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I. Executive Summary and Recommendations 
Since its inception five years ago, there have been numerous critical studies of the Afghanistan 

Peace and Reintegration Program (APRP). These have mostly focused on political and security 

issues occurring at the national and regional level, or on general grievances and perceptions of 

peace and conflict through broad community surveys. Often missing from these studies are the 

voices of those most involved in peacebuilding and conflict mitigation activities at the local 

level—Afghan civil society. With the peace process in Afghanistan at a crossroads and the future 

of the APRP uncertain, it is more important than ever that these voices are heard.  

 

Throughout 2015, a consortium of five Afghan civil society organizations with funding from 

Open Society Afghanistan consulted over 500 civil society actors involved in peace building and 

conflict mitigation activities in their communities. These individuals come from a range of 

backgrounds, but have the shared experience of working for peace through mediation, awareness 

raising, capacity building, media, outreach and other grass roots initiatives. Many have specific 

knowledge about customary mediation and negotiation practices in Afghanistan and the capacity 

to articulate the concerns of their communities.  Another 560 interviews with subnational APRP 

officials, peace council members, and reintegrated fighters were conducted to provide greater 

insight into how APRP has worked in practice.  

 

Given the low level of confidence that Afghans have in the APRP and High Peace Council, the 

“Roadmap to Peace” examines challenges that must be addressed as part of the Government of 

Afghanistan’s ongoing reforms, and offers recommendations for enhancing the legitimacy and 

impact of the APRP and the HPC. More broadly, The Roadmap highlights fundamental 

challenges to peace—including the need for a national dialogue, and reconciliation and 

transitional justice initiatives—which are larger than the ongoing Taliban-led insurgency and 

will need to be addressed if durable peace is to be realized.  

 

1. SUMMARY FINDINGS 

The concept of peace in Afghanistan is broader than the current Taliban-led insurgency: 

When interviewees discussed peace they did so in the context of the last four decades of conflict 

in Afghanistan, rather than focusing solely on the ongoing Taliban-led insurgency. Peace was 

defined not merely as a cessation of the current conflict, but as restoration of justice and the 

protection of human rights gains (e.g., access to education, and political and social equality 

enumerated in the Afghan constitution and affirmed in government policy). It became clear in 

the course of this research that failure to address injustices from past decades is having a direct 

impact on peace and stability in the present context.  It is often assumed that these issues are in 

the past, or that a peace agreement must first be reached with the Taliban-led insurgency before 

these issues can be addressed. The findings from this research suggest that only through a 

comprehensive peace process will the conditions be set to address the current conflict. At a 

minimum, respondents felt that transitional justice, if there is any, should apply to all who were 

involved in the last four decades of war and not just the Taliban.   
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Support for official and unofficial regional dialogue: There is overwhelming support for the 

National Unity Government’s (NUG) focus on national and regional outreach to Taliban 

leadership and neighboring countries. These efforts are seen as critical insofar as they may create 

space for dialogue at the subnational level—a space that interviewees say has shrunken 

considerably in recent years. There is support among civil society in both Afghanistan and 

Pakistan for continued Track 2 and 1.5 efforts, as well as cross-border and cross-cultural 

exchanges between civil society in both countries.  There are realistic expectations about what 

can be achieved through informal or semi-formal outreach in the current political climate, but 

there is also a belief on both sides of the border that confidence building measures and people-to-

people dialogue are one of the most effective means to reverse the current “blame game” rhetoric 

and zero sum mindset. However, there was also criticism of how the Track 2 process was being 

carried out. The current practice whereby participants are largely selected to promote their 

governments’ narrative is undermining the spirit and impact of these exchanges.   

 

Confusion about the APRP: There appears to be greater overall awareness of the APRP than 

any of the DDR and national peace initiatives that preceded it. However, there is also a general 

confusion about the status of the program—its current objectives, its role in regional talks, and 

its future under the NUG. This confusion, combined with the issue of credibility, has greatly 

eroded support for the APRP, though not for the peace process more generally. The lack of 

transparency seems to be connected to the ability of spoilers (on both sides) to influence the 

process.   

 

Dissatisfaction with peace bodies: There is widespread dissatisfaction with the HPC and PPC’s 

for two main reasons. First, interviewees consistently cited corruption within these bodies, and 

the APRP in general, particularly in regards to the apportionment of aid/development projects 

tied to reintegration. Second, these bodies are generally viewed as part of the conflict, rather than 

as a neutral mediator between conflict parties and the government of Afghanistan; as such their 

outreach to insurgents has been ineffectual.  

 

Reforming the APRP: There was widespread support for reforming the High Peace Council and 

Provincial Peace Committees, but there was equal concern that any reform must necessarily 

include a clarification of the role of these bodies. This does not mean that every elder must 

become a member of the Provincial Peace Council—respondents felt this would result in limited 

access to potential reintegrees and put these community leaders in danger.  Instead, respondents 

believed PPCs should act as coordinating bodies; liaising with, but not subsuming, community 

leaders who need to be given the autonomy to conduct outreach to potential reintegrees as 

impartial third parties.  

 

Amnesty and Transitional Justice: Interviewees held a wide range of opinions regarding the 

issues of justice and amnesty, from those advocating complete accountability and strong 

transitional justice reaching back to the late 1970s, to those who believe the only way to 

encourage insurgents and mitigate government spoilers is to ensure a broad amnesty, to the 

majority in the middle who advocated some form of documentation, public apology/forgiveness 

and criminal prosecutions on a case-by-case basis. These opinions were often very personal in 

nature, with an interviewee’s stance a matter of how closely that person and his/her family had 

been affected by violence. Direct experience was more of a determinant than, say, province of 
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origin or even sex, though women were on the whole more inclined than men to voice support 

for justice. In both eastern and western Afghanistan the amnesty vs. justice debate was often 

expressed as a rural/urban divide, with those from the countryside—often with more direct and 

prolonged experience with violence—inclined towards amnesty and those in the (comparatively 

more secure) provincial centers favoring stronger justice. 

 

Political Inclusion: Among those we consulted, there is broad support across the country for 

Taliban inclusion within the government of Afghanistan at both the national and subnational 

levels, provided certain conditions are met, including upholding all articles of the Afghan 

Constitution and ensuring that fundamental gains in women’s and minority rights and access to 

education are protected. Many felt that the level of political inclusion that was achieved as part 

of the peace process would be an indicator of how durable that process would ultimately be and 

that any token inclusion or only low level inclusion—i.e., only at the subnational level or into 

positions with little decision-making authority—may undermine any lasting peace.  

 

Understanding Grievances and Motives: Though in some parts of the country insurgents are 

fighting because they have no jobs, this is not true across the board and is a dangerous 

mischaracterization of the conflict. In other areas individuals are fighting because they believe in 

what they are fighting for: this may be for a stated ideology, but it is also for real grievances 

directed at the Government of Afghanistan. The fact that these grievances are aimed at the 

Afghan government necessitates third-party mediation by individuals/groups not formally 

associated with the APRP.  The failure to understand these grievances, and to then enlist some 

form of third party mediation to facilitate between the government and the insurgency, continues 

to undermine peace efforts at the subnational level. Civil society actors—including “traditional” 

elements such as clerics and elders—believe they have a direct role to play in determining the 

nature and causes of grievances in their communities; many felt that this was the most important 

role that civil society could play in the peace process.   

 

Women’s Involvement: Though the APRP includes a gender mainstreaming policy, it still has a 

low presence of women especially at the decision-making level, limited gender-specific 

monitoring and evaluation of reintegration activities, and a limited understanding of the APRP 

among women. Both male and female respondents felt that women’s inclusion in the peace 

process was critical to safeguarding human rights and equality gains (for society at large and not 

just women) that have been made since 2001. On the national level, many respondents felt that it 

was the quality of female HPC members rather than the inability to meet quotas that was the 

main problem—echoing similar concerns about the quality (professionalism, impartiality, drive) 

of male members. While many were proud of the gains made by women in the civil society 

realm, many also felt that female inclusion in problem analysis, advocacy, dialogue, and—where 

full inclusion at the subnational was not possible—advising roles and parallel consultations were 

still lacking.   

 

Awareness Raising: The APRP’s public outreach is focus primarily at the national and 

provincial levels, with dwindling connections to important constituencies outside of provincial 

centers. Modes of communication such as billboards, leaflets and television public service 

announcements are ineffective because they are not reaching a wide enough constituency and 

because such formats are not suited to the type of in-depth explanation of national-level 
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developments that communities are searching for. The billboards and the public service 

announcements that portray the Taliban as “bad” and the government as “good”, insult the 

intelligence of Afghans who are well aware that the ongoing conflict is more complex than good 

and evil. The efforts to leverage awareness raising and educational outreach capacities of 

subnational civil society organizations have been ad hoc or absent. 

 

Community Development: APRP development projects—predominately short-term small-scale 

infrastructure like wells and retaining walls or agro-forestry projects—are often done well 

enough and completed on time, but communities often had no idea that these programs were 

associated with the reintegration process in some cases because reintegrated fighters were not 

part of these projects and project locations were not chosen based upon the location of the 

reintegree’s community.  Though these projects are designed to benefit those communities into 

which fighters are reintegrated, communities perceived little discernable connection in this 

regard in some of the areas we profiled. Many feel that the management of aid/development 

funds by Provincial Peace Councils has only “monetized” the peace process, focusing PPCs 

towards projects and away from outreach to potential reintegrees—reducing the reintegration 

process to another form of patronage.  

 

Reintegree Security: Though many reintegrees said that the absence of viable livelihoods was 

leading to recidivism, the most pressing issue facing former fighters was basic security. 

Provincial officials admitted that they were unable to provide security to reintegrees (and their 

families) facing threats from the Taliban. 

2. RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE AFGHAN GOVERNMENT AND INTERNATIONAL 

STAKEHOLDERS1 

Develop and implement a national dialogue on reconciliation: At the national level, the 

government should be clear about the difference between a peace process and a power-sharing 

deal; the latter has a very poor track record and normally exacerbates conflict. It is past time for a 

national dialogue on reconciliation  focused not just on physical development needs, but on the 

legitimate political grievances that undergird this conflict—including but not limited to, unequal 

political representation (at all levels); recognition, accounting, reconciliation and, in certain 

cases, prosecution, for abuses perpetrated by all actors and groups. The space can and should be 

used to air local grievances and devise locally relevant strategies to advance districts and 

provinces toward peace. In that way, it would dovetail the provincial-level reintegration efforts 

with a more inclusive national reconciliation process. This dialogue can move forward even 

while the official peace talks are stalled. Grass roots civil society organizations with the support 

of community elders should be charged with facilitating the subnational community 

consultations that inform this national dialogue. These dialogues could be divided into four broad 

areas 1) documenting grievances, 2) transitional justice processes and mechanisms; 3) practical 

strategies for reconciliation; 4) political inclusion, representation, and state linkages.  It is 

important that this process start with small steps at the national and regional levels that build 

toward more significant confidence-building measures, eventually including cease-fires. Many 
                                                                 
1 The recommendations in this section were collected in the course of individual interviews, group discussions, and subnational 

symposia with civil society, APRP officials, and other Afghan government officials, as well as a national and international 

conference held in Kabul and composed of regional and international individuals involved in the ongoing peace process. 
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respondents believe that any small moves made at the leadership level are necessary to open 

space for dialogue at the local level, with the understanding that, in the Afghan context, 

superficial settlements at any level have proven to be inherently fragile.  

 

Deliver a clear statement on the peace process: The National Unity Government should 

provide a clear statement on the future of the APRP and the direction of the national peace 

process and national dialogue. This does not mean divulging specific details or even timelines of 

ongoing outreach efforts, but it does mean clarifying what role institutions such as the HPC and 

the PPCs will have going forward and who will be sitting at the table when the quadrilateral talks 

resume, and what basic issues will be up for discussion. 

 

Continue Track 2 talks between Afghan and Pakistan Civil Society: Though civil society is 

generally supportive of the ongoing Quadrilateral Coordination Group (QCG) talks between 

Afghanistan, Pakistan, China and the United States, there is a need remain both diversified and 

informal in outreach strategies, particularly as the QCG appears to have stalled in March 2016. 

In order to address continuing trust deficits between Afghanistan and Pakistan, we recommend 

continued Track 2 dialogue.  Going forward it will be important to include stakeholders not often 

involved in these efforts, individuals that are influential within their communities but not closely 

tied to or beholden to their respective governments. In particular the business and trading 

communities and inhabitants dwelling in the border areas of both countries should be included as 

a constituency in which common interest (trade) can create an opening for expanded dialogue in 

the political and security spheres. 

 

Pursue a reform agenda: The National Unity Government should prioritize its nascent good 

governance/anti-corruption reform agenda. This study found that grievances associated with poor 

and/or predatory governance are a key driver of conflict and remain perhaps the most influential 

recruiting tool for the insurgency and, perhaps just as importantly, limit active support for the 

peace process by Afghan citizens. The NUG should move forward with institutional and 

personnel accountability measures and replacements.   

 

Reform the HPC and PPCs and clarify their roles: Any reform to the structure and/or 

composition of the High Peace Council must be followed closely by reforms to the Provincial 

Peace Committees. A first step is the clarification of the role of PPCs: are they third party 

mediators or representatives of the Government of Afghanistan?  Presently they act as both and 

are effective in neither. If they are to continue as mediatory bodies, then a more expansive and 

neutral membership must be selected. This is not a matter of selecting a certain number of tribal 

elders and a certain number of mullahs, but of appointing those individuals who have 

demonstrated an ability to access potential reintegrees because of their impartiality and respect 

among both sides of the conflict. On the other hand, PPCs (and the HPC) may be better served 

by defining their role as representatives of the government, with outreach and mediation 

functions in the hands of autonomous community leaders empowered to act more clearly as third 

parties between the PPC (and the government) and the potential insurgent reintegrees.   

 

Develop and implement an Action Plan for civil society engagement in the peace process: In 

2013, 59 civil society organizations from across the country signed a memorandum of 
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understanding2 with the Joint Secretariat and High Peace Council outlining areas of cooperation 

and ways in which civil society could actively support the peace process. Potential areas of 

cooperation were proposed in a Concept Note to the HPC and Joint Secretariat (see Annex 3). To 

date these concepts and areas of cooperation have remained on paper, with no significant follow 

up in the development of an Action Plan. The rationale for this MOU—that peace agreements are 

ultimately more durable with the active inclusion of a broad and grass roots segment of civil 

society—remains unchanged.3 The possible areas of cooperation outlined in the MOU, including 

grievance resolution support, peace education, community consultations and confidence building 

efforts, will remain pressing needs to ensure any future peace deal reached at the national level 

can be fully implemented at the subnational level. As part of APRP reform, the concept note 

should be developed into an Action Plan, including the following items: 

 

 Community Consultations and Confidence-Building Efforts: Local ownership is the 

backbone for sustainable peace and communities should have a say in who they wish to 

reintegrate and how associated APRP benefit packages (e.g., development, education, 

economic stimulation) should be shared. This calls for an on-going dialogue between 

relevant APRP bodies and different sectors of Afghan society, especially at the grass-

roots level. CSOs can facilitate such interactions in the form of discussion platforms, 

provincial and national debates or localized brainstorming sessions.  

 Research and Monitoring: Early Warning and Generating Lessons Learned: 

Knowledge is power and understanding the conflict context and conflict drivers is a first 

crucial step to identify ways to facilitate combatant reintegration and community support 

for the peace process. In addition to conducting conflict-mapping exercises that identify 

the dividers and connectors in communities as well as key conflict drivers and ways to 

address them, CSOs can support the JS and HPC in monitoring ongoing reintegration 

processes, including the performance of PPCs and how local populations perceive them. 

 Grievance Resolution Support: Civil society can facilitate initial negotiations to bring 

insurgents back into their communities. Here grievance resolution, a key component of 

the APRP, deserves more concerted efforts.  

 Capacity Building: In addition to facilitating grievance resolution, CSOs have a great 

deal of experience in teaching mediation and non-violent conflict resolution skills, as 

well as peace education at district and provincial levels to key stakeholders within the 

government and civilian communities in order to enhance grievance resolution. CSOs can 

also provide skilled facilitators, lead outcome-oriented workshops and discussion forums, 

provide background presentations, and identify grass-roots participants.  

 Peace Education and promoting a culture of peace: Developing a proactive culture of 

peace is important in a society with prolonged exposure to violence. CSOs can reach out 

to traditional and religious leaders as well as youth and other change agents in order to 

develop peace messages grounded in sharia and local customs and integrate them into 

community debates.  
                                                                 
2Civil Society Organizations In Support of the Peace Process in Afghanistan: Concept Note to the HPC and Joint Secretariat of 

the APRP, 2013. http://www.i4pinternational.org/files/512/civil+society+and+aprp+(cs+working+group).pdf   
3 The London-based non-profit Conciliation Resources studied 83 peace agreements signed between 1989 and 2004, finding that 

only one-third of the negotiations included representatives from unarmed, affected communities. But for those negotiations that 

did, the risk of returning to conflict was reduced by 64 percent. (Desiree Nilsson, “Anchoring the Peace: civil society actors in 

peace accords and durable peace” International Interactions Vol. 38, No. 2: 243–266, September 2012 http://www.c-

r.org/accord/legitimacy-and-peace-processes/civil-society-peace-accords-and-durability-peace) 

http://www.i4pinternational.org/files/512/civil+society+and+aprp+(cs+working+group).pdf
http://www.c-r.org/accord/legitimacy-and-peace-processes/civil-society-peace-accords-and-durability-peace
http://www.c-r.org/accord/legitimacy-and-peace-processes/civil-society-peace-accords-and-durability-peace
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Provide space for individual forgiveness rather than blanket amnesty: The issue of 

forgiveness and reconciliation is the most personal aspect of the peace process because it 

depends on how specific communities, families, or even individuals have been affected by 

violence. Because the issue is context specific, granting a broad amnesty, though it might seem 

like a good way to attract reluctant fighters, could also sow the seeds of renewed conflict if 

communities are not empowered to address these issues on a case-by-case basis. Addressing 

these issues does not mean being free to seek revenge. It means having open public discussions 

in which perpetrators begin by acknowledging their history and seeking forgiveness. 

Communities, including women, must be given a role in documenting events and, as the case 

may be, pursuing criminal legal action through the formal court system. These are complex 

issues requiring better coordination and dialogue between the government of Afghanistan, 

communities, and the APRP in order to develop an acceptable framework—one that gives 

communities a direct voice in the process, while also providing checks that ensure that these 

same communities act within national and international laws.  

 

Increase meaningful female engagement in the peace process at all levels by supporting an 

ongoing civil society initiative to increase the quality of female participation in the peace 

process. The organization Equality for Peace and Democracy (EPD), with facilitation from the 

Canadian embassy, is leading consultations among active female MPs, and government and civil 

society representatives. These consultations have developed criteria for future female nominees 

to the HPC to ensure the most qualified candidates are nominated to the Council. Based upon 

these criteria, 25 potential HPC female candidates were selected by the group in mid-February 

2016. The list of 25 candidates has been officially shared with the president and the CEO, with 

two of the nominees subsequently appointed to the HPC. Ongoing advocacy by EPD draws upon 

this established criteria with a focus on ensuring that individuals meeting these criteria are 

appointed to the HPC. Beyond their inclusion in national-level talks and formal bodies like the 

APRP there is a need to better understand, define and then promote what women can be doing at 

the grassroots level, especially when considering that reintegrating fighters into a community 

often means the reintegration of their entire families—including women and children. 

