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Government of Iraq
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National Security Strategy
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Executive Summary

Background and Context

Faced with multiple challenges, the security environment in Iraq remained complex and highly volatile
in 2016. Amongst other challenges included heightened political instability, public protests demanding
the Government to implement and accelerate anti-corruption reforms, insecurity posed by the Islamic
State of Iraq and the Levant (ISIL) atrocities against civilian populations, and an unfolding humanitarian
crisis following Fallujah and Mosul operations. In 2016, more than 650,000 became newly displaced as a
result of the conflict.*

Ongoing fighting is resulting in an increasingly complex situation of displacement and returns across
Iraq. Seventy-five percent of the 2.2 million internally displaced people (IDPs) originate from Ninawa
and Anbar; whereas 85% are hosted in 7 of Iraq’s 18 governorates: Baghdad, Anbar, Erbil, Kirkuk,
Ninawa, Salah al-Din, and Duhok. A total of 239,077 Iraqis are registered as refugees in neighboring
countries and 4,498 have sought refuge in Syria.

Increased ISIL attacks and provincial security challenges have resulted in an over-extension of security
forces across the country. ISIL has launched attacks in central Baghdad in spite of the concentration of
Iragi Security Forces (ISF) in the capital and surrounding areas. Meanwhile, the Global Coalition to
Counter ISIL continues to conduct military operations in Mosul.®. Booby traps and Improvised Explosive
Devices (IEDs) in the liberated areas have caused further insecurity as well as impediments to
humanitarian efforts.

Security and justice sector reforms have therefore remained a pre-requisite for short- and long-term
stability and peace in Iraq. Ensuring accessible security and justice services to returnee populations and
those who remained during ISIL control will be a challenge in post-liberation Iraqg, but is a necessity.
Important progress has been made in rebuilding liberated areas, yet stabilization efforts are often
challenged by the on-going political conflict, its impact in the tribal areas, and the heightened security
situation. Equal and affordable access to security and justice, as a pre-requisite for realization of the
rule of law, democratic governance, peace, stability and development will require considerable effort
and investment both by the Government and international partners in the coming months. Heavily
burdened with the fight against ISIL and an increasing influx of IDPs, the Government remains largely
dependent on international assistance for recovery, reconstruction and counter-insurgency efforts.

To this end, the best safequard of Iraq's future stability is its ability to guarantee the rule of law through
accessible, affordable and accountable security and justice during this transition to post-liberation

4 lraq 2017 Humanitarian Response Plan, Advance Executive Summary, UN OCHA, 16 December 2017
(http://reliefweb.int/sites/reliefweb.int/files/resources/IRO_Advance Exec_Summary HRP_ 2017 FINAL.pdf).

5 Iraq Situation Report, UNICEF, November 2016
(https://www.unicef.org/appeals/files/lUNICEF Iraq Humanitarian_SitRep Nov_2016.pdf).

6 Iraq Situation Report, Institute for Study of War, 19 December 2016
(http://www.understandingwar.org/sites/default/files/iraq%20SITREP%202016-09-19.pdf).
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recovery and reconstruction phases, and thereafter. Some possibilities for genuine progress remain as a
result of the positive steps taken by the Government of Iraq (Gol) and its law enforcement agencies.
Most notably, these steps include the liberation of Ramadi and Fallujah, on-going operations to re-take
Mosul, and continuing recovery and reconstruction efforts in liberated areas. Furthermore, these steps
involve the formulation and adoption of the Gol National Security Strategy (NSS), the initiation to
elaborate the Gol Security Sector Reform Strategy (SSRS) and the Government's on-going plans to put
in place an appropriate modality to ensure effective implementation, and the promulgation of reform
laws for the Ministry of Interior (Mol) and Counter Terrorism Service (CTS) in 2016. Additional action
encompasses efforts by some ministries, such as the Mol, to prepare for the initiation of institutional
reform agendas, including efforts to develop a civilian policing roadmap to enhance public security with
a specific focus on the liberated areas. If these efforts are successful they can significantly change the
way in which Iraq makes progress in its post-liberation transition to recovery and stability.

Through the implementation of the joint programme of work between the Office of the National
Security Advisor (ONSA) and UNDP lIraq, Support to Security Sector Reform aims to support the
Government, as well as international and non-governmental stakeholders, in the development of a
more balanced and collaborative approach to security sector reform. This approach is both top-down
and bottom-up and promotes accountable and responsible rule of law governance through the
provision of support to the Gol security sector reform efforts, with a specific emphasis on institutional
development. Similarly, the on-going programme of work also invests in civil society to enhance
people's security by providing an enabling environment for the articulation of people’s security needs
and the subsequent communication of those needs to national policy makers. The programme of work
also aims to facilitate an environment of trust and collaboration between national policy makers and
Iraqi civil society and citizenry more broadly so as to make a meaningful contribution to this long-term
reform process.

In order to inform the Government's security sector reform efforts and implementation of the Security
Sector Reform Strategy (SSRS), led by ONSA, this survey was conducted in the six governorates of
Baghdad, Anbar, Diyala, Erbil, Karbala and Salah al-Din on public perceptions of safety and security in
Irag. Stars Orbit Consultants and Management Development (SoC) were engaged to conduct the
survey in coordination with Al Nahrain Centre for Strategic Studies (ANCSS). Specifically, the survey
was intended to solicit views of public perceptions of personal safety and security, as well as public
confidence and trust in security service providers. The survey was also intended to gather
recommendations from members of the public on ways in which safety and security can be improved,
as well as ways in which public confidence and trust in security service providers can be enhanced. The
findings are presented in this report.

Key Findings

General perceptions of safety and security vary significantly across the six governorates of Baghdad,
Anbar, Diyala, Erbil, Karbala and Salah al-Din. Whilst Karbala and Erbil respondents said that they felt
safe, respondents in Baghdad expressed the opposite and so did large proportions of respondents in
Salah al-Din, Anbar and Diyala. In governorates where people felt relatively safe, they often attributed



this sense of security to the absence of ISIL and other irregular armed groups. The presence of a strong
civilian police service (or local police, as is often referred to in Iraq) was also a key factor that made
people feel safe. In some governorates, such as Karbala and Erbil, the presence of ISF contributed to
feelings of security. In contrast, in Baghdad, people's feelings of insecurity underscore the need to
improve civil-military relations between the ISF and the general public.

Generally speaking, where respondents indicated insecurity, they attributed their feelings primarily to
the presence of ISIL and other irregular armed groups. The limited presence of local police was also
commonly cited as a concern for those who felt more unsafe. Absence of community cohesion more
broadly was also cited as a contributing factor to insecurity, particularly in Salah al-Din, Anbar, Diyala
and Baghdad. Another contributing factor to insecurity was a high crime rate, notably in Baghdad.

Overall, almost two-thirds of all respondents said that improved safety and security would have a high
or very high impact on their well-being or quality of life, with only a small percentage considering that it
would not have much impact at all. In Baghdad, where respondents feel the least safe, they are perhaps
surprisingly less likely to believe that improved safety and security would significantly impact their well-
being. The same is true in Salah al-Din with fewer people than elsewhere considering improved security
would benefit their well-being. In general, there appears to be a positive correlation between feelings of
security and a perception that increased safety and security significantly impacts well-being. A less
positive interpretation would be that those who feel the most insecure are the least optimistic that
improved safety and security would benefit their quality of life.

