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The Delegation of members of the Afghan Parliament to Brussels was led by Mr Salih 
Mohammad Saljoqi, Member for Herat Province, Secretary of the Lower House of the Afghan 
Parliament, the Wolesi Jirga. He was accompanied by eight other members of the Parliament and 
by five officials including Mr Ghulam Hassan Gran, Secretary General of the Wolesi Jirga.  
 
The purpose of the delegation’s visit was to organise the third European Parliament–Wolesi Jirga 
interparliamentary meeting. Relations between the European Parliament (EP) and the Afghan 
Parliament (National Assembly) were established fairly recently. The European Parliament's 
Delegation for relations with Afghanistan was created in 2007. The first interparliamentary 
meeting took place in November 2007 in Brussels, with the second being held at the end of April 
2008 in Kabul. Prior to the delegation being created, EP relations with Afghanistan had been 
sporadic: an EP ad-hoc delegation visited Afghanistan on 14-19 July 2006, an EP election 
observation mission was there for the Afghan elections in September 2005 and an Afghan 
delegation, led by Mr Muhammad Yunus Qanoni, President of the Wolesi Jirga, visited 
Strasbourg on 11-13 December 2006. 
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First meeting with members of the Delegation for relations with Afghanistan 
 
The meeting opened with Mr Morillon1, Delegation vice-chair, presiding. 
 
The Chair welcomed the Wolesi Jirga Delegation and stressed the importance of the 
forthcoming deadlines for relations between the EU and Afghanistan. 
 
The meeting then continued with a session with the chairs of EP Delegations to countries and 
regions bordering Afghanistan. 
 
As far as the Islamic Republic of Iran was concerned, the chair of the Delegation to Iran, Ms 
Beer, emphasised that the problems suffered by countries in the region were interconnected, and 
said that much was expected from the changes in US strategy announced by President Obama. 
NATO countries should not neglect their responsibilities in respect of security, democracy and 
the effective use of aid to Afghanistan.  
 
Afghan MPs spoke of the need to stabilise Afghan society and to tackle insecurity, which was 
the major problem. Mention was made of the fact that the ISAF forces and Afghan society 
(army, police, political and social components) did not engage sufficiently in dialogue nor 
consult each other enough. Turning to the regional situation, the feeling was that ‘insecurity is 
the result of decisions taken at regional level’. There was criticism of the situation on the 
Afghan-Pakistani border in particular, and of the fact that the Afghan forces were insufficiently 
armed. 
 
The continued terrorist attacks had also led to the civilian population criticising Afghan, US and 
ISAF security forces much more strongly. These security forces had to ‘reconsider their 
strategy’: the number of civilian casualties of their actions was rising at an increasingly alarming 
rate. 
 
Worsening trends in employment were a particular problem: 90% of graduates could not find 
work, becoming then possible terrorist recruits.  
 
The Chair of the Delegation for relations with India, Ms Gill, commented that there were 
openings for cooperation between Afghanistan and the other SAARC (South Asia Association 
for Regional Cooperation) countries. 
 
The Afghan MPs drew attention to the fact that political and diplomatic pressure exerted by India 
on countries in the region (especially on Pakistan and Iran) might help stabilise the situation. 
 
Mr Mujaddadi said that ‘a real war’ was being waged against the Afghan people, a war where, 
in the end, tribal factors counted more than religion. 
 

                                                 
1 In Mr Podesta’s absence, Mr Philippe Morillon took the chair for the first meeting with members of D-AFG and 
for the meeting on ‘democracy and governance’ 
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The EU and the international community had to work more closely with the Afghan people, and 
joint bodies needed to be set up, particularly where overseeing the provision of assistance was 
concerned. 
 
Mr Kabuli said that the Afghan people were ‘tired’ after 30 years of war, but interference from 
neighbouring countries was prolonging the war. Pressure exerted by the EU and the US had not 
won anything from Iran, in particular. Iran wanted to see its regime reproduced in Kabul. Drug 
trafficking was manipulated by the secret services: Afghanistan was not a consumer country, and 
it was the secret service networks that organised exports to Iran and Europe. 
 
