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Developing Measures for Cross-Cutting Principles of Stabilization and Reconstruction

(6,324 words)

Abstract

This paper builds on the Guiding Principles for Stabilization and Reconstruction manual
and the Measuring Progress in Conflict Environments (MPICE) metrics framework. The
Guiding Principles manual outlines strategic principles for conducting stability and
reconstruction (S&R) operations and serves as a foundation for the development of
S&R mission priorities. The manual espouses five major end states and seven cross-
cutting principles to guide the execution of S&R missions. The MPICE companion
publication provides recommended objectives, goals, indicators and measures for each
of the five end states, but does not include measures for the seven cross-cutting
principles. Based on the research conducted, the paper proposes outcome-based
objectives, goals, indicators and measures for measuring progress for the first four of
the seven cross-cutting principles of the stabilization and reconstruction framework. A
discussion on why S&R competencies remain important to the U.S. military, the
contemporary environment in which these missions are being conducted and the

evolution of metrics in the S&R community are also included.



Developing Measures for Cross-Cutting Principles of Stabilization and
Reconstruction

In 2009, the United States Institute for Peace (USIP) published the Guiding
Principles for Stabilization and Reconstruction followed shortly thereafter by the
Measuring Progress in Conflict Environments (MPICE) metrics framework. The Guiding
Principles manual, created through a collaborative effort between the USIP and the
United States Army Peacekeeping and Stability Operations Institute (PKSOI) along with
input from key players across the community, is quickly becoming the U.S. interagency
gold standard publication for the conduct of stability and reconstruction operations. The
Guiding Principles manual outlines strategic principles for conducting the full range of
stability and reconstruction (S&R) operations and serves as a foundation for the
development of S&R mission priorities.* The manual espouses five major end states
(rule of law, safe and secure environment, sustainable economy, stable governance,
social well-being) and seven cross-cutting principles to guide the execution of S&R
missions.2 For those charged with assessing S&R operations, the MPICE companion
publication provides recommended outcome-based objectives, goals, indicators and
measures for each of the five end states described in the Guiding Principles’
stabilization and reconstruction framework. The MPICE does not, however, provide
metrics for the seven critical cross-cutting principles within the framework. The cross-
cutting principles are important because they permeate and link each of the five end
states.® To set the stage, this paper begins with a discussion on why S&R competencies
are important, the contemporary environment in which these missions are being
conducted and the evolution of metrics in the S&R community. Ultimately, this paper

seeks to develop and propose practical objectives, goals, indicators and measures to



complement the existing MPICE framework for measuring progress for the first four
(legitimacy, unity of effort, security and conflict transformation) of the seven cross-
cutting principles of the stabilization and reconstruction framework.
Background

Whether military leaders like it or not, the conduct of stability and reconstruction
operations is an important and enduring mission for the U.S. military. The Guiding
Principles for Stabilization and Reconstruction manual defines stabilization as “ending
or preventing the recurrence of violent conflict and creating the conditions for normal
economic activity and nonviolent politics.”* Reconstruction is defined in the manual as
“the process of rebuilding degraded, damaged, or destroyed political, socioeconomic,
and physical infrastructure of a country or territory to create the foundation for long-term
development.” Combining these two definitions, it can be inferred that stability and
reconstruction involves ending conflict, creating the conditions for peaceful conflict
resolution, and rebuilding political and socioeconomic institutions and infrastructure. The
U.S. Department of Defense (DoD) does not typically use the stabilization and
reconstruction label in its doctrine, instead preferring the term “stability operations.”
Paraphrasing Joint Publication 3-0, stability operations are the various military missions,
tasks and activities (conducted outside the U.S.) in coordination with other instruments
of power to maintain or re-establish a safe and secure environment, provide essential
services, emergency infrastructure reconstruction and humanitarian relief.® Stability
operations may be required in concert with military operations across the entire
spectrum of conflict, from major combat to humanitarian operations. DoD Instruction
3000.05 states that stability operations are “a core U.S. military mission that the DoD

shall be prepared to conduct with proficiency equivalent to combat operations.” In
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addition to U.S. military doctrine and policy, there are international agreements that
effectively levy the requirement for military forces to conduct S&R missions. The
Geneva Conventions of 1949 include various responsibilities for “occupying powers”
including protection of the civilian population’s honor, rights and customs (Article 27);
the functioning of institutions devoted to the care and education of children (Article 50);
ensuring availability of food (Article 55); and the provision of public health and hygiene
and the operation of hospitals (Article 56).” Finally, a somewhat obscure paragraph in
Joint Publication 1, Doctrine for the Armed Forces of the United States describes “relief
and reconstruction” operations as one of four broad areas that make up the military
instrument’s contribution to national power.2 Whether DoD is in the lead, or operating in
support of other U.S. government agencies, conducting S&R operations is an enduring
requirement for the U.S. military. Among the many challenges the U.S. military will face
in conducting S&R operations, one of the most significant is evaluating their progress.

Stabilization and reconstruction operations are a difficult, often vexing, mission
for all organizations charged with their conduct. Recent U.S. military stability operations
in both Iraq and Afghanistan presented numerous challenges and resulted in uneven
success at best. Across the entire post-Cold War era, the international community’s
record at economic reconstruction has been disappointing—with a few notable
exceptions such as El Salvador and Croatia.® The difficulty of accurately assessing
progress during S&R operations has undoubtedly been a contributing factor to the many
historical failures. In fact, Joint Publication 3-07 states unequivocally that the selection
of appropriate measures allowing short-term assessment of long-term effects is the

greatest challenge in the conduct of stability operations.'® Unfortunately, the complexity



and difficulty of S&R missions appears to be increasing. Unlike post-World War Il Japan
or re-unified Germany after the Cold War, the nations where S&R work is occurring
today suffer from extremely low levels of development and high levels of violent internal
conflict.*! In many ways, reconstituting institutions and infrastructure in a country
devastated by war can be easier than creating them from scratch in a country that has
never had them. Policing a coalescent population emerging from defeat by another
nation state is less difficult than policing a severely divided population emerging from a
civil war or other violent internal conflict. Simply put, the initial conditions at the start of
today’s S&R missions are generally more complex than those found in the past. In the
uncertain global environment America faces going forward, the U.S. military will likely be
called upon again and again to conduct stability and reconstruction operations in
extremely difficult environments. If success is to be achieved in future S&R operations,
the methods and measures for continuous assessments must be improved.
Considerable effort has been put into developing measures of progress and
effectiveness for S&R missions, humanitarian assistance and development operations
in recent years. There is a large collection of S&R operation best practices and lessons
learned available to the community for review. While this type of data is an excellent
resource for practitioners, it has significant shortcomings. Lessons learned databases
tend to focus on the success or failure of specific activities and how they could have
been better executed. Best practices focus on what worked in a specific case, they don’t
investigate why or how what worked contributed to mission success.*? Historically,
measures for S&R operations have focused on tangible and easily quantifiable outputs

(miles of road constructed, number of schools built, etc.). These performance indicator



measuring systems simply compare actual project milestones with desired targets or
projections.®®* The assumption was that the completion of these various projects
contributed to overall stability and the winning of the peace. How much or even if these
results actually contributed to peace or stability was left unclear. As Paul Diehl and
Daniel Druckman put it: “Most studies focus on the factors thought to produce success
rather than devoting attention to the criteria used to assess that success.”'* The
distinction made in the MPICE between outputs and outcomes is an important one. The
Guiding Principles text is focused on what the intervention is trying to achieve rather
than the specific work being done at the tactical level to achieve it.*> The goal is to
measure the causal relationship between the S&R mission’s activities (outputs) to the
changing conditions on the ground (outcomes) over time.® After all, it is the outcomes
(or desired end states) that will determine the success or failure of an S&R operation,
thus, outcomes must be measured. However, these measures of success must be
constructed independently of the factors (outputs) believed to influence the desired
outcomes.'” As an example, improving security and rule of law may require the
recruiting and training of large numbers of police officers, but the numbers of officers
recruited and trained do not constitute a measure of success for improving security or
the rule of law. Similarly, while many missions are charged with specific mandates by
the United Nations (UN), use of the UN mandate to define success is dubious at best.
Mandates for S&R operations given by international organizations are often the result of
political compromises between the many members and thus often too vague (restore

order, maintain peace and security, etc.) to serve as the lone basis for defining mission



success.'® So clearly, measuring progress toward desired end states (outcomes) is the
best way to evaluate the progress of an S&R mission, but is it a panacea?

If done correctly, the measurement of outcomes over time will yield indications of
progress (or a lack thereof). Having specific outcome-based standards against which to
measure the success of the S&R mission allows for ongoing assessments throughout
the operation and making adjustments or changes whenever necessary to ensure
continued progress and successful transfer to civilian authorities or the host nation
government.'® Of course, determining the positive or negative impact of an activity or
operation may not be known or measurable until considerable time has passed. Building
one hundred new elementary schools may impact the social well-being end state
relatively quickly, but the impact on the sustainable economy end state may not occur
until these children enter the workforce many years later. The S&R environment is also
extremely complex and cause-effect relationships between outputs and outcomes may
not be directly traceable.?®° This makes it difficult during the operation to know what to do
more of, what to do less of and what to stop doing in order to continue progress and
momentum toward achieving desired outcomes. Another issue is the fact that S&R
missions are often conducted in environments rife with violent conflict. The lack of
security may complicate the process of data collection in support of progress measures.
In some cases it may be possible to mitigate this issue by hiring and training indigenous
personnel, who will have a lower profile and better access, to collect the required data.
It is important to review the data collection plan, identify any potential blind spots and
conduct post field quality control such as pattern response, substantive response bias,

and field productivity tests.?* Without good data, the derived metrics will be invalid and



significant issues may go undetected. Finally, measuring outcomes for intangible,
human conditions (security, legitimacy, unity) is fraught with peril due to the subjectivity
of the measures, room for different interpretations, opposing perspectives and differing
opinions.?? Despite these difficulties, the S&R community and international humanitarian
service organizations have embraced outcome-based measures as the best approach.
The Strategic Framework of the Guiding Principles for Stabilization and Reconstruction
and outcome-based measures of the MPICE are clearly a vast improvement over past
methods for evaluating S&R mission success and a continuing evolution in the right
direction.
Methodology

The objectives, goals, indicators and measures proposed in this paper were
developed based on the existing MPICE publication, current research in the field,
related existing metrics frameworks, best practices and operational experience. The
output of this paper is designed to be incorporated directly into the existing MPICE, and
so, it follows the MPICE format. To avoid unnecessarily increasing the data gathering
burden for practitioners, existing MPICE indicators and measures across the five end
states were simply “re-used” wherever it made sense. Existing and related frameworks
such as United States Southern Command’s (USSOUTHCOM) Small Wars Operations
Research Directorate (SWORD) model, the United States Agency for International
Development (USAID) Conflict Assessment Framework (CAF) and Tactical Conflict
Assessment and Planning Framework (TCAPF), the United Nations’ Integrated
Assessment Handbook Post-Conflict Needs Assessment (PCNA) methodology, U.S.
Army Handbook 10-41 Assessment and Measures of Effectiveness in Stability Ops,

U.S. Army Field Manual 3-07 Stability, the Center for Strategic and International
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Studies’ (CSIS) Post-Conflict Resolution (PCR) Project and the SPHERE Project’s Core
Humanitarian Standards (CHS) were all reviewed and analyzed to inform the
development of the proposed goals, indicators and measures included herein. In
addition, the writings and research of pioneers and leaders in the field such as Paul
Diehl, Daniel Druckman, Sarah Jane Meharg, Joseph Schumacher, Matthew Arsenault
and Max Manwaring provided guidance, ideas and inspiration for this effort. However,
unlike the Guiding Principles and the MPICE, which were developed through a team
effort and extensively reviewed and improved upon by practitioners from across the
community, the proposals contained herein are the sole work of the author and lack
peer review within the S&R community. As such, this paper serves only as a good
starting point for development of measures for the seven cross-cutting principles of the
Strategic Framework.

