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I. Objectives

In all but the earliest stages of the war that heiga2001, Canadian involvement in
Afghanistan has included a mix of military, poldlc and development assistance.
Combined, these efforts represent the first Camadést for a new integrated

approach to foreign policy in conflict regions: 3iplomacy, Defence, and

Development), 'Whole-of Government,' or Integraesgce Operations.

Recognizing the challenges that these changestpoSanadian, as well as NATO,
policy in Afghanistan, the aim of this two day wehop was to serve as an opening
discussion on the evolving nature of peace operstim Afghanistan and the
implications for future peace operations. The wbdp convened researchers and
policy makers working on Afghanistan, along withpexs from the region, to assess
the prospects of Canada's integrated approach hatitimeans for the evolving best
practices of peace operations. The following carestjons were posed to workshop
participants and panelists:

* What does the “Whole-of-Government” strategy in dgistan mean to you
and how has it impacted your work/organization?

* How integrated do you think policymaking with respéo Afghanistan is
(imagine a spectrum ranging from information shgrio fully integrated
cooperation)?

* What are the biggest challenges to continuedyat®en?



[I. Workshop Report

INTRODUCTION

The closed door workshop entitled “Coordinating a@dllaboration in Peace
Operations: Assessing Canada’s Integrated Approaéifighanistan” took place over
two days at the Montreal offices of Rights and Deraoy. The first day consisted of
an opening dinner presentation followed by remdrksthe workshop organizers
where they presented the findings of their paréiotpquestionnaire and preliminary
interviews as a way to focus the workshop. Theofuilhg day entailed three chaired
panels, a lunchtime presentation and a concludisgudsion. The workshop had
roughly 45 participants from academia, internati@mmganizations, non-governmental
organizations, various Canadian and internatioomakegiment departments, and the
military. The workshop was funded by the Canadiap&tment of Foreign Affairs
and International Trade (DFAIT), Rights and Demogrdhe Liu Institute for Global
Issues, and the Pierre Elliot Trudeau Foundation.

DAY ONE

Introduction - The Concept of Integrated Peace @pens

The opening presentation, entitled “The Concepintégrated Peace Operations”,
offered a background perspective on peacebuildmd) @ssisted in providing the
broader context in which the mission in Afghanistasituated. Drawing on extensive
experience working on the UN Peacebuilding CommsgPBC), the speaker laid
out the principles of the concept of peacebuildisigiting that 1) it is not another
stage of peacemaking insofar as it must be ovarsgcind integrate all operations
under its umbrella, and 2) it is integral to theletion of peacekeeping and is most
visible in the period immediately following the sasion of armed hostilities, when
peace is at its most vulnerable. The speaker peoMvhickground on how the concept
developed within the United Nations, noting thdtrgt emerged in Secretary-General
Boutros Boutros Ghali’'sAgenda For Peaceand then grew with the increasing
effectiveness of peacekeeping and humanitarianonsgs throughout the 1990s.
Despite these improvements, the speaker conternd¢dhere still remains a gap in
countries such as Afghanistan and the DemocratipuBlee of Congo where
cessations in conflict have proved short lived.

The presenter opened with an introduction to thac®euilding Commission (PBC).
The Peacebuilding Commission was established ireber 2005 by the United
Nations General Assembly and the Security Counciesponse Kofi Annan’s High
Level Panel on Threats Challenges and Change. ddmamission is an inter-
governmental advisory body that is designed to kelmtries in post-conflict peace
building, recovery, reconstruction and development.

Drawing on the lessons learned from two of the PB@jtable successes — Burundi
and Sierra Leone — the speaker emphasized thaelpgiting must be internally
driven (ie. PBC must have the consent of the cgynirut with strong international



support; and that it is best conducted in a contelere there is a stable and
legitimate government to act in partnership witd thternational community. In the
two cases discussed, the value added by the PBGheaability to bring all of the
players to the table to craft a common diagnosi®aih the problem and the best
approach to addressing that problem. The speakedithat often the very fact that a
country was before the PBC altered behavior abriitight the spotlight of the world
on them” and involved the various members of gaitiety working on the ground.

During the Q&A several other key points were raisédnong them was the

recognition that peacebuilding must first and foostnbe a bottom-up process,
although questions were raised as to how localpeetses are to be incorporated
into the peacebuilding process, particularly asmibves from the local to the

international level. Another participant argued tththe pre-conditions for

peacebuilding in Afghanistan are sorely missing.argued that since 2005 what we
have seen is a steady “war building process” — ionevhich governments and

international institutions, particularly the UNclatransparency and credibility. There
was also discussion of the financing of peacelugidwith the speaker noting that the
PBC does not have the same capacity to raise fasidise UN Security Council has
for peacekeeping operations.

The two key questions which emerged from the dsonswhich informed the
following day of the workshop were:

1. How can integrated peace operations functiandgontext where stabilization and
legitimization are still on-going (as opposed ttabBshed)?

