(O chec a 1a GUERRE

CANADA'S ROLE IN THE OCCUPATION OF AFGHANISTAN

Introduction

This document reflects the reading, thinking, aistussion among members of the Echec a la
Guerre collective. It represents a revision of arier draft to incorporate the many comments
made by individuals and member groups. The docursetiivided into 5 sections and a total of

18 questions. There is some logic to the order Imckv the questions are presented, but the
answers are largely independent of each other,mgakieasy for you to explore them in any

order that is convenient for you. You can click amy question in the table of contents to go
directly to that question.

Before getting into these specific questions, e summary of the collective’s overall position
on the war in Afghanistan:

 The war in Afghanistan is not a just war; the ingasof Afghanistan was never
authorized by the Security Council and cannot lséfjad by invoking self-defence.

* “Reconstruction” and “democracy-building” in thegkfan context are pure propaganda at
worst, self-congratulatory rationalization at beStter five years of foreign intervention
in Afghanistan, the country is in a disastrous&ibn that bears no relationship to the
stated good intentions of the countries involved.

* In reality, the goal of this war has always beennstall a regime favourable to US
interests and those of its allies. It is part dfraader offensive — the so-called “war on
terror” — whose real purpose is to expand the UPimrinto Central Asia, the Middle
East, and Eastern Europe.

» Canada is participating in this strategy in orderpteserve and deepen its strategic
partnership with the United States, and severgelaCanadian corporations expect to
benefit.

* For all these reasons, the collective is callingtifie withdrawal of Canadian troops from
Afghanistan.

The following questions and answers have not beeiorsed by all the decision-making bodies
of our member groups, but we believe that theyasgmt a useful contribution to the debate on
continued Canadian military involvement in Afghdais They also offer a coherent and
systematic agenda for opposition to this war olupetion.

— TheEchec a la Guerr&teering Committee
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SECTION 1: AFGHANISTAN: A LEGITIMATE MILITARY
INTERVENTION?

QUESTION 1: Was the invasion of Afghanistan a legitnate act of self-defence by the
United States after the 9/11 attacks?

No, for several reasons. First, self-defence, ithhbaternational law and domestic law (in
Canada, the Criminal Code), must be clearly dististged from the use of force for revenge or
punishment; states, like persons, must not actgisntes. Second, in criminal law, self-defence
may be invoked in the face of an imminent threatiedith or grave bodily harm. In general, the
threat must be immedidtend the response must not be pushed beyond whags®nably
required to repel that threat. Therefore, in genegf-defence may not be invoked to justify
physical retaliation to an attack a few weeks aft@ccurs. The appropriate course of action in
that case would involve police work, legal proceedi and so forth.

In international law, the concept of self-defence riecognized by theCharter of the
United Nations

Article 51. Nothing in the present Charter shall impair theenént right of individual or
collective self-defendé an armed attack occurs against a Member of the United

Nations,? until the Security Council has taken measures ssarg to maintain
international peace and security. Measures takeMbynbers in the exercise of this right
of self-defence shall be immediately reported &oSkcurity Council and shall not in any
way affect the authority and responsibility of 8ecurity Council under the present
Charter to take at any time such action as it deest®ssary in order to maintain or
restore international peace and security.

Article 1 of Resolution 3314 of the UN General Assembl{1974)defines aggression:

Aggression is the use of armed force by a Statmsigdie sovereignty, territorial integrity
or political independence of another State, omiy @her manner inconsistent with the
Charter of the United Nations, as set out in thegiftion.

The resolution provides several concrete examdlests that would be considered instances of
aggression, including invasion, blockade, bombardmar “[tjhe sending [of armed groups] by
or on behalf of a State” against another state.

! There are special circumstances in which the inacgcf the threat need not be invoked; for examipla case of
domestic abuse or where a prisoner’s life is tiemead in a correctional facility. But these are pedp vulnerable
positions that are in no way analogous to the stattthe United States on the world stage.

¢ Emphasis ours.

% See the United nations websitétp://www.un.org




In the case of the 9/11 attacks, the conceptslbtistence and aggression simply do not apply.
Afghanistan could not be considered an aggresate since the attacks were neither perpetrated
by it or its agents nor planned on its territofdye(jplanning took place in Germany). As well, in
early October 2001 when it launched its war on Afghktan, the United States was not, to
anyone’s knowledge, facing an imminent threat ot agtacks.

Furthermore, it was not until three years later, 28n October 2004, that Osama Ben Laden
acknowledged Al Qaeda’s authorship of the attaBlegore that time, the United States had not
demonstrated his or Al Qaeda’s guilt, much les$ dfiadAfghanistan, in any appropriate forum.
The United States even rejected the Taliban’s affexxtradite Ben Laden to Pakistan for trial so
that they could present their evidence against him.

In both international and domestic law, self-detegertainly cannot be invoked to justify a later
attack on a person or country who is merely presuonelaimed to be an aggressor.

The US aggression against Afghanistan in Octob@et 208ore closely resembles the new doctrine
of “preventive war” which the White House subsedlyemade official in its National Security
Strategy of September 2002. With this doctrine, W claims the right to attack unilaterally,
“preventively,” any country perceived as a seritugat to its vital interests or those of its allie
This doctrine was used as a cover for the invasfdnag and will likely serve the same purpose
in any future aggression against Iran, Syria, beotountries. Under international law, such acts
and “strategy” are totally illegal and illegitimatall they are is the doctrine of “might makes
right” dressed up in fancy language.

QUESTION 2: Was the Afghanistan war authorized by he United Nations?

The war in Afghanistan was devised and directedhbyUnited States. It was led by a coalition
of countries, mainly NATO members (including Canadaho on 4 October 2001 invoked
Article 5 of the North Atlantic (Washington) Treatynder this provision, an armed attack
against any NATO country is considered an attackresg them all.

There is no UN Security Council resolution authioigzthe United States, whether alone or in
coalition with other countries, to attack Afghaaist Between 11 September and 7 October 2001,
when the bombardment of Afghanistan began, the WWdufty Council adopted only two
resolutions concerning the 9-11 attackResolution 1368of September 12 “unequivocally
condemns in the strongest terms the horrifyingptest attacks... and regards such acts, like any
act of international terrorism, as a threat torim¢ional peace and security.” The preamble to this
resolution recognizes “the inherent right of indival or collective self-defence in accordance
with the Charter.” Though, as we have seen, thegaf the Charter do not apply to the Afghan
war, this language in the preamble of the resahugilowed the United States to claim legitimacy
for its actions. Then, on 28 September 2001, theui@y Council adoptedResolution 1373,
which sets forth certain antiterrorism measures #hlastates must apply. Neither Resolution
1368 nor Resolution 1373 even mentions the wordhahistan.”



In the aftermath of September 11, the United Steap#talized on an outpouring of international
sympathy to acquire carte blanche for war underrthes of international law. The Security
Council, whose official mandate is to prevent vadiowed the United States and its “coalition”
to prepare and declare one. The Security Countitoarse is no neutral body. Of its fifteen
membersthe five permanent oneqthe United States, the United Kingdom, France skRysand
China)have veto powerjmpairing the Council’s capacity to prevent a wainlg conducted by
any of the five. The ten remaining Council membames chosen from the UN member countries
for rotating two-year terms. In practice, these tetating members are pressured by the United
States to vote in its favour. Since the end of @wd War, the Security Council has been
dominated by the American agenda, even though Russid Chinese interests have occasionally
obstructed it.

In this context, it took more than five weeks afttee bombardment of Afghanistan commenced
before the Security Council took a position on wWer conducted by the United States and its
“coalition.” Yet Resolution 1378(14 November 2001) does not even mention it. lmstéa
condemns the Taliban and supports “the effortshef Afghan people to replace the Taliban
regime”! Likewise,Resolution 1383(6 December 2001) simply ratifies the Bonn Agreeime
signed the day before, providing for temporary rgeaments among the “coalition” countries, the
representatives of their Afghan allies (in the dogrand in exile), and the UN Secretary-
General's special representatfvén addition, withResolution 1386(20 December 2001) the
Security Council authorized, “as envisaged in Anhdg the Bonn Agreement, the establishment
for 6 months of an International Security Assise@force” (ISAF). The previous day, the United
Kingdom had officially offered to take command 8AF, and Canada assumed this role later.

And if this is not bad enough, not only has the ‘B8during Freedom” operation continued to
this day, but after nineteen resolutions the Sgcu@iouncil has yet to set any guidelines
whatsoever for the military invasion of Afghan tewy or to call its authors to account.
Meanwhile, the Council repeatsl infinitumits deep attachment to Afghan sovereignty. Two
years after the invasion, the words “enduring foeetfinally appeared irResolution 1510(13
October 2003). While authorizing the expansionh&f ISAF mandate outside of Kabul and its
environs, this resolution calls on ISAF “to con&nio work in close consultation with the Afghan
Transitional Authority and its successors and theci&l Representative of the Secretary General
as well as with the Operation Enduring Freedom.lsTdlause appears in each subsequent 12-
month renewal of ISAF authorization, effectivelyigig carte blanche to the US military
intervention in Afghanistan.

* The Bonn Agreement (December 5, 2001) providedttierimplementation of a temporary government lgd b
Hamid Karzai, the holding of an emergency sessfadheAfghan parliament (Loya Jirga) in 2002, tistablishment
of a transitional authority, and the adoption afadional constitution before the holding of natibglactions.



QUESTION 3: The UN Security Council has ratified he Afghanistan war — doesn’t that
make it legitimate?

The question of after-the-fact legitimacy is morticult to resolve since it is quite true that the
UN Security Council never officially disapproved @enounced the war in Afghanistan (or the
war in Iraq, for that matter), quite the contraNevertheless, we believe that the war is neither
legitimate nor legal under international law, th@yocappropriate system of law for deciding such
matters.

The UN Charter clearly states that the primary oflthe United Nations is to prevent war, and to
propose other means of resolving conflicts betwesions. Even if one accepts the idea that the
United States was trying to prevent new terroriticks by attacking Afghanistarthe Security
Council violated its mandate by failing to consigessible non-military solutions once the
bombardment began.

This failure by the Security Council is unfortudgtenot an isolated case. In fact, it is no
exaggeration to say that the United Nations has bedergoing a severe crisis since the end of
the Cold War. The absence of a second superpowacttas a counterweight to the US has
created a new situation at the UN — and especaailythe Security Council, which is often
reduced to ratifying the US empire’s wars, in vima of the UN charter. This happened with:
* the UN Security Council resolution of the fall 390 giving advance authorization to the
Gulf War;
* the resolutions renewing the genocidal sanctionlsaapfor twelve straight years;
» the resolutions ratifying thiait accompliconsisting of the illegal March 2003 “coalition”
invasion of Iraq — a June 2004 resolution even arakd the end of the Iraq occupation!

