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I. INTRODUCTION

The First Meeting of Ministers Responsible for Public Security in the Americas, held in Mexico City, Mexico, on October 7 and 8, 2008, established the five pillars that would guide that multilateral mechanism for dialogue, exchanges, coordination, and cooperation.

· Public Security Management

· Prevention of Crime, Violence, and Insecurity

· Police Management

· Citizen and Citizen and Community Participation

· International Cooperation  

The Second Meeting of Ministers Responsible for Public Security in the Americas (MISPA) was held on November 4 and 5, 2009, in Santo Domingo, Dominican Republic. That meeting produced the Consensus of Santo Domingo. That document served to institutionalize the MISPA process, establishing a ministerial meeting every two years (odd-numbered years) and a preparatory meeting of experts prior to the ministerials, to be organized within the framework of the Committee on Hemispheric Security of the OAS Permanent Council.
 

The Third Meeting of Ministers Responsible for Public Security in the Americas, organized by the Government of Trinidad and Tobago and held in Port of Spain, on November 17 and 18, 2011, focused on the Police Management pillar.
 The Fourth Meeting, held in Medellín, Colombia on November 21 and 22, 2013 focused on the International Cooperation pillar.
 

For its part, the Fifth MISPA, held in Lima, Peru, on November 19 and 20, 2015, focused on the issue of Prevention of Crime, Violence, and Insecurity and placed special emphasis on the need to have valid, reliable, timely and comparable statistics and indicators.   

For the Sixth Meeting of Ministers Responsible for Public Security, to be held in San Pedro Sula, Honduras, on October 10 and 11, 2017, the Honduran Government has chosen to focus on the Public Security Pillar.

Apart from this Introduction, this Concept Paper contains three more sections: Rationale, Conceptual Framework, and Thematic Framework. In the Rationale section, the Government of Honduras puts forwards arguments from two angles: one negative and the other positive, both pointing to the paramount importance of focusing on public security management. Then, the Conceptual Framework section, presents three different sets of factors for defining and characterizing public security management. Finally, the Thematic Framework section offers a preliminary guide to possible content and lines of discussion that could be pursued at the Sixth Meeting of Ministers Responsible for Public Security in the Americas. 

II. RATIONALE

In this section, we attempt to answer the following question: Why does the Honduran Government consider it important for the democratic States and governments of the region to direct their attention to public security management? The replies to that question can be formulated from both a negative and a positive perspective. 

From a negative perspective

One of the principal functions of a democratic State is to protect the bodily integrity of its citizens by exercising a legitimate monopoly of the use of force. The high crime, including murder, rates found in some countries could point to a loss of States' ability to perform that function, which is intrinsic to their raison d'être. The State's failure to respond, or its ill-advised reactions, and the continuation, and even exacerbation, of different types of violence generate a sensation of increasing insecurity, which, in turn has a negative impact on citizens' habits and the quality of life.  They also pose a clear obstacle to efforts to reduce poverty and extreme poverty and constitute a major impediment to the social and economic development of the countries in the region. 

Despite States' shortcomings when it comes to responding to the multiple manifestations of violence and crime afflicting societies, citizens are increasingly calling upon the State to provide some form of solution.   Maybe that appeal to the State is rooted in the social contract underlying relations between governors and the governed. One might also surmise that the "revival" of the State as a key actor for solving public problems forms part of the new wave of appreciation for and resuscitation of the State following the discovery of some of the limitations and negative externalities or spillover effects of the Washington Consensus. However, the channeling of citizens' demands for enhanced security toward the State has triggered a gap between their expectations and States' actual capacity to satisfy them. 

On the other hand, faced with the growing demands and dissatisfaction of citizens, States are being pressured to do something about the problem. In some cases, their responses have been limited in scope, merely reactive and short-term, governed by budgetary or political and electoral time frames: in other words, improvised responses devoid of sustainable outcomes. Even worse, sometimes States have reacted repressively, triggering negative externalities, especially with respect to human rights. From this perspective, the State becomes a risk factor, further raising the potential for violence and crime. The State becomes a part of the problem, not of its solution.      

Consequently, the gap between citizens' expectations and the ability of States to respond to crime, violence and insecurity, compounded by inefficient management and corrupt and repressive practices, 
 could easily further erode the credibility and legitimacy of democratic governments -- and of democracy as a political option --in the eyes of citizens.