A debate on the presidential elections then took place: 
 
Mr Saljoqi felt it was essential that the elections take place as soon as possible: the presidential 
term of office would come to an end in May, and elections were scheduled for 20 August. The 
Afghan nation was waiting impatiently for these elections, however funding for the voting 
process was still not yet in place. 
 
Mr Nasrat stressed that voting could only take place if it was safe to do so: international 
pressure on neighbouring countries and bolstering the armed forces in border regions were 
therefore essential factors. The Afghan army needed more effective weaponry but, to ensure 
better transparency, the deployment of larger sums of money had to be supervised by an 
international joint monitoring team. 
 
Mr Majeedi said that the exact date of the elections was not important, what was important was 
ensuring that conditions were suitable: at present, a state of war existed in 22 provinces. The 
elections also had to be ‘fair, general and transparent’. 
 
Mr Sarmachar stressed that, according to the Constitution, the presidential term-of-office came 
to an end on 21 May 2009, while Mr Mujaddadi observed that the current state of 
communications and the climate meant that elections could not be considered before the 
summer. As regards security, this was good in 13 provinces, acceptable in 4 provinces, and poor 
in the rest of the country.  
 
The Chair, Mr Morillon, welcomed the Afghan MPs’ commitment to the rule of law: the 
European Union would certainly provide the aid needed for the election to run smoothly. He also 
asked for information on likely candidates. 
 
Mr Saljoqi named some of the candidates, stressing that a large number of candidates, 
particularly from abroad, had announced their intention to stand. President Karzai had not yet 
stated his intentions. 
 
The Chair, Mr Morillon, summarised the afternoon’s discussions, emphasising the consensus 
on: 
 
- the need for international pressure to stop interference by bordering countries in 

Afghanistan’s internal affairs; 
- the fact that ‘poverty is a breeding ground for terrorism’; combating poverty was therefore an 
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essential priority; 
- the need for more coordination between the various international stakeholders and Afghan 

society and for the Afghans’ democratically elected bodies to exert greater control. 
 
 
Meeting on ‘democracy and governance' 
 
Mr Morillon opened the meeting by paying tribute to the victims of the attack on the Ministry of 
Justice that had occurred the day before in Kabul. Turning to the topic of ‘democracy and 
governance’, he said that he hoped an ongoing dialogue and a lasting partnership between the 
two parliaments would be instituted. 
 
Mr Dick Toornstra, Director for the promotion of parliamentary democracy, gave a 
presentation. He stressed the importance of parliamentary cooperation as a factor enabling 
balance and democratic supervision. The Office for the Promotion of Parliamentary Democracy 
(OPPD)  s the instrument employed by the European Parliament to promote democracy at 
parliamentary level. It worked around three core activities: stimulating political debates on 
promoting democracy; offering assistance to States weakened by conflict situations; stepping up 
research in this field. He outlined briefly how the European Parliament functioned, the principles 
for legislative work, and the institution’s system of languages. Through the OPPD, the European 
Parliament had offered to support the Afghan Parliament, leaving the latter the room needed to 
guarantee its own specific nature. The fact that freedom of the press was an absolutely essential 
cornerstone of democracy was also stressed. 
 
Mr Saljoqi stressed that the rule of law needed to be established in Afghanistan. The 
relationship between parliament and government was out of balance at present. Freedom of the 
press was necessary for there to be true democracy; equally necessary was the establishment of a 
true political opposition, and an authentic system of political parties. The Afghan people had to 
emerge finally from a sort of ‘war mentality’.  
 
Mr Obiols emphasised that the international community and the Afghan people had to cooperate 
and that the whole world had a duty to help Afghanistan combat poverty and terrorism. Good 
governance had to be put in place because ‘a good policy is one that unites’. Afghanistan had to 
call on the international community for more help in fighting insecurity, poverty, and corruption, 
which was the ‘cancer’ of development.  
 
