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Abstract: The notion of sustainable infrastructure for the delivery of social services is to fulfill basic
human needs; in war-torn societies, human safety is a critical basic need. The relationship between
sustainable infrastructure development and human safety remains underresearched in Afghan
neighborhoods. Therefore, this study examined the effectiveness of the police facilities constructed
for stability enhancement in Afghan communities. To do so, this study used Afghans’ polling datasets
on the police presence and the public safety perceptions, including newly collected survey data
related to the influence of the police facilities on human safety and other factors contributing to the
neighborhoods’ well-being. The datasets are organized with a multilevel structure in which different
individuals are sampled within neighborhoods and analyzed using a multilevel model approach to
capture the randomness of the responses. The results showed that police facilities are more important
to perceptions of safety in less safe areas and that Afghans in villages perceived themselves as safer
than in urban areas, relative to their own immediate region. Those perceiving themselves as being
safer were older, more highly educated, and widowed respondents. Overall, Afghans perceived the
police facilities as institutional symbol for promoting improvements and opportunities for fulfilling
basic human safety needs.

Keywords: Afghanistan; infrastructure development; perceived safety; police confidence; resilience;
stability; sustainability; trust; war-torn environment

1. Introduction

Fundamental requisites for nation-building efforts typically include establishing basic services
and functional security, governance, and economic and infrastructure systems in conflict zones [1–
9]. The constructive outcomes from these extensive efforts are deeply interrelated for encouraging
conflict-ridden states to develop and attain stable, safe communities that can enable sustainable
development. Infrastructure development can provide economic stabilization by helping a nation
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develop both their capability and capacity [2,10] to become an emerging society [4,9,11]. An extensive
example of such nation-building efforts was the stability operations in Afghanistan, in which the
United States Government (USG) invested enormous amounts of funds and military resources for
reconstruction (i.e., restoration of war-torn societies) and infrastructure development (i.e., creation
of new institutions) since 2002 [12,13]. Part of the infrastructure development efforts for stability
operations investment was for the USG and international donors to construct police stations and
to establish the Afghan National Police (ANP) in anticipation of positive outcomes, in part due
to the presence of the ANP. Likewise, the aftereffect expected was that the Afghan police would
demonstrate the functional capacity and capabilities to run their newly restored security infrastructure,
reestablishing and maintaining a safe and secure environment for the population.

The term security and safety are used interchangeably within this paper, referring to human
security [14–17] and the fundamental interconnected psychological and socioeconomic needs for
pursuing basic protection goals of self-reliance [16] and protecting people’s well-being [17]. Specifically
in this study, the term safety describes the factors for satisfying the human security needs that are
traditionally generated from infrastructure development, creation of institutions and are advocated by
law enforcement’s providing peace and order to make people feel secure. Infrastructure development
has fundamentally been a catalyst for creating stable and resilient communities [2,18–21], as well as
building sustainable societies [22–25].

The resilience framework is recognized as the ability of communities to collectively recover
from or adapt to various perturbations: security threats, disasters, adversity, or environmental
stress [18–20,26–30]. The term stability is conceptually associated with outcomes in remaining a
stable state when disturbed by some transient external force [31] by using a comprehensive approach
for restoring peace or social order [32], for drawing cooperation [33], and for developing capability or
capacity [10]. Through adjustment from the dynamic recovery responses a new condition is created,
and an equilibrium condition of a system is potentially transformed [28,30,34]. Stability agents are
related to the structures and processes for which societies have shared purpose or ownership [35],
thereby producing influence for their collective action [34]. Social relation attributes, such as cohesion,
participation, representation, deliberation, accountability, control or empowerment, social justice, rules,
norms, and promotion of trust, would boost resilience [27,30,35–38] or growth, as well as accommodate
a range of social outcomes [39–42] and nonphysical factors for sustainability [23–25].

The construction of hard infrastructure (such as having a police facility), providing an anchor
institution (with anticipated collective action from the police forces and their interaction with the
community), is considered a catalyst for enabling the recovery and stability of public safety. These
social relations could stimulate benefits and cohesion in the community [23–25,39–42]. For community
development, the capacity to leverage resources from formal institutions is a key function in linking
social capital and growth [2,25,39–42]. Having embedded resources (such as a police station) occupied
by individuals with a collective mission (such as the police) in accessible locations would conceivably
exert influence in the community. In the context of a police facility, the more accessible a police station
is to the community, the better the police could mobilize to serve the community, providing social
protection and safety. As an infrastructure source that provides for public stability, how effective have
these ANP facilities been in collectively influencing their neighborhood’s safety and local growth?

Given the complexity inherent in infrastructure development and community resilience in
war-torn environments, this study consisted of a quantitative analysis of residents’ perception of safety
and other social well-being factors associated with having the police facilities. Using a hierarchical
generalized linear model (HGLM), this study assessed the placement of police stations and the
perceptions of safety in the surrounding Afghan neighborhoods in eastern and northern Afghanistan
as well as the broader understanding of the interaction between the community and police personnel
for fostering social impact.

Section 2 of the paper provides a brief introduction on the rebuilding of the ANP, its impediments,
and challenges. The study areas are briefly described in Section 3 (further details are in Affleck 2018,
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ref. [43]). The subsequent Sections 4–6 discuss the perception measures, describe the hierarchical
models to analyze the data, and summarize the results of the association between perceived
neighborhood safety and resiliency due to the influence of having the police facilities in the
neighborhoods, respectively. Finally, Sections 7 and 8 highlight the most relevant summary and
conclusions drawn from the analyses.

2. Rebuilding Afghan Police and Security

The overall security reform of rebuilding the ANP was infused with challenges. Experts in
security reform claimed that the rebuilding of the ANP was marred by setbacks that greatly limited its
impact in creating effective, democratically accountable, and rights-respecting police forces [44–47]. A
vast number of these initial police recruits in 2002 that were conscripted into the armed services were
untrained former militants, and most were illiterate [47,48] as literacy rates for males had fallen to 18%
by 2001 [49]. The police forces lacked formal training, facilities, equipment, uniforms, and public trust.
Additionally, ethnic imbalance was an issue as most of the senior police posts were represented by one
particular ethnic group.

Thousands of police received some form of training by the end of 2005 [45], but fielding the trained
police was problematic due to a lack of communication and transportation equipment, crumbling
infrastructure, and poor police pay. According to Sedra [45], a synchrony of processes, including
resources for training and required equipment, is a must for security reform to succeed. In the past
few years, the USG has continued to support personnel reforms, supply police equipment, rehabilitate
vital infrastructure, and underwrite continued training for creating security forces [50,51] that are both
efficient and effective to sustainably meet the security needs of a population.

