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Severd issues are emerging as centrd to the upcoming reflection on Afghanistan, the tenth in our
series of palicy didogues among North American rdief and rights NGOs. This Note frames
selected issues for purposes of discussion. It iscirculated in advance so that participants may
come prepared to share their agencies experience in the current crigs and their views of the
relevance of earlier humanitarian responses. A number of those who will participate on
November 15 come from agencies that are currently involved in the crisis or are in the process
of determining whether to become so.

Given the shortness of the time available, we will begin our day by prioritizing the issues to be
discussed from among those identified below. Other suggestions are welcome as well.
Attached are the eectronic files of a dozen recent NGO statements, editorid comment, and
andysis as additiond background for the discussion.

Hisorica background

Asthe Afghanistan crids has evolved, it has assumed monumenta and even intimidating
proportions. A UN spokesperson recently described the situation as “the most serious
complex emergency in theworld — ever.” The magnitude of the crids, or at least of its
coverage, have pushed other humanitarian emergencies to the margins of the agendas of policy-
makers and the public.

In redlity, the Afghanistan crigsis neither unprecedented nor unexpected. The challenges of
humanitarian access and of assstance and protection of civilian populations are familiar ones,
and the actors seeking to meet them aso form awell-known cast of characters: UN and
bilatera aid organizations, NGOs and the Red Cross and Red Crescent movement, and outside
military forces.

The humeanitarian chalenges of the crigs, in kegping with the dilemmeas of other complex politica
emergencies, have their roots in the history and culture of the region. The humanitarian actors,
too, bring with them their own historica and contemporary baggage. Earlier periods of
involvement include the Cold War era, particularly the years beginning in 1979 with the Soviet
invason and occupation, the post- Cold War era of the Nineties, and now, following September
11, 2001, what some are calling “the New Cold War.”



Reviewing activitiesin the Nineties, a Humanitarianism and War Project sudy by Antonio
Donini, currently a senior UN officid coordinating UN efforts in the region, noted that “the roots
of the humanitarian assistance programs in Afghanistan are planted firmly in the Cold War
context. ... The drictures of superpower rivary [madeit] out of the question for UN
development or relief agencesto work officdly in mujahidin-controlled areas. At the time, the
only agency to work quietly and officialy on both sides was the ICRC, which carried out its
traditiond medica and protection activities. NGOs had afreer hand, however. ... The double
absence of UN agencies and of NGOs with impeccable rdlief or development credentidswas a
digtinguishing feature of the beginnings of the cross-border effort.”

Over time, the H&W study continued, there developed “a flourishing cottage industry of cross-
border programs implemented by a bewildering number of NGOs financed by a maze of
bilaterd grants from donor countries [and of contracts with UN agencies].” Most NGO
activities “were carried out under avell of secrecy both for security reasons and because it was
technically illegd to crossthe border. ... The competing political agendas of the mujahidin
parties resulted in competing pressures on humanitarian programs. Assstance, even if it was
labeled humanitarian, often supported the military effort of the mujahidin and was provided to or
through military fronts. ... One observer estimated that ‘less than haf of the overdl assstance
designated for Afghanistan is believed to have gotten through to the intended recipients’” [A
more extended excerpt from Donini’s sudy is found among the attachments.]

A just-released study commissioned by the UN’s Strategic Monitoring Unit for Afghanistan and
written by Mark Duffield, Petricia Gossman, and Nicholas Leader underscores the politicization
of earlier activities. “The era of cross-border aid to Afghanistan during the 1980s and early
1990s ... was atime when externd assstance was blatantly partisan.” Following the emergence
of the Tdiban in the mid-1990s, the study observes, donor agencies becameincreasingly
conditiond in their gpproach to providing assstance, specifying multiple objectives that it would
have to serve and redtrictive terms under which it would be provided. This paliticization of aid
created tenson with aid organizations and with humanitarian principles, which require that
emergency assstance be provided without extraneous political agendas. The three andysts
view the now- accepted description of Afghanistan as a“failed state” asalabd of convenience
used to judtify gpproaching such aid as a“tool for conflict resolution, socid reconstruction and
behavioura change.”

