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Executive Summary
According to Wyler (2008), weak and failing states are often in conflict, at risk of
conflict, or newly emerging from conflict. Poor governance, corruption, and lack of basic public
services impede their stability. They do not have effective control of their territory, military, or
law enforcement. In addition, weak states are unable to achieve lasting economic development.
As a result, weak and failing states become safe havens for terrorist and international crime
organizations. They cause regional instability and facilitate those seeking Weapons of Mass
Destruction (WMD). These threats pose a danger to the United States and its national interests.
Protecting the United States from these threats requires conducting successful nationbuilding operations. Nation building is critical to “winning the peace” and denying safe havens
and networks to terrorists and insurgents. This is a means of integrating war and policy.
According to Cohen (2005), there is reluctance to establishing stabilization and
reconstruction metrics in order to measure nation-building progress. The concern is that the
metrics will be manipulated to push political agenda. As a result, objective metrics for
measuring the outcomes of nation building efforts in the Middle East have not been established.
This study applies Cohen‟s (2006) proposed cascading model for measuring nationbuilding progress in the Middle East. Using this method, the metrics are linked to stabilization
outcomes providing objective feedback on stabilization progress so mission planners can make
better decisions. The metrics developed indicate the situation close to ground truth as possible.
Additionally, this study recommends: that metrics be developed for the Transformation
and Fostering phases; that outside auditors collect metric data; that metrics be critically analyzed;
and that these analyses be used by decision-makers to determine nation-building progress and
whether the current strategy is working.
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Chapter 1 – Introduction
There is no universal definition for “weak state” or “failing state”. The United States
government describes weak and failing states based on four characteristics: 1. Weak and failing
states are often in conflict, at risk of conflict, or newly emerging from conflict; 2. Poor
governance, corruption, and lack of basic public services impede their stability; 3. They do not
have effective control of their territory, military, or law enforcement; and 4. weak states are
among the poorest countries in the world and unable to achieve lasting economic development.
(Wyler, 2008).
Background of the Problem
Recently the global climate has changed. In 1991, the Soviet Union collapsed leaving the
United States as the only superpower. In addition, globalization has grown to an unprecedented
scale. Globalization is the process of establishing and developing interactive, multi-member
networks that operate across transnational distances (Griffith, L. 2006). It is aided by modern
information technology. With the combination of the US being the only superpower and
globalization, this has led to a US-led Global system with underlying Western liberal democratic
ideology and values. This has resulted in unprecedented connectivity and prosperity in the
Western world. (Harvey, Sullivan, & Groves, 2005).
It has also led to a clash with the Middle East. The majority of the Islamic populace
receive little or no benefits from their own government, let alone from the US-led global system
(Harvey, Sullivan, & Groves, 2005). The US-led system clashes directly with radical Islamism
which is opposed to modernization and industrialism (Harvey, Sullivan, & Groves, 2005).
Islamic extremists promote a Quran-Based authority to govern. They are committed to replacing
the current world order with a global Islamic state (a new caliphate) (Harvey, Sullivan, &
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Groves, 2005). As a result, Islamists extremists have two main targets: The United States and
its Western allies, and the governments and elites of the states across the Middle East--those that
believe that Islam is compatible with secular democracy. (Harvey, Sullivan, & Groves, 2005).
First, the Islamic extremists‟ strategy is to limit US power. According to Walt (2005),
the following strategies are used by weak states, etc. to limit US power: 1. Develop conventional
military capabilities specifically designed to neutralize US strength; 2. Depend on terrorism; and
3. Attempt to obtain Weapons of Mass Destruction (WMD), especially nuclear arms. In
addition, their strategy is dependent upon converting the populace to their Islamic ideology.
They do this by attacking the US legitimacy. Secondly, they attempt to seize power of weak and
failing states through insurgencies like the Iraq civil war between the Sunni (Hizb ut-Tahrir) and
Shiites. Also, they do this by taking over ungoverned or ill-governed areas within states.
As a result, weak and failing states become safe havens for Islamic extremists, terrorists,
and international crime organizations. They cause regional instability and facilitate those
seeking Weapons of Mass Destruction (WMD). These threats pose danger to the United States
and its national interests. (Wyler, 2008).
These threats have emerged recently, especially since the end of the cold war (1991).
With the collapse of the Soviet Union leaving the US as the only superpower, 9/11, and
globalization, the threat that weak and failing states pose has become a growing concern (Drew
and Snow, 2006). These events along with the Iraq and Afghanistan wars put weak and failing
states on the public agenda.
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As a result, policymakers began formulating policy for addressing the threats that weak
and failing nations pose. The main official actors associated with making policies that address
the threats emerging from weak and failing states are:





US President, who is responsible for establishing the National Security Strategy
(NSS)
Secretary of Defense who is responsible for the National Defense Strategy (NDS)
and the quadrennial report (QDR)
National Security Council (NSC) which is responsible for assisting the President
in establishing national security objectives and strategies
Congress, which is responsible for providing oversight/watchdog functions,
establishes bills, and controls the funding