 

Broaden Peace Messaging and Tap into Local Mediums:  The strategic communication 

agenda of the APRP is too narrow—it must be widened beyond the current focus on the Taliban 

into a dialogue that advances a “culture of peace” by mainstreaming messages into school 

curriculum from primary to university level. Communities must be given the latitude to develop 

and disseminate their own peace messages. Such a strategy would move beyond the current 

counter-narratives—often focused exclusively on anti-Taliban messaging that respondents feel is 

reactionary and at odds with their outreach—towards alternative narratives that are proactive 

and focus on articulating the peace dividends that would accrue to communities. Community 

radio stations, with their ability to host round-table discussions and call in shows that reach 

populations in insecure areas, are a vastly under-used resource. Support to these stations to 

develop and disseminate tailored peace programming should be pursued. Civil society capacity 

to promote peace through education, events, and media that connect directly to communities has 

also been woefully under-utilized to date. The APRP needs to take a longer view in its 

messaging approach, tapping into these civil society networks and supporting them to create a 

“culture of peace” through the development and dissemination of narratives that address drivers 
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of conflict in the context of the last three decades, and not just the narrow focus of reintegration-

related messaging and activities. 

 

“De-monetize” the Peace Process: It is important to ensure that the dissemination of 

development funding associated with reintegration be administered by the Provincial Joint 

Secretariats with PPCs in an advisory role only. Maintaining this division will help attract the 

type of provincial peace committee members who are not motivated primarily by the prospect of 

accessing resources, and will refocus the Committee’s efforts away from administering 

development projects, as many interviewees in this study said was the case, to outreach and 

reconciliation activities.  

II. Introduction 
After a decade of conflict and growing insecurity, the peace process in Afghanistan is at a crucial 

juncture. At the national and regional level, the political outreach of the High Peace Council has 

produced few tangible results. At the local level, reintegration initiatives led by the Afghan Peace 

and Reintegration Program are widely viewed by the public as having lost whatever legitimacy 

they initially enjoyed. Though subnational civil society remains an important component of the 

peace process, organic peace initiatives led by elders and activists are little understood by anyone 

outside their immediate vicinity. Though there have been several critical assessments of the 

peace process in recent years, there has been no systematic attempt to understand how formal 

and informal processes are working (or not) at the local level. Important studies such as the 

Afghan People’s Dialogue on Peace4 have focused generally on community grievances and 

conflict drivers through broad-spectrum surveys, while other reports have focused on political 

and security issues occurring at the national and regional level.5 

 

By speaking with those most involved in local peacebuilding initiatives—traditional community 

mediators, civil society groups, subnational APRP officials, provincial line departments, and the 

reintegrees themselves—this report fills a gap in the existing literature and presents a realistic 

picture of how reintegration and reconciliation is occurring at the local level.  What are the most 

pressing challenges to peacebuilding and mediation at the local level today? What modes of 

outreach and communication are working? What can be done to enlist more legitimate 

mediators? How can spoilers on all sides of the conflict be better managed? How do 

communities perceive political integration of the Taliban and issues of transitional justice? Are 

aid/development projects attached to the peace process working? 

 

                                                                 
4Afghan People’s Dialogue on Peace: Building The Foundations for an Inclusive Peace Process, June 2014 

http://www.aihrc.org.af/media/files/Reports/Report%201393/(Eng)%20Report%20-

%20Afghan%20Peoples%20Dialogue%20on%20Peace%20-

%20Building%20the%20Foundations%20for%20an%20Inclusive%20Peace%20Process.pdf  (hereafter Afghan People’s 

Dialogue, 2014) 
5 Regional studies include: “Ashraf Ghani’s Pakistan Outreach”, ”,http://www.usip.org/sites/default/files/SR376-Ashraf-Ghani-

Pakistan-Outreach-Fighting-against-the-Odds.pdf by Yusuf and Smith. Security-sector focused studies include: Reintegrating 

Afghan Insurgents, http://www.rand.org/content/dam/rand/pubs/occasional_papers/2011/RAND_OP327.pdf by Seth Jones; and 

Reintegrating Armed Groups in Afghanistan: Lessons from The Past, ,http://www.usip.org/sites/default/files/PB168-

Reintegrating-Armed-Groups-in-Afghanistan.pdf by Deedee Derksen.  

http://www.aihrc.org.af/media/files/Reports/Report%201393/(Eng)%20Report%20-%20Afghan%20Peoples%20Dialogue%20on%20Peace%20-%20Building%20the%20Foundations%20for%20an%20Inclusive%20Peace%20Process.pdf
http://www.aihrc.org.af/media/files/Reports/Report%201393/(Eng)%20Report%20-%20Afghan%20Peoples%20Dialogue%20on%20Peace%20-%20Building%20the%20Foundations%20for%20an%20Inclusive%20Peace%20Process.pdf
http://www.aihrc.org.af/media/files/Reports/Report%201393/(Eng)%20Report%20-%20Afghan%20Peoples%20Dialogue%20on%20Peace%20-%20Building%20the%20Foundations%20for%20an%20Inclusive%20Peace%20Process.pdf
http://www.usip.org/sites/default/files/SR376-Ashraf-Ghani-Pakistan-Outreach-Fighting-against-the-Odds.pdf
http://www.usip.org/sites/default/files/SR376-Ashraf-Ghani-Pakistan-Outreach-Fighting-against-the-Odds.pdf
http://www.rand.org/content/dam/rand/pubs/occasional_papers/2011/RAND_OP327.pdf
http://www.usip.org/sites/default/files/PB168-Reintegrating-Armed-Groups-in-Afghanistan.pdf
http://www.usip.org/sites/default/files/PB168-Reintegrating-Armed-Groups-in-Afghanistan.pdf
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The goal of this study is to provide feedback into the peace process and outline constructive 

ways in which national and localized peace efforts can be complimentary and, ultimately, more 

effective. At a time when the APRP is at a crossroads, this “Roadmap to Peace” provides the 

Afghan government and the international community a fresh perspective and constructive ideas 

for moving the process forward.  Going forward, The Roadmap will serve as a starting point and 

framework for greater coordination among civil society, and then outwards, between civil society 

and other national stakeholders such as the HPC, and finally as a point of engagement with the 

international community. 

III. Methodology 
Over an nine-month period from July 2015 to March 2016 a consortium of five Afghan civil 

society organizations—The Liaison Office (TLO), Peace Training and Research Organization 

(PRTO), Cooperation for Peace and Unity (CPAU), Equality for Peace and Democracy (EPD), 

Human Rights and Eradication of Violence Organization (HREVO)—with funding from Open 

Society Afghanistan (OSA) conducted a series of interviews and community consultations with 

local mediators, religious leaders, tribal elders, civil society activists, APRP officials, provincial 

government representatives, and insurgent reintegrees. This sample is not meant to be 

representative of the Afghan population as a whole, but representative of those working formally 

and informally for peace and reconciliation at the subnational level. Research was carried out in 

five parts:  

 

 A desk review of the APRP, and the DDR, transitional justice, and peace and 

reconciliation initiatives that preceded it, was conducted by Cooperation for Peace and 

Unity and The Liaison Office. 

 

 From July to September 2015 Peace Training and Research Organization convened four 

regional Peace Dialogues in Herat (West), Balkh (North), Nangarhar (East) and Kandahar 

(South). Each dialogue drew between 90 - 110 individuals both from the province in 

which these dialogues were held, as well as surrounding provinces.6 Prior to the regional 

dialogues, PTRO’s research teams conducted missions to each region to identify possible 

participants. Participants consisted of peace process stakeholders, including civil society 

actors and leaders, local figures participating or advocating actively around the peace 

process, academics, youth and women activists, university lecturers, aid organization 

staff, and religious leaders. The peace dialogue sessions consisted of one-day 

conferences, covering a range of topics including local peace-building efforts taking 

place in the respective regions, concerns about the peace process at the national level, and 

ways in which localized peace processes can be integrated more meaningfully into 

national-level political frameworks. In addition to four meeting facilitators, two speakers 

representing national civil society organizations were on hand to discuss the peace 

process at the national level. Qualitative data was collected through notes of plenary and 

group discussions. Group discussions consisted of approx. 30 individuals addressing one 
                                                                 
6  North: Badakhshan, Takhar, Balkh, Kunduz, Jawzjan, Baghlan, Samangan, Sar-e Pol, Bamyan, Parwan; East: Nangarhar, 

Paktia, Paktika, Logar, Khost, Laghman, Kunar, Kapisa, Ghazni; South: Kandahar, Zabul, Uruzgan, Helmand, Daikundi; West: 

Herat, Farah, Faryab, Nimroz, Ghor, Badghis 

 



 

 13 

of three specific topics: mediation and peacebuilding, reconciliation and justice, national 

and subnational processes. Quantitative data was collected via written participant surveys 

distributed during the meetings.  

 

 On the sidelines of the four regional Peace Dialogues, three enumerators from The 

Liaison Office and Human Rights and Eradication of Violence Organization conducted 

34 semi-structured individual interviews and 8 focus group discussions (FGDs) with a 

total of 65 individuals. Questionnaires covered the following topics: mediation, 

reconciliation, transitional justice, evaluation of the peace process, national and 

subnational linkages, identifying and managing spoilers, community grievances, and 

corruption within the peace effort. Interviewees often had specific experience mediating 

disputes within their communities, including those involving insurgents, or were civil 

society actors engaged in peacebuilding, media, or other outreach and awareness 

campaigns.   

 

 From July to August, Cooperation for Peace and Unity conducted approx. 215 semi-

structured interviews and 44 focus group discussions with 567 individuals in the 

provinces of Logar, Herat and Panjshir. These interviews targeted a combination of 

APRP stakeholders, beneficiaries, community members, and reintegrees. APRP 

stakeholders included line ministries, Provincial Peace Committees (PPCs), Provincial 

Joint Secretariat Teams (PJSTs), and site visits to Small Grants Projects (SGPs) in the 

district. These interviews provide insight into the successes and failures of APRP, 

perspectives on reconciliation, justice, and grievances, as well as inputs regarding 

potential local capacities for peace.  Qualitative interviews with citizens took the form of 

FGDs divided into five groups: elders, male community members, female community 

members, youth, and reintegrees. In each province, two in-depth case studies were 

conducted with reintegrated persons. Case studies focused on reintegrees’ personal and 

background, experiences of conflict and justice, reasons for joining an armed opposition 

group (AOG), experience with the AOG, and reasons for choosing reintegration. In each 

province one case study was conducted on a locally negotiated peace agreement through 

traditional mechanisms, focusing on the local context, background of conflict and 

instability, personalities and individuals involved, mechanisms for engaging in peace 

talks, the process of negotiating a peace agreement, and the aftermath of the agreement.  

 

 From October 2015 to March 2016 the findings from interviews, focus group discussions 

and regional dialogues were compiled by TLO. In January, Equality for Peace and 

Democracy convened a national dialogue in Kabul composed of 66 participants from 

peacebuilding-focused civil society organizations and those involved in outreach to the 

Taliban, the acting CEO of the APRP, the head of the Afghanistan Independent Human 

Rights Commission and the Deputy Minister of Tribal and Border Affairs. Input on the 

Draft Roadmap was solicited during this event. In March, EPD convened a regional 

conference that included regional, national and international stakeholders, including the 

government’s lead negotiator in peace talks with the Taliban, deputy foreign minister 

Hekmat Karzai. The Draft Roadmap was circulated at this event and additional 

regional/international input was collected and incorporated into the final report. 
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IV. DDR and Peace and Justice Initiatives Since 2001 
There have been at least ten major national initiatives dealing with peace and reconciliation 

issues in Afghanistan from late 2001 until the inauguration of the APRP in 2010. In the years 

immediately following the overthrow of the Taliban, the principle goal was the disarmament and 

demobilization of the numerous militia located mostly in northern Afghanistan. These militia had 

existed in some cases for decades and were loyal to mujahideen commanders and regional or 

local warlords, rather than the newly formed Afghanistan Transitional Administration (ATA; 

2002-2004). Many of these groups had fought as part of the Afghanistan Military Forces (AMF), 

the army under the command of Northern Alliance leader Ahmed Shah Masood, and were key 

players in the overthrow of the Taliban in 2001. The ATA and, later, the Government of the 

Islamic Republic of Afghanistan (GIRoA), was keen on building and consolidating power by 

either folding these groups into the newly formed Afghanistan National Army (ANA) or 

demobilizing them entirely.  

 

These DDR programs, then, can be understood in terms of state building. Initiatives such as the 

National Disarmament Commission (NDC), Afghan New Beginnings Program (ANBP), and the 

Disbanding of Illegal Armed Groups (DIAG), were successful in decommissioning vast 

quantities of materiel and (at least for a time) reintegrating fighters. What these programs failed 

to do was break down the patronage networks that linked regional and national warlords to their 

militias. In many cases these warlords (now formally installed within the government) used DDR 

as a tool to consolidate their power and weaken rivals, creating grievances that would in part 

drive the ongoing Taliban-led insurgency that the APRP primarily seeks to address. 

 

The need to address underlying issues of accountability, transitional justice and reconciliation 

was recognized as early as the Bonn Agreement (December 2001), which mandated the 

establishment of an independent human rights commission. Like early DDR initiatives, the 

Afghanistan Independent Human Rights Commission (AIHRC) focused on documenting 

instances of abuse during the 1978-2001 period. Extensive AIHRC consultations revealed 

widespread public support for accountability. However, those within the government who feared 

prosecution for past crimes ultimately stymied the “Action Plan” that emerged from these 

consultations by passing a general amnesty law in 2008. Though the language of accountability 

and transitional justice has been included in subsequent national programs on human rights and 

justice, entrenched interests within the government continue to oppose any meaningful steps in 

this direction. 

 

The first initiative to deal more directly with individuals involved in the post-2001 Taliban-led 

insurgency was the Afghanistan National Independent Peace and Reconciliation Commission, 

established in 2005 and led by former president and mujahideen leader Sigbatullah Mojaddidi. 

The Commission (commonly known as “Program Tahkim e-Solh” or PTS), focused on 

reintegrating insurgents detained for anti-government activities using community-monitoring 

mechanisms led by tribal elders to ensure compliance and prevent recidivism. Though the 

program was officially succeeded by the APRP in 2010, those tracking its progress say it had 

ceased to function in any meaningful way by 2008. In addition to issues of institutional 

corruption and the absence of political will—problems that have characterized other Afghan 

DDR and peace and reconciliation initiatives—PTS was unable to provide adequate security to 
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reintegrees and assistance packages were seen as either inadequate or absent; basic problems that 

have also plagued the APRP.  

 

The following section provides an overview of seven initiatives that have sought to address 

peace and reconciliation from 2001 to the inception of the APRP in 2010. These initiatives fall 

into three principle categories: Disarmament Demobilization and Reintegration; Human Rights 

and Transitional Justice; and Peace and Reconciliation. These categories are not mutually 

exclusive and, as the sections below highlight, there is considerable thematic overlap among the 

various initiatives.   

1. DDR PROGRAMS 

The National Disarmament Commission (NDC) was one of four defense commissions created 

in January 2003 by President Karzai.7As originally conceived the NDC had the narrow mission 

of approving the disarmament plan developed through discussions with the Afghan Ministry of 

Defense (MoD) and the Afghan New Beginnings Program (see below). However, as a 2009 

Small Arms Survey review of the NDC noted:  

 

From its inception the commission sought to expand its mandate, positioning itself as the 

main implementing actor for the process and launching its own disarmament initiative 

before the ANBP could assert itself as the focal point of the process.8 

 

In practice, the NDC oversaw the collection and destruction of weapons in the hands of illegal 

militias, and the registration of Afghan Military Force (AMF) weapons and military equipment 

in five Northern provinces. The government claimed that 50,000 pieces of military equipment, 

including tanks and armored vehicles, had been collected, and 126,051 AMF weapons registered 

during the course of the program.9 These figures were tainted by accusations that collected 

weapons were transferred to other militias rather than being stockpiled, and that the program had 

become a means for factional actors within the Ministry of Defense—principally those aligned 

with the Northern Alliance’s Shura-e Nezar militia—to assert control over military assets.10 In 

2005, President Karzai issued a decree ordering the MoD and MoI to hand over all they had 

collected under the auspices of the NDC to the D&R Commission (which oversaw the ANBP), 

but a significant amount of weaponry never made it into government depots.11 The NDC was 

ultimately seen as a “false start” to the DDR process that may have done more harm than good. 

The Afghan New Beginnings Program (ANBP), which was to be implemented by the United 

Nations Development Program on behalf of the government, was given approval to proceed in 

                                                                 
7 The three other commissions created at this time were the Demobilization and Reintegration (D&R) Commission, the Officer 

Recruiting and Training Commission, and the Soldier Recruiting and Training Commission. The Demobilization and 

Reintegration Commission was responsible for overseeing the UNDP administered Afghan New Beginnings Program. 
8 Michael Bhatia, Emile LeBrun, Robert Muggah, and Mark Sedra, “DDR in Afghanistan: When State-building and Insecurity 

Collide,” Small Arms Survey 2009: Shadows of War, 2009. 298. http://www.smallarmssurvey.org/fileadmin/docs/A-

Yearbook/2009/en/Small-Arms-Survey-2009-Chapter-09-EN.pdf  (hereafter “DDR in Afghanistan”) 
9 Michael Bhatia and Mark Sedra, Afghanistan, Arms and Conflict: Armed Groups, Disarmament, and Security in a Post War 

Society. London: Routledge, 2008. (hereafter, “Arms and Conflict”) 
10 Mark Sedra, “The Four Pillars of Demilitarization in Afghanistan.” In Michael Bhatia and Mark Sedra. Afghanistan, Arms and 

Conflict: Armed Groups, Disarmament and Security in a Post-war Society. London: Routledge, 2008. pp. 119–57. 
11 Arms and Conflict 

http://www.smallarmssurvey.org/fileadmin/docs/A-Yearbook/2009/en/Small-Arms-Survey-2009-Chapter-09-EN.pdf
http://www.smallarmssurvey.org/fileadmin/docs/A-Yearbook/2009/en/Small-Arms-Survey-2009-Chapter-09-EN.pdf
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October 2003, at which time the NDC was dissolved and its mandate integrated into the Ministry 

of Defense. The ANBP was designed to break the “historic patriarchal chain of command” 

between former commanders and their troops; to assist former armed members of the AMF to 

transition from military to civilian life; and to collect, store, and deactivate weapons in AMF 

possession.12 The disarmament and demobilization portion of the ANBP ended in July 2005, at 

which time 63,380 ex-combatants had been demobilized, 259 AMF units formally 

decommissioned, 57,629 light and medium weapons collected, and 100,000 soldiers ‘de-financed’ 

(formally removed from payrolls). By the end of the reintegration phase in June 2006, benefits 

were delivered to 88 percent of those who had demobilized. An ANBP Client Evaluation Survey 

of 5,000 beneficiaries who had received six to nine months of reintegration assistance found that 

93 per cent of respondents were satisfied with the assistance and 90 per cent were still employed. 