The past two decades of activities by humanitarian organizations in and around Afghanistan
provide the backdrop for current NGO decisions about the nature and extent of their
involvement. In addition to identifying lessons learned from previous work in the region, the
experiences of responding to other recent crises e sewhere may aso be relevant. The clearest
pardlesto the Afghanistan Stuation may be with the Stuationsin northern Irag in 1991 ff. and in
Kosovo in 1999 ff.  There, too, alargely Western humanitarian apparatus was engaged in high
profile activities among predominantly Mudim populations.  The work was funded by
governments that were belligerentsin the conflicts and that dso provided humanitarian
assigtance through their own troops as well as through private agencies. Other vexing issuesin



Iraq and Kosovo that resonate with the Afghanistan scene include medium-term reconstruction
and the upstaging of serious humanitarian challenges e sewhere in the world.

Session 1: The Political Context

Humanitarian activities are taking place within the context of the broader internationd effort to
identify and diminate terrorist groups harbored by the Taiban authorities. The anti-terrorism
effort has unusualy wide political support, both in the United States and among other nations.
UN resolutions on the subject have had the support of dl five of the permanent members of the
Security Council and virtualy dl of the members of the Generd Assembly.

Within the prevailing political context, humanitarian objectives loom large. Humanitarian efforts
represent avisible way of demondirating that the anti-terrorism initiative is not an atack against
the people of Afghanistan. Aid efforts are being pressed to assist people in Stu in an atempt to
reduce the destabilizing effect of large- scae outmigration to neighboring countries, many of
which have closed their borders to Afghan refugees. Conversdly, however, amagjor
humanitarian catastrophe would undercut the broader political objectives of the anti-terrorism
initiative.

Reflecting the widening suffering and displacement caused by the bombing and the problems
that the warfare has created for aid actors, criticism of the current political-military strategy has
increased among humanitarian organizations, commentators, and the population in the region.
“A reversa of American policy is necessary,” wrote Jonathan Schell in the current issue of The
Nation. “At present, political gods have been treated as a footnote to military gods ... and
humanitarian goals have been treated as afootnote to political goas. ... Thispolicy must be
stood precisely onitshead.” Responding to this criticiam, the adminigtration has resffirmed thet
the military campaign will continue until its objectives are achieved.

NGOs are of severa minds about the prevailing political context. Some are comfortable with
(or a least resgned to) working within it, acknowledging that the aid funds available to them
and the humanitarian gpace within which they function reflect internationd political givens.
Those political redlities are conveyed by the comment of Professor Graham Allison of Harvard,
“American policy makers must not think of the humanitarian campaign as an afterthought or
charity work. It should be regarded as a genuine second front.”

By contrast, other NGOs and the ICRC are keeping their distance. Some have opted not to
seek or accept U.S. government funds for humanitarian activities in the region. Some are
accepting such funds but using them — for the moment, at least — only among refugees outsde
the country. Some are relying on private donations, which come with fewer grings. Some are
open to using funds provided by the UN or other governments, dthough the UN system and its
humanitarian organizations are facing some of the same strategic issues rdative to the anti-
terrorigm initiative.



Anaysts have aso noted that within the broader initiative, the politica objectives and strategies
of U.S. policy are evolving asthe crigs proceeds. The origind goa of disabling Osamabin
Laden and his network has been broadened to include ousting the Tdiban government that
harbors him. Earlier reservations about multilateral approaches to international problem-solving
have eased, as has earlier resstance to U.S. involvement in nation-building. The United Nations
is now expected to play amgor role in eventud recongtruction work, athough it is expressng
some reluctance about the terms of its engagement.

The task faced by NGOs of positioning themselvesin relation to the broader political context
involves various dilemmas. Those who participate, or are viewed as participating, under the
umbrdlaof the anti-terrorism initiative take certain risks. As Ed Schenkenberg of the
Internationa Council of Voluntary Agencies has observed, “during the days and weeks to
come, palitical grounds and humanitarian goas will totaly interfere with each other. Those who
wish to provide aid in Afghanistan under American management will have to put asde the
principles of independence and impartidity.” Those who choose not to participate, however,
arein aweaker pogtion, a least for the moment, when it comes to meeting their humanitarian
mandates.

Discussion questions: How does your agency view its activities in relation to the broader
politica context framed by the anti-terrorism initiative? To what extent does your postioning of
your agency reflect your experience in other emergencies, particularly in northern Iraq and
Kosovo? What safeguards, if any, do you see as available to protect the humanitarian
principles of neutrdity, impartidity, and independence? To what extent can the prevailing
politica framework be expected to support and protect the welfare of the Afghan peoplein the
short and longer term?

