Volume 43 Number 4 December 2013 ISSN: 0272-2011

American Review of

Canadian Studies

A Publication of the Association for Canadian Studies
in the United States

39031LN0Y

Routledge @j WESTERN
Taylor & Francis Group

WASHINGTON UNIVERSITY



AMERICAN REVIEW OF CANADIAN STUDIES
Volume 43 Number 4 December 2013

CONTENTS

Editorial

Articles

The Afghanistan Task Force and Prime Ministerial Leadership: Tactical Retreat or a New
Direction in Managing Canadian Foreign Policy?
Nicholas Gammer

Defining the Soft Infrastructure of Border Crossings: A Case Study at the Canada—US
Border
Donna F. Davis and Wesley Friske

Transnationalism, Transgovernmentalism and Canada-US Relations in the Twenty-first
Century
Geoffrey Hale

Early Socialism in Canada: International and Regional Impulses
Nelson Wiseman and Benjamin Isitt

Book Reviews
Greg Anderson and Christopher Sands, eds. Forgotten Partnership Redux: Canada—U.S.
Relations in the 21°' Century

Reviewed by Chelsea Woodhouse

Diana Brydon and Marta Dvorak, eds. Crosstalk: ah Tﬂd bul —gg’ma jesY
Dialogue

Reviewed by Carol L. Beran

re

: j_ '.
Claire Campbell and Robert Summerby-Murray.§ e & Setr Vivyonmcn
History in Atlantic Canada

-~ﬁﬁg

T
.

‘_“
g,s
b

461

462

477

494

512

1

Reviewed by_Lianne C. Leddy

W.E. (Gary) Campbell. The Aroostook War of 1839
Reviewed by Michael T. Perry

Robert Lecker. Keepers of the Code: English—Canadian Literary Anthologies and the
Representation of Nation

Reviewed by Robert G. May

Philip Resnick. The Labyrinth of North American Identities
Reviewed by Asa McKercher

Books Received

Erratum

332

534

536

538

541

543



American Review of Canadian Studies

EDITOR
DAVID A. ROSSITER Western Washington University

BOOK REVIEW EDITOR
CHRISTINA KEPPIE Western Washington University

ASSOCIATE EDITORS
JEFFREY AYRES St. Michael’s College
CAROL L. BERAN St. Mary’s College of California
C.L. HIGHAM University of North Carolina—Charlotte
MILENA SANTORO  Georgetown University

MANAGING EDITOR
CATHERINE O’'MARA WALLACE Western Washington University

EDITORIAL BOARD
MICHAEL J. BROADWAY Northern Michigan University
RONALD KALAFSKY University of Tennessee
SARA BETH KEOUGH Saginaw Valley State University
CHRISTOPHER KIRKEY State University of New York—Plattsburgh
JAMES McHUGH Roosevelt University
JANE MOSS Duke University
RICHARD D. PARKER High Point University
BARRY RABE University of Michigan
SCOTT SEE University of Maine
PAMELA V. SING University of Alberta, Campus Saint-Jean
PAUL STORER Western Washington University
JOHN H. THOMPSON Duke University

EDITORIAL ASSISTANT
ELANA PIDGEON Western Washington University

Aims and Scope: American Review of Canadian Studies is a refereed, multidisciplinary, quarterly journal.
Published by the Association for Canadian Studies in the United States (ACSUS), American Review of Canadian
Studies examines Canada and the Canadian point of view from an American perspective. Its articles—both inter-
disciplinary and disciplinary—explore Canada’s arts, cultures, economics, politics, history, society, and environ-
ment, recognizing Canada’s distinctive position in the world. It is indexed in ABC-CLIO, America: History and
Life, Bibliography of the History of Art, Canadian Periodical Index, EBSCO, Historical Abstracts, International
Bibliography of Periodical Literature in the Humanities and Social Sciences (IBZ), International Bibliography of
Book Reviews of Scholarly Literature in the Humanities and Social Sciences (IBR), MLA Bibliography, PAIS
(Public Affairs Information Service), Proquest, and Scopus. Back issues are available from Routledge, Taylor &
Francis. Issues on microfilm are available from National Archive Publishing Company: email, infonapubco.com;
phone, 734-302-6500 or (tollfree) 800-420-6272.

This journal is a member of the Conference of Editors of Learned Journals.

Peer review integrity: All articles in this journal have undergone rigorous peer review by at least two independent
referees.

Editorial correspondence should be addressed to American Review of Canadian Studies, Center for Canadian-
American Studies, Western Washington University, Bellingham, WA 98225-9110, USA. Email: arcs @wwu.edu.

Business correspondence, including orders and remittances relating to subscriptions, back numbers, and sample
copies, should be addressed to: Routledge Journals, Taylor & Francis Customer Services, Informa UK Ltd, Sheepen
Place, Colchester, Essex CO3 3LP, UK.

Tel: +44 (0)20 7017 5544; Fax: +44 (0)20 7017 5198.

American Review of Canadian Studies is published four times a year (March, June, September and December)
by Routledge Journals, Taylor & Francis, 4 Park Square, Milton Park, Abingdon, Oxfordshire, OX14 4RN, UK.
Tel: +44 (0)207 017 6000; Fax: +44 (0)207 017 6336. These four issues constitute one volume.

Typeset by Integra Software Services Pvt. Ltd.,
Printed and Bound by Hobbs the Printers, UK.



SUBSCRIPTION INFORMATION

American Review of Canadian Studies, Print ISSN 0272-2011, Online ISSN 1943-9954, Volume 44, 2014.

American Review of Canadian Studies (www.tandfonline.com/rarc) is a peer-reviewed journal, published four times a year (in March,
June, September and December) by Routledge Journals, an imprint of Taylor & Francis, an Informa Business, 4 Park Square, Milton Park,
Abingdon, Oxfordshire OX14 4RN, UK.

Institutional Subscription Rate (print and online): $402/£223/€321
Institutional Subscription Rate (online-only): $352/£195/€281 (+ VAT where applicable)

All current institutional subscriptions include online access for any number of concurrent users across a local area network to the currently
available backfile and articles posted online ahead of publication.

