
DRAFT-- Ple3se do not cite without the author's permission 

Preliminary observations by 
Antonio Donini 1 

1. Introduction. 

·~-~~~~~~~~~~~~illllmDr 
3 ACKU 00013680 3 

This· note is a preliminary product of a research project on "The Humanitarian Agenda 2015: Principles, 
Politics and Perceptions (HA 201 5)" conducted by the Feinstein International Center (FIC) at Tufts 
University. It is based on field work conducted in Afghanistan in February 2006. The aim of this note is to 
provoke and facilitate discussion on the "perceptions gap" and its implications among actors in the aid 
community in Afghanistan; to help clarify, on the basis of the initial findings presented here, some key 
issues concerning the nature of the situation on the ground and how aid agencies are responding to it. The 
findings resulting from the Afghanistan field work will be included in a consolidated report covering 5 
countries (Colombia, Burundi, Liberia, Sudan and Afghanistan) that will be issued in July 2006. 
Background information on this project and on the FIC is available at: famine.tufts.edu. 

The overall objective of the HA 2015 research is to better equip the humanitarian community to address the 
challenges of the next ten years. The disconnect between the perceptions of local people and communities 
and those of aid agencies and other external players is one of the core issues addressed by the research. 
The work on perceptions builds on the findings of the FIC 2005 study on Mapping the Security 
Environment - Understanding the Perceptions of Local Communities, Peace Support Operations and 
Assistance Agencies which was conducted in Afghanistan, Kosovo and Sierra Leone (the study is available 
on line at the FIC website). The 2005 precursor study analyzed this disconnect with respect to the differing 
perceptions of peace and security. The 2006 study broadens the analysis to a wider spectrum of issues 
relating to the functioning of the international humanitarian enterprise and how it is perceived from the 
ground up. 

Methodology and limitations. The bulk of the data was collected through 18 focus group meetings in 
Kabul, Shomali, Paktia, Wardak and Parwan with close to 200 participants drawn form a variety of socio
economic backgrounds.2 Additional context interviews were held with some 30 UN, NGO and Red Cross 
movement staff, 10 senior government officials, 4 parliamentarians, 6 intellectuals/academics, 4 donors and 
a few others. The focus groups provided rich qualitative data. They constitute a useful tool that allows the 
canvassing of a much wider range of people than one-to-one interviews. Focus groups are not without 
problems, however. Participants are sometimes wary of expressing their views in public or defer to older 
or senior people present. They sometimes aim to please the foreigner and/or expect that he/she is linked to 
an assistance programme (even if the opposite is clearly stated). The interviewees' desire for mimetism 
and to tell the foreigners what they want to hear should not be underestimated. Moreover, it is sometimes 
difficult to pierce the overlapping layers of Afghan society (gender, generational deference, ethnicity) and 
to access the most underprivileged: all interviews took place in semi-public places during the day, not at 
night in a darkened, remote villages accessible only on foot where the conversation might have been quite 
different, etc.). Language and the vagaries of translation are additional filters that complicate the task of 
the researcher. Nevertheless, despite these constraints, the focus groups yielded a wealth of data and 
interesting insights into the views of individuals and communities. 

It is ·important to note that the study is about perceptions, not about realities. Perceptions are important in 
their own right as they influence behaviour and are symptomatic of a particular time or situation. 
Perceptions can even become realities, sometimes with potentially dangerous consequences (e.g. criticisms 

1 Senior researcher, Feinstein International Center, Tufts University. Please send any comments 
to Antonio. Donini@tufts.edu 
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Three focus groups with female participants were conducted by Sippi Azerbaijani-Moghaddam. 
Her insights were most helpful in framing the issues discussed in this note. 
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of NGOs can make them more vulnerable to attack). Understanding the perceptions gap is thus a critical 
factor in understanding communities which, in turn, is a key precondition for effective assistance 
programmes. 