Adding to the complexity of the progress, Afghan security forces have been continually hampered
by insurgent disruptions. Nearly two-thirds of the security forces killed by insurgent attacks between
January 2007 and July 2008 were Afghan police [52]. In the midst of the Afghanistan effort from 2002
to 2014, scholars from a wide range of disciplines outlined various ways to improve security while
creating alliances and gathering support from local people [52–54], and defined the principles of state
building as enhancing “winning the peace” while stabilizing chaotic regions [9] and suppressing
violence, preserving life, liberty, and property [55,56]. Fluctuating security forces in Afghanistan has
impacted public confidence. In tandem, the perceived insecurity has been regionally salient along with
the inherent challenges in rebuilding the ANP. However, reports have shown that police are winning
the confidence of ordinary people [57]; polling data continued to show robust public support for a
strong central government, and more Afghans have expressed positive views in the security forces
than those that criticized them, including positive perceptions of the ANP for providing local security
and stability [52,58].

This study focused on the neighborhood scale where police facilities built for ANP exist, and
assumed that the impact of the police facilities’ influence on the perceived neighborhood safety
and resiliency was tied to the characteristics or type of neighborhoods and density of the local
population, as well as to the facilities’ characteristics. Along with existing survey data, a set of
primary survey data was collected to examine the impact of the facilities on people’s perception
of safety and probable neighborhood improvements. In addition, Affleck [43] documented remote
sensing and other geospatial data used to triangulate the survey data described in this paper. The
associated improvements were analyzed and bounded within the time frame of this study. Potential
confounding factors unique to the region were excluded, such as security disruption by militants,
which created incidents of security interruption and disrupted people’s feeling of safety as the Afghan
Police struggled for security progress in the community.

3. Study Areas

Affleck [43] compared existing regional perceptions of safety from the Asia Foundation [58] survey
to narrow down two areas for exploring the hypothesis of varying community safety conditions and
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patterns. Alias names (e.g., SA#1, considered a “safer” area, and SA#2, inferred to be a “less safe” area)
were assigned for the two communities selected in this study and police facilities were undisclosed due
to political sensitivity and residents’ protection [43]. The study areas were divided into rectangular
grid patterns by splitting them into subneighborhoods (SB_id, Table 1) and representing the gender
sampling for random-walk approach, described in Section 4.

Table 1. Community and police survey distribution for both study areas.

Location Neighborhood
Block (SB_id)

Sampling
Unit (SP)

Number of
Samples, N Gender Mean Age Estimated

Sample Weight

Study Area 1
(SA#1)

N1 1 10 Female 33.3 0.04 a

N2 2 10 Male 38.0 0.05 a

N3 3 10 Female 29.5 0.05 a

N4 4 10 Male 37.1 0.04 a

N5 5 10 Female 34.2 0.07 a

N6 6 10 Male 50.0 0.23 a

N7 7 10 Female 26.5 0.06 a

N8 8 10 Male 36.4 0.50 a

Facility A 10 Male 44.1 0.50 b

Facility B1 5 Male 39.8 0.20 b

Facility B2 5 Male 38.0 0.20 b

Study Area 2
(SA#2)

E1
1 10 Male 32.3

0.05 a
2 10 Female 23.4

E2 3 10 Male 31.9 0.02 a

E3
5 10 Male 28.3

0.01 a
6 10 Female 28.1

E5 7 10 Male 39.0 0.01 a

E6 4 10 Female 26.8 0.02 a

E7 8 10 Female 31.3 0.01 a

E8
9 10 Male 29.8

0.04 a
10 10 Female 29.1

Facility A1 10 Male 35.3 0.20 b

Facility A2 10 Male 34.2 0.20 b

a Calculated mean sample weight for each sampling block is based on the ratio of number of surveys and total
number of households per neighborhood. b Calculated mean sample weight for each police facility is based
on the ratio of police respondents’ estimation of number of workforce staff in the facility to the number of
police respondents.

SA#1 is located on the southern outskirts of a city in a northern provincial area. The neighborhood
is mainly suburban with relatively open and barren land to the southern city limit. The entire SA#1 is
approximately 5 km in the east–west direction and 4 km in the north–south direction. SA#1 is divided
into eight neighborhood blocks, following the directions of the majority of the roads. The size of the
neighborhood blocks range from 1.7 to 2.6 km2. Three police facilities are located in the vicinity of
SA#1: one is situated inside one of the western neighborhood blocks and two police facilities are
outside the neighborhood blocks to the southwest. They are approximately 4.5 km from each other.

SA#2 is located on the eastern edge of its respective urban/suburban area with agricultural areas
abound in an eastern provincial area. The entire SA#2 is within a strip approximately 6 km in the
east–west direction and 2.4 km in the north–south direction. SA#2 is divided into seven neighborhood
blocks, which are divided equally such that each neighborhood block is 1.44 km2. Four police facilities
are situated in the vicinity: two police stations are within SA#2 and two other police facilities are
located outside the neighborhood blocks on the southeast side.

4. Data

Actual data collection in war-torn countries is recognized as an extremely challenging undertaking,
particularly in Afghanistan [59,60]. Unlike in the Western world, deploying and disseminating
personnel for survey data collection in Afghanistan required a well-orchestrated coordination
among government and local agencies because of instability, language, and attempts at cultural
appropriateness. Thus, a reliable data collection agency with in-country affiliations familiar with the
area and the local language and culture is ultimately required to minimize residents’ lack of trust of
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survey personnel, residents’ fear of discovery due to lack of anonymity, and other issues associated
with sociopolitical sensitivities around the data. Afghans are familiar with polls, especially pertaining
to political, economic, and other social inquiries since the USG, United Nations (UN), and international
partners have conducted surveys in Afghanistan since 2003. Although surveys, such as the ones
collected by the Asia Foundation (TAF), and the USG project called Measuring Progress in Conflict
Environments (MPICE) were extensive, the social impact of specific infrastructure developments
has been unexplored and unanalyzed at a neighborhood level. This study collected primary survey
data and used existing polling datasets to provide background information related to the regional
perceptions of the police presence and the public safety conditions.

For primary survey data, two sets of questionnaires were created: one for the law enforcement staff
(police officers survey) and the other designed for the local population around the neighborhood near
the police facilities (community survey). The intent of the survey was to gain a broader understanding
of how the placement of police stations in the area has affected the safety of the surrounding community
and fostered interaction between the community and police personnel for resilience capacities. The
questionnaires used the phrase “having the ANP facilities in your community, or, having the ANP facilities at
their present locations” with mostly closed-type questions using polytomous (i.e., Likert-type, or a rating
scale with more than two categories) responses and a few dichotomous (i.e., yes/no) questions for
verification [43]. The police survey questionnaires were reviewed and pretested by US law enforcement
officers who served in Afghanistan and worked with the Afghan police. The format and questions
in the questionnaires were reviewed for local culture appropriateness then translated to the local
languages, and the survey was conducted in the local languages by the contracted Afghan survey staff.