Just as general feelings of safety and security vary substantially across governorates, so do suggestions
from the public about what government priorities should be in order to improve safety and security at
the local level. The most common suggestion was to improve the local police service with over a quarter
of all respondents recommending this. However, this was not the majority response everywhere. For
instance, over half the respondents in Erbil emphasized the need to improve the local police service,
whilst less than one in ten people in Baghdad highlighted this. Other popular suggestions were to
improve access to security and justice for the local population, increase ISF presence in the locality, and
defeat ISIL. Where people felt safe (Karbala and Erbil) increasing ISF presence was not recommended.
In contrast, over a third of respondents supported increased ISF presence in Diyala and about a quarter
in Salah al-Din and Anbar.

Rather than recommending increased ISF presence or improving the local police service, the most
popular recommendations from respondents in Baghdad were to improve access to security and justice
for members of the local population and to support community security interventions. Far fewer
respondents from the other governorates recommended these two courses of action. Demand for
improved access to security and justice loosely correlated with levels of insecurity. The four
governorates with high levels of insecurity placed the greatest emphasis on the need for improved
access to security and justice, although the emphasis was only slightly less marked in those
governorates where feelings of insecurity were minimal. Further work is required in order to ascertain
whether the disparity in recommendations to support community safety interventions and improve
access to security and justice is the result of variations in levels of awareness of such endeavors or in the



levels of external support provided to and required for such endeavors. In other words, respondents
may be more inclined to recommend supporting community safety interventions if they are aware of
such interventions and the prospects for support (i.e. where such endeavors may be more
commonplace) rather than in places where there may be more of a need for such endeavors (and,
arguably, as a result, less awareness). Further research, outreach and, possibly, communications
programmes, are therefore required.

When asked about actions respondents, as members of the local community, could themselves do to
improve safety and security in their localities, responses tended to align with the extent to which
people felt safe where they lived. For instance, residents from Karbala and Erbil, who all reported
feeling safe in their localities, were the least likely to say that in order to improve local safety and
security they should support government efforts to reform the security and justice sector. Interestingly,
in Baghdad, where all respondents reported feeling unsafe, they said that supporting government
efforts in this regard was especially important, although contributing to community safety
interventions was a more popular response. In Baghdad, public support to the local police was also
considered to be important; and advocating for social cohesion or conflict prevention at the local level
was a less favoured response. In contrast, respondents from Karbala and Erbil, who feel the safest
amongst people surveyed from all governorates, are more likely than respondents from any of the
other governorates to advocate for social cohesion or conflict prevention at the local level.

Other than in Karbala and Erbil, advocating for social cohesion or conflict prevention at the local level,
as a means of improving local safety and security, was not amongst the most popular responses from
respondents across the governorates. Many respondents, especially those in Erbil and Diyala, said that
they could help to improve safety and security at the local level by supporting the local police. Other
than in Karbala and Erbil, supporting government efforts to reform the security and justice sector was
also a common response, particularly in Diyala, Salah al-Din and Anbar. The popularity of supporting
community security interventions as a means of improving local safety and security varies across the
governorates, with only very few respondents in Anbar and Diyala, prioritizing this, in contrast with
sizeable proportions in Karbala and Baghdad.

When asked what respondents, as members of the local community, could do to improve safety and
security in their localities, responses were often similar to the responses given to what the Government
should do. So, for example, almost a third of respondents in Baghdad said that they could contribute to
community security interventions at the local level, whereas a similar proportion said that the
Government should prioritize support for such interventions.

The level of public trust in security service providers also varied dramatically between governorates and
between service providers. The local police were considered to be the most trustworthy organization
across the governorates with over half of all survey respondents in agreement. This was particularly
notable in Karbala and Erbil, where respondents felt the safest. The local police were considered to be
the most trustworthy security service provider in Baghdad, whereas fewer respondents expressed this
trust than in any other governorate.



The local police were considered to be the most trustworthy security service provider in most
governorates. However, respondents in Anbar and Diyala said they trusted ISF more. The level of trust
in ISF varies considerably across governorates, with fewer respondents in Karbala and Baghdad having
trust in ISF, compared with those in Salah al-Din and Erbil. Very few respondents in any governorate
trust irregular armed groups. It is of significance that women and those in rural locations have less trust
in any security service provider. These results suggest more work is needed to address this trust deficit,
particularly amongst women and rural communities, and possibly other more marginalized groups.

Recommendations

From the above it can be deduced that combatting the threat ISIL along with other irreqular armed
groups would significantly improve people’s feelings of security. Significant steps have been taken in
this regard, and there is much to build upon. There is also clear public support for government efforts to
reform the security and justice sector, which should be capitalized upon. Given the different levels of
support for security sector reform amongst respondents, more work is required to assess why there
may be less support in some areas than others and then take steps to engender support in certain
areas, through outreach as well as addressing concerns raised.

There is clear evidence that security service providers enjoy public support in some of the areas
surveyed. This is particularly true of the local police. There is a need to enhance the strength of the local
police where it is less strong or has less presence. Capitalizing upon the relative popularity of the local
police in this way would seem to hold the most promise for increasing safety and security as well as
people’s perceptions of security. Likewise, enhancing the effectiveness of other security service
providers would be of paramount importance to improving safety and security. Improving the
reputation of ISF and ensuring it complies with human rights obligations is particularly important in this
regard.

The survey also shows that there is significant public support for improving access to security and
justice, indicative of considerable work required to improve access to security and justice for all people,
particularly in areas where insecurity is high. Additionally, there is a need to support community safety
interventions and social cohesion or conflict prevention efforts, as well as raise awareness of such
endeavors where knowledge may be limited.

The survey has also shown that amongst those who feel relatively secure, there is a widespread
recognition that improvements in safety and security benefit well-being and quality of life. The survey
indicated, however, that work is needed to address the low levels of optimism that improved security
would positively impact well-being amongst those who feel the most insecure.

Aside from ways in which the public consider the Government can improve safety and security at the
local level and ways in which members of the public themselves can contribute to this endeavor to



improve local safety and security, key recommendations from the survey also include ways in which to
improve public trust and confidence in security service providers. Given women and those in rural
locations have less trust in any security service provider, there is clearly more work to be done to
increase trust and confidence amongst these and possibly other marginalized groups.

In terms of what people believe would improve public confidence and trust in security service providers,
the most popular response from respondents in governorates where they felt less secure (Baghdad,
Salah al-Din, Anbar and Diyala) was for the security sector to promote selection based upon merit and
qualifications. This was not the most favoured response in Karbala and Erbil, where all residents
expressed feelings of security. In Karbala, the most favored response was to take immediate action to
eradicate corruption. In Erbil, most recommended was to introduce more laws and policies that would
allow the security service providers to act more effectively and efficiently. Support for law reform was
particularly pronounced in rural environments in Erbil.

Support to security sector reform was also a prevalent suggestion for improving public confidence and
trust in security service providers. In Anbar, considerable support was especially pronounced amongst
rural residents, who are almost three times as likely as those in urban locations to be supportive.

Increasing the number of women in the security sector as a means of improving public confidence and
trust in security service providers was more popular amongst respondents from Karbala and Anbar than
elsewhere. Women and those in urban areas are more likely to recommend this course of action than
others. Otherwise, support was limited for increasing the number of women in the security sector as a
means of improving public confidence and trust in security service providers. This does not necessarily
mean that there is limited public support for increasing the representation of women. It may rather
reflect limited awareness of the role women can and do play in the security sector. The general public
might be also focused on the threat ISIL poses and other serious threats, where first line defenders
(such as CTS and the Federal Police) tend to be male. This could provide the lens through which people
view the security sector and women'’s role in it.

