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Abstract
Canada spent a decade in Afghanistan (2001-2011) and for more than half of that time
was in command of the NATO mission in Kandahar province. As such, Canada was responsible
for assisting the provincial government with establishing security in the province; improving
governance capacity within the provincial ministries; and creating an environment where
economic development could flourish. To respond to these requirements, Canada partnered
political and developmental officials with the military in the Kandahar Provincial Reconstruction
Team in an effort to collaboratively solve the complex reality in the province. This research
explores the implementation of Canada’s development and governance policies in Kandahar
province between 2008 and 2009. This is achieved through a review of academic literature on
general policy implementation, implementation in the Global South, implementation in failed
states and Canada’s Whole of Government approach. The study describes a brief history of
Afghanistan and Canada’s role in the Global War on Terror. Through the use of document
review, key informant interviews and the author’s self reflection on his time in Afghanistan it
was determined that, while Canada had lofty goals for Kandahar, the implementation criteria for
the development and governance policies was not flexible enough to address the reality on the
ground and respond to a deteriorating security situation and a lack of capacity in the provincial
government. Canada did not allocate sufficient time for development and political officials to
accomplish the stated goals and never fully understood the history or underlying issues that
created the failed state. The study concludes by providing 11 recommendations that the
Government of Canada should consider prior to becoming involved in development and
government reform in a failed state scenario.
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1. Introduction
Development activities by non-governmental organizations (NGOs) and government
agencies in the Global South are difficult to implement, especially when governmental reform is
required (Thomas & Grindle, 1990). In general, development policies are designed,
organizational leadership makes decisions and policy implementation is just “expected to
happen”. Rarely is a process developed to ensure that the implementation of the policy is
successful. Donor nations usually expect that state governments in recipient nations will
implement the policies and do not look at whether the government has the political or
administrative resources required to implement the policy successfully (Thomas & Grindle,
1990). When donor nations get involved in failed or failing states and have to contend with an
ongoing insurgency, the difficulties are magnified. This is the situation that Canada faced when
the country agreed to take responsibility for Kandahar province in Afghanistan in 2005.
Realizing that the state was ineffective in Kandahar, Canada decided to conduct the majority of
its development activities through Canadian government agencies rather than involve the
Afghanistan National Government. This research explores Canada’s experience in Kandahar as
a case study to examine the implementation of development and governance policy in zones of
conflict. Although Canada was involved for a decade in Afghanistan, from 2001-2011, this
study will focus on Canada’s involvement in the Kandahar Provincial Reconstruction Team
(KPRT) between 2008 and 2009. While Canada did take over responsibility for the KPRT in
2005, the first three years lacked the overt involvement of the Canadian civilian agencies CIDA
and DFAIT. Both of these agencies had officers in Kabul working with the national government
but while they were present in Kandahar, the number of civilians involved was small, of very
junior rank and with no seniority. This was further compounded by the death of Glynn Berry,
the first civilian director of the PRT, who was killed in a suicide bombing in January 2006.
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Following his death all non - military personnel were restricted to the protected camps and
unable to go out and view projects in the field or deal with local government officials (Phillips,
2008). This made it extremely difficult for the KPRT to effectively implement the 3D approach
advocated by the Government of Canada. The 3D approach was supposed to combine DFAIT,
CIDA and the military and focus on Diplomacy, Development and Defence (3D). It is also
called the ‘Whole of Government’ approach because of the combination of the three Canadian
government departments in one unit. This initiative was introduced by the Government of
Canada in 2006 to combat the difficult situation that was faced in Kandahar (Gammer, 2013).
This ‘Whole of Government’ approach has been used by the EU, Australia and the UN over the
last decade to overcome the ‘stove pipe’ mentality that exists in many government agencies
(Ritchie, 2010). However, the lack of sufficient, senior civilians in the KPRT led to a very
military centric approach in Kandahar with the Chief of Defence Staff (CDS) at the time,
General Rick Hillier, commenting that, “we have 3-D and the military does all of the three Ds”
(Berthiaume, 2007, p. 2).
Following the release of the Manley Report (2008), and the government’s acceptance of
the recommendations in 2008, there was a civilian surge in Kandahar from DFAIT and CIDA.
Civilian officials were deployed who were equal in rank to the Commander of the KPRT and the
Commander of the Joint Task Force. This research will examine the period in Kandahar as this
civilian surge was occurring and the rejuvenation of the civilian component of the Whole of
Government approach (also known as 3D) in Kandahar and the implementation of Canada’s
development and governance policy in the province.

Purpose
Upon its entry into the war in Afghanistan the Government of Canada became embroiled
in an insurgency as part of a failed state. It is anticipated that future conflicts will involve failed

8
or failing states rather than traditional conventional warfare. A failed state is characterized by
social, economic and political failure. These include an inability of the country’s government to
govern much of its territory, an inability to provide public services, widespread corruption and
criminality, refugees, and a sharp economic decline (Foreign Policy & The Fund for Peace,
2005). The current body of research on Canada’s development efforts in Afghanistan focused on
the Whole of Government interagency work relationship between the Department of Foreign
Affairs, the CAF, CIDA and the RCMP rather than the implementation of the development
policies established by Canada for the province of Kandahar. Examples of research conducted
include the strategic incoherence of the coordination of the civil-military efforts in Afghanistan
(Capstick, 2007); the rationale for the establishment of the Kandahar Provincial Reconstruction
Team (Holland, 2010); the involvement of military units in reconstruction projects (Peabody,
2006); and the evolution of the agencies’ dynamics within the KPRT over its 6 year history
(Leprince, 2013). What has not been researched is whether the implementation of Canada’s
development and governance policies were effective in Kandahar. With the completion of
Canada’s military mission in Afghanistan in 2011, there is an opportunity to analyze the
implementation of the development policies in Kandahar, Afghanistan and apply lessons learned
to future development policy. This study proposes an implementation analysis of the
Government of Canada’s development and governance policies as applied in Kandahar between
2008 and 2009. The main goal of the research will be to identify the strengths and weaknesses
of the implementation of Canadian development policies in Kandahar within this two-year
period. This will involve examining the policy, the organizations that implemented the policy as
well as the actual implementation.
The key objectives of this research are as follows:
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1.

To identify the elements of the development and governance policy and determine if
any elements were missed.

2.

To analyze how the actor agencies worked together in the KPRT and coordinated
with higher headquarters.

3.

To identify the external conditions (social, economic, political) that existed in
Kandahar that aided or inhibited the implementation of the development policy.

4.

To identify the outputs of the projects that were initiated and/or completed by the
actor agencies.

General Conceptual Framework
The theoretical background for this research paper is focused on policy implementation
theory. In the context of this study, the term implementation will refer to policy implementation
rather than project implementation. While initial research into implementation focused on the
Third World (Smith, 1973), Pressman and Wildavsky (1984)’s seminal work, Implementation,
demonstrated that implementation research was pertinent to the US and other Western Nations.
Most contemporary implementation theory is focused on the implementation of policy in the
developed world as introduced by Pressman and Wildavsky (Saetren, 2005), however this study
will focus on implementation research undertaken in the Third World (hence termed Global
South) and Failed States (Brinkerhoff, 1996, 2005, 2007, 2010, 2014; Grindle, 2007; Grindle &
Hilderbrand, 1995; Thomas & Grindle, 1990).
Additional bodies of work consulted to guide the study include human security (Bajpai,
2000; Paris, 2001; United Nations Development Programme, 1994), research on Canada’s
‘Whole of Government’ approach in Afghanistan (Coombs, 2013; Jorgensen, 2008; Leprince,
2013) and organizational behavior (Universalia, IDRC, & The Rockefeller Foundation, 2014).
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The implementation of Canada’s development and governance policies will be examined
using a modified version of Van Meter and Van Horn (1975)'s model of implementation. In
Figure 1, a feedback loop is added to take into account the advantages of the bottom up approach
to implementation. The feedback loop has been added to analyze whether implementers were
able to influence the design of policy during the implementation process. Ideally, as the
implementers gained more information on a situation this information should have been passed
to the designers of policy to determine whether a policy change was required to address the new
reality.
The implementation of Canada’s development policy will also be examined in light of
Derick Brinkerhoff’s work on structured flexibility and implementation in failed states as a basis
for evaluation (Brinkerhoff, 2005, 2010, 2014; Brinkerhoff & Brinkerhoff, 2002; Brinkerhoff &
Ingle, 1989). The design of the research questions adapts the Universalia (2014) model for
organizational analysis when examining the environment and the capacity of the KPRT.
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Figure 1 - Policy Implementation Process Adapted by the author from Van Meter and Van Horn (1975)

Methodology
The study employed documentary research, key informant interviews and reflective
journaling. First, a review of existing government documentation on policy design and
monitoring was undertaken. As well, project documentation from my time in Kandahar was
reviewed. I have project approval documentation for all projects that I initiated or completed
during my time as the Specialist Engineer Team Commander between September 2008 and April
2009. This documentation includes costs, funding agencies and technical details for the $20
million worth of projects that I was involved in during the time in Kandahar.
Document analysis offers a number of advantages and limitations. It is advantageous as
it is an efficient method of selecting data to analyze. It is cost effective especially with access to
journal libraries through the University of Guelph and, depending on the topic, documents
provide information over a longer span of time, over many events and settings. The
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disadvantages to this methodology is the potential for insufficient detail and difficulties in
retrieval (Bowen, 2009). Because the government produces many of the documents, there are
few references to guide the researcher as to the thought process behind decisions. As well, since
the mission in Afghanistan was completed the government has removed a number of documents
that were previously accessible by the public to inform them of the progress of the mission.
The second method employed was semi structured key informant interviews. Four semistructured interviews were conducted with current or former DFAIT officials that were a part of
the KPRT in 2008/2009. Three semi-structured interviews were conducted with former CIDA
officials who operated in the KPRT between 2008/2009. The question guide for the interviews is
located at Appendix 1.
Key informant interviews, “involve interviewing a select group of individuals who are
likely to provide needed information, ideas and insights on a particular subject” (Kumar, 1989, p.
1). It is important to focus on the “select group” identified by Kumar because no researcher can
be in all places at once or afford to interview all actors in a particular situation (Gilchrist &
Williams, 1999). There are some strengths to this method of data collection. Since the
information is drawn from a select set of knowledgeable people on an anonymous basis the
researcher often gain information and perspectives that cannot be obtained through other
research methods. If done properly, the researcher gains the trust of the informant and he or she
might reveal issues that cannot be articulated in any other fashion but face to face conversation.
As well, the interview process allows both participants the opportunity to explore issues that are
pertinent to the research question but had not been thought of during the question guide
development process (Kumar, 1989). I was extremely careful in selecting the subjects for my
interviews. The subjects were of different ranks and had different responsibilities within their
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respective agencies. These choices were an attempt to limit the possible bias when conducting
the interviews and to provide different perspectives on the implementation of the policies.
The final method employed was a reflective journaling exercise based on my experience
working with CIDA and DFAIT in Kandahar as a military member. As the commander of the
Specialist Engineer Team, I led a group of project managers and engineers who were responsible
for the design, contracting and management of infrastructure projects funded by CIDA and
DFAIT within the province from September, 2008 until April 2009. Based on the information
gathered in the interviews and document reviews I will comment on my personal thoughts and
experiences while in Kandahar and, if pertinent, will reflect upon these initial thoughts in light of
time and information generated by other sources.
Reflection is a process where an individual critically evaluates an action or experience
that the individual has participated in. It is an integral element for successful qualitative
research. This reflection allows the researcher to identify the process that is present in the data.
This process is, “represented by sequences of action/interaction/emotions changing in response
to circumstances, events or situations” (Strauss & Corbin, 1990, p. 98). The purpose of the
reflection is to improve their professional competence. My reflection will be “reflections on
action” where I will critically examine my interactions with CIDA and DFAIT while in
Kandahar and what the Whole of Government effort was able to accomplish in 2008 and 2009
(Hampe, 2013). This reflection is rooted in the first person action research and will be an
attempt to revisit my initial thoughts in 2008 and apply the knowledge I have gained through this
research to reevaluate my assumptions about the agencies participating in Canada’s Whole of
Government approach in Kandahar (Reason, 2001).
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Aspects Not Considered in the Research
There are a number of aspects that will not be addressed in this research. Because it
focused on 2008-09, the study will not examine the final outputs of the policy that occurred
during 2011. In addition, the paper will not examine the long-term outcomes or impacts of the
policy in Kandahar. Until March 2015 there was no documentation of the final results of
Canada’s efforts in Kandahar. A summative evaluation was published in March 2015
(Melanson, 2015) but was not included in this implementation analysis as it was published
following the completion of this research.
Concurrently, with the implementation of development and governance policy in
Kandahar there were DFAIT and CIDA officials working in Kabul on national level programs
aimed at assisting the national government in governing in a democratic manner and working
towards reconciliation with various elements within the country that had been conducting war in
one form or another for 30 years. This paper will not examine the national level development
and governance programs implemented by Canada. It is certain that these national level
programs would have affected Kandahar in some manner throughout Canada’s time in
Afghanistan but it is beyond the scope of this study.
A final aspect omitted is the full political dynamic back in Canada and how that affected
the implementation of policies in Kandahar. In 2008-09 Canada was embroiled in the detainee
scandal and there was considerable political pressure on the mission. As all of my interviews
were with members of CIDA and DFAIT who worked in Kandahar I am unable to comment on
the political issues that surrounded DFAIT and CIDA headquarters in Ottawa as well as the
effect that politics had on the Afghanistan Task Force who coordinated the various agencies
involved in Afghanistan from the Privy Council Office.
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Organization of the Study
This study is organized into six broad chapters. The first is the introduction, which
describes the purpose of the research, the general conceptual framework, and methodology that
is used in the study. The second chapter provides a review of the pertinent literature for general
policy implementation, policy implementation in the Global South and failed or fragile states as
well as a review of the Government of Canada’s Whole of Government approach that was used
in Afghanistan. The third chapter provides a brief background on the history of Afghanistan, the
War on Terror and Canada’s role in Afghanistan. Chapter four provides a summary of the
results from the research conducted on the implementation of Canada’s governance and
development policies in Kandahar. Chapter five is a discussion and analysis of the results that
were gathered for this study. Finally, chapter six provides a conclusion, several
recommendations based on the analysis in the study and proposals for future research.

16

2. Literature Review
The literature reviewed for this study focused on the large volume of research on policy
implementation in North America, a smaller body of research focusing on policy implementation
in developing or failed states and the comparatively small amount of literature on Canada’s
Whole of Government approach in Afghanistan.
It is generally agreed that Pressman and Wildavsky (1984)[1973], started the modern era
of research on implementation with their seminal book entitled Implementation. This book
formally introduced the study of implementation and sparked the interest of other researchers
who started the first generation of study in this field of research. While research in
implementation had occurred prior to the publication of Implementation, it was not a recognized
field of study and research was fragmented among a number of singular publications.