Taylor & Francis has a flexible approach to subscriptions enabling us to match individual libraries’ requirements. This journal is available
via a traditional institutional subscription (either print with online access, or online only at a discount) or as part of the Arts and
Humanities Collection or SSH Library. For more information on our sales packages please visit http://www.tandfonline.com/page/
librarians

Ordering information: Please contact your local Customer Service Department to take out a subscription to the Journal: USA, Canada:
Taylor & Francis, Inc., 325 Chestnut Street, 8th Floor, Philadelphia, PA 19106, USA. Tel: +1 800 354 1420; Fax: +1 215 625 2940. UK/
Europe/Rest of World: T&F Customer Services, Informa UK Ltd, Sheepen Place, Colchester, Essex, CO3 3LP, United Kingdom. Tel:
+44 (0) 20 7017 5544; Fax: +44 (0) 20 7017 5198; Email: subscriptions@tandf.co.uk.

Advertising inquiries to: .
USA/Canada: The Advertising Manager, PCG, 875 Massachusetts Avenue, Suite 81, Cambridge, MA 02139, USA. Tel: +1 617 497
6514. Fax: +1 617 354 6875. EU/RoW: The Advertising Manager, Taylor & Francis, 4 Park Square, Milton Park, Abingdon, Oxfordshire
OX14 4RN, UK. Tel: +44 (0) 20 7017 6000. Fax: +44 (0) 20 7017 6336. US Postmaster: Please send address changes to Air Business
Ltd, ¢/o Priority Airfreight NY Ltd, 147 — 29, 182nd Street, Jamaica, NY 11413, USA.

Dollar rates apply to all subscribers outside Europe. Euro rates apply to all subscribers in Europe, except the UK and the Republic of
Ireland, where the pound sterling price applies. All subscriptions are payable in advance and all rates include postage. Journals are sent by
air to the USA, Canada, Mexico, India, Japan and Australasia. Subscriptions are entered on an annual basis, i.e. January to December.
Payment may be made by sterling check, dollar check, euro check, international money order, National Giro or credit cards (Amex, Visa
and Mastercard).

Back issues: Taylor & Francis retains a three year back issue of stock journals, Older volumes are helod by our official stockists to whom
all orders and enquiries should be addressed: Perdiodicals Service Company, 11 Main Street, Germantown, NY 12526, USA. Tel: +1 518
537 4700; fax: +1 518 537 5899; email: psc(@periodicals.com

The print edition of this journal is typeset by Integra Software Services Pvt. Ltd., and printed and bound by Hobbs the Printers, UK. The
online edition is available at www.tandfonline.com

Copyright © 2013 Association for Canadian Studies in the United States (ACSUS). All rights reserved. No part of this publication
may be reproduced, stored, transmitted, or disseminated, in any form, or by any means, without prior written permission from
Taylor & Francis, to whom all requests to reproduce copyright material should be directed, in writing.

As an author, you are required to secure permission if you want to reproduce any figure, table, or extract from the text of another source.
This applies to direct reproduction as well as “derivative reproduction™ (where.you have created a new figure or table which derives
substantially from a copyrighted source). For further information and FAQs, please see http://journalauthors.tandf.co.uk/preparation/
copyright.asp

Disclaimer: The Association for Canadian Studies in the United States (ACSUS) and our publisher Taylor & Francis make every effort to
ensure the accuracy of all the information (the “Content™) contained in our publications. However, ACSUS and our publisher Taylor &
Francis, our agents, and our licensors make no representations or warranties whatsoever as to the accuracy, completeness, or suitability for
any purpose of the Content. Any opinions and views expressed in this publication are the opinions and views of the authors, and are not
the views of or endorsed by ACSUS and our publisher Taylor & Francis. The accuracy of the Content should not be relied upon and
should be independently verified with primary sources of information. ACSUS and our publisher Taylor & Francis shall not be liable for
any losses, actions, claims, proceedings, demands, costs, expenses, damages, and other liabilities whatsoever or howsoever caused arising
directly or indirectly in connection with, in relation to or arising out of the use of the Content. Terms & Conditions of access and use can
be found at http://www.tandfonline.com/page/terms-and-conditions.

Taylor & Francis grants authorization for individuals to photocopy copyright material for private research use, on the sole basis that
requests for such use are referred directly to the requestor’s local Reproduction Rights Organization (RRO). The copyright fee is
£28/$46/€34 exclusive of any charge or fee levied. In order to contact your local RRO, please contact International Federation of
Reproduction Rights Organizations (IFRRO), rue du Prince Royal, 87, B-1050 Brussels, Belgium; email: IPPRO@skynet.be; Copyright
Clearance Center Inc., 222 Rosewood Drive, Danvers, MA 01923, USA; email: info@copyright.com; Copyright Licensing Agency,
90 Tottenham Court Road, London W1P OLP, UK; email: cla@cla.co.uk. This authorization does not extend to any other kind of copying,
by any means, in any form, and for any purpose other than private research use.

The 2014 US annual subscription price is $402. Airfreight and mailing in the USA by Agent named Air Business, C/O Worldnet Shipping
USA Inc., 155-11 146th Street, Jamaica, New York, NY 11434, USA. Periodicals postage paid at Jamaica NY 11434, USA.

US Postmaster: Send address changes to the American Review of Canadian Studies (RARC), C/O Air Business Ltd., 155-11 146th Street.
Jamaica, New York, NY 11434, USA.

Subscription records are maintained at Taylor & Francis Group, 4 Park Square, Milton Park, Abingdon, OX14 4RN, United Kingdom.