The Cross-Cutting Principles

As outlined in the Guiding Principles for Stability and Reconstruction there are
seven so-called “cross-cutting principles.” The cross-cutting principles are “high-level
principles that should be applied by every person and to every activity that is conducted
in support of the S&R mission.”? The seven cross-cutting principles represent the
overarching guidance that transcends and permeates every end state, line of effort and
action across the S&R mission.?* Following the overall design of the Guiding Principles
manual, the cross-cutting principles are focused on outcomes. However, unlike the five
end states and their accompanying conditions, the cross-cutting principles have a dual
nature. They represent not only an end state or condition to be achieved, but also an
overarching philosophy or approach to be used in conducting the S&R mission. Any

measures developed for the cross-cutting principles must reflect this dual nature. The
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measures must capture outcomes that support both the desired conditions (i.e.:
legitimacy of the host government) and the extent to which the mission succeeds in
inculcating the desired philosophy (i.e.: success in getting every individual and their
actions to support the legitimacy end state). Effectively measuring the seven cross-
cutting principles using an outcome-based perspective requires addressing several
guestions. First, are the cross-cutting principles being applied to each of the mission’s
goals, lines of effort, projects and initiatives? Are they being effectively applied across
initiatives and across sectors? Do all contributors to the mission understand and
effectively apply the cross-cutting principles? Through the combination of goals,
indicators and measures put forward below for the first four cross-cutting principles
(legitimacy, unity of effort, security and conflict transformation) practitioners can begin to
“get at” these important questions.

The beauty of this approach, and the reason why it is important to enhance the
current MPICE with the addition of measures for all of the seven cross-cutting
principles, is that it provides a broader perspective and wider data set for mission
leaders and policy makers to measure progress of the S&R mission. The ability to
measure implementation of the cross-cutting principles not only gives leaders a more
refined evaluation of the mission’s progress toward achieving the desired outcomes, but
also provides mission-wide insight into how well the mission is being executed.
Measuring progress toward the end states alone does not provide this additional
context. Drawing conclusions and making decisions based on a limited set of measures
will lead to policy decisions being made without full awareness of the consequences of

those policy decisions.?® Evaluating the S&R mission using the five Guiding Principles



end states and seven cross-cutting principles evaluates progress from multiple
perspectives, across sectors and also provides insights into the synergy and efficiency
of the S&R mission itself. This more robust methodology provides leaders with ongoing
assessments of progress and allows resources to be shifted where needed more
quickly. While the addition of measures for the cross-cutting principles does add to the
data collection burden, this is outweighed by the better understanding of the
effectiveness of the mission. Because of their mission-wide impact and pervasive
nature, it could be argued that the additional effort put into data collection for measuring
cross-cutting principles yields more value than the same effort put into end state
measures. Ultimately, the addition of measures of progress for the cross-cutting
principles into the MPICE has the potential to improve mission outcomes and increase
the efficiency of S&R operations and processes, while conserving international
resources and saving time.

Proposed Measures

The following subsections provide a detailed description of each of the first four
cross-cutting principles (legitimacy, unity of effort, security and conflict transformation)
along with proposed objectives for measuring progress. Due to space considerations,
the proposed goals, indicators and measures for each principle are provided in
Appendices | through IV. As stated in the manual, the MPICE is designed for use during
the imposed stability phase (state 0) and assisted stability phase (state 1) of an
intervention.?® Following this methodology, the objectives, goals, indicators and
measures in the MPICE are focused on achieving the aspirational conditions required
for transition into the next higher state (assuming trends are moving in the preferred

direction). Thus, the measures and indicators used during state O are given under the

10



subsector heading “I - diminish the drivers of conflict” along with an objective for entry
into state |. Similarly, measures and indicators for use during state | are given under the
subsector title of “Il - strengthen institutional performance” with an objective for
achieving entry into the self-sustaining peace phase (state Il). The numbering of the
subsectors as | and Il rather than 0 and | in the MPICE is confusing and unfortunate. An
example of the MPICE format is provided in figure 1. The goals (typically A through D)
for subsector | all end in the word “diminished” and goals for subsector Il all end with
“strengthened.” Data collection methodologies are also recommended using the same
two-letter codes found in the MPICE (CA — content analysis, EK — expert knowledge,

QD - guantitative data or S/PD — survey/polling data).?

Sector: Cross-cutting principle (i.e.: legitimacy, unity of effort, etc.)

Subsector: I. Diminish the Drivers of Conflict
or
. Strengthen Institutional Performance

Goal: A, B, Cor D; always ends in “diminished” or “strengthened”
Example: Popular Support for Host Nation Government
Strengthened

Indicator: Indicator that shows progress toward the goal.
Example: Is there citizen participation in government /
politics?

Measures: Data that provides a quantifiable measure of the indicator
over time.

Percentage of population that identifies or has affiliation
with a specific political party.

Percentage of the population that participated in most
recent election (by identity group).

Percentage of the population that participates in public
government forums (town halls, city council meetings, etc.).

Percentage of the population that participates in political
events (demonstrations, speeches, luncheons, rallies, etc.).

Figure 1. Example of MPICE format.

11



Legitimacy

Legitimacy is an absolutely critical element of successful S&R missions. Max
Manwaring’s SWORD model analyzed 43 post-World War Il insurgencies and
determined legitimacy to be one of only seven critical factors (out of 72 variables
considered) that determine the success or failure of a counter-insurgency campaign.?® A
perceived lack of legitimacy of either the host nation government or the stability mission
can be a serious driver of violent conflict. In part, legitimacy flows from the states’ ability
to provide critical security, economic, political and social functions in a fashion
accountable to the citizenry.? The U.S. Army Techniques Publication on stability (ATP
3-07.5) takes a simple, straightforward approach by breaking legitimacy into four
dimensions: mandate, manner, consent and expectations.*® Army Doctrine Reference
Publication (ADRP) 3-07, Stability describes legitimacy as being based on: 1) the
legality of the current government, 2) the government’s credibility in acting within the
law, and 3) the government’s ability to execute its responsibilities.?! Finally, Joint
Publication 3-07 has a more nuanced definition, describing legitimacy as based on the
citizenry’s perceptions of the propriety, legality, morality, and rightness of actions
taken.®? While each of the descriptions may differ slightly, the bottom line is that for an
authority to be considered legitimate it must have a legal basis (mandate), there must
be a level of acceptance by the citizenry (consent), how the authority behaves matters
(manner), and it must be able to perform at an acceptable level (expectations).

The Guiding Principles manual describes legitimacy in the context of S&R
operations as the degree to which the populace accepts and supports the mission, the
mission’s behavior, the host nation government, and the way the government garnered

power along with acceptance by the international community.®® For the host nation
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government, legitimacy encompasses not only the country’s head of state, but also
legislators, judges, administrators, workers, police and military forces, along with the
population’s perceptions about government institutions and how they perform. How
security forces and other authorities treat the populace can either bolster or undermine
legitimacy of the host nation government or stabilization mission. The perceived fairness
and transparency of established political and electoral processes can also impact
legitimacy. Finally, how the government behaves on the world stage and its willingness
to abide by international laws, norms and agreements contributes to legitimacy.**
Bolstering the host nation government’s perception of legitimacy among the populace is
at the very core of the stabilization mission.® As a cross-cutting principle, measuring
how the S&R mission promotes or contributes to desired legitimacy outcomes presents
a considerable challenge.

The proposed objective for achieving the legitimacy related conditions required
for exiting state O (imposed stability) and transitioning into state | (assisted stability) has
three components. From the legitimacy sector perspective, the mission enters state |
when the host nation government is widely accepted by the populace, government
institutions at all levels are increasingly competent and the government is able to meet
the population’s minimum expectations while assisted by a sustainable level of
international involvement. This proposed objective gets at each of the necessary
legitimacy outcomes described above and in the Guiding Principles manual. For a
government to be widely accepted by the population requires a recognized legal basis
(or mandate), consent of the people, and a degree of popular support. Government

institutions will only be judged as competent when they conduct business in an
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appropriate manner, exhibiting some level of ethical and professional behavior. Finally,
a government that meets the population’s minimum expectations is able to perform at
an appropriate level and execute its responsibilities. Meeting the population’s
expectations not only contributes to the perception of legitimacy, but may also diminish
sources of conflict.

The proposed objective for achieving legitimacy-related conditions for
transitioning from state | (assisted stability) to state Il (self-sustaining peace) has four
components. From the perspective of legitimacy, the mission enters state 1l when the
government enjoys significant popular support, all levels of government are increasingly
accountable to the people, government institutions are effective, and the population’s
minimum expectations are being met without international involvement. This proposed
objective further advances each of the necessary legitimacy components in the Guiding
Principles manual to a level required for a self-sustaining peace. For a government to
enjoy significant popular support indicates a solid mandate, widespread consent of the
people and considerable satisfaction with government performance. Improved
perceptions of accountability indicate strong legitimacy and self-sustaining institutions.
Effective institutions contribute to a self-sustaining peace. Finally, a government that
meets the population’s minimum expectations without external intervention is able to
execute its responsibilities in a sustainable manner. The proposed goals, indicators and
measures for the legitimacy cross-cutting principle can be found in Appendix I.

Unity of Effort

The Guiding Principles manual describes Unity of Effort as “cooperation toward
common objectives over the short and long term.”3® Unity of effort requires close

coordination and cooperation, regardless of organizational affiliation, amongst all S&R
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actors.*” This includes U.S. government agencies, joint or coalition military forces, the
international community, regional partners, certain international institutions (i.e.: UN,
World Bank, International Monetary Fund, etc.) and the host-nation government.

