A Guide 1o

" Canadian Policies on
Arms Control, Disarmament,
Defence and Conflict

Resolution
1985-86

The Canadian Institute for
International Peace and Security
307 Gilmour Street,

Oftawa, Ontario K2P OP7




\
bt y
LIS DR LSS LR 'y
P G L e
{ i (R oS B W e T T
L it BRI T O IR B,
o W e
LT Ty LIS T
Jo XliTa i e 41 el
. \JF f L i < “ J‘I\‘ \II‘H S
T L [l e B A, o
ol ’Illlrl (e :
- .
il A B i 2y )
W A T PR, A
IR, S
A Ry ey - g LR
R A R DGIEE ey Tl
. o e
0 VLR R i v
iU Gt E TR DR RN T
A AT =
o F e L P .
1) FIL e o
e ety It N e
) RN RS N R Cot ST & vl FEN
IR TR el L L LB
Rl S T ¢
T '\‘Hu. LS M TS b
S e R el i SR A e
h Tt Rt pR s
ST .‘-.I"",;.‘y"“w.‘j ';.‘;:1“ J.a‘l.y,,_‘,‘r”“,j
: !

L
AT i
‘
\I .
o
i i
I
;
b N
L
i
.
'
;
e
", T
i
e
.
o ‘I\ I
\
‘
g 1
i f .
5 A
s
‘(\‘I“H “‘I

B

e
o
i

.l ".-”'.'l"." .

1
Gl

!
o
g -
.
‘
kN
b
‘
AR
it



- HT =743

‘A GUIDE TO

CANADIAN POLICIES ON

ARMS CONTROL, DISARMAMENT,
DEFENCE AND CONFLICT
RESOLUTION

1985-86

Editors

Researchers

ISBN 0-921523-00-9

David Cox

- Mary Taylor

Steven Baranyi
Jane Boulden
Mary Goldie

Dept. of External Affairs
Min. des Affaires extéricures

SEP 14 1988

RETURN TO DEPARTHENTAL LIBDARY
RETOURNER A LA BIBLIOTHEQUE DU MINISTERE



-f.l “:u,."'*p‘r.“ i

.
'. -
i L e S S M sl o, S
g ey R L, D
\| fi oy L 0 IR e
i e
LR i s M R
el 1 ™
s
. .
I

2nieha . g

A nAIRs  AMEIRA- 2uh

rpgl BB 932

MELEY S

gix3 In .!'}J“J

FETRAGIEAGID OF HELIER
7% 200N OB YUGIMY0 SR A) A SIRAIUINE

l| "II"\ I lI;IIIIIIHII
. I- Ll II||I
N '.I : J_”l‘\ L
H‘I" i Lt g 1',“
‘ pler
i
‘I
' ¥
-I L"
At E S -
T BRI - e, i

il i
= ‘l ' '|-:I|



INTRODUCTION

TABLE OF CONTENTS

SECTION I : ARMS CONTROL AND DISARMAMENT

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17,

18.

The ABM Treaty

Arms Control Treaty Compliance: SALT II
Canada as a Nuclear Weapons-Free Zone
Chemical Weapons

A Comprehensive Nuclear Freeze
Comprehensive Programme of Disarmament
Comprehensive Test Ban

The Conference on Confidence and Security-
Building Measures and Disarmament in Furope

Disarmament and Development
Mutual and Balanced Force Reduction Talks (MBFR)

The Non-Proliferation Treaty -
Third Review Conference

Nuclear and Space Arms Negotiations
Nuclear Winter

Prevention of an Arms Race in Outer Space
Radiological Weapons

Uranium Exports

Verification

World Disarmament Campaign -
the International Year of Peace

Page

iv-vi

13
19
30
35
40

45

54

59

62
69
77
81
90
95

102

108



IR =% < 'r:-.-mnm}d “ﬁ-mm ,
N ,H- nﬂmrm

e e 'w'rﬁ‘ g Jiv-l-bﬁm his g-"-rr'Tr«'IrIEf.‘l
‘:uT'- o5 e !'-l'ir.] [:m. H'Ilz'.ﬂ-'.ﬂ grﬂl'l'

I Sy n‘l’?.' ‘-“""-l F“’ rﬁ"lﬁmmm
: T (e - el Aol il S i |“F|| h" i.li:x:rl.n."

R LA [‘.I"J' S R s 'HW "lf_r
G  e  1  uly f eE ﬁ"""iT‘

iy dith .f-u‘u‘”f"_r T e 'frf'l:ll ::""J'j""m.l 5

_ 41‘10!'." -"'."l-w. 1 .

gyl W0 A e V‘J"H AR [ ot jl' 1
Apvispald lr_-ﬁ:tt-.i-l:‘lﬁﬂll .
' L} .

C o ewbne R L
rh'lrl:t-"m.l?ﬁ""ll. 'I'-

b AR mma:m mﬂ-
e i T [uml



: 3T

SECTION II : DEFENCE

19.

20.

21.

22,

23.

24.

25.

26.
27,

28.

Arms Transfers

Canada-US - Agreement on the North
Warning System

Canada-US - Arctic Sovereignty and
Surveillance

Canada-US - Cruise Missile Testing

Canada-US - Exchange of Letters on
SDI Research

Canada-US - NORAD Renewal

The Defence Budget and
the White Paper on Defence

pDefence-Major Equipment Acquisitions
NATO

Peacekeeping and Observation

SECTION III : CONFLICT RESOLUTION

29.

30.

Afghanistan

Central America - the Contadora Process
Cyprus

Human Rights

International Terrorism

The Iran-Iraq War

The Israeli-Arab Conflict

Page

114

121

128

138

144

157

165
171
179

186

193
198
206
210
217
224

228






i! --"'-F_'ﬂ-'*' B u '

=)
J

.- '."l.iiii' F# B .‘ : .

|.'H* ﬁw dlllt m o
umgh e, et ien o an:;aq:"t o

7 l-xm ot gl disoretion - - parioos.

B mm l*l F Mﬁ m r::rl: ‘ﬂllwri~m wwaper bale wnleh will give en

. tha tnf#re'lﬂld rgﬂlﬂz'r &t peluturiae auitew oo Lanetien polisiss in the
flw'!‘.rl ot e dnd wl-cu:'u:-‘ drd, Bt ';h-e game tine, to jndioste FRe aiope
o Skl pRdry,

1n cogendEing the :r.mt'énts, Wi ’vﬁ'm ey 1
ddeneifed 1o the mardlate Of che Ingtitoies, o
At cufanon, and Gonild

oS Wiet. M LGt Jateqory - oond

Eia Dy, AT e 0 Ranms La3n rEann
LA,

v

ifi hl ey . ‘
(A - :

Hl_f"--l:""r.'r_',l 18 oV el L
. -Whl‘inﬂ i.n Eha .'--"..m madies 1
"'|.. 1 I

—
S S
1w .






iv.

INTRODUCTION

This guide is designed to provide Canadians with a readily accessible check
list of issues in the field of peace and security. Tt seeks to identify
the major policy issues to which Canada responded in the period beginning
January 1985 and ending July 1986, to place them in context, and, where
appropriate, to cite a range of Parliamentary comment on these issues.

In identifying official Canadian policies, we have relied entirely on
public statements by Government leaders and responsible officials. The

statements are either summarized or excerpted verbatim.

The guide is not itself designed as a commentary, and contains no
interpretative opinion as such, although the choice of excerpts and
statements inevitably requires editorial discretion. Our purpose,
therefore, is to assemble in one collection materials which will give to
the interested reader a basic reference source on Canadian policies in the
field of peace and security, and, at the same time, to indicate the scope
for further enquiry.

In organizing the contents, we have chosen to follow the subject order
identified in the mandate of the Institute, viz: arms control and
disarmament, defence, and conflict resolution. The reader may wish to
note that the last category - conflict resolution - has been defined for
the present purposes as Canadian responses to major regional conflict

issues.

Each entry is organized under four headings - Background, Current Canadian
Position, Parliamentary Comment and Current References. These headings

have been defined in the following manner:



Background provides an account of the basic issue. It seeks to avoid
excessive detail, but to draw on recent material as appropriate in order to
set the context of current policy issues. Where Canadian policy prior to
1985 was integral to the development of the issue itself, or where it is
necessary to an understanding of the current Canadian position, it is
included under this heading.

Current Canadian Position is based on statements by Ministers and
responsible officials, and identifies the development of Canadian policy

since January 1985.

Parliamentary Comment is intended primarily to capture the formal response

of the opposition parties. For the most part it relies on statements and

questions in the House of Commons by designated spokespersons on foreign
and defence policy. Committee hearings have been used primarily in the
Background section, and, when appropriate, in describing the current
Canadian position.

Current References is designed for the most part to indicate only some of

the most recent materials relevant to the issue; the section is not

intended to be an extensive reference list.

The Institute may consider updating and expanding this guide on an annual
basis. Therefore, we welcome and invite comment on its utility, and
format, and suggestions for improvement. Specifically, we envisage that a
further edition would cover the period August 1st 1986-July 31st 1987. It
might also extend the coverage to include editorial and other opinion on

the issues identified.



vi.

The individual entries were researched and written by Steven Baranyi, Jane
Boulden and Mary Goldie, research assistants at the Institute during 1985
and 1986. Professor Nonald Munton contributed the section on public
opinion. The volume has been edited by David Cox and Mary Taylor. All of
the above owe a considerable debt to Doina Cioiu for typing, formatting and

vigilance in the preparation of the manuscript.

Comment and enquiries about the Guide shou}d be addressed to

David Cox

Director of Research
CIIPS

307 Gilmour Street
Ottawa, Ontario

R2P OP7
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SECTION I - ARMS CONT ROL AND DISARMAMENT

1. THE ABM TREATY

Background

The SALT I Anti-Ballistic Missile (ABM) Treaty and the Interim Agreement on
Strategic Offensive Arms were signed by Soviet General-Secretary Brezhnev
and 1S President Nixon on 26 May 1972. The SALT negotiations began in
November 1969. Since they were unable to reach final agreement on
strategic offensive arms limits, the parties agreed to make the ABM Treaty
separate and of unlimited duration, while signing an interim agreement on

offensive arms limitations.

Both the Soviet Union and the United States undertook Ballistic Missile
pefence (BMD) programmes during the 1960s. Tn the United States, the BMD
issue sparked a prolonged public debate. The advisability of developing
BMD centred on two main concerns: the ease with which the defences could be
overcome by large numbers of cheaper offensive missiles, and the
possibility that BMD deployments might destabilize deterrence based on the
concept of mutual assured destruction. This concept, which had become the
pasis of nuclear deterrence, assumes the impossibility of an adequate

defence against nuclear weapons.

The ARBM Treaty prohibits both sides from deploying a nation-wide BMD and
limits each to two ABM deployment areas (this was amended to one area on 3
July 1974). The Treaty also puts restraints on radars and interceptor
missiles and prohibits the development, testing or deployment of sea, air,
space or mobile land-based ABM systems and their components. Fxtensive
verification measures are provided for in the Treaty, which also
established the Standing Consultative Committee to deal with questions of
Treaty interpretation and compliance. The United States Senate ratified
the Treaty by a vote of 88 to 2.

During the 1970s both the Tinited States and the Soviet Union continued



2'

research into ballistic missile defence. In 1975, the US dismantled the
BMD system it had deployed at a missile base in Grand Forks, North Dakota.

The Soviet Union has kept its BMD deployment around Moscow. As the ICBM
counterforce capability (the ability to accurately strike enemy missile
silos) improved, the question of defending against ballistic missiles
surfaced again, since 'hard point' defence of missile silos would be easier
to achieve than population defence. From the outset, therefore, the new
Reagan Administration gave more attention to BMD than had previous

administrations.

In March 1983, President Reagan announced that the United States would
pursue the Strategic Defense Initiative (SDI) to provide a defence that
would make nuclear weapons "impotent and obsolete". The ABM Treaty,
therefore, entered a new and uncertain phase, since the final goal of SDI
contradicts the very basis of the ABM Treaty. Although President Reagan
has stated that SDI research will be conducted within the limits of the ABM
Treaty, the Administration has put forward two interpretations of the terms
of the Treaty: a "strict" interpretation of the Treaty which might quickly
conflict with the SDI programme, and a "broad" interpretation which would
allow the US much more leeway in the research programme while remaining
within the Treaty. This has again sparked a debate within the United
States over the benefits of the ABM Treaty and its intended limitations.

In particular, there is concern that the "broad" interpretation is a first

step towards complete abrogation of the Treaty.

One of the reasons cited in support of the SDI is Soviet BMD development
and its alleged violation of the Treaty. 1In particular, the United States
has expressed concern about Soviet construction of a new phased array
radar. The ABM Treaty allows the construction of such radars only on the
periphery of the country and only if they are oriented outwards. The US

maintains that the new Soviet radar under construction at Krasnoyarsk does
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3.
not meet these criteria, and may be an element of a future nation-wide ABM

system. The Soviet Union has stated that the radar is intended for
space-tracking and is thus permitted under the Treaty.

Current Canadian Position

On 21 January 1985 the Secretary of State for External Affairs, Joe Clark,
outlined the Goverrment's position on SDI and expressed concern about its

implications for the ABM Treaty.

...actual development and deployment of space-based
ballistic missile defence systems by either side
would transgress the limits of the ABM Treaty as
currently constituted. That could have serious
implications for arms control and would therefore
warrant close and careful attention by all
concerned. We welcome, in this regard, President
Reagan's affirmation that the USA would not proceed
beyond research without discussion and negotiation.

At the Ouebec Summit in March 1985, Canada and the United States signed a
declaration on international security that included a statement on the ABM

Treaty. The Declaration stated:

We are agreed that [the SDI] is prudent and is in
conformity with the ABM Treaty. In this regard, we
agree that steps beyond research would, in view of
the ABM Treaty, be matters for discussion and
negotiation.4

Mr. Clark reiterated the Canadian positidn in the House of Commons.

...Canada intends to honour our obligations under
the ABM Treaty. Not only do we intend to honour
them, but we now have a document signed by the

T Commons Debates, 21 January 1985, p. 1502.
2 Declaration by the Prime Minister of Canada and the President of the
United States of America Regarding International Security, 18 March 1985.
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President of the United States and the Prime
Minister of Canada which reaffirms the intention of
both Canada and the Tinited States to respect the
ABM Treaty in so far as SDI is concerned.

In January 1986, Mr. Clark again outlined Canada's strong support for the
ABM Treaty.

Canada firmly supports the regime created by the
ABM Treaty....Our stance toward SDI research is
rooted in the need to conform strictly with the
provisions of the ABM Treaty. We will continue to
urge the parties to these treaties to do nothing to
undermine their integrity but, rather, to work to
reinforce their status and their authority.

Parliamentary Comment

In March 1985, NDP member Pauline Jewett cautioned Mr. Clark that SDI would
damage the ABM Treaty. She said:

...research inevitably leads to development and
deployment....Therefore, pursuit of star wars will
mean abandoning deterrence, threatening the ABM
Treaty and diverting money and races to an armed
race in space.

Mr. Clark responded:

...the interpretation of the ABM Treaty is an
interpretation which allows research. That is all
that Canada has approved...we have now received an
invitation to consider taking part in that
research. That is consistent with the ABM Treaty.6

NDP member Derek Blackburn asked the Prime Minister if he agreed that "any

3 Commons Debates, 19 March 1985. p. 3166.

4 Tommons Debates, 23 January 1986. p. 10101.
5 Commons Debates, 28 March 1985. p. 3459.

6 Ibid., p. 3460.
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violation of [the ABM Treaty] would threaten world peace?" Mr. Clark
responded :

...Canada supports that Treaty. We intend to
remain vigilant and active in our support of that
Treaty. We intend that the actions of Canada will
remain consistent with our support of that treaty.’

In January of 1986 Ms. Jewett again pursued the question, asking the
Secretary of State to make a clear statement on the issue.

I do not feel that there is an enormous amount of
evidence right now which shows that the Americans,
and to a lesser extent the Soviets, are
distinguishing between research, testing and
development. [as required by the ABM Treaty]....We
need a clear statement from the Government with
respect to how it interprets the question of
research and the tremendous intermingling of
research, testing and development.8

In June 1986 the Special Joint Committee submitted its report on Canada's

international relations. They recommended that Canada

intensify its efforts...to win acceptance for a
comprehensive set of arms control

measures... [including] measures to enhance
strategic stability. The latter should include, in
particular, reaffirmation of the Anti-Ballistic
Missile Treaty, interpreted strictly as prohibiting
all but basic research on defensive systems.?

Current References -

T. Longstreth, J.E. Pike, J.B. Rhinelander, The Impact of US and Soviet
Ballistic Missile Defence Programs on the ABM Treaty, National Campaign to
Save the Treaty, March 1985.

/" Commons Debates, 5 March 1985, p. 2745.

8 Commons Debates, 23 January 1986, p. 10104.

9 Special Joint Committee on Canada's International Relations, TIndependence
and Internationalism, June 1986.
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National Academy of Sciences "Strategic Defensive Arms Control: The SALT I
Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty." Nuclear Arms Control Background and Issues
Washington DC: National Academy Press, 1985, pp. 136-158.

A.B. Sherr, "The Languages of Arms Control", Bulletin of Atomic Scientists,
November 1985, pp. 23-29.

Cross References

Canada-US Exchange of Letters on the SDI Research.



2. ARMS CONTROL TREATY COMPLIANCE: SALT II

Background

The SALT II Treaty limiting strategic nuclear forces was signed by US
President Carter and Soviet leader Brezhnev in Vienna on 10 June 1979.
Although the agreement was never ratified by the US Senate, both the United
States and the Soviet Union have continued to abide by its terms.

The SALT IT Treaty officially expired on 31 December, 1985. 1In 1985
President Reagan made two reports to Congress! outlining Soviet violations
of arms control treaties. While most of these concerned the SALT TI and
Anti Ballistic Missile (ABM) Treaties, possible violations of the Threshold
Test Ban Treaty, the Limited Test Ban Treaty and the Biological and Toxic
Weapons Convention were also listed. With respect to the SALT ITI Treaty,
the Tnited States is primarily concerned with a new mobile Soviet
Tntercontinental Ballistic Missile (ICBM), the SS-25. The US states that
this is an illegal second new missile and that the Soviet Union has
excessively encrypted the telemetry on the missile's test flights. The
Soviet Union contends that the SS-25 is a modernization, within the limits

of the Treaty, of an older missile, the SS-13.

On 10 June 1985 President Reagan announced that the United States would
dismantle an older ballistic missile submarine when a new Trident submarine
was deployed in September 1985. This kept the US within SALT limits.
However, Reagan warned that future compliance decisions would be taken on a
'case-by-case' basis and that the United States reserved the right to
exceed treaty limits in the future as a 'proportionate response' to Soviet
treaty violations. Defence Secretary Weinberger submitted a report on

possible responses to Soviet violations in January 1986.

T President's Report to Congress on Soviet Noncompliance With Arms Control
Agreements, 1 February 1985 and 23 December 1985.
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With the launching of another new Trident submarine in May 1986, the Reagan
Administration re-evaluated the compliance situation and possible American
responses. Reagan announced that the United States would dismantle two
older Poseidon submarines, thus keeping the US technically within the
limits of the SALT II Treaty. The President stated, however, that the
submarines were being dismantled for economic reasons, (the submarines had
reached the end of their useful life) and not because of SALT limits. He
also indicated that because of continued Soviet violations of the Treaty,
the United States would make future force structure decisions based on the
nature of the Soviet threat and not on the basis of SALT limits. The next
force structure dec{sion for the United States will occur in the fall of
1986 when continued American deployment of air-launched cruise missiles on
strategic bombers will take it above SALT limits unless a decision is made

to compensate for these deployments.

Current Canadian Position

In a statement to the House of Commons on 23 January 1986 the Secretary of
State for External Affairs, Joe Clark, outlined the govermment's position

on treaty compliance:

To deviate from a policy of full compliance is to
threaten the credibility, and hence the viability
of arms control. Canada firmly suports the
regime created by the ABM treaty and the existing
SALT agreements on limiting strategic forces...We
will continue to urge the parties to these
treaties to do nothing to undermine their
integrity, but rather work to reinforce their
status and authority.2

Responding to the American decision on SALT II in his opening comments at

< Commons Debates, 23 January 1986, p. 10101.
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the NATO Ministerial Meeting at Halifax, Mr. Clark said:

Regrettably, the Soviet record of compliance has
raised so many questions that the United States
itself now no longer feels compelled to abide by
the SALT II agreement. That is a profoundly
disturbing development and one we hoped could
have been avoided. Let us hope the Soviet record
improves and that President Reagan's May 27
announcement is not the final word on the issue.3

On 27 May 1986 Mr. Clark issued a statement on the American decision on
SALT II. He said:

We welcomed the President's decision even in the
absence of a satisfactory Soviet response to
dismantle a Poseidon submarine last June and his
plan to scrap two Poseidons when the next Trident
submarine goes to sea. We are, however, very
concerned about the implications of the
President's stated intention to exceed SALT II
limits late this year....It is our fervent hope
that in the time remaining before the end of the
year the USSR and the USA will reach an
understanding on means to ensure continued
respect for the limits of the SALT II accord....4

Parliamentary Comment

A Liberal member, the Honourable Warren Allmand, expressed concern over the
American decision:

The unilateral decision by the United States
could lead to a massive escalation in the arms
race and significantly threaten the peace and
existence of all nations, not just the US and the
Soviet Union. In these grave circumstances I
urge the Secretary of State for External Affairs
(Mr. Clark), with his NATO allies, to make

3 DEA Statement 86/34, 29 May 1986.
4 DFA Statement 86/33, 27 May 1986.
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further representations to the United States to
abandon this dangerous unilateral initiative.>

NDP member Derek Blackburn called upon the Government to state that it
would end cruise missile testing if the US exceeds SALT II limits:

Let us be just as vocal about our opposition to
American threats to abandon SALT II later this
year. It would be ironic if deployment of the
air-launched cruise missile, which Canada helped
develop, broke SALT ITI. Canada should make clear
that we would no longer allow cruise missile
testing in Canada if the 1S broke SALT 11.6

Mr. Rlackburn also asked:

...1f Canada continues to develop the
air-launched cruise, regardless of what
transpires in the meantime, is it not supporting
the Reagan administration policy that SALT II
should not be considered in determining
deployments?7

Mr. Clark responded:

Mr. Speaker, the short answer to that is mo,
because the ultimate decision on SALT II limits
has yet to be taken. If I may just underlire...
the importance of making the case to both the
Americans and the Soviet Union, there is an
expectation on the part of Canadians that both of
them will respect the Treaty. The Americans
have, the Soviet Union has not. We should be
making the case to the Soviet Union, on

questions such as, for example, the way they are
encrypting telemetry and on the way they have
moved into a second system, that they are in
violation of the SALT IT limits. If they believe
they are not, they should respond to the
representations of Canada and other countries and
make that evidence clear.

~5 Commons Debates, 5 June 1986, p. 13999.
6 Commons Debates, 29 May 1986, p. 13760.
7 Commons Debates, 2 June 1986, p. 13864.
8 Ibid.
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NPDP member Pauline Jewett asked the Deputy Prime Minister and Minister of
National Defence, Frik Nielsen to outline the Soviet violations of the SALT
II Treaty which the Prime Minister had said earlier were too numerous to
mention. Mr. Nielsen declined, stating that "I do not believe I have the
time to go into detail on the floor of the House of Commons"9. Ms. Jewett
pursued the issue and said that "It is incumbent upon the Department [of
Defence] and the Government to tell us what these violations are. I ask

the Minister to do so now."10

In response to this and further questions, Mr. Nielsen referred to the ABM
Treaty, but not to SALT II.

Pauline Jewett pursued the issue with Mr. Nielsen on the 13 June, again
asking him to provide examples of SALT II violations and asking that he
bring cruise missile testing in Canada to an end as a protest against the

American decision. Mr. Nielsen responded:

There are clear breaches in the bringing on by
the Soviets of the SS-25 missile. That is a
clear breach. A clear breach is the construction
of the Krasnovarsk radar, that is a clear breach
of SALT IT.12 1t is a clear breach of SALT IT to
encrypt telemetry, which the Soviets are
doing....If those are brought onside and the
Soviet Union demonstrates that it intends to
honour the provisions of SALT II surely that is
the desirable situation and would lead to more
greatly enhanced arms limitation agreements....13

Liberal member the Honourable Lloyd Axworthy asked Mr. Nielsen what
measures Canada would take to express disappointment with the American
decision, in particular, suggesting that Canada should refuse to test the
cruise missile if the US exceeded the SALT IT limits. Mr. Nielsen said:

9 Commons Debates, 30 May 1986, p. 13872.

10 Tbid.

11 Tbid., p. 13803.

12 The radar at Krasnovarsk is a possible violation of the ABM Treaty.
13 Commons Debates, 13 June 1986, p. 14365.
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...the ultimate objective here is achieving an
enhanced arms limitation agreement. That
achievement can not be unilateral....The Geneva
talks are ongoing. New proposals have been made,
and no doubt will be made. I think the actions
of the Government of Canada should support that
far more desirable objective of an enhanced arms
control agreement.

Current References

Arms Control and Disarmament Agency. Soviet Noncompliance 1 February 1986.

Canadian Centre for Arms Control and Disarmament. Canada and the Current
Crisis in Arms Control Communiqué No. 25, 5 June 1986.

A. Gliksman, "The Soviet Arms Control Compliance Record, Parts 1 and 2"
National Defence, February 1986, pp. 61-70, March 1986, pp. 43-47.

L. Sartori, "Will SALT II Survive?" International Security Winter 1985-86,
pp. 147-174.

J.A. Schear, "Amms Control Treaty Compliance" International Security, Fall
1985, pp. 141-182.

R. Jeffrey Smith "Administration at Odds Over Soviet Cheating" Science, May
10, 1985, po. 695-696.

J. Voas "The Amms Control Compliance Debate" Survival, January-February
1986.

Cross References

Verification
The ABM Treaty
NATO

1% 1bid., p. 14363.




3. CANADA AS A NUCLEAR WEAPONS-FREE ZONE

Background

Nuclear weapons-free zones (NWFZ) were first discussed in the 1950s. They
are seen as a way of limiting the deployment and proliferation of nuclear
weapons. The first proposal for a NWFZ was put forward by Poland in 1957
at the United Nations General Assembly. Known as the Rapacki Plan (named
after the Polish Foreign Minister) the proposal called for a nuclear-free
zone covering Poland, Czechoslovakia, East Germany and West Germany. No
nuclear weapons would be manufactured or stockpiled in this zone and the
use of nuclear weapons against the area would be forbidden. The Plan
proposed a broad system of air and ground surveillance, run jointly by the
NATO and Warsaw Pact nations to ensure compliance. The Plan failed to gain

support from the Western Powers.

The Antarctic Treaty of 1959 established the first nuclear weapons-free
sone in the uninhabited Antarctic region. This was followed by the Outer
Space Treaty of 1967 and the Sea-bed Treaty of 1971.

The Treaty of Tlatelolco, which established Latin America as the only
populated NWFZ in the world, was signed in 1967. Twenty five Latin
American nations are party to this Treaty, under which they agree not to
test, produce or acquire nuclear weapons or to allow other nations to
deploy them on their territory. Protocol II of the Treaty was signed by
all five nuclear weapons states and requires them to respect the
nuclear-free status of Latin America, and to agree not to threaten to use

weapons against the Treaty's members.

Other areas have also been proposed as nuclear weapons-free zones. These
include: the Nordic states, the Balkan states, Africa, the Middle East, the
Pacific and Southern Asia.



14.

Two proposals to make Canada a NWFZ were put forward in the House of
Commons in 1985. Private Member's Bill C-218, was introduced by NDP member
Les Benjamin in December 1984.1 The Bill proposed to prohibit the
development, testing, manufacture, import, transport or storage of any
nuclear weapon or components thereof within Canada, its coastal waters and
its airspace. On 10 October 1985, Neil Young, also of the NDP presented a
motion to declare Canada a nuclear arms-free zone. On 5 March 1986 Jim
Fulton (NDP) introduced for first reading Bill C-264, an Act to declare

Canada a nuclear weapons-free zone.

Current Canadian Position

In response to the second reading of these Bills, Gerry Weiner, the
Parliamentary Secretary to the Secretary of State for External Affairs,
emphasized the importance that the Canadian (overmment attaches to its NATO
membership. Although there are no nuclear weapons stationed on Canadian
soil, and overflights and port visits of nuclear armed vessels can only
occur with Government permission, Canada continues to participate fully in
NATO and to believe in the nuclear deterrent on which it is based. He

said:

The idea of a nuclear weapons-free zone for Canada...would
be realistic only if the Canadian Government were prepared
to withdraw from the Alliance....The Canadian Government
continues to believe that our defence partnership,
co—-operation and defence production sharing arrangements
with our allies make a greater contribution to preserving
peace and security than would our withdrawal into the
uncertain isolation of a nuclear weapons-free zone . 2

Mr. Weiner went on to ask whether withdrawing fram NATO would enhance the

prospects for peace and diminish the chance of nuclear war:

' Commons Debates, 13 December 1984.
2 Commons Debates, 18 March 1985, p. 3133.
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Would Canada's voice be listened to more seriously and
would our words carry greater weight in the corridors of
power around the world because we were no longer a member
of the NATO Alliance? The answer to these questions
remains unequivocably 'No'. Canada's possibilities for
influencing these events would be greatly weakened and
the stability of the East-West balance immeasurably
shaken.3

In further comments, Mr. Weiner pointed out that making Canada a NWFZ would
preclude the testing of the cruise missile, to which the Government is
committed, and which it believes to be an important response to Soviet
force modernization. This action would also mean the loss of jobs at
places such as Litton Industries, which manufacture components for the

cruise missile guidance system.

Finally, Mr. Weiner stated that the real answer to the nuclear problem lay

in continued discussion and consultation:

Nuclear weapons cannot be disinvented. They are a
terrifying reality which political leadership must seek
to constrain. Yet, a failure to incorporate a credible
nuclear component within MATO's overall strategy would be
an invitation to nuclear blackmail, with consequences too
terrible to contemplate. In this sense, the real
question before us is how we can best achieve policies
which will reduce the recourse to nuclear weapons in
Europe and elsewhere.4

In an outline of defence and security issues affecting Canada, the

Department of National Defence stated that declaring Canada a NWFZ

...would be seen by our allies as an attempt by Canada to
exploit all the benefits of alliance membership without

being prepared to share the obligations....Nuclear-free

zones are not nuclear-safe ones....To argue that removing
nuclear weapons or declaring oneself to be nuclear-free makes
one's territory safe from nuclear threat is a cruel deception.>

3 1bid.
4 Commons Debates, 10 October 1985, p. 7575.

5 Department of National Defence, Defence and Security Issues, January
1985, p. 5.
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On a more sympathetic note, and speaking about the idea of NWFZ in general,
the Canadian Ambassador for Disarmament, Douglas Roche, said that one of
Canada's goals at the Third Review Conference of the Non-Proliferation
Treaty (NPT) is

...to reiterate Canada's strong sympathy for the concept
of regional nuclear weapons-free zones as specified in
the NPT where these are feasible and seem likely to
contribute to stability.®

Parliamentary Comment

NDP member Les Benjamin, sponsor of Bill C-218, stated:

There may be some who call the Bill anti-American or
anti-NATO, but we have no commitment or no responsibility
to NATO on nuclear weapons and there is no disloyalty in
excusing ourselves from our friends' company while they
are engaged in an activity which is morally wrong and not
in our best interest.

Tt is impossible for this Bill to protect immediately the
people of Canada from nuclear war....However, it does
protect us from the ignorance of nuclear deterrent
advocates and the false sense of security that they
create in the minds of Canadians when they expose their
simplistic myth of maintaining nuclear balance.

Mr. Benjamin emphasized Canada's role as a peacekeeper and suggested that
making Canada a NWFZ was consistent with Canadian support of the
Non-Proliferation Treaty. Neil Young, in presenting his motion to declare
Canada a nuclear arms-free zone, also emphasized that Canada's reputation

as a peacekeeper gave it a role to play.

He suggested that Canada should let the United States know that it is

against the cruise missile and its potential role in limited nuclear war by

® Mouglas Roche, An Address to the York University Conference on the Third
Review of the Non-Proliferation Treaty, Toronto, 16 May 1985, p. 10.
7 Commons Debates, 18 March 1985, p. 3132.
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refusing to test the missile or allow cruise-missile vessels in Canadian

waters.

Pointing to the history of the discussion of NWFZs in other areas, Mr.
Young said:

Discussion of the concept of a nuclear weapons-free zone
has a long history in some parts of the world. In Canada
the legislature of the Province of Manitoba passed a
resolution declaring that province a nuclear weapons-free
zone. Over 80 municipalities in Canada have declared
themselves nuclear weapons-free zones. Last year nearly
half a million Canadians signed a peace petition calling
for, among other things, a nuclear weapons-free zone in
Canada.8

He went on to say:

It is time for Canada to take the initiative in this
area. Canada has viewed its options too narrowly and has
not been willing to take an independent enough foreign
policy position....Making Canada a nuclear weapons-free
zone will set an example for others in the world and will
be a concrete step toward making the world a safe place9

Liberal member Jean-Robert Gauthier stated that "we are neither for nor
against the concept of a nuclear weapons-free zone in canada"10 and asked
that the issue be referred to the Standing Committee on External Affairs
and National Defence. 1In October, Liberal member Charles Caccia repeated
the Liberal desire that the issue go to committee to allow a full public
Adebate. The issue "has an outlook and breadth of scope that, in
consideration of the present international climate, deserves the full

attention of all interested parliamentarians".11

8 Commons Debates, 10 October 1985, p. 7573.
9 Tbid.

10 Tommons Debates, 18 March 1985, p. 3135.
11 Commons Debates, 10 October 1985, p. 7575.
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4. CHEMICAL WEAPONS

Background

In recent years there have been various allegations about the use of
chemical weapons in regional conflicts. This has raised awareness of the
importance of prohibition. The early conclusion of a chemical weapons ban
has been designated a priority by the Canadian Goverrment. Negotiations in
this area take place primarily in the Conference on Disarmament (CD) .

In addition, Canada has been involved in meetings sponsored by Australia
(in June and September of 1985) to discuss ways to present obstacles to the
possible use of chemical weapons. Officials and chemical experts,
representing the United States and the Western Furopean and Asian countries

with advanced chemical technology, participated in these meetings.1

Although a chemical weapons ban has been on the agenda of the Conference on
Disarmament and its various antecedents since 1968, little substantive
progress had been made by 1980. Therefore, in an attempt to facilitate
action, the forty-nation CD established the Ad Hoc Working Group on

Chemical Weapons. All CD participants were represented. Their first task

was to define the issues that a ban on chemical weapons should cover. The
1925 Geneva Protocol prohibits the use of asphyxiating, poisonous and other
gases, and many of its signatories, including Canada, retain the right to
retaliate to any attack by chemical weapons. The second task of the
Working Group was to draft a camprehensive treaty which would constitute an
effective and verifiable ban on the development, production, stockpiling,

transfer and use of chemical weapons.

In view of the limitations of the Geneva Protocol and in the hope of

providing a basis for further multilateral negotiations, Canada submitted

T "proliferating Poison - The Fight Against the Spread of Chemical
Weapons", The Washington Post, 23 September, 1985.
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two working papers to the CD in 1980, the first on ways of organizing and
controlling verification, and the second on the definition and scope of a
chemical weapons treaty. These papers resembled the previous eight
Canadian submissions to the various prior incarnations of the CD in
emphasizing verification, and the definition and promotion of a chemical
weapons treaty. Two working papers submitted in 1981 dealt with (1)
verification and control requirements for a chemical weapons treaty, and

(2) the disposal of chemical agents.?

In 1983, Canadian Ambassador Donald McPhail chaired the Ad Hoc Working
Group on Chemical Weapons. He is credited with facilitating tangible
advances in the negotiating process. Drawing from recent Soviet and
American working papers that laid out their respective positions in a
comprehensive fashion, the Group developed a consensus document which
identified the elements of a comprehensive treaty, and outlined areas of

agreement and disagreement.

Some progress was made during 1983 but resolution of the problems involving

verification and compliance remained elusive. Disagreement remained over

how extensive the list of banned precursors (those chemicals used as the

basis for various chemical weapons) should be, especially since many have
accepted industrial uses. A longstanding problem is the dispute between

those who emphasize national security demands for non-intrusive means of

verification, and those states insisting on more stringent means of

control.

ZConference of the Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disarmament, Conference of
the Committee on Disarmament, Committee on Disarmament, Chemical Weapons -
Working Papers, 1969-1982 Sessions, Arms Control and Disarmament Division
of the Department of External Affairs, April 1983. (This reference
contains all the Canadian working papers through 1982. None were
submitted between 1983 and 1985, in part because of the Canadian
chairmanship in 1983 and early 1984. 1In 1986 two papers were submitted.)
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In 1984 agreement was reached that the destruction of existing stocks
should be subject to systematic international inspection, but there was
disagreement over the particular inspection procedures to be used. There
were also significant differences regarding the right to demand and refuse
on-site inspections, the need to declare the location of production
facilities, and the requirements of non-intrusive but effective means to
control the remaining chemical industrial base. The United States tabled a
"Draft Convention on the Prohibition of Chemical Weapons" in April 1984,
but there was little progress in overcoming the disagreements between the
two sides.

Current Canadian Position

In the Ad Hoc Committee, Canada has stressed the need for a comprehensive
but politically acceptable regime of verification. In 1985 Ambassador J.
Alan Beesley reiterated the need for procedural reform throughout the CD.
He criticized the frequently repetitious deliberations and urged the
recognition and expansion of common ground, with less emphasis on
divergences. He called for less criticism and more positive proposals from
all delegations.

Beesley expressed Canadian interest in both non-proliferation and
verification in his April 1985 address to the CD, which stressed the
importance of achieving a verifiable ban on chemical weapons. He noted
that Canada, in agreement with many other countries, had imposed controls
on the export of certain chemicals that could be used in the production of
extremely toxic weaponry. However, the closing-off of production routes
for these weapons required a comprehensive treaty to make the action really
effective.3

3 Conference on Disarmament, Chemical Weapons-Final Records (PV) 1985
Session, Armms Control and Disarmament Division of the Department of
External Affairs, February, 1986, CD/PV 306, 4 April 1985.
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In June 1985, Beesley recommended widespread support for the UN
Secretary-General's fact-finding mission into the allegations regarding the
use of chemical weapons. He linked the consequent urgency of the
negotiations with the need to uphold and strengthen the Geneva Protocol and
to avoid any situation in the future where the renunciation of a modern
chemical weapons treaty would also free the state in question from
pre-existing obligations under the Geneva Protocol. He voiced serious
concern that the confirmed reports of actual use of chemical weapons in the
Irag-Iran war did not bode well for the long-term significance of

international law.%

In his last public address to the CD during the 1985 session, Ambassador

Reesley reported on a Canadian study concerning the legality of inspecting
private chemical companies at short notice.? The study concluded that, in
the Canadian case, existing legislation would allow for verification which

includes on-site inspection at short notice.

During the 1985 session of the Ad Hoc Committee on Chemical Weapons, there
were some qualified successes regarding treaty language banning civilian
production of certain precursor chemicals, but not all supertoxic lethal
chemicals were covered. Basic problems involving verification and

compliance remained, despite efforts to overcome them.

At the 40th General Assembly of the United Nations in September 1985, the
Secretary of State for External Affairs, Joe Clark, stated that an "early
conclusion of a chemical weapons treaty is now within reach in the
Conference on Disarmament." He promised that Canada would "develop and
make available to the UN, practical studies on chemical weapons use, along
with Canadian specialists to investigate allegations of the use of chemical
weapons."6 On 4 NDecember 1985, Canadian representatives presented

% Cp/pv 313, 18 June 1985.
5 cp/pv 322, 18 July 1985.
6 pFA Statements and Speeches, no. 85/10.
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Secretary-General Perez de Cuellar with a 174-page Handbook for the

Investigation of Allegations of the Use of Chemical or Biological Weapons,

which sets out detailed operational methods for an effective, impartial,
on-site investigation into allegations of use of such weapons.’ An
accompanying letter from Mr. Clark expressed full support for past
initiatives in investigating allegations of use of chemical weapons and

noted previous Canadian contributions to this field.

Chemical weapons were the main issue in three resolutions tabled at the TN
General Assembly in the fall of 1985. Canada sponsored resolution 40/928,
which expressed "regret and concern" that a chemical and bacteriological
(biological) prohibition had not been agreed upon and urged the CD "to
intensify ...and reinforce further its efforts", and spend more time on the
negotiations. Canada abstained on resolution 40/92A (sponsored by the
Eastern Bloc) which urged the CD "to intensify the negotiations...and...the
drafting process" in order to submit the convention to the General Assembly
in 1986. The resolution also called upon all states "to refrain from the
production and deployment of binary and other new types of chemical
weapons, as well as from stationing chemical weapons on the territory of
other states." Of the NATO Allies, thirteen opposed this resolution, while
penmark and Greece joined Canada in abstaining. (In 1985, the American
Congress had voted to fund the modernization of American chemical weapons
if the NATO allies agreed to the new binary weapons.) Canada and the NATO
Allies all voted in favour of resolution 40/92C, which noted with concern
revorts of chemical weapon use and proliferation, and condemned all
contravention of existing prohibitions against chemical and biological

weapons. The Soviet Union voted against this resolution.

In his first address to the CD in 1986, Ambassador Beesley spoke of "known
instances of recent chemical weapons use" and urged collective action for

swift success in attaining a treaty. Confirmed use in 1984 and 1985, the

/ DFA Press Release no. 185, 4 December 1985.
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identification of Irag as the perpetrator in 1986, and the recent
disclosure by US State Department officials that Iran had the capability to
use chemical weapons, lent urgency to the work in the Ad Hoc Committee. 1In
March 1984, the Secretary-General's investigative team concluded that
chemical weapons had been used "on many occasions."8 The Ambassador also
voiced Canadian "readiness in principle to accept and apply" the
verification proposals tabled in the US draft treaty of 1984. He called
for "concrete, substantive alternative comprehensive proposals" from those
who criticized the US suggestions. Turning to the "interim steps”
involving possible multilateral agreement on the non-transfer of chemical
weapons suggested by General Secretary Gorbachev, Beesley agreed with the
US response. He noted that it would be of "limited utility" to have "an
effective bilateral convention which is not a comprehensive convention in
both senses in extending to all the main issues under negotiation and

comprising a genuine non-proliferation convention."

The Ambassédor stated that he was "greatly encouraged" by the recent
statement by Mikhail Gorbachev (15 January 1986) which promised "strict
control including international on-site inspection" for the destruction of
production facilities, chemical weapons stockpiles and their industrial
base, and invited the Soviet delegation to the CD to "elaborate on its

precise meaning".9

In March 1986, a further report from the Secretary-General confirmed the
use of chemical weapons by Iraq in response to Iranian offensive that
carried Iranian forces into Iraqui territory. The principal agent used was
mustard gas, although there was also evidence of the use of nerve gas. On
21 March 1986, the Security Council of the UN issued a strong condemnation
of the continued use of chemical weapons in violation of the 1925 Geneva
Protocol, and demanded that the Protocol be strictly observed. 10

8 "Chemical Weapons—-Conference on Disarmament”, The Arms Control
Reporter-A Chronicle of Treaties, Negotiations and Proposals, Institute
for Defense and Disarmament Studies, 1984, pp. 704.A.1-74.D.58.

9 Statement to CD 4 February 1986.

10 ynited Nations Office at Geneva, Press Release DC/1376, 25 March 1986,

D
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On 25 March 1986, in a plenary meeting of the CD, Canada called on all
signatories of the 1925 Protocol, including both Iran and Iraqg, to live up
to their legal obligations. The Canadian delegate commented: "We
resolutely condemn any action that has been or might be taken in breach of
that agreenent."11 Canada also submitted two papers to the CD for
consideration in the context of the negotiations: one addressed the
unambiguous identification of chemical substances (nomenclature); the
other concerned procedures for the investigation of allegations of the use
of chemical weapons.

At the end of the 1986 spring session of the Ad Hoc Committee on Chemical
Weapons, Western diplomats reported modest progress toward agreement on
which commercial chemicals would be banned, and how verification of the
destruction or dismantling of weapons plants would be handled. While the
type of inspection needed to verify compliance was still in dispute, the
Soviet Union indicated that they might agree to a compromise involving
routine scheduled inspection, although they were more circumspect

concerning inspection on demand. 12

On 22 May 1986 the NATO Defence Planning Committee endorsed the production
of new American binary chemical weapons. (see entry on NATO) A Department
of Fxternal Affairs specialist on such weapons said that the modernization
proposal "could actually reduce [American] chemical arsenals by as much as
50 per cent" and that storage of such weapons would be "considerably
safer."!3 The United States has said it will not go ahead with the new
weapons if a treaty banning all chemical weapons can be successfully agreed

upon, but, the United States argues that the production of these new

11 1bid., p.4.
12 "Modest Progress Reported on Chemical Arms Ban" The New York Times,
27 April, 1986.

13 mrethal Stocks will actually shrink, External Affairs Researcher says"
The Globe and Mail, 23 May 1986.
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weapons must proceed to counter continued Soviet developments in this area.

Responding to questioning in the House on the Canadian support for the NATO
decision, the Associate Minister of National Defence, Harvie Andre, stated:

We fully endorse the position taken in 1970 that
Canada will not have chemical weapons, will not
use chemical weapons, will not produce them, and
will not keep them in store....In the meantime the
Soviets continued with production and have built
up their chemical capabilities. 1In order to
maintain the deterrence which is what NATO is all
about - to avoid war - it is deemed prudent by all
NATO countries that the US increase or modernize
its chemical capability for the maintenance of
that deterrence and peace.

Canada is involved in a quadripartite agreement with the Tinited States,
Britain and Australia to share biological and chemical warfare research.
The Canadian Government states that it contributes information for

defensive measures against attacks from the Warsaw Pact countries.

Parliamentary Comment

On 24 February 1986, Jim Fulton from the NDP, asked the Minister of
National Defence "how much is being spent right now on the production of
chemical weapons and defensive chemical weapons in Canada?" The Minister,
Erik Nielsen, replied that no chemical weapons were being produced in
Canada.16 Later, Mr. Fulton told the House that the Department of National
Defence had confirmed that some chemical weapons were produced in Canada;
Soman, Sarin, Tabun and VX, described in a Government handbook as chemical

warfare lethal agents, are produced in very small quantities in Canada.17

'* Commons Debates, 23 May 1986, p. 13562.
16 Commons Debates, 24 February 1986, p. 10889.
17 Commons Debates, 4 March 1986, pp. 1115-7.
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On 24 March 1986, the NDP Member Derek Blackburn asked the Minister of
National Defence whether he had been asked at the NATO Council Meeting
earlier in March "to commit Canadian troops in any way to chemical warfare
preparedness or participation within the NATO Command"? The Minister said
"Of course not...the Canadian Government is not involved in any form of
chemical warfare." Mr. Blackburn termed that answer "rather strange" as
chemical warfare is "on the agenda of the North Atlantic Assembly and...on
the agenda of the Conference on Disarmament." He went on to ask the
Minister for a clear statement that under no circumstances "will Canadian
troops anywhere be involved in the use of chemical weapons or chemical
warfare." Frik Nielsen said he was unable to give such an assurance as it
is impossible to predict that Canadian troops would not be involved in
nwhatever kind of warfare might break out." He added: "we are certainly
not planning to get involved...[as]...our every effort is directed toward

the achievement of a lasting stable world peace." 18

On 23 May 1986 Pauline Jewett, the NDP critic for External Affairs, asked
Mr. Clark why Canada, unlike several of the other NATO countries, did not
express reservations at the recent NATO defence ministers' meeting, where
the American plan for modernization of their chemical weapons was

endorsed. Mr. Clark told the Commons that while Canada would prefer a ban
on chemical weapons, that would first "require some reasonableness on the
Soviet side with regard to verification. That has not occurred." Pauline
Jewett replied that "...basically the minister is saying that the talks are
momentarily stalled and let us keep them permanently stalled. That is what
he is saying by his enthusiastic support for chemical weapons."19 M.
Clark replied:

We are looking for a global ban. In order to get
a global ban there has to be a system of
verification which will work in the Soviet
Union....That is the problem with verification.

