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PREFACE

This third volume of the Guide outlines major developments in
international peace and security during 1987-88 and describes the main
Canadian policy statements and parliamentary debates in the field.
Covering the areas specified in the mandate of the Institute, the
survey deals first with various aspects of arms control and
disarmament, and afterwards goes on to look at defence and then at
conflict resolution.

The Guide is divided into 31 distinct sections, focussing on such
issues as the efforts to establish a new treaty on strategic nuclear
weapons, the acquisition of new equipment for the Canadian armed
forces, and the evolution of regional conflict situations in Central
America and elsewhere. All are important items on the international or
Canadian peace and security agendas.

Global developments pushed themselves increasingly to the centre of
Canadian attention during 1987-88. The signing of the Treaty on
Intermediate-Range Nuclear Weapons (INF) at the Washington Summit in
December 1987, as well as increased hopes for a new treaty on strategic
nuclear weapons, Soviet moves towards withdrawal from Afghanistan, and
some extraordinary political developments within the Soviet Union
itself, sparked off a good deal of speculation about the future
prospects for East-West relations. Meanwhile, the persistence of
conflicts between Israelis and Palestinians, within Lebanon, in
Kampuchea, in Central America, and elsewhere, underlined the limits of
superpower influence. Concern about the global economic, social,
health and ecological situation also continued to grow, as the
greenhouse effect and other threats to human survival Toomed Tike dark



clouds on the horizon.

There were other important developments at the national level. In
pursuit of policies adopted since it came to power in 1984, the
Progressive Conservative Government reached a free trade agreement with
the United States and undertook the process of seeking parliamentary
approval for this accord. It proceeded with the task of up-grading
North America's air defences. It participated in international
consultations on arms control measures and continued to emphasize a
number of areas such as a comprehensive test ban and verification. In
efforts to give effect to the Defence White Paper of June 1987, it
began the process of consolidating and strengthening the commitments to
NATO. A major public debate continued over the government's plans to
acquire 10-12 nuclear-propelled submarines for the Canadian Navy, with
some critics claiming that they would cost far more than the $8 billion
estimated by the government or that they would undermine the moral
bases of Canada's efforts to stem international nuclear proliferation.
Sovereignty and arms control in the Arctic also attracted significant
interest in Canada in 1987-88.

These are the kinds of things we have to think about as we consider
Canadian policies on peace and security in the past year. We need to
recall that Canada is involved in international affairs in many ways:
this country is located geostrategically between the United States and
the Soviet Union; it maintains a vast array of economic, defence and
other relations with other members of the international community; and
it works to promote worldwide peace, security, and prosperity through
the United Nations and regional international organizations. It does
this while seeking to preserve its own security and territorial
integrity by maintaining national defence forces as well as collective
defence arrangements with the United States and other allies. An
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entire complex of peace and security objectives have to be pursued at
one and the same time, and the government has to do its utmost to forge
its various activities into coherent policies. A vital task is to set
out key objectives and to establish priorities that can be reached

within a realistic time frame.

In effect Canadians are caught up in world affairs and know that they
share the destiny of the human race. While they recognize that the
government has particular, national objectives to pursue, such as the
maintenance of national unity and protection of the country's
sovereignty, they hope as well that Canadian policies will contribute
to a safer and more harmonious world as well as to the promotion of
immediate national goals. Canadians are fortunate that for the most
part Canada's national interests co-incide with those of the wider

world.

We hope that this Guide will provide a useful tool for tracing the
development of Canadian policies on international peace and security
during 1987-88 and for judging this country's performance in that
period.

2 7/
J{&/fg/() L/ / OANE VA

Geoffrey Pearson
Executive Director
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INTRODUCTION

This Guide is designed to provide Canadians with a readily accessible check
list of issues in the field of peace and security. It seeks to identify the
major policy issues to which Canada responded in the period between August
1987 and July 1988, to place them in context, and, where appropriate, to
identify a range of Parliamentary comment on these issues.

In identifying official Canadian policies, we have relied entirely on public
statements by Government leaders and responsible officials. The statements
are either summarized or excerpted verbatim.

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

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

Each entry is organized under five headings, as follows:



Background provides an account of the basic issue. It seeks to avoid
excessive detail, but to draw on recent material as appropriate in order to
set the context of current policy issues. Where Canadian policy prior to
1987 was integral to the development of the issue itself, or where it is
necessary for an understanding of the current Canadian position, it is
included under this heading.

Current Canadian Position is based on statements by Ministers and

responsible officials, and identifies recent developments in Canadian
policy.

Parliamentary Comment is intended primarily to capture the formal response

of the opposition parties. For the most part it relies on statements and
questions in the House of Commons by designated spokespersons on foreign and
defence policy. Committee hearings have been used primarily in the
Background section, and when appropriate, in describing the current Canadian
position.

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

the most recent materials relevant to the issue; the section is not
intended to be an extensive reference list.

Further Reading contains a limited number of earlier references which the

reader may wish to consult for more detailed background.

This year's Guide differs in certain respects from last year's, in part
reflecting changing developments on the national and international scene.
The number of individual entries has been reduced from 36 to 31, by means of
the following changes:
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- the sections on "SALT II Compliance," "A Comprehensive Nuclear
Freeze," "Nuclear Winter," and "Canada-US: SDI Research" have all
been eliminated, for lack of current developments;

- the section on "Biological Weapons" has been consolidated with
that on "Chemical Weapons," to form "Chemical and Biological
Weapons";

- the section on "Nuclear and Space Arms Negotiations" has been
split into three separate entries: "START," "INF", and "Defence
and Space Arms," the latter incorporating last year's section on
“"The ABM Treaty"; and

- an entirely new section has been added on the Third Special
Session of the UN General Assembly on Disarmament (UNSSOD III),
held during 1988.

In addition, the section on "Comprehensive Test Ban" has been renamed
“Nuclear Testing," to reflect more accurately the range of topics
encompassed (from ratification of the Threshold Test Ban Treaty to new
proposals for a lower threshold or quota of tests). Similarly, the sections
on "Canada as a Nuclear Weapon-Free Zone," "The Non-Proliferation Treaty,"
and "Arctic Sovereignty and Surveillance" have been renamed “Canada and
Nuclear Weapon-Free Zones," "Nuclear Non-Proliferation," and "Arctic

Sovereignty and Security," respectively, again to reflect their broader

scope.

Finally, Section III on "Conflict Resolution" has been reorganized along
regional lines, rather than by individual country or conflict, so as to
encompass conflicts that would not otherwise merit inclusion as separate
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entries. Thus, the previous section on "Afghanistan" now falls within
“South Asia"; “Central America" remains as before; "The Iran-Iraq War,"
“The Israeli-Arab Conflict," and "Lebanon" all fall within “The Middle
East"; "Libya" within "North Africa"; and "South Africa" within "Sub-
Saharan Africa," while a new section on "East Asia and the Pacific" has been
added. The section on "Cyprus" has been subsumed under "Peacekeeping and
Observation."

The appendices remain as before (with updating).

The individual entries were researched and written by Peter Gizewski,
Michael Holmes, and Francine Lecours of the Institute's Research Division.
Mr. Gizewski was responsible for entry numbers 4, 6, 10, 12, 15, 17, 19, and
22; Mr. Holmes for numbers 1-3, 5, 7, 9, 11, 18, 20-21, and 31; and Ms.
Lecours for numbers 8, 13, 16, 23, and 24-30. In addition, Brad Feasey of
the CIIPS Public Programmes Division contributed entry number 14, on UNSSOD
111%

Ron Purver, Research Associate, and Roger Hill, Research Director, have
edited the volume, Mr. Purver being responsible primarily for those entries
submitted in English (i.e., those by Messrs. Gizewski, Holmes and Feasey);
and Mr. Hill for those submitted in French (i.e., those by Ms. Lecours).

Once again, the authors and editors owe a special debt of gratitude to Doina
Cioiu, now Administrative Assistant of the Research Division, for her
tireless and invaluable work in guiding the manuscript through its various
stages from beginning to end. Thanks are also due to Héléne Samson and Eva
Bild of the Public Programmes Division for copy-editing of French- and
English-language entries, respectively.
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The Institute welcomes comments on the Guide's utility and format, as well

as suggestions for improvement. All such communications should be addressed
to:

The Director of Research
CIIPS

Constitution Square

360 Albert, Suite 900
Ottawa, Ontario

K1R 7X7
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SECTIONT - ARMS CONTROL AND DISARMAMENT

1. NUCLEAR AND SPACE ARMS TALKS (NST): STRATEGIC ARMS REDUCTION TALKS

Background

On 8 January 1985 the United States and the Soviet Union agreed to begin
negotiations "concerning space and nuclear arms, both strategic and
intermediate-range, with all the questions considered and resolved in
their interrelationship.” Known as the Nuclear and Space Arms Talks
(NST), the discussions have been divided into three distinct
negotiations, involving: strategic nuclear arms, intermediate-range
nuclear arms, and defence and space weapons.

No official name has been selected for the group dealing with strategic
nuclear arms, though it is often referred to by the name of the earlier
Strategic Arms Reduction Talks (START). START, which ended without
agreement in December 1983, was preceded by the Strategic Arms Limitation
Talks (SALT) I (1969-72) and II (1972-79). Each of these negotiations
dealt with intercontinental, strategic nuclear weapons. Strategic
weapons are generally defined as those weapons capable of reaching the
territory of one superpower from that of the other (specified in SALT II
as those with a range in excess of 5500 km).

When the new START negotiations began on 27 March 1985, the opening
positions of both sides demonstrated little change from those taken in
the previous talks. By the end of the first round of the new
negotiations (23 April 1985), the Soviet Union had suggested a freeze on
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negotiations (23 April 1985), the Soviet Union had suggested a freeze on
the nuclear arsenals of both sides. A reduction of strategic offensive
arms by one-quarter as an opening move leading to deeper mutual cuts, and
a ban on all cruise missiles with a range of over 600 km. The United
States had suggested limits of 5000 ballistic missile warheads, 400 heavy
bombers, and 850 ballistic missile Taunchers.

On 30 September 1985 the Soviet Union presented a new proposal calling
for a 50 per cent reduction in strategic launchers and a 6000-warhead
ceiling, with no more than 60 per cent of the warheads allowed on any one
leg of the strategic triad (air-, land- and sea-based weapon systems).

The United States presented a counter-proposal on 1 November calling for
ceilings of 4500 on ballistic missile warheads, 1500 on air-launched
cruise missiles (ALCMs), 3000 on ICBM warheads, and 350 on heavy bombers,
together with a 50 per cent cut in the Soviet Union's aggregate throw-
weight (the total weight that can be thrust over a given range by a
ballistic missile). Both sides agreed that reductions would take place
over a period of five to eight years.

At their 19-21 November 1985 Summit in Geneva, President Reagan and
General Secretary Gorbachev agreed in principle to 50 per cent reductions
in their strategic nuclear arsenals, together with effective measures of
verification.

On 15 January 1986, General Secretary Gorbachev made a public statement
outlining a Soviet proposal to eliminate all nuclear weapons by the year
2000. Reductions would occur in three stages over a fifteen-year period,
culminating in a universal accord to prevent such weapons from coming
into existence again.
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At the second summit meeting between the two leaders, in Reykjavik,
Iceland, on 11-12 October 1986, the Soviet Union proposed to eliminate
all nuclear weapons over a ten-year period. The United States proposed
the elimination of all ballistic missiles within ten years. There was
agreement that in the first five years each side would reduce to 6000
their strategic warheads and to 1600 their strategic lTaunchers. The
summit talks broke down, however, over the issue of strategic defence,
which the Soviets Tinked to any possible accord on offensive arms.

Some Timited progress on the strategic forces issue was made at the 7-10
December 1987 Washington Summit. At its close, the superpowers agreed on
the following points: a 50 per cent reduction in strategic offensive
arms; a 6000-warhead ceiling with no more than 1600 intercontinental and
submarine-launched ballistic missiles (ICBMs and SLBMs) and bombers; a
sub-ceiling of 4900 ICBM and SLBM warheads (permitting up to 1100 air-
launched cruise missiles); a 50 per cent cut in the number of Soviet
“heavy" ICBMs to 154, with ten warheads each; a ceiling on the aggregate
throw-weight of ICBMs and SLBMs at 50 per cent of the current Soviet
level; a separate ceiling (outside the 6000 warhead limit) on long-
range, nuclear-armed sea-launched cruise missiles (SLCMs); and certain
methods of verification of an accord. In addition, the two sfdes agreed
on the "counting rules" for determining how many warheads would be
assumed to be carried by each type of ballistic missile.

Nevertheless, a number of critical issues remained in dispute, leaving
many officials pessimistic over the possibility of the superpowers
reaching an accord in 1988. These problems included:

- methods of verification for SLCMs, given the difficulty in
differentiating between nuclear and conventionally armed
missiles;



- the question of warhead sublimits, with the Soviets not
willing to agree to the US proposal for an ICBM warhead sub-
limit of 3300 and desiring a "freedom-to-mix" between SLBMs
and ICBMs;

- counting rules for ALCMs, with the US proposing a count of six
per bomber, regardless of the number an aircraft is capable of
carrying, and the Soviets demanding separate counts for each
type of bomber;

- the US desire for a ban on mobile ICBMs;

- the US proposal to exclude ALCMs with ranges of under 1500 km
from restrictions (while the Soviets insist on using the SALT
II definition for long-range ALCMs of 600 km); and

- the reduction period itself, with the Soviets suggesting five
years and the US seven.

President Reagan and General Secretary Gorbachev met in Moscow in late
May for their fourth summit, but it was clear some time in advance that a
START agreement would not be reached at the meeting. Verification,
counting rules and sub-Timits continued to be major stumbling blocks on
the way to an accord. Following the Moscow Summit, the sides issued a
Joint Document outlining the meeting's achievements. In regard to START,
the Document stated:

During the course of this meeting in Moscow, the exchanges on
START resulted in the achievement of substantial additional
common ground, particularly in the areas of ALCMs and the
attempts to develop and agree, if possible, on a solution to
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the problem of verification of mobile ICBMs.l

In response to a question following the Summit's conclusion, General-
Secretary Gorbachev stated that a START agreement in 1988 could not be
ruled out:

I am sure that there still is a possibility to achieve a
treaty this year and I'm reinforced in this optimism by the
headway we have made...and also the exchange of views
here....It gives me grounds to voice such an optimistic
assessment.

Current Canadian Position

Following the signing of the INF agreement on 8 December 1987, Prime
Minister Brian Mulroney expressed the Government's views on the
developments in arms control that took place at the Washington Summit:

Security is indivisible. The elimination of intermediate-
range weapons benefits all Western countries. But the
weapons that directly threaten Canada - destabilizing
intercontinental missiles, as well as nuclear-armed
submarines and bombers - are not affected by this agreement.
We therefore especially welcome the progress that has been
made on strategic weapons at this Summit. Canada hopes that
the INF Treaty will now provide the momentum for reducing the
huge number of nuclear weapons that remain, and lead to an
agreement in Moscow next spring. This would meet the

fundamental Canadian_priority - stable security at much lower
levels of armaments.3

1 New York Times, 2 June 1988, p. 17.

2 New York Times, 2 June 1988, p. 18.

3 office of the Prime Minister, Press Release, 10 December 1987, p.

2



In his cross-country tour, Ambassador for Disarmament Douglas Roche was
optimistic over the direction in which arms control negotiations were

heading:

An historical process of disarmament is actually underway.
These achievements represent a success for those countries,
like Canada, that have been pressing both superpowers hard
for radical reductions in nuclear weapons.

He continued:

At their Reykjavik Summit of 1986, both President Reagan and
General Secretary Gorbachev suddenly projected a vision of a
nuclear-free planet, which startled the world with its
implication that East-West confrontation might possibly give
way to a new approach to international cooperation. This
vision requires many steps to bring it about, but the
continuing discussion of the full meaning of Reykjavik itself
represents a new sense of direction for the international
community.

Caution has been expressed, however, due to the complexities of the arms
control issue. The Prime Minister stated this clearly while speaking in
reference to the agreement-in-principle on the INF negotiations in
October 1987:

The next step, reduction of long-range intercontinental
missiles, will undoubtedly be even more arduous and
protracted than the negotiations which will culminate with

4 “Beyond the Summit: the Future of Disarmament (Address by Mr.
Douglas Roche, Ambassador for Disarmament, 8 December 1987)," Department
of External Affairs Statement 87/71, p. 1.
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the Reagan-Gorbachev Summit next month. But if both sides
continue to manage the issue with care, there is every
prospect for further mutual reductions.®

Parliamentary Comment

On 9 December 1987, NDP member Pauline Jewett asked the Prime Minister
whether and to what extent Canada had expressed its concern on arms
control, and on ALCMs and SLCMs in particular, to the superpowers. The
Prime Minister replied:

On the communications we have had on this very important
subject, we have conveyed the views of the Government of
Canada in regard to the steps which we believe ought to be
taken to secure further reductions in the possible deployment
of nuclear arms.b

The question of cruise missiles and the START agenda was raised again in
January by Liberal Member Douglas Frith:

...in a post-INF world both superpowers will be putting more
emphasis on air-launched and sea-launched cruise missile
weaponry systems. Therefore, today it is more important than
ever for the two superpowers to put cruise missile systems on
the START agenda as a priority.

Why does Canada not cease the testing of the cruise and
demand that Canada's long-term policy objectives and defence
interests be given top priority in that START agenda?

5 Office of the Prime Minister, "Notes for an Address Before the
Bilderberg Dinner," 1 October 1987, p. 4.

6 Commons Debates, 9 December 1987, pp. 11626-27.
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Secretary of State for External Affairs Joe Clark responded:

...the question of cruise missiles is included in the START
negotiations. It is a matter of negotiation between the
United States and the Soviet Union. If an ally of the United
States took an action that broke the solidarity of the West
on questions in negotiation with the Soviet Union, that would
weaken the prospects of progress being made in these
negotiations.

Mr. Clark later declared: "What worked on the INF can work on strategic

systems.“8

The issue of cruise missiles and START was raised by Ms Jewett again in
March 1988. She stated:

As far as I can determine, the Government has not pressed
upon the superpowers the absolute necessity of including cuts
on both sides in cruise missile arsenals at the START talks
in Geneva.

Later in the debate, Progressive Conservative member Barbara Sparrow

replied:

Canada has consistently supported the agreed USA and Soviet
objective of a 50 per cent cut in their strategic arsenals.
We have also advocated the negotiation of effective limits on
lTong range air and sea launched cruise missiles. In
addition, we have regularly conveyed our views to both
negotiating parties on how this joint aim of radical

7 commons Debates, 19 January 1988, p. 12059.

8 1bid., p. 12059.

9 Commons Debates, 25 March 1988, p. 14157.
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reductions in strategic weaponry can best be realized.l0

Optimistic viewpoints were expressed in the House of Commons in the
aftermath of the Moscow Summit. On 3 June, NDP Member Mike Cassidy paid
tribute to the superpower leaders by stating:

...all Canadians, men and women, will want to congratulate
President Reagan and General Secretary Gorbachev for this
week 's Summit in Moscow, not so much for specific successes
as for the feeling that the two countries are learning to
live together and beginning to reduce the arms race that
threatens the whole world with nuclear destruction.ll

External Affairs Minister Joe Clark responded to a question from
Progressive Conservative Member Dave Nickerson by outlining the

accomplishments of the Moscow Summit:

...a great deal was accomplished at the Summit between
President Reagan and Mr. Gorbachev. There has not been the
conclusion of a START treaty yet. As the Hon. Member knows,
that is the number one priority in the view of the Government
of Canada.

However, significant progress was made on that question and
on the signing of verification protocols that will allow the
ratification of other important arms control agreements. We
are continuing to make steady progress toward effective
regimes of arms control. That has been highlighted and given
real impetus by the meeting in Moscow between the President
and Mr. Gorbachev.l2

10 1bid., p. 14158.
11 commons Debates, 3 June 1988, p. 16104.

12 1bid., p. 16112.
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2. NUCLEAR AND SPACE ARMS TALKS: INTERMEDIATE-RANGE NUCLEAR FORCES

Background

Intermediate-range nuclear forces (INF) consist of non-strategic,
theatre-based nuclear weapons. Both long-range (LRINF:1000-5500km) and
short-range (SRINF:500-1000 km) weapons are included in the INF category.
INF have long been deployed in Western Europe, as well as in other
military theatres (for example, Soviet Asia). These weapon systems
gained prominence in the late 1970s with the Soviet deployment of S$S-20
ballistic missiles and the resulting NATO decision in December 1979 to
modernize its LRINF forces in Western Europe.

In what is known as the "two-track" decision, NATO began a parallel
process of pursuing arms control negotiations with the Soviet Union for
LRINF while proceeding toward deployment of new weapons systems in 1983.
The weapons involved included 108 Pershing II ballistic missiles and 464
ground-Taunched cruise missiles (GLCMs), stationed in five NATO nations:
the United Kingdom (160 GLCMs), Italy (112 GLCMs), Belgium (48 GLCMs),
the Netherlands (48 GLCMs), and West Germany (96 GLCMs and 108 Pershing
IIs).

Preliminary meetings between the US and the USSR on INF began in October
1980. On 18 November 1981, President Reagan announced the "zero option"
as the United States' opening position, calling on the USSR to dismantle
all of its INF globally in return for the US cancelling its planned LRINF
deployment. The Soviets did not accept the "zero option" and
negotiations continued without result until the arrival of the first
GLCMs in the United Kingdom on 15 November 1983, after which the Soviets
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broke off the talks.

On 8 January 1985, US Secretary of State George Shultz and Soviet Foreign
Minister Andrei Gromyko signed a joint communiqué outlining the nature
and objectives of new negotiations "concerning space and nuclear arms,
both strategic and intermediate-range, with all the questions considered
and resolved in their interrelationship." These negotiations, known as
the Nuclear and Space Arms Talks (NST), began on 27 March 1985.

Various proposals on INF were put forth by both sides in the opening
months of the negotiations. On 15 January 1986, General Secretary
Gorbachev proposed to eliminate all nuclear weapons in three stages by
the year 2000. In the first stage, the US and the USSR would eliminate
all US and Soviet INF in the European zone. In early February the
Soviets stated that an INF agreement was possible without prior
limitations on the US Strategic Defense Initiative (SDI). The United
States, on 24 February 1986, proposed a time-table of reductions to
eliminate all US and Soviet INF deployments worldwide.

On 11-12 October 1986, President Reagan and General Secretary Gorbachev
met for their second summit meeting at Reykjavik, Iceland. The leaders
agreed, as a package separate from strategic forces, to eliminate all
LRINF missiles in Europe and retain 100 LRINF warheads elsewhere. SRINF
missile levels in Europe were to be frozen and dealt with in future
negotiations. By the close of the summit, however, General Secretary
Gorbachev had re-linked INF to an agreement on a larger package including
strategic and space arms.

On 28 February 1987, General Secretary Gorbachev announced that the
Soviet Union would again separate the INF issue from the larger package.
The Soviets also proposed a separate negotiation for SRINF and the
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withdrawal of these weapons from East Germany and Czechoslovakia.

In the summer of 1987 the pace toward an INF agreement increased
dramatically. On 21 July General Secretary Gorbachev announced that the
Soviet Union would agree to eliminate all INF missiles rather than
maintaining the 100 in Asia. Throughout August, pressure built up on
NATO to agree to dismantle 72 West German-owned Pershing 1A SRINF
missiles, armed with US-owned nuclear warheads. At the Conference on
Disarmament (CD) in Geneva on 6 August, Soviet Foreign Minister
Shevardnadze stated that "72 nuclear warheads stand between us and an
agreement on intermediate-range and shorter-range missiles." On 26 August
West German Chancellor Kohl announced the Federal Republic's willingness
to get rid of the Pershing 1As, given certain preconditions. These
included prior ratification of a treaty between the US and USSR to ban
INF worldwide, with verification questions resolved satisfactorily and a
time-table for dismantling agreed upon. Further, Kohl stated that the
threat West Germany faced from SRINF in Czechoslovakia and Poland must be
eliminated. The Soviet reaction to Kohl's statement was hesitant but
positive. \

In a joint statement 18 September, the US and the USSR announced an
“agreement in principle to conclude a treaty" on INF. Later, a procedure
for dismantling the Pershing 1A missiles was agreed upon. This involved
the Federal Republic destroying its missiles by the time all American and
Soviet missiles were destroyed.

In Washington on 8 December 1987 President Reagan and General Secretary
Gorbachev signed the INF Treaty, banning all US and Soviet land-based
INF. The Treaty is historic for a number of reasons. First, it
eliminates an entire class of nuclear weapons, calling for the
destruction of 857 missiles with 1,667 warheads, currently deployed by
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the Soviets; and 429 single-warhead missiles deployed by the US. Soviet
and American INF missiles in storage are also included in the Treaty,
bringing the total number of Soviet missiles to be destroyed to 1,836 and
American to 867. SRINF, including SS-12/22 and -23 missiles on the
Soviet side and Pershing 1A missiles on the American, must be destroyed
within 18 months of ratification of the Treaty. LRINF, including SS-4,
SS-5, and SS-20 ballistic missiles and SSC-X-4 cruise missiles (stored,
but not yet deployed) on the Soviet side and Pershing IIs and GLCMs on
the American, must be destroyed within three years.

The Treaty is historic, second, because of its extensive verification
measures. For the first time ever, for a period of thirteen years, each
side will station inspectors outside one missile production site on the
other's territory--in the Soviet Union, the Votkinsk SS-20 and S$S-25
assembly plant, and in the United States the former Pershing I1I
production plant in Magna, Utah. Also for thirteen years, each side is
allowed to conduct on-site, short-notice inspection of all INF
installations that have been used for storage, repair, basing, and
deployment of missiles, including over 100 sites in the U.S., Western
Europe, the USSR, and Eastern Europe. Twenty such inspections per
calendar year can be conducted during the first three years of the
Treaty, fifteen per year during the next five years, and ten per year
during the remaining five years. 1In addition, one factory producing GLCM
launchers on each side will be open to short-notice inspection. The
Treaty itself is of unlimited duration. Between 30 to 90 days after its
entry into force, each party will be allowed to inspect all operating
missile and support bases to verify the number of missile launchers,
support structures and support equipment.

Although the vast majority of commentators have supported the Treaty, it
has been criticized for including only a small percentage of the
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superpowers' missile arsenals; allowing the INF's intended targets to be
covered by other weapon systems; leaving NATO vulnerable to the Warsaw
Pact's conventional forces; and containing verification provisions
insufficient to ensure full compliance.

Following the defeat of a number of proposed "killer amendments", the US
Senate approved the INF Treaty on 28 May 1988, by a vote of 93 to 5. The
instruments of ratification were exchanged by President Reagan and
General Secretary Gorbachev at the Moscow Summit on 1 June.

Current Canadian Position

In a statement issued on 10 December 1987, the Prime Minister declared
the Canadian Government's approval of the signing of the INF Treaty:

I am sure that all Canadians applaud this treaty as a
pragmatic step towards a better and safer world. It is a
celebration of common sense over adversity.1

On the day the agreement was signed, Secretary of State for External
Affairs Joe Clark spoke of its importance, as well as of the importance
of NATO unity and steadfastness:

This agreement is an unprecedented breakthrough in efforts to
reverse the nuclear arms spiral and engage in actual
reductions in nuclear arms rather than just their limitation.
The INF accord will result in the complete elimination of an
entire category of nuclear missiles and is therefore the
first nuclear disarmament agreement in modern history.

1 0ffice of the Prime Minister, Statement, 10 December 1987.
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The outcome of the INF negotiations has reaffirmed the validity of
NATO's December, 1979, "double-track" decision. It

underlines the important role Alliance unity and solidarity

have played throughout. The difficult decisions taken over

the past 8 years on the issue of INF have had a direct

bearing on the successful outcome of these negotiations.

Canada is satisfied with the results and looks forward with
anticipation to similarly successful conclusions to other

arms control negotiations currently underway.2

In his cross-Canada speaking tour in December 1987, Canada's Ambassador

for Disarmament Douglas Roche drew out some of the broader implications

of the signing of the Treaty:

Clearly, the agreement to eliminate all medium and shorter-range
nuclear missiles (INF) is a breakthrough in re-building East-
West relations. For the first time an entire class of

weapons will be destroyed. Although the agreement will
eliminate only 3 percent of the world's nuclear arsenal, its
political significance is enormous. The bilateral

negotiating process has, in fact, achieved a concrete

result.

Parliamentary Comment

In the House of Commons on 8 December 1987, comments were

heard from representatives of each Party in regard to the signing

of the INF Treaty. Progressive Conservative Member Alex Kindy

spoke of the need to remain wary of the Soviet Union's record in

complying with international agreements:

2 DEA, News Release No. 245, 8 December 1987.

3 SSEA, Statement 87/71, 8 December 1987, page 1.



18

The event is the signing of a treaty to ban INF range nuclear
missiles. Some people see it as a move in the direction of
nuclear disarmament. Who would quarrel with that
proposition?

The only problem is that the U.S., a democracy, is signing a
treaty with the biggest colonial power of the twentieth
century. The record of the Soviet Union in respecting
treaties is dismal....Yalta is an agreement to hold free
elections in Poland and other satellite countries. We are
still waiting forty years later for these free elections....

Let us put the signing of the treaty in its proper
perspective.

Liberal Member Marcel Prud'homme saw the agreement in a more optimistic
light, referring to the trend toward openness or glasnost in Soviet
society:

... I rejoice at the fact that the two most powerful men on
this earth can come to an agreement.

I publicly applaud the open-mindedness which now exists in
the USSR thanks to the new Soviet leader Mr. Gorbachev. I
hope that this openness to new ideas will meet a
corresponding attitude in the Western world.

I hope that this would only be the first step toward the real
summit of total disarmament, the real summit toward better
comprehension and a better world.®

Mr. Bill Blaikie of the New Democratic Party (NDP) spoke of the agreement
as raising a new hope for the future. He cautioned, however, that the

INF Treaty must Le used as a first step in a continuing process:

The agreement to be signed is a first, in that it eliminates

4 Commons Debates, 8 December 1987, p. 11583.

S Ibid., pp. 11583-4.
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a whole class of nuclear weapons, but it must become the
building block upon which future agreements to rid the world
eventually of nuclear weapons are built. Otherwise, it will
have been an occasion for false hope.b

The following day, 9 December 1987, Mr. Blaikie referred to the
contribution of the peace movement in Canada and elsewhere in helping to
bring about the INF agreement.7
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3. NUCLEAR AND SPACE ARMS TALKS: DEFENCE AND SPACE ARMS

Background

The Defence and Space Talks began in Geneva on 27 March 1985, as part of
the Nuclear and Space Arms Talks (NST) between the Soviet Union and the
United States. The NST also deals with long-range strategic and

intermediate-range theatre nuclear weapons control. The aim of the
Defence -and Space Talks is to prevent an arms race in outer spaée and in
strategic defences. This issue has drawn considerable attention since
the announcement by President Reagan on 23 March 1983 of the Strategic
Defence Initiative (SDI or, as it is often referred to, Star Wars).

SDI, in its most basic form, is a plan to provide defence against
incoming ballistic missiles. As conceptualized at present, SDI calls for
research, development and testing of new weapon technologies, many of
which would be based in outer space. These weapons may include “exotic"
technologies such as lasers and particle beams, as well as more
conventional anti-satellite (ASAT) and anti-ballistic missile (ABM)
weapons. Naturally, there is a close link between this project and the
status and future of the Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty signed between the
Soviet Union and the United States in May 1972.

The ABM Treaty itself was the result of increased interest in anti-
ballistic missile defence, on the part of both the US and USSR,
throughout the 1960s. In the United States, the ABM issue sparked a
prolonged public debate, centered on two main concerns: the ease with
which the defences could be overcome by large numbers of cheaper
offensive missiles, and the possibility that ABM deployments might
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destabilize deterrence based on the concept of mutual assured
destruction. This concept, which had become the basis of nuclear
deterrence, assumes the impossibility of an adequate defence against

nuclear weapons.

The ABM Treaty prohibits both sides from deploying a nation-wide ABM
defence and limits each to two ABM deployment areas, later amended on 3
July 1974 to one area. The intent of the Treaty is outlined in Article I

(2):

Each Party undertakes not to deploy ABM systems for a defence
of the territory of its country and not to provide a base for
such a defence, and not to deploy ABM systems for defence of
an individual region except as provided for in Article III
[establishing two specific deployment areas] of this Treaty.

Extensive verification measures are provided for in the Treaty, which
also established the Standing Consultative Commission (SCC) to deal with
questions of interpretation and compliance. The United States Senate
ratified the Treaty by a vote of 88 to 2.