This definition of unity of effort is very similar to current U.S. military doctrine which
describes unity of effort as “coordination and cooperation toward common objectives,
even if the participants are not necessarily part of the same command or organization,
which is the product of successful unified action.”® Thus, in DoD parlance, unity of effort
requires “unified action” which is the synchronization, coordination, and/or integration of
the activities of military operations with the activities of other governmental agencies
and nongovernmental entities (NGOs, private sector).*® This includes a shared
understanding of the mission objectives and operational environment, cooperative
planning and coordinated actions among the many participating organizations.*

Unity of effort in the S&R context has several facets: 1) a shared understanding
of the situation among participants, 2) a shared strategic goal, 3) cooperation, 4) civil-
military cooperation and 5) recognition of the humanitarian space (i.e.: NGOs who
maintain their independence from coalition or international efforts).** Among the seven
cross-cutting principles, unity of effort is considerably more focused on execution of the
S&R mission by the various participants and how this contributes to success. To
achieve the desired unity of effort, structures and processes for sharing information and
coordinating activities must be developed.*

The proposed objective for achieving the level of unity of effort required for
exiting state O (imposed stability) and transitioning into state | (assisted stability) has

four components. The mission enters state | when the national, provincial and local
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governments along with the military all have mutually supporting goals, are able to
articulate priorities, have a shared understanding of the environment and effectively
coordinate their activities while assisted by a sustainable level of international
involvement. This objective reflects achievement of the minimum unity of effort
outcomes required to transition to the assisted stability state. For all levels of the host
nation government to be working toward mutually supporting goals requires some level
of information sharing and coordination across organizations. When each ministry or
department can articulate their own priorities, it sets the foundation for host-nation
driven prioritization and future process ownership. A shared understanding of the
operational environment across all organizations is a fundamental requirement for
achieving unity of effort. Finally, when the various ministries and departments are able
to coordinate activities, this indicates an appropriate level of internal and civil-military
cooperation and builds toward increased synchronization of whole-of-government
efforts.

The proposed objective for achieving the level of unity of effort required for
transitioning from state | (assisted stability) to state Il (self-sustaining peace) has three
elements. The mission achieves the required level of unity of effort to enter state Il when
the host nation government is able to independently manage stability and development
efforts, coordinate activities with international participants and continue improving living
conditions for the populace without international intervention. Attainment of this
objective will require inter-governmental coordination processes to become increasingly
institutionalized within each organization. Independent host nation management of

stability and development efforts requires a significant level in internal coordination and
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cooperative planning. The ability to independently oversee and coordinate activities with
a wide array of international participants indicates mature host nation administrative and
coordination processes. Finally, if the host nation can create momentum toward
improving living conditions in the assisted stability phase, through implementation of
effective programs and processes, then conditions should continue to improve in the
absence of international assistance. The specific proposed goals, indicators and

measures for the unity of effort cross-cutting principle can be found in Appendix Il.

Security

In the S&R operations context, the cross-cutting principle of security is defined as
“the physical security that permits the freedom necessary to pursue a permanent
peace.”®® Security is one of the few pre-conditions required if an enduring peace is to be
achieved.* Security enables initial engagement and continued effort toward the five
Strategic Framework end states. Without security, progress in all sectors will be
extremely difficult, if not impossible. Armed opposition groups are not the only potential
threat to security in the S&R environment. Criminal elements, local militias, private
security, violent demonstrators, corrupt police, neighboring military forces, and domestic
and international terrorist groups, among others, all shape the security environment. As
a cross-cutting principle, security has numerous facets including: 1) information sharing,
2) management of spoilers, 3) reform of the security sector, and 4) protection of human
rights.*® Security is a necessary enabler for the other stabilization efforts and activities
that make up the S&R mission.

The proposed objective for achieving the security sector related conditions for
exiting state 0 (imposed stability) and transitioning into state | (assisted stability)

includes three elements. From the security sector perspective, the mission enters state |
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when most communities are relatively free of violent crime and political violence is rare.
In addition, security forces act responsibly and effectively maintain public order while
assisted by a sustainable level of international involvement. This proposed objective for
the security sector aligns well with the security sector principles outlined in the Guiding
Principles manual. When the vast majority of the population can live free from the fear
of violent crime and political violence becomes rare, then host nation and international
reconstruction and development activities can progress more rapidly. Security forces
who act responsibly and are increasingly effective directly contribute to establishing the
conditions for permanent peace, including the protection of human rights. Increasing
effectiveness and professional behavior among the security forces also shows progress
in reforming the security sector. Finally, when public order across society is maintained
spoilers can be more easily managed.

The proposed objective for achieving security sector related conditions for
transitioning from state | (assisted stability) to state Il (self-sustaining peace) has three
components. From the perspective of security, the mission enters state Il when an
environment exists where people of all identity groups can go about their daily lives and
move about freely with little fear. Security forces are disciplined, professional and
maintain law and order without international involvement. This proposed objective
further advances the required cross-cutting security conditions described in the Guiding
Principles manual to the level required to support a self-sustaining peace. An
environment in which people, regardless of identity group, can go about their lives and
move freely without fear is an environment in which human rights are respected. The

emergence of disciplined, professional security forces can only be the product of a
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successfully reformed security sector. Finally, domestic security forces will only be able
to effectively maintain law and order on their own when spoilers have been properly
suppressed, co-opted or reconciled. The proposed goals, indicators and measures for
security as a cross-cutting principle can be found in Appendix III.

Conflict Transformation

Conflict transformation involves implementing a strategy that transforms conflict
resolution within the society or between competing groups from violent means to
peaceful ones.* Measuring levels of violence is important, however, violence indicators
alone are an insufficient measure for conflict transformation because decreased levels
of violence may be unrelated to progress toward conflict resolution.*’ In the context of
conflict transformation, “peaceful means” may include arbitration, mediation, bargaining,
use of institutions (such as courts, legislative bodies, city councils), community groups,
political processes and countless others. The process of conflict transformation involves
suppressing or eliminating conflict drivers across society while strengthening the conflict
mitigators (peaceful means) and enhancing the host nation’s ability to continue to
manage the process of transformation.*® Joint Publication 3-07 offers a very similar
definition of conflict transformation describing it as a process that reduces the “primary
drivers of ongoing or future violent conflict and instability.”*® An obvious implied task in
this process is to identify the drivers of conflict. Conflict transformation may also require
creation of new institutions or agencies from the ground up. A regime’s existing
institutions (such as the police or courts) may even be identified as conflict drivers. In
this case, serious reform of existing (but unprofessional or corrupt) institutions will be
required to transform them into effective conflict mitigators. The desired end state for

conflict transformation is to bring the host nation to the point where it can address the
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causes of violent conflict on its own in a sustainable fashion.*® For the long term, conflict
transformation requires the host-nation be able to maintain internal stability while setting
the conditions that will enable long-term development to continue.® Thus, conflict
transformation involves: 1) understanding drivers and mitigators of conflict, 2) reducing
drivers and building or improving mitigators, and 3) building host nation capacity to
independently manage conflict drivers and set the conditions for long-term
development.®?

The proposed state | objective for the conflict transformation cross-cutting
principle has three components. First, the mission enters state | when a majority of the
population rejects violence as a means to resolve conflict. Second, with the assistance
of a sustainable level of international involvement, the host nation government is able to
identify and effectively address sources of conflict. The third and final component is
when peaceful means of conflict resolution become increasingly available to the
populace. People reject violence as a means to resolve conflict when either the drivers
of conflict are reduced to an acceptable level or they can better achieve desired
outcomes through other means. If non-violent means have become more attractive, this
indicates that conflict mitigators within the society are improving. Regardless of the
reason, a society that rejects violence and embraces peaceful conflict resolution is a
society moving toward successful conflict transformation and improved stability. When
the host nation government can recognize and effectively address sources of conflict
then the drivers of violent conflict will be diminished. This indicates an increasing ability

by the host nation to manage conflict drivers. Finally, when peaceful means of conflict
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resolution become increasingly available to the populace, this sets the conditions to
transition conflict resolution away from violent means over the long term.

The proposed conflict transformation objective for transitioning from state |
(assisted stability) to state Il (self-sustaining peace) has only two components. First, the
mission transitions to state Il when all conflict parties are participating in the peace
process and working together to resolve the most significant sources of conflict. In
addition, the country’s political process, legal system and other societal institutions
operate effectively as peaceful conflict mitigators without international involvement.
When all parties are actively working together to resolve the most significant sources of
conflict then the transition to peaceful, self-sustaining conflict resolution is well on its
way. When the host nation’s institutions effectively serve as conflict mitigators, this
indicates a capability to independently manage conflict resolution has been achieved.
Attainment of this objective only occurs when the conflict has been transformed to a
level where a self-sustaining peace is within reach. The proposed goals, indicators and
measures for the conflict transformation cross-cutting principle can be found in
Appendix IV.

Ongoing Challenges

Even if every S&R manual, doctrine document, latest academic theory and
community best practice is followed--an S&R mission can still fail. By their very nature
S&R missions are a messy and uncertain business. Any S&R operation is an expensive
venture and, despite best efforts, nation states may simply lack the full resources or will
required to stabilize a country after a conflict. Likewise, no matter how well an S&R
mission is built and executed, the inability to control factors like external meddling by

neighbor states or the in-flow of foreign fighters may derail the mission and result in
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failure. Border control, flow and availability of weapons or fighters, external safe havens,
external actors and other factors may serve as spoilers to coalition stabilization
objectives. As already discussed, defining success and measuring progress for S&R
efforts are huge challenges for nations that undertake it. Adding to this complexity is the
fact that perception of success or failure may be different based on point of view. For
any particular intervention, the international community, neighboring states, warring
factions and the local population may all define success differently.%® So while the
leaders of the S&R mission may declare success; the populace, international
community, or leadership of neighboring countries may still see the result as a failure.
The bottom line is that despite competent, well-resourced efforts, the final outcome of
any S&R mission remains unpredictable.

Recommendations

Through the research and study involved in this effort, several recommendations
came to the surface. First, since the MPICE is a collection of possible goals and
measures to be tailored to the situation, it provides the opportunity to include host nation
leaders or officials in the tailoring process. Sarah Jane Meharg has specifically argued
that the S&R community needs to incorporate measures of effectiveness developed and
defined by the indigenous populations being supported.>* Host nation-driven measures
will improve buy-in, ensure shared objectives and improve unity of effort. Host nation
driven measures are not specifically mentioned in the MPICE, but could easily become
a formalized part of the tailoring process. A second recommendation would be to
change the labels of the MPICE format for state O and state | objectives and subsectors
from the current “I” and “II” to “0” and “I” to avoid confusion. Goals for transition into

phase | should be phase 0 completion goals, listed under a phase 0 subsector. This
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makes sense because all the work being done and progress being measured is
occurring during phase 0. As written today, the goals, indicators and measures for use
during phase 0 are all listed under a roman numeral “I” subsector. The same is true for
the next phase. Finally, as stated earlier, unlike the development of the Guiding
Principles and the MPICE, which were reviewed and improved upon by numerous
agencies, the proposals contained herein are the sole work of the author. The
objectives, goals, indicators and measures proposed in this paper are simply a starting
point for development of metrics for the cross-cutting measures and should be
subjected to peer review within the S&R community where they can be challenged and
improved.