Very few people advocated for increased training on democratic governance. Therefore, there is a need
for raising awareness of the value and importance of increasing the representation of women in the
security sector and the value of training on democratic governance.

Overall, this survey has shown that there are very disparate security and justice needs across the
governorates, differing levels of trust in security service providers, and different ways in which the
public would like the Government to take action to improve safety and security. These findings
underscore the need to take a contextual approach to security and justice, rather than apply state level
solutions indiscriminately. These findings also underscore the need to engage local communities in
contributing to identifying security and justice needs, which would then inform policy and practice in
this field, given the differing needs across the governorates. The survey shows that there is reason for
optimism, not least in low levels of insecurity in some governorates and confidence in the local police
more broadly. There is also considerable support for security sector reform efforts as well as other
initiatives to improve safety and security. However, given there are differences in the number of those



from urban and rural locations who are supportive of reform efforts, there may still be more effort
required to disseminate information more broadly and ascertain and address the concerns that some
people have with regard to reform in the security and justice sector. Moreover, work still needs to be
done in terms of raising awareness of and advocating for improved gender equality in the security
sector, with a specific focus in the post-liberation Irag. In addition, there are gaps involving the
effectiveness of some security service providers and the public confidence and trust they enjoy. This
necessitates looking at the function of the security sector beyond fighting ISIL, that is maintaining
capacity to address urgent security threats, and developing the capacity of the security sector to
provide public security beyond fighting armed groups. Significant security threats continue to challenge
security service providers, stretch resources, and undermine the security of the public. However, in
broad terms, this survey suggests that the Government has the support of the public to address these
threats and improve safety and security at the local level.

1. Introduction

Rationale for the Survey

The ultimate aim of SSR is to enhance the safety and security of people through the development of
effective and accountable security institutions that operate under civilian control within a framework of
rule of law and human rights. In order to inform the Government's SSR efforts, this survey was
conducted to gauge public perceptions of safety and security in Irag. This is the first public opinion
survey of its kind undertaken by Al Nahrain Centre for Strategic Studies / Office of the National Security
Advisor. The survey was intended to solicit the views of the public on their perceived safety and security
within their place of residence, as well as public confidence and trust in security service providers. It was
also intended that the survey gather recommendations from members of the public on ways in which
safety and security can be improved as well as ways in which public confidence and trust in security
service providers can be enhanced. Conducting the survey across six governorates enabled a
comparative analysis to be undertaken of public perceptions of safety and security in Iraq.

Methodology

The Al-Nahrain Centre for Strategic Studies (ANCSS) and Stars Orbit Consultants and Management
Development (SOC) developed the survey methodology in September and October 2016. The survey
was piloted in Baghdad and Karbala by SOC during this period before being rolled out across the six
governorates of Baghdad, Anbar, Diyala, Erbil, Karbala and Salah al-Din in October and November
2016. SOC conducted the survey in coordination with ANCSS and in collaboration with ONSA.



A total of 1,200 people participated in the survey. They were randomly sampled and comprised 416
females and 784 males. Respondents were spread across each of the six governorates and were equally
representative of both urban and rural residents. They were also representative of the demographic
composition in each governorate in terms of employment status, with the largest proportion working in
the private sector (i.e. not civil servants) or students in all governorates, and large proportions also
being unemployed and civil servants. The overview of the sample can be seen in Figure 1.

In sum, the data was collected from a representative sample of community members in the
target governorates. The sample was also of sufficient size in each governorate to ensure the reliability
of the data retrieved and the generalizability of the findings.

Figure 1: Respondents' demographics

Respondent’s Baghdad Salah al-Din Anbar Diyala Erbil Karbala
Background
Female/Male 97/103 28/172 43/157 39/161 100/100 109/91
Age (largest group) 20.5% 29.5% 33% 34% 35% 33.5%
31-40 41-50 41-50 31-40 31-40 18-30
Residency Type 100/100 100/100 95/105 106/94 101/99 97/103
(Rural/Urban)
Job (largest group) 22.5% 39% 34% 36.5% 20.5% 32.5%
private private private private student student
sector sector sector sector

The survey questionnaire was constructed around the following six main questions:

1. Do you feel safe in your locality? If not, why?

2. What do you want the Government to prioritize to improve safety and
security in your locality?

3. As a member of the public/local community, what can you do to improve
safety and security in your locality?

4. Which Iraqi security service provider do you trust?

5. To what extent would a safe and secure locality increase your and your
family’s well-being/quality of life?

6. In your opinion, what can be done to improve public confidence and trust
in the Iraqi security service providers?



Responses were disaggregated according to the demographic status of respondents, principally their
gender and whether they resided in urban or rural locations, in order to enable a comparative analysis

of findings.

2.1 General Perception of Safety and Security

General perceptions of safety and security vary significantly across the six governorates of Baghdad,
Anbar, Diyala, Erbil, Karbala and Salah al-Din. Whilst all respondents in Baghdad felt unsafe, all
respondents in Karbala and Erbil said that they felt safe; large proportions of respondents from Salah
al-Din, Anbar and Diyala also felt unsafe, as shown in Figure 2.

Figure 2: Comparative of levels of insecurity across governorates
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The majority of respondents in Salah al-Din (82%) and, to a lesser extent, in Anbar (66%) and Diyala
(65%) also reported that they felt unsafe in their localities. In Salah al-Din and Anbar, a similar
proportion of men and women felt unsafe, whereas in Diyala, a slightly larger proportion of men
(65.8%) than women (58.9%) said that they felt unsafe. In Diyala, a similar proportion of respondents
from urban and rural locations felt unsafe, whilst in Salah al-Din and Anbar the majority of those who
felt safe lived in rural locations (75% in Salah al-Din and 57% in Anbar, respectively, of those who felt
safe).

Reasons for feeling safe, primarily in rural locations, in Salah al-Din were principally attributed to ISIL
not being present and people living peacefully. Those who felt unsafe in Salah al-Din blamed the
presence of ISIL and other armed groups (64 respondents), limited presence of civilian or local police
(25 respondents), the existence of social conflict (23 respondents) and the absence of community
cohesion (36 respondents). A very small number of respondents also indicated a high crime rate (5
respondents) and the presence of ISF (10 respondents) as reasons for feeling less secure.

Similarly, in Anbar the presence of irreqular armed groups was a common reason why people felt
unsafe (76 respondents), alongside an absence of community cohesion (37 respondents) and the
presence of ISF (11 respondents).

Likewise, in Diyala, those who felt unsafe referred to the presence of irregular armed groups (40%) and
the absence of community cohesion (18.5%). Very few people mentioned high levels of crime (only 2
respondents) or the presence of ISF (3 respondents) as reasons for feeling unsafe. The majority of those
who felt safe considered it to be the result of the lack of presence of ISIL — especially if they resided in
rural locations — or a strong ISF presence (see Figure 3).



Figure 3: Reasons given by Diyala residents for feeling safe (disaggregated according to
rural/urban residence)
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In Baghdad, no respondent reported that they feel safe in their locality. This may well be because
Baghdad remains a target for ISIL hostilities, particularly the use of explosive devices in populated
areas. As shown in Figure 4, common reasons for feeling unsafe given were the presence of irregular
armed groups (17.5%), a high crime rate (16%), and a lack of civilian or local police (14.5%).



