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PREFACE

The Guide 1991 reviews major developments in the field of international peace and security
from August 1990 to mid-August 1991, and surveys Canadian political statements and parliamentary

debates on these issues.

This annual Guide is intended to be a user-friendly reference book for students, speakers,
commentators and analysts who require reliable, factual information on recent Canadian participation and
debate in the turbulent field of international affairs. This is the sixth annual issue of this publication and
some of the material has been cumulative in previous years. This year, our writers have reduced the size
of The Guide 1991, and refer readers to last year’s edition if more background information is required.

The Guide 1991 contains a lengthy entry on the second Persian Gulf War which broke out as last
year’s Guide went to press. There is also a new entry dealing with arms control in the Middle East at a
time when hopes have been raised for a Middle East peace conference. Section III of The Guide, dealing
with conflict resolution, also contains an entry on Israel and the occupied territories as the whole Middle
East region boomeranged back into the headlines in the aftermath of the Persian Gulf War. An entry on
Yugoslavia gives an account of the tumultuous events taking place in its six republics.

A new section in The Guide deals with institutions reflecting the importance for Canada

internationally of the CSCE, and Canada’s involvements with its Pacific neighbours and those to the south.

While there is obvious value to an annual review and reference source, the whirlwind pace of
international change in recent years inevitably means that its coverage must be interrupted at some
crucial point. This year at the time of writing, the Soviet Union is in turmoil after an attempted
coup, and the direction of the Union and its constituent parts hangs in the balance. These events and
their sequel will be covered in next year’s edition of The Guide.

Canadian interests and values are deeply engaged in the changes of this volatile world.
Moreover, instantaneous global communication has brought such events to the living rooms of every
Canadian and has increased broad public interest in them. We believe that this may deepen and widen
reflection about effective Canadian roles in strengthening international peace and security. This Guide
can contribute by enabling readers to set a clear context for recent events in international affairs,

trace their evolution, and look critically at Canada’s participation and potential roles.

Wu\(

Bernard Wood
Chief Executive Officer
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INTRODUCTION

The Guide is designed as a reference to current Canadian policies in the field of international
peace and security. It is divided into four sections: ARMS CONTROL AND DISARMAMENT, DEFENCE,
CONFLICT RESOLUTION, and INSTITUTIONS. Within these sections, individual entries are organized
under the headings BACKGROUND, CURRENT CANADIAN POLICY, and PARLIAMENTARY
COMMENT. A final section, FACTS AND FIGURES, provides basic data related to Canadian policy.

The BACKGROUND section provides the international context for Canadian policy, and may
also incorporate Canadian policy prior to the year under review where this is appropriate. CURRENT
CANADIAN POSITION is based on statements by Ministers and responsible officials.
PARLIAMENTARY COMMENT is intended primarily to reflect the responses of the opposition
parties, and, for the most part, draws upon statements by designated party spokespersons. At the end
of each entry, a selected list of current references and background readings is provided. This list is
not comprehensive: in conjunction with the footnoted references to Canadian policy statements and

documents, it is intended to guide the interested reader to further sources of information.

Some of the individual entries necessarily overlap. For this reason, and in order to avoid
duplication, the CROSS REFERENCES at the end of each section may provide important additional
information on the entry in question. In particular, readers may wish to be aware that, in addition to
the data on peacekeeping in FACTS AND FIGURES, Canadian policies on peacekeeping operations
are described in the individual entries of the CONFLICT RESOLUTION section. The lengthy entry
on the Gulf War is also complemented by the entry on Israel and the Occupied Territories.

The 1991 Guide covers the period from the beginning of August 1990 to the middle of August
1991. It begins, therefore, with the international crisis triggered by the invasion of Kuwait, and ends
before the tumultuous events caused by the aborted coup in the Soviet Union seemed set to dominate
the international agenda of the coming year.

It would not be possible to cover such a great span of events and to complete The Guide in a
timely manner without the concerted support of the staff of the Institute. In particular, we wish to thank
the library staff for their unfailing assistance, and Veronica Baruffati for managing the publication.
Institute staff members read individual entries and provided useful and timely comments and suggestions.
Veronica Baruffati and Hélene Samson respectively copy-edited the English and French versions of The

Guide. Veronica Suarez was responsible for the final inputting and formatting of The Guide entries.

Jane Boulden and David Cox
Kingston, Ontario
August 1991
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SECTION I -- ARMS CONTROL AND DISARMAMENT

1. ARMS TRANSFERS

BACKGROUND

Post-war efforts to seek agreement on the limitation or regulation of arms transfers have been
limited. The Coordinating Committee for Multilateral Export Controls (COCOM), which consists of the
NATO countries minus Iceland plus Japan and Australia, has been effective in controlling exports to
communist countries. Broader efforts to create regional or multilateral controls on arms transfers,
however, have until recently received little support. After a number of unsuccessful resolutions in the
UN General Assembly, in 1988, a Colombian initiative co-sponsored by Canada, requested the
Secretary-General to seek the views of members on the question of international arms transfers, and
thereafter to carry out a study, with the assistance of governmental experts, on means of promoting
transparency in international arms transfers. As a consequence of this resolution, the Secretary-General
established the Group of Governmental Experts on Arms Transfer Transparency, which is expected to
submit its report to the Secretary-General during the fall 1991 session of the General Assembly.

According to figures published in May 1991 by the Stockholm International Peace Research
Institute (SIPRI), the global value of trade in major conventional weapons fell in 1990, declining
approximately 35 percent from 1989 levels to an aggregate value of approximately US $21.7 billion.
According to the SIPRI Yearbook, 55 percent of arms deliveries were to Third World countries. The
United States and the Soviet Union accounted for 69 percent of the value of the total trade, with the
United States increasing its share from 34 percent in 1989 to 40 percent on 1990, while the Soviet
share dropped from 37 percent in 1989 to 29 percent in 1990. In June 1991, a study released by the
Office of Technology Assessment, an agency created to undertake independent studies for the US
Congress, found that in 1988 (the last year in which figures were available), the United States
exported US $14.3 billion worth of weapons, three times more than the combined total of all other
NATO countries. In the same year, the United States transferred to foreign countries production
technology for seventy major weapons systems. According to Ruth Leger Sivard’s World Military and
Social Expenditures 1991, from 1969 to 1988, five of the top ten arms importers were countries in the
Middle East.

These figures, which might otherwise have passed with little political notice, were thrown into
sharp relief by the Gulf War. The 1991 SIPRI Yearbook calculated that during the 1980s, Iraq
imported US $27.369 billion worth of weapons, 55 percent of which came from the USSR, 19 percent
from France, and 8 percent from China. Although the United States was not a leading arms supplier
to Iraq, a report presented to Congress by the Commerce Department on 11 March 1991 listed licences
approved for sales to Iraq by the US Administration between 1985 and 1990. The total value of the



1. Arms Transfers

goods licensed was US $1.5 billion, of which US $500 million were delivered. Despite this
comparatively small amount, in the af termath of the war, the militarily high-tech character of many
of these transactions has led Congressional critics to charge that the Bush Administration adopted a
permissive weapons export policy towards Iraq until just before Saddam Hussein’s invasion of Kuwait
on 2 August 1990.

Together, the five permanent members of the Security Council supply approximately
90 percent of the arms trade. With the partial exception of China, since the Gulf War, all have made
or supported proposals for curbs on arms transfers. Several weeks after the Canadian Government
proposed a summit meeting on weapons of mass destruction and the arms trade, at a news conference
in Ottawa, President Bush gave only faint support to this proposal and emphasized that the United
States did not intend to cease weapons sales to Middle East countries. Four days later, on 19 March
1991, in prepared testimony to the House Foreign Affairs Committee, US Defense Secretary Dick
Cheney spoke of the need, in the aftermath of fhe Gulf War, "for tighter arms transfer and
proliferation controls. Those responsible for violations of such control should be held strictly
accountable."1 At the same time, he and other Administration spokesmen made clear that controls on
transfers would not preclude arms sales to US allies in the Middle East and elsewhere.

Shortly after these somewhat ambivalent statements from the Bush Administration, on 8 April
1991, British Prime Minister John Major called for the establishment of a universal register of arms
sales to be supervised by the United Nations. Major received the support of the European Community
for this proposal, and promised to pursue the initiative with other members of the Security Council.
The British Government also indicated that it would seek to place the initiative on the agenda of the
G-7 London meeting of the leading industrialized countries.

On 29 May 1991, in a noticeable change of emphasis, President Bush made a series of proposals
for halting the proliferation of conventional and unconventional weapons in the Middle East which
included a request to the major weapons suppliers to exercise "collective self restraint." Bush called
for "a general code of responsible arms transfers" to include avoiding the transfer of "destabilizing"
weapons and "effective domestic export controls on the end-use of arms or other items to be
transferred.” The suppliers would establish a mechanism for consultation to notify one another in
advance of "certain arms sales," provide one another with annual reports on transfers, and meet
regularly for consultative purposes.2 He then proposed that the Permanent Members of the Security
Council, Britain, China, France the Soviet Union and the United States, meet in Paris to discuss the

6 llUSS Embassy. "Tighter Arms Transfer, Proliferation Controls Needed," Text, 91-20, 21 March

2US Embassy. "Middle East Arms Control Initiative," Backgrounder, 91-39, 30 May 1991.

2



1. Arms Transfers

subject, including which weapons should be limited. Despite this more positive response to arms
transfer transparency, the Bush Administration maintained its position that arms sales to allies and
friendly states would continue as normal. In the weeks following the Bush speech of 29 May, the
Administration announced the transfer of US $2.5 billion in weapons and technical assistance to
Middle East countries.

Immediately following President Bush’s speech, at the close of a bilateral Franco-German
summit in Lille on 31 May 1991, President Mitterrand proposed a sweeping new global arms control
and disarmament programme which would include curbs on arms transfers and measures to create
transparency. Mitterrand also said that the proposals would be presented to the permanent members
of the Security Council. With the London meeting of the industrialized countries now emerging as an
important venue for the discussions of arms transfers, in late May, Japan also called for greater
transparency in the conventional arms trade. Speaking to a UN Disarmament meeting in Kyoto, Prime
Minister Kaifu promised to submit a draft resolution to the autumn 1991 meeting of the UN General
Assembly calling for improved levels of candour in the international trade in conventional arms. Kaifu
said that Japan would cooperate fully with the UN to develop a framework which would allow the
largest possible number of states to submit data concerning the arms trade to the UN.

Meeting in Paris on 8 and 9 July 1991, representatives of the five Permanent Members of the
Security Council agreed that a comprehensive programme of arms control should be implemented in
the Middle East. In addition to a number of measures relating to the proliferation of nuclear, chemical
and biological weapons, the five declared their intention to observe rules of restraint in conventional
weapons transfers using national control procedures and developing guidelines on this basis. They also
agreed to develop procedures for consultation and the exchange of information. A group of experts
will meet in September 1991 and a second plenary meeting will take place in London in October 1991.

At the end of the London Summit of the G-7, held from 15 to 17 July 1991, the participating
countries published a "Declaration on Conventional Arms Transfers and NBC Non-Proliferation." The
Declaration noted that many states depend on arms imports, but distinguished this from the threat to
international stability caused by the accumulation of "a massive arsenal that goes far beyond the
needs of self defence." The Declaration asserted that this could be prevented by the application of the

three principles of transparency, consultation and action.

The principle of transparency should be extended to international transfers of
conventional weapons and associated military technology. As a step in this direction
we support the proposal for a universal register of arms transfers under the auspices
of the United Nations, and will work for its early adoption. Such a register would alert
the international community to an attempt by a state to build up holdings of
conventional weapons beyond a reasonable level. Information should be provided by
all states on a regular basis after transfers have taken place. We also urge greater

3



1. Arms Transfers

openness about overall holdings of conventional weapons. We believe the provision of
such data, and a procedure for seeking clarification, would be a valuable confidence-

and security-building measure.

The principle of consultation should now be strengthened through the rapid
implementation of recent initiatives for discussions among leading exporters with the
aim of agreeing on a common approach to the guidelines which are applied in the
transfer of conventional weapons....

The principle of action requires all of us to take steps to prevent the building up of
disproportionate arsenals. To that end all countries should refrain from arms transfers
which would be destabilising or would exacerbate existing tensions. Special restraint
should be exercised in the transfer of advanced technology weapons....

CURRENT CANADIAN POSITION

Canada is not a leading exporter of armaments, being a distant eighth largest in exports to the
industrialized countries (with $25 million in sales in 1990 out of a total US $9,885 million in total
sales to industrialized countries), and outside the top ten in sales to Third World countries. In a
position paper released in September 1990, the Arms Control and Disarmament Division of the
Department of External Affairs restated the basic Canadian position on arms exports. Canada
exercises governmental controls over arms sales to all countries except the United States. Under the
1986 Export Controls Policy, the export of military goods and technology is "generally" denied to the

following:
e countries that pose a threat to Canada and its allies;
° countries involved in or under the imminent threat of hostilities;
® countries under Security Council sanctions; and
® countries whose governments have a persistent record of serious violations of human

rights, unless it can be demonstrated that there is no reasonable risk that the goods

might be used against the civilian population.

While generally not breaking any new ground, the September 1990 paper did mark an apparent
shift in the Canadian approach. Previously, as for example in response to the 1986 recommendation
by the Hockin-Simard Parliamentary Committee for an arms control register, the Department of
External Affairs had expressed skepticism about the value of transparency and its effect on limiting
transfers. The September paper commented that "[w]e believe that issues of arms transfer transparency
are best addressed before issues of arms transfer control," thus appearing to envisage transparency as

3 o . =l 4
London Economic Summit 1991. Declaration on Conventional Arms Tra d
Non-Proliferation, 15-17 July 1991. s ke 1



1. Arms Transfers

a confidence-building measure intended as a stepping-stone to measures of actual control of
international arms transfers.’

Towards the end of the Gulf War, on 8 February 1991, Prime Minister Mulroney and then
Secretary of State for External Affairs Joe Clark announced a major Canadian arms control initiative.
Speaking in Quebec City, Clark reviewed the events of the Gulf War and the importance of enhancing
security in the area after its conclusion. He concluded:

In this belief, Canada plans to promote a world summit on instruments of war and
weapons of mass destruction in the coming months. This summit would become a
showcase for a new political consultation. It would aim to develop a strict plan of
action that would result in the adoption by 1995 of an integrated framework of sgstems
of non-proliferation and control of weapons, including conventional weapons.