Literature on Policy Implementation
Three general themes cover the majority of policy implementation research. The first
focuses on the three generations of analytical models developed by scholars to explain the
implementation process. The second theme addresses the two approaches scholars have used to
study implementation. These two approaches are commonly called “top-down” and “bottomup”. The final theme explores the key implementation variables that can be used to better
explain the activity of implementation (Schofield, 2001). The entire body of work covering these
three themes is too broad to be fully explored in this review hence the research will focus on the
first and second generation of analytical models, a general description of the third generation of
research, and will provide only a brief overview of the “top down” and “bottom up” approaches.
First&Generation&Analytical&Models&
The first generation of implementation research occurred in the 1960’s and 1970’s and
was characterized as being less theoretical and empirical than subsequent generations. This is to
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be expected, as the field of research was relatively new and emerging in the scholarly world.
This first generation of research usually comprised of a single case studied and relied on
qualitative data. Many of the scholarly works in this initial generation comprehensively explored
an existing implementation activity in order to generate a hypothesis that could be used for future
research (Saetren, 2014).
As an example, Pressman and Wildavsky (1984)[1973] examined the efforts of the
federal, state and local levels of government as they attempted to solve the unemployment
problem in Central Oakland, California by encouraging contractors to hire unemployed black
men from the ghettos in Oakland. The program started with much fanfare and hope and ended in
failure as millions of dollars were spent on the program and a minimal number of minority jobs
were created. No thought had been given to how the policy would be implemented, the number
of actors and agencies that would become involved in the project and the number of
unanticipated delays that would occur as the Economic Development Agency (EDA) of Oakland
tried to coordinate the needs of the infrastructure clients, the targeted minority population and the
requirements of federal and state governments. Provided with an extremely short time period to
complete the project the EDA was overwhelmed with the requirements required to access
funding, overcoming its internal issues to ensure that all members of the agency were actively
supporting the policy, and meeting the expectations of local politicians and advocacy groups.
This scholarly work was exploratory and explanatory but it did bring implementation into the
main stream of academic research. This first generation of research was heavily reliant on the
top-down approach.
Van Meter and Van Horn (1975) were also members of this first generation of
implementation research. They proposed the model employed in this research. A model “that
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[could] be used to analyze policy implementation, both where it involves actors within a single
organization and across organizational boundaries” (p.447). Van Meter and Van Horn’s model is
shown in Figure 2.

Figure 2 - Van Meter and Van Horn's Model of the Policy Implementation Process

When studying an implementation process using the model, the design of the policy must
be examined using sub-categories of the criteria established by the policy and the resources
provided to complete the policy goals. Key questions to be answered include whether the policy
provides objectives to be accomplished and a description, together with criteria, of what policy
makers consider a successful implementation. Inter-organizational communication questions
examine how the policy is communicated through the different levels of an organization, what
accountability measures have been established and how are they enforced. Characteristics of the
implementing agencies need to be explored as the differences between agencies can influence
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how lower level implementers can interpret upper level directives. The disposition of the various
implementers seeks to explore how the various implementers are compensated, their overall
attitude towards the policy they are implementing and their overall comprehension of the policy.
The economic, social and political conditions are fairly self evident but they are a critical
element to understanding how a policy is implemented and why it is successful or not. Finally,
the performance section of the model examines the outputs and outcomes or impacts of the
policy and its implementation. For first generation implementation models, the measurement of
the performance is critical even though it may be extremely difficult to identify and measure
(Fritzen, 2005; Van Meter & Van Horn, 1975).
First generation research of implementation did provide a number of benefits to the field.
The literature focused a reader’s attention on the outcomes of the examined policies and
attempted to “establish causal relationships between the policy and its outcome” (Schofield,
2001, p. 249). Researchers also highlighted the political behaviour that exists around policy
formulation and implementation as well as the complexity that exists in the public administration
environment.
However, a number of criticisms have been made of this first generation approach.
Authors have been accused of being too focused on the failures of policy and having a overriding
pessimism which biased their research (Goggin, Bowman, Lester, & O'Toole, 1990; Lester,
Bowman, Goggin, & O'Toole, 1987). In developing these models and theories a number of
assumptions were made that have since been contested. These include that the formulation of
policy and the implementation of the policy are completely separate exercises, with a clear
separation between politics and the supporting bureaucrats and the idea that the implementation
process was a “rational, linear process” (Schofield, 2001, p. 249). Models developed could not
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be used to predict the success of a policy or its implementation, they were simply descriptive and
exploratory. They essentially focused on the success or failure of the goals set out in the policy
design and then described how the implementation could be more effective given the established
policy goals (Linder & Peters, 1987; Schofield, 2001). The Van Horn and Van Meter model in
particular was criticized because, “many of the factors in their ’model’, while useful in orienting
one’s thinking, are essentially amorphous categories rather than variables that can be easily
operationalized” (P. Sabatier & Mazmanian, 1980, p. 540). This drive to be more predictive led
to the establishment of a Second Generation of implementation research.
Second&Generation&Research&
The second generation of implementation research tried to respond to the criticisms
leveled at the first generation and was demonstratively more analytical. The models developed
attempted to be more predictive on the potential outcomes of a certain policy and its
implementation. In addition, the research focused on the numerous variables that had positive or
negative impacts on implementation. The most important works that are attributed to this
generation are Barrett and Fudge (1981) and Mazmanian and Sabatier (1983) who all worked
within the public sector on complex policies and their implementation (Schofield, 2001).
Mazmanian and Sabatier (1983)’s model proposed 16 different variables that could be
used to analyze case study data. Their focus was on the policy and its outcomes and stated that if
the variables could be identified that affected the outcome of the policy and the implementation,
then these variables could be used to predict the potential outcomes of future policies and used to
increase the potential of achieving the stated policy goals. This model’s predictive criteria were
very well regarded at the time as they achieved a, “very common sense and intuitively practical
approach to implementation” (Schofield, 2001, pp. 249-250).
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Criticisms of this generation of implementation research is focused on the approach. The
predictive models use multiple case studies to prove their point but no replication of the results
was possible (Schofield, 2001). Additionally, the number of variables that were proposed as
critical to a model’s success continued to increase. Meier (1999) characterized the state of
theory development as, “forty-seven variables that completely explain five case studies…I
propose…any policy implementation scholar who adds a new variable or new interaction should
be required to eliminate two existing variables” (p. 5-6). These variables have been classified by
Goggin et al. (1990) into three general groups. These groups are policy, organization, and
people. With this focus on the variables, the main criticism of this generation of implementation
research is the inability of any of the models to “develop testable and explanatory theory”
(Schofield, 2001, p. 250) for general implementation.
Third&Generation&Research&
The third generation of research attempts to develop an approach that brings the first and
second generation of the research together to provide a more comprehensive approach to
implementation analysis. The researchers have used multiple locations and more than one case
study in an attempt to deliver a predictive and explanatory theory. More focus has been placed
on research methodology than the previous two generations (Schofield, 2001).
Saetren (2014) presented what he considered the five defining features of this third
generation of implementation research:
•
•
•
•
•

Key variables must be clearly defined
Hypotheses derived from theoretical constructs should guide empirical analysis
More used of statistical analysis using quantitative data to supplement qualitative
analysis
More comparison across different units of analysis within and across policy
sectors
More longitudinal research design (i.e. research timeframe of at least 5 to 10
years)(p. 86)
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Current studies in implementation research focus on using comparative case studies and the use
of deductive hypothesis testing rather than inductive approaches (Saetren, 2014). Even more
critically, researchers recognize that the more rigourous methodology has created research
designs that involve “numerous variables, across different policy types, across 50 states, over at
least 10 years, as well as measuring the relevant variables by a combination of content analyses,
expert panels, elite surveys and expert reassessment of the data from questionnaires and
interviews” (Winter, 2006, p. 157). This type of research design is too demanding to cover the
whole implementation process so the general movement in the research has been to test partial
theories and related hypotheses to ensure that it remains manageable and does not consume the
total research life of interested scholars (Winter, 2006).
With these three generations clearly defined, present day scholars are in general
agreement that a lot has been accomplished in the last 40 years but there is a lot that remains to
be done (O'Toole, 2000; Saetren, 2014; Winter, 2006). Future breakthroughs will not only occur
in the core disciplines of public administration and political science but in non-traditional
disciplines such as health, education, and the environment as they continue to focus on the
implementation of policy in their specific disciplines (Saetren, 2005).
Top&Down&Approach&
The top-down approach is based on the assumption that the implementation process
begins with the establishment of policy or legislative objectives. Once these are created and
approved, the implementation process occurs in a linear fashion. This linear implementation
model is based on the normative rational, public administrative model. It also draws on the
assumption that the creation of policy is separate from its implementation and that there is a
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requirement for numerous control measures and distinct boundaries that implementers must
respect (Schofield, 2001).
Criticisms for this approach are based in the emphasis of the central government and its
legislation as the driving force behind implementation. This approach is also too reliant on the
rational approach and because of this it does not take into account the pre-legislative phase of
policy and the political campaigning that may drive the creation of the policy. The top down
approach does not accommodate for the realities in the political arena including the behavioural
complexity and contradictions that are normal in political negotiations (Nakamura & Smallwood,
1980; Winter, 2006). This inability to deal with the political complexities that exist in the policy
design phase continue into the actual implementation phase. This approach does not consider the
role of the street-level bureaucrat (Lipsky, 1979) except as a deviant within the system that may
change the true intent of the policy and is therefore constrained to the greatest extent possible by
the policy (P. A. Sabatier, 1986). However, there is a role for the street-level bureaucrat as an
interpreter of policy that is ignored by the top down approach (Thompson, 1982).
Bottom&Up&Approach&
The bottom up approach does not focus on the central government and the policy that it
develops and implements. Instead it looks at the way the implementers act when working with
the public. Rather than focusing on the goals of a policy, bottom up proponents focus on the
problem that the policy is supposed to address. Researchers explore the complex network that
allows the implementation of policy to happen or stymies it when it is deemed unreasonable by
the motives or actions of the actors involved in the implementation (Schofield, 2001).
Essentially, the typical bottom up analyst starts by examining the network of actors conducting
the service delivery of a policy in a specific area. These actors are interviewed and their goals,
strategies, activities and contacts are investigated and recorded. The contacts are then used to
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“back-map” and identify the network at the region, state and federal level that supports the
implementation. The actors in these networks are examined in the same manner to identify who
is involved in the planning, financing and execution of programs in the governmental and nongovernmental arenas (Hjern & Hull, 1985; Hjern & Porter, 1981; P. A. Sabatier, 1986).
Critiques of the bottom up approach from top down advocates are focused on the lack of
structure. The bottom up approach analyst surrounds themselves in the complexity and
confusion that exists in the street level implementation process. This is foreign to researchers
who strive to simplify the process. However, the most common criticism is that bottom up
analysts fail to recognize that central actors and policy are influences on the local situation and
need to be accounted for in the analysis (Schofield, 2001).
Parallel with the establishment of the third generation of implementation research there is
also an effort to synthesize the bottom up and top down approaches. This synthesis tries to build
on the strengths of the two approaches to establish a model that recognizes a policy loop that
requires central actors to learn from implementation experience and modify central policy in
accordance with the reality in the local context; that examines the networks and motivations of
the agencies and actors implementing the policy; and is based on a belief system which relates to
values and priorities that are held by the street-level bureaucrats (Jenkins-Smith & Sabatier,
1994).

Implementation of Development and Governance Policy
The vast majority of implementation research is North American focused. Only one or
two percent of all publications on implementations focus on foreign policy (Saetren, 2005).
Before delving into the more complicated environment of a failed state, this literature review will
set the stage by briefly reviewing some of the research that has been conducted on
implementation in the Global South.
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Implementation&in&the&Global&South&
Moris (1981) based on over 20 year of experience in managing rural development
projects in Africa links the “strategies” that are often used to describe public sector involvement
in rural development to a military context. However, the two elements that the public sector
usually misses that are critical for military success are the knowledge of the public sector’s
capability and how the environment will influence any action conducted in an area. The
environment piece is focused on the social, economic and political environment that exists at the
local, state and national level. Moris argues that the imposition of Western style organizational
techniques that have been thrust on recipient countries’ governments does make some headway
in the capital city or provincial headquarters but does not extend beyond these borders. Rural
residents are presented with “ill-trained and poorly supported ‘bicycle men’ who represent the
government” (p. 9). When these ‘bicycle-men’ are required to implement programs or projects
they rarely have the capability to do so. Many of the so-called implementation problems can be
traced back to design flaws, however, because they are not apparent until the project is
implemented they are termed implementation problems. Moris provides a list of reasons for
project failure starting with 13 that were developed by John Fisher. Pertinent reasons that apply
to this research include “the project spreading its resources too thinly, project fails to take the
human element into account, various ministries involved do not coordinate their efforts…”
(Fisher in Moris, 1981 p.24). Moris then goes on to provide 20 other reasons that relate directly
to implementation rather than design for project failure that he has encountered in his experience
in East Africa. Moris is also critical of Western management practices that run counter to many
developing countries reality. He grouped them into four themes that, in his experience, caused
the most friction when applied to developing countries. Two of the four themes are pertinent in
this research and include:
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1.
2.

A bias towards commercial industrial practices. Applying American managerial
methods in a foreign country with a different culture does not translate well to the
recipient country realities – whether the American donors realize it or not.
The commoditization of time. In Western culture time is a commodity that can be
bought, sold and is strictly accounted in all projects. This does not translate to all
cultures and donors tend to become disoriented when initial time estimates are not
met. (Moris, 1981, pp. 119-120)

Moris (1981) completes his book by listing 27 recommendations that would improve the
implementation of rural agricultural programs in Africa. Pertinent points that apply to the
research in Afghanistan include putting the project under the control of a single agency, making
choices about contractors based on records of past performance, treating political constraints as
real, recruiting core staff from those who have already done at least one tour of duty in the area,
and committing to ten to fifteen years of programming to be successful (p. 124).
Thomas and Grindle (1990)’s examination of policy implementation discovered that the
policy process is considered to be a linear phenomenon by many donor nations. Therefore great
effort is expended in influencing the decision process and selecting the correct policy. The donor
nations use a variety of strategies to influence the decision process. These strategies have a
number of different names including, “structural adjustment, program lending, conditionality,
leverage, or policy dialogue” (p.1165). Donor countries essentially hold funds hostage until the
recipient government agrees to the conditions. Once an agreement has been made donor
countries release the funds and consider their role as complete. Implementation is rarely thought
of or is considered a management problem. Some countries will check back occasionally to
confirm compliance. If implementation fails, efforts are taken to reinforce the institutional
capacity of the implementing agency or the government is accused of not having the political
will to complete the required changes. Figure 3 displays the linear model of policy reform as
understood by most donor countries.
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Figure 2 - Linear Model of Policy Reform (Thomas & Grindle, 1990)

Thomas and Grindle’s view of the process is substantially different. They view implementation
as the most important element of the process and it is not a linear process. It is an interactive
process whose potential outcomes are essentially limitless. The implementation is controlled by
political and bureaucratic elites who must deal with the political, social and economic realities
that the policy reforms will engender in their respective countries. Opposition to reforms by the
public are weighed against the likelihood of removal of donor funds and the elites make
decisions that change aspects of policy and may ‘corrupt’ the donor country’s intent when the
initial policy was passed. Thomas and Grindle proposed an interactive model that may better
predict the outcomes of policy reform in developing countries and reduce the likelihood of
“misallocated resources, wasted political capital and frustration” (p. 1178) that is currently
experienced by many donor countries. This model demonstrates that there is often a requirement
to return to the policy design phase as more information becomes available about the resources
available, the capacity in the bureaucratic and public arenas and as the different outcomes reveal
themselves. Figure 4 outlines this model.
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Figure 3 - The Iterative Model of Policy Implementation (Thomas and Grindle, 1990)

To accomplish the implementation of policy reform there needs to be sufficient capacity
within all levels of government in the recipient country. Following the Second World War, the
West became more involved in development and earmarked funding for assistance to developing
countries. Initially, these funds were allocated through the government or the state of the
developing country. Theorists of the 50s and 60s agreed that the State, “needed to lead the
coordinated mobilization of investment and human effort to get socioeconomic development
moving” (Brinkerhoff, 2008, p. 986). However, for all of the money provided by international
donors, with a few exceptions, developing countries’ governments expanded in size, increased
their expenditures but the donors did not see the expected socioeconomic improvement. While
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not all of the developing governments descended to Evans (1989) definition of predatory states
the governments were seen as ineffective and donor nations began to search for development
options that were not state-led. This search coincided with the rise of New Public Management
(NPM) in the Western world. In line with NPM it was posited that market-led instead of stateled development was the best way to improve the socioeconomic outlook in developing
countries. In fact, the state was considered part of the problem and the less involvement it had in
development the better (Brinkerhoff, 2008).
This market-led vision continued into the 90’s until the fall of the Soviet Union, the fiscal
crisis in the industrial world, the state’s role in East Asian economies and the rapid increase of
humanitarian emergencies following the collapse of states. These events led the World Bank to
reconsider the role of the state in development. It was recognized that while state-led
development had not worked in the past there was a requirement for a strong state in developing
countries in order to provide, “the goods and services-and the rules and institutions-that allow
markets to flourish and people to lead healthier, happier lives” (World Bank, 1997, p. 1). While
donor countries recognized that the state had an important role to play in the development of the
country there was very little understanding on how build capacity in developing countries to
accomplish the goal of a strong state. Grindle and Hilderbrand (1995) examined the role of the
state in development and established a framework that identifies the factors that affect capacity
and capacity building interventions in developing countries. The framework consists of five
interactive and dynamic dimensions of capacity.
1.

