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Opening Quotation #1: 
 
In his Militarism, USA, a sober critique based on years of experience in the 
U.S. Marine Corps, Colonel James A. Donovan identifies the dangerous 
patriot: “the one who drifts into chauvinism and exhibits blind enthusiasm for 
military actions. He is a defender of militarism and its ideals of war and 
glory. Chauvinism is a proud and bellicose form of patriotism… which 
identifies numerous enemies who can only be dealt with through military 
power and which equates the national honor with military victory.” 
—Friendly Fascism: The New Face of Power in America, Bertram Gross, 
1980, p. 384 
 
 
Opening Quotation #2: 
 
I cannot say that I hate the racists, chauvinists, sexists, polluters, 
interventionists, price fixers, labor-haters, academic frauds, false patriots, and 
corporate criminals and corrupters who are taking us down the paths toward 
friendly fascism. Hatred is their game. 
—Friendly Fascism: The New Face of Power in America, Bertram Gross, 
1980, p. 386 
 
 
Opening Quotation #3: 
 
The assumption seemed to be that this new professionalism would lead to 
bodies of expertise joining together in a sort of populist meritocracy. The first 
large-scale manifestation of this idea came in the 1920s, in a horribly twisted 
form, with the rise of corporatism, which then turned into Fascism. This 
should have been interpreted as confirmation that the historic line from 
Athens and the gilds was nothing more than a myth. The events of the 1920s 
and 1930s were not isolated incidents. Corporatism reappeared in the 1960s 
in such places as the British Union movement, the American business group 
known as the Round Table and its imitative Canadian equivalent, the 
Business Council on National Issues [at present known as the Canadian 
Council of Chief Executives, a	  “non-‐partisan”	  lobby	  group	  whose	  
membership	  consists	  of	  Canada’s	  top	  150	  CEOs—Monitor,	  “Economic	  
slump	  forces	  Canada’s	  CEOs	  to	  change	  rhetoric,”	  a	  periodical	  of	  the	  
Canadian	  Centre	  for	  Policy	  Alternatives	  (CCPA),	  Benjamin	  Christensen,	  
February	  2010,	  p.	  18].	  The	  last	  two	  claim	  to	  have	  set	  much	  of	  their	  



countries’	  contemporary	  economic	  and	  social	  agendas.	  The	  banding	  
together	  of	  citizens	  into	  interest	  groups	  becomes	  corporatist,	  that	  is	  to	  
say	  dangerous,	  only	  when	  the	  interest	  group	  loses	  its	  specific	  focus	  and	  
seeks	  to	  override	  the	  democratic	  system.	  In	  the	  case	  of	  the	  British	  unions	  
and	  the	  North	  American	  business	  councils,	  their	  every	  intervention	  into	  
public	  affairs	  has	  been	  intended	  to	  undermine	  the	  democratic	  
participation	  of	  individual	  citizens.	  
—Voltaire’s	  Bastards:	  The	  Dictatorship	  of	  Reason	  in	  the	  West,	  John	  Ralston	  
Saul,	  1993,	  p.	  472	  
	  
	  
Opening	  Quotation	  #4:	  
	  
[A]	  majority	  of	  Canadians	  oppose	  our	  participation	  in	  the	  Afghan	  war	  
and	  are	  increasingly	  worried	  about	  the	  glorification	  of	  war	  and	  the	  
increasing	  influence	  of	  militarism	  in	  our	  politics.	  
—Monitor,	  “Academic	  dissenters	  targets	  of	  pit-‐bull	  attack	  politics,”	  CCPA,	  
J.F.	  Conway,	  June	  2010,	  p.	  44	  
	  
	  
Opening	  Quotation	  #5:	  
	  