The President, the Secretary of Defense, the National Security Council, and the
Department of Defense are the main organizations involved in developing and implementing
national security strategy. The President and Secretary of Defense work with other members of
the NSC to formulate the national security strategy. However, the President has the ultimate
responsibility for the planning and execution of national security policy and signs the national
security strategy.
Congress counterbalances the Executive Branch‟s power in national security
constitutionally and politically. Constitutional restraints are associated with reviewing
presidential actions to ensure they are in the national interest. Also, congress is responsible for
raising and maintaining armed forces, declaring war, advising and consenting on treaties, and
confirming officials. Political powers of Congress in the national security area are the “power of
the purse” and “watch dogging”. The government cannot spend any money on national defense
(or for any other purpose) that has not been specifically appropriated by Congress for the
purpose mandated. This can be exercised both directly (refusing to fund all or part of a national
security project) and indirectly (threatening to deny funding for another presidential backed
program). Watch dogging is done through committees. The most relevant committees related to
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national security are: Foreign Relations, Armed Services, Finance, Select Committee on
Intelligence, and Appropriations. (Drew & Snow, 2006).
Other official actors are: National Security Council Advisor, Department of Defense, and
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Department of State, USAID, Federal Bureau of
Investigation, Central Intelligence Agency, and Department of Homeland Security.
The unofficial actors associated with making policies that address the threats emerging from
weak and failing states are Non-Governmental Organizations (NGOs), Inter-Governmental
Organizations (IGOs), United Nations (UN), military members and family, terrorists,
international crime organizations, and the populace of weak and failing States.
DoD, NGOs, IGOs, and the UN interact in a joint effort when addressing weak and
failing states. NGOs are non-profit, voluntary citizen groups (with a common interest) that are
organized on local, national, or international levels. For weak and failing nations, they provide a
variety of humanitarian functions and advocate and monitor national security policies. They
often work with the military leaders to provide a coordinated joint effort. They provide analysis
and expertise and assist in monitoring and implementing international agreements.
IGOs consist of representatives from sovereign states. They are established by treaty. IGOs are
important to public international law. The North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) is an
example of an IGO. It is responsible for collective security and mutual defense provisions and
influences the US national security policy.
The UN is another organization concerned with weak and failing states. It is an
international organization that facilitates cooperation in international law, international security,
economic development, social progress, human rights, and the achieving of world peace. It is
concerned with weak and failing states from both a humanitarian and security perspective.
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Lastly, the news media greatly influences the national policy by showing the violence,
humanitarian crises, human right violations, etc. associated with aspects of weak and failing
states. It also watchdogs the government and military to make sure it is acting legitimately and
responsibly.
In setting policy towards weak and failing states, these decision-makers confront several
dilemmas. First, policymakers “face conflicting goals and courses of action: (1) providing
security from terrorist acts, that is, limiting the freedom of individual terrorists, terrorist groups,
and support networks to operate unimpeded in a relatively unregulated environment, versus (2)
maximizing individual freedoms, democracy, and human rights” (Perl, 2006, p.8).
A second challenge is the difficulty in identifying the perpetrators of particular terrorist
acts and those who train, fund, or sponsor them (Perl, 2006).
Third is the problem of how to condemn and combat terrorists associated with Islamic
fundamentalist groups without appearing anti-Islamic (Perl, 2006).
Lastly, punishing a state for supporting international terrorism may conflict with other
foreign policy objectives involving that nation, such as human rights concerns (Perl, 2006).
The difficulty is balancing the need to protect the US and its interests from the threats
that emerge from weak and failing states and the need to protect the human rights of the
legitimate populace of weak and failing states.
In light of these dilemmas, policymakers considered two competing views during the
formulation of policy for addressing the threats that weak and failing states pose. According to
Wyler (2008), one side promoted strengthening weak states through nation-building activities.
The other side recommended developing strategies to combat specific threats. The advocates for
nation building argued that protecting the United States from the threats that weak and failing
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states pose takes more than technological and strategic innovations in hunting terrorists or
confronting rogue regimes (Crocker, 2005). It requires conducting successful nation-building
operations. They further argued that Nation building is critical to “winning the peace” and
denying safe havens and networks to terrorists and insurgents.
Nation building is a means of integrating war and policy. According to Carl von
Clausewitz (1873), “war is not a mere act of policy, but a true-political instrument, a
continuation of political activity by other means” (p.87). In order to win a war, political
objectives need to be achieved. The Iraq and Afghanistan wars show that mission success must
include “winning the peace,” not merely winning the battle. According to Crocker (2005), “In
rethinking our notions of warfare, we must find a way to avoid seeing it as an isolated act.
Rather, we must integrate war fighting into the fabric of the policy of which it is part.” (p.2)
Technological innovations and advanced weapons systems will have limited applicability in
“winning the peace” (Crocker, 2005). Nation-building operations are required to meet this
political objective.
The US President made the decision that the US would engage in nation building
(stabilization and reconstruction) efforts. This direction was provided in the National Security
Strategy (NSS), “The goal of our statecraft is to help create a world of democratic, wellgoverned states that can meet the needs of their citizens and conduct themselves responsibly in
the international system. This is the best way to provide enduring security for the American
people.” (The White House, 2006, p.2).
The Department of Defense Directive 3000.0 implements the NSS. It states that “It is the
DoD policy that stability operations are a core U.S. military mission that the Department of
Defense shall prepare to conduct and support. They shall be given priority comparable to
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combat operations and be explicitly addressed and integrated across all DoD activities including
doctrine, organizations, training, education, exercise, materiel, leadership, personnel, facilities,
and planning.” (Department of Defense, 2005, p.2).
A civilian-military effort is required to effectively execute the US President‟s decision to
engage in nation building. In 2004, the Bush Administration established in the Department of
State, the Office of the Coordinator for Reconstruction and Stabilization (S/CRS) to “plan and
execute civilian stabilization and reconstruction efforts. The office draws on all agencies of the
government and integrates its activities with our military‟s efforts. The office will also
coordinate United States Government efforts with other governments building similar
capabilities…as well as with new international efforts such as the UN Peacebuilding
Commission.” (White House, 2006, p.16).
As a result, the Reconstruction and Stabilization Civilian Management Act of 2008
directs the Department of State to lead and coordinate the stabilization and reconstructions
efforts for the US. This requires extensive resources from interagency organizations.
Representatives from agencies throughout the US Government staff S/CRS. This allows it to
benefit from existing skills and expertise, and more easily reach back to interagency partners
(S/CRS, 2008). Currently, S/CRS staff comes from the State Department, USAID, Office of the
Secretary of Defense, Central Intelligence Agency, Army Corps of Engineers, Joint Forces
Command, Joint Chiefs of Staff, and the Treasury Department. Figure 1 provides the
organizational structure of S/CRS (S/CRS Web, 2008).
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Figure 1: S/CRS Organizational Structure (S/CRS Web, 2008)
In addition, the Reconstruction and Stabilization Civilian Management Act of 2008
authorized the Secretary of State to establish a Civilian Response Corps to provide stabilization
and reconstruction activities in foreign countries or regions that are at risk, in, or are in transition
from, conflict or civil strife.
According to S/CRS (2008), the Civilian Response Corp “provides a pool of qualified,
trained, and ready-to-deploy civilian professionals to support overseas reconstruction and
stabilization operations. Additionally, the Civilian Response Corps reinforces regular standing
staff in Washington and overseas in support of reconstruction and stabilization operations in
countries or regions that are at risk of, in, or are in transition from conflict or civil strife. If US
national security interests are at stake, it is prepared to respond quickly with the right civilian
experts.” (S/CRS Web).
The Civilian Response Corps consists of personnel from eight civilian agencies:
Departments of State, Agriculture, Commerce, Health & Human Services, Homeland Security,
Justice and the Treasury, and the U.S. Agency for International Development. There are 250
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Active Component members, 2000 Standby Component members, and 2000 Reserve members.
According to S/CRS (2008), the Active Components are full-time Government employees who
train for, prepare, and staff reconstruction, stabilization and conflict prevention efforts. They are
deployable within 48 hours and focus on critical initial interagency functions such as assessment,
planning, management, administrative, logistical, and resource mobilization. The Standby
Components are full-time employees who have specialized expertise useful in reconstruction and
stabilization operations and are available to deploy within 30 days. The Reserve Components
are US citizens who are available to deploy within 45-60 days.
The FY09 Budget for funding the Civilian Response Corps is given in Table 1.
(McNamara, 2008, p.12). The Reserve component has not yet been funded.
Table 1: Civilian Response Corps FY09 Budget (McNamura, 2008, p.12)
Expert Personnel
to provide rapid response oversight, management, programming, and advisory capacity