As subsequently elaborated, this ambitious proposal dealt with nuclear proliferation, the
strengthening of the Missile Technology Control Regime, biological and chemical weapons and
conventional arms. In respect to conventional arms, the "Programme of Action" declared:

We will urge a meeting of the major arms exporters to encourage a formal commitment
to greater sensitivity to the export of conventional arms (i.e., greater transparency;
constraint; consultations in situations where unusual build-ups seem to be developing).

We will advocate early action on an information exchange system regarding arms
transfers, including serious examination by all states of the recommendations of the
United Nations Experts Group now studying the question of transparency in arms
transfers.

We will propose a commitment by the 22 signatories of the CFE Treaty to ensure that
arms affected by the accord are not exported to regions of tension.®

The response to the Canadian proposal did not at first appear encouraging. The choice of 1995,
for example, attracted negative comment since there were fears that this would entangle the renewal
of the NPT in a broader and more complex set of arms control objectives. Specifically, there appeared
to be little enthusiasm in Washington for the Canadian proposal. This was still the case when President
Bush visited Ottawa. Asked at a joint press conference whether he supported the Canadian proposal

for a world summit, Bush responded: "I'm not sure exactly what the proper structure is, but clearly

o “Ernie Regehr. "Canada Prods United States on Arms Sales," Arms Control Today, June 1991:

5Secretary of State for External Affairs. "Canada and the Challenges of the Post-War Period in
the Gulf,” Statement, 91/10, 8 February 1991: 7.

®External Affairs and International Trade Canada. "Proposal for a World Summit on the
Instruments of War and Weapons of Mass Destruction," Backgrounder, 8 February 1991.

5



1. Arms Transfers

that idea might have some merit.... He [Mulroney] has not asked me to endorse that proposal, and
again, 1 would like to talk to him before I commit ourselves further on it." Later in the news
conference, however, after Bush had repeated the US position that it would proceed with arms sales
to the Middle East which it considered appropriate, Prime Minister Mulroney interjected:

No one can fail to be struck by the irony of the fact that most of the hardware

deployed in the Middle East was sold to the various factions by the five permanent

members of the UN Security Council. This doesn’t make a whole lot of sense if, on the
one hand, you’re trying to prevent war, on the other hand there is the propagation of
war through policies in the past that have led to this kind of development. That’s why
Canada believes very strongly in the policies that we have put forward in regard to the
control and, possibly, the elimination of these instruments of mass destruction.’

Speaking to the UN General Assembly on 26 September 1990, Joe Clark announced that
henceforth Canada would release an annual report on its exports of military goods. On 6 March 1991,
the Government tabled the First Annual Report on Exports of Military Goods from Canada in the
House of Commons, emphasizing again the importance of making arms transfers and procurement as
transparent as possible. The statistics in the report are based on reports of actual exports made against
permits issued under the Export and Import Permits Act (EIPA). These are then classified according
to the description of munitions used in the Group Two of the Export Control List, which breaks down
"munitions”" into twenty-six categories ranging from small arms and machine guns to directed energy
weapons systems and components. The principal limitation in this approach is that exports to the
United States, which constitute approximately 75 percent of Canadian exports of military goods, are
not included because export permits for Group Two (Munitions) on the Export Control List are not
required for the United States.?

Some of the complexities involved in seeking to regulate the arms trade while supporting
permitted arms exports were revealed in June 1991 when the Government introduced Bill C-6, a bill
to amend the EIPA. Bill C-6 was triggered by the situation of two Canadian companies, General
Motors of Canada and Diemaco Inc. of Kitchener, Ontario. Saudi Arabia had indicated that it would
like to buy 1,117 light armoured vehicles from General Motors, stipulating that they be equipped with
25mm automatic cannon. Diemaco, which supplies C-7 and C-8 automatic rifles to the Canadian
Armed Forces, wished to respond to an anticipated request for proposals by the Netherlands to supply
the Dutch armed forces with automatic rifles, a contract valued at $120 million. In both cases, the

companies would have been prohibited from making such sales by a 1977 amendment to the Criminal

7 g
 'United States Embassy. "U.S. Arms Sales to Israel, Saudi Arabi 1 1 i f
joint new conference), Text, 91-19, Ottawa, 15 March 191911:l l,gflbla g e Dk

8 . .
Department of External Affairs. First Annual Report, E t ili d
1990. Ottawa: External Affairs and International Tradre) Ca’nac)icg,oiflgrfclyllggzlr.y T
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Code, which forbids the sale of automatic weapons except to the Canadian military and police forces.
In contrast to other arms systems and components, therefore, which may be exported subject to the
provisions of the EIPA, the Criminal Code imposed an outright ban on the export of automatic

weapons.

Arguing that a complete ban on the export of automatic weapons was an anomaly, since the
Group Two munitions list contained weapons far more lethal than automatic weapons, and
emphasizing that Canadian companies would not be able to compete if they were completely excluded
for all foreign markets, the Government proposed to amend the EIPA by creating an Automatic
Weapons Firearms Country Control List which would set out the names of those countries to which
Canadian manufacturers could sell. In introducing the amendments to C-6, Michael Wilson, Minister
of Industry, Science and Technology, declared that the amendments

...will help place our defence industrial base on a competitive footing. They will also
help Canada’s overall defence capability. Canadian companies, only able to rely on
domestic orders, are in danger of losing their viability.9

He also stated that the amendment was "fully consistent with Canada’s program of action to

bring greater transparency and consultation to the international trade in conventional weapons."!?

The new Secretary of State for External Affairs, Barbara McDougall, commented:

I join the debate on Bill C-6 with a particular purpose in mind, and that is to respond
to the suggestions that the proposed amendments to the Export and Import Permits
Act are inconsistent with the arms control proposals made in February by the Prime
Minister and Mr. Clark. No such inconsistency exists. Under the proposed amendments,
exports of automatic weapons will be subject to the same stringent controls that have
long been applied to the export of other military goods from Canada. These controls
fully reflect Canada’s arms control and disarmament policies.

Mrs. McDougall went on to note that:

...we are not proposing to put an end to the arms trade per se. Nor are we proposing
to constrain any countries’ ability to acquire arms for legitimate defence purposes. We
have never suggested that defence needs should be left unmet.!!

Minister for International Trade, "Amendments to the Export and Import Permits Act," News
Release, no. 123, 23 May 1991.

1()Ministe_r for International Trade. "Notes for an Address to the House of Commons Debate on
Second Reading, Bill C-6," Statement, 91/25, 30 May 1991.

UDepartment of External Affairs. "Statement by the Honourable Barbara McDougall, Secretary
R/fl'aSta\]tggfIO{ External Affairs, on Amendments to the Export and Import Act," Statement, 91/27, 30
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After considerable Parliamentary opposition to the amendments was voiced, in exchange for
the passage thereof,, the Government promised in mid-June to suspend all further export of automatic
weapons to the Middle East for a period of six months. It also undertook to support public hearings
by a Commons committee in the autumn of 1991, and not to proceed with any further sales while the
committee was at work. This compromise permitted both General Motors and Diemaco to pursue their

respective contracts.

On 19 June 1991, Secretary of State for External Affairs Barbara McDougall addressed the
Berlin meeting of the Council of Ministers of the Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe
(CSCE). As promised in the February "Programme of Action,” she made a strong appeal for a

declaration on arms transfers:

I believe we all agree that this meeting in Berlin provides a timely and appropriate
opportunity for us to make a political declaration on arms transfers. I am confident that
we all recognize the importance of the issues and its relevance to the CSCE countries.
States which are party to the CFE agreement have a special responsibility not to
contribute, by transfer of armaments, to excessive build-ups of conventional arms
outside the CFE area of application.!

In its closing statement, the Council of Ministers adopted the Canadian proposal to limit
massive weapons build-ups by urging countries to make public their arms sales.

In the light of the recent experience in the Gulf region...this should be a priority of
CSCE governments, and...ministers agreed to maintain a dialogue on these issues.

On a number of occasions the Government expressed its keen interest in the report of the UN
Group of Governmental Experts on Arms Transfer Transparency, due to be completed by the autumn
of 1991. Canada is one of the few countries which is represented on the Group by a
non-governmental specialist, Mr. Ernie Regehr, editor of the Project Ploughshares Monitor.

2gecretary of State for External Affairs. "Notes for Remarks by the Honourable Barbara
McDougall at the Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe Council of Ministers
Meeting," Statement, 91/32, 19 June 1991: 5.

13G1obe and Mail, 21 June 1991: A8.
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PARLIAMENTARY COMMENT

On 14 March 1991, NDP critic John Brewin questioned the Prime Minister on his exchange
with President Bush, suggesting that Bush had thrown "cold water" on the idea of a global summit,
and asking: "Is the global summit dead? Are there alternatives that the government would have in
mind if in fact the idea is a goner?" In response, Mulroney rejected this interpretation of the

President’s attitude, and commented:

...we began the process of examining [the global summit] last night. The Secretary of
State for External Affairs met with eight heads of government, I believe, throughout
the region in the last number of days. All of them believe that it had some merit. The
President is going to examine it today with President Mitterrand and over the weekend
with Prime Minister Major, and slowly but surely, hopefully, the idea will advance.'

On 27 March 1991, the Standing Committee on National Defence tabled its report on "The
World Summit on the Instruments of War and Weapons of Mass Destruction." Broadly supportive of
the Government’s initiative, the Report recommended, inter alia, that an international arms transfer
register be established under United Nations auspices. It then commented:

While the focus of the summit is global, the Committee wishes to suggest that the
pursuit of this overarching interest might well be served by an initial emphasis on
regional agreements. It is here that Canada has comparative advantages that should be
put to good use.... Canada is now a member of the Organization of American States and
has participated in the peace process in Central America. It should also be possible for
us to play a major role in sub-Saharan Africa, where we could put our links with the
Commonwealth and the Francophonie to good use. We are also a Pacific nation and our
interest in maintaining stability in the North Pacific should not be ignored. [The
Committee recommended, therefore, that] Canada should concentrate its efforts on
helping to establish regional systems of arms transfer transparency, and these efforts
should be targeted toward areas of Canadian diplomatic advantage.l

The strong Parliamentary support for the Government’s conventional arms initiative did not
extend to the amendment to the EIPA, which was sharply criticized, in particular by the NDP. The
Liberal Party did not outrightly oppose the prospective sales, but took the view that the proposed
amendment was too permissive. Liberal MPs indicated that they would seek specific sub-amendments
in Committee "to put limits on the list of countries that can buy weapons from Canada and to oblige
that list and any addition to the list to be sent to a committee of this House for examination and

approval.”16

18commons Debates. 14 March 1991: 18468.

BStanding Committee on National Defence and Veterans Affairs. Minutes of Proceedings and
Evidence, no. 63, 25-26 March 1991: 3-6.

18Commons Debates. 30 May 1991: 837.
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NDP spokesman John Brewin explained that, notwithstanding the economic benefits of the
proposed contracts, his Party opposed changes "permitting the import and export of automatic

weapons anywhere in the world." He continued:

__.the Liberal Party wants this bill moved quickly to second reading where it can receive
technical amendments. The issue before the House today is the principle of this bill.
We in the New Democratic Party are firmly and unalterably opposed to this bill which
will permit the export of automatic weapons anywhere in the world and runs
completely counter to every effort to restrain arms sales: the bane of the existence of
humanity in this century.

Just as the government begins an effort or said it was beginning an effort to try to
restrain sales, what is one of the first pieces of legislation it brings before the House
in this session? It is a bill to permit further export of weapons around the world by
Canada.'’

During the course of the Commons debates, Michael Wilson clarified the status of Saudi
Arabia in relation to the proposed amendments. In introducing the Bill he noted that the new
Automatic Firearms Country Control List would include only countries with which Canada has "an
intergovernmental defence research development and production agreement." Asked whether such an
agreement existed with Saudi Arabia, he replied: "...we have not completed an arrangement with Saudi

Arabia. That would have to be completed before exports would be provided for."18

ICommons Debates. 30 May 1991: 793.
18commons Debates. 30 May 1991: 792.
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2. CHEMICAL AND BIOLOGICAL WEAPONS

BACKGROUND

The use of chemical weapons during World War I led the international community to develop
ways of prohibiting their use and development. In the period after World War I, these efforts took
place at the League of Nations. In 1925, at a meeting intended to develop ways of controlling the
international arms trade, a US proposal to ban exports of chemical weapons led to the creation of
the Geneva Protocol! which banned the use of chemical and bacteriological weapons in war. As of
1 January 1990, there were 125 parties to the Geneva Protocol.

The Geneva Protocol remains the primary international legislation on chemical weapons.
However, its limitations have been clear since it was first signed. While the Protocol prohibits the
use of chemical and bacteriological weapons in war, it does nothing to prohibit the development,
production, transfer or stockpiling of such weapons. Efforts at the League of Nations after 1925 to
expand chemical weapons limitations collapsed with the failure of the League in the 1930s. In the
wake of the use of nuclear weapons, after World War II efforts to limit chemical weapons took a back

seat to negotiations on atomic weapons.

It was not until 1968 that official international efforts began again, this time under the
auspices of the United Nations. At that time, the question of chemical and bacteriological weapons
was placed on the agenda of the Eighteen Nation Disarmament Commission (ENDC). In 1971, a shift
in the position of the Soviet Union opened the way for consideration of chemical weapons separately
from biological weapons. Britain had originally proposed this separation in 1968, but the idea was
strongly opposed by the Soviet Union. By 10 April 1972, the Biological Weapons Convention (BWC)
was open for signature.2 The BWC prohibits the use, development, production and stockpiling of
biological weapons. As of 1 January 1991, 125 countries were parties to the Convention.

