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VWHERE DOES
CANADA’S
SECURITY
LIE?

An extensive survey
sponsored by CIIPS looks
at how Canadians view
peace, security and

the superpowers.
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NOTE FROM THE EDITOR

With this issue’s cover story by
Don Munton, CIIPS releases re-
sults of a public opinion survey of
Canadian attitudes and opinions
on a wide variety of peace and
security issues. Unlike omnibus
public opinion surveys that ask a
few questions on everything from
Party loyalty to preference in laun-
dry detergent, the CIIPS poll deals
solely with Canadians’ concerns
about international peace and
security.

Munton’s article concentrates
on one element of the survey —
Canadian views on the policies
and behaviour of the superpowers.
A piece of the poll not mentioned
in the article attracted this writer’s
attention. The survey probes the
extent to which Canadians see in-
creased military power by the
Western nations as adding to their
security or to the chance for peace.
Most believe that it does not.
However, when asked specifically
about the size of the Canadian
military effort, more than six out
of ten said it should be “larger.”

This seems at first glance a flat
contradiction. How can people
hold these two ideas in their heads
at the same time? One can only
speculate on how each individual

rationalizes the apparent contra-
diction; here are a few guesses:

Military power is intimately
connected to national pride; could
the Canada-US free trade deal,
impending for many months,
cause people to compensate for
what they perceive as a ‘loss’ of
national esteem by bolstering it
in another area? Canadians want
Canada to be taken seriously on
the world stage, if it is seen that
we are ‘not pulling our weight,’ is
that a reason to increase the size of
our forces? Canadians have a
benign self-image; unlike the great
powers we have never threatened
anyone. Is it therefore alright for
Canada to increase its forces while
it is not alright for other nations?

None of these conjectures may
be correct; nevertheless, the atti-
tudes revealed in the survey are
another reminder of how military
power and citizens’ feelings about
their own and their country’s secu-
rity, are bound up in the history
and politics of a people.

In the other articles for this
issue, Gérard Hervouet of Uni-
versité Laval reports on the grim
situation he found during a recent
visit to Vietnam; Jane Boulden,
author of CIIPS Background Paper
Who's Ahead: Examining The

Nuclear Balance, looks at pros-
pects for more progress on arms
reductions in light of the super-
power dispute over the real mean-
ing of the Anti-ballistic Missile
Treaty; Boyce Richardson,
Ottawa freelance writer and film-
maker, points to the United Nations
Environment Programme as a
potentially useful mechanism for
settling international disputes over
water resources; and Francine
Lecours, CIIPS research assis-
tant, shows how the desire of Iran
to influence the politics of the en-
tire Middle East transcends the
differences between the Shah’s
regime and Khomeini’s revolu-
tionary government.
Peace&Security has a new
Editorial Board. The chairman is
Nancy Gordon, CIIPS Director
of Public Programmes. New to the
Board are: Roger Hill, CIIPS
Director of Research; Hilary
Mackenzie, member of the Ottawa
bureau of Maclean’s Magazine;
and Madeleine Poulin, journalist
and co-host of Radio-Canada’s
Le Point. David Cox, formerly of
the Institute, remains a member of
Editorial Board.
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A recent survey commis-
sioned by CIIPS shows
most Canadians perceive
the policies of both super-
powers, not just the Soviet
Union, as the major threat
to national security.

BY DON MUNTON

UPERPOWER

| AND NATIONAL SECURITY |

OST CANADIANS NOW
perceive the policies
and weaponry of both
superpowers, not just
the USSR, as the major problem
in East-West relations. The present
nuclear stockpiles of both super-
powers are regarded as increasing
the likelihood of war rather than
decreasing it. These are among the
major findings of a 1987 public
opinion poll sponsored by the
Canadian Institute for International
Peace and Security.

The survey, carried out prior to
December’s Soviet-American treaty
on intermediate-range nuclear
weapons, shows a striking tendency
overall to evaluate negatively the

policies, nuclear and otherwise, of
both superpowers. While some of
these perceptions of Canadians may
have already become more posi-
tive as a result of the Washington
summit agreement, it is unlikely
this dramatic event has much af-
fected the apparent balance in
these views or the tendency to per-
ceive Soviet and American policies
in a similar light.

Respondents to the survey were
asked what posed the greatest
threat to world peace. Very few
pointed to the USSR. Only one in
every twenty (5 %) said Soviet
actions on the international scene
were the greatest threat. About the
same number (8 %) thought it to be
American actions. On the other
hand, fully one quarter believed
the superpower arms race was the
greatest threat. Finally, approx-
imately equal groups thought that
the spread of nuclear weapons to
smaller countries and the Middle
East situation were the greatest

threats (29 % and 27 %, respectively).

These findings, it might be
noted, contradict the assumption
of the Canadian government’s
White Paper on Defence that “the
principal direct threat to Canada
continues to be a nuclear attack
on North America by the Soviet
Union.” Canadians, it would
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seem, disagree. Few apparently
regard a Soviet nuclear attack as
likely. The greatest threat, most
seem to be saying, lies in an un-
stable relationship between the

superpowers and in the possible
escalation of a regional conflict.

THE CIIPS SURVEY RESULTS ARE
borne out by another survey done
at about the same time for the
Department of External Affairs.
Asked which of a list of possible
causes was most responsible for
tensions between East and West,

a near majority of the External
Affairs survey respondents chose
“a lack of trust”” between East and
West. Once again, only a small
minority pointed to Soviet policies.

Canadians currently are as likely
to blame the US as the USSR for
recent tensions and to view certain
American policies as negatively as
Soviet policies. In the External
Affairs survey, while about one in
every seven or eight (13 %) indicated
East-West tensions had arisen from
Soviet attempts to increase their
power and influence, a similar pro-
portion (13 %) thought tensions were
caused by American attempts to
increase their power and influence.

Respondents to the CIIPS sur-
vey were less even-handed in their
evaluations of responsibility for
the state of relations between East
and West. Of those who saw an
improvement in these relations in
recent years, many more (40 %)
regarded the USSR as responsible
for this improvement than thought
the US responsible (10%). Of
those who saw deterioration in re-
lations, at least up to mid-1987,
most blamed the United States.

Canadians seem to be rather
wary, at best, of the basic thrust of
both superpowers’ policies. Eight
out of ten (79 %) believe the USSR
is trying to increase its influence
in the world today. But eight out of
ten (81%) also believe the US is
trying to increase its influence.
Few, only 20%, believe either
power is more or less content with
its present influence.

Confidence in the ability of each
superpower to deal wisely with
present world problems is also low.
Once again, Canadians’ skepticism
is clear and the same parallelism
emerged almost as strongly. Less
than four out of every ten Canadians

(38%) expressed very great or
considerable confidence in the
ability of the United States. Over
six in ten expressed little, very little
or no confidence (62 %). On the
other hand, and even more sur-
prisingly, almost three in ten ex-
pressed very great or considerable
confidence in the Soviet Union’s
ability to deal wisely with the
world’s problems while seven in
ten expressed little, very little or
no confidence (28% vs 73%).

In short, overall confidence in
American policy was not much
higher than that in Soviet policy.
(See chart) Although historical
public opinion data are thin it
seems that forty years of cold
peace with the USSR, including a
decade of detente, as well as a few
years of Mikhail Gorbachev’s ap-
pealing diplomacy, have persuaded
Canadians that Soviet handling of
world problems is not all bad.
Conversely, a few decades of US
foreign policy problems, including
Vietnam and Nicaragua, topped by
a term or two of Ronald Reagan’s
simplistic and sometimes bellicose
rhetoric, have persuaded Canadians
that American handling of world
problems is not all good.

Identical questions were dlso
asked in the CIIPS survey regard-
ing how trustworthy Reagan and
Gorbachev were on nuclear and
arms control issues. Few found
either of them very trustworthy.
About half perceived the two
leaders “somewhat” trustworthy
and half regarded them as not very
or not at all trustworthy. Fewer of
those questioned regarded the
American leadership as genuinely
interested in disarmament than
regarded the Soviets as such (37 %
t0o46%).

During the cold war period most
Canadians had essentially positive
perceptions about the US and
essentially negative perceptions of
the USSR. It is no longer so. Per-
haps most striking of all in the
1987 survey is an evident tendency
on the part of many individual
Canadians to be negative about
both superpowers’ policies.

Fully one in three (32 %) found
neither leader trustworthy on arms
control. In contrast, 11% regarded 7
Ronald Reagan as trustworthy and

Lot



Gorbachev as not trustworthy; that
is, only one in ten Canadians seem
to have the traditional cold war set
of perceptions. More, in fact, have
the opposite view; 17 % regarded
Reagan as not trustworthy and
Gorbacheyv as trustworthy. The
rest, around 40 %, found both at
least somewhat trustworthy on
arms control. (See chart)

THIS “PLAGUE ON BOTH YOUR
policies™ sentiment emerges even
more prominently on the other
parallel questions. Almost half of
those surveyed (46 %) believed
neither superpower leadership was
genuinely interested in disarma-
ment. Nearly six in ten (57 %) ex-
pressed little or no confidence in
both the American and the Soviet
ability to handle world problems.
And almost seven in ten (68 %)
believed both the US and USSR
are trying to increase their areas
of influence.

How then to best preserve the
peace? Asked about the measures
that would best do so, Canadians
rejected increased weaponry and
supported reductions of nuclear
weapons. The CIIPS survey posed
the following alternative state-
ments: “‘Some people think that
the best way to prevent war is for
the West to increase its military
strength so as to be more powerful
than the Soviets. Others think that
this would speed up the arms race
and may lead to war.” They were
then asked: “What do you think?
Should the West try to increase
its military strength or not?” By
more than a three to one margin
(71% to 29 %) Canadians said the
West should not increase its mili-
tary strength.

This prescription represents a
substantial shift in attitude from
the early 1960s. Exactly the same
question was asked in a 1962
national survey conducted by the
Canadian Peace Research Institute.
At that time, almost six out of ten
Canadians (58 %) believed the best
way to prevent war would be for
the West to increase its military
strength and gain superiority.
Only about one in three (32 %)
thought the West should not in-
crease its military capability. This
pattern, twenty-five years later, is
now reversed.

The CIIPS respondents were
also asked in the mid-1987 survey
whether they agreed or disagreed
with the statement that “‘the secu-
rity of Western countries could
best be increased by substantial
reductions in both American and
Soviet nuclear weapons.” Over
80% agreed or strongly agreed.

The spring 1987 External Affairs
survey posed two related questions
- whether the “‘existence” of
nuclear weapons and whether cur-
rent nuclear practices and devel-
opments make war less likely or
more likely. A clear majority said
both make war more likely (54 %
and 59 %, respectively). Distinct
minorities thought these factors
made war less likely (33 % and
28%, respectively). (The pattern
of responses to the second of these
questions, that concerning nuclear

“practices and developments,”
would likely be different following
December’s missile agreement.)

IT IS IMPORTANT TO BE CLEAR WHAT
these findings about Canadian atti-
tudes do not show. They do not sug-
gest a rampant anti-Americanism.
It is not America Canadians are
negative about, nor Americans. It
is certain American policies. Nor
do these findings provide evidence
of some sort of “‘moral equivalence”
thinking. There is no equivalence
of Soviet and American social or
political systems implied here.
There is strong evidence, however,
of a new tendency to distrust and
be critical of both superpowers —
of a new ‘anti-superpowerism.

It would also be tempting but
wrong to cast Canadians’ negative
images of American policies as

Survey Results

The survey, the most extensive examination of these topics ever in Canada, was designed by the
author and funded by CIIPS. It was conducted in June through September, 1987 by the Longwoods
Research Group with a national sample selected randomly to be representative of Canadian households
and chosen from a panel of 30,000 households maintained by Market Facts Ltd. The survey was
conducted by mail and comprised a total of 1015 respondents. The response rate fo the survey was
48%. The margin of error with a sample of this size is approximately + 4%, 95 times out of 100.

Survey data and more detailed analysis based on the whole survey are ovailable from the Institute
in a Working Paper also written by Don Munton. The survey data used in this article, as well as in the
Working Paper belong to CIIPS; the opinions and interpretations are those of Professor Munton.

Some people think that the best way to prevent war is for the West to increase its military
strength so as to be more powerful than the Soviets. Others think that this would speed up
the arms race and may lead to war. What do you think? Should the West try to increase its

military strength or not?

. . Yes, should
increase
1987 1962
No, should

not increase

How much confidence do you have in the ability of the - United States/Soviet Union - to

deal wisely with present world problems?

Very great

USSR

&

(onsiderable

Little

Very little

None

4%
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entirely a product of the Reagan
era. The American defence build-
up of the 1980s and the tough talk
of various US spokesmen have un-
doubtedly had some impact on
Canadian and other allied publics’
views. But the sources of discon-
tent are also deeper.

The new mood would seem to
arise from the high hopes, but ulti-
mate failure, of the detente period,
and especially from the promise,
but now widely recognized illusion,
of US-USSR arms control in the
1970s. The first two strategic
weapons agreements (SALT I and
II), most people appear to under-
stand, controlled only the rate of
growth of superpower nuclear
weapons. The consequences of
this fact, the enormous arsenals
which are yet to be reduced even
after December’s summit, and the
technological race which contin-
ues as yet unabated, are widely
deplored by the public in Canada
as in other Western countries. And
the argument that the weapons are,
on our side, necessary for main-
taining our security, is simply no
longer accepted.

That a start has been made to
reducing these arsenals may well
cause a shift in some perceptions.
No radical alteration should be
expected in the present tendency
to perceive the two superpowers’
policies in a more equivalent light.
Rather, the December summit in
Washington will probably result in
a more positive view of both Soviet
and American arms control and
foreign policies alike.

The intermediate-range missile
agreement, however welcome, is
unlikely to be seen by most Western
publics as an American accom-
plishment. It is therefore unlikely
to be of relative advantage to
Washington in influencing Western
publics. Nor is the agreement
likely to be seen as sufficient by
itself to solve the security problem
central to Canadians and others
today - an overabundance of mili-
tary weaponry and decided lack of
political accommodation.

These attitudes, distinctly post-
cold war and post-detente in nature,
seem destined to play a continuing
and key role in future policy
debates within Canada and the
Western alliance. []
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The bottom has dropped out of the Vietnamese economy, Canada
could help Vietnam end its isolation and re-enter the world political

HEN ASKED, “WHAT, IN
your opinion, is the
most serious threat now
facing Vietnam?”’, a
colonel with the army newspaper
Quan Doi Nhan Dan was quick to
answer, “‘Under-development!”
In the capital, Hanoi, sweltering
under the oppressive July heat of
this past summer, the economy
is clearly the top concern. The
fiercest battle of all is being waged
on the domestic front. The external
threats have not disappeared, but
there is now an effort by the gov-
ernment to reduce the emphasis on
both the war in Kampuchea and
the recurrent skirmishes along the
border with China.

Vietnam’s extreme under-
development is disturbing for the
visitor, and the peoples’ pride and
dignity make their suffering all the
more painful. That pride leads
them to stifle complaints and vis-
itors from the West are often
troubled by looks of pain or con-
tempt. Vietnam is one of the twenty
poorest countries in the world. In
1985, the International Monetary
Fund estimated annual per capita
income at about US $160. The agri-
cultural sector can barely satisfy
domestic demand for rice, and
only does so because there was a
good harvest in 1986. Between
1977 and 1980, 700,000 to 1 million
metric tons of rice had to be im-
ported each year. Even these fig-
ures are misleading because the
current self-sufficiency in food
production is apparently based on
consumption levels dictated by
rationing and very low purchasing
power; they fall far short of real
needs. As recently pointed out by
Vo Van Kiet, Chairman of the
Planning Commission, rice pro-
duction has stagnated for the last

and economic system.

BY GERARD HERVOUET

three years while the population
has grown by more than a million
each year.

In December 1986, the Sixth
Congress of the Communist Party
of Vietnam openly admitted the fail-
ure of the policies introduced since
1975. Its findings are damning:

Failure to meet a number of
major targets in the last five-
year plan affected all sectors of
the economy. . . Output gener-
ally amounted to only half of
capacity. Our country’s natural
resources have been wasted

... The environment is being
destroyed.