1 . Assumption~ 

In order to provide some context for an analysis of the perceptions of assistance in Afghanistan, it is useful 
to set out some of the assumptions of this study. 

We see the issues of Afghanistan within the broader framework of the evolution of the global humanitarian 
enterprise in the past 15 years. This has been characterized by a massive institutionalization and 
bureaucratization of international aid agencies. Yet the fundamental structures of assistance programming 
and delivery have changed little. Agencies more professional and less nimble, more controlled by HQs, but 
at the receiving end, they do more or less the same things, the same type of community-based, re lief and 
small sc·ale rehabilitation projects as before. They are more vertical and less horizontal. They have a lso 
become more costly (and in insecure areas the additional costs of security have escalated). 

Changes in the humanitarian enterprise have been more at the top end: Agencies are more integrated into 
the processes of globalization and the securitization agenda of the North. There is more pressure for them 
to "act as a business or act as a government".3 In large parts of the global South, as in Afghanistan, they 
provide essential services that used to be the prerogative of the State. At the same time, NGOs have 
become more transactional , more business-like, and are seen as such by the general public, even though a id 
workers are loath to recognize this. NGOs used to be "voluntary"; now in places like Afghanistan and Iraq 
some have acctpted to become integral parts of the world ordering "combat team". Even those who try to 
distance themselves from politics or alignment with western foreign policy objectives are part of a web of 
contacts, contexts and values that are essentially "of the North". 

Whether they recognize it or not, NGOs, the Red Cross Movements and the UN agencies that constitute the 
humanitarian enterprise are increasingly part of the processes of global governance. In some countries (US, 
UK) they are an important part of governance, if not of government. Their influence is strong on 
government, the media and the shaping of North-South agendas. They are also an important form of 
employment for Norhtern youth who would otherwise be on the job market. 

Whiie it may claim to be universal in spirit, the humanitarian enterprise is inescapably northern in va lues, 
appearance and behavior. NGOs are the "pacific weapons of the new world order" if not the " mendicant 
orders of Empire" .4 The fact that the humanitarian endeavour is seen as western or northern undermines 
the universality of the humanitarian discourse in two ways. Firstly, it pushes indigenous NGOs, as in 
Afghanistan where many are struggling to survive, to mimic the structures and behaviour of their northern 
counterparts. Secondly, it privileges the roles and functions of the outsiders, and thus results in the 
obfuscation of both the crucial roles and coping mechanisms of local communities in dealing with crisis 
and the role of the non-western humanitarian traditions, particularly those of the Islamic world . 

Finally, because of its linkages with globalization and world ordering, humanitarian action is now center 
stage. It used to be that humanitarian action was at the margins: it occupied a small , narrow place in 
conflict situations providing succor and protection to civilians in extremis. Now, humanitarian action and 
staff are at the centre of things. In the ' 90s the humanitarian agenda, partly by design and partly by defaul t, 
expanded into areas beyond the traditional remit of humanitarianism: advocacy for justice and human 
rights, post-conflict peace-building, "do no harm", etc. After the demise of development as a mobiliz ing 
myth and as the locus for the conceptualization of North-South relations, humanitarianism became the next 
new " ism" . In Afghanistan and Iraq, because of the instrumentalization and politicization of humanitarian 
action, it may have gone one " ism" too far. 

3 See Cooley and Ron , "The NGO Scramble. Organizational Insecurity and the Political Economy 
of Transnational Action", International Security, Vol. 27, No.1, Summer 2002. 
4 Hardt and Negri , Empire, p 34 
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The· obJective of our study, therefore, is to verify the above assumptions, and their relevance to the 
humanitarian agenda for the future, through evidence-based research and analysis. 