There have been two review conferences of the BWC, in 1980 and 1986. The conferences
discussed ways of enhancing the convention. Issues of concern included developments made possible
by new technologies such as recombinant deoxyribonucleic acid (DNA), the absence of provisions
restricting research on biological and toxin agents, and problems in verifying the convention. The
second review conference in 1986 established a new arrangement which allows any signatory state to
call for a meeting of an advisory group of experts if a problem arises concerning the application of
the BWC. As well, signatories were required to begin work to reduce ambiguities and improve

IThe 1925 Protocol for the Prohibition of the Use in War of Asphyxiating, Poisonous or Other
Gases, and of Bacteriological Methods of Warfare, Geneva, May 1925.

2The Convention on the Prohibition, Development, Production and StockR/i[lin of
Bacteriological (Biological) and Toxin Weapons and on their Destruction, 26 March 1972.
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international cooperation. Following this, an exchange of information on research facilities, biological
products and the occurrence of rare diseases began in the autumn of 1987 and has continued annually.
A third review conference is scheduled for the autumn of 1991.

The early success of the Biological Weapons Convention did not influence the negotiations on
chemical weapons. In spite of continued work through the 1970s at the Conference on Disarmament
(CD), it was not until the early to mid-1980s that the goal of a convention completely banning
chemical weapons appeared within reach. In 1982 and 1984, the Soviet Union and the US respectively,

tabled draft treaties for a chemical weapons convention.

In 1985, the US and the Soviet Union agreed to initiate bilateral discussions on chemical
weapons limits, in addition to the ongoing work at the CD. Since then, considerable progress towards
a complete treaty has been made. However, while important advances have been achieved, there have
been worrying developments on the international scene, including allegations that chemical weapons
have been used. 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, confirmed that chemical
weapons had been used in the Gulf War by Iraq against Iran. On 1 March 1988, Irag was again
reported to have used chemical weapons -- this time against its own Kurdish population. On 26 April
1988, the UN Secretary-General presented a report on the use of chemical weapons in the Iran-Iraq
war 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. Both Iran and Iraq are
signatories of the Geneva Protocol.

Allegations have also been made about the intentions of Libya. In 1988, the US announced that
Libya was building a chemical warfare complex at Rabta, about eighty kilometres southwest of
Tripoli. Although Libya denied the charges, US accusations and presentation of evidence continued.
It also became clear that the technology used by Libya had been obtained from companies in West
Germany and Japan. The issue arose again in March 1990 when a US Government spokesman
announced that there was now evidence that Libya was actually producing chemical weapons. The US
refused to rule out the possibility that it might undertake a military operation in order to destroy the

facility in question.

Prompted by the negative impact of such events, an international conference of 149 states was
held in Paris from 7 to 11 January 1989. During the conference, twelve more states announced that
they would sign the Protocol. The Final Declaration of the Conference incorporated four points: the
commitment of the participants not to use chemical weapons (reaffirming the validity of the Geneva
Protocol); the necessity and urgency of concluding a chemical weapons ban; the need for states to
exercise self-restraint and act responsibly until a comprehensive ban comes into force; and full

14
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support for the UN as a forum for exercising vigilance with regard to the prohibition on chemical
weapons use and, in particular, for the role of the Secretary-General in investigating alleged violations
of the Geneva Protocol.

Canada was an active participant in the conference. Canada’s former Secretary of State for
External Affairs, Joe Clark, reiterated that Canada has a firm policy of non-production of chemical
weapons and does not intend to develop, acquire or stockpile chemical weapons unless they are used
against the military forces or civilian population of Canada or its allies.

Although the conference was considered a success, some countries charged Western nations
with maintaining a double standard by trying to halt the proliferation of chemical weapons in the
Third World, while at the same time maintaining, and continuing to develop chemical weapons
themselves. Some Arab states maintained that as long as Israel possessed a presumed nuclear capability,
they had the right to possess chemical weapons.

In June 1990, the bilateral discussions between the US and the Soviet Union on chemical
weapons resulted in an agreement to begin exchanging and verifying data on their respective chemical
weapons capabilities prior to the completion of the chemical weapons convention. As well, on 1 June
1990, the two completed a formal agreement which requires them to cease production of chemical
weapons and destroy their chemical weapons stocks over a ten-year period, reaching an agreed level
of 5,000 agent tonnes by the end of 2002. Destruction must begin by the end of 1992. Within eight
years after a convention enters into force, the two pledge to have reached a level of 500 tonnes each
(destroying 98 percent of their stocks).

Perhaps most important has been the effect of the Persian Gulf war. The war against Irag by
the UN multinational coalition raised, for the first time in many years, the spectre of wide-scale use
of chemical and biological weapons in warfare. As UN sanctions and then war began, it was known
that Irag had a chemical weapons capability and possibly biological weapons. It was also known that
Irag had used chemical weapons in its war against Iran as well as against its own population. These
factors made clear both the need to complete and implement a global chemical weapons ban and the
fragile nature of the process.

During the war, chemical and biological weapons facilities in Iraq were high on the priority
list of targets bombed in the air campaign. In the end, chemical and biological weapons were not used
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by Iraq. However, in the aftermath of the war it was reported that Iraq used chemical weapons against
segments of Iraqi population which were rising against the government.3

During 1990-1991, work on the chemical weapons convention at the CD continued. Two main
obstacles to a complete agreement faced negotiators at the CD when they began their autumn 1990
session: the longstanding question of the degree of intrusiveness of inspection provisions and the
desirability of maintaining a "security stockpile."

The draft treaty presented to the CD by the US in 1984 had called for "anytime-anywhere"
inspection. Since then, the US and other countries have moved away from that position because of
its high level of intrusiveness. It is thought that inspections on that scale might expose highly sensitive
non-chemical weapon-related technology or facilities. The UK has proposed a form of "managed
access" inspection which would allow inspections to go ahead but also allow the state being inspected
to protect sensitive information. However, the US has been reluctant to agree to even this degree of
inspection. In March 1991, the US shifted its position somewhat, bringing it more in line with the

British idea, but still some distance from final agreement.

With respect to the second issue, the US had maintained that it would need to maintain a small
quantity of chemical weapons (the two percent remaining after its agreed reductions, as set out in the
agreement with the Soviet Union) as a security stockpile, pending a decision at that time about
whether all chemical weapons-capable states had signed the convention. The US was alone in this
position, unsupported by other states, and only weakly supported by the Soviet Union by virtue of
their bilateral agreement.

However, on 13 May 1991, President Bush announced a major shift in the US position.
According to Bush, the US was now ready to forswear the use of chemical weapons for any reason,
including in retaliation to the use of chemical weapons, once the convention enters into force. Bush
also proposed that a provision stating that chemical weapons should not be used for any purpose, be
included in the convention. Furthermore, the US would completely eliminate its chemical weapons
within ten years after the convention enters into force, thus removing one of the most important

obstacles to further progress.

The CD began a new session on 15 May 1991, and on 16 May, the US Ambassador reiterated
Bush’s announcement and called for the CD to go into continuous session with a goal of completing
a treaty by 1992. With the removal of the security stockpile issue, the major questions still facing the

3Lardner, George Jr. and Al Kamen. "US Urged to Investigate Reports of Iragi Gas Use,"
Washington Post, 5 April 1991: A14.
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CD are primarily related to verification issues and include the degree of intrusiveness of challenge
inspections and the composition of the Executive Committee. In July, the US presented a new proposal
for challenge inspections. Rather than moving any closer to the British idea of managed access, the
new US position provided for even less intrusive inspection than its own previous position. The new
US proposal generated a regrouping of positions by other delegations.

The Persian Gulf crisis, as well as earlier events, had prompted efforts by a number of states
to tighten controls on exports of chemical weapons material and technology. In December, the US
approved a list of fifty chemical precursors that would be subject to controls when exported to
countries where there was a proliferation concern. This list was adopted by the Australia Group, an
informal group of twenty states which have sought to strengthen controls on the export of chemical
weapons.

CURRENT CANADIAN POSITION

Canada has signed and ratified both the Geneva Protocol and the Biological Weapons
Convention and has a long tradition of supporting efforts to limit chemical and biological weapons.
It has participated in the negotiations at the United Nations since they began, and over the years, the
government has made a large number of important submissions to the negotiations. Canada’s special
interest has been in the area of verification. In 1985, it produced a Handbook for the Investigation of
Allegations of the Use of Chemical and Biological Weapons. (For further information see The Guide
1990 and Thei Guide 1989.)

In 1988, in response to concerns raised by Canadians about research on nerve gas being
undertaken at Canadian Forces Base Suffield in Alberta, the Government asked Mr. William Barton
to carry out a study of the activities at Suffield. Mr. Barton’s report, released in December 1988,
concluded that all research, development and training activities undertaken at Suffield were for the
purposes of self-defence, that this constituted the most prudent course for Canada, and that it was
consistent with the international obligations undertaken by the Canadian Government.* One of the
products of the Barton report was the Biological and Chemical Defence Review Committee, made up
of members of the scientific community. The Committee issued its first report on 15 August 1991,
concluding that Canadian biological and chemical self-defence programmes posed no threat to public
or environmental safety.

| 4‘William H. Barton. Research, Development and Training in Chemical and Biological Defence
within the Department of National Defence and the Canadian Forces: A Review, Ottawa:
Department of National Defence, 31 December 1988.
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In an opening speech to the First Committee at the United Nations, Canada’s Ambassador for
Disarmament, Peggy Mason welcomed the agreement between the US and the Soviet Union, achieved
in June 1990, but noted that there was still a long way to go to achieve a comprehensive chemical
weapons ban.’

A three-part resolution on chemical and biological weapons was adopted by consensus at the
UN General Assembly. Resolution 45/57A urged the CD and all states to work towards completing
the chemical weapons convention. Resolution 45/57B relates to preparations for the BWC review
conference and calls on states which have not ratified or acceded to the convention to do so.
Resolution 45/57C calls on all states to maintain strict adherence to the Geneva Protocol and endorses

the Secretary-General’s role in investigating any allegations of chemical weapons use.®

In recent years, Canada has undertaken a number of working papers, meetings and experiments
to investigate verification issues relating to the chemical weapons convention. In August, Canada
reported to the CD on a trial inspection it had carried out in July at the Merck Frosst Canada Inc.
plant in Pointe-Claire, Quebec, to investigate the value and implications of procedures relating to
chemical industries.’” Also in August, the Canadian delegation submitted a study on the size and costs

of the international inspectorate that would be necessary to implement the convention.?

From 25 to 28 November 1990, a joint Canada-Netherlands trial challenge inspection was
carried out in a Canadian Forces Base Lahr in Germany. One of the conclusions of the experiment
was that sensitive information could be protected while providing inspectors with sufficient access
to facilities to enable them to successfully complete their tasks.’

At a plenary session of the CD in August 1990, Canada’s Ambassador to the negotiations,
Mr. Gerald Shannon, outlined Canada’s views. Ambassador Shannon stated that Canada’s goal remains
a "global, comprehensive, and effectively verifiable" convention. However, he expressed
disappointment at the lack of progress achieved during the summer and noted that a number of major

S Ambassador Pefgg Mason, "Canadian Statement to the First Committee," Disarmament
Bulletin 15, Winter 0/91: 16-18.

6United Nations. Chemical and bacteriological (biological ) weapons. Resolution 45/57,
4 December 1990.

"Department of External Affairs, "Preparing for a Ban on Chemical Weapons," The
Disarmament Bulletin, no. 14, Fall 1990: 23-24.

8Canada. The Chemical Weapons Convention and the International Inspectorate: A Quantitative
Study. Ottawa: August 1991.

Canada. CD/1052 31 January 1991. Also: Department of External Affairs.
"Canada-Netherlands Trial CW Inspection: Exercise ACID BREW," The Disarmament Bulletin,
no. 15, Winter 1990/91: 21.
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crucial issues and difficult technical details remained to be resolved. In an implicit reference to the
US position, Ambassador Shannon stated that Canada feels it is crucial to ensure the elimination of
chemical weapons stocks and production facilities. "To us, this implies an undertaking at the outset

of the Convention to pursue these destruction processes to their completion."'

In addition, for Canada effective verification means a regime that includes

_..the means and authority to investigate, inspect and pursue any activity that might be
related to non-compliance.... We are convinced that if we can develop a full effective
verification regime -- one that incorporates both a rigorous challenge inspection
component and an ad hoc verification component -- we will have leapt over perhaps
the biggest remaining hurdle to the realization of the Convention.!!

With respect to the threats of possible use of chemical weapons in the Middle East,
Ambassador Shannon said:

We call upon all countries to refrain from such potentially inflammatory statements.
...Canada firmly believes that chemical weapons should have no place in the armouries
of modern nations,...12

As a member of the Australia Group, Canada is also controlling the export of fifty chemical
precursors on the list proposed by the US,1 and has introduced legislation to this end. Not all of the
chemicals on the list are produced in Canada but the new legislation will mean that those chemicals
may not be exported to Canada en route to a third country.

In the aftermath of the Persian Gulf war, Canada proposed that a global summit of world
leaders be held, under UN auspices, to issue a statement of political will on proliferation. This would
be followed up by a summit in 1995 to mark the completion of the programme of action established
at the first summit. As part of its initiative, Canada has made specific proposals on both chemical and
biological weapons. For biological weapons, the Government notes that progress in genetic engineering
has facilitated the development of biological weapons and that the BWC lacks meaningful verification

provisions. Canada therefore proposes that confidence-building measures and conflict resolution

10Ambassador Gerald Shannon. "Canada Assesses CD’s Progress Towards a CW Convention,"
The Disarmament Bulletin, no. 14, Fall 1990: 25.

Urpid.: 26.
21pid.: 25.

13'l_)epartment of External Affairs. "Canada Increases Chemical Controls," The Disarmament
Bulletin, no. 16, Spring 1991: 8.
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provisions be developed at the next review conference. In addition, a special conference in 1993

should be convened to develop verification provisions.14

With respect to chemical weapons, Canada proposes that all CD member states commit
themselves to completing the convention by the end of 1992, a goal later accepted by the US with its

proposal that the CD enter into continuous session. Canada also proposed that the membership of the

Australia Group be expandecl.15

PARLIAMENTARY COMMENT

There was no parliamentary comment on this question during 1990-1991.

e l“lzepartment of External Affairs. "Post-Hostilities Activities," Backgrounder, 8 February

BIpid.: 5.
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3. CONVENTIONAL ARMED FORCES IN EUROPE

BACKGROUND

On 19 November 1990 in Paris, twenty European states along with Canada and the US signed
the Treaty on Conventional Armed Forces in Europe (CFE Treaty). The Treaty places limits on five
categories of conventional weapons in Europe. It is a treaty of historic importance as it provides the
first ever limits on the large numbers of weapons deployed by NATO and the Warsaw Pact along the
East-West dividing line between the two alliances in Europe. It is also symbolic of the end to a long

period of fear and mistrust between the two alliances.