On several occasions since the end of the Cold WarUN’s fundamental mission has been
derailed. It has become an instrument for approf/ethe US empire’s wars of expansion. In fact,
former US Permanent Representative to the UN JatoBallowed as much:

There is no such thing as the United Nations. Therenly the international community,
which can only be led by the only remaining supesro which is the United States, when it
suits our interest and we can get others to go @lonWhen the United States leads, the
United Nations will follow. When it suits our ingst to do so, we will do so. When it does not
suit our interests we will nét.

Just as it is possible for governments to pass laelating their own country’s constitution or
bill of rights — laws whose legality and legitimacgn then by challenged with reference to these
fundamental legal instruments — the Security Cduncider pressure from the United States, is
increasingly passing resolutions that violate tpieitsand the letter of the UN Charter. In these
cases it is our duty to defend international law denounce such resolutions, not to accept that
they grant legitimacy to illegal acts.

® And this is not at all certain, since any numbfentber objectives may have guided the US in thisec

® Speech delivered in February 1994, at the Globrak&ires Convocation, in Washington, when johnt@olwas
deputy secretary of State for international orgatiins, quoted in Phyllis Benni€alling the Shots, How
Washington Dominates Today’s UBlive Branch Press, 2000.



QUESTION 4: With a regime like the Taliban that trampled on human rights, and
especially women’s rights, wasn’t military intervertion justified?

In addressing this question, it is important togkeemind the troubling fact that civilians are the

main victims of war. Civilians suffer both directlgs war casualties, and indirectly, as people
who have to live in a destroyed environment withmaans of subsistence. Using war to “help”

people whose rights are being violated is obvioustysomething to be taken lightly.

Furthermore, countries who plan wars in order {gtwa resources, conquer territory, or in other
ways advance their strategic interests or hegemdagigns never lack for noble-sounding
pretexts: self-defence, defending civilization,cigag threatened national minorities, and so on.
After no weapons of mass destruction had been faarjdstify the invasion of Iraq, the Bush
administration argued that it was legitimate torttw®w a brutal dictatorship in order to free the
Iragi people. But to allow any country to make \eatirely on its own grounds means throwing
out international law and replacing it with “mightakes right.”

True, there are situations in which concerted,ntisested international intervention may be
warranted. The need to learn the lessons of thenBava genocide is often cited in this
connection, and the&005 World Summit Outcomeontains the following point on the
international responsibility to protect civilians:

139. The international community, through the Ushidations, also has the responsibility
to use appropriate diplomatic, humanitarian aneofieaceful means, in accordance with
Chapters VI and VIII of the Charter, to hghpotect populations from genocide, war
crimes, ethnic cleansing and crimes against humawit’ In this context, we are prepared
to take collective action, in a timely and decismanner, through the Security Council, in
accordance with the Charter, including Chapter ®in a case-by-case basis and in
cooperation with relevant regional organizationsapgropriateshould peaceful means
be inadequateand national authorities manifestly fail to prdtéweir populations from
genocide, war crimes, ethnic cleansing and cringasnat humanity. We stress the need
for the General Assembly to continue consideratidnthe responsibility to protect
populations from genocide, war crimes, ethnic cdeéanand crimes against humanity and
its implications,bearing in mind the principles of the Charter and nternational law.
We also intend to commit ourselves, as necessatyappropriate, to helping States build
capacity to protect their populations from genocid@r crimes, ethnic cleansing and
crimes against humanity and to assisting those lwhre under stress before crises and
conflicts break out.

Two remarks are relevant here. First, these prawssdid not apply to Afghanistan, where there
was no ongoing genocide or ethnic cleansing. Sedbednvocation of Chapter VII to cover the
use of force for humanitarian purposes falls urtler aegis of the Security Council, which is
dominated by the United States and not the GedAasgémbly. Given the historical status of war
as a pillar of US foreign policy, it is to be expegtthat these new provisions will be vehemently

" Emphasis ours.
8 Chapter VII of the UN Charter concerns the ustonfe by the “international community.”
° These considerations were reaffirmed by Securityr@il Resolution 1674 of 28 April 2006.



invoked where the US has a strategic interestyadimg another country, and will be ignored
otherwise.

Perhaps this remark seems cynical, but it is ihdafair conclusion to be drawn from US foreign
policy in general, and from its Afghanistan poliayparticular. The United States has maintained
close ties to many brutal regimes over the yealing them arms that are then used to oppress
their populations. In the specific case of Afghtams the US government never expressed any
concern about human rights and women'’s rightsah ¢buntry until they became a useful pretext
for war. The US government’s historical flip-flopgi on Afghanistan is revealing.

During the Cold War, the United States supportedMujahedin — the precursor to most of the
armed groups now making up the Northern Alliancagainst the Soviet invasion and the pro-
Soviet government in Kabuf. Dissatisfied with continuing instability caused dynstant clashes
between the warlords who had overthrown the govemimthe CIA and the Pakistani
intelligence services began to finance and traithe- Taliban, of all people! This support
continued uninterrupted until the Taliban took powe1996 and all the way through to 2001.
After 9-11, the US restored its favour to the NerthAlliance and the warlords in its effort to
overthrow the Taliban. But their new allies — tisatheir old Cold War allies — are very much the
equal of the Taliban as regards human rights vaiatand oppression of women (see questions
6 and 7).

SECTION 2: AFTER FIVE YEARS OF FOREIGN MILITARY
INTERVENTION IN AFGHANISTAN, WHAT IS THE
SITUATION?

We do not deny that some groups of Afghan citizeras/ have experienced improved living
standards; for example, there appears to be exgamess to education for girls in Kabul, and
local development projects have been carried oaeitain villages and neighbourhoods.

But in Afghanistan, if the reports of th®enlis Council}* WOMANKIND Worldwide, and
Afghan member of parliament Malalai Joya are tobeé&eved, the general situation has not
improved, in stark contrast to the public staterm@fthe occupying powers (including Canada).

In addition, even if living standards had improvied everyone, one would still have to ponder
the objectives of the foreign intervention. Is itnaatter of installing a local government
favourable to Western (and particularly US) intessesr of genuinely supporting Afghan self-
determination? If the first of these is true, theervention would not be justifiable even if it led
to short-term improvements.

10 Note that the secular regime of the day guaranteeten’s access to education.

11 See two recent reports by the Senlis Council, @fian think tank that does not oppose the foretgupation of
Afghanistan:Canada in Kandahar: No Peace to Ke&8 June 2006) an#iive Years Later: the Return of the
Taliban (5 September 2006).



10

QUESTION 5: Has the foreign intervention contributed to democracy building in
Afghanistan?

The voter turnout rate in the Fall 2004 presidémdiections was high, around 75%. According to
the Senlis Council, polls showed that people wattegive Hamid Karzai a chance and to see if
the central government would improve their dailye8. As well, the Northern Alliance and the
other warlords had no particular stake in thesetieles, since the president’s authority did not
extend beyond Kabul and their regional interestewet threatened.

But the parliamentary elections of September 2088van entirely different matter. According
to the 2006 report of Human Rights WafetRW),*? the last electoral campaign was marked by
a very low turnout rate (only 36% in Kabul) androych intimidation of voters and candidates.
More than half the members of the new parliamentare linked to armed groups or have a
history of human rights violations. When MP Malalaya, from the conservative province of
Farah, denounced this result in Parliament shewet®ver 100 death threats for her pains. She
claims that 70% of the parliament is composed oflavds and their agents. With results like
these and no improvement in rural living conditiomtise rural population rapidly became
disenchanted. Speaking before the NDP Federal @tionein September 2006, Joya said:

The US government did remove the medieval-mindginesof Taliban and their Al
Qaeda masters. But instead they brought back thertiérn Alliance” to power who
are brothers-in-creed of the Taliban and as bruaall anti-democracy as Taliban and
even worse.

... Kathy Gannon, an expert in Afghanistan justlyestdahat “the US is not interested in
peace in Afghanistan. The people who killed thodsawho patronized the drug
business are in charge of the country.”

... [The] US can work with pro-American fundamentalisbut oppose only anti-
American fundamentalists. This is the reason tleatpe make mockery of the “war on
terror.”

... Hope you have realized from the small parts obfgms that I just shared, that my
country is still in chains of bloody and terroriftndamentalists. The situation in
Afghanistan and conditions of its ill-fated womeh mever change positively, as long as
the warlords are not disarmed and both the pro-W8 anti-US terrorists are removed
from the political scene of Afghanistéh.

QUESTION 6: Has the human rights situation improvec®

One cannot seriously claim a significant improvetriarthe human rights situation in a country
where notorious criminals sit in parliament withpamity and prisoners are tortured.

12 seehttp://hrw.org/wr2keé/

13 Malalai Joya, speech to NDP Federal Conventioréb@a City, 9 September 200&tp://www.npd.ca/page/4329
viewed 29 November 2006).
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In March 2006, Amnesty International (Al) launchedvorldwide campaign against torture and
ill-treatment in the “war on terror.” Concerninggkfanistan, the organization wrote:

Since 2001, thousands of Afghans and some non-sAdghave been arbitrarily
detained, held incommunicado (without access toothiside world) and subjected to
torture and other cruel, inhuman or degrading tm@ant or punishment by US forces
and by armed groups acting under US control....

Amnesty International is not aware of any invedtayes by the Afghan government into
cases of deaths in US custody. Nor is the orgaoizaaware of any efforts by the
Afghan government to put an end to torture andrdatment by individuals — including
members of armed Afghan groups — working under dbwetrol of US forces in
Afghanistan..X*

Likewise, the 2006 HRW report indicates that groaped with the United States, today well
represented in the Afghan parliament, are largedponsible for human rights violations:

Despite the insurgency’s growing strength, the migjof Afghans cited the numerous
regional warlords as the greatest source of insggutn some remote areas, there are
still no real governmental structures or activipnly abuse and criminal enterprises by
warlords, many of whom were brought to power whih assistance of the United States
after the Taliban’s defeat.

Armed clashes between rival factions decreased0@b2but in many areas warlords
and their troops continue to engage in arbitraryests, illegal detentions, kidnapping,
extortion, torture, murder, extrajudicial killingsof criminal suspects, forced
displacement, and rape of women, girls, and Hdys.

Malalai Joya makes a related point:

President Hamid Karzai instead of relying on pedléoring the criminal warlords to
trial, appoints these criminals to higher posts.r Fastance, this year he appointed 13
former commanders with links to drugs smugglinganized crime and illegal militias
to senior positions in the police fort.