Figure 4: Reasons given by Baghdad residents for feeling unsafe (disaggregated according

to gender)
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In complete contrast to the high levels of insecurity felt by residents in Salah al-Din, Anbar, Diyala and,
especially, Baghdad, all respondents in Karbala and Erbil reported that they felt safe in their localities.
In Erbil, this was largely attributed to the lack of presence of ISIL (51.5%) and other irregular armed

groups (24.5%), alongside a strong civilian/local police service (10.5%). Both rural and urban community

residents provided similar responses. Likewise, responses from men and women regarding the reasons

behind feeling safe were similar, although slightly fewer men than women attributed the reason to the

lack of presence of irreqular armed groups (see Figure 5).



Figure 5: Reasons given by Erbil residents for feeling safe (disaggregated according to

aender)
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In Karbala, a large proportion of respondents (32%) also attributed feeling safe to the lack of ISIL
presence, with women and those in rural locations much more likely to give this reason. Other popular
reasons given included lack of sectarian tensions or conflict, low crime rate and people living peacefully
(see Figure 6).



Figure 6: Reasons given by Karbala residents for feeling safe (disaggregated according to

gender and rural/urban residence)
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2.2 Government Priorities to Improve Safety and Security at the Local Level

Just as general feelings of safety and security vary substantially across governorates, so do suggestions
from the public about what government priorities should be in order to improve safety and security at
the local level (see Figure 7).



Figure 7: Recommendations for Government priorities across governorates
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The most common suggestion was to improve the local police service with 28% of all respondents
recommending this. However, this was not the most popular response everywhere. For instance, whilst
56% of respondents in Erbil noted the need to improve the local police service, only g% of respondents
in Baghdad highlighted this. In all other governorates, between 18.5% and 35% of respondents
highlighted this need. Other favoured suggestions were to improve access to security and justice for
the local population (21.8% of all respondents), increase ISF presence in the locality (18.7%) and defeat
ISIL (27.8%). These responses generally correlate with what security issues face particular governorates
and what; therefore, people living there might consider to be priorities. For instance, people in
governorates with large unmanned borders and/or facing threats from ISIL are more likely to support
increasing ISF presence and/or defeating ISIL. Support to community security interventions was
recommended to be a government priority by 14.9% of all respondents. Again, the popularity of these
responses varied across governorates.

For example, over a third of respondents in Diyala (37%) recommended increasing ISF presence, whilst
less than a tenth of respondents in Erbil (7%) and Karbala (6.5%) recommended this. As mentioned
above, support for increasing ISF presence in Diyala is most likely in response to the recognized need to
contain the threat ISIL poses. Only a few more respondents in Baghdad recommended increasing ISF



presence to be a priority (13%), whereas approximately a quarter of all respondents in Salah al-Din and
Anbar were in support (25% and 23.5%, respectively). It may not be surprising that people in those
governorates, where feelings of insecurity are the lowest, would not prioritize increasing ISF presence.
Nevertheless, it is perhaps of some surprise that in Baghdad, where feelings of security are low
compared with other governorates, only a few recommended increasing ISF presence. This could be
attributable to the fact that Baghdad is not under ISIL control, although it faces considerable security
threats in the form of bombs and explosions in public places as well as a high crime rate. Lack of
support for increasing ISF presence may also indicate the need to improve civil-military relations
between ISF and the public.

Rather than recommending increased ISF presence (13%) or improving the local police service (9%), the
most popular recommendations by respondents in Baghdad were to improve access to security and
justice for members of the local population (37.5%) and support community security interventions
(30.5%). Far fewer respondents from the other governorates recommended these two courses of
action. Very few respondents in Diyala (0.5%) and Anbar (4.5%) recommended prioritizing supporting
community security interventions, and only a maximum of a fifth of respondents from all other
governorates recommended this (20% in Salah al-Din, 19% in Erbil and 15.5% in Karbala). With respect
to improving access to security and justice, only 8% of respondents in Karbala highlighted this as a
priority in contrast to substantial proportions in Baghdad (37.5%, as mentioned above), Anbar (31%)
and Diyala (23%). Demand for improved access to security and justice loosely correlated with levels of
insecurity, as shown in Figure 8 below. The four governorates with high levels of insecurity placed the
greatest emphasis on the need for improved access to security and justice, although the emphasis was
only slightly less marked in those governorates where feelings of insecurity were minimal.



Figure 8: Recommendations for Government priorities to improve access to security and
justice (correlated with levels of security) across governorates
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Further work is required in order to ascertain whether the disparity in recommendations to support
community safety interventions and improve access to security and justice is the result of disparities in
levels of awareness of such endeavors or variations in the levels of support provided to and required for
such endeavors. In other words, respondents may be more inclined to recommend supporting
community safety interventions if they are aware of such interventions and the prospects for support
(i.e. where such endeavors may be more commonplace), rather than in places where there may be
more of a need for such endeavors (and, arguably, as a result, less awareness).

In Diyala, only one person (0.5% of respondents) mentioned governmental support to community
security interventions. However, respondents drew attention to the need to improve the local police
service (18.5%), defeat ISIL (20.5%), improve access to security and justice (23%) and, as mentioned
above, increase ISF presence (37%).

In Salah al-Din, the largest proportion of respondents (25%) indicated that they wanted to have more
ISF presence in their locality. 22% and 20% of respondents prioritized improving the local police service
and supporting community safety interventions.

Responses from men and women were similar in most governorates. In Anbar, women are the most
likely to advocate for increased access to security and justice, and men tend to prioritize improving the
local police service (see Figure g). Similarly, more people in urban locations of this governorate
prioritize the need for improved access to security and justice, whereas more people in its rural
locations prioritize increased ISF presence (again, see Figure g).



Figure 9: Recommendations of Anbar respondents for Government priorities to improve
safety and security (disaggregated according to gender and rural/urban residence)
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In Karbala, rather than recommending the Government prioritize improved access to security and
justice, respondents emphasized the need to defeat ISIL (42.5%) and improve the local police service
(27.5%). In fact, respondents in Karbala were twice as likely as respondents from any of the other
governorates to underscore the need to defeat ISIL. Residents of Karbala are likely to be supportive of
increasing ISF presence due to its porous border with Anbar and the potential underlying threats, from
illegal trafficking to the risks associated with ISIL presence in Anbar. Support to improving the police
service could well be related to the annual Shia religious events that are a heavy drain on the local
police resources.

There were some marked differences in responses from men and women in Karbala. The majority of
men (62 out of 91 male respondents) recommended action to defeat ISIL, whereas twice as many
women recommended improving the local police service (47) as recommended defeating ISIL (23). Men
are also more likely than women to prioritize improving access to security and justice, in contrast to
Anbar where women are more likely to support this. In Karbala, a similar proportion of women who
prioritized fighting ISIL also recommended supporting community safety interventions (23). Only a few
men prioritized this (9 respondents) or improving the local police service (8 respondents). Also in
contrast to Anbar, those in Karbala’s urban areas were more likely than those in rural areas to support
increasing ISF presence, whilst those in rural areas are more likely to support improving the local police
service (see Figure 10).



Figure 10: Recommendations of Karbala respondents for Government priorities to improve
safety and security (disaggregated according to gender and rural/urban residence)
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In Erbil, 56% respondents were particularly in favor of improving the police service. It is perhaps
surprising that respondents in both Karbala and Erbil, the two governorates where everyone reported
they felt safe, were especially likely to recommend the need to improve the local police service. It may
well be that the safer people feel the more they appear to appreciate the importance of the local police
and, thus, the need to invest further in the services they provide. Those living in rural locations are more
likely to recommend improving the police service and less likely than those living in urban areas to
recommend other government priorities in order to improve safety and security (see Figure 11).

