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Over the last month and a half, No Harbour For War 
has not failed to notice the massive outpouring popular 
condemnation of the Harper government’s Bill C-51. This 
opposition has itself emerged from all coasts and corners 
of Canada. 

Many of the individuals appearing before the parliamen-
tary committee hearings on this bill share the same basic 
conclusion: this so-called anti-terrorism law appears to 
have been drafted to give special government-directed 
bodies (CSIS etc) a licence for the government of the day 
to undermine the free-speech rights nominally guaranteed 
Canadian citizens and residents in the Charter of Rights 
and Freedoms.

No Harbour For War has arrived at the same conclusion. In 
this connection, No Harbour For War also could not help 
but notice another feature that has aroused the just anger of 
quite a few of C-51’s opponents. Bill C-51 has been intro-
duced amid a massive effort by the Harper government to 
blackmail the opposition parties in Parliament to support 
an expanded Canadian Forces participation in a US-led 
NATO-framed effort to pursue terrorist bands active on the 
territories of central Iraq and the western-most corners of 
the Turkish-Syrian border.

No Harbour For War has thus arrived at the following 
conclusion: the threat posed by the Harper government 
exercising its “freedom” to proceed with aggressive wars 
in foreign countries as though domestic opposition didn’t 
exist becomes real to the extent that Canadians fail to 
block the attack on their Charter rights.  

That brings this discussion to the meat of the matter. 

Freedom for the government to wage aggressive wars 
always and inevitably bumps up against the rights and 
freedoms of the citizenry. That is why Harper & Co. would 
have us believe that such curtailment of peacetime rights 
and freedoms is necessary as well as inevitable if its ef-
forts at detecting and eliminating acts of internal subver-

sion by random terrorist-minded individuals are to bear 
fruit. 

How does this square with alleged terrorist plots actually 
pursued in US and Canadian courts?

Every single conviction obtained in US courts against al-
leged terrorist conspiracies on that country’s soil since the 
9-11 attack on the Twin Towers has relied ultimately on 
“evidence” planted on the targeted “conspirators” by FBI-
incited and-or FBI-trained informants. Canada’s courts fur-
nish fewer examples — but the same pattern. The VIA Rail 
terrorism case recently concluded in Ontario provincial 
court once again crucially relied on an FBI-trained infor-
mant planted inside the “conspiracy” to explicitly propose 
the train derailment.

No Harbour For War calls on Haligonians and our fel-
low Nova Scotians to escalate opposition to Bill C-51 
and to the expanded Canadian involvement in the US-
NATO murder of the people of Iraq and Syria. Alongside 
a quickening of the tempo of mass actions in opposition to 
both Bill C-51 and the expanded involvement in NATO’s 
war on Iraq and Syria, broader and much expanded public 
discussion of these matters is most urgent at this time.  

DEFEAT HARPER!

Bill C-51 and the Harper Government’s 
Raising of Canada’s Military Profile in 

Iraq and Syria
— Statement from the Editorial Committee of No Harbour For War —

Anti-Bill C-51 rally, Halifax, NS - March 14, 2015



The Canadian Association of University Teachers (CAUT) has 
published an analysis opposing the Harper government’s new anti-
terror legislation and highlighting the dangers it poses to academic 
freedom and freedom of speech on campus. 

The CAUT, which represents 68,000 teachers, librarians, research-
ers and other academic professionals notes that Bill C-51 “would 
establish criminal offences that infringe upon the right to free 
expression.” 

“While much of the focus of the debate has rightly centred on the 
infringements on civil liberties generally, there are also specific 
concerns about the impact of the legislation on academic freedom 
and free speech on university and college campuses,” the analysis 
points out.

“Academic freedom includes the right to teach, research, publish, 
and express one’s opinions free from political and institutional 
censorship. Academic freedom allows universities and colleges 
to serve the common good of society through searching for, and 
disseminating, knowledge and understanding, and through foster-
ing independent thinking and expression in academic staff and 
students.”

The CAUT raises specific concerns with three aspects of Bill 
C-51: the expanded information sharing powers in Part One, the 
Security of Canada Information Sharing Act, the amendments to 
the Criminal Code in Part Three of the bill which create a new 
criminal offence for “advocating or promoting commission of 
terrorism offences in general,” and the expanded powers of the 
Canadian Security Intelligence Service (CSIS) in Part Four.

The new offence for “advocating or promoting” terrorism offences 
“is broader than similar types of offences already in the Criminal 
Code,” they point out. “Academics could easily run afoul of this 
offence.”