For more information on Taylor & Francis’ journal publishing programme, please visit our website: www.tandfonline.com



THE ASSOCIATION FOR CANADIAN STUDIES
IN THE UNITED STATES

PRESIDENT
KENNETH HOLLAND  Ball State University

VICE PRESIDENT
MUNROE EAGLES  University at Buffalo/SUNY

SECRETARY
MORNA McEACHERN  University of Washington

TREASURER
NEAL CARTER  Brigham Young University/Idaho

PAST PRESIDENT
MYRNA DELSON-KARAN  Queen’s College/CUNY

COUNCILORS
PATRICK COLEMAN UCLA
CAROLYN JAMES  Pepperdine University
JAMES McHUGH  University of Akron
TIMOTHY PASCH  University of North Dakota
MILENA SANTORO  Georgetown University
ROBERT SMITH Kennesaw State University
DAVID STAINES  University of Ottawa
JEAN-JACQUES THOMAS  University at Buffalo/SUNY

ADVISORY COUNCIL
GAETANA ENDERS New York City
MARYSCOTT GREENWOOD  McKenna Long & Aldridge LLP
CHRISTOPHER KIRKEY  SUNY Plattsburgh

RECENT ACSUS SPONSORS
GOUVERNEMENT DU QUEBEC
THE GOVERNMENT OF ALBERTA
THE GOVERNMENT OF CANADA

The Association for Canadian Studies in the United States
Johns Hopkins SAIS
1740 Massachusetts Ave NW, Nitze 516
Washington, DC 20036
Tel: 202-670-1424  Fax: 202-663-5717
E-mail: info@acsus.org ~ www.acsus.org



AMERICAN REVIEW OF CANADIAN STUDIES
Volume 43 Number 4 December 2013

CONTENTS

Editorial

Articles

The Afghanistan Task Force and Prime Ministerial Leadership: Tactical Retreat or a New
Direction in Managing Canadian Foreign Policy?
Nicholas Gammer

Defining the Soft Infrastructure of Border Crossings: A Case Study at the Canada—US
Border
Donna F. Davis and Wesley Friske

Transnationalism, Transgovernmentalism and Canada—US Relations in the Twenty-first
Century
Geolffrey Hale

Early Socialism in Canada: International and Regional Impulses
Nelson Wiseman and Benjamin Isitt

Book Reviews

Greg Anderson and Christopher Sands, eds. Forgotten Partnership Redux: Canada—U.S.
Relations in the 21* Century

Reviewed by Chelsea Woodhouse

Diana Brydon and Marta Dvorak, eds. Crosstalk: Canadian and Global Imaginaries in
Dialogue
Reviewed by Carol L. Beran

Claire Campbell and Robert Summerby-Murray, eds. Land & Sea: Environmental
History in Atlantic Canada
Reviewed by_Lianne C. Leddy

W.E. (Gary) Campbell. The Aroostook War of 1839
Reviewed by Michael T. Perry

Robert Lecker. Keepers of the Code: English—Canadian Literary Anthologies and the
Representation of Nation

Reviewed by Robert G. May

Philip Resnick. The Labyrinth of North American Identities
Reviewed by Asa McKercher

Books Received

Erratum

461

462

477

494

512

529

530

532

534

536

538

541

543



American Review of Canadian Studies, 2013 § Routledge
Vol. 43, No. 4, 461, http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/02722011.2013.859360

Taylor & Francis Group

EDITORIAL

It has been a little over two years since the current editorial team took the reins here at
American Review of Canadian Studies. While it has been somewhat of a whirlwind
experience getting up to speed on the submission, reviewing, and publishing systems
upon which we rely, we now feel (relatively) familiar with the task of producing the
journal. Thus, we thought it an opportune time to reflect upon the last few years and think
about where we are going in the future.

First and foremost, we have come to truly appreciate that the production of a scholarly
journal requires the efforts of many people. We sincerely thank all of the authors, reviewers,
editorial board members, and staff members at the Association for Canadian Studies in the
United States, Western Washington University, and Routledge for making it possible to get a
high quality journal out to the reading public in as timely a manner as possible.

A second observation worth noting is the great diversity of scholarship (in subject
matter, approach, and ideological commitment) that we are fortunate enough to have
submitted to ARCS. It is truly impressive to read the range of work currently being done
by Canadianists around the world, and we are honored to serve as a key conduit through
which this work is communicated. In both complement and contrast, the diversity of our
publication serves to strengthen each contribution, as well as the journal and Canadian
Studies as a whole.

An important function of ARCS is to provide thoughtful, critical reviews of new books
on topics of relevance for Canadian Studies. To this end, we would like to formally
welcome Dr. Christina Keppie to the ARCS editorial team. Christina has graciously agreed
to lead our Book Review Section as Book Review Editor. Christina’s academic back-
ground is French linguistics with a focus on Acadian Studies. She has been researching
the relation between ideological movements and Acadian identity in the discourse of New
Brunswick Francophones. She is currently working on expanding her research to other
Canadian maritime provinces, Quebec, and the State of Maine. Her plans for the Book
Review Section include expanding its scope by including more reviews of books pub-
lished in French and establishing yearly themed reviews, such as First Nation relations,
mass media, and immigration.

There are a handful of Special Issues to look forward to in the future, including one
centered on the theme of “The Nature of Canadian Studies in the 21*' Century.” This special
issue will be drawn from selected papers presented at the 2013 Biennial Meeting of ACSUS
in Tampa, Florida. Going forward, we would be happy to consider additional Special Issue
proposals from potential guest editors who have a timely and relevant theme in mind.

To all of our readers, reviewers, and authors, then, thanks for making this journal fly.
Please keep reading and contributing; by doing so, you are ensuring ARCS’ continuing
vibrancy and vitality.

David A. Rossiter, Editor

Christina Keppie, Book Review Editor
Catherine O’Mara Wallace, Managing Editor
arcs@wwu.edu

© 2013 ACSUS
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The Afghanistan Task Force and Prime Ministerial Leadership:
Tactical Retreat or a New Direction in Managing Canadian
Foreign Policy?