The community surveys were collected within each neighborhood block. This sampling method
was used to isolate and capture the subpopulation according to the following steps. First, a starting
point was arbitrarily selected to serve as the random-walk starting point for each neighborhood block
(SB_id). Second, a representative sampling point unit (SP) was randomly assigned in the sample plan
as either a male SP or a female SP, meaning that only respondents of the assigned gender would
be interviewed within each SB_id. This was done to allow for gender-matched interviewing, where
the interviewer and the respondent were of the same gender. This was required due to cultural
constraints in Afghan society that restrict interactions between men and women not in the same
family. Third, the interviewer performed a random-walk pattern from the selected starting point
and continued sampling every fifth house on the right towards the center of their assigned SB_id.
After selecting a household, interviewers selected a random respondent within the household; male
household members were listed for designated male SP and vice versa for female SP selection. A
prescribed number of survey samples was assigned per SP primarily due to logistics and a set cost
of the survey number; a similar setup was used in previous surveys for TAF and MPICE projects in
Afghan neighborhoods. The individual household coordinates were undisclosed for confidentiality,
privacy, and safety. For SA#1, 10 samples were collected, representing 10 households per SP (Table 1).
For SA#2, sampling was attempted for each SB_id to have both male SP and female SP surveys. Due to
interviewers missing some random-walk starting point, the dataset only represented three SB_ids with
both gender responses (Table 1). Sampling collection for SA#1 was conducted in September 2016 and
in March 2017 for SA#2.

The police surveys were randomly given to police officers of middle- or higher-level ranks.
The police survey for SA#1 was collected in three police facilities in the neighborhood (Table 1).
Construction of one facility was completed in May 2009 and in October 2011 for the other two facilities
located in the southwest portion of the neighborhood. The police survey in SA#2 was collected in
two police districts (Table 1). Construction of the facilities was completed in January 2007 and in 2011.
Also, there are two other ANP facilities constructed outside the southwest periphery of SA#2; there are
other police facilities within 3 km outside the study area that may have some influence on security,
particularly in the nearby neighborhood. In each study area, the combined community and police
surveys are labeled as variables following the community question numbers (i.e., P3, P4, etc.) followed
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with a shortened description of variables (Tables 2 and 3) that are explicitly described in the following
sections. The distribution and the bivariate correlation estimation using Spearman’s coefficient rho to
show the general differences and the statistical relationships for survey data collected from the police
and neighborhoods at each study area were analyzed and can be found in Affleck 2018 [43].

Table 2. Descriptive statistics for dependent variables of police facility contribution to the community
collected in September 2016 for SA#1 and in March 2017 for SA#2 used in U−A, RI−A, U−B, and
RI−B models.

Dependent Variables Responses N % Mean SD Min Max

P7e: People are now feeling safer (as
the dependent variable for Model A) a

1 = strongly agree 66 30.1

2.1 0.9 1 4
2 = agree 86 39.3

3 = neutral 49 22.4
4 = disagree 18 8.2

P13a: Security to the community (as
the dependent variable for Model B) a

1 = strongly agree 101 46.1

1.7 0.7 1 3
2 = agree 92 42.0

3 = neutral 26 11.9
4 = disagree 0 0.0

a The hierarchical generalized linear model (HGLM) is set with a “descending” option in the response for models
A–B to reverse the order of the polytomous data for the perceived dependent variables.

Table 3. Descriptive statistics for independent variables used in RI−A and RI−B models.

Independent Variables N Mean SD Min Max

Age 220 33.5 11.7 18 80
Gender: 1 = Male (59%), 2 = Female (41%) 220

Region: 1 = SA#1 (safer) and 0 = SA#2 (less safe) 2
Neighborhood type a,b: 1 = urban core, 2 = new urban, 3 = suburban 220

Population density grouping b: 1 = populated, 0 = unpopulated 220
Estimated number of residential dwellings b 220 504 385.5 20 1356

a1: Distance centroid-police (km) b 16 1.2 0.9 0.4 3.2
a2: Proximity (km) b,c 18 1.4 0.7 0.4 2.9

P7b: Police facility is accessibly located for local citizens (1 = strongly agree, 2 = agree, 3 = neutral, 4
= disagree) 220 2.1 0.9 1 4

P7a: Police facility is in a suitable location for providing police (1 = strongly agree, 2 = agree, 3 =
neutral, 4 = disagree) 220 2.1 1.0 1 4

P7c: People have been report crime (1 = strongly agree, 2 = agree, 3 = neutral, 4 = disagree) 220 2.1 1.0 1 4
P10: Level of trust in the local police force to protect people’s personal safety (1 = more trust, 2 =

same level of trust, 3 = less trust) 220 1.5 0.6 1 3

P16: People’s confidence in the police (1 = great deal of confidence, 2 = some confidence, 3 = slight
confidence, 4 = not very much confidence) 220 2.1 1.1 1 4

P18a: Afghan people involvement in building the police facilities (0 = no, 1 = yes) 220 0.5 0.5 0 1
P11: Rate of present level of safety relative to the past (1 = much safer, 2 = slightly safer, 3 = no

change, 4 = somewhat less safe) 220 2.1 1.1 1 4

P17: Security operations are sufficient to keep crime in the area at an acceptable level (0 = no, 1 =
yes) 220 0.7 0.5 0 1

A4: Growth b,d, % 220 6.4 3.3 0.2 12.1
A5: Growth indicator b,d: (1 = Growth >10%, 2 = growth of 2–10%, 3 = growth < 2%) 220 2.0 0.5 1 3

P12: Population in the community has changed (1 = increased, 2 = stayed the same, 3 = decreased) 220 1.6 0.6 1 3
P13b: Income (i.e., jobs) to the community (1 = strongly agree, 2 = agree, 3 = neutral, 4 = disagree) 220 2.2 1.0 1 4
P13c: New businesses have been created since this facility was established (1 = strongly agree, 2 =

agree, 3 = neutral, 4 = disagree) 220 2.1 1.0 1 4

P13d: Community improvement to the area (1 = strongly agree, 2 = agree, 3 = neutral, 4 = disagree) 220 2.0 0.8 1 4
P13h: Helped people gain skills, employment, etc. (1 = strongly agree, 2 = agree, 3 = neutral, 4 =

disagree) 220 2.0 0.8 1 4

P13e: Reestablished the police in the community (1 = strongly agree, 2 = agree, 3 = neutral, 4 =
disagree) 220 2.0 0.8 1 4

P13f : Promoted patriotism in the community (1 = strongly agree, 2 = agree, 3 = neutral, 4 =
disagree) 220 2.0 0.8 1 4