2. How to define the situation? 

One of the problems confronting aid agencies working in Afghanistan relates to the ambiguities with which 
the overall situation is defined (or not). Is it a humanitarian crisis or a post-conflict, peace-building 
development situation? This is not just an issue of semantics. The way in which the situation is defined 
impacts directly on the posture that agencies assume vis-a-vis the government and the other forces at play. 
The same is true for the assumptions, patent or latent, that are made about how the security situation might 
evolve. While the international and de jure legitimacy of the government may be strong, its de facto 
legitimacy varies around the country. There is a degree of opportunism here: NGOs want it both ways. 
They define themselves as humanitarian or developmental when it suits them. Can the same organization 
be "developmental" (and work with or for the government) in one part of the country and "humanitarian" 
(and respect established humanitarian principles) in another? Can an NGO conduct local situation analyses 
for a PRT in a contested area and still expect to be seen as impartial or humanitarian? 

In a spirit of pragmatism and an ethos of getting things done, many agencies seem not to be aski ng 
theniselves these questions. Others do and either accept to become the willful capillary ends of a political 
design or take refuge under cover of principle. What is worrying is that these issues do not seem to be 
discussed openly within the aid community or with its counterparts. Moreover, it is unclear what impact 
these ambiguities mean for the beneficiaries of aid. While this may be important for aid agencies, does the 
blurring of lines matter to Afghans at the grassroots level? Does it matter if assistance comes in a military 
truck or under the auspices of a principled NGO? It seems not (on the basis of the findings of the 2005 
Tufts study and anecdotal evidence collected in 2006). What seems to be important is "what" is provided, 
not "who" provides it. There are indications however that in the more insecure areas it does matter: being 
associated with an aid project can constitute a security risk for villagers.5 

The situation in Afghanistan in early 2006 presents an astonishing blend of conflict, post-conflict, 
humanitarian and development characteristics. In Kabul and in the North where security is not a serious 
issue and the legitimacy of the government is broadly accepted, agencies are in post-conflict, even 
development mode. In the most insecure areas of the East and South, agencies are either absent or treading 
very gingerly. Little thought seems to have been given to how they define their own roles and are 
perceived in these areas. Some argue that the situation in these areas is quite similar to Soviet occupation 
times: The military control the main towns and some of the district centers during daytime. At night, and in 
the countryside the insurgents move relatively freely and deny access to a stable government presence. 

The difference, of course, is that unlike the jihad period of the late 1980s, aid agencies have negotiated no 
"humanitarian consensus" with the insurgents. Even the most principled of humanitarian organizations, the 
lCRC, is unable to offer or provide its traditional medical services to fighters "hors de combat or to engage 
with the insurgents on humanitarian issues. The humanitarian relationship, like the war, is asymmetrical. 
Given the nature of the conflict, real questions arise as to whether agencies who purport to be 
"humanitarian" can in fact work credibly in accordance to established international humanitarian law (IHL) 
principles in those areas where insurgents are present. If agencies work directly or indirectly under the 
security umbrella of the Coalition or ISAF and in direct partnership with the government, what message 
does this give to the insurgents? And to those communities where insurgents are active? What are the 
implications for staff security? And does it matter to the beneficiaries? 

Views on whether conflict is fuelling a humanitarian crisis in the more insecure areas of the country 
diverge ("these are remote and poor areas, but no particular needs have shown up as yet" ; " it is a self
fulfilling prophecy: insecurity means Jess assistance which means more insecurity"). Should the 

5 Sarah Chayes, "Afghanistan: The night fairies" (March/April 2006 pp. 17-19 (vol. 62, no. 02) 
Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists, http://www.thebulletin.org/print.php?art_ofn=ma06chayes 
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insurgency expand or be able to hold on more permanently to bits of territory, the situation would 
undoubtedly change and aid agencies, because they have not nurtured a clear humanitarian profile, are 
likely to find it increasingly difficult to be accepted by the insurgents in these areas. A social contract of 
acceptability will be difficult to negotiate. The Government and the coalition/NATO forces might also find 
it distasteful if agencies entered into negotiations for access and space with the insurgents. 