18 Commons Debates, 24 March 1986, p. 11808.
19 Commons Debates, 23 May 1986, p. 13563.
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We would be fools if we turned a blind eye to that
reality.20

The Liberal defence critic, Leonard Hopkins was also critical of the
Govermment's support for the US modernization plan, and said that Mr.
Nielsen should have asked for parliamentary approval prior to endorsing the
binary weapons programme. Mr. Hopkins criticized the Govermment for its
failure to bring forward a White Paper on defence policy and asked Mr.
Andre to "commit himself and the Government to a debate in the House on
such major international issues as this one so that Canadians may learn
what is going on?" The Associate Minister said he would welcome such a
debate and assured Mr. Hopkins that the Government would co—-operate in
arranging one.21 pemmark, Greece, Iceland, Luxembourg, the Netherlands and
Norway are reported to have expressed serious doubts about the resumption
of chemical weapons production by the United States. Mr. Hopkins said that
Canadians were divided on this issue, and that the Government should not
have taken an activist role in supporting the American position at the NATO
meeting.22

On 25 June 1986, NDP member Jim Fulton told the House that he had a
catalogue of current Canadian Government chemical and biological warfare

contracts.

These contracts amount to over $5 million and have
gone to major universities, private research
laboratories and, yes, even the Ontario Ministry of
Health....This is a nonsense. Biological and
chemical weapons can not be used unless troops can
be protected against their effects....I call upon
the Government to halt work immediately in the
field of chemical and biological warfare and to
strike an initiative within NATO to halt
development of these weapons while a global treaty
is sought.23

<V Tbid.

21 Tbid., p. 13564.

22 Communiqué, Len Hopkins, Official Opposition Critic for National
Defence, 23 May, 1986.

3 Commons Debates, 25 June 1986, p. 14807.
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5. A COMPREHENSIVE NUCLEAR FREEZE

Background

Comprehensive nuclear freeze proposals generally call for a halt to all
nuclear weapons production, testing and deployment in order to arrest the
nuclear arms race while significant reductions are being negotiated. In
March 1980 Randall Forsberg, of the Institute for Defense and Disarmament
Studies in Boston, drafted a resolution entitled "Call to Halt the Nuclear
Arms Race". The resolution stated that "...the United States and the
Soviet Union should stop the nuclear arms race" and called for "a mutual
freeze on the testing, production and deployment of nuclear weapons and of
missiles and of new aircraft designed primarily to deliver nuclear

weapons."

The idea of a nuclear freeze appealed to many people who were increasingly
concerned by the nuclear arms race. Their concern had been aggravated by
the policies of the new Reagan Administration which appeared unenthusiastic
about arms control and was slow to develop an arms control policy.

Comments from senior administration officials suggesting the possibility of
a limited nuclear war, and the impending deployment of US Cruise and
Pershing II missiles in Europe did nothing to alleviate this anxiety.
Support for the freeze movement grew quickly, therefore, in the first years
of the Reagan Administration, generating a movement of substantial
political strength. Early in 1982 a New York Times poll stated that 72 per

cent of the American public were in favour of a freeze. And in June 1982
an estimated 750,000 people, including Canadians, staged an anti-nuclear
rally in New York to mark the Second Special Session of the United Nations

General Assembly on Disarmament.

While this degree of support for and awareness of a freeze was a relatively
new phenomenon in arms control issues, the concept itself had been
established earlier. 1In 1964 President Johnson proposed a limited freeze
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on strategic weapons but it was rejected by the Soviets who argued that it
would guarantee the nuclear superiority of the United States. 1In 1978
Prime Minister Trudeau advocated "suffocating" the arms race by imposing a
ban on testing and prohibiting the production of fissionable materials.

The freeze movement generated political responses in both the US Congress
and the United Nations. In the United States Senate, Senators Kennedy and
Hatfield introduced a resolution proposing a mutual, verifiable freeze on
the testing, production and further deployment of nuclear warheads,
missiles and other delivery systems as an interim step to negotiating
reductions on nuclear warheads and delivery systems. Senators Jackson and
Warner presented a counter resolution which effectively outlined the Reagan
position on arms control as finally enunciated. The Kennedy-Hatfield
resolution lost in the Senate Foreign Relations Committee by a vote of 9 to
6 and, in the House of Representatives a resolution endorsing the
President's arms control policy passed, after a long and hard debate, by a
vote of 204 to 202.

At the United Nations, resolutions on a comprehensive freeze were sponsored
in the First Committee by Mexico and Sweden, India and the Soviet Union.
All the resolutions passed but in each case most of the NATO countries
registered a negative vote. While Congressional resolutions left the
timing of the freeze up to the superpowers, and thus implied that the
freeze itself was open to negotiation, the resolutions at the United

Nations suggested the freeze would be accomplished by declaration.

Debate about the freeze focussed on two main issues: verifiability and
force imbalance.

It was the latter problem which most concerned the European NATO members.
In particular they pointed to the force imbalance in Europe which had been
created by the deployment of Soviet SS-20 missiles. Canada was one of the



32,

NATO members who voted against the UN resolutions. 1In explaining its vote
at the 1983 Assembly, Canada recognized "the important symbolic value in
the freeze concept as an expression of the desire of mankind to be free
from the fear of nuclear war" but also noted that " [Canada] wants
significant, balanced and verifiable reductions in the level of nuclear
arms in the world...mere declarations are not a meaningful response to this
danger....Canada wants the present levels reduced by the immediate
unconditional resumption of negotiations on reductions."

Current Canadian Position

At the 40th session of the United Nations three resolutions calling for a
nuclear freeze were presented in the First Committee.! While these
resolutions varied somewhat in their content, Canada, along with most other
NATO members, voted against all of them. Although Canada did not offer an
explanation of its vote, it appeared to reflect three main concerns:
difficulties of verification, an imbalance of forces, and difficulties with

negotiation.

At the Standing Committee on External Affairs and National Defence
(SCEAND), the Secretary of State for External Affairs, Joe Clark said:

Our view is that if we are dealing with something
that is more than declaratory, particularly now
that the superpowers appear to be of a mind to
contemplate serious reductions which, given the
percentages involved, would be bound to be more
than 'nuclear junk', it is better to encourage
that process than to divert it,"2

T First Committee Resolutions 40/94H, 40/151C, 40/151E.
2 SCEAND Proceedings, 4 December 1985, p. 27.
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Parliamentary Comment

On 22 November 1985, NDP Foreign Affairs critic Pauline Jewett made a

statement in the House concerning the Goverrment's position on the nuclear
freeze.

Despite the fine words of peace of the Prime
Minister and the earlier record of Canada's
Disarmament Ambassador who supported a freeze
when he was a Conservative Member...Canada has
failed to take even this modest action [of voting
in favour of a freeze at the UN] to halt the
nuclear arms race. Canada can and must do more
for peace than send the Prime Minister to
Brussels to be debriefed....It is time for
initiative and action. At the very least Canada
should support the initiatives being taken by
others at the UN and elsewhere. I urge the
Govermment to change its vote when the freeze
issge comes before the General Assembly of the
UN.

Ms. Jewett pursued the issue with Mr. Clark during the SCEAND Hearings.
Specifically she pointed to the examples of Australia and New Zealand, both
of whom had changed their previous voting record on the freeze at the UN
and were now voting in favour. She asked Mr. Clark whether the Government

would consider changing its vote to an abstention. Mr. Clark responded:

We now have an agreement to look at the question
of quite large-scale reductions by the two
superpowers. They have have both...put forward a
proposal for a 50% reduction. A freeze has the
world in a much more dangerous state than the 50%
reduction would have. Indeed, a freeze indicates
an acceptance of the status quo, rather than
moving away from it.... The time taken in
negotiating the application of a freeze to keep
things at a dangerously high level is time taken
away from negotiating reductions, in which both
superpowers have now indicated they are
interested.4

3 Commons Debates, 22 November 1985, p. 8707.
4 SCEAND Proceedings, 4 December 1985, p. 26.
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6. COMPREHENSIVE PROGRAMME OF DISARMAMENT

Background

The Final Document of the First United Nations Special Session on
Disarmament (UNSSOD I) specified that general and complete disarmament
under effective international control "remains the ultimate goal of all

efforts exerted in the field of disa1:mament."1

The TNSSOD discussion envisaged that negotiations on a comprehensive
programme could take place at the same time as negotiations for more
partial measures, such as those addressed in the ongoing superpower
dialogue on arms control. The Final Document asked the reconstituted
Disarmament Commission, a deliberative body in which all Member States of

the UN are represented, to consider the elements of a comprehensive
programme of disarmament (CPD). As the Disarmament Commission operates by
consensus, the Final Document also directed the Disarmament Commission to
submit its recommendations to the United Nations General Assembly (UNGA) ,
which would then pass them on to the negotiating body, the Committee on
Disarmament. This 40-member body, which became the Conference on
Disarmament (CD) in 1984, also operates by consensus, but has a mandate to

develop and promulgate specific arms control measures.

In 1979, the Disarmament Commission spent most of its first session
elaborating the elements of a comprehensive programme of disarmament. The
outcome was transmitted to the CD through the General Assembly later that
year.

The Committee on Disarmament worked on the outline from the Disarmament
Commission from 1980 to 1982 with the intention of submitting a more
articulated and detailed proposal to the Second United Nations Special

1 "Comprehensive Programme of Disarmament" Report of the Conference on
Disarmament, General Assembly, Official Records: Fortieth Session,
Supplement No. 27 (A/40/27) United Nations New York, 1985, D437
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Session on Disarmament in 1982 (UNSSOD II). In 1980 an Ad Hoc Working
Group of the CD on the Comprehensive Programme of Disarmament was
established, but no substantive progress was achieved. 1In 1981, under the
chairmanship of Ambassador Alfonso Garcia Robles of Mexico, some progress
was made. Canada, like all other members of the CD, was represented in the
Working Group but, unlike some of the other countries, submitted no working
papers on this topic. A preliminary examination of the content of the CPD
was completed, based on an outline that included chapters on objectives,
principles, priorities, measures and stages of implementation, and
machinery and procedures. 1In 1982, the Ad Hoc Working Group convened
earlier than usual, since UNSSOD II was due to open in early June. Despite
great efforts, however, the Committee on Disarmament was only able to
submit an incomplete draft of the CPD to UNSSOD 1.2

The CPD was meant to be one of the highlights of UNSSOD II. Much work was
done during the Special Session on formulating a comprehensive draft.
However, the problems that had polarized previous discussion on the CPD
remained unsolved. These included the question of how legally binding such
a programme can and should be, whether specific stages should be
designated, and what constitute realistic and unrealistic expectations. An
especially controversial problem was the matter of time frames, and whether
the imposition of these would help or hinder the disarmament process.3
Inability to reach agreement on these issues resulted in an unfinished
draft (with bracketted passages denoting areas of contention) that could
only be included in an annex to the Concluding Document.

Canada expressed "disappointment" over the result, but did see merit in

continuing the effort. "The process of seeking a CPD has a value of its

own provided the negotiations are undertaken with openess and realism."4

< Homer A. Jack "Comprehensive Programme of Disarmament", Disarm—or Die,
The Second UN Special Session on Disarmament, World Conference on
Religion and Peace, New York, 1983, pp. 60-61.

3 1bid., pp. 65-67.

4 Ibid., p. 71.
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After UNSSOD II, the CPD was sent back to the Committee on Disarmament,
which reconsidered it and submitted a revised draft to the UN General
Assembly in 1983. 1In turn, the General Assembly asked the CD to once again
consider the CPD, noting that negotiations on much of the format and text
were necessary before any agreement could be reached on a Resolution
recommending action. However, during 1984 the Conference on Disarmament
decided that "circumstances were not conducive to making progress."5 The
United Nations General Assembly, in the fall of 1984, urged that "all
efforts be made so that the Conference on Disarmament may resume its work"
on the elaboration of the CPD early in 1985, and then "a complete draft of
such a programme" could be submitted to the General Assembly at its 1986

session.b

The goal in the CD is to draft a Comprehensive Programme on Disarmament
with which all members of the CD are in agreement. There is considerable
disagreement on formulation, content and implementation, as well as on
other issues. Included in the Principles, inter alia, are security
assurances for non-nuclear weapons States and the establishment of nuclear
weapons free zones.’ TIncluded in the Measures and Stages of Implementation
are "cessation of the qualitative improvement and development of nuclear
weapons systems", a halt to the production of nuclear weapons, and a
nuclear test ban.8 Each of these objectives has been discussed at length
in the CD and other forums, with little or no agreement on how to achieve

them. Thus the attempt to include all of these issues in the CPD is beset
with difficulties.

In 1985, the Ad Hoc Committee on the Camprehensive Programme of Disarmament

was re—established. 1In August, the chairman, Ambassador Alfonso Garcia

5 "Comprehensive Programme of Disarmament" in The Arms Control Reporter - A
Chronicle of Treaties, Negotiations and Proposals, Institute for Defence
and Disarmament Studies, 1985 p. 301 A.1.

6 1bid.

7 op. cit., (Note 1), p. 143.

8 Ibid., p. 146.
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Robles, presented a report which showed some modest achievement. The
Working Group held 25 formal meetings, and many informal discussions. A
draft text was published which illustrated points of agreement and
disagreement, and the suggestion of the Western countries for a first stage
comprising the current negotiations was accepted. The Western countries
were against the idea of time periods for each stage of disarmament, on the
grounds that this was an unrealistic and artificial requirement. However,
many other delegations wanted to call for universal efforts, following the
guidelines of the CPD, to achieve general and complete disarmament by the
year 2000.9 The report concluded by urging that the Committee be
re—established in 1986, with "the firm intention" of discharging its
mandate.

On 14 November 1985, the UNGA's First Committee agreed to urge the CD to
complete work on the CPD by the next session of the UN General Assembly, in
the fall of 1986. Draft resolution A/C.1/39/L.19 passed without a vote and

without comment.

In February 1986, the Ad Hoc Committee on the CPD was re—established with
Mexican Ambassador Alfonso Garcia Robles again as chairman. Progress
continued very slowly. Although all members remain eager to submit a draft
to the General Assembly in the fall, some text may remain in brackets.

Current Canadian Position

The Canadian delegation generally supports the common positions of the
Western countries. For example, the Canadian Ambassador to the Conference
on Disarmament, Alan Beesley, addressed the Canadian Consultative Group on
Disarmament and Arms Control Affairs in the fall of 1985. He described

Canada's role and participation in the multilateral forums. After

7 op. cit. (Note 5), p. 301.B.13.
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describing areas of Canada's active involvement in the CD, he turned to the
CPD and noted that:

We have been involved in this,
quite frankly, in a more low
key fashion than on other
issues, because there is always,
in this case, someone who will
press forward and protect our
position. But obviously if
anyone has any ideas on how to
achieve a break-through, we
would be receptive.10

Parliamentary Comment

The issue was not raised in the House of Commmons .
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7. COMPREHENSIVE TEST BAN

Background

In the late 1950s The United States and Britain began negotiations with the
Soviet Union on a Comprehensive Test Ban (CTB) on all forms of nuclear
weapons testing. Although these efforts failed to produce a CTB, they did
result in the Limited Test Ban Treaty which was signed by the three
countries in 1963. The Limited Test Ban prohibits testing in the
atmosphere, underwater or in outer space and has since been signed by 111
other countries, but not by France and China. The Threshold Test Ban
Treaty, limiting underground nuclear tests to 150 kilotons, was signed in
1974 by the Soviet Union and the United States, but has not been ratified
by the United States Senate. Similarly the Peaceful Nuclear Explosions
Treaty of 1976, which established special provisions for peaceful nuclear
explosions, has not been ratified by the US Senate. Despite the failure to
ratify, the signatory states have undertaken to comply with both treaties.
Trilateral negotiations on a CTB were re-opened by the Carter
Administration in 1977, and substantial progress was made in developing a
draft treaty. However, in the wake of strong opposition in the United
States, and the political turmoil involved in the negotiation and
ratification debate on the SALT II Treaty, little more of substance was
accomplished in the negotiations, which ceased under the Reagan

Administration.

On 6 August 1985 the Soviet Union began a unilateral moratorium on nuclear
testing to last the five months until the end of the year, or longer if the
United States would join in. The Soviet Union has extended the moratorium
three times despite continued American nuclear tests. The present
extension will last until A August 1986 by which time the Soviet Union will
have refrained from nuclear weapons testing for an entire year. The United

States has said that a CTB is a long-term goal but has refused to enter
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into negotiations because it feels that testing must continue to ensure
weapons reliability and national security. The Reagan Administration also
claims that a CTB cannot be adequately verified. During the last week of
July 1986, the United States and Soviet Union met in Geneva to discuss a

range of issues concerning nuclear testing.

Tn 1983 the United Nations Conference on Disarmament established a working
group to discuss the verification and compliance issues of a CTB. This
group, now called the Ad Hoc Committee, has had little success in agreeing
on a programme of work. 1In 1983 the group continued with the same mandate
on verification and compliance issues, but in 1984 and 1985 no agreement

was reached on a new mandate and consequently the group has not met.

Current Canadian Position

Achievement of a Comprehensive Test Ban (CTB) Treaty is listed as one of
the overnment's six major goals in arms oontrol and disarmament. 1In a
speech to the 40th Session of the United Nations, Secretary of State for
External Affairs Joe Clark stated that "for Canada, the achievement of a
Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty continues to be a fundamental and abiding

objective. Our aim is to stop all nuclear testing."! Mr. Clark continued:

to advance work on the verification of a Comprehensive
Test Ban Treaty, we will upgrade our analytical
capability in seismic research. We will improve our
large seismic facility in the Canadian North. We will
expand the ability to differentiate between small
earthquakes and underground nuclear tests.?

A Communiqué in February 1986 announced that the Government had approved
$3.2 million for an upgrade to the seismic array station in Yellowknife.

T "GGEA Address to Fortieth Session of the United Nations" Disarmament
Bulletin, Autumn 1985, p. 2.
2 Tbid.
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Yellowknife is recognized as a unique and sensitive
location to monitor global seismic events including
underground nuclear tests. Updating and modernization
of the Yellowknife seismic array, which consists of a
series of short-period and long-period seismometers,
will enable Canada to contribute to an international
system which will constitute an essential monitoring
element of or negotiated CTB using the best technology
available.3

At the 40th Session of the United Nations General Assembly, Canada voted in
favour of a resolution on the "Urgent Need for a Comprehensive
Nuclear-Test-Ban Treaty." (UNGA 40/81) The resolution set out a programme
of work for the Conference on Disarmament to negotiate a CTB, and was
adopted with 116 voting in favour, 4 against (France, Grenada, United
Kingdom, 1US) and 29 abstentions.4

Canada abstained from a resolution on the "Cessation of all test explosions
of nuclear weapons" (UNGA 40/80A). The resolution reaffirmed the need for
a treaty banning all nuclear tests by all nations for all time and called
upon the Conference on Disarmament to establish an Ad Hoc committee to
carry out the multilateral negotiation of such a treaty.5 Twenty other
ocountries abstained. France, the United Kingdom and the United States
voted against while 124 countries were in favour. Canada also abstained
from Resolution 40/88, the "Tmmediate cessation and prohibition of
nuclear-weapon tests."® Twenty-eight other states also abstained and 120
were in favour. France, the UK and the US voted against the resolution.
The resolution welcomed the unilateral moratorium on testing by the USSR
and expressed its hope that all other countries would join in the

moratorium.

5 DFA Communiqué, 7 February 1986, No. 7.
4 UNGA Resolution 40/81, 12 December 1985.
5 UNGA 40/80 (A), 12 December 1985.

6 INGA 40/88, 12 December 1985.




43,

Parliamentary Comment

puring the hearings of the Special Committee on External Affairs and
National Defence, Liberal member Lloyd Axworthy asked the Ambassador for
Disarmament, Douglas Roche, whether Canada would support a moratorium on

nuclear tests. He said:

I thought the whole point of having a comprehensive
test ban treaty is to prevent the increasing
qualitative development of nuclear weapons in
miniaturization and other areas. So I come back to
the point: will Canada support, at this stage at
least, a moratorium on test bans? Will we support a
resolution in the General Assembly of the United
Nations that there be a moratorium on tests until such
time as the working group can start full talks?’

Mr. Roche responded:

First, again I have to resist any attempt at sort of
drawing some sort of dichotomy between CTB and
reductions as if we wanted one or the other; we want
both...the chief danger to the world today lies in the
existence of 50,000 nuclear weapons,...we have to find
a way to reduce drastically, substantially, that
number. That has to be a priority. Having said
that, it does not mean that we do not want a CTB that
would shut off the modernization process. Of course
we want a CTB. We want both....On moratorium, it is a
policy of the Government not to support a moratorium,
a sort of declaration of a moratorium...the Soviet
approach to this subject...very often rests on
declarations, things which are unverifiable. T think
what the Government of Canada would like to have is a
moratorium on testing that would be the result of
negotiations with verifiability built into it.

7 SCEAND Proceedings, 1 October 1985, p. 20.
8 1bid, p. 20-21.
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Responding to Mr. Clark's statement on the 15 January 1986 disarmament
proposal by the Soviet Union, NDP External Affairs critic Pauline Jewett
stated:

If Canada truly believes in supporting a comprehensive
test ban treaty, then I just cannot understand why the
Minister did not say today that the unilateral
proposal of the Soviets with respect to the
three-month extension is admirable....It is something
we would like to see the United States and other
nations, in particular, France, undertake....Only in
that wag can we reach a camprehensive test ban
sooner , -
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8. THE CONFERENCE ON CONFIDENCE- AND SECURITY — BUILDING MEASURES AND
DISARMAMENT IN EUROPE

Background

The Helsinki Final Act of 1975 was the culmination of two years of
negotiation in the Conference on Security and Co-operation in Europe
(CSCE). Amongst other things, it dealt with the need for measures to
reduce the risk of military confrontation between the East and West. The
confidence-building measures in the Final Act, however, were voluntary, and

there was general recognition of the need for more substantive methods.

After three years of discussion, on 9 September 1983, the 35 nations of the
CSCE established the Stockholm Conference on Disarmament in Europe (CDE).
Its initial goal was to discuss possible confidence and security building
measures (CSBMs), which would reduce the threat of military brinkmanship in
Furope. Actual implementation of disarmament methods was to be considered

after a CSCE review in Movember 1986. The mandate directs the parties

to undertake, in stages, new, effective
and concrete actions designed to make
progress in strengthening confidence
and security and in achieving
disarmament, so as to give effect and
expression to the duty of states to
refrain from the threat or use of force
in their mutual relations.

The mandate requires that the CSBMs be both militarily significant and
politically binding, as well as sufficiently verifiable when applied to all
of Europe. The exact nature of these measures is the greatest challenge to
the CDE, since interpretations are influenced by the very different

perspectives of the East and West.

T "Canada at the Stockholm Conference", The Disarmament Bulletin, Spring -
Summer 1985, Department of External Affairs, pp. 10-11.
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The talks began in Stockholm on 17 January, 1984. The 35 participating
countries comprise representatives of NATO, the Warsaw Pact, and a group of
neutral and non-aligned states. The differences amongst these three
groupings became obvious soon after the sessions began.

The NATO countries, including Canada, presented the following six proposals
in January 1984: annual exchanges on military formations; annual
announcements of the upcoming military manoeuvres; notification of
military activities outside of garrison; acceptance of observers at such
activities; verification by challenge and on-site inspection; and the
establishment of hotlines to ensure communications in time of crisis.

These suggestions were criticized by the Warsaw Pact countries, who termed

the proposals "legalized spying."2

The Soviet Union tabled the Warsaw Treaty Organization's (WTO) suggestions
in May, 1984. While the Western approach had been aimed at "facilitating a
better mutual understanding of the normal activities in the region", the
East stressed the value of political steps to increase confidence and
reduce the risk of war.3 Thus the WTO called for: an agreement on the
non-use of force; a negotiated chemical-weapons—-free zone in Europe;
declarations of nuclear-free zones in the Balkans, Central Europe and the
Nordic area; a freeze and reduction of military spending; and some

general suggestions regarding limits on military exercises, advance

warning of troop movements and mutual exchange of observers. The Soviet
Union also tabled a draft treaty on the non-use of force.4 An American
delegate criticized the proposal as "imprecise" and felt that it would only

lead to "interminable negotiations."5

Z Chalmers Hardenbergh, "The Other Negotiations" in Bulletin of the Atomic
Scientists, June/July, 1985, p. 43.

3 op. cit., Disarmament Bulletin, p. 10.

4 Tbid.

5 Arms Control Chronicle, Canadian Centre for Arms Control and Disarmament,
#6-7, February-April, 1985, p. 28.
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The neutral and non-aligned group (NNA) presented confidence-building
suggestions which did not specify quantities. These ideas included
restrictions on offensive weapons based near borders, and vastly improved
notification and observer provisions.6 The NNA's emphasis on geographical
restrictions is seen by the West as an intermediate step between CSBMs and
actual disarmament, and as such only to be considered after CSBMs have been
agreed to. The East favours restrictions but is wary of concrete military

changes that would impinge on their requirements for national security.

After much discussion, in December 1984 two working groups were formed.
Working Group A examines all CSBMs not included in the Helsinki Final Act
of the CSCE. Thus it addresses such issues as the non-use of force,
information exchange, compliance and verification, and ways of
comunication in a notification system. Working Group B studies the modest
measures of observation and notification of military activities which are
included in the Final Act. A third group discusses the links between the
two working groups.

In January and February 1985, NATO member countries submitted six working
documents which reiterated their suggestions from the year before, and,
inter alia, recommended 45 days notification for any military manoeuvres
involving 6000 troops, the mobilization of 25,000 reservists and any
anphibious activity with 3{000 combat troops. The 1975 Helsinki accords
call for 21 days notification of events involving 25,000 men. The WIO
states tabled their CSBMs at the same time. They suggested 30 days
notification of movement of more than 20,000 men and an overall limit of
any manoevres to 40,000 men. Although this proposal brings "the Eastern
CDE position into conformity with their MBFR [Mutual Balanced Force
Reductions] proposals", the NATO response termed the measures "grossly

inadequate.“7 (The last proposal would be a hindrance to the large-scale

g op. cit., Hardenbergh, p. 43.
Arms Control Chronicle, CCACD, #8, June 1985, p. 14.
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manoeuvres NATO traditionally holds each fall.)

However , there was some movement towards agreement in 1985. For example,
although the CDE's mandate called for a focus on conventional ground forces
in Europe, the WIO's original proposal stipulated nuclear and chemical
weapons—-free zones, and no-first-use of nuclear weapons. By the end of
1985, there was agreement that reduction of the risk generated by

conventional forces was the priority in the CDE.8

On 15 November 1985, the NNA group submitted a revised proposal that many
hoped would be a bridge between the NATO and Warsaw Pact positions. It
combined the Western emphasis on specific information exchange and
demanding verification measures with the WIO's desire for a declaration on
the non-use or threat of force.?

The NNA proposal also suggested that notice of a broader range of military
activity would be helpful in avoiding any aggression, either by
misinterpretation or accident. All CDE states should be invited to attend
as observers 42 days in advance, and details of standard conditions should
be provided so as to enhance the knowledge of the observers. The NNA
addressed the problem of verification in a manner meant to reconcile the
divergent East and West positions. The East had rejected any type of
compulsory on-site inspection, while the West wanted inspection on demand.
The NNA suggested "observation upon request", which would require a 12 hour

notice for investigation of any suspicious activities. 10

A wide variety of other issues were dealt with in the NNA proposal.

Informal NATO responses have ranged from "not unhelpful" to "the ideal

8 John Borawski, "Progress in Stockholm Talks" in Bulletin of the Atomic
Scientists, February, 1986, p. 40.
9 Todd.
10 Tbid., p. 41.
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guidelines“.11 At the end of 1985, there were still large areas of
disagreement between East and West, including whether to include
independent air and naval activities as the East wants, Or to focus on
ground forces, as the West and NNA group wants.

A Romanian proposal also combined elements of the NATO and WTO

suggestions. In addition, it called for the creation of security zones
between the borders of states. Such zones would be free of nuclear weapons
and all military manoeuvres would be banned within the set areas.

Mikhail Gorbachev's stataﬁent of 15 January 1986 included a suggestion that
the CDE impasse be broken by an agreement that would be developed over

time. Thus, an initial solution would be agreement on the notification of
large exercises of ground and air forces, and a decision on the question of

naval activity deferred to the next stage of the conference. 12

Although many disagreements remain, much of the last Sessions in 1986 were
spent in formulating a draft treaty with a view to having a final treaty
ready by 19 September 1986, the final deadline before the CSCE Preparatory
Committee meeting in Vienna. Concessions have been made on both sides.
The Soviet Union agreed to the principle of on-site and aerial inspections
of troop formations in the area from East Germany to the Ural mountains.
The United States agreed to provide notification of large movements of
troops to Europe. ' |

Current Canadian Position

Canada believes that the CDE should develop tangible results prior to the

T 1bid., p. 42.

12 "Conference on Disarmament in Europe", The Arms Control Reporter - A
Chronicle of Treaties, Negotiations and Proposals, Institute for Defense
amd Disarmament Studies, 1986, p. 402. B.99.




50.

November 1986 CSCE Follow-Up meeting. Thus the Canadian delegation will
continue to be "active and innovative in exploring means" to ensure
success. Early in 1985, the Canadian Ambassador to the CDE, Mr. Thomas
Delworth, told the session that: |

It is not a restatement or a re-working
of the principle of non-use of force

that is needed now. What is needed

now, as confirmed in the mandate of our
Conference, is to give dynamic expression
and effect to this principle.13

In June of 1985 the Canadian delegation addressed the issue of the non-use

of force once again.

...a simple reaffirmation of this
principle would be pointless. That is,
indeed, our position - and I believe it
to be widely shared....Refraining from
the threat or use of force is a
political objective. It must be met
through political means....a dynamic
way, is to begin a process of political
co-operation by adopting and implementing
a set of military significant and
politically binding measures....This is
the position of the Canadian
Delegation.14

With respect to the overall question of Confidence-Building, Ambassador

Delworth stated:

...I am afraid that the political
promise of this Conference may be
fading. It is adding little to the
East-West dialogue...we may be well on
the way towards a non-achievement....We
seek a programme of co-operative action
based on informing and verifying...a
coherent system, a campendium of

T3 Statement of 29 January 1985, Disarmament Bulletin Winter 1985-Spring

1986 - Supplement, p. 13.
4 1bid., Statement of 3 June 1985, p. 14.
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information and verification on
measures. We believe that only in this
way can confidence be built.’

Near the close of the 1985 Session, the Canadian Delegation made a
statement on the status of the negotiations.

We sense relief that the procedural
agreement finally adopted at this
session marks a watershed at the
Conference, which has taken too long to
get down to exchanging ideas in
concrete form....The procedural
agreement is not a panacea. It will
not guarantee that we make
progress. . . .Although my Delegation,
along with others, continues to doubt
the value of codifying purely
declaratory policies, we have agreed
that in supplementing concrete CSBMs
there will be a role for a
reaffirmation of the principle of
refraining from the threat or use of
force.

Ambassador NDelworth addressed the Consultative Group on Disarmament and Arm
Control Affairs in the late fall of 1985. He noted some of the progress
that had been made in the most recent round of talks by outlining "the
procedural agreement designed to reaffirm the principle of refraining from
threatening the use of force."17 However, he noted that substantive
differences still existed regarding one of the most important CSBMs, NATO
and Warsaw Pact representatives cannot agree on the geographical limits of
military manoeuvres that would require notification. NATO wants to limit
the area to Europe, and the sea and air space directly surrounding it. The

past insists that any activities affecting the security of Europe be
included.

T5 Ibid., Statement of 5 July 1985, pp. 16-17
16 Tbid., o. 18.
17 The Multilateral Forums, Report on the Meeting of the Consultative Group

on Disarmament and Arms Control Affairs, October 31-November 2, 1985,
Ottawa, p. 9.
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The Canadian position has generally been strongly supportive of the Western
or NATO position. Thus Ambassador Delworth was critical of the Eastern
proposal for a declaration on the non-use of force. He described it as an
attempt by the Soviet Union to use political coercion to weaken Western
defence arrangements.!8 The Ambassador described Canada's position at the
CDE as one aimed at countering the idea that secrecy and security go hand
in hand. 19

On the 30 June 1986, the Canadian Ambassador made a statement to the
Conference.20 He stated that:

This negotiation is still spinning its wheels on
the sands of political indecision and time is
passing quickly.

Speaking on behalf of NATO members, the Ambassador outlined areas in which
they were now prepared to move. Ambassador Delworth supported the NNA
proposal that structures, manpower and equipment all be included as part of
the definition of the thresholds for ground force activities, but stressed
that a solution that included "all formations of ground forces that have a
military significant capability" is needed. A willingness to meet the
concerns of nations whose defence capabilities rest almost exclusively on
reservists and thus consider that notification of mobilization practices
would affect their security interests was stated. 1In the area of
verification, while it was preferrable to have two inspections a year, "we
believe it is essential that each participating state should have the
option to conduct at least one inspection a year." 1In conclusion
Ambassador Hammond stated:

The only way to reach a substantive agreement is to
follw a give-and-take process. We hope that the
initiative taken by us today will create a dynamism

S Tbid., p. 10.

9 Tbid., p. 10.

0 Statement to Stockholm Conference, Canadian Ambassador (as Chairman of
the Day of NATO Caucus), 30 June 1986.
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leading to such an agreement in the eight weeks
left to us before the Conference adjourns on
September 19. We shall be prepared to do our
part.21

Parliamentary Comment

In January 1986, the Secretary of State for External Affairs outlined the
Canadian goals in arms control and disarmament to the House of Commons.
Among those he spoke of was the "building of confidence sufficient to
facilitate the reduction of military forces in Europe and elsewhere," and
he noted that Canada is "playing an active part" in all the CSCE-mandated

discussions. 22
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9. DISARMAMENT AND DEVELOPMENT

Background

In the last decade and a half the relationship between disarmament and
development has received increased attention at the United Nations.

During the 1970s efforts were made to advance international understanding
of the relationship between disarmament and development. In 1978 the Final
Document of the first UN Special Session on Disarmament (UNSSOD I) noted
the contradiction between growing military expenditures and the persistent
poverty of two-thirds of the world's peoples.1 UNSSOD I also set out the
frame of reference for the Secretary-General's Group of Governmental
Experts on the Relationship between Disarmament and Development, which
began its work under the Chairmanship of Mrs. Inga Thorsson of Sweden in
1978. Canada was represented on this group by Bernard Wood of the
North-South Institute.

The Experts' findings and recommendations were submitted to the
Secretary-General in September 1981.2 Their study provided comprehensive
documentation on the worldwide use of resources (labour, industrial
capacity, raw materials, land, financial capital, research and development)
for military purposes. It noted, for example, that over 50 million people
were employed in military activities and that US$ 500 billion (6 per cent
of global output) was spent on military goods in 1980. The Group argued
that this use of resources undermined development prospects in market,
planned and developing economies alike. It also weakened global security
by promoting the arms race and preventing the allocation of the resources
needed to address the roots of instability in the developing world.

" ONGA, Final Document of the Tenth Special Session of the General Assembly
(UNSSOD I), 1978, para.l16.

2 United Nations Centre for Disarmament, "Study on the Relationship Between
NDisarmament and Development", The United Nations Disarmament Yearbook,
Vol.6, 1981, (New York: UN Publications, 1982), pp.351-361.
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As a result of these findings, the Group suggested that national and

intergovernmental policies which aimed at combining disarmament and

development objectives could contribute to both the North-South dialogue

and East-West detente. The report made nine specific recommendations

including the following:

- governments should undertake studies to identify and
publicize the benefits that would be derived from the
reallocation of military resources;

- governments should create the necessary prerequisites...
to facilitate the conversion of resources freed by
disarmament measures to civilian purposes;

- consideration should be given to establishing an
international disarmament fund for development.

Ccanada supported the report and commissioned a Canadian writer, Clyde

Sanger, to write a popular version of it for wider distribution. This

action was thus a positive response to the first recommendation cited

above. As far as the second recommendation was concerned the Government

expressed its intention to

Finally, on

be alert to a change in attitudes which will allow
progress in the major issues under negotiation or
which should be, to obtain maximum notice that
reductions in military expenditures may be possible.

In the meantime, it is considered that the major
conclusions of the two major Canadian studies regarding
the economic effects of disarmament are relevant.

the question of the disarmament fund, the Government noted that

[although it] agrees that the disarmament dividend
approach is the most feasible of the various options
examined, it considers the likelihood of a separate

3 Canadian submission contained in UNGA, Relationship between Disarmament
and Development, Report of the Secretary-General , 1982, A/S5-12/13,

pe.8-14.

The studies mentioned are Rosenbluth, Gideon, The Canadian

Economy and Disarmament, (Toronto: McClelland and Stewart, 1978);

Bernard, J.-T. and M.Truchon, "The Impact of Disarmament on the Canadian

Economy" ,

1980, mimeograph.
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disarmament fund for development...remote (and that)

any excessive stress on the idea of a deceptively simple
"transfer" of financial resources from military to
development purposes could serve to obscure the more
significant aspects of global efficiency and economic
co-operation for development which the Group's report
has begun to illuminate.

The relationship between disarmament and development has continued to
interest the United Nations since the release of the Thorsson report. The
Second Special Session on Disarmament in 1982 considered the issue, as did
the Secretary-General's Group of Consultant Experts, which produced a study
on the economic and social consequences of the arms race that same year.
Canada supported the 1983 General Assembly resolution which invited
governments to communicate their views and proposals on the relationship
between disarmament and development, and it supported resolutions calling
for a conference on this topic. The Conference was originally scheduled to
be held in Paris in 1986, but was postponed by the General Assembly until
1987.

Current Canadian Position

Speaking to the Preparatory Committee for the International Conference on
the Relationship between Disarmament and Development, in July 1985, the
Ambassador for Disarmament, NDouglas Roche, stated that "the Canadian
Goverrment welcomes the holding of a well-prepared international conference
on the disarmament/development question."4 Canada would like the

conference to emphasize

a practical, in-depth examination of the question with

a view to establishing: what resources are tied up in
armaments; how this spending has affected development;

what resources might be diverted from military spending;
what the problems are in doing so and what the benefits are.

4 Canadian Delegation to the United Nations, Statement, New York, 30 July
1985.




57.

Ambassador Roche also stressed the importance of preserving the integrated
approach to the question as presented by the Group of Governmental Experts:

Canada believes that the approach...must be a global

one — encompassing developing and developed countries,
nuclear and conventional disarmament — keeping security,
in its broadest definition, as the touch-stone .

According to him, Canada has a special role to play in the process of

advancing the relationship between disarmament and development:

The world ratio of military spending to development
assistance is 20:1, and the Canadian ratio is 4:1.
I believe that this essential fact puts Canada in a
good position to enter the discussions at the world
community level.

"As a developed country with a tradition of deep involvement with the
developing world and as an active participant in all the multilateral arms
control forums," Mr. Roche noted, "Canada will bring special expertise and

sensitivities to the discussions."7

Parliamentary Comment

The issue was not raised in the House of Commons.
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10. MUTUAL AND BALANCED FORCE REDUCTIONS TALKS (MBFR)

Background

Canada has participated in the Mutual and Balanced Force Reduction (MBFR)
talks since they began in Vienna in 1973. The talks which involve nineteen
nations from the NATO and Warsaw Pact Alliances have resulted in little
substantive progress during the thirteen years that they have been in
progress.

The issues on which NATO has concentrated in these negotiations have been
the pursuit of parity in military manpower, effective methods of
verification, an awareness of the problem of geographical asymmetry and the
need for collectivity in reductions and limitations.

At the NATO Ministerial Meeting in December 1983, Canada called for a
review of the Western negotiating position. This review led to a new
Western initiative in 1984 in which the West adjusted its position on the
question of data exchange. The question of agreement on troop numbers has
been a major stumbling block at the negotiations since the two sides have
been unable to reach initial agreement on the number of troops each side
has in the region. Previously the West had required data on all ground and
air manpower as a prerequisite for reductions but the revised 1984 proposal
required an exchange of data on only a portion of the ground force manpower
(combat and combat support units) of both sides.

On 5 December, 1985, at the close of the 37th Round of negotiations, the
Western delegation submitted a new proposal which offered a formula to

initiate force reductions without prior agreements on the number of troops
which each side had in the region.
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Current Canadian Position

Canada has not made any unilateral statement of policy on this issue. Hence
its position on the December proposals may be taken to be that of the North

Atlantic Council, as expressed in their Final Communiqué of 13 December,
19851

the [Western] proposal embodies associated measures
which open the way to the establishment of reliable
force levels and which are essential to verify
compliance with the agreement's provisions. It

responds to an earlier Eastern proposal and represents
an imaginative attempt to break a longstanding dead-lock.

The Secretary of State for External Affairs, Joe Clark, spoke to the

broader issue of the conventional force balance on 23 January 19862

...Conventional arms, where the Soviet Union has an
overwhelming superiority, will also have to find their
place. The Soviet Union has the opportunity to address
this imbalance in its response to the Western proposal,
tabled in Vienna, last month, at the talks on Mutual
Balanced Force reductions.

Ambassador Thomas Hammond, Head of the Canadian Delegation to the MBFR

talks, made the following comments in a speech to the Consultative Group in
November 1985:3

But the continuing value of MBFR as a forum of contact
between the two alliances is not a reason to de—emphasize
the basic objectives of enhancing security and stability
through force reductions and limitations which underline
the launching of the MBFR as a NATO initiative.

TNorth Atlantic Council Ministerial Meeting, Final Communiqué, Brussels,
13 December, 1985.

2 Commons Debates, 23 January 1986, p. 10100.

Canadian Centre for Arms Control and Disarmament, Consultative Group
Conference Proceedings, vol. III, 1 November, 1985.
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Are our efforts doomed to be futile? The answer to

this fundamental question depends, I think, on whether
or not the East would be prepared to take the reduction
required to reach the goal of parity of military manpower
in Central Europe and to allow these reductions to be
effectively monitored.

Parliamentary Comment

There has been little comment on the MBFR talks on the substantive issues
involved. However, Jean Chrétien appeared to support the Minister's view

on the force imbalance when he told the Commons:

...the Eastern Bloc has a great advantage in conventional
arms and it should be pointed out very clearly to the
USSR that this should be reduced as quickly as possible."4
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11. THE NON-PROLIFERATION TREATY — THE THIRD REVIEW CONFERENCE

Background

The Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) was signed on 1 July 1968 and entered
into force on 5 March 1970. The Treaty has a twenty-five year duration and
thus comes up for renewal in 1995. Some observers regard the NPT as an
agreement between states that possess nuclear weapons and states that do
not. However, to date only three nuclear weapon states (NWS) - the United
States, the Soviet Union and Britain - have signed the Treaty. France and
China, along with some near-nuclear states such as South Africa, Argentina,
Brazil, India, Pakistan and Spain have not become signatories. The reason
most often stated for not signing the Treaty is that it is discriminatory;
it allows nuclear weapon states to maintain their arsenals while refusing
the right of acquisition to others. Furthermore, non-nuclear weapon states
(NNWS) are required to open all their facilities to the International
Atomic Fnergy Agency (IAFA) while NWS are not. As of 1985, 130 ocountries
have signed the NPT. Only one non-signatory, India, is known to have
exploded a nuclear device. That explosion occurred in 1974 and India
stated that the detonation was for peaceful purposes only.

Article 1 of the Treaty declares that each nuclear weapon state

...undertakes not to transfer to any recipient
whatsoever nuclear weapons or other nuclear explosive
devices or control over such weapons or explosives
directly or indirectly; and not to in any way assist,
encourage or induce any non-nuclear weapon state to
manufacture or otherwise acquire nuclear weapons or
other nuclear explosive devices, or control over such
weapons or explosive devices.

Tn return, in Article II, non-nuclear weapon states agree
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...not to receive the transfer from any transferor
whatsoever of nuclear weapons or other explosive
devices or of control over such weapons...nor to
manufacture or otherwise acquire nuclear weapons oOr
other nuclear explosive devices; and not to seek or
receive any assistance in the manufacture of nuclear
weapons or other nuclear explosive devices.

Nuclear weapon states also agree to provide information and assistance to
non-nuclear states on the peaceful use of nuclear energy through the IAFA.
The non-nuclear states in turn agree to accept international safeguard
measures over material and equipment. Article VI of the NPT is seen by the
non-nuclear states as critical to the entire agreement. It states that all

signatories will undertake

...to pursue negotiations in good faith on effective
measures relating to cessation of the nuclear arms
race at an early date and to nuclear disarmament,
and on a treaty on general and complete disarmament
under strict and effective international control.

The first Review Conference was held in 1975. The non-aligned and neutral
states, which make up a large portion of the signatories, stressed that the
nuclear weapon states had failed to bring about a halt in the arms race.
Specifically they called for an end to underground nuclear testing, a
substantial reduction in nuclear arsenals and a pledge by the NWS not to
use or threaten to use weapons against non-nuclear weapon states. (NNWS) A
Final Document was issued in which the nuclear weapon states agreed to try

harder to reach these goals.

The 1980 Review Conference was less successful. By this time the total
number of the signatories had grown to 115 of which 75 were in attendance
at the Review Conference. Since 1975 none of the non—-aligned countries'
demands had been met, and, although there was some agreement on safeguards
for peaceful nuclear programmes, no consensus could be reached on bringing
a halt to vertical proliferation. There was therefope no final declaration

nor even a formal reaffirmation of support for the Treaty.
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When the NPT states came together again in 1985, there had not been an arms
control measure of any kind in the previous five years. Once again the
failure of the nuclear weapon states to achieve anything substantive with
regard to Article VI (vertical proliferation) was the key issue. 1In
particular, the issue of a Comprehensive Test Ban (CTB) was discussed,
since many states see a CTB as an vital step towards bringing a halt to the
arms race.

When the Conference reached the stage where it appeared that there was
little chance of a Final Declaration, Mexico put forward three draft
resolutions to be voted upon (two-third majority rule) after a 48-hour
break, assuming that no compromise resolution could be reached in the
interim. The three resolutions called for a resumption of the trilateral
negotiations between the United States, the Soviet Union and Britain on a
CTB, a moratorium on testing pending the conclusion of a CTB and a freeze
on the testing, production and deployment of nuclear weapons.

In order to avoid a divisive vote, however, a compromise was reached during
the final hours of the Conference, and a Final Declaration was adopted by
consensus. The critical paragraph of the Final Declaration stated that:

the Conference, except for certain states,... deeply
regretted that a comprehensive multilateral Nuclear
Test Ban Treaty banning all nuclear tests by all
states in all environments for all time had not been
concluded so far and therefore called on the nuclear
weapon states party to the Treaty to resume trilateral
negotiations in 1985 and called on all the nuclear-weapon
states to participate in the urgent negotiation and
conclusion of such a Treaty as a matter of the highest
priority in the Conference on Disarmament (Article VI,
Part B, 14).