P13g: Promoted local and national identity and pride (1 = strongly agree, 2 = agree, 3 = neutral, 4 =
disagree) 220 1.9 0.8 1 4

a Two neighborhood type variables were used: One neighborhood type variable has three categories (1 = urban
core, 2 = new urban, 3 = suburban). The other neighborhood type variable has two categories (1 = urban core and
new urban, 0 = suburban). b Methodology and analysis for these variables can be found in Affleck 2018 [43]. c Both
the proximity measurements were used: distance from the closest police facility to the representative respondents’
locations, and the distance from starting point for each neighborhood block where a survey sample was collected to
the closest police facility. d Objective growth using remote sensing data between two time periods (August 2010
and January 2014 for Study Area 1 (3.3 years) and February 2009 and October and December 2013 for Study Area 2
(nearly 4 years)) (Affleck 2018 [43]).
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4.1. Perceived Level of Safety

Most Western studies using survey data examined police-related influence on the quality of life
and neighborhood characteristics [61], on public support for shaping on policing activities [62], and on
crime-related public safety opinions in rural areas [63]. Residents in disadvantaged neighborhoods in
various racial groups typically expressed dissatisfaction with the police impacting residents’ sense
of safety [63]. A sense of safety would provide people the ability to move, interact, and transact
freely without fear and would broaden both social and economic security [11,16,17,56], as well as
the fundamental part of social sustainability [22–25]. In times of emergency or periods of social
disorganization and in the absence of physical safety or civil protection—due to war, natural disaster,
violence, etc.—citizens are deeply concerned about their personal safety and protection. For Afghans,
security had been disrupted, civil protection had been neglected, and freedoms were impaired. The
perceived level of safety is measured in questions P7e and P13a in Table 2 and P11 and P17 in Table 3.

The Asia Foundation (TAF) has conducted regionwide public opinion surveys annually since 2004
that pertain to capacity building, state building, political progress, and human security in Afghanistan.
Security-related questions were specific to people’s personal safety, experience, and reporting of crime
and violence, perceptions of the security forces, reconciliation practices (i.e., confidence in the peace
processes), fear of encountering armed forces, and knowledge and perceptions of outside threats. The
particular TAF assessment relevant to this study included surveys on Afghan police performance
and social perceptions of security, such as fear for safety, citizen’s satisfaction, crime victimization,
and level of confidence (Table 4, renumbered as TAF-a, TAF-b, TAF-c, and TAF-d with corresponding
sociodemographic variables of the respondents), providing contextual understanding of the regional
security conditions for the study regions.

Table 4. Descriptive statistics for variables from The Asia Foundation 2012 Data used for U−C and
RI−C models.

Dependent Variable Responses/Categories N a Mean SD Min Max

TAF-a: security situation in the
village/neighborhood

1 = very bad (4%) 25

3.0 0.7 1 4
2 = quite bad (17.7%) 110

3 = quite good (50.8%) 316
4 = very good (27.5%) 171

Independent Variables:
Age 663 33.8 11.6 18 80

Gender 1 = Male (55.5%), 2 = Female (44.5%) 663
Region 0 = Study Area 2, 1 = Study Area 1 2

Neighborhood type 1 = village, 3 = towns, 3 = city 663 1.5 0.8 1 3

Education level
1 = no formal school, 2 = primary school, 3

= secondary and high school, 4 =
university education

663 1.8 1.3 1 5

Ethnicity 11

Marital status: 101 = single, 102 = married, 103 =
widower/widow 633 101 0.4 101 103

TAF-b: freedom of movement—travelling
within the village or district

1 = very bad, 2 = quite bad, 3 = quite good,
4 = very good 663 2.9 0.9 1 4

TAF-c: ANP helps improve the security
1 = strongly disagree, 2 = somewhat

disagree, 3 = somewhat agree, 4 =strongly
agree

631 3.3 0.7 1 4

TAF-d: ANP is honest and fair with the
Afghan people

1 = strongly disagree, 2 = somewhat
disagree, 3 = somewhat agree, 4 = strongly

agree
663 3.4 0.7 1 4

a Estimated weigh factor based on size of population for the survey in Region 0 is 1.33 and 1.30 in Region 1.

Similarly, another survey by the USG was conducted in 2012 to measure outcomes, effectiveness,
and progress for efforts or investments during stabilization and reconstruction in places prone to or
emerging from conflict [49,64]. Traditionally, USG agencies would measure outputs in terms of quantity
(i.e., number of schools built, miles of roads paved, or numbers of police trained) and not a quantitative
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indication or feedback on major programs aimed towards social stability. MPICE was developed
for USG policy makers to measure social sector impacts by using perception data with indicators in
five sectors: a safe and secure environment, political moderation and stable governance, rule of law,
sustainable economy, and social well-being [49,64]. The relevant MPICE questions were obtained for
the study areas (Table 5), as well as the sociodemographic variables and neighborhood type.

Table 5. Descriptive statistics for variables from MPICE 2012 data used for models U−D and RI−D.

Dependent Variable Responses/Categories N a % Mean SD Min Max

M-i: security condition in the
village/neighborhood

1 = poor (2.9%) 9 2.9

2.9 0.7 1 4
2 = fair (24.5%) 77 24.5

3 = good (51.9%) 163 51.9
4 = excellent (20.7%) 65 20.7

Independent Variables:
Age 314 31.3 10.8 18 85

Gender 1 = Male (50.6%), 2 = Female (49.4%) 314
Region 1 = Study Area 1, 0 = Study Area 2 2

Neighborhood type 1 = city, 0 = village 314 0.2 0.4 1 2

Education level
1 = no formal school, 2 = up to 5 years, 3

= 6–8 years, 4 = 9–10 years, 5 = 11–12
years, 6 = vocational

314 2.0 1.5 1 6

Ethnicity 7 kinds of ethnic groups 314

Marital status 1 = married, 2 = widowed, 3 = divorced,
4 = single 314 1.5 1.1 1 4

M-ii: level of security in area compared to
six month ago

1 = gotten somewhat worse, 2 = stayed
about the same, 3 = gotten somewhat

better, 4 = gotten much better
314 2.9 0.8 1 4

M-iii: safe or unsafe you feel when you are
at home

1 = somewhat unsafe or not at all safe, 2
= somewhat safe, 3 = very safe 314 2.8 0.4 1 3

M-iva: freedom of movement—travelling
within the village

1 = not at all safe, 2 = somewhat unsafe,
3 = somewhat safe, 4 = very safe 312 3.2 0.8 1 4

M-ivb: freedom of movement—travelling
within the district

1 = not at all safe, 2 = somewhat unsafe,
3 = somewhat safe, 4 = very safe 314 3.0 0.8 1 4

M-ivc: freedom of movement—travelling
within the province

1 = not at all safe, 2 = somewhat unsafe,
3 = somewhat safe, 4 = very safe 313 2.9 0.8 1 4

M-vi: confidence do you have in the police’s
ability to maintain security in the area

1 = not much confidence, or no
confidence at all, 2 = some confidence, 3

= a lot of confidence
314 2.7 0.7 1 3

M-vii: the overall performance of the ANP
in the area (1 = poor, 2 = fair, 3 = good, 4 = excellent) 313 3.1 0.8 1 4

a Poststratification weighing for the survey in Region 0 is between 1.1 and 1.2 and between 2.0 and 2.2 in Region 1.