Nicholas Gammer
Thompson Rivers University, Kamloops, British Columbia, Canada

It has been assumed that since inheriting Martin’s decision to send 2000 soldiers to
Kandahar, Stephen Harper has maintained control over all aspects of the Afghanistan
mission. Donald Savoie and others have made the argument that the Prime Minister
and his advisors have dominated and centralized the policymaking process while
relegating other institutional players to a secondary role. This article challenges this
image and suggests a more nuanced picture of the relationship between Harper and
the bureaucracy. With the foundering of the Afghan mission, the government created
the Afghanistan Task Force (ATF) and bent the rules of engagement to break down the
barriers of “departmentatism.” For Harper it was a matter of political survival; for the
Privy Council Office (PCO) it was an opportunity to maximize its influence. By 2008 a
new generation of mandarins in the ATF were sharing the foreign policymaking
platform with key players in the executive branch of government. In the process
Harper’s command over foreign policy has been challenged as new approaches to
rapid civilian—military responses are sought.

Keywords: Afghanistan Task Force; prime ministerial leadership; Stephen Harper;
privy council; RoCK

Introduction

We believe that Canada’s role in Afghanistan should give greater emphasis to diplomacy,
reconstruction and governance and that the military mission should shift increasingly towards
the training of the Afghan National Security Forces.

These efforts should be led by the Prime Minister, supported by a special cabinet committee
and by a single task force directing the activities of all departments and agencies. The
objective is to ensure better balance, tighter coordination and more systematic evaluation of
Canada’s contribution.

(Independent Panel on Canada’s Future Role in Afghanistan 2008)

Conventional wisdom has it that Prime Minister Stephen Harper’s foreign policy priority
—Canada’s Afghanistan mission—demonstrated his domination of the foreign policy
process. Having inherited former Prime Minister Paul Martin’s decision to redeploy
some 2000 Canadian troops to the Kandahar region in February 2006, Harper supposedly
ensconced himself at the center of his foreign policy machinery and personally controlled
virtually all facets of the mission. This concentration of power began long before Harper
was elected and had already captured the attention of academics such as J.L. Granatstein

© 2013 ACSUS
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(1982) and S. Dupre (1987). Harper, however, is said to have accelerated the process and,
more than any other prime minister, developed a comprehensive communications strategy
designed to keep a tight rein on his foreign and domestic policies (Wells 2006). The Prime
Minister used his office (the PMO) to “pre-approve” and filter the messages and actions of
his ministers (Kirton 2007, 55). His “iron message control,” willingness to discipline
ministers and backbenchers and strategic acumen quickly became the stuff of legend
(Stanbury 2009, 31). In advancing his “government from the centre” thesis, Donald
Savoie (1999) and others have made a strong case that Harper and his advisors have
dominated and centralized the policymaking process while relegating other institutions
and players to largely advisory capacities. Consolidation has arguably allowed the PMO
and a supportive Privy Council Office (PCO) to shroud the entire government in what one
journalist has described as a “wall of selective silence” resulting in a demoralized and
subservient bureaucracy (Naumetz 2009, 52). This situation has prompted calls for reforms
to Canada’s cabinet system of government and, more specifically, to what is seen by many
as the unworkable doctrine of ministerial responsibility and accountability (Bakvis 2001).

Today the Prime Minister, the PMO and other central agencies increasingly occupy the
locus of power at the expense of cabinet. Canada’s traditional foreign policy bureaucracies
—foreign affairs, national defense and international development—have gradually sur-
rendered their pre-eminence to the political/executive branch of government. While the
traditional relationship between politicians and civil servants had been based “on practice
and tradition, not rules” (Savoie 2003, 4), this realignment nonetheless represents a
significant shift.

However, at least in terms of the Afghanistan file, this characterization bears closer
scrutiny. The creation and evolution of a little known Secretariat of the Privy Council, the
Afghanistan Task Force (ATF), which eventually spearheaded Canada’s Afghanistan
policy, suggests a more nuanced relationship between the Prime Minister and key
elements of the bureaucracy. By early 2008 a new public service elite, led by a more
proactive generation of civil servants, found itself sharing the top of the foreign policy-
making pedestal with the executive branch of government. This arrangement was expe-
dient both for the politicians, represented by the PMO, and the bureaucracy, represented
by the PCO. Each needed the other and each was willing to bend the rules of engagement
to achieve its own objective—political survival for Harper’s minority government and an
opportunity to re-establish the power and influence of the public service for the PCO.

The success of the ATF in managing the Afghanistan mission calls into question
assumptions -made about Harper’s leadership and also intimates a new foreign policy
approach. Does centralizing authority in an agency like the ATF facilitate more efficient
and effective responses to complex insurgencies like Afghanistan? If so, how does this
concentration of power affect governance in general and the role of the prime minister in
particular?

“Departmentalism” and the Martin Legacy

Early in the Afghanistan campaign it was evident that a combat based mission would not
succeed. The multidimensional policy challenges posed by failed states had broadened the
definition of what constitutes “foreign policy” and was challenging the long-established
roles of individual ministries. Without integrating development and diplomacy, furthermore,
domestic support for the mission would dissipate quickly. Consequently, the then-Prime
Minister Martin called on traditional line departments to adopt Canada’s 3D model, often
referred to as the Whole of Government (WoG) approach. Novel for the time, this initiative
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attempted to address the problem of departmentalism—the predisposition of bureaucracies
to avoid coordination from the center. Driven by institutional memory, traditional functional
delineations and intense competition for resources, bureaucracies including the Departments
of Foreign Affairs, Industry and Trade (DFAIT), National Defence (DND), Finance/
Treasury Board and the Canadian International Development Agency (CIDA) were predis-
posed to oppose efforts to coordinate their activity. The 3D approach also had implications
for the PCO which housed the foreign and defense policy advisor for the Prime Minister and
was led by the Clerk, Canada’s most powerful public servant.