Mr Morillon took the floor again, to insist on the Afghan people’s identity. The Afghan people 
needed to build a strong identity in the face of globalisation.  
 
The members of the Afghan delegation pointed out that democracy had been built in Europe over 
a very long period of time. They said more aid and assistance was needed if all the challenges 
facing democracy in Afghanistan were to be overcome and good governance instituted. 
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Second meeting with members of the Delegation for relations with 
Afghanistan  
 
The first part of the meeting was given over to a discussion on the situation regarding the 
military presence in Afghanistan of EU countries. Ambassador Lawrence Rossin, Operations 
Division (NATO), and Mr Petr Pavel and Mr Ondrej Vosatka (Czech Presidency), spoke in the 
debates.  
 
Mr Podestà stressed that Afghanistan was facing a crucial period in which it had to deal with 
several issues: the worsening security situation, presidential elections in 2009, parliamentary 
elections in 2010. All this was against the background of a global economic crisis.  
 
Mr Rossin gave a brief rundown on the security situation: attacks had increased by 33%, and 
attacks involving explosives by 3%, the number of ISAF casualties had increased considerably 
but the Afghan population had also suffered increased casualties. The Afghan army was working 
more and more with ISAF troops to improve security in the country. Following the Munich 
Security Conference, the European allies had concluded that more was required from NATO in 
civilian and, subsequently, in military terms. The increase in the number of American troops did 
not mean that the solution in Afghanistan would be a military one. NATO was trying to 
implement the 40 priority actions decided on at the NATO Conference in December 2008. These 
priority actions included: strengthening the Afghan police force and army, stabilising the security 
situation and improving relations with neighbouring countries (especially Pakistan). The success 
of the elections on 20 August 2009 was essential for the stabilisation process in the country; 
10 000 additional soldiers would be involved in organising the elections. The country’s insecure 
borders, particularly the border with Pakistan, represented another challenge. Additional troops 
would be transferred to the border with Pakistan.  
 
EUPOL was already playing a part in training the Afghan police force; the drug problem had 
improved in the past year; the United Nations reported that the poppy crop had fallen by 19% 
and it was no longer grown in 18 provinces. Corruption, on the other hand, was a field where a 
lot of input was still needed from the international community. Mr Rossin felt that perceptions of 
the international stakeholders present in the country had to be changed. They were there with the 
goal of stabilising and sustainably developing the country and this had to be explained to the 
Afghan population. Afghan attitudes would also be changed if representatives of the 
international community in the country were to work more closely together.  
 
Mr Pavel felt that the EU’s involvement in Afghanistan was more civil than military. The EU 
was involved in training the Afghan army and police force and it could still contribute a great 
deal more in terms of humanitarian aid and developing the country.  
 
Mr Vosatka emphasised that 2009 was an important year for Afghanistan: there would be 
presidential elections in 2009, which were extremely important in stabilising the situation; 
relations with neighbouring countries had to be strengthened at the same time, otherwise it would 
be impossible to achieve a stable situation in Afghanistan; the United States had a new President 
and a new Administration, and its new policy on Afghanistan would be decisive.  
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Ms Ana Gomes laid stress on the change in US strategy: Afghanistan was a priority for the new 
Administration and the situation was being handled in its regional context for the first time. She 
was pleased with the progress made by the government in consolidating the armed forces and the 
police, although the situation regarding law and the legal system was still worrying: women and 
children’s rights were flouted, the Afghan Parliament’s decisions were often dead letters (e.g. the 
law on the media was not enforced even though it had been adopted). She also raised the case of 
Ms Malaya Joya, an Afghan MP dismissed from her post, and the prevalence of drugs.  
 
Mr Saljoqi drew attention to the fact that the Afghan Parliament was a new parliamentary body, 
operating in an emerging democracy: parliamentary culture had existed in Afghanistan for barely 
three years. Concerning the matters raised by Ms Gomes, he assured her that the law on the 
media would be published and enforced; as for Ms Malaya Joya, she had not been dismissed, but 
suspended for disciplinary reasons. She could take up her seat again once she had offered a 
public apology.  
 