Negotiations on the Treaty began on 9 March 1989 and culminated just prior to the signing
of the Treaty in November. This remarkably short negotiation time reflects the degree of political
change that occurred in Europe during that same period. Changes in Soviet foreign policy under
Gorbachev led to new independence and new governments in most member states of the Warsaw Pact
and, on 3 October 1990, East and West Germany united. With these changes came announcements of
ongoing and planned withdrawals of Soviet forces and equipment from Eastern European countries.
Negotiations on the CFE Treaty, therefore, worked to codify changes already in progress, as well as

to establish new limits.

However, the negotiations also drew on the experience of the Mutual and Balanced Force
Reduction (MBFR) talks which began in 1973 and continued without success until February 1989. The
MBER talks also sought to place limits on conventional forces but in a more limited geographical zone
comprising East and West Germany, Belgium, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, Czechoslovakia and
Poland. The talks were plagued by a lack of political will and problems created by a fundamental
difference in the approach of the two sides (see The Guide 1986, 1987, 1988).

The CFE Treaty consists of twenty-three articles along with eight protocols. The Treaty seeks
not just to establish limits on certain categories of equipment and arms, but by doing so to reduce

the capability for surprise attacks or offensive military action.

Under Article IV of the Treaty, each side is bound to an upper limit of armaments as follows:

EORES s S hra. gkl e e o a 20,000
Avtllery. v er s T 20,000
Armoured combat

yehiCles . . L. .. s hes e 30,000
L e b e 6,800
BICHICOPEErS & .0 v o s 5 woan sie w0s 2,000
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These limits refer to the entire area of application of the treaty which includes all of the
European territory of states party to the treaty, stretching from the Atlantic Ocean to the Ural
Mountains in the Soviet Union. US and Canadian territory is not affected. Separate regional sub-limits
are established for specified zones within the area of application.

In order to guard against any one state having a preponderance of the arms limited by the
Treaty, no one state may possess more than approximately one third of the total arms permitted in a
given category. Specific maximum levels are outlined for each category. For example, no individual
state, including the US and the Soviet Union, can possess more than 13,300 tanks, 20,000 armoured
combat vehicles or 13,700 artillery pieces within the zone (Article VI).

These limits will require only modest cuts in NATO tanks and helicopters, and no NATO cuts
at all in the other categories. Warsaw Pact countries, however, traditionally relying on quantity to
counter the qualitative advantage of NATO forces, will have to make significant cuts across the board
(see Section V: FACTS AND FIGURES for details).

All reductions must be completed forty months after the treaty enters into force. The
reductions are to occur in three phases. After sixteen months, twenty-five percent of the reductions
must be completed, twelve months later, or twenty-eight months after the treaty enters into force,
sixty percent of the reductions must be completed, and twelve months later, or forty months after the
treaty enters into force, all reductions must be completed [Article VIII(4)].

The Treaty will enter into force ten days after all of the signatories to the Treaty have
deposited instruments of ratification in the Netherlands. So, although the Treaty has been signed and
some elements of the Treaty will be implemented (such as information exchanges), reductions will not

officially begin until all states have ratified the Treaty.

Extensive verification measures have been developed to ensure compliance with the CFE
Treaty. For example, detailed exchanges of information and notifications are required. The first
official exchange of information occurred on 18 November, one day prior to signature of the Treaty
by the heads of state. Further exchanges of information will be required thirty days after the Treaty
enters into force, on 15 December every year after the Treaty enters into force, and at the end of the
forty-month period of reductions.! The information required includes the structure and peacetime

location of the command organization of land, air and air defence forces, designation and location of

Igection VII, Protocol on Notification and Exchange of Information.
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units holding specified conventional armaments and equipment, and the location of designated
permanent storage sites and reduction sites, all within the zone affected by the Treaty.

The Treaty outlines specific measures for the destruction of each category of weapon. With
respect to aircraft and helicopters, states have the option of disarming and reconfiguring the
equipment for training purposes rather than simply destroying it. Methods outlined in the Treaty must
be used and the process will be monitored by inspectors.

A number of different types of inspection are available as verification methods. Inspections
will be carried out to verify information exchanges and compliance with the limits established in
the Treaty. Inspections will also be used to monitor the destruction of equipment and arms, and the
processes used to convert aircraft and helicopters. A state cannot refuse an inspection of a declared
site but a system of quotas is established in the Protocol on Inspection to ensure that no one state will
be subject to an excessive number of inspections. Challenge inspections of specified areas
(non-declared sites) are permitted but, in this case, the state to be inspected has the right to refuse
the inspection.

A Joint Consultative Group (JCG) is established by the Treaty to provide a framework for all
the states party to the Treaty to discuss ambiguous issues, questions of compliance and other questions
relating to the Treaty. The JCG will meet twice each year and extra sessions will be held at the request
of individual states.

The Treaty does not place limits on personnel levels or the number of troops deployed in the
European area. In February 1989, the US and the Soviet Union had agreed to limit personnel to
195,000 troops each. However, this commitment was overtaken by planned Soviet withdrawals from
Eastern Europe, the unification of Germany, and proposed US budget cuts calling for far fewer than
195,000 US troops in Europe. Rather than begin negotiations on new levels, in September 1990, the
negotiators agreed to postpone this question in order to complete the Treaty by the November
deadline. A commitment to proceed with negotiations on personnel levels and aerial inspection
methods as the next stage in the CFE negotiations (known as CFE 1A) is part of the CFE Treaty.
Aerial inspection is considered very important to the verification procedures for the Treaty. However,
as with troop limitations, the effort to complete a treaty by November led negotiators to postpone the
question. It is hoped that an agreement on these two questions will be ready for a planned summit
meeting of the Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe (CSCE) in 1992. The first round
of the CFE IA negotiations began ten days after the Treaty was signed, on 29 November 1990.
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In a declaration issued on the day the Treaty was signed, Germany reaffirmed its commitment
to reduce its armed forces levels to 370,000. These reductions will begin once the Treaty enters into
force. In a separate declaration, all of the signatories to the Treaty agree that they will not increase
their peacetime authorized conventional personnel strength until the CFE 1A negotiations on the

issue have been completed.

One day prior to the signing of the Treaty, the Soviet Union announced a ten-year draft plan
for reductions and restructuring in Soviet armed forces, the first stage of which will involve a complete
withdrawal of all Soviet troops from Czechoslovakia, Hungary, Mongolia and Germany by 1994.

Soon after the signing of the Treaty, NATO countries expressed concern about Soviet
movements of large numbers of tanks and artillery out of the European zone, and therefore outside
the limits of the Treaty, prior to its signing. Questions have also been raised about the validity of the
data supplied by the Soviet Union in the first information exchange. In response, the Soviet Union
explained that in a number of cases, the movement of equipment beyond the Ural mountains was
related to unilateral Soviet reductions announced in December 1988 and still being implemented. Some
of the equipment that has been moved has already been destroyed. The Soviet Union invited US
experts to come to the Soviet Union to discuss this question. On the question of data, the figures
supplied by the Soviet Union were much lower in some categories than had been expected by the US.
Under the terms of the Treaty, there is a ninety-day grace period in which states may correct the

information they submitted in the initial information exchange.

In March, a second issue became of considerable concern. The Soviet Union re-categorized
three motorized rifle divisions, previously under the jurisdiction of the army, as naval "coastal
defence" units and claimed that the equipment associated with these units was not limited by the
Treaty. Similarly, the Soviet Union claimed that equipment held by the Strategic Rocket Forces was
not subject to the terms of the Treaty. This indicated a fundamental difference in interpretation of
the Treaty’s terms between the Soviet Union and the other signatories. The problem prompted
President Bush to send a letter to Gorbachev in an effort to find a compromise which maintained the
terms of the Treaty. The question of interpretation was of such significance that it put all other arms
control negotiations, especially the strategic arms negotiations on hold. After considerable high-level
diplomacy throughout the month of May, US Secretary of State Baker and Soviet Foreign Secretary
Bessmertnykh reached a compromise agreement on 1 June 1991.

On 14 June, in an extraordinary meeting of the Treaty signatories in Vienna, the compromise
was made formal and official. In a binding statement in which the Soviet Union pledged its full
compliance with the Treaty’s terms, the Soviet Union also agreed to destroy or convert 14,500 of the
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57,000 weapon systems that it had moved out of the Treaty zone prior to November 1990. It was
agreed that the Soviet Union would maintain its disputed coastal defence and naval infantry units on
the condition that these units not be expanded. It was also agreed that the equipment of the Strategic
Rocket Forces would be exempt from the Treaty limits by considering them internal security forces.
The other signatories gave binding declarations which accepted the Soviet pledges.

CURRENT CANADIAN POSITION

At the signing ceremony in Paris, Canadian Prime Minister Brian Mulroney signed the CFE
Treaty on behalf of Canada. Canada has consistently supported the pursuit of an agreement limiting
conventional armed forces in Europe and strongly supports the CFE Treaty. In negotiating and
completing the Treaty, the Canadian delegation made a particular contribution in developing the

verification and monitoring procedures.
A Government news release issued on the day the Treaty was signed stated:

The arms control provisions of CFE are unprecedented in scope. CFE makes a
historically significant contribution to security and stability in Europe, to which
Europeans and North Americans have aspired since the end of World War II.

The agreement to postpone negotiation on aerial inspection measures left open the question of
how such measures might complement or be complemented by an Open Skies regime (see The Guide,
1990). David Peel, the head of the Canadian delegation to the CFE negotiations, suggested in a
statement to the CFE negotiations that Open Skies remain separate from aerial inspection measures
for the CFE Treaty.3 He noted that Open Skies fulfils a confidence-building role while aerial
inspection measures should be geared specifically to verifying the terms of the CFE Treaty. However,
Mr. Peel went on to suggest that the order of negotiation be reversed so that Open Skies could be
coordinated with the CFE aims. He stated:

{\lthough we originally preferred parallel development of Open Skies and aerial
inspection regimes, we now see a definite advantage in a sequential approach with
priority being given to Open Skies.*

2Government of Canada. "Canada Signs Treaty on Conventional Armed Forces in Europe,"
News Release, 19 November 1990.

3David Peel. "CFE and Open Skies," excerpts, The Disarmament Bulletin, no. 15, Winter
1990/91: 10-11.

bid.: 11.
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PARLIAMENTARY COMMENT

On the day the Treaty was signed, Liberal member Warren Allmand asked the Government
how the CFE Treaty would affect Canadian forces deployed in Europe. Mary Collins, the Associate
Minister of National Defence, responded that most of the reductions required would be undertaken
by Warsaw Pact members. Very few reductions would be required by NATO and "[a]lthough all the
details are not known, we do not expect that it will actually affect our Canadian troops in Europe."

However, Ms. Collins also stated that Canada had already made a decision to reduce its armed
forces in Europe by 1,400 as part of reductions relating to’ cuts in the Canadian defence budget.

On 18 December 1990, Mr. Allmand pursued the question again. He also noted that the end
of the Cold War, symbolized by the signing of the CFE Treaty, called into question the need for
arrangements such as NORAD (see Chapter 18, NORAD). Mr. Allmand stated, as he had previously,
that these developments suggested the great need for a new White Paper on Canadian defence policy.

Mr. Jean-Guy Hudon, the Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of National Defence,
responded:

Canada welcomes the signing of the CFE Treaty. Canada will play an active role in
verifying the CFE agreement. A Canadian military verification organization has been
established to deal with all aspects of the Treaty. This verification regime could well
become the most enduring element of a CFE Treaty and the cornerstone of a new
European military security f ramework.%

During hearings before the Standing Committee on National Defence on Canada’s role in
confidence-building and verification procedures in Europe, the CFE Treaty was occasionally

discussed.’

SCommons Debates. 19 November 1990: 15391.
6Commons Debates. 18 December 1990: 16933.

TSee: Standing Committee on National Defence. Minutes of Proceedings, no. 32-35,
12 and 13 December 1990.
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4. CONFIDENCE- AND SECURITY-BUILDING MEASURES

BACKGROUND

At an important summit meeting of the Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe
(CSCE)! on 19 November 1990, in Paris, the thirty-four members of the CSCE signed the Vienna
Document 1990, a new agreement on confidence- and security-building measures (CSBMs) in Europe.
On the same day, the Treaty on Conventional Armed Forces in Europe (CFE Treaty) was signed by
the twenty-two members of the CSCE, who are also members of NATO and the Warsaw Pact.

The development of CSBMs began in Helsinki in 1973 when the then thirty-five members of
the CSCE began negotiations on what became the Helsinki Final Act in August 1975. The Final Act
dealt with three "baskets" of issues: security questions in Europe; cooperation in economics, science
and technology, and the environment; and cooperation in humanitarian and other fields. In the
security basket, states agreed to provide twenty-one days notice of all major military manoeuvres
involving 25,000 or more troops. States also agreed that observers from other states could be invited
to observe military manoeuvres. Provisions were included to enable the further development of
"Confidence-Building Measures" such as these. A review conference was held in Belgrade from
autumn 1977 to spring 1978 but no significant advances were made.

At the second review conference of the Helsinki Final Act, held in Madrid from November
1980 to September 1983, states agreed on a mandate for negotiations on CSBMs. The resulting
negotiations were held in Stockholm between January 1984 and September 1986, under the
cumbersome title of Conference on Confidence- and Security-Building Measures and Disarmament
in Europe (CCSBMDE). In its shortened version, the talks were also known as Conference on
Disarmament in Europe, or CDE.?

