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1. Opening remarks 

Chair: Bruce Montador 
In Attendance: 43 

Mr. Montador invited the many newcomers to introduce themselves; they represented 
several different organizations. He also told the audience about the type of events that the 
Africa Study Group organizes and invited individuals to join. This was one of the biggest ASG 
audiences in recent times and we heard three quite different presentations. 

  
2.     What is the role for Canada in the fragile states of Africa? 
 
Chair: Teddy Samy is a Full Professor at the Norman Paterson School of International 
Affairs, Carleton University.  
 
Professor Samy introduced the members of the panel and addressed the topic at hand: 
What the role is for Canada in the fragile states of Africa. Particularly, he highlighted the 
international assistance review going on within Global Affairs at present and the numerous 
events that went on over the summer regarding Africa. 
 
A common theme of the three presentations was probably that fragility does not come 
directly from poverty, and thus the types of interventions needed to reduce fragility are not 
primarily traditional poverty reduction and economic development programming. 
 
David Carment is a full professor at the Norman Paterson School of International Affairs at 
Carleton and Defence Institute Fellow. 
 
Professor Carment started his presentation by pointing out that a major issue is that many 
governments do not have the capacity necessary to maintain stability. He reported on the 
Carleton Index of Fragility Project, where countries are measured in terms of authority, 
legitimacy and capacity (this last is the most linked to economic development). The project’s 
work suggests that it is weakness in the first two areas that are the most important 



determinants of fragility (see attached PowerPoint and the project’s website 
http://www4.carleton.ca/cifp/). He expressed frustration with governments that typically 
make intervention decisions on political grounds, rather than on evidence. He characterized 
the current interest in supporting fragile states as supply driven, rather than demand driven. 
He noted that we wanted to support police and justice systems, but that there may be more 
need for other interventions. In fact, the issue should presumably be what can we and other 
donors contribute – who has the best police and justice systems, who has the best military 
capacity, etc, for all the range of fragile states. The kind of information he presented has 
been in play for 15 years, yet government officials state that they do not have the 
information for effective policy. 
 
The information collected from open source resources about almost every country in sub-
Saharan Africa (and countries in other fragile regions) is compared in order to develop an 
index of fragility. There have been annual reports from the Project, as well as other 
publications, and what is shown here is only a small part of the research available. The 
fragility index consists of a nine-point score and the data are ranked into 6 clusters (as seen 
in the Powerpoint). The bulk of the countries that have high fragility are found in sub-
Saharan Africa, unsurprisingly. Authority, Legitimacy and Capacity (ALC) are three parts of 
the index which indicate if the situation in a given country has improved or deteriorated over 
time. Historically, Legitimacy has seen its weakest performance in the Middle East. Carment 
noted that the Government’s decision to provide Light Armored Vehicles to Middle Eastern 
governments was a bit surprising, given the available evidence of low legitimacy in the 
region. 
 
The seven parts of the clusters to evaluate fragility: Governance, Economics, Security and 
Crime, Human Development, Demography, Environment and Gender. 
 
One thing to note about the data is that there are lags, so Syria does not rate as low on the 
index as we might assume it would. Some countries, such as Pakistan, are performing badly 
on the index, and yet their economy is doing all right, so they are less affected by external 
pressures to improve. Fragile states have an impact on the surrounding region and produce 
significant numbers of refugees. Poor environmental performance is also often related to 
fragility.  
 
There are a number of countries that are classified as “fragility trapped” countries, because 
their scores put them frequently in the 20 most fragile countries, and when their score 
exceeds 6.5. This indicates that these countries are not receiving effective help from the rest 
of the world to escape from the trap and to develop. For example, it appears that the 
fragility scores (and thus fragility) of Somalia and the DRC are increasing over time. 
Mozambique is going through a monetary crisis and may slip back from the gains they have 
made in the past 20 years. Mali goes in and out of high fragility, and emulates the 
performance characteristic expected from the development community: Isomorphic 
development.  
 
Poverty is not driving countries into fragility. Based on the evidence, legitimacy and 
authority are the key structural characteristics that trap countries in fragility. So these 
trapped countries do not respond to the traditional aid policies as we would expect. 
However, how a country allocates resources is also important, alongside a policy 
environment that allows a state to leave the fragility trap. 
 
Frank Young is a retired senior official of USAID, with experience in a range of countries 
and policy areas. 