In addition, he denounced the lack of coordination between NATO and the Afghan forces. The 
Afghan ministries responsible and the provincial authorities were still not really involved and no 
clear distinction had been made between tasks specific to NATO forces and those specific to the 
Afghan army and police force. The Afghan population remained very critical of NATO forces. 
The regional reconstruction teams also created confusion: poorly-coordinated actions, priorities 
that differed between one province and another, governors not given sufficient information, no 
common strategy.  
 
Mr Kabuli designated Al-Qaeda as the common enemy of the EU and Afghanistan. In his 
opinion, Iran was the most dangerous neighbouring country, not Pakistan. He recommended a 
more positive attitude towards NATO troops.  
 
Mr Sarmachar considered that the strategy employed in Afghanistan had been a short-term one, 
which explained why it had failed to achieve its goals. He thanked the international community 
for its efforts, but felt that a new strategy suited to local conditions still needed to be developed. 
He denounced the lack of coordination between foreign security forces. There was no common 
approach to security. These were the reasons for the doubt, even the general lack of confidence, 
felt by Afghans.  
 
Mr Zulmai Mujaddadi asked why those countries where terrorists were based were not put 
under the same pressure as Afghanistan had been since 2001. A difference should also be made 
between the types of insurgents; there was a real group of true terrorists who belonged to 
Al-Qaeda and another group which was primarily composed of forces opposed to the current 
government. 
 
Ms Kohi said that the international community should have three goals in Afghanistan: defence 
and military security, economic growth and respect for Afghan values.  
 
Mr Nasrat recommended that troops from international forces should be stationed on the edges 
of the towns, and on Afghanistan’s borders. Cooperation with Afghan forces was needed. The 
growing of poppy crops and drug trafficking also had to be fought.  
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Mr Majeedi considered the only solution to be a joint strategy, based around security but also 
around the economy, devised by the international community present in the country. He too saw 
Pakistan as a source of instability. He insisted that discontent was widespread among the Afghan 
population and that it should not be underestimated by the international community. Night 
bombing had to be stopped for this reason. 
 
Ms Niazi asked about civilian casualties in regions where the Taliban were not present. 
 
Mr Morillon drew attention to the problem of governance in Afghanistan. The psychology of 
terrorists was another important aspect: they sought to portray the forces of the international 
community as an army of occupation. 
 
Ms Bettina Muscheidt (EC Desk Officer) drew attention to the EU’s financial assistance. Since 
2002, the Commission had paid out EUR 1.6 billion in humanitarian aid and assistance. The 
Commission was the main donor to funds for police officers, it had funded the legal system 
reform and supported the health sector. 
 
Mr Podesta concluded by saying that ongoing parliamentary dialogue and a better 
understanding of Afghan values could contribute to improving the situation.  
 
 
Meeting on budgetary oversight 
 
Mr Podesta mentioned the report by Ms Véronique Mathieu on budgetary control of EU funds 
in Afghanistan, voted on in plenary in January 2009. 
 
As an introduction to the discussions on budgetary and assistance matters, Mr Podesta gave a 
brief rundown of the legal structures behind the EU’s provision of financial assistance in recent 
years: the Bonn Agreement (2001), the 2006 Afghanistan Compact in London and the 2008 
Conference of Donor Countries in Paris. The focal sectors of assistance interest for the EU were: 
economic development, health and governance. The non-focal sectors were: mine clearance, 
social protection and the integration of former refugees. He also mentioned aid given to the 
Afghan Parliament by the SEAL I (2004–2007) and SEAL II (2008–2012) programmes. SEAL 
II had a budget of USD 15 million for the democratisation and smooth running of the legislative 
system in Afghanistan.  
 
Mr Saljoqi explained the workings of the budget system in the Afghan Parliament. The budget 
was made up of the regular budget and the development budget. The development component 
was allocated by projects and priorities to different provinces. Central government financed part 
of this budget with the other part being financed by the donor countries. However, the project 
timetable was not adhered to and the granting of funds from the donor countries was constantly 
delayed, all of which created tensions between the legislators and the donors, and further 
undermined public confidence. 
 