In the spring of 2005, Martin gave practical application to the 3D, or WoG, approach by
authorizing a Canadian Provincial Reconstruction Team (PRT)—consisting of members of
Canada’s military, a Royal Canadian Mounted Police (RCMP) training contingent, and
CIDA representatives—in Kandahar. The primary objective of the PRT was to achieve
stability, security and an extension of Kabul’s authority through regular interactions with
provincial authorities and the local population. The Kandahar PRT was headed by Glyn
Berry, Political Director from DFAIT who liaised with the Canadian Embassy in Kabul.
Although the PRTs were established by individual countries and supposed to reflect the
local Afghani needs, the military components were under the command of NATO’s
International Security Assistance Force (ISAF). This meant that the Political Director of
Canada’s PRT was constrained by other NATO members who were also contributing to the
mission. The PRTs were further constrained by many domestic problems—conflicting
reporting structures, agendas and priorities coupled with military dominance. As Martin’s
new highly influential Chief of Defence Staff (CDS) General Rick Hillier put it, “Yes, we
have 3D and the military does all three Ds” (Berthiaume 2007, 5). Not only was the
outspoken CDS responsible for upgrading Canada’s military profile and co-authoring
Martin’s defense policy statement, Hillier, more importantly, was instrumental in persuading
the Prime Minister in March of 2005 to accept the move to Kandahar, one of the most
dangerous regions of the NATO campaign (Stein and Lang 2007, 188). This lent credence to
the concern that the military establishment had become the driving force behind Canada’s
foreign policy on Afghanistan (Middlemiss and Stairs 2007).

Contributing to the problem of departmentalism was conflict over the nature of
development work. Typically, Canadian Forces advocated shorter term rebuilding projects
whereas CIDA’s focus was on longer-term ventures often associated with governance and
other social initiatives. CIDA’s policy was to deliver assistance as much as possible
through the Afghan people while Canadian Forces favored tying reconstruction projects
specifically to Canadian contributions. Glyn Barry’s death from a car bomb on January
16, 2005, underscored the urgent need to search for more effective way to merge military
and civilian initiatives.

Harper in power

During the election campaign, the Conservatives paid little attention to the Afghanistan
mission (Stein and Lang 2007). Yet, soon after coming to power in February 2006, the
government announced significant changes. Besides a stronger role for the military,
Harper moved away from Canada’s traditional role as a neutral middle power by distin-
guishing rivals from allies. For Harper, Afghanistan represented an opportunity for
Canada to reclaim its place in the world by “stepping up to the plate” and taking a
stand “on the big issues that matter.” In these early days of his leadership, he was
committed to a more muscular foreign policy and holding firm against international
terrorism. He declared that “Canadians don’t cut and run at the first sign of trouble”
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(Blanchfield 2006). The Conservative government’s funding priorities reflected this new
foreign policy posture—DND received substantial funding increases while DFAIT faced
budget cuts.

By the fall of 2006, Harper’s determination to stay the course was being tested by
changing realities on the ground (7The Globe and Mail 2006) especially in light of
increasing casualties. As Stein and Lang observed:

Once Canadians woke up to the reality that their soldiers were fighting and dying, their
indifference to Canada’s role in Afghanistan dissipated quickly. The mission in Kandahar
would become synonymous with Stephen Harper’s prime ministership, a defining feature of
his government. (Stein and Lang 2007, 232)

Canada’s effectiveness was being impeded by weak and inconsistent commitments from
some NATO allies and by poor coordination among Ottawa’s line departments. Harper’s
charismatic but blunt CDS had become the public face of a faltering mission (Blanchfield
2006). A 2006 Strategic Council Poll completed for CTV News and The Globe and Mail
(2006)—a period when the casualty count was low—indicated that 54 percent of
Canadians were in opposition or ambivalent to the war.

The pre-Manley ATF and the resurrection of DFAIT

The government saw Canada’s leadership role in Afghanistan as central to other diplo-
matic international engagements. However, if Harper wanted to maintain Afghanistan as a
foreign policy priority while minimizing the associated risks, he understood he would
have to change his approach. He began rebalancing the Kandahar mission by positioning a
top level diplomat at the forefront in place of CDS Rick Hillier. DFAIT was resurrected as
an important foreign policy hub with the objective of achieving better coordination
between military and development policies.

Harper also upgraded Canada’s diplomatic presence in Afghanistan to an EX4 level of
ambassadorship, equivalent to the highest diplomatic rank given to Canadian
Ambassadors in the major world capitals. In April of 2007 he appointed a new
Ambassador to Afghanistan, based in Kabul. He chose Arif Lalani, a high-ranking
diplomat considered one of the rising stars in DFAIT. Harper also appointed Michel de
Salaberry, a senior diplomat with extensive Middle East experience,' as Senior Civilian
Consultant for the Kandahar region, with support staff from DFAIT (Blanchfield 2006).
Salaberry was tasked with improving the coordination of reconstruction efforts and
publicizing Canada’s development initiatives. He also acted as Ambassador Lalani’s
personal representative in the Kandahar region.

These appointments were accompanied by an important institutional change—an ATF
was created within the newly ascendant DFAIT. The ATF would use public service expertise
to renew the focus on development assistance and diplomacy. Of equal significance was the
appointment of David Mulroney as Associate Deputy Minister of Foreign Affairs and
Interdepartmental Coordinator for Afghanistan to lead this new entity. After having distin-
guished himself by rising swiftly up the ranks of DFAIT, Mulroney had previously served as
Harper’s Foreign Affairs and Defence Policy Advisor in the PCO and was a trusted advisor.
Based in Ottawa, the task force also included Lieutenant General Mike Gauthier of
CEFCOM (Canadian Expeditionary Force Command),” Vincent Rigby (Assistant Deputy
Minister of Defence at DND) and Stephen Wallace, the newly appointed Vice-President of
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the ATF at CIDA. Brigadier General Tim Grant of Task Force Kandahar and Ambassador
Lalani in Kabul became task force members in Afghanistan.

Besides coordinating and supporting the work of diplomats in theater, Mulroney’s
ATF was responsible for ensuring that CIDA, DND and DFAIT were all in step with the
government’s objectives. All matters related to Afghanistan came under Mulroney’s
“single shop” within DFAIT (Mulroney 2007). He instituted daily contacts between
various components in the Foreign Affairs planning and operations hierarchy and their
counterparts in DND, CIDA and other federal agencies. Mulroney also maintained regular
communications with the National Security Advisor in the PCO and with Kevin Lynch,
the Clerk of the PCO.