4.2. Perceived Police Station Accessibility

Both the proximity and accessibility of the police station would impact not only the ability of
police to effectively distribute the services, but also the population’s having access to those services.
Even though services and facilities are established purposely to make a considerable difference to the
community, distance to services or facilities could contribute to their underuse or the estimation of
their importance [65] and potential limitation for equitable access [25]. Given that neighborhoods of
each study area are within 5 km of the police facilities, it is assumed that these neighborhoods are
within their jurisdiction and that the population could optimally access the services that the police
provide. The methodology for determining the accessibility of services and facilities included two
measures:

1. The proximity measurements were geospatially determined by using two approaches for
quantifying distance between residents and the police facilities [43]—the shortest (straight line)
distance from the center of each neighborhood block (SB_id) to the closest police facility (a1 in
Table 3) and the distance from the random-walk starting point for the survey sample location to
the closest police facility (a2 in Table 3).

2. The perceived accessibility was determined from respondents’ answers to the survey questions
regarding whether the police facilities are accessible (P7a, P7b, and P7c in Table 3).
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4.3. Perceived Police–Community Relations

A police force that is known to be fair and responsive is more effective than one that is not [66,67];
fairness and responsiveness are recognized to promote a positive identity of trustworthiness and
effectiveness [37,39–42,68]. Sunshine and Tyler [62] emphasized that legitimacy had a strong influence
on the public’s reactions to the police; the key antecedent of legitimacy included the fairness of the
procedures used by the police. The perceived impact of the facilities on police–community relations,
per the survey data (P10, P16, P18a, and P20a in Table 3), included responses on the level of trust,
confidence, and police participation in the neighborhood. Community events that the ANP staff
participate in, such as social gatherings, community development, local programs, Islamic prayers and
festivals in mosques, funeral ceremonies, wedding, New Year celebration, etc., promote interactions
that build relationships with the community [43].

4.4. Perceived Neighborhood Improvements

This study presumed that the community would perceive greater improvements if people live
in a safer area than in a less safe area. As such, progress was examined to determine whether the
police facilities have provided a significant impact on the local population through creating job
opportunities, improving security, or better fulfilling basic human needs [2,16,17]. Moreover, police
facilities are rooted in the community as anchor institutions with institutional resources for residents
to rely on for local security. Anchor institutions could potentially bring crucial and measurable
benefits to communities. The perceived improvements included the police facilities as an institutional
infrastructure for providing income, enticing new business, promoting patriotism, establishing local
and national identity, and boosting population changes (P13b, P13c, P13d, P13e, P13f, P13g, P13h,
and P12 in Table 3). These perceived improvements are indicators of the economic or social impacts
towards stability, security, and resiliency due to the police station in the neighborhoods.

5. Methods: Analytic Models

Hierarchical models have been used to understand crimes in neighborhoods with different ethnic
compositions [69], the relationship between quality of life and satisfaction with the police [64], violence
associations in concentrated unstable neighborhoods [70], as well as homicide rate and confidence in
the police [71]. To account for the clustering and nonlinearity of the perception data, this study used
a hierarchical model approach, allowing analysis of nested data and taking account the variability
associated with each level of the hierarchy [72–77]. The HGLM analyses represented the probability
at two levels: (1) a level-1 model described the effects of individual response variables and (2) a
level-2 model described the random or varying effects of response variables across neighborhoods.
HGLMs with a multinomial distribution and cumulative logit link functions were assigned to compute
the likelihood of a response (on sense of safety and important factors the facility contributed to the
community) with polytomous outcomes for estimating the pattern of change for categorical and
nonnormally distributed response variables, including proportions [72,78,79].

Four categories of safety perception measures (Tables 2, 4 and 5) were modeled individually
in HGLM, each as a dependent variable, along with the responses that were nested within the
neighborhood block (SB_id) in two study areas (SA#2 = 0 and SA#1 = 1). Category A examined
Afghans’ feeling of safety because of having police facilities at their present locations. Category B
modeled people’s perception that their neighborhood is considered safe because of having the police
facilities in their area. Category C evaluated previous perceived security in the neighborhood by using
the TAF 2012 survey. Category D quantified people’s general perception of safety by using the selected
MPICE survey taken in 2012. Each of the dependent variable’s intercepts described an incremental
change in category, indicating each intercept as a one-unit change of probability in the “disagree”,
“neutral”, or “agree” category. These four perception of safety models nested in the neighborhood
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blocks were respectively formulated into two parts to capture the outcome of each dependent variable
and its collective association with independent variables for each level in the hierarchy.

5.1. The Unconditional (U) Model

The first part consisted of an unconditional (U) model without any predictors or independent
variables to estimate the random effect of the intercept between neighborhood blocks, designated as
models U−A, U−B, U−C, and U−D for each level in the hierarchy.

5.1.1. Model U, Level-1

The variation in probability of people’s perception of safety within the neighborhood was
expressed as

η1ij = log
(

P(Rij≤1)
1−P(Rij≤1)

)
= β0j + β1jXij

η2ij = log
(

P(Rij≤2)
1−P(Rij≤2)

)
= β0j + β2jXij + δj

η3ij = log
(

P(Rij≤3)
1−P(Rij≤3)

)
= β0j + β3jXij + δj.

(1)

Here, the expressions for the multiple logits (η1ij, η2ij, and η3ij) modeled the corresponding
log-odds (probability, P) for each response, R, category (i.e., 1 = disagree, 2 = neutral, and 3 = agree).
More specifically, η1ij assigned the average log-odds of the lowest response (i.e., 1 = disagree) for
respondents’ sense or level of safety, i, in neighborhood j. P

(
Rij ≤ 1

)
is designated as the probability

of disagreeing, and 1 − P
(

Rij ≤ 1
)

is the overall probability of not disagreeing (or responses other
than disagree). Xij is a response-level predictor for respondents’ sense of safety, i, in neighborhood j.
The multiple logits can be expressed in terms of intercept β0j and the corresponding slopes (β1j, β2j,
and β3j) for each response category, with an error term (δ) fixed across in neighborhood j.

5.1.2. Model U, Level-2

The expression for intercept β0j accounted for the mean log-odds of sense of safety in
neighborhood j:

β0j = γ00 + γ01Wj + u0j, β0j = γ10, . . . δj = δ (2)

Here, Level-2 was represented with the intercept γ00 for the log-odds of the sense of safety
response across the neighborhoods, the associated slope γ01 for the predictor, and the error term, u0j,
representing a unique effect associated within the neighborhood block. From the model’s estimation
of the random effect of the intercept, the probability and variability of the Level-1 predictors and the
Level-2 outcome were quantified in terms of probability predictors (PP) and an intraclass correlation
coefficient (ICC) as follows

PPresponse1 = φij =
eη1ij

1 + eη1ij
(3)

ICCSB =
τSB

3.29 + τSB
(4)

The ICC value (Equation (4)) was used to estimate how much variation in the outcome exists for
Level-2 (in this case, the neighborhood blocks) using the covariance parameter estimates, τSB, with a
variance of 3.29 [72,77,80].