 
Frank Young described the policy environment around the US approach to fragile states, 
noting that their institutional framework and in particular their actual practice suffered from 
a lack of co-ordination across actors except in times of crisis when the National Security 
Council and the White House do step in. He noted that from the time of the preparation of 
the Fragile States Policy the US has – incorrectly in his view – assumed a direct two-way 
linkage between fragility and poverty. Mr. Young talked about the way in which policy and 
thinking changed after 9/11. There has been a significant change in American policy over 
the past three years, to move from post-conflict reconstruction to countering violent 
extremism. The USA is trying to focus more sharply what it does and where it engages. In 
2015 the USA programmed 32 % to the top 20 fragile states, and where did this all go? 
After Afghanistan and similar countries, the majority was destined for Africa. For the 2017 
budget which begins on October 1st, the foreign assistance budget has gone down by a third 
and in fragile states it has gone down to about 14% of the whole budget, so resources for 
fragile states will be down sharply. Even allowing for reductions in Afghanistan and Pakistan, 
this suggests a problem for other fragile countries including those in Africa. 
 
How has the policy been implemented in practice in developing countries? Following the first 
fragile states strategy in 2005, development’s role in US foreign policy was enhanced.  The 
US policy built on security strategy concept and was focused on Africa. The policy viewed 
fragile states as being on a continuum (of fragility). The goal was to advance post conflict 
recovery and prevent deterioration in fragile states.  In the US policy arena, people still 
operate on the assumption that fragility and poverty go hand in hand. If this is wrong, we 
need to do a lot of work in the policy area. In terms of providing aid, coordination is 
essential between agencies, departments, ministries… and often the objectives get lost in 
the scrum for a seat at the decision table.  
 
It is critical to address the causes of instability (not just the symptoms). Selectivity and 
focus are key: we can’t engage everywhere, region wise nor sector wise. Before the US 
intervenes in a country, it will decide if that country is important for US foreign policy. 
Conventional aid is slow; therefore, for American interventions in fragile states, they try to 
use contracting procedures that allow faster (and hopefully effective) reaction. There still 
needs to be a lot of research and analysis on the true causes of fragility.  
 
In 2010 when President Obama put out his new global development policy, he stressed 
engagement in particular regions based on whether fragility there would affect US security. 
His policy emphasized human security and border security more than in the past. When 
Obama went to Africa, he shocked the African continent by saying that the USA would no 
longer provide “911” service. Instead, he emphasized that African countries need to find 
their own solutions. The one caveat was that the US would work on trans-national crime, 
address atrocities and focus on violent extremism, thus continuing to look at counter 
terrorism. The new policy came to full fruition in 2016 – it is a narrowly-drawn strategy that 
puts sustainable development at its core.  
 
How is this managed? It is disjointed. USAID is a dedicated group of individuals with lots of 
development experience, but the State Department has at least 7 bureaus related to state 
fragility which are largely uncoordinated, and which do not even communicate well with 
each other. The Departments of Treasury and Justice also do programs abroad using funds 
from AID and the State Department, but they rarely share reports back. The National 
Security Council of the White House is the only department that can coordinate these but it 
is largely reactive. 
 



What might happen in November? Trump: no clue. Clinton: the policy is very thin; however 
she will probably double down on development as a tool of foreign policy to deal with 
instability. Mr. Young thought that there would be scope for significant collaboration with 
other countries (given budget restrictions), in particular with Canada, notably in the areas of 
gender, youth and climate change. 
 
Clinton will be a strong promoter of gender, women’s engagement in the economy, maternal 
and child health and opportunities for girls. Canada has been vocal in these areas, so the 
two countries will likely work well together. Furthermore, youth will be an area of similarity, 
as well as mitigating climate change. Collaboration on the above issues will be important 
particularly if funding starts to decline as Mr. Young fears.  
 
James Cohen is an independent practitioner working on international anti-corruption, 
security and development. 
 
James Cohen argued, based in part on his experiences with Transparency International, that 
the issue of corruption is insufficiently addressed as one of the contributors to instability and 
fragility. Just because it is widespread in the developing world does not mean that there are 
not degrees of corruption. Mr. Cohen emphasized that in order to effectively address these 
issues, you need to look at the systems in each country and explores what is driving the 
issues in each context. That takes deep contextual understanding, and contacts on the 
ground. Does Canada have the means to explore this in detail?  
 