“For instance, the crime of promoting of hate propaganda requires 
willful promotion (as compared with the new standard in C-51, 
which is being reckless that someone might commit an offence) of 
hate propaganda (which is a defined and specific concept, unlike 
terrorism in general). In addition, terrorism offences are much 
broader than actual terrorism: they include financing, complicity, 
incitement, and conspiracies directed towards those crimes. The 
use of such broad language to describe the offence suggests that 
this new offence is intended to capture a wide swath of activity 
which relates to advocating the concept of terrorism. This moves 
the definition of criminal conduct far beyond a prohibition on 
advocating for terrorism attacks.”

The analysis notes that, unlike promotion of hatred or even child 
pornography offences, Bill C-51 “contains no public interest or 
educational defences. That is, academics could not claim that ex-
pressions captured by the new offence had a legitimate education-
al purpose. A professor leading a classroom debate about whether 
terrorism can be justified in some circumstances, such as during 
the struggle against apartheid in South Africa, may not be certain 
he/she is protected from the reach of the new legislation.”

People in Action to Defeat Bill C-51
Anti-Terrorism Legislation and Academic Freedom

The harmful effects of such an offence “lie not just in its broad 
scope and application, but also from its effect on academics whose 
exercise of self-censorship will shut down avenues for fruitful and 
important inquiries and discussions,” the CAUT says. 

In discussing the expanded powers for CSIS, the CAUT notes 
that by the 1960s RCMP surveillance on university and colleges 
campuses was so severe that the Prime Minister and a Federal 
Justice Minister intervened to try to limit such activities. These 
activities nevertheless reached new heights by the 1970s [1]. The 
CAUT says “Bill C-51 turns the clock back on the modest gains of 
the past and opens up the possibility of increased surveillance on 
campus.”

“The trigger for CSIS’s expanded authority is broad, and includes 
situations where academics are exercising academic freedom,” 
says the CAUT. “CSIS is able to use its expanded powers when 
there are threats to the security of Canada, an existing term in the 
CSIS Act that has not been amended by C-51.”

Among the definitions of such threats in the CSIS Act are:

“foreign influenced activities within or relating to Canada that 
are detrimental to the interests of Canada and are clandestine or 
deceptive or involve a threat to any person,” and

“activities directed toward undermining by covert unlawful acts, 
or directed toward or intended ultimately to lead to the destruc-
tion or overthrow by violence of, the constitutionally established 
system of government in Canada.”

The CAUT gives examples of activities that could run afoul of the 
first definition, including foreign-funded academic work detailing 
the destruction of the natural environment as a result of tar sands 
development, or a student group planning “to disrupt a Canadian 
mining corporation recruitment event on campus to protest envi-
ronmental damage from mining operation in El Salvador,” if such 
a group had received a donation from a foreign NGO, for instance. 

It is also plain to see how the government and police could con-
sider a wide range of campus activities to be “directed toward or 
intended ultimately to lead to the destruction... [of] the constitu-
tionally established system of government in Canada.” The danger 
exists that political movements and political thought advocating 
for democratic renewal and a modern constitution, a new direction 
for the economy and the rights of Quebec and the First Nations 
could be criminalized on this basis.

CAUT notes that there is “no definition of measures that may be 
taken to reduce a threat to the security of Canada,” and the only 
limits written into Bill C-51 say that agents may not inflict bodily 
harm, obstruct or pervert the course of justice, or “violate the 
sexual integrity of an individual.” Charter rights may be violated 
with a judicial rubber stamp if CSIS deems necessary. Such pow-
ers could easily be used to prevent a Canadian academic from 
travelling to speak abroad, the CAUT points out.

1. Spying 101: The RCMP’s Secret Activities at Canadian Univer-
sities, 1917-1997. Steve Hewitt, UofT Press, 2002. 



As Latin America prepares for the upcoming Summit of the 
Americas in Panama City on May 9-10, the big elephant 
in the room is not going to be the long awaited reunion of 
Cuba with the organization, from which it was excluded 
over fifty years ago under U.S. pressure, but rather President 
Obama’s latest act of aggression against Venezuela. 

The entire region has unanimously rejected Obama’s Execu-
tive Order issued March 9, 2015, declaring Venezuela “an 
unusual and extraordinary threat to U.S. national security 
and foreign policy” and has called on the U.S. president to 
rescind his decree. 