5.2. Random Intercept (RI) Model

The probabilities of individual-level responses of people’s perception of safety were collectively
modeled to quantify the multivariate association with independent variables, such as perceived
neighborhood improvements, police performance, and demographics data across the neighborhoods.
To examine which predictors have a significant relationship with the response or dependent variable,
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the model began by listing all the independent variables and manually removing the individually
variables with no probability of significance (p > 0.1) until a parsimonious model was achieved based
on the best statistical model fit [72,78]. The RI models are denoted as RI−A, RI−B, RI−C, and RI−D
for each level in the hierarchy.

5.2.1. RI Model, Level-1

To facilitate a meaningful description of the model, a parsimonious model relationship for
Category RI−A outcome was used in this case to describe the perceived level of safety, i, in
neighborhood block j. Equation (1) for η1ij becomes

η1ij= γ00 + γ10(Region)ij + γ20(Neigborhood)ij
+γ30(P7a suitable location)ij + γ40(P7b accesible location)ij
+γ50(P7c People report crime)ij + γ60(P11 Rate o f sa f ety)ij
+γ70(P10 Trust)ij + γ80(P16 Con f idence)ij
+γ90(P13e Restablish Police)ij + γ100(P13g National identity)ij
+γ110(P13 f Promoted patriotism)ij + γ120(a2 Proximity)ij
+γ01Wj + u0j.

(5)

5.2.2. RI Model, Level-2

The formulation for Level-2 is similar to Equation (2). While the model allowed the common
intercept, β0j, to vary across neighborhood blocks, the difference between the logits (δ) remained
fixed across neighborhood blocks. The RI model appropriately accounted for clustering (lack of
independence) between individuals living within the same block and ensured that the standard errors
were not underestimated. Again, γ00 corresponds to the log-odds of sense of safety response across
the neighborhoods, with the associated slopes γ10 . . . γ120) for each predictor. With a similar approach
to examine the other dependent variables, the best-fitting outcome of predictors for other models
differed. Thus, estimating the probabilities for four perceived level of safety measures as dependent
variables resulted in varying multivariate (i.e., independent variables) association with individual-level
responses of people’s perception of safety across the neighborhoods. The response categories and the
associated multivariate slopes for each model solution are indicated by the beta coefficients, B, for
representing the log-odds.

6. Results

6.1. Police Facilities’ Impact on the Perception of Safety

In unconditional model U−A (P7e, Table 6), the output denoted a statistical significance in the
likelihood (i.e., log-odds) that perceptions of safety varied across the neighborhoods (τSB = 1.47). The
random effects of the respondents’ feeling safer presented significance across the neighborhood blocks;
the ICCSB_id of 0.31 (Table 6), suggests that 31% of the variation in respondents’ perceptions of safety
was due to block-level factors, and 69% was attributed to other individual-level factors. A probability
(PPagree & strongly agree) of 0.74 corresponded to respondents’ agreeing that they felt safe within the
neighborhood blocks (U−A, Table 6). Despite the negative values of the intercepts, the effects for
disagree, neutral, and agree of people’s feeling safer followed an increasing incremental change of
responses. In addition, the average odds ratio of 2.57 indicated respondents’ agreeing that they felt
safer within the neighborhood.
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Table 6. Model outcome on neighborhood safety and police facilities’ contributions to providing security.

Dependent Variables P7e: People Are Now Feeling Safer P13a: Security to the Community

Model Descriptors U−A RI−A U−B RI−B

Fixed Effects B OR SE B OR SE B OR SE B OR SE

γ00 = Intercept, Disagree −3.10 0.04 0.40 a −9.12 0 0.84 a

γ01 = Intercept, Neutral −1.25 0.29 0.33 a −6.84 0 0.74 a −2.70 0.07 0.40 a −9.84 0 1.44 a

γ02 = Intercept, Agree 0.95 2.57 0.32 a −4.05 0.02 0.61 a −0.09 0.91 0.34 −5.89 0 1.28 a

Age 0.03 1.03 0.02 b

Region −0.67 0.44 0.33 a

a2: Proximity c 0.66 1.93 0.20 a 0.64 1.90 0.39 b

P7a: Suitable location 0.41 1.51 0.19 a

P7b: Accessible location 0.93 2.53 0.21 a

P7c: People report crime 0.41 1.50 0.19 a

P11: Safety compare to past −0.40 0.67 0.19 a

P10: Trust 0.85 2.34 0.29 a

P16: Confidence 0.29 1.34 0.16 b

P13e: Reestablish police −0.42 0.66 0.21 a

P13g: National identity 0.58 1.79 0.22 a

P13f : Promoted patriotism 0.41 1.51 0.24 b 0.73 2.06 0.25 a

P13d: Provided growth 0.72 2.05 0.26 a

P13b: Provided income 0.90 2.47 0.23 a

P17: Adequate security −1.26 0.28 0.40 a

P18a: Local involved −0.76 0.38 0.38 a

Covariance Estimates

τSB = Intercept, SB_id 1.47 4.33 0.63 a 0.04 1.04 0.16 1.71 5.53 0.83 a 1.15 3.17 0.65 a

Probability Variations

ICCSB_id 0.31 0.34
PPdisagree 0.04 0.06
PPneutral 0.22 0.48

PPagree & strongly agree 0.74 0.46

Model Fit, −2 Log Likelihood 516.59 413.37 393.26 278.61

U means unconditional model of random effects for the intercepts; U−A is the unconditional model for P7e: People
are now feeling safer (Primary survey data) and U−B is the unconditional model for P13a: Security to the community
(Primary survey data). RI (Random Intercept) model with independent variables having statistical significance,
p < 0.10 value. a p < 0.05; b p < 0.10; B = beta coefficients; Odd Ratio (OR) = eB; SE = standard error. c Both the
proximity measurements-distance from the closest police facility to the representative respondents’ locations and
the distance from starting point for each neighborhood block where a survey sample was collected to the closest
police facility-have statistically significance.

Similarly, a statistical significance of likelihood for model U−B (P13a, Table 6) was found in the
log-odds of perceived neighborhood security by having the ANP facility for providing security to
the community τSB = 1.71). Neighborhood as a random variable produced an odds ratio of 5.33 on
perceived neighborhood security by having the ANP facilities within the neighborhoods. The random
effects of the respondents’ perception of security in their neighborhood by having the ANP facility
for providing security to the community showed significance across the neighborhood blocks. The
ICCSB_id of 0.34 (model U−B, Table 6), denotes that 34% of the variation was due to block-level factors
for respondents’ perceptions that their neighborhood was secure with the presence of the ANP facility,
and 66% was attributed to other individual-level factors.