The	  US	  military	  is	  developing	  software	  to	  manipulate	  social	  media	  sites	  
secretly,	  using	  fake	  online	  personas	  (known	  as	  sock	  puppets)	  to	  
influence	  net	  conversations	  and	  spread	  pro-‐US	  propaganda.	  Ntrepid,	  a	  
newly	  formed	  corporation	  registered	  in	  Los	  Angeles	  has	  been	  awarded	  a	  
$2.76m	  contract	  with	  US	  Central	  Command	  (Centcom)	  which	  oversees	  
US	  armed	  operations	  in	  the	  Middle	  East	  and	  central	  Asia,	  to	  develop	  an	  
“online	  persona	  management	  service”	  that	  will	  allow	  a	  single	  US	  
serviceman	  or	  woman	  to	  control	  10	  identities	  based	  all	  over	  the	  world.	  
The	  project	  has	  been	  likened	  to	  China’s	  attempts	  to	  control	  free	  speech	  
on	  the	  internet.	  It	  might	  enable	  the	  US	  military	  to	  create	  a	  false	  
consensus,	  crowd	  out	  unwelcome	  opinions	  and	  smother	  reports	  that	  do	  
not	  correspond	  with	  its	  objectives.	  The	  discovery	  that	  the	  US	  military	  is	  
developing	  false	  online	  personalities	  could	  also	  encourage	  other	  
governments,	  companies	  and	  non-‐government	  organizations	  to	  do	  the	  
same.	  (my	  italics)	  
—The	  Guardian	  Weekly,	  “US	  military	  taps	  ‘sock	  puppets,’”	  Nick	  Fielding	  
and	  Ian	  Cobain,	  March	  25,	  2011,	  p.	  9	  
	  
	  

	   The	  Harper	  government	  didn’t	  start	  Canada’s	  war	  in	  Afghanistan.	  But	  

knowing	  that	  a	  majority	  of	  Canadians	  oppose	  the	  war	  (please	  see	  Opening	  Quotation	  

#4),	  why	  did	  the	  Harper	  government	  continue	  it?	  



In	  a	  more	  politically	  astute	  move,	  Harper	  could	  have	  accepted	  the	  war	  as	  
something	  the	  Liberals	  started	  and	  that	  he	  was	  obliged	  to	  prosecute	  until	  
the	  end	  of	  the	  Liberals’	  commitment	  to	  February	  2007.	  If	  things	  went	  
well,	  he	  could	  claim	  credit,	  but	  if	  they	  went	  badly,	  he	  could	  blame	  the	  
Liberals….	  But,	  rather	  than	  governing	  through	  compromise	  and	  
accommodation,	  the	  Conservatives	  chose	  a	  different	  political	  strategy:	  
aggression	  and	  “wedge	  politics.”	  The	  theory	  goes	  that	  a	  politically	  united	  
and	  well	  organized	  minority	  can	  beat	  a	  divided	  and	  disorganized	  
majority….	  That	  is	  one	  reason	  why	  the	  Harper	  government	  moved	  quickly	  
to	  embrace	  the	  military	  and	  claim	  the	  war	  in	  Afghanistan	  as	  its	  own.	  
Harper	  intended	  to	  use	  the	  war	  to	  rally	  his	  base,	  and	  widen	  the	  divisions	  
between	  opposition	  parties	  —	  and	  even	  within	  the	  Liberal	  party	  itself.	  (my	  
italics)	  
—The	  Harper	  Record,	  “Harper,	  the	  Military,	  and	  Wedge	  Politics,”	  pdf,	  
CCPA,	  Steven	  Staples,	  September	  22.	  2008,	  p.243-‐4	  
	  

	   As	  we	  have	  seen	  from	  Opening	  Quotation	  #4,	  fascism	  derives	  from	  extreme	  

corporatism.	  Our	  current	  federal	  government’s	  neoliberal	  ideology	  is	  inexorably	  

tied	  to	  corporatism.	  Worldwide	  corporatism	  is	  on	  the	  rise,	  in	  the	  form	  of	  

globalization.	  It	  is	  inevitable,	  therefore,	  that	  militarism	  would	  be	  on	  the	  rise,	  as	  well.	  