From a positive perspective

The focus on public security management also has to do with generating the capacities needed for State to be able to find more efficacious, efficient, and effective ways of dealing with multiple and complex (traditional and emerging) threats to public security, including ((national and transnational) organized crime. Investing time and human and financial resources in enhancing public security management also presupposes modernizing an area of State administration that has lagged behind compared to other areas of public management. In addition, the State needs to have the management tools, procedures, and mechanisms required in order to comply with a series of national, hemispheric, and international commitments. 

Attempts to address violence and crime in the region have mainly been characterized by a punitive approach: a paradigm that emphasizes control and criminal prosecution. In practice that meant, among other things, according priority and dominant role to the police.  And yet, a sustained reduction of crime, violence, and insecurity requires the design and implementation of a comprehensive response, encompassing at least five dimensions:  prevention, control, and criminal prosecution; the reintegration into society and rehabilitation of offenders; protection/assistance for victims and witnesses; and reparation. 

Developing a comprehensive paradigm for dealing efficaciously, efficiently, and effectively with crime and violence requires thinking of public security from a systemic perspective, envisaging several interconnected subsystems whose actions and decisions impact one another. The concept of public security is rightly tailored to the need to articulate and coordinate between those different subsystems. 

The comprehensive paradigm, unlike the punitive paradigm, also means that the police cease to be the key player. In the "new" paradigm a series of not only governmental but also nongovernmental actors coexist and mingle. From then on, responsibility for public security no longer falls solely to the police. Rather, the broader menu of actors makes it possible to talk about co-responsibility, that is to say, a situation in which several actors share responsibility for public security.
 The interplay among the various actors operating within the system and the management of those relationships are elements that fit in well with the concept of public security management. The articulation of these different actors, guided by shared objectives and targets, within a single plan or strategy, then contributes to the success of the set of programs implemented by the State.  

Regardless of the political ideology of any particular democratic government, citizens expect concrete and objective outcomes when it comes to crime, violence, and insecurity. On this issue, citizens adopt an eminently pragmatic stance; here, there is no left or right, what really matters are efficacious, efficient, and effective interventions by the State, manifested in positive changes in the lives and welfare of citizens. Public security management, especially when it is directed toward achieving concrete, realistic, and measurable results, is more in sync with citizens' pragmatic approach.

Municipal governments are playing a more prominent role in public security, especially as regards social prevention [of violence and crime] and related situations. This is because their proximity to and familiarity with their communities afford them a comparative advantage for identifying risks, the principal crimes,  foci of violence, needs and demands, and vulnerable groups.
 The actions they take should be aligned with the national government's public security vision and plans. The national government could act as a guide and boost local initiatives by providing technical, administrative, operational, and financial support. For its part, the national government also needs inputs from local governments when designing its plans and strategies and later implementing them across the country.
 Thus, there is a clear need to coordinate and liaise between the bodies responsible for planning, design, execution, monitoring, and evaluation, and for feedback between local governments and the national government. Once again, the public security management concept turns out to be the one best suited to addressing this dynamic, which is vital for the success of interventions aiming at a sustained reduction in violence and crime. 

III. CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK

The documents that have so far emerged from the five Meetings of Ministers Responsible for Public Security contain no definition of the security management concept. Nor does the 2003 Declaration on Security in the Americas.
 That being so, one of the first contributions of the Government of Honduras to the MISPA process and to the region is to propose three sets of considerations regarding the definition of public security management: the first are elements that render it possible and viable; the second as factors that are intrinsic to the concept of management; and the third set comprises just one factor for enhancing or modernizing it. At its roots and cutting across and through public security management are two approaches: the human rights approach (women, the LGBTI population, indigenous peoples and Afro-descendants, vulnerable groups, and so on) and the gender perspective. 

Facilitating factors

· A supportive institutional framework 

· A legislative/regulatory framework that is up-to-date and tailored to address new forms of criminal behavior.

· Institutions with clearly defined and well publicized hierarchies, roles, and functions.

· Institutions that are adequately staffed and equipped to fulfill the responsibilities and perform the tasks assigned to them.

· Institutions with clearly defined, standardized, and well-publicized processes and procedures. 

· Formal and informal mechanisms for inter-agency coordination and linkages. 

· Financial resources that are both sufficient and sustainable over time.

· Cross-party-lines political will so that governmental security policies are embraced as State policies.  

· Political and civic leadership by institutions and individuals, driven by a shared strategic vision. 

· Appropriate physical infrastructure. 