During the 1970s both the United States and the Soviet Union continued
research into ballistic missile defence. In 1976, the US dismantled the
ABM system it had deployed at a missile base in Grand Forks, North
Dakota. The Soviet Union has kept its ABM deployment around Moscow.

In his March 1983 announcement, President Reagan stated that the United
States would pursue a new programme, SDI, aimed at providing a defence
which would make nuclear weapons "impotent and obsolete". Although he
initially stated that SDI was only a research programme and would be
conducted within the 1imits of the ABM Treaty, the Administration has put
forward, and moved towards acceptance of, a "new" interpretation of the
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Treaty which would allow the US to carry out tests and development of
systems previously considered prohibited by it.

This new interpretation, also known as the “broad" interpretation, would
allow the testing and development of ABM systems based on new physical
principles and would prohibit only their actual deployment. The Reagan
Administration has stated that it believes this broad interpretation to
be legally valid.

The interpretation of the ABM Treaty has, therefore, become an issue of
considerable debate, centering on how ABM systems based on new
technologies are dealt with by the Treaty. The key to the debate lies in
Article V of the Treaty which states that:

Each Party undertakes not to develop, test, or deploy ABM
systems or components which are sea-based, air-based, space-
based, or mobile land-based.

Proponents of the broad interpretation maintain that the systems and
components referred to in Article V are defined by Article II. The use
of the phrase "currently consisting of" as part of the definition of a
system in Article II, according to this interpretation, means that only
systems based on 1972 technology (current at the time the Treaty was
signed) are banned. This would mean that systems based on new technology
in the basing modes listed were not affected.

The narrow interpretation holds that Article V clearly bans all sea-
based, space-based or mobile land-based systems and components, whether
they are based on 1972 technology or not. The phrase “currently
consisting of" was used in Article II only to demonstrate the functional
nature of the definition, not to exclude future technologies.
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The Soviet Union has stated that it believes the narrow interpretation to
be the only valid interpretation of the Treaty. Indeed, until 1985 this
was the only interpretation held by the United States. The Soviets have
stood by this position at the Defence and Space Talks, insisting that the
testing of ABM systems and components must be restricted by the
traditional interpretation. The general approach of the United States at
the Defence and Space Talks consists of discussing the effects of the
relationship between offence- and defence-based systems on the strategic
balance, negotiating a smooth transition from an offense-dominated to a
defence-dominated military structure, and resolving concerns over
possible Soviet violations of the ABM Treaty.

At the Washington Summit in December 1987, both sides agreed to establish
a non-withdrawal period of some (as yet undetermined) length for the ABM
Treaty. Currently the United States is suggesting six years, while the
Soviet Union has put forward a ten-year proposal.

On 15 January 1988, at the ninth round of the NST talks, the Soviets
tabled a draft protocol to the proposed Strategic Arms Reduction Talks
(START) Treaty. During the 10 year non-withdrawal period suggested in
the proposal, testing of ABM systems and components would be restricted
by the narrow interpretation of the ABM Treaty. The Soviets have
consistently held that agreement on SDI and the ABM Treaty must be
reached before a START agreement is possible.

The United States rejected the Soviet-proposed Protocol, arguing that a
START Treaty should not be tied to restrictions on SDI. On January 22,
the United States presented a draft treaty on ballistic missile defence
(BMD). The draft was intended to provide a basis for a transition to a
defence-oriented military structure by allowing for development, testing,
and deployment of advanced missile defences.
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In the United States, recently, pressure has increased on the Reagan
Administration for greater flexibility in its position on SDI. Congress
has consistently cut back proposed budget appropriations for SDI
research. Congress has also continued to insist that spending that does
occur on SDI-related projects must be kept within the confines of the
narrow interpretation of the ABM Treaty.

Current Canadian Position

The Government of Canada has declared that it is in favour of the narrow
interpretation of the ABM Treaty. Following a meeting with Mr. Paul
Nitze, Special Advisor to President Reagan on arms control issues, on 5
March 1987, External Affairs Minister Joe Clark stated the Canadian
position:

The Canadian Government has consistently supported the USA in
its adherence to the strict interpretation of the ABM Treaty.
Any move to a broader interpretation could have significant
political and strategic ramifications for international
stability and security....Any unilateral action by either
party to the Treaty that could have a negative impact on the
current strategic_balance would be regarded by Canada with
profound concern.

On 26 March 1985, Canada and the other NATO allies, as well as Australia,
Japan and Israel, received a letter from US Secretary of Defence Caspar
Weinberger. Weinberger reassured US allies that they were to be included
in the benefits of the SDI programme and the decision-making process, and
invited them to become participants in the research stage of the

1 DEA Statement 87/14, 5 March 1987.
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programme, insofar as they were allowed under the limits of the ABM

Treaty.

On 7 September 1985, Canada refused the offer of government-to-
government participation in the research programme but left open the
possibility that private companies could compete for SDI contracts. The
Canadian Government has expressed its belief that while it does not want
to get involved directly in SDI research, it is only prudent to have some
such research pursued in the West. The Canadian view was elaborated in
March 1987 following the Nitze visit:

Canada has expressed its support for the Strategic Defence
Initiative research program as a prudent measure in light of
significant similar Soviet activity in the field of ballistic
missile defence. We believe, however, that any transition to
a greater dependence on strategic defences should be
undertaken on a mutually agreed basis by both superpowers and
should be combined with significant reductions in strategic
offensive forces....[T]he SDI program should continue to be
pursued within the current restrictive interpretation of the
ABM Treaty. We welcome the assurance by Secretary of State
Shultz that the USA Administration considers premature any
decision on deployment of a ballistic missile defence at this
point.

In his speech before a meeting of the North Atlantic Assembly in Quebec
City in May 1987, Prime Minister Mulroney stated that strategic defences
must meet the criteria that were outlined previously by Mr. Nitze--cost
effectiveness, survivability, and affordability--along with two other
criteria: "extreme care must be taken to ensure that defences are not
integrated with existing forces in such a way as to create fears of a
first strike" and "we cannot allow strategic defences to undermine the

2 DEA Statement 87/14, 5 March 1987.
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arms control process...."3

Parliamentary Comment

Upon Tearning of the involvement of the Canadian Commercial Corporation,
a Crown Corporation, as a prime contractor for a SDI contract, Liberal
member Douglas Frith, in November 1987, asked External Affairs Minister
Joe Clark to explain the Government's guidelines concerning such
involvement. Mr. Clark stated:

The Canadian Commercial Corporation is required by law... to
act as an agent for Canadian companies that are involved in
contracts with the United States Department of Defence. That
is the exclusive and total nature of the role of the Canadian
Commercial Corporation in this transaction. It is mandated
by Taw, a law that predated the Strategic Defence
Initiative.4

Mr. Frith pursued the questioning, asking for an amendment to the law in
order to disallow such involvement:

Either a Crown corporation which is an agent of the federal
Government will become involved in a peripheral or direct
way, or it will not. It seems clear to me that it is in
violation of the Prime Minister's commitment to the House
that the Government of Canada, which I believe includes Crown
corporations, should not be involved in star wars projects.5

3 0ffice of the Prime Minister, "Notes for an Address before the
North Atlantic Assembly", 23 May 1987, p. 3.

4 Commons Debates, 16 November 1987, p. 10829.

5 Ibid., p. 10829.
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In response Mr. Clark reaffirmed the Government's position on SDI

research:

The policy with respect to the Strategic Defence Initiative
is very clear. There will be no government-to-government
involvement. There is no government-to-government
involvement.

It was also made very clear in the decision by the Government
of Canada at the time of the announcement of the U.S. program
that we did not intend to use the fact that research or other
activities that had previously been allowed between Canadian
companies and American companies would be eliminated or
prohibited simply because the Strategic Defence Initiative
process was in place. We are dealing with an arrangement
that predates the Strategic Defence Initiative, that uses the
Canadian Commercial Corporation in its agency role
exclusively, which is among the roles for which it was
established.b
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4. CHEMICAL AND BIOLOGICAL WEAPONS

Background

The use of chemical weapons during the first world war led the
international community to increase its efforts to eliminate them. Such
efforts were also extended to the related problem posed by the prospect
of biological agents being used as weapons of warfare. By 1925 these
initiatives resulted in the signing of the Geneva Protocol, which
prohibits the use of “asphyxiating poisonous or other gases, analogous
liquids, materials or devices as well as bacteriological (biological)
methods of warfare".

The Protocol's failure to ban the development, production and stockpiling
of chemical and biological weapons, however, led to a growing recognition
of the need for more comprehensive restrictions. This goal has been
actively pursued in various United Nations disarmament bodies,
particularly during the last twenty years.

By 1971, the difficulties of concluding a single agreement banning both
chemical and biological weapons led to a decision in the Conference of
the Committee on Disarmament (CCD) to consider them separately. Progress
in the area of biological weapons control soon followed, producing a
convention signed in 1972 which came into force three years later.
Considered the first international agreement requiring actual disarmament
measures, the Biological Weapons Convention (BWC) prohibits the
development, production, stockpiling and transfer of bacteriological or
poisonous weapons, and calls for the destruction of existing stocks. As
of 1 July 1987, the Convention had 108 signatories and 26 parties.




32

The BWC has been subject to two review conferences aimed at ensuring its
effectiveness, in 1980 and 1986. Among the concerns addressed at both
review conferences were the ability of the Convention to cover potential
weapons developments made possible by new technologies, such as
recombinant deoxyribonucleic acid (DNA); the absence of provisions
restricting research on biological and toxic agents, together with the
possible weapons applications of such research; and problems of
verifying compliance with the Convention.

Such issues were highlighted by a stream of allegations beginning in the
mid-1970s concerning the development and use of biological and toxic
weapons by the superpowers and their allies. Particularly noteworthy
were charges that the Soviet Union and its allies had used toxin weapons
in Southeast Asia (i.e. yellow rain), and the inability to establish the
facts conclusively.

In an attempt to strengthen the BWC further, the final declaration of the
Second Review Conference included a new arrangement allowing any state to
call a meeting of an advisory group of experts if a problem arises
concerning application of the Convention. It also requires signatories
to begin work on measures to prevent or reduce any "ambiguities, doubts
and suspicions concerning bacteriological activities and to improve
international cooperation on the peaceful uses of microbiology."

Specific measures included an exchange of information concerning research
facilities, biological products and the occurrence of rare diseases. In
order to elaborate precise procedures for such exchanges, an ad hoc group
of scientific and technical experts from the states parties met in Geneva
from 31 March to 15 April 1987. The 1986 Review Conference had also
requested that states send information to the UN Department of
Disarmament Affairs. On 30 October 1987, both the United States and the
Soviet Union filed reports including information on their research
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centres and laboratories. A second report was filed by the United States
in April 1988.

A ban on chemical weapons has been on the UN agenda since 1968. Yet
progress has materialized only recently. In 1980, the forty-nation
Conference on Disarmament (CD) established an Ad Hoc Working Group on
Chemical Weapons. By 1983, this Group had developed a consensus document
identifying elements of a comprehensive treaty, and had outlined areas of
agreement and disagreement.

An important step in the CD negotiations on chemical weapons was taken by
the United States in 1984 when it tabled a draft treaty providing for
verification by challenge inspections (i.e. short-notice, mandatory
inspections of plants suspected of cheating). That year also saw general
agreement that the destruction of existing chemical weapon stockpiles
should be subject to systematic international inspection--although
disagreement persisted over the particular inspection procedures to be
used.

Concern over chemical weapons has been fed by recent allegations of their
use. Since 1980, the UN Secretary General has conducted several
inquiries to ascertain the truth of such charges. A series of UN
reports, beginning in 1984, has confirmed that chemical weapons have been
used in the Gulf War by Iraq against Iran. On 1 March 1988 Iraq was
again reported to have used chemical weapons--this time against its
Kurdish population. A UN investigation of the alleged attacks was
undertaken 17 March-4 April 1988. On 26 April, a report on the use of
chemical weapons in the Iran-Iraq war was presented by the UN Secretary-
General to the Security Council. Although the report indicated the use
of both mustard and nerve gas in the conflict, it did not identify the
countries responsible for such action.
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In Geneva, progress towards a chemical weapons ban has been made in
recent years, as the negotiators have moved closer to agreement on the
definition of chemical weapons and on procedures for their destruction.
Detailed provisions have been elaborated on the verification of
declarations of existing stocks, and the closure and elimination of
production facilities, while useful work has also been done on the
guidelines for an international inspectorate. On 11 August 1987 the USSR
tabled a proposal on compulsory on-site inspection which came close to
that put forth by the United States in 1984. The Soviet proposal
accepted the concept of challenge inspection of all chemical weapon
facilities with no right of refusal. It also provided for the entry of
inspection teams within 48 hours of a challenge (previously the Soviets
had insisted on the right to veto requests for challenge inspection, and
did not require that inspections be so expediant).

On 3 October 1987, the representatives of forty-five nations visited a
Soviet chemical weapons facility at Shikhany, on the Volga River south of
Moscow. The foreign delegations were shown 19 different types of chemical
munitions, as well as a mobile complex used for the destruction of
chemical weapons. Bilateral talks between the superpowers also resulted
in arrangements whereby the United States would visit a Soviet facility
devoted to the destruction of chemical weapons at Chapayesk, while the
Soviets would visit an American chemical weapon facility at Tooele, Utah.
During the Tooele visit, which took place 19-20 November 1987, Soviet
military experts viewed various elements of the United States stockpile.
The American visit to the Soviet facility is scheduled to take place this
year.

On 26 December 1987, the Soviet Union declared the size of its chemical
weapons stockpile as being no more than 50,000 tons of poisonous agent,
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all Tocated on Soviet territory. Superpower bilateral talks on chemical
weapons are now moving toward negotiation of arrangements on data
exchange.

In the meantime, however, after a hiatus of 18 years, the United States
has renewed its production of chemical weapons to counter the Soviet
Union's chemical arsenal. On 16 December 1987 it began final assembly of
its first binary artillery shell. Plans for the production of a chemical
weapon deterrent also continue in France.

Notwithstanding the progress made on a chemical weapons convention in the
CD, several issues require further attention. These include: a definition
of chemical weapons; verification difficulties, given the ease with which
such weapons can be manufactured; the cost, size and scope of an
international monitoring agency; the procedural details for instituting
challenge inspection; and the problem of ensuring the broadest possible
participation in a chemical weapons convention.

Canada has signed and ratified both the 1925 Geneva Protocol and the 1972
Biological Weapons Convention. Since the conclusion of the BWC, Canada
has shown great interest in the elaboration of verification measures to
strengthen its enforcement. Moreover, successive Canadian governments
have sought to help define and promote a chemical weapons convention, as
well as to ensure its effective verification. The conclusion of such a
ban constitutes one of the six major goals in arms control and
disarmament of the present Canadian government.

Current Canadian Position

Among Canada's recent contributions to biological and chemical arms
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control have been its production of a Handbook for the Investigation of

Allegations of the Use of Chemical and Biological Weapons in 1985; its

sponsorship of three investigations of alleged Soviet use of toxin
weapons in Southeast Asia;l and the submission to the CD of various
working papers relating to a chemical weapons ban. In 1986 Canada tabled
a document dealing with an international system for classifying chemical
substances, and on 9 July 1987, Canada and Norway submitted a working
paper on the verification of alleged use of chemical weapons. This paper
contained proposals to be included in the annex to article IX of a future
convention.?

Canada was an active participant at the Ad Hoc meeting of scientific and
technical experts held in Geneva in March and April 1987 in accordance
with the provisions of the Final Declaration of the second review
conference on the BWC. There Canada contributed to a better
understanding of the utility of adopting criteria relating to disease
outbreaks, as well as containment standards for research facilities.3

1 Handbook for the Investigation of Allegations of the Use of
Chemical and Biological Weapons, Ottawa, Department of External Affairs,
November 1985; Butler, G. C., Report on the Use of Chemical Warfare in
Southeast Asia (Memo to External Affairs), 2 December 1981; Shiefer, H.
B., Study of the Possible Use of Chemical Warfare in Southeast Asia (A
Report to the Department of External Affairs), Ottawa, 1982; Norman, J.
J., and Purdon, J. J., Final Summary Report on the Investigation of
Yellow Rain Samples from Southeast Asia, Ottawa, Defence Research
Establishment, February 1986; Department of External Affairs, Arms
Control and Disarmament Division, Conference on Disarmament: Chemical
Weapons Working Papers, 1986 Session, Ottawa, June 1987; and Department
of External Affairs, Arms Control and Disarmament Division, Conference on
Disarmament: Chemical Weapons - Final Records (PV), 1986 Session, Ottawa,
June 1987.

2 cD/766, 9 July 1987.

3 “Biological Weapons: Successful Conference Outcome," The
Disarmament Bulletin, Summer-Fall 1987, p. 10.
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Canada has been similarly active recently on the issue of a chemical
weapons convention. On 9 July 1987, Canadian Ambassador to the CD, Alan
Beesley, presented a series of compendia on chemical weapons comprising
documents from the 1986 CD session, as well as a report entitled
“Verification: Development of a Portable Trichothecene Sensor Kit for the
Detection of T-2 Mycotoxin in Human Blood Samp]es“.4 Ambassador Beesley
also expressed concern over the use of chemical weapons in the Iran-Iraq
war, as well as evidence of their development by an increasing number of
countries. Nevertheless, he cautioned that negotiations should proceed
with care and deliberation.®

Such sentiments were echoed on 13 October 1987 at the 42nd Session of the
UN General Assembly by Canadian Ambassador for Disarmament Douglas Roche,
who noted that "A treaty banning chemical weapons will require the most
complex set of verification measures ever included in a multilateral arms
control agreement."6

In November 1987, three resolutions were put forth in the General
Assembly on chemical and biological weapons. Resolution 42/37A of which
Canada was the lead sponsor, urged that efforts be intensified and that
increased time be devoted to negotiations on a chemical weapons
convention.’ Resolution 42/37B called for strict adherence to the Geneva
Protocol; efforts by the Secretary General to improve the capability for

4 cD/PV 420, 7 July 1987.
5 Ibid..

6 Speech by the Canadian Ambassador for Disarmament to the 42nd
Session of the United Nations General Assembly, First Committee, New
York, 13 October 1987.

7 UNGA Resolution 42/37 (A), 30 November 1987.
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timely investigations into accusations of use; and the appointment of
experts for this purpose.8 Finally, Resolution 42/37C requested the
Secretary General to provide assistance and services required for
implementing the final declaration of the second review conference on the
BWC, and called upon states to ratify or sign the Convention without
delay if they had not yet done s0.9 A1l three resolutions were adopted
without a vote.

On 8 December 1987, during a cross-Canada speaking tour, Ambassador for
Disarmament Douglas Roche referred to the conclusion of a chemical
weapons ban as a matter of "paramount importance." Mr. Roche also called
upon states to take every step to prevent the transfer of chemical
weapons to other states in the interim. In this regard, he recommended
following the example of countries which had established export controls
on highly toxic chemicals and a warning-list procedure for other
chemicals (a practice followed by Canada in co-ordination with other
countries since 1984).10

Early 1988 saw additional expressions of Canadian concern over the use of
chemical weapons. On 25 March 1988, Canadian Secretary of State for
External Affairs, Joe Clark, condemned the use of such weapons against
civilians in Northern Iraq. In addition, Canada asked the UN Secretary
General to consider sending experts to investigate the tragedy. The
government conveyed its message to Iran and instructed the Iraqi
Ambassador to inform his government as well.ll

8 UNGA Resolution 42/37 (B), 30 November 1987.
9 UNGA Resolution 42/37 (C), 30 November 1987.

10 pga, Statement 87/71, 8 December 1987, p. 6.

11 DEA Communiqué No. 068, 25 March 1988.
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On 10 March 1988, Canadian Ambassador to the CD, de Montigny Marchand,
reviewed some of the outstanding verification issues relating to a
chemical weapons convention. Ambassador Marchand also expressed Canada's
satisfaction with recent moves by the United States and the Soviet Union
on the question of data exchange. Finally, he announced that Canada
intended to submit working papers to the CD on the international
inspectorate for a chemical weapons convention.l2 0n 31 March 1988,
Canada tabled one such document entitled "Factors Involved in Determining
Verification Inspectorate Personnel and Resource Requirements". The
paper addressed the factors which should have an impact on the size of
the inspectorate and technical support staff, associated costs, and
related issues.l3

Parliamentary Comment

On 22 March 1988 Conservative Member John Qostrom made a statement in the
House condemning the use of chemical weapons in the Iran-Iraq war. He
said:

...there has been a dangerous escalation in the Iran-Iraq

war. Strong evidence has emerged that confirms the use of
chemical weapons. Such an escalation will lead to heavier
casualties as well as increased terror among the innocent

civilian population.l

12 Speech by the Canadian Ambassador de Montigny Marchand to the
Conference on Disarmament, 10 March 1988.

13 ¢p/823, 31 March 1988.
14 Commons Debates, 22 March 1988, p. 14002.
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Recognizing existing prohibitions on the use of chemical weapons, Mr.
Oostrom went on to note:

The use of these chemical agents leaves the possibility of a
future biological catastrophe for the region and perhaps for
other nations which are not involved in this conflict. We in
this House must use all means at our disposal to prevent any
more chemical weapons from being used and to see to a speedy
end to this tragic conflict.l5

Later that day, Mr. Oostrom asked Secretary of State for External Affairs
Joe Clark whether he would investigate recent charges of the use of
chemical weapons in the Iran-Iraq war and--if such allegations proved
correct--whether he would communicate Canada's objections and concerns to
the warring parties.l® Mr. Clark replied:

It is hard to secure detailed information but I agree...that
we have to do our best to try. It is our view that there
should be an expert investigation. We believe that it would
best be conducted under the United Nations and we would
recommend to the Secretan¥ General that he put in place such
an expert investigation.!

Conservative MP Alex Kindy also referred to the alleged use of chemical

weapons in the Gulf war, and noting that it was his understanding that

the Iranian Chargé d'Affaires had asked Canada for medical assistance for
injuries incurred as a result of the chemical weapon attacks. Mr. Kindy
went on to ask Secretary of State for External Affairs Joe Clark whether
such help would be forthcoming, and also if the Minister could assure the
House that there was "no Canadian content" in the chemical warfare taking

15 1bid..

—_—

16 1bid..

17 1bid..
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.18 Responding to the latter question, Mr. Clark stated:

...to the best of my knowledge there is no Canadian content
in the chemical warfare. I use that phrase simply out of
normal prudence. I think there is no reason to believe that
there is any Canadian content in that chemical warfare.19

the question of Canadian medical aid to Iran, Mr. Clark stated:

That is a complex problem that requires co-ordination between
federal and provincial Governments. We are looking to see if
there is a way in which Canada can respond effective]y.2

On 25 March 1988, NDP Member Bill Blaikie inquired about the Government
response to the use of chemical weapons in the Iran-Iraq war, asking:

What has the Government clearly said to the Iraqi Government
in respect to the use of chemical weapons? What is the
Government planning to do to give leadership in the UN and in
the international community in general to censure Iraq, to
censure the use of chemical weapons, and finally to bring
about the cease-fire which the United Nations requested many
months ago in respect to this ugly conflict?2l

Responding to Mr. Blaikie's questions, Secretary of State for External

Affairs Joe Clark explained:

-..We have made the strongest possible representations to the
Ambassador of Iraq and will be following these up through

18 1biq..
19 1pid..
20 1bid..

21 Commons Debates, 25 March 1988, p. 14134.
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other channels.22

Referring to the fact that the Government also planned to raise the issue
with the United Nations, Mr. Clark went on to state that:

...there is established in the United Nations secretary
generalship a requirement and a capacity to seek expert
confirmation of the facts that should be done, and then the
problem arises...to find ways in which international opinion,
apart from simply being expressed in the strongest possible
terms, can be made effective against Iraq and against Iran.
That is the challenge. If there is some way in which Canada
can move that process forward, I am certainly eager to find
and follow that way.23

Mr. Blaikie referred to the possibility of an arms embargo on the two
countries, observing:

I think Canada has a special role to play in calling the
world community to account, the superpowers and everyone
motivated....One of the opportunities the Minister has, it
seems to me, is to take a leading role in getting the world
communit% to put that kind of arms embargo on both those
nations.Z24

Mr. Clark agreed with Mr. Blaikie's suggestion, but questioned how such
an idea would be put into practice.2® Nevertheless, the Minister stated:

We are seeking more unanimity by more countries, and we want
to make it clear that not only are we prepared to be a part
of an embargo...but that we will be actively urging others to

22 1bid..
23 1bid..

24 1bid., p. 14135.

25 1bid..
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seek that, or to follow that or other procedures that can
bring an end to a conflict which is more and more gruesome
every day.26

On 4 May 1988, NDP Member Pauline Jewett also condemned the use of
chemical weapons in the Gulf conflict. Further, Ms Jewett pointed to the
US decision to produce binary weapons and stated:

...] urge the Government to reconsider its misquided and
unqualified support of the United States' production of a new
regime of chemical weapons, namely, binary agents. Real
progress toward an international convention banning chemical
weapons will be encouraged if the Government of Canada now
takes a strong stand against these new agents of death.2/

On 25 March 1988, questions were raised in the House concerning the
production of chemical weapons and antidotes to them at the Defence
Research Establishment at Suffield, Alberta. NDP Member Jim Fulton
referred to the fact that production contracts for the antidote drug HI-6
were being considered for a firm in Edmonton, and asked:

Will the deputy Prime Minister give his assurance that before
any further production...of chemical or biological weapons or
potential antidotes to those is contracted in Canada, the
Government will produce in public a position paper on how
such production by Canada will affect the potential for
progress toward a world-wide production ban on chemical and
biological weapons?28

Secretary of State for External Affairs Joe Clark replied:

I cannot accept the premises of [the] question without

26 1bid..

27 Commons Debates, 4 May 1988, p. 15109.

28 Commons Debates, 25 March 1988, p. 14136.
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looking into all the circumstances and I cannot answer him
without doing that.29

In a follow-up question, Mr. Fulton asked the Minister if he could give
his assurance that HI-6 studies would be reviewed publicly prior to its
use on Canadian soldiers.30 Once again, Mr. Clark stated that more time
would be needed to examine the issue before an answer could be given.31

On 14 June 1988, responding to information that the Department of
National Defence had been conducting open-air tests of nerve gas at the
Defence Research Establishment in Suffield since 198332, NDP Member

Nelson Riis asked:

Does the Government of Canada manufacture this nerve gas at
Suffield? Does it import the nerve gas? If so for whom?
Why did the Government allow this nerve gas to be released
into the atmosphere without prior notification to the people
living in adjacent areas?33

In response to Mr. Riis' inquiries, Associate Minister of National

Defence Paul Dick stated:

...the Department of National Defence has never made any
bones about the fact that at Suffield, in an isolated area,
we have tested nerve gas in small quantities, in laboratories
and elsewhere, in order to protect our own troops in case
they were ever faced with this situation. I should point out

29 1bid..

30 1bid..

31 1bid..

32 see, for instance, Geoff White, "Nerve Gas Tested in Alberta,"
Ottawa Citizen, 14 June 1988, p. AI-2.

33 Commons Debates, 14 June 1988, p. 16426.
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that in the case of testing done outside it was between 1.4
and 1.5 kilograms of nerve gas that was used in an area of 2
square miles from which everybody else was excluded at the
time the tests were conducted. At the present time we are
negotiating in Geneva on the quantities countries can have
for their own testing and the suggested level is 1,000
kilograms. This is 1.4 to 1.5 kilograms.34

On 23 June 1988, NDP Member Jim Fulton questioned the safety of the open
air tests being conducted at the Suffield experimental site. Mr. Fulton
addressed the Minister of National Defence, Perrin Beatty:

The Minister has stated these tests pose no danger, but...the
Deputy Director of Mountain Region of Labour Canada...has
confirmed that on May 26, 1986, there was a near fatal
accident at Suffield involving two researchers who were
exposed to lethal nerve gas. In fact the experimental
station was evacuated and_the researchers were hospitalized,
one for a lengthy period.

Mr. Fulton then asked how Mr. Beatty squared this information with
assurances he had given that the tests at Suffield posed no health
risks.36 Mr. Beatty replied:

I understand that in 1986 a World War II shell which
contained nerve gas was found on the range. In the process
of decontaminating it one of the technicians had an accident
and two technicians were exposed to gas. Both of them were
taken in for medical treatment and both of them were released
immediately afterward. In follow-up studies, neither one
suffered Tong-term damage at al1l.3/

34 1bid..

35 Commons Debates, 23 June 1988, p. 16765.

36 Ibid..

37 1Ibid..
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In a follow-up question, Mr. Fulton pointed to an independent analysis of
the field tests which concluded that they constituted a "real and
immediate" threat to the public health communities near the base. He
then asked if, in light of the near fatalities, and the severe health
threat posed by tests, the Minister would order an immediate halt to
them.38

Mr. Beatty replied:

...in one case one technician spent one day in hospital. The
technician was given an additional three days off. The
Junior technician returned to work the following day. That
is hardly an indication of "lengthy time in hospital" as a
result of this.39

Mr. Beatty also noted:

With respect to the scare tactics being used by the Hon.
Member to prevent defensive research designed to protect
member of the Canadian Forces, the public is well
protected.40

38 Ibid..
39 1bid..

40 1bid..

e =
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5. CANADA AND NUCLEAR WEAPON-FREE ZONES

Background

Nuclear Weapon-free Zones (NWFZs) consist of defined geographic areas in
which the manufacture, testing, and deployment of nuclear weapons is
prohibited. Various types of NWFZs exist and have been proposed since
the 1950s. They have been supported as a means to limit the
proliferation of nuclear weapons and provide a confidence-building
measure (CBM) in the pursuit of regional security, as well as
constituting steps in a progressive "denuclearization" of the planet.

The first NWFZ was proposed at the United Nations by Polish Foreign
Minister Adam Rapacki in 1957. The Rapacki Plan would have prohibited
the manufacturing, stockpiling, and use of nuclear weapons in Poland,
East Germany, Czechoslovakia, and West Germany. While the Plan had
Soviet support, it was opposed by NATO and subsequently dropped. The
Plan did, however, succeed in generating widespread interest in the
establishment of regional denuclearized zones.

Five NWFZs have been established by international agreement: the
Antarctic Treaty of 1959; the Outer Space Treaty of 1967, following a
unanimously adopted UN resolution calling upon nations to refrain from
introducing weapons of mass destruction into outer space; the Treaty of
Tlatelolco of 1967, establishing Latin America as the first populated
NWFZ in the world; the Seabed Treaty of 1971; and the Treaty of Rarotonga
of 1985, establishing a South Pacific Nuclear-free Zone. The latter,
negotiated by the thirteen members of the South Pacific Forum, bans the
deployment, production, and testing of nuclear weapons in their area.

The question of transit and visiting rights for ships and aircraft
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carrying nuclear weapons in the zone has been left open for signatory
nations to decide independently. The Treaty has encountered problems, in
that only two of the five nuclear weapons states, China and the Soviet
Union, have signed the relevant Protocols. France, which maintains an
active nuclear testing programme in the region, is opposed to the zone.
So are the United States and the United Kingdom, which have both
expressed reservations over the Treaty's symbolic importance as a
precedent allegedly incongruent with their national interests.

Proposals have also been made to establish NWFZs in the Middle East,
South Asia, Africa, the Indian Ocean, the Balkan states, the South
Atlantic, the Nordic states, the Mediterranean, and Southeast Asia. Most
of these efforts have been made in the United Nations General Assembly
and the Conference on Disarmament, with interest in them varying over
time. Two areas which have received considerable international attention
recently, include the Arctic--stimulated by the Soviet Union's October
1987 initiative (please see the Arctic Sovereignty section of the Guide),
and Southeast Asia--through the efforts of the Association of Southeast
Asian Nations (ASEAN). At their December 1987 summit meeting, ASEAN
members agreed to intensify efforts for a Southeast Asia NWFZ given the
example of New Zealand and improved US-USSR relations as an impetus. The
US has stated its strong opposition to the concept, however.

Current Canadian Position

Canada supports the principle of nuclear weapon-free zones whenever they
are considered feasible and 1ikely to promote stability in an area.
Although the creation of such a zone is not judged a satisfactory
alternative to having the countries involved ratify the Non-proliferation
Treaty (NPT), it can make a significant contribution to preventing the
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spread of nuclear arms and increasing regional security in the absence of
NPT ratification.