Figure 11: Recommendations of Erbil respondents for Government priorities to improve
safety and security (disaggregated according to rural/urban residence)
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2.3 Public Contributions to Improve Local Community Safety and Security

When asked what respondents, as members of the local community, could do to improve safety and
security in their localities, responses tended to align with the extent to which people felt safe where
they lived. For instance, residents from Karbala and Erbil who all reported feeling safe in their localities,
were the least likely to say that in order to improve local safety and security they should support
government efforts to reform the security and justice sector. Respectively, 9% and 10% of the
respondents recommended this. Interestingly, where all respondents reported feeling unsafe (i.e.
Baghdad), they said that supporting government efforts to reform the security and justice sector was
important, with 28% of the respondents advocating this course of action. However, contributing to
community safety interventions was a more common response with 31.5% of respondents. In Baghdad,
public support to the local police was also considered to be important (26%). Advocating for social
cohesion or conflict prevention at the local level was a less common response (12%). In contrast,
respondents from Karbala and Erbil, who feel the safest amongst people from all the governorates, are
more likely than respondents from any of the other governorates to advocate for social cohesion or
conflict prevention at the local level, with 23% and 18% of respondents, respectively, supporting this.

Other than in Karbala and Erbil, advocating for social cohesion or conflict prevention at the local level
was not amongst the most popular response from respondents across the governorates. Supporting
the local police to increase safety was a common response amongst respondents in all governorates,
particularly in Erbil (44%) and Diyala (36.5%). Other than in Karbala and Erbil, supporting government
efforts to reform the security and justice sector was also a common response, particularly in Diyala
(51%), Salah al-Din (44.5%) and Anbar (44%). The popularity of supporting community security
interventions as a means of improving local safety and security varies across the governorates, with
only 4.5% and 8% of respondents in Anbar and Diyala, respectively, prioritizing this, in contrast with
44% of residents in Karbala and 31.5% of respondents in Baghdad. This can be explained with reference
to the more robust civil society in Karbala and Baghdad, which also engages in community safety
intervention, in contrast to Anbar and Diyala.

When asked what respondents, as members of the local community, could do to improve safety and
security in their localities, responses were often similar to the responses given to what the Government
should do. So, for example, almost a third of respondents in Baghdad (31.5%) said that they could
contribute to community security interventions at the local level, whereas a similar proportion (30.5%)
said that the Government should prioritize support for such interventions. As mentioned above, the
other most favoured response from respondents in Baghdad in response to what they could personally
do to improve local safety and security was to support government efforts to reform the security and
justice sector (28%). There were slight differences in responses from those residing in urban and rural
locations (see Figure 12), notably more urban residents were supportive of efforts to reform the security
and justice sector than their rural counterparts. This may not be surprising given those residing in urban
locations may be more familiar with such efforts; indicative, perhaps, of the need to ensure information
on reform activities reaches those who reside outside of urban hubs.



Figure 12: Ways in which respondents in Baghdad say they can improve local safety and
security as members of the public/local community (disaggregated according to gender
and rural/urban residence)
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In Salah al-Din, more rural than urban residents said that they could support government efforts to
reform the security and justice sector in order to improve local safety and security. Residents from both
rural and urban environments prioritized this course of action, whilst 51% of rural residents advocated
this in comparison with 38% of urban residents (a total of 44.5% of all residents from Salah al-Din). In
comparison, in this governorate, urban residents are almost twice as likely as rural residents to indicate
that contributing to community security interventions would improve local security and safety (15%
compared with 8%).

In Anbar, supporting government reform efforts in the security and justice sector is as popular as it is in
Salah al-Din, with 44% of respondents prioritizing this as a means of improving local safety and
security. Support to the local police was also a common response and significantly more so than in
Salah al-Din, with 41% of respondents supporting this. To put it into a wider context, the governorate
average for both of these responses was 32.6% and 31.1% respectively. It is of particular note that many
more men than women supported these courses of action in Anbar, as shown in Figure 13.

Figure 13: Ways in which respondents in Anbar say they can improve local safety and
ecurity as members of the public/local community (disaggregated according to gender)

60%
H Female
9

50% 48% Male
%] 0,
g 42%41%
T 40%
2
g 30%
s 30%
R

20%

14%
12%
10% 5
4% 2% 3% 4%
0% [
Advocate for Support local Contribute to Support Don't know
social police to increase community government
cohesion/conflict local safety and security efforts to reform
prevention at local security interventions at  the security and
level local level justice sector

As in Anbar, in Diyala supporting the local police and government efforts to reform the security and
justice sector were very common responses, with over a third (36.5%) and over a half of respondents
(51%), respectively, prioritizing these; again, a much higher percentage than the average across the



governorates. Similar to Salah al-Din and unlike Baghdad, slightly fewer urban than rural residents
prioritized supporting these government efforts (57 respondents residing in rural locations, in
comparison with 45 from urban localities). In contrast to the popularity of supporting the local police
and government efforts to reform the security and justice sector, supporting community security
interventions and advocating social cohesion or conflict prevention at the local level were not very
common responses (attracting support from only 8% and 1.5% of the respondents, respectively).

In Erbil, the distinction between the responses from urban and rural respondents was more
pronounced. Supporting the local police was the most popular response from respondents in Erbil (44%
of all respondents) and secured roughly equal support from rural and urban residents (47% and 41%,
respectively). However, twice as many urban as rural residents (32% compared with 16%) supported
contributing to community safety interventions. Moreover, almost three times as many urban than
rural residents supported advocating for social cohesion or conflict prevention at the local level (34%
compared with 12%). Likewise, there was limited support from respondents in Karbala (only 10%) and
Erbil (9%) for government efforts to reform the security and justice sector, whereas over 3 times as
many people from urban than rural localities supported this (14% of urban respondents compared with
4% of rural respondents). Limited support from Karbala and Erbil respondents in this regard could be
related to the fact that the majority of the respondents feel safe in their locality and thus they might
feel security and justice reforms to be a less important priority.

upporting community security interventions was by far the most common response from residents of
Karbala, with 44% of respondents prioritizing this; constituting twice the average number of
respondents from across the governorates. A larger proportion of respondents from Karbala than other
governorates were also unsure as to what could be done to improve local safety and security. Ten
percent of respondents from Karbala said they did not know what could be done; indicative, perhaps, of
the lower levels of insecurity and pressing security needs felt by respondents in Karbala compared with
the other governorates surveyed. Of interest is that many more men than women did not know what
could be done and more men also advocated contributing to community safety interventions, as shown
in Figure 14.



Figure 14: Ways in which respondents in Karbala say they can improve local safety and
security as members of the public/local community (disaggregated according to gender)
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2.4 Public Perception of Security Service Providers

The level of public trust in security service providers varies dramatically between governorates and
service providers (see Figure 15). Almost everyone in all governorates, except Baghdad, said that they
trusted at least one security service provider. No one in Erbil said they did not trust any security service
provider; only one person in Karbala said they did not trust any security service provider; and less than
7% of respondents in all other governorates, bar Baghdad, felt similarly (2% in Diyala, 4.5% in Salah al-
Din and 6.5% in Anbar). This contrasts with over half of the respondents in Baghdad (54.5%) reporting
that they did not trust any security service provider.