The action environment – sets the economic, political and social environment
where the state carries out its development activities.
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2.

The institutional context of the public sector – establishes what are the ground
rules that are in place for the public sector. These ground rules can either help or
hinder the completion of certain tasks.

3.

The task network – encompasses all organizations that are involved in a given
task. This includes public sector, private sector and NGOs.

4.

Organizations – the elements that build the task network and are what is usually
researched. The research focuses on much of what the Universalia et al. (2014)
assessment model proposes as elements to conduct organizational analysis.

5.

Human resources – how personnel are recruited, trained and retained in the public
service(p. 445-447).

Grindle (2007) continues to recommend good governance as a precursor to effective
development. She ventures into the even more complicated world of fragile and collapsed states
and comments that while the international community agrees that good governance is critical
there is a marked gap between this understanding and putting the theory into practice. What
institutions are the most important and what should be done first to encourage development in
the various regions. She proposes that efforts to create good governance in brutal regimes should
be limited to humanitarian aid at the non-state level to help the local population. Any other form
of governance reform or poverty reduction would be coopted to support the ruling elites, further
entrenching the regime. When dealing with collapsed states there is a requirement to assess the
capacity of the state and decide the priorities based on the current situation. If personal safety of
the population cannot be ensured there is little point in focusing on improving the health care or
education system, beyond that required of humanitarian assistance. She concludes by stating that
in fragile states, “the more improved governance is needed, the more difficult it is to achieve

31
good enough governance” (p.S218). She refers to the large capacity gaps that exist in fragile
states to implement even the most basic reforms. There are no easy answers, each region must
be treated as an entity unto itself and any reform will only come through small opportunities to
move in the right direction and the process will be painfully slow.
Implementation&in&Failed&or&Fragile&States&
Whaites (2008), in his Department for International Development working paper, defines
three areas that are critical in responsive state building. These three areas are:
1.
2.
3.

Survival Functions
Expected Functions
Political Settlement

He identifies three survival functions that are critical for states to manage and control if they are
going to be considered strong states. These functions are security, revenue generation, and the
capacity to rule through law. The literature is universal in stating that strong capable states must
control the use of force and violence in their population (Cramer & Goodhand, 2002; Ghani,
Lockhart, & Carnahan, 2006; Whaites, 2008). By controlling the use of force, the state is able to
ensure the compliance of the population. Internal security is usually provided by a state
controlled police force. To increase the level of social control on the population, the police must
be seen to not only enforce the wishes of the state but be viewed as protectors of the population.
If police forces are able to effectively portray this skillset the legitimacy of the state is increased
in the eyes of the population.
The second survival function is the ability to generate revenue. Ideally, this revenue is
generated through tax collection. Revenue from the extraction of natural resources such as oil
and gas, while paying for the state functions, does not add strength to the state institutions. If a
state is able to generate revenue through taxes it, “creates linkages with society and helps
generate expectations of accountability” (Whaites, 2008, p. 8). This accountability works both
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ways. The population holds the state accountable for the funds that have been gathered while the
state holds the population accountable to pay the taxes.
The final survival function Whaites (2008) describes is the rule of law. To support
development, the state must show progress on the rule of law and more importantly must show
that the state can rule through law. If the state can demonstrate that it is ruled by the law in the
same manner as the population it increases the trust that the population has in the state and it
reinforces the other survival functions. The population, when understanding the law, will know
what the state expects from them and the consequences if the population does not live up to the
expectations.
According to Whaites (2008) expectant functions relate to how the population and
external donors expects the state to act and perform on critical issues. These issues vary from
country to country depending on the situation but the key factor is that the state is responsive to
the demands for services from the population. These could include better education, roads,
healthcare and policing. There is no clear division between survival functions and expectant
functions as the two can be one in the same. Improved police services, when applied in an
expectant functions framework, goes beyond establishing security for the population and could
include professionalizing the force or changing its role from a paramilitary organization to a
police force that more closely resembles a Western force.
The final aspect Whaites (2008) describes in the requirements of responsive statebuilding is political settlement. He argues that this is the first aspect that must be resolved in
order for states to become strong. Political settlement is when the elites of a country agree to
peace between them and allow one person or group of elites to rule the state. This peace is
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usually driven by self-interest. Elites accept the settlement because they think that they can do
better under an organized government or because of a shared ethos.
These settlements can take many forms and Whaites (2008) lists a number of options:
Engineered Settlements – negotiated settlements usually part of a formal peace process
that can include external mediation.
Political Sedimentation – product of prolonged crisis that becomes semi-solidified
Imposed Settlements – when a clear victory by one group allows them to impose a
settlement on other elites
Entrenched Settlements – Political settlements can achieve a high degree of legitimacy
that makes direct challenges unlikely to succeed. Long-standing democracies tend to
mimic this settlement type.
Stagnant Settlement – Societies change and political settlements must evolve if they are
going to survive.
Rarely do any of the political settlements become established without conflict. Failure of
political settlement is most likely to happen early in the formation of the state.
Complementary to these areas, Migdal (1988) focuses on the social control that states
need to exert on their populations in order to become strong states. He discusses two types of
states, the first being the highly centralized, pyramid-like, state organization where power is
located at the apex of the pyramid. This is how most Western government states are organized.
In contrast, many states in the developing world are trying to control societies that have many
autonomous organizations that control the population. Migdal likens this to a spider web where
the state, as only one component of the web, tries to impose their control on these different
organizations in the society. He provides three indicators that can be used to measure the level
of social control that a state has on its population:
Compliance. This is the first level of social control. Initially, compliance is
accomplished through the theory that might is right and ensuring that the population complies by
force. This can also be accomplished through the control of resources and services that the
population desires or requires.
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Participation. Once compliance has been achieved, state leadership continues to develop
its social control through participation. State entities want to be able to reduce the amount of
force required to get the results it wants. Voluntary participation in state sanctioned activities,
industries and institutions is the objective of the state.
Legitimation. This is the ultimate level of social control that the state seeks out. The
population accepts and approves of the state’s right to conduct its business as it sees fit (Migdal,
1988).
Fragile or failed states have a very low or non-existent capacity to meet the indicators
discussed by Whaites and Migdal. The international community is faced with a host of issues
when trying to conduct governance reform, build capacity and establish the conditions for
development. They must move quickly on multiple fronts, using minimal resources where
government and private sector capacity is non-existent or decayed (Ball, 2005). They are often
faced with a humanitarian crisis that must be addressed immediately but they must try and do it
in such a way to not to create a dependency on foreign assistance or remove all opportunity for
new governments to establish legitimacy by providing services to its citizens. Security must be
re-established in a post conflict situation through peace keeping and ex-combatants must be
provided the opportunity to disarm, demobilize and reintegrate (DDR) into society (Brinkerhoff,
2005). The donors must be sufficiently cognizant of the regions and their history to ensure that
both the national and provincial governments are gaining capacity in concert and ensure that
public servants owe their allegiance to the de jure government rather than perceived de facto
ruling elites such as warlords (Lister & Wilder, 2005). Multiple external actors compete for
scarce internal government resources and must be coordinated to ensure that all goals align with
the overall vision (Brinkerhoff, 2007) to name a few issues that must be coordinated.
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International donors frequently underestimate the challenges that they will face when
dealing within a weak institutional environment. Initial financial commitments to development
and governance are slow to be released and when applied to the problems there is frequently not
enough capacity to handle the money or the number of projects that are required. Subsequently,
funding is reduced or dries up all together (Brinkerhoff & Brinkerhoff, 2002). A prime example
is the Asian Development Bank’s backing out of funding the repairs of the ring road from Kabul
to Kandahar in 2002 (Glasser, 2002). This is compounded by the “disproportions” that
Woodward (1999) proposes are indicators that the international community is unprepared to deal
with failed states. These three disproportions are the disparity between the “threat of a failed
state and our interest in it; the disproportion between the resources that are committed and the
response that is needed; and the characteristics of the threat and what the donors are prepared to
deal with” (p. 57-8). Even if the international community could identify all the requirements to
stabilize a fragile state these three factors call into question whether they would ever be fully
implemented (Brinkerhoff & Brinkerhoff, 2002).
Brinkerhoff (2005) provides the simplified requirements to design and implement
governance reforms in a post-conflict state. The requirements are reconstitute legitimacy, reestablish security and rebuild the state’s effectiveness. This is accomplished by developing the
capacity of the existing government. Capacity development in fragile states is similar to states
where fragility is not an issue. It is sometimes just the degree to which the capacity development
can be taken because of the existing lack of capacity in the country. Table 1 summarizes this.
Targets for capacity development are generally considered to be resources (funding and
equipment), skills and knowledge (training), organization (civil service reform), politics and
power, and incentives (elections) (Brinkerhoff, 2010).
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Table 1 - Comparison of Capacity Development in Fragile and Non-Fragile States (Brinkerhoff, 2010, p.69)

As mentioned previously, donors working in fragile states need to balance the immediate needs
of the population with building capacity in the local and national governments. If donors
continuously bypass existing government functions and contract directly with NGOs or
contractors the population will not see the government as legitimate. Donors must also be
cognizant that by operating in the country they are contributing to a “brain-drain” as capable
administrators are drawn to international NGOs, consulting firms, and other international
partners due to the reliable pay (Brinkerhoff, 2010).
Capacity development in fragile states cannot be standardized as it is completely
dependent on the situation in the specific country. However, Brinkerhoff (2010) provides some
guidelines that can be used to provide direction and increase the likelihood of success.
1. Capacity development (CD) benefits from harmonized purposes – This is even more
difficult when Whole of Government approaches are used. Aligning all elements of
donor countries efforts in the technical and political spheres is complicated but
necessary to ensure that donors are not working at cross purposes, creating
duplication, or enabling donor shopping where governments approach multiple
donors with the same request until one provides the required funds.
2. CD needs specificity and selectivity for targeting – When donors select organizations
to carry out projects or programs they should select the ones that would make the best
use of external resources and are approved by local decision-makers. This allows for
quicker service delivery, local ownership, political reconciliation etc.
3. CD needs to recognize which mix of targets needs to be addressed – Priorities need to
be made based on the specific country situation. All of the targets will probably need
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to be addressed in some format but the time and money required to do this is
extensive.
4. CD needs competent capacity developers – Even with Whole of Government
approaches that bring different assets to the table not all personnel who are assigned
to CD roles are able to work effectively with the local actors.
5. CD required in-depth knowledge and understanding of specific country contexts –
Donors must move beyond the blueprint and top down implementation that is
paternalistic in its approach to governance and development. Fragile states must
“own” the development. Donors must be cognizant of the specific history and social
issues in a country and can use local actors early in the design and implementation
stage.
Attempting any sort of development or governance reform in a fragile state is the very
definition of a wicked problem. The international community has attempted to break this wicked
problem into smaller, more manageable pieces and develop possible solutions that could be used
across the board. This has met with limited success as the US interventions in Iraq and
Afghanistan have shown. Donor countries have had to recognize the messiness of the problem
and that it is impossible to break it down into distinct tasks as this ignores the interdependencies
that the targets and tasks have with each other (Brinkerhoff, 2014). Rondinelli and Montgomery
(2005) have developed eight guidelines to help deal with the wicked problem in a review of 50
years of reconstruction efforts. The authors acknowledge how difficult it is to meet all of these
guidelines, but historically they are (1) security and an end to conflict must be ensured before
progress can be made; (2) a clear and coherent framework to guide donor countries efforts must
be established to ensure coordination throughout the country; (3) donor goals must be clearly
stated and not hidden; (4) capacity building must be as rapid as possible to ensure state
effectiveness; (5) political stability, legitimacy and a respect for the rule of law is required; (6)
reconstruction needs to be equitable across the country and all ethnic groups; (7) to progress a
competitive economy is required; and (8) governance reforms must focus on reducing poverty
and promote social equality.
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To address these “wicked problems”, Brinkerhoff (2014) proposes that key stakeholders
and donor countries need to better coordinate and have a shared understanding of the “aims,
benefits, costs and tasks associated with a given reform…along with the creation of a collective
commitment to success”(p.340). They must also have a solid grasp on the history, politics, and
ethnic tensions to the specific country and be willing to use this information to adapt the reform
approach. Finally, the linear problem solving or blueprint approach must be abandoned in favour
of a more flexible approach that advocates for continuous problem solving and adjustment as
more information is made available. Brinkerhoff and Ingle (1989) termed this approach
structured flexibility. They advocate that this approach finds the middle ground between the
blueprint model, which is linear and too rigid for development work, and the process model
which focuses on iterative changes and combines the design and implementation phases, but is
unwieldy and not accepted by donor country bureaucracies. Structured flexibility keeps a
planned structure of action from the blueprint model but adds a capacity for flexibility and
adjustment of the structure as more information on the situation becomes known.

The Whole of Government Approach
The current public sector management practices used in most Western countries are based
in the New Public Management (NPM) model. This model looked to remake the public service
using the ideals of the profit driven private sector (Dunleavy, Margetts, Bastow, & Tinkler,
2006). The changes were introduced to optimize organizational structures, performance and
efficiency and evolved the public sector from a management organization to a performance
oriented organization (Page, 2005). These changes introduced the creation of single purpose
organizations that operated on a narrow mandate in order to specialize and be efficient in the
specific task. There were a number of deficiencies that appeared due to this narrow approach.
These “single-purpose organizations with many specialized and non-overlapping roles and
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functions,…have produced too much fragmentation,…a lack of cooperation and coordination
hence hampering effectiveness and efficiency” (Christensen & Lægreid, 2007, p. 1060). These
streamlined organizations were not able to effectively deal with ‘wicked’ problems that crossed
policy and organizational boundaries (Ritchie, 2010).
Recognizing the extent of the ‘wicked’ problem in addressing the reconstruction and
counterinsurgency problems in failed or fragile states, the international community has sought to
reduce the stovepipe mentality that exists in separating the defense, diplomacy and development
efforts by donor countries. This effort has a number of different names including 3D, Whole of
Government, and the comprehensive approach. The comprehensive approach has been used by
NATO, the UN, the EU, Australia and Canada over the last decade to combat complex problems
that have been faced in fragile states (Ritchie, 2010). This approach, as used in Afghanistan by
Canada and other NATO partners, attempts to integrate the efforts of the military, diplomatic and
development agencies from donor nations to effectively strengthen local institutional capacity
(Gabriëlse, 2007). It binds organizations to common goals and promotes coordination along
horizontal networks to improve the institutional efficiency in policy, programming and service
delivery (Management Advisory, 2004). This is echoed by experts working for the UN in
Afghanistan between 1989-2000 who advocate for an integrated strategy and single structure for
international initiatives that have explicit lines of authorities and responsibility (Johnson &
Leslie, 2004).
The key advantages to the Whole of Government approach include an increased
capability to deal with ‘wicked’ problems and establishment of a unity of purpose through
integration and situational awareness of the issues and problems. Ideally, by being a
collaborative organization they are able to deliver services more efficient as they cross over
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stovepipe boundaries. By joining together this approach increases the range and capability of
public organizations while reducing contradictions, tension and competition between agencies
(Pollitt, 2003).
The Whole of Government approach also has a number of limitations. The creation of
the organization can be problematic as different organizational cultures clash and try to work to
the same time horizons. These new organizations are different from traditional government
practices and accountability, reporting and resource management can be difficult to manage.
Traditional government agencies are responsive to their ministers and to the central government
and are accountable and report in this manner. Once a Whole of Government approach is
established these distinct vertical responsibilities become blurred as multiple agencies are
responsible for shared goals. The unifying of strategy and establishment of clear, multi-agency
expectations is required but can be difficult to achieve (Ryan & Walsh, 2004).
Adapting this Whole of Government approach to a post conflict or fragile state situation
evolved over the mixed results that the international community experienced in global
interventions in the 2000’s. These interventions invariably led to increased instability in the
targeted country. These failures were attributed to the ineffective civil- military integration that
were not able to capitalize on all of the political, military, economic, social and technological
power that was available (De Coning, 2008). This recognition of failure led to the realization
that collaboration was required to address complex peace building operations. This led to the
adoption of the Whole of Government approach. However, early iterations did not have an
ability to address the insecure environment that they would be operating in and so the military
was included in the new approach (Ritchie, 2010).
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When dealing with an active insurgency like Afghanistan, the governance, security and
development spheres are linked together as no single agency has the capacity, expertise or
resources to operate independently (De Coning, 2008). This is reinforced by Jakobsen (2008)
when he states:
Success in operations aimed a building a lasting peace requires a comprehensive
approach across security, governance and development efforts, as well as between all
local and international partners, in support of the local government. There can be no
lasting security without development and no development without security (p. 11)
When Canada took responsibility for the Kandahar Provincial Reconstruction Team (KPRT) in
2005 it attempted to create a Whole of Government approach by placing military, DFAIT and
CIDA officials in the same camp and charging them with the responsibility of moving the
governance and development agenda forward in Kandahar province. The establishment of this
hybrid agency experienced all of the problems that have been outlined here and was criticized for
allowing the military to take the lead in the agency. This has led to accusations that the Whole of
Government approach advocated and enables the militarization of humanitarian and development
assistance which has serious implications for the delivery of aid by traditional NGOs (Canada's
Coalition to End Global Poverty, 2007). However, research has shown that PRTs working in
contested areas like Kandahar are able to complete projects better than traditional NGOs
(Malkasian & Meyerle, 2009).