The Canadian Government's stance remains unchanged. It is prepared to
study such proposals on a case-by-case basis but it believes that to be
effective, any proposals must meet certain requirements: the zone must
apply to a defined geographic area; it must be based on proposals which
emanate from and are agreed to by most countries in the area concerned,
including the principal military powers; it must not give advantage to
any state or group of states; it must contain adequate treaty assurances
and means to verify that countries abide by their commitments; and it
must not permit the development of an independent nuclear explosive
capability in the area.l

At the 42nd Session of the UNGA in 1987, Canada voted in support of
related resolutions on the Treaty of Tlatelolco, Establishment of a
Nuclear Weapon-free Zone in the Middle East (adopted without a vote),
Establishment of a Nuclear Weapon-free Zone in South Asia,
Denuclearization of Africa, Indian Ocean as a Zone of Peace (adopted
without a vote), and Zone of Peace and Cooperation in the South Atlantic.

As a result of Canada's NATO membership, it has always been opposed to
the establishment of such zones in Central or Northern Europe or the
Balkans. The Government believes that the establishment of zones in
these areas would cast doubts on the effectiveness of the NATO deterrent
and expose certain areas to the risk of Soviet attack, without making a
genuine contribution to nuclear disarmament.

1 DEA, Arms Control and Disarmament Division, “Canada's Position on
Nuclear Weapon-free Zones," Disarmament Bulletin, Summer-Fall 1986, p. 12.
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The Government does not support a declaration of nuclear weapon-free
status for Canada. Although Canada does not possess nuclear weapons and
nuclear weapons are not stationed on Canadian territory, Canada is a
member of NATO which, as already indicated, relies on a nuclear
deterrent. The declaration of a nuclear weapon-free zone, it is
maintained, would be inconsistent with membership in that alliance.?

Despite this position the Tocal authorities in 169 municipalities across
Canada have declared their areas nuclear-free. Manitoba, Ontario, and
the Northwest Territories have each declared themselves to be NWFZs. As
a result of these declarations, approximately 60 percent of the Canadian
public resides in locally declared NWFZs.

Parliamentary Comment

Proposals to make Canada a nuclear weapon-free zone have been put forward
in the House of Commons on several occasions. On August 31, 1987 Mr.
Neil Young of the New Democratic Party (NDP) put forth a Private Member's
Motion (C-214) to declare Canada a NWFZ. The motion called for a
prohibition of "the deployment, testing, construction and transportation
of nuclear weapons and associated equipment through and within Canada,
[and] the export of goods and materials for use in the construction and
deployment of nuclear arms," while calling on the government to
“encourage cities, provinces and states throughout the world to undertake
similar action."3 In Mr. Young's view, Canada would thereby strengthen
its position on international disarmament and proliferation matters,
building upon its traditional support for the establishment of NWFZs.

2 Ibid..

3 Commons Debates, 31 August 1987, p. 8627.
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At the two special sessions of the UN General Assembly on Disarmament, in
1978 and 1982, Canada supported the final declarations encouraging the
establishment of nuclear weapon-free zones. In Mr. Young's words: "It
would appear from all that activity that Canada should have taken the
lead and shown by example what it is indeed encouraging other nations to
do. Instead, we have managed to confuse our position by acts of both the
present and past Governments."4

The Honourable Allan MacKinnon responded to Mr. Young from the
Government side of the House. Mr. MacKinnon emphasized the threats
facing Canada and the Canadian approach as a Western alliance member to
responding to those threats:

Although the alliance has pledged never to resort to force
except in response to attack, it remains united in its
determination to deter any aggression against its members.
The Honourable member who has just spoken wishes to do away
with deterrence. Our Government continues to believe that it
is through participation in these collective defence
arrangements, rather than retreating into the uncertain
security of a nuclear weapon-free zone, that we can make our
most effective contribution to preserving the peace and
security for ourselves and others.

The Liberal Party, as determined at its 1986 Convention, favours the
establishment of a NWFZ for Canada, but not at the expense of abrogating
Canada's alliance obligations as they perceive them. The Honourable
Donald Johnston raised some of the Liberal Party's concerns in the debate
on C-214:

4 Ibid., p. 8628.

S Ibid., p. 8629.
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The question is: Would a unilateral decision contribute? Or
would it not, on the contrary, tend to remove Canada from
nuclear policy decisions at the NATO table? Might it not
compromise our ability to influence our allies on arms
control? In addition, could we enforce it? Obviously we
could not.6

On 14 December 1987 the motion was defeated by a vote of 34 in favour to
93 against.

A second Bill, C-304, was introduced on 30 June 1988 by NDP Member Svend
Robinson. The purpose of this Bill was to "...establish in the North of
Canada a nuclear weapons free zone hopefully together with other Nordic
countries as an important step toward peace and disarmament and a nuclear
weapons free world."’ Mr. Robinson suggested that it was important for
the West to respond positively to changes occurring in the Soviet Union
through the policies of glasnost and perestroika.
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6. NUCLEAR TESTING

Background

In the 1950s, the United States and Great Britain began negotiations with
the Soviet Union to ban all forms of nuclear testing. While efforts to
conclude a Comprehensive Test Ban (CTB) proved unsuccessful, the
negotiations bore some fruit with the signing of the Partial Test Ban
Treaty (PTBT) in 1963. The PTBT prohibits the testing of nuclear devices
in the atmosphere, underwater and in outer space. As of January 1986,
the treaty had 115 states parties, although two nuclear weapons states--
France and China--have yet to sign.

Further progress on the limitation of nuclear testing came when the
United States and the Soviet Union signed the Threshold Test Ban Treaty
(TTBT) in 1974, and the Peaceful Nuclear Explosions Treaty (PNET) in
1976. The former limits underground nuclear testing to 150 kilotons,
while the latter does the same for so-called "peaceful nuclear
explosions." Neither the TTBT or the PNET has, however, been ratified by
the US Senate.

Efforts to achieve more ambitious limitations on nuclear testing
continued when the Carter Administration reopened trilateral negotiations
on a CTB in 1977. Although some headway was made in developing a draft
treaty, strong domestic political opposition in the United States ensured
that progress was limited. These negotiations ceased with the advent of
the Reagan Administration.

On 6 August 1985, the Soviet Union announced a unilateral moratorium on
nuclear testing, later extended three times. Yet the Soviet initiative
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failed to prompt the United States to take similar action, or to resume
negotiations on a CTB. Soviet testing resumed on 28 February 1987. The
US Congress has put forth proposals seeking a moratorium on nuclear tests
above one kiloton, but these have never been accepted by the

Administration.

The Reagan Administration has maintained that, although it regards a
total ban on nuclear testing as a long-term objective, the need to ensure
weapon reliability and national security requires continued testing. In
addition, the Administration has contended that progress on a CTB can be
achieved only in stages--first by securing more stringent monitoring
provisions for the TTBT and PNET; then by negotiating intermediate
limitations on testing; and finally by pursuing a total ban as part of a
broad, effective disarmament process.

While the Soviets initially opposed the US government's approach to
limits on nuclear testing--favouring instead immediate negotiations on a
total ban--the prospects for accommodation began to brighten by the
summer of 1986. In July of that year, the two sides resumed talks on
testing at the expert level in Geneva. By summer 1987, the Soviets had
largely acceded to the US position on how negotiations toward a CTB
should proceed.

On 17 September 1987, Soviet Foreign Minister Eduard Shevardnadze and US
Secretary of State George Shultz announced that the two sides had agreed
to begin “full-scale stage by stage negotiations on nuclear testing"
before 1 December 1987. The negotiations would begin by searching for
mutually agreeable procedures for verifying the TTBT and the PNET. On 9
December 1987, during the first round of talks, Robert Barker, head of
the US negotiating team, announced that the two sides had further agreed
to visit each other's testing sites in January 1988 in order to better
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familiarize themselves with the test site layouts and equipment. Barker
added that the parties also planned to hold joint nuclear test explosions
in order to calibrate equipment to help in verifying any future 1imits on
testing. In particular, the joint tests would aid in settling
differences between the superpowers regarding their preferred methods of
monitoring the size of atomic tests. The Soviets prefer to rely on
seismic devices, while the United States prefers the Corrtex system of
hydrodynamic measurements. The Soviets have, however, agreed to
negotiate on-site hydrodynamic methods as a step toward a CTB.

In accordance with the agreements reached in December 1987, a twenty-man
team from the US visited the principal Soviet test site at Semipalatinsk
in Central Asia from 11 to 14 January 1988. A twenty-member Soviet
delegation visited the US testing site in Nevada two weeks later. This
followed a series of scientific exchanges aimed at testing methods of
monitoring Timits on underground explosions, sponsored jointly by the
Natural Resources Defense Council (NRDC), a non-profit environmental and
disarmament organization in the United States, and the Soviet Academy of
Sciences. In September 1987, US scientists tested seismic monitoring
equipment near Soviet test ranges by measuring the detonation of three
non-nuclear explosions. Similar monitoring by the Soviet Union took
place in an area not far from the Nevada test site in late April 1988.
The tests in the Soviet Union have indicated that seismic devices are
capable of measuring most meaningful nuclear explosions. Soviet seismic
tests on American soil have been less successful, owing to the geological
peculiarities of Nevada.

During their 21-22 April 1988 meetings in Moscow, US Secretary of State
Shultz and Soviet Foreign Minister Shevardnadze approved a schedule for
the joint verification experiment on nuclear testing announced in

December 1987, and reached an agreement on its conduct. The experiment
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is scheduled to take place this summer. 1In addition, the Ministers
instructed their negotiators to complete ongoing work on a verification
protocol for the PNET. At the Moscow Summit on 28 May - 1 June 1988,
President Reagan and General Secretary Gorbachev noted that substantial
progress had been made on a new protocol to the PNET. They instructed
their negotiators to complete expeditiously work on this protocol, as
well as to complete a protocol to the TTBT as soon as possible after the
joint verification experiment had been conducted and analyzed.

Additional efforts at limiting nuclear testing have been made in
multilateral forums. 1In 1983, the UN Conference on Disarmament (CD)
established a CTB working group. Now called the Ad Hoc committee, the
group has been unable to agree on a programme of work and has not met
since 1983.

Despite the inability of the CD to agree on a mandate for the CTB working
group, the Group of Scientific Experts--a CD- body charged with developing
a global system of seismic monitoring--met from 22 of July to 7 August
1987. The Group discussed options for the establishment of international
data centers (IDCs), communication links, and procedures for IDCs. It
also set up new study groups to elaborate an international seismic data
exchange system, as well as to plan new data exchange experiments. The
Group's report and its recommendations were adopted by the CD in late
August 1987. The Group met again in Geneva from 7 to 18 March 1988, and
discussed the exchange of seismic data and its processing at IDCs. The
Group also continued work on the design of an international data exchange
system that might be ready for large-scale experimental testing by 1990.

In November 1987, Mexico and five other non-aligned countries initiated a
draft resolution in the UN's First Committee recommending that non-
nuclear states parties to the PTBT call on depository governments to
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convene a conference to consider amending the treaty by converting it
into a CTB. As UNGA resolution 42/26 (B), it was adopted by a vote of
128-3-22 on 30 November 1987. While Britain, France and the United
States voted against the resolution, the Soviet Union voted in favour.l
The sponsoring states have begun work in preparation for the Conference,
although it is not expected to take place before 1989.

While some progress on limiting nuclear testing has been made recently,
significant issues remain to be resolved. Among these are: the nature of
the verification measures required to improve the monitoring of existing
treaties; the character of intermediate Timitations on the size and
number of nuclear tests, as well as their acceptability; and the
circumstances under which a CTB can be achieved.

Further limitations on nuclear testing have been a priority item on the
Canadian Government's agenda, a CTB remaining one of the six major goals
in arms control and disarmament during 1987 and 1988. Canada has
contributed to this goal in various ways in the recent past. 1In 1986,
the government approved the sum of $3.2 million in order to upgrade the
seismic array station in Yellowknife as a contribution toward seismic
verification. Modernization of the array is to be completed by 1989, at
which point it will constitute a world-class facility and possibly a
prototype for other international stations.2 In 1985, the government
awarded a grant to the University of Toronto for further research on the
use of regional seismic data for verification of a CTB. Canada also
hosted a technical workshop on seismic verification of a CTB in October
1986. Attended by 43 representatives from 17 countries, the workshop

1 UNGA Resolution 42/26 (B), 30 November 1987.

2 “Canada's Role in Verification," The Disarmament Bulletin,
Supplement, Summer-Fall 1987, p. 3.
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produced specific technical recommendations on the methods, protocols and
formats for seismic waveform exchange. The workshop's proceedings were
tabled by Canada in the CD on 28 April 1987.3

Current Canadian Position

On 4 November 1987, Canadian Ambassador for Disarmament Douglas Roche
addressed the issue of a CTB before the First Committee. Expressing
Canada's satisfaction with the Fall 1987 decision of the United States
and the Soviet Union to begin full-scale, stage-by-stage negotiations on
nuclear testing, Ambassador Roche went on:

Canada supports a step by step approach to the realization of
an eventual comprehensive test ban treaty....We should not
lose sight of the fact that a comprehensive nuclear test ban
is not an end in itself, but is rather a means to the
ultimate goal which is the reduction and eventual elimination
of nuclear weapons. I would submit that the primary purpose
of the reduction and cessation of nuclear testing should be
to enhance confidence in the global arms control and
disarmament process.

The Ambassador added that the CD had an important role to play in
supporting and encouraging the process of achieving a CTB--particularly
through consideration of questions of scope, compliance and verification.
In this regard, he noted Canada's support for the work of the Ad Hoc
group of scientific experts, and welcomed the selection of Dr. Peter
Basham, a Canadian, as co-ordinator of a major text for the devel opment
of an international Seismic Data Exchange. Ambassador Roche also urged
members of the (D to define a mandate for the Ad Hoc Committee, allowing

3 tD/753, 28 April 1987.

. DEA, Press Release No. 42, 4 November 1987, D 2
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it to begin substantive discussions.5

At the 42nd Session of the UN General Assembly, three resolutions were
passed regarding a CTB. Resolution 42/26 (A) called upon the CD to
establish an Ad Hoc Committee to negotiate a CTB, comprising two working
groups--one on compliance and verification, and another on content and
scope. The resolution was adopted by a vote of 137-3-14, with the United
States, Britain and France voting against it, and Canada abstaim’ng.6
Resolution 42/26 (B) (discussed above) called for the convening of a
conference to amend the PTBT by converting it into a CTB. This
resolution was adopted by a vote of 128-3-22, with the United States,
Britain and France once more voting against the resolution and Canada
again abstaining.7 Finally, Canada co-sponsored resolution 42/27, which
called on the (D to initiate substantive work and for the nuclear weapon
states to agree to "appropriate verifiable interim measures on nuclear
testing". It also called on the CD to set up an international seismic
monitoring network. This resolution was adopted by a vote of 143-2-8,
with France and the United States voting against.8

On 10 March 1988, Canada's Ambassador to the CD de Montigny Marchand
reiterated the importance accorded a CTB in Canadian policy. Welcoming
the US-Soviet negotiations and their planned exchange of on-site
observations of nuclear tests on their respective territories, Ambassador
Marchand also expressed Canada's hope that the negotiations would proceed
to a consideration of further Timitations on nuclear tests as soon as

5 Ibid., p. 1.
6 UNGA Resolution 42/26 (A), 30 November 1987.

7 UNGA Resolution 42/26 (A), 30 November 1987.

8 UNGA Resolution 42/27, 30 November 1987.
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possible. He added that developments between the superpowers should be
seen as presenting an opportunity for the work of the CD, and should not
detract from it. In this regard, the Ambassador stressed the need for
the two major nuclear powers to become constructively engaged in the
multilateral process in order to facilitate progress therein. That
process, Ambassador Marchand noted, also required that a mandate for the
Ad Hoc Committee be defined so that substantive work on a test ban could
commence, and that careful consideration be given to how best to
structure such work so as to support and complement the bilateral talks.?

Parliamentary Comment

On 9 December 1987, following the conclusion of the INF Treaty between
the superpowers, NDP Member Pauline Jewett referred to the issue of
nuclear testing when questioning Prime Minister Brian Mulroney about
official Canadian communications with US and Soviet leaders on arms
reductions. Ms Jewett asked:

Did [the Prime Minister] ask both or did he tell both of them
of Canada's particular concern about air-launched cruise
missiles and submarine-launched cruise and ballistic
missiles?....Finally, did he also press upon both the need
now for a comprehensive test ban before there is further
enlargement or enhancement of the nuclear arms race?10

Prime Minister Mulroney replied:

9 Speech by the Canadian Ambassador de Montigny Marchand to the
Conference on Disarmament, 10 March 1988.

10 commons Debates, 9 December 1987, p. 11627.
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In the communications we have had on this very important
subject, we have conveyed the views of the Government of
Canada in regard to the steps which we believe ought to be
taken to secure further reductions in the possible deployment
of nuclear arms.ll

On 26 April 1988, Conservative Member John Qostrom criticized France for
its conducting of underground nuclear tests in the South Pacific,

stating:

I believe that conducting underground nuclear testing on
South Pacific Islands which are mostly extinct volcanoes, is
like playing Russian roulette with the environment. This
region of the world has been fortunate that the atoll of
Mururoa did not break up and release its deadly radiation
into the ocean, creating an environmental disaster of epic
proportions. Canada must make its concerns known to France
that testing in this area of the world could have severe
repercussions on life.l2
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7.CONFERENCE ON CONFIDENCE- AND SECURITY-BUILDING MEASURES AND
DISARMAMENT IN EUROPE (CCSBMDE)

Background

The Helsinki Final Act of 1975 was the culmination of two years of
negotiation in the Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe
(CSCE). The Final Act contained three “Baskets" of issues: Basket I -
Questions relating to Security in Europe; Basket II - Co-operation in
the Field of Economics, of Science and Technology and of the Environment;
and Basket III - Co-operation in Humanitarian and Other Fields. There
was also a section concerning the follow-up to the Conference.

In Basket I, the 35 nations participating in the CSCE agreed, among other
things, to voluntary observance of 1limited confidence-building measures,
designed to further such objectives as reducing the risks of armed
conflict resulting from misunderstanding or miscalculation of military
activities. The measures agreed to were in the following areas: prior
notification of major or other military manoeuvres; exchange of
observers; and prior notification of major military movements.

CSCE Follow-up meetings have been held in Belgrade (1977-78), Madrid
(1980-83), and Vienna (1986 - present). The Madrid fol low-up meeting
established a Conference on Confidence- and Security- Building Measures
and Disarmament in Europe (CCSBMDE), also commonly referred to as the
Conference on Disarmament in Europe (CDE), to take place in Stockholm.
The aim of this conference was "to undertake, in stages, new, effective
and concrete actions designed to make progress in strengthening
confidence and security and in achieving disarmament, so as to give
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effect and expression to the duty of states to refrain from the threat or

use of force in their mutual relations."

The Stockholm talks opened on 17 January 1984. The 35 participating
nations, roughly divided into three main groupings, included the sixteen
NATO members, the seven Warsaw Pact nations, and the neutral and non-
aligned (NNA) countries. The mandate for the talks committed the
participants to the negotiation and adoption of a set of mutually
complementary confidence- and security-building measures designed to
reduce the risk of military confrontation. These measures were to be
applicable to "the whole of Europe as well as the adjoining sea area and
air space", to be militarily significant, politically binding, and
adequately verifiable.

NATO proposals put to the Conference in its first year contained six
concrete measures: the exchange of general military information; the
exchange of information on planned military activities one year in
advance; the announcement of manoeuvres involving at least one division,
or 6,000 men, 45 days in advance; compulsory invitations to observers
for announced military activities; methods of monitoring compliance and
verification including challenge on-site inspections; and the
establishment of communication links in order to implement or facilitate
rapid contact in situations of tension.

These Western proposals were followed by others from Romania, the Soviet
Union, the Neutral and Non-Aligned States, and Malta.

The Soviet Union, representing the Warsaw Treaty Organization (WTO),
tabled its proposals in May, 1984. These suggestions were of a more
political nature than NATO's, including a proposed treaty on the non-use
of force; a no first-use of nuclear weapons pledge; a ban on chemical
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weapons in Europe; support for nuclear weapon-free zones in the Balkans,
Central Europe, and the Nordic area; a freeze and reduction of military
spending; and improvements on the CSBMs agreed to in the Helsinki Final
Act. The Tast of these elements focussed on practical military measures
relating to Timits on exercises, prior notification of troop movements,
and development of the practice of exchanging observers.

The Neutral and Non-Aligned Group indicated a particular interest in the
adoption of “constraint measures" which would 1imit or constrain military
activities through geographical restrictions or ceilings on manpower
and/or equipment.

In December 1984, the Conference agreed to a Finnish/Swedish proposal for
a set of working groups. Group A considered measures of observation and

notification (items already included in the Helsinki Final Act); Group B
examined all other measures (those not in the Final Act); and a combined
group considered linked issues. This helped the work to proceed.

In January and February 1985, the NATO countries submitted six working
documents which recommended such measures as 45 days' prior notification
for any military manoeuvres involving 6,000 troops (compared with 21
days' notice for manoeuvres of 25,000 troops in the Final Act).

The Warsaw Pact tabled their proposals for CSBMs at the same time,
calling for 30 days' notification of movement of more than 20,000 men and
an overall limit for any manoeuvres to 40,000 men. In November 1985, the
NNA submitted a revised proposal that many hoped would be a bridge
between the NATO and Warsaw Pact positions. It combined the Western
emphasis on specific information exchange and on demanding verification
measures with the Warsaw Pact's desire for a declaration on non-use or
threat of force.
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The pace of the negotiations gradually quickened during the first half of
1986, in pursuit of efforts to reach an agreement by September (before
preparatory phases of the CSCE Follow-up Meeting started in Vienna). For
example, new Western proposals were tabled on 30 June 1986, agreeing to
raise the limit on the troop numbers requiring notification above 6,000.
The Soviet Union accepted the principle of on-site inspections on 19
August and compromises were pursued on other issues such as arrangements

for aerial inspections.

On 22 September 1986, after almost three years of negotiations, an
agreement was finally reached in Stockholm. The terms of the accord,
effective 1 January 1987, included the following: notice of military
activities involving more than 13,000 troops or 300 tanks must be given
42 days in advance; host states must extend invitations to foreign
observers to attend manoeuvres exceeding 17,000 men; each state has the
right to request a ground and/or aerial inspection of any military
activity raising doubts about compliance with agreed CSBMs, although no
state is required to submit to more than three such inspections per year;
aircraft for aerial inspections will be chosen by the mutual consent of
the parties involved, and inspectors will furnish the monitoring
equipment and specify the flight path of the aircraft in the suspected
area; and calendars outlining the schedule for military activities
subject to prior notification in the following year are to be exchanged
by 15 November. Notice for military activities involving over 40,000 or
75,000 troops must be given by 15 November, one and two years in advance,
respectively. Finally, the signatories agreed to refrain from the threat
or use of force against the territory or political independence of other
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states in accordance with the 1975 Helsinki Final Act and the Charter of
the United Nations.l

The question of how to follow up the Stockholm Conference was on the
agenda of the third CSCE Follow-up meeting in Vienna, which began on 19
November 1986. The working group on security is discussing a proposal
for two distinct negotiations on conventional arms control. One set of
talks, part of the CSCE process, would build up and expand the CSBM
regime agreed to in Stockholm. The second set, also within the CSCE
framework but autonomous and involving only the 23 nations of the Warsaw
Pact and NATO, would deal with enhancing security and stability in Europe
at lower levels of conventional forces. These latter talks, generally
referred to as the Conventional Stability Talks (CST), would follow the
informal Mandate Talks now under way and would likely replace the Mutual
and Balanced Force Reduction (MBFR) talks (see MBFR section). The
concept of having two distinct conventional security negotiations was
first outlined in the NATO Brussels Declaration of December 1986.

In future negotiations on CSBMs, the West appears to be especially
interested in discussing proposals intended to enhance “openness" about
military formations and troop levels. For its part, the Soviet Union
appears to be interested in extending the application of CSBMs to include
sea and air exercises, increase transparency, and include issues
concerning military doctrine.

1 Canada, Department of External Affairs, Document of the Stockholm
Conference: On confidence- and security-building measures and disarmament
in _Europe convened in accordance with the relevant provisions of the
concluding document of the Madrid meeting of the Conference on Security
and Cooperation in Europe, 1986, pp. 1-20.
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All states appear to have been generally satisfied with the fulfillment
of the provisions of the Stockholm Agreement since its establishment. In
1987 a total of 19 observable exercises involving the Warsaw Pact and
NATO took place. Canada sent observers to every exercise attended by the
West. Nine challenge inspections were conducted, five by the East and
four by the West. Sixteen observable exercises were notified for 1988.

Current Canadian Position

The agreement on a confidence-building regime in September 1986, to which
Canada is a signatory, drew unqualified Canadian support. Canada's
official position was outlined in the Government's response to a recom-
mendation contained in the 1986 report of the Special Joint Committee of
the Senate and the House of Commons:

Canada has been an active participant in the Stockholm
Conference on Confidence- and security-building measures and
hailed its successful conclusion. In the government's view,
Stockholm represents a significant accomplishment in the
field of arms control which will impart an unprecedented
openness to the conduct of military affairs in Europe.2

Canada's strong commitment to the work of the Stockholm Conference and
satisfaction at its successful outcome were also indicated in articles in
the Disarmament Bulletin, Winter 1986 - Spring 1987, by Ambassador Tom
Delworth and the Military Advisor to the Canadian Delegation, Colonel C.

A. Namiesniowski. In a speech before an International Conference on
Implementing a Global Chemical Weapons Convention held in Ottawa in

2 DEA, Canada's International Relations: Response of the Government
of Canada to the Report of the Special Joint Committee of the Senate and
the House of Commons, 1986, p. 48.
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October, 1987, Canadian Undersecretary of State for External Affairs
James Taylor spoke of the importance of the Stockholm Conference, given
its political nature:

Arms control has traditionally largely confined itself to the
issue of military capability, leaving the question of intent
to largely declaratory political gestures. Herein lies the
great significance of the agreement in Stockholm in 1986 on
specific measures, subject to agreed verification procedures,
designed to increase mutual assurance about the benign
military intent of parties to the agreement. The notably
efficient and effective way in which challenge inspections of
conventional military exercises were recently conducted on
the territories of the USSR and the German Democratic
Republic respectively is a most welcome development. So,
too, are recent formulations by official spokesmen of the
USSR which speak in terms of a "sufficiency" of military
force. More than at any time in recent years, parties on all
sides of the East-West divide seem to accept that security is
a matter_of mutuality. Neither side can feel secure unless
both do.3

Parliamentary Comment

On 23 February 1988, Mr. Bud Bradley, Parliamentary Secretary to the
Minister of National Defence, outlined the conventional arms control
process in which Canada is currently involved in Vienna. Referring to
the Conventional Stability Talks and the negotiations on Confidence- and
Security-Building Measures and Disarmament in Europe, Mr. Bradley stated

3 "Under Secretary of State for External Affairs (International
Conference on Implementing a Global Chemical Weapons Convention, Ottawa,
October 7, 1987," in: DEA Arms Control and Disarmament Division,
“Canadian Policy on Arms Control and Disarmament: Excerpts from Official
Statements and Communications," 21 March 1988, p. 14.
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that these talks would address the conventional military problem from
"two complementary directions."4
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8. DISARMAMENT AND DEVELOPMENT

Background

Disarmament and development have been matters of increasing concern to
the United Nations throughout the entire history of the Organization.
The General Assembly has often considered the growth of military expendi-
tures around the world, the possibility of redeployment of resources
released from military purposes through disarmament measures to economic
and social development, and the relationship between disarmament and
development. This latter issue led to a number of UN recommendations
ranging from the establishment of an international disarmament fund for
development to working out specific measures for disarmament and the
control of armaments. Other causes for concern have been the worsening
of world socio-economic conditions as well as the arms race.

At the first United Nations Special Session on Disarmament (UNSSOD) held
in 1978, the General Assembly assigned a Group of Governmental Experts to
conduct a study on the relationship between disarmament and development
which was completed in 1981. Undertaken by representatives of
twenty-seven states (including Canada) under the chairmanship of Mrs.
Inga Thorsson of Sweden, this study concluded that the arms race and
development are in a competitive relationship and that the world can
either indulge in an arms race or make deliberate attempts to establish a
more stable and equitable socio-economic development coupled with a more
sustainable international economic and political order. It cannot do
both.1

1 The United Nations Disarmament Yearbook, Vol. 11, 1986.




75

These issues have continued to interest the UN since the release of the
Thorsson report. The General Assembly subsequently accepted the 1984
Disarmament Commission's recommendation to hold an international
conference on the relationship between disarmament and development. Held
from 24 August to 11 September 1987, and attended by 150 states, this
conference dealt primarily with the existing contrast between global
military expenditures and the frequent failure to meet ‘basic human

needs. The Conference's final report reveals that "a reduction in global
military spending would considerably enhance development". It also
mentioned that security involved not only a military dimension but also
political, economic, social, humanitarian and ecological aspects, and
that its strengthening could create favourable conditions for disarmament
and development and vice-versa. According to this report, "security is
equally undermined by underdevelopment, the ever gloomier prospects for
development and the mismanagement and waste of resources". Moreover, it
shows that "the world's military expenditures actually devoted to the
defence of security interests are, in real terms, at a level four to five
times higher than what they were at the end of the second world war" and
that they represent about 6 per cent of the world's total output.
Finally, the report underlines the importance of "releasing, at the
national level, resources formerly devoted to the military which could be
reallocated to the civilian sector".?

The United States did not participate at this conference because the
American government does not consider that disarmament and development
are linked and because it is opposed to the idea that western countries
should transfer to the poor nations the money provided for military
expenditures.

2 Report of the international Conference on the Relationship between
Disarmament and Development, United Nations, New York, 1987.
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In November 1987, the United Nations General Assembly unanimously adopted
a resolution (42/45) requesting the Secretary-General to take measures to
implement the plan of action adopted by the Conference on the
Relationship between Disarmament and Development. The resolution (42/45)
also recommends that this issue be included in the agenda of the third
United Nations Special Session on Disarmament.

Current Canadian Position

From the very beginning, Canada supported the decision to hold a
conference on this matter. Speaking at its plenary session on 24 August
1987, Secretary of State for External Affairs Joe Clark noted that
"progress toward development and progress toward disarmament can both
contribute to increase world security", and he recognized "that the level
of a nation's security is the main criterion against which efforts for
disarmament must be measured, not the level of economic gain". The same
view had been expressed in March of that same year by the Ambassador for
disarmament Douglas Roche at the United Nations Regional Conference on
the World Campaign for Disarmament. Mr. Clark added: "I mean security in
its broadest sense - not just military strength. The sense of economic
and social well-being is an important factor in a nation's overall
security." He underlined the importance of examining further what
possibilities disarmament measures could bring in favour of development,
having recalled that as far as disarmament is concerned "the record of
the United Nations - and its member states - has been less impressive".
Finally, Mr. Clark mentioned some aspects of Canada's assistance for
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devel opment, adding that disarmament was one of the major objectives of
Canadian foreign policy.3

The Government believes that disarmament and development are two distinct
processes linked to each other only to the extent that each contributes
to security and in turn benefits from its strengthening. Ottawa is not
prepared to accept the notion of a direct transfer of resources provided
for military expenditures to socio-economic development. So far, Canada
has not taken any steps to implement the plan of action adopted by the
international Conference on the Relationship between Disarmament and
Devel opment.

Parliamentary Comment

In the House of Commons on 28 August 1987, Conservative Member Barry
Turner asked the Secretary of State for External Affairs Joe Clark what
consequences the absence of the United States would have on the outcome
of the Conference and if a consensus on the issues of disarmament and
development could be reached.

Mr. Clark expressed his confidence that a constructive consensus would be
reached and deplored the absence of the United States from the
Conference, noting that it could incite the Soviet Union to score
propaganda points in an area in which it had nothing to claim. The
contribution of the Eastern countries to United Nations development

3 Permanent Mission of Canada to the United Nations, Press release,
No. 17, New York, 24 August 1987.
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efforts, including the Soviet Union's, is less than that of the Western
countries and even that of the developing countries.4

Furthermore, on 25 September 1987, NDP Member Jim Manly introduced a
motion on this question according to which the Canadian Government should
consider the advisability of transferring, on an annual basis, one per
cent of its defence budget to official development assistance, over and
above the present expenditure; the amount recovered in this way would be
made available only to those countries which decreased their military
budgets by at least one per cent on an annual basis. Mrs. Monique
Tardif, parliamentary secretary to the Minister of National Health and
Welfare, called the proposition interesting, but in fact unrealistic.

She did not believe that there is a causal 1link between defence and
development expenditures (reduction of the former would be followed by an
increase of the latter), as the motion suggested. She was also opposed
to any arbitrary reduction of Canada's defence budget, adding that the
proposition does nothing to attack the reasons why developing countries
spend too much for military purposes.