Session 2: Operationa |ssues

Many chalenges confront NGOs wishing to make a programmetic contribution to Afghan
assistance and protection activities. Included are the following:

Q) Given the voldtile nature of the Stuation on the ground, operationd agencies need to
plan for various possible scenarios. Variables include how long the bombing continues, how
long the Tdiban remainsin power, and what configuration of post- Tdiban polity emerges.
Contingency plans may aso need to take into account the possible failure of U.S. policy
objectives or adelay in their redization. The eventud roles of the United Nations at various
stages in peace negotiations and reconstruction processes, themsdves il being darified, dso
need to be anticipated.

What are the mgor scenarios and what would be your course of action in each? What
expertiseisavallable to NGOs for identifying and sdlecting among the options? Would it make



sense to think in terms of (8) the current period during which the Taliban and Northern Alliance
are fighting, and (b) a period of nationa recongtruction with a codition government to follow?

Should NGOs content themselves for the time being with concentrating work outside of
Afghanigan, and if soin which countries? To what extent do agencies working in refugee
camps need to be concerned about these being used as staging areas for anti- Taiban forces?
Should NGOs seek at the earliest possible moment to work within the borders of Afghanistan?
What congtraints may be expected in doing so? Would a strategy make sense that involved
working within Afghanistan in specific areasin which the conflict is limited or the authorities
more cooperative?

2 How will NGOs reach decisions about the sectora areas in which to mount activities?
Are you comfortable with the current emphasis on food shortages and food ad, or do you give
credence to the view expressed by some that health sector problems are probably more
implicated in the incidence of mortdity than are nutritiona shortfdls?

Do you see adanger that, as in other crises, protection needs will be shortchanged in the rush to
provide emergency assstance? To what extent can aid agencies gpproach their programming of
assistance with an eye to proceeding in ways that provide physical presence and protection to
vulnerable populations? What kinds of collaboration do rights groups envison with aid
agencies?

As more and more NGOs gear up for eventua operationd involvement, to what extent do you
envision adanger of replicating the pandemonium among agencies that developed and
undermined efforts in Goma and Prigtina? |syour agency prepared to “Sit out” this particular
crigsintheinterest of amore rationd divison of NGO labor on the ground? Are you exploring
geographica and sectord niches not sought out by others? What are the risksinvolved in not
becoming directly operationa? Are there other options to achieving a better divison of labor
and improved coordination among various agencies?

3 NGOs seeking to become active in the crisis face issues related to the security of
expdriate gaff, not only within Afghanistan but dso in neighboring countries. What are the
gppropriate ground rules for reaching decisions about security matters? Are US NGOs
prepared to live within the strictures laid down by the U.S. government as regards U.S.
nationals underwritten by its grants and, for those cooperating with the United Nations, within
the decisons of the UN’s security apparatus (UNSECOORD)? In earlier circumstances, some
NGOs have fdt that such decisions were too risk-averse and aso infiltrated with politica
considerations.

4 If US NGOs have within Afghanistan either loca counterpart organizations or loca
daffs of their own pre-existing programs, what should be the terms of their utilization? Should
U.S. NGOs supply information requested by U.S. authorities about how many nationa
employeesremain on their payrolls and what capacity they have to continue to function? To



what extent should programs be mounted without direct expatriate oversght? What should be
the ground rules for engagement and disengagement involving loca organizations and personnel?

) Western NGOs, particularly U.S.-based agencies and, even more o, faith-based
groups, would be entering a setting in which humanitarian need is caused, at least in part, by an
anti-terrorism initiative perceived as anti-Mudim in nature. What bearing should the religious
sengtivities involved have on the profile, gaffing, and activities of USNGOs? Isthisan
occasion in which U.S. agencies should particularly seek to work through counterparts?