The Sixth Congress report also
observes that there are millions of
unemployed or under-employed
workers and says that ““in rural
areas (which have more than eighty
percent of the population), there is
a serious shortage of basic necessi-
ties and medications.” Hygiene and
health conditions are very poor;
in Ho Chi Minh City (formerly
Saigon), 195,00 homes reportedly
lack water, 120,000 have no sanitary
facilities and more than 100,000
are without electricity.

No Vietnamese official tries to
hide the truth. One told us, “We
are short of everything: we need
paper, books, tractors, fertilizer
... We know our country is rich,
and has enormous potential, but
how can we tackle all of our prob-
lems at once?”

SELF-CRITICISM IS THE ORDER OF
the day in Hanoi, with the blame
for poorly defined goals, bad
choices or hasty decisions placed
squarely on the Party. In inter-
views, Vietnamese officials ex-
pressed particular concern about
the best way to transform a civilian
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society, on how to reorganize an
administration in which no one is
willing to accept responsibility,
and ways to deal with a lack of dis-
cipline throughout the society.

Even more worrying were the
“negative demonstrations’ by the
people - in other words, the anti-
socialist tendencies of the public
and a crisis of confidence about
the nation’s leaders. Despite ap-
pearances and the strict control
the government exercises over its
people, the government turns a
blind eye to corruption, black
marketeering, and the hoarding
of medical supplies; these at
least make the harsh living con-
ditions tolerable.

How have things come to such a
pass? The official line is not kind
to the Party. Truong Chinh, a
prominent leader and past General
Secretary, stated in no uncertain
terms at the Sixth Congress that
the failure of the economic re-
forms was due “above all to the
central committee, the Politburo
and the government.”

Unlike other Socialist countries,
Vietnam’s Communist Party has
never really been racked by bloody
purges or marked by open strife
between rival factions. In the past
year, however, the Party and State
apparatus has brought in several
reformers, the most notable being
Vo Van Kiet, ranked fifth in the
Party hierarchy. Unfortunately,
customary professions of faith in
continuing to build a socialist
society give them little room for
manoeuvre. In addition, since the
average age of the new communist
party leadership is still over seven-
ty, the Party is in no way repre-
sentative of what is a very young
society (more than fifty percent
under twenty years of age). Viet-
nam’s adults remain severely trau-

matized by successive wars, while
the younger generation, eager for
access to consumer goods, view
the current conflicts with appre-
hension and skepticism.

Just as Vietnam has failed to
curb population growth so it has
failed to absorb the conquered
South. The disparities in develop-
ment between North and South are
too large to eliminate through po-
litical will alone. Despite purges,
re-education and political conver-
sion, the population of the South
continues to prove more dynamic
than the North. Integration of the
South has done nothing to end
either traditional rivalries or the
scars of the more recent civil war.
The Spartan northerners cannot
easily forget all they endured to
“liberate” their brothers in the
South, whose sufferings were of
relatively little account compared
to those of the North Vietnamese.

Finally, the war in Kampuchea,
aggravated by conflict with China,
remains one of the basic factors in
the deterioration of Vietnam’s
economy. Since 1979, Vietnamese
intransigence in refusing to make
even the smallest concession in
order to settle the situation in
Kampuchea, has cost it dearly.
The anti-Vietnam coalition, which
includes such strange bedfellows
as China, the Association of South-
east Asian Nations (ASEAN), the
rebel coalition of Democratic
Kampuchea (CGDK), many West-
ern European countries, the United
States and Canada, has raised the
anti even further. The stakes are
now too high for Vietnam to back
down. Vietnam has already suffer-
ed staggering losses, and the price
of the Cambodian occupation can
be measured in the following
terms: the suspension of Chinese




aid, the American refusal to pro-
vide economic assistance, a US
trade embargo, a halt or reduction
in aid from other Western coun-
tries, the suspension of loans from
international organizations, sub-
stantial losses of investment from
and trade with many countries and
finally, the diversion of Soviet aid
to military use.

SINCE CHINA CUT OFF ITS AID IN
May 1978, Soviet influence over
the Vietnamese economy has
grown steadily. In June of the same
year, Hanoi joined the Economic
Council for Mutual Assistance and
in November signed a treaty of
friendship and co-operation tying
its future to the Soviet Union for
the next twenty-five years. Since
then, the Soviet presence has ex-
tended to all sectors of Vietnamese
society and the two economies are
now so integrated that it is difficult
to foresee a serious rift arising
between them. Of course, Vietnam
is an expensive ally for the Soviets,
but it occupies a key strategic
position on the globe and offers
some worthwhile economic advan-
tages as a supplier of tropical
commodities that do not require
payment in hard currency.

There are two standard assump-
tions about Soviet-Vietnamese
relations which closer study shows
are false. The first is the belief that
resumption of normal relations
between Vietnam and the West,
Japan and members of the Associ-
ation of South East Asian Nations
might loosen or even strain Viet-
nam’s close relations with the
USSR. The second is the assump-
tion that Hanoi is content to become
increasingly dependent on Moscow
and the Socialist camp in general.
The first position ignores the im-
portance of “socialist brotherhood™
between the two countries and
under-estimates the current Viet-
namese leaders’ unwavering loyalty
to the teachings of Ho Chi Minh
which are still viewed as the one
true beacon guiding Vietnam’s
future. The second overlooks
Vietnam’s extraordinary attach-
ment to independence and its
endurance over the centuries.
These have combined to create a
ferocious nationalist pride that is
intolerant of outside interference.

Despite the overwhelming Soviet
presence and Vietnam'’s sincere
gratitude to the USSR, the Viet-
namese have serious reservations
about the Soviet model. This is not
as paradoxical as it might seem if
one considers the pragmatic Viet-
namese attitude which, in recent
years and despite current conflicts,
reflects a fascination with China’s
drive for modernization. Despite
the recent past, China is the rel-
evant model for Vietnam. The
shared values of Confucian-
ism, adherence to an
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identical cultural structure and
somewhat similar revolutionary
experiences all explain why the
Vietnamese feel more affinity with
the Chinese than with the Soviets.

Nevertheless, there are still
some basic differences in the two
countries’ situations. On the one
hand, the military adventure in
Kampuchea prevents any genuine
integration of Vietnam into the
world economy. On the other, while
Mao’s tomb in China is now quite
often closed and ignored, Viet-
nam’s leaders still look for inspira-
tion to the disconcerting image of
Ho Chi Minh’s mausoleum.

OPINION ON THE PRESENT SITUA-
tion is divided. Should we continue
to take a firm stance with Vietnam
in order to exact concessions on
the withdrawal of Vietnamese
troops from Kampuchea, or would
it be wiser to end the quarantine,
in the hope that Hanoi will gradu-
ally normalize relations and adopt
a policy of modernization?

The dilemma does not really
apply to Canada, since in 1979 it
decided to give unconditional sup-
port to the anti-Vietnam coalition.
It cut off aid in February 1979 and
recognized the Kampuchean rebel

coalition in 1982. This stance may
be logical or even desirable in the
light of Canada’s past experience
with Vietnam, as a participant in
the trying and ultimately frustrat-
ing work of the International Con-
trol and Supervision Commissions
in Indochina from 1954 to 1973. It
is also worth noting that Canada
has accepted more than 100,000
Indochinese refugees and that it is
not prepared to risk offending its
American neighbour, its trading

partners in South-East Asia
ally the
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and especi

SR e SRS
*‘«'2'&:«? 5

Chinese — with whom it has devel-
oped extensive and profitable con-
tacts — for the sake of relations
with Vietnam.

Unfortunately, however, as was
aptly pointed out by Kim Nossal:
‘. ..Canada has chosen to allow
its policy toward Vietnam to be
guided by the preferences of other
countries more directly involved.”
The Canadian government has
thus passively adopted the over-
zealous policies of others, on the
pretext of respecting the rules of a
coalition in which the members’
anti-Vietnamese interests differ
greatly and in most cases have
little in common with Canadian
interests. It adopted the same in-
transigent attitude taken toward
China in the 1950s and 1960s,
counter to a Canadian tradition of
negotiation, mediation and dia-
logue between the antagonists in
any conflict. Of course, as a very
minor player in the Indochinese
conflicts, what would Canada gain
by changing its current policy?

In the short term, nothing very
much; in the medium term, how-
ever, Canada would show all Asian
nations that it has a definite policy
in the region and that this policy is
not subordinate to that of any other
nation. Canada could earn the re-
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spect of Indochinese governments
by launching a dialogue which

would prove that we were not sim-
ply a mouthpiece for Washington.

If Canadian strategy in South-
east Asia is based primarily on
economic interests, it is unwise
to underestimate the long-term
development potential of Indo-
China. Why should Canada take
a more extreme position towards
Vietnam than some of the most
anti-communist countries in Asia?-
Japan, for example, has become
Vietnam’s first non-communist
trading partner and Singapore, one
of the most hard-line states in the
anti-Vietnam coalition, has fol-
lowed suit. South Korea is another
example, and despite confronta-
tions with Vietnamese troops on
the Kampuchean border, Thailand
also trades indirectly with Hanoi.
Without appearing to condone
Vietnam’s policy in Kampuchea,
Canada could still encourage the
growth of private contacts and re-
place its current policy of isolation
with measures designed to slowly
bring Vietnam back into the inter-
national community.

There is, in fact, no reason why
Canada should shun Vietnam as
the US does. Without condoning
Vietnam’s military presence in
Kampuchea and Laos, the Cana-
dian government could follow the
lead of several European countries
in promoting trade and cultural
links; it might thus persuade some
provincial governments to establish
links and thereby expand real
Canadian influence with Hanoi.
Canada is a member of la Franco-
phonie and it is Vietnam which
coined what subsequently became
that organization’s formal descrip-
tion of itself: “‘countries using
French as a common language.” It
is unfortunate that Canada has yet
to open a dialogue with Vietnam in
French, or any other language. []
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The Reagan Administration now has an unprecedented agreement on
reducing strategic nuclear arms within its grasp. However, progress
is tied to the future of the Anti-ballistic Missile Treaty.

N THE EUPHORIA THAT SUR-

rounded the signing of the

Intermediate-range Nuclear

Forces (INF) Treaty in
Washington in December, interest
focussed on the fact that the Euro-
missiles were being dismantled
and eliminated. Further, the Treaty
was achieved by Reagan “‘the Cold
Warrior,” and in circumstances
where there is a widespread per-
ception of a new era in Soviet
politics. But more importantly, the
summit held out the tantalizing
possibility of agreement on major
cuts in strategic offensive weapons.
The stumbling block to that greater
achievement, however, is the lack
of agreement on the Anti-ballistic
Missile (ABM) Treaty.

The Soviet Union and the United
States continue to hold fundamen-
tally different views about what this
agreement actually means. The
way the leaders dealt with the
problem in Washington was to
agree to ignore it while their nego-
tiators got on with other parts of a
strategic weapons deal. The sum-
mit final communiqué instructed
negotiators on both sides to:

... work out an agreement that
would commit the sides to
observe the ABM Treaty, as
signed in 1972, while conduct-
ing their research, develop-
ment and testing as required,
which are permitted by the
ABM Treaty, and not to with-
draw from the ABM Treaty for
a specified period of time.

The language of the communiqué
carefully avoided the issue of
whose Treaty interpretation was
right; as a “'senior Administration
official™ later told the New York
Times, ““We explained our posi-
tion. They explained their posi-
tion. We got some fudged
language.” In the months to come,

BY JANE BOULDEN

therefore, the complex dispute
about the meaning of the Treaty
terms is likely to be centre stage
in Soviet-American arms control
negotiations.

The ABM Treaty prohibits each
side from building a territorial
defence against ballistic missiles
and specifies what kind of limited
defences are permitted. The Treaty
provides for review conferences at
five-year intervals; two confer-
ences have been held, one in 1977
and another in 1982. A third must
occur, according to the language
in the Treaty, by the end of the fifth
year or in this case before October
1988. What are the events that have
brought us to the point where the
ABM Treaty is the key to future
reductions in the superpowers’
strategic nuclear arsenals? What
role could the review conference
play in moving towards strategic
reductions?

AT THE TIME OF THE FIRST REVIEW
conference in 1977, the Soviet
Union and the United States were
in the midst of negotiating the
SALT II treaty. As a result there
was little question that both sides
wanted to continue to abide by the
Treaty’s terms and they issued a
joint statement emphatically con-
firming their support for its pro-
visions. A different atmosphere
surrounded the 1982 review. The
new Reagan administration had
come to power with an anti-Soviet,
anti-arms control attitude, raising
questions about Soviet arms con-
trol compliance. Although the
1982 statement was somewhat less
enthusiastic than its predecessor,
both parties . . . reaffirmed
[their] commitment to the aims
and objectives of the Treaty..."”
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In October 1985, unilaterally
and two years ahead of schedule,
the Reagan administration under-
took its own review of the Treaty’s
provisions. The review claimed
that, contrary to general belief, the
ABM Treaty allowed development
and testing of ABM technologies
based on new physical principles
(those that would form the base for
the ““Star Wards™ shield). Only
deployment of such systems was
prohibited.

Under the US Constitution in-
ternational treaties must be ratified
by a two-thirds majority of the US
Senate. When the Senate ratified
the Treaty in 1972, it did so based
upon the understanding, commu-
nicated to it by Administration
officials of the day, that the Treaty
restrictions applied in a way that is
now known as the traditional or
narrow interpretation. With the
announcement that its own “broad™
interpretation of the Treaty was
legally valid and that the US had
the right to act on that interpreta-
tion, the Reagan administration
effectively overrode the Senate’s
constitutional role.

Two extensive reports have been
released as part of the internal
battle that has ensued between
Congress and the Administration.
State Department legal advisor
Judge Abraham Sofaer has released
previously classified sections of
the negotiating record to prove the
legality of the Administration’s
position. Senator Sam Nunn has
had access to the negotiating record
and has led the counter-attack. In
response to the Sofaer report he
stated: ** .. .the Reagan adminis-
tration is in serious error on its
position ... wrong in its analysis
of the Senate ratification debate:
wrong in its analysis of the record
of subsequent practice, ... and

wrong in its analysis of the negoti-
ating record itself.”

The Senate Foreign Relations
Committee has taken the issue fur-
ther. In a report issued in Septem-
ber 1987 the Committee reiterated
that the reinterpretation was a
challenge to the Senate’s constitu-
tional role. It warned Reagan that
if he continued to hold to the broad
interpretation it would delay ratifi-
cation of the INF treaty. And in
November, after efforts by Con-
gress to legislate its narrow in-
terpretation of the Treaty, the
Administration and Congress
reached a compromise on future
testing of Star Wars technologies
which effectively restricts testing
in the near-term (fiscal year ending
October 1988) to that which falls
strictly within the traditional, nar-
row interpretation of the Treaty.

After the reinterpretation an-
nouncement, the US was quick to
reassure nervous allies. The Stra-
tegic Defense Initiative (SDI)
would continue within the “tradi-
tional” interpretation of the Treaty.
Changes would only be imple-
mented after consultation with the
allies. Canada and the Western
European allies have always made
it clear that they want the narrow
interpretation to be maintained.
However, in late February 1987 the
Soviets announced that the US had
put the broad interpretation on the
table at Geneva. In a seemingly
half-hearted response to NATO
indignation over the announce-
ment, President Reagan sent two
of his arms control envoys on tours
of “consultation” with the allies.

Arms control advisor Paul Nitze
visited Canada and a statement
released by Secretary of State for
External Affairs Joe Clark after
the meeting reflected Canadian




support for the traditional or nar-
row interpretation: “.... Any
unilateral action by either party to
the Treaty that could have a nega-
tive impact on the current strategic
balance would be regarded by
Canada with profound concern...”