2. Can international actors working in Afghaniskaarn from the PBC’s approach to
engaging with local actors?

Pre-Workshop Research Findings

Following the opening presentation and dinner, ¢beorganizers of the workshop
took stock of perceptions about Canada’s engagemehfighanistan and the Whole
of Government (WOG) approach, drawing heavily otadallected from interviews
in Ottawa in September and from a questionnairecppoellated to all participants of
the workshop. Specifically highlighted were the etiyence of opinions over the
degree of current integration in Canada’s appraachfghanistan, where integration
is or is not taking place (field, national headdqes, and international), and what the
drivers of integration are (theory driven, practideven, the result of resources,
training and relationships).

The co-organizers spoke of the international dinoensf integration, highlighting
what several respondents saw as a lack of coormimbetween countries in NATO.
They noted the perceived differences between ceM&ATO countries in their
approaches to integration and how, in the contéxa darger mission, numerous
respondents noted the counter-productive and otinfli strategies of various
countries (poppy eradication, air strikes, incunsiinto Pakistan). Focused was then
placed on one of the central issues to emerge fh@muestionnaire and interview



responses — the impact that a WOG approach hasuararfitarian actors and

development practices more broadly. They relayed toncerns of several
respondents about the loss of humanitarian spadfghanistan, the co-option of
development by the military, lack of clarity as what CIDA does (assistance,
development, or reconstruction), and the long-tenplications for the stability and

development of Afghanistan (ex. the effect of WO state institutions). The co-
organizers concluded by raising several overarchingstions intended to stimulate
discussion on day two of the workshop:

* How is the approach being taken in Afghanistan lyikeo affect future
Canadian and NATO peace operations? Is integratonthe new mantra for
complex peace operations?

» If integration is seen as fundamental for successit are the implications of
countries adopting conflicting strategies and psses for integration?

DAY TWO
Panel | — “The Challenges Facing NATO Countrieg\ighanistan”

On the first panel the three speakers — an Ameseanrity expert, a former Afghan
cabinet minister, and an NGO worker — addressedoif@ving question: “What are
the central challenges in Afghanistan that an nakegl strategy must be able to
address?”

The first panelist, an American security experiygga detailed, empirical assessment
of the current security dynamic in Afghanistan. Hadk focused on five central
points. First, there is a clear lack of data altbet security situation on the ground
which poses a real challenge to accurate discussidranalysis. However, it is clear
that violence has escalated and the area of Taliffrence has increased nearly 80
percent between 2005-06. These facts show thatTHibkan have considerable
influence in Afghanistan, but not that they arecamtrol of the entire country. 1t is
likewise difficult to tie this expansion of violeaco the presence of Afghan and
Coalition forces and efforts to expand governance.

Second, the speaker asserted that there should deufbt that NATO is fighting an
actual war, and that the situation is deterioratinp this end, the US General in
charge of Afghanistan, McKiernan, is likely to d@sk 25,000-35,000 more troops in
the near future. NATO may receive more UK troops i is unlikely that other
countries will contribute additional forces. Theaee, the speaker contended, only
seven or so useful members of the NATO/ISAF comtimigthe presence of the other
smaller deployments who are not engaged in activebat operations is costly and
vastly complicates command and control.

Third, on integration, it was argued that the sasaaf the mission stands or falls on
the ability to first get enough military forces tive ground to win tactically, and then
to bring in aid workers and governance experts. paeelist asserted that every
country has its own strategy but that overall, ésrehould win an area atttenbring

in humanitarian assistance. However, the speakatended that in such situations
“we’re not talking about development, but immediaféorts to get people enough
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money and resources to survive, but we can't getldeelopment until we have

secured the area.” Within NATO/ISAF there is trexh@us resistance to providing

information on integration, although Britain andn@da have done this locally. The
panelist argued that “we are years away from argegbvernment structure that can
actually provide the level of activity in the fieldecessary to provide adequate
security, aid and reconstruction.”

Fourth, regarding air strikes, the speaker noteat there have been more in
Afghanistan than in Iraq, and that there is no weagvoid civilian casualties with air

strikes as the Taliban embed themselves within coniiies. He emphasized that
this is a tactical reality that needs to be comsidestating that the “less forces we
have on the ground, the more likely we are to megair support but without the

intelligence and support necessary.” Also, théhieraway command is from troops,
the more difficult it is to use technical asseRisky air strikes are more likely to be
called in.

Finally in the near future, the speaker emphastihat General Lukes’ new strategy
will involve more troops. He stated that “whatever do, it isn’t what comes out of
Kabul. You win counterinsurgency at a local lewébu’re not going to have a strong
enough central government in the near future. @ell not be an effective Afghan
army until at least 2011, maybe not until 2013.tHe end, there is a 50% chance that
building an ANP will fail. Historically, setting up rule of law and police before there
is peace has not happened this century.”