Intrinsic factors 

· Strategic planning. Definition of a shared systemic mission and vision, which are also owned by each subsystem. The mission and vision embraced by each institution operating within the public security system should also contribute to the mission and vision of the system as a whole. The crafting of comprehensive and cross-cutting plans and strategies (including prevention, oversight, and criminal prosecution; the reintegration into society and rehabilitation of offenders; care and protection for victims and witnesses; as well as reparation) with clearly defined and well publicized objectives and targets, along with pre-established indicators for monitoring compliance with the objectives selected. This strategic planning model makes it possible to evaluate the effectiveness and impact of management based on clear, objective, and measurable parameters. At the same time, the publication and dissemination of progress made with achieving established objectives and targets adds to the transparency of public security management and to both horizontal and vertical accountability.

· Provision of citizen-oriented and evidence-based programs. The crafting of evidence-based programs, policies, and projects, followed by appropriate implementation. The need for monitoring mechanisms and methodologies for rigorously  evaluating processes, results, impact, cost effectiveness, quality of service and client satisfaction. The setting up of feedback mechanisms that can help improve interventions and tailor them better to the context and specific needs of the citizens targeted by the programs, policies, and projects. These feedback flows are what enables the system to learn from its own experience and evolve. Citizens should be at the very heart of public security management, as the recipients of a high-quality service.

· Horizontal inter-agency coordination and linkages (among the components of national public security systems: prevention, Secretariat/Ministry of Security, the police, the judiciary, the Public Prosecutor's Office (Ministerio Público), the legislature, the penitentiary system, private security);  vertical inter-agency coordination and linkages (among the various levels of government)  and intersectoral coordination (among the components of the national public security systems and other national systems, including: health, education, social development, and others). Positive and synergy-exploiting management of these interrelationships and the proper functioning of the transmission channels among the components and actors in the system are vital for achieving value-added,
 attaining shared objectives and targets, and, possibly, the success of the programs, policies, and projects implemented in order to prevent and reduce crime, violence, and insecurity.

· The participation and involvement of the community in the various stages of the public security policies cycle. The community does not accompany the changes. Rather it is empowered, becomes a protagonist, and when it does not itself generate initiatives, it appropriates and owns them. The presence of the community is also a key factor for demanding transparency in management and accountability.  

· Transparency and accountability. Some subsystems and institutional actors have operated hermetically, in practically sealed off departments, due partly to their corporatist notion of organization and institutional autonomy in the performance of their functions.
 This inaccessibility and impenetrability, added to the lack of oversight mechanisms that helped to consolidate inefficient and corrupt practices have led to mistrust among citizens and a lack of credibility of some subsystems and institutional actors. One way to break this vicious circle and achieve transparency and accountability is to introduce and institutionalize a series of (internal and external) oversight measures, practices, and mechanisms.  

One way to combat the remoteness and secretiveness of public security subsystems it to facilitate and provide prompt access to reliable and valid statistics and to information on results achieved (in relation to established objectives and targets) with respect to reducing crime, violence, and insecurity.
  Such information should be available to both the general public and other State institutions. Along those lines, the periodic preparation and dissemination of accountability reports, and their presentation to the Legislature, are additional ways of enhancing the transparency and accountability of the public security system and its component parts. It is important that those reports have a section highlighting the public funds allocated and how they are spent. 

Parliamentary oversight may vary from country to country in terms of its scope and the functions it performs. The existence of standing committees specializing in public security issues is, undoubtedly, an institutional mechanism that permits periodic and systematic monitoring and evaluation of security plans and strategies and of the authorities' performance.
 When, on the other hand, parliamentary oversight is limited solely to budgetary issues relating to public security, it has less of an impact as a monitoring and audit tool. Offices of the Comptroller or oversight and surveillance bodies, as well as the media and civil society organizations, also serve a key watchdog function in respect of transparency and accountability.   

· Human resources with the technical knowledge, qualifications and specialized skill-sets, as well as practical experience, needed to perform their respective public security-related functions.  From a management perspective, this has to do with the procedures in place for staff selection, training, development and evaluation.
 To be in a position to satisfy and handle demands, challenges, (traditional and emerging) threats, and new circumstances, each subsystem has to invest in the training and ongoing development of it personnel. That investment also helps make the public security system more professional and public management more efficacious, efficient, and effective, thereby contributing to the achievement of its objectives and targets. 

It is also important to design and implement institutional incentives systems fostering excellence in the performance of functions. Supplementing those incentives systems and efforts to professionalize public security management, each subsystem need to adopt and institutionalize credible and reliable performance evaluation policies.
 