These negotiations resulted in what is known as the Stockholm Document,3 in September 1986.
It was concluded just as the changes in the Soviet Union were beginning to appear. Soviet agreement
to a number of the provisions, and the extent of the provisions themselves, were considered an
important step forward. The Stockholm Document reflects agreement in six principal areas:

;i IThe members include: Austria, Belgium, Bulgaria, Canada, Cy‘frus, Czechoslovakia, Denmark,
Finland, France, Germany, Greece, the Holy See Hunga;)y, Iceland, Ireland, Italy, Lnec}\tenst_em,
Luxembourg, Malta, Monaco, the Netherlands, Norway, oland, Portugal, Rumania, San Marino,
th%S?vxetl nion, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, Turkey, the United Kingdom, the United States

and Yugoslavia.

2S_ee.previous issues of The Guide, especially 1987, for a more detailed examination of these
negotiations.

3Formally, Document of the Stockholm Conference on Confidence- and Security-Building
Measures and Disarmament in Europe Conyened in Accordance with the Relevant Provisions of the
goncludzlngsgocument of the Madrid Meeting of the Conference on Security and Cooperation in
urope, :
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declaratory measures; notification measures; observation; exchange of annual calendars; constraining
provisions; and compliance and verification. Inter alia, the measures agreed to in the Stockholm
Document include: forty-two days advance notice of military activities involving more than 13,000
troops or 300 tanks; and a requirement that other signatories be invited to observe military
manoeuvres exceeding 17,000 troops. Military activities which may not comply with Document
provisions can be subjected to a challenge on-site inspection. States have the right to observe the
exercise in question by ground and/or air, but no state will be required to accept more than three such
inspections in one year. Each year on 15 November, states exchange calendars of military exercises
planned for the next year. A one-year warning must be given of exercises involving 40,000 troops and
exercises with 75,000 men or more require two years notice. Finally, states agree to refrain from the

threat or use of force.

The Vienna Document builds on the Stockholm Document. The mandate for this set of CSBMs
came from the third review of the CSCE in Vienna which concluded in January 1989. During the
review, the idea that negotiations on conventional force reductions in Europe, traditionally involving
only the twenty-two members of NATO and the Warsaw Pact, should be combined with CSBM
negotiations involving all thirty-five members of the CSCE, was the subject of considerable
discussion. In the end, it was agreed that the negotiations would remain separate but the two groups
would meet periodically to keep each other informed.

The Vienna Document came into force on 1 January 1991. It is intended to build on the
Stockholm Document and consequently restates its provisions. The new or improved measures included

in the Vienna Document include:

@ Annual exchanges of military information -- this information will be exchanged on
15 December each year and will include command organization, troop and major weapon
system numbers in Europe for air, air defence, land and naval forces permanently stationed
on land. In addition, information on military budgets will also be exchanged using the system
established by the UN for standardized reporting of military expenditures.

@ Risk reduction -- states may request explanations about unusual or unscheduled military
activity, plus hazardous incidents. An explanation is required within forty-eight hours.

0 Improved contacts -- exchanges, visits and contacts between military personnel, military

institutions and academics are to be encouraged and facilitated. Once every five years, states
with air combat units will invite other states to observe activity at an active peacetime air base.

32



4. Confidence- and Security-Building Measures

3 Information exchanges are now subject to an "evaluation visit" to ensure that the information
provided was correct. One visit for every sixty military units is permitted, up to a maximum
of fifteen.

® A network of direct communications between the states will be established to facilitate the

transmission of messages relating to the agreement and to act as a supplement to diplomatic
channels.

CURRENT CANADIAN POSITION

Canada has been an active participant in the negotiations on CSBMs and is very supportive of
the new agreement. Canada used its expertise in verification and communications to play an important
role in developing provisions of the agreement relating to those questions.

At the 45th Session of the General Assembly, Canada co-sponsored three resolutions on
CSBMs. All three resolutions were passed by the General Assembly without a vote. Resolution 45/581,
co-sponsored with France, called upon states to evaluate the success of the negotiations on CSBMs in
Europe. Resolution 45/58M, co-sponsored with Belgium, called upon states to consider the value of
CSBMs. Resolution 45/62F, co-sponsored with Germany commended the guidelines on types of
CSBMs established earlier in the year by the UN Disarmament Commission.

In speaking to the UN First Committee, Canada’s Ambassador for Disarmament, Peggy Mason,
spoke of Canada’s support for CSBMs and indicated that Canada believed CSBMs should be

encouraged on other areas of tension.*

PARLIAMENTARY COMMENT

The Standing Committee on National Defence held hearings during November and December
1990 on Canada’s role in confidence-building and verification in Europe.5 During Ambassador
Mason’s testimony, discussion focussed on the role of CBMs at the UN and at the CSCE.$

‘Amb_assador P. Mason. "Canadian Statement to First Committee,” The Disarmament Bulletin,
no. 15, Winter 1990/91: 17.

no. ;%e_e:;ss,tz}ggbng Committee on National Defence and Veteran Affairs. Minutes of Proceedings,

Standing Committee on National Defence and Veteran Affairs. Minutes of Proceedings,
no. 35, 13 December 1990.
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5. MIDDLE EAST ARMS CONTROL

BACKGROUND

Since the crisis in the Persian Gulf there has been considerable interest in developing a
regional arms control plan for the Middle East which would limit conventional arms transfers and
weapons of mass destruction. In the past there have been various proposals for arms control in the
Middle East including a proposal for making the region a nuclear weapon-free zone (see Chapter 10,
NUCLEAR WEAPON-FREE ZONES) but they have met with little success. New interest in Middle
East arms control has been driven as much by the war itself as by the realization that the coalition was
faced with many weapons that had been sold to Iraq by coalition members. As a result a number of
the proposals that have been put forward for Middle East arms control have centered on controlling
conventional arms transfers to the region (see Chapter 1, ARMS TRANSFERS).

In the aftermath of the Persian Gulf war, Canada was the first country to propose new arms
control measures. While the situation in the Middle East was key to the Canadian proposals, the
proposals themselves have a global focus and do not seek to deal solely with the Middle East. Canada
proposed that a world summit be held at the United Nations (UN) to establish a wide-ranging

programme of arms control to be completed in time for a second summit to be held in 1995.

The Canadian proposals for the arms control programme encompass both conventional arms
transfers controls and limits on weapons of mass destruction. They call for an early commitment to
extending the Non-Proliferation Treaty beyond 1995, an expansion of the Missile Technology Control
Regime (MTCR), a strengthening of the Biological Weapons Convention at the next review conference
and a commitment to conclude the chemical weapons convention by 1992. As part of the plan, Canada
also urged the major arms exporting countries to undertake a formal commitment to greater sensitivity
and transparency in arms exports and proposed that the signatories to the Treaty on Conventional
Forces in Europe agree not to export their surplus arms to areas of tension.

During March and April 1991, there were increasing calls for arms control in the Middle East
from countries in the region, as well as from the US and France. On 29 May 1991, after consultations
with governments in the region, the US unveiled its proposal for Middle East arms control. The US
proposal would involve an agreement among the five major suppliers of conventional arms, Britain,
China, France, the Soviet Union and the US, on guidelines which would control the export of
destabilizing weapons to the region while allowing exports for legitimate defence needs. Middle East
states would agree to refrain from further acquisition, production and testing of surface-to-surface
missiles as a first step towards eliminating these missiles. The initiative also calls for a regional ban
on the production and acquisition of weapon-capable nuclear material such as enriched uranium; calls

on all states in the region to sign the Non-Proliferation Treaty; and supports a nuclear weapon-free
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zone as a long term goal. Similarly, all states in the region are urged to commit to joining the chemical
weapons convention currently under negotiation, once it is completed. The Biological Weapons
Convention will be holding a review conference in September 1991. The US proposal calls for the
conference to use the opportunity to strengthen the conventions provisions.

Two days later, France announced its initiative in Middle East arms control. The French plan
included similar goals on limiting weapons of mass destruction and conventional arms transfers and
also included proposals for confidence-building measures intended to enhance regional security.

On 9 July 1991, after a two day meeting in Paris, the five permanent members of the UN
Security Council, the main arms suppliers to the Middle East, agreed to seek the elimination of
weapons of mass destruction in the Middle East and to observe rules of restraint in exporting
conventional arms to the region. Their final statement also encouraged countries in the region to
develop their own proposals for arms control. The five countries will meet again in September and
October to develop concrete measures to this end.

CURRENT CANADIAN POSITION

Canada supports regional arms control initiatives and is in favour of arms control in the Middle
East. (For Canadian policy on arms transfers to the region see Chapter 1, ARMS TRANSFERS.) As
discussed above, Canada has put forward a proposal which deals with Middle East arms control
concerns, as they have been articulated since the Persian Gulf crisis, as part of a global initiative on
weapons of mass destruction and conventional arms transfers. In announcing the Government’s plan
for a world summit, then Secretary of State for External Affairs, Joe Clark explained the rationale
behind the Government initiative:

Over the years, ...we have all helped to create a military apparatus in this region,
especially in Iraq, that is beyond human comprehension. Military assistance in the
region has exceeded economic assistance. This must stop. ... To be credible, any peace
plan must include strict measures to check the proliferation of weapons of mass
destruction and the stockpiling of conventional weapons in the region. Multilateral
negotiations have already begun regarding these crucial issues.... However, their success
has been limited owing to the lack of political will or the conflicting interests of the
various parties involved. It is urgent that we make further efforts to display a strong
political will. In this belief, Canada plans to promote a world summit on instruments
of war and weapons of mass destruction in the coming months.!

1 2 "
Department of External Affairs. "Canada and the Challen f - iod i
Gulf," Statement, 91/10, 8 February 1991: 7-8. $630F the FURtUNAR FOItotit
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In a speech to the Calgary Chamber of Commerce on 1 March 1991, Mr. Clark spoke of the
difficulties inherent in trying to develop controls on arm transfers. He noted the contribution arms sales
from coalition countries had made to Iraq’s arsenal and the worrying trend of new supplier states.

For 45 years the search for security in the Middle East has been pursued largely
through the avenue of arms. That search has failed. ...Despite billions and billions of
dollars spent on arms -- what have we seen? We have seen five wars between Israel and
her neighbours. We have seen Lebanon reduced to rubble. And we have this
war,...[Canada’s] initiatives will not, in and of themselves, address the arms trade
challenge.... Action -- concerted action -- is required by others, ...but [the proposals]
contribute -- and I believe they indicate our firm commitment to moving from hope
to action... :

PARLIAMENTARY COMMENT

In response to a question from Conservative member Jean-Guy Guilbault at a hearing before
the Standing Committee on External Affairs, Mr. Clark said that he was encouraged by international
response to the Government initiative and said that Canada would now seek to develop a working

group of states to continue planning.

..it is very important to have a number of countries of the South, that is to say,
developing countrieskso that such a conference is not perceived as something arranged
by the rich nations...

At the conclusion of its hearings on the question of a world summit, the Standing Committee
on National Defence (SCND) issued a report on its findings. The Committee was encouraged by the
Government proposal for a world summit. The Committee noted however, that nuclear, chemical and
biological weapons were the subject of ongoing negotiations and treaties while the trade in
conventional arms was not. Given the connections between regional instability and the conventional
arms trade, the Committee recommended that "...conventional weapons transfers should be a focus of

particular concern for Summit participants" and stated that:

ZQ Bartment of External Affairs. "Clark: We Have an Obligation to End the Mid-East Arms
Race," Disarmament Bulletin, no. 16, Spring 1991: 6.

3Standing Committee on External Affairs and International Trade. Minutes and Proceedings,
no. 105, 21 March 1991: 37.
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It is not unrealistic to hope that the Summit may provide the catalyst for a broadened
version of the Conventional Arms Transfers Talks (CATT) held between the United

States and the Soviet Union in 1977-78.4

The Committee went on to recommend further that one of the aims of the summit should be
a formal system of arms transfer transparency, that an arms transfer registry should be established
under UN auspices and that Canada should concentrate its efforts on helping to establish regional
systems of arms transfer trzmsparency.5 (See Chapter 1 for more details.)

4 . . -
Standing Committee on National Defence. "Fourth R 1
Il%sgt{pg\ents of War and Weapons of Mass Destruction," Aft’?xgtrg} EE& ggggeﬁ?yﬁ?ﬁ&"é‘fezs March

SIbid.: 5-6.

%
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6. MISSILE TECHNOLOGY CONTROL REGIME (MTCR)

BACKGROUND

In April 1987, Canada, France, West Germany, Great Britain, Italy, Japan, and the US
announced that they had agreed on a coordinated policy for limiting exports of missiles and related
technologies. The seven countries had been secretly neéotiating the agreement, initially established
through an exchange of letters, since 1983. Known as the Missile Technology Control Regime
(MTCR), the agreement is not a formal treaty. It was prompted by growing concern about weapons
proliferation in general and the proliferation of ballistic missiles in regions of tension and instability,
in particular. It seeks to control technological transfers which may contribute to the development of
nuclear weapons delivery systems while permitting exports associated with civilian space programmes.

The MTCR affects exports of materials and technology related to missiles capable of carrying
a 500 kilogramme payload over a distance of 300 kilometres. The range was considered to be the
shortest militarily useful within a given region, and the payload represented the smallest considered
possible for a nuclear warhead. Each state is responsible for its own implementation of the controls.

Two categories of technologies are controlled. Category I items include complete rocket and
missile systems, production facilities for such systems, individual rocket stages, re-entry vehicles and
rocket engines. This category represents the systems of greatest risk and states are required to exercise
restraint and maintain a "strong presumption” to deny such exports. When items in this category are
exported, the state undertaking the export must ensure that the item or technology is used only for
the stated purpose once it reaches its destination.

Category II includes less sensitive items such as sub-systems and components. Many of the
items in Category II have a number of possible uses, not all of them military. Thus, less restraint is
called for in Category II although restraint must be exercised. Exports are to be dealt with on a
case-by-case basis.

The MTCR has been criticized because it does not include important supplier countries such
as China, North Korea and the Soviet Union. It is also very difficult to ensure that technology
exported for civilian purposes is in fact used for those purposes after it reaches its destination.
However, since 1987, MTCR members have sought to strengthen the regime. Australia, Austria,
Belgium, Denmark, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway and Spain have all joined
the MTCR since 1987, bringing the current total to sixteen.