Response Corps Training and Equipment
US Civilian Reserve Corps Training and Equipment

$75.2M
$86.8M

Deployment Support
to put civilians on the ground quickly, protect and sustain them for first 60 days

Deploying and Sustaining US Experts
Civilian Force Protection

$41.5M
$22.1M

Coordinator for Reconstruction and Stabilization
to manage Washington coordination and leadership

Operating Costs

$23.0M
Total

$248.6M

In addition to the Civilian Response Corps funding, S/CRS receives $100M per year from
the Secretary of Defense. Section 1207 of the FY 2006 National Defense Authorization Act
authorized the Secretary of Defense to transfer of up to $100 million per year for two years to the
Department of State for programs that support security, reconstruction, or stabilization. Section
1207 was renewed in 2008. However, this funding is not guaranteed.
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Statement of the Problem
With regard to nation building in U.S. foreign policy involving “weak” or “failing states,”
according to Cohen (2005), there is reluctance to establishing stabilization and reconstruction
metrics. The concern is that the metrics will be manipulated to push political agenda. “Some
view metrics as a way to convince Americans that we are winning in Iraq, while others view
metrics as a backdoor means of imposing conditions that will eventually lead to withdrawal.”
(Cohen, 2006). As a result, objective metrics for measuring the outcomes of nation building
activities in the Middle East have not been established. Nonetheless, this study asserts that the
lack of clear metrics to clarify and measure achievement of U.S. objectives in the region is
necessary.
Purpose of the Study
This study will apply Cohen‟s (2006) proposed cascading model for measuring nationbuilding progress in the Middle East. Developing nation-building progress indicators or metrics
shall consist of three steps: 1) Developing Core Outcomes; 2) Developing Essential Tasks; and,
3) Developing Task Progress Indicators/Metrics.
The first step, Developing Core Outcomes, is breaking the mission goal into core
outcomes based on the Center for Strategic and International Studies (CSIS) (2002) framework.
This includes:


Establishing core areas



Identifying Nation-Building phases



Developing goals based on core areas and phases
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The second step, Developing Essential Tasks, is breaking core outcomes into essential
tasks required. CSIS (2002) has

established these tasks. This includes:



Establish goals for each core area



Identify vital tasks required to meet the core goal

The third step, Developing Task Progress Indicators/Metrics, is developing indicators for
these essential tasks in order to measure progress of nation building activities in the Middle East.
This includes:


Identify key tasks by core area



Develop indicators/metrics to measure progress on key tasks
Importance of the Study