As for Liberal Member Roland de Corneille, he called this proposition
inconsistent because, according to him, the assistance given to these
countries cannot be related to the amount of their military

expenditures. He cited the case of Mozambique, a beneficiary of Canadian
aid, which would suffer from a reduction of its defence budget.

Mr. Bud Bradley, parliamentary secretary to the Minister of National
Defence, mentioned for his part, that "the motion and most of the foreign
and defence policies of the Honourable Member's Party seem to come from

4 commons Debates, 28 August 1987, p. 8570.
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the same naive idealistic base". He added that the idea of any
prescribed transfers of funds saved through disarmament is unrealistic
and that “Canadian development assistance is provided in accordance with
well-established socio-economic criteria which, in the Government's view,
must remain the principal guide".

Finally, NDP Member Cyril Keeper supported Jim Manly's motion arguing
that it is important to 1ink defence spending to development aid.
According to him, new ways must be found to resolve problems and
conflicts. This motion suggests one and asks that action be taken now. >
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9. MUTUAL AND BALANCED FORCE REDUCTION TALKS (MBFR)

Background

The Mutual and Balanced Force Reduction (MBFR) talks between members of
the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) and the Warsaw Pact have
been going on in Vienna since 1973. The aim of the talks is to reduce
the level of conventional forces in a Central European zone covering the
territories of West Germany, Belgium, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, East
Germany, Czechoslovakia, and Poland. Direct participants include the
eleven NATO and Warsaw Pact nations with troops stationed in these
countries--the above seven, plus the United States, Canada, the United
Kingdom, and the Soviet Union. Eight nations, known as "flank states",
are indirect participants in the talks. These consist of Denmark ,
Greece, Norway, Italy, and Turkey from NATO; and Bulgaria, Hungary, and
Romania from the Warsaw Pact.

The MBFR talks showed some progress through the 1970s, including an
agreement in principle in 1977 to reduce each side's forces in the region
to 900,000 air and ground personnel with a 700,000 sub-ceiling for ground
forces alone. In the past several years, however, the talks have come to
a stalemate largely over the issues of the number of troops each side has
stationed in the area and the methods that would be used for verifying
any troop reductions.

Throughout the negotiations, NATO's positions have centered on achieving
parity with the Warsaw Pact in military manpower; agreeing on effective
verification measures to ensure Treaty compliance; allowing for

geographical asymmetries, given the greater distance to the central front
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from North America and the UK; and requiring collectivity in force
reductions--enabling deployments of troops from one nation to substitute
for those of another while remaining under the overall manpower ceiling.
The Warsaw Pact, on the other hand, has opposed collectivity and pushed
to have national sub-ceilings on force levels in any agreement; desires
the inclusion of equipment reductions in addition to manpower; and
wishes verification measures less intrusive than those proposed by the
West.

A Tongstanding dispute in the negotiations has raged over the size of
current force-levels, with the West counting 230,000 more Warsaw Pact
troops than officially declared by the East bloc.

The most recent proposal tabled by the West, in December 1985, called for
an immediate withdrawal of 5000 American and 11,500 Soviet troops from
Central Europe without prior agreement on force levels. The proposal
also included provisions for exchanging force data following the
reduction; freezing force levels in Central Europe for three years; and
a verification regime involving up to 30 on-site challenge inspections
annually, as well as permanent entry/exit points for troops moving in and
out of the zone.

The Warsaw Pact responded by suggesting force reductions of 6500 American
and 11,500 Soviet personnel. According to Eastern figures, this would
leave overall post-reduction force ratios unchanged and, as a result, set
a precedent for future reductions. The Eastern Bloc would allow on-site
inspection to take place if the basis for the request to inspect was
well-founded.

Little progress has been made in the negotiations over the past couple of
years. The political atmosphere surrounding the talks has changed,
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however, for a number of reasons. First, in April 1986, General
Secretary Gorbachev proposed to expand the “zone of reductions" to the
“entire territory of Europe, from the Atlantic to the Urals".
Subsequently, in June 1986, the Warsaw Pact suggested troop cuts of
100,000 to 150,000 over the next two years, with ultimate reductions of
500,000 on each side by the early 1990s. The Soviets suggested that
negotiations on these proposals could take place in an expanded MBFR
forum (including countries not already involved), a forum related to the
Conference on Confidence and Security-Building Measures and Disarmament
in Europe (CCSBMDE)(please refer to CCSBMDE section in the Guide), or a
new forum altogether. In May 1986, NATO formed a High Level Task Force
(HLTF) as a steering body for the review and development of Western
positions on conventional arms control.

Second, in September 1986, the first stage of the CCSBMDE concluded with
an agreement signed in Stockholm. There was hope that the success of
these talks in creating a more open and predictable security regime in
Europe would carry over to the MBFR negotiations.

In December 1986, the North Atlantic Council issued the Brussels
Declaration on Conventional Arms Control. It recommended that two
distinct negotiations take place: one, to expand upon the results of the
Stockholm Conference on confidence and security-building measures: and
the second, to establish conventional stability at lower levels from the
Atlantic to the Urals. The former would be for all CSCE participants
while the latter would be restricted to the nations of NATO and the
Warsaw Pact.

In February 1987 the Conventional Mandate Talks (CMT) between the Warsaw
Pact and NATO began with the aim of drafting a mandate for the
anticipated new negotiations on conventional stability in Europe,
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generally referred to as the Conventional Stability Talks (CST). While
the latter will be conducted within the framework of the Conference on
Security and Cooperation in Europe (CSCE), the precise link to the CSCE
is undecided.

Currently the mandate talks are running parallel to the MBFR negotia-
tions. Most analysts expect that upon agreement on a mandate, MBFR will
be suspended. At the 43rd session of MBFR, however, the West rejected
East Bloc efforts to end the talks with a symbolic agreement. In the
meantime, greater political impetus has been injected into the subject of
conventional arms control as a result of the Intermediate-range Nuclear
Forces (INF) agreement signed in December 1987 by the United States and
the Soviet Union.

Current Canadian Position

The Government of Canada, with its NATO Allies, supports the goal of
conventional force reduction to the lTowest levels commensurate with
security and stability. In a symposium at the McGill Centre for Research
in Air and Space Law on 21 October 1987, Canada's Ambassador to the
Conference on Disarmament, Mr. de Montigny Marchand, spoke of the
importance of conventional arms control, particularly in 1ight of
progress in the nuclear arms control field:

Already, the pending INF agreement has triggered vigorous
discussion about the most desirable combination of
conventional and nuclear military forces which ought to be
retained in order to preserve and strengthen stability in the
European theatre, a debate which will predictably continue
for some time. This increased awareness of the
interrelationship between conventional and nuclear forces,
particularly at the theatre level, has doubtless been one of
the factors which has given impetus to the efforts to
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formulate a mandate for negotiations among members of the two
major alliances, within the CSCE famework, on conventional
forces in Europe.l

Canada has expressed its full support for establishment of the CST,
including agreement to making it autonomous from the CSCE process yet
related to it in some form.

Parliamentary Comment

In a discussion in the House of Commons on 23 February 1988, Progressive
Conservative Member Reginald Stackhouse raised the issue of the
conventional arms balance between NATO and the Warsaw Pact. He voiced
his concern that, despite the current priorities of the Soviet Union to
pursue negotiations, Canada must continue and perhaps increase its
efforts toward improving Canada's contribution to its forces in Europe.2
Mr. Bud Bradley, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of National
Defence, responded that "...the importance of redressing the current
imbalance in conventional weapons in Europe is a top priority for this
Government, as well as for NATO as a whole."3 To accomplish this, he
stated, Canada would continue its efforts to improve its contribution,
while, at the same time, encouraging conventional arms cohtro]
negotiations:

1 Speech to McGill University, Centre for Research in Air and Space
Law's Symposium on Space Surveillance for Arms Control and Verification,
21 October 1987.

2 Commons Debates, 23 February 1988, p. 13068.

3 Ibid., p. 13069.
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We are currently engaged in exploratory mandate negotiations with
representatives of the Warsaw Pact in Vienna. It is our hope that
these preliminary talks will bear fruit, and that two new
conventional arms control negotiations will commence some time late
this year, or possibly early in the new year.4

Mr. Bradley explained that one set of talks would deal with confidence-
building measures while a second set would attempt to eliminate
disparities. Of the latter, he said: "We will try to establish a level
of force which would remove the ability of one side to threaten the
other, but would retain an ability to meet legitimate defences."d

The question of Canada's participation in MBFR discussions was raised by

Liberal Party Member Douglas Frith in the Standing Committee on National

Defence on 23 March 1988. Mr. Frith asked whether Canada had put forward
any proposals within the NATO Alliance as to the course conventional arms
control should follow. Defence Minister Perrin Beatty responded:

On a continuing basis we have been consulting very closely
with our NATO Allies...ensuring that Canada's views are
brought forward....We have made the argument very strenuously
in favour of the need for cuts at the conventional level.
Unfortunately, in the case of MBFR we have not made great
progress in recent years. It is an area where we would 1like
to see progress made.

Mr. Robert Fowler, Assistant Deputy Minister (Policy), added:

4 Ibid., p. 13069.
5 Ibid., p. 13069.
6 SCND, 23 March 1988, p. 13.
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The key issue facing MBFR and the follow-on from MBFR is of
course the challenge of asymmetrical reductions, to deal in a
stabilizing way with the enormous preponderence of Warsaw
Pact conventional forces.’
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10. NUCLEAR NON-PROLIFERATION

Background

International efforts to control nuclear proliferation date back to the
early 1940s, during the initial stages of the development of the first
atomic bomb. In 1943, allied governments, including the United States
and Britain, met in Quebec and concluded agreements aimed at preventing
the spread of nuclear technologies to states other than the US and the
UK. In 1945, the United States, Britain, and Canada signed the Agreed
Declaration on Atomic Energy which foresaw the dangers of nuclear
proliferation.

While more ambitious international efforts aimed at preventing the future
spread of nuclear weapons were initially frustrated, some success was
eventually achieved with the creation of the International Atomic Energy
Agency (IAEA) in 1956. Under the aegis of the UN, the IAEA's function--
as defined in the agency's statute of 1957--is “to seek to accelerate and
enlarge the contribution of atomic energy to peace, health and
prosperity” as well as "ensure that assistance provided by it or at its
request or under its operation and control is not used to further any
military purpose“. Although not exclusively devoted to the task of
curbing proliferation, the IAEA has contributed significantly to this
goal through the application of safeguards and inspections to insure that
states not divert nuclear energy, material and facilities used for
peaceful purposes to the development of nuclear weapons. At the end of
1986, the Agency had concluded 164 safeguards agreements with 94 states.

Chief among existing international non-proliferation measures is the Non-
Proliferation Treaty (NPT). Evolving out of a 1961 UN General Assembly
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Resolution, the Treaty was signed on 1 July 1968, and entered into force
on 5 March 1970. It contains provisions for quinquennial reviews of its
operation, and is due for renewal in 1995.

The NPT contains provisions to be followed both by existing nuclear
weapon states (NWS) and non-nuclear weapon states (NNWS). Thus, Article
I of the Treaty declares that each NWS "undertakes not to transfer to any
recipient whatsoever nuclear weapons or other nuclear explosive devices
or control over such weapons or explosives directly or indirectly; and
not in any way assist, encourage or induce non-nuclear weapon states to
manufacture or otherwise acquire nuclear weapons or other nuclear
explosive devices."

In turn, under Article II, non-nuclear weapon states agree not to receive
and not to manufacture or otherwise acquire nuclear explosives or other
nuclear explosive devices; and agree to accept full IAEA safequards on
their nuclear activities. For their part, nuclear weapon states parties
agree to facilitate the fullest possible exchange of information and
assistance to their non-nuclear counterparts for the peaceful use of
nuclear energy. Moreover, all states parties undertake not to provide
fissile material, or equipment used for processing or producing it,
unless under IAEA safeguards.

Finally, under Article VI, nuclear-weapon states parties to the NPT agree
to undertake to pursue negotiations "on effective measures relating to
the cessation of the nuclear arms race at an early date, and on a treaty
on general and complete disarmament under strict, effective international
control."

Although viewed by some as an agreement between nuclear and non-nuclear
weapon states, only three of the states possessing these weapons--the
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United States, Britain and the Soviet Union--have actually signed the
NPT. France and China--as well as suspected or “near" nuclear weapon
states such as Israel, India, Pakistan, Brazil, Argentina and South
Africa--have all yet to accede to the Treaty. So far, however, India is
the only non-signatory, NNWS known to have exploded a nuclear device.
The explosion took place in 1974, and was described by the Indian
government as intended “for peaceful purposes only." On the 5 November
1987, Spain, a nation with a fairly substantial nuclear program, acceded
to the Treaty.

One obstacle to further accession to the NPT has been the long-held view
among some states that it is discriminatory. Not only does it allow
nuclear weapon states to maintain their arsenals while refusing the right
of acquisition to others, but it requires the latter to open their
facilities to the IAEA while the former are not required to do so.
Nevertheless, as of November 1987, 135 states were party to the Treaty.

Three review conferences have thus far been held on the operation of the
NPT. At the first review, in 1975, expressions of concern were voiced by
the neutral and non-aligned nations regarding the failure of the NWS to
halt the arms race. These states called for an end to underground
nuclear testing, large reductions in nuclear arsenals, and a pledge by
nuclear weapon states not to use or threaten to use nuclear weapons
against their non-nuclear counterparts. Agreement by the NWS to make a
greater effort to address these concerns was reflected in the Final
Document.

The second review conference in 1980 was less successful than its
predecessor. This was in large part due to the fact that since 1975,
none of the demands of the neutral and non-aligned states had been met.
Although some agreement was reached on safeguards for peaceful nuclear
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programs, no consensus could be reached on bringing a halt to the
expansion of existing nuclear arsenals ("vertical proliferation"). 1In
fact, no final declaration, nor any reaffirmation of support for the
Treaty, was issued from the review's proceedings.

The failure of the NWS to make substantive progress in the area of
vertical proliferation resurfaced as the key issue at the most recent
review in 1985. Indeed, in the five years separating the third review
from the second, no major arms control measure of any kind had been
achieved. A Final Declaration was, however, adopted by consensus. In
it, the participants expressed the conviction that the NPT was essential
for international peace and security, and reaffirmed their support for
the Treaty and its objectives.

The declaration also expressed the deep regret of all but some
participants (ie. the United States and Britain), over the failure to
conclude a comprehensive test ban, and called on nuclear weapon states
parties to resume trilateral negotiations, as well as to participate
actively in the CD, to achieve it.

Canada has always played a leading role in the quest for strict non-
proliferation measures. While Canada assisted the US in the development
of the world's first nuclear weapons during World War II, it was also the
first nation to forgo the option of developing them despite possession of
the capacity to do so. One of the three states participating in the
Agreed Declaration on Atomic Energy in 1945, Canada also took part in the
negotiation of the IAEA, its statute, and the Non-Proliferation Treaty
itself. The maintenance and strengthening of the non-proliferation
regime has been articulated as one of the six specific arms control goals
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of the Canadian Government.

Current Canadian Position

Present Canadian policy on nuclear non-proliferation is based on changes
introduced by Ottawa in 1974 and 1976, imposing tighter controls over

nuclear exports.

Under this policy, nuclear co-operation will be allowed only with those
non-nuclear weapon states that have made a general commitment to non-
proliferation by either ratifying the NPT, or accepting full-scope IAEA
safeguards on their nuclear activities. Moreover, Canada will export
nuclear materials only to those states (both nuclear and non-nuclear)
which have undertaken to accept, in a formal agreement, a number of
additional requirements designed to minimize proliferation risks. Such
states must assure that Canadian-supplied nuclear items (eg. nuclear
material, heavy water, nuclear equipment, and technology) will not be
used in connection with the production of nuclear explosive devices. In
addition, they must be willing to accept fallback safeguards in the event
that a situation arises where the IAEA is unable to continue to perform
its safeguard functions. These fallback safeguards include controls over
both the re-transfer of Canadian-supplied nuclear items, and the
reprocessing of Canadian-origin spent fuel.l Since 1976, these
requirements have been negotiated with the United States, Euratom,
Australia, Japan and the Republic of Korea.

1 DEA, “Canada's Nuclear Non-proliferation Policy," 1985, p. 13.
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In 1978 Canada also began work on an extensive programme aimed at
developing and improving the verification mechanisms of the NPT. This
initiative, known as the Canadian Safequards Research and Development
Programme, was designed to assist the IAEA in the development of
safeguards systems for CANDU reactors. Work under this programme, which
received a five-year budget of approximately $11 million, is reported to
be well advanced.?2

On 13 June 1988, in his speech at UNSSOD III, Secretary of State for
External Affairs Joe Clark referred to the importance of the NPT, and
described future Canadian policy initiatives in support of it. Mr. Clark

noted:

No measure demonstrates the commitment of a nation to nuclear
disarmament more effectively than adherence to the Non-
Proliferation Treaty. Beginning last week and throughout
this session, officials of the Canadian Government, on my
instructions, will be calling on the Governments of all non-
signatories of this treaty, strongly urging any nation that
has not done so to accede to this essential arms control
treaty. I hope that the Special Session will issue a similar
call.

2 "Canada's Role in Verification," The Disarmament Bulletin,
Supplement, Summer-Fall 1987, p. 3.

3 Secretary of State for External Affairs, Statement 88/31, 13 June
1988, p. 5.
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Parliamentary Comment

The Defence White Paper of June 1987 called for the purchase of 10-12
nuclear-powered submarines. For reasons of military security, and
because neither the NPT nor the IAEA deals with the use of nuclear
material for non-explosive military purposes,‘fuel for these vessels
would not be subject to the safeguards that would apply if it were
allotted to peaceful, non-military activity. Although bilateral
safeguards between the supplier of the fissionable material and the
recipient are possible, the submarine programme has nevertheless raised
concern as to whether Canada's use of the uranium fuel would be fully
consistent with its obligations under the NPT, and past Canadian non-
proliferation policy. Speaking before the Standing Committee on National
Defence on 23 February 1988, NDP Member Derek Blackburn speculated upon
the possible implications of Canada's removal of fissionable material
from international safeguards for the purpose of fuelling nuclear
submarines:

I am not suggesting that a country Tike Canada would
deliberately and knowingly in any way try to use the spent
fuel for other purposes, for explosive purposes for example--
or not even spent fuel, but divert some of the high grade
fuel for other illegal purposes. What I am saying is that by
getting this exemption for us we are setting an example that
other countries, sort of the bad guys might use in their
submissions--countries that are not as reputable as ours--and
they might use the same example whereby we have the fuel
encased in not only a physical wall but a security wall away
from any kind of third party objective scrutiny or
observation, and we have it for up to five or seven years.

We know what we are going to do with it, we are the good
guys. What about other countries that might want to use our
precedents and hide their high grade fuel, their enriched
uranium for five to seven years? We do not know what is
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going on--we will never know...--but they have used our
exemption, our example, our precedent.4

Responding to the Member's statement, Mr. Armand Blum, Canadian Submarine
Project Co-ordinator for the Department of External Affairs, observed
that after the fissionable material had been used in the submarines and
had been taken out, it would either fall back under IAEA safeguards or
would remain under bilateral inspection.® He added:

...at least in the case of Canada a system will have been
developed that will ensure that there is no possibility of
diverting the material. That material, as I said, will be
safeguarded either by the IAEA or by a reputable guarantor,
so to speak, which would be either the United Kingdom or
France. Now, we hope any other supplier, anybody who in the
future would wish to sell a submarine to a third country,
would perhaps copy the Canadian example....

In turn, Mr. Blackburn commented:

But...obviously there is no guarantee. You are
talking about Canada, a reputable country....We are
arguing...about the dangerous precedent that I
suggest we are setting in this exemption that other
countries could possibly use, and where you will not
get that kind of bilateral agreement and where we
will not be able to put our trust in that agreement.
We will not have a guarantee that this highly
enriched uranium will be used for this specific
propulsion purpose, but it could be diverted and

4 scnp Proceedings, 23 February 1988, p. 13.
5 Ibid., p. 14. '

6 Ibid..

e s —
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again add to the world's explosive nuclear capability.7

Similarly, on 7 March 1988, again before the Standing Committee on
National Defence, Liberal Member Douglas Frith commented that:

We have always been in favour of strengthening IAEA
safeguards. I think a lot of other countries in the
world that are not nuclear have always looked at
Canada as a leader in this respect, and they view the
decision to go to a nuclear powered submarine as a
departure from past practice.

In reply, Defence Minister Perrin Beatty stated that he believed that
current Canadian policy with respect to the acquisition of nuclear
submarines:

...15 entirely consistent with past practice. The position
Canada has taken from the outset is that we strongly oppose
the proliferation of nuclear weapons. What we are talking
here in the case of nuclear-propelled submarines is not a
nuclear weapon, but simply a propulsion system. If the NPT
had been designed to outlaw in some way the use of nuclear
propulsion for military purposes it would have said 50.9

The Minister went on:

What we will demonstrate is that a country that is nuclear--
that is, that uses nuclear energy for both civil and military
purposes--is capable of using them consistently with the
spirit of the NPT and of specifically renouncing the

7 1bid..

8 SCND Proceedings, 7 March 1988, p. 15.

9 Ibid..



98

acquisition of nuclear weapons despite our capacity to
develop them here.l0

Mr. Frith also expressed the opinion that, despite the fact that the non-
proliferation regime does not deal with the use of nuclear material for
non-explosive military purposes, it was his understanding that the
governors and senior officials of the IAEA had always expressed the hope
that no signatory state would ever put this exclusion to the test.ll

Comment on the possible negative consequences of the Government's plan to
purchase nuclear-powered submarines for the NPT and Canadian non-
proliferation policy continued to be voiced in the House in early summer
1988.12
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11. PREVENTION OF AN ARMS RACE IN OUTER SPACE

Background

In 1961, a resolution passed by consensus in the United Nations General
Assembly (UNGA) identified the principles by which states should be
guided in their exploration and use of outer space. It was established
that international law, including the UN Charter, applied to outer space,
and that outer space and all celestial bodies were free for all states to
explore. Two years later, one hundred and twenty-five countries,
including the US and the Soviet Union, signed the Partial Test Ban Treaty
(PTBT) prohibiting nuclear tests in the atmosphere, outer space and
underwater.

In December 1966, the UN General Assembly unanimously approved a Treaty
on Principles Governing the Activities of States in the Exploration and
Use of Outer Space, Including the Moon and Other Celestial Bodies.

Canada ratified this Treaty in 1967. The OQuter Space Treaty, as it is
known, states that the exploration and use of outer space shall be for
the benefit of all. It bans the stationing of any weapons of mass
destruction in space, and also prohibits military bases, installations,
or fortifications; weapons testing of any kind; and military manoeuvres
on the moon and other celestial bodies.

The 1972 Anti-Ballistic Missile (ABM) Treaty between the United States
and the Soviet Union limits the number of anti-ballistic missile sites,
interceptor missiles and associated radars. Under Article V of the
Treaty, the parties also undertake 'not to develop, test or deploy ABM
systems or components which are sea-based, air-based, pace-based, or
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mobile Tand-based" (emphasis added). The ABM Treaty, therefore, acts as
a barrier to the extension of the arms race into outer space.

The Final Document of the First UN Special Session on Disarmament (UNSSOD
I) in 1978 urged that further agreements be developed to reserve outer
space for solely peaceful purposes.

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

weapons.

In 1982, at the Second UN Special Session on Disarmament (UNSSOD II),

Prime Minister Pierre Trudeau outlined Canada's official stand on the

increasing militarization of outer space. He pointed out the “highly

destabilizing" Toopholes in the Outer Space Treaty, particularly those
regarding "anti-satellite weapons or anti-missile laser systems":

I believe that we cannot wait much longer if we are to be
successful in foreclosing the prospect of space wars. I
propose, therefore, that an early start be made on a treaty
to prohibit the development, testing and deployment of all
weapons for use in space.

In 1982, as a contribution to the necessary preparation for substantive
negotiations, Canada tabled a working paper in the CD outlining the
factors of stable and unstable deterrence, desirable objectives for arms

1 Rt. Hon. P. E. Trudeau, "Technological Momentum the Fuel That
Feeds the Nuclear Arms Race: An Address...to the Second United Nations
Special Session on Disarmament, New York, June 18, 1982," DEA Statements
and Speeches No. 82/10, p. 5.
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control, the increasing importance of space for military purposes and the
present state of arms control in space. The paper also illustrated the
relationship of anti-satellite systems to ballistic missile defence.?

The following year, Canada initiated a national research programme on the
problems for verification which were likely to arise from the possible
dual nature of many space systems.

For a long time the forty nations represented at the Conference on
Disarmament were unable to reach a consensus on a mandate for the Ad Hoc
working group on the prevention of an arms race in outer space. It was
only in 1985 that the matter was resolved. It was agreed that in
addition to studying the issues involved in such a ban, the committee
should also study existing treaties and international law relating to
outer space along with any proposals concerning the issue. During 1986
the (D re-established the Ad Hoc Committee to continue its examination of
issues related to the prevention of an arms race in outer space. The
1986 mandate was, in turn, re-established in 1987 and 1988.

In April 1988 the Ad Hoc Committee presented a special report to the CD,
concluding that “the legal régime applicable to outer space by itself
does not guarantee the prevention of an arms race in outer space." The
report also recognized the need to consolidate and reinforce the legal
régime in order to enhance its effectiveness. Finally, it called for
strict compliance with existing multilateral and bilateral agreements.3

In 1985 the Canadian delegation at the (D tabled a working paper entitled
“Survey of International Law Relevant to Arms Control and OQuter Space at

2 €D/320, 26 August 1982.

3 Special Report of the Ad Hoc Committee on the Prevention of an
Arms Race in Outer Space, (D/833, 25 April 1988.



104

the CD."4 This review of existing relevant agreements was considered
essential to ensure that the CD worked in conformity with existing
treaties and international law. Over twenty international agreements,
including the UN Charter, were examined, and a variety of issues were
identified as being fundamental to the successful development of a treaty

preventing an arms race in outer space.

The multilateral negotiations at the CD on the prevention of an arms race
in outer space take into consideration the bilateral talks between the
United States and Soviet Union on this topic. The most important
difference between these two parties is that Moscow thinks priority
should be given to obtaining a general agreement banning an arms race in
outer space, while Washington insists that the coverage of earlier
agreements (1962-1967) should be examined first.

The 42nd session of the UN General Assembly in the Fall of 1987 passed
Resolution 42/33, calling on the CD to give priority to the question of
preventing an arms race in outer space, and to re-establish the Ad Hoc
Committee on this question. It also called upon the United States and
the Soviet Union to intensify their negotiations on this issue. The US
changed its vote, as compared to the previous year's similar resolution
(41/53), from an abstention to a "no". This was possibly due to the
inclusion of a new clause recognizing the current lTegal regime applicable
to outer space as being insufficient to guarantee the prevention of an
arms race in outer space. The resolution passed by a vote of 154-1-0.

4 cp/618, CD/0S/WP.6, 23 July 1985,
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Current Canadian Position

Since the beginning of the 1980s, Canada has been conducting a research
project on verification called "PAXSAT A," studying the'feasibility of
developing a system of satellites capable of verifying arms control
agreements in outer space. "PAXSAT A" involves space-to-space remote
sensing, with satellites used to identify the purpose and function of
other space objects. A second project, "PAXSAT B," is a feasibility
study of the use of satellites for space-to-ground remote sensing to
verify agreements on conventional forces. Canada presented its analysis
of PAXSAT to the CD in April 1987.

Ambassador for Disarmament Douglas Roche has summarized Canada's
substantive contributions to outer space arms control as follows:

Canada has contributed to the Conference on Disarmament's
deliberations on this subject in several ways: the first
substantive working paper dealing with possible stabilizing
and destabilizing space-based military systems; an extensive
survey of international law to provide a data base concerning
its applicability to outer space; an Outer Space Workshop in
Montreal to examine ways to strengthen the legal regime for
outer space.5

The workshop to which Mr. Roche referred was a cooperative effort between
the Department of External Affairs and the McGill Centre for Research of
Air and Space Law, held in May 1987. Thirty-nine officials, including
eleven ambassadors representing 35 nations, were present. The purpose of
the workshop was to "provide an opportunity for an exchange of views on
broad 1egal questions relating to the prevention of an arms race in outer
space."

5 “Beyond the Summit: The Future of Disarmament," Secretary of State
for External Affairs, Statement 87/71, 8 December 1987, pp. 10-11.
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As Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs, James Taylor, has
stated, Canada recognizes the Timits to its influence:

It is important to recognize that the current bilateral
efforts by the USA and the USSR to prevent an arms race in
outer space and the multilateral efforts in the Conference on
Disarmament (CD) are not and must not be at cross-purposes.
We urge the USA and the USSR to continue their efforts in
this area, while at the same time, we recognize that arms
control in relation to 8uter space has an important
multilateral dimension.

These sentiments were expanded upon by Canada's Ambassador de Montigny
Marchand in his speech before the Conference on Disarmament on 10 March
1988:

Here too we can try to enrich our work through interaction
with the bilateral discussion between the two major space
powers. A first order of priority of the Canadian delegation
is to ensure that we do nothing to set back or interfere with
the work that is being done in the bilateral space talks. We
hope that the two major space powers might see advantage in
promoting discussion in this forum of some of the practical
and legal problems brought to light in the bilateral talks.’

6 International Conference on Implementing a Global Chemical Weapons
Convention, Ottawa, 7 October 1987.

7 Permanent Mission of Canada to the United Nations at Geneva,
"§peech of Ambassador de Montigny Marchand to the Conference on
Disarmament, Thursday, 10 March 1988, Geneva."




107

Parliamentary Comment

The issue of peaceful uses of outer space was raised in the House of
Commons, in a general sense, in regard to Canadian participation in the
space station (see Canada-US-Space Station section of the Guide) and in
relation to the Strategic Defence Initiative (SDI). On 14 December 1987,
Liberal Member William Rompkey stated:

We in the Liberal Party have taken the position all along
that Canada should participate in the space station only if
it is used for peaceful purposes and only of there is no
military use of that space station. There is still no
confirmation that that has been agreed to. There is still no
confirmation, far from it, that the Government has reached
agregment with the Americans that there will be no military
use.

In the same debate NDP Member Mike Cassidy made clear his position on the
space station:

The Government wishes to ensure that any military use of the
space station is consistent with international law, and with
the treaty obligations of all participants in the space
station. The Minister of State for Science and Technology is
nodding, Mr. Speaker. I would like to know what are the
treaty obligations.

{ Secretary Gorbachev and President Reagan met in a summit last
1 week, which was welcomed by people from around the world, but
| on the question of the Anti-ballistic Missile Treaty which
effectively governs experimentation in space that might be
used for the SDI, for star wars, they went away agreeing to

8 Commons Debates, 14 December 1987, pp. 11734-35.
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disagree. They simply stated that both countries would
respect the treaty obligations.

Current References

Canada, Department of External Affairs, The Disarmament Bulletin,
Summer/Fall 1987, pp. 13-15.

Canada, Department of External Affairs, PAXSAT Concept: The Application
of Space-Based Remote Sensing for Arms Control Verification (Verification

Brochure No. 2).

Dorn, W., "PAXSAT: A Canadian Initiative in Arms Control," Peace
Magazine, October-November 1987, pp. 17-18.

Kirby, S., and Robson, G. (eds.), The Militarization of Space, Brighton,
Wheatsheaf, 1987.

McGill University Centre for Research of Air and Space Law, Space
Surveillance for Arms Control and Verification: Options (Proceedings of
the Symposium held on October 21-23, 1987).

Further Reading

Canada, Department of External Affairs, Prevention of an Arms Race in
Outer Space - Final Records 1986, March 1987.

Canada, Department of External Affairs, Survey of International Law
Relevant to Arms Control and Outer Space, CD7%S7W5. 6, 23 July 1985.

9 Ibid., p. 11744

ab



109

Canadian Centre for Arms Control and Disarmament, "Canadian Space Policy:
An Arms Control Perspective," Arms Control Communiqué No. 35, 7 April
1987.

Dorn, W., Peace-keeping Satellites: The Case for International
Surve111ance and Verification (Peace Research Reviews, Vol. 10, Nos. 5-6,
July 1987).

"Draft principles on remote sensing activities approved by Center Space
Committee," UN Chronicle, August 1986, pp. 84-86.

Karas, T., The New High Ground, New York, Simon and Schuster, 1983.

Mateesco-Matt, N.(ed.), Space Activities and Emerging International Law,
Montreal, Centre for Research of Air and Space Law, McGiTl University,
1984.

Pike, J., Limits on Space Weapons: The Soviet Initiatives and the
American Response, Washington, DC, Federation of American Scientists, 12
September 1983.

US Congress, Office of Technology Assessment, Arms Control in Space,
Washington, DC, 1984.