Ms Andrikiene explained the workings of the EU budget to the Afghan delegation. She gave a 
breakdown of the budget for 2009: 44.2 % for competition and cohesion; 43% for natural 
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resources (rural development, agriculture, fisheries, environment); 1.2 % for citizenship, 
freedom, justice, security; 5.7% for the EU’s role in the world. She also explained the key to 
each Member State’s participation in the budget, the EU’s institutional agreement on the budget 
and its implementation.  
 
She also gave the Afghan delegation a report on her visit to Afghanistan the previous year when 
Ms Véronique Mathieu’s opinion on the report on EU assistance to Afghanistan was being 
drawn up. She commented on how important the presidential elections were and on the need to 
combat drug trafficking. 
 
Mr Sarmachar explained why it was impossible for the Afghan Parliament to become involved 
in the allocation of funds. In his opinion, in a country that was as poor as Afghanistan and with 
such a high level of unemployment, the budget should be used for development. The purchase of 
goods was a priority for production. Both the failure to coordinate resources and corruption were 
obvious. Financial aid should be used as planned and should not be misappropriated. He was 
critical of the country’s President, Mr Karzai. 
 
Mr Mujaddadi felt that the appalling state of the Afghan economy was the result of insufficient 
investment in agriculture and infrastructure. He recommended that projects be organised during 
the spring/summer season.  
 
Mr Kabuli noted that aid given by the international community had been misappropriated. 
There was a real mafia in this field in Afghanistan. The NGOs were not transparent enough and 
money did not reach its destination. He asked for more funds to be directed towards agriculture 
and education. 
 
Mr Majeedi emphasised that Afghans had very little experience of handling budgets - which 
was one of the reasons for the current situation. Another reason was that the Parliament had not 
been kept informed about the development strategy. The Parliament had no part to play in 
budgetary control. The government oversaw the whole budget and corruption amongst the key 
players was widespread.  
 
 
 
Closing meeting of the Delegation for relations with Afghanistan with 
members of the Wolesi Jirga 
 
The two heads of delegation, Mr Podestà and Mr Saljoqi, reiterated their determination to 
continue the dialogue between the European Parliament and Wolesi Jirga. A joint declaration 
was adopted (see annex). The declaration was signed by the chairs of the EP and Afghan 
delegations, Mr Podestà and Mr Saljoqi, and initialled in three languages: FR, EN and Dari. 
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Meeting between the Afghan delegation and President Pöttering 
 
President Pöttering expressed the hope that henceforth there would be regular and fruitful 
cooperation between the Afghan Parliament and the European Parliament and assured the 
Afghan delegation that the European Parliament would give the fullest support possible both 
politically and as regards administrative cooperation. 
 
 
Meeting with Mr Harald Rømer, Secretary-General of the European 
Parliament 
 
Mr Gran spoke of the importance he attached to building up the parliament’s administrative 
structure and hoped that it would be possible to hold meetings between the two parliament’s 
services as soon as possible. He requested the European Parliament’s help, particularly with 
regard to its unique experience of running a parliament in a multinational, multicultural and 
multilingual setting.  
Mr Rømer assured his Afghan opposite number that the European Parliament’s Secretariat was 
ready to help the Wolesi Jirga with the process of improving its running and its structures. 
 
 
Meetings for officials with the Office for the Promotion of Parliamentary 
Democracy to discuss parliamentary cooperation (with Mr Dirk Toornstra, 
Director) 
 
A meeting for staff of the Afghan delegation had also been arranged. Mr Toornstra explained to 
them in greater detail how the European Parliament was run. 
 
 
Meeting on parliamentary communication 
 
At the end of their visit, the Afghan Parliament’s delegation took part in a meeting on 
parliamentary public relations. Ms Marjory Van Den Broeke explained the European 
Parliament’s communications policy to the delegation and Mr Michael Shackleton presented 
the Parliament’s Web TV.  
 