Figure 15: Trust in security service providers across all six governorates
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In Baghdad, the local police were considered to be the most trustworthy security service provider, with
31% of the respondents agreeing. The local police were considered to be the most trustworthy
organization across the governorates with 54.9% of all survey respondents in agreement. This was
particularly notable in Karbala and Erbil, where respondents felt the safest, with, respectively, 94% and
72% of respondents agreeing. Indeed, whilst the local police were considered to be the most
trustworthy security service provider amongst respondents in Baghdad, fewer Baghdadi respondents
trusted the local police than respondents from any other governorate. In Salah al-Din, more than half
the respondents (55%) trusted the local police, and in both Anbar and Diyala more than a third of
respondents said they trusted the local police (38.5% and 39%, respectively).

There were some differences of opinion between men and women as well as between those in rural and
urban environments in Baghdad. Notably, women and those in rural locations are a little less likely to
trust any security service provider, as shown in Figure 16. These results suggest more work is needed to
address this trust deficit, particularly amongst women and rural communities, and possibly other more
marginalized groups.



Figure 16: Trust in security service providers in Baghdad (disaggregated according to
gender and rural/urban residence)
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Very few people in any governorate trust irregular armed groups. Less than 3.5% in any governorate
trust these groups, with people in Baghdad trusting them more than anyone else and none in Erbil.



The local police were considered to be the most trustworthy security service provider in most
governorates, yet respondents in Anbar and Diyala trusted ISF more. In Anbar, 53.5% trusted ISF
compared with 38.5% who trusted the local police. In Diyala, 57.5% trusted ISF compared with 39% who
trusted the local police. The level of trust in ISF varies considerably across governorates, with as few as
1.5% and 7.5% of respondents in Karbala and Baghdad, respectively, having trust in ISF. Considerable
proportions of respondents in Salah al-Din (35%) and Erbil (28%) said that they trusted ISF.

Of note is that respondents in rural Salah al-Din trust ISF more than those in urban areas. In contrast,
those in urban areas trust the local police more than those in rural areas. This may be because Tikrit and
surrounding urban areas are liberated from ISIL and people are getting back to their normal lives, whilst
those in rural locations are still facing the threat of ISIL and thus have more need of ISF. This could
explain different levels of trust in ISF. It is also notable that the 4.5% of respondents in Salah al-Din who
said that they did not trust any security service provider resided in urban areas (see Figure 17).

Figure 17: Trust in security service providers in Salah al-Din (disaggregated according to
rural/urban residence)
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Similarly, in Diyala, slightly more rural than urban residents trust ISF (58% compared with 57%),
although rural inhabitants also trust the local police a little more than their urban counterparts (40%
compared with 38%). In contrast, in Anbar more urban than rural residents trust ISF (57% compared
with 49%). The level of trust in the local police is very similar amongst rural and urban inhabitants.
Difference in responses between urban and rural inhabitants as well as men and women were not
pronounced in Erbil. In Karbala, where the level of trust in the local police far out-shadowed support



from any other governorate, urban residents and women were particularly likely to trust them, as
shown in Figure 18.

Figure 18: Public trust in security service providers in Karbala (disaggregated according to
gender and rural/urban residence)
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2.5 Impact of Safety and Security on Well-Being and Quality of Life

Overall, almost two-thirds (64.5%) of all respondents said that improved safety and security would have
a high (40.5%) or very high (24%) impact on their well-being or quality of life. Only 6.8% considered
that it would not have much impact at all. The greatest proportion of respondents in Anbar (82%) and
Diyala (74.5%) said that improved safety and security would have a high or very high impact on their
well-being. Respondents in Baghdad and Salah al-Din are less optimistic. In the former, the majority of



respondents (46.5%) said that quality of life would increase moderately with improvements in safety
and security. However, a significant proportion (40%) said that their quality of life would improve
significantly or very significantly, whilst 13.5% said that it would not have a significant impact. There
were some slight differences in responses from those in urban and rural locations. Urban residents are
less inclined to think that their quality of life would be better if safety and security in their locality
improved (see Figure 19).

Figure 19: Perception amongst Salah al-Din residents of the extent to which a safe and
secure locality would increase well-being/quality of life (disaggregated according to
rural/urban residence)
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Perhaps surprisingly, in Baghdad, where respondents feel the least safe, they are less likely to believe
that improved safety and security would significantly impact their well-being. As such, there does not
appear to be a strong relationship between perceptions about safety and security, and perceived
quality of life in Baghdad. This may reflect low levels of optimism and hope for the future, which can
accompany high levels of insecurity. More than half (57.5%) said that their well-being would increase
moderately with a more safe and secure environment. A further 22% said it would have a significant or
very significant impact on their well-being, whilst 20.5% said it would not have much impact at all.
There were no significant differences in responses from men and women.



Unlike Baghdad, the vast majority of respondents in Karbala said that there would be a high or very
high impact on their well-being if safety and security in their locality improved (93% of respondents).
Only 6.5% said that their well-being would only be moderately or barely impacted. In Erbil, there is a
similarly large proportion (76%) — although smaller than in Karbala — who consider that there would be
a high or very high impact on well-being as a result of improved safety and security. Given residents
from both Karbala and Erbil said they felt the safest, by far, amongst respondents from all
governorates, there is a strong correlation between a relatively high sense of security and an
appreciation that improved security can positively impact well-being. In other words, as people feel
safer they may be more aware of the impact that improved safety and security can have on the quality
of their lives.

In Salah al-Din, and to a lesser extent in Diyala and Baghdad, those in rural areas are a little more
optimistic than those in urban areas that improved safety and security would significantly impact their
quality of life. Elsewhere, those in urban areas are more optimistic. Further details can be drawn from
the figure below.

Figure 20: Proportion of rural and urban residents indicating that improved safety and
security would have a very high or somewhat high effect on their well-being
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Overall, therefore, there appears to be positive correlation between feelings of security and a
perception that increased safety and security significantly impacts well-being, as shown in Figure 21. In
general, the safer the communities felt, the greater were the perceived positive effects of security on
well-being and quality of life across the governorates. This is to say that where respondents felt more
secure, they tended to feel that security contributes to their well-being and quality of life. A less
positive interpretation would be that those who feel the most insecure are the least optimistic that



improved safety and security would benefit their well-being. Those who feel the most insecure may
have lost hope that things can change for the better. This underscores the need to address feelings of
hopelessness, disseminate messages that things can change for the better, as well as take action to
improve safety and security. This is important because where people do not feel improvements in
safety and security will positively impact their lives, they are likely to be less responsive to or engaged in
efforts to improve safety and security.

Figure 21: Perception amongst residents across governorates of the extent to which a safe
and secure locality would increase well-being/quality of life (correlated with levels of
insecurity)
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2.6 Improving Public Confidence and Trust in Security Sector Service
Providers

When asked what could be done to improve public confidence and trust in security service providers,
the most popular response from respondents in governorates where they had expressed significant
feelings of insecurity (Baghdad, Salah al-Din, Anbar and Diyala) was to promote selection based upon
merit and qualifications (see Figure 22). In Baghdad, 38% agreed that this was a priority, compared with
35.5% in Salah al-Din, 34.5% in Anbar, and 39 % in Diyala.