FROM THE BEGINNING THE SOVIETS
have insisted that cuts in strategic
nuclear forces can only be under-
taken if limits on SDI are agreed.
The USSR’s position has been that
the traditional interpretation is the
only valid one and that both par-
ties should continue to abide by its
terms. At Geneva they have asked
for a ten-year commitment of non-
withdrawal from the Treaty as part
of their negotiating position.
Recently, the Soviets revised their
position somewhat and now ap-
pear willing to allow some space-
based testing as long as specific
limits are negotiated and the ABM
Treaty as a whole remains intact.
Within the US Administration
the proposal received a mixed re-
sponse. Paul Nitze advocated a
positive response to the proposal.
He apparently lost out to other
Reagan advisors (including
Weinberger) who argued that such
limits (or any limits) would hamper
progress on SDI. These same
actors in the Administration have
consistently refused Soviet offers
to discuss what the Treaty does
and does not allow and refuse any
sort of discussion on the issue in
the Standing Consultative Com-
mission (SCC), the treaty mech-
anism established precisely for
this purpose. They believe that
participating in any form of dis-
cussion of the issue would give
undue credence to the traditional
interpretation and threaten the vi-
ability of the broad interpretation.
In the midst of this debate, the
ABM Treaty Review Conference
has become something of a lost
issue. The US is not anxious to
have its intentions with respect to
the ABM Treaty subject to more
than the usual public attention and
the State Department has said little
about plans for the conference.
Secretary of State Shultz has said
that the review could be anytime
in the next year. The Soviets, by
contrast, have suggested that the
review conference be chaired by

the defence ministers of the two
countries giving it more formal
standing than previous sessions.

When the review conference
does take place, three alternative
scenarios seem possible: first, the
US might use the review confer-
ence as an occasion to withdraw
from the Treaty. A report prepared
by the US Congressional Research
Service in September 1987 stated
that while there was no evidence
of imminent withdrawal, the
groundwork for withdrawal had
been laid.

Withdrawal from the ABM
Treaty would not be simple. Article
XV of the Treaty allows for with-
drawal on six months notice if
*“...extraordinary events related
to the subject matter of the Treaty
have jeopardized [a party’s]
supreme interests.”” Notice of
withdrawal must be accompanied
by a statement outlining those
extraordinary events. The Soviet
Union has gone a long way in
recent months to make it very dif-
ficult for the US to find “extra-
ordinary events’ that jeopardize
supreme American interests. The
only significant potential Soviet
violation of the ABM Treaty has
been construction of a large phased-
array radar at Krasnoyarsk. In
September a team of US Con-
gressmen inspected the radar at
the invitation of the Soviet Union.
Since then Gorbachev has an-
nounced a unilateral one-year
moratorium on construction and
has invited inspection of two other
small radars that have become the
subject of US concerns.

In sum, it would be very difficult
for the US to justify withdrawal
from the Treaty on the basis of
Soviet activities. Withdrawal from
military treaties of this kind with-

out a threat to supreme interests is
traditionally interpreted by the
other parties as an act of hostility.
A second scenario is that the US
could take up the Soviet offer to
discuss what is and is not permit-
ted by the Treaty. Specifically, the
issue of mutually-agreed technical
limits on testing in space could be
negotiated. Again, the US has
been unwilling to agree to such
discussions because it would be
interpreted as an admission of the
validity of the traditional interpre-
tation. The prime opponent of dis-

cussion of any kind on limits was
Secretary of Defense Weinberger
who has now left the scene. His
absence, coupled with significant
cuts in the SDI budget, may have
created a situation in which this
option could be pursued. Lack of
progress on this issue at the sum-
mit need not be interpreted as
failure. Under heavy pressure from
his right wing about being co-
opted by Gorbachev, Reagan may
have postponed moves that could
be interpreted as concessions until
they can be pursued in a more dis-
tant forum.

Finally, the review conference
might simply be a quiet exchange
of well-worn positions. Under
these circumstances, with no
movement from the US, it would
be unlikely that any kind of a joint
statement would be issued.

WHETHER THERE IS A REVIEW
conference or not, its absence as a
serious mechanism of negotiation
is an important indication of the
changes wrought by the Reagan
Administration in American think-
ing about nuclear weapons. A con-
sistent theme can be traced through
events on the bilateral arms con-
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trol agenda: that the Soviets can
not and must not be trusted on
arms control. The Administration
says that Soviet violations of arms
control treaties prove this. The
answer, according to Reagan and
his advisors when they first ob-
tained power, was not to develop
more or better treaties but to en-
sure that national security was no
longer dependent on the effective-
ness of arms control treaties.
Decisions about numbers and
kinds of nuclear weapons should
not be limited or dictated by arms
control treaties with a country that
would not abide by the rules.

These ideas have taken form
most obviously in the creation of
the SDI programme. They are also
evident in the end of adherence to
existing strategic arms limitation
agreements, the refusal to allow
limits on underground testing and,
with respect to the ABM Treaty,
an apparent decision to proceed
with SDI whatever the cost.

In this perspective, it is not clear
whether December’s Washington
summit treaty is a breakthrough or
an aberration from the basic thrust
of the Reagan policy. Reagan’s use
of the Russian phrase “‘trust but
verify’’ may indicate a change of
heart has occurred. On the other
hand, the INF Treaty may simply
have been a low-cost concession to
arms control.

Up to now, Reagan Administra-
tion activities have been tempered
by an overriding political reality.
Congress, the allies and at this
point the Soviet Union care too
deeply about arms control to allow
it to be pushed aside as a mechan-
ism for dealing with the nuclear
threat. Progress on the ABM issue
would indicate that these forces
have driven home their point. It is
surely not beyond the ingenuity of
the US Administration to construct
a rationale for entering ABM nego-
tiations without seeming to back
away from previous positions. []
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It is not merely alarmist to recognize that water is something that
countries are ready to fight over. Canada should do more to support
the United Nations Environment Programme’s efforts to resolve
existing disputes and head-off new ones.

BY BOYCE RICHARDSON

HE UNITED NATIONS ENVI-

ronment Programme is not

usually thought of as a peace-

keeping organization. Yet it
is quietly working away to create
institutions whose purpose is to
prevent nations from quarrelling
over shared environmental capital.
True, it has done little enough so
far, but that is mainly because it
has such limited means.

UNEP’s budget for effective
work in the field is a mere US $30
million provided through voluntary
contributions by member coun-
tries, and with that it has to collect
information, monitor environ-
mental changes around the world,
propagate the environmental mes-
sage and at least stimulate others
to take some sort of effective
action. With more money it could
do more work, and much of it
would be important for peace
and security.

Take, for example, UNEP’s pro-
gramme, scarcely more than an
acronym so far, called EMINWA,
a programme for the environmen-
tally sound management of inland
waters, meaning rivers, lakes and
aquifers. This programme is de-
signed to bring together nations
that share international river
basins. It is important because it is
not merely fanciful or alarmist to
recognize that water is something
that people are ready to fight over.

A map published in 1980 in the
World Conservation Strategy
(produced by UNEP and the Inter-
national Union for the Conserva-
tion of Nature) shows that only
five or six of the world’s non-
island nations are not touched by
international river basins. (Canada
has nine.) There are more than
two hundred major international
basins in all; more than a third are
not covered by an international

agreement, and fewer than thirty
have any co-operative institutional
arrangements. This is no small
matter for many countries: almost
a quarter of all nations have their
entire national territory as part of
an international river basin, and
therefore, at least in theory, whole
nations are vulnerable to actions
taken beyond their borders.

Last year the Brundtland Com-
mission recommended that the
development of “‘arrangements for
the protection and sustained use of
trans-boundary ecological systems”
should be an international priority.
This had also been suggested seven
years before in the World Conser-
vation Strategy (WCS):

“New . ..demands on water
quantity have risen more or
less simultaneously with a
dramatic decline in water qual-
ity in most international basins
... . Forest clearance, hydro-
electric installations, irrigation
and water supply works, and
pollution in one country can
rob another of water, increase
its costs of making water suit-
able for different uses, and
destroy, degrade, or deplete

its valuable ecosystems and
species.”

WCS added that failure to re-
concile upstream and downstream
use had already generated consid-
erable political friction in many
parts of the world.

THERE HAVE BEEN INTERSTATE
basin commissions in some places
for a long time - covering the
Rhine and Danube, and the Great
Lakes, notably — but the Strategy’s
warning that such arrangements
are poorly adapted to the realities
of water use in the modern world
was certainly underlined by the
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recent dramatic poisoning of
the Rhine.

Early treaties regulating water
use from international rivers have
proved unsatisfactory. For example,
after several American states have
withdrawn water from the Colorado
to meet the needs of the cities of
Denver, Los Angeles and San
Diego, and of irrigated agricul-
ture, the river enters Mexico for
its last one hundred and fifty kilo-
metres on the way to the Gulf of
California. A 1944 treaty between
the US and Mexico guaranteed
that at least twelve per cent of the
river’s water should cross the fron-
tier in usable condition, but so
intensively used is this water that
on entry into Mexico it is already
quite salty. The story seems to
indicate that the fellow who is
upstream holds the whip-hand.

Disputes over river water have
occurred between countries using
the Rio de la Plata and Parana
rivers in South America, between
India and Pakistan over the Ganges,
between the countries of Indo-
China over the Mekong, at various
times between Egypt and the
Sudan over the Nile, and in the
Middle East over the Jordan,
which forms the boundary between
Jordan and Israel.

The danger of international con-
flict about water prompted Pres-
ident Carter’s Global 2000 report,
issued in 1980, to recommend that
the US should take a lead in estab-
lishing “conflict resolution arrange-
ments.” Though this report was
shelved by the Reagan administra-
tion, the problem has not gone
away. EMINWA aims to do some-
thing about it, but so far on too
limited a scale.

Though our knowledge of the
workings of nature should not be
exaggerated, at least we now know

after the many river control
schemes built around the world
that to make better use of water is
not merely a question of with-
drawing water from river courses,
diverting it into canals, or building
dams, but is a complicated matter
involving many scientific disci-
plines. We have come by that
knowledge the hard way.

Many of the major water control
projects of recent years have shown
only too clearly that hasty devel-
opments, not founded in a sound
knowledge of the basin’s ecosystem,
can create terrible and unforeseen
side-effects. The example cited
most often is the Nile: though
Egypt and the Sudan do now work
together so that each might extract
maximum benefit from the river’s
relatively small year-round volume,
the hydro-power and freedom from
seasonal flooding that the dam has
brought Egypt has been attained at
considerable cost. Fertilization of
downstream soils through deposit
of silt has been reduced, the off-
shore sardine fishery destroyed,
salinization and water-logging of
the delta increased, and schistoso-
miasis (a debilitating parasitic
disease) has exploded around the
lake and irrigation canals. None of
these effects was foreseen.

To deal with such problems
UNEP drew up and recommended
to the UN a set of principles that
should govern states in conserving
and utilizing shared natural re-
sources. These principles empha-
size the need for states to:

co-operate in controlling, pre-
venting, reducing or eliminating
adverse environmental effects that
may arise from use of shared
resources;

avoid environmental damage
that could affect the use of a re-
source by another state;




= make impact assessments
before doing anything that might
affect a shared resource or the
environment of another state;

give advance warning of detailed
plans to affected states, and con-
sult with them;

compensate for any damage
caused other states, and provide
affected nationals of other states
with the same administrative and
judicial treatment as is available to
their own citizens.

The WCS recommended that
some international organization
should take up the task of review-
ing the conservation needs and
problems of international river
basins, giving priority to basins
that are scheduled for major devel-
opment or subject to severe ero-
sion. UNEP took up the challenge
five years later, with the setting up

of EMINWA. But ironically - and
not surprisingly — it was not able

to begin with the basins where the //

need was most urgent.

Indeed it chose to attack a river,
the Zambezi, which so far has not
given rise to any major problems,
and in which the affected nations
(the South African Front-Line
States), far from being at each
other’s throats, are already work-
ing together. An Action Plan was
agreed earlier this year by six of
the seven affected countries.

EMINWA FOLLOWS A PATTERN
established by UNEP’s successful
Regional Seas programme, which
has in the last fifteen years in-
volved one hundred and twenty
governments in improving coastal
and marine environments around
the world. These programmes
have brought countries to work
together which are far from
friendly, as in the Persian Gulf.

I was told by a Kuwaiti environ-
mentalist whom [ met on a recent
trip to UNEP headquarters in
Nairobi that the participant coun-

tries in the Gulf took years to de-
cide even on a name for the plan.
Eventually they agreed: and so,
rather oddly, in the list of regional
seas programmes — Caribbean,
Mediterranean, and so on — is
found the Kuwait Action Plan, a
name safely devoid of political
overtones. Meetings on the esoteric
subject of Gulf water pollution
have been attended by participants
from countries which were other-
wise not on speaking terms.

The Zambezi Plan is an impor-
tant diplomatic achievement, so
far as it goes. But Africa is only
one part of the problem. Every
continent has international river
basins, and a dozen of these are
numbered among the rivers carry-
ing the greatest sediment load -
that is, basins experiencing the
world’s worst soil erosion — and
most of these support very heavy
populations.

Sometimes an international
scheme to modify and control a
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river basin can be scuttled by
straight political upheaval. For
example, there has been for thirty
years an organization known as

the Interim Committee for Co-
ordination of Investigations of the
Lower Mekong Basin (another
delightfully vague name!) whose
aim is to bring that river under
control. The Mekong rises at 5,000
metres on the Tibetan plateau,
passes from China through or
along the borders of Burma, Laos,
Thailand, Kampuchea and Vietnam
before discharging into the South
China sea, 4,000 kilometres from
its source.

Since this immense river basin
receives most of its annual rainfall
in only five months, it is subject to
droughts and floods even in nor-
mal years. The inhabitants of the
basin are mostly farmers — and
they are among the poorest people
in the world. They have good soils,
plenty of sunshine - their main
problem as farmers is the erratic
availability of water.

The Mekong project covers ir-
rigation, electricity, flood control,
watershed management and so on,
with a possible thirteen control
dams, and a price tag estimated in
1970 at US $12 billion. Fifteen
years later only four per cent of
this had been committed, largely
because violent political changes
that overtook much of Indo-China
made it impossible to under-
take any activities on the river’s
main stream.

Of course, when countries do get
together to act on trans-boundary
resources, they do not always act
wisely. Somehow when river de-
velopment is in prospect, giantism
gets a deadly grip on the brains of
politicians (in Canada, as else-
where). When billions of dollars
are poured into a scheme the em-
phasis is placed on an adequate
return on investment, otherwise
known as profit. There are many
questions, for example, about the
three-nation plan to control the
Senegal river, to build two dams,
two ports, generate electricity,
irrigate land, and replace tradi-

tional local crops with crops for
export. Environmental factors
appear to have been overlooked in
this massive scheme, which seems
unlikely to have happened had
UNEP been able to act as catalyst,
as it hopes to do in other parts of
the world.

SINCE PRESSURE ON INTERNATIONAL
river basins is increasing in step
with the deterioration of their
waters, it could be regarded as a
matter of some urgency to provide
UNEP with the resources it needs
if it is to initiate the creation of
more co-operative institutions of
the Regional Seas and EMINWA
type. The Brundtland Commission
recommended that UNEP be
strengthened and given more
money, but I found on my visit to

PEACE & SECURITY 9

Nairobi in June that no one there
expects governments actually

to give more. I asked William
Mansfield, deputy executive direc-
tor, how much money UNEP could
use if governments responded to
the Brundtland recommendation,
and he said that, given their present
programmes, they could probably
use half as much again as they now
have — not a large sum in a world
that spends as much on armaments
in twenty minutes as UNEP spends
in a year.

Canada’s total contribution to
UNEP last year was US $818,148 —
a little over C$1 million - a pathetic
figure when weighed against the
lip-service the Canadian govern-
ment always pays to environmental
concerns in international meetings.

UNEP also raises quite a bit of
money through its Clearing House,
which puts countries that are in
need of support for particular pro-
jects directly into touch with
donors. Some countries maintain a
permanent trust fund in the Clear-
ing House so that it is available for
use at any time. But here again,
Canada seems a rather niggardly
presence, if a presence at all. The
most generous supporters of the

Clearing House are the Scandina-
vians, the Netherlands, Germany,
and the EEC.