The Soviet Union has indicated that it is willing to adhere to the terms of the MTCR and it

has been holding bilateral discussions with the US about cooperation in limiting ballistic missile
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proliferation. After a summit meeting in Washington D.C. in June 1990, President Bush and President
Gorbachev issued a communique which expressed their support for the MTCR, noted that they would
continue bilateral consultations, pointed out their intention to seek regional methods for reducing

proliferation and called on all countries to exercise restraint.

s

The concerns about ballistic missile proliferation that prompted the MTCR were given particular
poignancy in the Persian Gulf crisis because of Iraq’s possession and use of SCUD missiles and the
possibility that they might be armed with chemical or biological warheads. The crisis has prompted
stronger efforts at regional and international levels to develop more effective proliferation controls.

CURRENT CANADIAN POSITION

As one of the original members of the MTCR, Canada has been a strong supporter of the
regime and of controls on ballistic missile proliferation generally. Canada acted as the host for an
MTCR meeting in July 1990 in Ottawa.!

In the aftermath of the Persian Gulf war, as part of an overall plan for post-hostility actions,
Canada proposed that there be a world summit on the instruments of war and mass destruction.? The
plan calls for efforts on various multilateral arms control issues with a view to taking further steps
to control proliferation. A global conference under UN auspices would issue a statement of intent to
this end, and a condemnation of proliferation. A second summit would be held in 1995 to mark the

development of the new measures.

As part of its proposed programme, the Canadian Government has said that it will encourage
expanded participation in the MTCR and will propose more stringent controls.? With this end in view,
at a MTCR meeting in Tokyo 18 to 20 March 1991, Canada proposed that the meeting review the
Equipment and Technology Annex to the MTCR in order to consider ways of making the Annex’s
scope more stringent.* The Tokyo meeting led to agreement on a plan for revising the Annex and
expanding participation in the regime.

1 S _
Department of External Affairs. "Canada Hosts MTCR Meet . ; ]
e A 600: 27. eeting," The Disarmament Bulletin,

2Department of External Affairs. "Post-Hostilities Activities," Backgrounder, 8 February 1991.
3 .
Ibid.

4Degart.ment of External Affairs. "MTCR Partners Meet in Tokyo," The Disarmament Bulletin, -
no. 16, Spring 1991: 10.
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In a statement released after the Tokyo meeting, former Secretary of State for External

Affairs, Joe Clark stated:

The Gulf War showed us the tragic impact of uncontrolled trade in missile technology
and weapons of mass destruction. The Missile Technology Control Regime is an
important forum for addressing these issues, but it would be stronger and more
effective if more exporting countries were involved.

In discussing proliferation concerns, the Canadian Ambassador for Disarmament, Peggy Mason

noted that:

Perhaps even more destabilizing, ...has been the proliferation of ballistic missile
technology. This is having two main effects: it compounds the danger presented by
nuclear and chemical weapons proliferation and it is extending the reach of new powers
into the developed world. International efforts...have come too late to do anything but
slow down and hinder the development of ballistic missiles in a number of countries
in the next few years.

In discussing the Government’s broad-based initiative on a world summit and proliferation,
Ambassador Mason spoke of the need for proliferation to be dealt with as an issue related to regional

stability as well as arms control.

_.unilateral and multilateral controls on the part of suppliers alone cannot provide
permanent answers. Proliferation, as a process, will be largely inevitable as long as the
underlying factors that motivate weapons acquisition remain in play. To be effective,
approaches to proliferation must form part of a broader security policy that aims at
involving regional powers in stabilizing structures.

PARLIAMENTARY COMMENT

There was no parliamentary comment on this issue.

5Department of External Affairs. "Canada Supports Stronger Controls on Missile Technology
Transfers," News Release, no. 78, 25 March 1991.

6Ambassacjor Peggy Mason. "A New Security Agenda, Speech to the Conference on the
Changing Soviet Union: Implications for Canada and the World," 28 November 1990: 7.

. 7Ambassador Peggy Mason. "Ogen.ing Remarks to the Meeting of the Consultative Group on
Disarmament and Arms Control Affairs," Montreal, 20 March 1991: 7.
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7. NAVAL ARMS CONTROL

BACKGROUND

Since the end of World War II, there have been few attempts to develop arms control
agreements which deal specifically or exclusively with naval weapons. Prior to 1945, there were
extensive bilateral and multilateral efforts to develop treaties limiting naval arms. During the 1920s
and 1930s, multilateral efforts resulted in three treaties: the Washington Treaty on Limiting Naval
Armament in 1922; the London Treaty of 1930; and a follow-on to the London Treaty, the London
Protocol in 1936. These treaties placed limits on the types and numbers of warships maintained by
Britain, France, Italy, Japan, and the US. The limits also extended to the types and numbers of
weapons deployed on the ships.

This emphasis on limiting naval arms was not carried over into the post-World War II period.
In f act, the post-World War II period has been in sharp contrast to the 1920s and 1930s with little in
the way of effort or achievement in naval arms control. In 1972, the US and the Soviet Union signed
the Agreement on the Prevention of Incidents On and Over the High Seas, which seeks to reduce and
prevent potentially dangerous incidents between the navies of the two countries. It does not limit naval
arms. Similar agreements have also been signed by the Soviet Union with a number of NATO
countries, including Canada.

Since World War 11, a number of agreements which seek to ban nuclear weapons from a given
zone or place limits on nuclear weapons themselves have been developed. As such, they may affect
naval activity but do not constitute naval arms control. Of particular interest is the Treaty on the
Prohibition of the Emplacement of Nuclear Weapons and Other Weapons of Mass Destruction on the
Sea-Bed and the Ocean Floor, and the Partial Test Ban Treaty which inter alia, prohibits the testing
of nuclear weapons under water.

The Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty, signed in 1972, prohibits the US and the Soviet Union from,
inter alia, developing, testing or deploying an anti-ballistic missile system or component which is
sea-based. The SALT II Treaty, signed by the US and the Soviet Union in 1976, placed upper limits
on the number of submarine-launched ballistic missiles (SLBMs) and ballistic missile submarines that
could be maintained by the two countries. More recently, the proposed START agreement will require
the US and the Soviet Union to reduce their numbers of SLBMs and ballistic missile submarines. A
political agreement that will accompany the START Treaty will require the two to exchange
information about their planned deployments of sea-launched cruise missiles on an annual basis.
Negotiations on confidence-building measures in Europe have included discussions of measures
relating to naval arms.
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Still, there have been no negotiations or agreements since 1945 which seek to deal exclusively
with naval weapons, especially the large numbers of conventional naval weapons. The large size of
the superpower navies and the proliferation of weapons at sea, especially tactical nuclear weapons and
nuclear-powered ships has prompted some countries to propose that naval arms control measures be
pursued. For a number of years, the Soviet Union has proposed a variety of measures relating to naval
activities. These have included confidence-building measures in certain regions such as the North
Atlantic and the Arctic, bilateral confidence-building measures between the US and the Soviet Union
such as declarations of which naval ships are carrying nuclear weapons, and a separate forum for
discussing naval limits. In 1988, the Soviet Union made public details of its naval force deployments
as a confidence-building measure. The US has been consistently opposed to naval arms control and
has not responded positively to any of the Soviet or other international proposals. Other members of
NATO, particularly the UK, have supported the US position.

At the United Nations, the question of naval arms control was before the UN Disarmament
Commission (UNDC) from 1987 to 1990. Work at the UNDC included discussion of possible
confidence-building measures, regulations for nuclear-powered ships, and strengthening existing
multilateral agreements. A Secretary-General’s Group of Experts report on naval arms control in 1985
outlined two objectives for further action. First, effective measures of reducing nuclear weapons at

sea and second, developing measures which reduce conventional arms at sea.!

In spite of an unchanging negative attitude towards naval arms control on the part of the US
administration, there has been discussion of naval arms control within the US government. In April
1988, Paul Nitze, then an advisor to the President on arms control, proposed that the US and the
Soviet Union agree to a complete ban on all nuclear weapons based on surface ships. This proposal,
however, did not become part of the formal US position.

In response to a Congressional request, in April 1991, the US Department of Defense submitted
a report to Congress on naval arms control prospects. The report concluded that naval arms control
would restrict the US ability to carry out its global commitments and would be difficult to verify. The
Pentagon report did note that confidence-building measures were the most promising naval arms
control option, although it came out against a ban on tactical nuclear weapons and limits on
submarines. Specific support was given to unilateral measures such as a proposal for the publication
of data on the procurement and production of naval weapons.

IDepartment of Disarmament Affairs, Report for the Secretary-General. The Naval Arms
Race. Study Series 16. New York: United Nations, 1986.
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CURRENT CANADIAN POSITION

Canada is party to one of the oldest naval arms agreement, the Rush-Bagot Treaty of 1817.
The Treaty limits US and Canadian naval activity on the Great Lakes. While Canada is willing to
consider some forms of naval arms control, it is against any measure which might infringe on the
basic freedoms of the high seas. Canada has supported UN resolutions on naval arms control and was
active in the discussions at the UNDC. Canada has favoured limits on sea-launched cruise missiles
(SLCMs) and welcomed the US-Soviet agreement on annual information exchanges and the acceptance

of the principle of constraint and the commitment to continue to seek further measures.’

Canada’s strongest support for the concept of naval arms control comes in relation to
confidence-building measures. In a speech before a conference on naval arms control, Canada’s
Ambassador for Disarmament, Peggy Mason, reiterated Canada’s support for such measures. However,
Ambassador Mason noted that a growing expectation that naval measures might be added to the
mandate of the confidence- and security-building measures (CSBMs) negotiations under the
Conference of Security and Cooperation in Europe (CSCE) would raise a number of difficult questions
which need careful attention. These include the question of whether such CSBMs would detract from

maritime security policy and whether the CSCE is the appropriate forum for such discussions.>

In outlining Canada’s position Ambassador Mason said:

...Canada has actively promoted discussion within NATO on conf idence-building in
the maritime environment. Preliminary consideration on naval security and arms
control has been undertaken, both in Brussels and in Ottawa. I believe that, despite the
difficulties, we must continue to pursue such studies. Canada favours, in principle,
consideration of measures that would promote mutual trust through transparency,
enhance Personal contact, and build upon the seafaring traditions of fairness and
courtesy.

PARLIAMENTARY COMMENT

There was no comment on naval arms control during debates in the House of Commons.
However, in hearings before the Standing Committee on National Defence and Veterans Affairs

2A_mbassador Peﬁg Mason. "The Canadian Position on Naval Arms Control," Disarmament
Bulletin, no. 14, Fall 1990: 11-12.

3bid.: 11.
Ibid.: 12.
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on confidence-building and verification measures relating to Europe, the issue was raised by

Committee members.

Liberal member Bill Rompkey asked officials from the Department of External Affairs about

Canada’s role in advocating naval arms control measures, pointing out that there appeared to have

been little work done on the question within NATO.

stated:

..surely we could simply have an exchange of information that could start
confidence-building measures that could eventually lead to some form of naval arms
control. Has Canada put any ideas forward like that? Surely we could play a mediation
role between the United States and the Soviet Union in that regard.’

In response, Mark Moher, the Director General for International Security and Arms Control

...Canada was one of the first countries within the NATO group to suggest that at an
appropriate time we will have to move to address the question of naval arms control
and naval confidence-building measures. It has, however, been recognized that there
are enough issues on the table at this stage,...

Mr. Rompkey raised the question again when Ambassador Mason was appearing before the

Committee, noting that little progress on naval issues was occurring within NATO. Ambassador Mason

reiterated that Canada believed that confidence-building should be the starting-point. With reference
to NATO activities she stated:

Essentially, the whole NATO focus on naval arms control has been in the context of
the CFE and CSBM negotiations. It has therefore been within the Madrid mandate,
...which very strictly limits naval questions. Essentially they cannot be independent
naval questions; they have to be functionally related to ground force activity. ... That
is the context in which it has been going on, and Canada has been one of the countries
that, ...wanted us to go as far as it was possible to go within the Madrid mandate.’

5
Standing Committee on National Defence and Veterans Affairs. Minutes of P di d
Evidence [hereafter SCND. Minutes of Proceedings], no. 30, 6 November l9900f pregere s & g

6Ibid.: 9.
'SCND. Minutes of Proceedings, no. 35, 13 December 1990: 22-23.
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8. THE NON-PROLIFERATION TREATY (NPT)
-- THE FOURTH REVIEW CONFERENCE

BACKGROUND

The Fourth Review Conference of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons
(the NPT) convened in Geneva on 20 August 1990. The Conference was scheduled to conclude on
Friday 14 September, but continued through the night of the 14th, finally adjourning at about 6 a.m.
on Saturday the 15th. Article VIII of the Treaty, which came into force in 1970, required that a
conference "to review the operation of the Treaty with a view to assuring that the purposes of the
Preamble and the provisions of the Treaty are being realized" be called at the end of five years.
Thereafter, also under Article VIII, a majority of the signatories may request further conferences at
five year intervals. Article X of the Treaty, however, requires that in 1995, twenty-five years after
its entry into force, a conference be convened "to decide whether the Treaty shall continue in force
indefinitely, or shall be extended for an additional fixed period or periods." The 1990 Review
Conference, therefore, was the last before the 1995 date for renewal.

The Elements of the Treaty

The NPT was negotiated between 1965 and 1968. During the negotiations, disagreement
between the United States and the Soviet Union centred on the prospect that the United States might
transfer nuclear weapons to West Germany under a NATO agreement. A second significant
disagreement occurred between the nuclear weapon states (NWS) and the non-possessing states. The
latter argued that if the proposed treaty was to weigh equally on the parties, there should be a linkage

established between horizontal and vertical proliferation.

The NWS resisted specific linkage, but in the end were obliged to compromise. Article VI of
the NPT requires the parties "to pursue negotiations in good faith on effective measures relating to
the cessation of the nuclear arms race at an early date and to nuclear disarmament, and on a treaty
on general and complete disarmament under strict and effective international control." In addition,
the Preamble to the Treaty recalled the determination of the parties to the 1963 Partial Test Treaty
"to seek to achieve the discontinuance of all test explosions of nuclear weapons for all time and to
continue negotiations to this end."