Cross References

Nuclear and Space Arms Talks: Defence and Space Talks
Canada-US: Space Station
Verification



110
12. URANIUM AND TRITIUM EXPORTS

Background

Canada is one of the world's largest suppliers of uranium. During World
War II it was involved in the research and development of the atomic
bomb, and supplied uranium for atomic weapons from Port Radium in the
Northwest Territories. Canada continued to provide uranium and plutonium
for the weapons programmes of the United States and Britain for twenty
years, although it renounced any intention of developing its own atomic
weapons. In 1965, Canada's uranium export policy was altered when Prime
Minister Lester B. Pearson announced that, henceforth, Canadian uranium
exports would be used for peaceful purposes only.

The Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) ushered in greater restrictions on the
uses of nuclear material internationally. In addition to agreeing not to
develop nuclear weapons, non-nuclear weapon states parties to the Treaty
are required to submit to full IAEA safeguard measures over their nuclear
programmes. In turn, nuclear-weapon states parties agree to work toward
halting the proliferation of their own arsenals ("vertical®
proliferation), and are required to cooperate with their non-nuclear
counterparts in the development of the uses of nuclear energy for
peaceful purposes.

India's explosion of its "peaceful nuclear device" in 1974 served as the
harbinger of change in Canadian policy on the export of nuclear material
and equipment. After the Indian government admitted that the plutonium
used in its "device" had been produced in the Canadian-supplied CIRUS
reactor, Canada suspended all nuclear cooperation with India, and later
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that year announced more stringent safeguards on its nuclear exports.

Natural uranium is not classified as a strategic material. A blend of
uranium 235 (U235) and uranium 238 (U238), natural uranium contains less
than one per cent U235--a quantity too low to generate a nuclear
explosion.

Approximately 85 percent of the uranium exported from Canada goes to the
United States, Great Britain and France. There it is enriched for use in
light water nuclear reactors. Because these reactors require uranium
with a2 3 per cent concentration of U235, the natural uranium must be
enriched to this level by increasing the percentage of U235 isotope.
Elaborate and expensive, the enrichment process was, until recently,
confined to those countries possessing nuclear weapons programmes, as
only they could afford the cost of such large operations.

The Canada-United States Nuclear Co-operation Agreement, signed in 1955
and most recently renewed in 1980, stipulates that uranium of Canadian
origin cannot be used for any kind of military purposes. Similar
conditions govern uranium exports to Britain and France under the Canada-
Euratom agreement (1978).

Since enrichment plants have both civilian and military uses, the
separation of materials for either application occurs only as a
bookkeeping procedure. Imported uranium effectively goes into a large
“pot™ and is not kept separate according to the country of origin or its
intended use. In a letter to NDP leader Ed Broadbent in October 1985,
Secretary of State for External Affairs Joe Clark stated:

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

After the uranium is enriched to the required 3 per cent concentration,
the commensurate amount is taken off, and the depleted uranium (which
still contains small amounts of U235) is stored.

Depleted U238 can be used in military reactors to breed plutonium--a
substance which itself can be used to make nuclear weapons. U238 also

constitutes an important element of hydrogen bombs--providing 50 per cent

of their explosive power.

Following the Indian nuclear explosion in 1974, the Canadian government
announced that no uranium of Canadian origin could be enriched or
reprocessed without Canada's prior consent. In January 1977, Canada
halted uranium shipments to both the European Economic Community (EEC)
and Japan after two years of negotiation failed to produce their
agreement to the Canadian stipulations. Although Japan consented to
abide by the clause soon afterwards, the EEC remained intransigent. It
was not until 1980 that an agreement was signed by Canada and the EEC

which allowed sales to occur, with consultation on a case-by-case basis.

Canadian uranium is also enriched by the Soviet Union for use by Spain,
East Germany, Sweden and Finland. In this case, Canada requires that
both the depleted as well as the enriched uranium be supplied to the
countries concerned.

1 Secretary of State for External Affairs, Letter to the Hon. Edward

Broadbent, 3 October 1985.

B 0 s



113

Tritium, a radioactive isotope of hydrogen, constitutes another key
component of nuclear weapons. It is generally found as tritiated water.
Canadian CANDU reactors use heavy water to control the nuclear reaction.
The heavy water--containing deuterium--captures neutrons from the main
reaction chamber, converting deuterium to tritium. This process is
peculiar to CANDU reactors, and therefore more tritium is produced as a
by-product by the CANDU reactors than by any other type of reactor.

Each year, approximately 0.5 kg of tritium is used for civilian purposes
such as phosphorescent lights and fusion experiments, while approximately
11 kg is used for military purposes. A component of all but very
primitive nuclear weapons, tritium decays at a rate of about 5.5 per cent
per year. Consequently, older nuclear weapons must have their tritium
supply replaced from time to time.

For health and safety reasons, the tritium by-products of CANDU reactors
require removal. Ontario Hydro is constructing a tritium recovery
facility at Darlington, Ontario, and plans to market the recovered
tritium--which sells for approximately $15 million per kilogram on the
international market. Tritium is not classified as a nuclear material by
the IAEA, and is therefore not subject to international safeguards. It
possesses a relatively short half-life and thus would create problems for
IAEA monitoring. In June 1986, in response to a letter from author
Margaret Laurence that expressed concern over Ontario Hydro's plans for

the export of tritium, Secretary of State for External Affairs Joe Clark
stated:

The Canadian Government believes that, given the physical
nature of tritium and its limited proliferation significance,
the application of safeguards to tritium is not appropriate.
It should be clear, however, that export licences and permits
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for tritium will not be issued unless the government is
satisfied that tritium will not be used for nuclear weapons
or any other nuclear explosive purposes.

The recovery facility at Darlington is scheduled to begin operations in
the fall of 1988.

Current Canadian Position

Canada continues to require that its uranium exports be used for non-
explosive purposes, pursuant to bilateral nuclear co-operation
agreements, and in keeping with its nuclear non-proliferation
commitments. The export of tritium is also to take place within the
general framework of Canada's non-proliferation policy.

In November 1987, at the UN General Assembly, Canada was the lead sponsor
of Resolution 42/38L entitled "Prohibition of the Production of
Fissionable Material for Weapons Purposes". The resolution noted that
such a prohibition would be an important step in facilitating the
prevention of the proliferation of nuclear weapons and other explosive
devices, as well as halting and reversing the nuclear arms race. It
therefore requested that the CD pursue its consideration of the question
of an adequately verifiable cessation and prohibition, and that it keep
the General Assembly informed of that consideration. The resolution
passed by a vote of 149-1-6, with France being the only state opposing
it.

2 Secretary of State for External Affairs, Joe Clark, Letter to
Margaret Laurence, 19 June 1986, as quoted in The Disarmament Bulletin,
Summer-Autumn 1986, pp. 18-19.
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Parliamentary Comment

Before the Standing Committee on National Defence on 23 February 1988,
NDP Member Derek Blackburn noted that Canada's acquisition of nuclear
submarines could require the transfer of technology from the United
States. In this connection, Mr. Blackburn asked whether the Department of
External Affairs had considered the possibility that:

...the US Congress may ask something in return to wit, a

revision to the already existing agreement between Canada and the
United States on inspection control over the use_of spent fuel in
the United States that they acquire from Canada.3

In particular, the Member noted the possibility that the US Congress
would be "very interested" in breaking out of the tight nuclear export
controls which Canada has traditionally imposed through its bilateral
agreement with the United States? (i.e., that Canadian nuclear exports
not be used for any military purpose whatsoever).

In response to Mr. Blackburn's query, Mr Armand Blum, Canadian Submarine
Project Co-ordinator for the Department of External Affairs, stated that
there had been "no indication whatsoever" of any such desire.”

The issue of tritium exports has not been raised in the Commons this
year.

3 SCND Proceedings, 23 February 1988, p. 27.

4 1bid..
5 Ibid..
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13. VERIFICATION

Background

Verification is now recognized as a key factor in all areas of
disarmament and arms control. It is at the heart of the negotiations on
nuclear missiles, arms in outer space, chemical weapons and nuclear
testing. The issue of compliance often generates controversy and makes
it difficult to reach agreements in any of these sectors. However, two
important developments have occurred since the end of summer 1987: talks
have resumed on verification of nuclear testing after an eight-year
hiatus, and the Soviet Union and the United States have signed an
agreement to eliminate ground-based intermediate-range nuclear missiles
(INF). The INF treaty contains certain innovative provisions on
verification that could set a precedent for future disarmament and arms
control agreements.

Over the years, Canada has acquired solid expertise in verification, in
the recognition that an arms control and disarmament agreement must be
accompanied by provisions designed to ensure compliance and build
confidence. Following the United Nations' First and Second Special
Sessions on Disarmament, which stressed the inclusion of adequate
verification provisions in disarmament agreements, the Canadian
Government announced in 1983 the launching of an Arms Control Research
Program, which now has an annual budget of $1 million. This Department of
External Affairs program involves the Government, the academic community
and the commercial sector and includes such projects as studies of
problems that arise in international negotiations, creation of
specialized technical training programs and organization of international
symposia of experts.
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The Arms Control Research Program focusses on certain Canadian arms
control priorities: the achievement of a comprehensive convention to ban
chemical weapons; negotiation of a comprehensive nuclear test ban treaty;
the development of a treaty to ban weapons for use in outer space; and
the pursuit of arms control and military confidence-building in Europe.

The Government's activities include a $3.2 million upgrading of the
seismic array station at Yellowknife, two studies given to the UN

Secretary-General on operational procedures for investigating alleged
chemical weapons abuses, and working papers on the prevention of an arms
race in outer space. Canada has also set up a project known as PAXSAT;
this is a feasibility study of two potential applications of space-based
remote sensing to the verification of multilateral arms control
agreements. PAXSAT 'A' studies the use of space-based remote sensing for ]
arms control agreements governing arms in outer space, while PAXSAT 'B' |
is concerned with verifying conventional arms control agreements.

In 1985, at the 40th Session of the United Nations General Assembly,
Canada's UN delegation initiated and sponsored Resolution 40/152 on all
aspects of verification, which was passed by consensus. The resolution
called on member states "to increase their efforts towards achieving
agreements on balanced, mutually acceptable, verifiable and effective
arms limitation and disarmament measures," and urged them "to communicate
to the Secretary-General [...] their views and suggestions on
verification principles, procedures and techniques [...] and on the role
of the United Nations in the field of verification." The resolution was
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called "a historic breakthrough", since previous resolutions on this
issue had failed to proceed beyond the negotiating stage.6

Carrying out the requirements of this resolution, in April 1986, the
Canadian Government submitted to the Secretary-General and subsequently
published A Comprehensive Study on Arms Control and Disarmament
Verification Pursuant to UNGA Resolution 40/152 (0). This publication,

in addition to describing the relevant principles, procedures and
techniques used in verification, also foresees an important role for the
United Nations in the application and interpretation of arms control
agreements, despite the fact bilateral negotiations between the
superpowers will Tikely continue to be of paramount importance in this
context. That same year, during the 41st Session of the UN General
Assembly, Canada tabled Resolution 41/86 Q on the role of verification in
arms control agreements, which was passed by consensus.

In October 1986, Canada hosted an international workshop on the exchange
of seismic data. Experts representing 17 countries met in Ottawa to
study the problems posed by rapid exchange of numerical seismic data in
wave form. The purpose of this workshop was to support the work of the
Group of Scientific Experts of the Geneva Conference on Disarmament (CD).
Canada has made another notable contribution to this issue: in 1987, a
Canadian, Peter Basham, was appointed coordinator of the project to
develop an international exchange of seismic data, which forms part of
the work of the Group of Scientific Experts.

In May 1987, Canada invited CD delegation heads and observers to attend a
workshop in Montreal on arms in outer space. The purpose of this

6 Permanent Canadian Delegation to the United Nations, News Release,
No. 62, 22 November 1985.
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workshop was to promote dialogue on the major legal issues linked to
preventing an arms race in outer space and focussed in particular on the
current legal system governing outer space. Results were also presented
of research conducted in Canada on the use of space-based remote sensing
for verification of arms control and disarmament (PAXSAT study).

In 1987 and 1988, Canada's Ambassador for Disarmament, Douglas Roche,
chaired the UN Disarmament Commission's Verification Working Group. The
Group completed its work in May 1988, approving a consensus document
containing 16 principles on verification. The Group also held
discussions on procedures and techniques and on the role the United
Nations might play in verification of arms control and disarmament
agreements. This Tlast point was the subject of a speech by Mr. Roche on
12 May 1988, in which he listed certain roles the UN could play with
regard to verification:

- development of internationally recognized standards on arms control
and disarmament verification;

- creation of a verification data base, especially to assist
negotiators;

- provision of assistance, advice and technical expertise to regional
arms control negotiators, on request;

- research into structures, procedures and technigques for
verification;

- on a responsive basis and with the consent of the parties to an
arms control or disarmament negotiation or agreement, potential
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involvement in the formulation and execution of verification
provisions of specific agreements.7

Current Canadian Position

On 25 August 1987, Canada's Ambassador to the Conference on Disarmament,
Allan Beesley, reviewed recent progress in negotiations on chemical
warfare, nuclear testing and weapons in outer space. After noting that
the verification measures accompanying certain bilateral and multilateral
agreements were imperfect, he stated:

These few examples--in multilateral and bilateral
agreements--demonstrate not only the importance of
verification and compliance, but the political sensitivity of
the whole process of detecting and handling events suggesting
possible non-compliance. Indeed, recent concerns about
verification and compliance seem in some cases to have eroded
the confidence among the parties to arms control agreements
rather than reinforced it. None the less, it is the Canadian
position, which I wish to emphasize, that the careful
negotiation and drafting of adequate and effective
verification provisions and the establishment of the
necessary implementing mechanisms is essential to preventing
such a deterioration of confidence. This applies a fortiori

| to agreements involving nuclear weapons and nuclear tests.

In a speech to the UN First Commission on 13 October 1987, Canadian
Ambassador for Disarmament Douglas Roche noted:

7 Intervention on the Role of the United Nations in Verification by
Canadian Representative at UNDC, Verification Working Group, United Nations,
12 May 1988.

8 CD/PV 433, 25 August 1987.
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Verification [...] is a basic and normal process that
reflects a legitimate concern about on-going compliance with
a commitment. The conduct of verification activities must
come to be accepted as a necessary and normal part of the
relations between parties to arms control agreements.

On 31 March 1988, Canada submitted a working paper to the Conference on
Disarmament regarding verification of a future Convention on Chemical
Weapons, under the title: Factors involved in determining verification

inspectorate personnel and resource requirements (CD/823).

At the United Nations' Third Special Session on Disarmament in June 1988,
Canada and the Netherlands submitted a paper on the role the United
Nations might play in verification. The two countries proposed in
particular that a UN Group of Experts conduct a thorough study of this
subject, to serve as a key international document on future UN activities
in this field. The Group of Experts would hold its first meeting after
January 1990 and submit its report to the 46th Session of the General
Assembly, in 1991.

9 Canadian Policy on arms control and disarmament, Excerpts from
official statements and communications, DEA, March 1988.
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Parliamentary Comment

On 18 September 1987, Conservative MP Barry Turner questioned Secretary
of State for External Affairs Joe Clark on the Soviet-US agreement on
nuclear testing concluded the previous day:

Considering that Canada is upgrading its seismic verification
capacity in Yellowknife to world-class standards, coupled
with our potential satellite capabilities, does the Minister
see Canada playing a verification role in this vital arms
reduction progress?

Mr. Clark replied:

[...] one of the surprising and important developments is
that there has been an agreement, after an eight-year hiatus,
to resume discussions on nuclear testing. That brings
directly to the fore the importance of verification in which
Canada has some very real expertise. That expertise will be
available fully if it can be put into service.

On 13 June 1988, Liberal MP André Ouellet referred to the United Nations
debate on disarmament, and asked Minister of National Defence Perrin
Beatty:

Why is Canada not ready to accept the proposal that has been
put forward which is now under discussion to have an
international verification agency come under the auspices of
the United Nations? Why is Canada not ready to accept this?
Certainly such an agency would be absolutely essential to
monitor disarmament, and certainly to monitor a treaty such
as the INF.

10 commons Debates, 18 September 1987, pp. 9090 and 9091.
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Mr. Beatty noted that after returning from the United Nations' Third
Special Session on Disarmament, Secretary of State for External Affairs
Joe Clark agreed to discuss proposals made by Canada. He added:

Suffice it to say that across the board our position has
been, first, to press for cuts in terms of nuclear and
conventional weapons and, second, to press for regimes of
verification and c?ntrol which would ensure that those
treaties are met."ll »
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14. THIRD UNITED NATIONS SPECIAL SESSION ON DISARMAMENT
(UNSSOD III)

Background

The Third Special Session of the UN General Assembly on Disarmament
(UNSSOD III) was held from 31 May to 25 June 1988. The substantive
issues on its agenda included an assessment of the implementation of the
decisions taken at the previous two UNSSODs, a forward-looking assessment
of developments and trends in the disarmament process, and consideration
of the role of the UN in disarmament and the effectiveness of UN
disarmament machinery, including information and educational activities.
Despite the stopping of the clock in the last hour of June 25 in order to
provide more time, the Special Session was unable to reach consensus on a
broad range of issues. As a result, no final document, or even
concluding statement, was agreed upon.

The First Special Session on Disarmament (UNSSOD I) was held in New York
23 May to 1 July 1978. UNSSOD I was largely due to the lobbying of the
non-aligned states, and produced an ambitious 129-paragraph Final
Document adopted by consensus. Divided into four sections -
Introduction, Declaration, Programme of Action, and Machinery - the Final
Document established what it described as "the foundations of an
international disarmament strategy...in which the United Nations should
play a more effective role."

Some of the substantive achievements of the First Special Session
included: 1) agreement that the Committee (later renamed Conference) on
Disarmament in Geneva would be the single multilateral disarmament
negotiating forum in the international community; ii) the decision that



'
'
f

127

henceforth, the First Committee of the General Assembly would deal
exclusively with matters of "disarmament and related international
security questions"; and, iii) the call for a Second Special Session
devoted to disarmament to be convened in the future.

At UNSSOD I, Prime Minister Trudeau delivered the Canadian address,
calling for the adoption of a "strategy of suffocation." This strategy
included: i) a Comprehensive Test Ban; ii) a cessation of flight
testing of all new strategic delivery vehicles; iii) a prohibition of
all production of fissionable material for weapons purposes; and iv)
agreement to limit, then reduce, spending on new strategic nuclear
weapons systems.

The Final Document of UNSSOD I marked the UN's assertion of the
importance of multilateral disarmament efforts. The success of UNSSOD I
did not carry over to UNSSOD II, however, held from 7 June to 10 July
1982. At a time of growing tension between East and West, UNSSOD II was
characterized by disagreement and paralysis. Consensus was not reached
on the Comprehensive Programme of Disarmament which was to be its
centrepiece. Neither could a consensus be achieved on an evaluation of
the results of the First Special Session in 1978. UNSSOD II did,
however, inaugurate the World Disarmament Campaign, an attempt to
influence world public opinion in favour of disarmament. Public opinion
was well expressed at the time of the Second Special Session, independent
of the efforts of the UN. On June 12, an estimated 750,000 to 1,000,000
people marched past the UN headquarters in New York in support of nuclear
disarmament.

At UNSSOD II, Canada reaffirmed the strategy of suffocation and the
validity of the Final Document of UNSSOD I, while urging the US and USSR
to resume strategic arms talks.
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Current Canadian Position

Secretary of State for External Affairs, Joe Clark, delivered the
Canadian statement to the plenary meeting of UNSSOD III on 13 June 1988.
In his statement, he noted the achievements in arms control which had
occurred since the convening of UNSSOD II. The Stockholm Agreement of
1986, the INF Treaty of 1987, and the Moscow Summit of 1988 between
President Reagan and General Secretary Gorbachev were presented as
evidence of forward movement in arms control. Mr. Clark called upon the
Special Session to build upon recent arms control successes by setting
“clear, realistic goals" and adhering to priorities.

Mr. Clark spoke strongly of the importance of adherence to the Non-
Proliferation Treaty (NPT). He argued that it was no longer possible to
demand that the superpowers reduce their own nuclear arsenals before
others sign the Treaty, since superpower disarmament had begun.1 To
emphasize the importance Canada attaches to the NPT, Canadian officials
had been instructed to make representations to nations which had not
signed the NPT, calling upon them to do so.

Another Canadian initiative at the Special Session was contained in a
working paper presented jointly with the Netherlands. This urged that
the Special Session request the Secretary General "to undertake an in-
depth study on the subject of the existing and possible activities of the
United Nations in the verification of multilateral arms control and

1 permanent Canadian Delegation to the United Nations, Press Release
No. 28, 13 June 1988.
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disarmament agreements."2 France later joined the Netherlands/Canada
initiative. A major verification proposal was also put forth by the
Group of Six Nations/Five Continent Initiative (Argentina,Greece, India,
Mexico, Sweden and Tanzania). It called on the Special Session to
endorse "the principle of an integrated multilateral verification system
within the United Nations" and requested the Secretary-General to prepare
"an outline of such a system.“3 For much of the Special Session,
consultations were carried out on how to bridge these two proposals in
order to present one consensus proposal. Two agreed-upon paragraphs were
presented to the Committee of the Whole on June 25 as part of the draft
final document of the Special Session but were for naught as the latter
itself did not garner consensus.

Canada played an active role at the Special Session, delivering formal
interventions in all three working groups, and later presenting these
interventions as working papers. In addition to the Netherlands/Canada
working paper on verification, Canada also presented working papers on
the role of the UN in the field of disarmament and the effectiveness of
UN disarmament machinery4, UN information and educational activitiess,
and a proposed orientation programme for representatives of non-
governmental orgam'zations.6 Lastly, Canada co-sponsored a working paper

2 UN Document A/S-15/25, 3 June 1988.

3 UN Document A/S-15/AC.1/1, 3 June 1988.

4 UN Document A/S-15/AC.1/WG.III/1, 9 June 1988.
S UN Document A/S-15/AC.1/WG.I111/5, 10 June 1988.
6 UN Document A/S-15/AC.1/WG.111/4, 10 June 1988.
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with Australia and New Zealand calling for an enhanced role for women in
the field of disarmament, and particularly within the UN Secretariat.’

Parliamentary Comment

On 31 May 1988, NDP Member Bill Blaikie told the House of Commons that,
while the superpower Summit in Moscow was a welcome event, Canada must
keep in mind the "equally important discussions" taking place at the
Third Special Session. He criticized the Government for not having
"adequately outlined the positions it plans to take at the special
session."® Mr. Blaikie returned to this theme on 13 June when he
referred to letters written by numerous non-governmental organizations to
Mr. Clark, seeking a statement of the Government's position. The NDP
Member asked why these inquiries had not been answered. Minister of
National Defence Perrin Beatty replied that Government policies on arms
control and defence were already in the public domain.9

Prior to Mr. Clark's speech at the Special Session, on 3 June 1988,
Liberal MP André Ouellet asked whether Mr. Clark would “propose an arms
suffocation strategy like the one suggested ten years ago by former Prime
Minister Trudeau?" Mr. Clark replied that Canada's position would have
to take into account "the constructive differences in the present
situation - there have been many changes in attitude among the
superpowers and changes in the international situation with respect to
arms control." He declared that he was "prepared to consider any

7 UN Document A/S-15/AC.1/24, 22 June 1988.
8 Commons Debates, 31 May 1988, p. 15938.

9 Commons Debates, 13 June 1988, p. 16370.
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suggestions the Hon. Member and any other Members of this House may wish
to make," and stated: "...our main concern is to continue to play a
constructive role in the present situation."10
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15. ARCTIC SOVEREIGNTY AND SECURITY

Background

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

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

While this increased activity in the Arctic was initiated primarily by
the United States, co-operative agreements satisfied Canadian Government
concern about the protection of sovereignty. This situation changed in
1969 when a privately owned oil tanker, the Manhattan, attempted to cross
the Northwest Passage without seeking the permission of the Canadian
Government. Concerned with the threat to sovereignty and a possible
increase in commercial shipping, the Canadian Government passed the
Arctic Waters Pollution Prevention Act, 1970, which established Canadian
environmental jurisdiction for up to 100 miles off the Arctic coasts. As
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late as 1969 considerable confusion seemed to characterize the Canadian
Government's position on the precise nature of Canadian claims to the
Arctic waters. After 1973 however, Canadian Governments were
consistently claiming the waters of the Arctic Archipelago as internal,
and that no right of innocent passage through them existed.

At the Quebec Summit in March 1985, Canada and the United States signed a
Memorandum of Understanding on developing the North Warning System (NWS),
a line of modern long- and short-range radars to replace the DEW line.
Unlike the earlier system, which was largely manned and operated by US
personnel, the NWS will be manned and controlled entirely by Canadians.
(for more information, see the "NORAD" section of this Guide).

Although the first nuclear sdbmarine operated under the Arctic icecap for
an extended period of time as early as 1958, it is only recently that
both superpowers have developed the technology needed to operate
ballistic missile submarines under the ice. This development has raised
the prospect of the Arctic becoming an area of growing strategic
importance to the superpowers, and has created dilemmas for the Canadian
Government. As nuclear submarines are particularly difficult to detect
and monitor effectively under the ice, their operation in the Arctic
poses a new challenge to the assertion of Canadian sovereignty in the
region.

In August 1985, a more visible threat to Canadian sovereignty presented
itself with the voyage of the US Coast Guard vessel, the Polar Sea,
through the Northwest Passage. The declared purpose of the voyage was to
shorten the sailing time to Alaska. The US Government failed, however,
to request the Canadian Government's permission to make the voyage.
Although the US Government made it clear that it did not agree with
Canada's position on the status of the Arctic waters, it nevertheless
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proposed that the voyage be made on a co-operative basis. To this end,
the US Coast Guard provided information to its Canadian counterpart and
took Canadian observers on board the vessel. Moreover, the US Government
stated that the voyage did not prejudice the legal position of either
government with regard to the waters.l

The Canadian Government responded to the Polar Sea incident with a firm
assertion of Canada's sovereignty over the waters of the Arctic
Archipelago. On 10 September 1985, in a statement before the House of
Commons, Secretary of State for External Affairs, Joe Clark, said:

Only with full sovereignty can we protect the entire range of
Canadian interests. Full sovereignty is vital to Canada's
security. It is vital to the Inuit people. And it is vital
to Canada's national identity. The policy of this Government
is to exercise full sovereignty in and on the waters of the
Arctic archipelago and this applies tg the airspace above as
well. We will accept no substitutes.

Mr. Clark announced several measures that the Government would undertake
to better ensure the protection of Canadian Arctic sovereignty. These
included: an Order in Council establishing straight baselines (enclosing
Canada's internal waters) around the outer perimeter of the archipelago;
the introduction of measures designed to extend the application of
Canadian civil and criminal law to all offshore zones, including the
Arctic (Bill C-104); an increase in the number of surveillance flights
and in the level of naval activity in eastern Arctic waters; and the
construction of a Polar Class 8 icebreaker. The Government also

1 This was made clear in a State Department Press Guidance released
on 14 June 1985, the day after the Canadian public was made aware of the
Impending transit.

2 Commons Debates, 10 September 1985, p.6463.
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indicated its willingness to have the sovereignty question{referred to
the World Court, by withdrawing its earlier reservations in this regard.
Finally, it called for immediate discussions with the United States on
all means of co-operation in Arctic waters on the basis of full respect
for Canadian sovereignty. Negotiations between Canada and the United
States began soon afterwards.

On 5 April 1987, Prime Minister Brian Mulroney commented on the ongoing
negotiations on Canada-US Arctic co-operation. The Prime Minister stated:

We are...aware of certain international geopolitical
realities where Canada as a friend and ally will seek to
reach a mutually beneficial accommodation. But on the
fundamental issue of soverignty we expect the United States
in the course of ongoing negotiatigns to recognize that and
to reach an agreement with Canada.

On 1 October 1987 in a speech in the Soviet city of Murmansk, Soviet
leader Mikhail Gorbachev proposed that the Arctic become a zone of peace.
Specifically, the Soviet leader called for negotiations aimed at scaling
down militarization and naval activity in the Baltic, Greenland and

Norwegian Seas. Limitations on anti-submarine weapons, advance
notification of major military exercises, and the banning of naval
activity in international straits and shipping lanes that are heavily
travelled were proposed as possible confidence-building measures for the
region. General Secretary Gorbachev also called for multilateral co-
operation in the development of Arctic resources, in scientific
exploration, and in Arctic environmental protection. Finally, he raised
the possibility of the Soviet Union opening to other nations the Northern
Sea Route from Europe to the Far East.

3 Prime Minister Mulroney, Interview with Meet the Press, 5 April 1987.
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On 6 October 1987, the Soviet draft text of a Soviet-Canadian agreement
on Arctic cooperation was released by the Canadian Arctic Resources
Committee. First proposed by the Soviets in early 1987, the provisions
of the draft included: recognition of the rights of both countries to
control pollution and govern navigation in the Arctic waters adjacent to
their territories, provision for information exchanges on environmental,
natural resource and navigation safety issues, and the extension of
existing scientific and technical co-operation between the two countries.

Current Canadian Position

On 1 October 1986, in her speech from the throne, the Governor General of
Canada stated that:

The Government asserts complete sovereignty over the Arctic
and recognizes that sovereignty requires a vigorous national
presence.

In June 1987 Canada's Defence White Paper stated:

After the defence of the country itself there is no issue
more important to any nation than the protection of its
sovereignty. The ability to exercise effective national
sovereignty is the very essence of nationhood.>

The passage went on to point out that the Canadian forces have an
important role to play in sovereignty protection. The White Paper also
lists a number of sovereignty-related defence initiatives that the

4 Commons Debates, 1 October 1986, p. 13.

5 DND, Challenge and Commitment, 5 June 1987, p. 6.
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Government plans to undertake. These include: the on-going modernization
of the DEW line radars; the upgrading of 5 northern airfields to
accommodate fighter interceptors, an increase in the number of Aurora
Long-Range Patrol Aircraft, the modernization of the Tracker medium-range
aircraft; an expansion of the Canadian Ranger force, the establishment of
a Northern training centre for Canadian Forces5, and the planned
deployment of fixed sonar systems in the Arctic passages. In addition,
recognizing the Arctic's potential as a viable passageway for submarines
between the Arctic and Atlantic oceans, the White Paper announced the
Government's decision to acquire 10-12 nuclear-powered submarines of its
own, partly because of their under-ice capability.

Canada's Minister of National Defence Perrin Beatty commented on the
utility of nuclear submarines for protection of Arctic sovereignty on 7
February 1988, in testimony before the Standing Committee on National
Defence:

With any breach of Canadian or international law including
unwanted incursions into Canadian territory or waters, the
possibility of seeking recourse to diplomatic means in
international courts will be an important option for us.
However the preferred government approach is to deter the
intrusion in the first place. Deterrence in this regard can
only be provided by adequate surveillance and monitoring of
our territory and waters, backed up by the means to enforce
our laws. At the moment, nuclear propelled submarines are
the best, if not the only, vehicles that can meet these
difficult requirements in the Arctic.

6 In February 1988, the Government announced its choice of Baffin
Island for the training centre, DND, News Release, 59/88, 2 June 1988,
P. 4.

7 SCND Proceedings, 7 March 1988, pp. 8-9.

v
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The Government has also indicated a desire to develop a comprehensive
Northern foreign policy. Speaking at the Norway-Canada Conference on
Circumpolar Issues on 9 December 1987, Secretary of State for External
Affairs Joe Clark stated the elements of this policy as follows: 1)
affirming Canadian sovereignty; 2) modernizing Canada's northern
defences; 3) preparing for commercial use of the Northwest Passage; and
4) promoting enhanced circumpolar co-operation.8

On 11 January 1988, after two years of discussion, Canada and the United
States signed the Canada-United States Arctic Co-operation Agreement
(also known as the "Icebreaker" Agreement). This agreement seeks to
facilitate navigation by the icebreakers of the two nations, and to
develop co-operative procedures for this purpose. Under its terms, the
United States pledges that all navigation by US icebreakers in waters
claimed to be internal by Canada will be undertaken with the consent of
the Canadian Government.9 It goes on to state that nothing in the
Agreement nor any practice thereunder affects the respective positions
of the two Governments on the law of the sea in this or other maritime
areas, or their positions regarding third parties.10

Describing the agreement as "an important step for Canada in the North,"
Prime Minister Brian Mulroney went on to say:

While we and the United States have not changed our legal
positions we have come to a practical agreement that is fully

8 Statement by the Secretary of State for External Affairs, Norway-
Canada Conference on Circumpolar Issues, Tromso, Norway, 9 December 1987.