Right-‐wing	  think	  tanks	  have	  been	  pressuring	  the	  federal	  government	  to	  

become	  more	  militaristic;	  that	  is,	  increase	  military	  spending.	  

In	  an	  article	  in	  the	  May	  2008	  issue	  of	  The	  Walrus—How	  think-‐tanks	  are	  
muddling	  our	  democracy—George	  Fetherling	  quotes	  Donald	  Abelson	  at	  
the	  University	  of	  Western	  Ontario,	  who	  says	  that	  most	  think-‐tanks	  today	  
have	  a	  “profound	  determination	  to	  market	  their	  ideas	  to	  various	  target	  
audiences.”	  Fetherling	  comments:	  “Listing	  heavily	  to	  political	  starboard	  
(right	  wing),	  their	  goals	  were	  those	  of	  the	  new	  conservatism.	  In	  Canada,	  
that	  meant	  corporate	  and	  personal	  tax	  breaks,	  closer	  ties	  with	  the	  U.S.,	  
private	  health	  care,	  and,	  more	  recently,	  increased	  military	  spending.”	  
—Monitor,	  “With	  militarism	  being	  so	  destructive,	  why	  is	  it	  so	  popular?”;	  
CCPA,	  Murray	  Thomson,	  July/August	  2008,	  p.	  39	  
	  

	   Here	  is	  “militarism”	  defined,	  and	  a	  record	  of	  the	  Harper	  government	  

spending	  on	  it.	  

Militarism	  is	  defined	  by	  Webster	  as	  “the	  continuous	  and	  belligerent	  
maintenance	  of	  strong	  armed	  forces.”	  Oxford	  says	  it	  is	  “reliance	  on	  
military	  strength	  and	  methods.”	  The	  Houghton	  Mifflin	  Canadian	  



Dictionary	  goes	  even	  further:	  It	  is	  “the	  glorification	  of	  the	  ideals	  of	  a	  
professional	  military	  class”	  and	  “the	  predominance	  of	  the	  military	  in	  the	  
administration	  or	  policy	  of	  the	  state.”….	  Bill	  Robinson	  and	  Steve	  Staples	  
of	  the	  Rideau	  Institute	  found	  that	  Canada’s	  military	  spending	  will	  reach	  
$18.24	  billion	  in	  the	  current	  year	  [2008],	  an	  increase	  of	  9%	  over	  the	  
previous	  year.	  After	  the	  next	  two	  years	  of	  planned	  increases,	  it	  will	  be	  
37%	  higher	  than	  it	  was	  in	  2000-‐2001.	  
—Monitor,	  “With	  militarism	  being	  so	  destructive,	  why	  is	  it	  so	  popular?”;	  
CCPA,	  Murray	  Thomson,	  July/August	  2008,	  p.	  38	  
	  

	   Harper	  has	  claimed	  progress	  in	  the	  war	  in	  Afghanistan;	  not	  according	  to	  the	  

American	  military:	  

Stephen	  Harper’s	  government	  and	  Canada’s	  military	  leaders	  insist	  
progress	  is	  being	  made	  in	  Afghanistan,	  but	  this	  view	  is	  not	  shared	  by	  U.S.	  
and	  British	  military	  commanders.	  The	  U.S.	  Government	  Accountability	  
Office	  reported	  in	  June	  2008	  that	  the	  Afghan	  Army	  cannot	  operate	  
without	  the	  support	  of	  NATO.	  Only	  52	  of	  433	  units	  of	  the	  Afghan	  National	  
Police	  are	  capable	  of	  being	  deployed.	  There	  are	  widespread	  reports	  that	  
over	  40%	  of	  all	  economic	  assistance	  funds	  disappear	  within	  the	  system.	  
NATO	  governments,	  mindful	  of	  their	  own	  public	  opinion,	  are	  refusing	  to	  
send	  additional	  armed	  forces	  to	  Afghanistan.	  
—The	  Harper	  Record,	  “Peace	  and	  Democracy	  for	  Afghanistan,”	  pdf,	  CCPA,	  
John	  W.	  Warnock,	  September	  22.	  2008,	  p.241	  
	  

	   Canada’s	  war	  in	  Afghanistan	  is	  mere	  colonial	  occupation	  and	  oppression:	  It	  is	  

immoral.	  