The certain states alluded to were the United States and Britain, and in
the next clause of the Declaration it is noted that those 'certain States'
felt that deep and verifiable reductions in existing arsenals of nuclear

weapons were the highest priority.
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Canada was the first Western nation to adopt comprehensive safeguards on
all nuclear exports. In other words Canada will only export nuclear
materials to states that are party to the NPT or will accept full IAFA
safeguards on their nuclear programme. Canada, along with the Netherlands
and Australia attempted to have a clause in the Final Declaration calling
on all states (including nuclear weapon states) to open themselves to IAEA
safegquards and inspection. In the process of compromise that led to the
final consensus, the eventual statement simply reaffirmed the commitment of

both nuclear and non-nuclear states to the non-proliferation regime.

Current Canadian Position

In his opening speech to the Review Conference, the Canadian Ambassador for
Disarmament, Douglas Roche, stated that:

any weakening of the NPT will lead to the very
condition - nuclear anarchy - that we are pledged

to prevent. The implications of nuclear proliferation
are so dangerous for all that we must find a realistic
way to constrain such an unacceptable threat to common
security and stability.1

The Ambassador also pointed out that Canada was the first country to have
the capability to develop nuclear weapons and to choose not to do so.

Instead Canada concentrated on the peaceful uses of nuclear energy. Mr.
Roche stated:

...Canada has a camprehensive nuclear exports policy
which is based upon and fully recognizes the control
value of the NPT as the cornerstone of the
non-proliferation regime. Specifically, Canada will
only export nuclear materials, equipment and technology
to those non-nuclear weapon states which have made a

1 Douglas Roche, "Canadian Address to Third Non-Proliferation Treaty Review
Conference" The Disarmament Bulletin Autumn 1985, pp. 4-5.
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camprehensive binding commitment to...the NPT or by
having taken an equivalent binding step, and have thereby
accepted IAFA safeguards on their entire nuclear
programme, current and future.?

During testimony to the Standing Committee on External Affairs and National
Defence, Mr. Roche spoke of the success of the NPT Review Conference. He

said

...the review, which occurs only every five years,
shows what can be achieved in multilateral diplomacy
when co—operation replaces confrontation as the basic
negotiating stance.

Canada's own objectives in the review conference were
clearly met. Those were two; the maintenance of the NPT

as a basic element of the non-proliferation regime and a
reaffirmation of the purpose and provisions of the NPT.

As well, a wider and enduring objective of Canadian

foreign policy was also met. That is the strengthening

and enhancing of the multilalteral process. Multilateralism,
like an effective global non-proliferation regime is a
cornerstone of Canadian foreign policy.

Mr. Roche also stated:

...the Canadian Government believes that the NPT is
good for the world. Even if there have been problems
with respect to stopping the arms race...we believe
the NPT should not be thrown out....Canada has strong
credentials to play a role in the NPT, because we were
the first nation in the world having the capacity to
participate in nuclear development....We were the first
nation having the capacity to renounce the development of
nuclear weapons....We think it is of great importance
that Canada play a strong role in the protection of the
NPT this year.

< Ibid.

3 Standing Committee on External Affairs and National Defence (SCEAND)

Proceedings, October 1985, pp. 5-6.
4 SCEAND Proceedings, 24 May 1985, p. 9.
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Parliamentary Comment

On 11 June 1985, Conservative member Reg. Stackhouse asked the Secretary of
State for External Affairs, Joe Clark:

In light of the uncertain future of the NPT, will
the Minister support its future by calling upon all
nations to cease and desist from further nuclear
testing as a sincere way of showing support for the
Non-Proliferation Treaty?>

Mr. Clark responded:

Canada's Ambassador for Disarmament has been meeting

with representatives of other countries, nuclear and
non-nuclear powers, and through the Department of

External Affairs we have been in touch with countries
which are not yet signatories to the Treaty, urging

that they affix their signatures to that document.

We will continue to follow every means open to us to

try to assure the regime of the Non-Proliferation Treaty.®

After the Review Conference, Mr. Stackhouse made a statement to the House:

...I believe this House should be fully conscious of
the notable contribution that Canada has made to
stabilizing the world through the success of the
Non-Proliferation Treaty Conference....Much of the
credit goes to Ambassador Roche, the team of dedicated
professional diplomats who worked with him, and the

Secretary of State for External Affairs who gave his support.7

5 Commons Debates, 11 June 1985, p. 5640.
6 Ibid.
7 Commons Debates, 23 September, p. 6855.
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12. NUCLEAR AND SPACE ARMS NEGOTIATONS

Background

On 8 January 1985, US Secretary of State George Shultz and the Soviet
Minister of Foreign Affairs, Andrei Gromyko, signed a joint communiqué
outlining the nature and objectives of new negotiations "concerning space
and nuclear amms, both strategic and intermediate-range, with all the

questions considered and resolved in their interrelationship.”

When these negotiations began on 27 March 1985, the opening positions of
both sides demonstrated little change from those taken in the arms control
talks that had been discontinued the year before. However, on 30 September
the Soviet negotiator, V. Karpov, presented a new proposal which included:

a 50 per cent reduction in strategic launchers;
a warhead ceiling of 6,000, with a warhead subceiling of 60
per cent in any one leg of the strategic triad;

- a ban on missile modernization;

a ban on long-range cruise missiles (over 600 kilometers) .

a definition of "strategic" launchers as all those launchers

capable of hitting the homeland of the other;

banning of research and development of "space-strike"
weapons.

The United States submitted a counter-proposal on 31 October 1985. This
proposal included:

a ballistic missile warhead ceiling of 4500, with a
sub-ceiling of 3,000 on ICBMs;

- a ballistic missile launcher ceiling of 1,250 and a limit of
350 on heavy bombers;

no limits on the Strategic Defence Initiative (SDI);

a ceiling of 140 for intermediate-range (INF) Soviet and

American launchers in Europe.
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When Soviet leader Gorbachev amd US President Reagan met at a summit in
Geneva, on 19-21 November 1985 they issued a joint communiqué reiterating
the objectives of the Geneva negotiations and agreeing to hold two more
summits in the following two years.

On 15 January 1986, Gorbachev made a public statement outlining a Soviet
proposal to eliminate all nuclear weapons by the year 2,000. Reductions
would occur in three stages over a fifteen-year period, culminating in a
universal accord to prevent such weapons from coming into existence again;
the initial reduction stage is based on the previous Soviet proposal of 50
per cent cuts. The unilateral Soviet testing moratorium was extended by
three months. An important change was the inclusion of an offer to
eliminate all US and Soviet intermediate-range missiles (INF) in the
European zone.! Early in February, Soviet officials stated that an INF

agreement was possible without prior agreement to limit the SDI.

In a letter to Gorbachev, dated 24 February 1986, Reagan outlined the
American response to the INF element of the Soviet proposal. Reagan
suggested three options for a three-year to eliminate these weapons; he
rejected the Soviet demand that France and Britain agree not to build up
their arsenals, and included in his proposal the intermediate-range SS-20s

based in Soviet Asia.

In June, the Soviet Union put forward another proposal at Geneva. This
called for reductions to a common ceiling of 8,000 strategic warheads,
including sea-launched cruise missiles, and a commitment by both countries
to remain within the ABM Treaty for another fifteen years. This proposal
would serve as an interim step towards the deeper cuts put forward in the

earlier Soviet proposal.

' For General-Secretary Gorbachev's full statement see USSR Embassy News
Release no. 9, 15 January 1986.
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Current Canadian Position

References to arms negotiations are contained in the Declaration made by

Prime Minister Mulroney and US President Reagan at the Quebec Summit, 17-18
March 1985. The two leaders noted that:

our aim is...to enhance deterrence of armed
aggression and bring about significant arms
reduction between East and West.

pialogue and negotiation between the United

States and the Soviet Union at Geneva provide

a historic opportunity to set East-West relations
on a more secure foundation. We hope that these
negotiations will lead to major steps toward the
prevention of an arms race in space and to terminating
it on earth, limiting and reducing nuclear arms, and
ultimately eliminating them everywhere.2

rReferring to the US-USSR Summit meeting in Geneva in November 1985 Prime
Minister Mulroney said:

The Geneva meeting has established, I think, some
simple but powerful truths; that success in
summitry at this level is predicated upon a
number of things, including the strengths and
resolve of the United States and its President
and the unity and determination of our Alliance,
NATO.

T mean, [the Summit] to me represents a
substantially changed climate and it's within an
improved climate that substantial and real
progress is possible. So I'm not euphoric. I
don't think anyone is. But I think realism
suggests that we ought to be_happy with the
progress that we have known.

Z Declaration by the Prime Minister of Canada and the President of the
United States of America Regarding International Security, 18 March 1985.
Prime Minister Brian Mulroney, Statements to the Press, 21 November
1985, The Disarmament Bulletin, Winter 1985 Spring 1986, p. 1.
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The resolution reaffirmed UN support for the negotiations in Geneva, noted
that multilateral negotiations must also continue and expressed hope that
the US-Soviet Summit would give added impetus towards early agreements.

Referring to the Soviet proposal of 15 January 1986, Mr. Clark pointed out
that: "agreement on an equitable formula for the radical reduction of
nuclear forces and on the appropriate relationship between offensive and

defensive strategies and systems will remain the key challenges."

Specifically he stated that, "the Soviet TUnion does not address the issue
of missiles deployed in Asia. But we take satisfaction from the fact that
Mr. Gorbachev seems to be moving closer to President Reagan's 1981
zero—-zero proposal on the elimination of intermediate-range missiles in

Furope ."

More generally, Mr, Clark noted that:

[The proposals] contain some intriguing new elements
alongside well-worn positions and some disturbing
preconditions that could hamper negotiation. They
clearly warrant very serious consideration, but there
are also many aspects that require clarification in
the ongoing negotiations. The real test of the Soviet
Union's commitment to radical and verifiable arms
reductions will come when it moves from the stage of
public diplomacy to the confidential confines of the
negotiating room.

The Geneva Summit and the decision to regularize this
high-level contact improve the prospects for progress

in arms control. Beside bringing the leaders together,
these regular meetings pave the way for annual assessments
of progress made in arms control and encourage the leaders
to settle matters which cannot be resolved by negotiators.

In conclusion, Mr. Clark told the House:

So, as the fourth round of Soviet-American nuclear arms
talks get underway in Geneva, this Government will assist,
in every way possible, the process of negotiation towards




73.

an equitable agreement. By encouraging compliance with the
fundamental arms control treaties, by developing practical
solutions to verification problems and by supporting an
improvement in the East-West political relationship, Canada
can make a distinctive and significant contribution to
realizing the critical objectives of the Geneva negotiations.
That is our goal, our duty, and our Canadian tradition.4

Douglas Roche, Ambassador for Disarmament, addressed the question in a
speech at the University of Alberta on 10 March 1986:

In this past year we have used all channels open to
us to actively encourage, support and facilitate the
conduct of serious and constructive negotiations.

Canada has had an ongoing series of consultations and
discussions with the United States - bilaterally and
along with our allies in NATO - on the progress of these
negotiations. As well, Canada has engaged in an active
dialogue with the Soviet Union. The Prime Minister has
written to General Secretary Gorbachev outlining Canada's
views and priorities on arms control questions and Canada
has conducted bilateral arms control and disarmament

discussions with Soviet officials in Ottawa and in MoSCowW. 2

Parliamentary Comment

Liberal members Jean Chrétien and Lloyd Axworthy pursued the question of
whether or not the Government would apply pressure on the United States to
put the SDI on the table at the Geneva negotiations.6

During the course of the hearings on NORAD held by the Standing Committee
on External Affairs and National Defence, Axworthy asked Ambassador Roche:

4 Gommons Debates, 23 January 1986, pp. 10100-10102.

5 DEA Statement, 86/17. 10 March 1986. The text of the Prime Minister's
letter to General-Secretary Gorbachev has not been made public.

6 Commons Debates, 2 October 1985, 23-24 January 1986.
SCEAND Proceedings, 1 October, 1985 pp. 20-21.
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Have we taken a position? Will we take a position

that in fact Star Wars should be discussed in order

to bring about all the other kinds of possible benefits
of the resumption of the negotiations that the Star Wars
question seems to hold the key to unlock?

Mr. Roche replied:

Yes, Canada has taken the position that the SDI should
be put on the table. That has been a consistent position,
so there would be nothing new in bringing that up again.

Chrétien pursued the question with the Secretary of State for External :
Affairs in the House of Commons the next day and Mr. Clark answered that
"the position of the Canadian Government is that the space issue must be on
the negotiating table."8

Both opposition External Affairs critics made statements in January
regarding the arms control negotiations and the newest Soviet proposal (15
January 1986).

Liberal critic Jean Chrétien commented:

The Gorbachev proposal must be carefully examined

and it will call for a reasonable reply. However,
preliminary analysis already shows that the plan
submitted by the Soviet leader contains new and
encouraging elements...the willingness of the
Russians...to permit site inspection - and they

have affirmed that they will accept that - is very
important....I see the new disposition of the Soviets
to put in the second phase or have later discussions
with the British and French Governments as a positive
sign that there will be more flexibility and early
progress in the negotiations....Now that the Soviets
have returned to the negotiating table and are willing
to put forward some new propositions, I think that the

/ SCEAND Proceedings, 1 October 1985. p. 21.
8 Commons Debates, 2 October 1985, p. 7245.
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NATO nations should talk to the Americans and try to do
something positive regarding SDI....I believe that is
the main obstacle to progress.

A similar desire to respond positively to the Soviet proposals was
expressed by Pauline Jewett who said:

...there were some very significant elements in the
Gorbachev proposals,...a genuine reaching out for on-site
verification and a willingness to put off until Phase TI
the inclusion of discussions of French, British, Chinese
and other nuclear weapons. I also agree that it was
disappointing that we did not see the question of SS-20s

in Soviet Asia raised by Gorbachev...what I found to be the
most exciting aspect of [the proposals, is] that there is a
timetable...of all the Gorbachev proposals. I found this
one to be the most innovative.

In its final report the Special Joint Committee on Canada's International

Relations recommended that:

...Canada intensify its efforts, multilaterally
within NATO, the United Nations and in disarmament
forums and bilaterally with the United States, the
Soviet Union and other countries, to win acceptance
for a comprehensive set of arms control

measures. ...the Government's capacity for
formulating policy on arms control and disarmament
needs improvement....one essential requirement would
be a new policy development mechanism designed to
reconcile the views received from the Department of
External Affairs and National pefence. 1
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13. NUCLEAR WINTER

Background

The theory of nuclear winter holds that an exchange of nuclear weapons
could produce enough smoke and dust to cut off sunlight to the earth for
months, or even years, thus causing a severe drop in temperature to
somewhere below the freezing mark. The result would be an end to plant
1ife and agriculture and the starvation of those animals and humans that
had survived the nuclear exchange. The effects would be felt in the
Southern as well as the Northern Hemisphere, since the complete collapse of
ecosystems and thus food supplies would mean mass starvation. The thesis
was first put forward by the American scientist Carl Sagan in 1983, and has
since been the subject of several scientific studies, as well as of debate

concerning its potential effect on nuclear strategic thinking.

On 27 November 1984 the First Committee of the United Nations General
Assembly (UNGA) adopted a resolution on nuclear winter, sponsored by Mexico
and the Neutral and Non-aligned Nations. Canada also put forward a
resolution on nuclear winter but withdrew it when it was unable to obtain a
consensus on the text of the resolution or on proposed amendments. The
primary difference between the Canadian resolution and the Mexican one was
that the Canadian resolution treated nuclear winter as a worst-case
scenario while the Mexican resolution treated it as a certain outcome.

After withdrawing its resolution Canada voted in favour of the Mexican
resolution.

In the spring of 1984 the Government of Canada asked the Royal Society of
Canada to carry out a study and submit a report on the issue of nuclear
winter. The study was chaired by Kenneth Hare, the Scientific Director was
Andrew Foster, both from the University of Toronto. The Royal Society
presented its report entitled "Nuclear Winter and Associated Effects" to
the Government on 31 January 1985.
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The Report stated that:

Although the results must be interpreted with care,
a prima facie case has been made that a nuclear
winter will follow from nuclear explosions of a
wide range of severity, including those that are
considered quite small in present strategic
scenarios.

The Report further concluded that an aggressor delivering a first strike
could not win, even if the opposing side did not retaliate, since such a
strike would trigger nuclear winter for the aggressor and victim alike.

The impact for Canada would be severe, whether or not it was a direct
target in such an exchange. The Royal Society stated that "we are
convinced that the Canadian Government should include [the effects of
nuclear winter] in its strategic reckoning"2 and recommended that the
question be examined in greater detail by a qualified group of scientists.
Specifically, Canada should participate in the larger US research programme
which will last for 3-5 years. Funding of $5 million would allow Canada to

make an effective contribution.3

In mid-July a group of international scientists were invited by the Head of
the Canadian Forestry Service to observe the controlled burning of about
800 hectares of crushed fir trees in Northern Ontario. The fir trees had
been killed by spruce budworm and it was thought that the controlled
burning might provide a chance for scientific observation of smoke effects

which would shed some light on the nuclear winter theory.

"Nuclear Winter and Associated Effects, Royal Society of Canada, January
1985, p, 53,

2 1bid?, . 52

3 Ibid., p. 57.
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Current Canadian Position

After receiving the Royal Society Report in January, an interdepartmental
committee from the Departments of External Affairs, National Defence,
Agriculture, the Envirorment, Health and Welfare and Fisheries studied the
findings of the Report. On 27 June 1985, the Secretary of State for
External Affairs, Joe Clark, made a statement in the House of Commons

outlining the Government's position on the issue.

Mr. Clark stated the Government's agreement with the Royal Society's
recommendation that further Canadian studies should be carried out in
co-ordination with other countries and said that copies of the Report would
be forwarded to the United Nations. He added that:

There is general agreement within the Government
that the nuclear winter hypothesis is
scientifically credible even though the details
regarding its magnitude and duration are subject
to great uncertainties.

It is clear that a nuclear conflict would be
catastrophic. This reinforces our basic
conviction that any nuclear war must be
prevented. Consequently, the Government
continues to support NATO and its deterrence
policy which has ensured our security for over 35
years. Our adversaries must appreciate that no
nuclear war can be won in the traditional
understanding of victory. The Royal Society
Report reinforces this basic conviction. It
follows, therefore, that we must continue to do
all that is within our power to deter the
initiation of all war.3

Parliamentary Comment

The issue was not raised in the House of Commons.

3 DFA Statement 85/36, 27 June 1985.
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14. PREVENTION OF AN ARMS RACE IN OUTER SPACE

Background

Although the prevention of an arms race in outer space has been considered
by the United Nations since the beginning of the space age in the late
1950's, it has only recently been taken up by the Conference on Disarmament
(CD) in a serious and comprehensive manner.

The 1959 report of the Ad Hoc Committee on the Peaceful Uses of Outer Space
led its parent organization, the UN, to establish a permanent committee on
the subject. In 1961, a consensus resolution was passed in the United
Nations General Assembly (UNGA) which identified the principles by which
states should be guided in their exploration and use of outer space. Tt
was established that international law, including the UN Charter, applied
to outer space, and that outer space and all celestial bodies were free for

all states to explore.1

Throughout the 1960's, the Ad Hoc Committee on the Peaceful Use of Outer
Space (COPUOS) continued its efforts and in December, 1966, the 1IN General
Assembly unanimously approved the Treaty on Principles Governing Activities
of States in the Exploration and Use of Outer Space, including the Moon and
other Celestial Bodies. Canada ratified this treaty in 1967. The Outer
Space Treaty, as it is known, states that the exploration and use of outer

space shall be for the benefit of all, and bans all weapons of mass
destruction in space.

The 1972 Anti-Ballistic Missile (ABM) Treaty between the United States and
the Soviet Union limits the number of anti-ballistic missile sites,
interceptor missiles and associated radar, and tests of defensive weapons.

The parties undertake "not to develop, test or deploy ABM systems

1 The United Nations and Disarmament: 1945-1985, United Nations Department
of Disarmament Affairs, (nited Nations, New York, 1985), p. 119.
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or components which are sea-based, air-based, space-based, or mobile
land-based."2 The ABM Treaty, therefore, acts as a barrier to the

extension of the arms race into outer space.

The Final Document of the First UN Special Session on Disarmament (UNSSOD
I) urged that further agreements be developed to keep outer space for
solely peaceful purposes. In 1979, the Agreement Governing the Activities
of States on the Moon and Other Celestial Bodies was opened for signature.
It prohibits the placing of nuclear weapons on the moon or in its orbit,
and specifies how the resources of the moon and other celestial bodies
shall be used as the common heritage of all mankind. It has not yet
obtained the necessary ratification to enter into force. Canada has not

signed this treaty.

In June 1979, bilateral superpower talks on anti-satellite (ASAT)
activities were suspended after a year of inconclusive discussions. There
was disagreement concerning the capabilities of each side in this area, and

the possible defensive or offensive nature of ASAT weapons.

Canada was involved in the 1982 UN Conference on the Exploration and
Peaceful Uses of Outer Space (UNISPACE). The final report of this
conference urged all states, particularly those with active space
programmes or interests, to realize the goal of preventing an arms race in

outer space, which was seen as a serious and dangerous prospect.

In 1982, at the Second TN Special Session on Disarmament (UNSSOD II),
Prime Minister Pierre Trudeau outlined Canada's official stand on the
increasing militarization of outer space. He pointed out the "highly
destabilizing" loopholes in the Outer Space Treaty, particularly those

regarding "anti-satellite weapons or anti-missile laser systems."

2'Sut'vey of International Law Relevant to Arms Control and Outer Space,
Canada, Working Paper, Conference on Disarmament Document 618,
CD/0S/WP.6, 23 July, 1985, p. 17.
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I believe that we cannot wait much longer if we are
to be successful in foreclosing the prospect of space
wars. I propose, therefore, that an early start be
made on a treaty to prohibit the development, testing
and deployment of all weapons for use in space.

Tn 1981, at the request of the Soviet Union, the item "Conclusion of a
treaty on the prohibition of stationing weapons of any kind in outer space"
was placed on the agenda of the UN General Assembly for a vote in 1982.
The Soviet Union also presented a draft treaty. There was no mention of
ASAT weapons. At the same time, Italy, representing a group of Western
nations, introduced a resolution entitled "Prevention of an arms race in
outer space and prohibition of anti-satellite systems." Both resolutions
asked the General Assembly to request the Conference on Disarmament to
consider the question of the militarization of outer space. The major
difference was that the Soviet resolution called on the CD to begin
negotiations on a treaty which would ban the stationing of any weapons in
outer space whereas the West asserted that it was necessary to identify all

relevant issues prior to actual negotiations.

Roth resolutions were adopted. In 1982, a similar approach resulted in two
further resolutions. All four were supported by large majorities.

Canada, like most Western states, abstained on the Soviet resolution and
voted in favour of the Western resolution. 1In 1983 and 1984, Canada voted
for the two resolutions that called for the prevention of an arms race in
outer space, and the examination of this issue by an Ad Hoc Working Group

in the Conference on Disarmament.

Since 1982, the issue of preventing an amms race in outer space has been on

the agenda of the Conference on Disarmament, but the 40 nations represented

3 The Prime Minister's Address to the Second United Nations Special Session
on Disarmament, New York, 18 June, 1982, DFEA, p. 10.
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were unable to reach a consensus on the mandate for an Ad Hoc working
group. Canada was very active in trying to promote agreement on an agenda,
arguing that the General Assembly had placed basic responsibility on the
Conference.4 As a contribution to the necessary preparation for
substantive negotiations, Canada tabled a working paper which outlined the
factors of stable and unstable deterrence, desirable objectives for arms
control, the increasing importance of space for military purposes and the
present state of arms control in space. The paper also illustrated the
relationship of anti-satellite systems to ballistic missile defence.® The
Canadian delegate pointed to the paradoxical nature of space systems,
since, depending on the situation, certain characteristics could be either
stabilizing or destabilizing.? An example of this is that a reconnaissance
satellite can offer information on compliance with an arms control treaty,

while at the same time providing crucial military information for warfare.

Early in 1983, the Secretary of State for External Affairs, Alan MacEachen,
promised the CD that "the expanding programme of verification research in
Canada...[would]...seek to identify possible solutions" to the problem of
prohibiting all weapons in outer space. He advised the CD to define the
legal requirements of such a ban, thereby allowing expansion of the already

existing outer space legal regime.’

The Ambassador to the CD, Donald McPhail, continued Canadian pressure and
support for the creation of an Ad Hoc Working Group on arms control and

outer space. In April, 1983, he promised full Canadian co—-operation with
the contact group that had been established to clarify the objectives and

% Conference on Disarmament, Prevention of an Arms Race in Outer
Space-Final Records (PV) 1979-1984, Arms Control and Disarmament
Division, DFA, June, 1985. CD/PV 183, 31 August, 1982, p. 23.

5 Cp 320, 26 August, 1982.

6 cp/pv. 183, 31 August, 1982, p. 24.

7 cp/Pv. 189, 1 February, 1983, p. 22.
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tasks of an eventual working group in this area. He wanted to foreclose
the option of armament in outer space, and proposed defining the substance
of a future treaty. Since verification would be a problem due to the
possible dual nature of many space systems, Canada also undertook a

national research programne.8

In 1984, his successor, Alan Beesley, voiced Canada's "considerable
aporehension and regret" regarding the CD's apparent inability "to come to
grips with the very real and pressing problems of arms control and outer
space, an issue with a potential for seriously destabilizing effects, not
to mention the possible financial outlays of almost unimaginable
dimensions." Referring to the 1982 Canadian working paper, Beesley
repeated its contention that consideration must be given to "the over-all
net effects on a system-by-system basis." He urged that a mandate for an
Ad Hoc committee should call for basic research on such issues, as well as
a survey of existing treaties and international law pertaining to outer
space.?

Ambassador Beesley also cited Prime Minister Trudeau's intention to promote
in the CD a ban on high altitude anti-satellite systems. To further
promote this goal, the Canadian Government initiated "a number of
long-range studies on certain aspects of the outer space issue." Beesley
promised to contribute the results of these studies to the proposed ad hoc
committee, as well as to use the resultant research for working papers on

the specific distinctions between low and high altitude satellites.10

—8 p/Pv. 216, 28 April, 1983, p. 10.
9 cp/pv. 262, 26 April, 1984. p. 54.
0 1bid., p. 55.
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Current Canadian Position

In 1985, agreement was finally reached on the mandate for the Ad Hoc
Committee on Prevention of an Arms Race in Outer Space. The mandate
directed the Committee to examine all issues relevant to the prevention of
an arms race in outer space as a preliminary step in the initial stage of
its work. Substantive consideration should be given to all existing
agreements, proposals, and future initiatives, as well as to the current

legal regime and any activities that pertain to outer space.

In March 1985, Ambassador Beesley described the mandate as
"realistic...[and]...exploratory...but, nonetheless, one that permits
concrete work." He noted that it took into account and "both compliments
and accurately affects the realities concerning the bilateral
negotiations...[and]...does not undermine or undercut or prejudge or in any
way interfere with those negotiations, and that we consider to be
absolutely essential."!! (The bilateral negotiations referred to are those
between the superpowers at Geneva). The Secretary of State for External
Affairs, Joe Clark, expressed the Canadian Government's pleasure regarding
the establishment of the Ad Hoc Committee and promised effective Canadian
participation aimed at fostering consensus and understanding of the

requirements for a treaty banning the militarization of outer space. 12

In April 1985, Beesley told the CD that preventing an arms race in outer
space was one of Canada's "major priorities." He praised all members of
the CD for the breakthrough on the procedural problem regarding the
mandate, and urged that the conscious attempt to determine the area of

existing common ground be an example for other issues. 13

TT Conference on Disarmament, Prevention of an Arms Race in Outer
Space-Final Records (PV) 1985, Arms Control and Disarmament Division,
DEA, February 1986, CD/PV 306, 29 March, 1985, p. 9.

2 DEA Communiqué, 85/46, 9 April 198S.

13 cp/pv. 306, 4 April 1985, p. 24.




87.
In July 1985, the Canadian Ambassador tabled a "modest" yet "practical
contribution to our deliberative efforts, particularly to the widespread
desire for concrete documentation."14 The comprehensive, two-volume
compendium of the CD's working papers and final records which relate to the
area of outer space illustrates both "the extent of past
work...[and]...certain achievements", as well as the "daunting range of
issues and problens."15

Later in July, the Canadian delegation deposited a working paper entitled
"Survey of International Law Relevant to Arms Control and Outer Space."
This review of existing relevant agreements was considered essential to
ensure that the CD worked in conformity with existing treaties and
international law. Over twenty international agreements, including the UN
Charter, were examined, and a variety of issues were identified that were
deemed fundamental to the successful development of a treaty preventing an

arms race in outer space.

At the 40th Session of the General Assembly, Canada, with most other
members, voted for the Resolution 40/87 which called for the prevention of
an arms race in outer space and the re-establishment of the Ad Hoc
Committee on this issue in the CD. The resolution also called on all
states to refrain from any actions involving outer space that were contrary
to existing treaties. The United States and Grenada abstained. Resolution
40/162, which called for international co-operation in the peaceful uses of
outer space, passed without a vote. The Secretary of State for External
Affairs told the 40th Session that preventing an arms race in outer space

was a Canadian priority, and "now on the world agenda."

Ambassador Beesley urged the CD, in February 1986, to re—establish the Ad
Hoc Committee on the Prevention of an Arms Race in Outer Space. He said
that the Canadian Government hoped that the 1985 mandate would also be

cp/pv. 317, 2 July 1985. p. 29.
5 1bid.
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renewed, as it had been "attained only with great difficulty, skill and
perseverance." He reiterated the Canadian view that the multilateral
discussions must be "complementary to, and not disruptive of" the
superpower bilateral talks on the same issue. He said that while the 1985
‘discussions in the Ad Hoc Committee has been "substantive" and "for the
most part objective", they remained incomplete and thus the 1985 mandate
had to be discharged with "determination and dispatch" prior to any new
approach. The Canadian delegation would continue to make "concrete

contributions."16

In March 1986, the Canadian delegation presented a compendium of
documentation resulting from the 1985 CD discussions on outer space. This
was followed in July 1986 by the tabling of an official Canadian paper on
terminology relevant to Arms Control in Outer Space. At the termination of
the 1986 summer session, it was apparent that the Outer Space mandate was
by no means exhausted and that its prompt renewal in 1987 would permit
significant work to be undertaken.

Parliamentary Comment

The Secretary of State for External Affairs told the House of Commons, on
23 January 1986, that the prevention of an arms race in outer space was one
of the six Canadian goals in arms control and disarmament. He noted the
tabling in 1985, at the CD, of the working paper "on the nature of the

legal regime governing outer space."

'S Address to the CD, 4 February 1986, p. 14.
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15. RADIOLOGICAL WEAPONS

Background

Radiological weapons are defined as any device, other than a nuclear
weapon, designed to kill or destroy by disseminating radioactive material.
While these weapons have not yet been developed, they have been the subject
of study by an Ad Hoc Committee in the Conference on Disarmament (CD) since
1980. 1In 1979 the superpowers submitted a joint proposal aimed at
prohibiting the development, production, stock piling and use of
radiological weapons; the major obstacles in the way of such an agreement
are the questions of whether attacks on nuclear facilities should be
included, and verification.

Sweden and the Neutral and Non—-aligned Nations have argued that the
convention should include such attacks in order to make the treaty
comprehensive. They suggest that otherwise there is little value to a ban
on weapons which do not exist and show no likelihood of being developed.
Large quantities of radioactivity would be released in the event of an
attack on storage facilities for radioactive waste, and Sweden and other
states see these attacks as the most likely possible form of radiological
warfare. The United States and many of its allies, including Canada, want
attacks on nuclear facilities to be dealt with under a separate
arrangement. They believe that such attacks should be dealt with in a
legal agreement, such as the Geneva Convention of 1949 on "methods of

warfare and humanitarian law."!

Some delegations have argued that the the issue is adequately covered by
the protection of victims of international war in the 1977 Protocol to the

Geneva Convention. Inter alia, the Protocol bans attacks on nuclear power

1"Rélene Samson, Briefing Paper-Radiological Weapons, United Nations
Association in Canada, Ottawa, December 1985, p.1.




S

stations unless such stations are directly and significantly supporting
adversarial military operations.

Sweden has pointed to alleged deficiencies in the Protocol. Specifically,
the wording of the Protocol restricts its implications to attacks that have
"consequent severe losses among the civilian population."2 Since radiation
has delayed effects, such losses might not actually occur until long after
the attack.

The joint US-Soviet proposal of 1979 stipulated that verification of
compliance with the convention would be assisted by a Consultative
Committee of Experts, which would investigate any alleged violations.
Parties to the treaty would also be able to lodge complaints with the
Security Council. However, in July 1985, the United States decided that
these verification procedures were inadequate and proposed additional
procedures.

The issue has taken on new importance in light of two Iraqi attacks on a
partially constructed Iranian nuclear facility in the spring of 1985.
These caused no severe damage but they were the fifth and sixth military
attacks on nuclear reactors since 1967.3

Current Canadian Position

Canada submitted a compendium of verbatim records and working papers to the
1985 session of the Ad Hoc Committee on Radiological Weapons. These were
part of results of Ottawa's "review and assessment of the radiological

weapons negotiating process", which took place in the fall of 19844

< 1bid., p. 2.

3 Bennett Ramberg, Nuclear Plants-Military Hostages? in Bulletin of the
Atomic Scientists March 1986, pp. 17-21.
DEA Conference on Disarmament, Radiological Weapons - Final Records (PV)
1977-1984 : Conference on Disarmament, Radiological Weapons - Working
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In his April address to the CD, Canadian Ambassador J. Alan Beesley urged
the superpowers to reach agreement on a treaty. He stated that the
Canadian delegation "would support an early consensus on the draft treaty
on which Tinited States/UJSSR agreement has already been reached." Referring
to the Swedish-led group, the Ambassador promised active support for
"parallel attempts to develop a formula to meet the serious apprehensions
that have been expressed regarding attacks" on nuclear power stations . He
also pointed to the value to the CD of an agreement, in that it would be a
rare and thus edifying experience, and would "help to reinvigorate the
institution."5

In July 1985, a Canadian official said Canada would immediately sign a
radiological weapons treaty based on the 1979 joint US/USSR proposal.
Noting that the issue had been re-examined in Ottawa, the official
stipulated that attacks on nuclear facilities were best addressed in
another forum, perhaps preceded by a legal examination. The official
termed the recent American demands for further verification regrettable.
Despite the June announcement by the Warsaw Treaty States that they were in
agreement with the Swedish view onthe need to include attacks on nuclear
facilities, the Canadian official said there was nothing significantly new
in their position.® He reiterated the Western position that the banning of
radiological weapons be dealt with separately from the question of such
attacks.

In his address to the 40th General Assembly of the United Nations in
September 1985, the Secretary of State for External Affairs called on the
superpowers" to conclude an effectively verifiable treaty banning

radiological weapons." He said "Canada is ready to sign a treaty

Papers (WP) 1970-1984, January, 1985. The two-volume set covers all
working papers.
5 Conference on Disarmament - Working Papers (note 4) CD/PV 306, pp. 24-31.
6 The Institute for Defense and Disarmament Studies, ed. Chalmers
Hardenberg, The Arms Control Reporter 1985, pp. 703 Al - 703 Bl4.
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hnnediately."7

In the General Assembly, a resolution was passed by consensus to call on
the CD to re-establish the Ad Hoc Committee so that it might continue
negotiations in 1986. Canada, along with many of its Western allies,
abstained on Resolution 40/90, which called for a ban on new types of
weapons of mass destruction. The United States cast the sole negative

vote.

Parliamentary Comment

puring the hearings of the Standing Committee on External Affairs and
National Defence, Conservative member Allan McKinnon asked the Ambassador
for Disarmament, Douglas Roche, what was meant by radiological weapons.
Mr. Roche responded:

Radiological weapons are not in the common lexicon
today because they do not exist. They are, in
essence, weapons with an explosive capacity that
would disseminate radiation in the
atmosphere....Some people would ask why we are
worried about that. I think that, to the extent
you can shut off the development of futuristic
weapons, it is a contribution to world
security....Progress on achieving a treaty on
radiological weapons has been deterred in the
Conference on Disarmament by ancillary matters that
have been tacked onto it.

/7 UNGA 40, p.4.
8 SCEAND Proceedings, 1 October 1985, p. 23.
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16. URANIUM EXPORTS

Background

Canada is one of the world's largest suppliers of uranium. It was involved
in the research and development of the atomic bomb during World War II, and
supplied uranium for atomic weapons from Port Radium in the Northwest
Territories. In 1945 Canada renounced any intention of developing atomic
weapons of its own but it continued to supply Britain and the United States
with uranium and plutonium for their weapons programmes for the next twenty
years. In 1965 Prime Minister Lester B. Pearson changed this policy and
announced that from that point on Canadian exports of uranium would be used
for peaceful purposes only. The Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) came into
force in 1970, requiring non-nuclear weapon states to submit to the full
safeguard measures of the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAFA) and to
agree not to develop nuclear weapons. Nuclear weapon states are required
to co-operate fully with non-nuclear states in the development of peaceful
nuclear energy uses and have agreed to work to end vertical proliferation.
Canada signed the NPT but continued to sell uranium to countries that had
not signed this Treaty.

Tn 1974 India, which had participated in a nuclear co—operation programme
with Canada, exploded an atomic bomb, claiming that it was a peaceful
nuclear explosion. It initially stated that no agreement with Canada had
been breached but later admitted that the plutonium used in the bomb had
been produced in the Canadian-supplied CIRUS reactor. In response, Canada
suspended all nuclear co-operation with India and later that year announced
more stringent safeguards on Canadian exports of nuclear material and

equipment.

Natural uranium is a blend of Uraniump3s and Uraniump3g. [raniump3s which
can be used directly as a nuclear explosive constitutes less than 1 per

cent of natural Uranium and this is too low to generate a nuclear
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explosion. Natural uranium, therefore, is not classified as a strategic
material. Approximately 85 per cent of Canadian uranium exported goes to
the United States, the Soviet Union, Britain and France for enrichment ard
then for use in light water nuclear reactors. These reactors require
uranium with a 3 per cent concentration of Uraniump3s and natural uranium
must be enriched to this concentration. This is done by increasing the
percentage of the Uraniump3s isotpe. The enrichment procedure is elaborate
and expensive and until recently only countries with nuclear weapons
programmes could afford the cost of such large operations. These plants
have both military and civilian uses, and therefore the separation of
materials for civilian and military application occurs only as a bookeeping
procedure. Essentially, this is the basis of the principle of

fungibility. Imported uranium effectively goes into a large pot and is not
kept separate according to country of origin or intended use.

In a letter to Ed Broadbent, leader of the NDP, Secretary of State for
External Affairs Joe Clark, outlined the principle of fungibility:

It is impossible to trace precisely each and every
molecule of Canadian uranium through these complex
enrichment plants....However, for each ounce of
Canadian uranium fed into the enrichment plant the
same amount, in both enriched and depleted forms
as appropriate, is subject to the Canada-USA
nuclear co-operation agreement and to the
non-explosive use and non-military use commitments
contained therein. This is an example of the
application of the internationally-accepted
principle of fungibility.]

When the uranium is enriched to the required 3 per cent concentration, the
commensurate amount is taken off and the "depleted uranium" (which still

contains small amounts of 735) is stored. Depleted Uraniump3g can be used

T Secretary of State for External Affairs, Letter to the Hon. Pdward
Broadbent, 3 October 1985.
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in military reactors to breed plutonium which can be used to produce
nuclear weapons. Uraniumyig is also an important element

of hydrogen bombs, providing 50 per cent of their explosive

power .

After the Indian explosion in 1974, Canada announced that no uranium of
Canadian origin could be enriched or reprocessed without prior consent from
Canada. After two years of negotiations concerning this requirement, the
European Economic Community (EEC) and Japan continued to refuse to agree to
the stipulation, and in January 1977 Canada halted uranium shipments to
both. Japan soon afterwards agreed to abide by the clause but the
Community continued to balk and eventually, in September 1980, Canada
signed an agreement with the EEC allowing sales to occur with consultation
on a case-by-case basis. When Canadian uranium is enriched by the Soviet
Union for use by Spain, East Germany, Sweden and Finland in their reactors,
Canada requires that the depleted uranium be shipped to those countries
along with the enriched. This requirement does not apply to Canadian
uranium enriched in Britain, France and the United States, since these

countries have bilateral agreements with Canada.

In 1965 Canada signed an agreement with the United States entitled the
Canada-United States Nuclear Co-operation Agreement. This agreement
stipulates that uranium from Canada can not be used for military
purposes,and was most recently renewed in 1980. It requries that the
amount of Canadian uranium entering an American plant must at least equal
the amount of uranium enriched by that plant for non-military use

(primarily light-water reactors).

< The resolution was cosponsored with Australia, Austria, Bahamas,
Bangladesh, Cameroons, Chad, Demmark, Finland, Greece, Indonesia,
Ireland, Japan, Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, Philippines, Romania,
Singapore, Sweden and Uruguay.
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Current Canadian Position

At the 40th Session of the United Nations General Assembly Canada
co-sponsored a resolution entitled "prohibition of the production of
fissionable material for weapons purposes" (Resolution 40/94G).2 The
resolution called upon the Conference on Disarmament to "pursue its
consideration of the question of adequately verified cessation and
prohibition of the production of fissionable material for nuclear weapons
and other nuclear explosive devices." The resolution passed with 145
voting in favour (including Pakistan), one against (France) and seven
abstentions (including Argentina, Brazil, Britain, China, India, the United
States).

Responding to questions concerning the agreement with the United States the
Secretary of State for External Affairs, Joe Clark, stated in the House:

I have looked at the provisions of the treaty.

T have looked at the degree to which they are
being honoured. The treaty obligations and the
treaty assurances with respect to Canada in
relation to the US and other countries are being
honoured. 3

Parliamentary Comment

On 26 September 1985, NDP leader Ed Broadbent asked Mr. Clark why depleted
uranium from Canada was being used as part of the encasement surrounding
US nuclear warheads. He also asked "what corrective steps are being taken
by the Govermment of Canada to enforce this agreement (that Canadian

uranium be used for peaceful purposes only)?"4

3 Commons Debates, 30 September 1985, p. 7147.
4 Commons Debates, 26 September 1985, p. 7054.
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Mr. Clark responded:

...our treaty provisions with the United States are
similar to those which we have with Sweden and other
countries. They are based upon the principle of
fungibility. Over the last 20 years there has been
no evidence of any breach of the language or
obligations of that treaty.

On 29 September 1985, a segment of the CTV programme W5 suggested that
Canadian uranium exports to the US were being used for military purposes,
and this sparked further questions in the House. Mr. Clark reiterated his
earlier position that the treaty with the United States was being upheld
and said that even after watching the CTV programme, "T have neither seen
nor received any evidence to suggest that the treaty is not being

respected."6

Liberal member Lloyd Axworthy pursued the issue:

These reports also include the fact that Canadian
uranium is now being used by the French nuclear
agency which could have a potential for use in
weapons. Has the Canadian Government investigated
that possibility and are we also looking into what
safeguards are in place to make sure that the French
Government, in light of its production of nuclear
weaponry, is not also using Canadian uranium for
those purposes?7

Mr. Clark responded that Canadian standards with regard to France are
ensured through arrangements with Euratom. Reacting to Mr. Clark's

statement that he had watched the W5 programme, NDP member Tan Waddell
asked Mr. Clark:

5 1bid.
6 Commons Debates, 30 September 1985, p. 7147.
7 Ibid.
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Did he not see the pictures of the barrels of depleted
uranium? Did he not hear the American official say
that Canadian uranium was being mixed in and was in
fact being used to make nuclear bombs 28

Mr. Clark responded:

...I heard those statements by Mr. Arkin. I have
heard the allegation that the Canadian treaty
assurances are not being respected. That allegation
is false.?

NDP External Affairs critic Pauline Jewett asked Mr. Clark to outline the

reasons he had for his certainty that depleted Canadian uranium was not

being used for military purposes. Mr. Clark stated:

I have informed myself on the principle of
fungibility and other arcane matters that are
involved in this question. I have learned that
there is, in the treaty, a requirement for
administrative arrangements to be put into place
that deal with the residue as well as the original
uranium. I have learned that those administrative
arrangements are in fact in place. I am satisfied
on the basis of the information I now have available,
that the treaty is being respected....The proof is
that I have looked for any weakness in the treaty
and T have found none. TIf Honourable Members have
any information that the treaty is not being
respected, T ask them for the fourth time not to be
so secretive. Come forward with your allegations so
that we can find out whether they are true or false.10

—8 1bid.
9 Tpbid.

10 Tpid. p. 7149.
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17. VERIFICATION

Background

Canada has been an active participant in multilateral arms control and
disarmament processes since the 1950s. In 1979 Canada undertook a review
of the previous twenty-five years of the arms control and disarmament
process in an effort to see if there was a specific area in which Canada

could profitably make a greater contribution.

The review concluded that the issue of verification was one which spanned
all areas of arms control and disarmament, in which discussion occurred
primarily on an Ad Hoc basis, and towards which little research was
directed. As a result, verification was seen as an area in which Canada
could make a modest but significant contribution, and a programme to
broaden Canadian specialist and public understanding of the issue was

created.

The Arms Control Verification Research Programme of the Department of
External Affairs is a cooperative process between Government, the academic
community and the commercial sector in support of Canada's participation in
international negotiations. When the programme began in October 1983 its

budget was $500,000 and this has since grown to $1 million.

Its objective is to improve the verification
process which is seen as indispensable to the
success of efforts to reduce and eliminate arms.
It is based on the conviction that useful work
on verification problems can be done in advance
of negotiations towards specific agreements.

Projects undertaken in the verification programme include:

- research concerning problems in international negotiations

T The Goverrment of Canada, Verification in All Its Aspects: A
Comprehensive Study on Arms Control and Disarmament Verification Pursuant
to IINGA Resolution 40/152(0), Government of Canada Publication, April
1986, p. 35.
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specialized technical training programmes
hosting of international symposia of experts on specific subjects
liaison with national and international bodies outside of Canada

public presentation of verification issues

The verification research programme focusses on six priority issue areas:

6.

the achievement of a comprehensive convention to ban chemical
weapons;

the negotiation of a comprehensive nuclear test ban treaty;
the development of a treaty to ban weapons for use in outer
space;

the pursuit of arms control and military confidence-building in
Europe through the Mutual and Balanced Force Reduction (MBFR)
talks in Vienna and the Conference on Confidence and Security
Building Measures and Disarmament in Furope (CCSBMDE);2

The conclusion of a ban on radiological weapons;

The conduct of other research as may be required from time to

time, 2

Specifically, programme activities include: a $3.2 million upgrade of the

seismic array station at Yellowknife, a study given to the UN Secretary

General on operational procedures for investigating alleged chemical

weapons abuses, and the ongoing PAXSAT programme which is studying the

feasibility of techniques for monitoring an arms control agreement on space

weapons or conventional forces in Europe.