Conclusion

Publication of the Measuring Progress in Conflict Environments (MPICE) metrics
framework in 2010 was a major milestone for peace operations. Based on the USIP’s
Guiding Principles for Stabilization and Reconstruction manual, the MPICE provided
practitioners with a collection of tailorable outcome-based objectives, goals, indicators
and measures for each of the five end states advocated in the Guiding Principles’
framework. However, the MPICE lacked measures of progress for the seven critical
cross-cutting principles within the stability and reconstruction framework. The cross-
cutting principles permeate and link each of the five end states.>® The preceding
paragraphs and appendices to this paper outline a set of practical objectives, goals,
indicators and measures for conducting the difficult work of measuring progress during

S&R missions.
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Appendices

Appendix I: Legitimacy

STATE | OBJECTIVE: The host nation government is widely accepted by the populace,
government institutions at all levels are increasingly competent and the government is
able to meet the population’s minimum expectations while assisted by a sustainable
level of international involvement.

STATE Il OBJECTIVE: The host nation government enjoys significant popular support,
all levels of government are increasingly accountable to the people, government
institutions are effective, and the population’s minimum expectations are being met
without international involvement.

GOALS:

|. Diminish the Drivers of Conflict

A. Rejection / Distrust of Host Nation Government Diminished

B. Political Violence Diminished

C. Perception of Corruption within Host Nation Government Diminished
D. Rejection / Distrust of Coalition Diminished

ll. Strengthen Institutional Performance
A. Popular Support for Host Nation Government Strengthened
B. Host Nation Ability to Govern Strengthened

C. Government’s Accountability to People Strengthened
D. Perception of Government’s Independence from Coalition Strengthened

LEGITIMACY
l. Diminish the Drivers of Conflict

A. Rejection / Distrust of Host Nation Government Diminished

Preferred
Indicator Measure Methodology Trend
Do armed opposition groups receive Percentage of military-aged population that S/PD -
support from sympathizers in the expresses an inclination to support or join a
population?56 violent faction (by identity group).57
Intensity of popular support (passive sympathy, S/PD

devotion, or active support) given to violent

factions (by identity group).58

Degree of collaboration (passive sympathy, S/PD, EK
devotion, or active support) between various
political-social institutions (e.g., tribal
associations, religious groups, social welfare
networks, educational centers, local media

24



associations, or financial institutions) and

violent factions.>®

Does the government enjoy broad
popular support?

Percentage of the population that participated
in most recent election (by identity group).

Percentage of the population holding a positive
impression of the current national government
(by identity group).

Percentage of the population that believes the
national government generally acts in their best
interests (by identity group).

Percentage of the population holding a positive
impression of their district or local government.

Coalition personnel understand the imperative
for developing and increasing trust for the
government through their words and
interactions with the populace.

Qb

S/PD

S/PD

S/PD

S/PD

Is there a perceived mandate for the
government?

Percentage of the population that supported
the current government in the most recent
election (by identity group).

Percentage of the population that perceives the
most recent election as honest and impartial (by
identity group)?

The electoral process is relatively open (i.e.: free
of barriers to participation by candidates from
minority groups, religious minorities, women,
etc.)?

Processes for voter registration and voting are
straightforward and accessible.

Coalition personnel well informed on the
outcomes and implications of the most recent
election results.

Qb

S/PD

EK

EK, S/PD

S/PD

To what extent do the government’s goals
and priorities align with those of the
citizenry?

Government goals and priorities are
publicized/published and generally known to
the people.

Percentage of citizens who are supportive of
current government goals and priorities (by
identity group)?

Extent to which the government is responsive to
citizen inputs on changes to goals or priorities.

The government has a viable strategy for
achieving current goals and is actively pursuing
them.

Extent to which coalition personnel are familiar
with the host nation government’s goals and
priorities.

Qpb, S/PD

S/PD

EK, S/PD

EK, QD

S/PD
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B. Political Violence Diminished

Preferred
Indicator Measure Methodology Trend
Do armed opposition groups (e.g., militias, | Number and frequency of attacks against Qb -
guerrilla forces, insurgents, death squads, government forces and officials.®t
private security forces, gangs, or
terrorists) engage in violence to advance Number and frequency of attacks against QD -
political agendas or to oppose the peace international forces and nongovernmental
60
process? organizations.5?
Number of casualties (civilian vs. military)
. D -
resulting from attacks.%3 Q
Number of attacks against infrastructure.5* Qb )
Recruitment by armed groups.65 Qp, EK -
The abduction of children and women into Qp, EK -
armed factions.®®
Percentage of national territory that is Qb -
controlled by armed factions.®”
Percentage of population not under control of Qb -
the government.68
Are there alternative means for Percentage of citizens who believe there is a S/PD +
dispute/conflict resolution? regional or national political party that
represents their interests.
Percentage of citizens with access to local QpD, S/PD +
dispute resolution methods (courts, mayor,
provincial representative, tribal elder, etc.) that
can resolve or mediate problems?
Level of public satisfaction with access and S/PD +
quality of local dispute/conflict resolution
means.
Level of public satisfaction with availability and S/PD +
responsiveness of elected political
leaders/representatives.
Is there are viable peace process or Extent to which the host nation government is EK +
framework in place? increasingly committed to the peace process (ie:
politically supportive, representative appointed,
resources allocated, active participation, etc.)
Percentage of all potential adversary groups Qb +
included/participating in the peace process.
A framework document for the peace process QD, EK +

has been drafted (including form of
negotiations, members, facilitator, location,

procedural issues, etc.) and followed.®°
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Percentage of the populace politically QD, S/PD +
involved/active in the peace process.m
Number of participating conflict parties who EK +
have accepted/conceded that they must work
together to solve the conflict.”*
Extent to which members of the coalition are S/PD +
familiar with the peace process and can
articulate it to interested persons.
Does the justice system or legal Percentage of population with access to an QDb, S/PD +
framework function? operating city/district court within 90 minute
travel time.
Average time to process court cases from first QD -
contact to final resolution (by court).
Level of public satisfaction with local courts. S/PD +
Percentage of local/district courts with Qb +
permanent judges in place.
Percentage of judges who meet minimum EK, QD +
education or experience qualifications.
C. Perception of Corruption within Host Nation Government Diminished
Preferred
Indicator Measure Methodology Trend
Are public offices corrupt?’? Ranking on international indices of EK, QD -
corruption.73
Existence of incentive structures that reward
smuggling, rent-seeking, looting of natural EK -
resources, or other forms of large-scale criminal
activity/corruption.74
Public perception of the degree of corruption
and abuse of office by government leaders (by S/PD B
identity group).75
Degree to which local and international s/PD i
companies alter their investment plans due to
the prevalence of corruption.76
Percentage of citizens reporting that a gift or
informal payment is ;squlred to obtain a S/PD B
government service.
Percentage of citizens reporting that a gift or
informal payment is required to obtain a S/PD -
government job.78
Percentage of citizens reporting that a gift or
informal payment is required to avoid arrest or S/PD -

a fine by police or to pass through a police
checkpoint.79
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Percentage of businesses reporting that a “gift”
or informal payment was required to obtain a

construction permit.80

Percentage of businesses reporting that a “gift”

or informal payment was required to obtain an

import operating license.8?

Percentage of businesses reporting that a “gift”

or informal payment was required to obtain an

operating license.®?

Public perception of the extent of corruption in

public offices.®3

S/PD

S/PD

S/PD

S/PD

Are there links between government

officials and criminal syndicates?84

Known criminals or individuals linked to crime

syndicates occupy key government positions.85

Number of senior government officials
implicated by foreign governments or
international law enforcement bodies (e.g.,

Interpol) in transnational criminal activity.86

EK

Qb

D. Rejection / Distrust of Coalition Diminished

Indicator

Measure

Methodology

Preferred
Trend

Is the mission supported by an
international mandate or UN Resolution?

The mission is backed by a UN Resolution.

Extent to which the mission has broad support
across the international community or UN
General Assembly membership?

Extent to which the mission is supported by the
affected region’s associations, organizations or
alliances (North Atlantic Treaty Organization,
African Union, Organization of American States,
etc.)?

Extent of global popular support for the
international mission.

Qb

Qpb, S/PD

Qpb, S/PD

S/PD

+

Are participating organizations and their
personnel perceived as highly
professional?

Percentage of government representatives or
civil servants who report satisfaction and
positive interaction with members of
participating organizations.

Percentage of populace who perceive
international partner personnel as highly
professional.

Percentage of local officials (village elders,
mayors, city planners, provincial governors,
etc.) who report positive interactions with
international actors working in their respective
areas.

S/PD

S/PD

S/PD

S/PD
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Percentage of local officials (village elders,
mayors, city planners, provincial governors,
etc.) who believe international actors working in
their respective areas are highly responsive to
their needs.

Is there a perception that international
security/peacekeeping forces are too
heavy handed?

Percentage of population who believe
international security forces are too heavy
handed or use excessive force.

Number of monthly demonstrations in response
to use of force incidents or other negative
interactions by international security forces.

Number of complaints of excessive force or
other wrongdoing lodged against international
security force personnel.

Number of negative/highly critical local or
international news reports about international
security force activities.

Number of civilians injured/killed by
international security forces.

Number and amount of compensatory
payments (death gratuity, property damage,
injured livestock, vehicle accidents) made by
international security forces.

S/PD

Qb

Qb

Qb

Qb

Qb

Il. Strengthen Institutional Performance

A. Popular Support for Host Nation Government Strengthened

Indicator

Measure

Methodology

Preferred
Trend

Does the government enjoy broad
popular support

Percentage of the population holding a positive
impression of the current national government
(by identity group).

Percentage of the population that believes the
national government generally acts in their best
interests (by identity group).

Extent to which international workers
understand the imperative for developing and
increasing trust for the government through
their words and interactions with the populace.

S/PD

S/PD

S/PD

+

Is there citizen participation in
government / politics?

Percentage of population that identifies or has
affiliation with a specific political party.

Percentage of the population that participated
in most recent election (by identity group).

Percentage of the population that participates
in public government forums (town halls, city
council meetings, etc.).

S/PD, QD

Qb

Qpb, S/PD

QD, S/PD

29




Percentage of the population that participates
in political events (demonstrations, speeches,
luncheons, rallies, etc.).

Are local, regional/provincial and national
governments representative of the
populace?

Percentage of the population holding a positive
impression of their district or local government
(by identity group).

Percentage of offices held by minorities groups
(by identity group).

Rate at which identity groups of elected
assemblies align with the identity groups of the
populations represented.

Percentage of local government officials and
civil servants that are natives of the areas in
which they work?

Percentage of local government positions filled
based on cronyism or nepotism rather than
merit and qualifications.

S/PD

Qb

Qb

Qb

QD, EK

Are the results of the most recent national
elections widely accepted by the
populace?