The second panelist, a former cabinet minister frAfghanistan, returned the
discussion to the priorities for the country from Afghan government perspective.
He reminded participants that the 2001 mission laegkly succeeded in disrupting
the Al Qaeda network and removing the Taliban thasted them, but that
statebuilding itself had been an afterthought.

He began his analysis by emphasizing that the lestakent of Provincial
Reconstruction Teams (PRTs) contributed to fragatemt, since each country
developed its own ‘map’ and set of priorities. émmis of integration, he argued that
the main challenge is that the international comitgua trying to do three things at
once: counterinsurgency, counterterrorism and $taiiding, all of which intimately
impact each other: “If you bomb an area, or arsesteone you think is Taliban, then
you are complicating the statebuilding and counsenigency effort. So those who
feel alienated by some of the policies, now fighingside the Taliban (e.g., the
Noorzai in Panjwao).” Moreover, he saw the baldnegveen these three objectives
as fluid. The Afghanistan Compact, for exampleluded social, economic, and
political elements, but in 2006, when violence @aged, Coalition members rushed in
with tactical responses which undermined the mmsibroader objectives. As such,
the panelist asserted that there are three misk@msening together but they are not
coordinated with one another.

The panelist reiterated that this problem was fomelstally one of fragmentation.
There is a cost to seeing the various componensokged from one other. Some of
the countries involved are more concerned withéquootection, for example, than
engaging the enemy and increasing security. Right the start, these tensions have
been present. The mission started with effort®td out Al Qaeda and get rid of the



Taliban - statebuilding came second. Everythingesihas been reactive and the
necessary resources are simply not there.

According to the panelist, statebuilding in Afghgtan is about buildinghational
capacity. This is less about infrastructure and enabout establishing legitimate
governance. The challenge is that NATO efforts gomes undermine this larger
goal, as they involve ‘deal-making’ with local ato

In his view, the five priorities facing Afghanistaare clear. 1) defeating the
insurgency; 2) reducing violence in the Pakistagioie 3) rebuilding Afghanistan’s
national governance capacity (particularly in thalm of security); 4) building up the
national economy; and 5) improving rule of law drghting corruption. None of
these will be easy. As the speaker noted therawareerous hurdles: while resources
are available, a considerable portion is wasteddumdicated; there is little long-term
strategy; there is no unified counterinsurgencytegy; and NATO countries are
politically vulnerable at home. On this final pqinthe speaker argued that the
“Taliban are fighting in the minds of people notlymn Afghanistan but in the
capitals of the NATO countries.” In other words, Was suggesting that it was not
always clear that international actavantto be coordinated and integrated in their
efforts.

Lastly, the speaker argued that talking to the bEali has caused an increase in
violence because of a lack of preparedness andsdiqguo of relative weakness.

According to the speaker, there have to be incestfer the Taliban to come to the
table.

The third Panelist spoke about the challenges gabiATO in Afghanistan from the
perspective of an NGO operating in Kabul.

The focus of the presentation was on the detenmgyaecurity situation in Kabul and
Kandahar, and the far reaching implications this floa the NGO sector. Criminality
has increased dramatically, and it has forced tB®Nommunity as well as the local
business community to seek new security arrangesné€hirrently, Kabul is being
squeezed from three surrounding provinces, Logaarddk and Nangahar. Armed
opposition groups are up in numbers and attacks maveased 15% from peak times
of violence. In addition, a series of kidnappings &illings of aid workers and small
business owners have decreased the delivery atesrv

On the issue of peacebuilding, the speaker arghatl groponents of integration
should not lose sight of the diversity of actorgalved, stating that “this is not just a
government run exercise. Decisions made by coalg@ictors have implications for a
wide range of groups and organizations working ifgh&nistan.” As such, the
speaker argued that coordinated policy must dotieropb at involving all of the

actors so as to avoid conflicting practices. Fxanaple, in using white vehicles,
which are traditionally reserved for NGOs and thatéd Nations, the military has
put the lives of aid workers in danger.

On a more positive note, the final speaker offéhed there are indeed signs of hope,
including a double-digit rise in employment, sigeaintly lower infant mortality rates,
and unprecedented enroliment of young girls in sthdhese positive developments
should be recognized, but the speaker concludetkibgrating the need for urgent
action in the aforementioned areas.



Four interesting themes emerged during the Q&AHerfirst panel.

First, the issue of whether the ‘modern state’he tnost appropriate model for
Afghanistan was raised. One panelist argued thatakgenever going to build a
modern state per se, but that this does not negatbuilding of local security and
institutions. Another argued that Afghans primavilant human security, not a state.

Second, comparisons were drawn to the Sunni awagieni lraq, and it was asked

whether a similar tribal mobilization might be pids in Afghanistan. The answer

by the panelists was clear: the two cannot be cosadpdt was insisted that we must
resist the temptation to generalize from the Iragpegience, given the unique

evolution of tribes in Afghanistan. Despite warnegginst generalization, the second
speaker offered that such a policy would likely kvbetter in the East where the use
of intact, re-empowered, and/or reconstituted trbaictures might be effective. The

speaker did not see any possibility for tribal nfiabtion in the South due to the

widespread presence of disrupting militias.