With these general attempts to balance obligations between nuclear-possessing and

non-possessing states, the NPT signatories undertook the following commitments:
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® nuclear weapon states agreed not to transfer nuclear weapons to other states, or to assist
them to acquire nuclear weapons, and non-nuclear weapons states undertook not to
receive nuclear weapons and not to manufacture them (Articles I and II);

® non-nuclear states agreed to accept safeguards administered by the International Atomic
Energy Authority (IAEA) to ensure that nuclear materials were not diverted from
peaceful uses to nuclear weapon development (Article III), in exchange for which they
were promised the right to participate fully in the peaceful applications of nuclear
technology, including peaceful nuclear explosions (Articles IV and V).

Previous Review Conferences

At the 1975 Review Conference, discussion centred on proposals by non-possessing states to
add several protocols to the Treaty. The first of these dealt with the achievement of a comprehensive
test ban, and the second with reductions in the nuclear weapon capabilities of the NWS. The third
called upon the NWS to provide guarantees that they would not use nuclear weapons against
non-possessing states. The Conference, however, was unable to agree on the language of the three
protocols, and narrowly averted breaking up in disagreement. At the last minute, the Conference
president produced a personal assessment of the issues which was accepted as the Conference Report.

The 1980 Review Conference took place at the time of the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan and
the decision by President Carter to withdraw the SALT II Treaty from the Senate ratification process.
The conference was valuable in reviewing a number of key issues, including the Israeli and South
African nuclear programmes, and their application and scope of the safeguards programme. As in
1975, however, the non-possessing states were dissatisfied with the progress (or lack of it) made by
the NWS in reducing their nuclear arsenals. Primarily because of this issue, the Conference was unable

to agree on a final document.

The 1985 Review Conference exhibited a comparable pattern of achievement and failure, but
was able to agree on a Final Document. It strongly endorsed the objectives of the Treaty and the role
of the IAEA, and found compromise language on issues such as nuclear assistance and the
Israeli-South African nuclear programmes. However, the Conference was divided on the issues of a
comprehensive test ban and progress towards nuclear disarmament. In the outcome, a Final Document
was made possible by the use of a formula in which "the Conference except for certain states" deeply
regretted the failure to achieve a comprehensive test ban and called upon the states concerned to
resume negotiations in 1985. The "certain states" -- the United States and the United Kingdom --
asserted that they remained committed to the ultimate goal of a comprehensive test ban, but claimed
that deep and verifiable reductions in nuclear weapon arsenals were the highest priority in terms of

nuclear disarmament.
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Issues at the 1990 Review Conference

Under the presidency of Ambassador Oswaldo de Rivero of Peru, the 1990 Review Conference
'followed the procedures developed at previous conferences. The Conference created three Main
Committees. The first dealt with issues arising from Articles I, Il and VI of the Treaty. For many of the
non-possessing states, especially the Third World countries, the key question before Main Committee I was
the extent to which the NWS had met their obligation to achieve "effective measures relating to the
cessation of the nuclear arms race at an early date and to nuclear disarmament..." In addition, this
Committee also dealt with the Nigerian proposal for a treaty providing "negative security assurances” to
non-nuclear states, and issues arising from the potential proliferation of nuclear weapon states.

Main Committee II dealt with issues concerning the safeguard programme administered by the
IAEA, and with the potential to expand the scope of safeguards. Main Committee III dealt with the
provisions of the Treaty providing access to all aspects of peaceful uses of nuclear energy to
non-possessing states, especially those in the Third World. In addition to these three committees, the
Drafting Committee also played a key role at the Conference. In the final week, when the Main
Committee reports are submitted, it is the drafting committee which is responsible for producing a
Final Document for approval by the plenary meeting of the Conference.

During the four weeks of the Review Conference a great deal of positive work was
accomplished in the Main Committees. In brief, some of the key elements were:

° promising discussions in Main Committee III in which several supplier states, including
Belgium, Italy and the Soviet Union, associated themselves with drafting language
which would have made all of their exports of nuclear materials conditional on the
acceptance of the recipient of "full scope safeguards;"

® agreement on measures to strengthen the IAEA safeguards;

® agreed draft formulations concerning armed attacks on nuclear facilities, the
desirability of nuclear weapon-free zones, technical assistance to developing countries,
a demand that Israel and South Africa submit all of their nuclear facilities to IAEA
safeguards, and a variety of other issues of importance to the reinforcement of the NPT
regime;

@ an agreement that the nuclear weapon states, while submitting unilateral negative
security assurances as they had done in the past, would consult on the draft treaty
proposed by Nigeria and other states.

These agreements were overshadowed, however, by a continuing dispute at the Review
Conference about the fulfilment of the obligations of the NWS under Article VI. Throughout the
Conference, the United States and the United Kingdom, strongly supported by the Western group,
argued that the five years past had produced great progress in arms control. They pointed to the
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1987 Intermediate Nuclear Forces (INF) Treaty concluded between the United States and the Soviet
Union, and to the high hopes that a Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty (START) would be signed
shortly. They also emphasized the progress in negotiations on reducing conventional forces in Europe,

and the relaxation of tensions between East and West.

Led by Mexico, however, a number of non-aligned countries argued that, at the centre of the
nuclear disarmament provisions referred to in the Preamble and Article VI of the Treaty, lay the
obligation of the NWS to make progress towards a comprehensive test ban. The furthest that the
United States was willing to go in accepting this linkage was to propose a sentence in the Final
Document which would "note" the negotiations under way between the United States and the Soviet
Union to reach agreement on verification measures in order to permit the ratification of two existing
treaties -- the Threshold Test Ban Treaty and the Peaceful Nuclear Explosions Treaty of 1976.

Despite efforts to find compromise language, the deadlock on this issue persisted to the end
of the Conference. A dramatic last-ditch effort by the President sought to use essentially the same
formula as that used in 1985 -- that is, acknowledging in the final draft differing views on the
fulfilment of obligations under Article VI. The President’s compromise draft failed to achieve the
approval of Mexico and Iran when it was presented to the plenary meeting in the final hour of the

Conference. There was, therefore, no Final Document.

In the aftermath of the Review Conference, a number of states, including the United States,
chose to emphasize the constructive work of the Conference and to minimize the significance of the
failure to agree on a Final Document. On the other hand, the absence of a Final Document appeared
to nullify some of the work of the Conference. For example, supplier states such as the Soviet Union,
Belgium and Italy, which had accepted draft agreements calling for full scope safeguards as a
condition of supply, indicated afterwards that, in the absence of a Final Document, they no longer

considered themselves bound by the negotiations.

Finally, the Review Conference was widely regarded as setting the scene for the 1995
Extension Conference. Insofar as progress towards a comprehensive test ban continues to be the
principal criterion used by leading non-aligned states, such as Mexico, to measure NWS compliance
with Article VI, the conclusion of the 1990 Conference suggested that the outcome of the 1995
Extension Conference would be uncertain. More immediately, the debate about nuclear testing pointed
ahead to the Partial Test Ban Treaty Amendment conference, scheduled to convene in New York at
the beginning of January 1991.

In the spring and summer of 1991, the non-proliferation regime was both reinforced and
threatened. On 30 May, France, which did not sign the Partial Test Ban Treaty or the NPT, announced
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that in principle it was ready to sign the NPT. Some weeks later, in mid-June, South Africa declared
that it was ready to accede to the Treaty, and signed it in July. In doing so, however, South Africa
did not explicitly declare that it was a non-nuclear weapon state. On the other hand, in the aftermath
of the Gulf War, it became clear that Iraq had developed facilities for the enrichment of uranium
which lay entirely outside the IAEA inspection system, and had also clearly sought to deceive IAEA
inspection teams. Amidst growing concerns that the IAEA and other controls against proliferation
were inadequate, in August reports circulated that North Korea, which, like Iraq, is a party to the
NPT, had acquired sufficient weapons grade enriched uranium to build atomic weapons.

CURRENT CANADIAN POSITION

Canada approached the Review Conference on the basis of its historic support for the NPT
as the centrepiece of efforts to prevent the proliferation of nuclear weapons.1 The Canadian delegation
to the Conference played a vigorous part in the discussions, particularly with regard to Main
Committees II and III, reflecting Canada’s commercial interests and expertise in the peaceful uses of
nuclear energy. In addition, as deputy Chair of the Drafting Committee, Canadian Ambassador Peggy
Mason played a key role in the final days of the Conference in the search for a consensus document.

Canada’s positions on the principal issues at the Conference were set down in formal
statements to the opening plenary session of the Conference, and to the Main Committees. In regard
to Articles I and II, Canada expressed confidence that the NWS were complying with their obligation
not to transfer nuclear weapons, components or technology to non-possessors, but noted its concern
about possible violations, at least in spirit, by non-possessing states. Without naming specific states,
Canada noted that:

Statements by any party about the need to develop such weapons, clandestine
procurement of nuclear sensitive items, evidence of unsaf eguarded nuclear activity can
raise concerns about less than full compliance with Article IL.... It should be emphasized
in the final document that states party should refrain from any word or deed that
would raise questions about compliance.

In regard to the fulfilment of disarmament obligations incurred by the NWS under Article VI,
Canada’s position was similar to that of other countries in the Western group. Ambassador Mason noted

that "since 1985, progress of an unprecedented nature has been made toward halting and reversing the

ISee: Department of External Affairs. "Canada Supports Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty,"
News Release, no. 44, 5 March 1990.

%Statement of Articles I and II to Committee I, 29 August 1990.
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nuclear arms race.... This progress is facilitated by the NPT and represents a significant advance towards
fulfilling the Article VI goals."3 The statement noted the INF Treaty, favourable progress in the START
negotiations, the CFE agreement and the prospects for a chemical weapons convention as matters which
should be included in a "fair and balanced assessment" of progress on Article V.

In its assessment of progress towards a comprehensive test ban -- as noted above, the issue
seen by the neutral and non-aligned countries as the litmus test of progress on Article VI -- Canada
also supported the general position of the Western group while noting the importance of continued

negotiations. Ambassador Mason commented:

However, even on this difficult issue, I believe there is justification for optimism.
After a long hiatus, the Committee on Disarmament has this summer established an
ad hoc committee on the item entitled "Nuclear Test Ban"... Canada actively
participated in the recent meetings of this ad hoc committee and looks forward to the
continuation of this body’s work in next year’s session of the CD.

Equally encouraging is the fact that the United States and the Soviet Union have
concluded verification protocols to the 1974 and 1976 treaties which can now be
ratified. Canada looks forward to the early resumgtion of bilateral superpower
negotiations on further restrictions on nuclear testing.

In regard to the obligation under Article IV to facilitate the transfer of nuclear technology for
peaceful purposes, Canada responded to a Conference request for national statements on bilateral
exchange programmes. In reviewing its bilateral activities, Canada noted, inter alia, that it cooperated
in peaceful nuclear activities with twenty-eight countries (of which four -- Colombia, Egypt,
Indonesia and the Philippines -- would be considered Third World countries). Canada’s safeguards
policy was restated in this submission in the following terms:

Canada will only undertake full nuclear cooperation with those non-nuclear weapon
states (NNWS) that have made a commitment to non-proliferation, by either adherence
to the NPAT, or by taking an equivalent binding step and accepted NPT-type safeguards
on all their nuclear activities.

In a separate statement to Main Committee III, it was noted:

3Peggy Mason, Ambassador for Disarmament. Statement to the Fourth Review Conference of the
Treaty on Non-Proli {erauon of Nuclear Weapons. Geneva, Permanent Mission of Canada to the United
Nations, 24 August 1990: 9.

e o . .
Ibid.: 10. The ad hoc committee of the CD was given a "non- iati " -
expired at the end of 1990 and has not to this point %een renewed'.legotlatlng AT, D

5 o i 0 X
Permanent Mission of Canada to the United Nations at Geneva. C. ] ] lear
Policies and Cooperation Activities in Support of Article IV of the NPT‘.”ggrlxg'\zfa?Ifl\muglaSIt I;lggoe

56




8. The Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT ) -- The Fourth Review Conference

Canada is prepared to provide limited assistance for safe and efficient operation of
Canadian-supplied CANDU reactors in Argentina, India and Pakistan, but will not
consider the resumption of full nuclear cooperation with those countries until they
accept the NPT and full-scope safeguards.

Secretary of State for External Af fairs, Barbara McDougall congratulated South Africa on
its decision to join the NPT, noting also the earlier signatures of Zambia and Tanzania. She noted
that Canada supports the proposal for a nuclear weapons-free zone in Southern Africa as a
regional confidence-building measure and as a contribution to preventing the proliferation of

nuclear weapons.7

PARLIAMENTARY COMMENT

Parliament was not in session during the NPT Review Conference. However, Canadian
Parliamentarian Warren Allmand, in his capacity as International President of Parliamentarians for
Global Action, issued a statement expressing disappointment with the failure to achieve a Final

Document. The statement said in part:

The Review Conference failed because many states believe the nuclear powers have
fallen short of their Treaty obligations under Article VI. The nuclear powers, or some
of them, tend to think otherwise. They claim a need to continue testing into the
indefinite future.... A comprehensive test ban and the NPT are of equal importance.
A CTB would greatly enhance the prospects of a significant extension of the NPT in
1995 when the time comes for its renewal.

bStatement to Committee I11, 28 August 1990.

7 . . S
Secretary of State for External Affairs. Canada Congratulates South Africa on Signin the
NPT," News ¥(e1ease, no. 164, 19 July 1991. 5 i o

8parliamentarians for Global Action. "Parliamentarians Disappointed With NPT Conference,"
Press Release, 19 September 1990.
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9. NUCLEAR WEAPONS TESTING: THE PARTIAL
TEST BAN TREATY AMENDMENT CONFERENCE

BACKGROUND

In 1958 the United States, the Soviet Union and the United Kingdom initiated negotiations on
the Discontinuance of Nuclear Weapon Tests. Despite some progress in these negotiations, the
prospects of an agreement diminished after the U-2 affair and the failure of the 1960 summit, and
the conference adjourned in 1961 having failed to reach agreement. However, drawing upon the
experience of the negotiations, after the Cuban missile crisis in 1963, the three parties negotiated and
signed the Partial Test Ban Treaty (PTBT).