"The argument for humanitarian space in Afghanistan has been lost. It has been trampled by the 
political imperative ". (Donor representative, Kabul) 

An example of this " trampling" is the pressure put by the Canadian military and government on Canadian 
NGOs (specifically CARE Canada) to go and work in the Canadian PRT's area of operation (Kandahar 
province). Given the obvious security risks, few agencies are likely to heed the appeal to work under the 
PRT umbrella or close to it. But the pressure is there and it muddies the humanitarian waters. At the same 
time, the real or perceived alignment of the UN and NGOs with Coalition objectives represents a security 
hazard . 

"These people [foreign contractors] had come to Afghanistan at America's behest, therefore they should be 
sentenced to death," (Statement attributed to Mullah Omar as relayed by Taliban spokesman Qari 
Mohammad Yousuf, 12 March 2006) 

3. Perceptions 

The key finding of the fieldwork in Afghanistan is that there is a deep malaise among all the Afghans 
interviewed with respect to the overall aid effort in Afghanistan. It is symptomatic of significant leve ls of 
alienation vis-a-vis the aid community. It revolves around 3 Ds: disillusionment, disempowerment, 
disengagement. 

The key messages coming from the communities are: 

1. Our great expectations have not been met. There is no visible improvement of our 
situation; we do not see any evidence of the impact of the assistance (thus, regrets are 
expressed for halcyon days of the past - Zaher Shah, the Soviets or Najibullah , - when 
progress was visible, - "At least they built Microrayon " is a frequent refrain - or even the 
Tali ban) 

2. The aid provided is not in line with our needs. The aid should go through the government. 
The priority should be factories, power plants, dams and other big infrastructure projects 
that give employment to people (not the small NGO rehabilitation projects that "we can 
do ourselves"). 

3. Our trust in the government is rapidly eroding. It is corrupt and ineffective. As one 
person put it: "We all participated in the Loya Jirga process because we believed things 
would change; we voted for Karzai but he disappointed us; by the time the parliamentary 
elections came we were disillusioned andfew people bothered to vote ". 

4. Our socio-economic conditions have not improved in the past two years (with variations : 
Kabul middle class people are more positive than poorer groups and the rural population 
in general). Whoever provides visible assistance is viewed positively, but most people 
say that there is discrimination in the distribution of aid. They feel that aid has by-passed 
them, in some cases literally: in the Ghorband valley, they see it go up the road to 
Bamyian. There are issues of perceived (real?) discrimination that are not being 
addressed. Some are concerned that aid will fuel ethnic tensions. 

5. The security situation is deteriorating in large parts of the country due to a mix of 
insurgency, drugs and general lawlessness. Large scale fighting would break out if the 
CF/lSAF were to leave. Many people feel- particularly in rural areas - that the absence 
of jobs and a visible peace dividend may push young people to join the insurgents (as 
well as other criminal groups). All say that the insurgency, whether AI Qaeda, Tali ban or 
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others is fuelled by outsiders (who come from another district, another province or, of 
course, another country) 

6. Even if it is not corrupt (and many people feel it is), the international aid effort is 
mismanaged, expensive, expat-heavy ... and there are far too many intermediaries. "Aid 
agencies turn up unannounced, make an assessment and then disappear without result ". 
If they do turn up again, aid efforts are often viewed as superficial , unsustainable and 
generally misguided. 

7. Aid is going to the people who are "connected", to those who are rich and powerful who 
are able to occupy key links in the chain of intermediaries, not to the most needy. Many 
Afghans suspect that there are underhand deals so that the people who are "gatekeepers" 
benefit from it (gatekeepers in government who mediate transactions with the aid 
community, but also key Afghan aid agency staff who maintain the contacts with 
government and local authorities). 

8. Foreign aid workers are generally respected- "as long as they do good work " - but their 
conspicuous consumption, lifestyles (and sometimes their values) are problematical. 
While few subscribe to the anti-NGO rhetoric of former minister Bashardost ( "NGOS are 
nearly as bad as warlords"), many wonder about their professional credentials ("if they 
are so good, why don 't they find jobs in their countries?") or their motives. A minority 
feel that they come with some kind of hidden agenda (religious, political). The majority 
say they come because "it is their work", their "mission" or they want to "get rich", the 
implication being that they have a vested interest in how the present system functions and 
are keen to perpetuate it rather than working themselves out of a job. 