Percentage of the population that participated
in most recent election (by identity group).

Percentage of the population that believe the
most recent elections were honest and
impartial (by identity group).

Percentage of the population reporting overall
satisfaction with election outcomes (by identity
groups).

Qb

S/PD

S/PD

B. Host Nation Ability to Govern Strengthened

Indicator

Measure

Methodology

Preferred
Trend

Are the various levels of government
capable of providing essential services,

utilities, and functions?®’

Percentage of population or percent of territory
receiving essential government services and

utilities (by level of government).88

Number of essential government functions that

are being performed by international actors.®?

Distribution of essential public services to

identity groups relative to their percentage of

the total population.90

Qb

Qb

Qb

+

Does a professional civil service exist?%!

Percentage of government employees with

training and education requisite for their

positions.92

Perception of the degree of corruption in the
civil service (by identity group).93

Perception of the degree of nepotism/cronyism
in the civil service (by identity group).94

Qb

S/PD

S/PD

Is there access to justice?95

Right to legal counsel is recognized by law.%®

EK
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Laws, codes, or other normative acts set forth a

standard time frame by which persons detained

shall be given access to a Iawyer.97

Individuals are regularly informed of their right

to counsel at the time of arrest or detention.%®

Extent of availability of legal aid or public

defense.%°

Percentage of population less than one half-day

removed from nearest courthouse or police

post.100

Number of interpreters per 100,000 minority

language population.lOl

Percent of court cases dropped due to inability

of victim to pay.102

EK

EK

EK

Qb

Qb

Qpb, S/PD

Is education accessible (by identity
group)?103

Percentage of youth enrolled in primary
schools, secondary schools, and college (by

identity group and gender).104

Perception that teachers are neutral (by identity
group).105

Percentage of the population who have

graduated from college, including both

indigenous and external (by identity group).106

Cost of education as a percentage of income. 107

Qb

S/PD

Qb

Qb

C. Government’s Accountability to People Strengthened

Indicator

Measure

Methodology

Preferred
Trend

Is there confidence in state

institutions?198

Perception that the government is responsive to

individual needs (by identity group and

gender).109

Confidence in the government’s ability to

improve the situation (by identity group and

gender).110

S/P

S/PD

+

Is the legislature representative of and

responsive to the populace?lll

Perceptions by gender and identity group

members that vital concerns can be addressed

and protected by the legislative process.112

In practice, the ruling party or coalition of

parties is distinct from the state. 113

Legislators seek to broaden their appeal by

forming coalitions that respond to issues that

cut across identity groups.114

S/PD

EK

EK, CA

Is government accountable?!®

Rating of government accountability systems
according to international standards and best

QD, EK
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practices (e.g., the International Monetary

Fund’s Code of Best Practices for Fiscal

Transparency).116

Where applicable, judicial review of the actions EK +
of the executive and legislative branches is
effective and enforced.**’

A domestic ombudsman, oversight body, or Qb, EK +

independent audit organ is able to investigate

and expose government abuses. 18

Perceptions of the public that the actions of S/PD *
political officials are transparent and

accountable.11®

s/PD, QD +
Misconduct by senior government officials (e.g.,
head of state, ministerial-level officials,
legislators, and/or judges) has been investigated
and appropriately punished (by identity
group).120

Does the public have confidence in law Survey questions: S/PD
enforcement agencies??! * “Whom do you trust to protect your personal +
safety?” (Police as opposed to other relevant
alternatives such as a violent opposition group).
* “Do you feel safer in your neighborhood today +
compared to six months ago?”
¢ “Do you feel safe walking in your +
neighborhood?”
* “How would you rate security conditions +
today?”
¢ “Have you been the victim of a crime?” -
¢ “Did you report the crime to the police?”

* “Were you satisfied with the response?”

¢ “Do you teach your children to contact the
police if they feel they are in danger and need

help?”122

+ + +

D. Perception of Government’s Independence from Coalition Strengthened

Preferred

Indicator Measure Methodology Trend
Do international actors or regional Number of United Nations member states that Qb +
governments increasingly engage directly recognize the host nation government as the
with the host nation government? legitimate authority?

Number of international agreements Qb +

established between the host nation and other

nations in the region (trade agreements, border

management, mutual defense, immigration,

etc.).

Extent to which the host nation government is QD +

being integrated into international institutions
and regional organizations including
conferences, forums, etc.?
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Percentage of members of the international
mission who feel confident re-directing external
inquiries to their host nation partners.

S/PD

Is the host nation government able to
effectively conduct its own strategic
communications?

Percentage of the population who have an
awareness of the host nation government’s
most recent press conference.

The host nation government is increasingly able
to communicate information about its policies

and views to the international community.

Ability of the administration to engage
effectively with the international media.

Number of press conferences held by host

nation government leaders or cabinet members.

Number of press releases approved by host
nation government.

S/PD

EK

EK

Qb

Qb

Has a formal transfer of responsibility
occurred or been scheduled?

Transfer milestones or criteria have been
developed and progress is being made toward
achieving them.

Percentage of government departments or
ministries judged to be capable of fully
independent operation.

Extent to which coalition personnel are aware
of transfer milestones and criteria and able to
articulate them to the populace.

Qb

EK

S/PD

Are coalition security forces operating
with a reduced profile?

Number of international security force
movements.

Percentage of total patrols that are either host
nation partnered patrols or independent host
nation patrols.

Number of use of force incidents involving
international security forces.

Percentage of the country in which host nation
security forces have taken over primary
responsibility for security.

Number of international security forces present
(deployed) within the country.

Qb

Qb

Qb

Qb

Qb
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Appendix Il: Unity of Effort

STATE | OBJECTIVE: The national government, provincial and local governments, and
the military all have mutually supporting goals, are able to articulate priorities, have a
shared understanding of the environment and effectively coordinate their activities while
assisted by a sustainable level of international involvement.

STATE Il OBJECTIVE: The host nation government is able to independently manage
stability and development efforts, coordinate activities with international participants and
continue improving living conditions for the populace without international intervention.

GOALS:

|. Diminish the Drivers of Conflict

A. Discord Between Security and Development Activities Diminished
B. Disharmony of Strategic Goals Among Participants Diminished

C. Uncoordinated Activities by Participants Diminished

Il. Strengthen Institutional Performance

A. Synergy Between Mission and Host Nation Strengthened
B. Host Nation Civil-Military Relationship Strengthened

C. Government’s Ability to Coordinate and Lead Strengthened
UNITY OF EFFORT

l. Diminish the Drivers of Conflict

A. Discord Between Security and Development Activities Diminished

Preferred

Indicator Measure Methodology Trend
Is there a forum or mechanism for sharing | Effective civil-military coordination mechanisms EK +
information? are in place.

Extent to which joint planning is conducted EK, QD +

between proposed security operations and

follow-on development activities to maximize

stabilization effects and avoid gaps or lag time.

Percentage of security operations that included QD +

development phases or activities as part of

mission planning.

Extent to which the S&R strategy aligns with or EK +

accounts for the operational objectives of each

phase of the military’s campaign plan.

Participating organizations provide reporting on Qb +

security issues, threats or concerns to maximize

shared situational awareness.

Security forces provide inputs on development Qb +

requirements based on field observations (ie:
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reporting on specific village-level needs by
tactical units).

Do both camps (security forces and
development organizations) have equal
situational awareness?

Security forces (host nation or international)
know where all participating organizations and
their personnel are operating on a day-to-day
basis.

Security forces share actionable threat and
attack trend information with participating
organizations.

All key players (host nation government,
security forces, coalition members) have real-
time access to the latest S&R mission progress
updates, status reports and assessments.

A real-time emergency notification capability for
informing coalition members of ongoing attacks
or other changes in the security environment is
in place.

International and host nation security forces
coordinate operations and maintain a real-time
common operating picture.

EK

Qb

QpD, EK

Qpb, S/PD

EK

Are security operations conducted in a
way that is mindful of long term
development goals?

Security operations help prepare the
battlespace for follow-on development
activities.

Extent to which the populace is more accepting
of international organizations after security
operations have been conducted in an area.

Number of critical infrastructure or
development projects damaged or destroyed by
security force operations.

EK, QD

S/PD

Qb

B. Disharmony of Strategic Goals Among Participants Diminished

Indicator

Measure

Methodology

Preferred
Trend

Are goals/objectives of all participants
known?

Percentage of participating organizations that
have provided their goals/objectives to the
mission.

Participants with similar goals/objectives closely
coordinate their activities to avoid duplication
or conflict.

Where discord or conflicts exist between
organizational goals, an attempt has been made
to reconcile differences.

Organizations with goals/objectives that might
undermine the S&R mission (political groups,
proselytizing, etc.) have been identified and
mitigated.

Qb

EK

EK

EK

+
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Is there buy in for mission
goals/objectives among participants?

Extent to which international frameworks or
agreements framed the S&R mission’s
objectives (and any updates or revisions)?123

Extent to which the S&R mission’s goals,
objectives, priorities, phases/milestones or
project lists are developed in close coordination
with the host nation government?

Number of participating organizations that
provided inputs to the mission’s
goals/objectives (and any updates or revisions)?

Percentage of organizations who participated in
developing the mission’s goals/objectives (or a
subsequent review and revision)?

Percentage of participating organizations whose
goals/objectives closely align with the mission’s
goals/objectives (including subsequent
updates/revisions)?

EK

EK

EK

Qb

Qb

Metrics and measures agreed on?

Number of organizations who participated in
developing the mission’s metrics and measures.

Percentage of participating organizations who
have agreed to adopt the mission’s metrics and
measures framework

Extent to which the mission’s measures and
metrics were developed in close coordination
with the host nation government

Qb

Qb

EK

Are priorities among participants
generally agreed upon?

Extent to which S&R mission’s priorities align
with host nation government priorities.

Degree of alignment between the mission’s
priorities and the host nation and international
security forces’ campaign plan.

Extent to which participating organizations
priorities align with the S&R mission’s priorities.

EK

EK

EK

Is a shared understanding maintained
throughout the operation?

Percentage of participating organizations who
share progress reports and assessments across
the mission.

Degree of close coordination with the host
nation government and security forces in
development of recurring (monthly/quarterly)
mission progress reports or assessments.

Extent of incorporation of outside inputs (i.e.:
think tanks, UNHCR, regional partners,
International Committee of the Red Cross,
Intelligence Community, etc.) into the mission’s
assessments.

Availability of the mission’s progress reports
and assessments to the public.

Qb

EK

EK

Qb
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C. Uncoordinated Activities by Participants Diminished

Indicator

Measure

Methodology

Preferred
Trend

Is there close coordination with and
between international participants?

Percentage of all international participants that
attend coordination and planning meetings.

Number of press conferences or press releases
not pre-coordinated with mission leadership.

Prevalence of independent or duplicative site
surveys of the same location by different
organizations.

Frequency of the same or similar projects being
on separate organization’s work plans.