9 “Agreement Between the Government of Canada and the Government of
the United States of America on Arctic Cooperation," DEA, News Release,
No. 010, 11 January 1988.

10 1bid..
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consistent with the requirements of Canadian Sovereignty in
the Arctic. It is an improvement over the situation which
prevailed previously. What we have now significantly
advances Canadian interests.ll

On 9 December 1987, at the Norway-Canada Conference on Circumpolar

Issues, Secretary of State for External Affairs, Joe Clark, commented on
Soviet leader Gorbachev's proposal for an Arctic “zone of peace." Noting
that Canada was interested in the development of realistic policies aimed
at enhancing security and stability in the North, Mr. Clark stated that
the Canadian Government had "very serious reservations" about the Soviet ,
proposals. He explained: I

Mr. Gorbachev appears to focus exclusively on the Western
Arctic without discussing the Barents Sea or other waters
adjacent to the USSR. He does not offer any detail as to how
a ban on naval activity would be verified or enforced.
Obviously, it would be inappropriate to discuss the Western
Arctic and not the Soviet Archipelago. Finally, Mr.
Gorbachev's words do not reflect the actions of his
Government. Unlike Canada or the Nordic countries, the |
Soviet Union has an enormous concentration of military forces 1
and weapons in the Arctic region.12

Parliamentary Comment

In a speech in Vancouver on 6 February 1988, Liberal Party leader John
Turner voiced his opposition to the Government's submarine programme. In
its place, Mr. Turner called for the acquisition of conventionally

11 1pid..

12 Speech by the Secretary of State for External Affairs, Norway-
Canada Conference on Circumpolar Issues, Tromso, Norway, 9 December 1987.
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powered submarines, together with negotiation of an international treaty
to remove the military presence in the Arctic. Comparing Mr. Turner's
proposals with Government policy, Liberal MP Andre Ouellet stated in the

House:

It is obvious that the Leader of the Opposition has suggested
a much more serious and praiseworthy method... namely, the
development of a new international regime for the Arctic
under a treaty which would have the support of all powers in
the region. With such a treaty, we could stop the
militarization of the Arctic, pave the way for technological,
economic and environmental co-operation, and most
importantly, guarantee the future of northern residents.13

That same day, NDP member Derek Blackburn registered his party's
opposition to the Government's policy. Referring to the July 1987 NDP
paper on defence, Mr. Blackburn stated:

We brought forward our version of a Maritime policy; to
pursue the frigate program, to purchase conventionally
powered submarines, to increase the number of long-range
patrol aircraft, and to put in place a passive peacetime
surveillance network in the Canadian Arctic, although not_to
militarize it as the Conservative Government wants to do.

On 29 January 1988, Minister of National Defence Perrin Beatty commented

on NDP policy regarding the Arctic:

The difference between us and the NDP is that we want, to
have an enforcement capability. It is clear that someone's
Navy is going to be in Canada's North. The real question
that remains is whether Canada's Navy is going to be there

13 Commons Debates, 4 March 1988, p.13430.

14 1bid., p.13426. See also: 6 June 1988, pp. 16160-61; and 9 June
1988, pp. 16282-83.
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and we want Canada to have the capacity to go there.l5

On 7 March 1988, during testimony before the Standing Committee on
National Defence, Mr. Beatty responded to calls by the Liberal Party for
the demilitarization of the Arctic by stating:

When Canadians propose we accept seductive Soviet proposals
for demilitarization of the Canadian Arctic, the onus is on
them to say whether they would insist that the Soviets
demilitarize theirs or whether they would simply strip down
the de{gnces of Canada without any response from the Soviet
Union.

In the House on 7 December 1987, Liberal leader John Turner raised the
issue of the Canada-US Arctic co-operation negotiations. Noting that
details of an agreement were becoming available, Mr. Turner stated:

The Secretary of State admitted yesterday that a secret deal
has been signed between Canada and the United States which
allows the Americans access to our northern waters, waters
which we claim as national waters, but does not recognize
full sovereignty of Canada over those waters.l’

NDP leader Ed Broadbent also referred to the impending agreement.
Recalling Mr. Clark's speech to the Commons on 10 September 1985 in which
he stated that the Government's intention was to exercise “"full
sovereignty” in, on, and above the waters of the Arctic Archipelago, Mr.
Broadbent stated:

15 Commons Debates, 29 January 1988, p. 12429.

16 SCND Proceedings, 7 March 1988, p. 30.

17 Commons Debates, 7 December 1987, p. 11536.
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...there is a clause [in the agreement] which leaves open to
the US again to challenge the sovereignty question. Will
[Ms. Carney] comment on that? Second, will the Minister
acknowledge that this commitment made by the Secretary of
State for External Affairs, has specific reference to the
notion of US submarines in the territory and that the secret
agreement...excludes that? Will the Minister tell us what
procedures if any, US submarines will now have to follow if
they want to go through this water?18

Responding to Mr. Broadbent's questions, Ms. Carney said:

... with the discussions which are taking place, which
involve the exercise of our sovereignty over the Arctic, we
are seeking a major concession from the US, namely, that the
Americans have to seek our permission before the passage of
ice-breakers through the Northwest Passage. There are other
arrangements in place through our environmental laws for
merchant shipping.

As a follow-up question, Mr. Broadbent requested further information

regarding arrangements governing submarines. He asked:

Is the Minister telling us now... that there is a secret
agreement between Canada and the United States that is
pertinent to submarines? Or, will she admit that the
Government got nothing at all in terms of controlling access
to the waters by submarines?20

18 1bid., p. 11539.
19 1bid..
20 1pid..
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Addressing Mr. Broadbent's question, Canada's Minister of Consumer and
Corporate Affairs, Harvie Andre, stated:

It is not in the interests of Canada's security or
sovereignty to go into details about that kind of information
on submarines in our Arctic.?l

On 18 January 1988, after the text of the Icebreaker Agreement had been
released, Liberal leader, John Turner, again raised the issue in the
Commons. Addressing Secretary of State for External Affairs Joe Clark,
Mr. Turner asked: :

In view of the fact that last week the Secretary of State for
External Affairs... signed an agreement with the United
States which fails to recognize Canadian sovereignty over the
Arctic, which makes no mention of American submarines
patrolling our waters, and which in effect clearly weakens
Canada's legal claim to the Arctic, why would the Prime
Minister tolerate a senior Minister... negotiating and
signing an agreement... which clearly violates a declaration
and undertaking he gave to the House of Commons?22

Responding to the Liberal leader's statement, Mr. Clark stated:

...before that agreement was signed the United States did not
acknowledge its need to seek Canada's consent before the
transit through our Northwest Passage of US Government owned
or operated ice-breakers. As a result of that agreement the
United States now acknowledges and has a legal obligation to
seek Canada's consent before the transit through our
Northwest Passage of Government owned or operated ice-
breakers. That is a small but significant step forward in

21 1pid..

22 Commons Debates, 18 January 1988, p. 11999.
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| Canada's control over the North.23

On 14 March 1988, Mr. Turner called attention to a study on Canada's
North by the Canadian Institute of International Affairs (CIIA), and
asked, with regard to the Canada-US Arctic Cooperation Agreement:

working group which says: "“the Working Group is unable to
agree with the opinion of the Prime Minister...that "What we
have now significantly advances Canadian interests"...?.24

Citing the Working Group's study in his response, Secretary of State for

\
How does the Prime Minister respond to a...conclusion of this
External Affairs, Joe Clark, stated:

The Right Hon. Leader will know that their view continues
that; - "if a prior consent is required on a case by case
basis -", and that is the case, "- there will be no damage to
the Canadian position. Indeed, it should be normally
affirmed by practice."25

On 21 October 1987, Secretary of State for External Affairs Joe Clark was
asked if the Government had yet made any formal response to Soviet
proposals for an Arctic zone of peace. In his reply, Mr. Clark commented
that the Government had not yet received the proposals, but was
interested in continuing to pursue the question of Arctic co-operation
with the Soviet Union as well as other Northern states. In addition, he
stated:

23 Ibid..

24 Commons Debates, 22 March 1988, p.14005.

25 1bid..
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We will Took very carefully at the proposals put forward by
Mr. Gorbachev in his speech. Naturally, we will not conclude
any agreements with them on the basis of a speech that he
makes. If there are some specific proposals that might flow
from it, we would be interested in pursuing them in detail
and formally.26

On 7 March 1988, in testimony before the Standing Committee on National
Defence, Liberal MP Douglas Frith asked Canada's Minister of National
Defence Perrin Beatty about the extent to which the Government had
pursued ideas that the Soviets had proposed. In reply to the Member's
inquiry, Mr. Beatty stated:

What we said is that if the Soviets want to make proposals to
us that are meaningful, we are anxious to discuss them. We
should discuss them in the context of all of the western
democracies and not simply a unilateral deal, obviously
between Canada and the Soviet Union. Now the position that
was taken...was that they will talk about the rest of the
world, but when it comes to these forces in the Soviet Union,
they are essentially strategic forces and not fit to be
discussed here.2/

On 22 March 1988, Liberal leader, John Turner, raised the issue of Arctic
co-operation with Secretary of State for External Affairs Joe Clark. Mr.

Turner stated:

... the Prime Minister, through his own Secretary of State
for External Affairs, did not respond to my suggestion that a
new international regime be created for the Arctic, and the
Minister of National Defence did not react constructively to

26 Commons Debates, 21 October 1987, p. 10226.

27 SCND Proceedings, 7 March 1988, p. 19.
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the proposition made by Soviet Leader Gorbachev.28

The Liberal Teader then asked whether the Prime Minister or Mr. Clark
would respond to a proposal made by the CIIA Working Group for Canada to
take the initiative in convening all countries interested in the Arctic
with a view to creating a Nordic Council in order to settle issues
relating to the Nordic regions. In response, Mr. Clark noted:

Mr. Speaker I think this is an interesting, serious and
important recommendation concerning co-operation in the
North. Indeed our government took a number of initiatives
and, for the first time we took the position that we ought to
establish Canadian sovereignty in the North. We as a
Government are prepared for the first time--I cannot make the
same comment about the administration of the...Leader of the
Opposition--to recognize the jurisdiction of a world tribunal
with respect to our sovereignty in the North.29
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16. ARMS TRANSFERS

Background

After growing steadily for more than a decade, the global arms trade has
declined in recent years; the value of conventional arms imports peaked
around US$49 or US$50 billion (constant 1984 dollars) between 1981 and
1984, then dropped to US$42 billion in 1985 and US$34.6 billion in 1986.1
The decline was quite sharp in the developing countries, especially the
Middle East. Arms imports by these countries, which accounted for 80 per
cent of world arms sales in 1977 and 84 per cent in 1982, dropped to 75
per cent in 1985. This year, the Middle East was still the largest buyer
of arms (34.8 per cent), followed by Europe (21.5 per cent), Africa (12.1
per cent), East Asia (11.5 per cent), South Asia and Oceania (10.1 per
cent), and Latin America (8 per cent).2

The Soviet Union, the United States and the other NATO countries (espe-
cially France, Britain, Germany and Italy) are the world's primary arms
suppliers. From 1982 to 1986, Soviet arms transfers, destined primarily
for the Middle East, Africa, South Asia and Latin America, were valued at
US$87 billion (current dollars); US arms transfers, destined primarily
for Europe and East Asia, represented US$51.4 billion, while transfers by

1 ys Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, World Military Expenditures
and Arms Transfers, Washington: ACDA, 1987, p. 6. In its annual report for
1987, the Stockholm International Peace Research Institute (SIPRI) also
published figures showing a decline in the value of the global arms trade
after 1984 (SIPRI World Armaments and Disarmament Yearbook, 1987, pp. 218 to
221 )

2 1bid., p. 7.
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other NATO countries amounted to US$42.6 billion.3

In 1985, the Soviet Union and the United States shared 63 per cent of the
global market for arms exports, with 35 and 28 per cent respectively.
Only the USSR has not followed the recent (1985-1986) downward trend in
global arms exports.4

Arms transfer controls by exporters, whether through regulation, creation
of a world arms register, or any other means, have often been considered
but never effectively enacted by members of the United Nations. The most
recent experiment in specifically limiting conventional arms transfers
was President Carter's 1977 unilateral restrictive policy limiting US
arms exports, followed by CAT (Conventional Arms Transfers) talks with
the Soviet Union. The process ultimately failed, however.

Canada is a very minor player in the global conventional arms market; in
1986, military goods represented only 0.1 percent of total Canadian
exports.5 However, according to figures published by the federal
government, the volume of Canadian military exports has risen over the
years, from C$336.2 million in 1970 to C$721.7 million in 1980 and
C$1,388 million in 1986 (current dollars). In 1986, 68.2 per cent of
these exports were destined to customers in the US,6 a pattern reflecting
both the overall continental orientation of Canadian trade and the impact
of the Defence Production Sharing Agreement (DPSA) between Canada and the
United States.

3 1bid., p. 9.
4 1bid., p. 10.
5 Ibid., p. 95.

6 DEA, Defence Programs Bureau, March 1988, unpublished.
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Questions have been raised in the past about Canada's arms exports prac-
tices. Alleged violations of the Canadian policy, particularly the
granting of export permits for sales of strategic goods to governments
involved in conflicts or known to systematically violate human rights,
have been the subject of public debate. Many have also questioned the
ultimate use of defence goods produced in Canada. Middlemen in countries
such as the United States can purchase Canadian military equipment to
manufacture arms systems which may then be exported to developing
countries.

Current Canadian Position

Canadian military exports are primarily in the electronics and aerospace
sectors. Since Canadian firms manufacture few complete arms systems, most
exports consist of support goods, despite Ottawa's continued efforts to
develop a domestic industry specializing in this field. Canada's policy
on military exports has not changed since Secretary of State for External
Affairs Joe Clark announced revised guidelines on 10 September 1986 aimed
at requlating Canadian exports.7 This policy restricts military exports
to countries that seriously or persistently violate human rights, “unless
it can be demonstrated that there is no reasonable risk that the goods
might be used against the civilian population,” countries under UN
Security Council sanctions, and countries involved in or under imminent
threat of hostilities. Restrictions also apply to exports of civilian
strategic equipment to the Soviet Union, the Warsaw Pact and countries
where there is a risk the goods will be rerouted to these destinations

7 For a full overview of the new policy, see: “Export Controls Policy"s

DEA Communiqué, No. 155, 10 September 1986.

!
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(COCOM proscribed destinations).

Despite the proposed free trade agreement between Canada and the United
States, protectionists in the US Congress are pressing for a review of US
military equipment procurement and purchase policies. This wave of
protectionism has led in particular to the tabling of trade bills in the
Senate and House that would place restrictions on purchases of foreign
defence goods, in order to promote US products. These measures may well
affect existing Canada-US agreements on military trade, such as the
Defence Production Sharing Agreement (DPSA) and the Defence Development
Sharing Agreement (DDSA). Consequently, Canadian overseas military
exports, which have risen since the early 1980s, will most likely
continue to grow.

Acting on a recommendation of the Special Joint Committee on Canada's
Foreign Relations (Simard-Hockin Report, June 1986) that Ottawa should
strive to convince other nations to support the proposals "for an
international system to register exports and imports of weapons and
munitions," (p. 145) the government asked the Canadian Institute for
International Peace and Security to study the feasibility of and
opportunity for such a register. CIIPS completed this study in July 1987,
and then held a conference on the global arms trade in October, at which
Canada's Under-Secretary of State, James Taylor, delivered an address on
the subject of an arms trade register. After pointing out that Canada
supports the idea of such a register, Mr. Taylor listed the current
obstacles to such a measure, especially the type of information to be
provided and the range of goods to be declared. He also realized that
some countries might refuse to be included on such a register for
security reasons, since this register would contain virtually all
information on a country's military strength, and might be used by a
potential enemy. Finally, Mr. Taylor explained that the problem of the
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arms trade could not be solved until the insecurity of some countries,
which is often the result of flawed international security mechanisms, -
has been addressed.8

Parliamentary Comment

On 20 November 1987, in the House of Commons, New Democrat MP John Parry
asked the Deputy Prime Minister why the government had authorized a
Canadian company, Expro, to supply a Portuguese firm with 1,250 tons of
gunpowder, even though the CBC claimed to have discovered 1inks between
this firm and the government of Iran.

Jean-Guy Hudon, Parliamentary Secretary to the Secretary of State for
External Affairs, answered:

Exporting gun powder or munitions from Canada takes two
permits: a permit for the exporting country, which has been
issued, and a permit for the importing country, which has
also been issued. We have no control over any re-exporting
that may occur subsequently, and that is exactly what is
happening. The RCMP is investigating to determine whether
[...] there may have been illegal diversion of goods from the

legal destination apparent from the contracts signed by the
parties concerned.

Mr. Parry added, "I would like to have the Government's commitment that |
not only will our ambassador in Lisbon be instructed to attempt to

identify whether that explosive is being re-exported, but also what will

the Government do to introduce controls to ensure that Canadian munitions |

8 Krause, K., The International Trade in Amms: Problems and :
Prospects, (Conference Report), Ottawa: CIIPS. October 1087.
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do not end up on the battlefields of Iran and Iraqg?"

Mr. Hudon ended the discussion with the observation, "[...] We have met
our commitments and we have complied with the regulations that exist
today and have always been enforced here in Canada. If there are people
who subsequently re-export those goods, the receiving country has a
responsibility, and that is what should be investigated."9

On 22 April 1988, Liberal MP John Nunziata in turn raised this issue with
a question to Secretary of State for External Affairs Joe Clark on why
these permits had been issued when DEA "knew or ought to have known that
the ultimate destination for this gun powder was Iran."

After denying that the government knew the ultimate destination of these
shipments of gunpowder, Mr. Clark reminded Mr. Nunziata that an RCMP
investigation had absolved Expro Chemical Products of any wrongdoing, and
further, that no export permits had since been issued to this firm. The
Secretary of State for External Affairs did admit, however, that he was
very concerned over the fact Expro had apparently acted on export permits
issued prior to his order prohibiting any future permits. Mr. Clark
promised to look into the situation.l0

On 27 April 1988, New Democrat MP Pauline Jewett voiced her approval of
Mr. Clark's decision to set up a technical working group to study the
feasibility of an arms register. However, she pointed out the
"Department's failure to invite representatives of disarmament groups,
particularly Ernie Regehr, of Project Ploughshares, who has skilfully and
eloquently promoted the need for an arms register for many years, to

9 Commons Debates, 20 November 1987, p. 11015.

10 Commons Debates, 22 April 1988, p. 14741,
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attend the inaugural meeting of the working group.” Mrs. Jewett added,
“Unless the Minister broadens the representation of this group to include
disarmament organizations, the group's credibility is put seriously in

question."11

On 21 June 1988, Liberal MP Lloyd Axworthy reminded the government and
the Secretary of State of their commitment to close loopholes in the
export control policy, and amend that policy. Noting that Pratt & Whitney
continued to ship helicopter engines to various countries engaged in
human rights violations or major wars, he asked why the government had
reneged on its commitment to close these loopholes.

Minister for External Relations Monique Landry explained, "Exports of
military engines and engines with strategic technology are governed by
the Export Act. As far as we are concerned, the claim that Pratt &
Whitney circumvented Canadian law is absolutely false."12

On 30 June 1988, Conservative MP Dave Nickerson made a statement on the
subject of the top achievers in the international arms trade. He noted
that, "Perestroika notwithstanding, the USSR comes in first by a wide
margin, with annual arms exports of $120 billion. Yankee traders manage
only a little less than half of this. France, with its Mirage jets and
Exocet missiles, comes in third at $30 billion. The prize for most
improved performance goes to China, at $11 billion, which has now
cornered some 80 per cent of the lucrative Iran-Iraq market. These

11 commons Debates, 27 April 1988, p. 14861.

12 commons Debates, 21 June 1988, p. 16643.
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countries must certainly be very proud of their contribution to world
peace."13
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17. CANADA-US: CRUISE MISSILE TESTING

Background

On 10 February 1983, Canada and the United States signed an agreement
establishing a procedure for the testing of US defence systems in Canada.
Known as the "Canada/US (CANUS) Test and Evaluation Program®, the agreement,
initially valid for five years, was renewed automatically for an additional
five-year period on 28 February 1987.

Covering only the testing of US systems in Canada, the agreement is not
reciprocal. Under its terms, the United States can request testing of
various systems, including: artillery equipment; helicopters; surveillance
and identification systems; and the guidance system for unarmed cruise
missiles. Canada may, however, refuse any project, and no biological,
chemical, or nuclear weapons may be brought into the country. Furthermore,
the agreement can be terminated on twelve months' notice.l

Two groups were formed within the Department of National Defence (DND) to
oversee the programme. A steering group, charged with exercising authority
over the programme itself, makes recommendations concerning which projects
are acceptable to Canada. In addition, a co-ordinating group reviews the
feasibility of the projects and administers the programme. At the beginning
of each year, the United States submits a 30-month forecast to DND,
outTining the projects it wishes to see implemented in Canada. After review
and ministerial approval, the government informs the US of its approval in
principle. US sponsors then submit a project proposal to DND. This is
again reviewed, and when the proper authority is granted, a project

1 pEa, "Testing of Defence Systems in Canada: Background Notes,™ 1983.
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arrangement is jointly developed, which, when it is signed, allows testing
to begin. Cabinet approval may, however, be required for specific tests.

On 15 July 1983, the Canadian Government announced that it had agreed to
allow tests of the AGM-86B Air-launched Cruise Missile (ALCM) to be
conducted in Canada. The cruise missile is an unmanned vehicle propelled by
a jet engine that can carry conventional or nuclear warheads. It can be
sea-, ground-, or air-launched.

The Government's rationale for agreeing to the US request was that testing
of the cruise missile guidance system was "linked intimately to Canada's
security as a member of NATO and NORAD, and to Canada's policy on arms
control and disarmament". Canadian territory was particularly suitable for
such testing because it offered extensive stretches of uninhabited cold
weather terrain similar to the attack routes into the Soviet Union. The
tests generally take place during the first three months of the year in
order to ensure that proper weather conditions exist. The government made

clear, however, that its agreement to allow such testing "...in no way
changed Canada's own renunciation of nuclear weapons for our national

forces".

Agreement to test the cruise missile has generated considerable public
debate. Some Canadians have felt that it has compromised Canada's position
on nuclear weapons and has contributed to the arms race. Concern has also
been voiced regarding the potential harm which such tests could have on
Canadian citizens and on the environment, if anything went wrong. In
announcing individual tests, however, the Canadian government has assured
Canadians that the flight of the cruise missile will never be closer than
eight kilometres "to any built-up area".

To date, eleven tests of the cruise missile have been carried out. These
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include one in 1984, three in 1985, and two in 1986. Five tests have
occurred during the last two years. In 1987, three tests were carried out,
The first--a “free flight" test--took place on 24 February 1987. Following
the release of the missile over the Beaufort Sea by a US B-52 bomber, US F-4
and F-16 fighter aircraft joined Canadian CF-18 fighters in an attempt to
intercept the missile. This was followed by a similar test on 1 March.

The third test of 1987 occurred on 27 October. In a "captive carry" test,
the missile remained attached to the US B-52 bomber carrying it during its
entire journey from the Beaufort Sea to the Primrose Lake testing range in
Northwestern Alberta. The flight followed a slightly different path from
that of previous tests in response to public concerns about safety.

Two tests of the cruise missile have thus far occurred in 1988. A "free
flight" test took place on 19 January. The missile was released by a B-52
bomber over the Beaufort Sea, and later intercepted by US F-15 and F-16, as
well as Canadian CF-18, fighter aircraft. Similarly, after poor weather
conditions and technical problems with bomber and cruise missile guidance
systems caused successive delays, a second “free flight" test occurred on 27
January. Both tests were considered successful by military authorities.

The announcement of a tentative agreement on Intermediate Range Nuclear
Forces (INF) by US and Soviet negotiators in September 1987, followed by the
signing of a Treaty on 9 December 1987, prompted more vigorous questioning
of cruise missile testing in Canadian air space. In October 1987, protests
were staged by the Alberta Citizens Coalition Committee--a coalition of
church, labour and peace groups--and the Toronto Disarmament Network.
Similar protests were held in January 1988, during which a poll was taken in
32 cities across Canada by the Canadian Peace Alliance to determine public
opinion regarding continued testing of the cruise. A spokesperson for the
group reported that, of the 8,655 people polled, 84 per cent believed that
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such testing should cease, while only 16 per cent favoured its continuation.

More recently, a Gallup poll conducted from 2-5 March 1988 and based on in-
home interviews with over 1000 Canadians, reported that of those polled, 54%
opposed cruise missile testing, 38 per cent favored it, and 9 per cent were
undecided. The results reportedly represented a nine-point increase in
opposition to the testing of the cruise missile since 1985.

Current Canadian Position

In January 1985, a Department of National Defence publication stated that
the ALCM is an important retaliatory element of the US strategic triad which
provides the ultimate deterrent for NATO. This continues to be the
Government's position. On 6 March 1987, during debate on an NDP motion to
halt cruise testing, Secretary of State for External Affairs Joe Clark
stated:

The cruise missiles being tested in Canada ... are air-launched
and are part of the strategic deterrent forces of the United
States. The role played by U.S.-based strategic deterrent forces
in maintaining the global balance of nuclear deterrence would
expand if an INF agreement were to lead to the elimination of U.S.
missiles in Europe. In this perspective, tests to verify the
reliability and effectiveness of air-launched cruise missiles
would be needed even more if an agreement on intermediate nuclear
forces were concluded, both from the point of view of arms control
and of defence.?

The same day the Associate Minister of National Defence told the House that:

2 Commons Debates, 6 March 1987, p. 3909.
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The agreement has always been and still is, liable to termination
at any time by either party giving 12 months'notice... Either
party can terminate a specific arrangement under the agreement -
for example, cruise missile testing - at any time on one days
notice should imperative circumstances so warrant... We have
repeatedly stated our intention to carry on, and will do so, but
this in_no way precludes second thoughts should circumstances
change.

The first term of the umbrella testing agreement officially ended on 28
February 1988. Its renewal now extends the agreement to 1993.

Parliamentary Comment

On 1 October 1987, Liberal party leader John Turner called for an end to
cruise missile testing. Referring to past Liberal policy linking testing to
the outcome of superpower negotiations on INF, Mr Turner stated:

As I said in my speech to the House... when the issue was debated
on March 6, we should test the cruise missile until such time as
there are concrete results in the negotiations between the two
super powers on intermediate range nuclear weapons....There have
been concrete results, much to the relief of the world and I say
the time has arrived to move forward in the world search for peace
and for Canada to suspend cruise missile testing in Canada.

The Liberal leader then asked Secretary of State for External Affairs Joe
Clark whether he agreed with the statement, and later, whether the

Government would seek to persuade the US to stop cruise testing. Mr Clark
replied:

3 Ibid., p. 3918.

4 Commons Debates, 1 October 1987, p. 9545.
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... the suggestion that Canada should now renege on commitments
observed in the past that had made a major contribution toward the
ratification of an agreement on reducing levels of nuclear arms, as far
as that question is concerned, we do not agree with a policy that could
destroy the unity of NATO, and we do not agree with a policy that could
be a threat tg what we have accomplished so far in reducing levels of
nuclear arms.

Mr. Clark's statement prompted accusations from both opposition parties that
the government had changed its stance with regard to cruise missile testing.
Referring to a statement made by Mr. Clark on 2 March 1987, in which he
explained that Canadian Government policy on cruise missile testing would be
determined "on the basis of what is actually decided in Geneva", NDP leader
Ed Broadbent stated:

Mr. Speaker, I, and many Canadians at the time thought that the
Secretary of State for External Affairs was linking the testing of

the crgise missile with progress being made in the disarmament
field.

He went on to ask:

Why does the Canadian Government not clearly live up to the
implication left with the people of Canada? Why does it not make
a contribution toward disarmament instead of moving in the
opposite direction?

In response, Mr. Clark stated:

Mr. Speaker, my words are clear. They are on the record, and they

5 Ibid., p. 9546.
6 Ibid., p. 9547.
7 Ibid..
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have just been read by the leader of the New Democratic Party. He
drew an interpretation from them that he claims is a legitimate
interpretation. I would quarrel with that. I think my words
speak for themselves.

On 19 January 1988, Liberal MP Douglas Frith asked the Secretary of State
for External Affairs:

Why does Canada not cease the testing of the Cruise and demand
that Canada's long term foreign policy objectives ang defence
interests be given top priority in the START agenda?

Mr. Clark replied that:

If an ally of the United States took an action that broke the
solidarity of the West on questions in negotiation with the Soviet
Union that would weaken the prospects of progress being made in
those negotiations. That may be in the interest of the Liberal
party of Cansda... but it is certainly not the position of this
Government.l

On 25 March 1988, NDP member Pauline Jewett put forward a motion to end
cruise missile testing. Previously introduced in the House in March 1987,
the motion read:

That in the opinion of the House, the Government should consider
the advisability of giving notice, under the terms of the weapons
testing umbrella agreement with the United Statei for the
termination of cruise missile testing in Canada. 1

8 Ibid..

9 Commons Debates, 19 January 1988, p. 12059.

10 1pid..
11 Commons Debates, 25 March 1988, p. 14156.
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Ms. Jewett noted an "enormous and tragic" increase in cruise missile
development over the last two years. Expressing concern regarding Canadian
involvement in the US Air Defence Initiative (ADI), and possible involvement
in the testing of the Advanced Cruise Missile (ACM) in the future, she
stated:

When we read about these developments ... we think of the constant
buildup and the modernization that has taken place... and we
wonder what has happened to arms control. We wonder what the
government is thinking about. So far at least, it has given only
a military response to the modernization of the cruise. It has
signed on to the US Air Defence Initiative which is supporting the
development of a supersonic cruise of a first strike capability.
We have apparently, gladly signed on... We will, theisfore
undoubtedly be testing the advanced cruise missiles.

Ms. Jewett also pointed to a Tack of Canadian initiative with regard to

negotiated cuts in superpower cruise missile arsenals. She stated that the
Government:

...has said nothing at all about the importance of pursuing
negotiated cuts in cruise missile arsenals rather than the
superpowers engaging in activities that encourage enhancement and
modernization of cruise missile arsenals. As fas as I can
determine the Government has not pressed upon the superpowers the
absolute necessity of including cuts on both sides in cruise
missile arsenals at the START talks in Geneva.l3

Referring to the results of the Gallup poll on cruise missile testing
conducted earlier that month, she concluded by urging an end to cruise
missile tests:

...we should, as this motion suggests give notice now. Canadian

12 1pid., p. 14157.

13 1bid..
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public opinion wants to see all the response to the modernization
of the cruise missile, not the testing of it, not the testing of
the new radar avoiding cruise missiles but rather the pressing on
the superpowers, in all fora for cuts in cruise missile arsenals
and the elimination of cruise missile modernization. _The Canadian
public wants to see an end to cruise missile testing.

Liberal MP Andre Ouellet supported the motion, stating:

Clearly, as the situation has evolved there is no reason for the
Canadian Government to pursue the same position in regard to
cruise missile testing. It is clear that the recent agreement
between President Reagan and Mr. Gorbachev has changed the
situation and does not force the Canadian GovernTgnt to continue
to allow this testing to take place on our soil.

Conservative MP Michel Champagne, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister
for External Relations, voiced opposition to the NDP resolution, noting:

Without the Alliance's solidarity and determination to maintain a
credible nuclear deterrent force,it is doubtful that the Soviet
Union would have accepted to resume the Geneva negotiations...
which have finally resulted in the elimination of a class of
weapons. The same solidarity and determination will be necessary
to achieve any progress on the reduction of strategic systems. A
unilateral decision by Canada to terminate airborne cruise missile
testing in Canada would have detrimental effects on the Alliance's
strategic deterrent force and would jeopardize_the solidarity
which has proven so efficient in the INF area.

Expiration of the time provided for consideration of private members'

14 1pid..
15 Ibid., p. 14160.
16 1hiq..
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business precluded a vote on the NDP motion.

On 13 June 1988, Liberal Member André Ouellet inquired about the
Government's policy on cruise missile testing after referring to complaints
from the Canadian Peace Alliance that it had failed to receive pertinent
answers from the Government on questions that it had raised earlier that
day. Mr. Ouellet asked:

In view of the USA-USSR agreement banning intermediate-range
nuclear forces in Europe, is the Deputy Prime Minister now in a
position to declare %hat cruise missile testing in Canada will no
longer be accepted?1

Minister of National Defence Perrin Beatty replied:

...the INF agreement...which was a result of the two-track
decision taken by NATO, deals only with the issue of ground-
launched cruise missiles. Submarine-launched and air-launched
cruise missiles are not covered by the agreement. Our hope would
be to have them covered under the START talks....At the present
time we continue to find Soviet long-range bombers approaching the
Canadian air defence identification zone. The purpose of
those...bombers is to carry the air-launched cruise missile. The
air-launched cruise missile continues to be a threat to Canada's
security. It is appropriate that Canada should continue to test
an unarng guidance system of an air-launched cruise missile in
Canada.
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18. CANADA-US: NORAD

Background

On 7 August 1957 the North American Air Defence Command (NORAD) was formed
on an interim basis between Canada and the United States. It began
operations on 12 September 1957, and was established formally by the two
governments on 12 May 1958.