Summary
This review focused on the three generations of implementation research developed over
the last 40 years. The first generation consisted of exploratory and explanatory research of
implementation activities that focused on one case. It was based on the normative rational model
of public administration and the model that is used in this study’s conceptual framework is a part
of this first generation. The second generation was more analytical and researchers used
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multiple cases to build their hypotheses. This generation focused on the variables that aided or
hindered implementation and the sheer number of variables became too unwieldy to build any
form of a predictive model. The third, and current, generation of research is working to define
key variables, use more quantitative methods to supplement qualitative results and examines
different policies over a longer period of time. These more rigourous methods have forced
researchers to test partial theories to move the state of the research forward.
Researchers have traditionally gravitated towards two approaches to examine
implementation activities. The top down approach focuses on the design of policy and then
examines how managers implement it. The bottom up approach first examines the complex web
of interactions between the public and implementers and then tries to map the connections back
to how policy should be designed.
While the majority of implementation studies have focused on the developed world there
is a smaller subset that does focus on the Global South. Researchers have determined that when
implementing development and government reform policies a linear model is ineffective.
Recipient countries need to “own” the policy and its implementation. Governments need to be
trained and develop their capacity to complete the reforms. Instead of a linear model of
implementation a more interactive model is required. The policy must be adaptable and a
process needs to be in place to redesign the policy to respond to specific situations and countries.
When dealing with failed or fragile states the same issues are faced, but the government has even
less capacity to respond to international donor demands. Implementers must find a balance
between responding to the immediate needs of the citizens and building the capacity of the
government to respond to its citizens.
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The Whole of Government approach is the international community’s solution to the
wicked problem of conducting development in failed or fragile states. The approach attempts to
break through the established government department stovepipes that exist in all Western
countries. By collaborating and developing these hybrid organizations, donors can be more
responsive to the realities that face them when working in fragile states like Afghanistan.
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3. Background
This Chapter will provide a brief history of Afghanistan and how it became a central
element to the United States’ Global War on Terror. It will also examine how Canada’s role in
the War on Terror evolved over time and the country’s involvement in Afghanistan. Finally,
how Canada developed its governance and development policy for Kandahar province will be
described.

A Brief History of Afghanistan
In his book, Tanner (2002) provides an overview of the history of Afghanistan. The
country has long stood as a crossroads for the great civilizations of the Old World. As history
has marched on, it has been a coveted prize to empires and a source of great warriors. Its
prominence has been reduced throughout the modern era as it became a buffer state as part of the
Great Game, a Cold War battlefield and finally a hideout for international terrorists. The country
is located on the eastern most portion of the Iranian plane, butting up against the Himalayas and
was the primary land conduit for trade and invasions between Central Asia, the Middle East, and
the Indian sub-continent. The country and its critical mountain passes have been invaded
multiple times by armies of Greeks, Persians, Mauryans, Huns, Mongols, British, Soviets, and
now Americans along with their NATO partners
As sea power became a capable rival to nations’ land power in the 18th and 19th century,
Afghanistan remained a critical component of vying empire’s plans, but as a buffer between
nations. Afghanistan’s present day borders were drawn up by Russia and Britain as part of the
Great Game in the 19th century. In 1893 borders were drawn, not to complement the strength of
the Afghan people but along geopolitical lines that would allow Afghanistan to remain as a
buffer between these “two spheres of influence” (Tanner, 2002, p. 3). These borders split tribes
in order to limit Afghanistan’s political resources. Specifically, the eastern border, known as the
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Durand line, was drawn by Sir Mortimer Durand to split the ethnic Pashtun tribe and protect
India from Russia.
Afghanistan declared independence in 1919 following the third Anglo-Afghan War.
Russia immediately opened diplomatic relations with the fledgling nation and Afghanistan
gratefully accepted the Russian support as it offset the British presence in India. The next 9
years were relatively peaceful for Afghanistan but that was shattered in 1928 by two internal
uprisings that lead to civil wars that continued up until 1934 when Afghanistan joined the
League of Nations.
Throughout the Second World War, Afghanistan remained neutral. In 1947, India gained
its independence from British rule and the country of Pakistan was created. Relations between
Afghanistan and Pakistan were tense because Pakistan refused to redraw the Durand Line and the
ethnic Pashtun tribes remained divided by the border. Taking advantage of this tension the
Soviet Union developed closer relations to Afghanistan and focused development money in the
North of the country. The Soviet Union also provided weapons and training to the Afghans
which were welcomed as Afghanistan prepared for a potential incursion by Pakistan. Soviet
support continued to the late 1970’s when the Afghan government was overthrown in a military
coup that was backed by the Soviet regime. Following the coup, the new government attempted
to impose reforms that “struck to the very heart of the socioeconomic structure of Afghanistan’s
rural society” (Goodson, 2012, p. 56). These attempted reforms created tensions and outright
revolts throughout the country. Tribesmen from the hills gathered their weapons and joined
regional warlords, the Afghan Army was beset with mass desertions as soldiers defected to
support their tribes. The Soviet Union continued to support the government in power by
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providing aircraft, pilots and military advisors to Afghanistan. However, this was not sufficient
to quell the revolt and in December 1979, the Soviet Union invaded Afghanistan.
This invasion caused the Afghan people to unite in a very unanticipated way. Thousands
of local mullahs (Islamic priests) declared a jihad against this invasion and tribal animosities
were put aside as all of the Afghan people focused on expelling the Soviets. This unity created
the Mujahedeen or “soldiers of God”. In the decade that followed, the United States supported
the Mujahedeen with weapons in an attempt to stem the tide of Communism in Asia. The united
Mujahedeen fought against the Soviets and finally expelled them from the country in February
1989. With the Soviets out of the country the US support to the Mujahedeen dried up leaving
them looking for additional financial support. This is when Osama bin Laden started providing
financial assistance and the start of al Qaeda was born.
Following the collapse of the Soviet Union, Afghanistan descended into civil war
between warring tribes who tried to control the capital, Kabul. However, in 1994, a new faction
rose from the south of Afghanistan. Naming themselves Taliban, they were backed by Pakistan
who was hoping to open the road to the rest of Asia through Kabul. The Taliban were ethnic
Pashtuns and their backbone of fighters were the Mujahedeen that fought the Soviets. By 1998
they controlled the vast majority of Afghanistan with all resistance pushed North to the
Tajikistan border. As the Taliban took over segments of the country they implemented strict
Sharia Law and lacking any sort of international recognition the leadership worked closely with
bin Laden who provided financial aid, international connections, and warriors dedicated to jihad.
Bin Laden in turn used Afghanistan as a safe haven and the religious schools as fertile ground to
recruit future terrorists. This relationship continued and was in place on September 11, 2001
(Tanner, 2002).
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Global War on Terror
Following 9/11, the US and its allies invaded Afghanistan and, with the help of the
Afghan Northern Alliance, defeated the Taliban and forced Al Qaeda and bin Laden to leave
Afghanistan. This was the extent of the strategy that was employed by the US during the
invasion and initial occupation of Afghanistan. In fact, the US government quickly turned its
attention to Iraq and its subsequent invasion leaving the forces in Afghanistan and its fledgling
government led by Hamid Karzai to deal with the aftermath of the invasion. With Iraq taking
over the US attention on foreign policy there was no time to deal with the eroding situation in
Afghanistan. The administration felt that the US had won the war and it was now some other
government’s problem to deal with the post conflict and stabilization situation that was playing
out in Afghanistan (Risen, 2006).

Canada’s Role in the Global War on Terror and Entry into Afghanistan
In response to the attack on the Twin Towers on September 11, 2001 conventional
Canadian Armed Forces (CAF) troops were deployed to Afghanistan, under the command of the
United States (US) in early 2002. The CAF fought alongside the US in Kandahar until August
2003. Unconvinced of the evidence offered by the US that Iraq possessed weapons of mass
destruction and the lack of a UN resolution supporting the invasion, the Government of Canada
decided not to participate in the US invasion of Iraq. However, Canada did commit additional
forces to the stabilization effort in Afghanistan and a small CAF battle group numbering 800
deployed to Kabul and joined the International Security Assistance Force (ISAF) under
command of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO). This location was specifically
chosen due to its perceived safety for the deployed forces (Chretien, 2008). The CAF remained
in Kabul until 2005 when Prime Minister Martin ordered the deployment of a CAF battle group
to Kandahar and Canada became responsible for the province. At the time, Prime Minister
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Martin had succeeded Prime Minister Chretien and was seeking out opportunities to set himself
and the party apart from Chretien. Additionally, the US was fully embroiled in Iraq and
welcomed ISAF’s expansion across the whole of Afghanistan as it would theoretically free up
more US troops for Iraq. The Chief of Defense Staff (CDS) General Rick Hillier also supported
and advised the Prime Minister that the move to Kandahar was the next logical move for the
CAF(Marten, 2010). With this 900km geographic move, Canada was to leave a secure province
where the CAF was focused on stabilization operations and become embroiled in an active
insurgency in the religious heartland of the Taliban.
Of course, at the time of the move to Kandahar, no one was able to foresee the whole
situation and understand the total amount of blood and treasure that would be expended by
Canada in Kandahar. There are a number of positions held on the debate as to why Canada
chose to take responsibility for Kandahar Province. The arguments range from an ambitious
CDS (General Hillier) who wanted a more prominent position for the Canadians in the NATO
mission and convinced the Prime Minister to order the deployment; that it was an appeasement
to the US for Canada’s lack of participation in Iraq and the ballistic missile defense; or that DND
was looking to expand its influence in the Canadian political arena. Most likely it was a
combination of all of these arguments and the decision set the stage where an insufficient
number of Canadian troops attempted to contain a growing insurgency in the South (Murray &
McCoy, 2010).
From the beginning of the move the CAF understood that the situation was different in
Kandahar than in Kabul. While the government and CAF leadership did not understand the full
scope of the situation that they would soon become embroiled in, it was understood that there
was a possibility of a stronger insurgency in the South and that a military only mission would not
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succeed in the South. As one officer involved in the move to Kandahar said, “ [Canada] cannot
kill our way out of this issue, as there is an endless supply of angry young men to be lured by
extremist groups…” (Conrad, 2009, p. 79). To mitigate this reality, the Government of Canada
developed its 3D (Diplomacy, Development, Defense) or Whole of Government strategy. In
addition to the CAF battle group, Canada would take responsibility for the Kandahar Provincial
Reconstruction Team and deploy diplomats from the Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade
(DFAIT) and development officers from the Canadian International Development Agency
(CIDA) to work with the military. This mixed team was to work together to rebuild the
fragmented provincial government, help Kandaharis develop a viable economy and secure the
province from the Taliban insurgency.
One of the early criticisms of Canada’s Whole of Government approach is that the
specific responsibilities of the three agencies were never clarified sufficiently to allow the
agencies to work together in harmony.

Creation of Canada’s Development and Governance Policy for Afghanistan
Afghanistan was the first test of the Whole of Government approach on a mission. The
initial deployment of DFAIT and CIDA personnel in 2005 to join the military in Kandahar was
given very little policy direction. The premise was based on the National Security Policy and the
complementary International Policy Statement (IPS) on Defense and Diplomacy drafted in
2003(Jorgensen, 2008). While the 3D strategy was not explicitly explained in any of the above
documents there was a recognition that there was a requirement for an “increasingly integrated
approach to defence, diplomacy and development” (Privy Council Office, 2004, p. 47). While
the Canadian mission was moving from Kabul to Kandahar the international community
participated in the London Conference in January/February 2006. At this conference, the UN
Security Council unanimously adopted both the Afghanistan National Development Strategy
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(ANDS) and the Afghanistan Compact. These two documents became the agreement between
the international community and the Government of the Islamic Republic of Afghanistan
(GIRoA) on how reconstruction and development would proceed (Capstick, 2007). Both of
these documents were constructed around three pillars to delineate the international effort in
Afghanistan. Security was the first pillar described in the documents. This entailed the
counterinsurgency strategy, peacekeeping/building as well as Afghan National Army (ANA) and
Afghan National Police (ANP) training that was to occur. The second pillar focused on
governance, rule of law and human rights. The third and final pillar focused on social and
economic development where all reconstruction efforts were to be focused. The two documents
described several cross cutting themes including gender equity, counter-narcotics, regional
cooperation, anti-corruption and the environment as all of these elements would have to be
addressed in all three pillars (Government of the Islamic Republic of Afghanistan, 2006, 2007).
Canada’s initial deployment of public servants to augment the military mission attempted
to follow these three pillars with the military focusing on the security pillar, DFAIT
concentrating on governance and CIDA focusing on the social and economic development pillar.
However, while at the national level the embassy DFAIT and CIDA representatives were able to
move forward with more “traditional” governance and development projects this was not the
same at the provincial level. Much criticism was leveled at the initial Whole of Government
approach in Kandahar. According to Banerjee (2009) the approach was, “not backed up with a
clear definition of the [3D] term, especially in the context of the new conflict zone Canada was
entering. No unitary objective was established and no division of functions between the 3-Ds to
achieve the objective was envisaged” (p. 67).
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Concerned by the lack of progress by the US, NATO and the Canadian mission, Prime
Minister Harper commissioned an independent panel in 2007 that was led by John Manley to
review whether Canada should extend its mission after 2009 and under what conditions. The
panel investigated the issue and interviewed representatives from NATO, Afghanistan, the UN,
the military, DFAIT and CIDA. The panel drafted a report and presented it to Parliament in
January 2008 recommending that Canada remain in Afghanistan under certain conditions. The
panel was critical of the Afghanistan Compact. They said that while the Compact did lay out
targets and timelines for the three pillars the targets had “been more formal than real, and
performance assessments [had] been flimsy” (Manley, Burney, Epp, Tellier, & Wallin, 2008, p.
19). The panel was critical of the civilian effort in Kandahar, specifically CIDA as most of their
funding flowed through the national government leaving little money that could be applied
directly to Kandahar that could be identified as a Canadian project. The panel recommended that
the reconstruction effort be redesigned to give it a higher priority and more money should be
spent directly in Kandahar that address the immediate needs of Kandaharis. This money should
also be allocated to a signature project that would be a visible reminder of Canadian
reconstruction efforts in the province. The panel also recommended that the Government of
Canada needed to assess the effectiveness of Canadian reconstruction efforts against the
benchmarks and timelines of the Afghanistan Compact (Manley et al., 2008). These
recommendations were accepted by Parliament and were the basis for the civilian surge, the
establishment of the civilian head of mission in Kandahar named the Representative of Canada in
Kandahar or the RoCK and the creation of the reconstruction benchmarks that occurred in 2008
that will be discussed in the next section.
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Summary
Afghans have been fighting invading armies in their country since the time of Alexander
the Great. Their allegiance is to their own tribe more than any established central state that has
governed the country. Over the last 35 years, Afghanistan has been in a state of constant
conflict. They first expelled the Soviets and then descended into civil war that saw the rise of the
Taliban. Following 9/11, the US and its allies invaded Afghanistan, overthrew the Taliban, and
have been the most powerful presence in the country since then.
Canada joined the US when it first invaded Afghanistan. Canada returned as part of the
NATO mission in 2003 and then decided to move from Kabul to Kandahar in 2005 and take
responsibility for the province. Recognizing that more than a military effort was required to be
successful in Kandahar, Canada implemented the Whole of Government approach that partnered
DFAIT and CIDA with the military. These three agencies were each to be responsible for one of
the pillars of governance, economic development and security that were outlined in the ANDS.
Prior to extending the mission until 2011, the Government of Canada initiated the Manley
commission in 2007 that looked at the situation and under what conditions the mission should be
extended. The Manley commission’s recommendations were the basis for the creation of the
redefined development and governance policies that were to be implemented by the KPRT.
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4. Investigation and Results
In this Chapter the analysis of Canada’s development and governance policies in
Kandahar is presented. The modified conceptual framework guiding the research on government
documents formed the basis of my questions to the seven key informant interviews and guided
the reflections on my experience as a military member supporting CIDA, DFAIT and military
governance and development projects in Afghanistan in 2008 – 2009.