9. The ISAF/CF presence is well tolerated (in the areas visited), the private security firms 
are not. The notion that there is an "occupation" for ulterior motives (a forward base to 
attack Iran; to exploit Afghanistan's natural resources) is there, under the surface. The 
impression is that educated Afghans talk about it among themselves but not to foreigners. 
One frequent refrain among the educated is that the foreign military presence is not 
actually helping to solve the "real" problems (security, narco-corruption, the lack of 
justice and accountability) and that the enormous funds spent on military presence ("to 
test new weapons for use elsewhere") might have more productively been used for 
reconstruction (dams, factories, infrastructure projects). 

10. Overall, there seems to be a significant and growing disconnect between civil society 
and the national and international institutions of governance. This is manifest in the 
massive perceptions gap and in the widespread criticism of aid agencies which is fuelled 
by politicians and the media. Many people see the international aid effort as something 
that is alien and does not concern them because it by-passes them. The corollary of this 
perceptions gap is a yawning information, communications and public relations gap: 
agencies, whether NGO or UN are unable to explain in a credible manner what they are 
achieving with the funds entrusted to them by the international community. Their 
credibility is further undermined by the government's call for more international funds to 
be channeled through the ministries. Scapegoating the aid agencies is convenient as it 
deflects attention from the government's weak absorption and implementation capacity 
(in February 2006, 11 months into the fiscal year, only 27% of the government's 
development budget had been spent). Moreover, and worryingly, it seems that there is no 
attempt to manage these gaps, neither from the government nor the aid community sides. 

4. The way forward 

It appears that what is needed are 3Rs: reflection, reform and reengagement. 

The perceptions gap has two major components that are sometimes contlated in the minds of the people 
interviewed: disillusionment and disengagement vis-a-vis the government and criticism of the aid agencies. 
The former is a problem that the government needs to address. Lambasting the aid agencies is a shoti term 
and unhelpful strategy that may end up embarrassing the government: it may find itself with little or no 
clothes to wear. As for the latter, it would seem that the aid community, and the NGOs in particular, face a 
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potentially dangerous credibility crisis. This needs to be addressed urgently through a well-orchestrated 
communications strategy, that is culturally appropriate and in tune with the way Afghans receive and 
process information (i.e. not a "northern advocacy campaign") that goes beyond the current timid 
initiatives. 

The criticism cf the aid community as articulated by politicians and the media is largely based on rumor. 
The prevalence and pervasiveness of the criticism is such that it cannot be ignored. Afghans are angry with 
aid agencies but they are also angry with numbers. At the same time there seems to be a culture of anti
empiricism in the aid community. The basic data for an assessment of the impact of humanitarian and 
rehabilitation assistance is just not there. Or if it is, it is not properly used . This is an area where 
investment would be clearly worthwhile. The best answer is to put the facts on the table that would show 
what the aid community is good at, where it is cost-effective and where it isn't. For example, a number of 
independent evaluations could be commissioned to document the relative effectiveness of government, UN 
agencies and NGOs in the provision of specific services (e.g. health and education). This would go a long 
way in restoring credibility (where it is deserved). It would also help to document the issues of overall 
strategy· (or lack thereof) and the consequences of unilateral donor "cherry picking". Coughing up 
quantitative data is not enough. Again, it has to be presented and disseminated in a culturally resonant way 
to different sets of audiences (parliamentarians, government officials, local authorities, civil society groups, 
the media, religious leaders) with which a dialogue needs to be engaged. 