Prevalence of lag time or schedule conflicts
between projects with dependencies (ex: first
class of police cadets recruited and scheduled to
arrive 30 days before academy facilities are
completed).

Number of international participants providing
status updates to mission leadership.

Degree of coordination and cooperation
between organizations working in the same
sector.

Degree of coordination and cooperation across
sectors.

Qb

Qb

Qb

Qb

Qb

Qb

EK, S/PD

EK, S/PD

+

Is there regular outreach to NGOs and
other international players?

Regular updates are provided or offered to
NGOs by mission leadership.

Number of independent NGOs that share
progress or activity reports with mission
leadership.

Number of independent NGOs that attend the
mission’s coordination and planning meetings.

Availability of publicly releasable updates or
progress reports to NGOs and international
players.

Qb

Qb

Qb

Qb

Is the host nation government integrated
into planning and execution?

Degree to which host nation leadership is kept
informed of progress and significant events.

Extent to which the host nation drives priorities
or schedules.

Willingness of mission leadership to
accommodate host nation requests for changes
in priority or scheduling.

Incidence of conflict, confusion or
miscommunication between mission personnel
and their counterparts in the host nation
ministries.

S/PD, EK

EK, QD

EK

EK
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Are neighbors or regional partners kept
informed of ongoing activities?

Number of unilateral/uncoordinated actions
taken by neighboring countries.

Number of border incidents (incursions, cross
border fires, crossings closed, airspace
violations, etc.).

Frequency of updates with leaders or ministers
of neighboring countries or regional partners.

Number of liaison officers on the S&R mission
staff from neighboring countries or regional
partners.

Degree of prior notification or coordination with
neighbors or regional partners before
commencing major security operations.

Qb

Qb

Qb

Qb

EK

Il. Strengthen Institutional Performance

A. Synergy Between Mission and Host Nation Strengthened

Indicator

Measure

Methodology

Preferred
Trend

Are development activities conducted in
accordance with host nation priorities?

Host nation has published a set of development
priorities which it reviews and updates on a
recurring basis.

Strength of alignment between host nation
priorities and ongoing or funded development
projects.

Percentage of development activities receiving
formal approval from host nation government.

Degree to which the S&R mission can quickly
react to changes in host nation development
priorities.

Degree to which planned and ongoing
development activities will advance host nation
development goals.

Qb

Qp, EK

Qb

QD, EK

EK

+

Do host nation institutions build on the
progress of international participants?

Number of ongoing S&R mission/NGO projects
turned over to host nation for sustainment or
completion.

Number of new projects initiated by the host
nation government and added to development
plans.

Rate at which access to basic services (health,
education, sanitation) are extended to the
population is maintained or improved.

Percentage of population with access to basic
needs (food, water, hygiene, shelter) is
maintained or continues to improve.

Qb

Qb

Qb

Qb
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Percentage of population expressing optimism
about their future quality of life.

S/PD

Do host nation security operations
support mission objectives and activities?

Number of projects cancelled or suspended due
to worsening security.

Percentage of territory deemed safe for
international organizations/NGOs to operate in.

Extent to which the populace is accepting of
international organizations (by identity group).

Perception of foreign investors, international
corporations or regional partners that the
internal security situation is becoming more
favorable for investment.

Qb

Qb

S/PD

S/PD

Is there unity in host nation and mission
strategic messaging?

Extent to which the host nation takes lead on
strategic messaging.

Percentage of host nation press conferences or
press releases coordinated with mission
leadership.

Degree to which quantifiable data (numbers,
statistics) released by the host nation and the
mission leadership are aligned.

Frequency of host nation government officials
making critical statements about the S&R
mission or its leadership.

EK

Qb

Qb

Qb

Do host nation capability gaps exist in any
sectors?

Number of programs or initiatives that would
likely atrophy or fail without continuing external
support.

Number of host nation project managers or
administrators with adequate training or
experience to perform their duties (by sector).

Number of ministries or agencies with mature
internal controls, operating procedures,
adequate staffing and organizational structures
required to meet their mission.

EK

Qb

EK

B. Host Nation Civil-Military Relationship Strengthened

Indicator

Measure

Methodology

Preferred
Trend

Military leaders support government
priorities and objectives

Number of senior officers who express general
support for host nation government priorities
and objectives.

Extent of alignment between the services’ or
defense ministry’s strategic plans and host
nation government priorities and objectives.

Degree to which public statements by the
service chiefs, Chief of Defense (CHOD) or
defense minister are supportive of government
plans and objectives.

S/PD

EK

Qb

+
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Host nation government has established
effective civilian control over the military

Extent to which military leaders follow direction
of the host nation’s senior civilian leadership.

Number of officers that believe civilian control
of the military is an important concept.

Host nation government sets military budgets,
implements regulations for budget execution
and monitors military spending.

Percentage of population who believe the
military is supporting government efforts to
improve stability and development.

Ratio of military leaders disciplined or relieved
to those not disciplined or relieved for issues
that would normally warrant such action.

EK

S/PD

QpD, EK

S/PD

Qb

Security operations are followed by
targeted development activities

Degree of synergy and cooperation between
host nation security operations and follow on
government activities.

Degree to which security force operations are
coordinated with national, district and local
government officials.

Number of security force operations that are
immediately followed by integrated
development activities.

Frequency of federal funding available to
support development activities in the wake of
security force operations.

EK

EK

Qb

QD, EK

Security forces cooperate with
international organizations

Perception by members of international
organizations that they receive good support
from the host nation military.

Percentage of international participants or
NGOs reporting harassment by or negative
interactions with host nation military forces.

Number of projects cancelled, delayed, or
disrupted by military interference.

Number of incidents where the military failed to
provide promised logistics, security or other
support to international organizations.

Number of international participant/NGO
projects developed with military cooperation or
receiving direct logistical or other support from
the host nation military.

S/PD

S/PD

Qpb, S/PD

Qpb, S/PD

Qb

C. Government’s Ability to Coordinate and Lead Strengthened

Indicator

Measure

Methodology

Preferred
Trend

40




Is the host nation increasingly taking over
the various coordinating activities?

Number of international participants providing
status updates to host nation government
representatives.

Percentage of all international participants that
attend host nation led coordination and
planning meetings.

Percentage of development projects behind
schedule.

Percentage of town/village leaders that report
development activities occurring in their areas
are well coordinated.

Degree of coordination and cooperation
between international organizations, NGOs and
host nation ministries operating in the same
sector.

Degree of coordination and cooperation across
government ministries.

Qb

Qb

Qb

S/PD

EK

EK

Are appropriate government entities
taking lead in development activities?

Percentage of development sectors with a clear
line of responsibility established to a single lead
host nation agency or ministry.

Percentage of projects in the development plan
managed and overseen wholly by host nation
government officials.

Percentage of new initiatives/projects initiated
by host nation government entities.

Percentage of districts/provinces that have
ability to process and prioritize development
requirements from their respective
villages/towns.

Percentage of villages/towns forwarding
actionable development requirements to their
district/province offices.

EK

Qb

Qb

Qb

Qb

Has the host nation government
established outreach with international
participants?

Extent to which host nation publically releases
information on development requirements and
critical needs.

Availability of the host nation’s development
plans, progress reports and assessments to the
public.

Extent to which Development, Planning or other
ministers/leaders have developed relationships
with international organizations.

Qb

Qb

EK

Does the host nation government have a
clear understanding of the situation?

Percentage of participating organizations who
provide progress reports and assessments to
the host nation.

Qb
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Host nation has developed a realistic
sustainable financial plan for continuing long
range development.

Extent of incorporation of outside inputs (i.e.:
think tanks, UNHCR, regional partners,
International Committee of the Red Cross, etc.)
into the host nation’s assessments.

Strength of vertical communication and
coordination between national, provincial and
local government officials.

EK

EK

EK
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Appendix ll: Security

STATE | OBJECTIVE: Most communities are relatively free of violent crime and political
violence is rare. Security forces act responsibly and effectively maintain public order

while assisted by a sustainable level of international involvement.

STATE Il OBJECTIVE: An environment exists where people of all identity groups can

go about their daily lives and move about freely with little fear. Security forces are

disciplined, professional and maintain law and order without international involvement.

GOALS:

|. Diminish the Drivers of Conflict

A. Sources of Insecurity Diminished

B. Discordance and Impunity of Security Forces Diminished
C. Full Spectrum Violence Diminished

Il. Strengthen Institutional Performance

A. Agility and Synchronization of Security Forces Strengthened
B. Sense of Community Strengthened

C. Professionalism of the Security Sector Strengthened
SECURITY

I. Diminish the Drivers of Conflict

A. Sources of Insecurity Diminished

Indicator Measure

Methodology

Preferred
Trend

Are changes in traditional sources of Perception that changes in local governing
power at the local level contributing to structures (tribal leaders, village council, city
insecurity? administration, etc.) threaten local stability and
security.

Extent to which local control of resources or
services is being diminished or altered.

Percentage of local leaders reporting they have
fewer resources available to solve their
community’s problems than 6 months ago.

Percentage of local leaders who believe their
influence in the community is
diminished/threatened by the activities of the
S&R mission in the local area.

Perception that changes in distribution of
wealth between specific groups (i.e.: ethnic
group, gender, profession, class or caste) are
increasing tensions.

S/PD

EK, S/PD

S/PD

S/PD, EK

S/PD, EK
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Degree of rapid change in ethnic makeup of
local communities.

QDb, EK

Are basic needs being met?

Percentage of the populace (by
village/community) with adequate access to
food and water.

Percentage of the populace (by
village/community) with adequate shelter.

Level of unemployment (by village/community)

Qpb, S/PD

Qpb, S/PD

Qb

Are law and order being maintained?

Percentage of the population reporting crime as
their primary concern (by identity group).

Incidence of violent crime (by region, city or
village)

Percentage of murder, rape or violent assault
cases where a perpetrator is identified and
indicted (by district or province).

Extent of night time travel restrictions imposed
on mission personnel.

S/PD

Qb

Qb

QD, EK

Are basic human rights respected?

Rating of human rights conditions within the
country by independent outside organizations
(i.e.: Amnesty International, Human Rights
Watch, etc.).

Number of human rights abuses or incidents
reported in the open press.

Percentage of new host nation government or
security forces leaders or units who are
considered “tainted” by the Leahy Amendment
vetting process or other Gross Human Rights
Violation vetting processes (by quarter).

Extent to which the principles of respect for
human rights are incorporated into codes of
conduct, mission statements or operating
principles of host nation institutions.

Number of reported human rights abuses or
incidents levied against mission personnel.

Qb

Qb

Qb

EK

Qb

Does the S&R mission avoid contributing
to insecurity?

Percentage of international partners utilizing
armed contractors.

Level of restraint built into international
security forces Rules of Engagement.

Extent to which force protection concerns
inhibit S&R mission accomplishment (i.e.:
balanced risk management approach).

Degree to which contract award and hiring
practices utilize local customs or norms.