According to Cohen (2006), “the success of efforts to stabilize and reconstruct failed states
and war-torn societies is heavily dependent on proper assessment tools and reliable measures of
progress…Metrics will never determine strategy but they should provide some sense of whether
a strategy is working or not. Otherwise, measuring becomes an empty exercise.” (p.1).
In addition, “Outside auditors are critical to ensuring that the purpose of metrics is to
provide as close to an objective reading of „ground truth‟ as possible, rather than merely
providing new evidence for familiar political arguments.” (Cohen, 2006, p.13).
This study will provide objective metrics to measure the outcomes of nation building
activities critical in determining progress. This tool will help key stakeholders to conceptualize,
organize, and prioritize policy responses (CSIS, 2002). Establishing metrics will assist in
identifying shortfalls and gaps in the reconstruction process and capabilities, which will assist in
planning and coordination efforts (CSIS, 2002).
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Chapter 2 – Review of the Literature
Origins of the Problem
The global climate has changed contributing to the conflict with the Middle East. In
order to better understand the effect of globalization, a definition for globalization needs to be
established. Griffin (2006) defines globalization as the process of establishing and developing
interactive, multi-member networks that operate across transnational distances. With this
definition, it is possible to measure globalization and determine how it changes over time. In
addition, it separates globalization from the effects of globalization.
The US global system has created international conflicts. There is debate whether this
clash is a result of civilization, cultural, or ideology differences. Huntington (1993) proposes
that cultural differences will be the cause of future international conflict. He says, “It is my
hypothesis that the fundamental source of conflict in this new world will not be primarily
ideological or primarily economic. The great divisions among humankind and the dominating
source of conflict will be cultural. Nation states will remain the most powerful actors in world
affairs, but the principal conflicts of global politics will occur between nations and groups of
different civilizations. The clash of civilizations will dominate global politics. The fault lines
between civilizations will be the battle lines of the future.” (Huntington, 1993, p.1).
Harvey, Sullivan, & Groves (2005) expand on Huntington‟s theory as a clash of systems
as opposed to a clash of cultures. They say that, "the current threat environment is based on a
clash of systems between the US-led global system, in which the phenomenon of globalization
has created unprecedented connectivity and prosperity in the developed world, and those who
oppose this system and wish to replace it with another paradigm." (p.1). This study premises are
based on this expanded Huntington theory.
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This conflict between systems has created new threats to the US that are emerging from
weaker states. Eizenstat, Porter, & Weinstein (2005) state that weak states pose the greatest
danger to US security. This is because they enable terrorism, conflict, and regional instability.
They propose a strategy that is “is designed to improve the U.S. government‟s state-building
capacity, to strengthen international resolve to help weak nations, to prevent crises before they
occur, and to respond quickly and effectively when they do.” (Eizenstat, Porter, & Weinstein,
2005, p.9)
Importance of Nation Building
In order combat new threats emerging from weaker states, studies have been performed
to determine who the actors are, policy tools available to the US, tools weaker states use to limit
US power, and alternatives available to combat these threats. For instance, Drew & Snow (2006)
discuss key executive and legislative branch actors involved in national security. They also
discuss other vital actors such as interest groups and the media. Perl (2006) discusses actions the
US governmental has taken to combat terrorism. It presents policy tools available to respond to
the terrorist threat. It also discusses the importance of improving interagency coordination. Walt
(2005) suggests the United States as a superpower has made strategic choices that have caused
other nations to develop means to oppose or limit US power and policies.
Two key policy alternatives have emerged from these studies. According to Wyler (2008),
the two policy alternatives for addressing threats from weak and failing states are: nation
building and developing strategies and technologies to address specific threats.
This study advocates that nation-building activities as required to “win the peace” and to
integrate war and policy. Several studies have been performed that emphasis the importance of
nation-building. Crocker (2005) discusses the necessity for conducting successful post-conflict
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operations. Crocker states that post-conflict reconstruction ties together war and policy. In
addition he evaluates the US post-conflict capacity and proposes further required actions.
In addition, the Chairman of the Joint Chief of Staff (2006) states that safe havens
provide the insurgents, terrorists, drug lords, smugglers and other illicit groups with relative
freedom to plan, organize, train, rest, and conduct operation. They gain access to safe havens
when states grant them access to territory or when they take over ungoverned, ill-governed, or
under-governed areas within states that lack effective control over their territory (Chairman,
Joint Chief of Staff, 2006). Nation building activities assist states in building internal security
and governance capability. Once states are able control their territory, they can deny insurgents
and terrorists safe havens and networks.
Lastly, Cocker (2005), Sephenson (2005), and Cordesman (2006) discuss several sources
of opposition to nation building that must be addressed in order for it to be successfully
implemented. The first is to determine what is realistically achievable and if that meets the end
goal. According to Crocker (2005), if the goal is to establish a minimally capable state that can
restore internal security and public safety, then it is “likely to yield minimum commitment of
resources, and unlikely to fundamentally transform the societies in question” (p.4).
Second is the need to be sensitive to sovereignty issues. Critics caution that nation
building should not be used for expansion and extension of empires (Stephenson, 2005).
According to Crocker (2005), “the goal of nation building is not to „impose common identities
on deeply divided peoples‟, but to „organize states that can administer their territories and allow
people to live together despite differences.‟” (p.2).
Finally, nation building can take decades to implement and is expensive in terms of both
funding and casualties. According to Cordesman (2006), “This means they can only be fought
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with patience, over a period of years, and with sustained investment in terms of US presence,
military expenditures, and aid money.” (p.23).
National Security Strategy
In order for nation-building efforts to be successful, a civil-military effort needs to be
established, and it needs to be an integral part of the NSS for DoD to implement it. The NSS of
the United States is given in the White House (2006) paper. It summarizes the threats facing the
United States, sets national objectives, and provides the means for reaching those objectives. It
states that the US will engage in stabilization and reconstruction efforts.
As a result, the DoD Directive 3000.0 implements the NSS. It is the guiding document for
the US military. It states that DoD will engage in stability operations and provides policies and
responsibilities. This is critical to the civil-military effort.
In order to strengthen the civil portion of this civil-military effort, Krasner & Pascual
(2005) provide perspectives of two State Department officials. They promote conflict prevention
and strengthening the Office of the Coordinator for Reconstruction and Stabilization within the
State Department.
Nation Building Progress Metrics
There is very little work available on developing objective metrics for stabilization efforts.
The barrier is mostly political where either side manipulates metrics to push their agenda.
Stabilization progress has been based on programs implemented rather than results and outcome
of the programs.
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The Department of the Army (2006) has made some progress in developing metrics for
nation building success and published these in their field manual (FM 3-24). These metrics
include the following (p.5-31):








Changes in local attitudes (friendliness towards U.S. and HN personnel).
Changes in public perceptions.
Changes in the quality or quantity of information provided by individuals or
groups.
Changes in the economic or political situation of an area.
Changes in insurgent patterns.
Captured and killed insurgents.
Captured equipment and documents.

In addition, President Obama established metrics for evaluating progress in Afghanistan
and Pakistan (Foreign Policy, 2009). These metrics are based on the “goal of the United States is
to disrupt, dismantle, and defeat al-Qa‟ida in Pakistan and Afghanistan, and to prevent their
return to either country in the future.” (Foreign Policy Web). These goals and metrics apply to
combating specific threats as opposed to nation building activities. As a result, they do not
provide a measure of stabilization progress rather it provides progress on combating specific
threats.
On the other hand, Cohen (2006) has proposed an objective model for developing metrics
that provide as close to ground truth as possible. Cohen (2006) proposes a cascading model for
measuring progress. This consists of three steps. The first step is breaking the mission goal into
core outcomes based on the CSIS (2002) framework. These core outcomes include Security,
Governance and Participation, Humanitarian Assistance and Social Well-Being, Economic
Stabilization and Infrastructure, and Justice and Reconciliation. The second step is breaking core
outcomes into essential tasks. Again, CSIS (2002) has established these tasks. The last step is
developing indicators for these essential tasks. Cohen (2006) provides an example (p.10):
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The central task of establishing freedom of movement under the core outcome of security
could be assessed by relying on indicators such as the following:






Do members of formerly warring factions and competing ethnic and religious
groups travel freely in areas controlled by their rivals?
What is the percentage of primary roads that have experienced violent attacks in
the past month?
Is the number of checkpoints or roadblocks set up by the host government, rebel
actors, and warlords decreasing?
What is the percentage of residents in a given area, including women and
minorities, who consider it safe to travel to market, send their children to school,
and go to work?
What is the number of landmines estimated to be present in a given area?

The following chapter applies Cohen‟s (2006) model for developing objective metrics. It
ties these metrics to key stabilization outcomes. Analysis and interpretation of these metrics will
facilitate mission planners in making decisions. In addition, the following chapter provides some
examples of how these metrics can be applied to indicate progress and facilitate decision makers.
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Chapter 3 – Methodology
This study will apply Cohen (2006) proposed cascading model for measuring nation
building progress in the Middle East. Developing nation-building progress indicators or metrics
shall consist of three steps: 1) Developing Core Outcomes; 2 Developing Essential Tasks; and, 3)
Developing Task Progress Indicators/Metrics. Figure 2 provides a work breakdown of this
effort.