Third, on the lessons to be learned, one of thaksgre maintained that the central
issue is not about arriving at a perfect agreenretihe Afghan state, but rather the
need to focus on credible planning for the futukecording to the speaker, the
current models are fledgling, at best. It was asmgested that early lost
opportunities surrounding the Bonn Agreement addedday’s grim situation. The
degree of cooperation seen in 2002-2004 no longstseand people have distanced
themselves from the Afghan state and the internatioommunity’s efforts. Finally,
the second speaker urged us to take seriously ubstign of what kind of state
Afghans want. While the term ‘modern state’ miglut e applicable, his strong
contention was that Afghans want more than just dursecurity; they also want
representative and accountable government. He laahehe lack of Afghan voices
around the table and warned that any responseetahhllenges facing the Afghan
state would be unsuccessful without the incorponatof Afghan perspectives.

Finally, one of the participants asked whether éhisr any room for international
actors to stand back and change strategy — prirard direction that would put local
actors ‘more in the driver’'s seat’. This led to iateresting discussion about who
‘holds the pen’ on the international community’sagtgy for Afghanistan at the
moment.

Panel Il — The Reality of Integration at Nationa¢&tiquarters?

The second panel consisted of a Canadian governmegmesentative and two
American officials. Their presentations were desayto show how the directive of
‘more integration’ has affected the practices amoc@dures of officials at national
headquarters.

The Canadian representative spoke of integratioa pssitive evolutionary process,
noting several important events in moving from “peration to coherence.” He
argued that the idea of 3D (an integrated apprdachliplomacy, defence, and
development) commenced in 2006 with a twinge otfioawand concern. Specifically,



he spoke of integration in the context of Operatedusa where there was a lack of
understanding as to the operating conditions tiviltamis would face, and following
the operation, a clear vacuum of development apibmtiacy capacity which the
Canadian Forces filled out of necessity. He argihed in 2007, Canada began to
move from 3D to inter-departmental coordination gaited by both the Manley
Report which provided a “shock to the system” dmel detainee issue which brought
people together in Ottawa. The result was a shithinking and the creation of the
position of Representative of Canada in Kandahd@(R). These developments
progressed such that WOG coherence has emerg@@® According to the speaker,
the key to successful integration (echoing the cemis of the speaker from the
previous evening) was a common definition/diagnosithe ‘problem’ to be solved.
Once all departments had a collective sense ofpthblem, an integrated strategy
could be crafted.

The first of the two American officials started bytlining the three key determinants
of successful policy implementation (people, precesid money) and asserted that
integration speaks to all three determinants. Inview, integration was ultimately
about joint decision-making (not just coordinatiohimplementation). The speaker
contended that the integration of the civilian antlitary sectors is unproblematic,
and that development is integral to national s&gukHowever, the speaker stressed
the challenges of resource imbalance noting thabmparison to the military, both
development and diplomacy have fewer resourcedailaito them. Given these
constraints, the speaker noted that WOG can thes bk viewed as a way to access
resources previously unavailable or as a way terins department into the policy
formation process so as to avoid a mess which ity be tasked with mopping up
further on down the line. The speaker spoke spatiji of the American experience
with the SCR/S (Senior Civilian Representative) ahhiusing a lead agency model,
was designed as an institution aimed specificallfaeilitating integrated planning,
resources and capacities, as well as lessons tearwsvever, in doing so the State
Department faced several difficulties: the autlyofitr the SCR/S was derived from
the Secretary of State (and not statutory or baggtthe SCR/S was placed at the
service of the regional bureau leadership; and,S6G&/S lacked its own resources
and personnel. Improvements on the last have comedemvith an increase in
resources for the office, as well as the developratthe civilian response corps.

The second American official spoke of the failufetoe US’s initial approach in
Afghanistan: “we arrived with a western vision bétpolitical state and civil society
that was to be created.” In doing so, he assehatithe US had failed to see the
limitations of their concepts and existing struetirAs a result, a majority of tasks
tended to fall to the military given its speedustured decision-making processes,
and resources. The results of this initial approagre mixed: “1) Our Afghan
counterparts were forced into inappropriate stmgstufor what they wanted to
accomplish 2) Accommodations were made with unsapeople and, 3) The focus
wasn’t on assisting the Afghan government to asserwn control.” Given these
shortcomings, the job of the State Department i& no bring country experts
together with experts on such issues as reconstnyalections, etc. However, these
individuals are short in numbers. In addition tosoe@nel, the panelist highlighted the
importance of institutional structure to facilitathese sorts of operations, as
integration at the tactical level breaks down athigher levels. More specifically, the
speaker viewed the middle level areas betweenwehighly integrated cores —



tactical PRTs and the Embassy — as being the safrgaroblems surrounding
integration.