(6) Mudim NGOs in some numbers are active in the region. They have varying mixtures of
humanitarian and political motivations and activities and are infused to different degrees with
religious objectives. Some have internationa links; others are primarily local. Severa such
NGOs based in North America have had their assets seized by the U.S. and Canadian
governments. Pakistan has reportedly expelled expatriate staffs of severd agenciesidentified as
sympathetic to the Taliban. One UN organization has come under pressure regarding its funding
of Mudim NGOs. Hezballah, widdy identified in the West as aterrorist organization, operates
large welfare programs in Lebanon from which many people benefit and has consderable
politica legitimacy in its own context, holding severa seatsin the Lebanese parliament.

What kinds of standards may be devised to guide examination of the work of Mudim NGOs?
What precautions may be taken to avoid negative impacts on the broader task of building local
cgpacity through humanitarian action?

@) Truth issaid to be thefirgt casudty of every war, and indeed there are difficultiesin the
current conflict in monitoring the evolving Stuation on the ground. Bedligerentsin the conflict,
including the U.S--1ed codition, naturaly seek to put their own spin on military developments,
The assumption in some quarters gppears to be that in the absence of internationad humanitarian
personnd on the ground within Afghanistan, information about the humanitarian Stuation is

equally murky, partia, and even suspect.

Y et the presence of sgnificant numbers of indigenous humanitarian personne, supported by
outside resources, may give the humanitarian enterprise something of an advantage in the
compilation and dissemination of red-time information. One consortium of faith-based
agencies, for example, is connected with some 2,000 Afghan aid personnd in al parts of the
country. The accounts of such personnel may be closer to the action even than some of those
compiled by other humanitarian groups, certainly those of bilateral donors and perhaps aso
those of the UN’s own agencies.

What sources of information are available to your own agency? How reiable do you find these
to be? Areyou pursuing any drategy of seeking to develop your own data on the humanitarian
stuation? What would the dements of such a strategy involve?



(8 Looking beyond the current emergency, the chalenges of recongruction will be huge. In
the agriculture sector, for example, the FAO paints ableak picture. “A decade-long destructive
war with the Soviet Union and the subsequent civil strife for nearly 13 years have devastated
infragtructure in agriculture and other sectors of Afghanistan’s economy. The irrigation systems
arein complete ruin, while agriculturd services are virtudly non-exisent and farmers have little
access to necessary agricultura input supplied. Thousands of hectares of prime agricultura land
have been taken out of production due mainly to lack of irrigation and the presence of millions
of land mines. ... During the past three years, the country has witnessed a devastating drought
which compounded the impact of years of conflict and brought alarge section of the population
to the brink of starvation.”

A number of NGO statements have underscored the involvement of NGOs in one sector or
another in Afghanistan in the years preceding 2001 and their commitment to see the task
through after the current emergency ispast. Severd have called on policy-makers to commit
themselves to providing resources and the necessary political will over the longer haul. “After
the War, Rebuild aNation. If ItisaNation,” reads one recent andysisin the New Y ork
Times

The internationa community has a poor track record in staying the course once the emergency
phase of aconflict ispast. In Centrd America, the politicaly driven timetable for the withdrawa
of UN peacekeepers forced the pace of the work of the UN’ s devel opment agencies. In
Bosnia, internationa efforts continue to nurture the multi-ethnic polity and society envisoned by
the Dayton Accords, but the going is dow and the thregt of reduced internationd involvement
ever-present. Some NGOs have found that reconstruction requires different “ skill sets” from
those essential to emergency responses. The development of democratic indtitutions in settings
where there were none presents a formidable chalenge.

What isyour agency’s view of the recongtruction challenge and of your own role?

9 To what extent should U.S. NGOs cooperate with U.S. troops and related military
forces? While it seems unlikely for the moment that ground forces will tackle civic action
activities, asin the Irag and Kosovo crises, it is concelvable that once the bombing has stopped,
arange of rdief and recongtruction activities may be thrust upon or sought by the military.

Building on the experience of earlier crises, the mechanisms now seem to be in place for good
communication between humanitarian and military ingtitutions. Mgor aid agencies have
stationed people a the headquarters of the U.S. Centrd Command in Tampa. One of the fruits
of such collaboration isthe initiative by InterAction to inform target plannersin the military of the
routes and timing of humanitarian convoys into Afghanistan being organized by its member
agencies “ so that pilots can be instructed not to attack them.”