Since the work of UNEP has
been given a rather generous mark
of confidence by the Brundtland
Commission, Canada, which has
accepted the report so fulsomely,
should add substantially to its
voluntary contribution. If the
government looked at UNEP’s
work as the peace and security
effort it really is, perhaps Canada’s
monetary contribution would
match its rhetoric. []

Further Reading

Arthur H. Westing, ed. Global Resources
and International Conflict, Oxford:
Stockholm International Peace Research
Institute, Oxford University Press, 1986
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Khomeini's Iran is very different from the Shah’s, but pretentions to
being a local great power and the desire to influence the politics of
the entire Middle East are characteristics they both share.

BY FRANCINE LECOURS

4 HEN THE AYATOLLAH
4 Khomeini took power
A H from Mohammed Reza
etaled Shah Pahlavi in Iran in
1979, he transformed the country
from a secular state to a Moslem
fundamentalist one. Iran is a coun-
try of forty-five million people,
eighty-five per cent of whom are
Shi’ite Moslems. While Khomeini’s
Iran is vastly different from the
Shah’s, they share one characteris-
tic, namely, an ambitious political
design for Iran in regional politics.

During the 1960s the Shah’s
policy was dictated by strategic
considerations and laid its em-
phasis on regional stability, espe-
cially in the Persian Gulf. With
this strategy and the goal of terri-
torial expansion, Iran conferred
on itself the role of policeman of
the Gulf, particularly after Britain
gave up the job.

In addition to occupying three
islands in strategic locations in the
Persian Gulf, Iran, with its aspira-
tions to regional superpower status,
intervened frequently in the in-
ternal affairs of other countries of
the region, particularly when their
central governments were threa-
tened by rebel groups. This was
often accomplished through eco-
nomic and technical assistance,
but occasionally involved direct
military intervention. The dispatch
of Iranian troops to the Dhofar, in
order to assist the Sultan of Oman
in his struggle against Popular
Front guerrillas, is one example.

The Shah backed his ambitions
with a sophisticated military
arsenal which made the Iranian
army one of the most powerful in
the world. Iran’s security policy
also relied on diplomacy. Political
or military alliances resulted in

reconciliations with Ankara,
Islamabad, Riyadh and Cairo.
And even while establishing close
working relationships with most
of the Arab countries, it continued
to maintain good relations with
Israel in the economic and mili-
tary fields.

The 1979 crisis led to the creation
of a Shi’ite Moslem government
and, as a consequence, changed
the rules of the game in the Middle
East. Iranian foreign policy now
reflects the revolution and as such,
contains some new elements. The
advancement of Islam is the cor-
nerstone of this policy and the
restoration of Islam as the basis
for political legitimacy is the ulti-
mate objective. The preamble to
the Constitution of the new re-
public advocates the founding of
an Islamic world order, and the re-
unification of the community of
believers, the oumma, has become
a priority. According to the funda-
mentalists, this entails the libera-
tion of Moslem countries ruled by
godless governments (read secular
governments), and involves a re-
conciliation of the ethnic, regional
and other differences between all
Moslem nations.

GIVEN THAT THE KHOMEINI REGIME
will be unable to achieve this am-
bitious plan in the near future, it
has chosen to base its hopes on the
creation of a regional Islamic
order, more or less controlled by
Teheran, in which Islam will de-
termine both the political nature
of the various countries and their
foreign policies.

Teheran furthers its goals by
indirect methods such as the
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spreading of “revolutionary”
propaganda in several Middle
Eastern countries (especially Iraq
and Lebanon), through the pro-
selytizing of Moslem religious
leaders in other countries, activism
by Khomeini supporters during
the annual pilgrimage to Mecca in
Saudi Arabia, and the provision of
financial and logistic assistance to
foreign Islamic organizations (par-
ticularly for the training of mili-
tants in Iranian camps). The best
organized among these are the
Hezbollah, a group of pro-Iranian
Lebanese Shi’ites.

Iranian activities often take on a
more violent character. Responsi-
bility for both the attempt to over-
throw the government of Bahrain
in 1981 and the assault on the
American Embassy in Kuwait in
1983, has been laid at the door of
pro-Iranian elements. Moreover,
since the occupation of Lebanon
by Israeli troops in 1982, Teheran
has supported a contingent of
revolutionary guards in that coun-
try. The Lebanese government
estimates that there are currently
several thousand Pasdarans in
Syria. They make periodic forays
into the Bekda Valley (populated
largely by Shi’ite Moslems) in order
to spread propaganda and provide
military training to activists.

The seven-year-old war between
Iran and Iraq can be attributed
only indirectly to this “‘revolution-
ary” Islamic policy since it was
Iraq that launched the hostilities.
Moreover, the refusal of Iran to
accept a negotiated settlement to
the conflict can be explained by
the secular tensions which exist
between the two capitals, as well
as the open animosity between
Iraqi President Saddam Hussein
and Khomeini. An additional fac-

tor is the Khomeini regime’s effort
to maintain social cohesion by
rallying the population to confront
acommon enemy.

This effort by Iranian leaders
since 1979 to export ideology and
revolution is a significant com-
ponent in Iran’s regional activism.
The rise of a Moslem fundamen-
talist regime continues to cause
major repercussions in the Arab
and Islamic world. In the years
following the revolution, riots
broke out in Moslem countries,
from Bangladesh to Morocco.
Portraits of Khomeini and slogans
inspired by his ideas were always
evident on those occasions. The
example of Iran appears to have
influenced Shi’ite communities in
Pakistan and Saudi Arabia in their
demands for increased rights.
Since the late 1970s events in Iran
have constituted the most impor-
tant manifestation of the resur-
gence of Islamic fundamentalism
in the Middle East.

Governments in the region have
adopted various strategies to protect
themselves from this fundamental-
ist wave which threatens them as
much from within as without. In
1981, the conservative monarchies
of the Persian Gulf formed the
Council for Co-operation in the
Gulf (CCG) not only to guard
against a possible expansion of the
Iran-Iraq war (which had begun to
swing in Iran’s favour) but also out
of fear of fundamentalist groups
emerging among their own pop-
ulations. Following the Iranian
revolution, countries such as
Egypt and Pakistan placed more
emphasis on the significance of
Islamic values in setting govern-
ment policy. By contrast, other




countries — one example is Tunisia
- have declared an open war on
Islamic fundamentalism.

IRANIAN DIPLOMACY COMBINES
revolutionary fervour with a prag-
matic stance made necessary by
the economic difficulties in which
the country has found itself. The
costs of the war, as well as the de-
cline in both local oil production
and in oil prices have depressed
the economy. An array of other
economic problems has emerged:
industry operates well below capa-
city and the unemployment rate
has risen to twenty-five percent in
some areas; oil revenues serve in
large part to finance the war, to
rebuild what the war has destroyed
and to support the day-to-day costs
of a very inefficient economy. Long
planned investments in infrastruc-
ture and extensive development
projects have been postponed, as
have improvements in social ser-
vices and agriculture.

Given Iran’s restricted economic
relationship with the United States
and its fear of dependence on the
Soviet Union, it is easy to see why
it wants closer economic links with
its immediate neighbours. Within
the region, Turkey and Pakistan,
both pro-Western regimes, are its
major trading partners. In 1985,
these three countries formed the
Organization for Economic Co-
operation to encourage trade and
the transfer of technology. A 1987
agreement between Teheran and
Ankara envisioned a trade volume
in the range of two billion dollars.
It should be added that a large
proportion of Iran’s exports pass
through Turkish and Pakistani
territory.

Despite the hostility of the
Iranian regime towards the Arab
monarchies of the Gulf - as a re-
sult of their “‘anti-Islamic” leader-
ship and their financial and material
support of Iraq in the war - Iran
has tried to establish co-operative
economic links with them. Signif-
icant among these are the existing
commercial ties with the United
Arab Emirates and the agreement
concluded with Saudi Arabia at the
OPEC meeting last year on a new
strategy on prices and quotas.

The Iranian attitude towards the
Gulf monarchies continues to be
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ambiguous, and is linked to the
on-going power struggle in Teheran
between radicals and moderates.
The riots in the summer of 1987
during the annual pilgrimage to
Mecca which resulted in several
hundred casualties, mostly Iranian,
did not improve the situation.
These bloody confrontations are
a reminder that Iran and Saudi
Arabia, centres of power respec-
tively of Shi’ite and Sunni Moslems,
are struggling for leadership of the
Islamic world.

Iranian nationalism — nationalism
in the conventional sense — was
central to the policy of the Shah,
and has not completely disappear-
ed, even though it is formally
incompatible with Khomeini’s
ideology. Iran’s press often stresses
the importance of the “national
interest” and Iranian leaders
draw upon nationalist feeling to
justify elements of the country’s
foreign policy.

It is important to recognize that
the regional policy of Iran is also
based on wider international im-
peratives. It is in the country’s best
interests to escape from the diplo-
matic isolation into which it fell
after the demise of the Shah.
Regardless of its intentions in the
Middle East, Iran cannot continue
to play a solitary hand - solitary
even if one counts the links with
Syria and Libya. Teheran is par-
ticularly opposed, and has been
for a long time, to the presence of
the US and the USSR in the Persian
Gulf. The view is widespread
among the Iranian leadership that
almost any scenario is preferable
to the continuous presence of either
of those countries in the Gulf. In
this setting, Iran would certainly
seek advantage from shifting its
alliances, even to the point of a

rapprochement with Saudi Arabia.
Furthermore, the proximity of the
Soviet Union, and its invasion of
Afghanistan, creates fears in
Teheran similar to those felt by its
neighbours Pakistan and Turkey.
In short, whether its goal is to
oppose Western or Soviet “‘impe-
rialism” or to pursue its own
designs in the region, Iran can
only benefit from having some
solid allies in the area.

GIVEN THE UPHEAVALS THAT FOL-
lowed the rise of Khomeini the
successful exportation of the Iranian
Revolution cannot be excluded,
especially if Iran wins the war with
Iraq. A Shi’ite fundamentalist
wave could sweep through the
Gulf states, to Jordan and Lebanon
and even to Syria and Egypt. Never-
theless, the ideological expan-
sionism pursued by the Khomeini
regime is not necessarily destined
for success. The search for eco-
nomic partners and the need for
allies is likely to temper Teheran’s
revolutionary fervour. Further-
more, it is difficult to see how Iran
can continue its war effort indefin-
itely, when its economy is failing
and its access to military resources
remains precarious.

To these fundamental factors one
must add other considerations.
The conditions which favoured the
unfolding of the Iranian revolution
are not found in other countries of
the region. The modernization
programme undertaken by the
Shah encouraged the emergence of
a social model copied from the
West, a model which proved to be
incompatible with the traditional
structure of Iranian society.

The Shi’ite branch of Islam led
by Khomeini differs sharply from
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the Sunni branch which predomi-
nates in the area. One of the main
points of divergence between the
two Moslem groups relates to the
type of government deemed suit-
able to govern the civil state. There
would probably be considerable
resistance from Sunni communities
to orders given by the religious
leadership in Teheran. Even the
Shi’ites in the region (and in Iraq
Shi’ites have not responded to ap-
peals from Khomeini) would not
necessarily be won over to the
cause, since ethnic and cultural
loyalties could prove more impor-
tant than religious ones.

Finally, the leadership of
Khomeini will not last forever and
dissension is already evident
among different factions of the
current regime. Radicals and
moderates disagree on how to in-
terpret Islam, on what model of
economic development to adopt
and on the possibility of reconcili-
ation with either Washington or
Moscow. Ayatollah Montazeri, the
designated successor to Khomeini
and main promotor of exporting
revolution, has many enemies.
With Khomeini’s death, the polit-
ical cohesion of the regime could
be seriously compromised.

Despite all the differences be-
tween the regime of the Shah and
that of the Ayatollah Khomeini,
both have deeply influenced the
politics of the region. Khomeini’s
Middle East policy, which con-
tains ideological and pragmatic
elements, is conditioned both by
the revolution which has shaken
the country, and by the war against
Iraq. Opinions vary on the degree
of influence of one factor or the
other on the events since 1979.
Nevertheless, the transition from
secular state to a fundamentalist
Moslem one has not altered the ba-
sic factors which govern Teheran’s
relations with its neighbours. [
Further Reading
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LETTER FROM MANAGUA Y 0AVID GOLLOSB

The Contras have attacked Abisinia, a
settlement in Northern Nicaragua. In
a humble peasant shack, a woman and

her five children wail over the body of Papito -

“Little Father.”

The body is laid out in a coffin
with a glass window over the face.
The glass is smeared with finger
smudges and tears. Decomposi-
tion is swift in the tropics, and the
stench of death is overpowering.
On the roof, the steady, drumbeat
of a tropical rainstorm. It is late
afternoon, the shack is dark, lit
only by a few candles.

In the ruins of the community
medical centre, a woman is giving
birth. Her husband was killed, her
home burned down. Labour was
brought on prematurely by the
trauma, the nurse explains. The
woman is only eighteen and her
baby is all she has left.

In a clandestine radio broadcast
from neighbouring Honduras, the
Contras claimed the attack on
Abisinia was a great success, be-
cause, they said, they managed to
destroy a military barracks and
command post located on the fringe
of the settlement. This is true. But
the Contras did not explain why
the bulk of the casualties were
civilians, why twenty houses were
burned down, or why several
peasants, including two women,
were kidnapped.

I used the sounds and images
of the mourning family and the
woman giving birth to illustrate
my report on this attack, a report
that I prepared for CBC Radio and
also filed to an American Public
Radio network. I was surprised to
learn that the American network
did not run the story - because,
they said, the sound was too emo-
tional. “We have made a policy
decision,” an editor later explained,
“To avoid dramatising or sensa-
tionalising this aspect of the war.”

I could see nothing “sensational”
about the use of sound. It illustrated
a basic truth about war. War is suf-
fering, pain, and death - ugly and

unpleasant. But this war is also the
policy of the US government. The
highly-charged ideological climate
that the Reagan Administration
has created to justify its policies
and to embarrass reluctant con-
gressman into supporting them
has made reporting on Nicaragua
extremely difficult. At least three
American reporters have been
fired or forced to resign because
of their coverage of Nicaragua.
“The Sandinistas have a record
of broken promises,” President
Reagan tells the world. Few jour-

is to have been jailed for fifteen
days for taking part in an anti-
government demonstration. In
El Salvador, human rights activists
are kidnapped or gunned down in
the street in front of their children.

But we are not in El Salvador,
we are in Nicaragua, where demo-
cratic freedom has become an
issue, because, once again, it is one
of the issues the Reagan Adminis-
tration has seized on to justify its
policies. As journalists in Nicaragua
we must report on human rights
violations in Nicaragua. It is not
our job to point out the hypocrisy
of launching a war to topple this
government when the United States
supports governments that are
guilty of much worse.

The phrase “Contra aid” is
another example of how we are

The highly-charged ideological climate that the Reagan
Administration has created to justify its policies ...
has made reporting on Nicaragua extremely difficult.

nalists have attempted to challenge
this judgement. To do so, would be
to engage in advocacy on the part
of the Sandinistas. So the statement
goes unchallenged. When President
Ortega signs a peace plan, the
journalist’s question becomes,
“Will he comply?”’ The assump-
tion is, he won’t; after all, Ortega’s
is a record of broken promises.
The Nicaraguan government is
a “totalitarian dictatorship of the
left,” Reagan tells us. Few jour-
nalists working in Nicaragua actu-
ally believe that. Nevertheless this
is a society that has some repres-
sive mechanisms. Middle-level
opposition leaders have been jailed
on flimsy or trumped-up charges.
Censorship was in force for nearly
five years. Opposition media have
been shut down by the authorities,
and so on. But this kind of repres-
sion is innocuous in comparison
with the terror and intimidation
that reigns in El Salvador, which
receives two million dollars a day
in aid from the US. The worst
thing that has ever happened to a
human rights activist in Nicaragua,
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conceptually trapped. Every time
we use it we are unwittingly ac-
cepting one of the fundamental
theses of the Reagan Administra-
tion: that the war in Nicaragua is
between Nicaraguans and that the
United States is just “helping™ a
legitimate anti-totalitarian insur-
gency. This notion flies in the face
of everything that is known about
the history of the conflict. The US
not only finances the war, it con-
trols it, and even handpicks Contra
leaders. This is not ““aid,” it is
something else. But that word has
become graven in stone - to chal-
lenge it now would amount to
picking an argument, not just with
the US State Department, not just
with one’s own editors, but with
the universe of received opinions.
Of course, the Sandinista govern-
ment’s insistence that the Contras
are mercenaries in the service of
the US government is equally fal-
lacious. The average Contra foot-
soldier is not fighting for money.
Contra leaders do admit that with-
out American “‘aid,” their insur-
gency would have collapsed long
ago, but this does not make them

mercenaries. However, that’s not
the point: no Western journalists
would ever refer to the Contras as
“mercenaries,” while the use of
the word “‘aid” is universal, and
surreptitiously promotes a dis-
torted concept of the nature of
the conflict.