In the discussion several important points werean&itst, a panelist pointed out that
the shift in the military’s thinking away from kihe actions and towards the
provision of development and diplomacy is importamd quite dramatic. The
speaker found that some of the best allies forodmgits working in the political
context were in the military, particularly in maginthe case for an integrated
approach. Civilians, the speaker argued, lackdthetrine found in existing military
manuals. They lack the people to develop theseemia and doctrine, stating that
“we rely on people that have been in the field. dAhere is a sharp contrast with
military resources, which are plentiful.”

Another panelist continued that, while he was ispeel by the military’s role in
Afghanistan, and in participating in whole of gavexrent operations, he worried that
military officials had overly ambitious expectat®nr- that integration could be
quickly perfected. He was concerned that the mylitaill begin to lose confidence in
light of the learning process for civilian integost. He argued that this joint learning
will only happen if we “move away from framing di@n engagement as a matter of
being an advisor, to instead being a counterpart.”

The issue of broader regional politics and hovadtdrs into coordination was raised.
One panelist responded that people make too muttofotlhe need for a regional
approach. The main outcomes are driven by theigallitealm and the kinds of
commitments that were made in the early stagesAdiis involvement.

A participant questioned the notion that our depalent objectives will necessarily
be motivated by the same kinds of concerns as thianm (ie, pure national
interests). The panelist responded by stating thatcomponents of the mission
(development, diplomacy and defence) are not dedigo operate in isolation. She
argued that there is no conflict between long-telewelopment goals and national
security, particularly in countries that are a #tre

One strategic issue which resurfaced in the disonswas the tension between
support for or bypassing the Afghan state. Shontdrnational actors be working
more with societal groups?

Lunchtime Presentation — Integrated Peace Operatemd International Institutions

The speaker began by placing the previous panelsksons in a broader global
context where, since the end of the Cold War, $sae of failed and fragile states has
been at the fore of international concerns. Sheeaarghat the crux of this issue is a
sovereignty gap in which roughly 40-60 countriesrz#t serve their citizens in terms
of security and basic needs, and where the bomadarfuntability between citizen and
the state is broken. However, according the spedkerinternational institutions in
place to address these countries and the probleeysface, are founded on a'20
Century model that assumes functioning sovereigtest In addition, where the state
doesn't fit this model, international institutioase misled on how to assist. The norm,
the speaker argued, is for external actors to iyethe gaps in, for example
governance, and attempt to fill them. In doingtbe, international community tends



to overlook existing institutions and capabilitiesd in some instances, leeches local
assets for their own purposes. The speaker cordethde external actors must take
stock of the specific context, assets and tooksadly available on the ground before
assisting in the design of a strategy. More broadiijat is needed is a citizen-
centered approach that rethinks the relationshipvden citizens, the state, and the
market for the 2% Century, one that harnesses the potential of tjiatt®n (capital,
cumulative knowledge, new technologies).

To begin thinking about a different approach, theaker suggested that we look to
examples of past successes. She asserted thedldexeingredients can be observed
in cases of success (e.g., South Korea, Singapapan): 1) the presence of an elite
group that can guide a long-term process; 2) a doment to expand the middle class
(including skill and vocational training); 3) theeation of a competitive domestic
market; and 4) focus on the institutions in neetwfding. Furthermore, the speaker
argued that questions of ownership and design tabe locally driven in what she
labels the double (citizen-state) and triple (eitistate- business) compact.

Turning to the case of Afghanistan, the speakesidened the period of relative
stability from 2001-2005 emphasizing the partngrstget up in the Bonn Agreement
(as well as the recognition that those signing wkeeillegitimate representatives of
the people), the careful sequencing of the levetsfanctions of governance, a focus
on implementation vehicles for key national progsaftelecoms, ANA, currency,
customs, heath, etc) and the recognition that thleguld be Afghan-led with
accountability measures.

According to the speaker, many things went wronti whis approach and there are
continuing real challenges: severe under-resour@sgecially in core costs; security
financing; lack of investment in Afghan skills (i.econflict with Millennium
Development goals led to little investment in seatay and tertiary education);
catastrophic aid mismanagement; failure to undedstantext and citizen aspiration;
and collapse of the center, just as countries vibginning to align to support
government with an all costs strategy.

In addition, the development framework’s design piN agencies in competition
with government departments for valuable resourddése support for the actual
Afghan government came too late. Moreover, billiohslollars of resources were not
connected to the public agenda. The basic de$imaost Afghans is for justice,
fairness, law and order. The Taliban has capitdlize the international community
and Afghan government’s inability to deliver thagmals. The Speaker also spoke to a
lack of accountability at the international levilternational actors can be getting it
wrong, but there are no mechanisms for local pdjaua to hold them to account.
This needs to be addressed in any successful siigiely effort.