And here is Christine Delphy on the relationshipugen this war and human rights progress:

Wars waged for purposes of control and exploitatiah never advance human rights.
This bombing in the name of civilisation has alemsigned to oblivion many of the
principles on which that civilisation prides itselfhe allies, complicit first in the
slaughter of Mazar-i-Sharif and other crimiésnd now in the US manoeuvres, have
disregarded the Geneva Conventions. The US is timgenew pseudo-legal categories,
such as the “unlawful combatants” of Guantanamo Baio are not covered by any
form of law — national or international, common lawthe rules of war. The freedom of

4 Seehttp://web.amnesty.org/library/index/engASA11005@P0pen&of=eng-2agiewed 29 November 2006).
15 Seehttp://www.hrw.org/english/docs/2006/01/18/afgha?@. htm(viewed 29 November 2006).

18 Joya, speech to NDP.

" Robert Fisk, “We are the war criminals now”, Thelépendent, London, November 29, 2000. Consultthiso
Human Rights Watch websiteww.hrw.organd the Amnesty international websiteyw.amnesty.org
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the individual, pride of our democracies, is a ddatter, international law mortally
wounded, the great body of the United Nations sndiath throes. Only genuine and
peaceful cooperation between nations will advanomdmn rights and that is not on the
agenda. It is up to us to put it thefe.

QUESTION 7: Has there been any progress on the stz of women? Can the occupation
of Afghanistan be justified by the need to protectvomen’s rights?

A war to liberate Afghan women? A concern for women’s fate under the Taliban hasrb
invoked in hindsighby the occupation forces to justify their bombardisetheir war, and their
presence in the country. “The American flag fliggia over our embassy in Kabul... today
women are free,” declared Georges W. Bush in Jgi2@02, several weeks after bombardments
by the “coalition against terrorism” had houndedsth oppressors of women out of power. “The
‘coalition against terrorism’ went to war to libezaAfghan women.... Strange reasoning. The

mujahedin now restored to power by the allies aréetter than the Taliban..*®

In March 2003 on International Women'’s Day, the &#han organization Rights and Democracy
wrote the following to US Secretary of State Cdhawell: “Warlordism threatens the security
and stability of the entire country, as well as fbedamental human rights of women, who
continue to suffer under renewed discriminatoryctsdimposed by powerful provincial warlords,
echoing the Taliban-era repression of women.” Incddeber 2002, Human Rights Watch
reported some troubling facts that led the orgdiumao conclude: “Warlords have replaced the
Taliban with similar attitudes toward women.”

US Warmaking and Women'’s Rights: a Historical Prime

Few governments have women'’s interests at heahe ‘United States doesn't give a damn for
women’s rights in Afghanistan, Kuwait, Saudi Aralmaanywhere else. On the contrary, it has
knowingly and deliberately sacrificed Afghan womntenits own interests. What is the origin of
the mujahedin? Back in 1978, even before the Somietsion, the tribal chiefs and religious
authorities declared a holy war on Nur MohammedaKi& Marxist government, which had
decreed that girls were to go to school and pradubihe levirdf and the sale of women. Never
were grolere so many women doctors, teachers andetawss there were between 1978 and
1992’

An awareness of the pall likely to be cast on woseights did not give the United States any
qualms about backing the mujahedin against thel lacd Soviet communists. And when the
Communists were gone, to quell the chronic insitgbthused by fighting between warlords, the
US did not hesitate to back the Taliban: “The gbuvas well prepared for the arrival of the

18 Christine Delphy, “Free to Die,"trans. Barbara Wilson,Le Monde diplomatique,March 2002
(http://www.rawa.org/lemonde-d.htm, viewed 29 Nowem2006).

9 The rule requiring a childless widow to marry beceased husband’s brother.

20 Delphy, “Free to Die.”
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Taliban, spiritual heirs to the mujahedin. They evexqually anti-Communist and even more
fundamentalist

From 1996 to the fall of the Taliban in Septemb@d2, the United States and its NATO allies
did nothing to protect Afghan women. On the comtrdinis was up to the women themselves,
along with NGOs and feminists from around the wofltiere were constant protests, calls for
international action, and even clandestine efflartselp Afghan women.

Western governments turned a blind eye to womarffersng in Afghanistan until the events of
9/11 provided a pretext to redress the Taliban'stinbte refusal to deliver the proposed trans-
Afghan natural gas pipeline into the hands of Uterasts. Suddenly, the Bushes of this world
were listening to Afghan women; suddenly, the lesdé the “Axis of Good” were commenting
on the atrocities. The US-led antiterrorism coatittame up with a new regime-change scenario:
back the Northern Alliance against the Taliban. Y@es a cynical game of musical chairs like
this have to do with Afghan women'’s interests?

Improvements in the status of Afghan women after fie years of occupationgirls’ access to
education and women'’s participation in politiasg often presented as major achievements of the
foreign intervention. These achievements have ihdeen targeted by the Taliban and other
Afghan forces, with the burning of several schawid the assassination, on 25 September 2006,
of Safia Ama Jan, a feminist activist and provihdiaector of the Ministry of Women’s Affairs

in Kandahar.

There has unquestionably been some progress. Tusian under the Taliban was so horrible
that any progress, however minimal, is a signifiogain. Some women, mainly in Kabul, have
gone back to school, some have found jobs with N@&@d a few have traded thargafor the
chador Article 22 of the Afghan constitution recognizgender equality; women make up more
than 25% of parliamentarians (a constitutionallghgmed quota); a working group on violence
against women was formed by presidential decresr @tlong campaign by the Ministry of
Women’s Affairs and the United Nations DevelopmEohd for Women (UNIFEM); the legal
age for marriage was set at 16 for girls and 18 Hoys; and so forth. But, according to
WOMANKIND Worldwidé? this progress is on paper only.

Rigorous analysis of the situation shows that ttaus of women in Afghanistan is just as
problematic as it was under the Taliban, and thatrechanisms set up by the new government
not only reinforce patriarchy, but also keep wonsemjugated. In its 30 May 2005 report,
Afghanistan: Women Still Under Attack - a Systeerfadiilure to Protegt Amnesty International
(Al) writes:

Husbands, brothers and fathers are the main pegpets of violence in the home but
the social control and the power that they exerdgseeinforced by the authorities,
whether of the state or from informal justice sywse..

21 H

Ibid.
22 WOMANKIND Worldwide, Taking Stock Update: Afghan Women and Girls Fivar¥@n October 2006
(http://www.un-instraw.org/revista/hypermail/alltets/fr/att-0801/Afghan_Women Girls_Five Years On-
WOMANKIND Report.dog.
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Violence against women is widely tolerated by thamunity and widely practiced. It is
tolerated at the highest levels of government audicjary. Abusers are rarely
prosecuted; if cases are prosecuted, the accusedoéten exonerated or punished
lightly. Impunity seems to exist for such violenthe authorities seldom carry out
investigations into complaints of violent attadlege, murders or suicides of wonten.

More recently WOMANKIND Worldwidessued a devastating verdict on the NATO forcesy wh
are supposed to be restoring peace and securibyetoountry and protecting women'’s rights. It
stated that:

» Violence of all kinds is on the rise, including:

o0 crimes of honour;
murders of women aid workers;
attacks on women elections workers;
perpetuation of severe forms of domestic abuse;
trafficking and prostitution;
“astronomical” rise in cases of self-immolation;
high rates of child marriage;
kidnapping of young women;
minimal protection from rape and assault.

O O0OO0O0OO0OO0OO0O0o

» The report summarizes the situation as follows:&Ttue scale of violence experienced
by women has not been reported in the Western mprkaisely at a time when interest
(and therefore funding) in Afghanistan is beginniogteadily dissipate.”

» The Ministry of Women’s Affairs operates at low eagy and with minimal influence on
government policy; most women'’s aid programs haeachieve their objectives.

» The practical needs of women and girls, such ag®sacto clean water, education,
healthcare and livelihoods, remain unmet.

» Even more troubling, the security situation in sal/erovinces is worse than it was under
the Taliban in 2001: “Insecurity remains the oveelhing challenge characterizing all
aspects of daily life for Afghan women. Alongsideecurity is grinding poverty, the two
perpetuating each other.”

» “The failure of the realization of internationalastiards of human rights for Afghan
women, at its root, is about the lack of rule ofvlan Afghanistan.” Customary law
continues to dominate the legal system, a situatmmme or less unchallenged by the
central government.

The report concludes’lt is imperative that the media, donor governmenisternational
organizations and the Afghan government acknowldgbdgelack of progress in the domain of
women’s rights and immediately take action in kegaa (education, legal system, security
services, healthcare, and livelihoods) to transf@aper rights to rights in practice.”

23 Seehttp://web.amnesty.org/library/index/engasal 1005200
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Malalai Joya speaks in similar terms:

I must tell you that unfortunately there has beerfundamental change in the plight of
Afghan people. When the entire nation is living emdhe shadow of gun and
warlordism, how can its women enjoy very basic dozes? Unlike the propaganda
raised by certain Western media, Afghan women aandare not “liberated” at all.

... Suicide among Afghan women goes high in terribtgree, according to recent
UNIFEM survey, 65% of the 50,000 widows in Kabwd seicide the only option to get
rid of their miseries and desolation and that méjoof Afghan women are victims of
mental and sexual violence.

... Under the Taliban, the vice and virtue depariimbecame a notorious symbol of
arbitrary abuses, particularly against Afghan woneerd girls but today Afghan cabinet
once again decides to reestablish this dreadfulbdiepent instead of focusing on more
acute needs of the Afghan society.

... Those who speak for justice are threatened tthdea May 7, 2006, | was physically
attacked by pro-warlord and drug-lord MPs in therlggement just for speaking the truth
- crirznes of Northern Alliance. One of them evenustt “prostitute, take and rape
her!” %

Can the NATO-led war in Afghanistan be justified inthe name of women’s rights?

We don't think so. Regime change is not enough. What is neededhie\axe factoandde jure
equality between women and men is a profound toameftion of Afghan society — something no
army in the world can accomplish.

We do not believethat women’s status can genuinely improve in antgquat war and under
foreign occupation, in which soldiers fire at angththat moves, women and children included,
on the pretext that Taliban fighters are hidingib@hevery civilian; in a country where the
modest homes and meagre subsistence livelihooasdafary people are often destroyed by
“counterinsurgency” operations or brutal poppy eration campaigns.

We think that the presence of NATO forces is contributingtite popularity of the Taliban,
making them into heroes in the eyes of some, amdiragng to the majority of men that they
have a right to dominate women.