NORAD was the result of many years of continental defence co-operation
between Canada and the United States following the Second World War. Its
purpose was to defend against air attack on North America, particularly from
the Soviet bomber force. For Canada, a major concern from NORAD's
conception was the effect it would have on Canadian sovereignty. NORAD's
commander is an American, while a Canadian officer holds the Deputy
Commander position.

The NORAD agreement, initially of ten years' duration, established an
integrated headquarters exercising operational control over both nations'
forces dedicated to continental defence. At the outset, the Command
included both active and passive defence systems with a joint fighter-
interceptor force and a series of radar nets across the continent. These
nets included the Pinetree Line, built in 1951, at 500 North latitude; the
Mid-Canada Line, completed in 1954, at 550 North latitude; and the Distant
Early Warning (DEW) Line, completed in 1957, at 700 North latitude.

As the threat assessment evolved, NORAD's resources also changed. The
development of the intercontinental ballistic missile (ICBM) in particular,
lessened the need for bomber defence. By 1965, the 98 detection stations of
the Mid-Canada Line--the only system built, designed and financed solely by
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Canada--were deactivated. The number of DEW Line and Pinetree Line
installations was reduced from 78 to 31 and from 39 to 15, respectively.
From its height between 1958 to 1962 of nearly 250,000 (including 17,000
Canadians), the manpower available to NORAD had decreased to approximately
64,000 (including 6,700 Canadians) in 1985. Canadian financial
contributions have traditionally been about 10 percent of the annual total
of $6.8 billion (in 1985 dollars).

In May 1968 the NORAD agreement was renewed for the first time for a period
of five years. The renewed agreement included two changes: one, clarifying
that either party could nullify the agreement after review and a period of
notice of one year; and second, the insertion of a clause stating that the
NORAD agreement would "not involve in any way a Canadian commitment to
participate in an active ballistic missile defence." The 1973 renewal of
the agreement was for two years only to allow for re-evaluation of the
strategic situation. Both the existence of a substantial Soviet ICBM force
and developments within the Strategic Arms Limitation Talks (SALT) prompted
this reassessment.

The 1975 renewal recognized the changed strategic circumstances, namely a
higher degree of mutual and stable deterrence and a less significant long-
range bomber threat. The NORAD function to warn of bomber attack and
provide some Timited defence remained. In addition, reflecting the
increased emphasis on ICBMs, NORAD was charged with providing space
surveillance and warning and assessment of ballistic missile attack to
ensure an effective response should deterrence fail. These new tasks
involved the development and maintenance of new surveillance systems,
including the Ballistic Missile Early Warning System (BMEWS) and the
Satellite Early Warning System (SEWS), although Canada's involvement was

quite minimal.
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As a result of a continuing debate in Canada on NORAD and an upcoming
election, the 1980 Agreement was for a single year. In March 1981 the
agreement was renewed for five years with two important changes for Canada.
First, in recognition of the changing nature of the arrangement and the
threat it was meant to answer, the title was changed to North American
Aerospace Defence Command (emphasis added). Second, the 1981 Agreement also
removed the Anti-Ballistic Missile (ABM) clause which had been inserted in
1968. Officials attributed this change to the fact that the United States
did not have an ABM system at the time, as well as the desire to avoid any
suggestion that either Canada or the United States would breach the ABM
Treaty. Some analysts have argued that the change was made so as not to
preclude any future ABM possibilities.

In August 1984, with the coming into operation of two, co-located Canadian
Region Operations Control Centres (ROCCs) at North Bay, Ontario, Canada took
over full command and control of NORAD operations within its own airspace.
Previously, a significant amount of Canadian airspace had been under the
command and control of US facilities.

At the Quebec City Summit on 18 March 1985, Canada and the United States
signed a Memorandum of Understanding to collaborate on an extensive
modernization of NORAD's assets. Most important, the Memorandum set out the
terms for the construction of the North Warning System (NWS) to replace the
DEW Line.

The modernization programme included the following:

- a system of four very-long-range Over-the-Horizon Backscatter (OTH-B)
radars to be deployed in the United States (one in Alaska and three in
the continental United States) to monitor the eastern, western and
southern approaches to North America;
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- the North Warning System consisting of 13 long-range (11 in Canada) and
39 short-range (36 in Canada) radars located along the northern
periphery of the continent;

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

- upgrading of forward operating locations and dispersed operating bases
to accommodate fighter and AWACS aircraft; and

- improvements to the command, control and communications (C3) elements
of the system.

The modernization programme will cost over $7 billion, of which Canada will
contribute 12 per cent (about $840 million). The programme is scheduled to
be fully completed by 1992.

The Canadian commitment to the programme includes: meeting all the
communication needs of the North Warning System; integration of the radars
with the ROCCs in North Bay, Ontario; design and building of any new
facilities required by the NWS in Canada; 40 percent financing of the $1.3
billion NWS system (a 60/40 cost-sharing ratio also applies to operational
and maintenance costs of the NWS); managing the final stages of the
programme after 1989; and complete operational control of the NWS in Canada
upon its completion. Canada will also be involved, to a limited extent, in
the manning of the OTH-B radars and the AWACS.

On 19 March, 1986 Canada and the United States renewed the NORAD Agreement
for a further five years without any changes.

In March 1987 Canada announced the locations of the five forward operating
lTocations for NORAD fighter-interceptors as being Rankin Inlet, Inuvik,
Yellowknife, and Iqaluit in the Northwest Territories, and Kuujjuaq in
Quebec. Canada and the US will share equally the cost of their development.
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The first five long-range radars of the NWS, the westernmost of the
Canadian-based ones, became operational in November 1987. Construction of
the remaining six Canadian NWS long-range radars in the Eastern Arctic,
Labrador and Baffin Island began in Spring 1988, with completion scheduled
for Fall 1988. The first OTH-B radar, on the east coast of the United
States, is due to come into service by mid-1988. In Spring 1989
construction is to begin on the first of the 39 short-range NWS radars.
This system will be completed by Fall 1992.

Current Canadian Position

The Government remains fully committed to its membership in and support of
NORAD. In September, 1987 Defence Minister Beatty was able to celebrate
NORAD's thirtieth anniversary with a testing of the newly installed
equipment for the NWS. On that occasion he stated:

. this system ... when completed will extend from Alaska, across
the Canadian Arctic and down the east coast of Labrador and will
provide clear warning of an attack on North America. It will
improve our ability to deter aggression and maintain peace. With
this modernization, Canadians can be confident that we are able to
deny any potential_aggressor the free and undetectable use of
Canadian airspace.

While visiting the ROCCs at North Bay, the Defence Minister related the
protection of North America to the security of Western Europe, declaring:
"We are conscious that a strong vigilant North America, with its important
industrial capability, makes the NATO job of preserving the peace in Europe

1 DND, News Release, 16 September 1987, p. 1.
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easier. And that is good for the prospects of global peace."2

As revealed in the 1987 Defence White Paper, Canada has also agreed to
participate in the United States' Air Defense Initiative (ADI). This is a
small (US$300 million) programme concentrating on research into radar
technologies that offer the promise of reliable detection of cruise missiles
with Stealth characteristics. Canada is also pursuing a $50-million
research and development programme for Canadian industry, in particular, on
space-based surveillance systems for the future. This project began in 1987
and will run for approximately seven years. Current studies aim at
determining the feasibility of space-based radar with "look-down" capability
for detecting Tow-flying objects.

Parliamentary Comment

In September 1986, Brigadier-General (Retired) C. Beattie and Brigadier-
General (Retired) K. Greenaway published an article arguing that the NWS had
been located too far south for purposes of protecting Canadian sovereignty.
They called for radars to be placed along the outer edge of the Canadian
Arctic Archipelago, not Timited to the vicinity of 700 North, as at
present.3 Before the House Standing Committee on National Defence (SCND),
New Democrat member Derek Blackburn asked Defence Minister Beatty whether
the NWS had been "misplaced geographically", in favour of the United States,
leaving gaps in coverage of Canadian territory. Mr Beatty replied that he
knew such concerns had been raised and that the Government had pursued the

2 DND News Release, 18 September 1987, p. 1.

3 Beattie, C. E. and Greenaway, K. R., "Offering Up Canada's North,"
Northern Perspectives, Vol. 14, No. 4, September 1986, pp. 5-8.
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practicality of basing the NWS further north. However, "If we were to do
that, we would cost ourselves in the range I believe, of hundreds of
millions of dollars more. Yet the difficulty would still exist".4 Stating
that a gap over the Beaufort Sea presents a problem that cannot be solved by
land-based radars, the Defence Minister suggested that the only cost-
effective solution was radar coverage by AWACS aircraft. He added that the
temporary nature of the NWS made further expenditure on it even less
warranted:

We see the North Warning System as being a major improvement over
the old DEW Line, but as being a stop-gap. The next generation of
technology will be space-based radars, which will give us much
more comprehensive coverage....The North Warning System provides
only a tripwire today....Space-based radar will enable you to
track anything that flies throughout the whole of its activities.?

He continued to say that it was necessary for Canada to obtain space-based
radar technology to defend North America against air-breathing, including

cruise missile, attack.6

Regarding the cost of such a space-based system, Mr. Beatty argued that it
would be put in place regardless of Canadian participation or financing.
Mr. Healey, DND's Assistant Deputy Minister for Materiel, referred to the
$50 million programme the DND is financing for space-system research and -
development as the beginning of a process to prepare Canada for

participation in space-based surveillance:

In the final analysis, we would see the space-based radar being a

4 SCND Proceedings, Issue #30, 23 March 1988, p. 22.
5 Ibid..

6 Ibid., p. 23.
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joint project, where we would have an invisible share in Canadian
industry and a share of the output of the radar.’

NORAD has also received attention over the past year as a result of the
Democratic Party's declared intention to cancel the agreement if elected.
In its international security policy paper, Canada's Stake in Common

Security, released in April 1988, the NDP argues that the nature of the
Agreement has changed. It believes that NORAD is drawing Canada closer te
the United States' Strategic Defense Initiative (SDI), and that it has a
detrimental effect on Canadian sovereignty. In the words of the Report,
“we believe that NORAD is being drawn into a central place in the strateg
of the current US Administration for fighting a protracted nuclear war."8

The NDP proposes, if elected, to replace the current agreement:

We will negotiate before 1991 a new agreement, shorn of any links
to ballistic missile defence, with the United States, to devise --
under Canada's leadership and management -- improved peacetime
surveillance and an improved warning system in the event of crisis
or war. We will extend Canada's own monitoring and surveillance
of our Arctic coastal areas with the best available technology --
to the 1imit of our political, technical and financial capacity.9

In response to a question in the House of Commons on the implications of :
|
Canadian withdrawal from NORAD, Defence Minister Beatty stated: :

The effect of such a policy would be to cost Canada any influence

7 Ibid..

8 NDP International Affairs Committee, Canada's Stake in Common
Security, April 1988, p. 23.

9 Ibid., pp. 24-25.

CaN
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in setting alliance policy for arms control or defence. It would
drive up the cos{ to Canada of air defence of North America by
some $5 billion.10

In his speech before The Canada Conference III on 7 February 1988 in

Vancouver, Liberal Party leader John Turner stated his position on the NORAD
alliance:

...l strongly believe that Canada must maintain its membership in
the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) and North American
Aerospace Defence (NORAD), and commit iti?]f to becoming a more
active participant in their discussions.
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19. CANADA-US: SPACE STATION

Background

In his State of the Union address in January 1984, President Reagan
announced the beginning of a United States project to build a space station,
and invited the allies to participate. In response, the Canadian Government
commissioned studies on the potential costs and benefits of participation in
the project, and on 30 March 1985 it announced its commitment in principle.
Similar commitments by the 13-member European Space Agency (ESA) and Japan
have promised to make the project the largest international space venture
ever undertaken.

The space station would be built, in space, over a period of two years, and
would be expected to be operational by 1994.

The Canadian contribution to the project would consist of construction of a
Mobile Servicing Centre (MSC), to service the instruments and payloads of
the station, aid in the deployment and retrieval of satellites and aid in
the construction of the station itself. In return for this contribution,
Canada would receive preferred access to all of the station's facilities.

The ESA is developing an orbiting laboratory for the station, as well as two
free-flying spacecraft. A laboratory for space biology research, and an
unpressurized facility for space experiments, would be developed by Japan.

In 1986, the cost of the space station was estimated at $12 billion, of
which the United States would contribute $8 billion, the ESA about $2
billion, Japan $1 billion and Canada approximately $800 million.
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On 7 April 1987, in a letter to Secretary of State George Shultz, US
Secretary of Defense Caspar Weinberger stated that the United States should
be prepared to undertake the space station project alone rather than accept
any limitations that would preclude unilateral US decisions to use it for
military activities. This brought international negotiations on the projec
to a temporary halt while the US Departments of Defense and of State moved
to settle the dispute.

More recently, the estimated costs of the space station have increased well

beyond the earlier projections. Current estimates now range from $14-$30
billion (US) for the total programme. Canadian Minister of State (Science

and Technology) Frank Oberle confirmed in March 1988 that Canada's costs ha
risen to $1.2 billion--a 50% increase over earlier estimates.

Current Canadian Position

On 9 December 1987, after more than a year of negotiations, Canada and the *
United States concluded a Memorandum of Understanding detailing Canada's

role in the space station, and the conditions under which it would
participate. Included in the text of the memorandum is a provision a]lowind
for Canadian withdrawal from the project, and for reimbursement of any monqi
it has spent, if the United States uses the station for military purposes
unacceptable to Canada. The agreement would govern the operations of the

space station for 30 years. Minister of State (Science and Technology),

Frank Oberle, commented:

... the space station will perhaps be the single largest
repository of new technologies and ideas that will be
generated in the early part of the next century. It is
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critically important. ... it is important to us that the
concept on which the invitation to Canada was based is
maintained. It is important that it remain a civilian ?nd
peaceful exercise. We shall not have it any other way.

Referring to the Memorandum of Understanding (MOU), the Minister continued:

We have this assurance and I can further assure ... that
the MOU that has now been negotiated will provide
additional safeguards tg ensure that our strong position in
this area is respected.

The agreement was then submitted to Cabinet for consideration.

The rising costs of Canada's contribution to the space station prompted the
Cabinet to consider money-saving measures. The options reportedly
considered included: scaling down the commitment so as to bring it in line
with the cost originally anticipated (ie. $800 million); paying the extra
money and proceeding as planned; or pulling Canada out of the project
entirely.

On 21 April 1988 Robert de Cotret, Minister of Regional Industrial Expansion
and Minister of State for Science and Technology, and Frank Oberle, Minister
of State (Science and Technology), announced increased funding of $388
million, for a total of $1.185 billion, for Canada's role in the design,
development, operation and use of the Space Station to the year 2000. In an
overview of the project, Mr de Cotret noted:

...I will be informing our international partners that Canada has
confirmed its investment in the Space Station project, a venture
which will extend human reach beyond our planet. As our

1 Commons Debates, 14 December 1987, p. 11739.

2 1bid..
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contribution... Canada will design and build the mobile servicing
system, an intelligent roving robot which will play a critical
role in the construction and operation of the orbiting space
center. Our investment, in dollar terms, will be $1.2 billion to
the turn of the century. This will pay the cost of developing
hardware and state-of-the-art technologies to build the system and
include programs to help apply these technologies on earth and to
prepare Canadians to exploit the R&D facilities aboard the Space
Station. It will also cover Canada's share of the ... operating
costs.

In return for its investment, Mr. Oberle observed, Canada would receive 3
per cent use of all Space Station facilities, including those of other
partners; and be entitled to provide Space Station crew members (the
equivalent of one astronaut for a six-month period every two years)4. Mr.
de Cotret went on to state that almost all of the money would be spent in
Canada, largely in industries and universities. This would create a
technology base for the future, while producing an estimated $5 billion in
spinoffs and 80,000 person-years of employment. The Minister also noted

that all regions of the country would share in the benefits of the program.5

Parliamentary Comment

On 14 December 1987, Liberal member William Rompkey commented on the
Memorandum of Understanding reached between the United States and Canada on
the Space Station:

3 Speaking Guide for Mr. de Cotret, 21 April 1988.
4 Speaking Notes for Mr. Oberle, 21 April 1988.
5 Speaking Guide for Mr. de Cotret, 21 April 1988.
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We in the Liberal Party have taken the position all along that
Canada should participate in the space station only if it is used
for peaceful purposes and only if there is no military use of that
space station. There is still no confirmation that that has been
agreed to. There is still no confirmation that the Government has
reached agreement with the Americans that there will be no
military use.b

Later, Mr. Rompkey asked the Minister of State (Science and Technology)
Frank Oberle:

How can the Minister have a commitment not to participate in
military use of the space station and at the same time have a
money back guarantee if they do? Does that not reflect
equivocation, doubt and uncertainty? When is a decision going to
be made one wa¥ or the other; yes it is going to be military or,
no, it is not?

Responding to the question, Mr. Oberle noted:

I did not say that we will walk away and get our money back, "if"
... The fact is I was in Washington last week to look at the text
which had been negotiated and to remove a couple of minor
irritants that had to be discussed at a higher level. The
military aspect has not changed from the time the President and
our Prime Minister (Mr. Mulroney) agreed to cooperate with this
enterprise.8

Elaborating further, the Minister stated:

What I think the Cabinet will be considering will be a
participation in line with the invitation. It will be a civilian
peaceful exercise. We have built into this concept of a dispute

6 Commons Debates, 14 December 1987, p. 11734-35.

7 1bid., p. 11742.
8 Ibid..
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mechanism, ... and we have built certain safeguards into the MOU,
which I will be recommending to Cabinet, that would permit us in
the event - never mind militarization, which would be one aspect -
that we do not Tike the management regime agreed to by the
Europeans and Japanese, if we do not like any aspects of this
thing later on, to perhaps sell our assets to other partners. It
may well be a situation where we get this thing up there and the
cost becomes so horrendous we can no longer participate.

Concerning costs, NDP member Michael Cassidy commented on the likelihood of
the Canadian contribution escalating to about $1.3 billion:

What is instructive about that is that that is equal to the total
space program that has been enunciated for the course of the next
13-15 years. On top of all that, the carrying and operating costs
for Canada's participation in the space station are estimated to
be a possible $30 million a year. That is more than is currently
being spent on all of the space science in Canada. That, too,
raises some very serious problems. This one prestige Yroject o
is quite profoundly distorting Canada's space program. 0

Cassidy also speculated upon the prospect of military use of the space
station. Criticizing the Canada-US Memorandum of Understanding, he stated:

What has the Minister got? He has an agreement in the Memorandum
of Understanding ... that, if the Americans try to do something
that is too overtly military in the space station, then we can ask
them to buy us out. Is that not ridiculous? In other words we
have not got the specific commitment Canada should have sought and
insisted upon, that before we participated ... the Americans
clearly and unequivocally promise they will_pot use the space
station as a part of the Star Wars program.

9 Ibid..
10 1bid., p. 11743.
11 1bid., p. 11744.
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On 21 April 1988, NDP member Howard McCurdy asked Prime Minister Brian
Mulroney for assurances that additional funds for the project would not be
taken out of the $1.3 billion that the Government had committed to
fundamental research, largely to be conducted in universities, in January
1988. In addition, Mr. McCurdy asked for some indication of where the
extra money would in fact come from. In response, Prime Minister Mulroney
stated:

The large increase of investment in science and technology will go
the education route, in substantial measure. It will, with the
blessing of ths universities, go for the Canada Science
Scho]ar‘ships.1

On 19 May 1988 Liberal Member David Berger raised the issue of the
distribution of economic benefits arising from Canada's participation in the
Space Station. Referring to Quebec's share of the benefits, Mr. Berger
stated:

On several occasions [the] Government has formally promised that
Quebec would get 35 per cent of the economic spin-offs derived
from our participation in the American Space Station. According
to the figures obtained from the Department of Regional Industrial
Expansion and Science ?nd Technology, Quebec will get only 25 per
cent of the spin-offs. 3

He then asked the Prime Minister if he could explain:

...why the Government does not live up to its commitment to
provide Quebec with 35 per cent of the economic spinoffs? 4

12 commons Debates, 21 April 1988, p. 14695.

13 Commons Debates, 19 May 1988, p. 15628.

14 1pid..
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On behalf of the Prime Minister, Mr. Bernard Valcourt, Minister of State for
Small Businesses and Tourism, and for Indian Affairs and Northern
Development, replied:

The avowed purpose of the Canadian government which has been
expressed on many occasions, is to make sure that Quebec will get
35 per cent of all economic spin-offs resulting from Canadian
participation in the space program, including RADARSAT, MSAT and
the Space S}gtion. That is the position of the Canadian
Government.
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20. THE DEFENCE BUDGET AND THE WHITE PAPER ON DEFENCE

Background

Total planned budgetary expenditures for the Canadian Government in 1988-89
equal $132.25 billion. Of this, $11.1 billion will be spent by the
Department of National Defence (DND). In addition, as agreed through a
ministerial review, the DND will receive a further $60 million in 1988-89
towards construction of a second batch of Canadian Patrol Frigates. The
total defence budget estimates of $11.2 billion represent a real growth of
2.7 per cent over the 1987-88 forecast expenditures of $10.55 billion. With
a 3.3 per cent inflation rate factored into the calculation, Canada's 1988-1‘

89 defence budget equals 8.4 per cent of the total Canadian budget,
remaining equal to that of 1987-88. The $200 million deferral from the
defence budget in 1987-88 was restored to the 1987-88 defence budget
estimates in February 1988.

Personnel costs represent the largest component of the current defence
budget, at over 40 per cent. The next largest component--about 26 per cent f
of the main estimates--is capital expenditures. Five major equipment
acquisition programmes--the Canadian Patrol Frigate, Low Level Air Defence,
the Tribal Class Destroyer Update and Modernization, CF-18 fighter aircraft:
modernization, and the North American Air Defence system update--account for
approximately 50 per cent of the capital expenditures (see Defence--Major
Equipment Acquisitions section).

A new system for establishing defence budgets has been agreed to within the
Government, involving a base two per cent yearly increase along with

additional funding to be determined in annual Cabinet review. This method
was announced in the June 1987 Defence White Paper. Its purpose is to allow

I
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for long-term planning in the Department's budgetary process over the next
fifteen years, particularly with major equipment procurement in mind. The
first five-year plan provides $1.4 billion for the patrol frigates above the
guaranteed 2 per cent growth rate. This is broken down as follows: 1988-
89, $60 million; 1989-90, $175 million; 1990-91, $411 million; 1991-92,
$367 million; and 1992-93, $387 million.

Current Canadian Position

Questions have been raised among defence critics and analysts as to the
adequacy of the agreed-upon financing formula for covering the costs of the
programmes outlined in the White Paper. The Canadian Business Council on
National Issues, for example, has stated the need for an increase in the
defence budget of three per cent after inflation in order for Canada to meet
its commitments.l It also notes that informal estimates suggest a minimum
requirement of four per cent real annual growth.

In an interview by Canada's Defence News Bulletin, Defence Minister Perrin

Beatty explained the Government's predicament:

Every single aspect of government spending is finding itself
under very tight constraints today, and will for the
foreseeable future, at least until the debt-to-GNP ratio is
reduced -- which could be into the early '90's. As a
consequence, there are tremendous pressures on every dollar
that is available for the government to spend. It's as
simple as that. There must be a continuation of the
political will to re-equip the armed forces.?

1 Globe & Mail, 14 October 1987.

2 The Wednesday Report (Canada's Defence News Bulletin), Vol. 1, No.
16, 23 September 1987, p. 3.
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In fact, the White Paper's architects are reported to have assumed at least
a five per cent annual budget increase after inflation.3

The Defence Minister, however, is optimistic about the funding formula
agreed upon:

We've reached an agreement on a formula for financing which I
think is good and fair. It gives me sufficient certainty to be
able to go ahead and launch the White Paper and retains for
Cabinet the ability to regu]ati the pace at which various large,
capital projects come on-line.

Mr. Beatty does not discount the possibility of changes in the procurement
programme in the future:

We'll have a rolling five-year plan adjusted annually. It will
allow us each year to push the horizon out another year to talk
about what new capital programs we should be getting into during
that period. It will also mean that as we report to Parliament on
our estimates there will be a fine-tuning of the White Paper. I
expect that over the next fifteen years we will see developments
taking place -- for example, in arms gontro] -- that could
substantially affect our procurement.

Another policy area which received attention in the White Paper and over the
past year was the Reserves. Decisions were made to increase the size of the
Reserves by 2000 members in 1988-89, raising the level to approximately

3 James Bagnall, "Beatty's Doctrine," Financial Post, 16 November 1987,
p. 45.

4 David Cox, "Sovereignty and Security: Canada's New Defence Policy,"
Canadian Business Review, Autumn 1987, p. 9.

5 Ibid., pp. 9-10.
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23,000. The Reserves were also granted pay increases averaging 4.5 per cent
for the Primary Reserve Force. Budget estimates for the Reserves equal
approximately $419 million for 1988-89, up from $398 million in 1987-88.
DND plans to have an established Primary Reserve Force of about 65,000
members by the year 2003. In addition, a Supplementary Reserve Force of
25,000 is planned by 1992. While no firm amount has been budgeted for
equipment in the Reserve revitalization programme, the cost has been
estimated at $1.9 billion over the next fifteen years.6 Lt.-General James

Fox has stated that the cost of tripling the number of Canada's Reserves

over the next 15 years will be approximately $9.2 billion.’
Finally, DND is also looking to acquire a replacement for Canada's main

battle tank, the Leopard I. It has been estimated that this will cost
approximately $2.4 billion. Procurement would begin in about four years.8

Parliamentary Comment

Before the Standing Committee on National Defence, Defence Minister Beatty
was asked whether in addition to the two per cent floor rate, DND would

require $50 billion from now to the year 2002. Mr. Beatty responded that it
was impossible to put firm figures on the cost. He continued:

But as we indicated in the White Paper, we cannot finance the
White Paper on two percent real growth. We indicated that as

6 John Best, "Excitement over belief that new era dawning for reserve
forces," Ottawa Citizen, 24 June 1988, p. E3.

7 Globe and Mail, 2 May 1988, p. AA4.

8 John Best, "New, Stronger Commitment to NATO's Central Region in
Germany," Ottawa Citizen, 24 June 1988, p. Fl.
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major capital projects come on stream I would be going back to my

colleagues on an annual basis with our forecast expenditures, and

we would be seeking bumps above the line.... This is what they did
in the case of SRP-2 [frigates]. We got roughly 60 percent of the
cashflow for SRP-2 put above the line....9

In a question from NDP member Derek Blackburn, Mr. Beatty was asked what the
total cost of the White Paper would be. He responded:

I can tell you what the financing formula we are talking about
would generate in terms of funds. We are talking there about
between $180 billion and $200 billion over the course of the next
15 years. That is purely mechanical extrapolation of the
financing formula over where we stood.

Mr. Blackburn further queried whether the Defence budget would be over the
line every year. He also referred to documents estimating the potential
spread of the White Paper's procurement costs between $182.3 billion and
$238.86 billion. Mr. Beatty stated:

A11 this depends on what we have above the line and the rate of
procurement we are looking at. In the case of the submarines, for
example, the $8 billion we are talking about there ii spread over
27 years. It goes well beyond the planning period.

When pressed on whether some programmes may have to be sacrificed for
others, Mr. Beatty reaffirmed the Government's commitment to the White
Paper: "The government has signed on for it. They have said they approve
of it and they believe it is appropriate in terms of acquisitions during
that period."12 With the frigate funding as a precedent, the Minister

9 ScnD Proceedings, Issue No. 30, 23 March 1988, p. 14.

10 1bid., p. 20.
11 1bid., p. 20.
12 1pid., p. 21.
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voiced his approval of the funding system: "It has been very helpful...in
setting a useful example to be followed, I think in terms of procedure."13
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21. DEFENCE--MAJOR EQUIPMENT ACQUISITIONS
Background

The Department of National Defence (DND) has been involved in a number of
major equipment acquisition projects for the Canadian Armed Forces (CAF)
over the past year. These include both projects which have come about as a
consequence of the Defence White Paper, issued in June 1987, and projects
which preceded the White Paper.

On 16 April 1986, the DND announced the awarding of the contract for a Low-
Level Air Defence (LLAD) system for the CAF. The Oerlikon-Buhrle Litton
consortium received the contract of $1.138 billion (1987 dollars) to
provide the CAF with its air defence anti-tank system (ADATS), with expected
delivery beginning in October 1988. Through the contract the CAF will
acquire 36 ADATS and 20 35mm twin guns with 10 accompanying fire-control
systems. The system will be deployed at CAF bases at Baden-Soellingen and
Lahr, West Germany as well as with the Canadian Air Sea Transportable (CAST)
Brigade, whose current role is to be ready for deployment in Norway in the
event of crisis (this obligation is scheduled to cease in November 1989, at
which time the CAST will be assigned to the defence of the European Central
Front). The LLAD system is being manufactured in St. Jean sur Richelieu,
Quebec, and is scheduled for completion in 1991.

Though a programme for the CAF to acquire a replacement for its heavy truck
fleet had begun in 1983, the recent White Paper's reference to the current
shortfall in logistic support added greater impetus to awarding a contract.
On 5 February 1987, Associate Defence Minister Paul Dick announced that the
team of Urban Transportation Development Corp. (UTDC) Inc. of Kingston,
Ontario--85 percent owned by Lavalin Industries Ltd.--and Stayr-Daimler-Puch
of Austria would fill an order for 1,122 heavy trucks. Over $310 million
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(1987) has been budgeted for the purchase. The trucks will replace the
current fleet of 800 five-ton trucks, 40 percent of which were acquired
between 1953-63. The remaining 60 percent were built in 1975-76.

The truck programme was not without controversy, as some of the short-listed
contenders for the contract sought to better their standing by offering
regional industrial benefits. UTDC itself suggested that some assembly may
take place in Nova Scotia. The three short-listed consortia not chosen
included: Montreal-based Bombardier Inc. with Oshkosh Truck Corp. of
Wisconsin; Canadian Kenworth Co. of Mississauga, Ontario with Saab-Scania AB
of Sweden; and General Motors of Canada Ltd. with MAN of West Germany.
Bombardier Ltd. pledged to establish a manufacturing plant west of Calgary,
Alberta, and GM offered to assemble some trucks in Nova Scotia. The DND
used Toad capacity, durability, logistics support and the ability of the
truck to manoeuvre on steep gradients as measures to evaluate the
contestants. The new trucks will commence service in the CAF in Spring
1989.

On August 30, during a visit by French Prime Minister Chirac, Prime Minister
Mulroney announced that Canada would purchase the French ERYX short-range,
anti-armour weapon. The purchase will take place over 10 years and cost
approximately $200 million. The weapons will enter service in 1990.

Also contained in the White Paper was a commitment to purchase six new
Aurora Long-range Patrol Aircraft (to supplement Canada's current fleet of
Aurora and Tracker aircraft), and a commitment to replace Canada's main
battle tank, the Leopard I. The main contenders for the tank replacement
programme, estimated to cost $2.4 billion, include the American M1Al, the
German Leopard II, the British Challenger II, and the French LeClerc.
Procurement of the new tanks would begin in about four years.
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Recently, the greatest emphasis in major equipment acquisition has been on
modernizing Canada's naval forces. The first element of the modernization
is the Tribal [class destroyers] Update and Modernization Project (TRUMP),
announced prior to the White Paper in May 1986.

TRUMP consists of a mid-life update for Canada's four DDH 280 destroyers,
which entered service in 1972-73. The destroyers will receive new command,
control, communication, and combat systems. The new combat systems will
provide defence against air and anti-ship missile attack as well as the
ability to defend other ships. The total estimated cost of the TRUMP is
$1.7 billion (1987). MWork on the first destroyer, the HMCS Algonquin, began
in November 1987 and is scheduled for completion by mid-1989. The
modernization of the HMCS Iroquois begins in November 1988. This work is
being done by Marine Industries Limited (MIL) of Montreal at their Davie
Shipyard in Lauzon, Quebec. Litton Systems Canada Ltd., the prime
contractor, has yet to award the sub-contract for modernizing the second
batch of two ships, HMCS Athabaskan and HMCS Huron. The Tast ship's
modernization is to be completed by August 1992.