Qb

EK

EK

EK

B. Discordance and Impunity of Security Forces Diminished
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Indicator

Measure

Methodology

Preferred
Trend

Do security forces operate in a
coordinated manner?

Degree to which roles and responsibilities
between local, provincial and national security
forces have been delineated and observed.

Degree to which the priorities of local and
national security services are mutually
supportive or shared?

Extent to which national and local security
forces are able to share information or
coordinate activities vertically.

Extent to which the targets of raids or other
security force operations appear to be receiving
advanced warning of the operations.

Prevalence of confusion, miscommunication or
misidentification between security force
personnel causing serious inter-agency conflicts
or incidents.

EK

EK

EK

EK

QD, EK

+

Are security forces held accountable?

Degree to which security forces at all levels are
subject to some form of external oversight (i.e.:
courts, local political leaders, administrators or
higher-level organizations).

Percentage of credible allegations against
security forces personnel that result in
investigations.

Percentage of substantiated incidents of
wrongdoing by security forces personnel that
result in punishment.

Number of complaints against security forces
for either excessive use of force or unnecessary
property damage.

EK

Qb

Qb

Qb

Do host nation security forces respect
human rights?

Number of reported gross human rights
violations allegedly perpetrated by host nation
security forces.

Degree to which the concepts of probable cause
or reasonable suspicion guide day-to-day
security force interactions with the populace.

Percentage of security forces personnel who
demonstrate mastery of the rules of evidence,
use of force, probable cause, rights of the
accused and other critical law enforcement
concepts.

Degree to which prison conditions meet
internationally accepted standards.

Qb

EK

S/PD

QpD, EK

C. Full Spectrum Violence Diminished
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Indicator

Measure

Methodology

Preferred
Trend

Is threat information shared between
agencies?

Prevalence of threat information being shared
horizontally across national government
agencies or ministries.

Degree of threat information sharing between
local security force agencies with those of other
nearby jurisdictions.

Extent to which credible threat information is
passed up or down the chain (i.e.: vertically)
between local, regional or national security
force agencies.

EK

EK

EK

+

Are appropriate actions being taken to
reduce crime related violence?

Number of crimes (by type) reported (by
region).

Percentage of reported crimes (by type) that
result in an indictment.

Percentage of criminal gangs that have been de-
armed.

Percentage of the population reporting that law
enforcement maintains a visible presence in
their neighborhood.

Qb

Qb

Qb

S/PD

Are appropriate actions being taken to
reduce politically motivated violence?

Percentage of politically motivated violence
cases where a perpetrator is identified and
indicted (by district or province).

Extent to which threat information is shared
with targeted political leaders or event
coordinators.

Availability of protective details for senior
government leaders, political leaders or other
targets of political violence.

Qb

EK

EK

Does the government perpetrate human
rights abuses (torture, beatings, harsh
treatment, unlawful detention, etc.)?

Prevalence of individuals being held or
imprisoned for political reasons

Prevalence of prisoners being held without
charges.

Prevalence of physical abuse against detainees
or prisoners.

Number of extrajudicial killings perpetrated by
security forces.

Qp, EK

QD, EK

EK

Qb

I. Strengthen Institutional Performance

A. Agility and Synchronization of Security Forces Strengthened

Indicator

Measure

Methodology

Preferred
Trend
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Do national and local law enforcement
agencies enforce the law and maintain
public order (by province or equivalent

Iocality)?124

Percentage of population who have been the

victims of violent crime in the past

month/year.125

Safe and sustainable return of displaced persons

and refugees to former neighborhoods.126

Amount spent by businesses on private

security.127

S/PD

Qpb, S/PD

Qpb, S/PD

Do the security forces maintain control
over national territory?128

Percentage of national territory that is under

control of the government.129

Number of checkpoints or roadblocks set up by

armed opposition grou ps.130

Percent of national territory controlled by

external forces.131

Qb

Qb

Qb

Is there a safe and secure
environment?132

Percentage of residents who feel more secure

today than they did six months before (by

province and identity group).133

Percentage of residents who believe that they
will be more secure in the months ahead than
they are today (by province and identity

group).134

Safe and sustainable resettlement in mixed

identity group neighborhoods.135

Use of public/private institutions, such as

schools, banks, markets. 136

Amount spent by businesses on private

security.137

S/PD

S/PD

QD, EK

EK, QD

EK, QD

Do local/national security forces agencies
share information and coordinate
activities?

Extent to which national and local security
forces have institutionalized methods for
sharing information.

Extent to which national and local security
forces have institutionalized procedures for
coordinating activities.

Extent to which secrecy and surprise can be
maintained during major multi-agency security
operations or raids.

EK

EK

EK

B. Sense of Community Strengthened

Indicator

Measure

Methodology

Preferred
Trend

Do citizens have a sense of responsibility
for safety and security of their local
communities?

Percentage of the population (by community)
that believes citizens have an important role in
preventing crime in their communities.

S/PD

+
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Prevalence of local citizens not willing to come
forward when witnessed crimes occur.

Percentage of crimes (by type) where witnesses
or anonymous informants provided useful
information.

EK

Qb

Do communities increasingly demonstrate

the capacity or willingness to self-regulate

crime and violence®®®

Prevalence of communities taking local action
(i.e.: neighborhood watch organizations,
community patrols, crime tip lines, rewards,
etc.).

Extent to which the local community cooperates
with law enforcement in diminishing violence
and reducing crime

Extent to which populace reports or informs on
illegal activities.

QDb, EK

EK

EK

Does the populace believe law and order
is maintained?

Percentage of the population reporting
satisfaction with the level of law and order in
their communities.

Percentage of the population that believes their
community is significantly more dangerous at
night.

Percentage of the population that believes local
law enforcement could be counted on to
resolve a customer/merchant dispute fairly.

Percentage of the population reporting fear of
crime as a significant concern.

S/PD

S/PD

S/PD

S/PD

Have programs been implemented to
strengthen the sense of community or
social cohesion?

Number of publicly held community-based

celebrations.'®

Prevalence of community oriented
organizations or social groups.

Existence of professional organizations or
worker’s unions.

Availability of newspapers or access to
local/national television news.

Qb

QD, EK

Qb

Qb

C. Professionalism of the Secur

ity Sector Strengthened

Indicator

Measure

Methodology

Preferred
Trend

Are law enforcement agencies held

accountable for serious misconduct (by

province or equivalent Iocality)'.->l40

Percentage of complaints of serious
misconduct, such as excessive use of force by
law enforcement agencies, that are properly

investigated and prosecuted or pursued through

administrative procedures.141

Percentage of public complaints that are
investigated and sanctions that are imposed by

an independent agency with subpoena

power.142

EK, QD

QD, EK

+
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Codes of conduct emphasizing adherence to law
and to international standards of human rights

are enforced by the courts and/or by

supervisors in law enforcement agencies.143

EK, CA

Are the roles and missions of security

forces appropriate to the officially stated

security threat?%*

A division of labor exists between the police and
military services, with the former performing

public safety roles and the latter involved in

national security missions.1#°

A national security strategy and threat

assessment exist.

The force structure matches the national

security strategy and officially stated threat

assessment. 147

Training and operating procedures are designed

to meet officially stated current and anticipated

security threats.}48

EK

EK

EK

EK

Are citizens confident that the military

and intelligence services are impartial?149

Perception that the military and intelligence

services are used for partisan political

purposes.'>°

S/PD

Are citizens confident in the national

security forces?11

Perception by public that they are/will be
protected by national security forces (by

identity group).152

Perception that national security forces function
in the best interest of the people (by identity

group).153

S/PD

S/PD

Do members of the security sector respect
human rights?

Perception by the public that security forces
respect and protect human rights.

Percentage of security forces members
reporting protection of human rights as an
important aspect of their duties.

S/PD

S/PD
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Appendix 1V: Conflict Transformation

STATE | OBJECTIVE: A majority of the population rejects violence as a means to

resolve conflict. With the assistance of a sustainable level of international involvement,
the host nation government is able to identify and effectively address sources of conflict.
Peaceful means of conflict resolution are increasingly available to the populace.

STATE Il OBJECTIVE: All conflict parties are participating in the peace process and

working together to resolve the most significant sources of conflict. The country’s
political process, legal system and other societal institutions operate effectively as

peaceful conflict mitigators without international involvement.

GOALS:

I. Diminish the Drivers of Conflict

A. Primary Sources of Conflict Diminished

B. Popular Support for Violence Diminished

C. Lack of Effective Conflict Mitigators Diminished

Il. Strengthen Institutional Performance

A. Acceptance of Peace Process Strengthened

B. Effectiveness of Conflict Mitigating Institutions Strengthened
C. Host Nation Ability to Lead Reconciliation Strengthened
CONFLICT TRANSFORMATION

l. Diminish the Drivers of Conflict

A. Primary Sources of Conflict Diminished

Indicator Measure

Methodology

Preferred
Trend

Have primary sources of conflict been Extent to which outreach is conducted with
identified and prioritized? religious and minority groups to understand
their grievances.

Degree of inclusion of local and provincial
governments in identifying and prioritizing
sources of conflict to national government.

Extent to which host nation government has
taken inputs from external organizations
(humanitarian rights organizations, NGOs,
United Nations, etc.) to identify current sources
of conflict.

Extent to which changes in power structures
(tribal influence, clergy influence, etc.) or
resource control have been investigated and
included as possible sources of conflict.

Percentage of population who believes their
primary grievance is well known (i.e. receives

Qp, EK

QD, EK

EK

EK

S/PD

+
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media attention, is known by government
officials, taken up by a political party, etc.) (by
identity group).

Number of public forums conducted (town halls,
panels, forums, etc.) to allow the public to air
and discuss their grievances.

Qb

Are sources of conflict removed wherever
possible?

Extent to which current laws represent the
views and values of the entire population.

Percentage of population reporting selective
enforcement of law by security forces based on
religion, tribe, etc. (by identity group).

Extent to which needed reforms (land,
education, health, human rights, etc.) are
championed and codified by the appropriate
government ministry.

Percentage of total incidents of loss or damage
to private property due to government actions
in which reparations are paid.

Percentage of warring factions / conflict parties
that believe mutually acceptable solutions are

possible?154

Percentage of population reporting S&R mission
actions or activities as a source of conflict.

EK, S/PD

S/PD

EK

Qb

S/PD

S/PD

Is continuous analysis conducted to
ensure new sources of conflict are
identified and addressed?

Extent to which recurring outreach is conducted
with religious and minority groups to
understand and address their grievances.

Degree of inclusion of local and provincial
governments in monitoring sources of conflict.

Percentage of population who believes their
primary grievance is well known (i.e. receives
media attention, is known by government
officials, taken up by a political party, etc.).

Number of recurring public forums conducted
(town halls, panels, forums, etc.) to allow the
public to air and discuss their grievances.