We do not think that it is up to the Western powers to impose tlemception ofwomen’s
liberation in the name of some Western civilizinggsion, as past colonial governments forcibly
unveiled Arab women in Algeria and banrssdi” in India.

We think that it is up to Afghan women to secure their dibaration. They need our solidarity,
not our weapons.

4 Joya, speech to NDP.
% The Indian rite, abolished in 1829, whereby a widmd to immolate herself on her husband's furmsna.
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We should listen to feminist voices that have spolp against “humanitarian wars” fought in
the name of women'’s rights — voices like those bifi€€ine Delphy and Malalai Joya:

Even if a greater measure of freedom were to be wonld that make the war right?
When it comes to human rights, the question ishenetnything can be worse than war.
At what point does war become the best option7aydtsat the war may be good for
Afghan women is almost to say that it is bettetttiemn to die in the bombing, cold or
starvation than to live under the Taliban. The West decided that death is preferable to
slavery - for Afghan women. This would be a tridyolic decision if Western lives, not
those of Afghan women, were in the balance.

The cynical way in which the “liberation of Afghammen” has been used as a pretext
shows the arrogance of the west in assuming tte tegdo as it will with the lives of
others. That arrogance informs the Western attitioeards Afghan women and the
attitude of rulers to their subjects.

Let us propose a simple rule of international, amdividual, conduct: no one shall have
the right to take decisions, especially heroic deeis, when others have to suffer the
consequences. Only those who pay the price of arasay whether it is worth it. In this
case, those who decided on war are not paying tice pnd those who are paying the
price had no part in the decision. At present tloenen of Afghanistan are on the road,
living in tents or camps, in their millions. Theaee a million more refugees outside the
country than there were before the war and a mllidisplaced persons in the country
itself?°. Many may die and there is no guarantee that thadrifice will win them any
additional rights. Is it, in any case, proper toesi of sacrifice when they had no choice?

The allies should, in common decency, stop proatjrthat these women are being
forced to endure all this suffering for their owoagl, and pretending that they are being
denied the right to decide their own fate, evenritjiet to live, in the name of freedom.
But there is reason to fear that this theme isal hét. There is a long list of countries to
which the coalition against evil has vowed to brgapd. And of course, any resemblance
to past history (events too remote to mention)abomial wars is pure coincidenc@.

Christine Delphy

* * *

The Canadian policy-makers must know that warlafd$he “Northern Alliance” are
equally responsible for the plight of Afghani peoahd the current tragedy in
Afghanistan.

I am well aware of the hardships, challenges, a@dtll from anti-democracy forces, but |
trust my people. One day they may kill me as tlaeg gun and power and support of the
US government, but they can never silence my amidédide the truth.

Malalai Joya
September 9, 2006

26 seawww.hcr.organdwww.msf.org
%" Delphy, “Free to Die.”
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QUESTION 8: Is Afghanistan a more stable country sice 20017 Has the security situation
improved?

Security in Afghanistan is worse than it has e with a growing number of civilian victims

and a much higher number of attacks against foraigops, including Canadian troops, who
have been fighting in Kandahar since February 2808l serious observers agree that the
resistance is on the rise and engaging in newctactihe influence of the Taliban is growing in
the south and southeast and they have createdca$iavith other nationalists and tribal forces
against the occupation. In the rest of the countegional commanders (warlords) have
consolidated their power by usurping the politigabcess and controlling the drug trade.
Peacebuilding is nowhere in sight; on the contréfghanistan agpears to be settling in for a
long war and the number of foreign soldiers is hig new height§:

Since the overthrow of the Taliban — who had ewéd poppy growing in the areas under their
control — Afghanistan is once again the world’gé&st supplier of illegal opium (90% of world
production, according to the UN). The drug tradehis most flourishing industry. While the
United States has allied itself with drug baronghie northern and central parts of the country,
who are well represented in the Afghan parliaménhas used a brutal military approach to
eradicating poppy growing by peasants in the samith southeast, for whom this represents a
livelihood. The results of this military campaigmeadisastrous, with thousands of hungry
refugees crowded into 10-15 camps in the provimesdielmand and Kandahar, popular
resentment against foreign troops growing, and sepport for the resistance appearing every
day.

QUESTION 9: Is the foreign intervention in Afghanigan helping to fight terror and reduce
the danger of attacks against Canada?

Before answering this question directly, we wantigsociate ourselves from the propagandistic
use of the word “terror” in the everyday discouogoliticians and the Western media. For one
thing, we do not feel it is fair to automaticallypy the word “terrorism” to any armed resistance
against foreign military occupation, ours includédr another, we want to dissociate ourselves
from the selective use of a term that never seenepply to what our own armies do. In our

view, “shock and awe” campaigns, missile showedrs, use of cluster and phosphorus bombs,
napalm, depleted uranium weapons, and all thehaagt caused “collateral damage” amounting
to tens if not hundreds of times as many civiliactins as the tragic attacks on New York,

Madrid, and London. These, too, are acts of tesnori

Having made this distinction, we believe that thgact of the foreign military occupations of
Afghanistan and Iraq is diametrically opposed tatthey are claimed to achieve.

28 Of the 44 Canadian soldiers who had died in Afgétan by 29 November 2006, 36 died within the hise
months of the period.

29 There are currently approximately 38,000 foreightigrs in Afghanistan, including 20,000 US soldielSeveral

thousand members of the US contingent are to Baaeg by a larger number from other NATO countries.
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The inevitable brutality of these interventiond@und to raise the ire of the civilian population
against foreign troops, making more and more pefgitethe resistance and carry out attacks.
This implacable logic has not escaped the milimwynmand itself, as witness this quote from
Canadian Major General Andrew Leslie, explainingttiCanada’s military intervention in
Afghanistan could last twenty years: “Every timaiyall an angry young man overseas, you're
creating fifteen more who will come after you.” Ardlarly revealing statement was made by
British Chief of Staff General Dannatt to the effdéitat the presence of British soldiers in Iraq
only exacerbates security problems rather tharirapthem?°

In ideological terms, the foreign military occumatiis clearly giving a boost to religious
fundamentalism in both Afghanistan and Iraq. Ancatvibout possible terrorist attacks against
Canada? Canada's military intervention in Afghamstppears to be making these more
probable; at least, that is the opinion of the majof the Canadian public, and even of the
Canadian Security Intelligence Service (CSIS):

Finally, it is worth remembering that Canada wagdfically mentioned by Osama Ben
Laden as being among the “designated targets” &rdrist action because of our role
in Afghanistan after 9/1%

%0 Interview withDaily News 12 October 2006.

31 presentation by Jim Judd, Director, Canadian Secimtelligence Service, to the Subcommittee onlieubafety
and National Security, 22 February 2005.
Seehttp://www.csis-scrs.gc.ca/en/newsroom/speechests2®022005.asfviewed November 29, 2006).
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SECTION 3: THE REAL REASON FOR THE WAR: EXPANSI ON OF

THE U.S. EMPIRE

QUESTION 10 : What are the real reasons for instigting the war in Afghanistan and,

more generally, the “war on terrorism?”

The war in Afghanistan has both immediate andegratobjectives.

Immediate objective: to overthrow a government ifesd the United States and put into place
an Afghan government favourable to U.S. interasthe region.

The Taliban refused, among other things, to graatconstruction of the trans-Afghan natural
gas pipeline between Turkmenistan and Pakistan %o igterests, i.e. to UNOCAL, of which

President Hamid Karzai had been a consultant. Aiegrto Michael Meacher, who was

Minister of the Environment in the Blair adminigteen from May 1997 to June 2003, the
United States was already contemplating a miliiatgrvention against Afghanistan before
September 11, 2001:

The BBC reported (September 18 2001) that Niaz,Nidkrmer Pakistan foreign secretary,
was told by senior American officials at a meetinderlin in mid-July 2001 that "military
action against Afghanistan would go ahead by thddiei of October". Until July 2001 the US
government saw the Taliban regime as a sourceatilgy in Central Asia that would enable
the construction of hydrocarbon pipelines from thié and gas fields in Turkmenistan,
Uzbekistan, Kazakhstan, through Afghanistan andigtak to the Indian Ocean. But,
confronted with the Taliban's refusal to accept tihditions, the US representatives told
them "either you accept our offer of a carpet dflgor we bury you under a carpet of bombs"
(Inter Press Service, November 15, 2081)

On December 27, 2002, an agreement was finallyesighetween Hamid Karzai and
Turkmeni and Pakistani government representatav&8.2 billion project!

Strategic objectives: to install US military bases only in Afghanistan but also in several
other countries in Central Asia, through which Wrted States can “project its strength” in
the entire region (formerly the exclusive domaintleé Soviet Union, situated in China’s
backyard). Currently, for example, while the Busimanistration’s tone against Iran becomes
shriller, the United States army can rely on mmjithases on either side of that country.

%2 Michael Meacher, This War on Terrorism is BogusThe Guardian, September 6, 2003. See
http://www.guardian.co.uk/comment/story/0,,103690Ihtml Also see the articles by George Arney of the BBC

http://news.bbc.co.uk/1/hi/world/south_asia/1550866 and by Julio Godoy of Inter Press Service

http://www.commondreams.org/headlines01/1115-06 (consulted November 29, 2006).
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With respect to the “war on terrorism” more genlgrahis is how we see things.

» After the end of the Cold War, natural resources @egional markets, which were previously
under the control or influence of the Soviet Unitopened up” to the cupidity of the world’s
major economic powers: the United States, Euraggead and China, as well as Russia, which
tried to maintain as much influence as it could.

* Economic competition is intense and the United éStatannot be certain of dominating the
world economy. US military superiority, on the atheand, is unrivalled and uncontested, so
the temptation to gain through force of arms whatnot be won through purely economic
competition is very strong. Control of access tmjiroil is the most notable recent example of
this.

* The neo-conservative ideologues of #mject for a New American Centugfearly sensed
the key role US military supremacy would play inrgang out their “project.” InRebuilding
America’s Defensé§ they wrote that the United States must dramagidatrease military
spending so as to make it impossible for other t@sto catch up, thus placing the US in a
position to be able to lead major wars on seveaat at the same time, etc. There was only
one problem: without a new Pearl Harbour, the UButation would never be willing to
accept such a major reallocation of resources @anttlitary. The September 11 attacks then
took place, providing the ideal pretext for inflgimilitary expenses to an incredible extent in
order to wage “endless war” against the forcesefAxis of Evil.