Graham Allison has expressed the view that “ An effective humanitarian mission in the context of
an ongoing military operation requires aleve of cooperation between the US military, the UN



relief organizations, and their nongovernmenta organization partners that can be achieved only
by maximum effort from dl parties. Operation Provide Comfort [in Northern Irag] was
explicitly directed to provide a seamless transfer of responsibility to nongovernmentd
organizations once security had stabilized.” Does your agency agree with Allison’sview? What
kind of expertise and resource commitments do you envison making to the collaborative
process?

Discusson questions: Which of these questions do you see as most pivotd for your agency and
how do you propose to ded with them? (As noted above, we will seek to identify for
discussion only those that are viewed as mogt critical.) Do you envision any particularly cregtive
programming options?

Sesson 3: Advocacy

Theterrorist acts of Sept. 11 were so heinous and had such magor humanitarian impactsin the
United States itsdlf as to require a clear and definitive response. Debate has revolved about the
nature of that response: how concerted and multilaterd, how its military and politica/diplometic
components should be balanced, how deliberate and measured or, dternatively, how
preemptive and swift it should be.

Some NGOs have expressed the view that in the initial weeks of public debate, there waslittle
gpace within which to present dternatives, or that elaborating such aternatives was beyond their
own competence. Pleasad that the administration waited a month before launching military
action, some agencies were reluctant to criticize such action once it was launched.

Now that the bombing is proceeding, debate about the appropriateness of the strategy chosen
to the ends sought is beginning to take place. Even now, however, some humanitarian
organizations fed themselves on shaky ground, wishing to avoid the perception of hand-wringing
and second-guessing in circumstances with admittedly few viable options.

Some agencies believe tha the bombing isill-advised and should be hated. On October 12, in
the first week of the military campaign, UN Human Rights Commissioner Mary Robinson
warned of the negative impacts of the bombing on assstance activities. On October 15, the
UN Human Rights Commission’s specia rapporteur on the right to food condemned food
drops by the military as* catastrophic for humanitarian ad, for dl the extraordinary work that
UN agencies and the [ICRC] and [MSF] aredoing.” On October 17, Oxfam Internationa and
5 other agencies urged that the bombing “be suspended to dlow food to be ddivered in safety
and at suffident quantities to sustain people through winter.”

In recent weeks, human rights groups have criticized the human rights records of both the
Northern Alliance and the Tdiban and have identified as amgor problem “uncontrolled
weapons flows,” past and present, from countries such as Pakistan, China, Iran, the Russan
Federation, and Centrd Asian states to one side or the other. While the Tdiban' s rights record



was no secret, atention to Northern Alliance practices made that faction less desirable as
partnersin an uncritica military dliance with the United States. Rights groups have been joined
by humanitarian agenciesin flagging the problem of anti- personnel mines, among which some of
the humanitarian dally ration (HDR) ardrops have fdlen.

InterAction has pressed a number of policy recommendationsin letters to President Bush and
discussonswith USand UN officids. (See etachments) At amonthly meeting of InterAction
with OFDA and the State Department’ s Bureau of Population, Refugees, and Migration, one
NGO suggested that the U.S. government aid officias be represented whenever the
adminigtration was making key decisons. That had not been done, the NGO observed, in the
Iraq conflict.

A number of individud NGOs have darified ther views and made recommendations to policy-
makers and the public on issues of humanitarian principle and operations. Some have
addressed the broader concerns related to the anti-terrorism initiative; others have focused
more narrowly on the humanitarian sector. (See attached statements.)

At the same time, other humanitarian organizations have refrained from commenting on the
gopropriateness of the bombing or on the broader question of the legitimacy of thewar. In
keeping with past practice, notes one review, Amnesty Internationa “has refused to advocate
or oppose military action under any circumstances, whether or not that intervention isaimed at
preventing human rights abuses.” While the ICRC, which sustained two direct hitson its
premisesin Afghanistan, has noted the impacts of the bombing on civilian populations, it has not
cdled for ahdt in the bombing.

On the broader issue of encouraging the use of force in support of internationa peace and
security, few aid agencies “have developed indtitutional poditions on the mordity of the use of
force” reports the Internationa Council on Human Rights Policy. “Like human rights
organisations, they have taken positions case by case -- or avoided taking a position on the
groundsthat it is not appropriate for them to do so. Humanitarianism is not a pacifist ideology
(though some pacifist organisations do provide humanitarian aid and assstance). [However,]
based on their direct experience in societies like Somalia, Rwanda and Kosovo, many relief
workers are skeptica that military action can produce a just or sustained peace.”