As a 2009 Small Arms Survey review of the program notes:  

Disbanding the AMF units had undeniably positive outcomes on the daily lives of 

community members and the security sector. Security checkpoints and AMF units 

belonging to rival ethnic or militia groups stationed in communities were closed, 

removing a security threat…The number of AMF militiamen targeted for demobilization 

was met and valued training and assistance provided to ex-combatants.13 

However, the “patronage-based” networks survived the program intact in most areas, going 

dormant rather than being dismantled.14 As has been documented with the APRP, the ANBP was 

also prone to manipulation and corruption with AMF commanders submitting the least loyal 

soldiers and the least functional weapons while maintaining control of most of their working 

armaments and pilfering reintegration assistance until it was discontinued.15 

The Disbanding Illegal Armed Groups (DIAG) program was initiated in January 2005 in order 

to address a gap in the ANBP. The ANBP only targeted Afghanistan Military Force militias, but 

a large number of armed groups were outside the AMF.16 DIAG had two objectives: to improve 

security through the disarmament and disbandment of illegal armed groups, and to provide basic 

development support to communities freed from threats posed by illegal armed groups (IAGs).17  

DIAG was planned to run from January 2005 to March 2011, administered by the UNDP and 

implemented under the leadership of the Disarmament and Reintegration Commission. 18 

Whereas previous DDR initiatives were based on a monetized incentive program, DIAG 

                                                                 
12 Caroline A. Hartzell, “Missed Opportunities: The Impact of DDR on SSR in Afghanistan,” USIP, April 2011, 

http://www.usip.org/sites/default/files/resources/SR270-Missed_Opportunities.pdf. 
13 DDR in Afghanistan, 298 
14 Steven A. Zyck, “Peace and Reintegration in Afghanistan,” Civil-Military Fusion Center, April 2012, 

https://www.cimicweb.org/cmo/afg/Documents/Governance/CFC_Afghanistan_Reintegration_Overview_April2012.pdf ((see 

also, Arms and Conflict).  
15 DDR in Afghanistan, 296 
16 Ibid, 299 
17 Ibid 
18 ““Disbandment of Illegal Armed Groups (DIAG) Annual Project Report 2010,” United Nations Development Programme 

Afghanistan, 2010. .http://www.undp.org.af/Projects/Report2011/diag/2011-03-21-

%20Annual%20Progress%20Report%20of%20DIAG.pdf  

https://www.cimicweb.org/cmo/afg/Documents/Governance/CFC_Afghanistan_Reintegration_Overview_April2012.pdf
http://www.undp.org.af/Projects/Report2011/diag/2011-03-21-%20Annual%20Progress%20Report%20of%20DIAG.pdf
http://www.undp.org.af/Projects/Report2011/diag/2011-03-21-%20Annual%20Progress%20Report%20of%20DIAG.pdf
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approached illegal armed groups from a law enforcement perspective and provided incentives 

collectively to communities rather than on an individual basis.19 

DIAG consisted of a three-stage process. The first was to force the demilitarization of illegal 

armed groups associated with commanders who wanted to pursue legislative careers, the impetus 

being the 2005 National Assembly and Provincial Council elections. This maneuver ultimately 

failed, as disarmament was not uniform among candidates and up to 80 percent of winning 

candidates in the provinces and 60 percent of those in Kabul retained ties to illegally armed 

groups. The second stage was called the “Government Officials with Links to Illegal Armed 

Groups” phase. In September 2005 it was estimated that at least 450 government officials were 

connected with illegal armed groups, but a consensus to demobilize was reached with only 21 

officials. The third stage began in May 2006, consisting of a three-phase strategy of voluntary, 

negotiated, and enforced compliance. Initially, all weapons turned in were required to be 

functional, but later the threshold was raised to weapons that could be used by security 

institutions. The voluntary compliance period required 70 per cent of weapons within 30 days, 

after which if an armed group refused to comply, the negotiation phase began using national and 

local actors, including village mullahs and shuras. If this phase also failed, the MoI had 

enforcement powers and, theoretically, the Afghanistan National Army could also assist. In 

practice, however, forcible disarmament was rarely, if ever, conducted. In May 2006, the upper 

house of parliament voted to halt DIAG due to alleged need for Afghans to keep their guns for 

self-defense, possibly a reflection of illegal armed group influence in parliament.20 

According to the DIAG Annual Project Report in 2010, a total of 759 illegal armed groups were 

disbanded, 54,138 weapons collected, and 100 districts compliant. 21  Though DIAG was 

theoretically meant to target illegally armed groups not covered under previous DDR programs, 

most of the listed groups were retargeted ex-AMF commanders, and three-fourths of the 

weapons collected came from Northern Alliance areas, leaving other heavily armed areas 

unaddressed. Additionally, some militia leaders were protected by government actors and in turn 

protected affiliated groups from government pressure to disarm.22 DIAG activities were merged 

into APRP efforts in March 2011. 

2. HUMAN RIGHTS AND TRANSITIONAL JUSTICE INITIATIVES 

The Action Plan of the Islamic Republic of Afghanistan for Peace, Reconciliation and 

Justice of 2006 marked the first serious attempt by the government of Afghanistan to address 

issues of accountability and transitional justice. At the conclusion of the first National Human 

Rights Workshop in 2002, the newly constituted Afghanistan Independent Human Rights 

Commission (AIHRC) was mandated to undertake national consultations and develop a strategy 

for transitional justice and addressing past abuses. 23  The report that emerged from these 

                                                                 
19 DDR in Afghanistan, 300 
20 Ibid 
21 “Disbandment of Illegal Armed Groups (DIAG) Annual Project Report 2010,” United Nations Development Programme 

Afghanistan, 2009, http://www.undp.org.af/Projects/Report2011/diag/2011-03-21-

%20Annual%20Progress%20Report%20of%20DIAG.pdf. 
22 DDR in Afghanistan, 300 
23 The Afghanistan Independent Human Rights Commission was established by presidential decree in June 2002. The 

establishment of an independent human rights commission was a key condition of the international community at the Bonn talks 
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consultations was “A Call for Justice: A National Consultation on Past Human Rights Violations 

in Afghanistan”. Based on a survey of 4,151 respondents and 200 focus group discussions with 

over 2,000 participants in 32 provinces and Afghan refugee populations in Iran and Pakistan,24 

“A Call for Justice” concluded that the Afghan people have a strong desire (70 percent of those 

consulted) for justice regarding past and current crimes; the Afghan government and 

international community should take action against known perpetrators; war criminals should be 

removed from positions of power; and the history of abuses should be fully documented.25 
 

A four-year “Action Plan” laying out five key activities including symbolic measures, 

institutional reform, truth seeking, reconciliation, and accountability measures was drafted and 

endorsed by the Karzai cabinet in late 2005.26  Citing international humanitarian and Islamic law, 

the “Action Plan” rejected blanket amnesty.27 The Afghan parliament then hastily passed what 

one analyst called a “self-amnesty” bill,28 providing immunity and pardoning former members of 

armed factions for alleged war crimes and human rights abuses committed prior to December 

2001.29 Though the “Action Plan” was publicly launched in 2006 and included in the 2006 

Afghanistan Compact and the 2008 Afghanistan National Development Strategy as well as 

subsequent national human rights and justice programs, key points of the plan have never been 

initiated. No formal truth commission was ever established, and though the AIHRC conducted 

extensive nation-wide research to document past war crimes, their report has never been 

released. Issues raised in the “Call for Justice” report, were discussed during the creation of the 

Afghanistan Peace and Reintegration Program in 2010, but none of the activities outlined in the 

“Action Plan” where incorporated into the APRP. 

 

One tangible, though unintended, outcome of the “Call for Justice” was the National 

Reconciliation, General Amnesty and National Stability Law of 2008. Though President 

Karzai had promised to block any such amnesty law, the bill was quietly published in the 

national gazette in 2008. The law purports that it is “adopted for the purpose of strengthening the 

reconciliation and national stability, ensuring the supreme interests of the country, ending 

rivalries and building confidence among the belligerent parties, based on their immunity in case 

                                                                                                                                                                                                               

in December 2001 and its establishment was explicitly mandated in the Bonn Agreement that constituted the Interim Government 

of Afghanistan. The Law on the Structure, Duties, and Mandate of the AIHRC was eventually passed by presidential decree in 

2005. The AIHRC functions independently within the framework of the government of Afghanistan with the objectives of 

monitoring the situation of human rights in the country; promoting and protecting human rights; monitoring the situation of and 

people’s access to their fundamental rights and freedoms; investigating and verifying cases of human rights violations; and taking 

measures for the improvement and promotion of the human rights situation in the country. Though the AIHRC is not formally 

mandated with addressing peace issues by law, it is responsible for addressing the legacy of war crimes and often human rights 

issues overlap with peace, reintegration, reconciliation, formal and informal justice, and dispute resolution, including their formal 

role in the national consultations on transitional justice.  
24 “A Call for Justice: A National Consultation on Past Human Rights Violations in Afghanistan,” Afghanistan Independent 

Human Rights Commission, 2005, http://www.aihrc.org.af/media/files/Reports/Thematic%20reports/rep29_1_05call4justice.pdf. 
25 Ibid 
26 Emily Winterbotham, “Healing the Legacies of Conflict in Afghanistan,” Afghanistan Research and Evaluation Unit, January 

2012. .http://www.areu.org.af/Uploads/EditionPdfs/1201E-

Healing%20the%20Legacies%20of%20Conflict%20in%20Afghanistan%20SP%202011.pdf  
27 Ibid 
28 Sari Kouvo, “A Plan Without Action: The Afghan Government’s Action Plan for Peace, Justice, and Reconciliation. 

Afghanistan Analysts Network, 2012. .http://www.afghanistan-analysts.org/wp-

content/uploads/downloads/2012/09/6_Kouvo_A_Plan_without_Action.pdf  
29 “Afghanistan – Repeal Amnesty Law: Measure Brought into Force by Karzai Means Atrocities Will Go Unpunished,” Human 

Rights Watch, March 10, 2010, http://www.hrw.org/news/2010/03/10/afghanistan-repeal-amnesty-law  

http://www.areu.org.af/Uploads/EditionPdfs/1201E-Healing%20the%20Legacies%20of%20Conflict%20in%20Afghanistan%20SP%202011.pdf
http://www.areu.org.af/Uploads/EditionPdfs/1201E-Healing%20the%20Legacies%20of%20Conflict%20in%20Afghanistan%20SP%202011.pdf
http://www.afghanistan-analysts.org/wp-content/uploads/downloads/2012/09/6_Kouvo_A_Plan_without_Action.pdf
http://www.afghanistan-analysts.org/wp-content/uploads/downloads/2012/09/6_Kouvo_A_Plan_without_Action.pdf
http://www.hrw.org/news/2010/03/10/afghanistan-repeal-amnesty-law
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of adherence to the Constitution and other enforced laws of the country.”30 While it calls on 

contemporary anti-government elements to join the peace process, it also provides blanket 

general amnesty to all political factions involved in any way in hostilities before the 

establishment of the Interim Government of Afghanistan—i.e., all those who participated in any 

of the conflicts from 1978 to the overthrow of the Taliban in 2001. Though the law allows 

individuals to bring cases, analysts and human rights watchers agree that in the context of 

Afghanistan this is virtually inconceivable.31 While this law largely applies to macro-level actors, 

it can generally be regarded as an obstacle to local-level peace and conflict issues by creating a 

serious trust deficit between Afghan citizens and the government. 

 

The National Priority Program on Human Rights and Civic Responsibilities (NPP 6) of 

2008 introduced a broad package of human rights and civic education programming, including 

the areas of peace and reconciliation, through coordinated action by the government, CSOs, and 

mass media to raise public awareness on human rights and civic responsibilities.32 It also noted 

the disconnect between formal justice institutions and local dispute resolution councils as 

impeding the implementation of human rights and civic responsibilities, and committed the 

Ministry of Justice to continue working on a draft policy for linking formal justice institutions 

and local dispute resolution councils. It also outlined the Independent Directorate of Local 

Governance’s (IDLGs) Afghan Social Outreach Program (ASOP), an initiative meant to bring 

traditional tribal shuras and religious leaders closer to modern government structures. Within this 

initiative the IDLG and the AIHRC led a series of workshops on peacebuilding, human rights 

and civic responsibilities to the newly formed district-level ASOP committees. 33  
 

More broadly, NPP 6 acknowledged a continued culture of impunity and lack of accountability 

and rule of law as undermining the demand of the Afghan people for justice and government 

accountability.34 It acknowledged that the government of Afghanistan had failed to implement 

the “Action Plan on Peace, Reconciliation and Justice”, and stated the intent to revisit the plan 

and other measures. It furthermore outlined an AIHRC-led “National Peace, Justice and 

Reconciliation Awareness Raising and Capacity Building Program” to target local leaders, 

NGOs, CSOs and the general public. This campaign was intended to include a research study by 

the AIHRC and subsequent, civic education, capacity building, and public advocacy based upon 

the study. AIHRC was mandated to work with the ministries and government institutions to 

develop strategic guidelines and an action plan to implement the campaign within three years. 

However, no such report or publication can currently be found on either the HPC or AIHRC’s 

website; there is no updated information on the capacity building and awareness program 

                                                                 
30 ““National Reconciliation, General Amnesty, and National Stability Law,” Government of the Islamic Republic of Afghanistan, 

National 

Gazette. .http://dkiafghanistan.um.dk/da/~/media/dkiafghanistan/Documents/Other/National%20Reconciliation%20and%20Amn

esty%20Law.ashx  
31 “Afghanistan – Repeal Amnesty Law: Measure Brought into Force by Karzai Means Atrocities Will Go Unpunished,” Human 

Rights Watch, March 10, 2010, http://www.hrw.org/news/2010/03/10/afghanistan-repeal-amnesty-law 
32 “National Priority Program for Human Rights and Civic Responsibilities (NPP6),” Government of the Islamic Republic of 

Afghanistan and AIHRC, October 2011, http://www.thekabulprocess.gov.af/images/npps/gov/gov-hr-and-civic-education.pdf  
33 “Afghanistan Social Outreach Program (ASOP): Final Report,” United States Agency for International Development, January 

2012, http://pdf.usaid.gov/pdf_docs/pdact585.pdf  
34 National Priority Program - Law and Justice of All (NPP 5) deals more directly with many of these rule of law issues, 

particularly how formal and informal system could establish a more systematic relationship. (See “National Priority Program: 

Law and Justice for All (NPP5),” Government of the Islamic Republic of Afghanistan, Governance Cluster, 23 June 2013, 

http://www.thekabulprocess.gov.af/images/npps/gov/GOV-NPP5-JFA.pdf.)  

http://dkiafghanistan.um.dk/da/~/media/dkiafghanistan/Documents/Other/National%20Reconciliation%20and%20Amnesty%20Law.ashx
http://dkiafghanistan.um.dk/da/~/media/dkiafghanistan/Documents/Other/National%20Reconciliation%20and%20Amnesty%20Law.ashx
http://www.hrw.org/news/2010/03/10/afghanistan-repeal-amnesty-law
http://www.thekabulprocess.gov.af/images/npps/gov/gov-hr-and-civic-education.pdf
http://pdf.usaid.gov/pdf_docs/pdact585.pdf
http://www.thekabulprocess.gov.af/images/npps/gov/GOV-NPP5-JFA.pdf
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available; the Action Plan expired in March 2009 despite AIHRC request to the government to 

extend its timeline and appears that the plan, like other such initiatives, was never executed as 

intended.35 

3. PEACE AND RECONCILIATION PROGRAMS 

The Afghanistan National Independent Peace and Reconciliation Commission (also known 

as “Program Tahkim-e- Solh” or PTS) was established by presidential decree in May 2005 to 

“end inter-group armed hostilities, resolve unsettled national issues, facilitate healing of the 

wounds caused by past injustices, and take necessary measures to prevent the repeat of the civil 

war and its destruction.”36 The commission focused primarily on releasing national security 

detainees and giving them stipends in return for giving up their arms.37 Though a RAND study 

stated that the program ended in 2007, the Commission’s website reports activities until 2008 

and other sources report ongoing activities even later and official disbandment in 2010 when the 

APRP was initiated.38 The Commission was active in 11 provinces in 2008.39 The Commission 

claimed to have reintegrated 4,634 fighters and 500 national security detainees between 2005 and 

2007,40  though other reports have suggest the actual number may be half this and that the 

majority of those reintegrated were not actually insurgents.41 Former combatants were allowed to 

return to their communities under the supervision of local elders, and were provided with 

material support, including in some cases land.42 However, a study by the Crisis States Research 

Center, found that individuals who reintegrated under PTS often did not receive material 

reintegration assistance and, more importantly, were not provided adequate security and were 

thus targeted by both insurgents and international forces upon their release, resulting in a high 

rate of recidivism.43 Finally, the PTS was found to be underfunded, beset by corruption and/or 

weak management, and suffering from an overall lack of political will.44 
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V. Afghanistan Peace and Reintegration Program 
The Afghanistan Peace and Reintegration Program was constituted in July 2010 by the National 

Security Council following a national consultative peace Jirga held in Kabul the previous month. 

The APRP provides the framework for an Afghan-led national peace initiative, including the 

reintegration and reconciliation of fighters at the subnational level. APRP aims to “promote 

peace through a political approach” and targets combatant foot soldiers and commanders who 

previously sided with armed opposition and extremist groups. 45  Emphasis is placed on 

identifying and addressing reasons that individuals joined the insurgency and the need for local 

agreements and grievance resolution. At the subnational level mandated APRP activities include 

mapping and resolving grievances and implementing development projects meant to benefit both 

reintegrating insurgents and their communities.46 

1. DEVELOPMENT 

Political will to form the APRP was gained during the London donor conference of January 2010 

when the Afghan government outlined its “Afghan Peace and Reintegration Policy” and 

international donors committed to establishing a Peace and Reintegration Trust Fund that would 

fund the program. In early June 2010 a National Consultative Peace Jirga (NCPJ) was convened 

in Kabul and attended by 1,600 delegates in 13 categories, including Members of Parliament, 

Provincial Council members, religious scholars, tribal leaders, civil society representatives, and 

Afghan refugees from Iran and Pakistan.47 Former president Burhanuddin Rabbani, who would 

go on to lead the APRP’s High Peace Council from 2010 until his death in 2011, chaired the 

NCPJ. The Taliban were not invited to participate.48 

 

The NCPJ sought to build consensus on the conditions for direct negotiations between the 

Afghan government and the Taliban-led insurgency and, more fundamentally, to build political 

support for Karzai’s reintegration strategy.49 At the end of the three-day meeting, the NCPJ 

endorsed the creation of the High Peace Council and legitimized the APRP.50Among other 

recommendations, the NCPJ’s resolution concluded that insurgents joining the peace process 

should be removed from the UN’s sanctions list, a high commission should be established to 

pursue peace efforts with the Taliban, there should be greater investment in income opportunities 

and poverty reduction and Islamic education programs for all, and the government should 

guarantee the security of militants during peace talks and arrange for a better life for them 

afterwards.51 
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Some criticized the NCPJ, asserting that the participants were handpicked by the government and 

did not adequately represent the Afghan people.52 Others noted that “presidential appointees, 

former warlords and veterans of the anti-Soviet jihad period, many of those widely criticized for 

their abuses and corruption” dominated the jirga.53  Beyond composition issues, there was a 

perception among many Afghans that the jirga had been convened to rubber stamp a process that 

was already well underway.  

2. STRUCTURE AND FINANCING 

The APRP is led by a High Peace Council and administered by a Joint Secretariat (JS) with a 

five-year mandate expiring December 2015. The Joint Secretariat, in coordination with 11 

executing Line Ministries54 and the Independent Directorate of Local Governance administers 

the program and provides technical support to the HPC.  