* This very real war, in which our government is @&mgkmore and more public resources, is
accompanied by a whole series of so-called “se€uoit “anti-terrorist” measures and laws
which severely undermine civil liberties and pujeopardy fundamental principles of justice
suc3k£1_) as the presumption of innocence, the riglat fair trial, the prohibition against torture,
etc:

* The war is also fought in the area of languageatotrg new expressions which attempt to
justify flagrant violations of international lawivd liberties and the principles of fundamental
justice: “preventative war,” “enemy combatant,” l[Asi0-fascism,” etc. In order to make
people forget that this war kills and wounds a greember of civilians who are bystanders to
the conflict, the official accounts of military apgions speak only of killing “terrorists,”
“insurgents” or “Taliban”. In Afghanistan, the deack invariably referred to as “Taliban.”

In short, the “war on terrorism” is the smokescremed to obscure the current thrust of US
imperial expansionism, principally through forceasfs. According to our analysis, the war in
Afghanistan was the official opening volley of thsndless war” and should certainly not be
disassociated from it .

33 We refer readers who would like to know more alibatEchec a la guerre Collective’s point of viewtbis
major question to the following previously-pubkshdocuments La guerre contre le terrorisme : une arme de
destruction massivéJarch 2004 fttp://www.echecalaguerre.org/publications.htrand alsdppel a la société
québécoise et canadienne : Rejetons le partenanitithire avec les Etats-Uni§eptember 2005
(http://www.echecalaguerre.org/docs/declaration_0606f).

34 Seehttp://www.newamericancentury.org/RebuildingAmesidefenses.pdf

% See on this subject the publications of ltigue des droits et libertéshttp://www.liguedesdroits.ca/
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SECTION 4: CANADA’S INTERVENTION IN AFGHANISTAN AND THE
‘“WAR ON TERRORISM”

QUESTION 11:  How has Canada participated in thse wars since they began?

Since October 2001, Canadian participation in the w Afghanistan and in the “war on terror”
has been more extensive, and often more offenshan most people realize. Canada has
participated in a number of missions or operatidymllo, Altair, Sirius, Athena, Archer, Argus,
and others. According to information available e €Canadian ForceCF) website, “since
October 2001, Canada has deployed 22 warships amnd tinan 18,000 Army, Navy, and Air
Force personnel in the international campaign agaerrorism.” The Polaris Institute in Ottawa
estimates that to date Canada has spent approkymate billion dollars on all of these
operations. What follows is some information abth# biggest operations (Apollo, Athéna,
Archer, Task Force Afghanistan) the CF have padited in:

*  Operation Apollo (October 2001 to December 2003): Approximateleé¢hweeks after the
September 11 attacks, on October 4, 2001, Artiabé the North Atlantic Treaty (the Treaty of
Washington) was invoked under which “...an armedcat&gainst one or more of them [NATO
countries] in Europe or North America shall be é¢desed an attack against them all.” Three
days later, Operation Apollo was set up to supff@tAmerican operation Enduring Freedom, to
which Canada committed a large number of navahrairland forces.

Naval forcesincluded several Canadian frigates deployed inAtab-Persian Gulf for 6-
month periods; at the height of the mission, inuday 2002, “the Canadian naval operating
group had six warships and approximately 1500 Naessonnel.” In February 2003, Canada
even took command of the international naval fancthe Arab-Persian Gulf.

Air Force involvement included strategic and tactical ainsgort, long-range patrols and
helicopter detachments, most often in direct cantath the naval deployment.

Army forces mainly included (for the first 6 months in 200Bgtdeployment in Kandahar of
approximately 750 soldiers of the 3rd BattaliomPeiss Patricia’s Canadian Light Infantry Battle
Group (3 PPCLI) for tasks ranging from airport s@guto combat, in support of the United
States’ 187 Brigade Combat Team. Testifying before the SemateNovember 19, 2002,
Lieutenant-Colonel Pat Stogran, former commandéhisfBattle Group, stated that:

In addition to our defence of the Kandahar airfielde embarked on three large-
scale, battalion-sized offensive operations in piirof the al-Qaeda, one such
operation being the first combat air assault in thistory of the Canadian army into
the Sha | Kot Valley, in March 2002. Sub-elemehth® battle group also conducted
numerous operations of smaller scale, both defereid offensive in naturg.

The return to Canada of Canadian soldiers was owaetl with the planned rotation of
American troops, which meant using United Statesransport resources. It should be noted that
the CF members assigned to Operation Apollo regdaae¢he commander of Canadian Joint Task

3¢ Seehttp://www.parl.gc.ca/37/2/parlbus/chambus/senatef/018db_2002-11-19-
E.htm?Language=E&Parl=37&Ses&nsulted on November 29, 2006).
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Force South West Asia (CA JTFSWwWhose headquarters is the Canadian National Command
Element (NCE), which has about forty members andstationed with the...U.S. Central
Command (CENTCOM) at MacDill Air Force Base, in fitta.

* Operation Athena (August 2003 to November 2005): deployment of aomapntingent to
Kabul - five successive six-month rotations, inuadva total of 6,000 soldiers — as part of the
International Security Assistance Force (ISAF), ahhiis under NATO authority. From
February to August 2004, Rick Hillier, the Canadi@mef of Staff of Joint Operations, was in
command of ISAF, which at the time had 6,500 soédieom 35 countries, with the largest
contingent composed of 2,000 Canadian soldietls. ithportant to remember that this major
Canadian military deployment had been announcdeebruary 2003, when the United States
was preparing to launch its war against Iraq. Byjaling major support to the United States
on another war front, this seemed to compensatthéofact that Prime Minister Jean Chrétien
was about to announce that Canada would not pgaateiin the invasion of Irag. On
November 29, 2005 the last Canadian material inuKakere transferred to Kandahar and
Camp Julien was officially handed over to the Afigli2efence Ministry.

* Operation Archer andTask Force Afghanistan(February 2006 — ): From February 2006 to
July 31, 2006, under Operation Archer, more th@@ CF troops were deployed in southern
Afghanistan, in the Kandahar region, where theyecsmgain came under the command of the
United States operation Enduring Freedom, as wascdise with Operation Apollo. ISAF,
however, whose mission at first was to ensure #goomly in the Kabul region, had had its
mission gradually expanded to cover the 13 prowrafethe North, West and now the South
of Afghanistan. Since the end of July 2006, Care@800 soldiers in Afghanistan have once
again come under ISAF. This change in command tstreicfrom Enduring Freedoto ISAF
— doesn’t change anything in the direct combat thé is now the main task of Canadian
soldiers in the Kandahar region. In September 2008TO asked its member states to
increase their resources in ISAF, and Canada ameduihat it would send 125 more soldiers
(from the Valcartier base in Quebec, which providedst of the soldiers deployed in the
summer of 2007).

QUESTION 12: Hasn't Canada’s participation been costructive, since it was part of
NATO'’s International Security Assistance Force, whth was authorized
by the Security Council?

ISAF’'s mandate, until it was expanded to the sautlpeovinces (Kandahar and Helmand), was
essentially a “stabilization” and “security” mandahat did not include “anti-insurgency”, brush
clearing activities, or confrontation with armedpopition forces, including Taliban and others.
Canadian military operations were mostly policipat(ols, training of Afghan security forces,
etc.). And it wasn'’t until the start of 2006, whiganadian troops were deployed in Southern
Afghanistan, that they took on an overtly offensigée directly under the command of the U.S.
operation Enduring Freedoth.

37f this declaration is true regarding most of @enadian military assets in Afghanistan, it remairsg most of the
time part of the Canadian intervention has beearlgleoffensive...and secret, notably regarding pdrtmission
Apollo, mentioned in the previous question. Butrénis more. Joint Task Force 2 (JTF-2) the CF sph@gierations
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In light of the increasing number of casualties agh@Canadian soldiers, and of concerns
expressed by the public, many voices, both in Carsadi abroad, blamed the new situation on
the change of command. These voices called forGaeadian intervention to revert to the
authority of ISAF, and for NATO to assume commatficbperations in southern Afghanistan.
These analysts present the mandate as having ffeoedit approaches — “anti-insurgency” vs.
“stabilization and security”. On the one hand thisrthe American approach, brutal and destined
to fail; the other approach, European and Canadsdess aggressive, more focused on help and
development, and more likely to succeed. Withodiincafor the withdrawal of the Canadian
troops, these analysts would like to see a retuthd original mandate.

The reality of operations command offers no hopéhaf happening. In fact, in the summer of
2006, command passed from Operation Enduring FreedolSAF, without any change in the
mandate of the Canadian troops and their combatatpes in the Kandahar region. Moreover,
this had been predicted in the House of CommonshbyConservative Minister of Defence,
Gordon O’Connor.

Furthermore, the different methods applied from dteet in Central and Northern Afghanistan,
and especially in Kabul, do not really represefifiedent approaches, but different contexts. In
Kabul, the Hamid Karzai government and foreign ésrhave long met with little resistance,
which is not the case in the south. Tasks and rdstlibere were therefore different, more
“constabulary” than “anti-insurgency”. As resistanincreases in Kabul, and this has already
started, the blind and brutal methods will begimiagbecause that is the usual evolution of
foreign military occupations. For the defenders tbé American war agenda, these two
approaches are complementary, rather than contoaglicAmong the four main challenges
identified by the Project for a New American CemtyPNAC) in their report,Rebuilding
America’s Defencess the capacity to conduct several major wars Banaously, as well as the
necessity of taking on the “policing operationsattthese wars entail. At first, NATO’s role in
Afghanistan was limited to the latter tasks, buatt tho longer seems to be the case.

Thirdly, we believe that the distinction made bym&oanalysts between the motivations and
methods of the United States and those of NATO lmmisleading. NATO’s intervention in
Afghanistan has been placed under the commanddBimpreme commander of the allied forces
in Europe” who is traditionally appointed by theitéd States. This command’s mission is to
support the United States’ objectives in 93 coestin Europe, Africa and the Middle East. Until
recently, the “supreme commander” was General Jdme®nes, of the Marine Corps, who
directed operations in Vietnam, in Bosnia and aglrHis designated successor is General Bantz
Craddock, who was the main military adjutant foec®tary of Defence Donald Rumsfeld, from
2002 to 2004, before being named Chief of Soutt@ommand (the Caribbean and Latin
America) for the United States army, where he stged the prison in Guantanamo Bay, which
he has always defended against critics.

Finally, as we indicated in answering question 8,believe that by not denouncing the war and
accepting the American intervention in Afghanisganafait accomplj the Security Council did
not uphold the Charter of the United NatioAsithorizing ISAF and NATO’s command of that
force are part of this breach.

unit, was sent to Afghanistan soon after the agtadkSeptember 11, 2001. It participated in thacktin Bora Bora
in December 2002, and more than once transferisdrars to the custody of United States forces.
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QUESTION 13: Did the election of the Conservative gvernment in Ottawa lead to the
change in the mandate of the Canadian Armed Forces Afghanistan?