An American journalist specu-
lated in a conversation last Novem-
ber on how certain Contra leaders
might react to the Sandinistas’
offer to hold indirect ceasefire
talks. “What does it matter what
the Contras think?”" I asked him.
“Surely they will do whatever the
State Department or the CIA tells
them to do.”” The journalist, who
has years of experience in the
region and knows the story much
better than I do, went silent for a
moment. “I suppose you are right,”
he said. Nevertheless, in the re-
port he filed that day, Contra
leaders were quoted as if they
were in positions of authority,
with the power to make weighty
decisions on the course of the war.

Part of this derives from what
journalists call “*balance.” Every
story has more than one side. We
seek out the prime players, and
highlight their contrasting views.
However, to deny that the Contras
are players in their own right is to
make a political evaluation. The
safest course of action is just to
play along.

CBC Radio listeners heard the
report on Abisinia, and to its credit,
the American network later re-
versed its decision and ran the
same story. Unfortunately, that
network has a minority audience.
Unfortunately, in the United States,
the debate over Nicaragua is
dominated by the unchallenged as-
sumptions of the Reagan Adminis-
tration, framed in empty, cold war
rhetoric - not in the reality of a
woman and five children wailing
over the loss of their father, as rain
drums on the roof, and the last
candle dies. [J

David Gollob lives in Managua,
Nicaragua and is CBC Radio News
Latin American correspondent.
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REPORT FROM THE HILL

Defence Policy

The New Democratic Party’s
defence policy, first unveiled on 31
July, came under attack from some
unusual sources early in September.
During a visit to Canada, French
premier Jacques Chirac called the
NDP’s proposal to withdraw from
NATO utopian and unrealistic. His
critique was followed by that of
British Foreign Secretary Sir
Geoffrey Howe who told reporters
on 8 September after a meeting
with External Affairs Minister Joe
Clark that pulling Canadian troops
out of Europe would severely
weaken NATO.

In the matter of the government’s
Defence White Paper, the Cabinet
was expected to approve a more
detailed capital defence budget in
October. However, delay in the
decision led to increasing specula-
tion in the press about struggles
within Cabinet to set priorities.
There were also continuing reports
that the US administration opposed
the submarine plan - rumours
fueled by a 29 October, Globe and
Mail article by Charles Bennett, a
Florida congressman and chair-
man of the Seapower Subcommit-
tee of the House Armed Services
Committee. One of the two subs
the government is considering is a
British design that is subject to
US restrictions on the transfer of
nuclear technology. Bennett wrote
that Congress might have qualms
about such a transfer, particularly
if the submarines are to be used to
keep US ships out of what Wash-
ington regards as international
waters. His view was echoed by
the US Naval Attache in Ottawa
speaking to defence contractors on

18 November, although the US
embassy labelled those remarks as

“a personal view.” (See Defence
Notes for more on this topic.)

South African Policy

From 13 to 17 October Canada
hosted the Commonwealth heads
of government conference in Van-
couver. No major surprises were
in store since British Prime
Minister Thatcher’s opposition to
stronger sanctions against South
Africa was well known. Unanimity
was achieved regarding increased
economic aid to the six front-line
states bordering that country. A
related idea to provide non-lethal
military assistance to bordering
states - first aired publicly in Sep-
tember by Canada’s High Commis-
sioner to Britain, Roy McMurtry,
who chaired a Commonwealth
Committee on Southern Africa -
did not gain favour at this time.
The conference also struck a com-
mittee of foreign ministers to pro-
vide “impetus and guidance.”
That committee, which is chaired
by Joe Clark but which does not
include the British Foreign Secre-
tary, is scheduled to meet in
February in Lusaka, Zambia to
study ways to police economic
sanctions already imposed.

Clark had told the House on 9
September that, while the govern-
ment was prepared to sever eco-
nomic and diplomatic relations
with South Africa, to do so would
end any Canadian influence on
ending apartheid. The time was
not considered right for such dras-
tic action. This approach was im-
plicitly rejected by Liberal Leader
John Turner who called, on 10
September, for Canada to end re-
lations by the year’s end unless
“clear progress™ had been made
in dismantling apartheid.

Cruise Missile Testing

On I October Liberal leader
John Turner called for an end to
cruise-missile testing in Canada,
an issue that had split his caucus
in March when four members
broke ranks with Turner by voting
in favour of a NDP resolution call-
ing for an immediate halt to the

tests. In the House he described
the “concrete results in the nego-
tiations between the two super-
powers’’ on intermediate nuclear
forces as the reason for his change.
Mr. Clark responded that the gov-
ernment did not accept “a policy
that could destroy the unity of
NATO” and “‘be a threat to what
we have accomplished so far in
reducing levels of nuclear arms.”

Central America

A possible Canadian role in an
eventual Central American peace
settlement preoccupied both poli-
ticians and the media in the wake
of the 7 August signing by five
Central American countries of the
plan named for Costa Rican Pres-
ident Oscar Arias. In his address
to the UN General Assembly on
22 September, Clark described the
root problem in Central America
as “‘poverty not ideology’” and the
real need as ‘““development assis-
tance not military activity.” He
commented that “intervention by
outside powers will only aggravate
the tensions.” Yet he did not call
directly for an end to US support
for the Contra rebels against the
Nicaraguan regime.

Clark’s visit to Central America
21-29 November had its share of
controversy, most notably his
comment that Canada might be
willing to accept Contras as re-
fugees if such action would help
support a larger regional peace
settlement. This prompted a ques-
tion in the House from NDP MP
Dan Heap and an assurance from
Monique Landry, Minister for
External Relations, that, in the
event Canada decided to admit
Contras, the Commons would be
told beforehand of measures the
government would take to prevent
Contra war criminals from entering
the country. Mr. Clark was also
questioned by Canadian aid workers
in Nicaragua about the level of
Canadian assistance (which has
amounted to $40.9 million since
1982) and about an earlier an-
nouncement that Canadian aid to
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Guatemala would be resumed after
a suspension in 1981 because of
widespread human rights abuses.
On 2 December upon his return
from Central America Mr. Clark
spoke at length in the House on his
impressions and expressed his de-
sire to have a parliamentary com-
mittee investigate further Canada’s
future role in the peace process.

Short Notes From the Hill

On 16 September twenty-three
nations plus the European Com-
munity signed at Montreal a global
agreement to control the chloro-
fluorocarbon (CFC) pollution
(chemicals used in refrigeration,
dry-cleaning, plastic foam and
building insulation) that is destroy-
ing the earth’s ozone layer. A num-
ber of countries, including Canada,
will have to pass laws enabling
them to put the pact into force.

Bill Blaikie was appointed the
NDP’s external affairs critic in the
House in mid-September replacing
Pauline Jewett who was shifted to
federal-provincial relations and
constitutional affairs while retain-
ing responsibility for arms control
and disarmament.

On 3 November Senator Paul
Lafond resigned, for reasons of ill
health, as chairman of the Senate
Special Committee on National
Defence which he had presided
over since its inception in 1980.

The proposed Emergencies Act
- Bill C-77 - received second
reading on 18 November and was
referred to committee for fine-
tuning. It would replace the 1914
War Measures Act under which
the federal cabinet has unchecked
powers to suspend civil liberties in
time of real or apprehended insur-
rection. Under the new law the
government would be able to re-
spond selectively to four classes of
emergency: public welfare crises
such as floods or other natural dis-
asters; public order threats caused
by terrorist acts; international
emergencies falling short of war;
and war itself. []

- GREGORY WIRICK
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ARMS CONTROL DIGEST

INF Agreement at Summit

On 8 December at their summit
meeting in Washington, President
Reagan and Soviet General Secre-
tary Gorbachev signed a treaty
banning all of their land-based
intermediate-range nuclear missiles
(INF) - those of a range between
500 and 5,500 kilometres. Under
the agreement, shorter-range mis-
siles, with a range of five hundred
to one thousand kilometres (SS-23s
and SS-12/22s on the Soviet side,
Pershing Is on the American) will
be destroyed within eighteen
months of the Treaty’s ratification.
Longer-range missiles (SS-4s and
SS-20s on the Soviet side, ground-
launched cruise missiles and
Pershing IIs on the American) will
be destroyed within three years.
Of missiles currently deployed in
Europe and Asia, the USSR will
be forced to destroy 857, carrying
over 1,700 warheads; while the US
will dismantle 429 single-warhead
missiles. In addition, West Ger-
many will rid itself of seventy-two
Pershing IA missiles designed to
carry American warheads. Because
missiles in storage are also banned,
a total of 1,752 Soviet missiles and
859 American ones will be de-
stroyed in all.

A “‘zero-option” on longer-
range INF missiles had first been
proposed by President Reagan in
November 1981, but was refused by
the USSR and deemed unrealistic
by most arms control analysts on
the grounds that the Soviets already
maintained a large force while the
US had not yet deployed any. Last
July, General Secretary Gorbachev
announced that the USSR would
accept the global elimination of
both longer- and shorter-range INF
missiles. Since that time, negotia-
tions have focused on verification.

As finalized at a meeting be-
tween Secretary of State Shultz and
Foreign Minister Shevardnadze in
Geneva on 24 November, the ver-
ification provisions are unprece-
dented. All installations where
INF missiles have been stored,
repaired, based and deployed, as
well as one factory on each side
producing launchers for ground-
launched cruise missiles, will be
open to short-notice, on-site in-
spection by the other side. This
includes both US bases in Europe
and the bases for Soviet long-range
SS-25 missiles where SS-20s have
also been deployed. Each side will
be limited to twenty such inspec-
tions per year during the first three
years, dropping to fifteen per year
for the next five years, and ten per
year for a further five years. Other
inspections would be conducted to
check the data provided by each
side about the current size of its
forces, and to “‘close out” bases
from which missiles have been re-
moved. Finally, for a full thirteen
years, each side will station in-
spectors outside one missile pro-
duction site on the other’s territory
- in the US case, a Soviet factory
in Votkinsk used to assemble both
SS-20s and SS-25s; and in the
Soviet case, a former Pershing II
production plant in Utah.

The agreement has already been
criticized from both right and left.
Critics on the left point out that it
covers only a small fraction of the
total nuclear warheads possessed
by the superpowers (variously esti-
mated at between three and five
percent); that the targets of the
missiles to be destroyed can be hit
by the longer-range, strategic mis-
siles no longer limited by the Strate-
gic Arms Limitations agreements;
and that NATO is already talking
of “compensating” for the INF
reductions by deploying additional
nuclear weapons systems in Europe.
Critics on the right - including
most of the Republican Party’s
1988 Presidential contenders —
argue that the verification provi-
sions are still insufficient, given
what they consider to be a Soviet
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penchant for cheating; and that the
withdrawal of the US missiles will
weaken Western Europe’s security,
given the perceived superiority of
Soviet conventional forces.
Supporters of the Treaty consider
it a historic breakthrough in elim-
inating, for the first time, an entire
class of nuclear weapons; and in-
corporating the most far-reaching
verification measures ever nego-
tiated by the two sides. They hope
that the latter will serve as a model
for other arms control negotiations,
particularly those covering strate-
gic (long-range) nuclear forces.

Krasnoyarsk Visit

From 5 to 6 September a group
of eight Americans - including
three Congressmen, four elec-
tronics and military experts, and
a journalist — were allowed to tour
a controversial Soviet radar under
construction near Krasnoyarsk,
in central Siberia. The Reagan
Administration charges that the
radar is for anti-ballistic missile
(ABM) battle-management, in
violation of the 1972 ABM Treaty;
the USSR maintains that it is for
space-tracking (unrestricted by the
Treaty); and most independent
experts believe it is intended for
early warning of ballistic missile
attack. If the latter, according to
the Treaty, it should be located
“along the periphery of its national
territory and oriented outward.”
Yet the Krasnoyarsk site is over six
hundred kilometres from the near-
est border and faces northeast
across five thousand kilometres
of Soviet territory.

During the visit, the group was
allowed to video tape the site and
to take more than a thousand
photographs. In a report to Con-
gress afterwards, it stated that,
because of a lack of hardening
against nuclear blast or indepen-
dent power generation, as well as
an inappropriate operating fre-
quency, the probability of the
radar being for battle-management

was “‘extremely low.” It could not
decide whether the radar was for
early-warning or space-tracking
(former weapons engineer Anthony
Battista judging it as “not very
good” for either purpose). How-
ever, it estimated that the facility
was at least two years from com-
pletion, and therefore “‘not a vio-
lation of the ABM Treaty at this
time.” Other arms control experts
maintain that, if indeed an early-
warning radar, its location and
orientation make it a violation even
before being “turned on.” How-
ever, they agree that it is only a
technical violation, without much
military significance because of its
vulnerability to attack.

Soviet officials have offered to
“mothball” the radar if the US
does likewise with two similar
facilities in Greenland and Britain
which Moscow considers (with
some backing from Western ex-
perts) to be violations of the Treaty.
In a letter to President Reagan in
mid-September, General Secretary
Gorbachev asked him to permit
Soviet inspection of the Greenland
radar (in operation since June),
but was refused. During Secretary
of State Shultz’s visit to Moscow in
late October, Gorbachev announced
a one-year moratorium on con-
struction at Krasnoyarsk, while
noting that he expected the US to
reciprocate with its UK radar.
Shultz rejected the idea.

New Talks on Nuclear Testing

In Washington on 17 September,
Shultz and Shevardnadze an-
nounced new talks on nuclear test
limits. According to a joint state-
ment, the two sides will begin by
negotiating additional verification
measures to enable ratification of
the 1974 Threshold Test-Ban and
1976 Peaceful Nuclear Explosions
Treaties, which limit underground
nuclear testing to a yield of one
hundred and fifty kilotons. They




will then seek ““intermediate limi-
tations on nuclear tests, moving
toward the final goal of the com-
plete cessation of nuclear tests as
part of an effective disarmament
process.” Regarding “intermediate”
measures, the Soviets proposed a
limit of four tests per year of no
more than one kiloton each. How-
ever, an American official stated
that such a low threshold could not
be verified, and that tests of at
least twenty to thirty kilotons were
required to ensure the reliability of
existing weapons.

The first round of the new talks
began 9 November and ended two
weeks later. The negotiators re-
ported reaching agreement on
carrying out one or two joint
nuclear test explosions on each
side during 1988, in order to com-
pare monitoring methods.

Canada at the UN General
Assembly

Canada played its usual active
role in the deliberations of the
First Committee of the UN General
Assembly on disarmament issues
this fall. The Committee passed a
total of sixty-three resolutions, of
which twenty-five were adopted by
consensus. A date and agenda
were set for the Third Special Ses-
sion on Disarmament (UNSSOD
I1I), to be held 31 May to 25 June
1988. Of thirty-eight resolutions
brought to a vote, Canada voted in
favour of seventeen, against nine,
and abstained on twelve. Canada
introduced three resolutions of its
own, on chemical and bacteriolog-
ical weapons (with Poland), ““Veri-
fication in all its aspects,” and the
production of fissionable materials
for weapons purposes. The first
two of these were adopted by con-
sensus, the last by a vote of 125 to
1 with six abstentions. In addition,
Canada co-sponsored eleven other
resolutions, ranging from the
comprehensive test ban to the re-
lationship between disarmament
and development.