Current Canadian Position

During the 1985 Fall Session of the United Nations General Assembly,

2 "The Verification Research Programme"”, The Disarmament Bulletin,

Spring-Summer 1985, p. 12.
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the Canadian delegation to the UN promoted a Canadian-formulated resolution
entitled "Verification in All Tts Aspects." Resolution 40/152 (0) was
co~-sponsored by ten3 other states and passed by consensus on 22 November,
1985. The resolution was called "a historic breakthrough", since previous
resolutions on this issue had failed to proceed beyond the negotiating
stage.4

The Resolution called upon member states "to increase their efforts towards
achieving agreements on balanced, mutually acceptable, verifiable and
effective ams limitation and disarmament measures." It also invited all
members of the UN "to communicate to the Secretary-General, not later than
15 April 1986, their views and suggestions on verification principles,
procedures and techniques...and on the role of the United Nations in the
field of verification." The Secretary-General was asked to compile a
report on these submissions for the 1986 Session of the General Assembly.
Since verification is often one of the causes of disagreement in arms
control negotiations, this resolution was held to be valuable in that it
focussed multilateral attention on the need to make this issue a central

concern for all states.

In his speech to the 40th Session of the United Nations, the Secretary of
State for External Affairs, Joe Clark, promised that Canada would step up

its work in improving the verification process.5

The Canadian Ambassador for Disarmament at the United Nations, Douglas
Roche stated:

Verification is not, of course, an end in itself,
but it does enhance the effectiveness of treaties

3 The ten other states were: Australia, Belgium, Cameroon, Costa Rica,
Federal Republic of Germany, Italy, Japan, New Zealand, Turkey, the
United Kingdom.

Canadian Delegation to the UN, Press Release no. 62, 22 November 1985.
SSFA Address to the 40th Session of the United Nations, Disarmament
Bulletin, Autumn 1985, pp. 1-2.

J1 &
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by promoting confidence and compliance in

negotiated texts. A solid body of verifiable arms
control treaties in which nations reposed a degree
of confidence would go a long way toward easing
tensions and mistrust.

This body of knowledge and expertise on verification
issues [being developed by Canada] is shared widely
with the international community. In this way Canada
is furthering, in a very practical way, the global
arms control process. Canada's credentials in this
sort of serious background work on verification have
been well-established and are now widely recognized
in the multilateral forums.®

Carrying out the requirements of Resolution 40/152 (0), in April 1986, the
Canadian Goverrment submitted to the Secretary-General and subsequently
published "A Comprehensive Study on Arms Control and Disarmament
Verification Pursuant to UNGA Resolution 40/152 (0)". This publication
provides a comprehensive survey of the historical background to
verification efforts, and outlines the relevant principles, procedures and
techniques used in verification. It addresses some of the questions
related to verification in three areas of arms control under consideration
in the Conference on Disarmament: a comprehensive test ban, the prohibition
of chemical weapons, and the peaceful uses of outer space. All of these
regimes depend on adequate verification for their success. By listing the
verification requirements in each case, the publication identifies the

areas where future verification efforts should be concentrated.

In reply to the Secretary-General's call for new ideas on verification,
Canada listed six possible innovations.” Tt suggested that the UN has an
important role to play in the application and interpretation of arms
control agreements, despite the fact that the bilateral negotiating process

© Signals of Hope, DEA Statement, 10 March 1986, pp. 8-9.

7 Verification In All Tts Aspects: A Comprehensive Study on Arms Control
and Disarmament Verification Pursuant to UNGA Resolution 40/152(0),
Government of Canada Publication, April 1986, p. 35.
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between the superpowers may continue to be of paramount importance in the
global arms control forum. Nevertheless, it is suggested that "new ways
and new approaches" for UN diplomacy would be a worthwhile endeavour.
Among the Canadian suggestions are:

...a further strengthening of the United Nation's
capacity to investigate allegations of non-compliance.
For example, fact-finding initiatives by the Secretary-
General can help to bridge the gap between prohibition
and verification, between the legislative and enforcement
roles of the United Nations,...considerations of

means of improving the adequacy of the Security
Council as a means of resolving verification and
campliance difficulties,...research and examination

of the utility of establishing an International
Verification Organization (IVWO) or IVO-type
organization for use in future agreements, utilizing
the rich body of documentation generated over the

years in the Conference on Disarmament and elsewhere,
...greater assistance, advice, technical expertise
offered to negotiators in the regional arms control

and disarmament process with a view to combining
international mechanisms with regional measures of
verification.8

Parliamentary Comment

The Secretary of State for External Affairs, in a statement to the House of
Commons on 23 January 1986, emphasized that the area of verification is
"where Canadian expertise and diplomacy come together."9 He noted the
success of the Canadian-initiated resolution on verification, and asserted
that Canada is "second to none in our activity to develop verification
procedures and technology that meet the practical requirements of arms

control agreements actually under negotiation or envisaged."10

8 1bid., p. 41.
9 commons Debates, 23 January 1986, p. 10101.
10 1biqd.
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18. WORLD DISARMAMENT CAMPAIGN -
THE INTERNATIONAL YEAR OF PEACE

Background

The first United Nations Special Session on Disarmament was held in 1978.
It resulted in a Final Document which, amongst other points, noted the need
for global education on the dangers of the arms race, so "that world public
opinion may exercise a positive influence."! The United Nations
Pducational, Scientific and Cultural Organization (UNESCO) and the UN
Centre for Disarmament Affairs (which became the Department for Disarmament
Affairs on 1 January 1983) were encouraged to accelerate their educational
efforts in this area. As a result, the UN system increased the production
and promotion of information on the arms race and disarmament. Member
states and non-governmental organizations (MGOs) were urged to facilitate a
wider dissemination of knowledge and materials on various aspects of

disarmament.

Tn 1980, Alfonso Garcia Robles, Mexican Ambassador to the UN, proposed a
study on the feasibility of a World Disarmament Campaign. This led to a
request from the General Assembly that the Secretary-General study possible
structures of organization and financial support for such an undertaking.
This report was submitted to the General Assembly in 1981. After member
states commented on the study and added their own suggestions, the
resulting report was submitted to the Second United Nations Special Session
on Disarmament (UNSSOD II) in 1982. The concept was popular and the World
Disarmament Campaign was launched by consensus on 7 June 1982, the opening
day of UNSSOD II. The Secretary-General submitted an outline of a
programme for the World Disarmament Campaign, which was discussed during

the Special Session.?

"World Disarmament Campaign, Fact Sheet No. 36, Department of Disarmament
Affairs, United Nations, New York, June 1984, p. 2.

2 "The World Disarmament Campaign and the Role of Public Opinion" The
United Nations and Disarmament: 1945-1985, United Nations Department for
Disarmament Affairs, United Nations, New York, pp. 156-157.
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UNSSOD I had proclaimed Disarmament Week as an annual event, to coincide
with 24 October, the day the UN was founded. UNSSOD II stressed the
educational value of the Week, and made it an integral part of the World
Disarmament Campaign (WDC).

The World Disarmament Campaign (WDC) has three major goals: (1) to inform,
(2) to educate and (3) to generate public support and understanding of the
aims of the UN in the field of armms control and disarmament. These
objectives are to be carried out on a global basis in a non-partisan,
factual manner with the active participation and co—-operation of all UN
member states. The UN Department of Disarmament Affairs, in conjunction
with the UN Information Centres, NGOs, various Foreign Ministries, UN
Associations and the media around the world, has tried to provide
information for the non-specialized reader. The demand for non-polemical,
comprehensive information about arms control and disarmament has rapidly

increased over the past few years.

The N Department of Disarmament Affairs is the overall organizer of the
WNC and maintains close contact with a wide range of UN agencies and
departments which are involved. A variety of regional seminars,
conferences, internship programmes, fellowships and speakers have been
organized to ensure that many people can benefit from the Campaign. The UN
also publishes The United Nations Disarmament Yearbook, the periodical
Disarmament, a World Disarmament Campaign Newsletter and educational kits
and booklets.

The Campaign is financed with existing UN funds, and by pledging
conferences held each year during Disarmament Week. Canada contributed to
the pledging conferences in 1984 and 1985.

In 1982, the General Assembly adopted, without a vote, a recommendation

from the Economic and Social Council (ECOSOC) that an International Year of
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Peace (IYP) should be proclaimed on 24 October 1985, the fortieth
anniversary of the United Nations. Resolution 37/16 declared 1986 the
International Year of Peace and invited all Member States, UN organizations
and interested NGOs to help in the preparation and fulfilment of the IYP.
In 1983 the Secretary-General was asked to propose a draft programme for
the General Assembly. That year, Resolution 38/56 called for the
establishment of a voluntary fund for the IYP programme. In 1984,
Resolution 39/10 called for more funding in order to promote international

peace and security. All of these resolutions were adopted without a vote.3

According to the Secretary-General's draft programme, the main goals of the
IVYP are: (1) to motivate widespread effective action promoting peace on the
basis of the UN Charter; (2) to reinforce and reinvigorate the UN system
and the Security Council, so that they are able to maintain and promote
international peace and security; and (3) provoke thought on, and

encourage efforts for, the basic requirements of peace in the modern world.

Regional seminars were held in 1985 that focused on "Peace and
Development”, "Peace and Disarmament", and "Preparation for Life in Peace."
A wide variety of events on these themes and many others were planned
around the world for 1986. The Secretariat's Department of Political and
Security Council Affairs is responsible for co-ordinating activities within
the UN system, as well as maintaining liaisons with IYP activities
involving NGOs and other non-UN organizations. Many of the specialized UN
agencies will sponsor events that will relate peace to their particular
field.

3 H&lene Samson, Briefing Paper - International Year of Peace, United
Nations Association in Canada, Ottawa, December 1985, p. 1.
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Current Canadian Position

In the General Assembly, Resolution 40/151 B in 1985 was one part of a
broader resolution on a Review and Implementation of the concluding
Document of UNSSOD II. In particular, it referred specifically to the
World Disarmament Campaign. Canada, with 138 other nations, voted for it
in December 1985. By supporting it, Canada, inter alia, accepted the
inclusion of the WDC on the provisional agenda of the forty-first session
of the UN General Assembly and called for more financial pledges, noting
with regret "that most of the states that have the largest military
expenditures have not so far made any financial contribution to the World
Disarmament Canpaign."4 With regard to Resolution 40/151D, entitled "World
Disarmament Campaign: actions and activities", Canada, all the NATO allies,
and several other nations abstained. This abstention was attributed to the
wording of part of the Resolution, which invited all Member States to
co-operate with the UN "to ensure a better flow of accurate information" as
well as "to avoid dissemination of false and tendentious information."3
Canada seeks to avoid supporting resolutions with wording such as this, on
the grounds that it is open to a variety of interpretations.6

In October, 1985, Canada pledged a donation of $100,000.00 to the WDC. Of
this amount, $10,000.00 was specified for use for the International Year of
Peace, and will be used to support activities undertaken by the IYP
Secretariat.

Canada was one of three Western sponsors of Resolution 40/3 on the
International Year of Peace which was adopted without a vote on 24 October,
1985. The Resolution proclaimed the IYP, and invited all states, all

4 Resolutions and Decisions Adopted by the General Assembly During the
First Part of Its Fortieth Session, from 17 September to 18 December
1985, Department of Public Information, Press Section, UN Press Release
GA/7272, 13 Janauary 1986, p. 161.

5 1bid., p. 164.

6 Arms Control and Disarmament Division, DEA, 29 May 1986.
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organizations in the UN system, all interested NGOs, educational,
scientific, cultural and research organizations, as well as the
comunications media, to aid and co—operate with the Secretary-General to

ensure that the objectives of the Year were met.

On 6 March 1986, the Canadian Government announced the details of Canada's
International Year of Peace programme of activities.” As noted above, a
major donation was made to the IYP Voluntary Trust Fund. Other
Government-sponsored activities included a cross-Canada tour from 14 April
to 2 May by the Ambassador for Disarmament, Douglas Roche. He discussed
the TYP and the relationship between disarmament and development with
members of the Consultative Group on Disarmament and Armms Control Affairs
and with interested Canadians. A selection of essays by distinguished
Canadians on the broad themes of the IYP is to be published in the fall of
1986 and presented to the UN. It wil also be widely distributed in

Canada. The United Nations Association in Canada, with funding from the
Disarmament Fund of the Department of External Affairs, is holding an essay
and poster competition for Canadians on the topic "What is peace and what
can I do to achieve it ?" A commemorative stamp will be issued in the fall
of 1986 to mark the International Year of Peace. The Disarmament Fund,
which totalled over $500,000.00 in the 1985-86 fiscal year, will give
priorities to projects directly linked to the goals of the IYP. 1In the
Communiqué which announced the above activities, the Secretary of State for
External Affairs said that various Government Departments will be taking

the themes of the IYP into account in their activities during 1986.83

Parliamentary Comment

The issue was not raised in the House of Commons.

" DEA Communique 86/59, 6 March, 1986, pp. 1-2.
8 1bid., p.3.
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SECTION II - DEFENCE

19. ARMS TRANSFERS

Background

The global trade in conventional arms has expanded considerably during the
past decade, from a worldwide total of US$ 56.9 billion during 1973-76 to
USS 147.3 billion during the 1981-84 period.! Although the share of the
supplier market held by the superpowers has decreased since the 1960s, the
United States and the Soviet Union still accounted for 53 per cent of total
arms deliveries in the years 1981-84. Britain, France, Italy and West
Germany together held 23 per cent of the market during that period, and a
third tier of producers (Belgium, Brazil, China, Czechoslovakia, Israel,
the two Koreas, Pakistan, Poland, Spain) were rapidly increasing their

share.?

NATO and the Warsaw Treaty Organization (WIO) states remained the largest
consumers of armaments, including nuclear weapons. But between 1981-84, 81
per cent of global exports of conventional arms were purchased by
developing countries. Over half of these went to the Middle East, followed
by 17 per cent to Africa, 12 per cent to East Asia, 9 per cent to Latin
America and 6 per cent to South Asia.3

There have been important attempts to regulate both the supply and demand
'side of the global arms trade. In 1974 eight Latin American countries
released the Declaration of Ayacucho, in which they pledged to work towards
armms acquisition limitation agreements in their region. No concrete
agreements were reached, but the initiative was revived by the Peruvian

Goverrment in 1985.4 The Contadora draft treaty, debated in 1985, contains

T Arms Control amd Disarmament Agency, World Military Expenditures and Arms
Transfers, (Washington: ACDA, 1985), pp.43-45.

2 Tbid., p.43, pp. 89-130.

3 Tbid., p.43.

4 Tnstitute for Defense and Disarmament Studies, The Arms Control Reporter,
(Brookline MA: IDDS, 1986), p. 502.A.1.
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provisions for the comprehensive limitation of arms transfers to Central

America.

In 1977 the Carter Administration committed the United States to unilateral
arms exports limitations and to negotiating multilateral restraints with
the other major exporters. This initiative led to the Conventional Arms
Transfer (CAT) talks with the Soviet Union. Four sets of discussions were
held on this issue without result, and the process was abandoned in 1979.5

There has since been a decline in the priority attached to this issue by
the main exporters. The idea of increasing the international availability
of arms trade statistics, as an interim step towards arms trade regulation,
was revived by the UN Group of Governmental Experts on the Relationship
between Disarmament and Development, in their 1981 report. The Canadian
Govermment responded to this recommendation, in 1982, by noting that it
could not increase the availability of information on its arms exports
until "there is some sign of reciprocity from the States of the Warsaw
Pact".6 :

Canada is not a major player in the global conventional amms trade: it
ranks twenty-fifth in the world's suppliers, far behind the superpowers,
the secondary exporters and the new tier of exporters. Indeed, Canada's
arms exports account for less than 0.5 per cent of the global conventional

arms trade.’

The volume of Canada's military exports has nevertheless grown over the
years, from $ 336.2 million in 1970 to $ 721.7 million in 1980 and

9 Stockholm International Peace Research Institute, World Armaments and
Disarmament, SIPRI Yearbook 1980, (London: Taylor and Francis, 1980),

pp. 121-126.

UNGA, Relationship Between Disarmament and Development, Report of the
Secretary-General , A/S-12/13, 14 May 1982.

Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, World Military Expenditures and Arms
Transfers, (Washington: United States ACDA, 1985), pp. 89-99.
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$ 1,902.7 million in 1985.8 oOver 70 per cent of these exports were sold to
US purchasers, a pattern reflecting both the overall continental
orientation of Canadian trade and the impact of the Defence Production
Sharing Agreement (DPSA) between Canada and the United States.

Questions have been raised in the past about Canada's arms exports
practices. Alleged violations of the Canadian policy, particularly the
granting of export permits for the sale of strategic goods to governments
involved in conflicts or known to systematically violate human rights, have
been the subject of public debate. The need to enforce end-use provisions
in arms sales contracts, as exemplified by the existence of Canadian
military supplies in Vietnam and the resale of Canadian F-86 fighters to

Pakistan in 1965, have also attracted public attention.?

Current Canadian Position

According to the Notice to Exporters as amended in 1985, "Canadian policy
with respect to the export of such goods [military-related and strategic

equipment] is a restrictive one." It is

based on the principles that such equipment should

not be supplied to countries considered as representing

a military threat to Canada; to countries involved

in hostilities or where there is an imminent threat of
hostilities; or to those countries to which United Nations
resolutions forbid the export of arms. 10

B DEA, Statistics on Canada's Defence Exports: April 1986, unpubl ished.

9 Regehr, Ernie, Making a Killing: Canada's Arms Industry, (Toronto:
McClelland and Stewart, 1975), pp.5-8, 51-52; Taskforce on the Churches
and Corporate Responsibility, Annual Report 1983-84, (Toronto: TCCR,
1984), p.10, 53-54.

0 pEa, Canadian Export Control Law and Policy: Requirements for Obtaining
Export Permits, Ottawa, 1 March 1985, paragraph 7.
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Originally the Notice contained a clause prohibiting the supply of military
equipment to "regimes considered wholly repugnant to Canadian
values...especially when such equipment could be used against civilians"
but this was omitted from the amended version which came into effect on 1
March 1985.

AS a member of NATO, Canada is a participant in the Coordinating Committee
(COCOM) which regulates strategic goods exports to communist countries.
Under COCOM procedures, Canada cannot export arms and strategic goods to
countries on the Area Control List (ACL), namely all WIO member states,
Albania, Mongolia, North Korea and vietnam.1! oOn 10 January 1986 the
Govermment announced that Libya would be added to the Area Control List.12
Although the People's Republic of China is not on the ACL, exports to this
country are also regulated by the COCOM. On 14 February 1986 the
Government announced that "Canada has joined with its NATO Allies and Japan
in relaxing export controls on certain strategic goods to the People's
Republic of China."13

This policy also restricts arms exports to regions in which there is actual
or potential conflict: "permits would therefore not be issued in the
present circumstances for the export of such goods to destinations such as
Guatemala, Honduras or Nicaragua.“14 When questions were raised in the
House about the Govermment's decision to provide Turkey with 20 CF-104
Starfighters in December 1984, Associate Defence Minister Harvie Andre
answered that the Govermment was in fact "honouring a commitment in which
all NATO partners are involved." Mr. Andre also noted that Canada

"acknowledged that...it is necessary to be even-handed" and was

'V DEA, Area Control List, Export and Import Permit Act, effective 3 July
1981; External Affairs Canada, Canadian Export Control Law and Policy:
Requirements for Obtaining Export Permits, Ottawa, 1 March 1985,
paragraph 30.

2 pMO, Communiqué, 10 January 1986.

13 DEA, Communicue, No. 37, 14 February 1986.

14 prA, Communiqué, No. 86, 19 June 1985.
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consequently "engaged in discussions with Greece to provide

it with spare parts and engines for its aircraft...in order to strengthen
its capabilities."15 The Goverrment again defended its decision in the
House on 5 May 1986.16

Since the UN Security Council imposed a mandatory arms embargo on South
Africa in 1977, Canadian policy also restricts arms exports to that

country.

After the amendment of the Export and Import Permits Act and the disclosure
by the opposition that the Government had issued permits to export certain
goods to Chile in 1985, questions were raised in the House about the
Government's policy on exporting arms to countries which violated human
rights. Responding to the Opposition's concerns, the Secretary of State
for External Affairs explained that:

When permit applications for military exports to
countries with poor human rights records are being
reviewed, the principal issue is whether there is

a risk that the goods will be used against the
civilian population. The permits of which you have
copies were issued following an interdepartmental
review in which it was determined that there was
not a significant risk that the goods would be used
against civilians...In the last six months, I have
exercised my authority...to refuse the issuance of
permits for military exports to destinations including
Chile, Guatemala ard Iran.!

In the same communiqué, Mr. Clark indicated that the Goverrment is

currently reviewing Canada's arms export policy.

Parliamentary Comment

The question of the sale of fighter aircraft to Turkey was first raised in

TS5 Commons Debates, 11 December 1985, p.9376.
16 Commons Debates, 5 May 1986, p. 12965.
17 op.cit., (note 13).

e e




119.

the House by Liberal MP Sheila Copps, who suggested that the decision was
"contrary to the representations now being made across Canada by Greek
Canadians."18 The issue was also taken up by New Democrat MP Derek Blackburn,
who noted his concern "that the Government realizes that what it is doing may
very well be heating up an already very volatile political situation..."1® Aalan
Redway of the NDP subsequently raised the issue in the House on 5 May 1986. 20

The question of strategic exports to Chile was first raised by New Democrat MP
Nelson Riis, who asked:

why had External Affairs granted an export permit
to Med-Eng systems Incorporated of Ottawa, on
November 5 last year, to export para-military
equipment to the Chilean National Police who,
according to Amnesty International, participated
in the murder and torture of hundreds of Chilean
civilians last yealc?21

Mr. Riis elaborated on this issue in the House two days later:

Why did the Minister approve $11 million in exports
of military equipment to Chile, including parts for
tanks, and from Standard Aero of Winnipeg the overhaul
of engines for the Chilean Air Force? Why did he
allow de Havilland, a Crown Corporation, to export
spare parts for the Chilean Armed Forces aircraft?22

Mr. Riis also raised questions about the Government's decision to remove the
clause about human rights from the Export and Import Permits Act. 1In November ,
Mr. Riis asked whether the Minister had amended "this policy to legitimize

selling military equipment to countries such as Chile?"23

18 Commons Debates, 12 March 1985, p.2927.
19 Commons Debates, 11 December 1985, 9376.
20 Commons Debates, 5 May 1986, p. 12964.
21 Commons Debates, 18 June 1985, p.5915.
22 Commons Debates, 20 June 1985, p.6045.
23 Commons Debates, 4 November 1985, p.8320.
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20. CANADA-US — AGREEMENT ON THE NORTH WARNING SYSTEM

Background

Discussions between Canada and the United States on the development of the
North Warning System (NWS) began in 1976, with a view to planning a
replacement for the Distant Early Warning (DEW) line. Negotiations on the
actual system chosen began in early 1984. The approach chosen was the
result of a co-operative study, the Joint US-Canadian Air Defence Study
(JUSCADS), jointly funded by the two countries, that was completed in 1979.

A Memorandum of Understanding was signed by Prime Minister Mulroney and
President Reagan at the Quebec Summit on 18 March 1985, and tabled in the

House of Commons on 19 March 1985.

The modernized system outlined in the Agreement consists of:

a system of Over-the-Horizon Backscatter (OTH-B) radars to be
deployed in the United States to monitor the eastern, western and
southern approaches to the continent;

- the North Warning System (NWS), which will replace the obsolescent
PDistant Early Warning System in Alaska and the Canadian North;

- USAF Airborne Warning and Control Systems (AWACS) to supplement the
NWS at times of alert;

- forward operating locations and dispersed operating bases to be
developed at existing Canadian airfields in order to accommodate
AWACS and fighter aircraft;

- communications equipment to facilitate the command and control of

interceptors.

Canada has agreed to meet all the communications needs of the system. 1In
particular this involves designing and implementing a system of
communication between the radar stations, and integrating the radars with

the Regional Operational Control Centres (ROCCs) in North Bay. Any new
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facilities required by the NWS in Canada will be designed and built by
Canadians. After 1989 Canada will become the programme manager and will
oversee the final development and construction stages. Once the NWS has
been completed (1992) Canada will assume complete operational control of
that portion of the NWS that is within Canada. Canadians will also be
involved in the manning of the OTH-B radars in the United States and (to an
as yet undetermined extent)‘in the Airborne Warning and Control System
(AWACS) .

The modernization will occur in two phases. The United States will be the
manager of Phase T which will involve the acquisition of 13 long-range
L-band planar array radars (AN/FPS-117s) and the installation of 10 of
these at existing PEW line sites (8 in Canada, 2 in Alaska). The remaining
3 radars will be deployed at new sites in Labrador. Short-range
"gap-filler" radars will be developed, and two prototypes will be tested.
This phase will also see the creation of an Alaskan logistics station and
the testing of communications links for the system. Canada will be the
manager of Phase 2, which is scheduled to begin in 1989. At this point 37
short-range radars will be procured; 2 will be deployed in Alaska and 35
in Canada. Five logistic stations will be built in Canada and all radar
stations and communication links should be completed by 1992. If necessary
a Joint Senior Review Council will be formed to oversee the development of

the system.

The entire modernization programme will cost approximately $7 billion. The
estimated cost of the NWS is $1.29 billion. Canada will assume 40 per cent
of the cost ($511 million) and the Tnited States 60 per cent ($777
million). This 60/40 cost sharing relationship will also apply to the

operation and maintenance costs of the system.

Tn August 1984, the Sperry Co. of New York received a $79.6 million
research and development contract for the short-range radars. In February




123%

1985, a $58.8 million contract was awarded to General Electric in Syracuse
for the first of the long-range radars.

Current Canadian Position

In a statement in the House of Commons on 13 March 1985, the Minister of

National Defence, Erik Neilsen, said:

Under the new arrangements, Canada will, for

the first time, fully exercise its national

defence responsibilities on its own sovereign
territory and within its own airspace....The

North Warning System will be a Canadian-controlled
system - operated, maintained and manned by

Canadians. Canadian sovereignty in our North

will be strengthened and assured for the future.

...I would like to make it clear that these radars

are neither designed nor sited for the detection

of ballistic missiles or other events in space....
There is no responsible alternative to modernization.
Major components of the existing system are technically
obsolete and increasingly difficult and expensive to
maintain. Most important, the present system is no
longer adequate to meet the modern bomber and cruise
missile threat....Throughout the negotiations this
Government has sought to reinvigorate the Canada-
United States defence partnership while at the same
time enhancing Canadian sovereignty. This agreement
on North American air defence modernization is tangible
evidence of this Govermment's commitment to strengthen
Canadian defence capacity and to assure Canadian control
of its defences."!

Parliamentary Comment

Debate in the House of Commons on the NWS Agreement centred on two aspects
of the Agreement: its potential connection to the American Strategic

Defence Initiative (SDI) programme and the decision to upgrade existing

! Commons Debates, 13 March 1985, p. 2976-2977.
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airstrips in the North to accommodate fighter and radar aircraft. The
possibility of a connection between the NWS and SDI became an issue as a
result of remarks by American officials that seemed to contradict
government assurances that no such tie existed. Paul Nitze, Special
Adviser to the President on Arms Control, stated on 6 March that "since SDI
had not yet 'resulted in the development of specific systems, it remained
to be seen' whether NWS was a possible component of the space initiative."2
Both Mr. Nielsen and Secretary of State for External Affairs Joe Clark
qguoted a US Embassy news release which stated:

With regard to the upgrading of the DEW line and its
replacement with the North Warning radars, the
Department can state clearly and categorically that
the North Warning System being planned by Canada and
the United States is not part of the Strategic Defence
Initiative Program.

Debate in the House continued and was fuelled by remarks from other
American officials, including Defense Secretary Caspar Weinberger, who
suggested the NWS was a necessary back up to a strategic defence system.4
Opposition members called for a review process to be built in to the
Agreement and asked that a clause be attached to prevent Canada from being
tied in to further technological developments. After the Memorandum had
been signed by the two countries and tabled in the House of Commons, the
Honourable Jean Chrétien asked about the effects of expanding airstrips in
the North. He suggested that if all the conditions listed in the Agreement
were carried out (airfield upgrades to accommodate CF-18s and AWACS,
missile and ammunition storage, and the creation of alert hangars) the
Canadian North would become home to "a sophisticated series of military air
bases."> Mr. Clark replied that only two types of airstrips will be
developed.

4 Globe and Mail, 7 and 8 March 1985.

3 Commons Debates, 8 March 1985, p. 2813.

4 Mr, Weinberger appeared on Canada AM, 18 March 1985, and was quoted in
Commons Debates, 18 March 1985. p. 3109.

5 Commons Debates, 20 March 1985. p. 3200.
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The first has to do with modification which will
allow aircraft carrying radar to be stationed.

The second has to do with the possibility of
upgrading airstrips in the far North to allow
interceptor aircraft - NORAD aircraft, aircraft
not armed with nuclear weapons, aircraft carrying
only conventional weapons - to go into the North
in the event of an alert so that if we detect
something flying over our territory we can send up
aircraft to find out exactly what it is."

The question of the NWS being connected to SDI came up again during the
hearings of the Standing Committee on External Affairs and National Defence
(SCEAND). Responding to a question from Benno Friesen, Admiral Nigel
Brodeur, Deputy Chief of the Defence Staff stated:

...to say that because you have a surveilance system
capable of detecting cruise missiles, or capable of
dealing with the more immediate problem, which is the
Blackjack bomber, that you are involved in SDI is
totally incorrect. It is wrong to establish a linkage
there, because a linkage there has no technological
basis, and no military operational basis either.’

Conservative member Non Ravis asked about the advance of technology and the

future of the NWS.

...IT am wondering if the Russian technology in the
launch platforms...is going to advance so quickly
that the launch will take place from much farther
out. Do we need to think about having our detection
system further north or do we need some type of
satellite surveillance? T am trying to project this
15 and 20 years down the road.

Major General ILarry Ashley, Chief of Air Doctrine and Operations replied:

® 1bid., p. 3201.
7 ‘SCEAND Proceedings, 3 October 1985, p. 46.
8 SCEAND Proceedings, 6 December 1985, p. 27.
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...no doubt as the threat evolves there will

have to be some changes to that in terms of
refinement, in terms of orientation, or as

the studies in phase 2 [of SDA 2000] are

planned to do, to have a look at whether or

not we have to move to some other kind of approach.?

John Anderson, Assistant Deputy Minister of Defence for Policy told the
Committee:

The calculations that have gone into the present
system have indicated that we would get from the
system as it is now configured at least as much
and probably more warning of a bomber or cruise
missile attack than of a ballistic missile., If
that set of equations were to change...then one
might want to extend the range of warning outwards.
I think the probability is that by the time we get
there, space-based systems will be available....10

Mr. Ravis later asked Mr. Nielsen for assurances that Canadian technology

would be involved in the construction of the NWS.

Are we absolutely satisfied that this is going to
be a Canadian technology...and not a transfer of
technology from the United States?

Mr. Nielsen replied:

It is technology in our possession....we may have

some technology in delivering the communications

end of things that really did not originate in

Canada, was not developed in Canada, and has not

been refined in Canada, but that we have, and we

would be using along with our other Canadian expertise;

but generally speaking, it is Canadian. 12

7 I8, DB

10 -Tbid.

11 SCEAND Proceedings, 13 December 1985, p. 9.
12 Tpid.
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21. CANADA-US - ARCTIC SOVEREIGNTY AND SURVEILLANCE

Background

In 1880, when Britain first gave the Arctic islands to Canada, a colonial

bureaucrat noted:

The object in annexing these unexplored territories to Canada
is to prevent the United States from claiming them, and not from
the likelihood of their proving of any value to Canada.

Notwithstanding this view, successive Canadian Governments have attributed
great political and economic value to the Arctic and its resources. Active
involvement in the High Arctic began in the 1890s in the form of
exploration and patrol expeditions. During World War II, the Canadian
Arctic took on a new strategic significance when Canada gave permission to
the United States to build a chain of airfields and weather stations in the

Arctic in order to deliver military aircraft to the Soviet Union.

In 1955 Canada and the United States signed an agreement to build the
Nistant Farly Warning System, a line of early warning radar stations
stretched across the Canadian North. The main purpose of the system was to
provide warning of a Soviet bomber attack across the North Pole against the
continental United States.

While this increased activity in the Arctic was primarily initiated by the
United States, co-operative agreements satisfied Canadian Government
concern about the protection of sovereignty. This situation changed in
1969 when a privately owned American oil tanker, the Manhattan, attempted
to cross the Northwest Passage without seeking the permission of the
Canadian Goverrment. Concerned both with the threat to sovereignty and
possible increases in commercial shipping, the Canadian Government passed

the Arctic Waters Pollution Prevention Act, 1970, which established
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Canadian envirommental jurisdiction for up to 100 miles off the Arctic
coasts. Following further multilateral efforts to codify the law of the
sea this claim to regulation was acknowledged in Section 234 of the 1982
United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea. (The United States does
not recognize the authority of this Convention.)

puring the 1970s the resource potential of the Arctic grew substantially as
reserves of o0il and natural gas were discovered. Foreign and Canadian oil
companies estimate that there are 8.5 billion barrels of oil beneath the

Beaufort Sea and 65 trillion cubic feet of natural gas in the High Arctic.

At the NOuebec Summit in March 1985, Canada and the United States signed a
Memorandum of Understanding on developing the North Warning System (NWS), a
line of modern long- and short-range radars to replace the DEW line. (see
separate entry) The NWS will be completely manned and controlled by
Canadians, a change from the DEW line which was largely manned and operated
by Americans. Minister of National Defence Frik Neilsen stated that the
NWS would ensure that "Canadian sovereignty in our North will be

strengthened and assured for the future."!

Although the first nuclear submarine operated under the Arctic ice cap for
an extended period of time as early as 1958, it is only recently that both
superpowers have developed the technology needed to operate ballistic
missile sybmarines under the ice. This capability has increased the
potential for the Arctic to become a region of strategic importance to the
superpowers, and has created new dilemmas for the Canadian Government. The
presence of nuclear submarines is particularly difficult to detect and
monitor effectively, thus posing a new challenge to the assertion of
Canadian sovereignty in the Arctic.

' Commons Debates, 13 March 1985, p.2976.
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In August 1985 a more visual threat to Canadian sovereignty presented
itself in the form of the voyage of an US coast guard vessel, the Polar
Sea, through the North West Passage. The declared purpose of this voyage
was to shorten the sailing time to Alaska, but the US Government did not
request permission from the Canadian Government to make the voyage.
Although the US Government made it clear that it did not agree with
Canada's position on the status of the Arctic waters, it did propose that
the voyage be on a co-operative basis. It also stated that the wvoyage did
not prejudice the legal position of either govermment with regard to the
waters. A spokesman for the State Department, Daniel Lawlor, commented:

We look at the Northwest Passage as a strait linking
two parts of the High seas, and it is of extreme
importance to us to have free transit through straits
in normal modes of passage.2

The American Ambassador to Canada, Paul Robinson, was quoted as saying:
"We're saying its international waters. We have other security concerns

that would naturally involve the Soviet Union."3

John Anderson, Assistant Deputy Minister for Policy at the Department of
National Defence explained the American view more fully:

...the Law of the Sea convention provided that
international straits that would be closed by

the extension of coastal jurisdiction under the
other provisions of the Law of the Sea convention
would become subject to a right of transit. That
right of transit is without restriction....It covers
operation of ships on the surface, submarines under
the surface and aircraft above the surface [and]
applies to straits that are considered to connect
high seas to high seas....The Americans...contend

2 "Canada to Launch Sovereignty Review", Globe and Mail, 2 August 1985,

Dad s .
3 "Northwest Passage Not For the Soviets, US Envoy Feels", Globe and Mail,

2 August 1985, p.1.
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that the Northwest Passage is such an international
strait, connecting high seas to high seas. Canada
contends that it is internal waters of Canada.
Under the American interpretation of the status of
those straits, even though we have closed them and
made them internal waters, even though parts of
that strait were closed as territorial sea when

we extended the territorial sea to the 12-mile
limit, under the 1983 convention a pre-existing
right of transit would continue to exist.

Current Canadian Position

When the proposed voyage of the Polar Sea was first announced, the
Secretary of State for External Affairs, Joe Clark, commented in the House
of Commons :

The action that is being taken by the Govermment
of the United States does not compromise in any
way the sovereignty of Canada over our northern
waters, or affect the quite legitimate differences
of views that exist between Canada and the United
States on that question.®

A Government Release on 31 July 1985 announced that Canada had authorized
the voyage of the Polar Sea and that the voyage would take place with
Canadian support and participation. It stated:

The Government of Canada has made clear that the
waters of the Arctic archipelago, including the
Northwest passage, are internal waters of Canada

and fall within Canadian sovereignty. At the same
time, the Government has reaffirmed Canada's
longstanding commitment to facilitating safe navigation
in the Arctic, subject to necessary conditions for the
preservation of its environment and the welfare of its
inhabitants. These conditions have been met.

% Standing Committee on National Defence Proceedings, 5 May 1986. p. 34.
5 Commons Debates, 20 June 19385, p. 6043.
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The Press Release also noted:

While the United States has made known that it does
not share Canada's view regarding the status of these
waters, it has assured the Government of Canada

that the purpose of the voyage is solely operational,
to reduce the Polar Sea's sailing time to Alaska.

The United States has also formally advised the
Government of Canada that the transit, and the
preparations for it, are without prejudice to the
position of either country regarding the Northwest
Passage.

In a major statement to the House of Commons on 10 September 1985, Joe
Clark outlined Canada's policy on the Arctic and announced new steps to be
taken to strengthen and protect Canadian sovereignty in the Arctic in the
future. With reference to the voyage of the Polar Sea in August, Mr. Clark

said:

The voyage of the Polar Sea has left no trace on
Canada's Arctic waters and no mark on Canada's
Arctic sovereignty. It is behind us and our

concern is for what lies ahead.

Mr. Clark stated that "the policy of the Govermment is to maintain the
natural unity of the Canadian Arctic archipelago and to preserve Canada's

sovereignty over land, sea and ice undiminished and undivided."’

At the end of his statement Mr. Clark gave an outline of the new measures

he had announced:

...first, immediate adoption of an Order in Council
establishing straight baselines around the Arctic

® Govermment of Canada, News Release, 85/114.

7 Commons Debates, 10 September 1985, p.6463.
8 The baselines are established by an Order in Council and define the outer

limit of Canada's historic internal waters.
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archipelago to be effective January 1, 1986;8 secord,
immediate adoption of a Canadian Laws Offshore
Application Act; third, immediate talks with the
United States on co-operation in Arctic waters on the
basis of full respect for Canadian sovereignty;
fourth an immediate increase of surveillance
overflights of our Arctic waters by aircraft

of the Canadian Forces, and immediate planning

for Canadian naval activity in the Eastern Arctic

in 1986; fifth, the immediate withdrawal of the

1970 reservation to Canada's acceptance of the
compulsory jurisdiction of the International Court
of Justice; and sixth, construction of a polar

class 8 ice-breaker and urgent consideration of
other means of exercising more effective control
over our Arctic waters.

on 11 April 1986, as promised in Clark's September statement, the Canadian
Law Offshore Application Act, extending Canadian civil and criminal law to
offshore zones in the Arctic, received its first reading in the House of
Commons. Mr. Clark stated that "The exercise of functional jurisdiction in
the Arctic waters is essential to Canadian interests, ... But it can never
serve as a substitute for the exercise of Canada's full sovereignty over

the waters of the Arctic archipelago."10

Parliamentary Comment

Since the voyage of the Polar Sea occurred in August, when the House of
Commons was not in session, opposition leaders commented initially through
the press. At a press conference, Liberal leader John Turner called the

voyage "an affront to Canada" and said that:

The United States knows the views of the Canadian
public but is blatantly encouraged to ignore those
views by the inaction of the Prime Minister - which

9 Commons Debates, 10 September 1985, p.6464.

10 #5111 to Assert Sovereignty Over High Arctic, Offshore" Globe and Mail,
12 April, 1986. p. 1.

T statement by the Right Honourable John N. Turner, 9 August 1985.
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is unacceptable....The American Government has acted
without jurisdiction. The Prime Minister has permitted
this to happen. The Canadian Government should in
unequivocal terms state that the American attitude with
respect to the Polar Sea voyage is intolerable. !

In the House of Commons, in September, Liberal External Affairs critic,
Jean Chrétien, said that the voyage "humiliated the whole nation" and asked
why the Govermnment had not acted sooner on the issue, especially in view of
their "great friendship" with the United States. Mr. Chretien also
expressed concern about the decision to remove Canada's reservation to
acceptance of compulsory jurisdiction of the International Court of

Justice. He said:

Today, the Minister is taking a gamble and making

a bold move which might cause the court to look into
this case. Now we will either win or lose....I hope
we will win but I believe that 50 or 100 more years
of sovereignty exercised by the Government, with no
challenge from anyone, would have been better. If it
is true that there is a policy of friendship with the
Government of the United States, it is a shame that
President Reagan sent a quasi military ship in our
water this summer despite the requests and pleas of
the Secretary of State for External Affairs. 2

Mr. Jim Fulton, the NDP spokesman, applauded the Government for some of its
actions but expressed similar concerns, especially warning the Minister to
"set our house in order first" before moving too quickly towards a decision
in the International Court. In particular he cited the example of the MV

Arctic, a vessel that was

...exempted...by Order in Council from the strict
requirements of the Arctic Waters Marine Prevention
Control Act to carry crude oil south from Cameron
Island, as part of Pan Arctic's Bent Horn project.13

2 Commons Debates, 10 September 1985, p. 6464.
13 Commons Debates, 10 September 1985, p. 6466.
14 7piq.
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Mr. Fulton also encouraged the Minister to deal with other sovereignty
problems. He stated that there was a

...Crying need to move on the 141st meridian with
Alaska in the Western Arctic, Dixon Entrance and
our rights in the Gulf of Alaska as well as the
straits of Juan de Fuca off Vancouver.

Let us not forget that as recently as last summer
during the election, the United States Secretary of
the Interior had a piece of Canada for sale off the
Oueen Charlotte Islands for gas and oil development.14

Both NDP and Liberal members stated their concern that native people
participate in developing stronger Arctic sovereignty and that native land
claims be settled as quickly as possible. Liberal Member Charles Caccia

said that:

...0Ur native people have proven over the centuries
their ability to live in the Arctic and they should
be active participants in reinforcing Canadian
sovereignty. In the long term, we will be better
served by developing sovereignty with the help of
native people rather than relying on the technology
and values prevailing in southern Canada.

Late in March, NDP Member Jim Fulton asked Mr. Clark about an article in
Macleans magazine 16 suggesting that Clark had made a deal with US
Secretary of State Shultz concerning the Polar Sea far in advance of the

voyage. He went on to ask:

...how can British Columbians find any reason to
trust that the Government has not already cut a
deal on the AR Line, the Beaufort Sea and the
Strait of Juan de Fuca, in the interests of the
United States?

;2 Common Depates, 19 September 1985, p. 6777.
See "Straight Talk at the Summit", Macleans, 24 March 1986, p. 13.

7 Common Debates, 21 March 1986, p. 11747.
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Mr. Clark responded:

The report in Macleans magazine was totally false.17

The Standing Committee on External Affairs and National Defence (SCEAND)
presented its report Canada-US Defence Cooperation and the 1986 Renewal of
the NORAD Agreement on 14 February 1986. The Committee recommended that:

...the Government consider negotiating with the
United States a joint arrangement for the defence
of the Arctic Ocean committing both nations to
maintain underwater and other systems for the
detection of submarines; the United States would
concentrate on the outer periphery and Canada on
the waters of the Canadian Archipelago.18

In the Minority Report, presented by the Liberal members of SCEAND, this
idea was flatly rejected since "such an arrangement might prejudice

Canada's case on any reference to the World court".19

Nnuring the hearings of the Standing Committee on National Defence (SCND)
Liberal member Len Hopkins asked about the SCEAND recommendation, stating:

...how can we as Canadians make any agreement with
them for the protection of the archipelago...when
there is no common agreement as to what in fact is
the internal part of the archipelago?20

General G. Thériault, Chief of the Defence Staff, responded:

It would seem to me that irrespective of the US
view pertaining to the legal status of the Northwest
Passage specifically, there might very much be room
for extensive co-operation between the two countries
in terms of pooling defence efforts for the securit¥
of the north or of the arctic basin as a whole....2

T8 SCEAND, Canada-US Defence Cooperation and the 1986 Renewal of the NORAD

Agreement, 14 February 1986, p. 82.
19 Tiberal Members of SCEAND Minority Report, 14 February 1986, p. 3.
20 SCNS Proceedings, 5 May 1986, p. 23.
21 Ibid.
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On 9 June 1986, Progressive Conservative member Alan Redway asked Mr. Clark
if it was true that the Polar Sea would make a return voyage through the
Northwest Passage this year. Mr. Clark.stated that this was not the
case.?2

The Special Joint Committee on International Relations recommended that
"the Government of Canada renew its efforts to secure the agreement of the
United States to Canada's claim to the Northwest Passage," and stated that
"the committee's preferred course of action at this time is a deliberate
decision to allow time to pass rather than pressing for a decision by the
International Court of Justice."?23
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22. CANADA-US — CRUISE MISSILE TESTING

Background

On 10 February 1983 Canada signed an agreement with the United States
entitled the "Canada/US (CANUS) Test and Evaluation Program" which
established a procedure for the testing of US defence systems in Canada.
The agreement is valid for five years, will be renewed automatically for
another five years, and can be ended on twelve-month notice. The agreement
is not reciprocal since it only covers the testing of US systems in

Canada. Under the agreement the United States could ask to test the
following systems: artillery equipment; helicopters; surveillance and
identification systems; advanced non-nuclear munitions; aircraft navigation
systems; and the guidance system for unarmed cruise missiles. Canada may
refuse any project and no biological, chemicallor nuclear weapons may be

brought into the country.

On 15 July 1983, the Canadian Government announced that it had agreed to
allow the testing of the AGM-86B Air-launched Cruise Missile (ALCM) in
Canada. The Government stated that the testing of the cruise missile
guidance system was "linked intimately to Canada's security as a member of
NATO and NORAD and to Canada's policy on arms control and disarmament." The
cruise missile is an ummanned vehicle propelled by a jet engine that can
carry conventional or nuclear warheads and be sea-, ground- or
air-launched. The use of Canadian territory was explained on the ground
that it offers extensive stretches of uninhabited cold weather terrain
similar to the attack routes into the Soviet Union. Four to six tests per
year of the unarmed AILCM are allowed; hitherto the tests have occurred in
the first three months of every year to ensure the proper weather
conditions. The Government stressed that "this is no way changed Canada's

own renunciation of nuclear weapons for our national forces."

The agreement to test the cruise missile generated considerable public
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debate from Canadians who felt it compromised Canada's position on nuclear
weapons and contributed to the arms race. There was also concern about the
potential harm to Canadian citizens and the Canadian environment should
anything go wrong during a test. In announcing individual tests the
Goverrnment has assured Canadians that the flight of the cruise will never

be closer than eight kilometres "to any built-up area."”

The Government also stated that the Canadian approach:

...is grounded in several elements: our founding
membership in NATO, our dedication to the global
dimension of peace and stability, our active
pursuit of verifiable arms control and disarmament
agreements, and our longstanding decision not to
develop our own national nuclear force.

Only one test of the cruise missile was carried out in 1984. 1In 1985,
three tests occurred. On 15 January, there was a "captive carry" test of
the electronic guidance system in which four ALCMs were carried on a B-52;
this was followed by a free flight test on 19 February, and another one on

25 February. All three tests were successful.

In 1986, two tests occurred. On 22 January, there was a free flight test
which included a practice interception by two Canadian CF-18 fighters. The
missile crashed in a wooded area, near the end of its flight; on 25
February, there was another free flight test in which the engine failed to
ignite and the missile fell into the Beaufort Sea.