No. Moving the mission of the Canadian troops fidabul to Kandahar was a decision of Paul
Martin’s Liberal government.

Overall, since the early 1990s, there has beenjar midange in the international role as well as a
progressive integration of the Canadian army wiitat tof the United States and its offensive
operations around the world. This has happenedowitpublic debate and, to a large extent,
without public awareness. It was hastened follovilmg attacks of September 11, 2001, but only
made official in 2005 with the Martin governmenirgernational Policy Statement (IPS), whose
“3D” approach, linking diplomacy, defence and deypehent, marked the new militaristic turn in
Canadian foreign polid. Afterwards, of course, the minority Conservatg@ernment raised
the stakes in this new orientation, and under isaate, the result of this change has become
obvious. But it didn't instigate the change.

* Even if it seems paradoxical, the role of the Caradarmy abroad has become
increasingly combative since the end of the Cold:Wa

0 quasi-secret participation of the Canadian Air Earcthe last two weeks of the
Gulf War bombings in 1991,

0 open participation of the Canadian Navy in the tirag blockade of Iral];

0 participation in the intervention in Somalia, whe&anadian soldiers tortured a
young Somali to death;

o Canadian Air Force participation in the 78 days MATO bombings of
Yugoslavia in 1999;

0 participation in the bombings and the land foragsion of Afghanistan in 2001.

Without actually expressing it as a doctrine, feern15 years, Canada has generally
chosen to participate in the military interventiaighe world’s only superpower.

» After the end of the Cold War, military budgets lieed until 1998-1999, and then
rapidly increasetf following recriminations from the military, polil and economic
milieux; complaints about “our army” no longer having theams to accomplish its role
were heard, without any debate about this roleclvinas changing radically.

* In 2005, Paul Martin's Liberal government announdbeé largest increase in the
Canadian military budget since the Second World:\&@arincrease of 12.8 billion dollars
over 5 years. That same year, the Martin governsiénternational Policy Statement
(IPS) indicated that this money would be used togase regular forces by 5,000 soldiers,

38 Seehttp://www.itcan-cican.gc.cal/ips/menu-en.asp

% taking part in the worse sanctions ever imposethbyUnited Nations, responsible for the death ofarthan one
million people in Iraq, mostly children.

0 The 1998-1999 military budget, set at 9.4 billawilars and overrun by 9.3%, was the lowest pairthis decline.
The military budget in 2007 was approximately 1%dr dollars.
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and reserve forces by 3,000 soldiers, as well gsitchase various equipment that would
double the Canadian army’s rapid intervention capaabroad®. In July 2005, it was
announced that Canadian troops in Afghanistan wdagd moved from Kabul to
Kandahar, and that in February 2006, 1,400 additisaldiers would be sent to this area.
This news was accompanied by statements from theCGlaef of Defence Staff Rick
Hillier, who was happy to be able to hunt down tleorist “scumbags” and finally see
the Canadian army play its true role of “being ablé&ill people.”

* Since it came to power, the minority Conservatiogggnment has announced military
expenditures of 5.3 billion dollars, in additionttee 12.8 billion announced by the Liberal
government in 2005. The goal is to recruit 13,088itonal regular forces soldiers and
10,000 additional reserve forces. As well, in 200 Senate Standing Committee on
National Security and Defence — mostly composedlilbéral senators — recommended
practically doubling the Canadian military budge®26 and even 35 billion dollars a year!

* It was only recently that people in Canada learoed major change in the role of the
Canadian army abroad, but the change is even mofeund than most people might
suspect. On August 31, 1999, 1,149 Canadian selaiere participating in official UN
peacekeeping missions around the world. This repted 10.6% of the 10,801
peacekeepers in 11 different missions. Fifteensy&er, on August 31, 2006, only 56
Canadian soldiers were participating in UN peacpiee missions, representing only
0.08% of the 66,786 peacekeepers deployed in Iéreiit missions, while international
demand continues to ri$&In summary, today there are 6 to 7 times more glez@pers
than there were 15 years ago, and Canada consibotetwentieth of what it used to!

» This change in the role of the Canadian army invtbdd, and the higher participation in
wars alongside the U.S. army, are accompanied drgasing integration of the Canadian
army with the U.S. army, in terms of both equipmasatwell as military training and
command. Even when the Chrétien government decitiedd Canada “would not
participate” in the war against Iraq, Canadian igotdwere closely linked to the planning
for this war at the U.S. Central Commapake at MacDill Air Force Base, in Florida, and
later in Qatar; and in 2004, Canadian Brigadier €éé@nWalt Natynczyk was the second
in command of all American occupation troop in lraq

4’1 For more information, se&ppel a la société québécoise et canadienne: neget® partenariat militaire avec les
Etats-Unis(http://www.echecalaguerre.org/Declaration.itm

2 This data is taken from Steven StapMARCHING ORDERS : How Canada abandoned peacekeepimgl why
the UN needs us now more than ewereport ordered by The Council of Canadians, mt@006.




26

QUESTION 14: Notwithstanding government propaganda,what are the true motives of
Canada’s participation in the war in Afghanistan?

The Canadian army was sent into this war withoddlipwor parliamentary debate. We believe

that this initial decision as well as the decisiorfurther increase the role of the Canadian army
in Afghanistan are based on a two-level dynamiciniyathe progressive deepening of the

economic, ideological and military partnership witie United States; and the immediate profits
to be made by a certain number of corporationsanada.

Deepening the Canada-United States partnership

Remember that following the end of the Cold Wae, thhited States launched a war against Iraq
(1991) and proclaimed the dawn of a “new world ©rde- an order characterized by
championing neo-liberal globalization and a mordlidmse foreign policy. Pressures then
increased on allied countries to adopt the samedthanalysis”, and participate in U.S. military
interventions. In answering the previous questioa,outlined the progressive transformation of
Canadian foreign policy and the corresponding chaingthe role of the Canadian forces —
changes that have been made without public debate.

The day after the attacks of September 11, 200brgeeW. Bush declared “either you are with
us or you are with the terrorists.” Moreover, tloenfier American ambassador to Canada, Paul
Celluci, revealed that the only guideline he hatkieed upon taking up his post in 2001 was to
ensure that Canadian military expenditures incetasey significantly. He repeated to anyone
who listened that the United States believed “sgcto be more important than commerce.”

The message was clear: if Canada did not adoatime “security” agenda as the United States,
commercial relations between the two nations cauiffier. Within this context, economic and
political leaders in Canada decided to do evergh keep their access to the United States
market, including identifying more closely with thear on terrorism.” In January 2003, the
Canadian Council of Chief Executives (CCCE)launched itsNorth American Security and
Prosperity Initiativein which it takes a position favouring the “intgkint border”, the secure
supply of Canadian energy resources to the Unitate§ ballistic missile defence, increasing
military expenditures, as well as the interopergbdf Canadian and American armed forces.

In April 2004, in a policy document entitlddew Frontiers:Building a 21st Century Canada-
United States Partnership in North Amerithe CCCE stated:

In such a world, Canadians must think hard abouttwve will need to do to defend
ourselves. But as global citizens, we also mustimoa to think about how we can
contribute effectively to peace and security arothmelworld. The way that we and other
countries respond to the relentless threat of tesra and rogue states has vital
implications for global economic growth just asdies for Canada's future both as a
trade-dependent economy and an immigrant-baseetyodn short, for Canada and for
the world as a whole, economic security and physieaurity have become inseparable.

3 The CCCE is a group of chief executives from agimnately 150 large Canadian corporations, whictetber,
control most of the exports, investments, trairang research and development within the Canadiaatprsector.”
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When the pressure of public opinion forces the Gawent of Canada to take decisions that do
not please the Bush administration, it tries to pensate by intensifying Canadian military

participation in Afghanistan. An early instancetlos saw Brian Tobin, a former federal minister

and premier of Newfoundland, writing a letter te@ t®lobe & Mail (February 5, 2003) just as

Prime Minister Chrétien was about to announce @zatada would not participate in the invasion
of Iraq:

The U.S. needs to free up key logistical and myliesssets on the ground in Afghanistan
for the coming campaign in Iraq. Canada can, anouty, offer to fill the gap.

One week later, Ottawa announced that Canada wakd command of the International
Security Assistance Force (ISAF) and send 2000essldo Afghanistan.

A second example occurred shortly after Prime MemisPaul Martin’s announcement that
Canada would not participate in “ballistic missdefence.” On March 21, 2005, there was a
meeting of his most senior ministers, PMO officiadsid General Rick Hillier, the recently

appointed Chief of Defence Staff. Hillier propos#dtht Canada deploy 1,000 soldiers in
Kandahar under the authority of the U.S. operakoduring Freedom. Faced with reservations,
he traded on the Martin government’s desire to Ipéager on the international stage alongside
the United States. Scott Reid, Paul Martin’s comications director, stated:

There was a strong current [within the DepartmehForeign Affairs] that evaluated our

strategic interests as a function of our relatioipstvith the United States. Often, policy
was presented to us with the proviso that ‘thisiesss important for the White House'.
And what is important for the White House cannotdlesn lightly, because the people
there will take it personally*’

In Canada, the government cannot publicly state ttieareason for its military involvement in
Afghanistan is that it wishes a closer partnershiinh the United States. Yet, in Washington,
subway advertisements purchased by the Canadianssmithere push this very message quite
clearly among American decision-makers. These adgsgy Canadian soldiers in Afghanistan
with the following message:

Canadian troops in Kandahar, Afghanistan. Bootstenground.
U.S.-Canada Relations — Security Is Our Business.

Canada — U.S. Partnership: a business opportunity

This strategic orientation for an economic and tamji partnership with the United States
presents golden business opportunities for cedaiporations in Canada in the form of military
contracts, contracts for the trans-Afghan pipetinéor other projects in the region. Consider two
major contracts announced in 2005: first, the 84iiam dollar contract for Bell Helicopter, in
Mirabel, for basic assembly of 368 helicopters tfog United States army; and the 750 million
dollar contract to build new light armoured vehgl@he main contract for the first phase of the
latter project, worth 100 million dollars, was aded to Oerlikon in Saint-Jean-sur-Richelieu.