Policy Design
Policy design was the most challenging to investigate due to the paucity of
government documentation and the limited experience of the interviewees and myself in the
design process. Prior to the release of the Manley Report and the first Quarterly Report on
Afghanistan to Parliament there was very little information on what actual governance and
development policies Canada was pursuing in Kandahar. The international community in
London ratified the Afghanistan Compact in early 2006. This document does provide, in broad
terms, the goals of the GIRoA and international community in Afghanistan. The goals are
categorized into the three pillars of security, governance and economic development. The
compact does provide some timelines to accomplish the stated goals, most were to be completed
by the end of 2010. However, the document is vague on how the goals are to be achieved and
what the intermediate targets should be for the government and the international community.
The compact does provide some direction on how to improve the effectiveness of aid in
Afghanistan. It bases this direction on the Paris Declaration on Aid Effectiveness agreed to in
2005. The GIRoA is responsible to set its development priorities and both the government and
the international community must be both transparent and accountable to each other for the aid
provided to Afghanistan. The GIRoA also commits to completing the Afghanistan National
Development Strategy (ANDS), improve its ability to generate domestic revenues, agree with

54
donor countries on the established benchmarks and provide regular reports on the use of aid.
The donor countries agreed to provide assistance within the framework of the ANDS, provide
predictable, multi-year funding support to Afghanistan, increase the proportion of donor
assistance through the Afghanistan core budget, and provide assistance in developing a
professional public service in Afghanistan among other things (Government of the Islamic
Republic of Afghanistan, 2006).
The Manley Report provides some indication of the development work that Canada
conducted between 2005 and 2008. The report lists a wide range of activities including “ repair
and construction of roads, irrigation and other infrastructure; microfinance to promote the start of
small businesses (especially by women); education; rural development; and support of
community development councils” (Manley et al., 2008, p. 26). However, there is no mention of
an overarching Canadian strategy that existed to coordinate development, governance and
security at the time of the report. The Manley Report made a number of recommendations on
what Canada should do prior to extending their mission in Afghanistan. The two
recommendations that most affected the design of the development and governance policy were:
1. Canada’s reconstruction and development engagement in Afghanistan should
concentrate more on aid that will directly benefit the Afghan people. This calls for
more emphasis on project assistance, including at least one “signature”
project…identified with Canadians and led by Canadians.
2. The effectiveness of Canada’s military and civilian activities in Afghanistan, along
with the progress of Afghan security, governance and development must be tracked
and assessed more thoroughly and systematically…The Afghanistan Compact lays
out benchmarks and timelines for Afghan government and international
programming. Required now are more practical standards for judging performance
and actual results (Manley et al., 2008, p. 36).
Following the acceptance of the Manley Report, the first Report to Parliament was produced in
June, 2008 and it laid out the governments security, governance and development policy for
Afghanistan and Kandahar. The government identified six priorities that were to define
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Canada’s engagement in Afghanistan. The first four priorities were focused on Kandahar. They
were:
1.
2.
3.
4.

Enable the Afghan National Security Forces in Kandahar to sustain a more secure
environment and promote law and order.
Strengthen Afghan institutional capacity to deliver core services and promote
economic growth, enhancing the confidence of Kandaharis in their government.
Provide humanitarian assistance for extremely vulnerable people, including
refugees, returnees and internally displaced persons.
Enhance border security, with facilitation of bilateral dialogue between Afghan
and Pakistani authorities (Government of Canada, 2008, p. 1).

Two additional priorities were to be pursued at the national level. They included supporting the
Afghan government capacity for democratic governance and facilitating Afghan-led efforts
toward political reconciliation. Canada also committed to contributing 50% of all aid money
allocated to Afghanistan into Kandahar province, up from 17% in 2007. This money would
support the four priorities for Kandahar and three signature projects. The first signature project
was the rehabilitation of the Dahla Dam and its irrigation and canal system which is a critical
asset for agriculture in Kandahar. The second project was the commitment to build 50 schools in
Kandahar and the final project was a commitment to eradicate polio in Afghanistan by the end of
2009. Canada also committed to increasing the number of civilians from DFAIT and CIDA in
Kandahar and at the embassy in Kabul (Government of Canada, 2008).
The second Report to Parliament, published in September, 2008, further clarified the
priorities and established the benchmarks against which the government would measure
progress. All of the goals were to be accomplished by 2011 except the polio eradication, which
was to be completed by 2009. In total there were 21 benchmarks and 40 progress indicators that
were established in the report. According to the Government of Canada (2008c), examples of
the benchmarks and progress indicators are:
Benchmark: Achievement of polio eradication in Afghanistan.
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Progress Indicator: The number of immunizations delivered and children receiving the
polio vaccine during each of the multiple national campaigns conducting annually
Progress Indicator: The number of polio cases reported.
Benchmark: A total of 50 schools built, expanded or repaired in Kandahar
Progress Indicator: Number of school projects (built, expanded or repaired) in key
districts. 2011 Target – 50 schools built, expanded or repaired
Benchmark: Local and provincial institutions able to meet and implement the objectives
of the National Education Strategic Plan for Afghanistan.
Progress Indicator: Number of teachers trained in Kandahar. 2011 Target – 3000 trained
teachers
Progress Indicator: Number of people receiving literacy training, vocational education
and skills development. 2011 Target – 20,000 additional individuals to receive literacy
training 1,070 additional individuals to receive vocational training.
The complete list of benchmarks and progress indicators is included at Appendix 2.
DFAIT&Implementers&
According to the DFAIT implementers that were interviewed, the higher-level goals
coming from the Government of Canada were very explicit. Many of the benchmarks had clear
indicators of how many people needed to be trained by 2011 or how much infrastructure was to
be constructed. However, the goals were too rigid and were not focused on the right issues for
the most part (confidential source, 6 Feb, 2015). The goals made political sense back in Canada,
as they were easy to brief and struck a chord in the Canadian public, but were not necessarily the
best focus for Kandahar province. It was easy for most of the implementers to see what
“success” would look like according to the Canadian politicians but the focus did not necessarily
translate to success on the ground in Kandahar (confidential source, 6 Feb, 2015). There was
some effort to establish benchmarks based on what the implementers thought was possible. Prior
to the release of benchmarks in September, 2008 the DFAIT officials in Kandahar were tasked to
develop a list of what they thought would be possible to accomplish by the end of 2011. The
exercise was passed off as something that the politicians needed and would be adjusted as
required. Many of the officials on the ground did not feel that this was a realistic request as they
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did not have an idea of resources and personnel that would be allocated, what the security
situation would be over the three year period etc. However, management said just do your best –
you will not be held to them. Then a month later they were published as the official Government
of Canada benchmarks and DFAIT was required to report on them and questioned when they
were unable to meet the targets (confidential source, 7 Feb, 2015).
The implementation of the justice file was one of the most difficult. The prisons and
police file had technical expertise in the form of Corrections Services Canada and RCMP or
civilian police officials to provide advice and design programs that would improve the situation
on the ground. This technical expertise was critical in establishing successful training and
infrastructure projects for these organizations. The justice file had no such technical expertise
assigned to it. Progress indicators that were assigned to the benchmark included the number of
justice sector infrastructure and equipment projects completed, number of training programs in
place for justice officials, and an improved Ministry of Justice capacity to draft, revise, translate
and promulgate laws passed by the Afghan government (Government of Canada, 2008c). It did
not appear that sufficient thought had been put into how this benchmark would be achieved
beyond establishing the benchmarks. Even the infrastructure projects were problematic because
requests were made for the construction of private homes for the Chief Justice and Chief
Prosecutor. This was completely within the logic of an Afghan national but Canada baulked at
providing private homes as it ran counter to Western culture (confidential source, 7 Feb, 2015).
According to one of my DFAIT interviewees there was a definite disconnect between the
higher-level plan and the reality on the ground. The high level policy did match with the ANDS
and there was some form of consultation with President Karzai, however at the provincial and
district level there was a high level of distrust between all levels of government and between the
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PRT and the provincial and district governments. Consultation was not the forte of DFAIT and
there was definitely conflict between what the provincial government wanted and what was
agreed to between Canada and the GIRoA (confidential source, 6 Feb, 2015).
Access to funding improved in 2008 and 2009. The Global Peace and Security Fund was
the primary source of funding for DFAIT projects. As the implementation progressed there was
recognition in Ottawa that the time to access funds was taking too long and was causing delays
in the initiation of projects. Ottawa allowed the political director in DFAIT to approve up to
$25,000 worth of projects or equipment acquisition immediately without consultation and up to
$200,000 worth of projects on a 48 hour, no objection consultation with Ottawa. This meant that
once the DFAIT office in Ottawa was provided the details of the project they had 48 hours to
object. If there was no objection the project went ahead immediately. Any projects above
$200,000 still needed to be reviewed and presented at a board in Ottawa over the telephone to
receive funding approval. Some project files were provided an envelope of money that required
no consultation with Ottawa. The DFAIT political director could approve these projects if he
deemed them within the policy and there were sufficient funds in the envelope (confidential
sources, 6 Feb, 2015, 7 Feb, 2015, 25 Feb, 2015).
CIDA&Implementers&
For the CIDA implementers the benchmarks for the three signature development projects
were difficult to accept. When the Manley Report was published one of the interviewees
commented that the report’s requirement to have a Canadian flag on development projects was
setting back development theory 50 years. CIDA very much worked on the ideal that Canadian
money should be invisible in development projects and it should be seen that the central
government was providing the development to the region. This, in theory, would legitimize the
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government and bring more local support to it. Placing a Canadian flag on the project went
completely against this ideal.
While the Dahla Dam project and the construction of schools were very much bottom up
designed projects the actual benchmarks that were published had become politicized and
distorted. The Dahla Dam project had been investigated and a professional consultant report was
completed for CIDA outlining what should be done at the dam to improve it. The project was
broken into three phases that included technical repairs to the dam and the canals, raising the
dam and agricultural support for the farmers downstream from the dam. By completing all three
phases the report stated that 30,000 jobs would be created over the long-term life of the project.
However, the three phases would cost too much and take too much time for Canada to complete
in the three year period so it was decided to invest $50 million and complete the first phase of the
project. Based on the fact that the first phase would be completed one of the indicators selected
was the creation of 10,000 jobs. This was a false assumption and it appears that no additional
analysis went into the selection of the benchmark other than dividing the total estimated jobs
over the life of the three phase project by three. This totally distorted the measurement of
outputs for the project and CIDA was reduced to counting every single person who might have
shoveled some dirt on the project as a job created (confidential source, 5 Feb, 2015, 6 Feb,
2015).
The construction or repair of 50 schools was another bottom up designed project. The
idea came from the Kandahar provincial government and in consultations that CIDA had
conducted prior to 2008 (confidential source, 6 Feb, 2015). CIDA’s proposal was to work
through a national level program and provide funding through it to support education in
Kandahar. However, this did not have enough of a Canadian flavour to it so CIDA was required
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to carve out a specific corner of this project that could have a Canadian flag on it. To complicate
the matter, by the time this signature project was announced to the Canadian public the US had
funded the planned fifty schools in Kandahar through the national program. CIDA was told to
find fifty additional schools because the political imperative would not allow the government to
retract this promise (confidential source, 6 Feb, 2015).
Finally, the benchmarks and indicators were a mix of outputs and outcomes or impacts
with no apparent understanding at the policy design level of the difference. Outputs shift as the
situation changes therefore the construction of a school is an output. The outcome for this
project should have been better education opportunities for the people of Kandahar province and
this would have included the number of schools built, the number of teachers trained, and the
number of schools in use in the province. However, due to the confusion between outputs and
outcomes CIDA was required to report on inflexible outputs over an unrealistic timeline. CIDA
development officers were shocked at the inflexibility and the limited time that was given to
them to accomplish the goals. As an interviewees explained this was a complete paradigm shift
for CIDA whose traditional development projects were clearly articulated using Results Based
Management (RBM) and results were expected over a decade rather than three years
(confidential source, 6 Feb, 2015, CIDA communication specialist, 19 Feb 2015).
Similar to DFAIT, there were very few issues at accessing funds for projects in
Kandahar. The Dahla Dam project had a $50 million envelope and it was bolstered by additional
funds from the Kandahar Local Initiatives Program (KLIP). The CIDA director in Kandahar and
the RoCK managed the KLIP funds. In 2008-09 there was $20 million allocated to the KLIP
fund and it operated on a two key system. Development officials presented their project
proposals to the CIDA director and if he felt that the project fell within policy boundaries he
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presented it to the RoCK for final approval and the project moved forward. There was no
requirement to go to Ottawa for authority. The financial authority rested at the KPRT which was
unique in the mission (confidential source, 5 Feb, 2015).
Reflective&Exercise&
As a low-ranked officer at the KPRT I had no influence on the design of policy but I do
remember that financial funding for projects was never an issue for any of the infrastructure
projects that were requested by CIDA and DFAIT. Even as the costs increased to construct the
same police substation in different regions due to increased security costs there was never any
discussion that the project should be halted or resent out for tender. The agencies paid what the
contractor quoted.
The one resource that was always in great demand was transportation outside of the wire.
The military never had enough vehicles or soldiers to provide the required security for all of the
technical, political and development visits requested by all elements in the KPRT. This shortage
was what drove what projects got funded and approved more than the cost of the projects.
While I only had seven project managers to manage all the infrastructure projects
requested, both CIDA and DFAIT were able to provide my team with the priority that projects
should receive when we reached management capacity. This ability to set the priorities, based
on the benchmarks that the agencies were responsible for assisted me in managing the projects in
a logical manner and meet all of their requirements.