 

The HPC oversees the national reconciliation process with the Taliban and other armed 

opposition groups, provides political and strategic leadership, seeks and represents the views of 

all Afghans, and advises the President of Afghanistan—who has executive authority over the 

program—on the peace process. The High Peace Council is comprised of 70 members appointed 

by presidential decree, and is composed of a General Assembly, Executive Body, Special 

Committees, and Secretariat.55As per the APRP Program Document, the HPC should include 

state and non-state actors, women and minorities, military, civilian and respected individuals, 

including representation from both Afghan Houses of Parliament. The HPC was formed with 

space for existing and potential reconcilees, contingent upon their acceptance of the laws of 

Afghanistan.56 

 

Provincial Peace Committees (PPCs), appointed by the provincial governor and consisting of 25-

30 members—only two of which are mandated to be women—are an extension of the HPC at the 

subnational level. It was intended that PPCs be composed of members of the Provincial Council, 

line departments, religious leaders, influential tribal and civil society figures, and ranking 

members of the provincial security departments (ANA, ANP, and NDS). PPCs are meant to use 

their connections to initiate political and social outreach to combatant groupings and to conduct 

negotiations leading to demobilization. Governors are meant to direct security and development 

activity in support of reintegration through the security and provincial development 
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committees. 57 Provincial Joint Secretariat Teams (PJSTs) are an extension of the JS at the 

subnational level, and are tasked with providing administrative support and coordinating 

reintegration activities with existing provincial line ministries, governors, representative bodies 

(such as District Development Assemblies and Community Development Councils) and civil 

society organizations in the provinces.   

 

The APRP is financed through the Peace and Reintegration Trust Fund (P&RTF), established at 

the January 2010 London Conference.  Funding can be released to line ministries, provincial, 

district, and community governance mechanisms, and to civil society groups. Funding is subject 

to the approval of implementation plans and budgets from the CEO of the Joint Secretariat, and 

budgets are submitted to the Financial Oversight Committee (FOC) for disbursal of funds.58 The 

Financial Oversight Committee is tasked with ensuring transparency and accountability of donor 

funds.59 The FOC is responsible for all decisions regarding the allocation of P&RTF funds, and 

should meet at least quarterly.60The P&RTF consists of three windows. Window A allows 

contributions to a Ministry of Finance Special Account and to the Afghanistan Reconstruction 

Trust Fund. Window B channels resources through the United Nations Development Program. 

Window C is managed by a private trustee and payments are made to the Afghan Central Bank, 

commercial banks, or other recipients as required for the purposes of the program.61 P&RTF 

donors include Denmark, Germany, Italy, Japan, the Netherlands, South Korea, and Spain.62 The 

United States provides support to APRP through contributions to community recovery efforts 

administered by the World Bank.63 

3. GOALS, OBJECTIVES, PILLARS 

The goal of the Afghan Peace and Reintegration Program is to:  

 

Promote peace through a political approach. It will encourage regional and international 

cooperation, will create the political and judicial conditions for peace and reconciliation, 

and will encourage combatant foot soldiers and commanders, who previously sided with 

armed opposition and extremist groups, to renounce violence and terrorism, to live within 

the laws of Afghanistan, and to join a constructive process of reintegration and peace.64 

 

Towards this goal, the objectives of APRP include: communicating and building confidence with 

Afghans, combatants, and communities; setting the international, regional, national and local 

political and judicial conditions and support for peace and reintegration to occur; developing 

government and non-state capacity in assessment, demobilization, recovery, peacebuilding and 
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conflict resolution, and leadership; delivering local security and freedom of movement 

guarantees for both communities and those who join the peace process; consolidating peace for 

all Afghans by assisting the transition of society from conflict to peace and provide access to 

services, employment, and justice.65 

 

The APRP Program Document identifies three pillars to support these objectives: security; 

governance, rule of law, and human rights; social and economic development. The security pillar 

consists of providing security for villages and districts participating in the APRP through the 

ANSF and NATO/Coalition Forces. The second pillar—governance, rule of law, and human 

rights—focuses on ensuring the transparency of the APRP process and compliance with the 

Afghan constitution, as well as coordination with the Independent Directorate of Local 

Governance’s Afghanistan Social Outreach Program (ASOP) and District Delivery Program 

(DDP) and a social outreach plan led by the HPC. The Social and Economic Development Pillar 

outlines the development of a National Community Recovery Program as a component of the 

National Solidarity Program, and further facilitation through MRRD with the National Rural 

Access Program.66 

4. IMPLEMENTATION STRATEGY 

The APRP sets out a three-stage peace and reintegration process. This three-stage approach, and 

in particular the third stage, was designed to be supported by a number of programs through 

various line ministries. This included coordination with other programs such as ASOP, the 

Performance Based Governor’s Fund, and the Afghanistan Stabilization Program managed by 

IDLG as well as with the Ministry of Rural Rehabilitation and Development (MRRD) and its 

National Solidarity Program (NSP).  

 

In Stage One (Social Outreach, Confidence Building and Negotiation) provincial and district 

leaders are to conduct outreach to individuals and their communities that demonstrate intent to 

join the peace process and facilitate confidence-building activities, negotiations and grievance 

resolution between the government, communities, victims and ex-combatants. This stage was 

also to include the funding of technical and operational assistance for developing peacebuilding 

capacities at the national, provincial and district level, assessments and surveys in priority areas, 

strategic communication, oversight, monitoring and evaluation, conflict and grievance 

resolution, and human rights monitoring. 67  Stage One involves peacebuilding capacity 

development of government institutions, subnational governance and outreach, and negotiation 

and grievance resolution. These grievances commonly deal with conflicts between insurgents 

and government institutions or local commanders, elders, or ethnic/tribal groups68Key to Stage 

One was the proposed APRP National Strategic Communications Plan, which planned to 

mobilize communities to support and enable the program and motivate insurgents to reintegrate. 

This was to be supported through a communications cell in the CEO of the Joint Secretariat to 
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coordinate messaging and an APRP media campaign. It was meant to include mobilization, 

lobbying and networking, consolidation and promotion, and public dialogue. 
 

In Stage Two (Demobilization), those who have joined the peace process would be demobilized 

through a social and political process including an initial assessment, biometrics, vetting and 

weapons management and registration. It also includes immediate support (120USD/month for 

three months) and weapons management and community security activities. However, fighters 

are allowed to keep their weapons if they live in insecure areas or could face retaliation from 

other insurgents.69 According to the “Amnesty Law” of 2008, once an individual formally agrees 

to live within Afghan law, accepts the Constitution, and renounces violence and terrorism, they 

are eligible to receive political amnesty. Once demobilized, the ex-combatant is registered in the 

APRP and should receive an identification card guaranteeing freedom of movement and freedom 

from arrest for armed actions against the government. 

 

In Stage Three (Consolidation of Peace), a standard needs assessment would be implemented to 

assist communities, districts, and provinces to decide on conflict recovery options supported by 

the national programs of the executing ministries of the Joint Secretariat. The third stage 

comprises religious, literacy and vocational education, community recovery, Agriculture 

Conservation Corps and Public Works Corps involvement, and integration into the ANSF.70 The 

APRP includes a Development Department, which is responsible for leading the planning and 

implementation of Community Recovery Projects.71 

5. POLITICAL OUTREACH 

The process for high-level outreach and negotiations would not be fully articulated until 2012, 

when the High Peace Council released the “Peace Process Roadmap to 2015” (Roadmap 2015). 

Roadmap 2015 includes provisions for engaging the Taliban and other armed groups in peace 

talks and incorporating them into the political and constitutional process, measures for balancing 

regional relations, in particular enhancing security ties with Pakistan, and a timetable for the 

peace process that envisioned the complete departure of international military personnel by the 

end of 2015. 72    

 

Roadmap 2015 outlines a multi-step process, with a heavy focus on re-establishing a productive 

relationship with Pakistan. Step one, to be achieved by March 2012, was to continue to 

strengthen support for an Afghan-led and Afghan-owned peace process, focusing on security 

collaboration with Pakistan and other regional and international countries. Step two, slated for 

the first half of 2013, was to build momentum for the peace process through regional and 

international confidence building measures with a particular emphasis on Af-Pak relations, and 

to lay out steps for an initial round of talks. Step four, in the first half of 2014, was to consolidate 

the outcomes and agreements from direct negotiations between the Afghan government, the 

Taliban, and other insurgent groups to secure a peaceful end to conflict. Step five, to be carried 

                                                                 
69 Ibid 
70 Ibid 
71 “APRP Development Department,” High Peace Council, 2011 
72 “Peace Process Roadmap to 2015,” High Peace Council, November 2012. .https://archive.org/stream/539755-saeed-1/539755-

saeed-1_djvu.txt     

https://archive.org/stream/539755-saeed-1/539755-saeed-1_djvu.txt
https://archive.org/stream/539755-saeed-1/539755-saeed-1_djvu.txt


 

 26 

out in 2015, was to expand regional and international cooperation in areas critical for the long-

term security and sustainability of Afghanistan and the region.73 
 

Roadmap 2015 has been criticized as an unrealistic and narrow document. Civil society and the 

Afghan public were not consulted during its development, and involvement of the Afghan people 

is largely missing from the stated process, which focuses almost exclusively on macro-level 

actors.74 Though some significant steps toward improving relations with Pakistan and setting the 

stage for talks with Taliban leadership have occurred since the start of 2015, the vast majority of 

the provisions had yet to be achieved as of mid-2016. 

6. UNDER THE NATIONAL UNITY GOVERNMENT 

Following his election in 2014, President Ashraf Ghani announced the National Unity 

Government’s intent to bring reforms to the APRP. The NUG placed greater emphasis on formal 

political outreach to Taliban leadership and their Pakistani hosts. The APRP Technical 

Committee approved a strategy for this approach in November 2014. Though this approach is 

consistent with past high-level outreach, the biggest change has been to sideline the HPC during 

talks in Pakistan in 2015 in favor of direct engagement by various branches of the National 

United Government, including the Executive, the National Security Council, and the Ministry of 

Foreign Affairs under the rubric of the Quadrilateral Coordination Group (QCG), which includes 

representatives from Afghanistan, Pakistan, China and the United States. 75 Afghan Deputy 

Foreign Minister, Hekmat Karzai, currently leads the Afghan delegation to the QCG. 

Underlining how the locus of power has shifted, the HPC Chairmanship and APRP CEO 

positions remained vacant throughout 2015 and there was widespread speculation that the 

program itself would be discontinued after its original end date of December 2015. A joint US-

Afghanistan statement issued during President Ghani’s visit to Washington D.C. in March 2015 

outlined plans for the U.S. to provide continued financial support to the APRP, but made no 

mention of the HPC.76 

 

In March 2016 a presidential decree was issued that reduced the number of HPC members from 

73 to 50, and appointed former mujahideen leader Pir Sayed Ahmad Gailani as chairman. The 

executive committee to the HPC now consists of 15 individuals (3 of which are women). On 

April 1st the Provincial Peace Committees were suspended, according to APRP officials, as the 

program undergoes an assessment that is scheduled to last through the end of July 2016. Not 

surprisingly, international donors have been hesitant to commit funds beyond 2015. As a result, 

programs such as the APRP-funded Small Grants Projects (SGPs), which target communities 

that have reintegrated fighters, have been on hold since the first quarter of 2015.77 
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While the assessment of the APRP is underway, HPC officials said during a civil society 

symposium held in Kabul in late March that Afghanistan’s delegation to the QCG would 

continue to take the lead in outreach and exploratory talks with the Taliban and regional nations. 

If militants were willing to talk “without preconditions” they would then engage with the HPC. 

Throughout March and April the HPC was talking with the militant wing of Hizb-e Islami, the 

second largest organized insurgent movement in Afghanistan. Talks were inconclusive but 

ongoing as of early May.   

7. OUTCOMES AND CHALLENGES 

Though there was a mid-term evaluation of the APRP in 2013, it remains unpublished and was 

not reviewed for this study.78 One of the most comprehensive donor reports of the APRP is an 

Australian government evaluation that found the APRP to be underperforming; citing major 

delays in the implementation of community development projects due to poor budget execution 

and project management, with minimal reporting on project outcomes. There were also 

stakeholder concerns regarding recidivism and that reintegree tracking is not comprehensive. 

Recommendations from the evaluation included the need to deliver disengagement training to 

reintegrees in order to facilitate long-term reintegration. 79  According to some analyses, the 

APRP, and its forerunner PTS, have had even less impact on Taliban networks than DIAG and 

DDR had on former AMF networks. 80  There also remain fundamental questions about the 

approach and focus of the APRP—particularly the programs unwillingness to take a more 

comprehensive view of conflict and injustice over the last three decades and focus exclusively on 

the ongoing Taliban-led insurgency.  

Reintegration: Quantity vs. Quality 

As of September 31, 2015 the APRP had reintegrated a total of 10,578 insurgents, delivered 

10,461 transitional assistance packages, collected 8,101 weapons, and completed 161 Small 

Grants Projects in 24 provinces benefitting over 191,000 community members.81 While these 

figures are almost double comparable categories from the Program Tahkim-e- Solh (PTS), 

reintegration rates declined steadily throughout 2015: 459 fighters laid down their weapons in 

Quarter 1, and only 174 in Quarter 3. In the month of June only 17 fighters in the entire country 

were reintegrated.82 

 

Even when accounting for the seasonal nature of fighting in Afghanistan, these numbers are 

low.83 However, civil society individuals interviewed for this report seemed reluctant to ascribe 

too much significance to the quantity of reintegrees, preferring instead to focus on what could be 
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described as the quality of those choosing to reintegrate, noting that many of the over 10,000 that 

had joined the program were either not really insurgents, or low level fighters who were quickly 

replaced by new fighters or were rejoining the fight. These views are consistent with a 2012 

study by the Peace Training and Research Organization which found that over 50 per cent of 

reintegrees were in fact non-insurgent criminals.84  Other reporting has found that a significant 

portion of reintegrees are members of freelance armed groups, which may have no connection to 

the Taliban-led insurgency.85 This reporting is compounded by the fact that, as of 2011, 85 

percent of reintegration had occurred in provinces where the insurgency was less intense.86 

Those who joined the program in the early stages included a group of 100 reintegrees who 

presented themselves as Hizb-e Islami that sought to join APRP after losing a battle against the 

Taliban in their area, and another 100-160 ‘reintegrees’ from a pro-government unit, who 

reintegrated in order to enlist in the ALP.87 According to one analysis—also supported by the 

findings in this report—this is due to the absence of a political strategy inclusive of high-level 

talks that would pave the way for mid-level commanders (and their cadres) to join the process 

without fear of being targeted by the insurgency on one hand or government (or government-

allied) security forces on the other hand.88 

 

According to one civil society activist involved in peace and reintegration activities “[m]any 

insurgents view it [APRP] as a joke: they sign up for the process, hand in a useless old gun, get 

some money, keep a low profile for a few months and then re-join the insurgency.” 89According 

to reports by the United States Institute of Peace and the Norwegian Peacebuilding Resource 

Centre, many reintegrees have been admitted into the Afghan Local Police (ALP), which has by 

some accounts amounted to the empowerment of local militias, creating new problems stemming 

from lack of accountability, which in turn increase some of the grievances that drive the ongoing 

Taliban-led insurgency. 90  This issue is also viewed as offering rewards to insurgents and 

legitimizing combatants and local militias through formal state mechanisms.91 

HPC and PPC Membership and Mandate 

Of the 70 members appointed to the HPC in 2010, 53 were linked to political groups that were 

armed factions involved in the civil wars of the 1980-90s, 13 with links to Hezb-e Islami and 

eight with links to Jamiat-e Islami/Shura-ye Nazar; another 12 were members of the ruling 

Taliban regime of the 1990s.92 Not surprisingly, there has been opposition from civil society, as 
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many HPC members are alleged to have committed rights abuses, and have questionable records 

in the area of peacemaking.93 

 

Similarly, many Afghans who feel that members have questionable backgrounds or lack 

capacity, or that they are corrupt or motivated by personal gain, view the HPC and the PPCs with 

skepticism.94 In a public statement in 2011, civil society groups stated that HPC members have 

“better experience in war rather than peace.” Even the head of the Joint Secretariat of the HPC 

acknowledged that there are people involved in the peace process associated with past violence.95 

In a 2014 report, public perception still holds that the APRP is led by individuals with a vested 

interest in the actual continuation of conflict for personal gain.96 

 

Corruption is an issue with the PPCs as well. According to one report from a reintegrated 

commander in Faryab, the PPC asked him to tell the media his group of fighters had fewer 

weapons than he was actually surrendering so they could take them for themselves.97 Other 

reports have noted that community leaders perceive the PJSTs and PPCs as purely political 

platforms that have no skill in conflict analysis or mediation, a perception which speaks to the 

misunderstanding that communities have of these bodies as PJSTs are not charged with 

mediation.98 According to APRP Monitoring Agent findings, some PJST and PPC leaders have 

used community development projects for personal gain and to the benefit of only certain parts 

of the community, which has caused or exacerbated local conflict and further damaged the 

reputation of the PJSTs and PPCs.99 

 

More fundamentally, there is continued uncertainty about the duties of the HPC and its PPCs. It 

was never established whether the HPC was meant to bring the warring parties to the negotiating 

table as a neutral mediator or if it is supposed to negotiate on behalf of the Afghan government 

once formal talks begin.100 As a result of this confusion, members have served in both roles over 

the past five years.  

Capacity 

Capacity issues created long delays in APRP implementation. Establishing local infrastructure 

such as bank accounts, the PPCs, and support teams took longer than scheduled. By May 2011, 

though the government had received $133 million of the funding committed for reintegration, 
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they had spent just under $8 million.101 By 2013 only $63 million of the more than $176 million 

set aside for the program had been spent so far. 102  In 2014 only two Financial Oversight 

Committee meetings were held compared to the required quarterly basis, and the final FOC did 

not take place though this was largely due to the difficult ongoing political transition at the time. 

The execution rate in 2014 for the budget of APRP programs under all outputs was 75 per 

cent,103 which while still indicating one fourth of the budget unspent can generally be perceived 

as positive compared to the overall budget execution rates of the Afghan government in fiscal 

year 1393 (2014) of 66 per cent of the operating budget and 35 per cent of the development 

budget.104 

 

Though the APRP was launched in 2010, by May 2011, there was still no finalized standard 

operating procedure (SOP) for vetting potential fighters to reintegrate and NATO’s International 

Security Assistance Force (ISAF) was still in the process of developing the Reintegration 

Tracking and Monitoring Database. Though the SOP and vetting procedures were introduced in 

mid-2011, there were still widely noted concerns regarding the rigor and transparency of the 

vetting process to exclude known human rights violators without accountability. In July 2011 the 

HPC adopted some recommendations from UNHCR/UNAMA regarding the vetting process.105 

By January 2013 UNAMA observed that the vetting process was still sometimes not applied 

until late in the reintegration phase of the program rather than the initial stage, and due to the 

protections of the Amnesty Law (2008) and lack of political will, combatants who are 

reintegrated are still not adequately vetted for human rights abuses. 106 Though there is some 

indication that the Reintegration Tracking and Monitoring Database was functional as of mid-

2015, there was little information about what it contains, how it is maintained, and its 

effectiveness.107 

Awareness 

One strong point of the APRP is the relatively high level of awareness of the program. As early 

as the beginning of 2012, a survey conducted by PTRO in a sample of provinces from all regions 

of Afghanistan found that 76 per cent of men and 65 per cent of women had heard of APRP, with 

little difference between respondents from district centers and those in outlying districts. 