44 Bill Schiller, The Road to Kandahaforonto Star, September 9, 2006, p. F1; as quaieStéven Staples,
MARCHING ORDERS: How Canada abandoned peacekeepangd why the UN needs us now more than ever,
October 2006, p. 5.
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Some key sectors of the Canadian economy, sucll asd natural gas, and armaments, have
also benefited substantially. In September 2004imamtbvember 2005, two business delegations
from Western Canada, headed by Jean Chfétieret with President Niyazov of Turkmenistan.
In addition to the trans-Afghan pipeline — a 3ibiil dollar project which, it seems, will be routed
through Kandahar, — are the modernizing of the @eygfinery and gas exploration in
Turkmenistan. The Seyidi refinery is the secondydat in Turkmenistan, and the Israeli
company, Merhav, has been invited to set up a ctasoto modernize it: a project worth more
than 1.5 billion dollars U.S. Canadian companie$ witerests in this region of the world include
PetroKazakhstdf Buried Hill Energy and Thermo Design Engineering.

...and human rights

During his second visit, Mr. Chrétien hailed thenmiense progress made by Turkmenistan since
its independence. He also stated that Presiderdaziy had succeeded in setting up a unique
development model that took into account both tentry’'s enormous potential and its
favourable geopolitical situatioh.Yet, he doesn’t seem to have considered the 26p6rtr by
Human Rights Watch (HRW). According to HRW, undee tate president for life, Saparmurat
Niazov, Turkmenistan was one of the most repressind closed countries in the world,
characterized by backward policies, particularlyomfture, education and health. For example,
(i) a Turkman law equates criticizing any presidgdrgolicies to high treason; (ii) the study of the
Ruhnamaa “new holy book” written by the late Presidemhgelf, is replacing other disciplines
in the school and university curricula. (iii) theeBident’'s February 2005 proposal “to close all
libraries, with the exception of the central liyaand those attached to universities.” Already,
over 100 libraries have been cloéd.

4> Mr. Chrétien, former prime minister of Canada, vating as an advisor for Bennett Jones, a law fiased in
Calgary, which specializes in energy issues. Hage the international relations advisor for Petip#khstan, also
based in Calgary, which has major interests in Klagan and in the Caspian Sea region.

“® There have been several acquisitions in the ailgas sector, especially regarding these projec&entral Asia.
This is how PetroKazakhstan has since been sdlthilwese interests and Unocal, purchased by Chevron.

4’ For more information, sekttp://www.newscentralasia.com/modules.php?name=si€éile=print&sid=876 et
http://www.newscentralasia.com/modules.php?name=¥éile=print&sid=1560(consulted November 29, 2006).

48 For more information, sewtp://hrw.org/english/docs/2006/01/18/turkmel 22t htm.
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SECTION 5: WHAT DO WE HAVE TO PROPOSE?

Our movement against war and militarism is parthaf progressive movements of Quebec and
Canadian civil society. Many citizens who have rlinéd for this purpose are also involved in
various struggles against neoliberalism, povefty oppression of women, racism and other
forms of discrimination, the destruction of ourmd, etc.

Although our governments are the product of geneledtions and claim to act in the people’s
best interest, our movement must often wage pre@drsjruggles before the interests and will of
the majority are really considered. In these stieggve even have to counter the disinformation
our governments often spread about the human coesegs of their projects and policies. If this
IS our experience here at home on issues that ooneg why should we believe in our

governments’ professed good intentions regardings veaing waged far from our borders? In
examining what we can do as progressive movemaititg,would we include the government

and the Canadian army in this collective “we™? Wihguld we consider them our partners or,
even worse, the agents of our duty to act in sotyda

QUESTION 15: “Don’t we have a responsibility not toabandon the Afghan people and to
continue helping them rebuild their country?”

When citizens of good faith ask this question, fingt response is to point out the ambiguity of
“we”. Who are we talking about? About “we” citizenpposed to war... in partnership with the
U.S. Army? Or in a broader partnership with NATOf?i®a more limited partnership with only
the Canadian Army? Because, in the final analysesare being sold military intervention as a
way to “help rebuild”. This is a strange perspeztivhen we recall the words of the Chief of the
Defense Staff, Rick HillierWe are not the Public Service of Canada. We aresonate other
department. We are the Canadian Forces and ouigab be able to kill peopl&

Linking the question of military intervention toc@nstruction reveals a lack of knowledge of the
reality itself, because in the past five years,riberesult of the war and foreign intervention in
Afghanistan has not been to help the Afghan pergileild their country, as th®enlis Council
has observed:

Five years of international presence in the courdipned at increasing the living
standards of the Afghan population have failed skenany measured improvements
in the accessibility and quality of health and eahimnal services in most of
Afghanistan, beyond the confines of Kabul

49 CTV.ca July 16, 2005. Seettp://www.ctv.ca/serviet/ArticleNews/story/CTVNei#421433777212_154

50 http://icosgroup.net/modules/reports/AfghanistaneFiears_Later
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This isn’t surprising when we know that for all éggn intervenersthe amounts invested in
military spending are ten to fifteen times greaterthan those allocated to development
assistance This is also true for Canada. In 2006-2007, Cemadnilitary intervention in
Afghanistan cost $1.4 billion, while $100 milliona allocated to “assistance” for that country.
Are we rebuilding a little, the better to destraf/hen Canadian military officials describe the
satisfactory progress of Operation Medusa explaining that the troops are advancing after
intense bombardments, “football field by footbadlld”, can we claim to be helping the Afghan
people rebuild their country?

We should also ask ourselves serious questionst @abeueal impact and the true nature of the
small share of expenditures that goes to “assistaitere is what Malalai Joya has to say about
this:

Ironically, this is happening in a country that hesceived 12 billion dollars while

another 10 billion more were pledged at the Londonference last year. But this
money will mainly fill the pockets of the warlordscan better suppress our nation
more severely.

Similar concerns were expressed by Jean Mazurehchrrepresentative of the World Bank in
Kabul, in a September 2006 interview with CBC jalist Sylvain Desjardins. He gave the
example of a school that would cost $200,000 tédbbiut for which only $50,000 of the initial
budget would be left after all the middlemen tobg&it cut. He also affirmed that a large part of
the “assistance” went to pay for expert services aroducts from the donor countries, without
any impact on the population’s immediate welfareaTime Magazinarticle on May 30, 2006,
Rachel Morarjee reported the testimony of a Kabethanic to explain while, during the riots in
Kabul the previous day, the angry crowd had evetelb and burned the offices of NGOs:

“People were angry with the NGOs because they asengulots of money for
themselves. The only people who get any benefit finem being here are the people
who are working for them,” said Isatullah, a meckan

In conclusion, we will add three points. First, meist mention the fact that the question “Don’t
we have a responsibility not to abandon the Afgb@ople and to continue helping them rebuild
their country?” often comes out of the mouths of gavernment officials. Since they aren’t

really concerned about the plight of people herand still less about the Afghans — and are
diverting the budgets of our social programs tatary spending, how dare they lay a guilt trip

on the progressive movements of civil society whe feghting every day for people’s interests

here and abroad?

Secondly, the idea that we are responsible forisghthe problems of other societies
unfortunately smacks of the colonialism still preisiea our Western societies.

Finally, we should remember that military intenientis involved. The role of armies isn’t to do
humanitarian work or to rebuild the countries tloegupy. The examples of Iraq and Afghanistan
are conclusive on this point! According to the WoBank, it would cost $27.5 billion to rebuild
Afghanistan’s obsolete and destroyed infrastructde from 2002 to 2006, the NATO countries
— led by the United States — gobbled up more thegettimes that amount in military spending
“for” Afghanistan. We must reject the ‘army/devetopnt assistance’ and ‘army/humanitarian
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assistance’ amalgams, because they are deceitfiulnano way produce the promised results.
Moreover, this confusion of roles seriously endaadke lives of genuine humanitarian workers
by erasing the distinction, in the view of the sémnce, between these workers and the military
occupation forces. Above all, this confusion oemls only a way to make war acceptable to the
Canadian public, by masking the totally devastaéfigcts it has on the society that suffers it.

QUESTION 16: Will a withdrawal of Canadian troops from Afghanistan favour the
Taliban’s return to power? Will it plunge the country into civil war?

It is important to remember two things concernihg Taliban that the supporters of Canadian
military intervention in Afghanistan tend to contetterference by the United States in

Afghanistan’s internal affairs was largely respotesifor bringing the Taliban to power and

keeping them there. The imperative of preventirgThliban’s return at any price is valid only if

the forces currently in power are significantlyfeient, particularly on the issues of religious
fundamentalism and respect for human rights, esfpgeavomen’s rights. Yet as we have seen,
this isn’t really the case.

Obviously we can't predict the future. However, adieve that a solution exists in the short or
medium term that would bring peace, democracy awkldpment to a country as poor and as
devastated as Afghanistan is today — a country hwhaver the past three decades, has
experienced two foreign invasions and interminabternecine wars, often fuelled by foreign
countries. Above all, we do not believe that sucsomtion can be imposed from outside this
society, especially not militarily.

Based on most of the international civilian obsesvand even on Western military sources, we
know that five our years of occupation and “recomgton” have not produced the promised
positive results. On the contrary, people in Afghtam have less and less confidence in the
central government and the foreign military ford¢kat support it. The Taliban’s influence is
rising and they have succeeded in making an aBiamith other forces opposed to foreign
occupation. The United States and its allies, oidg Canada, can say that they want to “win
hearts and minds” in Afghanistan, but the oppasitehat is happening now. And probably the
opposite will continue to happen as the numberoogign troops increases and as these troops
intensify their brutal and blind oppression of Afghopponents.

Sooner or later, all the foreign troops currentbcupying Afghanistan will leave the country.
They will leave because the armed resistance, et repression, will have gained in scope
and effectiveness, because the Afghanis will gitamtore support — out of confidence, vexation
or fear — and because the citizenry of the occuppimwers will be less and less accepting of the
human and financial costs associated with militartervention. The question of power in
Afghanistan will then be settled according to tladabce of forces that exist at that time among
the various social, political and military elemeatsociety.

When that time comes, if the Taliban hold militgrgwer, they will acquire political powete
facto. But if they don’t, compromise and power-sharingnfalas may be possible, finally
echoing the wish expressed by the vast majoritgemfple in Afghanistan to put an end to war
and the way of arms — unless, ignoring this aspinatanother period of internecine wars begins
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among the various armed factions. Whichever alteragrevails, we do not believe that the
current war between the foreign armies, the Nornthliance and other warlords, on one side,
and the Taliban and their allies, on the otherpfisa nature to favour the development of
authentically democratic forces in Afghanistan.

The danger, often mentioned, that the withdrawdbrdign troops will result in the outbreak of a
civil war, appears to be a hypothetical doom ambigl scenario to make us forget the very real
doom and gloom the occupation currently imposetherpeople of Afghanistan. It is based on a
premise we consider false, namely that maintaifiargign troops in Afghanistan would help
mitigate the risk of civil war in that country wihidt is in fact exacerbating.