Mulroney achieved limited success in improving the development and coordination of
policies between departments (Mulroney 2009) but departmentalism was not significantly
reduced. Some DFAIT insiders feared that housing a semi-autonomous task force would do
little to enhance the department’s power and prestige while others were not pleased with
shouldering expanded interdepartmental responsibilities in what had become a very danger-
ous mission. As a senior official in DFAIT would later remark: “Within DFAIT it wasn’t
easy for civilians to accept the idea that they needed to be on a ‘war footing™” (Confidential
interview 2009). As Ian Brodie, the Prime Minister’s Chief of Staff in the PMO at the time
recalled, Foreign Affairs was “skittish about the war” while CIDA was “OK with writing big
cheques but didn’t want to_be on the ground” (Brodie 2009). Improving the level of
coordination between Canada’s line departments remained a significant challenge.

These developments, combined with declining public support for the Afghanistan
mission, made it clear to Harper that he would need an even more innovative policy
approach. He would have to replace his loyal but often obstinate Minister of Defence,
Gordon O’Connor, whose poor communication skills, tepid support for the mission’s new
direction and poor relationship with Rick Hillier were becoming a public relations
liability. He would have to fundamentally change the way policy expertise was integrated
with the public service. Such a change would also require also stepping back from the
foreign policymaking process. In other words, his short experience as Prime Minister had
taught Harper that a successful Afghanistan policy could no longer be guided by his hand
alone.

A calculated gamble: The Manley Panel and its secretariat

In establishing the Independent Panel on Canada’s Future Role in Afghanistan in the fall
of 2007, Harper provided his government with an opportunity to resurrect his foreign
policy on Afghanistan and improve its communications with the Canadian public while
searching for consensus. At the same time, there was considerable risk for Harper in
striking the panel. It was an acknowledgement that his Afghanistan policy, as well as his
government, was in peril. It was also an admission that a measure of consensus-building
and compromise within the broader policymaking community had become necessary.
While weighted in favor of conservative members like Jake Epp (a Cabinet minister in the
Clark and Mulroney governments), Derek Burney (businessman, diplomat and former
Canadian Ambassador to Washington), Paul Tellier (experienced high ranking bureaucrat
and former Clerk of the Privy Council) and Pamela Wallin (former television broadcaster
and journalist), the panel’s independent status was legitimized by the presence of its Chair,
John Manley, a former high-ranking Liberal minister in former Prime Minister Jean
Chrétien’s government. Initial attempts by Harper’s PMO to leave as little as possible to
chance by setting out specific terms of reference were quickly rebuffed by the panel
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(Burney 2009). Panel members, the PMO was quick to learn, were highly attuned to the
need to safeguard their independence and reputations (Confidential interview, 2009).
Harper let Manley “run with the operational and policy side of the war” and refrained
from micro-managing the Afghanistan file (Brodie 2009).

[llustrative of the growing authority of the bureaucracy was the establishment of the
Panel’s Secretariat. The Secretariat was made up of a small, select group of high-
performing public servants seconded by the PCO from a cross-section of departments
associated with the Afghanistan file. Heading the Secretariat, after being moved from
DFAIT’s ATF in October 2007, was David Mulroney. Other elite members included Elissa
Golberg and Sanjeev Chowdhury from DFAIT, Colonel Michael Cessford from DND and
Elizabeth Thebaud from CIDA. The members of the Secretariat were intimately aware of
the shortcomings of the DFAIT-based ATF experiment. This experience allowed the
Secretariat to provide the bureaucratic expertise and influence necessary to forge, in
only four months, a report of considerable breadth and depth. With the critical insight
provided by members of the Secretariat, the Panel was able to articulate a surprisingly
clear vision of the mission’s role and to identify new policymaking avenues, especially on
an operational level. The impact of key members of the Secretariat on the Panel’s report
represented the first in a series of corrective steps taken by bureaucratic agents that made
it possible for the Harper government to develop a more politically palatable policy on
Afghanistan. It also introduced a new direction that confounded Ottawa’s traditional
policymaking precepts.

The January 21, 2008, Manley Report was the turning point in what up to that point
had been “Rick Hillier’s war” and set the stage for the March 16 parliamentary debate
which extended the life of both the Kandahar mission and the Harper government. The
Manley Report was critical of the Harper government for not being open and frank about
the nature of the mission and its accomplishments and of the Liberals for playing political
games. CIDA’s reconstruction efforts, limited by restrictive regulations, were criticized as
well. The report supported the Conservative’s call for transport helicopters to reduce
danger posed by the roadside bombs responsible for most of Canada’s 77 military
casualties. It suggested that the Liberal demand to end Canada’s combat mission by
February 2009 was illogical and dishonored the sacrifices already made. Manley did
not miss the opportunity to be highly critical of some NATO members for living in a
“delusional world” and shirking their responsibilities to the mission. Another significant
finding for the Harper government was a blunt demand for NATO to secure 1000
additional seldiers for the southern region of Afghanistan by February 2009. This
recommendation gave the Harper Conservatives ammunition to use against their reluctant
NATO partners, while providing the Liberals with a way of backing away from then-party
leader Stéphane Dion’s insistence on terminating Canada’s combat role by February 2009,
On a political level the Panel’s recommendations proved useful in providing common
ground around which a badly divided parliament could coalesce. In short, the Manley
Report represented more positives than negatives, even though it called on the Harper
government to open up its tightly controlled communications policy. The Manley report
also provided the opportunity for a transformed and relocated ATF to take center stage in
Canada’s Afghanistan mission.

New directions and a new home for the ATF

The requirement for “a coordinating body that was much more operational,” observed a
high ranking advisor in the PCO, was simply not going to be met by DFAIT (Confidential
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interview 2009). DFAIT’s weak performance evacuating Canadians during the 2006
Israeli-Lebanon conflict did little to foster confidence in the department. Harper and the
then-Clerk of the Privy Council Kevin Lynch recognized that greater interdepartmental
coordination could be achieved by the PCO, a smaller agency more suited to managing
the philosophies, capabilities and priorities of the various bureaucratic institutions con-
nected to the Afghanistan mission. Derek Burney’s influence on the Panel may have also
contributed to the decision to move the ATF from DFAIT to the PCO. A prominent
proponent of leading from the center during the Free Trade negotiations in Brian
Mulroney’s government, Burney was among those Manley Panel members who advocated
for a single, compact agency. David Mulroney and key members of the Manley Panel
Secretariat were shifted to the newly-formed PCO ATF, formally known as the
Afghanistan Task Force Secretariat. The importance of the new ATF was confirmed
when David Mulroney was promoted to the rank of Deputy Minister overseeing what
amounted to a 26 person department. While under the public’s radar, these appointments
signaled not only the growing influence of bureaucratic forces but Harper’s acquiescence
to their emergence. .