Additionally, a study on public awareness of APRP conducted by UNDP in 2013 indicated that 
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most Afghans have heard of APRP.108 In 2014, PPCs conducted and recorded over 200 outreach 

activities, including elections-related activities.109 Despite women’s limited role in national-level 

peace processes, in 2014, the Women’s Committee of the HPC initiated a campaign through the 

High Peace Council called “Afghan Women’s Call for Ceasefire and Peace.” According to 

Golalai Noor Safi, a member of parliament, women went door to door and arranged meetings 

between women. Hundreds of women volunteered to take signatures and more than 300,000 

signatures were collected for presentation to UNAMA, President Karzai, UN Secretary General 

Ban Ki-moon, and Taliban representatives.110 

 

There have also been a number of efforts outside the formal APRP program, such as the Afghan 

People’s Dialogue on Peace initiative undertaken by thirteen civil society organizations and the 

AIHRC, which aimed to empower people by raising awareness among the Afghan population 

about peace and reconciliation processes, ensure that people’s legitimate grievances, concerns 

and aspirations are heard, amplified and incorporated by policy-makers into all processes and 

plans for achieving sustainable peace in Afghanistan.111 There have been considerable efforts to 

raise awareness of the peace process among women and promote their involvement, such as 

through trainings and workshops from organizations such as Afghan Women’s Network, N-

Peace, and Equality for Peace and Democracy, among others; efforts that have been largely 

supported by the international community. 

Reintegree Security 

Reintegrees have complained of threats from multiple sources, including harassment and threats 

from the Afghan government when attempting to join the peace process, threats from the 

Taliban, and threats from government-backed militia such as the ALP.112  According to a 2011 

report, though some commanders were in safe houses and others had returned to their villages, 

the program did not yet have any systematic way of protecting them.113 In the UNDP 2014 

Annual report, it was acknowledged that due to the unavailability of funds and safe houses, the 

APRP is still unable to support reintegrees who cannot to return to their homes for extended 

periods of time.114 

 

This issue has a multitude of related consequences. In the first instance, it disincentivizes 

participation; even when combatants do seek participation in the peace process despite lack of 

confidence in the government’s ability to provide their security, combatants are generally on 

their own once they leave urban areas. Because of this, many want to remain in safe houses, 

which are insufficient to accommodate the needs of combatants already involved in the program. 

Previous research has noted that many reintegrees want to move their families to urban areas, but 
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are deterred by lack of employment opportunities and high cost of living, so often the reintegree 

must stay in the city while their families remain in the home community.115 Recent reports 

indicate that many reintegrees feel used, unsupported, and vulnerable to retributive attacks for 

their cooperation with government. 116  Interviews conducted with reintegrees for this report 

confirm many of these earlier findings.   

Reintegree Support and Community Recovery 

There have been some accomplishments in terms of community recovery aspects of APRP. Since 

2012, MoLSAMD VET projects have provided vocational training to 5,400 people (1,965 

reintegrees, 2,200 male community members, 1,215 female community members) in 20 

provinces. However, most of these projects were completed in 2013; in 2014 the main focus was 

to determine the impact of the projects, and in 2015 project implementation stalled due to 

uncertainties surrounding the future of the APRP. The survey was conducted with 30 per cent of 

trainees in 12 provinces, of which 75% were supposedly employed, though the correlation 

between the trainings and their employment was not controlled for.117 

 

The planned Agriculture Conservation Corps (ACC) seems to have a minimal footprint, with no 

mention in UNDP APRP reports. It remains unclear to what extent the ACC has been linked with 

APRP activities. However, since 2012, the Agricultural Support Peace and Reintegration (ASPR) 

Program has supported reforestation of 1,200 hectares of land in eight provinces through 

transplanting and watering of pistachio saplings, and in 2014 the Ministry of Agriculture 

Irrigation and Livestock (MAIL) took responsibility for watering 1,200 hectares of land “in order 

to make a contribution to peace and reintegration.”118 In 2013, the Public Works Corps (PWC) 

operated by the Ministry of Public Works (MoPW) employed 1,878 workers—820 reintegrees 

and 1,058 community members—in eight provinces. However, in 2014, MoPW was only able to 

support 1,359 workers in nine provinces according to budget allocations, of which 705 were 

reintegrees and 654 were community members. Over 1,400 kilometers of road have been 

maintained through the PWC scheme.119 

 

According to a 2014 SIGAR report, US contributions in support of APRP via MRRD NSP 

Community Recovery Intensification and Prioritization (CRIP) mechanism had still not been 

linked to the APRP due to concerns regarding endangering NSP governmental facilitating 

partners. Instead, these funds have been used in the broader Afghanistan Reconstruction Trust 

Fund (ARTF) budget.120 Instead, much of the community recovery aspect of APRP has been 

channeled through Small Grants Projects (SGPs), meant to provide assistance to reintegrees to 

bridge the gap between receiving transitional assistance and involvement in line ministry 

community recovery projects. The SGPs began in 2011 under the management of the Joint 

Secretariat, and are initiated by the reintegree communities, usually through Community 

Development Committees. Communities can apply for as many grants as they need up to USD 
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50,000 with no single grant exceeding USD 25,000. The administration of the SGP seems rather 

complicated, however, with the PJST development officer managing the process, and decision-

making on SGPs the responsibility of the Small Grants Committee at the Provincial level, which 

should be chaired by the head of the Provincial Development Committee, though it is not clear 

whether it actually follows this process in practice. As of September 2015, 161 SGPs had been 

completed.121 

 

Though not insignificant, these figures indicate a light footprint for the program considering the 

scale, funding, and duration of the APRP. The more fundamental question, however, is what 

impact do projects of this nature really have on reintegration and reconciliation at the community 

level? This question is examined in the findings of this report, section VI.4. 

Inclusivity 

There is wide consensus in Afghanistan and internationally that successful peace processes must 

involve women. However, there is fairly conclusive evidence that women are still not being 

adequately considered in these processes in Afghanistan. For example, women hold only 13 per 

cent of seats on the High Peace Council and only two Provincial Peace Committee seats are 

reserved for women in each province. Women are similarly missing from important decision-

making bodies at the grassroots levels, such as the male-dominated shuras and jirgas and 

religious leaders. 

 

The National Consultative Peace Jirga only had 334 women participants (20 per cent).122 At the 

Peace Jirga, women activists introduced their list of concerns and demands, to the acceptance of 

those present in the clusters. Items on the list include demands for protection of the gains women 

have made the past nine years in the event of reconciliation with the current parties in conflict; 

national programs must contain 30 per cent women; participation and inclusion of women in 

national policy and programs must be allowed; female participant voices must not be negated 

based on gender; and decisions and policies without social justice and gender justice are 

unacceptable.123 

 

In 2014, PTRO conducted research on the role of women in the APRP. Though APRP includes a 

gender mainstreaming policy, APRP still has a low presence of women especially at the 

decision-making level, limited gender-specific monitoring and evaluation of reintegration 

activities, and a limited understanding of the APRP among women. PTRO’s research found that 

women’s role in reintegration across Afghanistan is varied. In some areas women peace councils 

meet with both formal and informal governance structures, though most identified their role as 

being confined to the family unit. Importantly, the research found that women have no right to 

accept or reject reintegrees from their community.124  The HPC “Afghan Women’s Call for 

Ceasefire and Peace” campaign, though an interesting case of representing women through 
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official government-sponsored activities, is still a long way from meaningful participation in the 

process. 

 

Afghanistan is a very young society. According to the Central Statistics Organization (CSO) in 

2011, 68 percent of Afghanistan’s population of around 26.5 million people was under the age of 

25, with those between the ages of 15-24 accounting for 40 per cent of the total population.125 

Yet, there is no youth component to the APRP or any of its associated programs, nor any 

mechanism for facilitating youth involvement in the APRP-driven peace process.126 

Monitoring and Evaluation 

The APRP Programme Document included significant language regarding assessment and needs-

based engagement. However, there has been no nation-wide follow up on Afghan citizens’ needs 

and perceptions regarding peace and reconciliation since the AIHRC’s 2005 “A Call to Justice” 

report. The APRP Programme Document outlines “bottom up” assessments of the possibilities 

for peace and reintegration; assessments and surveys in priority areas; a standard needs 

assessment to assist communities, districts and provinces to select from conflict recovery 

options; assessment of civil society and other organizations as potential partners for the program; 

commissioning independent third-party political assessment and monitoring and evaluation of 

the process supported by civil society organizations; assessment of local political potential and 

commitment to peace and reintegration; needs assessment of ex-combatants and their 

communities. However, annual reports only mention a vocational training needs assessment and 

a staff qualification assessment over the four years of the project. The only civil society 

assessments and monitoring of APRP have been funded by organizations unaffiliated with the 

APRP and the government, including this report.   

 

Monitoring and tracking the reintegration process has also been problematic. According to 

ISAF’s Force Reintegration Cell (FRIC), the number of actual recidivists exceeds official 

numbers. Additionally, reintegrees are only required to contact officials for six months to receive 

transition assistance payments, but do not need to make any further contact after that as they are 

then considered normal Afghan citizens.127 

 

However, in 2014 an independent monitoring agent for the APRP was established, procuring 

services of a local NGO for fieldwork.128 The Monitoring Agent was required to include line 

ministry projects, SGPs, PPC activities, the JS and PJS activities, and community stakeholders 

including community members, reintegrees, local government, CDCs, local civil society 

organizations, and other beneficiaries. The 2014 annual report indicates that the findings from 

the Monitoring Agent were presented in 2015, based on field monitoring in Nangarhar, Kunduz, 
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Uruzgan and Badghis, with the final time fame allowing for only a single set of visits and 

reporting with plans to expand field monitoring to a more “reiterative” monitoring process. The 

JS monitoring team made 17 field visits in 2014. 129  However, the limited scope of this 

Monitoring Agent scheme so far into the APRP implementation indicates a significant 

shortcoming in monitoring practices for the program.  

 

The PJSTs are meant to undertake conflict mapping, which should be incorporated into the 

Provincial Development Plan (PDP). Though the Monitoring Agent report on the four 

aforementioned provinces indicated that the PJSTs all reported that they are undertaking conflict 

mapping and utilizing these in programmatic decision-making processes, the form of conflict 

mapping was varied. For some, conflict mapping only meant using the list of reintegrees in 

recruiting workers for projects. For others it was more thorough, entailing a more detailed and 

diverse gathering and analysis of information. In some provinces, mapping occurred after the 

provincial planning schedule and could not be incorporated into the PDP.130 The diversity of 

these findings based on only four provinces could indicate larger issues with the practice across 

Afghanistan. 
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VI. Findings 

1. OVERVIEW 

The good news is that awareness of the APRP throughout the country—even in places such as 

Panjshir where there is effectively no insurgency—is very high, or at least much higher than 

previous DDR and peace initiatives. This finding confirms previous studies showing broad 

awareness of the APRP and its basic objective of reintegration and political outreach—as 

opposed to simply disarmament. The bad news is that perceptions of the program are either 

negative or ambivalent; and those with a better understanding of the program often express the 

most negative opinions. As a result, while the APRP has done a good job of publicizing the 

program, its strategic communications objective—“to mobilize men, women and children…to 

support and enable the program”131—is no longer being met.   

 

The overarching perception is that the program is not effective, evidenced by chronic insecurity 

and continued insurgency. As an interviewee in Herat stated: “Reintegration is a useful and a 

positive step but it has no effect on security. Those [really involved in] conflicts never want to 

join this process and cooperate with government. This process had done nothing for peace”.132A 

viewpoint reiterated in a Logar focus group discussion:   

 

Reintegration did nothing in our area. The process did not affect anything either 

negatively or positively because it did nothing for the betterment of peace and security. 

Some people joined this process but it is a kind of exhibition.133 

 

Corruption was cited repeatedly as major factor driving the perception of ineffectiveness and 

eroding active support for the program. Corruption (and poor governance more generally) has 

been cited as an underlying obstacle in numerous conflict analyses of Afghanistan writ large, and 

was consistently mentioned in regards to the APRP. Even officials within the government 

admitted as much:   

 

If I speak frankly, this process only benefits those who work in the process and it has 

done nothing for real security. There is corruption and the militants are not receiving any 

benefits. So of course, anti-government elements never want to join the peace process 

and continue their conflicts.134 

 

However, what often followed from this perception was the belief that if better officials—from 

the head of the HPC on down to the provincial APRP staff—could be found, then legitimacy, 

and efficacy, could possibly be restored. Though, again, respondents were quick to point out that 

this was not simply a problem of finding better APRP staff, but of better governance across the 

board. Though there were numerous “working level” complaints of corruption within the 

APRP—e.g., officials using community recovery funds as patronage, reintegrating “fake 

                                                                 
131 Annex IV: “APRP National Strategic Communications Plan”  
132 Interview with DoLSAMD in Herat, August 2015 
133 FGD with male community members in Logar, July 2015 
134 Interview with DoLSAMD in Herat, August 2015 
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Taliban” in order to skim assistance and weapons—many interviewees expressed the more 

fundamental belief that obstacles in the provinces were minor compared to the political failures 

at the national and, especially, regional levels.  

 

Interviewees often put the APRP in the context of the varied DDR, and peace and justice 

initiatives carried out since 2001. “The national peace process has been working for ten years in 

Afghanistan, but unfortunately it has done nothing positive. A real group of antigovernment 

elements haven’t joined the process yet.”135 So, while community members were confident in 

their abilities to introduce insurgents into the process, manage local reconciliation, and build 

support for the process itself, they were realistic about the impact of such activities in the 

absence of any national/regional progress. The absence of any “top cover” in the form of a basic 

framework for high-level talks, rendered their work increasingly dangerous. As a result, outreach 

to potential reintegrees has slowed dramatically over the last year and a half. Today, what 

interaction communities have with the Taliban-led insurgency is primarily reactive requests for 

behavior modification (e.g., asking Taliban commanders to decrease food demands on the local 

households) rather than proactive discussions of grievances and potential reconciliation 

scenarios. Yet, even in the event of a breakthrough at the national /regional level, interviewees 

expressed concerns about the APRP as a vehicle to ensure lasting peace. These concerns have 

less to do with the practical aspects of the programs than with the focus of the program itself. By 

narrowly portraying peace in Afghanistan as a problem of the current Taliban-led insurgency, the 

program fails to understand how deeply existing grievances are tied to the rights abuses of the 

last 36 years.  

 

Despite, or perhaps because of these challenges, there was a nearly unanimous perception that 

local communities, and particularly traditional leaders, have an important role to play in the 

peace process that is not currently being fully maximized. This was largely perceived due to the 

longstanding role that elders and religious leaders and traditional institutions such as shuras, and 

jirgas have played in mediating conflict in Afghanistan, as well as and the capacities of 

organized civil society (youth and women’s groups, development organizations, local media, 

cultural societies) to carry out a range of peacebuilding activities that resonate with local 

communities—including outreach, education, countering violent extremism, addressing 

structural grievances, and facilitating community dialogue. Among other things, community 

leaders want a more definite role in documenting grievances, spearheading local reconciliation 

efforts between the government and the insurgency and between insurgents and their 

communities. Civil society organizations expressed the need to work more broadly on peace and 

justice issues, as opposed to strictly reintegration and APRP issues, by creating a “culture of 

peace” through art and media and outreach. More detailed findings and ideas are found in the 

sections below. 

 

 

 

 

                                                                 
135 FGD with male community members in Herat, August 2015 
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2. REGIONAL, NATIONAL AND SUBNATIONAL PROCESSES 
 

We need a national agreement and space for local dialogue. 
 

Community Activist, Nangarhar 
 

There was widespread support for the National United Government’s efforts to engage regional 

actors as a means of advancing a national-level agreement. Though many were skeptical that 

engaging Pakistan more directly would lead to immediate breakthroughs, there was an 

understanding that without some movement on the national and regional levels, the reintegration 

still occurring on the subnational level would not, in-and-of-itself, catalyze peace.  Indeed, while 

cognizant of the role that local disputes had as a recruitment tool for the insurgency, those 

interviewed saw obstacles to peace as primarily national level problems:  
 

I think this not a problem between the communities it is a problem between the political 

parties and factions so if there is peace between these larger groups there will be peace 

among the communities.136 
 

Other interviewees believed that the national level was still too low and that only through 

regional/international pressure and agreements could Afghanistan’s internal insurgency be 

addressed. This sentiment was particularly pronounced among Peace Dialogue participants from 

northern Afghanistan who suggested that the Taliban-led insurgency was not ready for national-

level peace negotiations, or that it was the inappropriate actor to negotiate with. This group 

suggested that without first negotiating with the Taliban’s regional supporters – in particular the 

ISI and the Pakistani Army – attempting to negotiate peace would be fruitless. When the Taliban 

did agree to engage in mediation and negotiation, this was only because these partners were 

facing extensive international pressure and had engaged in mediation purely to avert this 

pressure.137 

 

To this end, there was a level of support to see the US play a more active role in the process. 

While there was the usual level of mistrust regarding America’s motives writ large, some 

expressed the more nuanced view that the U.S.’s visible absence in the peace process over the 

last two years was a signal that it was not interested in a negotiated settlement at this stage—a 

message that had been internalized by the conflict parties and was prolonging the conflict.138 In 

the end mistrust seemed to be driven by misunderstanding and lack of communication, and as 

such there was basic desire to see the US publicly clarify its current role.  
 

In southern Afghanistan, individuals conducting outreach to insurgents in an attempt to bring 

them into the APRP, or just to get them to lay down their weapons, believed that the absence of a 

national/regional agreement—or even a clearly articulated policy or some small breakthrough in 

talks that sent a clear message down to the mid-level commanders—rendered their efforts as stop 

gap, unsustainable and dangerous. As one tribal elder from Kandahar explained: “You can 

                                                                 
136 Interview with community leader from Kunar Province, July 2015 
137 Northern Regional Peace Dialogue, Balkh, September 2015 
138 Focus group discussion, Kandahar, September 2015 
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reintegrate 10,000 [insurgents] but you’ve got 20,000 waiting to join.”139 Another elder from 

Kandahar involved in similar outreach efforts, expanded on this sentiment:  
 

Right now if we try to bring the Taliban into the process at the local level we will be 

killed. If one [insurgent] switches sides, ten [insurgents] stand up to fill his position and 

can be recruited into the [insurgent] ranks much faster than we can reintegrate fighters 

right now.140 
 

Among the informal mediators we interviewed, the desire for concrete progress on the national 

level was driven in part by a clear understanding of the structural limits of their outreach and 

mediation with armed groups. One Herat elder described the limits of (non-violent) informal 

power holders in Afghanistan today: “As you get closer to the village the more credibility 

mediators have, but they have less power to influence decisions outside their immediate 

areas.”141 In recent years there have been isolated incidents of mediated local peace agreements 

with the insurgency, but there is very little evidence of these agreements spreading outward 

beyond their communities or tribes organically. Nevertheless, the experience of peace 

practitioners mediating in intractable conflicts around the world suggest that strengthening 

voices, mediation skills, and remits at the subnational level—and then attempting to establish 

mechanisms to connect these individuals/groups to the national level—is a strategy with positive 

benefits. The near term impact of such efforts should be viewed realistically, as previous 

research by The Liaison Office and the Peace Training Research Organization indicate that 

community elders can act as important constraints on Taliban behavior in cases where the 

insurgent commander comes from the community in which he operates. Among those we spoke 

with who had recently dealt directly with insurgents, these efforts were limited to reactive 

negotiations seeking specific behaviour changes from the cadres operating in their villages—for 

instance, negotiating on behalf of villagers to decrease onerous Taliban food demands.142 While 

these are important efforts, they are limited in scope, and the capacity for community actors to 

mediate peace in Afghanistan – while meaningful and experienced in many ways – should not be 

overestimated.   

