  Estimates of global trafficking vary wildly, and it is widely recognized that attempts to measure the prevalence of trafficking is impeded by any number of significant challenges: its nature as an illicit activity, exploitation of vulnerable people who then are reluctant to testify, the difficulty in identifying at what point in the journey a person becomes a trafficked person, and frequently lax or corrupt law enforcement.  Designing interventions based on hard numbers is a luxury not often available to practitioners in this area of work, making analyses such as this a valuable tool for advocacy. 

Case Example IV: How is the Problem Changing?  Geographic Information System-Linked Social Sentinel Surveillance Project (UNESCO Bangkok)

Methodology design and data collection are not the only challenges in measurement. The organization and presentation of data, particularly data sets that are designed to measure variables over time, can dramatically influence the ability of an investigator to identify trends.

Designing the framework:
The goal of the United Nations Educational, Scientific, and Cultural Organization’s (UNESCO) Geographic Information System (GIS)-linked Social Sentinel Surveillance Project is to incorporate information on the trade of women and girls across the upper Mekong sub-region with data on HIV/AIDS rates, distribution of at-risk populations, and attempted interventions, producing animated maps that show trends over time as well as differences between regions.  The hope is that GIS technology will be a tool to gather and analyze information, provide clues as to what types of interventions would be the most effective, and monitor outcomes when such interventions are put into place.

A pervasive challenge to any population-based research study is the threat of patterns being obscured if the data is not sufficiently disaggregated.  Accordingly, the HIV/AIDS animated maps
 have the functionality to break down the distribution by age, sex, and occupation.  Other maps that show the distribution of ethnic minorities in northern Thailand incorporate socio-economic factors and migration patterns along with the incidence of HIV/AIDS.  UNESCO applies this tool not just to a region but also to individual villages in China’s Yunnan province, Myanmar, and Lao PDR, which are major suppliers of trafficking victims to northern Thailand. Using data from local inhabitants, NGOs, teachers, and health workers, the surveillance system tracks the migration of girls and women from certain villages, with an eye toward better understanding the influencing factors that put minority girls and women at risk. 

Designing such an approach requires weighing the different options for variables, and making decisions that anticipate what the patterns might be—even if those patterns cannot yet be fully identified.  Too many variables and the map would be excessively complicated, too few, or miss the right ones, and a misleading picture could present itself.  Innovative uses of statistical tools and information technology provide many new opportunities, but the central questions—what are we trying to measure? what do we need to know before we can draw conclusions about the efficacy of interventions?— remain.
6.  How to Build A Measurement-Partnership 

While the discussions of this workshop were focused on the needs of the human rights organizations, a clear message also emerged directed at funders:

· Do not assume that organizations are not interested in impact.
· Approach the issue with a sensitivity to questions of respect and power.  

Professor Chris Stone summarized these findings as follows, “Respect the reasons that some activists do this work.  Few human rights activists joined the movement because of a quantitative analysis of the extent or seriousness of human rights violations.  Many were instead moved to action by individual stories or experiences.  Sometimes these activists hear advocates of measurement implicitly suggest that such stories are insufficient to justify the investment of funds or energy in the work, and this can sound dismissive of the very reasons that these activists commit their time, energy and lives to the movement.  This impression of disrespect can be exacerbated when arguments based on quantitative measurement are contrasted with arguments based on stories as if the former are “rational” and the latter merely “emotional.”  

Consider the power dynamics, shifting from the activist to the expert.  The experts in measurement, like the donors who promote measurement, tend to come from more elite segments of society and from more privileged societies than many of the activists whose work they are assessing.  By requiring activists to demonstrate the impact of their work through scientific measurement, donors are subtly shifting power away from the activists to the experts.  Participatory measurement techniques purport to reduce this shift of power to experts, but these techniques are themselves sometimes derided as less rigorous, efficient, or reliable than techniques wholly in the control of highly trained social scientists.  No wonder these activists resist calls for better measurement techniques regardless of their substantive value.  

The lesson from this workshop is that discussions of measurement within individual human rights organizations or among leaders in the field should address these issues of respect and power directly from the start.  Failing to engage issues of respect and power in their own terms can lead those who feel disrespected or who fear losing power over their work to attack the idea of measurement itself. 

On the other hand, making clear that statistical and narrative accounts of human rights violations are equally valid and complementary tools can signal respect for both sources of “truth.”  Similarly, emphasizing participatory measurement techniques and capacity building, while subordinating measurement experts to respected activists can calm the fears of those whose power might be threatened by new emphasis on measurement.
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Feingold, David. “Think Again: Human Trafficking.” Foreign Policy, September – October 2005. p26-32. 

· Asserts that trafficking, far from being a modern scourge, has been a consistent phenomenon throughout history and that so far few effective measures have been  taken to stop the increasing flow of trafficked persons.  Presents several popular beliefs about the issue, arguing that they are either patently false, oversimplifying the issue, or not the maxim that they are purported to be. 

Moore, Mark H., and Anthony A. Braga. "Measuring and Improving Police Performance: The Lessons of Compstat and its Progeny." Policing: An International Journal of Police Strategies and Management. Vol. 26.3: 439-453. September 2003.

· Discusses the role of measurement in organizational change, using the New York Police Department’s Compstat program as an example of an innovative approach.