NGOs in particular, and the wider aid community including donors, need to confront head on the issue of 
the role and functions of NGOs in the Afghan context. One striking feature of the aid community in early 
2006 is the absence of a substantive and open development debate. Some NGOs are living in the past 
(ducking and weaving around the government). Some have a-critically jumped onto the government 
bandwagon. There is an impression that collectively NGOs are living on borrowed credit accumulated 
during the jihad years when they were the only players around and when their role was very widely 
appreciated. Some may have exceeded their welcome (or their shelf life). NGOs should therefore take the 
initiative of engaging substantively with government, UN development agencies and donors in a debate on 
the overall direction of the aid effort in Afghanistan, including on the role ofNGOs therein. NGOs should 
not shy away from thorny issues such as corruption in the aid system and government, the implications of 
the rapidly-expanding illicit economy and the role and functions played by NGOs in a narco-state scenario, 
the tension between the promotion of internationally-accepted human rights norms and the need to be 
"culturally sensitive", etc. Some sacred cows should also be addressed (slaughtered?): are aid agencies part 
of the problem or part of the solution? Are they promoting sustainability or dependency? Is the current 
approach to capacity-building (read: capacity buying) working, is it sustainable? 
What is the future of international NGOs in Afghanistan? Why have donors and INGOs been so spineless 
in promoting Afghan alternatives? 

Moreover, in addition to clarifying their roles and responsibilities, there is an obvious need for a 
communication strategy aimed at the government and the general public. NGOs need to explain what are 
the achievable goals that it is realistic to work towards, and what are totally unrealistic goals. For example, 
there is a widespread expectation that "factories and electricity" are key to solving the population's current 
problems, in particular in relation to employment. Large infrastructure projects may well have a beneficial 
effect on emplvyment and growth but such projects will take years if not decades to implement. If the 
government, the donors, the UN or the media are not saying that it will take a generation before 
Afghanistan moves up from the doldrums of international socio-economic indicators and before significant 
changes occur in the human security of the average Afghan, perhaps the NGOs should. 

One of the issues that needs to be addressed sooner rather than later is the implications of insecurity and 
conflict in parts of the country for the work of aid agencies. The fact that in parts of the country 
international humanitarian law does or should apply poses a particular challenge because, depending on the 
geographical and philosophical viewpoint, the nature of the relationship with the government, the coalition 
forces and the insurgents could be quite different. Should there be a clearer identification of "dunantist" 
agenCies that would work according to established humanitarian principles? Should they be protected and 
separated from the "pragmatist" or "solidarist" agencies that more freely engage in political or rights-based 
agendas that go beyond the narrow humanitarian agenda of caring for people in extremis and who have no 
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qualms about engaging with governmental or Coalition agendas? Would it be possible to devise a system 
where agencies would have to choose the label defining their activities in the country ("humanitarian", 
means we work independently of government, CF or PRTs; " reconstruction", means we are partners in 
government programmes or in line with government policies)? In practice this might be quite difficult, but 
the fact that NGOs are fudging this issue is a source of confusion, which in all likelihood entails 
consequences for staff security. Similar issues arise in connection with the proximity or otherwise vis-a-vis 
the PRTs. 

Finally, NGOs would be wise to initiate a discussion Afghan ownership and on the nature of the processes 
of social transformation they are contributing to and on possible alternatives to the current modus operandi 
ofNGOs. Pro~,.,esses of social transformation are delicate and must be "illuminated from within", yet much 
of what is done today in Afghanistan is promoted from without. A frank debate on alternatives to top 
down, expat-driven processes and on the values and types of behaviour such processes transmit would 
seem to be overdue in the Afghan context. Of course, important vested interests are at play. NGOs and 
the aid community in general would be wise not to promote the perception, already widespread, that they 
are an essential ingredient in the complex processes of social transformation occurring in a country that, 
hopefully, is recovering from war. Societies have recovered from violent conflict for centuries before 
NGOs were created in the image of the Westphalian state. Accepting as the default position that "we are 
essential" to Afghanistan's recovery is an unhelpful, patronizing and potentially dangerous proposition. It 
may be useful to start looking for alternatives that are more grounded in local realities, more sustainable, 
more ern powering and more in line with the needs of ordinary people. 