In an unprecedented statement on March 26, 2015, all 33 
members of the Community of Latin American and Carib-
bean States (CELAC), which represents the entire region, 
expressed opposition to U.S. government sanctions against 
Venezuelan officials, referring to them as “the application of 
unilateral coercive measures contrary to International Law”.

The statement went on to manifest CELAC’s “rejection of 
the Executive Order issued by the Government of the United 
States of America on March 9, 2015”, and its consideration 
“that this Executive Order should be reversed”. 

Even staunch U.S. allies such as Colombia and Mexico 
signed onto the CELAC statement, along with U.S.-eco-
nomically dependent Caribbean states Barbados and Trini-
dad, amongst others. This may be the first time in con-
temporary history that all Latin American and Caribbean 
nations have rejected a U.S. policy in the region, since the 
unilateral U.S. blockade against Cuba. 

Obama’s Legacy Set to Fail in Latin America
— April 6th 2015, by Eva Golinger —

Ironically, President Obama’s justification to thaw relations 
with Cuba, announced in a simultaneous broadcast with 
President Raul Castro on December 17, 2014, was primar-
ily based on what he called Washington’s “failed policy” 
towards the Caribbean island. 

More than fifty years of unilateral sanctions and political 
hostility had only served to isolate the U.S. internation-
ally, while Cuba strengthened its own relations with most 
countries around the world and gained international recogni-
tion for its humanitarian assistance and solidarity with sister 
nations. 

Almost without pause, Obama opened the door to Cuba, 
admitting Washington’s failure, and then shut it on Venezu-
ela, implementing an almost identical policy of unilateral 
sanctions, political hostility and false accusations of threats 
to U.S. national security. Before the region even had time to 
celebrate the loosening of the noose around Cuba’s neck, it 
was tightened on Venezuela’s. 

Why, the region wondered, would President Obama impose 
a proven failed policy against another nation in the hemi-
sphere, especially during a period of renewed relations? 

Considering the ongoing U.S. war on terrorism that qualifies 
any alleged threat to U.S. security, by anyone or anywhere, 
to be a viable target of its vast military power, Venezuela 
was not about to sit quiet in the face of imminent attack.The 
South American nation immediately launched an interna-
tional campaign to denounce Obama’s Executive Order as 
an act of aggression against a country that poses it no real 
threat. 

President Nicolas Maduro published an Open Letter to the 
People of the United States in the March 17, 2015 edition of 
the New York Times alerting readers to the dangerous steps 
the Obama administration was taking against a peaceful, 
non-threatening neighboring state. The letter urged U.S. citi-
zens to join calls for Obama to retract his Executive Order 
and lift the sanctions against Venezuelan officials. 

The region reacted quickly. Just 48 hours before Obama’s 
Executive Order was issued, a delegation of Foreign Minis-
ters from the Union of South American Nations (UNASUR), 
representing all twelve South American countries, had trav-
eled to Venezuela to meet with government officials, opposi-
tion representatives and members of civil society. UNASUR 
had been mediating dialogue between the government and 
opposition since anti-government protests erupted last year 
and caused over 40 deaths in the country and widespread 
instability. The fact that Obama’s decree came right after 
UNASUR had reignited mediation efforts in 

President Obama’s Executive Order has provoked a world-
wide petition campaign that has mobilized global civil soci-
ety against the widely unpopular decree branding Venezuela 
a “national security threat”.

 — (Credit: TeleSur English)

—continued on page 6



Haligonians Join Venezuelan Ambassador 
in Ottawa via Videolink To Oppose Wash-

ington Warmongering against Caracas
 
On April 7, No Harbour For War participated in a public 
forum on US-Venezuela relations - entitled “Venezuela’s 
National Liberation Struggle and Obama’s war in the 
Americas”. Over 40 people attended the meeting held in 
the Halifax Central Library.

President Obama recently declared that Venezuela repre-
sents a threat to US national security and decreed sanctions 
against Venezuelan officials. The forum took a closer look 
at the motives behind this declaration and the dynamics 
of Venezuela’s national liberation struggle. The panelists 
dismissed the notion that this nation represents a threat but 
that Venezuela and its Bolivarian revolution represents a 
hope for peoples’ struggles across the world.

Panelist Isaac Saney titled his remarks “Another Unforgiv-
able Revolution: Washington’s War on Venezuela”. Chris 
Walker spoke on “Venezuela’s Other Revolution — Media 
Portrayal and the Impact of Chávez’s Social Movement”. 
Kyla Sankey discussed “Venezuela’s 21st Century Social-
ism: Achievements and Challenges”.