The collective models RI−A and RI−B (Table 6) included multilevel effects with best-fit predictors
of residents’ likelihood of feeling safe and the perceived security outcomes between neighborhood
blocks. The log-odds of peoples’ feeling safer living their community showed the response variable
incrementally increasing from disagree to agree responses (model RI−A). People’s present feeling
of safety was positively related to the proximity of the closest police facility to the representative
respondents’ locations (p < 0.001, B = 0.66), perceived accessibility of the police facilities (p < 0.0001,
B = 0.93), and knowing that people have been reporting crimes (p = 0.04, B = 0.41). Both proximity
measurements (a1 and a2, Table 3) showed statistical significance in the model. In addition, people’s
feeling safer positively correlated to their existing trust (p = 0.004, B = 0.85) and confidence (p = 0.07, B
= 0.29) in the police. Moreover, people’s present feeling of safety was positively associated with the
facilities’ promoting patriotism (p = 0.08, B = 0.41) and national identity (p = 0.008, B = 0.58) for their
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community. A one-unit change in the perception of the police facility’s accessibility corresponded to
2.53 times greater odds of people’s feeling safer; likewise, a one-unit change in having trust in the
police developed twice greater odds that people felt safe. The model results emphasized people’s
perception that they felt safe because of trust in the local police force to protect people’s personal safety
and confidence in the police resulting from police interaction for enforcing the law and maintaining
public order, which would boost resilience [27,30,34–38] in the community. Trust builds up mutual
confidence in the community [81] and an alliance between police and residents [68] to create a safe
environment. Overall, people’s present feeling of safety was negatively associated with the region,
indicating that people felt less safe in SA#1 than in SA#2, which was opposite to the initial assumption
of the study. Lastly, the results denoted that people’s perception of their safety in the past showed no
association to the present feeling of safety, which probably meant that people cared more about their
present level of safety than what happened in the past.

Similarly, the log-odds shown for the RI−B model showed the response variables incrementally
increasing from neutral to agree for perceived neighborhood security by having the ANP facility. The
two study areas (regions), neighborhood types (urban versus suburban), population density, and
respondents’ gender were unrelated to perceived neighborhood security, which potentially signified
uniformity of peoples’ views that their neighborhood was secured by having the ANP facilities. The
positive likelihood of people perceiving that the ANP facility provided security to the community
(RI−B, Table 6) was associated with respondents’ ages, the proximity, and having the police facilities
suitably located to residents. Police facilities’ impact on the perception of safety was also positively
associated with the notion that having the facilities promotes patriotism, improvements, and income
and jobs for the residents. A one-unit change in perceived contribution by generating income or jobs for
the community (P13b) corresponded to 2.47 times greater odds that people perceived security in their
neighborhood. The police facilities can leverage as catalysts for social capital and growth [2,25,39–41],
for creating stable and resilient communities [2,18–21], as well as building sustainable societies [22–25].

6.2. Previous Perception of Security

Table 7 shows the parameter estimates from unconditional models (U−C and U−D), and the
collective outcomes (RI−C and RI−D) of the security conditions in 2012 from TAF and MPICE datasets.
Probability (PPgood) of 0.90 and 0.80 corresponded to respondents’ rating the security situation as very
good across their neighborhood blocks for U−C and U−D models (Table 7), respectively. People’s view
of the security conditions in their neighborhood in the 2012 TAF indicated a positive association with
the respondents’ education level and negative association with region, neighborhood type, perception
of security conditions in the districts, and perception that having the ANP was helping to improve
security. Similar to model RI−A, people’s sense of safety was higher in SA#2 than in SA#1, and the
respondents in urban areas felt less safe than in villages. People’s perception of the security conditions
in their neighborhood in 2012 from MPICE data was positively associated with the respondents’ marital
status and their perception of freedom to travel within their village. Overall, from these two datasets,
people’s perception of the security of their neighborhoods showed no association with age, ethnicity,
education, and gender. This study reinforced the fundamental psychological and socioeconomic
theories for human needs that security is imperative for social well-being [16,17,25,56,81], regardless
of sociodemographic background.
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Table 7. Model outcome on the Perceived Security Situation in Neighborhoods in 2012.

Dependent Variables TAF-a: Security Situation in the
Village/Neighborhood

M-i: Security Condition in the
Village/Neighborhood

Model Descriptors U−C RI−C U−D RI−D

Fixed Effects B OR SE B OR SE B OR SE B OR SE

γ00 = Intercept, poor −3.62 0.03 0.33 a 1.19 3.29 0.65 b −4.21 0.01 0.42 a −1.44 0.24 1.22
γ01 = Intercept, fair −1.41 0.24 0.28 a 3.80 44.88 0.65 a −1.28 0.28 0.25 a −1.70 5.46 1.20
γ02 = Intercept, good 2.18 8.82 0.29 a 7.47 1752.50 0.71 a 1.73 5.62 0.26 4.88 131.66 1.22 a

Region −0.69 0.50 0.32 a

Neighborhood type −0.65 0.52 0.20 a

Education level 0.14 1.15 0.08 b

Marital status 0.17 1.18 0.11 a

M-ii: level of security in area
compared to six month ago −0.80 0.45 0.18 a

M-iii: safe or unsafe you feel when
you are at home −1.19 0.31 0.39 a

TAF-b, M-iva: freedom of
movement—travelling within
village/district

−1.09 0.34 0.15 a 0.73 2.07 0.22 a

TAF-c: ANP helps improve security −0.52 0.60 0.15 a

Covariance Estimates

τSB = Intercept, SB_id 5.27 194.55 1.05 a 1.65 5.23 0.40 a 1.61 5.01 0.53 a 1.18 3.25 0.44 a

Probability Variations

ICCSB_id 0.62 0.33
PPpoor 0.03 0.01
PPfair 0.20 0.22
PPgood 0.90 0.80
Model Fit, −2 Log Likelihood 1293.69 1133.84 652.90 605.52

U means unconditional model of random effects for the intercepts; U−C is the unconditional model for TAF-a:
Security condition in the village (Asia Foundation 2012 data) and U−D is the unconditional model for M-i: Security
condition in the village (MPICE 2012 data). RI (Random Intercept) model with independent variables having
statistical significance, p < 0.10 value. a p < 0.05; b p < 0.10; B = beta coefficients; Odd Ratio (OR) = eB; SE =
standard error.