Disarmament and Development
Conference Concludes

After three weeks of debate,
the International Conference on
the Relationship between Disar-
mament and Development adopted
a consensus final document in
New York on 11 September. The

document was considered a major
achievement by many delegates, as
marking the first time the inter-
national community had ever
drafted a common position on the
subject. Canada welcomed its

cluding newer chemical agents,
were not shown. Until last April
Soviet authorities had refused to
acknowledge that they possessed
any chemical weapons at all.

For the first time the USSR has

Early Warning
January 191029 Conference on Disarmament session on
chemical weapons. =
Early March US Senate ratification vote on the INF Treaty

i expected. e
March7to 18 Group of Seismic Experts meeting on

~ verification of a comprehensive test ban.

Spring NATO Nuclear Planning Group session

endorsement of a broadening of
the concept of ‘“‘security” to in-
clude its political, economic,
social, humanitarian and human
rights, and ecological aspects.
Some delegates criticized the Con-
ference for rejecting a proposal,
supported by the USSR and Third
World countries, to set up a special
fund or mechanism to transfer
money saved by disarmament to
development aid. Western delegates
argued that, while their countries
continued to provide more aid than
the Soviet bloc, significant reduc-
tions in military spending would
have to await reduced international
tension, which could be a long
way off.

Chemical Weapons

From 3 to 4 October over one
hundred representatives from
forty-five countries involved in
chemical weapons negotiations,
including three Canadians, visited
the Soviet chemical warfare centre
at Shikhany, believed to be the
largest of its kind in the world.
They were shown a display of
what Soviet officials maintained
was the complete array of Soviet
chemical weapons; allowed to
question Shikhany workers and
take photographs; and witnessed a
demonstration of the destruction
of chemical weapons agents. How-
ever, the Soviets refused to reveal
the size of their chemical weapons
stockpile (believed in the West to
far exceed that of NATO), and some
Western participants maintained
that certain types of weapons, in-

also accepted longstanding invita-
tions to visit Western chemical
weapons installations. In late
November, Soviet military experts
visited the principal American
chemical weapons centre at Tooele,
Utah, and a chemical weapons
destruction plant in Muenster,
West Germany.

Stockholm Treaty Compliance

The US, UK, and USSR have
all availed themselves, for the
first time, of a provision in last
year’s Stockholm Agreement on
Confidence- and Security-Building
Measures in Europe that allows
“on-demand” inspection, at short
notice, of a country’s military
exercises by foreign observers.
According to the Stockholm Agree-
ment, signatories must invite for-
eign observers to all exercises of
17,000 or more troops. The purpose
of the first “on-demand” inspec-
tion, conducted by the US in late
August, was to verify that a Soviet
exercise near Minsk, pre-announced
as involving 16,000 troops and
hence not requiring foreign obser-
vation, did in fact keep under the
threshold of 17,000. The Soviets
responded to the US request within
twenty-one hours, and four US
Army inspectors had arrived in
Minsk within thirty-six hours, as
required by the agreement. In the
end they judged the exercise to be
even smaller than announced. The
UK was granted a similar inspec-
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tion of a combined East German-
Soviet exercise in East Germany
from 10 to 12 September, while
Soviet officers likewise inspected
US maneuvers in West Germany at
the end of October.

Gorbachev’s Arctic Peace Zone

In a speech in Murmansk on
1 October, General Secretary
Gorbachev proposed that the
Arctic become a “‘zone of peace.”
He reiterated previous support for
a nuclear weapon-free zone in
Northern Europe, including an
offer to withdraw several old,
diesel-powered ballistic missile
submarines from the Baltic. While
proposing NATO/Warsaw Pact
consultations on force reductions
and confidence-building measures
in the Baltic, North, Norwegian,
and Greenland seas, he also called
on “all countries concerned” to
“embark on talks on the limita-
tion and scaling down of military
activity in the North as a whole,
in both the eastern and the western
hemispheres.”

Norwegian Defence Minister
Johan Holst was quoted by Asso-
ciated Press on 2 October as de-
scribing the proposals as “‘an
important step forward.” Canadian
officials appeared less enthusiastic,
but still cautiously receptive. In a
Canadian Press item of 3 October,
External Affairs Minister Joe
Clark was quoted as calling the
proposals “‘interesting.”” He said
that Canada was willing to discuss
possible Arctic arms control mea-
sures with the Soviets.

Nuclear Risk-Reduction Centres

On 15 September the US and
USSR signed an agreement to
establish “nuclear risk-reduction
centres” in their national capitals.
Each country will staff its own
centre, intended mainly to trans-
mit pre-notification of ballistic
missile launches under the 1971
Accident Measures and 1972 Inci-
dents at Sea agreements. It is thus
not meant to duplicate the work of
the existing “‘Hot Line,” although
making use of similar high-speed
satellite communications with a
facsimile capability enabling the
direct transmission of charts,
graphs, and maps. [

- RON PURVER
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Implementing the White Paper

One of the important proposals
in the White Paper, largely un-
noticed in the debate about nuclear
submarines, concerns the annual
review of defence policy. In effect,
the Government has established a
rolling five-year expenditure plan
for defence - “‘rolling” because
each annual review updates the
defence plan and projects it five
years ahead. It remains to be de-
termined how closely the annual
assessment and the five-year plan
will follow the proposals set down
in the White Paper itself.

During the summer Perrin
Beatty made it clear that the first
review — due in the early fall but
clearly delayed by continuing
Cabinet discussions about funding
implications — would include the
request for authorization of the
second batch of frigates. Accord-
ing to the Minister, this request
would be for funds over and above
the two percent real growth prom-
ised in the White Paper. The
second batch of six frigates, and
the new helicopters, which are an
essential complement to the frigate
programme, may cost around $10
billion. But in reviewing the re-
quest, Cabinet must at the same
time approve a five-year spending
plan for defence in which the pur-
chase of nuclear submarines
looms large. During the summer,
the Minister said that the choice of
submarine would be made early in
1988, a date which has since slip-
ped to the spring. The project
definition phase, ending in the
choice of a Canadian prime con-
tractor, will follow in about a year.

How much will the defence plan
cost? Reports now indicate that the
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actual proposals in the White Paper
would require five percent real
growth for fifteen years, some-
what more than indicated in the
White Paper which suggested that
the policy would require two per-
cent real growth with intermittent
“bumps’ for special programmes.
The Cabinet is faced, therefore,
with a policy question which goes
beyond the actual decision on the
second batch of frigates. Should
the annual review modify the
White Paper in the light of finan-
cial realities, or does it simply
provide the five-year framework in
which the White Paper decisions
are implemented?

Nuclear Submarines

The nuclear submarine acquisi-
tion programme faces difficulties
other than the threatened cancella-
tion of the programme by the two
opposition parties should they win
the next election. Warning shots by
US Congressman Charles Bennett,
known to be close to the US Navy,
suggest that Congress may insist
on reviewing the potential transfer
of technology to Canada (the British
Trafalgar class submarine uses a
nuclear propulsion unit derived
from 1950s US technology).
Whether or not the Reagan Ad-
ministration approves the deal,
says Bennett, Congress may assert
its legal claim to review the trans-
fer. Although the US Administra-
tion has been studiedly neutral
about the decision, some informed
observers maintain that the US
Navy is not sympathetic to the plan,
and would much prefer that Canada
concentrate on supporting allied
efforts to ensure naval superiority
in the North Atlantic, where the
principal US deficiency is in frig-
ates and destroyers.

The cost of the submarines is
also still at issue. Indications are
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that the Department of National
Defence now estimates the total
cost at around $8 billion, but even
this estimate may be well below
the final cost if the Government
sticks to its plan to buy between
ten and twelve submarines.

On the other hand, Canada is not
the only state to conclude that it
has a need for nuclear submarines.
Brazil has recently acknowledged
that its naval research programme
has moved significantly ahead in
developing the technology for a
nuclear submarine propulsion sys-
tem. The Brazilian Navy plans to
build the first submarine by the
mid-1990s, which would about
coincide with the Canadian time-
table. Unlike the Brazilian civilian
nuclear programme, which is con-
ducted in co-operation with West

Germany, the naval nuclear sub-
marine programme is not safe-
guarded, which means that Brazil
will not allow International Atomic
Energy Agency inspections or
monitoring of the programme.

The CF-18

The extraordinary cost and
complexity of modern weapons
systems has been brought home
once again by the trials and tribu-
lations of the CF-18. In addition to
the recent crashes involving the
CF-18, a series of technical dif-
ficulties have plagued it. These
have ranged from bulkhead fatigue
problems to the current concerns
about the engine and the continu-
ing unreliability of the inertial
navigation system. Despite the
crashes, the attrition rate of the

ALLIANCE NEWS

Franco-German Co-operation

In exercise ‘Cheeky Sparrow’, conducted in mid-September, 20,000
French troops from the Rapid Reaction Force moved to reinforce the
German Second Army Corps before being relieved in turn by the Second
French Corps which is permanently stationed in southern Germany.
The exercise had considerable practical value - different equipment,
procedures and maintenance make it very difficult for the two armies to
operate in concert. But there was also political significance. The French
forces were placed under the command of the German Second Corps,
and, at lower levels, units from the different national forces were com-
bined under both French and German commanders. The exercise effec-
tively reinforced the declared political statement that “*both countries

form a common security zone.”

At the end of the exercise the two governments announced the forma-
tion of a bilateral Defence Council, emphasizing that a variety of such
arrangements are compatible with the multilateral framework of NATO.
Other countries are not so sure: Italy was invited to consider participa-
tion, but noted that it preferred to operate in the multilateral framework
and to emphasise US-European co-operation rather than to promote

intra-European arrangements.

Aftermath of the INF Agreement

As the superpowers moved laboriously towards the INF agreement,
the NATO Council met in California to consider the military implica-
tions of the withdrawal of the nuclear-tipped Pershing IIs and cruise
missiles. Suggestions to compensate for the removal of the NATO mis-
siles included the increased use of submarine or ship-launched nuclear
cruise missiles, which are not covered by the agreement, and the use of




CF-18 is not unexpected. The initial
contract with McDonnell Douglas
of St. Louis allowed a follow-on
purchase at the original price, but
several years ago the Canadian
Forces gave up this right, lacking
the funding to proceed with the
order. Present plans to purchase
additional aircraft will not be
cheap - the unit cost is now around
$40 million, so the purchase of
fifteen will add about $600 million
to the defence bill.

Low-Level Air Defence

When the Department of
National Defence made the deci-
sion to buy the Oerlikon Air
Defence Anti-tank (ADATS) sys-
tem for use with the Canadian
Armed Forces in Europe, defence
officials were optimistic about the
prospects for further sales in the
US. Their confidence has been
justified; the US has chosen the
Oerlikon system. Canadian part-
ner firms in the Oerlikon pro-
gramme, including Litton and

Spar Aerospace, will share con-
tracts valued at $950 million.

Soviet Lasers

Gorbachev’s comment, during
a live television interview before
the Washington summit, that the
Soviet Union has its own Strategic
Defence Initiative (SDI) may have
been an unusual public admission,
but the programme itself has been
watched closely by Western analysts
for several years. Unconfirmed re-
ports have circulated for much of
the past year that the Soviets have
developed a very large laser facil-
ity at Dushambe, in Kazakhstan.
Recent satellite photographs ap-
pear to confirm the existence of a
military facility on a mountain top
in this remote area, although there
is little to indicate the potential
military capabilities of the facility.
The Pentagon has not commented
officially on the Dushambe facility,
but, one day after photographs
appeared in the US press, General
Pietrowski, Commander-in-Chief

nuclear-tipped air-launched cruise missiles from European-based air-
craft which are not covered by strategic arms talks.

More broadly, the INF agreement has sharpened the debate about
NATO’s defence posture, and focussed attention again on the controver-
sial question of the conventional force balance. Representative Les Aspin,
the influential chairman of the US House Armed Services Committee,
has said that the ten extra divisions that NATO would need to achieve
parity with the Warsaw Pact would involve an initial expenditure of
US$70 billion, and $20 billion per year thereafter. Nuclear weapons, in

short, are cheaper.

Other defence commentators have said that the force imbalance is not
critical. In testimony to Congress they argued that defence planners need
to reallocate resources to bolster the NATO stockpile of anti-armour
weapons, to create defensive barriers to tank attack, and to improve
re-supply and reinforcement. They have received unexpected support
from the US Joint Chiefs of Staff, who recently completed an assessment
of the force balance in Europe, and concluded, apparently with the con-
currence of Caspar Weinberger (the recently departed Secretary of
Defense), that NATO’s forces were adequate to deter a Soviet attack on

Western Europe.

NATO Appointment

Kaare Willoch, a former Norwegian prime minister, has abandoned
his effort to become Secretary-General of NATO, thus clearing the way
for the appointment of West German Manfred Worner. Mr. Worner's
appointment is seen as ensuring that, in the aftermath of the INF agree-
ment, the Federal Republic of Germany’s security concerns will be
strongly represented in NATO councils.

US Space Command, expressed
public concern about the capabil-
ities of the known Soviet laser
facilities at Sary Shagan, in Soviet
Central Asia.

General Pietrowski stated that
Soviet lasers could destroy US
satellites in low earth orbit, and
damage intelligence and commu-
nications satellites even if they
were in high earth orbit. He called
for the resumption and accelera-
tion of the US anti-satellite pro-
gramme, which uses a miniature
homing vehicle to smash into Soviet
low earth satellites at velocities
approaching 58,000 kilometres per
hour. If the Dushambe facility
proved to have a capability against
intercontinental ballistic missiles
(ICBMs) it would constitute a
violation of the ABM Treaty since
it is not at the designated test site
(Sary Shagan). Anti-satellite
weapons which can attack slower
moving satellites but not ICBMs
would not constitute a violation,
although this has long been recog-
nised as a gap in the ABM Treaty.

US Nuclear Weapons
Developments

The US is also proceeding with
the development of exotic weapons,
mainly but not entirely through
the SDI programme. Recent dis-
cussions about the need for con-
tinued nuclear weapon tests have
provided important statements on
the kind of weapons which are
now under development. “Third
generation” nuclear weapons are
of two kinds. First, there are
weapons to mate with the new
delivery systems now coming on
stream: the Trident D-5, the
Midgetman, new short-range attack
missiles and possibly the advance
cruise missile come under this
category. Typically, development
is required so that the stresses to
which a new device are subject,
such as an earth-penetrating war-
head, do not affect the explosive
yield of the weapon.

Second, special effects warheads
are under development which
would include, for example, the
X-ray laser and devices intended
to maximize microwave emissions
for purposes of damaging the elec-
tronic components of enemy mis-
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siles and communications systems.
The indications are that such de-
velopments will require lengthy
development programmes involv-
ing several hundreds of tests.

SDI Research Developments

The thrust in SDI research ap-
pears to have moved to mid-course
interception. Because it is in this
phase of a ballistic missile’s flight
that the tracking of nuclear war-
heads is the most difficult, mid-
course interception has long been
thought the most intractable prob-
lems of a ballistic missile defence.
In the early fall Caspar Weinberger
approved the accelerated develop-
ment of six technologies relating
to mid-course interception, in-
cluding a ground-based “pop-up”’
sensor system for tracking ICBMs
in mid-course, and a missile inter-
ceptor that destroys the target by
smashing into it at high speed. The
research demonstration and valida-
tion phase is expected to last sev-
eral years, which would likely put
off a decision on full-scale deploy-
ment until the mid-1990s. In the
meantime, the costs of a first gen-
eration ballistic missile defence
have almost doubled in the last six
months: General Abrahamson
advised Congress in the spring
that such a system, relying primar-
ily on known technologies, would
cost US$40-60 billion, but his
more recent statements put the
price at $70-100 billion. [J
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Editor’s Note

This issue marks the departure of
one author of a regular depart-
ment and the debut of two others.
Jane Boulden began the “Arms
Control Digest” segment in the
first issue of Peace&Security and
researched and compiled it in
every subsequent issue. With her
departure for Queen’s University,
Ron Purver, CIIPS Research
Associate, takes over the column.
In addition, David Cox, Professor
of Political Studies at Queen’s
University and formerly CIIPS
Director of Research, will write
“Defence Notes.”
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Strategy: The Logic of War
and Peace
Edward N. Luttwak

Cambridge, Mass. : Belknap Press, 1987,
283 pgs., US $20.00 cloth

Edward Luttwak sets himself a
grand objective: “to uncover the
universal logic that conditions all
forms of war as well as the adver-
sarial dealings of nations in peace-
time.” Ultimately, he fails, but in
so doing he provides an entertain-
ing, thought-provoking commen-
tary on Western defence policies.