 

Though most interviewees and Peace Dialogue participants believed that a high level agreement 

would improve the security situation at the local level to a certain degree, others were sceptical 

that peace would “trickle down”, consistently citing two reasons. First, the HPC, and its 

Provincial Peace Committees, is seen as an inept institution run by commanders and warlords, 

themselves previous instigators of conflict, and therefore holds very little legitimacy among 

those we spoke with in all provinces. As the HPC is tasked, in part, with linking national and 

subnational peace process it is not surprising that people doubt the trickle down capacity of a 

national agreement. One participant in the western Peace Dialogue summed up what was a 

widespread sentiment:  
 

                                                                 
139 Interview with tribal elder, Kandahar, September 2015 
140 Interview with tribal elder, Kandahar, September 2015 
141 Interview with tribal elder, Herat, August 2015 
142 Interview with tribal elder, Nangarhar, July 2015 
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Based on my experience and learning [even] if national reconciliation occurs, we may not 

have peace. The people who are currently leading the peace process are corrupt and they 

just work for their own benefit and not in the national interest.143 
 

Because of this lack of legitimacy many of those interviewed welcomed the National Unity 

Government’s moves in 2015 to take a more direct role in negotiations with Taliban leadership 

(and the Pakistani government) as a positive development, signalling a seriousness that was 

absent during the Karzai government. Second, and more fundamentally, interviewees cited a 

range of structural factors and unaddressed grievances—running the gamut from unemployment 

to government corruption. 

 

Interviewees felt that in the absence of discernible peace dividends—jobs, community 

development, freedom of movement—even the strongest national level agreement would 

immediately face implementation challenges. Yet, interviewees did not necessarily think that it 

was the role of the APRP to provide development and employment, instead viewing this as 

something that should be facilitated by the government more generally. Yet, even in the absence 

of a regional/national agreement, community leaders and civil society are nonetheless 

contributing to peace at the subnational level. Interviewees cited numerous examples of efforts to 

manage communal conflict in order to prevent escalation and ultimately mitigate insurgent 

recruitment:   

 

Small problems can create big problems and we are trying to solve the small problems so 

that they do not grow into big problems—this is how the local level is supporting the 

national peace process.144 

 

Though the ability of community leaders to introduce insurgents into the peace process had 

diminished, this was primarily the result of contextual constraints rather than desire or personal 

capacity. Indeed, many respondents voiced variations on the following sentiment: “We need a 

national agreement and space for local dialogue.”145 Respondents were equally sure that if a 

national agreement is reached, community reconciliation must necessarily be addressed, and that 

only by allowing communities a lead in this process could durable peace be assured. Local 

mediators saw themselves as crucial to this reconciliation process: 
 

Reconciliation should be handled at the local level, initially by community 

representatives. This at least must be the first attempt, if the issue cannot be solved at this 

point then it will be referred upwards to either the courts or other bodies depending on the 

nature of the issue.146 
 

Beyond those community leaders engaging Taliban directly, interviewees identified organized 

civil society, such as community development organizations, local independent media, youth and 

women’s groups, and unions as critical to subnational peace efforts. Such groups play a key role 

in the development and dissemination of peace messages that resonate with communities, build 

the capacity of mediators, and provide the logistical support that facilitates community dialogue, 

                                                                 
143 Western Regional Peace Dialogue participant, Herat, August 2015 
144 Interview with tribal elder, Herat, August 2015 
145 Interview with community activist, Nangarhar, July 2015 
146 Interview Tribal elder, Herat, August 2015 
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dispute resolution, and reconciliation. Those we interviewed said that to date their engagement 

with the APRP had been at best ad hoc. As a result, what initiatives they had spearheaded 

remained mostly unconnected to either the provincial or national peace process.147 

 

Ideas for increasing national-subnational peace process linkages mostly emphasized working 

with existing structures rather than creating new bodies. For instance, at the National Dialogue in 

Kabul in January, participants advocated strengthening existing National Solidity Program 

Community Development Councils (CDCs), both as bodies that could conduct outreach and 

facilitate dialogue with insurgents but also to continue to channel community development 

support through these bodies to increase development over all; increasing collaboration among 

line ministries and their provincial departments in particular the Ministry of Haj provincial 

offices for the purpose of broadcasting peace messages; establishing a database at the provincial 

level so that activities related to peace could be recorded and shared systematically with Kabul. 

 

Multi-stakeholder and multi-sectoral approaches could also include working with a cross-section 

of existing subnational civil society bodies, including youth, cultural, media and women’s 

groups, as well as other organizations often sidelined in mediation and negotiation, including 

business associations/leaders and various municipal level unions with representatives from these 

groups attending Provincial Peace Committee meetings on a regular basis in order to establish 

initial linkages, explore potential avenues for collaboration in peacebuilding activities and to 

generally increase the transparency of the process. The informal actors cited most often were 

religious leaders, followed by community elders; interviewees felt both groups had a role to play 

first in outreach to potential reintegrees, secondly in mediation, reconciliation and addressing 

grievances. Most respondents felt that by officially joining the APRP as members of the PPCs 

for instance, the impartiality and effectiveness of these individuals may be put in question and 

many said that an informal but organized collaboration with the PPCs may be the best option. 
 

3. MEDIATION AND PEACEBUILDING 
 

There have never really been any mediators in this [peace] process. Those who did 

attempt mediation were either targeted by the government and US forces or the 

Taliban.148 

 
Tribal Elder, Kandahar 

 

During the course of the regional Peace Dialogues in Herat, Kandahar, and Nangarhar, 

enumerators surveyed a random sample of participants about their involvement in mediation and 

dispute resolution. The survey found that participants were very active in some form of 

community mediation/dispute resolution: Herat (85 per cent), Kandahar (100 per cent), 

Nangarhar (92 per cent). The mediators at the Peace Dialogues have proven capable of 

navigating complex waters, and have earned the legitimacy of their communities. These people 

include religious leaders, community leaders and local shura members, tribal leaders, elders 

                                                                 
147 Multiple participants in the Southern, Eastern, Western, Northern Peace Dialogues, July - September 2015 
148 Interview with tribal elder, Kandahar, September 2015. 
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within families and relatives. These are the types of groups one might expect to hold the 

legitimacy to mediate. Interestingly, it also included the former mujahideen commanders, district 

governors and a chief of police, independent human rights organisations, political parties, and a 

representative from the women affairs department.  

 

While neutrality is certainly something that participant’s value, this does not seem to exclude 

political entities from engaging in mediation—presumably as long as they mediate the conflict in 

a manner that is neutral. It also indicates that mediators must be selected by and for the 

communities. Indeed, interviewees highlighted that there was not one mediator “type” and that 

no actor—mujahideen commanders, political players, even Taliban commanders—should 

automatically be excluded from the mediator role; though this did not imply that everyone was 

acceptable either. Specific knowledge of local mediation practices and Islamic law were 

consistently cited as helpful qualities, but the most basic prerequisites cited were access to AOGs 

and legitimacy. As some interviewees noted, in the current environment enforcement 

mechanisms are mostly non-existent, therefore the legitimacy of the mediator is paramount. 

 

As Figure 1 shows, the majority of the mediation undertaken by Peace Dialogue participants 

focused on resource/land and family or village conflicts, with a lower frequency of mediation 

between AOGs and the government.149  Follow up interviews revealed that this was not strictly a 

capacity issue—participants gave examples of leading complex multiparty mediation of violent 

or potentially violent conflict. Instead, this was the result of a number of often overlapping 

issues, including erosion of confidence, lack of opportunity, the absence of articulated positions, 

and the power of external spoilers.  

 

Among those we spoke with, the loss of confidence pertained to both the AOG and government 

sides and was strictly limiting the impact of any third party mediation—essentially rendering the 

risk to reward ratio for resolving a conflict between these two groups too great to gamble with 

one’s life or reputation. As an elder from Kandahar stated: 

 

There have never really been any mediators in this [peace] process. Those who did 

attempt mediation were either targeted by the government and US forces or the 

Taliban.150 

 

Others said the primary factor was the lack of opportunity, as both the government and the 

Taliban sought to exclude community leaders from a process that they were intent on controlling 

to their advantage at any cost.  Still others noted that even when small breakthroughs were made 

with community level fighters, interference from above—Taliban leadership, government-

aligned strongmen, or regional actors such as Pakistan—undermined their efforts; indicating that 

local level mediation is not sufficiently strong enough at present to grapple with the major 

spoilers involved in the conflict. More basically, there was a shared opinion that mediators didn’t 

matter—or at least didn’t matter at the current conflict stage. What mattered was that the 

insurgency and the government developed and articulated positions—something that neither side 

had done thus far. 

                                                                 
149 Regional Peace Dialogues, Herat, Kandahar, Nangarhar, July – September 2015 
150 Interview with tribal elder, Kandahar, September 2015. 
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Figure 1: Conflicts (by type) mediated by a random selection of Peace Dialogue participants, in the provinces of Nangarhar, Herat, Kandahar, and 
Balkh. Figures represent frequency of response, as individuals were often involved in the mediation of more than one type of conflict. Figures 
show a high frequency of involvement in resource/land and family/village conflicts and lower frequency of mediation involving insurgents and/or 
the government.   
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Peacebuilding Activities: Herat A – Assisting reintegrees 
B – Encouraging fighters to join the peace process 
C – Assisting with job creation to prevent others 
fighting for economic reasons 
D – Administering justice 
E – Engaging in reconciliation 
F – Fighting corruption 
G – Advocating for issues important to the 
community  
H – Other (workshops and peace conferences; 
protecting women; and providing psychological 
assistance to combatants were cited)  
 

Figure 2: Peacebuilding activities (by type) undertaken by a random selection of Peace Dialogue participants, in the provinces of Nangarhar, 
Herat, Kandahar, and Balkh. Figures represent frequency of response, as individuals were often involved in more than one type of peacebuilding 
activity.  Data shows a high level of engagement in administering justice at the family and village level and advocacy.  
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From this standpoint, interviewees reiterated that the “next steps” in the process were at the 

national and regional level.151 Finally, some interviewees believed their primary role was not 

between AOGs and the government, but between individual insurgents and their communities—

with a focus on reconciliation and justice. Indeed, while local credible leaders are increasingly 

reluctant to act as mediators between the government and the insurgency, they are eager to play a 

role in reconciliation that directly involves their community. Encouragingly, this eagerness is in 

line with what community leaders are already doing. As Figure 2 below shows, a significant 

number of Peace Dialogue participants surveyed were involved in justice and reconciliation 

activities within their communities, even if these did not always include AOGs.  

 

For many interviewees, mediation—or, more precisely, the failure of mediation—is bound up at 

the subnational level with the Provincial Peace Committees. The exact role of the PPCs has been 

ambiguous since the start of the APRP and remains so today. Though the Program Document 

states that these committees are responsible for outreach and negotiation 152  their ability to 

negotiate as the government with the insurgency has been practically limited: first by the 

aforementioned lack of a national framework, and second by the interference of other 

government strongmen.153 PPC ability to conduct outreach has also been effectively limited. 

Nearly all those interviewed cited impartiality as a key ingredient—if not the key ingredient—to 

successful engagement with insurgents in the current context.  

 

As such, many see the process structurally doomed if the PPCs—composed of government 

security officials and/or rivals of the Talban-led insurgency—conduct outreach on behalf of the 

Afghan government. 154   Though the Program Document recognizes that many existing 

grievances and obstacles to reintegration are between AOGs and the government, and therefore 

shuras formed of third party mediators would be necessary to facilitate the reintegration process, 

such councils have never been formed.155 

 

However, interviewees felt that at the present time the answer was not to create more shuras—

bodies that would, at best, run parallel to the PPCs—without first bringing fundamental changes 

to the PPCs (and the HPC). The vast majority of all Peace Dialogue participants and 

interviewees—including in some cases PPC members themselves—stated that the first order of 

business with selecting new committee members. Many favored overhauling the appointment 

system, moving the power of appointment from provincial governors to communities 

themselves. In Jalalabad, Peace Dialogue participants discussed several ways to do this, as the 

moderator notes from this meeting detail: 

 

                                                                 
151 Multiple interviews and Peace Dialogues, 2015 
152 “The Committee is meant to be inclusive and its members will use their connections to initiate political and social outreach to 

combatant groupings and to conduct negotiations leading to demobilization.” (Annex V: “Political and Social Outreach, 

Confidence Building and Negotiation”)  
153 Previous research by The Liaison Office has shown that in the province of Uruzgan, the provincial peace committee’s work 

was continually undermined by the former chief of police, who demanded that all reintegration activities run through him, and 

that the security of insurgents that he had not personally “demobilized” could not be guaranteed. 
154 Interview with civil society activists, Balkh, September 2015 multiple interviews with tribal elders, Kandahar, September 

2015 
155 Under Subnational Grievance Resolution Activities of Annex V reads: “Negotiation and organization of Shura-i Mahali (local 

shura) or equivalent district Shura for Peace and Reconciliation to facilitate negotiations where grievances directly call into 

question government representatives…” (Annex V: “Political and Social Outreach, Confidence Building and Negotiation”)  
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A few participants suggested the re-structuring of the peace councils in a way that both 

sides of the conflict have a say in their construction. Several people mentioned a similar 

plan: five hundred names should be collectively selected by both the government and the 

insurgency (perhaps 250 names each). From this list of 500, 100 names should be jointly 

chosen to run the national and provincial reconciliation, peacemaking and peacebuilding 

activities. It was felt that this would be the best way to get peace councils that would be 

effective at bringing both sides of the conflict together.156 

 

Though this plan is not fully articulated and would require a strong system to prevent the process 

from becoming politicized, the discussion shows a desire to ensure a greater impartiality and 

create a body that could more effectively spearhead outreach. It also, implicitly, outlines a 

program in which national and subnational process would be more closely linked. Though as 

many interviewees reiterated, the creation of such a body, no matter how inclusive and 

legitimate, would still be at a loss to make progress unless positions on both sides of the conflict 

were articulated and meaningful space to address grievances was created. 

 

4. COMMUNITY RECOVERY PROJECTS AND TRANSITION ASSISTANCE 

 

If the government does not attend us and won’t address our poverty, we must join the insurgents 

again and will restart fighting because at least the insurgents gave us enough money. 

 
Reintegrated Insurgent, Logar 

 

They [APRP] believe the Taliban only fight because they don’t have jobs. The Taliban fight 

because they believe in what they are fighting for. 

 
Tribal Elder, Kandahar 

 

In addition to interviews with stakeholders from throughout the country, this study looked in-

depth at APRP transition assistance in Logar and Herat provinces, interviewing provincial APRP 

officials, line departments, reintegrees, and communities in which APRP projects have been 

undertaken and conducting site visits to evaluate the projects (see Herat and Logar case studies 

in Annex 1).157 The study found that APRP development projects—predominately short-term 

small-scale infrastructure like wells and retaining walls or agro-forestry projects—are often done 

well enough and completed on time, but communities often had no idea that these programs were 

associated with the reintegration process.  Though these projects are designed to benefit those 

communities into which fighters are reintegrated, communities perceived no discernable 

connection in this regard, apparently nullifying the main objective of such projects—to address 

the needs not only of the reintegrees but communities as well.  In Logar, this study found that 

another reason communities had trouble associating development projects with the APRP was 

that in many cases there were no reintegrees involved in these projects. In Herat comparatively 

more reintegrees were involved in community development projects supported by the APRP but 

                                                                 
156Eastern Regional Peace Dialogue, moderator notes, Nangarhar, July 2015 
157 The research team also visited Panjshir province, but no projects had been implemented nor fighters reintegrated. 
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the direct benefits to the reintegree communities were less clear. Beyond reintegrees and APRP 

officials, many interviewees throughout the country questioned the assistance-based approach 

itself. As one tribal elder noted: “They [APRP] believe the Taliban only fight because they don’t 

have jobs. The Taliban fight because they believe in what they are fighting for.”158 Others said 

that while assistance and development may be important goals in and of themselves for the 

community, the primary obstacles for reintegrees and their communities were related to basic 

security concerns such as revenge attacks by the Taliban, and not the absence of development or 

the short duration of transition assistance packages. 

 

Reintegrees interviewed in Logar and Herat said they were not seeing the livelihood benefits that 

had been promised and pointed to poverty as one factor behind their choice to rejoin the 

insurgency.  As a former Taliban from Logar explained: “If the government does not attend us 

and won’t address our poverty, we must join the insurgents again and will restart fighting 

because at least the insurgents gave us enough money.”159A view echoed by a reintegree in 

Herat: “Our economic situation got worse [after we joined the APRP]. When we were insurgents 

we received proper food, salaries, and good weapons. Currently we don’t have enough food to 

eating.” 160  According to one government interviewee the insurgency was outbidding the 

government, with some militants receiving up to 40,000 Pakistani rupees (380 USD) per 

month,161 compared to the 120USD per month stipend provided through APRP.162 A fact that 

interviewees in both Balkh and Kandahar claimed was not relevant as any attempt by the 

government to buy back insurgents would only encourage “fake Taliban” and result in more 

corruption in the system.163 

 

However, many reintegrees were equally if not more concerned with personal security, and the 

inability of the government to provide protection from insurgent reprisal attacks was a major 

factor in decisions to return to the fight. This was the most commonly discussed concern among 

reintegrees in two focus group discussions in Herat, who had formerly been involved in armed 

opposition under local strongmen for more than 10-20 years.164 One explained, “I am warned by 

Taliban militants and they threaten to kill me. The government doesn’t help me as well; they 

only assisted us for six months and I am jobless now.”165 Several felt that this predicament—

being unable to stay securely where they were or go home, and having no financial means to 

improve their situation—left them no choice but to rejoin militant groups.166  
 

The PPC and PJST in both Logar and Herat acknowledged that security threats are a huge 

problem facing those who join the APRP process and that they were unable to adequately 

provide this security. They explained that reintegrees regularly receive threats, and that their 

families are often threatened as well if the AOG—namely the Taliban—find out that they want 

to join the peace process. A line department official from Herat involved in APRP projects 

                                                                 
158 Interview with tribal elder, Kandahar, September 2015 
159 FGD with reintegrees in Logar, July 2015 
160 FGD with reintegrees in Herat, August 2015 
161 Interview with DRRD in Herat, August 2015 
162 “APRP Development Department,” High Peace Council, 2011, 

http://www.hpc.org.af/english/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=90&Itemid=49. 
163 Northern regional symposium participant, Balkh, September 2015; Interview with tribal elder, Kandahar, September 2015.   
164 Two FGDs with reintegrees in Herat, August 2015 
165 FGD with reintegrees in Herat, August 2015 
166 Two FGDs with reintegrees in Herat, August 2015 
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corroborated this view, explaining, “Insurgents really threaten those who join the reintegration 

process and because of this the real insurgents will never want to join this process.”167 

 

There were also many factors besides money and development motivating insurgents to join the 

APRP. In Logar, reintegrees had primarily chosen to reintegrate because they felt patriotism and 

wanted the fighting to stop in their province, and one group explained that when they found out 

foreign troops were leaving Afghanistan they decided to stop fighting because they felt that jihad 

is lawful against foreign troops, but not with Afghans.168Additionally, the decision by some 

insurgents to join the peace process was less a function of the carrot of money and development 

than a fundamental belief in the legitimacy and the strength of the government—as something 

worth joining, and as something that would be able to provide basic protection to them, their 

families and immediate communities. From this standpoint, issues of government corruption 

and/or abuses towards certain segments of the population eroded confidence and dissuaded 

individuals from joining the process in the first place.169 

 

In provinces like Herat, Logar, and Balkh the perception among communities was that while 

APRP’s community development strategy was not hurting the community, it was not catalyzing 

reintegration or facilitating reconciliation at the local level—an overall good, but not one with 

any connections to peace and reconciliation. However, in Kandahar province many interviewees 

felt that assistance was having a net negative impact, as one elder noted: “Everything has been 

monetized; this hurts our community because no one comes to the peace process for common 

cause but only because of money.”170  Many interviewees felt that the funds associated with 

these projects had only complicated the peace process, while others said that the carrot of 

aid/development was driving corruption within the APRP itself:  
 

The government should stop the flow of money into the peace process because right now 

the peace committees and the other officials are busy earning money and have completely 

forgotten their real responsibility of outreach and mediation.171 
 

Much of the rationale for APRP’s community development and reintegration assistance approach 

was based on the simple—and mostly unsubstantiated—belief that many insurgents choose to 

fight for economic reasons, and that providing economic incentives would persuade them to 

recalculate their cost/benefit analysis and give up arms.172 While those we interviewed said that 

this was indeed one component of reintegration, they felt that there was an over-reliance on this 

component—first because it was a relatively easy deliverable (the construction of things as 

opposed to more intangible aspects of justice and accountability associated with reconciliation) 

and second because the administration of these resources had quickly replaced outreach and 

mediation as the central task of PPCs. 