He noted that Defence Minister Sajjan had recognized in his comments the importance of 
local peace-building initiatives, and of the many complex interconnections. Looking at 
Security Sector programs and peace-building based in Washington, he has been watching 
Canadian statements after the recent change in government. Announcements and press 
releases related to peace-building have been about looking at root-drivers of conflict and 
fragility, and looking at local initiatives. The Defense Minister stated that we need to move 
to prevention from reaction and fund already existing locally grown initiatives in recovering 
countries. 
 
On security sector reform and capacity building, Canada needs to look at what it can do and 
what it has done? There has been work in Niger and Mali, but the governance portions have 
been neglected. When Ghaddafi’s regime fell in Libya and Mali’s north became unstable, 
local alliances fell apart, which affected the interlinkages with smuggling across West and 
North Africa. This was despite a decade of security sector reform work by France and the 
US. Those programs did not emphasize governance however. 
 
After the Arab spring, the smuggling coordination between locals and government broke 
down in Tunisia, and young people with no respect for security forces shook up the 
situation. The border forces could not be resilient in the face of these shocks. This is not just 
a matter of “train and equip”, but a matter of sustainability and continued functionality of 
the system. A technical point of view isn’t really going to work in the long run, therefore 
there needs to be more sustainable and systemic security sector reform. 
 
For a long time, it seemed like corruption was a side issue. However, with the security 
failures in Nigeria, Mali, Tunisia and elsewhere, Mr. Cohen argued that we can no longer 
ignore corruption as a fragility-related issue. Corruption guts institutions, and ends up not 
just being a loss of public funds, but also a loss of dignity for citizens. Corruption turns 
citizens away from the state and towards other actors. People often think that the other 
actors may not be perfect, but unlike the government, they are at least not corrupt. Another 



important aspect is that you cannot stabilize one country without looking at the whole 
region. In fact, corruption appears to be a global network. When the Panama Papers came 
out, it became clear that money from conflict areas is actually found in stable countries.  
 
So the question is: what can our countries do to stop foreign actors from participating in the 
corrupt systems? – How can the RCMP enforce laws to limit corruption? How do we change 
our policies so that we do not contribute to corruption? 

 
Question period: 
 
The follow-up discussions, and the subsequent comments by the speakers, showed the 
importance of noting existing Canadian security-related interventions. Canada has already 
implemented a range of security-related programs in a number of African countries. A key 
question, not dealt with to date by Government actors, is how the existing Canadian 
programs might interact with new programs. 
 
There was a discussion of the relationship between poverty and fragility, with individuals on 
both sides. Blanket statements may not be appropriate, as pointed out by one of the 
panelists. That said, there are some interesting countries in the fragility trap, and we need 
to look at the weaknesses in governance which may affect fragility. In the future, Africa 
needs to produce many jobs in order to help stabilize countries – where will these come 
from? Probably the manufacturing sector and large companies. If Africa can become better 
linked to global trade, this would help reduce fragility. However, this could have to 
overcome the risk of increasing violent extremism in some fragile areas. 
 
What is the difference between the perceived reality from the outside and the realities on 
the ground? One speaker noted that local populations may be more affected by 
interpersonal violence and other issues than by violent extremism. How can we engage in a 
more effective way in fragile states? In terms of peacekeeping, we hear how Africa can take 
care of itself. However using African troops often gives a peacekeeping role to dictators, 
who pocket much of the money paid by the international community for the use of their 
troops, fostering bad governance and adding to state fragility. Is our objective to avoid 
casualties among our own forces? 
 
There was a question about gender issues in the area of security policy. One panelist 
thought that gender would be better addressed by this government, but the panel had little 
to say on gender. However, a panelist did note the complexity of sexual and gender-based 
violence, suggesting that given the number of competing issues and views, it may be 
difficult to address SGBV, despite good intentions. The question was asked if security sector 
reform and counter-insurgency have both been achieved effectively at the same time.  
 
Stephen Baranyi announced a meeting on South Sudan on October 13th and a bigger session 
on Mali on November 10. At the end of the evening a representative from GAC took the floor 
to thank the speakers but also to remind the audience that the Government had announced 
the financial size of its planned intervention in this area, and net of fixed costs, at some 
$320million over three years, it will not buy a very big program – he referred to the size of 
planned German and UK programs. 
 
Note: This summary does not try to capture the richness or detail of comments from the 
audience. Link to James Cohen’s OpenCanada.org article: 
https://www.opencanada.org/features/peacekeeping-future-thinking-through-canadas-
options-africa/ 