Figure 22: Perceived ways in which to increase public confidence and trust in security
service providers across governorates
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Promoting selection based upon merit and qualifications within the security sector was not the most
favoured response in Karbala and Erbil where all residents had expressed feelings of security. In
Karbala, the most popular response was to take immediate action to eradicate corruption, with 58% of
respondents from Karbala advocating this. As is shown in Figure 22, eradicating corruption was
supported to a much greater extent in Karbala than any of the other governorates. This is particularly
the case amongst men, with 68% of men in support of such action, compared with 48% of women. In
Erbil, the most common recommendation, with 36.5% agreeing, was to introduce more laws and
policies that would allow the security service providers to act more effectively and efficiently. Support
for law reform was particularly pronounced in rural environments, with rural residents comprising
nearly two-thirds of those in support (44 respondents compared with 29 respondents from urban
localities).

The least favoured response to the question of how to improve public confidence and trust in security
service providers was to increase the number of women in the security sector (at just 4% of all
respondents across the governorates). Indeed, it was the least common answer given in all
governorates, except Karbala and Anbar, where it was rated higher than the provision of additional
training on governance and accountability. That increasing the number of women in the security sector
was not a priority need not mean that there is limited public support for increasing the representation
of women; it may simply reflect limited awareness of the role women can and do play in the security
sector. It may be that the general public are focused on the threat posed by ISIL and other serious
threats, where first line defenders (such as CTS and the Federal Police) tend to be males. This could
provide the lens through which people view the security sector and women'’s role in it.



Even in Karbala and Anbar, support for increasing the number of women in the security sector was low
with, respectively, only 10.5% and 3.5% of the respondents recommending this. Generally, across the
governorates where very few recommended this as a means to improve public confidence and trust in
security service providers, those who did tended to be women and/or living in urban areas. Across
governorates, 85% of those supporting this strategy were women, and 81% were from urban areas. In
Baghdad, for instance, all the 3% who supported this were women and came from rural residences (see
Figure 23).

Very few people also advocated for increased training on democratic governance, with only 5.5% of
respondents across the governorates in support and less than 2% in Anbar, Diyala and Karbala. This is
likely because, for people in these areas, democratic governance is still a new concept and they might
not have a comprehensive understanding of its importance. Increased training on democratic
governance received the most support from respondents in Erbil and Salah al-Din, with 10.5% and 8%
of respondents in support.

Figure 23: Perceived ways in which to increase public confidence and trust in security
service providers in Baghdad (disaggregated according to rural/urban residence)
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Support to Security Sector Reform was a popular answer, in contrast, although considerably less so in
Karbala. This is, perhaps, surprising given people in Karbala are more supportive than people from
other governorates of improving the representation of women in the security sector, as well as given
enhancing gender equality is a cornerstone of Security Sector Reform. Although, even in Karbala
support for increasing the number of women in the security sector could be improved as discussed
above. In Anbar, there was considerable support for Security Sector Reform, with 21.1% of respondents
in support. This was especially pronounced amongst rural residents who are almost three times as likely
as those in urban locations to be supportive (32 rural residents expressed support in comparison with 11
urban residents). Similarly, in Diyala more rural residents expressed support for such reforms than
urban residents. Likewise, rural rather than urban residents in Diyala are also more likely to support
merit-based selection in the security sector (see Figure 24). More support from rural residents in these
governorates for Security Sector Reform could be because they have not benefitted from service
delivery that can be concentrated in urban centers, where people are physically closer to service
providers.



Figure 24: Perceived ways in which to increase public confidence and trust in security
service providers in Diyala (disaggregated according to gender and rural/urban residence)
(note: no responses to ‘More training on democratic governance’)
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3. Conclusion and Recommendations

Summary Findings

General perceptions of safety and security vary significantly across the six governorates of Baghdad,
Anbar, Diyala, Erbil, Karbala and Salah al-Din. All respondents in Karbala and Erbil said that they felt
safe, whereas no respondent from Baghdad said they did, and large proportions of respondents in
Salah al-Din, Anbar and Diyala also felt unsafe. The presence of ISF contributed to feelings of security in
some governorates, although in others ISF presence increased a sense of insecurity, notably in
Baghdad. Most people attributed a sense of security to the absence of ISIL and other irregular armed
groups. The presence of a strong local police service was also a key factor in why people felt safe.

Generally speaking, where respondents indicated insecurity, they attributed their feelings primarily to
the presence of ISIL and other irregular armed groups. The limited capacity or presence of the local
police was also commonly cited as a concern for those who felt less secure; clearly indicating support
for the increased capacity and engagement of the local police in providing public security. Absence of
community cohesion was also cited as a contributing factor to the foundation of insecurity in Iraq
(particularly in Salah al-Din, Anbar, Diyala and Baghdad). Another contributing factor to insecurity was
a high crime rate, notably in Baghdad.

Overall, almost two-thirds of all respondents said that improved safety and security would have a high
or very high impact on their well-being or quality of life, with only a small percentage considering that it
would not have much impact at all. In Baghdad, where respondents feel the least safe, they are perhaps
surprisingly less likely to believe that improved safety and security would significantly impact their well-
being. The same is true in Salah al-Din with fewer people than elsewhere considering improved security
would benefit their well-being. Overall, there appears to be positive correlation between feelings of
security and a perception that increased safety and security significantly impacts well-being. A less
positive interpretation would be that those who feel the most insecure are the least optimistic that
improved safety and security would benefit their quality of life.

Just as general feelings of safety and security vary substantially across governorates, so too do
suggestions from the public about what government priorities should be in order to improve safety and
security at the local level. The most common suggestion was to improve the local police service with
over a quarter of all respondents recommending this. However, this was not the most popular response



everywhere. For instance, over half the respondents in Erbil emphasized the need to improve the local
police service, and less than one in ten people in Baghdad highlighted this. Other popular suggestions
were to improve access to security and justice for the local population, increase ISF presence in the
locality, and defeat ISIL. The latter - increased ISF presence and defeating ISIL - is likely to relate to the
continued threat from ISIL, notably in Anbar, Salah al-Din and Diyala. Increasing ISF presence was not a
popular response in Baghdad, where many people attribute feelings of insecurity to ISF presence.
Likewise, where people felt safe (Karbala and Erbil) increasing ISF presence was less favoured. In
contrast, over a third of respondents supported increased ISF presence in Diyala and about a quarter in
Salah al-Din and Anbar. Support to community security interventions was recommended to be a
government priority by notable proportions of the respondents in Diyala, Salah al-Din and Anbar, with
fewer respondents as supportive in other governorates.

Rather than recommending increased ISF presence or improving the local police service, the most
popular recommendations from respondents in Baghdad were to improve access to security and justice
for members of the local population and to support community security interventions. Far fewer
respondents from the other governorates recommended these two courses of action. Demand for
improved access to security and justice loosely correlated with levels of insecurity. The four
governorates with high levels of insecurity placed the greatest emphasis on the need for improved
access to security and justice, although the emphasis was only slightly less marked in those
governorates where feelings of insecurity were minimal. Further work is required in order to ascertain
whether the disparity in recommendations to support community safety interventions and improve
access to security and justice is the result of disparities in levels of awareness of such endeavors or
disparities in the levels of external support provided to and required for such endeavors. In other words,
respondents may be more inclined to recommend supporting community safety interventions if they
are aware of such interventions and the prospects for support (i.e. where such endeavors may be more
commonplace) rather than in places where there may be more of a need for such endeavors (and,
arguably, as a result, less awareness). Further research, outreach and, possibly, communications
programmes, are therefore required.