In the conclusion, the speaker outlined some plessiext steps. First, the US
reviews of the troop strength likely in the tramsit from the Bush to Obama
administration will open the possibility for a reagnination of the various challenges
in Afghanistan and the current strategy in placeatllress them. Second, the
international community should focus on developa@reater measure of trust at
various levels—center, province, district, and agk. Third, the international
community needs to focus on investing in AfghaniskiFourth, we cannot be afraid
to ask for greater transparency and accountabifityd finally, we must have a
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willingness to ask for a fundamental revision aftrnments and strategies in the face
of a lack of imagination about potential options.

Panel Three: Reality of Integration on the GroundCenflicting Tactics and
Objectives?

The third panel consisted of representatives frdDAC DFAIT, DND and a major
Canadian NGO.

The first panelist, the CEO of a major Canadian N&@hlighted the distinction
between ‘humanitarian’ and ‘development’ agencies discussions about
peacebuilding. He started by arguing that we, @anare at war, and that the public
is largely in denial about this fact. Linked toshpoint, he turned to the issue of the
neutrality of Canadian NGOs working in Afghanistafe brought up the case of
MSF, an organizations which believed that its psmn of services would protect it
from local opposition and potential attack. Theg dot work with the PRTs and they
did not take money from CIDA, yet five workers weaassassinated. The speaker
asked, “What does this mean for the concept ofrakty?” Conversely, Save the
Children does take money from the Canadian govemhraad works closely with the
international community in Afghanistan focusing education and the plight of
women. The speaker noted how these two NGOS havgted markedly different
approaches to the delivery of assistance.

According to the speaker, however, the bigger quesit play is whether the NGO
community can actually distance itself from the ggmment apparatus, or if NGOs
are now fundamentally a part of the apparatus? &véepart of a culture war because
we believe (as western NGOs) in key things withine tframework of liberal
democracy and are missionaries of that paradigwe 8 Children is a missionary
of children’s rights, MSF are missionaries of ldeinternationalism. It is hard to
claim neutrality where we are delivering activittbat promote a certain position and
ideology.”

Further, the panelist explored the costs of usimgdmnitarianism as a military tactic,
asking whether such practices signal the end ofdmitarian space? He argued that
there is no question that the military wants togdod things, such as build schools,
but when they do both military and development saetkthe same time, it shuts down
the space humanitarians used to occupy.

The blame for this, however, is not solely on tbeegnments. In some ways, NGOs
do it to themselves, he argued. When NGOs areonilict zones, they act as a
diaspora — they collect and converge as a Westdity evhich reinforces the sense
that they are part of the ‘other’.

Concluding, the first panelist argued that peaddimg cannot be imposed from the
outside, whether it is the military or an NGO wisodioing the peacebuilding. “The
country has to want it.” He argued that many peaplé&fghanistan want peace but
we, the international community, don’t yet know héavlisten. “We’re not making
room for humanitarian voices because we’re nogristg to the Afghan voices. The
harsh lesson from Vietnam is not that it would haeen good to try to do 3D, but
that the right thing would have been to have masodue more with local people.”

11



The second panelist raised three key issues., Rigsargued that we have to situate
integration in international perspective, as ie&sy to become consumed with the
national side of things. The speaker noted thateiflook at the relative size of the
Canadian contribution in relation to other courstyithe importance of international
integration becomes more apparent. Moreover, Heealrthat it is also a question of
the desire for coordination, asking whether the c#peRepresentative of the
Secretary General has really been empowered tesewantegration. “We have to
ask the difficult questions about whether thereaiseal will for these kinds of
processes.” Integration can become too fixated henright machinery, when the
deeper problem is the lack of incentives to coatdin

Second, the speaker urged the workshop participartsnsider the Afghan voices in
our discussion about integration. He observedithdbnor coordination circles, “we

often get stuck in what we know how to do. We rdustthe conflict away so that we
can manage with our normal development processesii Canada, we can’t plan for
what you can’t measure). The result is that thegéo-term agenda (i.e., creating
capacity) tends to get crowded out in this deb®estern countries return to the
familiar, to what we can manage and control atdkpense of the more important
objectives. Whether we like it or not, the Afghaovgrnment has adopted a very
centralized structure.”

Third, the panelist pointed out the asymmetry icusiéy needs across actors and the
tasks falling under the Afghan mission. While woikiwith the PRT he was struck by
how divergent individual understandings of secungre. This asymmetry also exists
on the capacity side. The military has more meaniss disposal than, say CIDA,
(i.e., if a road is to be built, the military has fmore options on how to execute this
than CIDA). These differences are compounded by wlag in which different
countries involved view things differently, suchaththe Dutch approach will be
different than the American model etc

The third panelist spoke about his experiencesfgh@nistan from the perspective of
the military. He argued that established peacakgegerminology is inadequate for
our contemporary operational context and engagement the face of missing

terminology soldiers end up falling back on expeeceand training.