Figure 2: Work Breakdown Structure
The first step, Developing Core Outcomes, is breaking the mission goal into core
outcomes based on the Center for Strategic and International Studies (CSIS) (2002) framework.
This includes:


Establishing core areas



Identifying Nation-Building phases



Developing goals based on core areas and phases

In order to establish core nation-building areas, key activities were categorized into areas
based on the CSIS (2002) framework: Security, Governance and Participation, Humanitarian
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Assistance and Social Well-Being, Economic Stabilization and Infrastructure, and Justice and
Reconciliation. Further, these areas were broken down into key nation-building phases: Initial
Response, Transformation, and Fostering. The Initial response requires military intervention and
emergency services. During the Transformation phase, processes are reestablished to build
indigenous capability with regards to economy, government, and justice systems. The last phase,
Fostering, addresses long-term stabilization efforts and military withdrawal. (CSIS, 2002).
Lastly, goals for each phase were developed (CSIS, 2002). Table 2 summarizes the core
areas and goals by nation building phase.
Table 2: Nation Building Core Areas and Goals by Phase (CSIS, 2002)
*Area
Initial
Establish a safe &
secure environment

Security

Governance & Participation

Humanitarian Assistance &
Social Well-Being
Economic Stabilization &
Infrastructure
Justice & Reconciliation

Determine governance
structure & establish
foundation for citizen
participation
Provide for emergency
humanitarian needs

Goals
Transformation
Develop legitimate &
stable security
institutions
Promote legitimate
political institutions &
participatory processes

Fostering
Consolidate indigenous
capacity
Consolidate political
institutions &
participatory processes

Establish foundation for Institutionalize longdevelopment
term development
program
Respond to immediate
Establish foundation for Institutionalize longneeds
development
term development
programs
Develop mechanisms for Initiate the building of Functioning legal system
addressing past &
a legal system &
accepted as legitimate &
ongoing grievances
process for
based on international
reconciliation
norms

The second step, Developing Essential Tasks, is breaking core outcomes into
essential tasks required. CSIS (2002) has established these tasks. This includes:


Establish goals for each core area



Identify vital tasks required to meet the core goal

This effort will focus on the Initial Phase of nation-building activities. Essential tasks for
the Initial Phase were developed for each core area. The tasks were identified by CSIS, 2002
and given in Tables 3–7 by core area.
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The third step, Developing Task Progress Indicators/Metrics, is developing indicators for
these essential tasks in order to measure progress of nation building activities in the Middle East.
This includes:


Identify key tasks by core area



Develop indicators/metrics to measure progress on key tasks

In order to develop the indicators/metrics the goal for each task was considered. Each
indicator/metric provides insight on progress towards the goal. The indicators/metrics are
summarized in Tables 3-7 by essential tasks.
Table 3 provides the essential tasks for Security and associated Indicators/Metrics. The
Security core area concerns containing and defeating insurgents and other violent groups that
oppose the legitimate government. The indicators/metrics shown in Table 3 provides insight into
progress towards this effort to provide a secure environment for the indigenous population.
Table 3: Security Idicators/Metrics for Initial Phase
*Tasks
Disposition of Armed and
Other Security Forces,
Intelligence Services and
Belligerents
Territorial Security

Public Order and Safety

Protection of Indigenous
Individuals, Infrastructure
and Institutions

Protection of Reconstruction
and Stabilization Personnel
and Institutions
Security Coordination

Public Information and
Communications

Goal: Establish a safe & secure environment
Indicators/Metrics
Ceasefires, negotiations, DoD Spending
demobilization,
reintegration, etc
Mortar, Rocket, and
Surface to Air Attacks
Criminal attacks
(personal dispute,
robbery, etc)
Attacks Against
Afghanistan
Infrastructure and
Government
Organizations
Number of security
inicidents directly
involving NGO targets
Command, control, &
intelligence
establishment
w/indigenous forces
Ability to disseminate
information through
local media

* Tasks defined by CSIS, 2002.

Ambush, grenade,
RPG, and Other Small
Arms Attacks

Bombs (IED and Mines), Bombs (IED and
Exploded
Mines), Found and
Cleared

Terrorist Attacks

Sharing of information
w/military & civilian

Number of press
releases

Regional security
established
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The following depicts how these indicators/metrics can be applied. Figures 3 and 4
provide metrics related to Territorial Security for Iraq and Afghanistan, respectfully (Cordesman,
2010, p.I.61 & p.I.8). Security incidents in Iraq have been on the decline since October 2007.
This indicates that progress is being made and that the stabilization and reconstruction efforts
under security are entering the Transformation phase. However, security incidents in
Afghanistan have been on the rise since January 2008. This indicates that this effort is in the
Initial response phase and requires efforts to stabilize the region. In addition, Figure 5 compares
average daily attacks in Iraq and Afghanistan further emphasizing the escalating violence in
Afghanistan (Cordesman, 2010, p.I.20). Figure 6 depicts the growing situation in Afghanistan
by showing IED incidents in Afghanistan (Cordesman, 2010, p.II.20). Analysis of the
indicators/metrics assists decision-makers as to the effectiveness of their strategy, required
resources, application of resources, etc.
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Figure 3: Iraq Security Incident Trends (Cordesman, 2010, p.I.61)

Figure 4: Afghanistan Security Incident Trends (Cordesman, 2010, p.I.8)
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Figure 5: Iraq and Afghanistan Average Daily Attacks per Month (Cordesman, 2010, p.I.20)

Figure 6: IED Incidents in Afghanistan (Cordesman, 2010, p.II.20)

24
Table 4 provides the essential tasks for Governance and Participation along with their
associated Indicators/Metrics. The Governance and Participation core area addresses
establishing a legitimate political system that allows non-violent, open participation by the
indigenous population.
Table 4: Governance & Participation Indicators/Metrics for Initial Phase
Goal: Determine governance structure & establish foundation for citizen participation
*Tasks
Indicators/Metrics
National Constituting
Constitutional
Processes established Processes represent
Processes
commissions
at various levels of
views of citizens
established
government
Transitional Governance
Transitional authority
established at various
levels of government
Executive Authority
Number of institutional Establishment of
needs met
Facilities & Staffing
Legislative Strengthening
Interim legistative
Citizen participation in Training programs
processes established
legistlative process
Local Governance
Local facilities &
Citizen participation
services established
Transparency and AntiCorruption in
Free Elections
Participation
Corruption
Campaigns
Elections
Attacks during
Attacks during National Periodic elections
Provincial elections
elections
established &
implemented
Political Parties
Number of political
Public participation
Legitamacy of parties
parties established
Civil Society & Media
Training established for Attacks on delivery
Civil society actors &
journalists, government services
roles established
spokespersons, etc
Public Information &
Number of press
Communications
releases
* Tasks defined by CSIS, 2002.