From the study of military his-
tory and contemporary military
questions, Luttwak has concluded
that the realm of strategy, which
he defines broadly as “‘the conduct
and consequences of human rela-
tions in the context of actual or
possible armed conflict,” is con-
ditioned by a peculiar logic that is
unlike the linear logic we are
accustomed to applying in every-
day life. Strategy, he writes, “‘tends
to reward paradoxical conduct
while confounding straightfor-
wardly logical action.”

Luttwak cites numerous exam-
ples to support his contention that
much of strategy is blatant con-
tradiction, beginning with the
overworked Roman dictum, “If
you want peace, prepare war.” In
the logic of strategy, common
sense notions of what is best are
violated. A bad road (‘‘narrow,
circuitous, unpaved™) is likely to
be a good road in combat, because
it is less likely to be guarded by
the enemy than the wide, straight,
and smooth road. A course of
action will tend to induce a re-
action that defeats the original
purpose. A successful new weapon
loses its utility as the enemy devel-
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ops countermeasures. A success-
ful advance becomes harder to
sustain as the victorious army
moves farther from its homeland.

Luttwak takes the reader through
the levels of strategy — which he
divides into the technical, tactical,
operational, theatre, and grand —
illustrating at each the workings of
the paradoxical logic. The defence
of Western Europe is his case
study; in particular, he examines
the claim that NATO forces could
successfully oppose a Soviet of-
fensive in Europe by relying on
“high-technology’ non-nuclear
defenses. While an infantry equip-
ped with anti-tank missiles would
be technically and tactically
adequate against a tank offensive,
Luttwak argues that at the opera-
tional level it would be overrun by
the Warsaw Pact.

Luttwak also criticizes defence-
in-depth (as opposed to forward
defence), defensive defence (local
militias), and deep-attack alter-
natives (e.g., NATO’s Follow on
Forces Attack Strategy) for NATO
on the central front because they
fail to allow for the reaction they
are apt to evoke in the form of a
new Soviet strategy. His message
is that NATO’s reliance on inade-
quate conventional forces supple-
mented by the threat of nuclear
counter-attack, though flawed, is a
lesser evil than reliance on a strong
non-nuclear defence.

The reader need not be a stra-
tegic specialist to understand
Strategy, but should be a military
history buff to properly enjoy it.
Luttwak is most comfortable talk-
ing about the details of conven-
tional battle and draws extensively
from examples ranging from the
ancient Roman domination of
Greece to the October 1973 Arab-
Israeli War, although World War II
seems to be his favourite.

The portentous writing style -
to be expected from someone at-
tempting to deliver the authoritative
tome on such a weighty subject -
is, at times, annoying, particularly
when the writer fails to be authori-
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tative. Luttwak does not, in the
end, convince the reader that he
has divined a theory of peace and
war, specifying precisely the rela-
tionship between variables and
from which one can infer and test
hypotheses. What Luttwak has
really delivered is a testimony to
the essential indeterminacy of
combat and the persistence of
change in human affairs.

Luttwak, Senior Fellow at the
Center for Strategic and Inter-
national Studies in Washington, is
a self-described hawk, and readers
may quarrel with some of his as-
sertions. Few would deny, however,
that Strategy is useful in reminding
us of the complexity of military
calculations, and highly contin-
gent outcomes of battles. The
book is a refreshing antidote to
works that concentrate on the tech-
nical or tactical merits of a par-
ticular weapon or strategy, while
ignoring how it will fare at the
broader levels of combat. Above
all, Luttwak provides a warning
against looking for simple, straight-
forward solutions to strategic
problems. — Shannon Selin

Ms. Selin is a research assistant at the
Canadian Centre for Arms Control and
Disarmament.

No Boundaries Upstairs:
Canada, the United States and
the Origins of North American
Air Defence, 1945-1958

Joseph T. Jockel
Vancouver: Uni \’ersity’:;f British
C;olt;lmbia Press, 1987, 166 pgs., $19.95
clot

This book can be read on three
relatively distinct levels. It can be
taken, in the first instance, as a re-
counting and analysis of the events
that led to the creation of the North
American Air Defence Command
(NORAD) in 1958. At this level,
Jockel’s study makes a valuable
contribution to what is admittedly
a sparse literature on the genesis
of bilateral cooperation in air

defence; indeed, it is fair to say
that it will become the authorita-
tive source for the period 1946
to 1958.

At another level, No Boundaries
Upstairs constitutes a revisionist
treatment of what has come to be
taken as conventional wisdom re-
garding NORAD, on both sides of
the Canada-US border. It is un-
usual to find such analytical fire-
works embedded in a monograph
that is at once both meticulously
balanced and studiedly non-
emotional. Nevertheless, there are
at least three orthodox assumptions
about North American air-defence
arrangements that Jockel sets out
to shatter. The first of these is the
now standard (at least in this
country) view that NORAD in an
important sense must date back to
1946, a year in which, or so it is
held, a fearful and zealous US
began to pressure a rather more
Laodicean Canada to join it in the
active pursuit of comprehensive
air defence of the North American
continent. Not true, says Jockel;
for while a few over-excited US
military planners did entertain
visions of a grandiose continental
air-defence system in the imme-
diate postwar period, those who
really made policy in Washington
tended to be as unconcerned with
air defence as their counterparts
in Ottawa.

The second of the intriguing
revisions argued by Jockel con-
cerns the purpose of the surveil-
lance and defence networks that
had begun to proliferate by the
mid-1950s. It is usually maintained
that the primary purpose of con-
tinental air defence then, as later,
was to provide warning for the US
strategic deterrent — initially the
bombers of Strategic Air Command
- to get airborne in the event of a
Soviet attack on North America.
Whatever could be done to protect
the continent’s cities from Soviet
bombers would only be of marginal
importance, for the expectation
was that, as Stanley Baldwin had




put it two decades earlier, “the
bomber will always get through.”
This version, writes Jockel, is
similarly flawed, at least insofar as
the partisans of early-warning radar
lines were concerned. By the time
such warning systems began to
seem necessary to Washington
(that is, by 1952 and 1953), it was
in large measure because of the
conviction that the bomber need
not get through. Notes Jockel:

“It is striking how little consider-
ation of the need to protect SAC
had gone into the decisions to
build the DEW and Mid-Canada
Lines or into the American deci-
sion to augment active defences.”

Thirdly, Jockel takes on those
who see Canada augmenting its
influence with the US as a result
of participation in NORAD. The
Canadian government believed, in
1958 and later, that NORAD would
be a pillar of a security regime that
enshrined the principles of part-
nership and consultation; one that
in addition would be in some man-
ner (never adequately explained)
linked with NATO. The American
perspective, however, differed
radically; not only would NORAD
not be hobbled by incarceration in
the entangling Atlantic alliance, it
would also not endow Canada with
any influence over American
security policy in areas other than
the air defence of North America.
It would take the Cuban Missile
Crisis of 1962 to make this appar-
ent to Ottawa.

The final way in which this
book can be read is as a kind of
allegory for contemporary issues
in Canadian-American security
relations. Are we, it might be
asked, seeing the future of bilateral
co-operation in the military use of
space prefigured in this study of
the evolution of air-defence col-
laboration? Some, no doubt, fear
we are. Much more interesting,
however, are the potential policy
implications that Jockel’s historical
account might contain for the
recently mooted ‘‘maritime
NORAD:.” Jockel shows that two
conditions had to be fulfilled
before a unified air-defence com-
mand could be achieved: each
country had to possess tangible
assets (which in Canada’s case
meant a fairly substantial inter-

ceptor capability by the early
1950s); and there had to be a com-
monality of interests between the
major bureaucratic champions

of integration (the RCAF and

the USAF).

In the case of the controversial
maritime NORAD suggestion, it
might be argued that our getting
ten to twelve nuclear-powered
submarines will give us the assets,
but it is hard to see how they will
create a commonality of interests
with the US Navy. Indeed, it is
likelier that discord, not collabo-
ration, would attend their pur-
chase. If Jockel’s analysis is any
guide to the future, it appears as if
the sort of arrangements that can
and do work above sea level may
not be very relevant below it.

- David G. Haglund

Mr. Haglund is Professor of Political
Science at Queen’s University and Direc-
tor of Centre for International Relations.

Watershed In Europe:
Dismantling the East-West
Military Confrontation
Jonathan Dean

Lexington, Mass.: Lexington Books/
Union of Concerned Scientists, 1987,
286 pgs., $13.95 paper

There are really two books
here: one on arms control and the
other on European political rela-
tionships in the military security
field. Because the former consists
mostly of a briefing on negotiations
it is Dean’s political perceptions
that provide the greatest interest.
He is one of the few American
observers who understands the
European viewpoint. He wisely
ascribes much of NATO’s internal
tension to a Western European
acceptance of the need to live with
a long-term East-West confronta-
tion and a US search for some
overall resolution of it. His own
opinion is that the peak of the
confrontation has passed and the
challenge now is to set about a
long-term process of dismantling
the contending military establish-
ments. In noting the pivotal role of
the two Germanies in Europe, he
appraises their ripening relation-
ship as unlikely to change the polit-
ical map of Europe, but as having

the potential to round off the
sharper edges of the confrontation.
As for military affairs, Dean is
more or less content with NATO’s
current doctrines because they are
demonstrably defensive in nature.
He counsels some familiar military
improvements, while acknowledg-
ing that they are unlikely to occur,
and cautions against any dramatic
change in the strategies of flexible
response and forward defence.
These are difficult times to write
about arms control because events
are developing swiftly. Dean’s his-
torical descriptions of arms con-
trol negotiations in Europe remain
valuable but, like everybody else
these days, his situation reports on
the current states of play are over-
taken before they get into print.
Nevertheless, his discussion of
core issues is essentially timeless.
Experts will already be familiar
with virtually all of the factual
material in this book but they can
learn from Dean’s lucid observa-
tions. Non-experts can learn from
all of it; the style is relaxed and
complex issues are presented with
admirable simplicity and clarity.
- John Toogood

Mr. Toogood is Secretary-Treasurer of
CIIPS and was deputy-head of the
Canadian delegation to the MBFR talks
in Vienna from 1980 to 1983.

The Administration of Defence
Policy in Canada
Douglas Bland

Kingston, Ont.: Ronald P. Fr_v;). 1987,
252 pgs., $21.95 paper

A comprehensive look at what
the author calls “‘the random
management system’” of Canada’s
Department of National Defence
has long been needed. Earlier
attempts had been frustrated by
difficulties in getting access to
documents and to persons in the
know. Colonel Bland has his ways,
and in this semi-authorized ap-
praisal (the researcher was pro-
vided with ““special support™ from
two generals) of defence policy, he
lifts a corner of the blanket that
generally covers anything military
and classified ““for DND eyes and
ears only.”

In fact, this book is not so much
about the administration of defence
policy in Canada since WW II as it
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is about the difficulties and con-
flicting loyalties, faced by military
personnel of all ranks, engendered
by constant administrative reor-
ganization since 1964. Col. Bland
reveals much about the internal
mechanics of the system, and no
doubt many old wounds will be
re-opened by this study, but this
reader is disturbed by what the
author has not attended to: the in-
fluence of the various “types” of
Chiefs of Defence Staff and Deputy
Ministers. These offices are cer-
tainly as important to examine as
the assorted types of Ministers of
Defence which the author describes
so well. In addition, the author
does not discuss the influence of
the government’s policy on arms
control, nor does he deal with the
bilingualism controversy which
became entangled with the debate
over Forces unification.

Unfortunately, this hurriedly
assembled book has many faults:
the tone is often patronizing — Col.
Bland is nearly always critical of
Ministers and Deputy Ministers
and consistently unforgiving of
public servants. The colloquial
English is irritating and the fre-
quent use of unexplained military
terminology is aimed only at the
initiated.

Nevertheless, the author has a
story to tell and recommendations
to make. For the reader in a hurry,
the final two chapters provide the
essence of the message. Col. Bland
gets full marks for attempting
what military officers do best:
provide military advice. This is
modern military history, written
by an active inside observer. No
attempt is made at objectivity, nor
is it claimed. The basic message is
valid; that what has been called
“defence by ministry” - facing
new challenges and commitments
by reorganization of the head office
- does not work. Instead, one
needs additional resources — both
people and money. — Rychard Briilé
M. Brilé is a grants officer at the
Institute. [

Reviews of French language publications
can be found in Paix et Sécurité ‘Livres’
section.
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NEWS FROM THE INSTITUTE

The terms of office of four

members of the Board of Directors
expired in 1987. Norman Alcock,
William Barton, George Bell,
and Harriet Critchley left the
Board in August. New Directors
were announced by the Minister of
External Affairs, Joe Clark, for a
three-year term. They are: Gisele
Coté-Harper, of Quebec City,
Professor of Law at Université
Laval; John Halstead, of Ottawa,
former Canadian Ambassador to
the Federal Republic of Germany
and to NATO, and presently a
Research Professor at the School
of Foreign Service, Georgetown
University in Washington, D.C.;
and Jacques Levesque, Professor
of Political Science at the Uni-
versité du Québec a Montréal.
William Barton, Chairman of the
Board, was reappointed for a two-
year term.

Beth Richards left the Institute
in December and is now working
in Toronto. Taking her place in the
Public Programmes section is
Margaret Bourgeault, until
recently the co-ordinator of the
Commonwealth Conference for
Young Leaders. William George
has decided to resume his studies
at the London School of Economics.
Katherine Laundy assumed the
position of Director of Information
Services in October. Ms. Laundy
came to the Institute from the
National Library where she was
a Senior Reference Librarian.
Michel Proulx, until recently a
student at the University of Ottawa,
has joined the administrative sup-
port staff of the Institute.

Geoffrey Pearson attended the
Sixteenth Williamsburg Confer-
ence in Kota Kinabalu, Malaysia
in November. Organized by the
Asia Society of New York, the
conference focussed on issues of
political, military and economic
cooperation in the Pacific area.
There were forty-six participants
from both sides of the Pacific.

Generally speaking, participants
were optimistic about regional se-
curity and pessimistic about global
economic prospects. A number
of specific warnings were issued,
especially over trends towards
ethnic and religious confrontation
in Malaysia, the Philippines and
in the South Pacific. The issues of
American bases, and of nuclear
weapons in the Pacific were also
thought by some to be potentially
serious, given the rise of nation-
alism amongst the new elites. The
unity of the Association of South
East Asian Nations (ASEAN) as
an organization to promote polit-
ical as well as economic utility
was debated without any clear
consensus emerging.

The other Canadian participants
were Robert Blair of Nova Cor-
poration and Melville Couvelier,
Minister of Finance of British
Columbia.

“Arms Transfers™ was the sub-
ject of a conference organized by
the Institute in October. In the
responses of the Government of
Canada to the Report of the Special
Joint Committee on Canada’s In-
ternational Relations (the Simard-
Hockin Report 1986), emphasis
was placed on the need to examine
various ideas, including that of an
international arms export and im-
port register. The Institute arranged
the conference on Conventional
Arms Transfers to enable parlia-
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mentarians, senior government
officials and representatives of
non-governmental organizations
to hear experts on the subject,
and to have the opportunity to
exchange ideas.