He argued that the challenge of the mission musbbsidered. When leaving for the
field his superior asked him “to go and build hinsauntry in Afghanistan.” During

his deployment he was responsible for nine natemd everyone had equal voice,
including Afghanistan. They started with the Afghlational Defense Strategy.
However, the situation was further complicated bgid, Iran, Pakistan, China,
Russia, insurgents, and terrorism. He needed iicabladvisor, and a development
advisor. He needed governance, security, and dewvelot, in that order. However,
90% of the civilians he needed did not have secwtigarance. As such, classified
information was initially a real block to integrdteommunication.

More specifically on integration and its long-termplication, the speaker offered
several observations. First, he noted that parthef problem is that the overall
duration of the international mission will likelyebvery long (approx. 30-40 years).
Second, he emphasized that Afghanistan ighmtonflict, it isa conflict. We need
to recognize that there is a cost to us devotisguees to Afghanistan and not to a
host of other conflicts. Third, he reiterated theed for civilian direction of the
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military. Finally, he argued that the division been civilian and military capabilities
is unfair, as each bring different skills to thbléa

On humanitarian space, the panelist argued thaCI@Rthe only NGO which has
maintained neutrality in the true sense of the word

The fourth panelist spoke about his experiencesinvDFAIT. He began by outlining

the lessons from the mission in Afghanistan thus fategration, at its core, is in his
view mechanical and bureaucratic. He argued theatrtbre urgent question is how to
organize so as to integrate efforts with local extand leaders. According to the
speaker, this must move beyond mere cliché. In ¥@stor example, the mission

was defined by developing a degree of local ownprsiihe level of cooperation,

integration, common planning in Afghanistan, howeus a sharp contrast from
Kosovo and the experience of splendid isolatiortegration just wasn’t seen as
imperative.

He then laid out a series of requirements for irgegl planning to be successful,
including:

- Access and proximity to other partners

- A set of agreed objectives that are clear and paest

- The creation of an honest process built aroundeshalpjectives
- Commitment to an effective coordination process

- A credible presence on the ground, particularihwlie civilians
- The reclaiming of civilian space taken up by Caaadtorces

- Anincrease in key enablers and funds

- Cooperation with local officials based on their chder our support; and,
logistical support, which becomes increasingly mooenplex with more
civilians.

Finally, he spelled out three limitations of intagon: First, the security environment
is an obvious constraint, but it does not kill thygeration. Second, security hinders
the potential to recruit senior level diplomatsthe field. And third, asymmetrical
capabilities pose a challenge to the balance efmation.

During the question period a heated discussionhadson a number of fronts.

It was suggested by one participant that humaaitagrinciples are not Western
specific, but rather universal. The same partidipargued that respect for ICRC
comes from their interaction and assistance toopess, not their humanitarian
credentials. The participant argued that this bmdasf humanitarian principles should
be aspired to by all NGOs. In addition, he argted “we are also focusing too much
on our state actions, when our own problems ardr@pfmom our own states who are
selling a lie when we suggest that this is a gemeral issue. If you send in a whole
fleet of civil servants you are going to reproduceomplexity, and all the while
jettisoning our greatest accomplishment, intermatio humanitarian law.” He
observed that we are not talking about this in @anlaecause our commentary is
dominated by state-sponsored commentators, butathdime has passed we have
begun to realize how costly this project really hasn.
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Two questions addressed the role of the Canadiddicpin the discussion of
integration, particularly in light of the Manley pert, which called for greater
information sharing with the public.

Another person spoke about the initial politicahtext of the invasion, and the ties to
the US Global War on Terror. The participant argubdt WOG is therefore
problematic as a process in light of the respolitsilthat follows and that integration
has seemingly no end goal insight. In additionyas asked if there was danger that
there would be a fad like movement surrounding tm&ion of integrated
peacebuilding. If we focus solely on process rathan helping individuals that are
suffering, we may end up with a situation wherecpéailders are left to clean up
after a series of wars not motivated by humanitainéerest.

In response, one panelist expressed concern thatepeilding wasnot a fad.
Another argued that opportunity costs are an acaddmecussion; we'’re there, and
what'’s at stake is how will the Muslim world wilt avill not engage? Another argued
that decisions of where we put our aid are neveorded from our national issues.
Peacebuilding is the future and we must harnessmaahinery to work better; and
that this is not a bad thing at all, in fact it'ggaod thing, as it doesn’t perpetuate a
colonial mentality. Finally, it was said that wavie to be careful to treat integration
as a tool appropriate for certain situations. Weusin't allow it to draw us into
difficult situations where we mistakenly assume #rehitecture can allow us to
meaningfully cope will highly challenging environnts.

Concluding Remarks by Workshop Facilitator follovisgogroup discussion
The Workshop Facilitator provided the summationagka for the workshop.

First, she pointed to the origins of the notion infegration. Drawing on the
workshop panels she observed that the concept degedy from the gap in the
immediate post-conflict phase based on experiendaternational institutions and
national governments in the 1990s. In additiom, sighlighted how the concept has
been institutionalized into bureaucracies. Relatede questioned whether the
development of the concept of integration has h@eractive or reactive. (Was it a
solution waiting for a problem?)