Interorganizational Communication and Enforcement Activities
As mentioned in the previous section, Canada’s governance and development policy was
communicated to DFAIT and CIDA implementers through the allocation of six priorities and
three signature projects presented to Parliament. These priorities were assigned benchmarks and
indicators by the government in a highly politicized manner.
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When the first RoCK arrived in theatre she set in motion the development of the
Kandahar Action Plan (KAP). This document took the higher-level targets, benchmarks, and
indicators and attempted to provide a map or implementation plan for 2008-09 to provide
additional guidance to all members of the KPRT and focus the programming of the
implementers. This document was “the first jointly developed and implemented integrated civilmilitary strategy and a multi-national and multi-agency strategy…based on priorities identified
by Afghans and shared by Canada and its allies in Afghanistan” (E. Goldberg as cited in
Gammer, 2013). The KAP document and its various annexes was a collaborative effort that
included CIDA, DFAIT, CSC, RCMP and military input. Each of the annexes addressed one of
the three pillars of security, governance and development and provided intermediate goals that
were to be completed by 2009.
The introduction of the RoCK into the KPRT structure forced all civilian elements to
work collaboratively on their priorities. She was the acknowledged head of the civilian mission
in Kandahar and had the equivalent rank of the Brigadier General who commanded the whole
Canadian Task Force. On the civilian reporting side, she had a direct line to the Afghanistan
Task Force (ATF) located in the Privy Council Office. Therefore she could bypass CIDA,
DFAIT and military Ottawa offices and engage at a higher political level (Gammer, 2013). This
political power and access permitted her to seek out clarification directly from the highest level
of bureaucracy and enforce that interpretation of the policy.
DFAIT&Implementers&
All DFAIT implementers interviewed were aware of the six priorities and three signature
projects. All of them pointed to these priorities as the governing documents that directed their
efforts in Kandahar. All of them mentioned the more than weekly teleconferences that they
participated in with DFAIT in Ottawa. It was during these teleconferences that policy guidance
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was requested and provided to the implementers in Kandahar. Two of the interviewees indicated
that the headquarters in Ottawa went beyond policy guidance and tried to micromanage the
actual programming of projects. The implementers did not appreciate this and there were a
number of arguments that occurred in the teleconferences. Additional teleconferences were held
with both DFAIT and CIDA representatives on each of the benchmarks that crossed lines of
responsibility. These weekly teleconferences were used to discuss where the teams were in the
implementation process, what tweaks needed to happen and to ensure that everyone was on the
same page (confidential source, 6 Feb, 2015).
For larger projects, over $200,000, there needed to be consultation with DFAIT in Ottawa
prior to funds being released. These consultations were used to ensure the project fell within the
policy boundaries and to ensure that money was not being spent recklessly in an inappropriate
manner. These consultations were Ottawa’s way of enforcing policy compliance, however, from
all the interviewees there was no situation where a project was rejected outright. There many
have been some minor changes required but all projects that were presented fell within the
policy. The implementers, on the ground, were able to ensure that they respected the policy.
CIDA&Implementers&
Like DFAIT, CIDA took its direction from the six priorities and three signature projects
published in Parliament. They participated in weekly teleconferences with CIDA headquarters
and the multi-agency teleconferences on each of the benchmarks. However, CIDA implementers
did not feel as micromanaged as the DFAIT implementers. In general, the conversations that
were held between Kandahar and Ottawa were beneficial and headquarters was supportive of the
manner the policies were being implemented. The one exception was the Minister of CIDA.
She would introduce ideas that she thought would be beneficial to the implementers on the
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ground but did not fully understand the situation in Kandahar and did not make an effort to fully
understand the security situation (confidential source, 5 Feb, 2015).
The second difference between DFAIT and CIDA was the project approval process.
Because financial authority for the KLIP had been invested in the RoCK and the head of CIDA
all project approval occurred in Kandahar. Legally, CIDA headquarters in Ottawa could not
supersede this financial authority. Therefore, enforcement of the policy occurred in Kandahar.
First, the head of CIDA had to approve the project, if he approved it was taken to the RoCK for
final approval. There were very few instances where the RoCK did not approve a project once it
passed the CIDA director’s desk. Because the projects were developed in a collaborative
manner, the RoCK generally knew about the project before it was presented to her. The few
times that it was not approved was because the RoCK was aware of another agency or country
doing the project and it was cancelled to minimize the overlap that would have occurred
(confidential source, 5 Feb, 2015).
Reflective&Exercise&
Contrary to what the interviewers presented, I remember DFAIT being much more
responsive than CIDA when project approval was required or when changes to an existing
project were required. My team dealt with very few projects under the $200,000 limit that could
be quickly approved in Kandahar. Most of my projects needed to be presented to DFAIT
headquarters in Ottawa. Even with this requirement the projects moved quite quickly on the
DFAIT side. My experience with CIDA was that they were slow to approve projects and
accessing money was problematic for our infrastructure projects. This is different from what the
interviewees stated. However, there were a greater number of DFAIT projects that I was
involved in as many of their indicators consisted of infrastructure projects for the police,
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government and justice sectors. Comparatively, CIDA was focused more on training and their
own contractors carried out many of their infrastructure projects.
I do remember that both agencies were very strict and would only consider projects that
fell within their policy boundaries. I proposed a number of projects that I had gathered from my
interactions with local contractors that were required in the province. If there was even a chance
that the project was not within the policy boundaries it was rejected by either the officer that I
proposed it to or by the heads of the two agencies. It was very frustrating at the time because I
did not fully understand the policy restrictions that were imposed on them. Reflecting now on
the additional information that I have gathered for this paper, the political and development
officials were right to refuse my proposals. While the projects would have improved the life of
the people in Kandahar City they fell outside of the benchmarks that had been established by the
Government of Canada. If the officers had not refused, they would have done quite a bit of work
to put the proposal together just to have the RoCK or DFAIT headquarters refuse to fund the
proposal.

Characteristics and Disposition of Implementing Agencies
The Whole of Government approach in Kandahar required that officials from CIDA,
DFAIT, CSC, the military, and the RCMP work together on common policy goals that were
mandated by the Government of Canada. As was discussed in the literature review section the
combining of organizational cultures can be problematic as they work for the first time towards
common goals. This was more prevalent at the higher levels in Ottawa where DND, DFAIT and
CIDA took exception to the Whole of Government approach and felt that the other agencies were
intruding on their perceived responsibility and turf. This led to the formation of the Afghanistan
Task Force within the Privy Council Office so that there was one element that could hold the
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three ministers and their ministries to account and ensure that they respected the intent of the
policies (Gammer, 2013).
DFAIT&Implementers&
All interviewees spoke of the culture clash that existed in joining the three agencies
together in the KPRT. In general, they felt that the working level officers of all agencies
generally worked well together but that higher up the chain of command there were indications
of conflict. Many of the conflicts were personality based and could be worked around in the
KPRT. While some collaboration existed, each of the agencies was coming at the problems from
their own perspective. At one extreme, the military was looking for quick impact projects that
could win the hearts and minds of the locals. At the other extreme, CIDA officials were focused
on sustainability and effective development that takes time to do properly. DFAIT was in
between the extremes as they were responsive on the governance files but were conscious of the
need for sustainability.
Because the military controlled and protected the camp there was the added culture shock
for the political officers, who did not deploy to warzones prior to Afghanistan, to adjust to life in
a military camp with the rules and regulations that were in effect. In addition, the manner in
which they could challenge a military decision was different from how challenges were accepted
in their agency. This took some time to accept and develop strategies to meet this new reality
(confidential source, 25 Feb, 2015). Another DFAIT political officer commented on the fact that
DFAIT did not have the planning culture that is ingrained in the military and that there was a real
evolution of that over the year that he was in Kandahar. Early on, DFAIT was not involved in
planning any military operations and found that once the plan was completed and briefed to them
they had a lot of issues with it. Embedding a political officer into the military planning cell to
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ensure that the political aspect of the operation met with the approval of the RoCK and DFAIT
officials solved this issue (confidential source, 6 Feb, 2015).
The personnel that were sent to Kandahar from DFAIT were a mixed lot. Only one or
two had worked on the Afghanistan file prior to deploying to Kandahar. Many of the political
officers were policy specialists and had very little programming experience. Programing was
learned on the job in Kandahar. Some had worked in countries that were a part of the Global
South but none had worked within a fragile state and this new reality was a steep learning curve.
The majority of the interviewees stated that the group of political officers worked well together,
however, there were some personality conflicts within the DFAIT implementing officials that
caused friction between its members (confidential source, 6 Feb, 2015).
CIDA&Implementers&
The culture shock for experienced development officers was even greater than for DFAIT
officials. Not only were they dealing with the same issues within the KPRT but they were also
trying to explain to their political masters how CIDA actually worked. With the way the policy
was designed, the indicators and benchmarks that were assigned and the short three-year
timeline, CIDA was being forced into an implementation role when their experience and legal
mandate was of a contract management organization. Traditionally, CIDA works with
development partners and large envelopes of money at the national level. The development
partners have the expertise at the local level and CIDA managed them rather than the projects.
They had never managed at the level of an individual school, CIDA managed at the agreement
level in a national context. In Kandahar there were very few development partners and CIDA
was forced to work and report at the local level in a highly insecure environment. They did not
have the experience to do this (confidential source, 6 Feb, 2015).
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One of the interviewees told a story that demonstrated how little each of the agencies
understood how the others worked. In 2009, the new Task Force Commander arrived. He
immediately visited the KPRT and briefed the leadership teams on his new approach to win the
war in Kandahar. He was expanding on the clear, hold, build strategy that had not worked up
until that time. His idea was that DFAIT and CIDA were to pick a village that showed promise
in one of the districts. The military would go in and clear all of the insurgents from the village
and then set up a security perimeter and allow CIDA and DFAIT to conduct intensive
development and governance work in a secure location. Once everything had been accomplished
in the village the military would move on to the next village and leave the protection of the
village to the Afghan National Army and Afghan National Police. His thought was that this
“model village” would show that Canadians and the provincial government were serious about
improving the lives of the Afghans and that the next village would welcome them because they
had seen the benefits provided to the first. He intended to spend the nine months of his
command moving village to village and completing as many as possible. It was a valid model
and the CIDA personnel were excited about it. However, they were concerned that this was the
first time they were hearing about it. The General had conducted his reconnaissance before
developing this plan and he obviously had the support of the generals in Ottawa as this was a
major strategy shift. He was genuinely surprised that they had not heard of it. He said that he
had briefed a number of CIDA and DFAIT Deputy Ministers on the concept three months before
and that they were in agreement. He had taken this briefing as approval and that the Whole of
Government was behind the strategy. However, the Deputy Ministers did not brief their staff
and there was no collaboration on the concept. The general’s strategy was delayed as the
planners, including CIDA and DFAIT officials reviewed the concept and changed it to ensure it
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met with their policies. Instead of the five villages he was hoping to achieve the general only
completed one in the time he was in command. The interviewee considered this to be a perfect
example of the culture clash between the military, CIDA and DFAIT. If the military had
received the briefing from the other agencies, key-planning staff would have been engaged and a
plan would have made its way down to the implementers. CIDA and DFAIT did no such
planning and did not even brief their staff on the possibility of this plan happening.
On the positive side, CIDA did go out of its way to try and hire specialists to work in this
adverse environment. The agency recognized that this Whole of Government approach was
unlike anything they had done before and sought out public servants from other agencies that
could assist them in the transition. For example, they hired an economic advisor who had been
working in Nunavut for the Department of Aboriginal and Northern Affairs on the assumption
that he would be able to bring something more to the table than a development officer who had
worked in a more traditional developing nation. They included enough career development
personnel as well to balance off the development inexperience. One of my interviewees thought
that CIDA had not gone far enough. He proposed that they should have sought out personnel
who had worked for OXFAM in a country like Sierra Leone. Someone who truly understood
what it meant to conduct development in a fragile state could set the standard for CIDA and
guide them through the experience in Afghanistan. However, the interviewee thought that CIDA
was too focused on hiring only existing civil servants from other Canadian agencies (confidential
source, 19 Feb, 2015).
Reflective&Exercise&
When I was in Kandahar, my focus was all about short-term gains when we were
planning development projects. I felt that CIDA was not doing enough for the average Afghan.
They were focused on the big projects like the Dahla Dam that would provide a great deal of
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benefits, but it would take time. I agreed that they needed to do these long-term projects but I
felt that they needed to provide some short-term projects that could show immediate benefit.
Drill wells in villages who needed them immediately and provide agricultural training to farmers
in the districts. For me it was all about winning the hearts and minds of the local populace so
that they would stop targeting the troops out in the districts. I did not think that a promise of
additional water in five years or an additional school in three years was going to meet this need.
The military had small civil, military cooperation (CIMIC) teams out in the districts and it was
on their shoulders that a lot of these short-term projects were completed. Reflecting on what I
know now I can see how some of these projects were counter-productive. How do you
encourage a village to “own” a development project and work for it when they know that
tomorrow the CIMIC team will come to the village and either pay them to do the work or pay a
contractor to do the work.
Working with DFAIT and CIDA was a challenge. DFAIT was too rigid in what it would
approve and not approve regarding projects. I would go to CIDA and ask if they were working
in a certain village to try and deconflict any potential projects that my workers would be doing
on CIMIC’s behalf and they were never able to tell me in a timely manner. I felt that they never
had a handle on what they were actually doing. I now understand that DFAIT implementers had
to answer to their headquarters in Ottawa and the use of their money was much more closely
regulated than what the military could use. I also now understand that that CIDA would have to
call their implementing partners to see if they were conducting work in that village, the
implementing partner would have to contact his sub-contractors and the information would
eventually flow back up to the KPRT, but never in time to assist us in our planning.
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External Conditions
The external conditions focuses on the social, political, and economic realities
experienced by the KPRT in Kandahar province. These included the lack of capacity in the
provincial government and local populace, the lack of security, the tribal dynamics, and the lack
of implementing partners to conduct training and capacity building.
DFAIT&Implementers&
The largest external factor that affected the implementation of governance policy was the
lack of security that existed in Kandahar. All of the interviewees were explicit that the security
situation was the largest external factor that hampered implementation. Because of the security
situation all visits had to be escorted and there were a finite number of vehicles and soldiers to
conduct these visits so compromises had to be made. The lack of security also reduced the
number of implementing partners who were willing to work in Kandahar. It was next to
impossible to get any internationally recognized trainers to come down and provide training for
the justice sector. Construction contractors were a little better as there were a number of them
already in Kandahar and able to provide their own security. However, even these construction
contractors needed to be properly checked out because there were instances where companies
won the competitive bid for a project and then were not technically capable to complete the
project and had to be fired.
Afghan politics played a large role in the implementation as well. Because of the weak
central state the Kandaharis relied on the tribal politics that had existed for centuries. Awarding
a contract in a specific region or to a specific contractor could be viewed as favouring one tribe
over the other and increase the likelihood of the project failing. However, there was also a high
level of distrust between DFAIT and the provincial government officials. It was an open secret
that Ahmed Wali Karzai, a member of provincial council and the cousin to President Karzai, was
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the true power in Kandahar. He was a suspected criminal and involved in the drug trade, but in
order to accomplish any development or governance projects in Kandahar he had to be dealt
with. This lack of trust hindered the consultation that should have occurred regularly between
DFAIT and the provincial government.
CIDA&Implementers&
The CIDA members that were interviewed all pointed to the insecure environment as the
chief external factor that hindered the implementation of development policy. Throughout 200809 the security situation continued to deteriorate and the increased premium that contractors
required to offset the security risk reduced the amount of work that could be done. Additionally,
the security situation did not allow the traditional UN implementing partners to work in
Kandahar so CIDA was forced to work with untried contractors that named themselves Afghan
NGOs. Many of their projects went through one particular contractor, who my interviewer
refused to name, and his projects were a mess (confidential source, 6 Feb, 2015).
While CIDA echoed DFAIT’s issues with tribal politics the lack of capacity in the
provincial government was even more striking. When dealing with the Kandahar finance
minister, CIDA discovered that he had received a computer for the first time last week but he did
not know how to use Excel and develop a financial spreadsheet to manage the provincial budget.
He had been taught how do figures and basic book keeping in the 1970’s at a Russian university
but had no concept on how to use the modern tools to assist in this function. CIDA did manage
to get some training for him on this basic fundamental requirement for a finance minister.
There was also an issue within the provincial government on the philosophical and
economic manner to conduct the business of government. Many of the ministers, those who had
education, had been trained in Russian universities in the 1970’s. Their education and outlook
on life was Communist based. In contrast, the Governor of Kandahar was an Afghan-Canadian
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who had been educated at the University of British Columbia. This clash of philosophies also
hindered development work and consultation as discussions would turn into arguments on the
best way to promote economic development. This led to fewer opportunities for development to
occur through the provincial government and more to happen directly from the KPRT to the
local populace through parallel avenues (confidential source, 5 Feb, 2015).
While DFAIT acknowledged that there was a Canadian political cloud that hung over the
mission, the implementers that I interviewed did not feel that it negatively impacted the
implementation of governance policy. Experienced development officials from CIDA felt that
the Canadian politics did have a detrimental effect on the implementation of development policy.
CIDA was required to report and follow benchmarks that they did not agree on and advised their
political masters against. As the security situation deteriorated it appeared that there was no
appetite at the headquarters, ATF or political level to adjust the benchmarks to something that
was more realistic. By planting Canadian flags on the three signature projects it was increasing
the visibility of Canadian money and the fact that the central government was unable to meet the
basic needs of the populace (experienced development official, 6 Feb, 2015).
Reflective&Exercise&
I will echo what both DFAIT and CIDA said about the security situation being the most
difficult external factor to overcome. Even as military members, both my team and myself were
faced with the same lack of transportation resources and an uncertain security environment
whenever we left the camp. This restricted the number of quality assurance visits that my team
could conduct on construction projects that were happening around Kandahar. In certain
instances we were forced to rely on contractors bringing pictures to the KPRT once a week so
that we could try and do some quality assurance by proxy. This was more effective with some
contractors than others.
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While DFAIT felt that the construction contractors were better than the training
implementation partners this was because my team conducted ad hoc capacity building with any
contractor that was awarded a construction contract. When a project was put out to tender we
would provide the design drawings so that the contractor would know what he was bidding on. I
lost count of the times that we would award the contract and the next day the contractor would
come to the KPRT and ask how he was supposed to do the work. We would then provide some
on site training to the contractor and make a special effort to keep a close eye on the project.
This also caused us to be extremely selective of the contractors that we would award projects in
the outlying districts. First, the contractor had to be willing to work in the district and second,
we had to have the confidence in him because it would be unlikely that we would be able to get
out and check on his progress in a regular manner. We were assisted by CIMIC in these regions
who would take pictures whenever they were in the area but it was extremely difficult to ensure
good quality construction work. Therefore, as the work occurred in districts farther away from
Kandahar City, the number of trusted contractors diminished and the price of the project went
up. I can remember contracting two police stations 3 kilometers apart in Panjwayi district. Both
were the exact same design but one cost almost double the amount of money to construct due to
the security situation in the region.
I also remember that not only was there a lack of trust of the provincial government but
the district leaders were not to be trusted either. Whenever we were planning a visit to either the
provincial or district governments we would not tell them that we were coming. We would just
show up because our convoys had been targeted too often on these visits. Reflecting on the
situation now I can see how difficult it was for CIDA and DFAIT to conduct consultation with
the government let alone the locals. Our security was paramount and we were not willing to take
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the associated risk with letting people know when we would show up. There were definitely
times when CIDA and DFAIT officials were not able to carry out their consultation because the
local official they went to see was not available at the time we arrived.