The same arguments are resorted to by people idrified States when attempting to justify the
continued occupation of Irag, even by those whosar the initial invasion “an error”. Yet,
year after year, the number of victims of sectar&tacks and assassinations in Iraq has
increased, parallel to the growing number of fanegpldiers killed. In fact, intercommunity
attacks in Iraq have reached such proportionstieperfectly reasonable to talk about civil war,
a situation that even the Secretary General of Winded Nations, Kofi Annan, publicly
acknowledge on December 3, 2006.

Far from being surprising, this is to be expectdtke presence of foreign troops in a country they
have invaded, far from calming internal divisiomgnerally exacerbates them and creates a
widening gulf between the forces opposing this gmes at any price and those allied with or
profiting from it one way or another.

QUESTION 17: Why don’'t we ask for a change of mand& and/or mission for the
Canadian troops in Afghanistan?

To understand the situation currently prevailingAfghanistan, we drew on various sources,
including the Senlis Council, Womankind Worldwidduman Rights Watch and Amnesty

International. These organizations, like many ahir Quebec, in the rest of Canada and
elsewhere, are not necessarily calling for the dvalwval of foreign troops from Afghanistan.

Most often, concerning Canadian forces, they aallaf review of the troops’ role in the sense of
“peacekeeping” or “protection of the civilian poptibn”. They also sometimes call for the

command of foreign troops to be assumed by theedritations instead of NATO and, in some
cases, for replacement of the existing foreigndsrwith a new military force coming mainly

from Muslim countries.

Such proposals generally are based on a desire@ve the current situation in the direction of
peace and the interests of the Afghan people. Toeyd be pertinent if this really involved
peacekeeping and the protection of the civilianytajon, in a Muslim country where the
belligerents had at least accepted to observe sefteaand negotiate. But foreign invasion, war
and military occupation are involved here, which anly make these proposals unrealistic, but
also maintain illusions as to the nature of andsaoaa for Canadian military involvement in
Afghanistan.
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Change of mandate and/or mission for the Canadiarr@éops

Such a call is unrealistic and maintains illusibesause:
» itdisregards the concrete conditions on the gropadicularly the resistance;
» it disregards the balance of power within NATO;
* it tends to consider the current mandate to bebarmration;
» itrefuses to analyze the reasons for this war héybe proclaimed intentions.

To expound briefly on each of these aspects:

It is impossible to call for a change of mandate wle disregarding the concrete conditions
on the ground To the extent that it involves deployment of gedn a sector where the local
population is suspicious of them, and where armesistance is intense, the very logic of
maintaining this presence makes it necessary tat“msurgents”, rely on informers, who may
have various motives, burst into homes, therebipiieing their occupants, carry out military
operations aimed at the elimination of armed opptsand resulting in civilian deaths that will
be described as “blunders” and “collateral damage’,

The alternative, according to some, would be tddviaw from these regions and concentrate on
areas where less warlike operations of “protectdeyelopment” are possible, gradually
expanding these areas. And how will these areasxpanded? Apparently, peacekeeping and
reconstruction will win the “hearts and minds” dfet Afghans in these areas and this will
undermine the resistance. But once again, thisasiceignores an essential player: the resistance
itself. Afghan forces opposed to the occupying tamyi presence will target foreign troops
wherever they are, and will do this increasinglytlasir number and preparedness permit. The
quieter areas will become hotter and the mandadéoamission of the occupation troops will
have to change accordingly.

NATO’s intervention in Afghanistan isn't a leaderless activity in which each army can
choose to do whatever it wants, wherever it likesFrom the outset, the United States, who
decided on this war, chose to support and arm tehlrn Alliance and other warlords, bring
them to power and then extend their power to thieesoountry. Despite the official propaganda
about democracy and reconstruction, this is theemggnmission NATO is performing in
Afghanistan and the mandates of the participatimgies can only be defined in terms of the
resulting tasks.

In a period when armed resistance is growing inhAfgstan and when the United States, in
difficulty in Iraq, has to deploy additional troops that country, there is enormous pressure for
other NATO contingents to take over from the Amanmictroops in “hunting the Taliban”.
Canadian troops have been thus engaged since FeBAG6 and Canadian political and military
circles are now pressing other NATO countries topadhe same mandate and assume “their
share” of the costs of these operations.
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The current mandate of the Canadian troops isn't amere accident which is staining
Canada’s reputation as a promoter of peace, whidan easily remove by returning to its
previous mandate. Over the past fifteen years, €dsanilitary role abroad has been evolving in
the opposite direction from peacekeepihlylore recently, using the pretext of the Septenilder
2001 attacks, a more militaristic Canadian forgigficy, closely tied to that of the United States,
has been explicitly adopted in the highest Canadtmomic, political and military spheres.

The call for a change of mandate disregards the fulamental question of the reason for this
war and the interests it really servesbeyond the good intentions professed by the dritates
and its allies? It is based on the explicit premise that the Goremnt of Canada’s intentions are
the same as ours but that — by error or by capibmdo outside pressure — it went astray in the
new means chosen to fulfill its good intentionsour opinion, this is very naive, to say the least,
because this war is one of foreign domination amatrol and any suggestion of different means
cannot suddenly transform it into its opposite.

Change of command of the foreign troops from NATOa the UN

In the current context, this demand is no morasgalthan a change of mandate or mission:

* Such a decision falls under the mandate of ther8gc@ouncil; yet immediately after the
invasion of Afghanistan, it was the United Statself that drove the Council’s various
resolutions on this subject, resolutions that obsip did not criticize the war, that ratified
the establishment of the ISAF and then the extersia broadening of its mandate under
NATO command, etc.; no other country on the Seg@iuncil to date has ventured to
propose any changes to these resolutions...

* The only alternative would be for the United NasdBeneral Assembly (UNGA) to take
matters in hand in a sort of disavowal of the Sigc@ouncil’s current direction; this is
theoretically possible, but very unlikely sincenibuld require a majority of countries to
openly confront the US orientation, which few gaweents find it in their interest to do.
In practice, in Canada, our task would be to calltbe Government of Canada to
intervene in this way, which is contrary to itsraumt policy.

* Finally, this demand maintains the prevailing ilbrs concerning the role of the UN on
issues of war and peace, when these questionsndez the jurisdiction of the Security
Council where the United States often manages teerts own policies prevail. It would
be necessary to start talking openly about thisngan to UNGA.

°1 See Question 13.

%2 See Questions 10 and 14.
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QUESTION 18: So what responsibilities do we have tthe Afghan people?

The many discussions around this question oftea fd&ce as if we had the solutions to the
problems of Afghan society and the responsibildy implementing them. We believe that it is
necessary to break with such an approach and heiseask on real solidarity with the Afghan
people in their struggles for self-determination. Her address to the NDP Convention in
September 2006, Afghan Member of Parliament Maliga affirmed:

I think that no nation can donate liberation to @mer nation. Liberation should be
achieved in a country by the people themselves. drigoing developments in
Afghanistan and Iraq prove this claim. | think iltada and other governments really
want to help the Afghan people and bring positiveanges, they must act
independently, rather than becoming a tool to imp@at the wrong policies of the US
government. They must align themselves to the svighd needs of the Afghan
people>®

To affirm the principle of self-determination isdfi to recognize that the Afghans are responsible
for their own destiny and can very well conceivel amplement their own solutions to their
problems. It must also be recognized that foreiperventions, in Afghanistan or elsewhere,
have rarely been based on respect for this priaciput rather on a will for control and
domination contrary to the interest of the peoplexlaims to help. The current war in
Afghanistan and Canadian intervention in this warreo exception.

The courses of action we present are twofold: erotie hand, what to do specifically concerning
Canada’s military intervention in Afghanistan; dmetother hand, what to do more generally
concerning Canadian foreign policy.

Concerning the war in Afghanistan:

1. We call for the withdrawal of Canadian troops from Afghanistan. This withdrawal is
not equivalent to abandoning the Afghan peopleesifiom our perspective, it means
withdrawing part of a foreign army of occupatiorhi§ is our primary responsibility to
the Afghan people in their long and difficult stglig for self-determination. The presence
of Canadian troops in Afghanistan is part of theréasingly militaristic orientation of
Canada’s foreign policy, and we reject it on thasib.

2. As long as Canadian military intervention lasts inAfghanistan, we must:

» deconstruct the Government of Canada’s misleading discourseoncerning the
progress made in Afghanistan on “good governanugian rights, women'’s rights,
etc.;

* demand accountability and insist on the truth concerning Canadian mylita
intervention: number of Afghan victims caused by mtervention, use of prohibited

%3 Malalai Joya, op. cit.
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munitions, number of prisoners transferred and undet agreement$ costs of the
intervention, etc.;

» develop direct tiesbetween civil societies, with Afghan individualsdaorganizations
who do not accept either the logic of repressived&imentalism or that of foreign
armies;

* identify and denounce within Quebec and Canadian society, the promatéihe
war in Afghanistan and their interests.

Concerning Canada’s foreign policy:

3. We reject the increasingly militaristic orientation of Camésl foreign policy, the
deepening of the military partnership with the gditStates, and the almost total
integration of the Canadian Army into the Unitedt& Army that results from this.

We demandthat a real public debate be held on the roldhef@anadian forces and on
reducing military spending. We demand the end bEslies to participation by Canadian
companies in the international arms trade. We oppuoditary recruiting, which is
intensifying everywhere in universities, collegesdasecondary schools and which
specifically targets young people from disadvantesgrtors of our society.

4. We demandan in-depth review of Canada’s foreign policy Battit is really geared to
justice and sharing of wealth, particularly conaegrofficial development assistance. We
denounce the shift to “security” adopted by theegament and the fact that part of this
assistance is now diverted for military purposes Wét only call for the immediate
achievement of the objective of allocating 0.7% @dnada’s GDP to development
assistance, but also for assistance that is rdabursed and managed transparently, free
of any obligation to the donor country and devategrojects determined by people in
the countries for which it is intended. Afghanistamanked 175 of 177 countries
according to the United Nations Human Developmedek, should be one of the main
countries to receive the increased real assistance.

Countries that conduct wars to take control of reses,
to conquer territories or to otherwise pursue tHeegemonic designs
always have noble motives to justify their wars:
the defence of the nation, the defence of cititina
assistance to national minorities in jeopardy.

> We must denounce the fact that Canadian troopd bmer their prisoners to the Afghan authoritiesieman
agreement that does not oblige the Afghan goverbretransmit their names to independent Afghan daum
rights organizations and does not prohibit theingfer to third parties...