Professor John Kirk chaired the meeting and translated 
for H.E. Wilmer Omar Barrientos Fernández, Venezuela’s 
Ambassador to Canada who participated by video link. 
(A video of the meeting will be available at http://halifax.
mediacoop.ca/)

Broad Program of Antiwar and Other  
Progressive Public Discussions This  
Winter Continues Into the  Spring

 
The  Venezuela public forum was another event in a series 
organized by No Harbour For War and others since the 
start of the year. 

On January 15th a forum was held to celebrate the return 
of the last of the Cuban 5 to their homeland. 

The No Harbour for War Diary

On February 12 a public lecture by Dr. Isaac Saney was 
held on the topic, “Africa Called, Cuba Answered — Ebo-
la, the Cuban Revolution & African Liberation”. 

February 21st marked 50 years since Malcolm X’s as-
sassination and No Harbour For War organized a panel 
discussion entitled “The Legacy Endures; The Struggle 
Continues!” The panelists were: Dr. Afua Cooper — The 
Religious Life of Malcolm X; El Jones — Malcolm X 
& the Prison System; Dr. John Munro — They Began to 
Recognize Who Their Enemy Was: Malcolm X and the 
Struggle Against Empire; and Dr. Isaac Saney — Malcolm 
X & Martin Luther King, Jr.: The False Divide. Dr. Rhon-
da Britton moderated the event which was videotaped and 
may be seen at http://halifax.mediacoop.ca/



On March 11th No Harbour For War sponsored a public 
lecture by H.E. Julio Garmendia Pena, Cuba’s Ambassador 
to Canada. Entitled “Cuba, Today & Tomorrow: Explor-
ing the Future of the Cuban Revolution” the Ambassador 
discussed the current challenges and developments facing 
Cuba, especially the meaning of the steps towards estab-
lishing full Cuban-U.S. diplomatic relations.

Upcoming next month (May), No Harbour For War will 
be sponsoring a second meeting on the Cuban response 
to the Ebola crisis.  Dr. José de Jesús Portilla García, a 
participant in various Cuban medical internationalist mis-
sions, will speak on Cuba’s struggle against Ebola in West 
Africa in a Cross-Canada Wide Tour, May 14-30, 2015. 
(Halifax date TBA.) Dr. Portilla García will raise aware-
ness of Cuba’s extensive and unprecedented solidarity with 
the peoples of West Africa, which illustrates what can be 
achieved when self-serving interests do not direct the aid 
and assistance provided. 

The No Harbour for War Diary
 
So far this year, No Harbour For War has issued various 
statements on topics such as the Harper government’s 
warmongering position on Ukraine, the sending of CF18s 
and other military forces to bomb Iraq and Syria, and its 
increasing criminalization of dissent through measures like 
Bill C-51 currently before Parliament.

NHFW continues to organize weekly anti-war pickets, 
every Friday at 4pm at the corner of Spring Garden Road 
and Barrington Street (weather permitting). While several 
of these pickets have recently been cancelled due to foul 

weather, they remain a venue for anti-war activists to meet, 
exchange views and popularize their programs. Many 
Haligonians and others find the weekly pickets consistently 
show that Canada Needs an Anti-war Government.
 

NHFW’s program is a broad-based one of public agitations 
that has developed consistently under various titles since 
Canada Day in 1979. From that time to date, supporters of 
this trend have on numerous occasions vigorously exposed 
and denounced:
 
• nefariously-intended “military culture and entertainment” 
spectaculars such as the Halifax Military Tattoo;
 
• political and military pooh-bahs from the Canadian gov-
ernment using the city’s “military traditions” as a platform 
from which to assault Canadian public opinion with self-
serving campaigns that advocate embroiling Canadians in 
US-NATO invasions throughout the Middle East; 
 
• private-sector plutocrats including shipbuilding monopo-
lies like the Irvings lashing out ever-more military tooth-
paste intended to conceal deepening social decay; and
 
• visiting US Presidents, Secretaries-of-State and NATO 
blowhards (George W Bush, Condoleeza Rice, Senator 
John McCain)

• annual mobilization of hundreds of Haligonians to liber-
ate Cornwallis Park as a protest against the warmongering 
activities of the US-NATO Halifax International Security 
Forum that comes to town on the weekend before Ameri-
can Thanksgiving.
 