7. Discussion

First, this study initially hypothesized that, overall, SA#1 was perceived as safer than SA#2,
based on an individual-level comparison of the existing people’s perception of safety between the
two study areas of Afghanistan [43]. The multilevel model results actually indicated the opposite.
People’s perception that the security situation in their neighborhood is progressing (TAF 2012 data) was
negatively associated with the two study areas and neighborhood type, independent of age, gender,
ethnicity, and marital status. Being away from a bustling environment, Afghans in villages perceived
themselves as safer than in urban areas. Having the ANP facilities at the present locations, people’s
present feeling of safety based on the September 2016 and March 2017 survey was higher in SA#2 than
SA#1. Among the sociodemographic variables, age correlated significantly with people’s perception
that their neighborhood is safe because of having the police facilities; older Afghan respondents
perceived that their neighborhood was safer than younger ones did. This study confirmed with
previous findings on the effects of age and gender on police confidence—overall, older people had
higher confidence in the police and perception between genders showed a marginal significance with
police confidence [61,71,82–84]. This seemed to imply that older Afghans have higher tolerances of
insecurity because they have experienced security disruptions and chaos for many decades compared
to younger Afghans, or older residents could be more homebound and less impacted by insecurity.
People with more education perceived themselves as safer than people with less education, according
the regional perception of safety (TAF 2012 data). It appeared that educated Afghans may have other
ways or connections to make themselves safe, while less educated Afghans seemed vulnerable and
defenseless, or that educated Afghans are more informed about and have a broader perspective of the
relative local insecurity related to elsewhere in the region.

Conceivably, having police stations placed in accessible locations would enable residents to obtain
services and would allow police to allocate civil services and exert collective safety efforts for the
community. The distance to services and facilities makes a difference to community engagement. The
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farther the services or facilities are from the recipients, the greater the likelihood of their underuse
or underestimation of their importance [65], and they would potentially provide less of an impact
to the community [25]. The model provided distinct results on the influence of the police facilities’
location on perceived measures of safety. First, the proximity of the respondents to the closest police
station showed association to perceived measures of safety in a counterintuitive way. The analysis
indicated that the farther the respondents’ houses were from the police station, the safer they felt. This
is assumed to be because ANP facilities are vulnerable as potential targets for insurgency attacks [43],
which has impacted the safety of the nearby neighborhood. This is an intricate issue that dampened any
resiliency progress on human security. Secondly, people’s present feeling of safety because of having
police facilities was positively related to the perceived accessibility of the police facilities’ location
and knowing that people have been reporting crimes. Having the police facility accessibly located
for local citizens more than doubles the odds of people’s feeling safer, regardless of distance. While
nearby respondents are able to walk to the police station, distant Afghans have other means (either by
calling the police station or using a vehicle to get to the station) for reporting a crime or incident to the
police [43]. The results reinforced the fact that residents at a peripheral distance to the police station
seemed safer than those closer to the police station. Distant residents could still purposely access and
acquire the police services for safety needs with minimal exposure to external hazards.

In challenging environments where safety progress is constantly disrupted by insurgency attacks,
corruption or by other external civil protection interference, trustworthiness and effectiveness of
the Afghan police are impeded by the dynamic security. Social interaction between the ANP and
the community have influenced peoples’ perceived safety based on the police performance and the
presence of trust and confidence in the police. Culturally, Afghan communities have strong group
solidarity and kinship, which contribute positive benefits to the group and for social reforms [1,55,85].
Considering their ethnic differences, unity, and having an undivided country seems to be more
important to most Afghans than their ethnic distinction [1,55]. Thus, a certain level of generalized trust
exists to create such unity among the Afghans. The model highlighted that residents’ trust in the police
doubles the odds of their feeling safe. Likewise, people’s confidence in the police as a result of police
interaction provided greater odds of people’s feeling safer. Given the challenges in creating effective,
accountable, and rights-respecting police forces [44–46], polling data acknowledged that overall the
Afghan police are considered honest and fair [57,58]. The presence of generalized trust has been known
to increase social well-being, resulting in societal solidarity, boost mutual confidence, and build the
institution’s proficiency for improvement of services [81]. Collectively, the security of people (in the
form of liberty and rule of law) depends on a sense of fairness by enforcing peace and order, resulting
in social trust in return [9,53–56]. Likewise, those who trust generally also trust specific institutions at
a higher rate than those who do not have generalized trust, but the reverse does not necessarily hold.
That is, those who trust a specific institution may not abstract that trust more generally.

8. Summary and Conclusions

This study was the first of its kind to use a multilevel model approach to assess the relationships
of residents’ perception of security and other social well-being factors of sustainability that come
from having the police facilities within Afghan neighborhoods. The four selected dependent variables
were modeled with two unconditional settings: (1) only random effects for the intercept without
predictors and (2) collective associations of predictors with the best-fit responses and effects. The
models included perception of safety: people’s present feeling of safety because of having police
facilities at their present locations (September 2016 and March 2017 datasets), people’s perception that
their neighborhood is safe because of having the police facilities, and people’s perception of safety
based on the 2012 TAF and MPICE survey data. These four measures of safety provided various
contexts of security conditions (a community evaluation of safety influenced by having the police
facilities and a generalized regional perception of security taken at different time). The collective
model examined the association of the perception of safety due to the police facilities’ impact with
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other variables such as police facility accessibility, police–community relations (through trust and
confidence), perceived community improvement, and growth in these neighborhoods. This study was
the first of its kind to assess the impact of police facilities on the perception of safety within Afghan
neighborhoods. The results suggested that the USG investment in building police facilities sustainably
contributed to the safety progress, particularly in the less safe neighborhoods.

Sociodemographic variables provided a cross-sectional understanding of the relevance of
perceived safety. Gender and ethnicity showed no association to all the measures of people’s perception
of safety, which meant that security equally matters for the well-being of all social groups in both
neighborhoods. However, as the results suggested that older Afghan respondents perceived that
their neighborhood was safer than younger ones did, it is critical to focus the attention of safety
needs and to use policing programs designed particularly for the younger generations and vulnerable
populations; this would yield positive effects for influencing long-term stability for their future
well-being. Moreover, future study for enduring security should include potential confounding factors,
such as the influences of drugs and crime due to opium production [86], the effects of accessibility to
services, and police relations with the community in light of disruptions by militants.

In conclusion, people’s perception of security differed in time and space in these Afghan
communities based on 2012 versus September 2016 and March 2017 datasets. The addition of police
infrastructure as an anchor institution in the community seemed to support security, resilience, and
growth, considering the challenging environment. By and large, the mission objectives for constructing
the police infrastructure by the USG and coalition partners in these two study areas have shown some
sustainability effectiveness, and are instrumental for progressively fulfilling public safety needs, for
generating growing levels of self-reliance [16] and social well-being [17], and for increasing sovereignty
or governing authority for the society [11,54]. Moreover, the Chief Executive of Afghanistan, Dr.
Abdullah [87], optimistically indicated in his interview that “Afghans on the ground are making their
best effort” to find their way out of war and to restore security.
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