 

                                                                 
167 Interview, government official, Herat, August 2015 
168 Two FGDs with reintegrees in Logar, July 2015 
169 FGDs with reintegrees in Logar and Herat, August 2015 
170 Interview with civil society member, Kandahar, September 2015 
171 Interview with tribal elder, Kandahar, September 2015 
172 Matt Waldman, “Golden Surrender? The Risks, Challenges, and implications of Reintegration in Afghanistan,” Afghanistan 

Analysts Network, 2010, http://www.afghanistan-analysts.org/wp-

content/uploads/downloads/2012/10/2010_AAN_Golden_Surrender.pdf. 
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Though many reintegrees we spoke with said that greater livelihood support was needed in the 

APRP, it was less clear if such support and other community development programs were acting 

as the carrot intended to induce fighters to join the program, and that the injection of projects 

(and project funding) was having in some areas either little impact, no impact, or, as in the case 

of Kandahar, an adverse impact. If nothing else APRP has at least corroborated the identification 

of the limitations of a purely economically based analysis of insurgent motivations and potential 

strategies for encouraging reintegration that have appeared in recent research such as the 2015 

report published by Mercy Corps which found that injustice, more than unemployment or 

economic hardship, is a key contributor to youth engagement in conflict.173 

 

5. AMNESTY AND TRANSITIONAL JUSTICE 
 

Amnesty will bring no positive impact for our peace and security as the criminals are still 

working in high posts in the government. Actually the criminals don’t want peace and 

prosecution; if they did they would be prosecuting themselves. 

 
Community Member, Logar 

 

There has to be a general forgiveness. Transitional justice is not applicable because warlords 

will never join the peace process if they know that there will be transitional justice. So it is the 

only option to announce a general forgiveness for all. 

 
Community Member, Kunar 

 

Interviewees held a wide range of opinions regarding the issues of justice and amnesty, from 

those advocating complete accountability and strong transitional justice reaching back to the late 

1970s, to those who said the only way to encourage insurgents and mitigate government spoilers 

was to ensure a broad amnesty, to the majority in the middle who advocated some form of 

documentation, public apology/forgiveness and limited criminal prosecutions as needed. These 

opinions were often very personal in nature, with an interviewee’s stance a matter of how closely 

that person and his/her family had been affected by violence. Direct experience was more of a 

determinant than, say, province of origin or even sex, though women were on the whole more 

inclined than men to voice support for justice. In both eastern and western Afghanistan the 

amnesty vs. justice debate was often expressed as a rural/urban divide, with those from the 

countryside more inclined towards amnesty and those in the (comparatively more secure) 

provincial centers favoring stronger justice.  

 

Many interviewees quickly reframed the issue of amnesty in the broader context of the last 35 

years of war in Afghanistan, highlighting transitional justice issues from decades past that have 

been swept under the rug, and the need to see transitional justice not just as an issue relevant to 

the Taliban-led insurgency but to those within the government who have committed abuses—

                                                                 
173 “Youth and Consequences: Unemployment, Injustice and Violence,” Mercy Corps, 2015, 
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either before or after 2001. In one discussion with female community members in Herat, a 

participant explained: 
 

People had horrible experiences in the last four decades, and the criminals must be 

prosecuted. Some people were forced to leave their houses, and during the fighting 

thousands of innocent people were killed and wounded, so there was no sense of justice. I 

think the criminals must be punished to be a lesson for others. If the criminals are 

forgiven it increases the crimes and encourages them to repeat their violent actions 

again.174 
 

An interviewee in Logar reiterated this sentiment:  
 

Amnesty will bring no positive impact for our peace and security as the criminals are still 

working in high posts in the government. Actually the criminals don’t want peace and 

prosecution; if they did they would be prosecuting themselves.175 
 

In Kandahar this viewpoint was just as pronounced: 
 

Let’s be realistic. Who needs forgiveness? At least in southern Afghanistan, the Taliban 

are not the ones that should be asking for forgiveness, it’s the current government that 

needs to be forgiven.176 
 

Those who favored amnesty framed their support a number of ways. Arguing most prominently 

that it would incentivize current insurgents to seek out peace. As a civil society activist from 

Nangarhar stated: “No one wants to lay down their weapons if they fear that once peace comes to 

the country they are just going to be put in jail.”177Though this rationale seems logical, the 

findings of this and other research—that many fighters join the peace process only to rejoin 

militant groups later—support the more dominant assertion among interviewees that amnesty 

hurts the peace process by giving the impression to former and current fighters that they will not 

be held accountable for their actions. A civil society activist from Kandahar attempted to strike a 

balance, when he qualified his support for amnesty in an attempt to avoid problems of 

recidivism, saying: “Amnesty should only follow a negotiated national level peace deal that ends 

the fighting; it can’t be dangled out as a carrot to entice potential reintegrees.” 178  Another 

interviewee from Kunar argued that amnesty was the only sure means of addressing potential 

spoilers beyond the current Taliban-led insurgency:  
 

There has to be a general forgiveness. Transitional justice is not applicable because 

warlords will never join the peace process if they know that there will be transitional 

justice. So it is the only option to announce a general forgiveness for all.179 
 

Others argued for amnesty as a general good from a religious standpoint— “Amnesty should be 

given for criminals as they have done their violence and conflicts by mistake. Islam recommends 

                                                                 
174 FGD with female community members in Herat, August 2015 
175 FGD with male community members in Logar, July 2015 
176 Interview with tribal elder, Kandahar, September 2015 
177 Individual interview with civil society activist and community mediator, Nangarhar, July 2015 
178 Interview with civil society activist, Kandahar, September 2015 
179 Interview with Kunar community leader, Nangarhar, September 2015 
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that forgiveness is better than revenge”180—and were able to cite specific examples within the 

Koran, the Hadith and Islamic history to support this course of action.181Others argued from a 

standpoint of nationalism or brotherhood: “They [militants] should be forgiven because they are 

also Afghans even though they carried out crimes.”182 

 

Interviewees in the chronically insecure provinces of Nangarhar and Kunar argued for amnesty 

as the best means of getting the Taliban to the negotiating table.  Here the desire for an end to 

violence was palpable, and for these individuals the past was insignificant in comparison to the 

prospect of future peace.183 These views were expressed during a symposium attended by over 

one hundred participants and it was interesting to see how the desire for justice and the desire for 

amnesty divided. Those who sought justice were often from the urban areas and from civil 

society organizations; their exposure to daily fighting and hardships associated with chronic 

insecurity was perhaps on the whole less than the rural inhabitants advocating amnesty. This 

same rural/urban divide was seen among symposium participants in Herat province as well 

where city dwellers – generally – were more likely to demand justice for the Taliban in the 

conventional way. 184  

 

However, if the majority of interviewees across the country seemed reluctant to advocate for 

blanket amnesty, many were equally reluctant to push for a punitive justice regime, seeking 

instead a combination of acknowledgement and some form of restorative justice that centered on 

public acceptance of past wrongdoing and asking for forgiveness, with community and village 

elders leading this process. Many were also quick to point out that reconciliation was not 

synonymous with amnesty or forgetting. As a participant in the southern regional symposium, 

noted: “Reconciliation into a community is not a blanket amnesty. Forgiveness must first be 

asked for.”185  Or as participant in the western regional symposium in Herat stated: 
 

I think it is quite important for public people to hear armed opposition groups confess to 

their crimes against the community. And I am sure if these armed groups confessed then 

the community members would forgive then in return.186 
 

However, the ability of traditional systems to manage reconciliation in the current context needs 

approached realistically. As Afghanistan scholar Thomas Barfield has noted: “The non-state 

legal system reaches reconciliation as a result of complex processes of public condemnation, 

forgiveness, and acceptance. […] However, these traditional approaches do not easily extend to 

intercommunity conflicts between armed groups. Nor have they proven able to deal with larger 

scale atrocities related to the armed conflict of the past 25 years.”187 

 

                                                                 
180 FGD with reintegrees in Logar, July 2015 
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There was also prevailing opinion among community members that the crimes and 

transgressions of the past four decades should, at the very least, be systematically documented.188 

It was most commonly believed that this should be done through an impartial commission and 

that all evidence and documentation should be kept in a safe place. However, opinions on what 

should be done with this documentation were divided. Some argued that it should be made public 

but only at the “appropriate time” when it would not risk reigniting conflict and could serve as a 

basis for credible prosecutions through the formal justice system in Afghanistan. Indeed many 

who advocated creating a robust historical record were concerned that the existing justice system 

in Afghanistan was in no position to handle evidence or credibly try cases. As one group of 

reintegrees from Herat explained: 

 

This evidence must be kept secret because the government is not currently capable of 

prosecuting warlords. When there would be appropriate time then they should be 

disclosed.189 
 

A focus group participant in Panjshir believed that national or international courts were capable 

of prosecution, but that evidence should not necessarily be made public: 
 

If actual evidence of war crimes is collected, it should be left to national justice 

authorities to prosecute criminals for the war crimes that have been committed. 

Otherwise they should be submitted to international courts. The evidence should be kept 

in a safe place. If the government or institutions publish documents regarding various 

feuds and revenge, a new round of civil war will break out.190 
 

A focus group participant from Logar advocated for a government inquiry, followed by a public 

dissemination of documentation:  
 

If there is an independent government and judiciary they should be responsible for 

collecting and managing this evidence. It would be great to broadcast the criminal 

evidence through media in order that everybody will recognize the criminals and then it 

should be up to the public to forgive or prosecute them.191 
 

Amongst some interviewees there seemed to be a state/personal dichotomy when it came to who 

should reconcile and who should seek justice. Some believed that the state had to reconcile with 

the Taliban: that forgiveness should be enshrined in the formal justice system, and that high 

ranking government positions and political assurances should be provided to in order to achieve 

long standing peace. In other words, amnesty should be provided to the Taliban from the 

government’s side. However, some suggested that in cases where evidence exists to prosecute 

specific militants, individuals should have the opportunity to seek justice. In other words, the 

state should not have the ability to carry out widespread punitive action (or enact blanket 

amnesties) in order to keep the option of justice in the hands of aggrieved individuals.192  As a 

focus group discussion participant in Logar said: 

                                                                 
188 Three FGDs with female community members, four FGDs with male community members, two FGDs with community 
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The war affected people and victims who lost their family members, and they are 

responsible to forgive or not forgive the criminals. If public amnesty is given, then it 

means betrayal.193 
 

One local mediator in Kunar province also noted that from a practical standpoint, taking away 

the threat of prison for offenders would make them less likely to accept whatever decisions are 

reached by community jirgas regarding reconciliation, reparations, or punishment: “the thing that 

makes jirgas successful is that when both parties recognize that one or more of them could go to 

jail if they are not able to solve their problems through the jirga.”194 

 

Collectively, these findings underscore a couple of key points. First, the last 35 years of war in 

Afghanistan have also been 35 years of impunity. Though today some live in such a state of 

insecurity that seeking justice is hard to comprehend, many of those we interviewed felt strongly 

that the current government was in no position to grant anyone amnesty, most of all itself. This 

latter group was divided about what reconciliation and transitional justice should look like, 

though there was a strong sense that individuals and communities should retain the right to seek 

criminal prosecutions on the one hand, and to reconcile fighters into their communities through 

traditional methods where possible, on the other. Though both criminal prosecutions and 

informal reconciliation/transitional justice have a host of well-documented constraints—e.g., the 

capacity and credibility of both systems—at a basic level interviewees demanded that these 

options not be negotiated away. Second, the government’s dismissal of the Action Plan for 

Peace, Reconciliation and Justice of 2006 (see section IV, 2), and the passage of a government 

Amnesty law in 2008 has not created any of the “national stability” that these actions intended. 

Indeed, for those we interviewed, the issues of accountability and justice have not disappeared, if 

anything they have intensified along with the overall conflict situation.  

6. POLITICAL INTEGRATION AND POWER SHARING 

The Taliban must accept the presence of those who are partners with this government, including 

the US, and the government should accept the presence of the Taliban, not as an armed 

insurgency but as a group able to share power within the parameters of Afghan law.  

 
Elder, Kandahar 

 

Closely linked to the issue of amnesty and accountability was the question of allowing 

reintegrated militants decision-making power through inclusion in national and subnational 

government. However, interviewees in multiple provinces were quick to point out that the most 

difficult issue was not the inclusion of former Taliban into the government, but to purge 

government institutions of those corrupt and abusive individuals currently holding power.195 

Indeed, all those who spoke of the necessity of power sharing understood that the main 

impediment to political power sharing at the local level was not public perception, but 

government- or government-aligned powerbrokers (from district governors to provincial 
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councilmen to narco-traffickers) whose power and livelihoods would be threatened by a change 

in the status quo. 

 

Though some believed that what the Taliban-led insurgency had done was unforgiveable and 

could never be accommodated through power sharing, these opinions were in the clear minority. 

Whereas there were more pronounced divisions on the issue of amnesty, there was broad 

acceptance for power sharing at both the national and subnational level, even among those we 

spoke with from Northern provinces such as Balkh. This support, however, was qualified with 

statements such as “only those who have not committed crimes”, further underscoring that some 

form of transitional justice and accountability will need to be included in order to ensure that 

those with “blood on their hands” are disqualified and that some form of reconciliation, as 

opposed to simply demobilization or reintegration, will need to occur first.196  More specifically, 

there were concerns that without a binding peace agreement in which the Constitution—

particularly the equal rights protections of Article 22 197 —was explicitly safeguarded, those 

integrated into the government could lead a rear guard action to roll back basic equality, human 

rights, and educational gains made in the last 15 years. However, in terms of policy and practice, 

interviewees were less sure how power sharing should be carried out and what role if any, local 

communities should be given in this process. Some suggested that, at a minimum, those joining 

the government would need to accept the Afghan constitution and laws; publicly ask forgiveness, 

renounce violence, and vow to protect women’s rights. 

 

As with the issue of amnesty, interviewees, particularly in the south and east, were quick to put 

political power sharing into a wider historical context. For instance:  
 

For me there is no difference between the Taliban and the Northern Alliance. If [former 

mujahideen commander] Atta Mohammed Noor can become the governor of Balkh, then 

why can’t a Taliban commander become a provincial governor? Both have been involved 

in the destruction of Afghanistan.”198 
 

Many participants in the northern regional symposium held in Balkh expressed the opinion that 

the Taliban could not be defeated militarily and that any negotiated peace would, prima facie, 

include political power sharing. The idea that power sharing would be part of a larger negotiated 

settlement, with the Taliban-led insurgency making concessions as part of the agreement, was 

shared in Kandahar: 
 

The Taliban must accept the presence of those who are partners with this government, 

including the US, and the government should accept the presence of the Taliban, not as 

an armed insurgency but as a group able to share power within the parameters of Afghan 

law.199 
 

                                                                 
196 Multiple interviews and focus group discussions in Herat, Kandahar, Nangarhar, Balkh, and Logar, July – September 2015 
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Others interviewed in Kandahar stated that de facto integration already exists, particularly in 

some rural areas where Taliban currently exercise a level of decision-making power.200 The 

biggest caveat to power sharing was inclusion of former insurgents into authority positions 

within Afghanistan’s National Security Forces. Interviewees felt there should be limits to entry, 

though what exactly these limits should be was less clear; responses ranged from total exclusion, 

to exclusion from certain services—e.g., the National Director of Security—or exclusion from 

the upper ranks but not from lower positions, something that is happening already in many parts 

of the country.  

 

 

 

 
  

                                                                 
200 Multiple interviews with tribal elders and civil society activist, Kandahar, September 2015 
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VII. Appendices 

1. ANNEX 1: APRP COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT PROJECT CASE STUDIES 

Case Study: Logar 

According to Provincial Joint Secretariat Team staff member interviewed in Logar, 120 

development projects had been implemented through APRP as of mid-2015.  Focus group 

participants mostly discussed the building of boundary walls, public buildings such as meeting 

halls, and wells. 201  However, very few were aware of or discussed development projects 

implemented through APRP. Among those who were aware of development projects, most felt 

that these projects that have been undertaken have largely been small-scale and short-

term.202Researchers conducted site visits to eight SGPs in Logar province. Of these projects, 

three were construction of boundary walls, two road gravelling, two agroforestry, and one 

construction of a community center. According to observation checklists, all eight projects were 

implemented through CDCs with oversight and monitoring from the Department of Rural 

Rehabilitation and Development, and reintegrees were only employed on one of the eight 

projects, where the CDCs generally decided who got to work on the projects and did not include 

reintegrees, despite the projects being supported by APRP funding. All of the projects were 

assessed as having been built of average to high quality, and the majority were still assessed as 

being in average to good condition. However, in one agroforestry project where a pistachio 

plantation was established, lack of irrigation was noted as affecting sustainability, where DAIL 

explained they can no longer irrigate the orchard constantly and if it is not irrigated it will 

eventually dry out. 