Two groups were formed within the Department of National Defence (DND) to
oversee the process. A steering group exercises authority over the
programme itself and makes recommendations concerning projects which are
acceptable to Canada. A co-ordinating group reviews the feasibility of the
projects and administers the programme. Every year on 1 January the United
States submits a 30-month forecast to DND outlining the projects they wish
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to implement in Canada. After review and Ministerial approval the
Government informs the US of its approval in principle. US sponsors then
submit a project proposal to DND. This is again reviewed and the proper
authority granted, at which point a project arrangement is jointly
developed which, when signed, allows testing to begin. Cabinet approval
may be required for specific projects.

Current Canadian Position

A Department of National Defence publication of January 1985 stated:

The ALCM is an important retaliatory element of
the USA central strategic forces which provide the
ultimate deterrent in NATO's strategic triad....
ISA central strategic systems are the principal
deterrent to a Soviet nuclear strike on North
America, including Canada, and the ultimate
deterrent to Soviet aggression anywhere in the
MATO area....By testing vital elements of the
technology of these systems, Canada will be
assisting in the maintenance of its own defence as
well as NATO's deterrence posture.‘I

Parliamentary Comment

Comment in the House of Commons focussed primarily on the two cruise
missile tests early in 1986 and the problems they involved. Opposition
members called upon the Government to end the testing of the cruise missile
in protest against the American decision to abandon the SALT II limits.
(See Compliance entry). The Government provides 48-hour notice of each
cruise missile test. In a statement to the House, NDP member Derek
Blackburn objected to this policy:

T pefence and Security Issues, Department of National Defence, January
1985, p. 9.
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...the Govermment continues to show contempt for
Parliament and the people of Canada by withholding
information....The Governmment obviously knows the
schedule of these tests, but it refuses to tell
Canadians in order to prevent demonstrations
against an unwise and unpopular policy.2

After the test of 22 January 1986, in which the cruise missile crash
landed, ovposition members called upon the Government to provide details of

the mission, and asked why the missile had been so close to populated
areas. Liberal member Len Hopkins said:

Can the Minister tell us what mal function
occurred? Will he be giving a full report to the
House, and hence to Canadians, when investigations
are completed?3

Mr. Andre responded:

The cruise completed its mission perfectly and it
was...during the recovery phase when the cruise was
flying a figure eight in preparation for parachuting
down...[that the missile crashed].

Mr. Hopkins then questioned Mr. Andre as to "why the missile is reported to
have passed within three kilometres of Wandering River, Alberta"5 despite

Government assurances that the missile would remain at least eight
kilometres away, Mr. Andre stated:

...l am informed that in fact the cruise flew
within the test corridor as defined and
published....It did not wander outside the
corridor and it did not crash outside the
corridor.®

1 Commons Debates, 20 January 1986, p. 9934.
3 Commons Debates, 23 January 1986, p. 10090.

4 Ibid.

5 Tbid., p. 10091.

6 Tbid.
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NDP member Pauline Jewett asked the Govermment to end cruise missile
testing. This call was echoed by other opposition members after the second
test also failed. Liberal member Jean Chrétien said:

Does the Government intend to stop the cruise
testing program, since these tests have clearly
shown that the safety guarantees provided by the
American authorities are worthless with failures
like these?’

Mr. Andre said:

The corridor in question was designed to avoid
population concentrations. It is carefully
monitored every step of the way. There are all
kinds of safety mechanisms in place.8

nuring a press conference Mr. Andre stated: "There will be no further tests

until we determine the cause of this crash."?

The US Ambassador to Canada, Thomas Niles, stated that "there was no danger
in the tests to anybody. Sometimes they don't work, that's why you test
them."10 NDP member Derek Blackburn asked the Minister of National
Defence:

Noes the Minister support the impropriety of an
American official announcing a resumption of
testing over Canadian territory before we have
even had a report on why the last missile
crashed?!!

The Associate Minister of National Defence, Harvie Andre replied:

7 Commons Debates, 25 February 1986, p. 10928.
8 Tbid., p. 10929.
9 as quoted in "Cruise Missile Flights Will Continue in North Despite
Second Crash", Globe and Mail, 26 February 1986.
10 As quoted in Commons Debates, 3 March 1986, p. 11124.
1 Commons Debates, 3 March 1986, p. 11124.
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...the Canadian Governmment has to be satisfied as
to the reasons for that crash. Once it is
satisfied, the terms and conditions of the

agreement entered into by the previous Government
will be honoured. 12

On 8 April 1986 Mr. Blackburn announced that the Yukon legislature had
voted to oppose the testing of the cruise missile.

This was a free vote on a private Member's motion,
and the Government Leader clearly urged all
Members to follow their consciences....The
Government should note that people who have to
live with the cruise missile hanging over their
heads are not too happy about it. They frankly do
not 1%ke Canada's contribution to the nuclear arms
race.
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23. CANADA-US: EXCHANGE OF LETTERS ON THE STRATEGIC DEFENSE INITIATIVE

Background

In his speech of 23 March 1983, President Reagan asked: "What if free
people could live secure in the knowledge that their security did not rest
upon the threat of instant US retaliation to deter a Soviet attack, that we
could interrupt and destroy strategic ballistic missiles before they
reached our own soil or that of our allies?" President Reagan then called
upon the American scientific community "who gave us nuclear weapons, to
turn their great talents now to the cause of mankind and world peace, to
give us the means of rendering these nuclear weapons impotent and

obsolete."

This vision of a leak-proof defence that could shield the entire population
from nuclear weapons called into question previous assumptions about
strategic doctrine. Nuclear deterrence rests on the assumption of mutual
vulnerability - both sides accept that an attack on the other is certain to
result in an unacceptably punitive response. The Anti-Ballistic Missile
Treaty, signed by the United States and the Soviet Union in 1972,
reinforced the logic of mutual deterrence by prohibiting the development of
a nationwide ballistic missile defence. While President Reagan insisted
that this new research would remain within the limits set down by the ABM
Treaty, critics have expressed concern that the SDI may mark the beginning
of the end of the ABM Treaty. (See the ABM Treaty).

President Reagan's request led to National Security Study Directive 6-83
which established two study groups to examine the issue and outline how

such a research programme could be shaped.

Both panels rejected the idea of a leak-proof population defence but
supported limited defences, which, they claimed, would enhance deterrence

by increasing the uncertainties of attack for the Soviet Union. On 6
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January 1984 National Security Decision Directive (NSDD) 119 established a
research programme called the Strategic Defense Initiative. 1In March 1984
Lt. Gen. James Abrahamson was appointed to head the project and in April
the Strategic Defense Initiative Organization (SDIO) was formed. The cost
of the programme was estimated to be $26 billion over a five-year period.

TIn February of 1985, almost a year after the SDI began, Paul Nitze, special
advisor to the President on arms control, stated that the United States
would not go ahead with the SDI on the basis of technological feasibility
alone. A decision to continue the programme would be subject to other
stringent criteria. He stated that technologies must be survivable and be
cost-effective at the margin, "that is, it must be cheap enough to add
additional defensive capability so that the other side has no incentive to
add additional offensive capability to overcome the defence."

Within NATO, reaction to the SDI was mixed. FRuropean allies feared the SDI
would lead to US withdrawal or a weakening US commitment to the defence of
Europe. Allies also feared that the SDI would spark the Soviet Tnion into
greatly increasing its offensive forces, and generate a new, more dangerous

arms race.,

On 26 March 1985 Canada with all other NATO allies, as well as Australia,
Japan and Israel, received a letter from US Secretary of Defence Caspar
Weinberger. Weinberger reassured US allies that they were to be included
in the benefits of the SDI programme and the decision-making process, and
invited them to become participants in the research stage, insofar as they
were allowed under the limits of the ABM Treaty. He stated:

As you know, the purpose of the SDI is to determine
whether there are cost-effective defensive technologies
that could enhance deterrence and increase stability.
Because our security is inextricably linked to that

of our friends and Allies, we will work closely over
the next several years with our Allies to ensure that
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in the event of any future decision to deploy defensive
systems (a decision in which consultation with our Allies
would play an important part), Allied as well as US
security against aggression would be enhanced. ...

The US will, consistent with our international
obligations including the ABM Treaty, proceed with
co-operative research with the Allies in areas of
technology that could contribute to the SDI research
program. Pursuant to this policy, the US is permitted
- and is prepared - to undertake such co—operative
programs on data and technology short of ABM component
levels as may be mutually agreed with Allied countries.
If your nation is interested in exploring possible
co-operative efforts...I would ask...that you send me,
within 60 days an indication of your interest...

Current Canadian Position

Secretary of State Joe Clark outlined the Government's position on the

spI, for the first time, in January 1985. He said:

To date, the full extent of the program has not
been explored and it would be premature to draw
definitive conclusions about it...research on SDI
does not in and of itself contravene the
provisions of either the 1967 Outer Space Treaty
or of the 1972 Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty, both
of which Canada strongly supports. In light of
significant Soviet advances in ballistic defence
research in recent years and deployment of an
actual ballistic missile defence system, it is
only prudent that the West keep abreast of the
feasibility of such projects.

After the invitation from the United States had been received, Prime

Minister Mulroney expressed reservations about the programme:

...my enthusiasm for this is restrained, obviously
in a perfect world these types of systems would
not be required....The world isn't perfect and we
have to recognize that reality and play our full

T Commons Debates, 21 January 1985, n. 1502.
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role and assume our responsibilities in trying to
protect it. I'm not enthusiastic about anything
that might even be construed as making
negotiations more difficult....There is a big
difference in the leader of the western alliance
sitting down with the Soviets in Geneva having
asked its allies for support of the research
concept of SDI, to that we said yes....That is one
thing, it is another, quite another, to be invited
to participate actively in project where you are
not the big player where you don't see the thrust
and where you have no control over the parameters.

In response to questioning in the House as to when the Government would
make a decision on the invitation to participate in the SDI, Prime Minister
Mulroney announced that the Government had asked senior civil servant

Arthur Kroeger to look into the issue and report to Cabinet.

What we are going to do is ask a very distinguished,
principled and impartial public servant to make
necessary inquiries on our behalf, and to report

to Cabinet. We will consider these matters within
our own time frame and not with regard to any
limitations of time imposed by anyone else. We
will consider them and, pursuant to that, we will
report to the House.

Mr. Clark released the Green Paper on Canadian foreign policy early in May
1985, and stated that an all-party committee would be set up to examine
foreign policy and submit a final report on 31 May 1986. On 16 May 1985
Clark stated that the Government would be willing to delay a response to
the American invitation in order that the views of Canadians could be heard
through the Committee process. This decision was, at least in part, a
response to threats from the opposition parties that they would boycott the
Committee unless it was allowed to deal with the SDI issue and present an

interim report before a decision was made by the Government. Mr. Clark
stated:

<4 Prime Minister Mulroney, Press Conference, 28 March 1985.
3 Commons Debates, 18 April 1985, p. 3859.
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...the position of the Govermment of Canada is...
that we expect to take a decision on the limited
question of the American invitation....sometime in
the next three to four months. We would greatly
value the advice of individual Canadians and
interested Canadians on the Strategic Defence
Initiative question prior to that time.

®eeec000ec0e

What I have given is the period of time within
which the Government expects to be called upon to
make a decision, in the Canadian interest and on
the Canadian timetable....4

After extensive hearings across Canada, on 23 August 1985, the Special

Joint Committee on Canada's International Relations submitted an interim
report on the SDI and free trade issues. On SDI, the Committee concluded
that they were unable to obtain crucial information necessary to a final

decision. The Committee then recommended that:

...the Government not take a final decision on
participation in the research phase of the SDI
until it has been able to acquire the required
additional information related to the strategic,
financial and economic implications of the
invitation.>

After receiving the Report and consulting with the Cabinet, Prime Minister
Mulroney announced that the Goverrment had reached a decision on the

American SDI invitation.

After careful and detailed consideration the
Government of Canada has concluded that Canada's own
policies and priorities do not warrant a government-
to-government effort in support of SDI research.
Although Canada does not intend to participate on

a government-to-government basis on the SDI research
program, private companies and institutions interested
in participating in the program will continue to be

4 Commons Debates, 17 May 1985, p. 4855.
5 Special Joint Committee on Canada's International Relations, Interim

Report, 23 August 1985, p. 118.
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free to do s0.... This Government believes that
SDI research by the United States is both
consistent with the ABM Treaty and prudent in
light of significant advances in Soviet research
and deployment of the world's only existing
ballistic missile defence system....And I have
instructed the Minister of Defence today to
advise Secretary Weinberger that is not in

our national interest and that we will not be
accepting the invitation to participate...

In his letter to Secretary Weinberger Mr. Nielsen said:

Upon reflection, the Government of Canada has
concluded that Canada's own policies and priorities
do not warrant a government-to-government effort in
support of SDI research.... We believe that the
extensive existing co—-operation in defence research
between our two countries is mutually beneficial and
should be encouraged to grow. The Government is
committed to further development of this co-operation
and will continue to welcome further research arrangements
with the United States....Although Canada does not
intend to participate on a government-to—-government
basis in the SDI research program, private companies
and institutions interested in participating in the
program will continue to be free to do so.

Parliamentary Comment

After Mr. Clark's statement in the House giving support to SDI research,
opposition concern centered around the potentially destabilizing aspects of
the programme and its potential effect on superpower relations. Liberal
member Lloyd Axworthy asked:

First, I would like to know why [Mr. Clark] is now
reversing the position he took when he spoke before
the United Nations by allowing the introduction of a
new military force in outer space? Secord, ...When
any one power indicates that it is about to make a new

° Prime Minister Mulroney, Transcript of Remarks, 7 September 1985.
7 office of the Prime Minister, Communlgge, 7 September 1985.
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technological breakthrough, the other power responds

in like kind. If we support the United States in its

$25 billion research program, are we also to tell the
Soviets to go ahead with their $25 billion research
program....how does the Secretary of State...reconcile
the incredible instability that the SDI program represents
with the entire area of superpower relationships?

On 18 March 1985 at the Quebec Summit, the Canadian Government signed a
Memorandum of Understanding with the Tnited States which, in addition to
setting the framework for the construction and operation of the North
Warning System, contained an invitation for a possible future exchange of
strategic technology. These developments sparked opposition concerns that
this might link Canada to the SDI, inadvertently or otherwise. There was
similar opposition concern that NORAD might eventually lead Canada to SDI
involvement. (See entries on the North Warning System and NDRAD Renewal).

During this time, prior to the commencement of Committee hearings on the
possibility of SDI participation, opposition members sought assurances that
the Government would not become involved in SDI. NDP member Pauline Jewett

stated:

...My question is also for the Prime Minister who
talked earlier about aspects of Canada's history as
a promoter of peace...and his wish to have his
Government continue on this path. This is very
commendable, and it would be even more commendable
if the Prime Minister would say now, today, clearly,
that Canada...[is] opposed to the militarization of
outer space and will not take any part whatsoever in
research or otherwise in any development of an anti-
ballistic missile system.9

On 31 May 1985 Liberal member Lloyd Axworthy asked about a statement by the
Secretary of State for External Affairs which indicated that the US
Department of Defense was now able to offer contracts to Canadian companies

8 Commons Debates, 21 January 1985, p. 1504.
9 Commons Debates, 27 March 1985, p. 3412.
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under the SDI. He stated that this

...makes a total sham and mockery of statements

made in this House that there would be no such
involvement until a direct policy decision has been
made by the Government and reviewed by this Parliament
and by the Canadian people. Is the Deputy Prime
Minister prepared to repudiate that stand and clearly
indicate to the 1S Department of Defense that no
contract should be offered to Canadian companies until
there has been a very clear policy decision on the
part of the Government on whether Canadian com$anies
should be involved in any way, shape, or form? 0

Mr. Nielsen responded:

What he is asking the Government to do...is put a
total ban on any trading relationships, particularly
in the research and high tech area, between Canadian
companies and the United States in connection with

its SDI program....There never has been any impediment
or barrier to Canadian companies entering into contractual
relationships with firms in the US, the UK, Japan, or
anywhere else...the Hon. Member knows we have set up a
process whereby we expect to obtain the hard facts upon
which to base a value judgement on whether or not the
Canadian Government is going to become involved in any
way with the United States SDI program.11

On 23 August 1985, after hearing from Canadians across the country, the
Special Joint Committee on International Relations tabled its Interim
Report, which contained a number of conclusions and recommendations with
respect to potential Govermment involvement in the spI.13 The Comittee
recommended that the Government continue "to support pragmatic
defence-oriented research and development programs", including joint
defence research programs, which help contribute to the fulfilment of
Canadian military roles and responsibilities. The majority of the
Committee also agreed with the Government's position supporting the
research stage of SDI. The Report stated:

'V Commons Debates, 31 May 1985, p. 5273.
1 Tbid.
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In view of the absence of negotiated limitations on
research into ballistic missile defence and concerns
about Soviet research programs, the majority of the
Committee is of the opinion that it is prudent and
logical that the United States continue to do basic
research into this area until such time as it is
limited by treaty or other agreement.

The Committee noted the instability of the transition from mutual assured
destruction to mutual assured defence, as well as the tremendous costs of a
new arms race. They concluded that the only way to mitigate these problems
was through "active promotion" of the arms control process. To this end
technological and economic factors should play a secondary role to arms

control factors in the Government's decision.

The issue of possible job creation was addressed briefly by the Committee
concluded that it had "not received evidence that Government participation

would result in significant job creation in Canada".

The Summary Resolution of the Committee stated:

The Majority of the Committee...agreed, however,
that the Committee was not able to obtain crucial
information at this time....This might influence

a final decision, and...the Committee feels that
the Govermment is best equipped to gather the
additional information required. Therefore...
recommends the Government not take a final decision
on participation in the research phase of the SDI
until it has been able to acquire the required
additional information related to the strategic,
financial and economic implications of the invitation.

After the Prime Minister's decision of 7 September that Canada would turn
down the invitation to participate in the SDI, opposition members expressed

T2 Special Joint Committee on Canada's International Relations, Interim
Report, 23 August 1985, (Recommendations and Conclusions pp. 110-119).
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concern about the fact that private companies could still seek contracts
with the United States Department of Defence concerning SDI research.
Pauline Jewett and Jean Chretien asked for assurances that the Government
would not be giving financial support to those companies wishing to bid on
defence contracts related to the SDI. Mr. Nielsen responded:

We intend to co—operate with the United States, as
we have in the past and we hope that that research
activity will increase. All these projects are
subject to a decision-making process which is in
place and will be utilized when any new project comes
up for consideration.

Opposition members continued to press the Government on the issue of
whether Canada would be participating in SDI through the "back door" and
asked whether Government sponsored agencies such as the National Research
Council would be allowed to bid on contracts.

Mr. Nielsen responded:

...as research projects come up involving the
continued co-operation that we enjoy with the
United States in this field...we will determine
whether or not to proceed on any individual project
on the basis of Canadian priorities and Canadian
objectives.14

As the SCEAND Hearingé on the renewal of NORAD began in the Fall,
opposition members voiced their concerns that NORAD could lead Canada into
involvement in the Strategic Defence Initiative and called for the
reinsertion in the NORAD agreement of a clause stating that Canada would
not be involved in active anti-ballistic missile defences. (See entry on
NORAD Renewal) In the House of Commons the Opposition sought assurances
that Canadian territory would not be used for the SDI. Liberal member Jean

13 Commons Debates, 9 September 1985, p. 6396.
14 Commons Debates, 19 September 1985, p. 6786.
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Chretien asked Mr. Nielsen to

...give the House the assurance that, at a time when
we are negotiating renewal of the NORAD agreement with
the United States, it is imperative that no activity
should be deployed in Canada that would make us clear
participants in Star Wars. 15

Mr. Nielsen responded that Mr. Chrétien

...1s searching for a linkage which is simply not
there....it is not the intention of the Government

of Canada to participate on a govermment-to—government
basis in the Strategic Defence Initiative.16

Mr. Axworthy pursued the question of a possible memorandum of understanding
(MOJ) on an exchange of strategic technology with the United States with
Mr. Clark during the SCEAND Hearings. Mr. Axworthy said:

It is my further understanding... that this...

will be agreed to in a very short period of time.

The reason why I think it is important,...is that
under this agreement...the United States Department
of Defence would thereby have access to a number of
research projects presently sponsored or funded...by
our own Government which would have application to SDI
related research. ...Obviously this would be a full
contradiction of the position taken by the Government
in September...It seems to me that the memorandum of
understanding that is being negotiated would in fact
lead towards that very end result.1?

Mr. Axworthy went on to describe technological research going on in Canada

that could have potential applications to SDI research. He stated:

Wwhat we are objecting to is that this research would

TS5 Commons Debates, 22 November 1985, p. 8708, (see also Commons Debates,
24 February 1986, p. 10880).
6 1bid.
17 SCEAND Proceedings, 4 December 1985, p. 5.
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be applied to SDI programs, which would be the effect

of signing an MOU which would give them access and
availability to that research. That is the question
because it would run contrary to the Government policy. 20

Mr. Clark responded:

What I can answer now is that a memorandum of

understanding that the Govermment of Canada signs

will flow from, and not conflict with, the policy of

the Government of Canada. The policy of the Government

of Canada is that there will be no government-to-government
participation in SDI research. WNothing, I think, could be
clearer.

On 21 March 1986 Ms. Jewett again asked for Government assurances that
Canada would not become involved in SDI. She asked: "Does [the Prime
Minister's] statement ...clearly mean that Canada will not become involved
through NORAD, or in any other way, in an active ballistic missile
defence?"20 1In an apparent change of position, Mr. Mulroney responded
"...that has always been clear."?2!

In June NDP member Derek Blackburn and Liberal member the Hon. William
Rompkey raised the question of Canadian involvement in the Teal Ruby
project and its connection to the SPI. Mr. Rompkey pointed out that the
Teal Ruby project is listed in the United States as a SDI project and asked
Associate NDefence Minister Harvie Andre to call a halt to Canadian
involvement in the project. Mr. Andre responded:

We think it is in Canada's interest....We think
there is enormous potential for good use of this
technology in Canada in keeping our North under
observation, tracking down airplanes, both civilian
and, in the event of a war situation, military.

In our view it would be rather foolish to take the
move the Hon. Member is suggesting.22

T8 SCEAND Proceedings, 4 December 1985, p. 7.
19 Tbiq.

0 Commons Debates, 21 March 1986, p. 11746.
21 Tpbid.

22 Commons Debates, 16 June 1986, p. 14447.
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24, CANADA-US — NORAD RENEWAL

Background

The North American Air Defence Command (NORAD) was formed on an interim
basis by Canada and the United States on 7 August 1957, and was formally
established on 12 May 1958. The initial NORAD Agreement was of ten years
duration. Tt established an integrated command framework to control the
active and passive defence systems required to protect North American
airspace. These included a joint fighter-interceptor force and a number of
radar sites across the continent. By 1957 the Soviet Union had developed
both an atomic weapon capability and a large long range bomber force.
NORAD was a response to both these developments and to the resulting
concern among American and Canadian strategic planners, who feared a
surprise Soviet bomber attack against US military bases and population

centres.

Canada had previously undertaken three joint efforts with the United States
in radar surveillance. The Pinetree Line stretched across 50° North
latitude began as a United States project, but in 1951 Canada and the
United States agreed to share the costs of its extension to cover areas of
Canada. This system will be phased out as the new North Warning System
(NWS) begins operations. The Distant Farly Warning (DEW) line was
completed in 1957. The DEW Line consists of a series of short-range radars
extending across the Canadian north (the 70th parallel). The Mid-Canada ‘
line, which began operations in 1954, consisted of a string of 98 detection
sites across the 55th Parallel and was completely designed, built and
financed by Canada. This system was completely deactivated by 1965.

The NORAD Agreement was renewed in 1968 for a period of five years. At
that time, a clause stating that the NORAD Agreement would "not involve in
any way a Canadian commitment to participate in an active ballistic missile

defence" was inserted as part of the Agreement. 1In 1973 the Agreement was
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only renewed for a further two years to allow a re-evaluation of the
strategic situation. The Soviet Union had by now developed an arsenal of
intercontinental nuclear weapons of its own and the threat of a Soviet
attack coming by way of the long-range bomber had faded. This change
coincided with the commencement of negotiations between the Soviet Union
and the United States at the Strategic Arms Limitation Talks (SALT). The
1975 renewal reflected the changed strategic situation. Although defence
against air attack remained a basic tenet of the Agreement, new emphasis
was placed on the need to deal with the possibility of ballistic missile
attack. NORAD functions now included:

- warning and assessment of ballistic missile attack and ensuring an
effective response should deterrence fail;

- space surveillance;

- maintenance of peacetime surveillance to warn of bomber attack and

limited defence against bombers.

This also involved the development and maintenance of new surveillance
systems such as the Ballistic Missile Early Warning System (BMEWS) and the
Satellite Early Warning System (SEWS) which did not directly involve
Canada. Although the Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty had been signed by the
Soviet Union and the United States in 1972, the clause precluding Canada

from any involvement in a ballistic missile defence system remained.

In 1980 the Agreement was renewed for a one-year term because of an
upcoming election in Canada. The 1981 renewal was for five years, and
changed the name of NORAD to North American Aerospace Defence Command,
(replacing 'air' with 'aerospace'). This recognition of the changing
nature of the threat to North American airspace led to a further
redefinition of NORAD's roles which now involved aerospace surveillance and
warning and characterization of aerospace attack. The 1981 Agreement also

removed the ABM clause.
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In 1985 Canada's contribution to NORAD in terms of the assets maintained in
Canada included:

the Distant Early Warning (DEW) System built in 1958;
the Pinetree Line;

2 Regional Operational Control Centres (ROCCs) in North Bay;

a network of communication facilities linking the North Bay ROCCs
with radars and NORAD headquarters in Colorado;

- a squadron of CF-18s;

- a Baker-Nunn space surveillance camera at St. Margaret's Bay New
Brunswick.

On March 18 1985, Canada signed a Memorandum of Understanding with the
United States establishing a framework for the upgrading of NORAD's
surveillance assets. Most importantly, the Memorandum set out the terms
for the construction of the North Warning System (NWS) which is slated to
replace the DEW line system. (See entry on the North Warning System).

Current Canadian Position

On 14 June 1985, the House of Commons ordered:

That the Standing Committee on External Affairs and
National Defence be empowered to hear evidence and
consider Canadian policy with respect to future defence
co-operation with the United States in the North American
region with particular reference to air defence and
related agreements embodied in and flowing from the North
American Aerospace Defence Agreement.

The House received the SCEAND report on 14 February 1986, and on 19 March
1986, while visiting Washington, Prime Minister Mulroney renewed an
the NORAD Agreement without substantive alteration. The Govermment stated:

' Commons Debates, 14 June 1985, p. 5782.
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The Prime Minister and the President agreed to extend
the NORAD Agreement for a further five year period.
They noted that the extension of the NORAD Agreement
is fully consistent with the provisions of the ABM
Treaty and is in full accordance with other US and
Canadian treaty obligations.

Parliamentary Comment

The Special Committee of the Senate released a report in January 1985
titled Canada's Territorial Air Defence. The Committee stressed the need
for long-term planning and recommended that:

...when the review of the NORAD Agreement...takes
place, Canada should explore the possibility of
renewing the Agreement for a period of 15 years,
to the turn of the century, with provision for
review every five years.

Opposition members in the House of Commons called upon the Government to
reinsert the "ABM" clause in the renewed NORAD Agreement and asked for
Govermment assurances that Canada would not become involved in SDI through
the NORAD Agreement. NDP member Derek Blackburn asked the Secretary of

State for External Affairs, Joe Clark, to

...assure the House today that, in the negotiations
taking place now and in the weeks to come, his Government
will make it abundantly clear to the Americans that we
want that clause put back in, and thereby prevent us from
getting involved in an offensive star wars program.

Mr. Clark responded:

...that particular clause was deleted precisely to avoid

<2 PMO Release, 19 March 1986. _

3 Special Committee of the Senate on Defence, Canada's Territorial Air
Defence, January 1985, p. 56.

4 Commons Debates, 4 February 1985, p. 1961.
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any suggestion that either Canada or the United States might
take actions which would breach the ABM Treaty....Consequently
I would be surprised if Members of the House who are anxious
to have the ABM Treaty respected would want to reinsert a
clause which might contain the suggestion that it would open
the way for the United States to depart from the obligations
of that treaty.5

NDP member Pauline Jewett asked Mr. Clark to have the clause included in
the North Warhing System Agreement with the United States. Mr. Clark
stated that "that paragraph was deleted at the time because it was not
relevant at the time. Nothing has happened to make it relevant." Ms.
Jewett then posed a supplementary question: "...is he saying to the whole
Canadian public that the door is open to Canadian participation in an
active ballistic missile defence?" Mr. Clark responded: "Canada supports
the provisions of the ABM Treaty and intends to continue to do that. There

is no need to add redundant language..."6

Early in 1985 a new command structure known as Space Command was created in
the TInited States and based at the NORAD headquarters in Colorado Springs.
While Space Command is a completely American integrated command, the
Commander-in-Chief of Space Command is also the Commander-in-Chief of
NORAD. Opposition members expressed concern that Canada might become

involved in SDI through connections with Space Command. NDP member Derek
Blackburn said:

The Government insists there is no connection between
the Strategic Defence Initiative and the North Warning
System. Why then are the US Air Force and NORAD merging
their missile, air, and space warning systems, under a
new NORAD Space Command at Cheyenne, Colorado?’

Mr. Clark responded: "... the Hon. Member would know that those

5 Ibid.
6 Commons Debates, 13 March 1985, p. 2972.
7 Commons Debates, 12 March 1985, p. 2931.
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arrangements have been in place for some long time, well before there was
discussion of the Strategic Defense Initiative."3 Ms. Jewett raised the
issue again in the House, referring to an article in the New York Times.

...the United States has finalized its plans to

establish an integrated command centre at Colorado

Springs which will include ballistic missile defences,
‘that is, the SDI, as well as offensive nuclear forces.

Can the Minister confirm this decision? Will he not

agree that, unless we oppose it, Canada will be inexorably
drawn into star wars through NORAD?9

Mr. Nielsen responded:

e..I will confirm no such thing. I read the article

to which the Hon. Member refers...[it] garbled totally
fictitious events with some actual developments, which
creates the very false impression of relevance to star

wars, SDI or whatever. 10

The SCFAND Committee which examined the issue of NORAD renewal, held its
hearings over the Fall of 1985. The major issues that were of concern
during the Hearings included the reinsertion of the ABM clause excluding
Canada from ballistic missile defence and the question of potential
Canadian involvement in the American SDI programme through NORAD and its
associated programmes and structures. The Committee submitted its final
report on 14 February 1986.11 The Committee recommended that the
Government "renew the NORAD agreement for a period of five years with no
substantial modifications in the thrust of the document." Rather than

reinserting the ABM clause, the Committee recommended that:

...the Govermment consider inviting the United States
to issue at the time of the renewal of the NORAD agreement

8 Tbid.

9 Commons Debates, 29 May 1985, p. 5188.

10 Thiq. '

11 'SCFAND, Fourth Report, Canada-iJS Defence Cooperation and the 1986
Renewal of the NORAD Agreement, 14 February 1986.
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a joint declaration reaffirming both countries' commitment
to deterrence and strategic stability, as well as their
support for the integrity of the ABM Treaty....

Reflecting the continuing concern for Canadian sovereignty in the North,
the Committee suggested that the Government pursue "various options
available for the performance of airborne surveillance and control
missions" and consider acquiring such assets and technology to use in

"support of Canadian sovereignty, and in support of NORAD if required...."

The Liberal members of the SCEAND Committee issued a minority report on the
same day as the SCEAND Report was released. The Liberal members stated:

The Liberal members of the Committee strongly support the
renewal of the NORAD Agreement for a period of five years.
... [and] call for the reinsertion of the ABM clause... 12

The minority report also said that:

The tone of the [SCEAND] report is biased against
those witnesses who chose to disagree with the
majority's opinion regarding the nature of the

threat Canada faces, the best response to this threat
and the most appropriate military relationship Canada
should have with the United States.!3

When the NORAD Agreement was renewed by Canada and the United States in
March of 1986, a joint statement was issued reaffirming their commitment to
the ABM Treaty. Mr. Hopkins asked: "Why would Washington and Ottawa not
simply reinstate the ABM clause in the signed NORAD Agreement itself in
order to allay the concerns of Canadians?"14 Mr. Clark responded:

There was ...a concern in Canada about the integrity
of the ABM Treaty. It was precisely for that reason

'“ Len Hopkins, Official Opposition Critic for National Defence,
. Communique, 14 February 1986.
Ibid.

14 Commons Debates, 19 March 1986, p. 11660.
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that, at the summit meeting in Washington, the Prime
Minister of Canada secured from the President of the
United States an explicit underlining to the United
States of the importance of full compliance with the
ABM Treaty and other existing arms control obligations.15
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25. THE DEFENCE BUDGET AND THE WHITE PAPER ON DEFENCE

Background

The 1986-87 Overall Expenditure Plan of the Federal Government projects
total expenditures of $108,571 million of which $9,938 million or 9.2 per
cent will go to the Department of National Defence (DND). In 1985-86
$9,367 (9.0 per cent) of a total $103,944 million went to DND. The new
budget thus provides 2.75 per cent real growth for the Department, with 2
per cent real growth planned for the following two years. Of the $9,938
million allocated to DND, $2,584 million or 26 per cent will be devoted to
Capital Fxpenditures. f

Ongoing projects that fall under Capital Expenditures include:

- construction of new Canadian patrol frigates

- purchase of military operational and support trucks
- the ongoing CF18 procurement programme

- the Destroyer Life Extension programme

- procurement of a Tactical Towed Array Sonar System
- procurement of six De Havilland Dash 8 aircraft

- acquisition of Challenger aircraft

- construction of the North Warning System

- procurement of short-range air-to-air missiles for the CF18

The remainder of the budget will be spent on operating expenses, salaries,
pensions and benefits.

Despite election promises of an increase of 6 per cent in the defence
budget, the Conservative Government announced in November 1984 that the
1985 projection was being reduced. The 1985 and 1986 budgets are therefore
not markedly different from the defence budgets of previous governments.
The Government has also planned a comprehensive review of initiatives and

expenditures in the area of defence in order to assess Canadian commitments



166.

and clarify the mandate of the military. The date of publication of this
White Paper has not yet been announced.

Current Canadian Position

In response to questioning in the House of Commons, the Minister of
National Defence, Erik Nielsen, stated that:

...unlike the last 16 years during which time the
Armed Forces underwent erosion of a substantial
nature, we will, under the leadership of the Prime
Minister and the Conservative Government ensure
that we live up to our commitments to our allies
and to NATO, to make Canadian men and women who
serve in our Armed Forces proud once again to serve
their country.!

The Minister of Finance, Michael Wilson, said:

While defence remains a high priority, even here it
has been necessary to reduce the rate of real growth
for the defence budget by one per cent in both fiscal
years 1986-1987 and 1987-1988." and "That is
consistent with the Government's firm commitment to
playina a meaningful and effective role in NATO and
NORAD.

In his statement before the Standing Committee on National Defence, the
Associate Minister of Defence, Harvie Andre stated:

The Government, since it took office, has given high

priority to defence and it will continue to do so.

The Budget demonstrates this. Because of the importance
which this Goverrment attaches to defence and to remedying
the neglect of the past, expenditure for the Defence
Programme will rise substantially in 1986/87 and will continue
to increase in real terms over the next five years, a period

T Commons Debates, 1 March 1985, p. 2641.
2 DND News Release 7/86, pp. 2-3.
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of extremely tight restraint for government
expenditures generally.

...these budgetary allocations will not allow

us to do everything that this Government considers
to be appropriate for defence.3

Parliamentary Comment

Referring to a Conservative campaign pamphlet entitled "Honour the
Commitment" in which the Conservatives promised 6 per cent real growth in
defence, Liberal Defence Critic Len Hopkins asked Mr. Nielsen why this
commitment was not being fulfilled.

...Having been a member of the Planning and Priorities
Committee of Cabinet for several months now, how can the
Minister sit idly by while his Party's commitment to 6
per cent real growth in defence spending is ignored?

Mr. Nielsen responded by saying that he would look into the matter. Faced
with the same question the next day Mr. Nielsen stated that details were
forthcoming from the Department and that:

I can assure him, with respect to the Estimates, that they
will provide sufficient to enable us, unlike the previous
Govergment, to live up to those commitments to our allies in
NAm.

Ouestions at the Standing Committee on National Defence centred on how the
Department calculated the figure of 2.75 per cent real growth6, and how
expenses for new equipment fitted in to budget estimates.

3 Standing Committee on National Defence (SCND) Proceedings, 15 April 1986.

4 Commons Debates, 28 February 1985, p. 2601.

5 Commons Debates, 1 March 1985, p. 2641.

6 For a description of how DND calculates real growth see SCND Proceedings,
15 April 1986, p. 24.
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Questions about the promised Goverrment White Paper on defence centred on
when the Paper would be published. Pursued by Liberal defence critic Len
Hopkins on the iséue, in early May 1986, Mr. Nielsen and Mr. Andre refused
to give a date and pointed to the lack of a White Paper from the previous
Liberal Goverrmment. Mr. Andre said:

while in opposition we did not realize how much
repair work was necessary and how long it was going
to take to straighten out the mess. However we are
working on it and the promise of a White Paper will
be kept.7

Wwhen questioned on the issue at the Standing Committee on National Defence,
Mr. Andre passed the question to Mr. Anderson, Assistant Deputy Minister

for Policy.

Mr. Anderson said:

I think there is a problem that has arisen as a
result of the budget decisions as to whether, under
the present constraints the Govermment finds
necessary to impose on defence, this is a good time
to be producing a white paper that would try to
look well ahead as to where we should be going. I
think Mr. Nielsen is probably still considering
that question of whether this is a good time to go
ahead or not.?3

Mr. Andre stated:

The Cabinet Committee on Foreign Affairs and Defence has
before it a reference, if you will, on this question, and
every time it comes to a point of are we going to resolve

it and proceed, events seem to conspire to cause it to be
postponed. I do not have a better excuse than that, other
than that the whole guestion is very much before the Cabinet
Committee right now.

7 Commons Debates, 1 May 1986, p. 12841.

8 SCND Proceedings, 15 April 1986, p. 25.

9 Tbid.
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The Special Joint Committee on Canada's International Relations submitted
its final report in June 1986. It stated:

In our opinion, the government must confront the
commitment-capability gap....We therefore propose
an immediate study of long-term defence
requirements designed specifically to ascertain how
much additional expenditure would be necessary to
complete the task of re-equipping the armed forces
over the next 10 years. If this level of spending
is not considered attainable, then the government
should attempt, in consultation with its allies, to
renegotiate or restructure some of Canada's
commitments so as to close the gap between
commitments and capabilities and ensure that
Canada's armed forces can carry out properly the
roles they are assigned.10
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26. DEFENCE — MAJOR EQUIPMENT ACQUISITIONS

Background

The Department of National Pefence initiated three major projects in 1985
and early 1986 : the North Warning System, the new ILow Level Air Defence
(LLAD) programme, and the Tribal Update and Modernization Programme
(TRUMP). The North Warning System will be funded jointly by Canada and the
United States and is dealt with in a separate entry.

In May 1985 three finalists were chosen from among 7 groups of firms
competing for the LIAD contract. The finalists were: AB Bofors (Sweden)
and Marconi Co. (Canada); Contraves AG (Switzerland) and Raytheon
(Canada); Oerlikon-Buhrle (Switzerland) and Litton Systems (Canada). On
16 April 1986 the Associate Minister of National Defence, Harvie Andre,
announced that the contract had been awarded to the Oerlikon-Buhrle Litton
consortium, and on 13 June 1986 Mr. Andre announced that final Government

approval had been given to the project.

The LIAD system will consist of 10 anti-aircraft guns, 30 low-level surface
to air missile and 10 radar systems. It will be used to protect Canadian
land and air forces in Europe. Specifically the system will protect
Canadian troops and the airfields at the Baden-Soellingen and Lahr bases in
Germany and the CAST Brigade, if deployed in northern Norway. The total
programme cost is estimated at $1.025 billion (1986 dollars) of which $650
million will be spent on the system itself and $350 million on spare parts,

training, ammunition and other costs. The LLAD system should be complete
by 1991.

Mr. Andre announced that the TRUMP programme had been approved on 9 May
1986. This programme involves four DDH 280 Tribal class destroyers which
entered service in 1972 and 1973. The destroyers will receive a new

command, control and communications system, and a supportive air defence
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missile system. The new air defence system is perhaps the most important
improvement since the destroyers currently have no way of fending off the
increasing threat from the air which consists of attacking aircraft and
anti-ship missiles.

The total cost of the TRUMP project will be $1.2 billion (in 1986
dollars). The first vessel will enter the Lauzon shipyards in November
1987, and work on all four destroyers should be completed by early 1992.
The Canadian Patrol Frigate construction programme is an ongoing project.
Six new frigates will be built by the Saint John shipbuilding and Drydock
Company Limited at a total cost of $5.255 billion. The final frigate is
expected to be delivered by early 1993.

On 16 July 1986 the Government gave the Department of National Defence
approval to begin soliciting bids on new conventional diesel-powered
submarines. The Department will receive bids from consortia that include
both Canadian and European companies for a minimum of four and a maximum of
twelve submarines. Two consortia will eventually compete for the contract
and construction should begin in 1990.

Current Canadian Position

With regard to the LIAD project, the Department of National nNefence stated
that "This procurement will substantially improve Canada's defence posture

in Europe and further demonstrate Canada's commitment to NATO. "1

Announcing the Goverrment's approval of the implementation phase of the
TRUMP programme, Mr. André stated:

The significant feature of TRUMP is that it will
greatly improve the fighting capability of these

I DND News Release, 12/86.
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ships; it will permit a welcome and long overdue
improvement in our contribution to our NATO allies.
T would like to make sure that the importance of
this development is fully appreciated. The majority
of Canada's Navy today has little or no protection
against air attack; no ship in our fleet is capable
today of protecting other ships from air attack, and
this includes merchant ships as well as other naval
vessels. This is not satisfactory. This is going
to be changed.?2

Parliamentary Comment

On 3 April 1985 while the competition among companies for LLAD was still
going on, Liberal MP Lloyd Axworthy asked the Minister of National Defence
Erik Nielsen, about the use of Nielsen's name along with Litton Systems in
an advertisment concerning the connection between increased defence
expenditures and job creation.

Mr. Nielsen responded by reading a telegram from the President of Litton
Systems. The telegram said:

This is to confirm that the advertisment placed

by Litton in today's Globe and Mail and Ottawa
Citizen was done without the permission or consent
of the Prime Minister's Office or any of his staff.3

Almost a year later the LIAD issue was raised again in the House. 1In this
case, however, questions centred on rumours that the Government was
planning to eliminate the project since the project did not appear
separately in the Main Estimates. Progressive Conservative member Bud
Jardine and Liberal member ILen Hopkins both asked for assurances that the
Goverrmment would go ahead with the project and award a contract .4

4 The Honourable Harvie Andre, Authorization for Implementation Tribal
Class Update and Modernization Project, 9 May 1986.

3 Commons Debates, 3 April 1985, p. 3661.

4 Tommons Debates, 4 March 1986, p. 11166, 21 March 1986, p. 11749.
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Mr. Andre responded that:

The reports are speculative and decisions on that are
currently before the Govermment. They will be made in
due course.?

At the Standing Committee on National Defence (SCND) NDP member Derek
Blackburn questioned Department of National Defence (DND) representatives
about the contract selection process, and the factors taken into account .®
The Assistant Deputy Minister (Finance), Lawrence Davies, responded:

There were three items,...there are cost
considerations, industrial benefits and technology,
and they [Oerlikon] were judged to be the

winner on all three counts.

Later that week General Theriault, Chief of Defence Staff, outlined the

approach in more detail:

Basically, the approach was to put the operational
problem to the respondents and seek from them a
proposal that would embody how best they could see
solving that operational problem. Their responses,
of course, were the subject of extensive evaluation,
the finalist having been judged the most responsive
not only from an operational standpoint, but also
from a cost standpoint and, in fact, from a manpower
standpoint.8

Conservative member the Honourable Alan McKinnon sought assurances that
future sales of the ADATS missile system would result in its manufacture in
Canada. FEldon Healy, the Assistant Deputy Minister for Material (DND)
responded.

5 Commons Debates, 21 March 1986, p. 11749.

6 For a good description of the overall contract selection process, see
SCND Proceedings, 17 April 1986, p. 7.

7 1bid., p. 5.

8 SCND Proceedings, 21 April 1986, pp. 19-20.
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As part of the proposal put forward by Oerlikon
and Litton, they do include in the industrial
benefits package offshore sales potential for
the ADATS missile. They include that in the
guaranteed portion of the contract....

That would lead to making some of the systems
and doing some of the systems integration in
Canada. The system would become a Canadian
system, but not necessarily every part would

be produced in Canada.

Mr. McKinnon also inquired about the reported test results of the LLAD
system which gave it a success rate of 83 per cent. Dave Hampson, the
Project Manager of the LLAD system, replied:

For each of these systems, when they fire they
test a certain thing on the system and not
necessarily the whole system gets tested. 1In the
first 36 missiles they had a high rate of success
in all the different systems....Something might
have gone awry in some specific component, but not
necessarily on the whole missile.10

Liberal member Len Hopkins asked how the cost of the LLAD system would fit
into the defence budget and whether or not any other programmes would be
changed or cancelled as a result. Mr. Davies, the Assistant Deputy

Minister for Finance, replied:

I believe I said we were going to transfer certain
funds that we were going to find within the budget
into the capital account. We are doing that by
reducing somewhat the operational activity rules in
1986-87 by reducing certain expenditures on research
and development and on construction, which would

supplement the equipment budget:.11

After the TRUMP authorization was announced, Liberal member Len Hopkins

7 SOND Proceedings, 5 May 1986, p. 11.
10 Tbid., ». 13.
11 S Proceedings, 21 April 1986, p. 7.
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made a statement in the House of Commons, criticizing the Conservative
Government for taking credit for previous Liberal initiatives.

The former Liberal Government gave this programme
preliminary approval in 1980 and final approval in
principle in 1984. We see again the Conservative
Government's failure and inability to put forward
anvthing new. How long will the Government continue
to piggyback on former Liberal programs?12

Ouestions on the TRUMP programme at the SCND centred on the role the
upgraded destroyers would play. Mr. Healey stated:

The TRUMP ships are intended to have an air
defence capability. Area air defence means they
have the capability not only of protecting
themselves, but more importantly, of protecting
other ships in convoy...

The concept of utilization of the Tribal class
destroyer is that it will be a destroyer leader
and will have several of the CPFs [Canadian
Patrol Frigates] in company and it will be an
all-Canadian group.

Questions were raised about the timing of the Canadian Patrol Frigate (CPF) E
programme and possible delays as a result of management changes at the
Saint John shipyard and problems with the corrosion of the steel used for
the ships. Eldon Healey, the Assistant Deputy Minister (Material), assured
questioners that delays would be minimal and that the costs incurred as a
result of the corroding steel problem would be absorbed by the contractor,
not the government.'4 Mr. Andre stated that the first two frigates would
be six and five months late and the remaining vessels would be delivered on
schedule.15

< Commons Debates, 12 May 1986, p. 13166.
13 Ibid., op. 36-37.

4 SOND Proceedings, 15 April 1986, . 29.
15 SCND Proceedings, 21 April 1986, p. 29.
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Responding to a question from Liberal member Len Hopkins, Mr. Healey
outlined the relative capabilities of the frigates.