Performance
Because this research focused only on the years 2008-09 it is difficult to determine
whether CIDA and DFAIT were on target for accomplishing their benchmarks by 2011.
Reviewing the December, 2009 Report to Parliament there is a noticeable drop in the
benchmarks for security. This included the approval rating of the ANA and ANP in key districts
as well as the total number of ANA and ANP personnel trained due to Ramadan and Eid. In the
governance and development pillars there was a general increase in all of the benchmarks. Most
significant increases had to do with outputs rather than outcomes. The outputs included the
number of prison officials trained, the number of training opportunities provided to the justice
sector, the number of microfinance loans issued and the number of infrastructure projects
completed. Canada met their 2011 targets for four benchmarks by the end of 2009. These
benchmarks recorded the number of people who received literacy training, the number of micro
finance loans issued, the number of health care workers who had been trained and the number of
people who had received mine awareness training. Polio eradication did not occur by the end of
2009 as it was planned. Vaccination rates were about 95% of children reached but there were 21
new cases of polio discovered in Kandahar in 2009, 16 of which were discovered in the last
quarter of the year (Government of Canada, 2009). A summative evaluation of Canada’s
development program was released in March, 2015. It found that the development program was
flawed from the very start and while over 50 schools were built it is uncertain whether children
are actually attending them; the Dahla dam project was finally completed but without a sponsor
to continue the work any gains are in danger of disappearing and that polio continues to be an
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issue in Afghanistan as it migrates over the border from Pakistan. The report concludes that
while there were short-term gains such as the training of health care workers, food aid and
teachers trained any long-term, sustainable development is difficult to find in Kandahar (Levitz,
2015; Melanson, 2015).
DFAIT&Implementers&
All of the DFAIT implementers stated that they had met their intermediate targets while
in Kandahar in 2008-09. However, each of them also expressed concerns as to whether the
training and infrastructure provided was sustainable. There were also concerns that while they
met their targets on paper, were they even the right targets to begin with.
One of the interviewees alluded to the fact that with the limited three year mandate the
most that they could accomplish were short term wins and that the true benchmark was how
much money they could spend in the time that they were in Kandahar. This mentality reinforced
the idea that sustainability was not something that should be used as a measurement of whether a
project should go ahead or not (confidential source, 25 Feb, 2015). Another interviewee stated
that with a three-year mandate the objectives that Canada proposed were never realistic.
Changing a corrupt justice system to one that respects rule of law takes 20 years, moving from
tribal to a strong central state takes generations. To have primary and secondary school teachers
able to work locally you have to have security and adults that are literate and are willing to work
in the districts. The change that Canada was proposing would take decades but the international
community was not willing to commit to that length of time (confidential source, 5 Feb, 2015).
CIDA&Implementers&
The CIDA officials that were interviewed echoed their DFAIT colleagues’ comments.
On paper they met their intermediate goals but that there was too much focus on outputs and not
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enough on outcomes. It does no good to build 50 schools if children cannot attend them because
of the security situation or lack of teachers (confidential source, 6 Feb, 2015).
Another official alluded to the difficulty in monitoring the completed projects and seeing
if the outputs led to any of the planned outcomes. The example that was offered was enhanced
wheat seed distribution. CIDA provided the wheat seed to 6000 farmers in Kandahar to combat
the effect that the poppy crop was having on the region. They provided additional training
through the department of cooperatives and agriculture but they had no way of monitoring
whether the seed was actually planted and what the overall result was. They received anecdotal
evidence from a US contractor working for the State Department on poppy eradication. He was
able to comment on the number of farmers in the region that had moved from poppy to wheat
seed when they had access to the seed but there was no formal monitoring of the whole province.
Another issue that CIDA had with monitoring is that there was no place to go to gather
data and see changes. How do you measure economic development when you cannot get out on
the ground? How do you measure job creation in the province when there is no economic
development agency? All of the implementers’ experience had been in more established
countries with stronger states where you could access data to gauge progress. This was not the
case in Kandahar and the implementers did not know how to solve the problem. This was why it
as easier to focus on outputs of construction progress and number of personnel trained because it
was a number that you could get your hands on and provide proof to Canadians that progress was
being made (confidential source, 5 Feb, 2015).
Reflective&Exercise&
In reviewing my files from the eight months that I was in Kandahar it was found that my
team completed 57 different projects. Eight were done for CIDA and they focused on education
such as the construction of a security wall around Kandahar University. We completed 31
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infrastructure projects for DFAIT mainly focusing on repairing government buildings and the
construction of police substations. We completed 18 infrastructure projects that were funded by
the military. These were wide ranging projects that included security upgrades to roads, road
repairs in different regions of Kandahar and drilling three wells for various villages that
requested them through CIMIC. The overall value of the projects was greater than $20 million
dollars.
Looking at the number of projects now I am surprised at the over abundance of projects
that were funded by DFAIT and focused on the police. I thought that the number of projects that
I was responsible for between CIDA and DFAIT would be closer to an equal number. However,
I remember CIDA had their own construction company that they contracted. The separate
construction company allowed CIDA to complete infrastructure projects without site visits by the
military. This was especially critical for any hospital renovations or any projects that involved
dealing with local women. CIDA’s view was that by having the military visit the site it became
a target for the insurgents. Therefore, the majority of infrastructure projects that my team carried
out for CIDA were the ones that their construction company could not do. The Dahla Dam
project was contracted out to SNC Lavalin as a complete contract and there was very little work
that the KPRT completed directly on this project. This is not unusual in fragile states where
technical ability may be lacking and donor countries are focused on getting the job done in a two
or three year time frame (The World Bank, 2011).
Now that I have conducted the research for this paper my pride in the job that I
completed in Kandahar is tempered with the realization that there were a number of issues of
which I was wholly ignorant of whilst a member of the KPRT. I now reflect on how dismissive I
was of CIDA’s efforts, but with this research I have improved my knowledge, through praxis, of
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the workings of development in a failed state and will be better prepared for the next mission that
requires a Whole of Government approach.

Feedback
As indicated in the literature review, current thinking in development and governance for
both the Global South and fragile states has rejected the linear or blueprint model for policy
implementation. There is recognition by the experts that an iterative process is required to
address the various issues that will be encountered by implementers. This iterative process
requires the feedback of information from the implementers on the ground to those responsible
for the policy design with the expectation that policy will be adjusted to meet the changing
situation (Brinkerhoff, 2014; Brinkerhoff & Ingle, 1989; Thomas & Grindle, 1990).
DFAIT&Implementers&
From the DFAIT implementers that were interviewed, there was agreement that small
changes were accepted to the implementation of policy. This was mainly focused on changing
completion dates of projects as the security situation deteriorated on the ground. The only time
that benchmarks were changed was when the international community changed the method that
outputs were being measured and when the Canadian area of responsibility in Kandahar was
reduced as the US arrived in late 2009. The one example provided was that NATO changed the
measurement of readiness for Afghan National Police. When this changed, Canada had no
choice but to change its benchmark to match this new measurement. However, there was no
appetite to change any other benchmarks no matter how much the implementers tried. In the
weekly teleconferences, implementers would provide the reasons for changing a specific
benchmark and DFAIT headquarters would agree with their assessment. DFAIT headquarters
would present their case to the Afghanistan Task Force (ATF) located in the Privy Council
Office. It was unclear to the implementers interviewed whether it was their headquarters, the
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ATF or politicians that rejected any recommendation for change, just that very few changes to
the benchmarks were permitted.
CIDA&Implementers&
CIDA had no success a changing any of their benchmarks while they were in Kandahar.
They were a part of the multi-agency teleconferences on the benchmarks each week and were
able to make their case to Ottawa. They made an effort numerous times especially on the school
signature project once they realized that the US had already funded the schools that Canada
planned to build. However, this was rejected multiple times. It appeared to the implementers
that because it had been announced in Parliament there was no flexibility in amending the
benchmarks. CIDA implementers were told to find a way to make it happen because they
needed to report on it at each quarter and progress needed to be demonstrated to Parliament and
to the Canadian public (confidential source, 6 Feb, 2015).
Reflective&Exercise&
Looking back on my experience in Kandahar there was definite pressure placed on my
team by DFAIT to complete specific projects within a strict timeline. Understanding now the
pressure they were under to complete the information for the Report for Parliament there was an
attempt to have projects completed in time to be reported that quarter. This was especially true if
there had not been a great deal of movement on the file in the previous quarter.

Summary
The Government of Canada did provide clear direction, priorities and benchmarks to the
implementing agencies through policy. The agency directors and the RoCK enforced the policy
directives through the allocation and approval of funds for appropriate projects. While the
creation of the RoCK improved collaboration between the agencies there was a organizational
culture clash that was felt between all three agencies. While this culture clash was severe, all of
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the interviewees agreed that the officers at the implementation level worked well together and
tried to find compromises. This was attributed to a shared experience of the danger and lack of
security all members of the KPRT faced when travelling outside of the camp. This lack of
security and the lack of capacity at the provincial level were key hindrances to the
implementation of development policy and governance reform in the province. Additionally, the
lack of flexibility in the benchmarks resulted in many short-term gains but questionable longterm benefits.
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5. Discussion
This section analyzes the results that were gathered in this study. The section is divided
into five sub-sections that correspond to policy design, interorganizational communication and
enforcement activities, characteristics of the implementing agencies, the external conditions that
were faced, and performance and feedback to superiors in Ottawa. These sub-sections
correspond to the elements in the conceptual framework model that guided the investigation of
the implementation of development and governance policy in Kandahar.
It is clear that Canada adopted a blueprint, linear model towards its development and
governance policy in Kandahar. Even though the initial policy design was based on the
Afghanistan National Development Strategy, the Afghanistan Compact, consultant reports from
specialists on the ground and from a number of NGOs like CCIC, it appeared to the
implementers in Kandahar that the ATF and the Government of Canada were unwilling to
change their benchmarks and targets even as the situation on the ground in Kandahar changed.
There was no recognition that development, capacity building and governance reform in a fragile
state is an iterative process and that by imposing pre-determined targets on the situation and then
refusing to adapt them they were dooming the efforts of CIDA and DFAIT while they were in
Kandahar. The government and their advisors should have paid more attention to the
suggestions in the literature by Brinkerhoff and Ingle (1989) and Thomas and Grindle (1990) and
allowed more flexibility in the policy design and been more responsive to the implementation
experts that they employed on the ground in adapting their policies for Kandahar.

Policy Design
While the government did establish six priorities for its Whole of Government approach
the benchmarks and targets were too focused on short-term outputs. There was no linkage
between these initial outputs and how they would eventually contribute to meeting the long-term
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outcomes expressed by the six priorities. Even the most basic Program Logic Model takes these
steps into account. This failure to have a clear strategy to meet the six priorities was extremely
detrimental to the mission. To be effective, state-building operations need to have clear, long
and short term objectives (Banerjee, 2009). To be charitable, perhaps the government only
focused on the short-term outputs because that is all that they felt would be accomplished in the
three years that Canada planned on remaining in Kandahar. However, they continually ignored
the development specialists in CIDA that presented the requirement for an integrated strategy
based on RBM and continued to focus solely on the outputs rather than the long-term strategic
goal.
The establishment of the three signature projects was another mistake by Canada. By
removing funding from nationally funded programs and replacing it with projects designed to
show the Canadian flag in Kandahar Canada removed the visibility of the Afghan state as a
capable provider for the citizens of Kandahar. By funding development through parallel
mechanisms, Canada broke the commitment it made in Paris in 2005 to invest in country-led
development programming that would showcase the state and not Canada (Banerjee, 2009).
On the positive side, the government did try and provide technical expertise to the
DFAIT political officers in Kandahar. The Sarpoza prison and detainee file had representatives
from Corrections Services Canada on the ground to advise on the proper way to run a prison and
care for the detainees and other inmates. This collaboration provided the KPRT to promote the
proper training and infrastructure projects that would make the most difference for the overall
system. The Afghan National Police political officer had representatives from the RCMP and
various civilian police forces from across Canada. These representatives organized effective
training for the fledgling Afghan National Police force that was in Kandahar City.
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Financial resources, a critical asset for any development project, were very accessible for
both agencies. This access did increase the flexibility of the agencies to respond to emergencies.
The insurgents regularly targeted completed governance and development infrastructure projects
as it was a way to increase instability in the region and delegitimize the government and the
NATO mission. CIDA and DFAIT were able to respond to these attacks in a rapid manner and
make any repairs required without seeking permission from Ottawa each time.