Michael Klare from Hampshire
College, Amherst, Massachussetts
spoke on the global patterns in the
arms trade. Chris Smith of the
University of Sussex, UK, address-
ed the question of why suppliers
supply. Gehad Auda of the Centre
for Political and Strategic Studies
in Cairo looked at why recipients
receive. The economic conse-
quences of the arms trade were
discussed by John Treddenick of
Royal Military College, Kingston.
James Taylor, Under-Secretary of
State for External Affairs spoke on
“Global Arms Transfers: Issues
and Perspectives.”” Jo Husbands
of the National Academy of
Sciences in Washington, D.C., and
Sergei Karagamov of the Institute
of the USA and Canada in Moscow,
discussed the problems, prospects
and ideas for the control of arms
transfers. John Lamb of the
Canadian Centre for Arms Control
and Disarmament in Ottawa
focussed on the Canadian experi-
ence in arms transfers and its
effect on arms control. At the
closing lunch Ernie Regehr of
Project Ploughshares summed up
the discussion and conclusions of
the conference. The Institute will
publish a conference report in the
new year.

“Rethinking International
Governance” is the subject of a
project sponsored by the Hubert
H. Humphrey Institute of Public
Affairs at the University of
Minnesota, and directed by Harlan
Cleveland. Geoffrey Pearson and
Peter Gizewski gave a paper at a
project meeting in November in
Long Lake, Minnesota. The pro-
ject is looking at the implications
for international institutions of four
“revolutions” - bio-technology,

information, global environmental
change, and explosive power. The

Pearson/Gizewski paper looked at

the fourth development in terms of
nuclear weapons and security.

“Peace, Food Security and
Development™ is the title of a con-
ference cosponsored by CIIPS, the
Canadian Council for International
Cooperation, the International
Development Information Program
of Carleton University, and the
World Food Day Association.
Held in December in Ottawa, the
conference brought together repre-
sentatives of organizations work-
ing on these issues, and specialists
in the field. Participants also in-
cluded Members of Parliament,
journalists, diplomats, academics,
and government officials. Guest
speakers and panelists were
Micheline Beaudry of the
University of Moncton; David
Hopper of the World Bank;
Augustin Mahiga of the Tanzanian
High Commission; Ali Mazrui of
the Universities of Michigan and
Jos, Nigeria; and Ruth Engo from
the UN. Bruce Steele, host of
CBC radio’s The Food Show, was
the moderator of a panel discus-
sion. Portions of the conference
were taped for later broadcast.

The Information Services sec-
tion of the Institute organized and
sponsored a conference for librar-
ians and resource centre managers
from across Canada in Ottawa in
November. The conference, en-
titled *‘Peace and Security: Infor-
mation Resources in Canada™ was
designed to bring together those
librarians and resource centre
managers who are responsible for
the acquisition, dissemination and
retrieval of information on issues
of international peace and security.
The conference discussed ways to
cooperate and share expertise in




order to extend and improve ser-
vices. In addition, various con-
ference speakers spoke of the new
work being done with directories,
databases, new technologies, and
of the possibilities of sharing data
and documents.

Speakers included Norman
Alcock, former chairman of the
Information Services Committee
of the CIIPS Board of Directors;
Gunnel von Dobeln of SIPRI;
William Kincade of ACCESS,

a security information service in
Washington, D.C.; and Carol
Davies-Nador, a database man-
ager at the Dag Hammarskjold
Library at the UN. Panelists who
addressed the subject of on-line
resources in Canada were Robert
Penner of the Canadian Peace
Alliance, Christine Peringer of
Peace Research Institute-Dundas,
Ken Epps of Project Ploughshares
and Susan Connell of CIIPS.
Jane Beaumont spoke on data-
base development. Paul Bennett
of the Department of External
Affairs and David Code of the
Department of National Defence
made a presentation on the infor-
mation resources of the Canadian
Government in this field; Hélene
Galarneau of the Centre québé-
cois de relations internationales,
Gretchen Cheung of College
militaire de royal de Saint-Jean
and Cathy Murphy of the Cana-
dian Forces College in Toronto
spoke about information resources
in their respective fields.

In early November the first of
a series of co-sponsored seminars
between the Canadian Centre for
Arms Control and Disarmament
and CIIPS featured Raymond
Garthoff who spoke on the future
of the Anti-ballistic Missile Treaty.
Mr. Garthoff, who is now at the
Brookings Institution, was part of
the American team which negoti-
ated the SALT/ABM treaties in the
early 1970’s.

New Publications from the Institute

CONFERENCE REPORT

5. Measures for Peace in Cen-
tral America, 8-9 May 1987, by
Liisa North, December 1987.

OCCASIONAL PAPER

3. Arctic Arms Control: Con-
straints and Opportunities, by
Ronald G. Purver, January 1988.

POINTS OF VIEW

5. Towards a World Space
Organization, by Elisabeth
Mann Borgese, November 1987.

CIIPS and the Paterson School
of International Affairs at Carleton
are cooperating on a project entitled
“Managing Regional Conflict:
Regimes and Third Party Medi-
ators.” A seminar on the subject
was held in November in Ottawa
under the direction of Fen
Hampson of CIIPS, Brian Tomlin
of the Paterson School, and Brian
Mandell also of the Paterson
School. Janice Stein of the Uni-
versity of Toronto led a seminar on
the Middle East; she and Richard
Ned Lebow of Cornell later spoke
on the future of deterrence. The
following day participants focussed
on four regions: Southern Africa,
Vietnam and Southeast Asia, Cen-
tral America, and India-Pakistan.
Papers were given by Robert
Matthews of the University of
Toronto, Dan O’Meara of Mon-
treal, Christopher Brown of Car-
leton University, Gérard Hervouet
of Université Laval, Martin
Rudner of the Paterson School,
Liisa North of York University,
Tim Draimin of the Jesuit Centre,
David Haglund of Queen’s Uni-
versity, and Ashok Kapur of the
University of Waterloo.

WORKING PAPER

5. The Conventional Force
Balance in Europe: Under-
standing the Numbers, by Jim
Moore, January 1988.

BACKGROUND PAPER

16. Accidental Nuclear War:
Reducing the Risks, by Dianne
DeMille, January 1988.

“Challenges to Canadian
Security” is the subject of a project
jointly sponsored by the Research
and Public Programmes sections of
the Institute. Progressing through
the winter of 1987 and spring of
1988, the project involves a series
of inter-disciplinary seminars
which will result in a book geared
to a general audience. Ian Burton,
a Professor of Geography at the
University of Toronto began the
series in October with a discussion
about climatic and environmental
changes, and their effects on
Canadian security. In November,
Robert Jenness of the Economic
Council of Canada focussed on the
challenges to the domestic econ-
omy in the next twenty years,
discussing Canada’s vulnerability
to global trends as well as the re-
adjustments which will be neces-
sary as a result of demographic
changes within Canada. Morris
Miller, an economic consultant
with M&M Associates and form-
erly with the World Bank, led a
discussion in December which
concentrated on various facets of
the international debt crisis, and
the effects of these developments
on the Canadian economy.
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Brad Feasey and Dianne
DeMille of the Public Program-
mes section of the Institute spoke
at a number of meetings of teachers
and students during the autumn.
These included a workshop spon-
sored by “Educating for Peace” in
Ottawa, a day-long session for
gifted elementary school students
from West Quebec, and a meeting
to discuss audio-visual resources
for peace and security education
sponsored by the Quebec Catholic
and Protestant Teacher’s Associa-
tions and the National Film Board.

Geoffrey Pearson spoke at a
meeting organized by Project
Ploughshares in Corner Brook,
Newfoundland in October on
“The Institute and Peace and
Security Education.” Also speak-
ing at the meeting were former
Board member Gwynne Dyer,
and Lois Wilson, who is a current
member of the Board. In Novem-
ber, Mr. Pearson spoke at the
University of Calgary on Western
reactions to ‘“‘new thinking™ in
the USSR.

In October Harald von
Riekhoff, CIIPS Research Fellow
and Professor at Carleton Univer-
sity, organized a workshop at the
Institute on the future of the UN
system. Participants included those
with practical and academic ex-
perience with or at the UN. John
Holmes, King Gordon, Margaret
Doxey, John Trent, David Pollock,
Robert Boardman, Andrew
Cooper, Robert Cox, André
Donneur, James Sewell, Frank
Stone, Carl Pedersen and
Geoffrey Pearson exchanged
views on practical means of in-
creasing the usefulness of the UN
and ways to stimulate research on
the subject in Canada. [J
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SECOND QUARTER GRANTS

1988 Grants Procedures and Deadhnes

Beginning in January 1988 the Insmute will make deczswns on
and allocate grants twice a year instead of qwarterly Please note the
Jollowing deadlmes

30 June for an October 1988 decision
31 December y for a March 1989 decision

RESEARCH GRANTS -

Second Quarter 1987-88

Jean Pierre Derrienic, Université Laval, Québec $ 10,000
Les sociétés occidentales face aux conflits périphériques

Walter Dorn, Science for Peace, Toronto 2,200
Canada and Space-Based International Verification and Monitoring

Pierre Fournier, Université du Québec a Montréal 20,000
L’industrie militaire au Canada et au Québec

Dieter Heinrich, Toronto 15,000
Nuclear Weapons Legal Action (Research Phase)

ISEES, Carleton University, Ottawa 1,000

M.S. Gorbachev’s Reforms: A Bibliography, Index and Annotation
of His Speeches

James Keeley, University of Calgary 5,000
Interstate Civilian Nuclear Co-operation Networks

Albert Legault, CQRI, Université Laval, Québec 35,000
L'influence de la technologie sur la stratégie

Kevin McMahon, Niagara Falls 5,000
The Inuit and the Military

Naval Officers Association of Canada (Ottawa) 28,000
An Integrated Maritime Policy

Liisa North, CAPA, Jesuit Centre, Toronto 82,000
The Canadian Policy Options for Peace and Security in Central America

Morris Saldov, Memorial University of Newfoundland, St. John’s 4,500

A Proposed Curriculum for Social Work Education on Peace
and Disarmament

Shastri Indo-Canadian Institute 20,000
India and Canada - Partners for the Future

Janice Stein, R.N. Lebow, University of Toronto 8,000
Deterrence and Reassurance: Approaches to Conflict Resolution

Maurice Torrelli 10,000

Institut du droit de la paix et du développement (France)
Métastratégie

TOTAL 7 7  $245,700

TerRITORIAL RIGHTS
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PUBLIC PROGRAMMES GRANTS -
Second Quarter 1987-88

Les Ami-e-s de la Terre de Quebec,
Conférence ““Paix et sécurité : vers le désarmement et le développement™

Au Carrefour des cedres, Montréal
Bulletin

Canadian Centre for Arms Control and Disarmament, Ottawa
Arms Control Chronicle

Canadian Forces Logistics Association, Ottawa
Seminar “In Defence of Canada’s Oceans™

Canadian Institute of International Affairs, National Office, Toronto
Second Workshop “Promoting Compliance with Arms Control Treaties™

Canadian Peace Educators Network, Drayton Valley, Alberta
Peace Education News

Centre d’Animation Saint-Pierre de Montréal, Inc., Montréal
Colloques ““Paix et qualité de vie”

Club de relations internationales, Montréal
Collogue “‘Les négociations Est-Ouest et I'Europe devant 'option zéro™

Centre d’entreprises de paix au Canada, Alexandria, Ontario
Projet de paix et d’amitié, Canada-USSR, “Le train de la paix™

Development Education Centre Films, Toronto
Film “The Journey™

Les Films du Crépuscule Inc., Montréal

Film “Le Voyage™

Forum on Nuclear Politics, Ottawa

Debate “The Nuclear Submarine Aspect of the White Paper™

Groupe de recherche et de réflexion sur la paix et la sécurité, Montréal
Séminaires et présentations de notes de recherches sur la paix et sécurité.

David Kattenburg, Hamilton
The Peace and Conflict Radio Project

McGill University, Centre for Research of Air and Space Law, Montreal

: $ 10,000

10,400
29,000
4,000
4,200
24,000
9,000
1,500
15,000
6,000

6,000

500
10,000

4,000

Symposium *“Space Surveillance for Arms Control and Verification: Options™

The North American Model United Nations, Toronto
Conference ‘‘North American Model United Nations, 1988™

Peacefund Canada, Ottawa
Leaflet Peacefund Canada

Project Peacemakers, Winnipeg
Newsletter Peace Projections

Quaker Peacemakers; Pacifiques Quakers, Ottawa

A USSR - Canada Exchange

University of Calgary, Peace and Conflict Resolution Group, Calgary
Film/lecture series “What about the Russians?”’

University of Calgary ~
Conference “US - Canadian Foreign Policy and Defence Perspectives

TOTAL

CHALLENGED,
RESOLVED

7,000
5,000
1,100
3,500

2,400

Mike Constable
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LA SECURITE
NATIONALE :
QU'EN PENSE : |
LA POPULATION o AR
CANADIENNE ? N

Une enquéte parrainée par
UICPSI révele comment les
Canadiens et Canadiennes
percoivent la paix, la sécurité,
et les superpuissances.

Te

Par Don Munton
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Gérard Hervouet Jane Boulden Boyce Richardson Francine Lecours

Le Vietnam se prépare Le Traité sur les armes Le Programme des Le gouvernement révolu-
un avenir sombre, en FNI a été signé en décem- Nations-Unies pour I’en- tionnaire d’Iran a repris
ﬁ‘- marge de la collectivité bre, et I’attention se tourne  vironnement peut-il aider I'objectif du Shah qui vou-
=, 7 des nations. maintenant vers la réduc- a résoudre les conflits au lait faire de son pays une
Dans le present numero: tion des armes stratégi- sujet de I'exploitation des superpuissance régionale.

ques et I'avenir de I'IDS. cours d’eau internationaux ?




Publications de 'Institut
1987-1988

LES CAHIERS DE DINSTITUT

2. La défense continentale:
analyse des tendances et
pective canadienne par
David Cox, décembre 1986,
64 pages.
3. La limitation des arme-
ments dans Arctique :
contraintes et perpectives
par Ronald G. Purver, janvier
1988.

GUIDE ANNUEL
Introduction aux politiques
canadiennes relatives a la
limitation des armements,
au désarmement, 2 la défense
et 1 la solution des conflits,
1986- 1987, 300 pages.

EXPOSES

10. Le débat sur éducation
4 la paix par Elizabeth
Richards, décembre 1986.

11. Le désarmement
nucléaire et Pinitiative
Gorbatchev par John R.
Walker, janvier 1987.

12. Qui est en téte? Analyse
sur Péquilibre nucléaire par
Jane Boulden, mars 1987.

13. Les négotiations de
Geneve sur la réduction des
armes stratégiques par
David Cox, juin 1987.

14. L’Entente de Stockholm ou
Part d’instaurer la confiance
par C.A. Namiesniowski,
octobre 1987.

15. Le maintien de la paix
et la gestion des conflits
internationaux par Henry
Wiseman, octobre 1987.

16. Limiter les risques d’une
guerre nucléaire accidentelle
par Dianne DeMille, janvier
1988.

OPINIONS

3. La limitation des
armements et le
désarmement dans les
médias canadiens par John
R. Walker, mars 1987.

4. Sauvegarder la paix et

la liberté: la dissuasion
nucléaire et la limitation des
armements par Lorne Green,
mars 1987.

5. A quand la création d’une
Organisation mondiale de
P’espace? par Elisabeth Mann
Borgese, novembre 1987.

RAPPORTS

4. Paix, développement de
sécurité dans le Bassin des
Caraibes : Perspectives
d’évolution d’ici I’an 2000.
Compte rendu de la Con-
férence sur la paix, dévelop-
pement et sécurité dans le
Bassin des Caraibes, Kingston,
Jamaique, du 22 au 25 mars
1987, par Lloyd Searwar.

5. Vers I'instauration de la
paix en Amérique centrale,
8 et 9 mai 1987, par Liisa
North, décembre 1987.

NOTE DE LA REDACTION

Dans I'article principal du présent
numéro, Don Munton analyse les
résultats d’un sondage d’opinion
effectué en 1987 pour le compte de
I'Institut. L'enquéte, conduite avant
le Sommet de Washington, souligne
une nette tendance de la pa