...in the towed array with the electronics that
we are putting aboard, we may have a slight
edge. We may be slightly more capable than many
of our NATO allies. 1In the area of air defence
in the frigates, we believe that it may be more
capable because we have a vertical launch system
which will be the first within the
alliance....In terms of surface-to-surface
capability, our frigates will be fitted with the
harpoon missile, which is an American missile,
also capable of being launched from aircraft and
submarines.

That missile will be the standard missile and it
will grow throughout its life, as will some of
the other systems....The frigates we are
producing look like they will be as capable into
the mid-1990s and late 1990s as anzthing
currently on the planning boards. !

The report of the Special Joint Committee on Canada's International
Relations recommended that the Government examine the possibility of
equipping the Canadian navy with diesel-powered submarines, within the
context of Canadian defence policy and as a way of enhancing Canadian
sovereignty in the Arctic.!’
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27. NATO

Background

Canada is a founding member of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization
(NATO). NATO's declared aim is the prevention of war:

It works to achieve this by striving to improve
understanding between East and West and by
possessing sufficient strength to deter an
attack on any member of the Alliance. The
Treaty provides that Alliance members will

come to each others assistance in the event

of an armed attack upon any one of them. !

After the signing of the North Atlantic Treaty in 1949, the initial
concerns of the signatories were primarily military. By the mid-fifties,
however, there was a growing sense that NATO needed to address larger
security concerns than could be dealt with in strictly military terms, and
to generate a greater sense of cohesion in order to combat Soviet efforts
to create disunity in the Alliance.

In 1956 a NATO report proposed guidelines for institutionalizing alliance
consultations, and suggested a number of non-military areas in which the
allies could work together. (For example, resource development, science and
public information). The report set the parameters for a consultation
process that remains an important part of alliance decision-making. Tt
also outlined a code of conduct for consultations that requires allies to
keep each other adequately informed of actions and activities of common
interest, to take the opinions of other allies into consideration in the
formation of national policy and to ensure that any member which fails to
adhere to alliance consensus decisions in its national policy provides an
adequate explanation of this behaviour.

' NATO and Warsaw Pact Force Comparisons, NATO Information Service,
Brussels, 1984, p.1.
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In 1967, faced with a new strategic situation, NATO issued another report
entitled "Report on the Future Tasks of the Alliance" (the Harmel Report).
This report outlined two objectives for the Alliance: continued maintenance
of adequate military strength and political cohesion, and new efforts to
achieve a more stable and durable relationship with the East. To ensure
these goals, the report argued, the consultative process must be enhanced
and continued. This commitment to close consultation and co-operation was
renewed in the Ottawa Declaration in 1974.

The North Atlantic Council (NAC) is the central consultative body of

NATO and was established by the Treaty in 1949. The Council is composed of
permanent representatives who meet on a weekly basis. Ministerial
consultation occurs in three forums: NATO Foreign ministers meet twice
each year at the Council level; NATO Defence ministers meet twice each
year in the Defence Planning Committee, and in the Nuclear Planning Group
(NPG); Special Council meetings involving heads of government and
ministers are sometimes convened, as was the case when President Reagan met
with NATO ministers after the US-USSR Summit in November 1985.

Canada's force commitments to NATO at present consist of:

- a Mechanized Brigade Group of about 6,000 men based in Lahr, West
Germany;

- 3 squadrons of the Canadian Air Group, based in Baden-Soellingen, West

Germany;

the Canadian Air/Sea Transportable (CAST) Brigade Group based in

Canada and committed to reinforcing Northern Norway when required.

This consists of 1 Brigade Group and 2 squadrons of fighters.

a destroyer in the Standing Naval Force Atlantic.

The primary objective of operations and training
for 4 Canadian Mechanized Brigade Group and 1 Canadian
Air Group is to maintain their formations and their




181.

respective units and squadrons at a high state of
operational readiness to conduct high intensity
operations in the Central Region in a conventional
or nuclear biological or chemical environment ."?2

In addition to these force commitments, Canada provides training facilities
for NATO troops on Canadian territory. There is a West German facility for
tank training in Shilo, Manitoba and the British Army uses facilities at
Suffield and Wainwright, Alberta. Both the German and British forces use
the ose Bay, Newfoundland facilities for training in low-level flying.

The Canadian Air Group in West Germany is being refitted with CF-18

aircraft to replace older CF-104 aircraft. The deployment of these CF-18s
will be completed in 1986.

Current Canadian Position

On 11 March 1985 the Canadian Government announced that it was increasing
the strength of Canadian forces stationed in Europe by adding 1,220
military personnel to the Mechanized Brigade Group in Lahr, West Germany
and that an infantry batallion group based in Canada would be specifically
designated to the Allied Command Mobile Force, Land. This is
multi-national force which will reinforce NATO during times of crisis.
These measures will cost $50 million in the first year and $100 million per

year thereafter.

The Minister of National Defence, Frik Nielsen, told the House of Commons
that:

...with these initial measures, we hope to
increase the effectiveness and contribution of
our Canadian forces in Europe. The objective,

4 DND 1986-87 Estimates, Part III, p. 43.
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of course, is to meet fully our commitments to
NATO, as we have often said we would do."3

participation in the consultative process has been perceived, particularly
by officials, as one of the major advantages that Canada derives from
membership in NATO.

As an active participant in the consultative and
planning processes of NATO, Canada influences

the development of Western security policy and

of efforts to ensure an enduring peace. We thereby
gain a greater measure of control over our own destiny,
and our influence is incomparably greater than the
influence we could exert internationally on the basis
of our power alone."4

Before the Geneva Summit between the United States and the Soviet Union,
which took place on 19-21 November 1985, President Reagan consulted with
the NATO allies at a special meeting in New York. Reporting on the meeting
to the House of Commons, Prime Minister Mulroney stated:

...I take particular satisfaction from the strength,

unity and vitality of the Western Alliance. When the
leaders of the United Kingdom, Japan, Italy, West

Germany and Canada met with President Reagan to discuss

the forthcoming summit, the strength of cohesion of our
common purpose was strongly evident. We are all deeply
committed to the Alliance and the principles it represents."5

Communiqués are issued by the Alliance at the conclusion of each
consultative meeting stating the major issues raised and NATO's position on
them. From time to time, Communiqués note the reservations of member
states. Since none of the Comuniqués contained reservations made by
Canada, they can be construed as statements of Government policy.

3 Commons Debates, 11 March 1985, p. 2882.
4 Facts About Canada and NATO.
5 Commons Debates, 28 October 1985, p. 8070.
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The Communiqués issued during 1985 and the first half of 1986 addressed
several issues. The Allies have stated their support for American research
into the technology of strategic defence conducted within the limits of the
ABM Treaty. They see this as a "prudent" effort in light of Soviet
developments in the defence area. The Communiqués have expressed strong
support for the US negotiating positions in the Geneva Negotiations. In
particular the Allies expressed concern about the Intermediate-range
nuclear force (INF) issue and stated their determination to continue
deployment of INF (the Pershing II and cruise missiles) in the absence of
an agreement with the Soviet Union. However, the Allies continue to
reiterate their willingness to "modify, halt, reverse, or dispense with
Ionger-Range INF (LRINF).deployment as part of an equitable and verifiable
arms control agreement." The idea of an interim agreement on this issue was
given support at the 13 December 1985 meeting of the North Atlantic
Council.

The Allies also supported the American negotiating position in the other
areas of the Geneva Negotiations and stressed the need for effective
verification. Addressing the compliance issue, the NPG stated that "a
double standard of compliance with arms control agreements would be
unacceptable....In this context we reaffirmed the essential requirement for
full compliance with all arms control agreements." (NATO Nuclear Planning
Group, 21 March 1986).

At the meeting of the Defence Planning Committee on 22 May 1986, the
American decision to resume production of chemical weapons was the primary
issue. In light of Soviet chemical warfare capabilities, the 1S Department
of Defence asked Congress to approve production of a new binary chemical
weapon. Congress approved the request provided it was also accepted by
NATO. The Defence Planning Committee adopted the request as part of NATO
Force Goals for 1987-92. The Netherlands, Dermmark and Norway stated they

would not accept the weapons on their territory even during a crisis.
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Germany agreed to accept them in a crisis but on the condition that it was
not the only Alliance member to do so. The Norwegian Minister stated his

couatry's opposition to the project as a whole. Although Alliance members
agreed that the United States would begin production of new binary weapon

shells, the Communiqué issued after the meeting confirmed NATO resolve to

continue to seek a worldwide ban on chemical weapons.

In terms of NATO doctrine, the Allies emphasized that NATO does not seek
military superiority and that none of NATO's weapons will be used except in
response to an attack. However NATO has stated its resolve "to sustain the
credibility of NATO's strategy of flexible response and forward defence".
In order to strengthen this strategy, NATO Defence Ministers have stressed

the need to avoid "an undue reliance on the early use of nuclear weapons".

Parliamentary Comment

On 12 March 1985, Liberal MP Len Hopkins asked the Minister of National
Nefence what part of the Budget would provide the funds for the increase in
Canada's contribution to the NATO forces. "I asked him if this is new
money or whether it is in the existing Estimates....Can the Minister assure
this House and all Canadians that no purchase of new equipment to which we

have already committed ourselves will be adversely affected."®

Mr. Nielsen responded that, "...with respect to the equipment, I believe

that the answer is in the affirmative."”’

© Commons Debates, 12 March 1985, p. 2932.
7 Ibid, p. 2932.
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28. PEACEKEEPING AND OBSERVATION

Background

In the late 1940s four international observer missions were established
under UN Security Council auspices to facilitate the containment of
conflict in the Balkans, Indonesia, the Middle East and Kashmir. The role
of these missions was limited to observation, investigation and reporting
by unarmed military officers.

Since the establishment of the UN Emergency Force (UNEF) in 1956, ten
peacekeeping and observation missions have been conducted under the
auspices of the United Nations. The most prominent peacekeeping missions
outside the UN have been those in Indochina, Chad, Lebanon and Egypt.

Canada has been active in the creation and operation of multilateral
peacekeeping forces, playing a key role in the establishment of UNEF and
participating in all UN operations since that time. Canada has also
participated in several non-UN operations: the International Commission for
Supervision and Control (ICSC), created in 1954 to supervise the ceasefire
in Cambodia, Laos and Vietnam and its successor, the International
Commission for Control and Supervision (ICCS), created in 1973; the
Observer Team to Nigeria (OTN) created in 1968 to supervise the election
after the Nigerian civil war; and the Commonwealth Monitoring Force
established in 1979 to monitor the elections in Zimbabwe.

Canada has consistently supported multilateral peacekeeping, although the
priority accordedbpeacekeeping has varied with different governments.
Peacekeeping operations have not received unanimous support in the United
Nations. Three particular issues have caused concern: the question of the
effectiveness of peacekeeping, support for non-UN operations, and the

financing of TN operations.
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Controversy has arisen over whether peacekeeping helps resolve conflicts or
actually prolongs them by removing the primary incentive for opponents to
negotiate. There has also been disagreement over the desirability of
establishing peacekeeping missions outside the UN.

The problem of financing is related to the authorization of peacekeeping
forces by the General Assembly. The Soviet Union and France have
traditionally opposed the General Assembly's claims on this issue, and have
refused to pay for peacekeeping operations not established by the Security
Council. Many countries which agree with UNGA-sponsored peacekeeping
operations in principle have nevertheless failed to make payments on time.
As a result, UN peacekeeping operations have incurred a large deficit since
the 1964 mission in the Congo. According to one source, "68 percent of the
overall deficit of the Organization is due to peacekeeping operations."1
Consequently, troop-contributing countries have generally borne most of the

burden of financing N peacekeeping operations.

The Special Joint Committee on Canada's International Relations reviewed

Canada's peacekeeping operations and recommended, inter alia that

the best approach to invitations to become involved
in peacekeeping operations is for Canada to apply its
criteria on a case-by-case basis, while maintaining
its preference for operations under United Nations
auspices.2

Current Canadian Position

Shortly after the Conservative Government took office, the Secretary of

State for External Affairs, Joe Clark, noted in the UN General Assembly
that:

' United Nations Association, "Peacekeeping", Briefing Paper, Ottawa: UNA,
October 1984, p.S5.

SJCCIR, Independence and Internationalism, June 1986, p. 61.
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UN peacekeeping forces and observer missions continue
to be essential in a number of troubled areas of the
world. All member states have a responsibility to
contribute to the support of these operations. 1In
particular, we ask member states to respond
positively to the appeal by the Secretary-General

for additional voluntary contributions for the UN
peacekeeping force in Cyprus.3

Mr. Clark went on to note that peacekeeping is only the beginning of
conflict resolution: "While peacekeeping‘forces can help reduce the risk of
open conflict, lasting peace can be achieved only through reasonable
political conpromise."4

The Government's Green Paper reiterated Canada's commitment to
peacekeeping. It also raised the issue of Canada's participation in non-iN

operations:

there has been a tendency in recent years to bypass the UN

in favour of other multinational arrangements. Do Canadians
agree that we should encourage a return to the practice of UN
sponsorship of peacekeeping operations...despite the frustrations
involved??

In June of 1985 the Goverrnment released a joint statement with the
governments of Argentina, Austria, Jordan, Malaysia, Senegal, Sweden and

Tanzania calling for a strengthening of UN peacekeeping capabilities:

We consider UN peace-keeping operations as an important
instrument to improve international security. In order to
be effective, such operations need a clear mandate, adequater
means to fulfill their missions and a sound financial basis.®

In keeping with its concern for the effective multilateral financing of TN

3 DEA, Statements and Speeches, 84/6.

4 1bid.

5 DEA, Competitiveness and Security: Directions for Canada's International
Relations, Ottawa: Supply and Services, 1985, p.41.

6 DEA, Communiqué 97, 27 June 1985.
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peacekeeping operations, in December 1985 Canada voted in favour of UNGA
resolution 40/247 reviewing the rates of reimbursement to the governments
of troop contributing states. This resolution called for the maintenance
of existing reimbursement rates but acknowledged that "in consequence of
the shortfall of financial contributions, troop-contributing states
are...bearing considerably larger portions of the costs for their

troops..."’

Canada currently participates in three UN peacekeeping missions as well as
one non-UN mission. In the UN Force in Cyprus (TINFICYP) operation,
Canadian troops are responsible for maintaining surveillance of the
ceasefire, observing and reporting on activities and resolving local
inter-comunity disputes in Sector Four, which roughly corresponds to the
old city of Nicosia. These tasks are carried out by one infantry battalion
and by a small unit at UNFICYP Headquarters; a total of 515 Canadians are
currently posted in this mission. The operation's mandate is renewed
every six months by the UN Security Council, at which time troop
contributors, such as Canada, signal their intention to maintain or modify
their commitment to the operation. This mission is financed by troop
contributing countries, although the N is required to reimburse their

expenses and currently pays a portion of the cost through voluntary
contributions by its members.

In the UN Disengagement Force (UNDOF) mission, Canada contributes to the
maintenance of the peace between Israel and Syria in the Golan. The
Canadian contingent of 220 personnel share the responsibility with Poland
for logistics and communications, that is, for the mechanical maintenance
of equipment, as well as the supply and transportation of the troops
actually observing the ceasefire. This mission is financed by an
assessment of UN members, and its mandate is renewed by the TN Security

7 Resolutions and Decisions Adopted by the General Assembly During the

First Part of Its Fortieth Session (New York: UN Department of Public
Information), 1986, pp. 582-583.
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Council every six months.

Canada also contributes 20 officers to the UN Truce Supervision
Organization, a mission established in 1948 to oversee the truce between
Israel and its neighbours in Palestine. Its mandate is to observe the
maintenance of the ceasefire ordered by the Security Council and supervise
the observance of the General Armistice Agreements between Hgypt, Lebanon,
Jordan, Syria and TIsrael. Canada still posts an attaché to the UN Command
Military Armistice Commission in Rorea. Finally, while Canada no longer
has a field presence in the TN Military Observer Group for India and
Pakistan (UNMOGIP), it still supplies air transport to move the
headquarters from one country to the other every six months.

In the spring of 1985 Canada agreed to participate in the Multinational
Force and Observers (MFO) in the Sinai. The MFO was established by Israel,

Agypt and the United States in 1981 when the UN Security Council was unable
to agree on the establishment of a UN mission to supervise the border. The

function of the 140 Canadian personnel, committed to this task since 31
March 1986, is to provide transportation for the troops and civilian
observers actually monitoring the border. The current commitment expires
on 31 March 1988, at which time Canada will have the option of renewing or

terminating its participation in the mission.

When questioned by a member of the Special Committee on Canada's
International Relations, about the decision to participate in this non-UN
force, the Canadian Ambassador to the UN, Stephen Lewis, stated that while

it should be a fact of Canadian foreign policy to
push for the use of the UN...where there is no
alternative (to a non-UN mission) and where
regional peace is at stake and where the
countries who receive the forces will welcome
them under a different banner, I do not resist.
The logic compels me to accept it.

8 Special Joint Committee on Canada's International Relations,
Proceedings, 27 November 1985, p.18.
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Similarly, the Govermment has indicated its willingness to consider a

contribution to a peacekeeping or observation mission in Central America in

the context of a Contadora agreement.9

Parliamentary Comment

The Government's decision to participate in the MFO drew some questions
from the opposition. Former Liberal External Affairs critic Jean Chretien
noted that:

We had a principle that we support the UN...that
there should be no force sent to bring peace in
different conflicts...that are not under the
umbrella of the UN. And suddenly last fall,
unanimously, because there was a consensus
between Israel and Fgypt, we decided to replace
the Australians in the Sinai!
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SECTION III - CONFLICT RESOLUTION

29. AFGHANISTAN

Background

Following the coup by General Mohammed Daud in 1973, Afghanistan underwent
rapid changes. These involved the imposition of a secular civil-military
regime, the implementation of an ambitious development strategy, and the
broadening of relations with both East and West. 1In 1978 the Daud regime
was overthrown by the Khalg faction of the pro-Moscow Peoples Democratic
Party. The newly formed Revolutionary Military Council attempted to
implement a land redistribution programme and other reforms. These
policies and the regime's tilt towards the Soviet Union gave rise to an
anti-government insurgency. Thereafter, the country's political, economic

and military situation deteriorated rapidly.

In September 1979 the regime was toppled by the backers of Hafizolla Amin,
who in turn was replaced in December by Babrak Karmal of the PDP's Parcham
wing. The Soviet TUnion, which had been assisting the Amin Government's
counter-insurgency efforts through the provision of equipment and troops,
engineered Karmal's takeover and supported it through direct intervention.

By 1980 there were over 100,000 Soviet troops in Afghanistan.

With at least 300,000 deaths, 2 million internally displaced persons and
2.5 million refugees in Pakistan alone, the war has been very costly in
human terms. The United States, China and Pakistan provide support for the
insurgents who fight on despite the scale of Soviet support. The Soviet
Union increased its troop presence to 115,000 in 1985, and has reportedly

stationed 50,000 troops on the northern border to reinforce those already
in the country.

Since 1982 the United Nations Secretary-General has made attempts to
mediate between the parties to the dispute. Seven rounds of proximity

talks have taken place between the govermments of Afghanistan and Pakistan
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and these talks were scheduled to resume on 30 July 1986. These talks have
produced draft agreements on the mutual cessation of interference in each
other's affairs, on Soviet and American guarantees for Afghanistan's
independence, and the return of refugees to Afghanistan, but no concrete
agreement has been reached on a timetable for the withdrawal of troops.

Canada has consistently supported United Nations General Assembly
resolutions calling for a withdrawal of foreign troops, a political
solution and the creation of the conditions necessary for the return of
refugees to Afghanistan. The Government has also maintained a substantial

aid programme for Afghan refugees in Pakistan.

The Special Joint Committee on Canada's International Relations recommended
that the Government continue to support refugee relief programmes for
Afghan refugees. "In its bilateral relations with the Soviet Union", the
Committee continued, "Canada should take every opportunity to raise the
issue of Afghanistan and make clear that Soviet occupation and devastation

of that country constitute a serious obstacle to improved relations."]

Current Canadian Position

puring the 40th session of the General Assembly, Canada voted in favour of

the resolution on human rights in Afghanistan. The resolution

expresses its deep concern that the Afghan authorities,
with heavy support from foreign troops, are acting
with great severity against their opponents and
suspected opponents without any respect for the
international human rights obligations which they

have assumed;

expresses also its deep concern at the severe
consequences for the civilian population of

T SJCCIR, Independence and Internationalism, June 1986, p. 108.
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indiscriminate bombardments and military
operations primarily targeted on the villages
and the agricultural structure;

calls upon the parties to the conflict to apply
fully the principles and rules of international
humanitarian law and to admit international
humanitarian organizations.2

One month earlier Canada had voted in favour of an Assembly resolution on
the situation in Afghanistan, which called for a withdrawal of foreign
troops and a political solution, expressed support for the Secretary
General's mediation efforts and requested that those efforts continue.3

In a statement to the General Assembly on this resolution, Canada's
Permanent Representative to the United Nations, Stephen ILewis, expressed

the Government's position in the following terms:

Karmal remains in power purely by force of Soviet
arms. Hostility grows internally. The government
is at war with its own people...The Soviet Union,
however, will not win...the Soviet Union cannot
impose a military solution...The only answer is a
negotiated settlement which embraces the principles
in the resolution before us...4

Ambassador Tewis suggested that the Soviet Union wanted to discourage
international discussion of the Afghanistan question. It is "up to this
General Assembly to keep the Afghan cause alive", he stated, and to
"somehow persuade the Soviet Union that negotiation is the only route to
world approval ."5

As a member of NATD, Canada has also endorsed the condemnations of the

< Resolutions and Decisions adopted by the General Assembly During the
First Part of its Fortieth Session, (New York, UN Department of Public
Information, 1986), pp.495-497.

3 1bid., pp.16-17.

4 DFA, Statements and Speeches, 85/24.

5 1Ibid.
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Soviet occupation of Afghanistan which have issued from North Atlantic
Council meetings. At the conclusion of the December meeting, the Council
urged:

the Soviet Union to end the unacceptable military
occupation of Afghanistan, to withdraw its troops,
and agree to a political solution restoring
Afghanistan's independence and non-aligned status.6

Canada continues to provide funding for Afghan refugee relief programmes in
Pakistan. In addition to over S$5 million disbursed through multilateral
channels, the Goverrmment provided over $14.1 million in bilateral funding
to Pakistan for food aid to Afghan refugees in 1984-85.7 When the
Secretary of State for External Affairs travelled to Pakistan in December
1985, he visted a refugee camp to which Canada had provided food aid and
humanitarian assistance.8 In response to a question in the House, Mr.
Clark indicated that he would discuss the Soviet Union's military presence
in Afghanistan with Soviet officials when he visited the Soviet Union in
Aoril 1985.9

Shortly after the UN-mediated talks resumed in April, Mr. Clark responded
to a question in the House by stating that

we have supported those talks and those United
Nations efforts throughout. We intend to continue
to support them. Naturally, we intend to look for
any other ways, if they can be found, whereby
Canada might supplement the excellent initiatives
taken by the Secretary General .10

5 NATO, North Atlantic Council Communiqué, 13 December 1985. See also
Ibid., 7 June 1985.

7 CIDA, Annual Report 1984-1985, 1985.

8 pEA, Communique, 85/180, 29 November 1985.

9 Commons Debates, 4 February 1985, p.1965.

10 Commons Debates, 22 April 1986, p. 12533.
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Parliamentary Comment

Before the Secretary of State for External Affairs visited the Soviet Union
in April 1985, Alex Kindy of the Conservative Party asked the Minister if
he would raise the issue of the continuing Soviet military presence in
Afghanistan with Soviet authorities.!! Shortly before the resumption of
the Geneva talks in 1986, another member of the Conservative Party, William
Lesick, reminded the House that:

While some people focus on the war between Iran and
Irag, or the conflict in Central America, the war in
Afghanistan is clearly the more tragic in terms of
humanity and human cost. We should not let this
issue fade in our consciousness. It is a continuing
tragedy of Soviet interference and aggression. %hen
we talk of a durable peace between the superpowers,
we should not weaken our resolve that basic human
rights should be defended. This means telling the
Soviets to get out of Afghanistan.
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30. CENTRAL AMERICA
THE CONTADORA PROCESS

Background

On 9 January 1983 the foreign ministers of Colombia, Mexico, Panama, and
Venezuela met on the island of Contadora, off Panama, to discuss the
deteriorating situation in Central America. Local conflicts in El Salvador
and Nicaragua had spilled over their borders, creating tensions between the
ocountries of the region and attracting increasing superpower involvement.
The Contadora countries, as the Latin American group came to be known,
initially sought to encourage dialogue which would help to de-escalate
conflicts in the region. This initiative soon became a formal vehicle for

conflict resolution in Central America.

On 7 September 1984, the Contadora Group presented the five Central
American governments (Costa Rica, El Salvador, Guatemala, Honduras, and
Nicaragua) with the Contadora Act for Peace and Co-operation in Central
America. This treaty would have committed the parties to halt the arms
race in all its forms, to launch a process of negotiated arms reductions,
to cease supporting irregular forces, to promote national reconciliation
and to establish representative and pluralistic political systems. It
provided for the elimination of all foreign military facilities and

prohibited all international military manoeuvres in the region.

Although the Act was accepted without revision by Nicaragua, it was
rejected by Costa Rica, El Salvador and Honduras. On 12 September 1985, a
new treaty was presented by the Contadora Group, which included improved
guidelines for national reconciliation as well as for control and
verification. It did not, however, prohibit US military exercises in the
region or explicitly commit the United States to cease supporting the
forces fighting to overthrow the Nicaraguan government. For these and
other reasons, the 1985 treaty was rejected by Nicaragua, and the Contadora
negotiations were suspended until May 1986.
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On 12 January 1986, the foreign ministers of the Contadora Group and the
Lima Group (the support group formed by Argentina, Brazil, Peru and Uruguay
on July 28, 1985) released the Caraballeda Message. This document
advocated the suspension of all external support to irregular forces, the
suspension of international military manoeuvres in the region and the
resumption of talks between the United States and Nicaragua. Four days
later the governments of Central America endorsed this message in the
Guatemala Declaration. Representatives of the Contadora and Lima Groups
met with US officials in February to underline how important it was for the
peace process that there should be no further outside support for irregular

forces and insurrectionist movements in Central America.

Since then representatives from the five Central American countries have
met on several occasions alone and with their Contadora and Lima Group
counterparts in an attempt to sign the treaty by 6 June. On 7 June the
Contadora countries presented the five Central American governments with a
third draft treaty. This draft strengthened provisions prohibiting
international military manoeuvres in the region and offered new guidelines
for arms reductions. On 21 June Nicaragua announced its support for the
revised draft. Cost Rica, El Salvador, and Honduras rejected the Act and
the Salvadorean Government called for the restructuring or the dismantling
of the Contadora Group.

On 25 June the House of Representatives of the US Congress voted in favour
of extending $100 million in aid (including $70 million in military
assistance) to the contra forces fighting against the Nicaraguan
Goverrment. The next day the International Court of Justice ruled that US
military support for the contras breached international law and that

Washington was under an obligation to cease these acts.

The Special Joint Committee on Canada's International Relations noted in

its report that it had "received more submissions on Central America than
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on any other single subject". The Committee concluded that although
"Canadian influence over the security policies of other countries is
limited, Canada has a special opportunity to offer direct, practical and
desperately needed help to the hundreds of thousands of refugees in the
region." The report also noted that a minority of the Committee urged
"Canada to join the initiative of the foreign ministers of the Contadora
Group and the Lima Support Group to impress upon Washington the need to try
to bring the conflict to an end and to change its policy towards Central

America."!

Current Canadian Position

The Canadian Government has supported the Contadora initiative and Canada
agrees with the Contadora countries that the conflicts in Central America
stem mainly from local conditions. The Secretary of State for External
Affairs, Joe Clark, has stated that, "social and economic disparities lie
at the root of the current instability, tension and violence in Central
America. Unfortunately, these have been heightened by the introduction of

Rast/West tensions, and militarization in the area."?

The Goverrment has also addressed the question of self-determination:
"Canada believes strongly that the countries of Central America must be
free to seek their own solutions without interference from any source."3
The Government views the Contadora initiative as the best existing vehicle
for a regional peace agreement. "We believe that the Contadora process",

argued Mr. Clark in the green paper, "offers the best hope for a peaceful

1 SJCCIR, Independence and Internationalism, 1986, pp. 111-114.

2 Tetter to the Inter—Church Committee for World Development Bducation, 10
January 1985.

3 DEA, "Outline of Canadian Policy in the Light of USA Embargo on
Nicaragua", 5 June 1985.
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end to the conflict in Central America."4 The Government has nevertheless
expressed its concern that an enforceable agreement be reached: Canada's
peacekeeping experience, notes the paper, "warns us that the political
problems and financial costs can be considerable."

After the 1984 treaty failed to obtain unanimous support in Central
America, Canada presented the Contadora Group with its views on ways to
improve the agreement. Canadian officials suggested that the framework for
financing verification operations be clarified and that Central American
states be included in the Control and Verification Commission which would
oversee the implementation of the agreement. Officials also recommended
that the Commission's freedom of movement and access to communications
media be guaranteed, that a sponsoring political authority be designated
and that a time limit be established for the Commission's mandate. >

Several of these suggestions were incorporated into the 1985 treaty. 1In
February the Secretary of State for Fxternal Affairs also indicated that
Canada might play a role in control and verification operations, if it were
invited to do 0.5 The Canadian Government sent a message of support to

the first meeting of the Lima Support Group and the Contadora countries in
August 1985.7

Canada continued to support the process after the second draft treaty was
rejected and the Contadora Group recessed in the fall of 1985. "There are
those who diminish the Contadora peace process — those who say it has
achieved too little", noted Canada's representative to the N General
Assembly in November. But "the question for detractors", she continued,

% DEA, Competitiveness and Security: Directions for Canada's International
Relations, 1985.

5 op.cit., Note 3.
DEA transcript, 2 February 1985. See also Edmonton Journal, 4 February
1985.

7 DEA, Communiqué, 85/120, 23 August 1985.
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is where might we be without it? Contadora

has helped to keep the lid on an increasingly
explosive situation; it has created a framework
for peace. It will require even more patience
and, moreover, the indispensable political will
of the parties involved. Continued regional
dialogue is the only possible means to find a
solution to this most complex crisis. The task
is enormous but it is patently obvious that the
stakes are even greater.8

Canada's support for the initiative was reiterated in response to the
Caraballeda Message and the Guatemala Declaration of January 1986.9 When a
Peruvian delegation visited Canada in February, the Government indicated
that it "continues to regard the Contadora initiative as the best avenue
for achieving reconciliation in (Central America) and thus deserving of

strong international support."10

Canada has complemented its support for the Contadora process by
maintaining diplomatic and commercial relations with all countries in the
region. Ottawa did not follow Washington's embargo on trade with
Nicaragua. Several days after the embargo was declared, Mr. Clark met with
JS Secretary of State Shultz and expressed Canada's view that this
action could undermine the Contadora initiative. Soon thereafter the
Government announced that it would allow Nicaragua to open a trade office
in Toronto and that, while it would not establish a special assistance
programme to encourage Canada-Nicaraguan trade, "normal government

facilities will apply."11

The Government has followed a cautious approach to US policy in Central
America. When a member of the Opposition asked the Govermment if it would

—B’DEA, Statements and Speeches, 85/27, 25 November 1985.
9 prA, Communique, 86/18, 29 January 1986.
10 pra, Communiqué, 86/28, 11 February 1986.
11 DEA, ™Outline of Canadian Policy in the Light of USA Embargo on
Nicaragua", 5 June 1985.
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publicly denounce the June 1986 Congressional vote in favour of military
assistance to the force seeking to overthrow the Nicaraguan Government, the

Minister for External Relations, Monique Vezina, replied that:

Canada's policy differs from that of the United States.
We are radically opposed to anyone interfering in any
country whatsoever, and this applies to helping the
Contras as well as to helping the guerilleros in El
Salvador....We think that the solution lies in dealing
with these economic and social problems and not in
giving military aid.

Mr. Clark defended the general approach of Canada's quiet diplomacy in the
following terms:

I am far from convinced that Canada's expressing views
critical of American policy is going to change that policy.
Wwhat it may well do is limit fairly significantly our
ability to work in the region to achieve some kind of
progress and some kind of stability. So rather than
contenting ourselves with comment on what the Americans
are doing, we intend to follow the path of encouraging
development, encouraging aid, and refining the one process
(Contadora) we think will bring stability to the region.13

This does not mean that the issue of Central America is not on the
bilateral agenda. As Mr. Clark reported after a series of meetings between
the Canadian and US heads of state in March 1986,

the Prime Minister raised with the President, as I,
the week before, had raised with Secretary of State
Shultz, the difference in view between Canada and
the United States of the nature of the problem in
Central America and, consequently, the nature of the
solution.14

12 commons Debates, 26 June 1986, p. 14902-14903.

13 Standing-Committee on External Affairs and National Defence,
Proceedings, 3 December 1984, p. 27.

14 Commons Debates, 20 March 1985, p.11709.
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On other related issues, the Governmment decided not to send official
observers to the 1984 Nicaraguan national elections, although it did send
observers to the 1985 Guatemalan elections. Ottawa has maintained an
active Official Development Assistance (ODA) programme for the region.
This programme has included substantial amounts of aid to Nicaragua; aid to
El Salvador was renewed in 1985.

Parliamentary Comment

Wwhen the Government decided not to send observers to the Nicaraguan
elections in 1984, the Liberal External Affairs critic, Jean Chretien,
charged that this reflected the new Government's "deference" to US policy
in Central America.!?

The new Liberal External Affairs critic, the Honourable Donald Johnston,
put the following question to the Government after the 1986 Canada-"JS

summit meetings:

NDid the Prime Minister raise Canada's concerns with
respect to the President's policy on Nicaragua, that
is, more military aid for the Contras?"]

Members of the New Democratic Party have frequently raised questions in the
House about Canadian policy on Central America. They have suggested that
Canada urge the Reagan Administration to support the Contadora process,
speak out against the Administration's embargo on Nicaraguan trade and
encourage trade between Canada and the latter, urge the Administration to
resume talks with the Nicaraguan Government, and formulate a coherent

policy towards Guatemala in the light of ongoing human rights violations in

TS "International Canada", October-November 1984:12, in International
Perspectives, January/February 1985.
6 Commons Debates, 20 March 1985, p.11709.




205.

that country.17 Furthermore, NDP External Affairs critic Pauline Jewett
stated that "the Conservative Government continues to practice the old
Liberal policy of "quiet acquiescence" in U.S. Central America policies".
She suggested that the Government should "move beyond silly and
contradictory rhetoric...and instead take concrete steps — opposing
military aid to the Contras, opening a Canadian embassy in Managua,
pressing human rights issues, invigorating Contadora, ending aid to FEl
Salvador — to secure peace and justice in Central America."18 1In June

1986, Ms. Jewett put the following question to the Government:

In view of the fact that the $100 million the US
Congress just voted will mostly go to military aid

to the Contras, who, as we all know, are seeking to
overthrow the Government of Nicaragua, will the
Government, knowing that this is a violation of
Article IT of the UN charter, publicly denounce it? 19

The Minister for External Relations, replied that Canada was opposed to
anyone giving military aid to the Contras.
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31. CYPRUS

Background

Cyprus became an independent country in 1960 after having been a Crown
Colony of the United Kingdom since 1925. Under the 1960 agreements Cyprus
became a sovereign state in which power was to be shared between the Greek
majority (78 per cent of the population) and the Turkish minority (18 per

cent). Britain retained two military bases on the island.

Fighting between the two communities broke out in 1963 when the Greek
president of Cyprus, Archbishop Makarios III, called for constitutional
changes that would have replaced power sharing between the two communities
with majority rule. There was also a renewal of the campaign to achieve
union with Greece (or enosis), accompanied by an eruption of terrorist
activity. A United Nations force (UNFICYP) was created in 1964 to help

restore and maintain peace on the island. It remains in Cyprus today.

In July 1974, with the support of the military regime in Athens, Greek
Cypriot nationalists overthrew President Makarios in a bid to force

enosis. Civil strife erupted among Greek Cypriots followed by fighting
with Turkish Cypriots. Five days later Turkish forces landed in Cyprus and
occupied the northern part of the island. Some 170,000 Greeks fled to the
south while 40,000 Turks took refuge in the north. UNFICYP forces were

redeployed from their positions on the island to form a buffer zone between

the two communities along the ceasefire line. The Turkish Federated State

of Kibris was established shortly thereafter.

Numerous UN-sponsored talks have taken place since 1974 in an attempt to
resolve the Cyprus dispute. Although at times both comprehensive and
specific accords have almost been reached, major disagreements remain. The
Greek Cypriots want to regain full control of the island with freedom to
move, own property and settle: they want the 20,000 Turkish troops

withdrawn. The other side wants equal say in the running of a future
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federal state, as well as iron-clad guarantees for its safety.

In November 1983 Turkish Cypriot authorities unilaterally declared their
zone independent and the sector was renamed the Turkish Republic of
Northern Cyprus (TRNC). The UN Security Council rejected this declaration
of independence, reaffirmed resolutions 365 (1974) and 367 (1975) calling
for an independent and unified Cyprus, and restated its support for UNFICYP
and the Secretary-General's good offices in mediating the dispute. Only
Turkey recognizes the TRNC.

Proximity talks between the two communities resumed in 1984 under the
guidance of UN Secretary-General Perez de Cuellar, but these ended in
January 1985 without any agreement having been reached. The
Secretary-General attempted, without success, to revive the talks in 1985
and 1986. TIn April 1986 the Secretary-General presented the parties to the
conflict with a draft framework agreement for the creation of a bizonal
federation on the island. The TRNC indicated that it was prepared to
accept the plan, but President Kyprianou, speaking for the Greek community,
virtually rejected the draft on the grounds that it did not provide
sufficient guarantees for his community's rights or a timetable for the

withdrawal of Turkish troops.

Canada, which has maintained a contingent of troops in UNFICYP since 1964,
has continually supported UN efforts to mediate the dispute.

Current Canadian Position

Shortly after the resumption of talks between the two communities in 1984,
Canada's Secretary of State for External Affairs, Joe Clark, stated in the
United Nations General Assembly that:



208.

While peacekeeping forces can help reduce the risk
of open conflict, lasting peace can be achieved only
through reasonable political compromise. In this
spirit, we applaud the constructive participation

of the leaders of the two Cypriot communities in

the proximity talks held during the past two

weeks under the auspices of the Secretary-General...
(we) urge the parties to seize this opportunity for
progress towards a just and lasting settlement.

The Govermment's commitment to peacekeeping and peacemaking was reiterated
by Canada's Deputy Permanent Representative to the UN, P.D. Lee, later that
year. Mr. Lee applauded the Secretary-General's mediation efforts and
called on Greek and Turkish Cypriot representatives to continue to show
flexibility in their negotiations.2

That week External Affairs also released a communique in which Mr. Clark
noted that:

Canada has always shown a keen interest in
reconciliation on the island and its own role
has been to try and facilitate the renewal of
confidence building by preventing a recurrence
of hostilities.3

Mr. Clark stated that the Government "applauds the readiness of the two
parties to renew...difficult but necessary high-level talks...(and)
encourages the participants to persevere despite the obvious difficulties
ahead." He also noted that a féilure to engage in dialogue "could well

consecrate partition, a result which is desired by no one."4

When the talks ended without producing any concrete agreements, the
Department released a communique in which Mr. Clark expressed his regret

T DEA, Statements and Speeches, no.84/6, 25 September 1984.
2 Canadian Delegation to the UN, Communiqué, 84/33, 14 December 1984.
3 pEA, Communiqué, 84/183, 17 December 1984.

4 1bid.
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over the outcome of the talks but stressed that "the present setback must
not be allowed to impede progress." The Secretary of State also called on
the parties to the dispute to resume talks with the goal of reaching a
negotiated settlement to their dispute.>

Parliamentary Comment

Shortly after the round of talks which ended in January 1985, Conservative
MP Alan Redway, made the following statement in the House:

Unfortunately, those talks failed. Now there is a new
Turkish-Cypriot constitution that makes no mention of the
possibility of a unified Cyprus. 1In the light of this new
development I call upon our Government and the United
Nations to renew their efforts without further delay to
bring about an end to the stalemate, the removal of all
foreign troops, and a united Cyprus.6
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32. HUMAN RIGHTS

Background

Since the mid-1970s, four international instruments have addressed human
rights issues: the International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural
Rights, the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights, the
Convention on the Elimination of all Forms of Racial Discrimination, and
for the countries of Europe and North America, the Helsinki Final Act of
the Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe (CSCE).

The Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights covers labour, social
security, education, and cultural rights. The Covenant on Civil and
Political Rights and its Optional Protocol covers the right to life,
freedom from torture and arbitrary arrest, equality before the law, and
freedom of movement and expression. Both Covenants entered into force in
1976. This was also the year that the Convention on the Elimination of all
Forms of Racial Discrimination came into force. The Helsinki Final Act,
which contains provisions for the protection and promotion of human rights,
(economic, social, cultural, civil and political) entered into force in
1975.

Adherence to the International Covenants and to the Convention is monitored
by UN agencies, particularly by the General Assembly (Third Committee), the
Human Rights Commission, the Human Rights Committee and the International
Labour Office. Adherence to the Helsinki Final Act is monitored through
the periodic meetings of the CSCE.

Since the ratification of international legal instruments in the human
rights field has both domestic and foreign policy implications, and since
human rights come under provincial jurisdiction, the Federal Government has
worked with the provinces to formulate Canadian policies in this field.

Several features have characterized Canadian policy since the mid-1970s.
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After itself ratifying the international instruments including the Optional
Protocol, Canada has encouraged other governments to follow suit. Canada
has made efforts to improve UN machinery for human rights work, and has
been active on committees such as the Working Group for the Disappeared.
The Govermment has also promoted the development of new instruments such as
the International Convention against Torture, which came into force in
August 1985. Finally, although it has emphasized themes rather than cases
in its human rights advocacy, Canada has spoken out bilaterally against

certain governments' violations of human rights.

From 7 May to 1f June 1985 Canada hosted the first Human Rights Experts
Meeting of the CSCE. The sessions focussed on the implementation of the
human rights provisions of the Helsinki Final Act. Fundamental differences
between East Bloc representatives and their NATO counterparts soon produced
a deadlock and the Meeting ended without a concluding document and without
agreement on the holding of another such meeting.

On 26 June 1986 the report of the Special Joint Committee on Canada's
International Relations was tabled in the House. It noted that

"many witnesses called for a more significant human rights component in
Canadian foreign policy."1 The report recommended, inter alia, that the
Government pay special attention to strengthening the UN Human Rights
Commission (UNHRC) and the UN Working Group on Indigenous Populations,
express its opposition to human rights violations through bilateral
diplomatic channels, reduce or terminate official development assistance to
governments guilty of systematic, gross and continuous violations of basic
human rights, and use its voice in international financial institutions to

protest the actions of such governments.2

' SJCCIR, Independence and Internationalism, 1986, p.15.
2 1bid., pp.99-114.
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Current Canadian Position

When Secretary of State for External Affairs Joe Clark visited the Soviet
Union in April 1985, he brought Canada's concerns about human rights
violations in that country to the attention of Soviet officials. As
reported by Mr. Clark's Parliamentary Secretary, Gerry Weiner:

The Secretary of State for External Affairs raised
the issue of Soviet Jewry during his meetings with
Soviet leaders. He informed them of the importance
Canadians attach to the respect of human rights. He
urged the Soviet authorities to allow the emigration
of Soviet Jews. He stressed, in particular, Canada's
hope for the release of Anatoly Shcharangky, and he
raised the case of Mr. Sakharov as well.

Canada played a prominent role in the deliberations of the Human Rights
Experts Meetings in 1985. While pursuing a thematic approach and avoiding
confrontation, Canadian representatives criticized those member governments
which continued to deny their citizens such rights as the right to
emigrate, to form free trade unions, to practice their religious faith, and
to form human rights monitoring groups. Canada defended the principle that
human rights were not a matter solely of domestic jurisdiction. Many of
these points were reiterated by the Secretary of State for External
Affairs, Joe Clark, at the commemorative conference of the Helsinki Final
Act in August 1985.%

On 23 August 1985 Canada signed the UN Convention against Torture and other
Cruel, Inhuman or Degrading Treatment or Punishment .2

Speaking to the 40th Session of the UN General Assembly on 25 September

3 Commons Debates, 30 April 1985, p.4282.

4 "Tnternational Canada", in International Perspectives, August-September
1985, p.8.

5 DEA, Communiqué, 85/119, 23 August 1985.
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1985, Mr. Clark suggested that human rights activities in the UN system
ocould be expanded by

completing the work on the Convention on the
Rights of the Child, ensuring that the new
Convention against Torture is properly implemented,
extending the Commission's programme of advisory
services...assisting the Working Group on the
Disappeared...the UN must continue to focus
attention on the fate of prisoners of conscience,
ensure that the disabled are not deprived of
their basic rights, protect the interests of
indigenous populations around the world, and

take steps to protect the rights of those who
themselves promote human rights.

On 5 March 1986 the Chairman of the Canadian Human Rights Commission,
Gordon Fairweather, made a statement to the UNHRC on behalf of the Canadian
Government. He reiterated Canada's support for the establishment of the
position of High Commissioner for Human Rights. He registered
Canada's"strong support for the ongoing efforts of the Secretary-General to
develop administrative measures which may assist in averting...mass
displacements of populations." Mr. Fairweather also suggested that the
mandates of the Special Rapporteurs for Guatemala and El1 Salvador be
renewed, that the Commission "continue to press for a decisive and early
move to democracy, an end to the cycle of violence, and the full
restoration of human rights in Chile", and that it "continue to insist that
its Special Representative be admitted to provide an independent assessment
of the situation" in Afghanistan. He noted with "profound regret that the
Govermment of Iran has not yet felt able to receive the Special Rapporteur
of this Commission." Mr. Fairweather also raised the issues of "bombings
by the Air Force in the densely populated Jaffna Peninsula" in Sri Lanka,
the plight of the Kampuchean people under Vietnamese occupation and of the
Vietnamese people themselves, some of whom "are consigned to so-called

're-education camps'..." as well as of "restrictions on civil liberties,

® DEA Statements and Speeches, 85/10, 25 September 1985.
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and the violence of insurrection" in Nicaragua.7

Several weeks later, in an address to the Canadian Human Rights Foundation,
Mr. Clark added South Africa and the Soviet Bloc countries to the list of

those ocountries where violations of human rights arouse Canada's concern.

He suggested that the Govermment is striving to develop "a universal policy
of support for human rights, with special attention focussed on those human
rights situations where our standing is strongest and the impact of our
involvement is likely to be the greatest." Mr. Clark sounded a note of
caution, however, on the use of sanctions to project Canada's human rights
policy:

Very often the response is not compliance but
defiance. 1In some instances retaliation can
follow against the very people whose welfare

is at stake. Usually the relationship with the
regime in question is damaged, reducing influence
in the future....It is not enough just to be heard.
Our voice must also count.