The Canadian Patrol Frigate programme was initiated in 1983 for the
procurement of six ships. Total estimated cost for the programme is $4.9
billion (1987), with the St. John Shipbuilding Limited and Marine Industries
Ltd. of Montreal building three frigates each. The first of the new ships,
HMCS Halifax, was launched in May 1988. Work began on the second and third
ships, the HMCS Ville de Québec and HMCS Vancouver in May, and December
1987, respectively. The final ship is to be delivered by 1992.

The Government announced approval of the second phase of the Ship
Replacement Programme, to build six more frigates, in December 1987.

Whereas the first frigate contract was split between two companies, St. John
Shipbuilding was awarded the contract to build the entire second batch of
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frigates. These ships should enter service by 1996.

In August 1986, the Govermment granted approval for the Department of
National Defence to enter into the project definition stage for a new
shipborne aircraft (NSA). The NSA would replace Canada‘s current fleet of
35 Sea King helicopters, which entered service in 1963. Two helicopters
were in contention for the project: the Anglo-Italian EH-101, and the Fre
Aerospatiale As-332 Super Puma. On 5 August 1987, DND announced its choice
of the EH-101 helicopter. The project definition phase is now proceeding.
This involves settling contractual arrangements and determining whether or
not the helicopter can meet Canadian requirements. Between 28 and 51
aircraft are to be purchased, at an estimated cost of between $1.8-$2.8
billion (1987). E.H. Industries (Canada) Inc. is owned jointly by Westlanc¢
Helicopter of Britain and the Agusta Group of Italy. A team formed by
consisting of Bell Helicopter Textron of Mirabel, Quebec, Paramax
Electronics and Canadian Marconi of Montreal, IMP Group of Halifax, and
Sikorsky Aircraft of Stratford, Connecticut is handling the project. ‘lh.fp

[V

NSA's primary functions are anti-submarine warfare (ASW) and anti-ship
surveillance and targetting. Its secondary roles consist of search and
rescue, medical evacuation, troop transport and communications. The projec
definition is to conclude by the end of 1989. '

On 3 March 1988, DND announced the acquisition of two mine counter-measure
(MCM) auxiliary vessels. These will serve mainly as training vessels for
the naval reserve and are expected to come into service in late 1988. The
ships to be acquired are as yet unspecified. A large programme to acquire
10 - 20 MCM vessels is also under consideration.

The greatest attention in relation to defence acquisitions has been focussd

on the Government's plan to acquire 10-12 nuclear-powered submarines (SSNs,
as outlined in the Defence White Paper. The Govermment's cost estimate fol

¥
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this project is $8 billion, to be spread over a 27-year programme 1ife-span.
The vessels will replace Canada's three diesel-propelled Oberon class
submarines currently in naval service.

Two classes of submarines are being considered for the purchase: the British
Trafalgar class SSN, designed by Vickers Shipbuilding and Engineering Ltd.;
and the French Rubis/Amethyste-class SSN, designed by Société de Navigation
Atomique (SNA). The characteristics of the two submarines vary
considerably. The Trafalgar-class vessel is nearly twice the size of the
Rubis/Amethyste SSN. Its maximum speed (submerged) is 32 knots, compared to
26 knots for the French vessel. The British submarine carries a crew of 97,
while the French has a crew of 66. The British vessel requires weapons-
grade fuel (defined as uranium enriched above 20%), whereas fuel for the
French design is less than 10% enriched. Another important difference is in
the price of the two contenders. The Trafalgar design is estimated to cost
$450-500 million each, compared to $320-350 million for the Amethyste/Rubis.
As a result of its size, however, the British vessel is able to carry more
detection and stealth-enhancing equipment, required for the performance of
anti-submarine, coastal patrol and surveillance duties. The British
submarine also has experience operating in the Arctic, of prime importance
to the role Canada expects of its SSNs.

A complicating factor in the decision-making process concerns two
international agreements. One, a 1959 agreement between Canada and the
United States, restricts the transfer of nuclear-related technology. This
agreement would have to be amended, requiring US Congressional approval, if
Canada chose to purchase the British submarine design. Second is the 1958
agreement between Britain and the United States governing the transfer of
American nuclear technology. Under this agreement, Britain must obtain the
consent of the United States before British nuclear submarines can be
purchased by Canada. The French vessel is under no such restrictions.
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In May 1988 it was announced that five Canadian companies interested in
receiving the prime contract for the submarine project had joined forces to
form the Canadian Submarine Consortium. The five include: Marine Industries
Ltd., Litton Systems Canada Ltd., Lavalin Inc., the SNC Group, and Halifax-
Dartmouth Industries Ltd.. Three other firms are competing for the
contract: Saint John Shipbuilding Ltd., Paramax Electronics Inc., and
Canadian Shipbuilding and Engineering Ltd. with Rockwell International of
Canada Ltd..

The Government expects to choose its preferred design by mid-1988, and is
planning to begin replacing the Oberon submarines in 1996.

Current Canadian Position

In announcing Cabinet approval for procuring six more patrol frigates on

December 8, 1987, Defence Minister Perrin Beatty stated:

This is the first concrete example of the implementation of the
White Paper... Canadian sailors are recognized as being among the
best in the world. Giving them these state-of-the-art ships to
match their abilities will dramatically increase Maritime
Command's operational effectiveness and serve Canada well into the
next century.

Supply and Services Minister Michel COté explained the rationale
behind the awarding of the contract to Saint John Shipbuilding Ltd.
(SJSL):

As a result of the original contract for the first batch of six

1 DND, News Release, 18 December 1987, p. 2.
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frigates, SJSL and Paramax have established the necessary
resources and infrastructure to construct the frigates and supply
the high technology combat systems at an economical price and
within the required timeframe. We intend to take advantage of
this opportunit¥ to provide our navy with the additional ships it
needs so badly.

In a letter published in the Ottawa Citizen on 9 December 1987, Mr. Beatty
addressed a number of issues concerning the acquisition of SSNs. These

included the function of the submarines, their operational gquidelines, and
cost. Critics have suggested that the submarines' role is not well-thought-
out and that the costs are under-estimated.

The Minister wrote that the vessels' purpose was to patrol Canada's three
oceans and, in the event of hostilities, to "keep enemy warships and
submarines as far as possible from our shores and from allied shipping
routes, military convoys, and other Canadian and allied interests."3 Hybrid
nuclear/diesel-electric submarines represented too great a risk, due to
their unproven technology, to be a viable alternative for Canada's submarine
fleet.

In answer to the charge that Canada's submarines would inevitably become
involved in the United States' maritime strategy, Mr. Beatty stated:

Canada's submarines enjoy the benefits of close cooperation with
the navies of our allies... That coordination will continue... It
is preposterous to suggest that, because we will be equipping the
Canadian Navy with a high performance vessel, we will inexorably
be committing those vessels to the dictates of some other nation's

2 Ibid..

3 Ottawa Citizen, 9 December 1987.
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operating philosophy.4

The $8 billion estimate for the programme, Beatty explained, included the
price of the vessels' shore-based support infrastructure and training
facilities. Over the 27-year life of the project this would amount to
approximately $300 million per year, representing about 3 percent of the
total annual defence budget and 10 percent of the annual capital equipment
budget.

The SSNs would provide Canada with "lTeading-edge" military technology to
contribute to the protection of Canadian sovereignty. The Minister
declared: "The essential issue is that Canada must have the ability to
detect and track foreign submarines in Canadian waters--a capability we do
not now have." The submarines would perform under “precise rules of
engagement", as determined by the Government under the prevailing

circumstances.

The Government summed up its position on recent procurement projects for t
navy as follows:

These new submarines, together with the frigates, helicopters and
long-range patrol aircraft, will provide Canada with a credible,
balanced mix of forces essential to permit our navy to perform its
maritime tasks.>

4 1bid..
5 Defence Update, 1988-1989, p. 10.
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Parliamentary Comment

Considerable Parliamentary comment occurred over the past year on the issues
of the patrol frigate programme and the acquisition of nuclear-powered
submarines.

In regard to the frigate programme, controversy arose over the distribution
of shipbuilding contracts. Mr. Gabriel Fontaine, Progressive Conservative
member from Lévis, suggested that the Department of National Defence obtain
hard evidence to prove the prime contractor's claim that it would cost $80
million more per frigate to share the contract.® He also questioned
relying on a single contractor as a supplier of defence equipment:

“...strategically, technically, and economically, there is not a
single country where the armed forces rely on a single supplier.
We should certainly not be the first!"/

After the contract had been awarded to Saint John Shipbuilding Limited, Mrs.
Shirley Martin, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Public Works,
defended the Government's rationale:

We have two primary objectives which guide our [shipbuilding]
policy, the rationalization of our shipbuilding industry and
regional development. The awarding of the frigate contract to
Saint John Shipbuilding proves the Government's commitment to
these objectives.8

6 Commons Debates, 5 November 1987, p. 10775.

7 Ibid..

8 Commons Debates, 28 January 1988, p. 12411.
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She indicated that portions of the contract would be carried out in other
regions, including approximately $800 million in Montreal by Paramax
Electronics for design, construction and integration of weapons-control
systems. She went on to describe the regional benefits of the frigate
project:

Calculated over the entire life of the 12-ship project, the
breakdown is slightly different: 37 percent to Atlantic Canada; 33
percent to Quebec; and 30 percent to Ontario and Western Canada.
Over the course of the next nine years, the construction of the
six patrol frigates will represent the equivalent of 14000 person-
years of employment, with more than half the jobs going to workers
in the At]ant;c region alone where employment opportunities are
most welcome.

On 1 June 1988, Liberal Member Brian Tobin asked the Acting Prime Minister
whether he was aware of correspondence between Saint John Shipbuilding and
Paramax "indicating numerous defaults by Paramex [sic] in meeting its
contractual obligations"? Mr. Tobin also asked whether regular audits of the
frigate programme had been conducted. The Honourable Stewart McInnes,
Minister of Public Works, replied that he was indeed aware of the
allegations, and added:

The audit for 1986 has been completed. We are half way through
the audit for 1987, and to date no irregularities or
dissatisfaction have been uncovered. We are monitoring the
situation_closely. We are happy with the progress of the
contract.10

In further questioning the next day in the House, Mr. Tobin made reference

9 Commons Debates, 28 January 1988, p. 12411,

10 Commons Debates, 1 June 1988, p. 15978.
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to internal company documents he possessed which revealed the company's
contract awarding process:

The documents...make clear that Paramax awarded contracts worth in
excess of $100 million, without tender or a competitive bidding
process, to affiliates of its U.S.-based parent company, Unisys.
Why has the Government approved of such an uncompetitive process
that would eliminate competition and therefore eliminate potential
savings to the taxpayer?

Minister of Supply and Services Otto Jelinek responded:

...because of the subcontract being a fixed contract, nothing went
outside the rules and regulations of the contract with the primary
contractor, Saint John Shipbuilding, in any way, shape or form.

Many issues have been raised in regard to the Canadian nuclear-powered
submarine acquisition programme. On 19 November 1987, Liberal member Doug
Frith asked to what extent Canada had entered into negotiations with the
United States in order to transfer SSN technology. Associate Minister of
National Defence, Paul Dick, responded:

««.It is not our responsibility to talk to the United States about
transferring that technology. It is the responsibility of the
British Government to see if it can get agreement from the United
States in order to transfer that technology.

The fact is that we have another option, which does not depend on
the United States at all, which is a very active option, that is,
looking at the nuclear-powered submarines made by France.l2

11 Commons Debates, 2 June 1988, p. 16061.

12 Commons Debates, 19 November 1987, pp. 10965-66.
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Mr. Derek Blackburn of the NDP raised the question of sovereignty, its
relation to the role of the submarines and their procurement.

I wish to know if the Minister could explain where the logic lies
in a defence program where we have virtually to beg for a transfer
of technology from the United States through the United Kingdom to
Canada, in order to protect the very sovereignty in our Arctic
that the United States objects to and refuses to accept?13

Mr. Dick replied:

.«.] thought the defence critic for the New Democratic Party was
aware that part of our commitment to NATO is to have surveillance
on the submarines of other countries which are in our quadrant.
We can hardly do that if we have a submarine that moves a Tot
slower than theirs.

The reason we must have a submarine of equal capability is to
maintain our_commitment to NATO and to assure our own security and
sovereignty.14

On 23 November 1987, Liberal member George Baker questioned the French
submarine, given its lack of ice-strengthening and the fact that it is not
currently designed to accommodate the Mark 48 torpedo Canada has chosen to
use in the submarines.

In response, the Honourable Harvie André, Minister of Consumer and Corporate
Affairs, assured the House that Canada's choice would have to meet CAF

specifications:

13 Commons Debates, 19 November 1987, p. 10966.

14 1bid..
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They would have to be modified to enable them to come through
Arctic ice and to operate in the Arctic environment. Both are
within the technical capabilities of current design.15

The question of the cost of the submarine programme was also raised

repeatedly throughout the year. A number of statements criticized

the Government's estimates of $7-8 billion as being inconsistent and too

low.

On 18 November 1987, Liberal Party Member Douglas Frith addressed the

Defence Minister:

Paul

The Minister's own Department has changed the original $5 billion
numbers upward to what is now estimated to be between $7.5 billion
and $8 billion. Consultants to the British Navy estimate the cost
of the programme at $11.25 billion. Would the Minister explain
the discrepancies between all of the numbers, and which numbers.is
the Department now using?16

Dick, Associate Minister of National Defence, responded:

The difference, translated into Canadian dollars, has been the
exchange rate differences as the dollar has been going down and
the pound has been going up. That is the only difference that has
been going on.

There is an additional expenditure [to the SSNs themselves] of
which we estimated about $2 billion for the infrastructure. We
have been consistent on that all the way through.1

15 Commons Debates, 23 November 1987, p. 11062.

16 Commons Debates, 18 November 1987, p. 10926.

17 1bid., p. 10926.
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The Associate Minister then stated that the public figures were the accurate
figures for the "construction and implementation" of the submarine
programme. He indicated that costs such as future fuel recycling could not
be applied to these amounts.18

The Government's estimates of the costs of the SSN programme were attacked
from many quarters, both within Canada and internationally. On 11 March
1988, Mr. Dan Heap of the NDP referred, in a general sense, to these
criticisms:

The Government has discovered that the subs in fact need shore
bases. It appears that it left that out. Shore bases cost money.
So the total project cost now, according to independent critics
which the Government does not answer in any detail, is somewhere
between $10 billion and $15 billion. Those are the costs.19

On a separate occasion, in response to a question in the House, Associate
Defence Minister Paul Dick defended the Government's estimates against
criticisms by an American analyst by stating:

We have done our calculations based on our economic models, based
on prices in Canada, not on prices in the United States....We do
not take our advice necessarily from Americans on our sovereignty
and security; we take it from Canadians.

In a letter to the editor in the Globe and Mail on 2 May 1988, Rear Admiral
John Anderson, Chief of the Submarine Acquisition Programme, wrote:

18 1bid., p. 10926.

19 Commons Debates, 11 March 1988, p. 13663.

20 commons Debates, 2 May 1988, p. 15020.
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Qur cost estimates have included maintenance, refit, operating,
training and support facilities. We have also addressed the costs
associated with Canadian construction and industrial support. The
basis of our assessments has been data provided by the two
contending nations, France and Britain. We recently validated our
earlier estimates. Our conclusion: for the $8 billion forecast,
we can acquire 10 to 12 submarines plus the necessary
infrastructure.2l

As the debate progressed, however, the issue of cost resurfaced on several
occasions. On 6 June, Minister of Finance Michael Wilson was asked by
Liberal Party Member Lloyd Axworthy to explain his earlier statement that he
did not know the precise cost of the submarine programme. Mr. Wilson
replied:

What we are facing right now is a decision on the country of
origin for the submarine purchase. We have a fairly good idea of
the cost of this program at this point. It is not until you can
get into the detailed discussions, which come only after you make
the decision on country of origin, that you are able to define the
cost of the program with the degree of precision that would be
necessary before a final decision is taken. That is the position
we are in right now. 22

On 20 June, NDP Member Nelson Riis referred to a statement made by Rear
Admiral John Anderson, head of the submarine acquisition programme,
indicating that the $8 billion amount for the project excluded a number of
key components. These included, for example, anti-ship missiles,
communication equipment and nuclear fuel. Defence Minister Beatty responded

by stating:

21 globe and Mail, 2 May 1988.

22 Ccommons Debates, 6 June 1988, p. 16159.
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...it is not our intention to acquire anti-ship missiles. Were we
to do so, however, they would replace the Mark 48 torpedo we are
buying for the submarines and an anti-ship torpedo would cost less
money than a Mark 48 torpedo. ]

He continued:

Second, with respect to fuel fabrication, we do not intend to
fabricate it in Canada although we will have the ability to load
the fuel in Canada....

...and that is included in the $8 billion figure. Third, with
respect to the VLF communications with the submarines, these
submarines will be capable, as are our three Oberon Class
submarines today, of receiving these messages. At the present
time we use allied communications systems. We have taken no
decision on whether to build our own or to continue to use allied
communications systems. If we do, we would take that into
consideration and it would come off the $8 billion figure.23

The same day, Liberal Party Member Len Hopkins asked the Defence Minister
how the programme cost was divided between infrastructure and submarines.

Mr. Beatty replied:

Whether it is $3 billion and $5 billion or $4 billion and $4
billion, it adds up to $8 billion, which is equal. The exact
ratio will depend on the exact model of submarine which is
chosen.24

The nature of the role Canada's nuclear-powered submarines would play in
allied strategy was also a contentious issue during the past year. Critics
have argued that Canada's submarine force could become involved in the US

23 Commons Debates, 20 June 1988, p. 16592.

24 1bid., p. 16593.
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forward maritime strategy, perceived by some as being provocative and de-
stabilizing. Liberal defence critic Douglas Frith raised the issue in the
Standing Committee on National Defence on 3 February 1988. Rear Admiral
Anderson replied that Canada did have some barrier patrol responsibilities
in the North Atlantic through NATO:

...at a certain stage of alert we have committed certain forces to
the Supreme Allied Commander Atlantic (SACLANT). He would then
exercise operational control over our units. But the command of
the submarine is still handled by a Canadian--in fact, working to
very specific Canadian guidelines.

M.P. Derek Blackburn pursued the question of the Canadian maritime strategy:

...if we are talking about Arctic or the Arctic region or the
Arctic responsibility for Canada, are we talking about an
independent Canadian maritime command commitment, or are we
talking about a shared commitment with SACLANT?

General Manson (Chief of Defence Staff, DND) responded:

Because these vessels are not in service and will not be for
another nine years, we have not...come to any arrangements with
NATO or with the United States regarding the command, control, and
employment of nuclear submarines when they finally arrive on the
scene.

ki On 14 June 1988 NDP Member Bill Blaikie commented on the submarines and
their strategic role:

| Nuclear technology or, for that matter, any technology, is not the

25 SCND Proceedings, 3 February 1988, p. 12.

26 1bid., p. 14.
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way to responsible or independent action for global survival.
Only policy can do that and, unfortunately, instead of adopting a
non-provocative defence posture designed to ensure Canadian
security without threatening the security of our superpower
neighbours, the Government's proposal will tie Canada even closer
to the war-fighting strategies of the United States and to_the
insecurity for the human race that such thinking involves.

Another concern raised in the House of Commons was the possible
environmental risk posed by the submarines. NDP Member Lynn McDonald
requested that an environmental assessment of the submarine project be
conducted, with particular reference to the Arctic. Mr. Dick responded th:
no known leaks of radioactive material had occurred on either French- or
British-designed submarines, and Canada intended to maintain 2 high leve ‘. "
expertise in handling the nuclear power systems. Further, the nature of
submarines' operating areas--the oceans--would make an envirommental |
assessment difficult.28 }

For criticisms of the proliferation implications of the SSN programme, see
the "Nuclear Non-Proliferation" section of this Guide.
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22. NATO

Background

Canada is a founding member of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization

(NATO). NATO's declared aim is the prevention of war:

It works to achieve this by striving to improve understanding
between East and West and by possessing sufficient strength to
deter an attack on any member of the alliance. The Treaty
provides that Alliance members will come to each other's
assistance in the event of an armed attack upon any one of them.l1

In the years immediately following the signing of the North Atlantic Treaty
in 1949, the Allies set up machinery for collective defence, and extended
membership to include Greece, Turkey and the Federal Republic of Germany.
By the mid-1950s they were facing a more varied Soviet challenge and
recognized that progress on European and other issues required efforts to
strengthen Western unity, solidarity and co-operation. A committee of
“Three Wise Men" established in 1956 recommended ways of improving political
consultation and led to improvements which helped NATO to face up to the
difficulties and opportunities of the following decade: Berlin crises, the
Cuban missile crisis, French withdrawal from the integrated military
structure, the question of the control of nuclear weapons, and negotiations
on arms control focussing on such questions as nuclear non-proliferation.

1 NATO Information Service, NATO and Warsaw Pact Comparisons, Brussels,
1984, p.l.
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In 1967, faced with a changing strategic situation, NATO carried out a
review of its policies and issued a report entitled: "The Future Tasks of
the Alliance" (the Harmel Report). This report indicated that the basic
policy of NATO is to pursue the two objectives of defence and detente, and
stated that the aim of all members countries is to achieve a just and
lasting peaceful order in Europe accompanied by appropriate security

1

guarantees.

The record of East-West relations over the last twenty years has been a
mixed one, but nonetheless NATO has continued to pursue better relations
with the East whenever that was possible. In the early 1970s it supported
establishment of the SALT I Treaty, the conclusion of the Berlin agreement
and the launching of negotiations on European security and conventional |

force reductions. A period of stagnation following the Soviet invasion of
Afghanistan at the end of 1979 and the imposition of martial law in Poland
in the early 1980s, has recently given way to renewed hopes for improv ;
focussing on the INF Treaty and the prospect of new negotiations on

conventional military stability and progress on other arms control issues.

At the same time, NATO has continued to give attention to the requirements
of Western cohesion and defence. The Atlantic Declaration of 1974 3
reaffirmed the commitment of all members to the Treaty and clarified furth@f
their responsibilities in such fields as political consultation. Defence '
improvements and force modernization programmes have also continued,
together with work on defence planning, infrastructures, communications,
crisis management procedures and similar tasks.

The North Atlantic Council is the highest authority in the Alliance.
Composed of the representatives of the sixteen member countries, it meets at
the level of Ministers or of Permanent Representatives (Ambassadors).
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Ministerial meetings, attended by Ministers of Foreign Affairs, Defence,
Finance, and so on, are held twice a year or more, while the Council in
permanent session meets once a week or as often as required. Special
meetings of Heads of Government are also held at particularly important
junctures in Alliance affairs.

Under the Council, there is a range of committees and commands, such as the
Political Committee, the Defence Planning Committee, the Military Committee,
the Supreme Headquarters Allied Powers Europe (SHAPE) and the Supreme
Headquarters Allied Powers Atlantic. The Secretary General of NATO is the
civilian head of the organization, and he chairs the Council and other such
key bodies as the Nuclear Planning Group.

At present, Canada's military commitments to NATO consist of:

- a mechanized brigade group of about 4,100 men, stationed in Lahr,
Germany ;

- 3 squadrons of tactical fighter aircraft plus related maintenance and
headquarters elements with 1 Canadian Air Group at Lahr and Baden-
Soellingen;

- other headquarters and support elements in Lahr;

- the Canadian Air/Sea Transportable (CAST) Brigade Group, based in
Canada and committed to reinforcing northern Norway when required in
time of crisis;

- 2 Rapid Reinforcement fighter squadrons, also committed to North
Norway;

- a battalion group committed to the Allied Command Europe Mobile Force
(Land) (AMF(L)), and a fighter squadron committed to the Allied Command
Europe Mobile Force (Air) (AMF(A)), for deployment to NATO's Northern
Region. (Both the battalion group and the fighter squadron are
stationed in Canada. The latter is one of the two squadrons already
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committed to Norway);

- other Tand, air and maritime forces stationed in Canada are designated
to contribute to the Allied defence of north America, to assist in the
allied naval defence of the North Atlantic and other waters, to provide
reinforcements for Europe in time of crisis or war.

Canada also provides training facilities for NATO troops on Canadian
territory. Shilo, Manitoba is used by West German forces for tank
training, while the British Army employs facilities at Suffield and
Wainwright, Alberta. German, British and US Air Forces use facilities at
Goose Bay, Labrador, for training in low-level flying. In December 1986,
the Government announced that the Royal Netherlands Air Force would be
making similar use of the Canadian base at Goose Bay. The effects of these
low-Tevel flying exercises on the environment and the lives of native
peoples in the area have prompted some concern. At present, the Federal
Environmental Review Committee is conducting a study on this issue, and
expects to table it in the Spring 1989.

In 1986, the Tast of the new assignment of CF-18 fighters were deployed to
the Canadian Air Group in West Germany, replacing ageing CF-104 aircraft.
Following through on a commitment made in 1985, Canada has increased its
forces in Europe by about 1,500. Currently, a total of about 7,000 Canadian
Armed Forces personnel is stationed there.

Canada's air base at Goose Bay has been under consideration as a possible
site for NATO's new Tactical Fighting and Weapons Training Centre (NTFWTC).
While a site at Konya, Turkey, was recommended by NATO officials in
September 1986, Canadian officials were successful in convincing NATO to
postpone a final decision on an NTFWTC site until a more in-depth analysis
can be carried out. The Canadian Government is currently spending $93
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million to expand the Goose Bay facility.2 As yet, no final decision has
been made on the location of the NATO site.

Current Canadian Position

On 15 January 1987, in an address to the Empire Club in Toronto, Minister
for National Defence, Perrin Beatty, outlined the rationale for Canadian
membership in NATO. Mr. Beatty stated:

We are not in NATO and in Europe today simply out of a spirit of
altruism. We are there because our interests as a nation require
us to be there and because the loss of a free Europe would be a
grave blow to our ability to maintain our democratic freedoms here
in Canada. There can be no doubt that the defence of Western

Europe continues to be critical to the defence of the Canada we
wish to preserve.3

As was stated in the Defence White Paper of June 1987, the Canadian
Government intends to relinquish its CAST commitment to north Norway,
assigning the brigade to a role in West Germany instead. Noting that
Canada's commitment to the defence of two different areas of Europe exceeded
its capabilities, the White Paper went on to point out that the CAST
commitment faced particularly severe problems:

The force requires some weeks to reach Norway, making timely
deployment questionable, and it cannot make an opposed landing.
Moreover, once deployed, it would be extremely difficult to
reinforce and resupply, particularly after the start of

2 Commons Debates, 1 March,1988, p.13265.

3 Perrin Beatty, "Address to the Empire Club," Disarmament Bulletin,
Winter-Spring 1987, p. 28.
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hostilities....If these commitments in northern Norway were to be
met fully and effectively, the deficiencies cited above would have
to be rectified. This could only be done at great cost....The
Government has concluded that consolidation in southern Germany is
the best way to achieve a more credible, effective and sustainable
contribution to the common defence of Europe.4

On 24 June 1988, the creation of a composite NATO force designed to replace
Canada's CAST commitment to northern Norway was announced at NATO
Headquarters in Brussels. Contributing to the force will be the United
States, West Germany, Norway and Canada. According to Defence Minister
Perrin Beatty, Canada's contribution will consist of the 1st Battalion,
Royal Canadian Regiment, based in London, Ontario - an infantry unit of
about 1200 personne].5 Previously slotted for the defence of either Norway
or Denmark, in future it will be committed exclusively to northern Norway.
In turn, Belgium has offered to replace Canada in the role it previously
filled in defence of Denmark.

The two squadrons of Rapid Reinforcement fighters which Canada had assigned
to the defence of northern Norway will also be shifted to southern Germany.
These squadrons are presently being converted from CF-5 to CF-18 aircraft,
and the first was scheduled to be earmarked for deployment on the central
front in June 1988. The second squadron will be operational in 1989. Both
are based in Canada, but intended to reinforce Canadian forces in Germany in

time of crisis.®

As a result of these changes in Canada's land and air forces, this country

4 DND, Challenge and Commitment, 5 June 1987, p. 61.

5 DND, News Release 65/88, 24 June 1988.

6 DND, Defence Update: 1988-89, March 1988, p. 14.
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will have a "division-sized force" in Central Europe during a crisis.
Equipment for the CAST brigade will be pre-positioned, and new tanks
purchased. Negotiations are currently underway to provide Canadian forces
with a small logistics base in Europe. Canada is also consulting with the
Federal Republic of Germany to expand facilities used by Canadian forces,
and to better ensure for their adequate support in wartime.’

Parliamentary Comment

Comment on the Government's decision to shift Canadian Forces commitments
from northern Norway to the central front in West Germany intensified in
late March and early April 1988. This was followed by indications that two
former high-level defence officials had advocated that the opposite course
be taken. In March, former Canadian Chief of the Defence Staff, General
Gerard Thériault was reported to have stated before a conference of the
Canadian Institute of International Affairs that Canada's CAST commitment to
Norway was a "valued asset," while its forces in Central Europe meant “next
to nothing."8 The General reportedly advocated that Canada should have pre-
positioned equipment in Norway rather than increased its commitment to
Central Europe. This was followed in April by stories in the press
indicating that former Defence Minister Erik Nielsen had supported a similar
policy in work on an earlier version of the Government's Defence White
Paper.9

7 1bid., p.15.

8 Ottawa Citizen, 28 March 1988, p. A4.

9 Gwynne Dyer, “Europeans torpedoed Tory plan to withdraw NATO troops,"
Ottawa Citizen, 14 April 1988, p. Al.
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Noting these revelations, NDP Member Derek Blackburn made several remarks in
the Commons. On 30 March 1988, Mr Blackburn referred to Gen. Thériault's

comments, stating:

Last year I took a Tot of flak for suggesting that keeping a small
band of Canadian troops in West Germany was a waste of money. 1In
fact, I was called a neutralist, isolationist, soft on communism,
radical....Now someone has had the courage to challenge so-called
conventional thinking. This time that someone is a man who spent
his entire life defending this country.10

On 19 April 1988, Mr. Blackburn referred to the Nielsen story. Defending NDP
policy on NATO, he commented:

...] will debate any conservative cold warrior on his or her bleak
policy to fuel the...arms race, but I cannot stomach duplicity.
When the Minister of Defence (Mr. Beatty) has the nerve to call
our proposals costly, dishonest, and cowardly, I must draw the
line. Didn't he read last week's newspapers? We found that it
was Conservative Defence Minister Erik Nielsen who first proposed
to pull Canada's troops out of Europe.11

On 29 March 1988, in testimony before the Standing Committee on National
Defence, Canada's present Chief of the Defence Staff, General Paul Manson,
was asked by Conservative Member Stan Darling for his opinion of Gen.
Thériault's remarks. General Manson replied:

I agree with General Thériault on a great many things but I must
say I do not agree with him in his contention that Canada should
have retained its commitment to the north flank. My reasons...
are reflected very closely in the way the White Paper is worded on

10 commons Debates, 30 March 1988, p.14272.

11 commons Debates, 19 April 1988, p. 14610.
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this subject. It is well known why the Government chose to
transfer that commitment from the north flank of Europe to the
central region. There are many arguments that have been made for
and against this move....The fact remains that there was a
commitment...that Canada could not sustain
adequately....Sustaining it once it was there meant that
commitment really could not be upheld in a way that I, as Chief of
Defence Staff, would consider militarily viable.l2

During the same hearing, Mr. Robert Fowler, Assistant Deputy Minister for
Policy in the Department of National Defence, also commented on Gen.
Thériault's remarks. Responding to a query by Liberal MP Douglas Frith
about the existence of a "Thériault Plan", Mr. Fowler stated:

I have not ... heard of anything called the "Thériault Plan." I
have heard from General Thériault the kinds of views he expressed
in [the press] article. He has expressed publicly a preference
for having retained the CAST commitment to the north flank,
perhaps, but not necessarily at the expense of the other European
commitments. It is not quite clear whether he would have
sacrificed all_the other European commitments to doing that one
right or not.13

In reply to Mr. Fowler's statement, Mr. Frith remarked that a Canadian
General at SHAPE headquarters had indicated to him that Thériault's ideas
had "gone beyond just talkgtld

On 4 March 1988, Liberal Party Member Len Hopkins introduced a motion in the
House concerning Canada's participation in, and support for, NATO. The

motion read:

12 scnp Proceedings, 28 March 1988, p. 6.
13 1bid., p. 40.

14 1pid..
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That this House recognizes the pivotal role that NATO continues
to play in mutual security and defence and in further progress in
arms control and disarmament and, therefore, reaffirms its
commitment to continued Canadian participation in and active
support fo<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>