There may a0 be the need for advocacy regarding the consequences of adiminished lack of
attention to other humanitarian crises elsewhere. Aid groups are dreedy transferring sgnificant
numbers of seasoned gaff to the region. Human rights groups have cautioned againg afdling
off of concern about human rights in Chechnya, reflecting the importance of Russato the anti-
terrorism codition. Some observers have suggested that NGOs carefully wetch for any
identifiable humanitarian consequences on internationd activities and strategize regarding what
steps might be taken to avoid negetive falout on assistance and protection objectives resulting
from the percelved reduction in the importance of other crises.



Discusson questions. What is, or should be, the content of your agency’ s advocacy regarding
the Afghanistan criss? What is the process by which you reach decisions on such matters? To
what extent do you take into account the views of other NGOs? Given the divergence of views
that exist among NGOs on the issues involved, is there a serious downside to such advocacy
efforts? What additiond mechanisms might be put in place to facilitate a vetting of views and
drategiesin the advocacy area?

What is the relationship between your advocacy and your operationa programs? Do you
believe that it is gopropriate to mount humanitarian activities as discussed in Sesson 2 without

addressing the broader politica issuesidentified in Sesson 1? Conversdly, are the politica
congtraints so serious that as to delay or circumscribe your operationd involvement?

This Note was prepared by Larry Minear, with assstance from Humanitarianism and War
Project consultants Thomas G. Welss and Greg Hansen.

November 1, 2001

[ The attachments listed below are provided in a separate file]
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Attachments

Canadian NGO statement of September 26 highlighting the need for protection of civilians and
the work of the 10 signatory agenciesin and around Afghanigtan.

A Statement by 18 international NGOs, October 5, “Working to solve the crisisin
Afghanigan.”

MSF Statement of October 9 opposing US air drops of HDRs and regjecting linkages between
military and humanitarian action.

Care International, October 9, “Humanitarian Agendafor Afghanistan: A Care Internationd
Policy Paper.”

USCR Statement of October 10, giving qualified support for US airdrops of food.
InterAction letter to President Bush, October 1, 2001.

Two excerpts from Antonio Donini, The Policies of Mercy: UN Coordination in Afghanistan,
Mozambique, and Rwanda (Providence, RI: Watson Indtitute, 1996).

Graham T. Allison, “Bombing Afghanistan with Food: War's Second Front,” The Boston
Globe, October 14, 2001.

Edward Girardet, “US, beware the consequences in Afghanistan,” Chrigtian Science Monitor,
October 22, 2001.

Greg Hansen, “War could make the terrorist threat worse,” Christian Science Monitor,
September 24, 2001.

Larry Minear, “Our Do-Gooder Ddusionsin Afghanistan Arein for aShock,” Los Angeles
Times, October 9, 2001

Larry Minear, “ Recongruction in Afghanistan,” Chrigtianity and Crigs, Vol. 48, No. 13,
Setpember 26, 1988, pp. 318-321.

David M. Shribman, “Campaign may portend a new Cold War,” The Boston Globe, Oct. 23,
2001.
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Other relevant resources [not attached]

Larry Minear, U.B.P. Chdliah, Jeff Crisp, John Mackinlay, and Thomas G. Weiss, United
Nations Coordination of the International Humanitarian Response to the Gulf Criss 1990-1992
(Providence, RI: Watson Indtitute, 1992).

Antonio Donini, The Policies of Mercy: UN Coordination in Afghanistan, Mozambique, and
Rwanda (Providence, RI: Watson Ingdtitute, 1996).

Larry Minear, Ted van Baarda, and Marc Sommers, NATO and Humanitarian Action in the
Kosovo Criss, (Providence, RI: Watson Institute, 2000).

[ The previous three publications may be downloaded in their entirdly from the Humanitarianism
and War Project’ s webdite at hwproject.tufts.edu]

Mark Duffield, Patricia Gossman, and Nicholas Leader, “Review of the Strategic Framework
for Afghanistan” (UN Strategic Monitoring Unit: Idamabad, Pakistan, 2001).

Specid Section on Afghanigtan, Humanitarian Exchange Issue 19, (London: Humanitarian
Practice Network, September 2001).

12