Second, she suggested that we consider how theaAfghssion has fundamentally
challenged the concept. The complexity of the misds obvious, particularly
compared to the cases of the Peacebuilding Conwonisgis such, an interesting
guestion arises as to what stage and type of coilibest suited to a peacebuilding
approach guided by the principle of integrationhe Qlso reiterated a theme that
emerged from early discussion — namely, the wisadra peacebuilding approach
that is designed to strengtheantral government capacity. (Is this desirable in all
cases?)

Third, drawing on the two days of workshop paneld presentations, the facilitator
outlined what integration seems to mean for thaigpants. First, it refers to the
involvement of many more actors in the mission (@may of government
departments, and the Afghan and Canadian natiomalicg). Second, it involves
coordination in terms of how information is colledt shared, and assessed. However,
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real integration should involve joint decision-mai not simply increased
communication between relevant actors. In additstre highlighted the various calls
for unity of purpose and agreed that this wouldstitute true integration, but asked
what the obstacles are to achieving that unity wppse. She noted that this also
raises questions about accountability to domegtitstituencies. If governments are
seeking to reflect the priorities of their own puab| this may create disincentives for
coordination. For example, it may demand that antguprioritize a high-profile
reconstruction project that bears the ‘nationay’flaather than participation in a
coordinated approach to long-term development.

Fourth, she asked where foreign policy, and diplomdit’ in the integration agenda.
Her perception of the day's discussion was thatvés not always clear how
diplomatic priorities mapped onto the general gufalgood governance’. While the
development and defence objectives and tasks seem@donably clear,
demonstrating the Foreign Service’'s ‘value-add’ eppd more challenging —
particularly for countries such as Canada, whichndb have clout with important
regional players such as Pakistan. Moreover, whtta role of the State Department
and DFAIT in a dangerous context where the tradi#tigoractices of diplomacy are so
difficult to carry out?

Fifth, the facilitator pointed out some of the putal negative implications or effects
of the concept of integrated peace operations. ke the clear debate on the loss
of humanitarian space, and asked whether this a@sitaible or whether agencies
themselves may have contributed to their own ‘cioggabut’. She also asked whether
WOG approaches have bred an overly statist apprimatonstruction, propping up
the government at the expense of other actorssihsticiety?

Finally, she suggested that the focus on perfeginogesses of integration may have
taken ‘our eyes off the ball’ in terms of the largtrategy of the mission — and the
need for honest assessment of its overall wisddra.tien asked about the possibility
of a moment for strategic review. And in such aie@ey perhaps the goal would not
be about creating the perfect situation, but algmiting actors “to do better”. She
suggested that perhaps we need to do this in arlagntext which engages with the
opportunity costs being incurred through the Afghmaission (i.e., the inability of
countries such as Canada to be engaged in othertmmp missions). But regardless
of whether Afghanistan constitutes the highesttetyia or humanitarian priority, we
are now in a situation where past actions have tetlexonsequences. What
responsibilities does the international communitgvén by virtue of being in
Afghanistan and what responsibilities follow frohetdecisions that we have already
made?

In the wrap-up of the conversation, the followirancluding remarks were made:

- How do you get over ‘donor sovereignty’? We édeen focused on how Canada
integrates for itself, and not how it integratedtdrewith/for Afghans—are there
opportunities for a more integrated approach witgh&ans and with other players in
integrated peace operations?

- What is missing from the overall plan is how tentify thenextfailed state. Can
Afghanistan jolt the international community intaying attention to the link between
conflict and development? Where is the problem@#5? Are we prepared to invest
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in neighboring countries to prevent backslidingauntries where gains were realized
in the 1990s?

- There has been a devaluation of diplomacy indfgsussion. Most of the focus has
been on the military and humanitarian/developmetdsrin Afghanistan, with little
attention to the importance of local, national aegional diplomacy.

- There has been good done, and there are real appgrtosts to leaving. Issues
like child mortality rates, primary education, atite legacy of war should keep
Canada in Afghanistan. There is also the questi@aoada’s legacy and leadership.

- This is not about diverting resources from ongibte situation, development circus
into another; lots of tittering countries that aye the brink, where a minor but
judicious investment would go a long way. Are Gimand NATO willing to make
the sacrifices necessary to ensure the missiamipleted?

- Integrated peacebuilding is a model. We tookatist approach before integration;
the question of integration is whether the approachorrect, not whether we are
doing the right thing—bad ideas in good machineiy still produce bad outcomes.
There is a certain pessimism about Afghanistan,tiberte is some optimism in the
potential to win another battle.

- Afghanistan wasn't a failed state at the time & thtervention. The only people
who didn’t think that it was a government are thee® that didn’t like that
government. Integration is the wrong analytic feavork. The challenge is what are
the right objectives and how to integrate more Afgkoices into the discussion.
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