Perhaps	  most	  profound	  of	  all,	  the	  conflict’s	  “war	  on	  terror”	  rationale	  is	  
being	  used	  to	  justify	  massive	  increases	  in	  military	  spending,	  completely	  
distorting	  the	  role	  of	  government	  and	  the	  spending	  priorities	  of	  
Canadians…	  [T]he	  military’s	  role	  in	  Canadian	  politics	  and	  culture	  is	  being	  
rapidly	  Americanized,	  with	  military	  spokesmen	  openly	  promoting	  their	  
war-‐fighting	  role	  and	  taking	  part	  in	  cultural	  events,	  and	  with	  the	  media	  
(most	  notably	  the	  CBC	  [Please	  see	  “CBC	  biased?	  Say	  it	  ain’t	  so!”,	  Rolf	  
Auer])	  promoting	  this	  new	  expansive	  role.	  It	  is	  hard	  to	  imagine	  a	  less	  
honourable	  “mission”	  on	  which	  to	  base	  such	  fundamental	  changes	  to	  the	  
country.	  (my	  italics)	  There	  are	  no	  longer	  any	  secrets	  about	  the	  Afghan	  
conflict,	  nor	  about	  Canada’s	  continuing	  role	  in	  it.	  It	  is	  an	  increasingly	  
brutal	  occupation,	  unwinnable	  in	  any	  foreseeable	  circumstances.	  
—Monitor,	  “War-‐fighting	  role	  in	  Afghanistan	  betrays	  Canadian	  values,”	  
CCPA,	  Murray	  Dobbin,	  September	  2008,	  p.	  12	  
	  



There	  is	  nothing	  heroic	  about	  the	  Afghan	  war,	  an	  illegal	  imperialist	  war	  
of	  invasion	  and	  occupation.	  Insisting	  it	  is	  the	  equivalent	  of	  Canada’s	  role	  
in	  World	  War	  II	  and	  many	  UN	  peacekeeping	  missions	  is	  reprehensible.	  
Our	  troops,	  acting	  on	  behalf	  of	  our	  government,	  are	  among	  the	  invaders	  
and	  occupiers	  as	  members	  of	  the	  U.S.-‐led	  NATO	  coalition.	  Our	  young	  men	  
and	  women	  are	  dying	  to	  protect	  a	  U.S.	  puppet	  regime	  comprised	  of	  
gangsters,	  warlords,	  and	  drug	  traffickers.	  It	  is	  not	  worth	  one	  drop	  of	  
Canadian	  blood….	  [C]ontinuing	  efforts	  to	  turn	  this	  into	  a	  heroic	  battle	  
will	  fail.	  Many	  Canadians	  are	  ashamed	  of	  Canada’s	  role	  in	  this	  dirty,	  
savage	  war	  which	  pits	  the	  random	  techno-‐barbarism	  of	  advanced	  
warfare	  against	  a	  poorly	  armed	  resistance.	  For	  this	  the	  blame	  lies	  with	  
the	  Harper	  government	  and	  our	  spineless	  Parliament,	  not	  our	  troops	  
carrying	  out	  their	  orders.	  
—Monitor,	  “Academic	  dissenters	  targets	  of	  pit-‐bull	  attack	  politics,”	  CCPA,	  
J.F.	  Conway,	  June	  2010,	  p.	  44	  
	  

	   Canada	  even	  has	  its	  own	  “secret	  trial”	  detention	  centre,	  a	  direct	  violation	  of	  

human	  rights.	  