The reconstituted ATF was given the responsibility of pushing beyond the 3D concept
towards the integrated application of diplomatic, development and defense initiatives. The
ATF mandate, as articulated by the Manley report, was as follows:

e Strategic policy development and integration

Coordination of the government’s activities and operations in Afghanistan
Building coherence and consistency in communicating the mission to Canadians,
international audiences and to Afghans

Tracking implementation (PCO website)

The ATF secretariat

By March of 2008 the new ATF was the hub and nerve-center managing Canada’s post-
Manley Report foreign policy on Afghanistan. The ATF made effective use of its extra-
ordinary independence and access to the Prime Minister and relevant cabinet ministers to
preside over a broad spectrum of security, development and defense issues. These ranged
from the purchase of medium-lift helicopters and Unmanned Aerial Vehicles to the
creation of benchmarks and timelines to determine the effectiveness of aid and develop-
ment contributions. Mulroney and his ATF enjoyed unparalleled freedom in implementing
the Manley Panel recommendations, bringing a more appropriate military—civilian balance
to the mission, and bringing Ottawa’s line departments in step with the government’s
WoG objectives. Throughout his tenure, Lynch, a supporter of the WoG approach and
leading champion for the renewal of the public service, was pivotal in smoothing the way
for this transformation. Lynch seized a timely opportunity to strengthen the public service
in general and the PCO in particular.

Of particular importance to the ATF was its mandate to establish “franker and more
frequent reporting on events in Afghanistan” and to enlarge the civilian presence in the
mission (Independent Panel on Canada’s Future Role in Afghanistan 2008, 38). Quarterly
reports to Parliament and the public under the title of Canadas Engagement in
Afghanistan, as well as a plethora of government websites, a media-embedding program,
outreach efforts to academics, support to field visits by officials, release of benchmarks
and a series of RoCK-Talk sessions between Golberg and various departmental officials in
Canada (designed to review and discuss how the mission was progressing) were
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unprecedented in opening up the mission to Canadians. The Canadian public became
aware of the often perilous job performed by public servants who were working with
Afghanis outside the safe confines of Kandahar Airfield. “One should not understate the
role and import of communications as an integral part of the work we’ve done within the
ATF which was also at the forefront of the minds of the Ministers of the CCOA. The
latitude the ATF had in informing Canadians about various aspects of the mission was
really unparalleled,” observed Brett Boudreau, Director of Communications (2010).

Cabinet Committee on Afghanistan

On February 8, 2008, Harper announced the first Cabinet Committee on Afghanistan
(CCOA) and indicated that the new committee would be given considerable autonomy in
watching over security, development and defense issues relevant to Canada’s mission. The
original CCOA was chaired by Minister of International Trade David Emerson and
included the Minister of National Defence Peter McKay, Minister of Public Safety
Stockwell Day, Minister of International Cooperation (CIDA) Beverly Oda and Minister
of Foreign Affairs Maxime Bernier. The CCOA was a critical link between the bureau-
cratic and political hierarchies and reported regularly to the Prime Minister and the
Planning (and Priorities) Cabinet Committee. In addition to the afore-mentioned tasks,
Mulroney’s ATF was given the responsibility of -providing secretariat support to the
CCOA. In more specific terms, Mulroney not only chaired the Deputy Ministers’
Coordinating Committee, but also served as Secretary to the CCOA, thereby cementing
the critical political-bureaucratic link in this distinctly new phase of the mission (PCO
website).

Given Harper’s reputation for control, what is surprising is the degree of autonomy
with which David Emerson’s CCOA operated. “During my chairmanship of the
Committee I never felt constrained either by the PM or the PMO,” Emerson recalled in
describing the necessity for his government “to get a hold of the mission—recognized as
“Hillier’s war”—from a civilian perspective” and to find a more focused and clearly
defined strategy in order to stay the course in Afghanistan. “What made this possible was
that Harper understood his position and respected my role ... and was simply not
interested in micromanaging the file,” Emerson added (Interview 2009). From all accounts
Emerson ‘was an effective chair who was “very well respected by his peers ... [and]
visionary in the sense that he pushed you and pushed you to deliver” (Chowdhury 2010).
He earned the praise of both his cabinet colleagues and members of the ATF who
appreciated not being constrained in undertaking their various responsibilities. The
CCOA also appreciated Emerson’s performance (Day 2009). Besides working hand in
glove with the ATF, Emerson’s Committee reported regularly to the Prime Minister and
the Planning (and Priorities) Cabinet Committee on a broad array of matters including
Canada’s three signature projects—the upgrading of the Dahla Dam, the construction of
schools and the elimination of polio in Kandahar province.

Integrating operations in Ottawa and Kandahar

The growing effectiveness and presence of the ATF and the CCOA corresponded to the
loosening of the Prime Minister’s control over the Afghanistan file. Soon after the new
ATF was established, Mulroney oversaw the creation of the office of the Representative of
Canada in Kandahar (RoCK). The first incumbent was Elissa Golberg, formerly a DFAIT
member of the Manley Panel Secretariat. Upon her arrival in February 2008, Golberg, at
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34 years of age, was given unprecedented field-level authority over both civilian and
military activity in order to integrate Canada’s mission in Kandahar. Golberg, dubbed “the
Rock,” was a key link between Mulroney’s ATF in Ottawa and Ambassador Lalani’s
office in Kabul. As such, she was given unprecedented latitude to create a more dis-
ciplined but energized interface between Brigadier General Denis Thompson’s military
forces in Kandahar and an array of Canadian civilian agencies under her purview.