Case Study: Herat 

According to PPC member interviewed in Herat, 560-600 development projects have been 

implemented through APRP. However, as this individual explained only 350 families were direct 

beneficiaries of these projects.203 Examples of projects included the rehabilitation of a bridge and 

pistachio gardens in Injil district. 204  Many interviewees also clarified that the development 

projects undertaken have largely been small-scale and short-term.205 Interviewees explained that 

various sectoral line ministries are involved in the planning and implementation of APRP 

development projects in Herat, including DAIL,206DoLSAMD,207 and DRRD.208In these projects, 

monitoring is the responsibility of the line ministry.209 The Public Works Corps has also been 

active in Herat as a component of APRP, as well as MAIL reforestation APRP projects.210 

According to APRP reporting, 117 reintegrees had benefited from Small Grants Projects (SGPs) 

                                                                 
201 Interview with PJST, FGD with reintegrees in Logar, July 2015 
202 FGD with female community members, two FGDs with reintegrees, FGD with community leaders, interview with DAIL, 

DRRD, PJST, and PPC in Logar, July 2015 
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204 Interview with PPC in Herat, August 2015 
205 Interview with PJST, DoLSAMD, DoPW, one FGD with female community members in Herat, August 2015 
206 FGD with reintegrees in Herat, August 2015 
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209 Interview with DRRD, DoLSAMD in Herat, August 2015 
210 “APRP 2014 Annual Project Progress Report,” United Nations Development Programme, 2014. 
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by the end of 2013.211 Researchers conducted site visits to eight SGPs in Herat province. Of 

these projects, six were agroforestry projects, one the construction of a road, and one was the 

construction of a bridge. According to observation checklists, the six agroforestry projects were 

all establishing pistachio plantations, implemented through CDCs with oversight and monitoring 

from DAIL. No budget information was provided for these projects, but most were said to be of 

high or average quality. However, particularly regarding agroforestry projects, lack of irrigation 

was noted as affecting the sustainability of multiple projects. According to the observation of the 

researcher, reintegrees were given work on all of the projects visited, though it was largely 

observed to have been at the discretion of the CDC as to who was hired for the project. 
 

2. ANNEX 2: DDR, PEACE AND RECONCILIATION INITIATIVES 
 

 

Type Name/Type Year(s) 
Administration 

and Authority 
Purpose Outcome 
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National 

Disarmament 

Commission 

(NDC) 

2003  

Afghanistan 

Transitional 
Authority (MoD, 

MoI), by 

presidential 
decree 

Originally intended only as 

the review board for the 

ANBP, took on 
disarmament, 

demobilization and 

registration duties for 
AMF associated militias, 

predominantly in the north 

Registered over 120,000 weapons from over 

200 AMF formations and collected over 
50,000 weapons/equipment; Did little to 

dismantle warlord patronage networks; 

became a tool for govt. actors to marginalize 
rivals and amass power 

Afghan New 

Beginnings 

Program 

(ANBP) 

2003 - 

2005 

United Nations 

Development 
Program 

(UNDP), on 

behalf of GIRoA 

Break the “historic 

patriarchal chain of 
command” between former 

commanders and their 

troops; transition AMF 
cadres from military to 

civilian life; collect AMF 

weapons  

63,380 ex-combatants demobilized, 259 
AMF units formally decommissioned; 57,629 

light and medium weapons collected; a 

significant reduction in weapons and fighters 
increased overall security, however 

patronage networks remained intact and in 

many cases were transferred inside 

government security services 

 

Disbanding 

Illegal Armed 

Groups (DIAG) 

2005 - 
2011 

UNDP, on behalf 
of GIRoA 

Intended to address a gap 
by demobilizing those 

IAGs that fell outside of 
the AMF militias targeted 

by the NDC and ANBP 

759 illegal armed groups were disbanded, 

54,138 weapons collected as of 2010; most of 
these were re-targeted AMF militia and 

program, like its predecessors became a tool 
for  actors to marginalize rivals and amass 

power via their ability to protect individuals 

and groups from disbandment 

Heavy Weapon 

Cantonment 

2004 - 

2006 

ISAF and the 
MoD by 

presidential 

decree  

Collect and remove all 
heavy weapons from Kabul 

to three sites outside the 

city 

Over 12,000 heavy weapons were collected 

and cantoned 

Anti-personal 

Mine and 

Ammunition 

Stockpile 

Destruction 

2005 - 

2009 

UNDP (with 

Dyncorp 

International and 
Halo Trust), on 

behalf of GIRoA 

Remove and destroy 

ammunition and anti-
personnel mines  

20,000 metric tons of ammunition, and over 

500,000 anti-personnel mines destroyed 
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Afghanistan 

Independent 

Human Rights 

Commission 

(AIHRC) 

2002 - 

Independent 

body mandated 

by the Bonn 
Agreement, 

constituted by 

presidential 
decree 

Monitor, promote and 

protect human rights in the 

country; monitor access to 

fundamental rights and 
freedoms; investigate and 

verify human rights 

violations; take measures 
for the improvement and 

promotion of human rights 

Has made significant progress in 

documenting past human rights abuses 

through extensive consultations and 
published reports such as the Call to Justice, 

but has been stymied by entrenched political 

interests from translating this documentation 
into action 

                                                                 
211 “APRP 2013 Annual Project Progress Report,” United Nations Development Programme, 2013. 
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in Afghanistan 

National 

Reconciliation, 

General 

Amnesty and 

National 

Stability Law 

2008 - 

Law (passed in 
2007, gazetted in 

2008 and 

publicly 
recognized in 

2010) 

“Adopted for the purpose 

of strengthening the 
reconciliation and national 

stability, ensuring the 

supreme interests of the 
country, ending rivalries 

and building confidence 

among the belligerent 
parties, based on their 

immunity in case of 

adherence to the 
Constitution and other 

enforced laws of the 

country” 

Provides de facto blanket immunity for those 

involved in alleged war crimes and human 
rights abuses during the 1978-2001 era; 

effectively halts many of the accountability 

tasks outlined in the Action Plan  

National 

Priority 

Program (NPP 

6) on Human 

Rights and 

Civic 

Responsibilities 

2008 - 

Ministerial 

Policy, based on 

2010 Kabul 
Conference 

Mandate and the 

Afghanistan 
National 

Development 

Strategy 

Introduce and implement a 

broad package of human 

rights and civic education 

programming, including 

the areas of peace and 

reconciliation 

The signature effort within this NPP was the 

creation of the Afghan Social Outreach 
Program and district councils; though 

significant awareness raising and civic 

education was done through them, these 
councils quickly disbanded once donor 

funding (USAID) was discontinued. 

National 

Priority 

Program (NPP 

5) - Law and 

Justice for All 

2008 -  

Ministerial 

policy, based on 

2010 Kabul 
Conference 

mandate and the 

Afghanistan 
National 

Development 

Strategy  

Restore the trust of Afghan 

citizens in the ability of the 

justice system to protect 
and defend their personal, 

economic, social and 

national interests through 
its demonstrated and 

faithful adherence to the 

rule of law—this is to be 
achieved in part by the 

incorporation of traditional 

justice into national justice  

Though much awareness raising about rights, 

and justice mechanisms has taken place, the 
cornerstone of this Program—A National 

Policy on the relations between formal and 

informal justice systems—changes at the 
MoJ have kept the law in draft form as of 

2015.  
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 Afghanistan 

National 

Independent 

Peace and 

Reconciliation 

Commission 

2005 - 

2010 

Independent 

Commission, by 

presidential 
decree 

End inter-group armed 

hostilities; resolve 

unsettled national issues; 

facilitate healing of the 

wounds caused by past 

injustices, and take 
necessary measures to 

prevent the repeat of the 

civil war and its 
destruction 

Reintegrated over 4,500 fighters and 500 

detainees, mostly those associated with the 

ongoing Taliban-led insurgency; critics say 
these numbers are exaggerated; high levels of 

recidivism due in part to inability to protect 

former fighters and detainees from both the 
Taliban and international military forces 

Afghanistan 

Peace and 

Reintegration 

Program 

2010 -  

Independent 

Commission, by 
presidential 

decree 

Afghan-led national peace 
initiative, including the 

reintegration and 

reconciliation of fighters at 
the subnational level 

10,578 insurgents reintegrated as of 
September 2015; national level peace talks 

remain uncertain five years after the 

program’s inception; Taliban violence 
continues unabated 
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3. ANNEX 3: CONCEPT NOTE TO HPC AND JOINT SECRETARIAT REGARDING 

CIVIL SOCIETY PARTICIPATION 
 

Civil Society Organizations in Support of Peace in Afghanistan:  

Concept Note to the HPC and Joint Secretariat of APRP 

May 2013 
 

 

1 Introduction  

Since its inception in June 2010, the Afghan government’s Afghanistan Peace and Reintegration 

Program (APRP) has been working to find a political solution to the ongoing conflict. We 

appreciate the efforts of the Joint Secretariat (JS) and High Peace Council (HPC) of the APRP to 

engage with civil society actors, especially the 22 January 2013 meeting called by the leadership 

of the HPC, where a request was made to a smaller group of civil society organizations (CSOs) 

to outline how civil society can support the peace process. With this document, the signatory 

civil society organizations (CSOs), with reach to diverse sectors of civil society in Afghanistan, 

both modern (NGOs, women’s, youth groups, media, professional association) and traditional 

(community elders, religious/spiritual leaders), would like to reaffirm their support to the 

national peace process in Afghanistan. We do not see such collaboration as one exclusively 

shaped by a project framework but by one where the added value of civil society is 

fundamentally acknowledged and harnessed.  

Even though we fully understand that the ultimate impetus for bringing peace has to come from 

political actors and conflict parties, reinforced by regional and international stakeholders, we a 

diverse group of civil society actors believe that we can play an important supportive role to 

revive the current peace process and make it more inclusive and sustainable.  

We call on the HPC/JS to show greater political will and improve its uneven and ad hoc 

engagement with CSOs, especially women, into a more systematic, sustained and transparent 

cooperation and communication, especially at the provincial and district levels. It is important to 

not allow the enemies of peace in Afghanistan to take advantage of a fragmented peace effort, 

where the Afghan government does not provide an enabling environment for civil society, 

especially women, to play a supportive role at the grass roots level.  

We fundamentally believe that peace is only possible if we reach out to all sectors of society and 

facilitate a participatory and bottom-up process that builds on inclusive- enough coalitions for 

durable peace. Achieving peace needs to be seen as a process, not individual reintegration events, 

whereby communities are empowered to resolve their grievances and conflicts amicable. For 

grievance resolution to be successful we need to utilize a do-no-harm approach and understand 

those issues that divide and connect people, as well as key conflict drivers. Otherwise, instead of 

supporting community cohesion and resilience, we may inadvertently strengthen dividers which 

continue to fragment communities and cause conflict. Benefits of peace—or peace dividends—

need to be made available to communities, rather than reintegrating fighters. Communities need 

to own the process and benefit from it, be given support to improve sub-national governance, 

conflict resolution mechanisms, access to justice, service delivery and economic development, as 
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it is them who have to absorb reintegrating fighters and bear the brunt of any backlash if 

reconciliation and reintegration fails.  

We believe that peace and reconciliation is about a mutual understanding of what matters to the 

majority in society, but more importantly also how it protects the rights of its weakest members. 

For peace to be sustainable, outcomes need to be inclusive of accepting the opinions, values and 

rights of all, especially that of women and marginalized communities. It is about finding 

compromises and not elite dominated outcomes.  

2 The Role of Civil Society in Peace Processes  

Any successful peace process needs the active support and participation of civil society. 

Research has shown that “eminent civil society persons (often religious or community leaders) 

can be very effective in paving the way to official negotiations and supporting the official 

mediators in times deadlocks.” The distinct advantages of CSOs, as non-state and independent 

actors adhering to humanitarian principles, are:  

 The fundamental diversity of civil society, both modern (e.g., women’s and youth groups, 

media, professional association) and traditional (community elders, religious and spiritual 

leaders), which if engaged fully and systematically can facilitate a truly participatory 

process and build inclusive-enough coalitions for durable peace.    

 To function as an impartial and independent facilitator between the Afghan 

government and other stakeholders; and provide a neutral platform for dialogue among 

communities.    

 To function as a multiplier by harnessing our extensive networks among the grass-roots 

level, by identifying and encouraging into the process trusted and “neutral community 

elders, religious figures, women and youth actors.”    

 Building a bridge to grass-roots communities, are in a position to gauge community needs 

and/or views, “promote community mobilization with direct links to trust building efforts 

between people and government,” as well as being able to facilitate local peace 

processes by reaching out to insurgent groups and help mediate grievances.   Success 

can only come when ownership is achieved, by including men and women, young and 

old, modern and traditional, religious and secular, majority and minority, especially 

marginalized communities such as ethnic minorities, kuchi nomads and internally 

displaced populations. We want to especially emphasize that as constituting half of 

Afghan society, “women’s equal involvement in the process is [absolutely] essential.”    

3 Possible Areas of Cooperation  

Building on prior JS/HPC-civil society discussions, as well as numerous civil society documents, 

including one presented to the APRP Review Conference in May 2011, this document highlights 

some areas where civil society could strengthen and enhance the peace process, both in terms of 

increasing breadth and depth as well as reaching-out to the grassroots level. The activities are 

seen as supporting the main APRP phases: outreach, demobilization and community 

rehabilitation— especially in ensuring to find “bottom up solutions for reintegration.” We hope 

that with these suggestions we can revive the momentum of JS/HPC-civil society collaboration 

and be a step closer into the direction of finalizing a concrete action plan for implementation. 
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Much of what is proposed here, however, needs the support and political will of the HPC/JS, 

mostly in the form of providing an enabling environment for CSOs to work for peace, while at 

the same time respecting our independence in order not to compromise the very strength we 

bring to the peace process. By joining efforts, and with the HPC/JS capitalizing on our strengths, 

and allowing us to add value to the APRP, we believe that peace is possible.  

Community Consultations and Confidence-Building Efforts: Local ownership is the 

backbone for sustainable peace, thus communities should have a say who they wish to 

reintegrate and most importantly, how associated APRP benefit packages (e.g., development, 

education, economic stimulation) benefit their society. This calls for an on-going dialogue 

between relevant APRP bodies and different sectors of Afghan society, especially at the grass-

roots level. CSOs can facilitate such interactions in the form of discussions platforms, provincial 

and national debates or more localized brainstorming sessions. Important is to ensure that the 

diverse voices of Afghan society, incl. marginalized groups, are being heard. “Inclusive-enough” 

coalitions of “community leaders, business, and civil society,” but also civil society organization 

and women’s group should be pursued, as they can play “important roles in restoring confidence 

and sustaining the momentum for recovery and transformation. “Another option is forming 

“District peace and reconciliation committees that are comprised of different civil society 

actors/groups,” reflecting the diversity of civil society in each region.  

Grievance Resolution Support: As impartial actors, civil society actors can play an important 

role in help to facilitate initial negotiations for brining insurgents back into the folds of 

community. Here grievance resolution, a key component of the APRP, deserves more concerted 

efforts. At present, the lack of mechanisms to voice and address historic and more recent 

grievances has contributed to an increased polarization in Afghan society. There is a need to 

ensure the support of non-violent forms of conflict resolution, elements of transitional justice, 

such facilitating “customary justice providers to support restorative justice as a mechanism to 

reconcile insurgents into communities.” Here women’s rights should be linked with customary 

mechanisms, and concepts such as nanawati should be called upon.  

Capacity Building: In addition to facilitating grievance resolution, CSOs have a great deal of 

experience in teaching mediation and non-violent conflict resolution skills, as well as peace 

education, at district and provincial levels to key stakeholders within the government and civilian 

communities in order to enhance grievance resolution. CSOs can also provide skilled facilitators; 

help to facilitate outcome- oriented workshops and discussion forums; provide background 

presentations and identified grass-roots participants.  

Peace Education and promoting a culture of peace: A culture of peace is important in order to 

counter a society that has become too used to violent forms of engagement. CSOs can reach out 

to traditional and religious leaders in order to develop peace messages grounded in sharia and 

local customs and integrate them into community debates. There is especially urgent need reach 

out to youth in order to engage them in peace-oriented activities in order to prevent joining the 

insurgency. The preventive aspect could include setting up youth empowerment centers that 

organize social, cultural and sports events, provide a neutral and creative place for dialogue, 

education, and counseling.  

Research and Monitoring: Early Warning and Generating Lessons Learned: Knowledge is 
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power and understanding the conflict context and conflict drivers is a first crucial step into 

identifying ways to facilitate combatant reintegration and community support for the peace 

process. In addition to conducting conflict mapping exercises that identify the dividers and 

connectors in communities as well as key conflict drivers and ways to address them, CSOs can 

support the JS and HPC in monitoring ongoing reintegration processes, the performance of PPCs 

and how they are perceived by the local population, as well as extracting lessons learned. 

Furthermore, CSOs can help monitor the impact of APRP on the economic, social, political, and 

security conditions in communities, which can also be measure of APRP success. Part of this 

monitoring could include the tracking of existing grievances and those that may arise during 

reintegration, in the form of an early warning mechanism highlighting incidents of recidivism.  

Signatory Organizations  

1. Afghan Civil Society Forum Organization (ACSFo)  

2. Afghan Community Rehabilitation Unit (ACRU)   

3. Afghan Development Association (ADA)   

4. Afghan NGOs Coordination Body (ANCB)  

5. Afghan Public Welfare Organization (APWO)  

6. Afghan Women Skills Development Centre (AWSDC)  

7. Afghan Women’s Educational Centre (AWEC)  

8. Afghan Women’s Network (AWN)  

9. Afghan Women's Resource Centre (AWRC)  

10. Afghanistan Human Rights and Democracy Organization (AHRDO)  

11. Caravan of Change  

12. Centre for Conflict and Peace Studies (CAPS)  

13. Civil Society Development Centre (CSDC)  

14. Cooperation for Peace and Development (CPD)  

15. Cooperation for Peace and Unity (CPAU)  

16. Development Humanitarian Services for Afghanistan (DHSA)/The Killid Group (TKG)  

17. Equality for Peace and Democracy (EPD)  

18. Foundation of Solidarity for Justice (FOSJ)  

19. Media Group Afghanistan   

20. Medica Afghanistan  

21. Modern Organization for Development of Education (MODE)   

22. Open Society Foundation Afghanistan (OSA)   

23. Peace Training and Research Organization (PTRO)   
24. Research Institute for Women Peace & Security – Afghanistan (RIWPS)  

25. Sanayee Development Organization (SDO)  

26. The Liaison Office (TLO)   

27. Women and Children Legal Research Foundation (WCLRF)  

28. Afghan Coalition Against Corruption (AFCAC)  

29. Afghanistan Peace for Peace Organization (APPO)  

30. Afghanistan Peace Development Organization (APDO)  

31. Afghan Women Coordination National Coalition (AWCNC)  

32. Afghan Youth in Action   

33. Afghanistan Youth National and Social Organization (AYNSO)  

34. Civil Society Coordination Centre (CSCC)  

35. Empowerment Center for Women (ECW)  

36. Free and Fair Election Foundation of Afghanistan (FEFA)  

37. Ghazni Rural Support Program (GRSP)  

38. Mediothek Afghanistan  

39. National Union of Afghan Workers (NUAW)  

40. New Afghanistan Women Association (NAWA)  

41. Norwegian Project Office/Rural Rehabilitation Association for Afghanistan (NPO/RRAA)  

42. Assistance for Health, Education and Development (AHEAD)  

43. South West Afghanistan and Baluchistan Association for Coordination (SWABAC)  

44. Organization of Charity Social and Development for Afghanistan (OCSDA)  
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45. Human Rights and Eradication of Violence Organization (HREVO)  

46. Women Regional Network – Afghanistan   

47. Education Rights and Advocacy Organization  

48. Afghan Civil Society Organizations Network for Peace  

49. Civil Society Activists from Herat   

50. Coordinator of Faryab Women Network  

51. Coordinator of Bamyan Women Network  

52. Coordinator of Kandahar Women Network  

53. Kandahari Khazana 

54. Coordinator of Kunduz Women Network   

55. Civil Activists from Bamyan   

56. Representative of People’s Shura from Ahmad Khan Village  

57. Coordinator of Bagrami Women Network   

58. Representatives of People’s Shura from Kama and Behsood Districts  

59. KZF Civil Society Empowerment Network (CEN) 

 
 

 