On January 26, 2007, secret trial detainee Mahmoud Jaballah, then on day 52 
of a punishing hunger strike at the “Guantanamo North” detention facility in 
Kingston, Ontario, called the office of the Campaign to Stop Secret Trials in 
Canada. “I just saw Stockwell Day,” Jaballah’s weak voice reported, adding 
that the Minister of Public Safety and Emergency Preparedness had pulled 
aside a curtain to Jaballah’s cell door, peeked in, and quickly bolted. The 
other detainees reported the same quick peek-a-boo…. Jaballah was being 
held on a “security certificate,” a measure by which the Canadian 
government can indefinitely detain without charge refugees and permanent 
residents, all based on secret allegations neither they nor their lawyers are 
allowed to see…. (my italics) Some commentators subsequently argued that 
security certificates required only a bit of tinkering to bring them in line with 
the Charter, but most opponents insisted that nothing short of abolition could 
serve the best ends of justice. They also argued that the certificates represent 
the thin edge of a wedge constituting a major assault on the human rights of 
targeted communities — “enemies du jour” who, for the past decade or so, 
have largely been Arab Muslims, First Nations activists, and anti-
globalization organizers. (my italics) All are named in reports by Canada’s 
spy agency, the Canadian Security Intelligence Service (CSIS), as if they 
were the cesspools within which alleged national security threats germinated. 
—The Harper Record, “Canada’s Secret-Trial Detentions”, pdf, CCPA, 
Matthew Behrens, p.187-8, September 22. 2008 
 

 Allegations of torture related to Canada’s involvement in Afghanistan became 

public. 



On November 18, 2009, Canadian diplomat Richard Colvin told a special 
House of Commons committee that Afghan prisoners transferred by Canadian 
Forces to local authorities in Kandahar were “likely all tortured.” Colvin was 
the second highest-ranking Canadian diplomat in Afghanistan in 2006-2007 
and is now an intelligence officer with the Canadian embassy in Washington, 
D.C. “According to our information,” he said, “the likelihood is that all the 
Afghans we handed over were tortured… For interrogators in Kandahar, it 
was standard operating procedure.” The torture included the use of electricity, 
extreme temperatures, knives, open flames, and sexual abuse. “Our detainee 
practices (were) un-Canadian, counterproductive, and probably illegal,” 
Colvin declared. Colvin added that his repeated attempts to raise concerns 
about this torture of Afghan prisoners with senior military and government 
officials in Ottawa were first ignored and then suppressed by them…. “In 
practice,” said Colvin, ”the information was being concealed from the 
Canadian public.” Senior Canadian forces and government officials were told 
about the torture as early as May 2006. They ignored these warnings for a 
year until newspaper reports exposed the torture allegations. After that, 
according to Colvin, diplomats were told by their superiors in Ottawa not to 
keep written records of any discussions about torture. (my italics) Colvin said 
that Canada took far more prisoners than other NATO forces in Afghanistan, 
“many of them innocent people”…. Ujjal Dosanjh, the Liberal Party’s 
defence critic, said knowledge of prisoner abuse went all the way up to 
Stephen Harper’s office. “Torture is a war crime,” he emphasized. “The fact 
that this government has engaged in a massive cover-up [by] the highest 
officials. The Deputy Prime Minister and the Prime Minister’s own national 
security advisor knew of the allegations of torture, knew of the cover-up.” 
—Monitor, “Canada’s Afghanistan ‘mission’ cripples democracy at home,” 
CCPA, Asad Ismi, February 2010, p. 38 
 

 When Colvin’s testimony became common knowledge, the government’s 

response wasn’t to acknowledge that serious human rights violations had taken place. 

Instead: 

When Richard Colvin’s testimony became public in November [2009], 
government ministers and other senior officials responded by trying to attack 
his integrity and credibility. 
—Monitor, “Canada’s complicity in torture since 2002 must be ended,” 
CCPA, Alex Neve, April 2010, p. 32 
 

 (Please see “Harper Government Stifles Freedom of Speech,” Rolf Auer. This 

pattern of the Harper government’s oppression of freedom of expression has continued 

right through the election campaign. On April 3, 2011, a young woman tried to attend a 



Harper rally and was ejected for having a Facebook picture showing her with Liberal 

Leader Michael Ignatieff. (What the hell was this? We’re free people in a democracy. 