Finally, Mr. Clark suggested that NGOs concerned about human rights

help focus the public debate rather less on human
rights violations themselves and rather more on
what we can actually do to improve particular
situations...our real purpose is to find practical
solutions.®

On his visit to South Korea in May, Prime Minister Mulroney raised Canada's
"very deep concerns about civil rights abuses and civil rights situations

in that country."9

On 26 May 1986, at the closing session of the Experts Meeting on Human
Contacts of the CSCE in Berne, the Canadian delegation expressed its

/ DEA Statement, 86/19, 20 March 1986.
8 DFA Statement, 86/20, 26 March 1986.
9 Commons Debates, 12 May 1986, p.13176.
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disappointment with adherence to certain human rights provisions in the
Helsinki Final Act:

We do not really lack documents of standards of
performance...what we lack is compliance by
certain signatory States. Our more profound
disappointment stems from the fact that our
bilateral talks, our formal discussions in our
meetings, and, finally, our negotiations, have
failed to reveal any new willingness by some
States to make real, substantial headway in
facilitating freer movement and contacts and
the resolution of humanitarian cases.10

Parliamentary Comment

Debate in the House on human rights issues in Canadian foreign policy has
tended to focus on specific cases of violations and on calls for Government
action concerning those violations. The treatment of Jews in the Soviet
Union has been condemned by members of all parties, who have also called on
the Government to raise specific cases with the Soviet Government .11 Human
rights violations in Chile and in El Salvador have been brought to the
Government's attention by members of the NDP. The latter have also called
upon the Goverrment to take diplomatic actions to protect threatened human
rights workers in El Salvador.12 Pauline Jewett of the NDP raised the
issue of human rights violations in Korea shortly before the Prime Minister
was scheduled to visit that country.13

'U DEA, Statement and Speeches, 26 May 1986.
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33. INTERNATIONAL TERRORISM

Background

In 1985-86 international terrorism became a major policy concern for
Western govermments, particularly for the United States. This was due in
part to a general increase in terrorist attacks, and in part to the
US-Libyan confrontation in the spring of 1986.

The year began with a series of attacks in Western Europe by local groups.
On 15 January 1985 the Belgian Fighting Communist Cells declared war on
NATO after attacking a US military recreation centre. On the same day

Action Directe of France and the German Red Army Faction announced the

formation of a "politico-military front", while on 28 January the
Portuguese FP-25 group launched attacks on NATO vessels in Lisbon harbour.

In March Libya, Syria and Iran formed the Pan-Arab Command to fight "US and
Western imperialism" in the Middle Fast. On 13 April a restaurant in
Madrid frequented by US servicemen, was bombed and the following day Paris
was the scene of bomb attacks on an Israeli bank, a National Immigration
Office and the offices of a rightist newspaper. On 14 June members of the
Shi'ite Amal militia of Lebanon highjacked ™WA flight 847, while en route
from Athens to Cairo. Four days later a bomb exploded at Frankfurt

airport, for which the Arab Revolutionary Organization claimed
responsibility.

On 22 June, Air India flight 182 exploded in midair off the coast of
Ireland, while a suitcase taken off a CP Air flight exploded at Narita
airport in Tokyo; both flights had originated in Canada. On 8 August a car
bomb exploded at a 1S base near Frankfurt. In September four Soviet
diplomats were kidnapped in Lebanon and on 7 October the Achille Lauro
cruise ship was seized by PLO fighters.
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On 23 November an Fgyptian jetliner was highjacked by members of the
dissident Palestinian group led by Abu Nidal. The jet was forced to land
in Malta, where it was stormed by BEgyptian commandos. On 24 November a car
bomb explodéd at a US military shopping centre in Frankfurt. Finally, on
27 December gunmen attacked the counters of the Israeli airline El Al at
Rome and Vienna airports, killing numerous bystanders. The PLO immediately
dissociated itself from the attacks, which were alleged to have been
carried out by the Abu Nidal group.

In response to this wave of attacks, the UN General Assembly unanimously
adopted a landmark resolution on terrorism on 8 December 1985. The
resolution "unequivocally condemns, as criminal, all acts, methods and
practices of terrorism wherever and by whomever committed".! After
repeated US entreaties for concerted action on terrorism, the European
Economic Community agreed, on 28 January 1986, to ban all arms sales to

states clearly implicated in supporting terrorism.

In early 1986 Libya became the focus of Western and particularly of US
concern over terrorism. US-Libyan hostilities peaked with the bombing of a
discotheque in West Berlin on 5 April and the US retaliatory attacks on

two Libyan cities on 14 April. At the conclusion of the Tokyo Economic
Sumit on 5 May the heads of government of the seven leading Western
economies (Britain, Canada, France, Italy, Japan, West Germany and the
United States) released a joint statement strongly condemning international
terrorism, urging determined national and international action to combat
terrorism and pledging to take strong measures against states supporting
these practices. These commitments supplemented those entered into by

Western governments in the Bonn Summit Declaration of 1978.

At meetings of the North Atlantic Council, the foreign ministers have

repeatedly condemned terrorism and expressed their resolve to combat it

T"UNGA, Fortieth Session Resolutions, pp.607-609.
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jointly. At the May 1986 meeting of the Defence Planning Committee the
ministers "resolved to work together to eradicate this scourge and urge(d)

closer international co-operation in this effort,"2

Canada has not been immune to terrorist attacks. On 12 March 1985 a guard
was killed during the siege of the Turkish Embassy by members of the
Armenian Revolutionary Army. The bomb which exploded at Narita airport and
the bomb which may have destroyed the Air India jetliner on 23 June are
believed to have been planted in Canada. In January 1986 special security
measures were implemented at the Toronto, Montreal and Ottawa international
airports in response to bomb threats. Finalli;, on 25 May 1986 an attempt
was made to assassinate Punjabi Minister Malkiad Singh Sidhu on Vancouver
Island, allegedly by four members of the Sikh community.

The Special Joint Committee on Canada's International Relations
recommended, in its final report, that airport security and border control
be improved to deal with terrorism in Canada. It also recommended that the
Government "work through the United Nations" by, for example, striving "to
engage the support for a UN Security Council resolution to deny countries
harbouring terrorists the right to invoke their sovereignty to prevent

international action. n3

Current Canadian Position

The hostage-taking at the Turkish Embassy on 12 March 1985 underlined the
fact that Canada was not immune to international terrorism. On the same
day the Deputy Prime Minister, Mr. Erik Nielsen, announced in the House
that "the question of the security arrangements of our embassies

here...will be under intensive review at a very early time." Mr Nielsen

; NATO Press Service, "Final Communique", No.M-DPC-1(86)15, 22 May 1986.
SJCCIR, Independence and Internationalism, 1986, pp.63-64.
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did not provide details on the grounds that this information could further
jeopardize the embassies' security.4

The Air India tragedy on 22 June prompted a renewal of debate on necessary
Canadian responses to terrorism. On 24 June Prime Minister Mulroney
expressed the Goverrment's resolve to investigate the causes of the
explosion and to combat terrorism with all the means at its disposal. He

ordered a full review of airport security in Canada.>

On the following day, Transport Minister Non Mazankowski gave the House a
detailed report on the Air India and Narita airport explosions, on existing
security arrangements at Canadian airports, on new security measures
adopted in response to these incidents and on Canada's obligations under
international conventions governing civil air transportation. He noted
that "we are probably entering a new era....Canadians once thought we were
immune to the horrors of terrorism and sabotage, but now that it appears to
have struck very close to home, it is a rude awakening for us all and we
are trying to address the reality of the situation."®

Speaking to the International Civil Aviation Organization (ICAD) two days
later on 27 June, Mr. Mazankowski elaborated on new security measures
ordered by the Government in response to the Air India tragedy and made

several proposals to the ICAO for the enhancement of aviation security.7

In his address to the UN General assembly on 25 September 1985, Secretary
of State for External Affairs Joe Clark suggested that "terrorism must be
dealt with in more detail by the UN" and noted that Canada would "actively
seek, through new international instruments if necessary, to deal

effectively with this scourge . "8

2 Commons Debates, 12 March 1985, p.2929.

5 Commons Debates, 25 June 1985, p. 6146.

6 Tbid., pp. 6146-6158.

7 Statements and Speeches, 27 June 1985.

8 Statements and Speeches, 25 September 1985.
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Following the highjacking of the Achille Lauro, the Government stated that

it "strongly condemns the highjacking." It noted that "Terrorism, wherever
it occurs and whatever its alleged motivations, is to be deeply deplored"
and urged "all concerned to act with restraint and responsibility to bring
about rapidly the release of these innocent victims of a conflict which in
the end can only be resolved by peaceful means."? 1In his statement to the
UN General Assembly on October 23, Prime Minister Mulroney suggested that

terrorism

demands concerted international action. We must exchange
information, there must be nation-to-nation understandings ,
and we must have international conventions. Those who
murder and maim innocent people, those who bring anarchy
to civilized society can have no sanctuary, no comfort,

no indulgence.10

Mr. Mulroney also urged "all states to support such practical measures as
counter-terrorist conventions and the ICAO's drive to strengthen the
security of international travel." Two weeks later, on 4 December 1985,

Canada ratified the UN Convention Against the Taking of Hostages.11

On 10 January 1986 the Government announced new measures it was taking
against the Govermment of Libya in reponse to the bombings at the Rome and
Vienna airports.12 Several days later the Government ordered the
implementation of special security measures at the international airports
in Toronto, Ottawa and Montreal, following a threat by an alleged Libyan
source to bomb a plane destined for the United States. The Government gave

qualified support to the US attacks on Libyan targets which took place on
14 April.13

7 DFA, Communiqué, No.148, 8 October 1985.

10 PMO, "Notes for an address by the Right Honourable Brian Mulroney, Prime
Minister of Canada, United Nations General Assembly", 23 October 1985.

1 DEA, Communiqué, 85/184, 4 December 1985.

12 pM0, Release, 10 January 1986.

13 pMO, Release, 14 April 1986; PMO, Release, 15 April 1986.
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Parliamentary Comment

On the day of the hostage-taking at the Turkish Embassy, Liberal Party
leader John Turner asked the Deputy Prime Minister to report on the
situation at the embassy. He also asked for details on the involvement of
various security services in the rescue operations. Ian Deans of the NDP

asked the Government if, given

the recent trials, convictions and sentencing in
France, that Armenians had made threats against
Turkish communities around the world, did we
contact the Turkish Embassy here to discuss

with them the possible necessity of additional
security being provided for them...?14

Mr. Turner suggested that the Government had not implemented the
recommendations of an ROVP report that security measures at embassies

be improved, while Mr. Broadbent accused the Government of not living up to
its obligations under international agreements to provide adequate security
for embassy personnel. The Government's handling of the incident and of

embassy security was taken up in the House on the following days.

The debate in the House following the Air India crash focussed on airport
security measures and on the proposed inquiry into airport security. Andre
Ouellet of the Liberal Party asked the Government whether it intended to
follow the request of the Canadian Airline Pilots Association to retain
RCMP security personnel at the airports. He also asked why Air-India
flight 182 was

not on the alert system after all those
representations ...by Indian authorities?
...after it was brought to the attention

of Canadian authorities that the three pieces
of luggage were retained because they did not
pass the appropriate tests, why was no action

% Commons Debates, 12 March 1985, p. 2930.
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taken then in Mirabel to call back the flight...?13

Les Benjamin of the NDP suggested that the Goverrment "seize the
opportunity to keep in place, enlarge and replace everything with respect
to cut-backs (in airport security expenditures) under the previous and the
present administrations."16 Lloyd Axworthy of the Liberal party asked the
Minister of Transport whether he did not

agree that it would be more appropriate to have the
Canadian Aviation Safety Board, which is an independent
agency not tied into the Government, undertake the
investigation into the security system at Canadian
airports...?”
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34. THE IRAN-TRAQ WAR

Background

The offensive which Iraq launched against Iran on 23 September 1980,
appears to have been motivated by a desire to forestall the spread of
Islamic fundamentalism to Iraq's own large Shi'ite population, and to

regain territory lost to Iran in the 1975 Algiers Agreement.

Iraq occupied territory in southwestern Iran until June 1982, when it
withdrew its forces to the border and announced that it was prepared to
negotiate a ceasefire. By that time, however, the Iranians believed that
they had the upper hand militarily, and they therefore escalated their
demands and continued the offensive. Teheran demanded a restructuring of
the Iraqi Government and the political neutralization of President Saddam
Husayn, as well as USS 150 billion in reparations and the repatriation of
100,000 Shi'ites who had been expelled fram Irag. In the autumn of 1982
Iran launched its first mass offensive on Iragi positions. Irag repelled
the attacks at the border and retaliated with strikes on economic targets

inside Iran.

In February 1984 Iran launched its "final offensive" with an estimated
250,000 troops. Iraq was reported to have used chemical weapons to stop
this offensive, and it increased attacks on oil tankers in the Gulf, often
against ships registered in countries other than Iran. Fearing a possible
Tranian victory, support for Iraq increased on the part of the Gulf states
and outside powers such as France and the Soviet Union. Both sides
launched major offensives in the spring of 1985, and chemical weapons were
again reportedly employed by Iraqgi forces. 1In the fall Iraq bombed the
Iranian oil complex on Kharg Island. Iran retaliated by striking at some
Tragi population centres but during the entire 1983-85 period the war was
essentially in a state of stalemate. In February 1986, Iran launched

another major land offensive on Iragi positions.
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The war has been costly in human and in economic terms. Although confirmed
figures are unavailable, one journalist estimated on the basis of
interviews in NATO capitals that by the fall of 1985 the war had caused
approximately 500,000 Iranian and 300,000 Iraqi deaths. !

Several attempts have been made by third parties to facilitate conflict
resolution. India sent an emissary on behalf of the Non-Aligned Movement,
but the latter was regarded with suspicion by Iran for its failure to
condemn the Iragi attack. The initiative taken by the Islamic Conference
Organization failed for the same reason.

The most successful initiative so far has been that of the UN
Secretary-General. Although Iran resents the failure of both the UN
Security Council and the General Assembly to condemn Iraq's invasion and
its use of chemical weapons, it has accepted the Secretary-General's
mediation efforts. These efforts led to a moratorium on attacks against
civilian targets (which held for nine months in 1984) and an agreement on
the treatment of prisoners of war. But Iraq has not responded to the
Secretary-General's attempt to secure a moratorium on the use of chemical
weapons. Neither has the Secretary-General been able to bring the
belligerents to the negotiating table. As a result, the war continues with
no end in sight.

Canada has urged Iran and Iraq to use the offices of the Secretary-General
to end the conflict, and has indicated support for the latter's mediation
efforts. The Standing Senate Committee on Foreign Affairs concluded, in
its 1985 report, that "beyond this, there was little that Canada could
do."2

T New York Times, 23 September 1985.
2 Standing Senate Committee on Foreign Affairs, Report on Canada's
Relations with the Countries of the Middle East and North Africa,
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Current Canadian Position

TIn his address to the UN General Assembly on 25 September 1984, Secretary
of State for External Affairs Joe Clark noted that

We need a negotiated settlement to end the suffering and
destruction of the war between Iran and Iraqg. We support
the Secretary-General in building upon his recent success
in obtaining the agreement of the belligerents to cease
attacks on civilian population centres. His sending a team
to investigate allegations of the use of chemical weapons
was also a useful action.

After the UN body of experts reported on the treatment of prisoners of war
by both belligerents, Mr. Clark issue a statement calling upon both Iran
and Iraq to implement the recommendations of the report. He stressed the
importance for both parties of providing the International Committee of the
Red Cross with unrestricted access to prisoners of war and of implementing
a prisoner exchange programme. Mr. Clark "also reiterated Canada's
longstanding appeal for an end to the conflict" and urged "both parties to
make use of the good offices of the U.N. Secretary—General."4

Speaking about the Gulf War on his visit to Saudi Arabia in April 1986,
Mr. Clark stated that Canada "share(s) the view that Iran should take up
Iran's offer to seek a negotiated settlement, so as to avoid further misery

and destruction.">

Parliamentary Comment

The issue was not discussed in the House of Commons.

3 DEA, Statements and Speeches, No.84/6, 25 September 1984.
4 pra, Communiqué, 85/22, 6 March 1985.
5 pEa, Statement, 86/22, 7 April 1986.
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35. THE ISRAELI-ARAB CONFLICT

Background

The Accord between Jordan and the Palestine Liberation Organization (PLO)
of 1985 raised some hopes that progress towards resolving the conflict
between Israel and its neighbours might be possible. But by February 1986
the initiative, like the Reagan Plan in 1982 and the Fez Charter in 1983,
had failed to produce constructive dialogue between Israel, the PLO and the
surrounding Arab states.

The Accord reached between King Hussein of Jordan and PLO Chairman Yassir
Arafat, on 11 February 1985, called for the establishment of an
international framework for negotiations, including a joint
Jordanian/Palestinian delegation, leading to Palestinian self-
determination in the context of a confederation with Jordan. The Accord
did not, however, mention UN Security Council Resolution 242 which, inter
alia, recognized the sovereignty and territorial integrity of Israel. One
week later the PIO Executive Committee issued a communique rejecting
Resolution 242, reiterating its demand for an independent Palestinian state

and its claim to be the "sole legitimate representative of the Palestinian

people".

When US Secretary of State Shultz visited the Middle East in May 1985,
Israeli Prime Minister Shimon Peres indicated that his Government was
willing to meet with a joint Jordanian/Palestinian delegation that did not
include members of the PLO. For its part the United States welcomed the
Accord and announced its readiness to meet with a joint delegation if this

led to direct negotiations with Israel.

When King Hussein visited Washington later in May 1985 to discuss the sale
of S arms to Jordan, he announced a five-stage plan which included a

meeting between the United States and a Jordanian/Palestininan delegation,
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S endorsement of Palestinian self-determination, PLO acceptance of
resolution 242 and US dialogue with the PLO followed by multilateral
negotiations. Two weeks later Israel announced its own peace plan, which
called for negotiations between Israel, the US, Egypt, Jordan and non—-PLO
palestinians. Lists of potential Palestinian representatives were
exchanged in July, but agreement could not be reached on the presence of
PIO members in the delegation.

Already frustrated by disagreements over the composition of a
Jordanian/Palestinian delegation, the peace process was further set back
when a PLO unit killed three Israelis in Cyprus on 25 September. TIsrael
responded by bombing PLO headquarters in Tunis and, two weeks later, a
dissident faction of the PLO highjacked the Ttalian liner Achille Lauro in
the Mediterranean.

The Middle East was discussed at the US-Soviet Geneva summit in October ,
but no fresh proposals were advanced. In November King Hussein travelled
to Damascus where he met with Syrian President Haffez Assad. Syria's
consistent opposition to Jordanian-Israeli discussions which might leave
the problem of the Golan Heights unresolved was reflected in the communique
issued after the Damascus meeting, which rejected direct negotiations and
partial solutions to the Arab-Israeli dispute.

Attempts to bring Israel and the Palestinians to the negotiating table were
pursued nevertheless. In January 1986 the US Government agreed to invite
the PIO to an international forum, if the PIO would renounce terror and
accept Resolution 242. When King Hussein brought this offer to Yassir
Arafat, the PIO Chairman indicated that he could only accept resolution 242
after Washington had stated its support for Palestinian

sel f-determination. Discussions continued until 19 February 1986 when King
Hussein publicly blamed the PLO for the breakdown of the peace process and

announced the suspension of Jordanian mediation efforts.
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The Canadian Government has consistently supported Resolution 242 and has
stated Canada's support for Palestininan rights and self-determination on
the West Bank and the Gaza strip.1 The Government has also expressed its
opposition to the Israeli annexation of the occupied territories.

In June 1985 the Standing Senate Committee on Foreign Affairs released its
report on Canada's relations with the Middle East and North Africa. The
report concluded that "there can be no resolution of the Arab-Israeli
dispute until there has been agreement on how to accomodate the Palestinian
people while at the same time ensuring the security and legitimacy of
Israel."2 It recommended, inter alia, that the Government "continue to
urge Israel to end, not just freeze, settlement activity in the West Bank
and Gaza"3 and maintain its policy on Jerusalem by "not recognizing
Israel's unilateral annexation of East Jerusalem and opposing actions by
Israel to alter the status of the city."4 The Committee also recommended
that Goverrment "contacts with the PLO continue at their present level amd
frequency" while noting that it was "not persuaded on balance that Canada
should proceed to recognize the PLO as the sole legitimate representative
of the Palestinian people.">

Current Canadian Position

Speaking to the UN General Assembly on 25 September 1984, the Secretary of
State for External Affairs, Joe Clark, stated that:

We strongly support a just and comprehenéive solution
to the Arab-Israeli dispute based on Security Council

I For an historical account of Canada's relations with the Middle East, see
The Standing Senate Committee on Foreign Affairs, Report on Canada's
Relations with the Countries of the Middle East and North Africa, 1985,
pPp. 49-53. .

2 1bid., p. V.

3 Ibid., p.55.

4 Tpid., p.s8.

5 Tbid., p.66-67.




231.

Resolution 242....We also support the realization of the
legitimate rights of the Palestinians, including their
right to a homeland within a clearly defined territory,
the West Bank and Gaza strip.®

In March 1985, the Israeli Vice Prime Minister and Minister of Foreign
Affairs, Yitzak Shamir, paid an official visit to Ottawa. After the Senate
Committee had released its report, Prime Minister Mulroney was quoted as
saying that although he had not yet read the report, he had been concerned
with "the possibility of unfairness to Israel developing" in the

Committee. He noted, however, that "the legitimate rights of the
Palestinian people must form a part of any over-all peace settlement
between Israel and her Arab neighbours."7 Several weeks later, in response
to questions in the House, Mr. Mulroney stated that "Canada's policy
toward the Middle East is based on an unshakable commitment to the
integrity and independence of the State of Israel."8

In response to the Israeli attack on PLO headquarters in Tunisia, Mr. Clark
stated that:

Canada deplores the Israeli attack near Tunis which
led to the killing and wounding of many civilians....
Such actions, whatever their motivation, can only
exacerbate the cycle of violence in the Middle East.?

Several days later, following PLO attacks on Israeli citizens, Mr. Clark
stated that "Canada deplores the recent killing of Israeli citizens" and
noted that these "tragic events underline once more the importance of
working earnestly and in good faith for real negotiations to achieve a
political solution to the conflict in the Middle East."10

"® DEA, Statements and Speeches, No.84/6, 25 September 1984.
7 Globe and Mail, 6 June 1985.

8 Tommons Debates, 28 June 1985, p.6362.

9 DEA, Communique, No.140, 1 October 1985.

0 pEA, Communique, No.147, 7 October 1985.
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In April 1986 the Secretary of State for External Affairs visited Jordan,
Saudi Arabia, Fgypt and Israel. In Jordan Mr. Clark told King Hussein that

[he] found the Jordanian government as committed as
ever today to a fair-minded peace. Few countries
have pursued this essential cause with more commitment
and energy than you and your countrymen...your
commitment to moderation, in a world of increased
stridency, must be applauded and supported."11

In Saudi Arabia Mr. Clark noted that the

Kingdom's leaders have done much to move the peace
process forward through such initiatives as the Fez
Plan. Canada strongly supports the concept of peace
with justice which it embodies, including a homeland
for Palestinian people.12

Several days later in Israel, Mr. Clark reiterated Canada's commitment to
Israel's right to secure and recognized boundaries as well as to the right
of Palestinians to a homeland on the West Bank and Gaza strip. He noted
that although solutions to the disputes of the Middle East must be found in
the region itself, "countries outside the region, like Canada, can help

create conditions and provide encouragement to move the process forward." 13

According to press reports, Mr. Clark also reiterated Canada's position
vis-a-vis the PLO in the capitals of the Middle East. He emphasized that
the Goverrment intended to maintain contact with the organization on the
less—-than-ambassadorial level, but would not recognize the PLO
diplomatically until it renounced terrorism and recognized Israel's right
to exist under the terms of resolution 242,14

1T DEA, Statement, No.86/74, 7 April 1986.
12 pEA, Statement, No.86/22, 8 April 1986.
13 pra, Statement, No.86/25, 14 april 1986.
14 Globe and Mail, 14 April 1986.
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In the UN General Assembly, Canada voted against resolution 40/168/A which,
inter alia, called on all states "to put an end to the flow to Israel of
Israel of any military, economic, financial and technological aid,,,aimed
at encouraging it to pursue its aggressive policies against the Arab
countries and the Palestinian people." It also voted against resolution
40/168/B which called for a total embargo of Israel. Finally, Canada
voted in favour of resolution 40/168/C determining "that Israel's decision
to impose its laws, jurisdiction and and administration on the Holy City of
Jerusalem is illegal and therefore null and void...."13

Canada's voting record on UN resolutions dealing with Palestinian refugee
issues is varied. For example, Canada voted in favour of resolution
40/165/A calling for increased international support for the UN Relief and
Works Agency for Palestine Refugees in the Near Fast. It voted in favour
of resolution 40/165/D calling on member states to increase their support
for UN educational projects for Palestinian refugees. It voted against
resolution 40/165/F on the resumption of the ration distribution to
Palestinian refugees and abstained from voting on resolution 40/165/1 on
the protection of Palestinian refugees. 16

Parliamentary Comment

Following the Israeli raid on PIO headquarters in Tunis, Marcel Prud'homme
of the Liberal Party stated: "I do appreciate the condemnation issued by
the Secretary of State for External Affairs who stated unequivocally the
illegality of that aggression."17 The following day Mr. Roland de
Corneille, also of the Liberal Party, stated that

T5ONGA, 1985 session. pp.95-101.
16 1bid., pp.250-262.
7 Commons Debates, 2 October 1985, p.7242.
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Israel should not have been condemned by Canada...
for taking steps to destroy PLO terrorism by bombing
the PIO headquarters in Tunisia. Indeed, Tunisia
should have been condemned by Canada for giving the
PIO a base from which to operate.1

With regard to the same event, Jim Manly of the NDP stated that:

Neither the Israelis nor the Palestinians can achieve

their goals by the use of terror...We believe in the

right of Israel to exist in security. We also believe

in the right of Palestinians to a homeland. Let Canada

and world opinion say very clearly that neither of these
worthy goals can be achieved through the use of terrorism. 19
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36. KAMPUCHEA

Background

The roots of the current war in Kampuchea may be traced back to the the
collapse of French colonial order in Indochina in the 1950s, the subsequent
instability of Cambodia as it was then called, and more recently to the
genocidal policies of the Khmer Rouge regime during the 1975-78 period.

The immediate cause of the war was the invasion and subsequent occupation

of Kampuchea by Vietnam in December 1978.

The United Nations General Assembly condemned the Vietnamese occupation in
1979 and the exiled Govermment of Khieu Samphan continued to occupy
Kampuchea's seat in the Assembly. The newly formed Government in Phnom
Penh implemented policies designed to revive an economy shattered by a
decade of war, while the Vietnamese army launched a counterinsurgency
campaign to eradicate opposition forces. These opposition forces formed a
loose alliance in 1982, creating the Coalition Government of Democratic
Kampuchea (CGDK) under the formal leadership of Prince Norodom Sihanouk.
The CGDK still occupies the Kampuchean seat in the General Assembly.

The Coalition is composed of three groups: the largest force is the remnant
of the Pol Pot regime, the Khmer Rouge, which receives military support
from China; the other two, the Rhmer People's National Liberation Front
(KPNLF) and the Sihanoukist National Army (ANS), are non-communist
organizations supported by the Association of Southeast Asian Nations
(ASEAN) and by China. In July 1985 the United States extended military

assistance to these two non-communist resistance organizations.

Several proposals to resolve the conflict have been put forward by ASEAN
and the Indochinese countries. The Kampuchean Government submitted its own
proposal in 1985: it included the holding of elections in 1987 and the
complete withdrawal of Vietnamese troops by 1990. In August 1985 the
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Indochinese Foreign Ministers' Conference endorsed the Malay concept of
indirect talks between the Kampuchean Government and the CGDK. In March
1986, however, the Kampuchean Goverrment decided to postpone elections
until 1991 in order to accomodate resistance groups willing to work within

the political system.

The cornerstone of the Indochinese Foreign Ministers' position is the
elimination of the Khmer Rouge as a political and military force but
although the CGDK has itself made concessions on a number of issues, its
March 1986 proposal indicates that it does not accept this condition. This
proposal called for a phased withdrawal of Vietnamese troops, the formation
of a coalition govermment including both the current Government and all

three CGDK partners, and the holding of UN-supervised elections.

The timing of the Kampuchean Government's 1985 proposal coincided with the
success of Vietnamese campaigns against resistance forces. 1In the dry
season of 1984-1985 Vietnam launched major offensives against CGDK bases
along the Thai border some of which spilled over into Thai territory.
Virtually all the opposition bases inside Rampuchea were eliminated during
these strikes. During the 1985-1986 dry season Government and Vietnamese
troops reinforced defenses on the border while the resistance forces
continued to strike deep inside the country. Vietnam currently maintains

an estimated 160,000 troops inside Kampuchea.

Canada has consistently supported the UN General Assembly's call for a
withdrawal of Vietnamese troops from Kampuchea. Since 1983 Canada has
co-sponsored the annual ASEAN resolution in the General Assembly outlining
a framework for peace in the region. Through CIDA, the Government has

maintained an active programme of humanitarian assistance to refugees on

the Thai border.
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Current Canadian Position

Speaking before the UN General Assembly on 25 September 1984, the
Secretary of State for External Affairs, Joe Clark, noted that "We support
the Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN) in their efforts to
bring peace to the unfortunate country of Kampuchea, which continues to be
occupied unlawfully."! The Government's position was reiterated in the
same forum later that year by Canada's Deputy Permanent Representative to
the United Nations. He stated that Canada applauded ASEAN efforts to
resolve the conflict but noted that these and other parties' efforts had
been unsuccessful in getting "a regionally powerful and recalcitrant
nation to change its course." He also noted that Canada was opposed to
the "attempted resuscitation" of the Khmer Rouge reghne.2

The Goverrment expressed its opposition to the Vietnamese offensives
against the CGDK in 1984:

Canada condemns these Vietnamese attacks which are
in violation of the principles of international
conduct and resolutions of the United Nations that
have repeatedly called for the immediate withdrawal
of all Vietnamese troops from Cambodia....

The Government of Canada, therefore, calls on the
Government of the Socialist Republic of Vietnam to
cease at once all hostile activities in Cambodia,

to refrain from initiating attacks on any other camps
of the Coalition Government of Democratic Kampuchea
and to respond constructively to proposals for the
settlement of the conflict in Cambodia.3

When the Vietnamese offensives spilled over into Thai territory in 1985,
Canada's Secretary of State for External Affairs stated that:

; DEA, Statements and Speeches, no.84/6, 25 September 1984.
Canadian Delegation to the UN, Press Release No. 19, 30 October 1984.
3 DEA, Communique, 84/189, 28 December 1984.
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This ongoing violation of Thailand's sovereignty...is
without justification and renders even more serious
Vietnam's disregard for the many United Nations
resolutions calling for the prompt withdrawal of its
forces from Cambodia. The Government of Canada
deplores Vietnam's disregard for the norms of
international behaviour evident in the hostilities
its forces are conducting on both sides of the
Thai-Cambodia border.4

Canada voted in favour of the 1985 UNGA resolution on Kampuchea. The
resolution, inter alia, deplored "that foreign armed intervention and
occupation continue", noted its concern "about reported demographic changes
being imposed in Kampuchea by foreign occupation forces" and

expressed its conviction that

there is an urgent need for the international
community to find a comprehensive political
solution to the Kampuchean problem that will
provide for the withdrawal of all foreign

forces and ensure the respect for the sovereignty,
independence, territorial integrity and neutral
and non-aligned status of Kampuchea.5

The Canadian International Development Agency continues to provide relief

assistance to Kampuchean refugees in Thailand. In 1984-85 CIDA allocated
$900,000 to the Kampuchean refugee programme.6

Parliamentary Comment

The issue was not discussed in the House of Commons.

2 DEA, Communique, 85/20, 15 March 1985.

5 UNGA, Resolutions and Decisions Adopted by the General Assembly During
the First Part of 1ts Fortieth Session, pp.9-10.

6 CIDA, Annual Report 1984-85, 1985.
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37. LEBANON

Background

In February 1984, Lebanese President Gemayel abrogated the May 1983
agreement with Israel which had sanctioned an Israeli security presence in
Southern Iebanon. ILater in the spring, all US, British and Italian
contingents of the Multinational Force withdrew from Beirut. The
unilateral Israeli withdrawal from ILebanon in early 1985 clearly
established a shift in power towards Syria and the Shia community within
Iebanon. By mid-1986, however, this had not produced agreement on the
reforms necessary to end the war, which has dragged on, at different levels

of intensity and with different players, since 1975.

The last phase of the Israeli withdrawal from southern Lebanon was
completed in June 1985. Israeli involvement continued, however, for in
response to Israel's transfer of 1,000 Shi'ite prisoners to an Israeli jail
in March, members of the Shi'ite al-Jihad al-Islami highjacked a TWA Boeing
727 in June. The highjacking ended on 30 June, and although the Government

of Israel denied any connection between the two events, all Shi'ite
prisoners were returned to Lebanon by the end of September. With the
continuation of Israeli air patrols over Lebanon and allegedly over Syrian
territory, and the deployment by Syria of anti-aircraft defences close to

the Lebanese border, tensions between Israel and Syria remained acute.

Several attempts to promote inter—communal dialogue leading to political
reform were initiated during the year. During a conference of Christian
leaders in April, agreement was reached on a commitment to Lebanese unity,
the recognition of its Arab identity and its special relationship with
Syria. 1In May an offer for dialogue by the chairman of the Lebanese forces
(the Maronite militia) was rejected by the Shi'ite Amal and the Druze
Progressive Socialist Party (PSP). In July, Druze and Muslim leaders
presented the Christians with a programme which included the establishment
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of a new constitution instituting equal rights, a one-man one-vote
electoral system, the elimination of existing communal privileges, the
restructuring of the army, and the disarming of the militias. This plan
was rejected by some Maronite factions, but talks between all the main
parties to the conflict were initiated in early November.

On 28 December leaders of the Iebanese Forces, the PSP and Amal signed an
accord in Damascus. The agreement included major political reforms and
reiterated the position that Lebanon had an Arab character and a special
relationship with Syria. Within days of the signing of the agreement,
however, fighting had broken out within the Maronite community between
factions favouring and factions opposing the accord. The leader of the
Lebanese Forces was defeated and, with his departure from Lebanon, the

prospects for national reconciliation decreased once again.

At the end of March 1986 the last contingent of French troops was withdrawn
from the country. On 19 April, the Soviet Union for the first time voted
in favour of renewing the mandate of the UN Interim force in Lebanon
(UNIFIL). This force had been established in 1978 to confimm the
withdrawal of Israeli forces, restore peace and security, and assist the

Govermment of Lebanon in re-establishing its authority in southern
Lebanon.

In Canada, the report of the Senate Committee on Foreign Affairs, released
in June 1985, contained some observations on Canadian-Lebanese relations.
It noted that the previous Government had opposed the 1982 Israeli invasion
of the country and had called for a withdrawal of all foreign troops from
Lebanon. The Committee suggested that "a continued Syrian presence might,
in fact, assist temporarily in maintaining internal security in Lebanon.

In some respects Syria may be the only power left in Lebanon capable of
restoring some order and unity to the country." Finally, the Committee
expressed its support for "any efforts the Canadian Govermment is able to
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make to promote Lebanon's territorial integrity."!

Current Canadian Position

The Canadian Govermment's position on the conflict in Lebanon was outlined
by the Secretary of State for External Affairs, Joe Clark, at the UN
General Assembly on 25 September 1984. Mr. Clark stated that:

Canada hopes that the Lebanese goverrment's current
efforts to restore peace and stability in that tragic
country will be rewarded. We support Lebanon's
territorial integrity and maintain that all foreign
troops should withdraw unless present at the request
of the Lebanese Government.?2

On 14 June 1985 the Government decided to withdraw all Canadian staff from
the Embassy in Beirut, citing the risks to which they were exposed. Mr.
Clark emphasized that "this measure in no way affects Canada's continuing
strong support for the sovereignty and territorial integrity of Lebanon"
and for efforts to bring to a conclusion the recurrent violence in
Lebanon "3

Parliamentary Comment

At the height of Amal attacks on Palestinian camps in May 1985, Bob Corbett
of the Progressive Conservative Party made the following statement:

I urge the Govermment of Canada...to call upon the
Goverrments involved to halt the horror. I also call
upon the Govermnment of Canada to make immediate

T The Standing Senate Committee on Foreign Affairs, Report on Canada's
Relations with the Countries of the Middle East and North Africa, 1985,
WQ 71-73-

2 DEA, Statements and Speeches, 84/6, 25 September 1984.

3 DEA, Communique, 81, 14 June 1985.
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representations urging provision be made to allow the
admittance of medical and food supplies into the camps,
to permit the evacuation of the wounded and burial for
the dead, to provide safety for those in medical
centres who are presently injured, and to arrange for
the safe return of the abducted Palestinians. We cannot
turn away from this cruelty.4
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38. LIBYA

Background

Although the extent to which the Govermment of Libya is responsible for
Middle Eastern terrorism is unclear, there is little doubt that since 1969
Libya has given material support and sanctuary to certain groups using
terrorist tactics in Europe, in the Middle East and in Worth Africa. Such
support for terrorism, in addition to Libya's military incursions into
Chad, has increased tensions between Tripoli and governments in the West.

Tensions with tﬁe United States have been particularly acute since the
Reagan Administration took office and challenged the unilateral Libyan
claim to the Qulf of Sidra as territorial waters. On 19 August 1981 Libyan
fighters fired on US interceptors in the Gulf and US forces shot down two
Libyan planes in response. When Libyan troops moved into Chad in 1983, the
United States and France jointly provided military support to Chad
Government forces. The shooting of a policewoman by a Libyan diplomat
outside the Libyan Mission in London, on 8 May 1984, led Britain to break
off diplomatic relations with Tripoli. The wave of terrorist activities
following the formation of the Pan-Arab Command in March 1985 (composed of
Libya, Iran and Syria), particularly the 23 November 1985 highjacking of an
Hgyptair jetliner and the attacks on El Al counters at the Rome and Vienna
airports on 27 December 1985, further exacerbated tense relations between
Libya and the West.

On 24 March 1986, the United States reported that Libyan forces had fired
six surface-to-air missiles on US forces carrying out exercises in the Gulf
of Sidra. US forces responded by disabling two Libyan naval vessels and by

attacking ground missile facilities on the coast.

On 5 April a bomb exploded in a West Berlin discotheque frequented by US

servicemen. American officials claimed to have conclusive evidence showing
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Libyan sponsorship of the attack. That day France expelled two Libyan
diplomats allegedly planning attacks on US targets in the country and two
days later West Germany also expelled two Libyan diplomats.

On 12 April US naval ships in the Mediterranean were put on alert and, on
the following day, the United States Ambassador to the UN, Vernon Walters,
travelled to Europe to organize concerted action against Libya. After a
special meeting in The Hague on 13 April, European Community foreign
ministers announced new measures against Libya and urged all parties to the
confrontation to exercise restraint. Several hours later, US
fighter-bombers flying from bases in Britain attacked targets in Tripoli
and Benghazi. Britain, Canada, Israel and South Africa expressed varying
degrees of support for the US action.

The following week the European Community agreed to impose further
sanctions on Libya, again urged all belligerents to exercise restraint, and
called for international action to combat terrorism. At the Tokyo Summit
on 5 May, the leaders of Britain, Canada, France, Italy, Japan, West
Germany and the Tnited States announced a package of measures against
terrorism, noting that these applied to "any state which is clearly
involved in sponsoring or supporting international terrorism, and in
particular of Libya..."!

The Govermment of Canada has curtailed Canada's relations with Libya since
the 1970s. The Government has not opened an embassy in Tripoli, has not
accepted Libyan ambassadorial representation in Ottawa, and restricts the

entry of Libyan students into Canada.

"Original statement cited in the New York Times, 6 May 1986.
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Current Canadian Position

Noting that "Canada is deeply concerned about the support that the Libyan
regime has given to extremists", the Government introduced new measures
against Libya on 10 January 1986. These measures included the termination
of Govermment financial assistance and insurance coverage for Canadian
business ventures in Libya, as well as the addition of Libya to the Area
Control List of the Export and Import Permits Act. The Goverrment also
stated that it was calling on Canadian firms dealing with Libya not to take
advantage of commercial openings created By the US embargo. WNoting that it
had no legal powers to force Canadians working in Libya to leave the
country and that these Canadians appeared to be under no immediate threat,
the Government suggested that "Canadians working there would do well to
look to their particular circumstances in the context of current
developments and assess whether they have grounds for anxiety about their
security." Finally, the Govermment stated that "any further steps must be
broadly based and co-ordinated”, noting that "Canada is prepared to work
vigorously toward the achievement of a meaningful consensus among our

friends and allies."?2

In response to a question in the House soon after the Berlin discotheque

bombing, Prime Minister Mulroney stated:

The American Goverrment and others are growing
progressively concerned about the irresponsible

and criminal misconduct of some agents of countries
which appear to be giving succour to terrorism...
which is completely unacceptable to Canada...

When the possibility of US retaliation increased, Mr. Mulroney stated that:

< PMO, Release, 10 January 1986.
3 Commons Debates, 9 April 1986, p.12047.
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We have advised our allies to ascertain at all times
that retribution is justified and to act with great
caution in this area, especially in connection with
the Canadian presence, we emphasized and re-emphasized
this aspect as recently as yesterday....4

Several hours after the US attacks on 14 April, the Prime Minister's Office
made the following statement:

The Government of Canada has been fully consulted by
the United States all along and was notified in advance
of its intentions with respect to Libya.

We accepted President Reagan's statement that Libya
was involved in the perpetration of terrorist attacks....

The U.S. response to a very serious provocation appears
to have been limited and aimed at terrorist installations.>

On 15 April the PMO released another statement in which the Govermment's
concern over the safety of Canadians in Libya was reiterated. The
statement also noted that while "the United States' intention was
scrupulously to avoid civilian targets, we profoundly regret the loss of

innocent life." "As the government has made clear", it continued,

terrorism is...an evil which all members of the inter-
national comunity must work to eliminate. The United

States was seeking to do precisely that and Canada supports
that objective.

We are concerned, however, lest the cycle of violence
continue...We urge, therefore, a renewal of effort by
all concerned to reach negotiated settlements to the
tensions that have long plagued the Middle East.b

On the same day, Prime Minister Mulroney noted in the House that the

Government had worked to ensure that the issue of terrorism be on the

% Commons Debates, 11 April 1986, p.12124; see also p.12131.
5 PMO, Release, 14 April 1986.
6 pMO, Release, 15 April 1986.

7 Commons Debates, 15 April 1986, p.12242.
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agenda at the Tokyo summit and that Secretary of State for External Affairs
Joe Clark would discuss the issue at the upcoming meeting of the
Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD) in Paris.” On
16 April Deputy Prime Minister Erik Nielsen noted that the "United States
Govermment...vigorously pursued a variety of diplomatic and economic
options but found it was left with no alternative but to attack military
installations in Liby'a."8 This view was reiterated by the Prime Minister
in the House on the following day.9 With regards to the safety of
Canadians in Libya, the Government stated several times that they were
under no immediate danger, that the Government would not forcibly remove
them from that country but that it had contingency plans in case ofoan
energency.10 On April 22 the Secretary of State for External Affairs noted
nonetheless that:

there is no guarantee that that calm will continue.

Even with all our contingency plans, we cannot guarantee

that we will be able to come to the aid of each Canadian

in that very large country. For this reason I extended

the advice of the Govermment of Canada that Canadians
now in Libya should leave.10

Parliamentary Comment

In the days preceding the US attacks on Libya, several questions were
raised in the House about Canada's position. On 9 April Don Johnston of
the Liberal party asked if the Government would "express its concerns to
the US Administration about the dangers inherent in escalating any military
action in the Mediterranean at this time?"11 on 11 April John

8 Commons Debates, 16 April 1986, p.12304.
9 Commons Debates, 17 April 1986, p.12365.
10 Commons Debates, 22 April 1986, p.12530.
11 Commons Debates, 9 April 1986, p.12047.
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Turner of the Liberal Party raised the same issue. He also asked whether
Canadians in Libya were at risk and whether the Government, upon consulting
with US officials, had been "given the assurance that, in the event of the
United States engaging in military operations, Canadians in Libya would be
evacuated."12

On the same day Jim Manly of the NDP noted, in response to the Prime
Minister's statement on terrorism, that "it is one thing to say no
sanctuary, no comfort, no indulgence; it is another to engage in a
retaliatory strike." Mr. Manly also asked if the Prime Minster thought
"that military action is an appropriate response to terrorism. Will he
agree that such action will lead to a further escalation of international

tension and, in fact, to an increase in terrorism...?"13

On the day of the attack Ed Broadbent of the NDP raised the issue of the
safety of Canadians in Libya and put the following question to the
Government: "Did the Americans discuss the plan with the Canadian
Government before the weekend, and if so, what did the Canadian Government

have to say?"14

On April 15 John Turner asked the Government why it had not advised
Canadians to leave Libya and whether it had contingency plans for these
Canadians in case of an emergency. He also asked the Prime Minister why
"does he not propose international economic measures which could act as a
better substitute for future military action?" Herb Gray of the Liberal
Party asked if the Government would press for concerted action at the OECD
meeting and at the Tokyo summit. Mr. Broadbent asked the Government if it

had been in contact with Libyan authorities regarding the safety of
Canadians working in Libya.15

12 Commons Debates, 11 April 1986, p.12124.
13 Commons Debates, 11 April 1986, ».12131.
14 Commons Debates, 14 April 1986, p.12186.
15 Commons Debates, 15 April 1986, pp.12241-12245,
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On April 16 Mr. Turner put the following questions to the Government:

Did the Prime Minister speak directly to the President
of the United States on the subject of Libya? Did he
ask for evidence to justify the action taken by the U.S.?
What kind of answer did he get? Did he suggest any
alternatives for other options?

Mr. Turner also asked the Deputy Prime Minister if he did not

consider it hypocritical on the part of the Canadian
Government to condemn terrorism at one of its sources

in Libya, yet allow Canadians to work in that country

as technical experts to help the economy which funds that
terrorism?

On the same day Mr. Broadbent asked if the Government would "urge the two
superpowers to use their influence, given their strong agreement in the
Middle East, to deal with the root of tension in that area?" Finally,
Warren Allmand of the Liberal Party questioned the coherence of the
Government's position. "Last night", he noted,

the Deputy Prime Minister said that the United States
had no alternative but to take the action it took the
day before, whereas the Prime Minister, in a statement
he made yesterday morning, urged negotiated settlements.
Would the Deputy Prime Minister tell us which is_the
official position of the Canadian Govermment...?

On 17 April Mr. Johnston asked the Government if it would impose full
economic sanctions against Libya, while William Rompkey of the Liberal
Party queried the Govermment on its contingency plans for the evacuation of
Canadians from Libya.18 The call for sanctions was repeated by Mr. Gray in
the House on the next day.19 During the following days further questions
were raised about the safety of Canadians in Libya.20

® Commons Debates, 16 April 1986, pp.12302-12303.

17 Commons Debates, 16 April 1986, pp.12304-12305.

18 Commons Debates, 17 April 1986, p.12365.

19 Commons Debates, 18 April 1986, p.12409.

20 Commons Debates, 22 April 1986, p.12350, 24 April 1986, p.12607.
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39. NAMIBIA

Background

Following the defeat of Germany in World War I, the League of Nations
granted South Africa a mandate to administer the territory known as South
West Africa. In 1966 the TUnited Nations General Assembly terminated this
mandate and declared that the territory would henceforth come under the
authority of the TUnited Nations. 1In 1967 the General Assembly established
the UN Council for South West Africa to administer the territory until it
became independent.