The following is an example of how these indicators/metrics can be applied. Figures 3
and 4 provide metrics on security incidents that occur during various types of elections in Iraq
and Afghanistan, respectfully (Cordesman, 2010, p.I.61 & p.I.8). For both Iraq and Afghanistan,
security incidents spike during these events. However, as shown in Figure 4, the Afghanistan
council elections in August 2009 resulted in a spike of 900 incidents over the average of that
time of 500. This was an 80% increase indicating that the political system is not stable. There
appears to be progress in Iraq and that it is possibly entering the Transformation phase in this
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area. However, Afghanistan is in the Initial response phase and stabilization efforts are required.
Again, these indicators/metrics can facilitate decision-makers on strategy progress.
Table 5 provides the essential tasks for Humanitarian Assistance and Social Well-Being
along with their associated Indicators/Metrics. This factor concerns emergency relief and
establishing basic services (schools, medical, utilities, emergency services, etc.). In addition,
food and goods distribution systems and storage facilities should have freedom of movement.
The society should be functioning according to social norms (Cohen, 2006).
Table 5: Humanitarian Assistance & Social Well-Being Indicators/Metrics for Initial Phase
*Tasks
Refugees and Internally
Displaced Persons (IDPs)

Goal: Provide for emergency humanitarian needs
Indicators/Metrics
Humanitarian relief
Physical transportation, Number of Refugees &
access to population in distribution, & storage IDPs
need/Freedom of
facilities accessable
movement

Trafficking in Persons
Food Security

People kidnapped
Price of food, etc

Shelter and Non-Food Relief

Distribution channels
established/Freedom of
movement
Population trained to
Areas surveyed for
recognize, avoid, inform nature & extent of
presence of landmines landmine problem

Humanitarian Demining

USAID spending/Funds
adequate for affected
population

Access to food,
etc/Freedom of
movement

Public Health

USAID & VA medical
spending

resources available,
clean water, medical
supplies, etc

Clinics
Health hazards
established/Freedom of identified & isolated
access/Attacks on clinics

Education

Literacy level and rates

Number of
schools/Universities
open

Number of
schools/Universities
needing repair

Social Protection

Number of vulnerable
population (women, war
victims, orphans, sick,
elderly, veterans) in
social protection
program
Gaps identified in data,
information, &
knowledge
Access to local media to
disseminate information

Assessment, Analysis and
Reporting
Public Information &
Communications

Number
enrolled/attending

* Tasks defined by CSIS, 2002.

The following is an example of how these indicators/metrics can be applied. Figure 7
provides insight to the literacy level, number of students, instructor capacity, and effectiveness of
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training programs for raising the literacy level of the Afghanistan National Army (ANA)
(Cordesman, 2010, p.III.53). In 2009, there were only 298 first grade completions and no third
grade completions. By 2010, this grew 3619% and 5000%, respectfully. The number of
students grew 300%, although instructor capacity only grew 11%. The training program appears
to be effective. The literacy level is extremely low focusing on initial grade school levels.
Higher levels of education appear extremely limited. Also, there appears to be a need for more
instructors.

Figure 7: Literacy Training Program 2009 - 2010 (Afghanistan National Army) (Cordesman,
2010, p.III.53)
Another example is the distribution routes for resources (food and goods). Figures 8 and
9 show the legitimate roads and drug trafficking routes in Afghanistan and Pakistan (Cordesman,
2010, p.III.84 & p.III.85). This shows that the Afghanistan borders and trade routes are not
secure. This limits access to food and goods for the legitimate Afghanistan population.
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Figure 8: Trafficking Routes & Unofficial Border Crossing Points in Afghanistan 2008
(Cordesman, 2010, p.III.84)

Figure 9: Drug Trafficking Routes in Pakistan (Cordesman, 2010, p.III.85)
Table 6 provides the essential tasks for Economic Stabilization and Reconstruction along
with their associated Indicators/Metrics. The purpose of this effort is to develop a legitimate
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economic basis. Foundation of the economy cannot depend on black market goods. Also, power
should not be in the hands of those profiting from the black market.
Table 6: Economic Stabilization & Reconstruction Indicators/Metrics for Initial Phase
*Tasks
Employment Generation
Monetary Policy
Fiscal Policy & Governance

General Economic Policy
Financial Sector

Debt
Trade

Market Economy

Unemployment rate
Central Bank
established
Financial gap ($)

Needs assessment
completed
Number of banks
operational

Short-term debt
strategy established
Portion of economy
based on legitimate
trade versus black
market.
Depth of private sector

Legal & Regulatory Reform

Mechanism to generate
& manage government
revenue

Agricultural Development

Looting on storage
facilities
Government ability to
pay pensions
Facilities operational
(airports, roads,
railway, ports,
waterways)
Telecommunications
facilities operational
Power generation &
distribution facilities &
infrastructure
operational
Public works facilities
operational
Access to local media to
disseminate information

Social Safety Net
Transportaion

Telecommunications
Energy

General Infrastructure
Public Information &
Communications

Goal: Respond to immediate needs
Indicators/Metrics
Skill deficiencies
identified
Freedom of access
Government
Public investment needs
payment/tax collection identified
mechanism established
International donors
identified
Accounts frozen on
combatants/Deny
access to overseas
accounts & money
laundering

Operational capacity,
facilities, & security

Barriers to trade
evaluated

Restrictions on imports
for small business
identified

Strategy to facilitate
trade established

Distribution channels
Access to natural
established & Freedom resources secure
of access/movement
Policy, governance &
regulatory mechanism
established to rebuild
utilites, mining,
infrastructure, etc
facilities
Land ownership
process established

Incentives & anticorruption laws
established to reduce
corruption & threats

Witness & judge
protection program
established

Food aid use of local
market

Freedom of movement

Freedom of access
Areas w/o power

Areas of service

* Tasks defined by CSIS, 2002

An example of how this factor can help decision-makers is measuring the extent of the
black market versus legitimate market. Figures 10 and 11 show the extent of the opium
production/market in Afghanistan (Cordesman, 2010, p.II.40 & p.II.43). The Afghanistan
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market and employment is largely dependent on black market goods, opium exports. Figure 12
shows the economic potential of ore mining for Afghanistan (Cordesman, 2010, p.III.36).
Decision-makers can work strategies to shift the economic basis of Afghanistan from black
market goods (opium production) to a legitimate basis, such as ore mining.