When asked what respondents, as members of the local community, could themselves do to improve
safety and security in their localities, responses tended to align with the extent to which people felt safe
where they lived. For instance, residents from Diyala, Salah al-Din and Anbar are particularly supportive
of government efforts to reform the security and justice sector. In contrast, advocating for social
cohesion or conflict prevention at the local level, as a means of improving local safety and security, was
not amongst the most popular responses from respondents across the governorates, except in Karbala
and Erbil. Many respondents, especially those in Diyala and Erbil, said that they could help improve
safety and security at the local level by supporting the local police. The popularity of supporting
community security interventions as a means of improving local safety and security varies across the
governorates, with only very few respondents in Anbar and Diyala, prioritizing this, in contrast with
sizeable proportions in Karbala and Baghdad.

Respondents in Karbala and Erbil, who all reported that they felt safe in their localities, were the least
likely to say that in order to improve local safety and security they should support government efforts



to reform the security and justice sector. Interestingly, in Baghdad, where all respondents reported
feeling unsafe, they said that supporting government efforts in this regard was especially important,
although contributing to community safety interventions was a more popular response. In Baghdad,
public support to the local police was also considered to be important, whilst advocating for social
cohesion or conflict prevention at the local level was a less common response. Respondents from
Karbala and Erbil, who feel the safest amongst people from all governorates, are more likely than
respondents from any of the other governorates to advocate for social cohesion or conflict prevention
at the local level.

When asked what respondents, as members of the local community, could do to improve safety and
security in their localities, responses were often similar to the responses given to what the Government
should do. So, for example, almost a third of respondents in Baghdad said that they could contribute to
community security interventions at the local level and a similar proportion said that the Government
should prioritize support for such interventions.

The level of public trust in security service providers also varies dramatically between governorates and
between service providers. Everyone in Erbil said they trust all security providers as did most people in
all other governorates, except Baghdad, where a little under half of the respondents said that they
trusted any security service provider. The local police were considered to be the most trustworthy
organization across the governorates with over half of all survey respondents in agreement. This was
particularly notable in Karbala and Erbil, where respondents felt the safest. In fact, whilst the local
police were considered to be the most trustworthy security service provider amongst respondents in
Baghdad, fewer respondents trusted the local police than in any other governorate.

The local police were considered to be the most trustworthy security service provider in most
governorates, yet respondents in Anbar and Diyala have greater trust in ISF. This could reflect public
appreciation of the efforts of ISF to counter the threat ISIL poses in Anbar and Diyala. The level of trust
in ISF varies considerably across governorates, with very few respondents in Karbala and Baghdad
having trust in ISF, whereas considerable proportions of respondents in Salah al-Din and Erbil trust ISF.
Very few people in any governorate trust irregular armed groups. It is of significance that women and
those in rural locations are particularly likely to have less trust in any security service provider. These
results suggest more work is needed to address this trust deficit, particularly amongst women and rural
communities, and possibly other more marginalized groups.

Recommendations

It can be deduced from this survey that combatting the threat ISIL poses along with other irregular
armed groups would significantly improve people’s feelings of security. Likewise, enhancing the
effectiveness of security service providers would be instrumental, notably in improving the
performance of ISF and ensuring its compliance with human rights obligations, as well as enhancing the
strength of the local police where it is less strong or has less presence. Capitalizing upon the relative
popularity of the local police in this way would seem to hold the most promise for increasing safety and
security as well as people’s perceptions of security.



There is also clear public support for government efforts to reform the security and justice sector, which
should be capitalized upon. However, there are different levels of support within the community and
more work is thus required to assess why there may be less support in some areas than others and then
take steps to engender support in certain areas, through outreach as well as addressing concerns raised
within these areas. Furthermore, there is significant public support for improving access to security and
justice; suggestive of considerable work required to improve access to security and justice for all
people, particularly in areas where insecurity is high. There is also a need to support community safety
interventions and social cohesion or conflict prevention efforts, as well as raise awareness of such
endeavors where knowledge may be limited.

The survey has also shown that most people recognize that improved security is crucial to well-being.
This is particularly the case amongst those who feel the most secure. However, work is needed to
address the low levels of optimism that improved security would positively impact well-being amongst
those who feel the most insecure.

Aside from ways in which the public consider the Government can improve safety and security at the
local level and ways in which members of the public themselves can contribute to this endeavor to
improve local safety and security, key recommendations from the survey include ways to improve
public trust and confidence in security service providers. Given women and those in rural locations are
particularly unlikely to trust any security service provider, there is clearly more work to be done to
increase trust and confidence amongst these and possibly other marginalized groups.

In terms of what people believe would improve public confidence and trust in security service providers,
the most popular response from respondents in governorates where they had expressed less sense of
security (Baghdad, Salah al-Din, Anbar and Diyala) was for the security sector to promote selection
based upon merit and qualifications. Promoting this was not the most favoured response in Karbala and
Erbil, where all residents had expressed feelings of security. In Karbala, the most popular response was
to take immediate action to eradicate corruption. In Erbil, it was to introduce more laws and policies
that would allow the security service providers to act more effectively and efficiently. Support for law
reform was particularly pronounced in rural environments in Erbil.

Support to Security Sector Reform was also a common suggestion for improving public confidence and
trust in security service provider amongst respondents from most governorates. In Anbar, such support
was especially pronounced amongst rural residents who are almost three times as likely as those in
urban locations to be supportive.

Increasing the number of women in the security sector as a means of improving public confidence and
trust in security service providers was more popular amongst respondents from Karbala and Anbar than
elsewhere. Women and those in urban areas are more likely to recommend this course of action than
others. Otherwise, support was limited for increasing the number of women in the security sector as a
means of improving public confidence and trust in security service providers. Very few people also
advocated for increased training on democratic governance. There is a need, therefore, for awareness
raising of and advocacy for the importance and added-value of increasing the representation of women



in the security sector, including to enable a more gender responsive security service delivery, and the
value of training on democratic governance.

Overall, this ANCSS/ ONSA survey has shown that there are very disparate security and justice needs
across the governorates, differing levels of trust in security service providers, and different ways in
which the public would like the Government to take action to improve safety and security. These
findings underscore the necessity of taking a contextual approach to security and justice, rather than
applying state level solutions indiscriminately. These findings also flag the need to engage local
communities in contributing to identifying security and justice needs and local solutions, which would
then inform policy and practice in this field given the varying requirements across the governorates.
The survey also shows that there is reason for optimism, not least in low levels of insecurity in some
governorates and confidence in the local police more broadly. Moreover, there is considerable support
for Security Sector Reform efforts as well as other initiatives to improve safety and security. However,
given there are differences in the number of those from urban and rural locations who are supportive,
additional efforts may be required to disseminate information more broadly and ascertain and address
the concerns that some people have with regard to reform in the security and justice sector. It is also
obvious that work is still required in terms of raising awareness of and advocating for improved gender
equality in the security sector, with a specific focus on the post-liberation Iraq. In addition, there are
clear areas for improvement in terms of the effectiveness of some security service providers and the
public confidence and trust they enjoy. This means looking at the function of the security sector beyond
fighting ISIL; maintaining capacity to address urgent security threats, meanwhile developing the
capacity of the security sector to provide public security beyond fighting enemy combatants and other
irregular armed groups. There remain significant security threats that continue to challenge security
service providers, stretch resources, and undermine the security of the public. However, this survey
suggests that in broad terms the Government has the support of the public to address these threats and
improve local-level safety and security.
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