The No Harbour for War Diary is a project consciously 
initiated within No Harbour For War to develop and sus-
tain the historical memory generated by the popular forces 
active in these and other progressive public manifesta-
tions against warmongering among the people of Halifax. 
This Bulletin is one of the most important elements of this 
effort. The single-sheet announcements and statements 
handed out at the weekly picket are another. The discus-
sions with NHFW activists that emerge from the living 
ideas of real people are most valuable of all.



The 132 political parties from 40 different countries assembled 
at the International Seminar, “Parties and a New Society,” held in 
Mexico City on March 12-14, 2015, would like to inform interna-
tional opinion of the following:

We energetically reject President Obama’s “Executive Decree” 
given March 9, in which he declares that the Bolivarian Republic 
of Venezuela is an unusual and extraordinary threat to the national 
security and foreign policy of the United States.

We declare that whatever threat exists it is the one affecting the na-
tional security and sovereignty of Latin America and the Caribbean 
and of all the peoples of the world and this threat comes precisely 
from the imperialist aggression of the United States in its desperate 
attempts to maintain its hegemony in decline and its control over 

the planet’s strategic resources.

We consider this order of the United States to be a declaration 
of war which violates not only the sovereignty of the Bolivarian 
Republic of Venezuela but of all Latin America and the Caribbean, a 
peaceful region which defends staunch anti-imperialist and anti-co-
lonial positions.

We demand of the government of the United States that it respect 
the self-determination of the peoples as well as non-interference in 
the internal affairs of other countries according to international law 
and our spirit of freedom and independence.

We militantly stand as one with the Venezuelan people and give 
our firm and unconditional support to the Bolivarian and Chavista 
government led by comrade President Nicolas Maduro.

Declaration in Opposition to Imperialist Interference  
and in Defence of Venezuelan Sovereignty

Venezuela was perceived as an offensive disregard of Latin 
America’s capacity to resolve its own problems. Now the 
U.S. had stepped in to impose its will. UNASUR responded 
with a scathing rejection of Obama’s Executive Order and 
demanded its immediate abolition. 

Additionally, countries issued individual statements re-
jecting Washington’s sanctions against Venezuela and its 
designation of the South American country as an “unusual 
and extraordinary threat” to its national security. Argentina 
considered it “implausible to any moderately informed 
person that Venezuela or any country in South America or 
Latin America could possibly be considered a threat to the 
national security of the United States”, and President Cris-
tina Fernandez made clear that any attempt to destabilize 
Venezuela would be viewed as an attack on Argentina as 
well. Bolivian President Evo Morales expressed full support 
for President Maduro and his government and lashed out 
at Washington, “These undemocratic actions of President 
Barack Obama threaten the peace and security of all coun-
tries in Latin America and the Caribbean”. 

Ecuadorian President Rafael Correa tweeted that the Obama 
Decree must be a “bad joke”, recalling how such an outra-
geous action, “reminds us of the darkest hours of our Latin 
America, when we received invasions and dictatorships 
imposed by imperialism...Will they understand that Latin 
America has changed?” 

Nicaragua called the Obama Executive Order “criminal”, 
while wildly popular ex Uruguayan president José Pepe 
Mujica called anyone who considers Venezuela a threat 
“crazy”.

Beyond Latin America, 100 British parliamentarians signed 
a statement rejecting U.S. sanctions against Venezuela and 
called on President Obama to rescind his Executive Order 
labeling the country a threat. 

More than five million people have signed petitions in 
Venezuela and online demanding the Executive Order be 
retracted. 

Furthermore, the United Nations G77+China group, which 
represents 134 countries, also issued a firm statement op-
posing President Obama’s Executive Order against Venezu-
ela. “The Group of 77+China deplores these measures and 
reiterates its firm commitment to the sovereignty, territorial 
integrity and political independence of the Bolivarian Re-
public of Venezuela...The G77+China calls on the Govern-
ment of the United States to evaluate and put into practice 
alternatives of dialogue with the Government of the Bolivar-
ian Republic of Venezuela, under principles of respect for 
sovereignty and self-determination. As such, we urge that 
the Executive Order be abolished”. 

And then there’s the CELAC statement. The entirety of 
Latin America has rejected Obama’s latest regional policy, 
just when he thought he had made groundbreaking inroads 
south of the border. Unsurprisingly, the White House has 
miscalculated regional priorities once again, underestimat-
ing the importance sovereignty, independence and solidarity 
hold for the people of Latin America. 