Figure 10: Taliban Opium Poppy Cultivation in Afghanistan (2009) (Cordesman, 2010, p.II.40)

Figure 11: Drug Seizures in Afghanistan (2010) (Cordesman, 2010, p.II.43)
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Figure 12: Afghanistan Ore Mining Potential (Cordesman, 2010, p.III.36)
Table 7 provides the essential tasks Justice and Reconciliation along with their associated
Indicators/Metrics. The purpose of this factor is to establish a legal system that serves the
legitimate population in a manner that is free of corruption and state oppression. The political
system should protect basic civil liberties and rights and be applied with equality. It ensures that
criminal elites are not above the law.
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Table 7: Justice & Reconciliation Indicators/Metrics for Initial Phase

*Tasks
Interim Criminal Justice
System

Indigenous Police

Judicial Personnel &
Infrastructure

Property
Legal System Reform
Human Rights
Corrections
War Crime Courts & Tribunals
Truth Commissions &
Rememberance
Community Rebuilding

Public Information &
Communications

Goal: Develop mechanisms for addressing
past & ongoing grievances
Indicators/Metrics
Interim justice system
deployed (judges,
prosecutors, defense,
administrators,
corrections,
police/investigators,
etc)
Police headquarters,
Areas serviced
stations & mobile
capability operational
Number of legal
Support facilities
professionals available (courts, schools,
libraries, etc)
operational
Unauthorized seizure of Dispute resolution
property
process established
Criminal justice system Areas serviced
established
Human rights abuses
Monitoring process
established
Prison facilities
Overcrowding
operational
Secure facilites
established
Donors
established
Public outreach
Religious leader
programs established
involvement
(victims, women,
vulnerable populations)
Access to local media to
disseminate information

* Tasks defined by CSIS, 2002.

An example of applying this factor is measuring the overcrowding in Afghanistan prison
facilities. Figure 13 depicts the overcrowding as a function of Afghanistan province
(Cordesman, 2010, p.III.51). The metrics show that the prisons far exceed the international
standard. Again, this gives decision-makers valued data into effectiveness of strategy and course
of action.
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Figure 13: Overcrowding of Prison Facilities in Afghanistan (2010) (Cordesman, 2010, p.III.51)
In summary, Cohen‟s model for developing nation building indicators/metrics was
applied to the Initial Response phase of the stabilization efforts in the Middle East. The
indicators/metrics that were developed are tied to stabilization outcomes vital to nation building
success. Analyses and interpretation of the gathered data should be integral to mission planning
in order for stabilization efforts to be successful.
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Chapter 4 – Summary and Recommendations
The US President made the decision that the US would engage in nation building
(stabilization and reconstruction) efforts. This direction was provided in the National Security
Strategy (NSS), “The goal of our statecraft is to help create a world of democratic, wellgoverned states that can meet the needs of their citizens and conduct themselves responsibly in
the international system. This is the best way to provide enduring security for the American
people.” (The White House, 2006, p.2).
Measure of nation-building progress has been based on programs implemented rather
than results (Cohen, 2006). Agencies report their success as having implemented stabilization
programs rather than on the results of the program implementation. According to Cohen (2006),
there is reluctance to develop objective measures with the main barrier being political. He states
that indicators and metrics are manipulated to push agenda. As a result, he developed an
objective process for evaluating progress towards stabilization and reconstruction in wore torn
nations. This process is based on linking indicators to outcomes vital to stabilization. He states,
“A system for measuring progress requires clear and well-integrated goals that are based on an
accurate baseline assessment and are directly linked to strategic planning” (p.1). The end goal
should be to reduce “the means and motivations for violent conflict in a society and to build local
and state capability to sustain peace.” (Cohen, 2006, p.2).
This study applied Cohen‟s (2006) model for developing indicators/metrics for the Initial
Response phase of nation-building activities in the Middle East. In additions, it provided several
examples of how these indicators/metrics can be applied to measure stabilization progress.
However, there is a lack of capacity in the US to gather stabilization data. Future efforts
should focus on developing this capability. First, an infrastructure needs to be established in
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order to collect unbiased and objective indicator/metric data. This should draw on a mix of data
sources, including quantitative and qualitative (local perceptions)--“On-the-ground interviews
with a broad range of actors, including minority groups and women, are essential to establish
trends and discern motivations that otherwise prove elusive” (Cohen, 2006, p.6). In addition,
unbiased personnel should implement this effort. Cohen (2006) suggests that an independent
external office and an internal metrics office linked to mission planning should implement the
measuring effort. Next, an analyst office needs to be established with sufficient resources to
analyze the collected data. The results of these analyses must be integrated into the stabilization
planning effort in order to facilitate decision-making. “Senior mission leaders must periodically
review progress toward mission goals and take corrective action as required, otherwise the
metrics process will quickly become an empty exercise” (Cohen, 2006, p.12).
In addition to developing US capability for stabilization data gathering and analysis, a
future effort is required to develop indicators/metrics for the Transformation and Fostering
phases of nation building. These should be based on the initial assessment of the effort. Again,
they need to be tied to the mission goal and the planning effort. The indicators/metrics should be
measurable, attainable, and as close to ground truth as possible (free of political agenda).
In summary, the following efforts are recommended for implementation:


Develop indicator metrics for the Transformation and Fostering phases
o Based on initial assessment of the effort
o Tied to the mission goal and planning
o Measurable, attainable, and close to ground truth



Gather and collect metric data
o

Develop US capability and infrastructure
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o

Mix of data sources (quantitative and qualitative)

o

Data includes minority group and women

o

Data gathering by independent personnel

Analyze metrics critically to determine or correct course of action
o Establish an analyst office consisting of two offices


Independent external office



Internal office linked to mission planning

o Integrated into the stabilization planning effort and decision-making
In conclusion, this study ascertains that gathering and analyzing stabilization metrics are
critical in assisting policy-makers. The current challenge is overcoming political agenda and
gathering data that is as close to ground truth as possible. In addition, this requires objective
analyses that are tied to stabilization planning and mission outcome. “To bring goals and
resources into balance, policymakers must take stock of the challenges to stabilization before
intervening, determine whether stabilization is being achieved, and make midcourse corrections,
if necessary” (Cohen, 2006, p.1).