O'Malley, Robin, Kent Cavender-Bares, and William C. Clark. “Providing ‘Better Data.”  Environment. Vol. 45 Issue 4, p8. May 2003.

· States that three major goals should govern the gathering and reporting of data intended for use in policy discussions: (1) policy relevance; (2) technical credibility; and (3) political legitimacy.  Note: the authors focuses on examples of U.S. environmental policies, but the basic principles remain relevant. 

Raine, Fernande. "The Measurement Challenge in Human Rights." Sur: International Journal on Human Rights. No. 4, Year 3. 2006.

· Argues that engagement on the issue of measurement is crucial to progress in the field of human rights, and proposes steps that civil society organizations could use to increase their effectiveness.

Salt, John. “Trafficking and Human Smuggling: A European Perspective.” International Migration. Vol. 38 Issue 5. 2000.

· Argues that the concern over trafficking and the activities being undertaken to curb it are handicapped by a lack of conceptual understanding and data.. Assesses current attempts to measure and address the problem, and ends with an outline of priorities for further research.

Sparrow, Malcolm. The Regulatory Craft: Controlling Risks, Solving Problems, and Managing Compliance, Brookings Institution Press, Washington, D.C., 2000. *Note in particular Chapters 8, 19, and 20.*

· A review of social regulatory practice and enforcement, identifying pitfalls and opportunities to use risk management techniques, and arguing that we must understand the underlying nature of the performance we seek to measure and account for the characteristics of different types of performance indicators.  

Steinfatt, Thomas, Simon Baker and Allan Beesey. “Measuring the Number of Trafficked Women in Cambodia: 2002”. Part I of a series presented at The Human Rights Challenge of Globalization in Asia-Pacific-US: The Trafficking in Persons, Especially Women and Children. Sponsored by The Office to Combat and Monitor Trafficking, U.S. State Department. November 13-15, 2002. 

· Argues that most “estimates” of trafficking numbers are pure guesswork without any credibility using the case of Vietnamese women who cross the border into Cambodia and become indentured sex workers to demonstrate an approach to measuring trafficking flows.

Stone, Christopher, Brian Buchner, and Scott Dash. "Crowd Control That Can Kill: Can American Police Get a Grip on Their New, 'Less-Lethal' Weapons Before they Kill Again?" Rappaport Institute Policy Brief PB-2005-6, October 24, 2005.

· The wider use of “less-lethal” weapons within police departments presents a serious set of risks—including the possibility that such weapons actually increase the amount of force used and injuries caused—which must be addressed and regulated by better training and systematic, independent review.

Online Resources

Organizational Strategy:

· Tools for Action (New Tactics Project, The Center for Victims of Torture.) http://www.newtactics.org/main.php/ToolsforAction.New Tactics in Human Rights. Includes resources for practitioners, a comprehensive overview of innovative tactics, training materials, and information on tactical mapping. 

· Mapping Political Context: A Toolkit for Civil Society Organizations (Overseas Development Institute.) http://www.odi.org.uk/RAPID/Publications/Tools_Political_Context.html
Trafficking:

· Trafficking Project (UNESCO Bangkok.) http://www.unescobkk.org/index.php?id=475. Features include animated maps of migration patterns, HIV/AIDS distribution, and a trafficking statistics database. 

· HumanTrafficking.org Project (Academy for Educational Development and the U.S. State Department.) http://www.humantrafficking.org/. Offers synopses of sub-issues within trafficking; compiles reports and documents by UN agencies, governments, and NGOs, sorted by country and theme. 
· Counter-Trafficking Project (International Organization for Migration.) http://www.iom.int/jahia/page748.html 

Police Violence:
· Independent Police Complaints Commission (United Kingdom.) http://www.ipcc.gov.uk/ Sets standards for police behavior in the UK and investigates complaints. Compiles statistics on policing and on shootings by officers since 1985.
· Police Action Resource Center (United States.) www.parc.info. National resource center; consults with police groups both locally and nationally to implement monitoring and oversight systems. Created by the Vera Institute of Justice in 2001.
· Vera Institute of Justice (United States.) www.vera.org. Two dozen projects that develop innovative approaches to improving safety and justice services within a society.
Appendix III

Workshop on Measurement and Human Rights

Carr Center for Human Rights Policy

In collaboration with the Program in Criminal Justice Policy and Management

Kennedy School of Government, Harvard University

July 6-8, 2006

Agenda

Thursday, July 6
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� Lawyers Committee for Human Rights (now Human Rights First.) Legalized Injustice: Mexican Criminal Procedure and Human Rights. New York, NY: Lawyers Committee for Human Rights; 2001.


� Mexican National Commission on Human Rights. Report of Activities from November 16, 2000 to December 31, 3001. Mexico City, Mexico: 2002.


� Testing a Theory of Modern Slavery. February 2006. Dr. Bales is the President of Free the Slaves, the U.S. sister organization of Anti-Slavery International and Professor of Sociology at Roehampton University, London. Available at: � HYPERLINK "http://freetheslaves.net/f/Testing-a-Theory-of-Modern-Slavery.pdf" ��http://freetheslaves.net/f/Testing-a-Theory-of-Modern-Slavery.pdf�. 


� The five point scale corresponds to the following categories: Unknown, rare, occasional but persistent, regular but in small numbers, and regular and in large numbers.


� http://www.unescobkk.org/index.php?id=1023
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