While Latin America celebrates the easing of tensions 
between the U.S. and Cuba, the region will not stand by and 
let Venezuela come under attack. 

If the Obama administration truly wants to be a regional 
partner, then it will have to accept and respect what Latin 
America has become: strong, united and bonded by a col-
lective political vision of independence and integration. Any 
other means of engagement with the region, beyond respect-
ful, equal relations based on principles of non-intervention-
ism, will only have one outcome: 
failure.

—continued from page 3



The United States military will deploy a new special force 
for Latin America, according to an April 1 report on the 
website Defensa.com.

The 250-troop force will be deployed to the U.S. military 
base Soto Cano in Palmerola, Honduras. The deployment 
includes four armed helicopters and the JHSV Spearhead 
amphibious vessel.

The special force will work in a way similar to the U.S. 
African task force Special Purpose Marine Air-Ground 
Task Force Crisis Response-Africa, a combat unit de-
signed to intervene in critical situations.

The new unit is expected to become operational between 
June and November.

Earlier this year, it was announced that over 3,000 U.S. 
marines would be deployed to Peru in September, to par-
ticipate in joint operations.

The announcement of the new U.S. special force comes 
after Ernesto Samper, the Secretary General of the Union 

U.S. Military to Launch Special Force 
for Latin America

of South American Nations (UNASUR), requested that the 
forthcoming Summit of the Americas consider banning 
U.S. military bases in Latin America.

“A good point on the new agenda of relations [in Latin 
America] would be the elimination of U.S. military bases,” 
the former Columbian president told news agency EFE. He 
added that the bases were “a leftover from the days of the 
Cold War and other clashes.”

Samper also criticized the U.S. for its practice of taking 
unilateral steps to pursue its goals in Latin America. The 
latest example is the U.S. declaration of Venezuela as a 
threat to its national security, he said.

“In a globalized world like the present one, you can’t ask 
for global rules for the economy and maintain unilateral 
rules for politics. No country has the right to judge the 
conduct of another and even less to impose sanctions and 
penalties on their own,” he stressed.

— (TeleSUR, RT)

HMCS Fredericton is due in Faslane, Scotland on 
April 10 to participate in NATO war games. Exercise 
Joint Warrior 15-1 is designed to provide NATO and 
allied forces a multi-warfare environment in which to 
prepare for global operations. 

More than 50 ships and several supporting commands 
from 15 countries are scheduled to take part in the 
exercise, making the upcoming Joint Warrior the big-
gest in the history of the multinational exercise. It is 
comprised of numerous scheduled training scenarios, 
including small boat attacks, boarding operations, air 
defense, antisubmarine warfare and ship maneuver-
ability tasks.

Numerous protests are expected, organized by the 
Faslane Peace Camp which is a permanent peace 
camp sited alongside Faslane Naval Base in Argyll 
and Bute, Scotland. The Peace Camp has been occu-
pied continuously since June, 1982. 

HMCS Fredericton departed Halifax at the end of 
December with its main mission being to take part in 
NATO exercises in the Mediterranean and the Black 

Protests expected against HMCS Fredericton  
and NATO war games

Sea as part of the Harper government’s support for the 
reactionary coup regime in the Ukraine.

Meanwhile at home the Dutch navy submarine HN-
LMS Bruinvis arrived in Halifax on March 26th. 
There are unconfirmed reports that an oil spill took 
place on March 28th while the submarine was taking 
on fuel.

Join the weekly pickets opposing imperialist 
intervention in Syria, Iraq, Ukraine and elsewhere. 

4-5 pm, Fridays (weather permitting) 
Corner of Spring Garden Rd. & Barrington St. 

Canada Needs an Anti-War Government! 
Get Canada Out of NATO!



No to Bill C-51!   Defeat Harper in 2015!

Stop Paying the Rich! Increase Investments in Social Programs!

Canada Needs an Anti-war Government!

Our Security Lies in the Fight to Defend the Rights of All!

Workers and Oppressed Peoples of All Countries, Unite!

It Can be Done! It Must be Done!

Friday, May 1
5:30pm - 7:00pm   Grand Parade, Halifax, NS

Organized by: the Halifax-Dartmouth & District Labour Council 
Endorsed by: Halifax May Day Committee, No Harbour For War, and many others

ALL OUT TO EMPOWER THE WORKING CLASS AND PEOPLE!
WORKERS AND OPPRESSED PEOPLES OF ALL COUNTRIES, UNITE!

MAY DAY 2015