36

Appendix – IRB Authorization Memo

Institutional Review Board for Human Subjects Research
Anne Duran, Ph.D.
Department of Psychology
Scientific Concerns
Roseanna McCleary, Ph.D.
Masters of Social Work
Scientific Concerns
Thomas Blommers, Ph.D.
Department of Modern Languages
Nonscientific/Humanistic Concerns
Lily Alvarez, B.A
Kern County Mental Health
Community Issues/Concerns
Grant Herndon
Schools Legal Service
Community Issues/Concerns

Date:

14 January 2011

To:

Julie A. Carlile, PPA Student
cc:

Paul Newberry, IRB Chair
Thomas R. Martinez, Department
Administration
From:

of

Public

Policy

&

Steve Suter, Research Ethics Review Coordinator

Subject: Protocol 11-09: Not Human Subjects Research
Thank you for bringing your protocol, ”A Policy Analysis for Addressing Threats
from Weak and Failing" to the attention of the IRB/HSR. On the form “Is My Project
Human Subjects Research?” you indicated the following:
I want to interview, survey, systematically observe, or collect other data from
human subjects, for example, students in the educational setting. NO

Tommy W. Tunson, J.D.
Criminal Justice
Community Issues/Concerns

I want to access data about specific persons that have already been collected by
others [such as test scores or demographic information]. Those data can be
linked to specific persons [regardless of whether I will link data and persons in my
research or reveal anyone’s identities]. NO

Kathleen Gilchrist, Ph.D.
Department of Nursing
Scientific Concerns
Paul Newberry, Ph.D.
Department of Philosophy/
Religious Studies
Nonscientific/Humanistic Concerns
IRB/HSR Chair

Given this, your proposed project will not constitute human subjects research.
Therefore, it does not fall within the purview of the CSUB IRB/HSR. Good luck with
your project.

Yeunjoo Lee, Ph.D.
Department of Special Education
Nonscientific/Humanistic Concerns

If you have any questions, or there are any changes that might bring these activities
within the purview of the IRB/HSR, please notify me immediately at 654-2373. Thank
you.

Steve Suter, Ph.D.
Department of Psychology
Research Ethics Review Coordinator
and IRB/HSR Secretary

.

Steve Suter, University Research Ethics Review Coordinator

37
References
Chairman, Joint Chief of Staff. (February, 2006). National military strategic plan for the war on
terrorism.
Clausewitz, C.V. (1873). On war. London: N. Trübner. Retrieved from:
http://www.clausewitz.com/readings/OnWar1873/TOC.htm
Cohen, C. (March 2006). Measuring progress in stabilization and reconstruction. United States
Institute of Peace: Stabilization and reconstruction series.
Cordesman, A.H. (2006). The Iraq war and lessons for counterinsurgency. Center for Strategic
and International Studies.
Cordesman, A.H. (2010). The Afghan War – Implementing the New Strategy (Parts I, II,
and III). Center for Strategic and International Studies. Retrieved from:
www.csis.org/burke/reports
Crocker, B., Ewers, J., Cohen, C. (2005). Rethinking and rebuilding the relationship between
war and policy: Post-conflict reconstruction. Rethinking the principals of war. Naval
Institute Press.
CSIS, Association of the U. S. Army and Center for Strategic and International Studies. (2002).
Post-conflict reconstruction task framework report. Retreived from:
http://www.crs.state.gov/index.cfm?fuseaction=public.display&shortcut=J7R3
Department of the Army (December 2006). Counterinsurgency. Field Manual (FM) 3-24,
MCWP 3-33.5
Department of Defense (November 2005). Military support for stability, security, transition, and
reconstruction (SSTR) Operations. DoD Directive 3000.0.
Drew, D.M., Snow, D.M. (June 2006). Making twenty-first century strategy: An introduction to

38
modern national security processes and problems. Maxwell AFB, AL: Air University
Press.
Eizenstat, S.E., Porter, J.E., & Weinstein, J.M. (February 2005). Rebuilding weak states.
Foreign Affairs. Vol 84, Issue 1.
Foreign Policy (September 2009). Evaluating Progress in Afghanistan-Pakistan. Retrieved from:
http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2009/09/16/evaluating_progress_in_afghanistan_p
akistan
Griffith, L. (July 2006). Defining globalization. Maxwell AFB, AL: Air University Press.
Harvey, A., Sullivan, I., & Groves, R. (2005). A clash of systems: An analytical framework to
demystify the radical Islamist Threat. US Army War College, PA.
Huntington, S.P. (Summer 1993). The Clash of Civilizations. Foreign Affairs. Vol 72, Issue 3.
Krasner, S.D. & Pascual, C. (August, 2005). Addressing state failure. Foreign Affairs. Vol 84,
Issue 4.
McNamura, J. (November, 2008). The state of play in interagency planning for complex
operations.
Perl, R.F. (February 2006). Terrorism and national security: Issues and trends. CRS Report for
Congress.
S/CRS (July 13, 2008). The S/CRS inter-agency team. Retrieved from:
http://www.state.gov/s/crs/c12937.htm
S/CRS (July 15, 2008). Introduction to the civilian response Corps.
http://www.crs.state.gov/index.cfm?fuseaction=public.display&shortcut=4QRB
Stephenson, C. (2005). Nation building. Knowledge base essay. Retreived from:
http://www.beyondintractability.org/essay/nation_building/?nid=1351

39
The White House (March 2006). The National Security Strategy of the United States of America.
Walt, S.M. (Sept/Oct 2005). Taming American power. Foreign Affairs. Vol. 84 Issue 5, p105120, 16p.
Wyler, L.S. (August 2008). Weak and failing states: Evolving security threats and U.S. policy.
CRS Report for Congress.