EK

EK

S/PD

Qb

B. Popular Support for Violence Diminished

Indicator

Measure

Methodology

Preferred
Trend

Do armed opposition groups receive

support from sympathizers in the

population?155

Percentage of military-aged population that

expresses an inclination to support or join a

violent faction (by identity group).156

Intensity of popular support (passive sympathy,

devotion, or active support) given to violent

factions (by identity group).157

S/PD

S/PD
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Degree of collaboration (passive sympathy,
devotion, or active support) between various
political-social institutions (e.g., tribal
associations, religious groups, social welfare
networks, educational centers, local media

associations, or financial institutions) and

violent factions.'>8

S/PD, EK

Does the populace reject resolution of
conflict through violent means?

Percentage of the population that views
violence against the government as justified
given the current conditions.

Percentage of the population who believes
violence is the only way for opposition groups
to protect their rights or ensure their concerns
are addressed.

Number of political demonstrations (per
week/month/quarter).

Diversity of representation (by identity group)
garnered at public government venues (town
halls, meetings, panels or forums).

S/PD

S/PD

Qb

Qb

Is the populace aware of progress made
toward resolution of major grievances?

Percentage of the population reporting
awareness of completed peace agreements
with opposition groups.

Percentage of the population reporting
knowledge of recent changes to laws or
government reforms designed to reduce
grievances.

Percentage of population reporting their
primary grievance has been adequately
addressed or resolved by the government (by
identity group).

S/PD

S/PD

S/PD

C. Lack of Effective Conflict Mitigators Diminished

Indicator

Measure

Methodology

Preferred
Trend

Have actions been taken to alleviate
remaining (intransigent or enduring)
sources of conflict?

A ministry of minority affairs has been
established and effectively advocates on the
behalf of minority groups and interests.

Incidence of host nation, provincial or local
government leaders formally receiving or giving
audience to opposition leaders or minority
groups?

Number of legislative proposals designed to
address outstanding grievances forwarded each
quarter.

Extent to which strategic communications or
information operations are employed to
diminish remaining grievances.

EK, S/PD

QD, EK

Qb

EK

+
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Are conflict mitigation actions successfully
codified into law, regulation or structural
changes?

Number of laws passed, rescinded or revised in
order to address grievances of opposition or
minority groups.

Extent to which Rules of Engagement or
standard operating procedures of security
forces have been revised to address grievances
or reduce sources of conflict.

Number of ministerial, provincial or local
procedural or regulatory changes made to
address grievances or reduce sources of conflict
(i.e.: rules for issuing permits, court procedures,
business regulations, etc.).

QDb, EK

EK

QDb, EK

Have needed conflict mitigating
institutions been identified and
established?

Percentage of the population living within one
days travel of a functioning civil court.

Percentage of the population living within one
half days travel of a functioning criminal court.

Percentage of low income households (those
earning <50% of the country’s median
household income) receiving some form of
support from a government social services
agency.

Percentage of towns/provinces where key
leaders are elected via recurring local/provincial
elections.

Percentage of the population reporting that
their interests are represented by one of the
national political parties.

Number of villages/towns (population 500 or
greater) with a persistent (24/7) law
enforcement presence.

Qb

Qb

Qb

Qb

S/PD

Qb

Does the populace participate in creation

and operation of conflict mitigation

activities?1®?

Intensity of involvement by community leaders

or civil society groups in conflict resolution. 60

Degree to which the local populace in the

conflict area is actively involved in conflict

resolution and/or the peace process.161

Percentage of the population participating in
local elections (by village, town, city or
province).

Percentage of the population that participates
in public government forums (town halls, city
council meetings, etc.).

Percentage of judges elected (rather than
appointed) to their positions.

EK

EK

Qb

Qb

Qb

I. Strengthen Institutional Performance
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A. Acceptance of Peace Process Strengthened

must work together to solve the
?180

problem

actively participating in the peace process.

Preferred
Indicator Measure Methodology Trend
Do political leaders/elites accept and Percentage of parties to the conflict that have QD +
support the peace settlement?162 signed a peace settlement. 163
Number and severity of violations of the peace QD, EK -
settlement by faction (e.g., ceasefire, cessation
of operations, disarmament, and demobilization
of troops).164
+
Faction leaders renounce use of violence.'6® CA, EK
. . 166 CA, EK +
Faction leaders condemn the use of violence.
Faction leaders implement power-sharing EK +
arrangements without recourse to violence.*®”
Degree of support for the peace settlement in CA +
the domestic mass media.1%®
Does the population accept and support Implementation of the peace process is meeting S/PD +
the peace settlement and/or process?169 popular expectations (by identity group).170
Number of marches and public demonstrations QD, EK -
that express opposition to the peace
process.171
Popular support for the peace process EK, CA +
supersedes popular support for obstructionists
of the peace process (by identity group).172
e . . EK, CA +
Influential figures (e.g., clerics, social icons) ¢
publicly repudiate acts of violence and other
obstructionist behavior (by identity group).173
Are social attitudes and norms supportive | Extent of voluntary compliance with the law."® S/PD +
of peaceful resolution of disputes (by
identity group)?t’* Percentage of the population who would S/PD +
consult with a formal legal advisor and use the
formal court system if they have a dispute.176
Knowledge of population about their legal and S/PD +
civil rights and the legal process, including how
to access the legal system.177
Belief that justice is administered fairly by
members of other identity groups (by identit
s y groups (by y 5/PD N
group).
Efforts to arrest identity group leaders who
commit serious crimes are violently resisted by EK )
their identity group.179
Have conflict parties accepted that they Percentage of parties to the conflict that are QD +
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Number of parties to the conflict that have
aligned with or are represented by a recognized
political party.

Number of violent attacks attributable to
conflict parties or armed opposition groups.

Qb

Qb

B. Effectiveness of Conflict Mitigating Institutions Strengthened

Indicator

Measure

Methodology

Preferred
Trend

Does the legal system (formal and
informal) provide a nonviolent mechanism

for the resolution of disputes?181

Percentage of citizens who say that they have
access to and are willing to use formal court
systems to resolve criminal disputes (by identity

group).182

Percentage of citizens who say that they have
access to and are willing to use traditional,

customary, or informal systems of justice to

resolve criminal disputes (by identity group).183

Percentage of population who perceive they
have been treated fairly by the formal court
system in the past and/or expect to be treated
fairly in the future (by province and identity

group).184

Percent of population who perceive they have
been treated fairly by the traditional,
customary, or informal court system in the past

and/or expect to be treated fairly in the future

(by province and identity group).185

Extent to which citizens resort to the use of the

formal legal system to settle inter-group

conflicts.186

Extent to which citizens resort to the use of the

traditional, customary or informal legal systems

to settle intergroup conflicts.*8”

S/PD

S/PD

S/PD

S/PD

Qpb, S/PD

Qpb, S/PD

+

Does the criminal justice system perform
essential functions effectively?188

Criminal Laws and Procedures:

Criminal laws and procedures address
contemporary criminal activity and provide
effective means of law enforcement for
combating terrorist financing, trafficking,
transnational and organized crime, (e.g.,

extradition, mutual legal assistance), cyber
189

crime, etc..

Entry into the system:

Average time after detention until formal
190

charges are brought.

Percentage of those arrested, detained, or

charged with a crime who have access to legal

representation.191

EK

Qb

Qpb, S/PD
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Percentage of pretrial detention facilities

operating in compliance with international

human rights standards. %2

Prosecution and pretrial services:

Average time from entry into system on serious
193

crimes charges until seeing a lawyer.

Number of convictions for serious crimes as a

percentage of indictments for serious crimes

per province.194

Adjudication:
Average time between filing of formal charges

and trial.1%°

Percentage of those accused of serious crimes

not represented at trial. 196

Sentencing and sanctions:
Sentences in criminal cases comply with

international standards for proportionality.197

Prison terms and fines are enforced.%®

Incarceration:
The penal system is able to enforce sentences

on political leaders/elites and the most

dangerous criminals.t%°

Percent of prison population beyond stated

capacity of prison system.200

Number of prisoners who escape per year.201

Appeals:
There is a fair and authentic appeals process (as

indicated by cost, time required, and access).202

EK

Qb

Qb

Qb

Qb

EK

EK

EK

Qb

Qb

QD, EK

Does the civil justice system (where there
is a separate civil justice system) perform

essential functions effectively?203

Civil laws and procedures address contemporary

civil needs for adjudication, enforcement, and

record keeping.204

Entry into the system:

Percentage of those involved in a civil case who
205

have access to legal representation.

Percentage of citizens who say that they have

access to court systems to resolve civil

disputes.206

Percentage of citizens who are aware of the

forms of recourse available to them to resolve a

dispute.207

Adjudication:

EK

Qpb, S/PD

S/PD

S/PD
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Average time between filing of claim and

adjudication.2%® Qb -
Percent of claims that remain unadjudicated.209 ®
Enforcement of judgments and orders:
Percentage of judgments enforced relative to
210 QD +
the number awarded.
Does the political system accommodate Former warring factions participate in party CA, EK +
former warring factions? formation.21!
Participation in elections (by identity group).212 ap +
Diversity of the political base of major parties S/PD, EK +
(by identity group).213
Are property disputes resolved and Percentage of property dispute claims Qb +
contracts enforced?24 adjudicated relative to claims registered (by
identity group and province).215
Percentage of property dispute claims resolved Qb +
relative to claims registered (by identity
group).216
S/PD +
Perception of parties involved with property
disputes that the process was fair and the case
resolved satisfactorily (by identity group and
. 217
rovince).
P ) Qb +
Property settlements and contracts are
enforced.?18
C. Host Nation Ability to Lead Reconciliation Strengthened
Preferred
Indicator Measure Methodology Trend
Are capable host nation personnel Prevalence of support or respect for the S/PD +
appointed to lead the peace process? designated leader of the peace process.
Percentage of the general population that S/PD +
reports confidence in the peace process.
Implementation of the peace process is meeting S/PD +
popular expectations (by identity group).219
Number of factions that object to personnel S/PD -
appointed to lead or facilitate the peace
process.
Strength of qualifications of the appointed EK +
leader of the peace process and their key staff.
Have appropriate structures been put in Adequacy of staffing support provided to the EK +
place to oversee reconciliation efforts? peace process.
Adequacy of the work and conference space EK +

made available to support the peace process.
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Extent to which the agreed upon framework for EK +
the peace process is facilitating progress.

Extent to which the peace process framework EK +
forces all parties to view the issues from their
adversary’s perspectives.

Extent to which the current political structure is EK +
capable of integrating and representing
interests of minority or warring factions?

Are senior political leaders engaged in the | Extent to which host nation leaders want the EK +
peace process? peace process to succeed.
Number of public statements political leaders Qb +

make in support of the peace process and
peaceful resolution of conflict.

Do conflict parties feel they can realize Percentage of conflict party leadership (by S/PD +
their aspirations through the group) that believes the peace process can help
established/proposed host-nation them realize at least some of their objectives.

negotiation process?220
Percentage of populace (by group/party S/PD +

affiliation) that believes the peace process can
help their group or party achieve their interests.
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