The Tufts study of 2005 identified a major disconnect between how outsiders (aid agencies, peace support 
operations) and local communities understood the meanings of peace and security. The preliminary data of 
the 2006 study goes further, it shows that this disconnect is in fact much wider and pertains to the very 
nature of the activities of the humanitarian enterprise and the larger aid community. Unless this disconnect 
is addressed, this does not bode well for the process of nation-building in Afghanistan and the role of aid 
agencies therein. 

5 April2006 
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From: 
To: 

Cc: 

Sent: 
Attach: 
Subject: 

Dear all , 

Page 1 of2 

· "Oonini, Antonio" <Antonio. Donini@tufts.edu> 
"Scott Braunschweig" <scott.braunschweig@care.org.af>; "Paul Barker" <barker@care.org> ; 
"Paul Fishstein" <pdfishstein@yahoo.com>; "Paul O'Brien" <paul@paulobrien .info>; "Andrew 
Wilder" <andrew@areu.org.af>; <Sippiam@aol.com>; <wais.ahmad@nrap.org>; <duffyr@cfc
centcom.mil>; <khialshah@yahoo.com>; <tpoppelwell@yahoo.co.uk>; <john.myers@ceo.eu .int> ; 
<a.rahimi@nspafghanistan.org>; <alancelot@oxfam.org.uk>; <arjaad@brain.net.pk>; 
<acku@brain.net.pk>; <jnathan@crisisgroup.org>; <sayed.aqa@sdc.net>; 
<jmazurelle@worldbank.org>; <zizrr@acsf.af>; <aahmadhrss@yahoo.com>; 
<mobabury@hotmail.com>; <yamaguchi@un.org>; <fahler@un.org>; <cdennys@oxfam.org .uk>; 
<walkeersc@cfc-a.centcom.mil>; <kabul.kab@icrc.org>; <l-perrotta@dfid .gov.uk>; 
<mhmayar@yahoo.com>; <nsmagailani@yahoo.com>; <thecaravan@juno.com>; 
<ccdkabul@hotmail.com>; <hamish@areu.org.af>; <jsummers@ag.asiafound.org>; 
<arne.strand@cmi.no>; <ancb@pes.comsats.net.pk>; <ruedi.hager@sdc.neet>; 
<bennettr@un.org>; <astri.surkhe@cmi.no>; <haqa@un.org>; <charles.vincent@wfp.org>; 
<lumpp@unhcr.ch>; <mouchet@unhcr.ch>; <lombardo@unhcr.ch>; 
<aziz.hakimi@thekillidgroup.com>; <stig@traavik.no> 
"Walker, Peter John Charles" <Peter.Walker@tufts.edu>; "Minear, Larry" 
<Larry.Minear@tufts.edu>; "Purushotma, Karina" <Karina.Purushotma@tufts.edu> 
Thursday, April 06, 2006 12:11 PM 
Note on Afg5april.doc 
Short note on Afghanistan 

Please find attached a draft note on perceptions of the aid effort in Afghanistan. This is the result of 
interviews and focus groups held in February 2006 in Kabul and neighbouring provinces. It is a 
preliminary output of a wider study, conducted by the Feinstein International Center at Tufts University, 
on the humanitarian agenda in 2015 which covers 5-6 countries (Afghanistan, Colombia, Burundi, 
Liberia, Sudan and possibly Iraq or Nepal). 

The purpose of the note is to provide some feedback on the findings to the persons who spared time in 
talking to me and who might be interested in our project. I also hope that it will provide meat for 
ongoing discussions in the aid community in Kabul! 

I would be 1nost grateful for any comments you might want to send me. As this is still a draft, you n1ay 
share it with colleagues but please do not quote from it at this stage. 

Many thanks 

Antonio Donini 

4113/2006 
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