Interorganizational Communication and Enforcement
In general, the communication of policy was clear as it was passed down from the ATF,
through the headquarters of CIDA and DFAIT in Ottawa, and to the implementers in Kandahar.
There was little ambiguity, and from the data gathered it appeared that the policies were strictly
enforced. The main control measure to achieve this was through the release of funds. Only
projects that met the policy intent received funds, and in the case of CIDA, those projects were
the only ones to make it to the desk of the RoCK for funding approval.
The creation of the RoCK was a true turning point for the civilian mission. Now with a
civilian with the equivalent rank of the Task Force Commander it forced CIDA and DFAIT to
work closer together and forced the military commander of the KPRT to be responsive to the
needs of the civilian agency. Her presence also brought clarity to the policies that might not
have existed previously. By developing the Kandahar Action Plan, she directed the
implementers on the ground to fill in the policy gaps between the six priorities and the
benchmarks that were mandated by Parliament. This document provided the KPRT with
additional guidance that was needed to supplement what was provided by the government.

Characteristics and Disposition of Implementing Agencies
For a Whole of Government approach to work the different agencies need to train
together prior to being placed in a conflict zone, given policy direction, and told to make it
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happen. The rest of government could learn a little from the military on this aspect. The military
is constantly training the individual skills of its soldiers. However, prior to deploying on
operations there is a period of work up training where all of the different elements come together
and train together. It is an opportunity to develop a rapport with the other soldiers in different
trades and learn to work together prior to deploying on the mission. The Whole of Government
partners should be a part of this training. Relationships could be built between agencies and they
could experiment with how things could work when they are in theatre. The realization that
there needed to be political and development officers embedded in the military planning cell
would have been discovered during the work up training and a lot of the growing pains could
have happened in Canada rather than Kandahar. This may have made the initial work in
Kandahar a little more efficient and each of the agencies would have better understood the
limitations of the other agencies. CIDA and DFAIT did begin to attend the training exercises in
Canada at the end of 2009. Seventy civilians attended Exercise MAPLE GUARDIAN in
Wainwright, Alberta in the spring. This was the final preparatory exercise that the military
conducts prior to deploying. This would have been continued for the two remaining years that
Canada was in Kandahar (Marten, 2010).
While CIDA was somewhat progressive and sought out personnel from other agencies
that could bring different skills to their mission in Kandahar, they could have gone a lot farther.
They should have hired one or two key personnel from an agency like OXFAM who had
previously worked in a failed state. This skill set was sorely lacking in both CIDA and DFAIT.
The military had people who had worked and fought in Croatia and Bosnia and so were
experienced in a failed state but there was not the knowledge of how to take that experience and
adapt it from peacekeeping to development or governance reform.
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External Conditions
The lack of security for all members of the Task Force was a cross cutting theme
throughout this implementation analysis. It impacted the policy design through the resources
that were needed to enact the policy; it certainly reduced the freedom of movement for all
civilians in Kandahar; it hampered the monitoring of all projects and reduced the speed at which
projects could be completed. Security was an all-encompassing issue for the Whole of
Government approach. There were not enough soldiers in Kandahar province to provide the
security that was required or neutralize the insurgent risk. This inability to hold ground and
establish safe zones in the province did not allow the development or governance reforms the
opportunity to address some of the underlying issues in the province and build the required
capacity in the government.

Performance and Feedback
When reviewing what was accomplished by the Whole of Government approach I am
forced to conclude that the policy design was flawed. Because the benchmarks were so focused
on the short term outputs the development and governance reforms were accomplished on paper
but there were no long term lasting effects from the money, time and blood that was spent in
Kandahar. There should have been additional benchmarks that were focused on short and
medium term outcomes that could connect the outputs with the priorities that were set out by
Parliament. This is a requirement for any program logic model and should be considered when
the policy is designed and then revisited throughout the life of the policy (Porteous, Sheldrick, &
Stewart, 2002). Instead, the focus was placed on the outputs of the policy because they were
easier to measure. It was much more difficult to demonstrate the impacts that these output were
having on the province (confidential source, 5 Feb, 2015).
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The government compounded this error by not listening to the implementers on the
ground and adjusting the benchmarks as the situation in Kandahar changed. The priorities were
laudable goals for Canada to have but without an appropriate road map and the time required to
reach them they were an impossible dream for Kandahar.
Overall, the conceptual framework that was used in this study was effective in analyzing
the implementation of development and governance policy in Kandahar. It did provide clear
direction on what questions should be asked to implementers. However, as many criticisms of
the first generation models point out, it is not a predictive model for the effectiveness of
implementation (Linder & Peters, 1987; Schofield, 2001). This inability to predict the
effectiveness of the implementation of policy reinforces the requirement for policy designers to
be flexible in setting the outputs and short-term outcomes in order to meet the long-term goals or
priorities. The requirement for a feedback loop to take into account new information that is
gained by implementers as they work with the policy, the partner agencies and the external
factors involved in the situation is even more important to inform policy makers of the required
changes throughout the life of the policy.
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6. Conclusion and Recommendations
This final Chapter will examine how this research addressed the four objectives that
formed the basis for the study; provide 11 recommendations that should be considered prior to
Canada entering into another failed state scenario; and provide some suggestions for future
research that could be conducted.
The four objectives for this research were to (1) Examine the governance and
development policies and discover if there were missing elements (2) Analyze how the actor
agencies worked together in the KPRT and coordinated with higher headquarters (3) Identify the
external conditions that existed in Kandahar that aided or inhibited the implementation of the
development and governance policies and (4) Identify the outputs of the projects that were
initiated by the actor agencies.
A critical analysis of the governance and development policies indicated three elements
that should have been better designed. The first was the overwhelming concentration on outputs
rather than outcomes. The benchmarks were too rigid and did not account for the reality faced
by the implementers on the ground. The policy did not provide short and medium term
outcomes that the implementers were supposed to be tracking. The policy set the outputs
(benchmarks) and the priorities (long term outcomes) but did not provide any guidance on how
the outputs would contribute to the long term outcomes and what intermediate stages or
outcomes needed to occur to reach the long-term outcomes. The policy designers reverted to a
top down implementation strategy, focused on the development of the policy and did not
consider how it would be implemented.
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The second flaw in the policy design was the time allocated to accomplish the priorities
in Kandahar. There was no realistic way that Canada was going to establish sustainable outputs
that led to the completion of the four priorities in three years. It would take decades to
accomplish the four priorities in Kandahar and there was not the political will to stay for the long
term. Canada was not alone in this, as the international support for Afghanistan has slowly
eroded. The international community has failed to live up to its commitments for Afghanistan
and have moved on to other projects.
The third flaw in the design of the policy focuses on the three signature projects. While
laudable objectives, the overt spending of Canadian money and flag waving over these three
projects in Kandahar did little to legitimize the state in the eyes of Kandaharis. This drive to
promote Canada’s visibility in Kandahar did nothing to build the capacity of the provincial
government and prepare it to govern the province once the international community left the
country.
In general, the development and political officers worked well together and with the
junior ranks of the military. However, there was conflict at the higher ranks and in the
headquarters in Ottawa. The establishment of the RoCK did assist in minimizing the conflict in
theatre. Placing a civilian in the Task Force with the equivalent rank of the Task Force
Commander leveled the playing field between the military and the civilian components of the
Whole of Government approach. The RoCK also increased the collaboration between the
civilian agencies in the KPRT and became the mediator in any conflict between the agencies.
While the communication between the implementers and their parent agencies in Ottawa
was fairly good, it did not lead to any changes in policy that were requested by the implementers.
It appears that the ATF and the Government of Canada had politicized the benchmarks to such
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an extent that they could not change any as the situation in Kandahar changed. The government
had adopted a blueprint, top down approach to the policy and the implementation. Any changes
might be seen as political weakness and would result in questions in the House of Commons.
Because the government was unwilling to change any of its benchmarks, the implementers were
forced to proceed with policy that did not fit the situation in Kandahar and did not provide the
best development and governance reform for the taxpayer’s money.
The study indicates that no external factors aided in the implementation of the
development and governance policy, however significant hindrances were encountered. The two
greatest hindrances were the lack of security in the province and the lack of capacity. Canada
did not have enough soldiers in the province to neutralize the insurgent threat and establish the
security required to perform development work and governance reform. Because of the lack of
security both the military and the civilian agencies were hindered in their ability to get outside of
the protected camps and monitor ongoing projects and consult with the government and the local
populace.
The lack of capacity in the provincial government hindered the ability of the agencies to
have meaningful consultation with the supposed power brokers of the region. The inability to
use the basic tools of government forced the KPRT to conduct development work through
parallel agencies. However, even finding these parallel agencies was a struggle. Because of the
lack of security in the province many of the NGOs were unwilling to conduct any work in
Kandahar. The KRPT was forced to use what agencies were available, at a premium, and accept
sub standard work.
Finally, while progress was made on most benchmarks by the end of 2009, all of my
interviewees questioned whether the benchmarks were the right ones to be measuring. There
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was considerable doubt that the accomplishments of the KPRT would be sustainable in the long
run and that there was insufficient time provided to realistically meet any of the four priorities set
by the Government of Canada.

Recommendations
When Canada decides to get involved in the next failed or fragile state there are 11
recommendations that should be considered as the government designs its policy and Whole of
Government approach to the ‘wicked’ problem.
Recommendation 1: Develop a complete strategy when proposing policy. Ensure that there is
an ability to link outputs to short and mid term outcomes that lead to the priorities that Canada
wants to focus on in the region. Consider how these policies will be implemented and what
capacity the local government and region can provide to assist in the implementation.
Recommendation 2: Devolve significant financial authority to the lowest possible level. This
will increase the flexibility of the agency and enable it to respond quickly and efficiently in
uncertain or unstable circumstances.
Recommendation 3: Accept that the policy cannot be cast in stone. Benchmarks will have to
change as the situation changes on the ground. Listen to what the implementers are saying and
do not politicize the benchmarks to such an extent that they are completely inflexible.
Recommendation 4: Ensure that all agencies in the Whole of Government approach are on
equal footing with each other. To create a collaborative environment, one agency cannot be
more powerful than another. By creating the RoCK the government rebalanced the level of
authority between the military and the civilian agencies. This allowed the agencies to work in
greater harmony with each other.
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Recommendation 5: Reduce the culture shock that will be experienced when combining
agencies by mandating joint training prior to being sent into the failed state. This joint training
should try and replicate the situations that the agencies will find themselves in.
Recommendation 6: Integrate all agencies, early and often, into the operational planning that is
conducted by the military daily. By working on the plan in its inception all strengths and
weaknesses for all agencies can be addressed and mitigated in the plan.
Recommendation 7: Look beyond parent agencies to staff implementation positions. In
Afghanistan, one or two implementers with experience in a failed state scenario would have
provided a wealth of information for all agencies on the ground in Kandahar.
Recommendation 8: Deploy technical expertise for all areas of responsibility. While the KPRT
had police and Corrections Services Canada it would have been beneficial to have an agricultural
specialist assist with the training for wheat seed use and a Crown prosecutor to provide
assistance in designing training for the Kandahar justice system.
Recommendation 9: If there is any chance of an insurgency, choose a geographic area that the
military can secure. Kandahar province was too big for Canada to provide the security required
to conduct effective development and governance reform.
Recommendation 10: Prior to entering a failed state, make every effort to understand the
history, culture and underlying issues that need to be addressed. In Afghanistan, I do not think
that Canada ever understood all of the aspects of tribalism and underlying issues that existed in
Kandahar. Canada should appeal to recent immigrants to provide additional information on the
situation so that policy and implementation can better address the real issues in the region.
Recommendation 11: Development and governance reform is messy and it takes a long time to
make a state legitimate and self-sustaining. If Canada is going to set lofty goals and priorities,
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the government needs to be prepared and have the political will to stay the course. Three years is
not enough time to accomplish any sustainable development or governance reform.
There are many opportunities for future research exploring the implementation of
Canada’s development and governance policy in Afghanistan. This paper focused on Kandahar
province between 2008 and 2009. Now that a summative evaluation of Canada’s development
policy in Kandahar has been published in March 2015 (Melanson, 2015), future research could
look at whether the implementation process changed over the life of the KPRT, what was the
true performance of the policies in the region and what changes should have been made either in
policy or implementation. Furthermore, research could be undertaken to examine what effect the
US had on Kandahar when they began to take over responsibility of the KPRT in 2011. This
research would be useful to prepare Canada for its next use of the Whole of Government
approach and how it could better work with its closest ally, the United States.
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Appendix 1: Question Guide
A Study of Canadian Development in Afghanistan
INTERVIEW GUIDE: IDENTIFYING THE IMPLEMENTATION GAPS IN
KANDAHAR, AFGHANISTAN BETWEEN 2008-2010
I am presently conducting research to augment my personal experience in Kandahar. The
research arises out of recognition that the development policy applied by Canada in Kandahar
was of a top down nature of design that was agreed to with the national government of
Afghanistan. I am seeking to identify the benefits and challenges that were experienced by
personnel on the ground that implemented the policy in Kandahar. The research will focus on
the Kandahar Provincial Reconstruction Team (KPRT) organization and the challenges that were
faced by members as they implemented Canadian government policy. The aim is to contribute to
the design of more effective development policy and its implementation by the Government of
Canada in future Whole of Government collaborations in failed states. The findings may be
useful for decision-makers when deciding how to implement future development policy.
As part of my research I am asking informed people like yourself to participate in an interview
that will take approximately one hour to complete. The main purpose of the interview is to
obtain your feedback on information I have collected to date in my research process and gain
additional information where there are gaps (Review and sign consent form).
General
Q1. What were your responsibilities as part of the KPRT in 2008-2009?
Q2. How did you fit into your specific agency’s organization? (who were your superiors and
subordinates)
Policy Design
Q 1. Were you involved in the design of the policy?
If yes,
a. Were&there&standards&and&objectives&for&the&policy?&
b. How&were&they&determined?&
Q.2. Who was involved in designing the policy?
Q.3. Were there criteria used to define “successful implementation”? Example?
Q.4. What resources were applied to the policy? (Financial, personnel, others?)
Q.5. Was the Afghanistan Govt involved in the design of the policy?
Q.6. Was the Afghan national govt perspective different from the provincial perspective?
Q.7. Where any modifications to policy permitted, requested or sought by higher headquarters?
Interorganizational Communication and Enforcement Activities
Q.1. How was the policy communicated to the implementers? (Guidance documents, briefings
etc)
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Q.2. Was policy guidance requested and received by CIDA and DFAIT from higher
headquarters?
Q.3. Were you held accountable to the policy? Example?
Q.4. KPRT used a synchronization board to manage development projects – Was it effective?
Characteristics and Disposition of Implementers
Q.1. How did your agency interact with the other two agencies? What conflicts reduced the
effectiveness of your agency?
Q.2. What technical ability did you have or was provided to you to assist in implementation?
Q.3. Was the leadership provided to your agency sufficient? Was the KPRT leadership
supportive and effective?
Q.4. Was it easy to access the financial resources for implementation?
Q.5. Were the right people sent to the mission?
Q.6. What experience did you and your coworkers have in development projects? Dealing with
failed states?
Q.7. Where incentives offered to you to encourage you to deploy to Afghanistan?
External Conditions
Q.1. Was there a lack of capacity in Kandahar to implement policy? How did this lack of
capacity hinder the outputs of policy?
Q.2. How detrimental was the security situation to implementation of policy?
Q.3. How did local and Canadian politics help or hinder the implementation of policy?
Q.4. What cultural obstacles (Afghanistan or KPRT) interfered with policy?
Q.5. Were there projects that the provincial or local govts wanted that fell outside policy
boundaries? Would you have been able to accomplish them if allowed?
Performance
Q.1.
Q.2.
Q.3.
Q.4.
Q.5.
Q.6.

What projects were you able to complete or initiate while in Afghanistan?
How were the majority of your projects implemented? Local contractors, NGOs etc?
Were completed infra projects used for the purpose while you were there?
What training programs were conducted by your division for locals?
Were there any unanticipated results when projects or programs were implemented?
Was Canada successful in implementing your segment of policy?

Appendix 2 – Canada’s Benchmarks and Performance Indicators
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