In 1968 the UN Security Council condemned the Republic of South Africa's
refusal to comply with the General Assembly's 1967 decision. That year the
General Assembly, acting at the behest of representatives of the Namibian
people, proclaimed that the territory would henceforth be known as

Namibia. In 1971 the International Court of Justice ruled that the
continued presence of South Africa in Namibia was illegal. The ICJ ruling
also obliged member states to refrain from fostering relations (diplomatic,
consular or commercial) that might imply recognition of South Africa's rule
in Namibia. In 1974 the UN Council for Namibia enacted a Decree for the
Protection of the Natural Resources of Namibia, making the exploitation of
natural resources in the occupied territory without the Council's
authorization an act for which entities could be held liable by future

Namibian goverrnments.

The presence of the South African Government in Namibia has been resisted
by the South West African Peoples' Organization (SWAPO), which was -
recognized by the General Assembly as the authentic representative of the
Namibian people in 1973. While the international community endeavoured to
create a framework for Namibian independence, South Africa proceeded to
establish "bantustans" and other structures to strengthen its control over

Namibia. TIn 1975 it sponsored the Turnhalle Conference, a process
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attempting to create a Namibian government acceptable to Pretoria but
excluding SWAPO.

In January 1976 the UN Security Council unanimously adopted resolution 385
which, inter alia, condemned the continued illegal occupation of Namibia
and the system of racially discriminatory laws implemented by the South
African authorities in that country; the Security Council also declared
that free elections under UN supervision must be held for the whole of
Namibia as one political entity.

During the following year the Turnhalle Conference produced an interim
constitution and set a date in 1978 for elections leading to independence.
The Democratic Turnhalle Alliance (DTA), a coalition of ethnic parties
excluding SWAPO, was formed to contest the elections. Shortly thereafter
Pretoria unilaterally annexed Walvis Bay, Namibia's only deep-water port.
In response, the Security Council imposed a mandatory arms embargo on South
Africa. In January 1978, South African troops attacked SWAPO camps in
southern Angola.

Guided by the spirit of Resolution 385, five Western members of the
Security Council (Britain, Canada, France, West Germany and the United
States) formed the Namibian Contact Group in 1977. This Group submitted a
proposal for Namibian independence to the Security Council in April 1978.
Both Pretoria and SWAPO accepted the proposal. In September the Security
Council passed resolution 435 outlining a comprehensive framework for
Namibian independence and establishing a United Nations Transition
Assistance Group to ensure the early independence of Namibia through free
elections under UN supervision and control.

The Contact Group's initiative was backed up by pressure from Western
govermments. Although Canada had not prohibited Canadian companies
operating in Namibia from paying taxes to the Govermment of South Africa
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(thereby implying de facto recognition of South Africa's rule, contrary to
the 1971 ICJ ruling), the Government had imposed limited economic sanctions
and it did draw up a voluntary code of conduct for Canadian companies
operating in South Africa and Namibia.

Canada also played an active role in the Contact Group's initial efforts.
But when the negotiations failed to yield concrete agreements with
Pretoria, the process began to lose strength. South Africa pressed ahead
with the 1978 elections despite the fact that these undermined the UN
plan. No new Western sanctions were imposed. With the announcement of
Washington's policy of "constructive engagement" in 1981, the role of the
Contact Group decreased in importance. In 1982 the withdrawal of South
Africa from Namibia was made conditional by Washington and Pretoria on the
withdrawal of Cuban troops from Angola. In 1983 the Security Council
rejected this linkage, while France suspended its membership in the Group.

Pretoria has meanwhile been proceeding with its own plan to modify its
presence in Namibia. 1In 1980 it began creating the South West African
Territorial Force (SWATF), a local force designed to assume the burden of
directly fighting SWAPO. From November 1983 to February 1984 it conducted
Operation Askari, an invasion of southern Angola which destroyed numerous
SWAPO bases and refugee camps. In April 1985 it installed a transitional
government to replace direct rule which was re-established when the DTA
Government collapsed in 1982. 1In March 1986 Pretoria announced that it
would begin implementing UN Resolution 435 on 1 August 1986 on condition
that Cuban troops were withdrawn from Angola.

Current Canadian Position

when the Government of South Africa announced the establishment of an

interim government in Namibia, Canada's Secretary of State for External
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Affairs, Joe Clark, issued a statement condemning the action. "We regard
unilateral measures taken by the South African Government in relation to
the establishment of constitutional bodies and the transfer of power in
Namibia", stated Mr. Clark, "to be null and void".! The Secretary of State
pointed out that:

The only agreed basis for internationally recognized
independence for Namibia is UN Security Council
Resolution 435, to which Canada is firmly committed.
Under Resolution 435 the constitution for an independent
Namibia is to be drafted by representatives of the
Namibian people chosen in a free and fair election.

The Government of Canada considers that any action

taken by a so-called interim government for Namibia

to be without effect.

Mr. Clark also noted that the South African action sent a negative message
to the international community: "Canada deplores this step as it suggests
that South Africa does not intend to proceed promptly with the
implementation of Resolution 435."

In a speech to the UN Security Council on 13 June 19385, Canada's Permanent
Representative to the UN, Stephen Lewis, echoed Mr. Clark's concerns and
reiterated the previous Government's rejection of the linkage between a
withdrawal of South African authorities from Namibia and Cuban troops from
Angola. This condition, "which has no warrant in international law, which
is incompatible with Resolution 435, and which has been rejected by this
Council" is, Mr. Lewis argued, "a deliberate obstacle...To hold Namibia
hostage to what this Council has previously described as 'irrelevant and
extraneous issues' is palpably outrageous . "2

Ambassador Lewis also noted that the Contact Group had been less than

successful in its endeavour to bring independence to Namibia. Despite its

' DEA, Communique, No.51, 19 April 1985.
2 prA, Statements and Speeches, No0.85/3, 13 June 1985.
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failure to secure agreement thus far, Mr. Lewis stated, "the Contact Group
should not disband, because it still has a role to play, one day, under
Resolution 435."

Mr. Lewis also urged member states to consider stronger measures of
pressure on South Africa to comply with Resolution 435. He noted that
"Canada admits that it's very difficult to know how to proceed. We shall
have to look to other steps that member states might take — steps which
demonstrate that patience is long gone, and that the time to move strongly
is now." Ambassador lewis reiterated these points in his statement to the
Security Council on 15 November 1985.3

One month later the Govermment of Canada imposed new economic sanctions on
South Africa. Secretary of State Joe Clark noted that Eldorado Nuclear, a
crown corporation, was currently processing Namibian uranium imported from
South Africa. Mr. Clark stated that in order to comply with voluntary
measures in Security Council Resolution 283, the Govermment would not renew
the processing contract: "Existing contracts will be honoured but no new
contracts for the processing of NMamibian uranium imported from South Africa
will be entered into. Should South Africa set a date for the
implementation of the UN Plan for Namibian independence", noted Mr. Clark,
"we shall consider rescinding this measure."4 1In the same speech Mr. Clark
listed the independence of Namibia under UN resolution 435 as one of the
seven conditions Canada wanted to see fulfilled in South Africa in the near

future.

At the Commonwealth Heads of Government Meeting in Nassau on 16-22 October
1985, Prime Minister Mulroney strongly supported the Accord which, inter

alia, condemned Pretoria's illegal occupation of Namibia and called

S DEA, Statements and Speeches, 85/25, 15 November 1985.

4 pEa, Statement, 85/37, 6 July 1985.

5 "The Commonwealth Accord on Southern Africa", Commonwealth Heads of
Government Meeting, Nassau, The Bahamas, 16-22 October 1985.
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upon member states to impose limited economic sanctions on South Africa.°
Canada also endorsed the final Communique which declared the Transitional
Govermment "null and void", rejected the "linkage" argument, "stressed that
the policy of 'constructive engagement' had failed to end South Africa's
intransigence over Namibia" and reaffirmed the Commonwealth's call for the
immediate implementation of Resolution 435.,6

In keeping with its condemnation of specific South African policies towards
Namibia, the Government of Canada also stated, in the green paper released
in the spring of 1985, that "Apartheid and South Africa's reluctance to
cede its control over Namibia have been the principal causes of strife in

the southern half of the continent."7

Parliamentary Comment

The issue of the mining of uranium by Canadian companies in Namibia was
raised in the House by Mr. Dan Heap of the New Democratic Party, who noted
that:

The United Nations Council for Namibia in 1974 passed
decree No. 1 calling for a halt to further foreign
exploitation of Namibia's natural resources. Yet

Rio Algom, a Canadian company with tax benefits from

the Canadian Govermment, has, with Rio Tinto Zinc,

for nine years been mining uranium at Rossing in Namibia.
After the ore is imported into Canada a Crown corporation,
Eldorado, in Port Hope, processes it to uranium
hexafluoride for delivery to Japan.8

After outlining the stated desire of the UN Council for Namibia to
prosecute Rio Algom, as it has prosecuted a Dutch company engaged in

© "Communique", Ibid.
7 DEA, Competitiveness and Security, 1985.
8 Commons Debates, 28 May 1985, p.5135.
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similar activities, Mr. Heap called "on the Govermment of Canada to honour
the UN boycott of South Africa and the decree of the Council for Namibia,
and halt this greedy and illegal practice by Canadian companies." As the
debaté over Canadian policy toward South Africa intensified in the summer
of 1986, New Democrat Howard McCurdy suggested that:

There is one area in which Canada has failed to get
plaudits. That concerns the complicity of this
country with respect to the American alliance with
South Africa vis-a-vis Namibia....

Mr. McCurdy asked:

why has the Government not resigned from the Contact
Group as a clear signal that we will not be a handmaiden
of American complicity in South African oppression?
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40. SOUTH AFRICA

Background

In November 1983 the white community in south Africa voted in favour of a
new constitution which extended limited political representation to those
classified under apartheid as Indians and coloureds. The new constitution
established a tricameral parliament with one chamber each for the Indian
and coloured peoples, but gave the white chamber the power to override its
counterparts and denied any political representation to blacks, who
constitute almost three quarters of South Africa's population. Elections
were held under the new system in 1984, but the voter turnout was
exceptionally low. Protests against the new constitution, school boycotts,
and protests against local Goverrment structures and economic hardships
spread through non-white residential areas.

Unrest continued through 1985. On 21 July the Government imposed a state
of emergency throughout most of the country. A week later it banned
outdoor funerals. In August the Congress of South African Students was
banned and President Botha announced that he was opposed to the
implementation of a one-man one-vote political system. In November the
Government prohibited foreign news agencies from reporting on township

violence.

Protest inside South Africa was accompanied by an increase in South African
pressure against the Front Line States (Neighbouring States). In March
1984 Mozambique and South Africa signed the Nkomati Accord, whereby
Pretoria agreed to stop supporting the Mozambiquan National Resistance
while Maputo pledged to close African National Congress (ANC) facilities on
his territory. In September 1985, however, Pretoria admitted to technical
violations of the Accord. Similarly, the non-aggression agreement reached

" with Angola in January 1984 was violated by Pretoria in May, June and
September 1985.
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Other Front Line States also felt the weight of South African pressure. 1In
June 1985 South African commandos attacked ANC offices in Gaborone, the
capital of neighbouring Botswana. In July a bomb planted by South African
agents devastated ANC headquarters in Zambia. In January 1986, the
Government of Lesotho was toppled after intense economic pressure from
South Africa.

Responding to those developments, in the summer of 1985 all EEC members
recalled their ambassadors from Pretoria and France and the Thnited States
imposed limited economic sanctions. At the October 1985 Commonwealth Heads
of Government Meeting in Nassau the Eminent Persons Group was formed to
promote dialogue and to seek a peaceful solution to the increasingly
volatile situation in South Africa.

Initially it was hoped that this Commonwealth initiative might lead to
constructive dialogue between the Government and black opposition
organizations. The Bminent Persons Group presented the Goverrment with
proposals for the release of Nelson Mandela and the legalization of the
ANC, the suspension of ANC paramilitary activities and the initiation of
dialogue leading to the establishment of a non-racial democratic
govermment. But, on 19 May 1986, as the Group was finishing its
discussions in the country, South African commandos carried out attacks on
alleged ANC centres in Botswana, Zambia and Zimbabwe.

The Group left South Africa immediately. 1In its report to the Commonwealth
Heads of State on 12 June, the Group concluded that:

while the Government claims to be ready to negotiate,

it is in truth not yet prepared to negotiate fundamental
change, nor to countenance the creation of genuine
democratic structures, nor to face the prospect of the

end of white domination....Its programme of reform does

not end apartheid, but seeks to give it a less inhuman face.

After noting that, in the view of the black leadership in South Africa,
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diplomatic persuasion has proven to be ineffective, the Group put the
following question to its sponsors:

Is the Commonwealth to stand by and allow the cycle
of violence to spiral? Or will it take concerted
action of an effective kind? Such action may
offer the last opportunity to avert what could be
the worst bloodbath since the Second World War."!

The Heads of Govermment who sponsored the EPG met on 3-5 August to consider
the Report and what action the Commonwealth might take in the light of its
conclusions. TIn Canada, the Special Joint Committee on Canada's
International Relations recommended, in its report released several days
after the EPG report, that given the EPG's conclusions, "Canada should move
immediately to impose full economic sanctions, seek their adoption by the
greatest possible number of Commonwealth members, and promote similar
action by non-Commonwealth countries."2

On 23 May 1986, the Non-Aligned Movement introduced a resolution in the UN
Security Council to impose selective economic and other sanctions on South
Africa in response to the raids. Twelve of the fifteen Council members
voted in favour of the resolution, but it was defeated on a double veto by
Britain and the United States. On 12 June Pretoria declared a new state of
emergency.

Canada has opposed apartheid since Prime Minister Diefenbaker participated
in the expulsion of South Africa from the Commonwealth in 1961. Government
support for bilateral trade was curtailed in 1977 and 1978, and an active
aid programme to the Front Line States has been developed through the
Canadian International Development Agency. A voluntary Code of Conduct for
Canadian companies operating in South Africa was established in 1978.

' Mission to South Africa: The Commonwealth Report, (London: Commonwealth
Secretariat, 1986), p. 68.

SJCCIR, Independance and Internationalism, 1986, p. 110.
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Current Canadian Position

On 15 February 1985 the Secretary of State for External Affairs, Joe Clark,
stated in the House that the Government was undertaking a complete review
of Canadian policy towards South Africa. Two weeks later, in response to
questions about the implementation of the Code of Conduct, Parliamentary
Secretary Gerry Weiner agreed that "In the absence of an official
monitoring mechanism, the code has not operated as effectively as had been
hoped." With respect to the Government's meeting of 26 February with Zulu
Chief Buthelezi, who was working with the South African Goverrment, Mr.
Weiner pointed out that "while Chief Buthelezi is not a guest of the
Canadian Goverrment, we are happy to take advantage of his presence in
Ottawa to review the situation in his country with him." Mr. Weiner also
noted that like Mr., Buthelezi "We, too, have reservations about the
effectivness of economic sanctions in fostering peaceful change and we are
concerned about the effects they would have on the poorest segments of the

South African population."3

On 21 March 1985 the House debated a motion introduced by an opposition MP
calling on the Government to stop further Canadian investment in and
further bank loans to South Africa, as well as the importation of
Krugerrand coins into Canada. Speaking on behalf of the Secretary of State
for External affairs, Mr. Weiner pointed out that "the Government is not
convinced that the banning of new investment to South Africa by Canadian
companies is the proper way to register our objection to apartheid."4 With
regards to regulating the management practices and new investments of

Canadian firms already operating in South Africa, Mr. Weiner commented:

Canada rejects the extraterritorial assertion of the
laws of other countries that inter alia seek to direct

3 Commons Debates, 15 February 1985, p.2398; Commons Debates, 26 February
1985, p.2536.
4 commons Debates, 21 March 1985, p.3271.
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the activities of foreign companies operating in Canada
in a way that displaces Canadian law and policy. Such
practice would be contrary to international law and an
infringement on Canadian sovereignty. Canada as a home
country, therefore, cannot purport to extend its own law
to South African activities of South African companies
controlled by Canadian nationals or residents in a way
that directly displaces South African law and policy, no
matter how objectionable the latter may be. Therefore,
we could not enforce any ban on new investments in South
Africa based on retained earnings or local borrowing by
South African affiliates of Canadian companies. Neither
can we, as a country, compel Canadian-controlled companies
operating in South Africa to break South African law.

As for the proposed ban of Kruggerand coins, Mr. Weiner pointed out that in
the absence of a multilateral agreement with other signatories of the
General Agreement on Trade and Tariffs (GATT) on a ban, "such a unilateral
action might also be considered to be contrary to Canada's obligation under
the...Agreement." On the issue of Canadian private lending to South

African firms, Mr. Weiner suggested that:

the rules of international law limit the authority of

a state to control or direct conduct in the territory of
another state. They make it illegitimate to attempt to
prohibit lending to South African borrowers in South
Africa. Te difficulties of enforcing such action are
obvious.

When pressed in the House one month later to announce measures against
South Africa as soon as possible, given the escalation of violence in that
country, Mr. Clark stated that "what we most need is to take action that

would be effective, and that means a co-ordination of action with other

countries."d

In response to the June 1985 attack by South Africa on ANC offices in
Botswana, the Secretary of State for External Affairs stated that

Canada deplores the violence from any quarter and

5 Commons Debates, 15 April 1985, p. 3717.
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supports peaceful change in South Africa. It condemns
this further act of cross-border violence and urges
South Africa to respect the sovereignty and independence
of its neighbours.6

On 6 July 1985, the Government announced a series of new measures in
response to the situation in South Africa. These measures included
strengthening the administration of the Code of Conduct, tightening the
implementation of the 1977 UN Arms Exports Embargo, accepting the 1984 UN
Security Council Voluntary Embargo on arms imports from South Africa,
terminating the remaining goverrmental programmes which supported trade
with and investment in South Africa and discouraging, through consultation,
the sale of Kruggerand coins by Canadian financial institutions. Mr. Clark
also announced an increase in funding support to education and training
programmes for blacks in South Africa and Canada. He noted that the policy
review announced earlier in the year would continue. Finally, Mr. Clark
pointed out that:

If the Government of South Africa continues to
proceed timidly and grudgingly at each step, and
continues to put down non-violent opposition, even
the most moderate may reach the end of their patience,
and be driven to violence. Far better to admit all
South Africans to full participation in the affairs
of their country now. Far_better to rebuild your
ties with other countries.’

T™wo days later Mr. Clark and the Minister of State for Fitness and Sport,
Otto Jelinek, jointly reaffirmed Canada's support for the Commonwealth
policy of limiting sport contacts with South Africa and reissued
established guidelines to assist sporting associations in interpreting this

policy.8

In response to the imposition by Pretoria of the State of Emergency on 21
July 1985, the Acting Secretary of State for External Affairs, James

® pEA, Communique, 85/82, 14 June 1985.
7 DEA, Statement, 85/37, 6 July 1985.
8 Govermment of Canada, News Release, 85/103, 8 July 1985.
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Kelleher, stated that the "Canadian Government cannot but vigorously
condemn the use of repressive measures to counter protests against
injustice and inequality." He called "again upon the Government of South
Africa to break this cycle of violence, to abandon repression and to enter
into an equal and sincere partnership with all South Africans."?

In a speech to the Royal Commonwealth Society, delivered shortly
thereafter, Mr. Clark stated that "Canada urges South Africa to stop the
arrests and end the detention without trial of those who have called for,
and participated in, non-violent protests. Imprisoning hundreds is no way
to start a dialogue...Serious dialogue," suggested Mr. Clark, "must begin
with leaders who have the trust of the black community. The release of
Nelson Mandela, and his involvement in such a serious dialogue, would be a

significant step towards peaceful reform." 10

On 14 August 1985 the Government announced that it was recalling its
Ambassador to Pretoria for consultations with Goverrnment officials and for
the discussions with business representatives planned for the month of
September. Mr. Clark also explained the Govermment's earlier decision to
receive the credentials of the South African Ambassador-designate and
stressed that "Receiving his credentials does not suggest in any way that
Canada condones the apartheid policies of the South African Government."
The Secretary of State noted furthermore that:

the dismantling of apartheid cannot end other than
with the participation of blacks in the government
of their ocountry, with their full participation in
the exercise of political power...it is not only the
details of the apartheid system but its essential
core — the exclusion of blacks from the decision-
making process in their own country — which must
be addressed.!!

"9 DEA, Communique, No.112, 23 July 1985.
3 DEA, Statements and Speeches, No.85/6, 29 July 1985.
DEA, Statement, 85/47, 14 August 1985.
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Following President Botha's statement of 15 August against one-man one-vote
in South Africa, Mr. Clark announced, apparently after considerable debate
within Cabinet, that the Goverrment would not impose economic sanctions in
the immediate future. "Our preference at this moment", stated Mr. Clark,
"is to pursue routes other than sanctions because sanctions have very broad
implications."12

On 9 September 1985, the same day that he met with representatives of
Canadian chartered banks regarding South Africa, Mr. Clark told the Commons
that "if we have to resort to the full disruption of economic and
diplomatic relations, we are prepared to do so if other measures do not
work. "However", noted the Secretary of State for External Affairs,

most of us in this House believe that it is important
to keep a door open and to use the influence that we
now have, rather than to spend it immediately in a
gesture that may be more effective in terms of public
relations at home than it would be in ending apartheid
in South Africa.!3

On 13 September 1985, Mr. Clark announced new measures against South
Africa. These measures included an ongoing series of meetings with
Canadian businesses with interests in the country, a voluntary ban on loans
to South African Government agencies, a voluntary ban on the sale of crude
0il and refined products to South Africa and an embargo on air transport
between the two countries. He also announced a $1 million increase in
Canadian assistance to the families of political prisoners and detainees in
the country, and the appointment of a special administrator for the Code of
Conduct. 14

Mr. Clark outlined the reforms that the Canadian Government would accept as

an indication of Pretoria's willingness to abandon apartheid. These

12 0ttawa Citizen, 24 August 1985.
13 Commons Debates, 9 September 1985, p.6397.
14 DEA, Statements and Speeches, No.85/8, 13 September 1985.




267.

included the introduction of common citizenship and "common political
rights including the right to vote", the repeal of race classification
laws, of pass laws and the Group Areas Act, independence for Namibia under
UN resolution 435, the release of ANC and United Democratic Front (UDF)
leaders and "the initiation of a process of consultation and negotiation
with the genuine leaders of those who are called Indian, blacks, and
coloureds." Finally, Mr. Clark stressed that the "Government of South
Africa should have no doubt that we will invoke full sanctions unless there
is tangible movement away from apartheid."

On 24 September 1985 Canadian officials met with President Nyerere of
Tanzania, the chairman of the Front Line States. That day the Government
also condemned the South African raid into Angola which had taken place
several days earlier.!5> The next day Mr. Clark forcefully raised the issue
of South Africa in the UN General Assembly.16 On 26 September, Prime
Minister Mulroney appointed Bernard Wood of the North-South Institute to
undertake a fact-finding tour of Southern Africa. Mr. Wood met with
leaders of the front line Commonwealth states to discuss possible further
measures against South Africa.l?

On 16-22 October Prime Minister Mulroney attended the Commonwealth Heads of
Government Meeting in Nassau. He was prominent in forging the consensus on
a common approach towards South Africa which emerged from this Meeting.18
Tn a speech to the 40th session of the General Assembly, the Prime Minister
reiterated Canada's commitment to invoke total sanctions against South
Africa and to sever diplomatic relations if there was no visible progress
in the dismantling of apartheid in the near future.1? On his return Mr.
Mulroney told the House that the heads of government sponsoring the Eminent

Persons Group would be meeting in six months to review the situation in

1; DFA, Communique, 85/133, 24 September 1985.
. DEA, Statements and Speeches, 85/10, 25 September 1985.
7 Globe and Mail, 26 September 1985.

18 "Transcript of a press conference given by Prime Minister Brian
Mulroney", 20 October 1985.
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South Africa and to decide what further action, if any, should be taken by
the Commonwealth.20

Tn late November the Governmment named Archbishop Bdward Scott of the
Anglican Church of Canada as Canada's representative on the Commonwealth
Eminent Persons Group. The Group held its first meeting in London on 12-13
December, and began meeting with leaders in Southern Africa in January
1986.

On 30 January 1986 Mr. Clark released a statement which

expressed deep concern about recent developments
affecting Lesotho and Rotswana. These two Commonwealth
partners, which have given shelter to refugees from
South Africa, have in the past few weeks been subject
to military action, border restrictions, and continuing
threats by South Africa.

Canada joins in the international condemnation of
these acts of intimidation...South Africa cannot hope
to sustain apartheid by actions outside its borders. 21

Responding to reforms announced by President Botha in the first week of
February 1986, Mr. Clark stated in the House on 4 February that "the recent
speech by the President of South Africa touched upon some of the points
raised in the Nassau Accord..." but it "has a long way to go before it

meets other fundamental elements of the Nassau Accord . "22

Secretary of State Clark "strongly condemned" South Africa's 19 May 1986
attacks on alleged ANC targets in Botswana, Zambia and Zimbabwe. He
"called upon the South African Government to refrain from further acts of
aggression against its neighbours" and "expressed deep regret that the
South African Government had chosen to take violent action at the very time

that the Commonwealth Group of Eminent Persons was in the region to promote

T9 DREA, Statements and Speeches, No.85/14, 23 October 1985.
0 Office of the Prime Minister, "Notes for a Statement to the House of
Commons by Prime Minister Brian Mulroney", 28 October 1985.
21 DFA, Communique, 86/19, 30 January 1986.
22 Commons Debates, 4 February 1986, p.10433.
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peaceful change through a process of political dialogue." These actions
would "have to be taken into account when Canada and other Commonwealth
countries meet later this year to assess the progress made in dismantling
apartheid and to consider the report of the Group of Eminent Persons."23

When the opposition parties called for tougher immediate action against
South Africa in response to the raids of 19 May, Mr. Clark stated in the
House that he was working to identify "intermediate steps to be considered
first in consultation with our ambassador and our friends in the
Commonwealth and elsewhere," and he suggested that it was in the interests
of all those opposed to apartheid to find ways of working together". On

21 May Mr. Clark asserted that, nevertheless, Canada had "not moved from
the position...with regard to the ultimate action that Canada might have to
take if we are incapable of persuading South Africa to rid itself or rid
the world of the evil of apartheid."24

As Opposition calls for unilateral measures increased, Mr. Mulroney
announced in the House on 11 June that "if we cannot...secure a unanimous
thrust of support from the Commonwealth...we shall not hesitate to act
either alone or in concert with like-minded nations."25

On 12 June Secretary of State Joe Clark announced new unilateral measures
Canada was taking in the light of the Eminent Persons report and the new
state of emergency declared by Pretoria. The measures inéluded ending
Canadian (overnment procuremenrt. ot -ourp ~1vican products and encouraging
provincial govermments to follow suit, banning the promotion in Canada of
tourism to South Africa, allocating $2 million more to existing programmes
for the training and education of blacks in that country and ceasing to
accept the non-resident accreditation of four South African attachés to
Canada. The Government also appointed Bernard Wood to visit leaders of
certain Commonwealth African countries before the August Commonwealth

;_Z DEA, Communique, 86/95, 19 May 1986.
Commons Debates, 21 May 1986, p.13481.
25 Commons Debates, 11 June 1986, p. 14237.
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meeting, and announced that it was closing its Embassy for the day and
sending diplomats to the commemorative service for the Soweto uprising on
16 June.26

The Government report on the compliance of Canadian companies with the
voluntary Code of Conduct which was released on 18 June, indicated that
five firms were not meeting the Code's standards. Mr. Clark stated in the
House on 19 July that he did "not approve of those practices by Canadian
companies" and that he hoped "that those practices will change." With
regards to the gap between Canadian and South African law on corporate
behaviour, Mr. Clark noted that "we want to see Canadian practice conform
to our standards, not to South African standards."27 On 27 June Mr.
Mulroney defended in the House the Government's decision not to impose
further unilateral measures before having reached agreement with other
Commonwealth countries.28 On 13 July Mr. Mulroney met with Prime Minister
Thatcher of Britain to discuss the question of South Africa and its
implication for Commonwealth unity.

Parliamentary Comment

On 15 February 1985 New Democratic Party MP Jim Manly raised questions in
the Commons about the enforcement by the Goverrnment of the Code of
Conduct. After noting that 29 out of 30 Canadian companies with operations
in South Africa did not report regularly under the Code, Mr. Manly asked
whether

the Government (would) at least take the small step

of bringing in anti-discrimination contract compl iance
provisions for all government contracts, including a
provision disqualifying any Canadian company operating

in South Africa that does not comply with the guidelines?29

26 Commons Debates, 12 June 1986, p. 14269. See also Ibid., D. 14296.
27 Commons Debates, 19 July 1986, p. 14693.

28 Commons Debates , 27 June 1986, pp. 14964-5.

29 Commons Debates, 15 February 1985, p.2398.
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Mr. Manly reiterated this question in the House on 26 February asking, in
addition, why the Government was "rolling out the red carpet for Mr.
Buthelezi who is trying to drum financial support for the South African
economy" . 30

On 21 March 1985 New Democratic party MP John Rodriguez introduced a
private member's motion in the House calling on the Government to "disallow
further Canadian investment in South Africa, outlaw the importation of
Kruggerand gold coins into Canada and outlaw Canadian bank loans to South
Africa."3! The next day fellow New Democrat Jim Manly noted that South
African police had opened fire on a demonstration the day before, killing
at least eighteen blacks as a result. "What concrete steps is the
Government of Canada prepared to take", asked Mr. Manly, "to put pressure
on the Government of South Africa to end this tragic situation, instead of
just waiting for a long-term solution?"32

This call for action was echoed by Liberal MP Warren Allmand one month
later in the House. "Considering the serious escalation in South Africa",
asked Mr. Allmand, "is the Government now ready to re-examine its policy,
to implement economic sanctions against South Africa, and to implement a

mandatory program with respect to Canadians doing business in South
Africa?"33

Several days later NDP Member Steven Langdon presented statistics on the
non-compliance of Canadian firms with the Code of Conduct. He called on
the Government to strengthen the Code and to encourage Canadian companies
more strongly to comply with its guidelines.34

On 18 June 1985, after the South African raid on alleged ANC offices in

SU” Commons Debates, 26 February 1985, p.2536.
31 Commons Debates, 21 March 1985, p.3267.
32 Commons Debates, 22 March 1985, p.3289.
33 Commons Debates, 15 April 1985, p.3715.
34 Commons Debates, 19 April 1985, p.3897.
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Botswana, New Democratic Party MP Howard McCurdy called on the Government
to "immediately recall its ambassador...and act immediately to implement

economic sanctions against South Africa."35

Shortly before the Government announced its new measures in September, Mr.
McCurdy asked the Prime Minister whether he would not "accept the judgement
of oppressed South Africans that tough sanctions are

necessary...impose mandatory sanctions and go to the Commonwealth
Conference to exert the kind of leadership that black South Africa
expects?"36

That same day Mr. Allmand of the Liberal Party outlined, in the House, the
position he had taken during an all-party consultation on South Africa. He
noted that while the Government's statement of 6 July was "a step in the
right direction...it was not enough. The Code of Conduct is still a
voluntary code. It is not mandatory and, strictly speaking, there were no
economic sanctions imposed against South Africa." Given the deterioration
of the situation in that country over the past months and the failure of
the past policy of combining pressure with dialogue, noted Mr. Allmand, "It

is time for something new."37

Both opposition parties welcomed the Governmment's announcement on 13
September 1985 of tougher measures against South Africa, although each
party had reservations about the measures. Jean Chretien of the Liberal
Party commented that a deadline for action was needed and that he was
"disappointed that the Minister could not impose sanctions or give orders
to certain people in Canada, many of whom we can give orders to, not to do
business with South Africa."38 Pauline Jewett of the NDP suggested that

39 Commons Debates, 18 June 1985, p.5905.

36 Commons Debates, 10 September 1985, p.6489.
7 Ibid., p. 6483.

8 Commons Debates, 13 September 1985, p. 6590.
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the Goverrment "initiate a program of staged economic sanctions to be
implemented within specific time limits in the absence of the dismantling
of apartheid and concrete moves toward majority rule." She also suggested
that the Code of Conduct be made mandatory, that financial assistance be
extended to political prisoners and detainees through Canadian
non-governmental organizations and that matching funds be provided by CIDA
for monies raised by the Canadian Aid for South African Refugees
chanization.39 After the Commonwealth Accord had been announced, Mr.
McCurdy criticized the Govermment for giving in to the British position.
"We must do more", argued Mr. McCurdy,

than participate in merely symbolic measures Or in
another contact group destined to increase even more
the level of frustration and resentment felt toward
the western democracies.

Without the support of mandatory sanctions, the lip
service of the West may well be replaced by the weapons
of the East and the future hostility of black Africa
toward the West would then be assured.

Two days later Mr. McCurdy praised the Prime Minister's condemnation of
apartheid in the UN General Assembly. He noted, however, that "We have
promised a tough stand, and we must take that stand. If in six months
South Africa has not responded as demanded...We must respond with
action...."41

Seven months later, following South Africa's attacks on three of its
neighbours, Monald Johnston of the Liberal party suggested that the
Government's response was inadequate: "Why does the Prime Minister not do
what he committed himself to do before the United Nations last October, and
immediately sever diplomatic relations with South Africa?"42 The leader of

39 1bid., p. 6591.

40 Commons Debates, 22 October 1985, p.7368.
| Commons Debates, 24 October 1985, p.7957.
42 Commons Debates, 20 May 1986, p.13408.
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the NDP, Ed Broadbent, cautioned that "the abolition of diplomatic
relations with South Africa might simply lead to a continuation of massive
levels of trade as it did, for example, in the case of Canada's relations
with Taiwan." "Will the Govermment undertake now", asked Mr. Broadbent,
"to change its voluntary controls over Canadian investment in South Africa
and to issue instructions to Canadian companies that there should be no
more investment in South Africa...?" Agreeing with Mr. Clark that
collective action by the Commonwealth is preferable to unilateral action by
Canada, Mr. Broadbent went on to ask the Minister if he would propose to
that organization a multilateral ban on agricultural imports from, and

further investment in South Africa.43

The opposition parties increased their calls for limited unilateral action
towards South Africa.44 In response to the measures announced on 12 June,
Warren Allmand of the Liberal Party commented that "what the Government has
proposed today is good" but that "Canada must be prepared to do more and to
do it more quickly." He cited the banning of further investment,
divestment, the severing of diplomatic relations and making voluntary
measures mandatory as examples of actions the Government could take.45 The

leader of the Liberal Party, Mr. Turner, noted that
the value of Canadian Government purchases from
South Africa is less than $1 million. The banned
South African attaches already live in the United
States, and obviously the ban on promotion of
South African tourism is economically meaningless.
The measures do not touch our $230 million in
imports from South Africa, nor do they touch our
$150 million in exports to South Africa, nor do
they touch Canadian investment in that country.

Given today's state of emergency in South Africa,
why has the Canadian Government failed to

%5 1bid., pp. 13408-13409.
44 Commons Debates, 2 June 1986, po. 13858-9; Commons Debates, 11 June
1986, pp. 14233, 14237.
5 Commons Debates, 12 June 1986, p. 14270.
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announce any measures of substance and just
engaged in what we might term hollow gestur:es?46

geveral of these concerns had been voiced earlier by New Democrat Pauline
Jewett, who noted that while her Party welcomed "the fact that this
Government, unlike Governments before it, is prepared to take some strong
initiatives,...we feel that the Canadian Government is not moving with the
sense of urgency that the situation demands." Ms. Jewett urged the
Government to convene a Commonwealth meeting before the scheduled meeting
in August.47

The opposition continued to call for stronger measures and on the following
day the House held a special debate on the deteriorating situation in South
Africa at the request of Liberal MP Lloyd Axworthy.48 During the debate
Mr. Axworthy suggested that Canada could act as a catalyst for

international action by unilaterally imposing a total embargo on South
Africa.49

Several MPs called for stronger specific measures by the Govermment. Brian
Tobin of the Liberal Party suggested that "a Commonwealth which cannot
respond to what is happening today in South Africa is a Comonwealth not
worth saving."50 Liberal MP, Marcel Prud'homme suggested that Canada
should help the Front Line States develop alternate trade routes and
markets, as well as "assist the liberation movement with the supply of

humanitarian aid, medical supplies, food and the like."51

Opposition calls for stronger measures continued after the special

debate 52 Noting that the Special Joint Committee recommended full economic

36 1bid, p. 14295.
47 Tbid, p. 14271.
48 Commons Debates, 13 June 1986, pp. 14362-14366.
49 Tbid., o. 14394,
50 Tbid., p. 14405.
51 Tbid., p. 14421,

2 Cm:;22§40ebates, 16 June 1986, p. 14447; Commons Debates, 19 June 1986,
p. -
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sanctions, New Democrat Howard McCurdy asked the Government one week later

in the House if it was not "about time the Government acted to impose those

sanctions, now?33
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TINTRODUCTION

The material from which these comments are derived consists entirely of
national public opinion surveys conducted across Canada. All the polls
cited below meet contemporary standards of scientific sampling for
surveys. While most of the polls are of recent origin, some attempt has
been made to provide an historical perspective where relevant and possible
given availability of materials.

INTERNATIONAL SECURITY

Asked by Decima in 1985 to name "one issue or problem which you feel is the

most important one facing the world, that is, the one which concerns you

personally the most", more than twice as many Canadians identified nuclear
war, wars and peace in general, or the arms race and disarmament (33%) than
did all conventional economic issues, such as unemployment and inflation,
combined (13%). TIndeed, more expressed concern about world hunger, famine
and food supply (17%) than conventional economic matters, reflecting
_perhaps then current reports of starvation in Ethiopia. When provided with
a list of five issues the proportion saying "poverty and hunger" was the
most "serious" issue (40%) was greater than that for "the arms race" (28%)
but the latter issue exceeded "economic problems" (20%).

The 1985-86 polls also showed continued public concern over the threat of a
nuclear confrontation. The degree of public worry about nuclear weapons
and war has generally increased in recent yeérs. Table I portrays Canadian
expectations from 1972-1985 on whether the chances of nuclear war are
greater or less than they had been 10 years earlier. The proportion
answering "greater" doubled between 1971 and 1975, and then doubled again
between 1975 and 1982. There is a decline after 1982 but in 1985 a

majority of Canadians still said that war is closer than a decade ago.
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Table I
Chances of a Nuclear War Compared to Ten Years Ago (in %)

1971* C1975% 51979 1980 1982 1985

Greater 17 33 52 62 65 53
Less great 54 42 23 19 17 21
Same 19 17 16 14 14 17
DK/Undecided 10 8 9 5 4 9

100 100 100 100 100 100

*For these surveys the question referred to "atomic war".

Source : CIPO

EAST-WEST RELATIONS

In a 1984 survey by Goldfarb consultants, about four in ten Canadians
expressed the view that east-west relations had deteriorated in the past
ten years or so. An equal proportion said they had remained the same,
while one in six believed there had been improvement. Those who expressed
more interest in world affairs tended to see more deterioration. In the
same study over 80% said they were very oOr somewhat concerned with the
current state of east-west affairs. Only 13% said they were not concerned
at all. Of those who perceived deterioration, most (66%) believed the
responsibility lay with both superpowers. Just less than two in ten (18%),
blamed the USSR, while slightly fewer (11%) blamed the United States.
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The November 1985 Reagan—-Gorbachev Geneva Summit, the first such US-Soviet
meeting since 1979, was the subject of a major survey for the C3C. Prior
to the sumit, Canadians appeared hopeful but not optimistic about concrete
progress. Most thought it would improve US-Soviet relations and that it
would slow the arms race, but less than a majority thought it would ease
international tensions. One out of four, in fact, predicted it would
increase tensions. Most expected the meeting to achieve "only little
progress". One in six expected no progress at all while only half as many
looked at a "great deal" of progress. Perceptions of the two superpowers
reveal some parallels. Most (45%) said President Reagan was " somewhat
interested" in working towards peace, while a smaller group (38%) found him
very interested. By comparison, the same proportion as for Reagan said
Gorbachev was somewhat interested (45%) while fewer found him very
interested (22% as compared to 38%). More respondents found Reagan
personally trustworthy than they did Gorbachev. More also expected the US
President to be willing to compromise at Geneva. Interestingly, more rated
Gorbachev as better at "influencing people in the west" than so rated
Reagan.

CANADIAN DEFENCE POLICY

Over the past decade there is some evidence of an increase in the number of
Canadian favouring increased defence spending. A 1977 CROP survey, for
example, found a near majority of Canadians (47%) expressing the view that
federal government spending on national defence was "just right". Half as
many said it was too much and slightly fewer that it was not enough. 1In
1980, however, CROP found less than one in three satisfied with spending
levels and only one in ten still saying too much was being spent. Fully
four out of every ten felt not enough was being spent, double the
proportions three years earlier. It seems likely that this trend has

continued through the 1980s. A number of recent surveys, including Gallup
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and the CBC, show very few Canadians in favour of decreased defence
spending. Attitudes appear roughly evenly divided between favouring
increased and maintaining current spending levels. However, fewer
Canadians express support for increased military spending if that means
either reduced social spending or increased personal income taxes.

NATO

Canadians are, and have long been, firm supporters of the NATO alliance and
Canada's participation in it. Approval of the alliance has typically been
substantial since the NATO treaty was signed in 1949, and there is no
evident current trend toward a decline. A recent Goldfarb survey found 85%
supporting continued Canadian participation in NATO, and those more
interested in and more knowledgeable about international affairs tended to
be most supportive. It also found three in four Canadians believe that a
military balance in Western Europe is necessary to offset Soviet power.
Perhaps paradoxically, these levels of support in principle are not matched
by a broad awareness or understanding about NATO. About four in ten
Canadians consistently deny "having heard or read anything" about it. And
a significant proportion—albeit a minority—of those who claim some
knowledge of NATO are usually unable to explain the organization's purpose.

CRUISE MISSILE TESTING

One of the most controversial defence issues in the last several years has
concerned the testing of the US cruise missile over northern Canada. A
series of questions asked by various survey organizations suggests that
Canadians overall remain roughly evenly divided for and against this
testing. The only trend or change has been a very slight shift toward
fewer voicing objections. A May 1985 Gallup poll found 45% in favour of
Canada permitting the cruise tests and 45% in opposition. The proportion
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who claimed to be aware of the issue rose from about one in every two
Canadians, in late 1982 when the question was first asked, to almost nine
out of ten, in 1985. Cruise testing was also one of the most divisive of
recent issues amongst social groups. Anglophone Canadians, older age
groups, males, the university educated and upper income earners were more
in favour than opposed. Francophones, British Columbians and Quebeckers,
younger age groups, females, public school educated persons and lower

income earners were more opposed than in favour.

STRATEGIC DEFENSE INITIATIVE

The second highly controversial defence issue was that of the US Strategic
Defense Initiative and possible Canadian involvement. 2gain the level of
awareness was relatively high; over eight in ten of those interviewed
during the summer of 1985 - during the Special Parliamentary Committee's
hearings on this subject - said they were aware of the Reagan
Administration's plan. Perhaps the only aspect of the SDI on which
Canadians reveal a consensus is its feasibility. Eight out of every ten
thought it likely that such a space-based defence system could in fact be
built. No consensus exists on its consequences, however. When asked what
the effect of such a system would be on the arms race, 60% thought it would
speed it up, 15% that it would slow it down, and 24% that it would have no
effect. When asked whether a space-based defence system will make the
world safer or less safe from nuclear destruction, about four in ten
replied safer. The same proportion replied less safe. In this case the
remainder had no guess. On the key policy question of Canadian involvement
in SDI research, a bare majority approved. Forty percent were opposed.
then the Decima oreganization asked a similar question distinguishing
between research and deployment, slightly less than one-third believed
Canada should only participate in the SDI research phase, and slightly more
than a third believed this country should be involved in both research and

deployment. Approximately one-third were against any involvement.
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Those who are most favourable towards SDI tend to regard it as
technologically feasible, tend more than opponents to believe development
of the system will either have no effect on the nuclear arms race or will
actually slow down that race, and support Canadian involvement on both the
research and deployment phases 6f the project. Notably, those who are
favourable to SDI but less strongly so tend more to support Canadian
participation in the research phase only. Consistent with these views,
proponents tend to explain their support of SDI development in terms of the
need to provide "defence", "protection" or "security" against nuclear
missiles. Those who are unfavourable toward SDI in general tend more than
its proponents to believe it unlikely such a system could be built and be
effective, tend strongly to expect its development to speed up the nuclear
arms race, and reject any Canadian involvement. Most opponents explain
their negative position on the grounds that the 1JS attempt to develop a
strategic defence system will "escalate the threat of nuclear war" and lead
to an increase rather than a reduction in nuclear weapons. Other opponents

point to the system's high costs and its likely ineffectiveness.

The intensity of interest group opposition to Canadian involvement in SDT

was evident at the summer 1985 hearings of the Special Parliamentary
committee. The intensity of public opposition may be reflected in the
pattern of responses in the July 1985 Decima survey to two questions - the
one concerning the preferred nature, if any, of Canadian involvement in the
SDI project (participation in research and deployment, in research but not
building, or no participation) and another, follow-up question in which
respondents were asked a more complex variant: "Some people say that if the
Star Wars system is going to be built anyway we may as well participate so
that we at least get some economic and technological benefits out if it."
As might be expected, virtually all supporters of Canadian participation in
both SDI research and deployment agreed with this view. Most (75%) of
those opoosed to any Canadian participation disagreed.
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A more recent question on SDI from the November 1985 CBC survey found
Canadians more or less evenly divided in approving (41%) and disapproving
(44%) of the "star wars defense system". A solid majority (61%), however,
approved the Mulroney Government's decision to allow Canadian business to
participate in star wars research. Most also opposed direct government
participation and were against government help to these companies.

REGIONAL CONFLICTS

Regional conflicts around the world are not generally priority issues for
the Canadian public in comparison, say, to the nuclear arms race. For
example, around two in every ten Canadians generally regard conflicts in
the Middle East or Central America as "very important" for this country.
As many or more attribute no importance or very little importance to these
situations. In Canada's overall relationship with different regions,
Central America, South America, the Caribbean and Africa (in that order)

trail Western Eurooe, the Middle East, Eastern Europe and Asia.

Concerning situations in these regions, Canadians tend to take, in
principle, a middle-of-the-road position. When Decima asked about the
causes of the "unrest in Central America" in 1985, a minority (28%) singled
out the Soviet Union and Cuba. A smaller minority (12%) blamed American
policies. A solid majority (56%) of the Canadian public said the root
cause of the unrest is poverty and injustice. An earlier survey considered
three alternative policies Ottawa might adopt to deal with the conflict.
Military assistance to "local governments" to combat insurgency found the
least favour with only one in ten saying it would be most aporopriate.
Increased economic assistance was regarded as preferable by around two in
ten while 70% opted for supporting the peacekeeping efforts of other
Central American countries as the most appropriate. However, in the 1985

CBC poll, more Canadians disapproved of 1S policy in Central America (40%)
than approved of it (32%).
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A series of Canadian Gallup polls show that the percentage who have heard
of South Africa's racial policies increased from less than a majority to
more than 60% in the twelve-month period between mid 1985 and mid 1986,
presumably as a result of the intense media coverage received by recent
events there. Perhaps also as a result of this preferences regarding
Canadian policy have measurably hardened. While around two in every ten
continue to believe Canada should not interfere, significantly fewer now
are satisfied with Canada maintaining relations with South Africa and
merely urging abandorment of apartheid. Supported by a majority in 1985,
this words-only stance is now backed by about 40%. A growing group, albeit
still a minority, advocate condemnation of apartheid coupled with cutting
relations. The group has increased from around one in every six a year ago
to more than one in three in mid 1986.
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