· Comprehensive information systems to guide decision-making and the design of public security programs and policies (at both the system and subsystem levels). Strategic and operational decisions, as well as short-, medium-, and long-term program-based responses need to be backed by reliable and updated data and statistics. Those inputs, in turn, should come from statistics systems that consolidate the information gathered and processed by each subsystem and institution in the public security system, based on standardized definitions and in conformity with quality standards. This means that each subsystem and institution should improve its own information gathering, processing, and management systems so that they can become reliable inputs, compatible with the comprehensive information system. 
In this way, the public security system and each of its components will develop more sophisticated diagnostic assessments and baselines, as well as a better grasp of the issues to be addressed (including risk factors, the characteristics of a particular locality, the social and economic profile of the general population and of the vulnerable groups they seek to serve. 

Strengthening comprehensive information systems is key to evidence-based decision making, at both the strategic and operational level, as well as for crafting public security policies targeting particular territories and beneficiaries.

· Innovation and knowledge in public security.
 The survival and evolution of any system largely depend on its capacity for "self-learning "and its capacity to understand and adapt to its surroundings. That is why so much importance is to be attached to feedback from actions undertaken and the impact they had. Feedback (in its diverse manifestations) makes it possible to benefit from a constant ongoing learning process and to adapt and improve interventions. Consequently, proper management of knowledge and of the feedback flows that transport and transfer it becomes indispensable for sustaining a constantly evolving public security system.  

Another way to generate knowledge is to evaluate programs, policies, and projects, using rigorous methodologies, and to facilitate access to and ample dissemination of the findings of those evaluations. Once it is systematized, that evidence-based knowledge should also be fed back into the design of new programs, policies, and projects. 

To ensure the survival and evolution of public security systems, it is important to identify, document, and share best practices and lessons learned among the subsystems and institutions in the system. Not only does that prevent the same mistakes from being committed over and over again; it also helps make interventions more efficacious, efficient, and effective. 

Advances in knowledge and opportunities for innovation become possible if there are institutionalized systems for gathering, processing and analyzing public security data and statistics, and access to them is easy, quick, and timely. They are also furthered by the establishment of an agenda and priorities for public security research, with the inclusion and active participation of academia.

Information and knowledge resources should be available to all. Their format, location, and functionalities should be user- and re-user friendly. The establishment of multiple mechanisms and flows for exchanging information and knowledge that are easy to access and encourage ample participation should help generate a culture and an environment conducive to evidence-driven exploration, experimentation, and innovation in public security.  

Technology as a modernizing factor

· Technology, including Information and communication technologies (TICs).
 Technology can help to expedite ad optimize tasks and processes within each subsystem and institution making up national public security systems. It may also improve the interconnectivity of databases within subsystems, among subsystems, and among institutions. 
The transferability of technology means it has the potential to tear down barriers, promote the exchange and transfer of data, statistics, and information, increase the chances of sharing information and knowledge within and among the institutions making up national public security systems. Furthermore, it reduces the frequency of human errors and helps standardize processes and procedures. 
Technology is vital for processing large quantities of data in a minimum amount of time, visualizing them graphically, and geo-referencing them. These functions of technology in turn serve to generate diagnostic assessments, even in real time, and decision-making based on evidence and information culled directly on the ground. 

Technology acts as a catalyst for innovation in multiple spheres, including public security management. Closed-circuit television cameras, body-mounted video cameras, GPS for locating patrols, 911 or similar telephone hotlines, patent identification systems and electronic bracelets
 are just a few of the technological advances that have had a positive impact on public security management, on the way subsystems operate, and on day-to-day tasks of officers assigned to security. 

Apart from facilitating access to data and pertinent information and generating direct communication channels between the public security system and citizens, information and communication technologies (TIC) can also help to enhance the provision of security in the sense of a public service to citizens as persons holding legal rights. 

With a view to modernizing and professionalizing public security management, it is now important to explore how to use and exploit the G-cloud (or public sector cloud)
specifically in a public security management environment. Open government,
 including open data, are a way of boosting and expediting transparency, accountability, citizen participation, cooperation between citizens and security personnel, and creativity and innovation with respect to public security matters.      

Combining these components in a single working definition of public security management would make it possible to describe it adjectivally in ways that need not be mutually exclusive: democratic management, comprehensive management, integral management, participatory management, or quality, efficacious, efficient, and effective public security management. 

One can visualize public security management, simultaneously, as function-based, result-based, and process-based management. It is function-based because, if one conceives public security as a system composed of a series of interrelated subsystems, each subsystem performs a specific function and has clearly defined responsibilities. It is results-based because vision and strategic planning require working for (specific, measurable, attainable, realistic, and timely) objectives and targets, and indicators, and requirement presupposes optimization of resources in keeping with those established objectives and targets. And it is processed-based because within the public security system it is possible to discern strategic processes, operational processes, planning processes, monitoring and evaluation processes, and information and knowledge management processes, as well as others.       