In the spring of 2008 a series of informal meetings between a small collection of
diplomatic, development and military personnel in Kabul cobbled together a series of
recommendations that reflected their field-level expertise and focused on “what we should
be doing” instead of “who [we] were working for” (Confidential interview, 2009). Their
draft was then sent through Mulroney’s ATF for review and minor refinement before
going through the CCOA and Cabinet approval in record time and emerging as the
government’s six priorities, released in Ottawa in June of 2008.° The Golberg—
Thompson team promptly established a series of integrated teams called “Committees
of Practice” to implement these six priorities throughout Kandahar province. Soon after,
Golberg’s team, with Thompson’s support, was also responsible for implementing the
Kandahar Action Plan (KAP) described by Golberg as a “multi-national and multi-agency
strategy based on priorities identified by Afghans” (Golberg 2008) Not only did the
civilian component of Golberg’s team increase from 16 to 100, but so did the number
of civilians who were operating in often dangerous “outside the wire” environments.

With so many teams working outside the wire, field-generated input carried greater
weight in Ottawa. This type of horizontal management constituted a rather revolutionary
approach to operations antithetical to the traditional top-down planning and operational
orthodoxy prevalent before the Manley Report. In working towards the achievement of
military—civilian, interdepartmental policy and operational integration, Golberg’s
approach, like Mulroney’s, reflected the expanded use of the “horizontal governance”
approach to making public policy.* Understandably, horizontal governance was seen as a
threat and resented by many in the Ottawa’s bureaucratic establishment who had become
comfortably ensconced in the traditional, hierarchical planning and decision-making silos.

Unified operational and policy objectives, initiated by Golberg and others in the field,
were often sent to an increasingly influential ATF for prompt action and usually quick
approval. On a number of occasions Golberg acknowledged the benefits of having a high
degree of authority:

There was never a need for us to call our superiors. That’s the benefit of having mission
command, if you will, on the civilian side and on the military side, because our senior
managers trust us to make those decisions and to come to an agreement with them. (Golberg
2009)

Golberg’s achievements and the empowerment of her interdepartmental team were com-
plemented and facilitated by the ATF’s success in Ottawa, where member departments
were frequently adopting a horizontal approach to the management of the Afghanistan
file. Wallace was Vice President of CIDA’s ATF and a veteran of the pre-Manley attempts
to coordinate departments working on the Afghanistan file. He realized that CIDA’s
performance required improvement and that by buying into a unity of purpose, unified
interdepartmental strategies and greater accountability, the department’s development
initiatives could achieve far greater success (Wallace 2010). With the support of Bev
Oda, CIDA’s minister and member of the CCOA, Wallace advocated for the expanded
application of horizontal management both in Ottawa and in the field. As a result, CIDA’s
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development workers achieved greater operational flexibility and greater influence than
ever before. “People on staff were embraced by a sense of purpose and enthusiasm,”
observed Ellen Wright (2010), Wallace’s Chief of Staff, as she described the frantic pace
and long hours at CIDA’s ATF headquarters. Furthermore, improvements in cross-pollina-
tion between the military and CIDA reflected the increased autonomy and accountability
that had begun to take hold in Afghanistan. “The need to operate on a real-time footing,”
Wallace (2010) observed, “gives you more power and legitimacy.”

Changes within Public Safety (PS) Canada also reflected the greater application of the
horizontal management approach. Created in 2003 and consisting of five agencies, PS was
established to harmonize the work of all federal departments on matters of national
security.” The main objective of PS was to train, upgrade and reform the Afghanistan
police force, court system and prisons in Kandahar. It would not have been possible to
undertake this highly complex task with any effectiveness without the lead of the ATF and
the support of the RoCK in breaking down departmental silos. As with CIDA, this highly
complex endeavor relied upon the ground-level input of police training officers,
Corrections and Border Services personnel and other PS representatives who constituted
a significant part of Golberg’s team in Kandahar. Kristina Namiesnioski (2010), Assistant
Deputy Minister of PS Canada, observed that the ATF “forced a greater level of integra-
tion between the operational folks on the ground and policy folks in Ottawa.” It also
brought a higher degree of empowerment and autonomy to PS representatives working
with the RoCK team in Kandahar to implement the government’s six objectives and the
KAP.

In contrast to all the other line departments, DND stood to lose power due to effective
integration. It had been the best prepared for the conflict in Afghanistan before the Manley
Report and, while grudgingly paying lip service to the 3D concept, it had been the de
facto lead department in all three. However, even DND benefited from the ATF approach
because a stronger civilian presence and clearer objectives increased public support for the
mission. Furthermore, there was an understanding in military circles of the necessity to
adapt military thinking and planning to the new multidimensional realities of conflicts like
Afghanistan. This realization prompted the military to accommodate greater harmoniza-
tion of civilian—military policies, clearly-defined national objectives and benchmarks
introduced by the government. DND drew some quick lessons concerning the effective-
ness of having a field-level civilian authority like the RoCK on an equal footing with the
Joint Task Force (JTF) Commander in Kandahar. The combined influence of both these
commands had a significant impact on the operational and policy-making side of
Canada’s mission.

Suspicion and resistance lingered in military circles where some higher-ranking
members felt that the Manley Report, and the military’s support for it, was largely
politically driven (Gauthier 2010). Some, like the former CDS Rick Hillier (2010) after
his retirement, disparaged a Harper government policy paper that was suggesting that the
Clerk of the PCO and the Deputy Minister of Defence assume a greater role in guiding the
military. This type of criticism did not diminish the civilian—military integration achieved
in Kandahar or the rising admiration within the military for the growing number of public
servants who risked their lives in the field to implement complex initiatives.

The ATF’s push to realign the civilian—military elements of the mission also trans-
formed the PRTs. In 2007, the PRT had 2500 members, only 11 of whom were civilians,
which resulted in ineffective ad hoc decision-making dominated by the PRT’s command-
ing officer. By 2008, the integrative process had rebalanced the personnel so that Canada’s
PRT had the highest civilian—military ratio within NATO. Better-balanced management of