This belongs more to something like George Orwell’s 1 9 8 4.)) 

A handful of incidents in which party operatives have asked people to leave 
rallies – based on checks of Facebook pages and bumper stickers – have 
fuelled opposition criticism that Mr. Harper is campaigning in an 
overprotected bubble defended by partisans. The Tories play down the 
incidents as aberrations, and argue that Canadian voters care little about 
such “process” stories. (My italics)…. “I just think when you get into a 
situation where people can’t come to a public meeting in Canada and get 
thrown out by … two heavies because they have a Facebook friend from 
another party, you’re in a bad place. You’re in a very bad place. You’re in an 
un-Canadian place,” said Mr. Ignatieff. 
—The Globe and Mail, “Conservative tactics keep campaign off Main Street, 
on script,” Steven Chase, Tamara Baluja, and Jane Taber, April 6, 2011 
 
Mr. Ignatieff wasted no time calling out Mr. Harper for his campaign’s 
treatment of a young woman who tried to attend a Conservative rally in 
London but was thrown out by “two big goons” because she has Liberal 
friends on Facebook. “This is an amazing story. This is a 19-year-old girl 
who wants to go to a public meeting,” he said, adding that she showed up, 
was put through an identity check and then sat down. “Before the Prime 
Minister gets there, two big goons from the Conservative Party come and take 
her outside and they say you cannot come to the meeting because you have 
friends, Liberal friends.” Mr. Ignatieff asked if that was “Canadian,” 
“democratic” or showing “respect for what is best about the country?” “This 
little story I am telling you about tells everything you need to know about 
Stephen Harper’s approach to politics,” Mr. Ignatieff said. 
—The Globe and Mail, “Turn the page on Harper and his ‘goons’: Ignatieff,” 
Jane Taber, April 5, 2011 
 
The screening controversy also drew criticism from Harper’s outspoken 
former chief of staff and campaign manager, Tom Flanagan…. “But rallies 
are supposed to be for the public. I would think you’d want to let anybody in. 
If somebody misbehaves, maybe they have to be dealt with, but that’s a 
different issue. So, you know, I really don’t understand the screening. I can’t 
defend it.” 
—CBC News, “Harper campaign screening ‘un-Canadian’: Ignatieff,”  
April 5, 2011 
 

 (The previous recounting of excerpts of news reports showing censorship and 

Facebook stalking are just extensions of a pattern of Harper government suppressions of 



freedom of speech, which were written up in my aforementioned article. One could 

speculate as to the reasons why these was done: perhaps the Tories are trying to 

discourage the youth and student voters (and others) from participating (Please see “Why 

Students Should Get Involved In The Election,” Rolf Auer), or perhaps the Tories are 

trying to discourage voters in general from turning up, because a low voter turnout is to 

the Tories’ advantage. (The Georgia Straight, “Stephen Harper’s secret weapon: low 

voter turnout,” Charlie Smith, April  3, 2011)) 

 The real story here is Canada’s illegal presence in Afghanistan. A majority of 

Canadians don’t want to be there (Opening Quotation #4). The longer Canada promotes 

militarism, and war abroad, the more it runs the risk of becoming a fascist state. 

Fascists exalt violence, war, and militarism as providing positive 
transformation in society, in providing spiritual renovation, education, 
instilling of a will to dominate in people's character, and creating national 
comradeship through the military service. 
—Wikipedia.org, “fascism,” April 6, 2011 
 

 Canadians do not want this. We don’t need billions of dollars spent on prisons and 

jets when the money could be better spent elsewhere. We don’t need to continue to pour 

money into an unwinnable war in an overseas country, in which we should never have 

become involved in the first place. This is not representative of true Canadian foreign 

policy. 

It’s time to take back our true democratic values, and once again set a good 

example for the world. 