It is important to mention that the concepts of governability and governance have begun to be applied to the sphere of public security. This concept paper, and this section in particular, will not attempt to define and clarify those terms, since both the discussion of them and their operationalization merit separate consideration in a different concept paper. For the purposes of this paper, it suffices to point out that public security management is related to both public security governance and public security governability.

IV. THEMATIC FRAMEWORK

This section discusses some of the thematic areas that could be addressed within the framework of the Sixth Meeting of Ministers Responsible for Public Security in the Americas. Far from being an exhaustive and definitive list, the contents of this section are meant as an invitation to readers to ponder the enormous potential and numerous thorny issues posed by the subject of public security management for governments in the region.    

The Sixth Meeting of Ministers Responsible for Public Security in the Americas affords a unique opportunity to place the subject of public security management on the hemispheric agenda and to embark on an exchange of experiences, best practices, and lesson learned in this field. It can also be thought of as a forum for identifying the weaknesses, sticking points, and challenges
 that won't go away and which governments face when it comes to public security management in the Americas. 

Likewise, the Sixth MISPA provides a forum for multilateral discussions, during which we can think collectively about how to improve, modernize, and professionalize public security management in the region. That, too, is needed because it does not appear to suffice to have evidence-based programs, policies, and projects with a proven impact; for these interventions to be successful, public security management has to be ideal. In addition to "substantive policies," i.e., those designed and implemented to prevent and reduce various kinds of violence and crime, we have to think up and introduce a series of policies aimed at improving, modernizing, and professionalizing public security management ("functional policies").
    

From a system public security perspective, and acknowledging that a sustainable reduction of violence, crime, and insecurity is achieved by comprehensively addressing the dimensions of prevention, oversight and criminal prosecution, reintegration into society and social rehabilitation, protection and assistance for victims and witnesses, and reparation, the management concept turns out to be vital. The MISPA in San Pedro Sula will afford an opportunity to analyze how, using a management approach, it is possible to address coordination and linkages among the various subsystems and institutional and individual actors operating within the national public security system and among the different functions that each of them performs and to direct the processes that cut across the system. Quite apart from the type or contents of programs, policies, or projects and the manner in which they are implemented, coordination and linkages play a decisive part as regards the success or failure of the programs provided. 

Violence (in its different guises) and (the various kinds of) crime tend to be geographically bunched. Moreover, it is also possible to identify risk factors and vulnerable groups by geographical location. Therefore, prosecution and law enforcement against common crime, as well as social situation-based crime prevention are best thought of at the local level. Public security management appears to offer an appropriate conceptual framework and approach with which to analyze the efforts of national and subnational governments to coordinate with one another and generate synergies for preventing and controlling crime. These vertical linkages could therefore constitute a relevant topic to be addressed at the Sixth Meeting of Ministers Responsible for Public Security in the Americas. In addition, given the more prominent role of municipalities when it comes to public security, their greater familiarity with violence and crime patterns on the ground, and the demands for greater security placed on local managers by their communities, it would appear to be appropriate to generate a discussion, based on concrete and successful experiences, as to how to strengthen public security management at the local level.

Corruption is a phenomenon found in public administration and management, albeit with varying levels of penetration, entrenchment, and impact. Public security management is no exception. Corruption is a sensitive issue, politically, for the media, and socially. Nevertheless, because of its multidimensional and corrosive impact, it has to be addressed. The Sixth Meeting of Ministers Responsible for Public Security in the Americas provides a setting for constructive dialogue about how to shield and protect public security management from corrupt behavior and practices. Apart from presentations and exchanges of different experiences, best practices and lessons learned, the Meeting will make it possible to identify concrete steps and measures for strengthening internal and external oversight mechanisms. 

When a definition of the concept of public security management was attempted, the assumption was made of a normal, day to day security management situation, without sudden major disruptions destabilizing public security system's point of equilibrium.  However, given the highly tense social situations governments are faced with, the multifaceted crises that repeatedly reverberate through the countries in the region, and the natural disasters that paralyze certain parts of the region, that state of "normality" is crumbling and the system's point of equilibrium is increasingly unstable. Consequently, it appears pertinent to propose a thematic area for discussing public security management in situations of conflict, crisis, and natural disasters. 

The 2017 MISPA will also afford an opportunity to focus on public security management in specific subsystems and institutions, including prevention, the penitentiary system, and police forces, to mention only a few, but from a systemic perspective, as cogs forming part of a larger machine, whose impact is felt not just internally but within the whole, with consideration being given also the transmission channels between them.  
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