The 1963 Partial Test Ban Treaty banned nuclear weapon tests in all environments except
underground. It is open to signature for all states and, as of January 1991, has been signed by 118 states
including Israel, South Africa, Brazil, Argentina and India. Neither China nor France have acceded to the
Treaty but, over time, both have restricted nuclear weapon testing to the underground environment.

The PTBT is of unlimited duration. However, the Preamble notes that the "Original Parties"
(the Soviet Union, the United States and the United Kingdom) sought "to achieve the discontinuance
of all test explosions of nuclear weapons for all time" and were "determined to continue negotiations
to this end.” This intent was recalled in the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons
(NPT) which came into force in 1970. The Preamble to the NPT recalled the determination of the
PTBT parties "to seek to achieve the discontinuance of all test explosions of nuclear weapons for all
time and to continue negotiations to this end.”

Two further treaties were negotiated between the Soviet Union and the United States which
imposed further limits on underground testing. The Threshold Test Ban Treaty (TTBT) limited the
size of underground tests to 150 kilotons while reaffirming once again the goal of a comprehensive
test ban, and the Peaceful Nuclear Explosions Treaty (PNET) established a similar limit on
non-weapon nuclear explosions. These treaties, which came into force in 1976, were not open to
signature by other states.

In 1979, during the latter stages of the Carter Administration, trilateral negotiations on a CTB
appeared close to agreement, but faltered in face of increasing domestic opposition in the United
States and the weakening position of the Carter Administration. In 1982, President Reagan decided
not to resume negotiations on a CTB until improved verification procedures had been developed to
monitor the 1976 Treaties.
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At the Third Review Conference of the NPT in 1985, debate centred on the failure of the
nuclear weapon states. to pursue a comprehensive test ban. Similarly, in the United States, the 1982
Reagan decision not to resume negotiations led to considerable congressional criticism and calls for
a moratorium on testing. Meanwhile, in August 1985, the Soviet Union declared a moratorium on
testing and called for other testing states to follow suit. While the Reagan Administration successfully
resisted these pressures, it pursued negotiations with the Soviet Union on improved verification
measures to monitor the 150 kiloton threshold. These negotiations finally produced agreed procedures
which were presented to Congress in 1990 as verification protocols to serve as the basis for ratification
of the TTBT and PNET.

In 1985, Parliamentarians for Global Action, an international organization of parliamentarians,
began exploring the possibility that the Partial Test Ban Treaty could be amended to make it
comprehensive. Based on a legal opinion from Abram Chayes, a former legal advisor to the State
Department, Parliamentarians for Global Action urged key signatory states to petition for a conference
to amend the PTBT. On 18 November 1986, the United Nations General Assembly voted
overwhelmingly in favour of a resolution calling on the PTBT signatories to "undertake practical steps
leading to the convening of a conference to consider amendments to the Treaty that would convert

it into a comprehensive nuclear test ban treaty."

Article II of the PTBT states that any party may propose amendments to the Treaty. They do
so by submitting the proposed amendment to the depository states, who are required to circulate it
to all signatories. Thereafter, if required to do so by one third of the signatories, the depository states
must convene a conference to consider the amendment. However, while only a simple majority of
the signatories is required for the amendment to succeed, the majority must include the concurring
votes of the original parties. In August 1988, India, Mexico, Peru, Sri Lanka, Venezuela and
Yugoslavia submitted an amendment which had received the support of one third of the signatories
by March 1989. Essentially, the amendment added a protocol to the PTBT banning all nuclear

explosions underground, "or in any other environment."

While declaring its opposition to the amendment (and thereby effectively giving notice that
the conference could not succeed), the United States agreed to the convening of the Amendment
Conference in New York on 7 January 1991. Before the presentation of the amendment, the US
delegate stated that the United States "will not participate in, or provide any financial support to, any
continuation of this Conference in any manner beyond the scheduled -- and agreed two-week
session.... We urge other parties to join in bringing this process to a close." After the presentation of
the amendment by Mexico, the supporters of the amendment chose not to force a vote. Instead,
discussion centred on the further steps that might be taken, including the transfer of the CTB issue
to the Conference on Disarmament (CD).
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In 1983, the Conference on Disarmament sought to establish an ad hoc committee on a
comprehensive test ban, but was unable to agree on a mandate. Specifically, the major point of contention
was whether an ad hoc committee should have a mandate to negotiate a CTB as opposed to analysis and
recommendations to member states. In 1986, a Group of Scientific Experts was created to work in
association with the CD, but not as a committee of the CD. The Group of Scientific Experts has
concentrated on the technical requirements needed for a global seismic data exchange to support a
comprehensive test ban. In 1990, the CD was finally able to create an ad hoc committee on a CTB.
Agreement on a "non-negotiating” mandate led to four meetings of the Ad Hoc committee in 1990 and
appeared to strengthen the otherwise tenuous base for the work of the Group of Scientific Experts.

At the New York Amendment Conference, a number of states, including some such as Sweden
who were in favour of amendment, argued that the documents from the Conference should be referred
to the CD. Others, such as Nigeria and Mexico, argued that the CD had failed to deal with the CTB issue,
and that the Conference should remain seized of the issue and reconvene at a specified date.

Despite the opposition of the United States, the final declaration of the Conference held out
the prospect of a further meeting, but at an unspecified date. The brief final statement read:

Acknowledging the complex and complicated nature of certain aspects of a
comprehensive test ban, especially those with regard to verification of compliance
and possible sanctions against non-compliance, the State parties were of the view that
further work needed to be undertaken. Accordingly, they agreed to mandate the
President of the Conference to conduct consultations with a view to achieving progress
on those issues and resuming the work of the Conference at the appropriate time.

CURRENT CANADIAN POSITION

A comprehensive test ban is one of six key arms control objectives identified by the Canadian
Government. Since 1976, Canada has played a prominent role in the Group of Scientific Experts, and
has upgraded the Yellowknife seismic array station as a contribution towards test ban verification.
Nevertheless, its position on the Amendment Conference has been persistently critical. In particular,
various Government spokespersons have argued that it was irresponsible to convene a meeting which
had no chance of success, and dangerous to seek to link progress on a CTB to the Nuclear
Non-Proliferation Treaty. In an early forthright comment to this effect, a spokesman for the
Department of External Affairs commented:

Institute for Defence and Disarmament Studies. Arms Control Reporter, 1991: 601,B30.
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To threaten to bring down the cornerstone of the nuclear non-proliferation regime in
the quest for an amendment which, however well-intentioned, in reality gives no
promise of producing a global, comprehensive and verifiable test ban is, quite simply,
irresponsible.?

In the lead-up to the Amendment Conference, this continued to be the Canadian position.
In his speech to the 45th United Nations General Assembly on 26 September 1990, Secretary of State
Clark commented on the linkage to the NPT in the following terms:

...we have been deeply disturbed by a tendency among some others to adopt positions
which can only act to undermine the vital consensus which underlies the existing
treaties on non-proliferation and nuclear testing... the pursuit of other objectives should
not be allowed to threaten those existing agreements which have become so vital...it is
Canada’s firm view that both the Non-Proliferation Treaty and a comprehensive test
ban treaty are too important for international peace and security to be held hostage one
to the other.>

Once the convening of the Conference was determined, however, Canadian policy focussed
on the prospect that the meeting might offer a constructive opportunity.for an exchange of views on
the problems involved in a CTB. Speaking to the organizational meeting of the Amendment
Conference in June 1990, Disarmament Ambassador Peggy Mason commented:

Canada believes that the Amendment Conf erence has the potential to build on common
ground among parties and provide a fresh impetus to work toward the CTB goal,
particularly at the Conference on Disarmament.*

In accordance with this view, Canada submitted a working paper to the Amendment Conference
on verification requirements. The limited duration of the Conference, however, and the failure to establish

working committees, prevented any comprehensive discussion of verification issues.

While offering only limited support to the proponents of the Amendment Conference,
Canadian statements both before and at the Amendment Conference appeared to signal impatience
with the slow pace of the negotiations on the ratification of the threshold treaties. At the 1990 United
Nations General Assembly, Canada again co-sponsored (with Australia and New Zealand) a resolution

’Department of External Affairs. Disarmament Bulletin, Spring-Summer 1989: 30.

3Department of External Affairs. "Statement by the Right Honourable Joe Clark, Secretary of
State for External Affairs to the Forty-Fifth Session of the United Nations General Assembly,"
Statement, 90/55, 26 September 1990: 6.

4Ambassador Peggy Mason, Head of the Canadian Delegation. Statement, 4 June 1990.
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entitled "Urgent Need for a Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty."5 Speaking to the First Committee on
16 October 1990, Ambassador Mason appeared to underline the need for faster progress:

On nuclear testing, Canada welcomes the fact that the United States and the Soviet
Union have concluded verification protocols to the 1974 and 1976 treaties and that
these two treaties will soon be ratified. While this step, in the eyes of many, was
overdue, we believe that it represents an important basis upon which further
restrictions on nuclear testing can be negotiated. In his plenary statement, [Secretary
of State Joe Clark] welcomed the joint American and Soviet statement to a step-by-step
approach to further restrictions on nuclear testing. He then went on to state Canada’s
belief that that commitment should be followed up immediately.

Addressing the Amendment Conference, Ambassador Mason again reiterated:

Canada’s belief that the United States and the Soviet Union should immediately follow
up their commitment to negotiate further restrictions on nuclear testing with the final
goal of a comprehensive ban...

In what appeared to signal a slight shift in Canadian policy, she continued:

Canada urges the two states concerned to negotiate further limitations on their
respective nuclear testing programs, that could include both limits on the number and
yield of tests as intermediary meagures on the road to a conclusion of an effective and
verifiable CTBT at an early date.’

On 18 January 1990, the Amendment Conference concluded its work, making a decision by
recorded vote on the declaration quoted above. Seventy-four countries voted for the declaration,
while the United States and United Kingdom voted against. Along with eighteen other countries,
Canada abstained.

PARLIAMENTARY COMMENT

On Wednesday 16 January 1991, Liberal MP Warren Allmand, Chairman of Parliamentarians
for Global Action, made a Statement in the House calling attention to the Amendment Conference.
He commented:

SUN Resolution 45/51, 4 December 1990. The resolution passed with a vote of 140-2-6,
France and the US voted against.

6Depart_ment of External Affairs. "Canadian Statement to First Committee," Disarmament
Bulletin, Winter 1990/91: 16-17.

Statement by Ambassador Peggy Mason to the Amendment Conference," Press Release, no. 1.
New York, 10 January 1990.
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Unfortunately, the United States and the United Kingdom are opposing this conference
and Canada is not supportive. This is hard to understand since some of the states
involved in the Middle East crisis are pressing to develop nuclear weapons and a
comprehensive test ban would retard this development.

Before this conference ends on Friday, I would ask the Canadian government to
support the continuation of the conference and a comprehensive test ban. Stop the
development of nuclear weapons.

8Commons Debates. 16 January 1991: 17105.
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10. NUCLEAR WEAPON-FREE ZONES

BACKGROUND

Nuclear weapon-free zones (NWFZs) are geographic areas, defined by treaty or agreement
within which the presence of nuclear weapons, their manufacture and testing are banned. NWFZs
differ in their specific aspects with some maintaining more stringent or different restrictions than
others. Treaties establishing such zones often have protocols which are open to signature by nuclear
weapon states and which require such states to respect the provisions of the zone. In establishing
NWEZs, states hope to fend off or eliminate nuclear weapon-related activity in their region, limit the
proliferation of nuclear weapons, use the zone as a confidence-building measure which will promote
regional security and contribute to the 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 Rapacki 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.

Since the 1950s, a wide variety of NWFZs have been proposed and implemented. In 1967, the
Treaty of Tlatelolco established Latin America as the first NWFZ in a populated area. Parties to this
treaty are required to use nuclear materials for peaceful purposes only, and to prevent the testing,
storage or acquisition of nuclear weapons on their territories. As of 1 January 1991, twenty-three
states were party to the Treaty.

In 1985, a NWFZ was established in the South Pacific by the Treaty of Rarotonga. The Treaty
bans the stationing, manufacture and testing of nuclear explosive devices within the zone and also
prohibits the dumping of radioactive waste. The question of transit and visiting rights for ships and
aircraft carrying nuclear weapons in the zone has been left open for signatory nations to decide
independently. As of 1 January 1991, eleven states had signed the Treaty. China and the Soviet Union
have signed and ratified the Protocols to the Treaty. The US, UK and France have refused to sign.

The success of these two zones, the only ones to be established in populated areas, has been
mixed. Within the Latin American zone, not all of the signatories have completed safeguard
agreements with the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) as required. In the South Pacific,
the most serious drawback to the success of the zone has been the continued unwillingness of the US,
the UK and France to consider signing the Protocols. In particular, France continues to maintain a
very active nuclear programme in the Pacific and continues to carry out underground tests there.
However, both zones continue to act as valuable precedents and confidence-building measures.
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The Antarctic Treaty of 1959, the Outer Space Treaty (1967) and the Seabed Treaty (1970) are
also considered to be NWFZ treaties although their provisions extend to weapon systems other than

nuclear as well.

Proposals have also been made to establish NWFZs in Africa, Northern Europe or the Arctic,
the Balkan states, Central Europe, the Indian Ocean, the Mediterranean, the Middle East, the South
Atlantic, South Asia, the Korean Peninsula, and Southeast Asia. Most of these efforts have been made
at the United Nations and some have been discussed at regional fora.

As a result of the Persian Gulf war, there has been renewed interest in the possibility of a
NWFZ in the Middle East. The first proposals for such a zone were made in 1974 by the Shah of Iran.
Since then, the idea has been discussed at the United Nations each year, with the effort intensifying
after Israel bombed a nuclear reactor in Iraq in 1981. However, the idea has never been the subject

of formal negotiations.

Former Soviet Foreign Minister Eduard Shevardnadze proposed, in December 1990, that after
the Persian Gulf crisis was resolved, negotiations begin to turn the Middle East into a zone free of
nuclear and chemical arms. This proposal was echoed by Britain in the aftermath of the war (see
Chapter 5, MIDDLE EAST ARMS CONTROL). Britain advocated the inclusion of provisions
establishing the Persian Gulf region as a zone free of biological, chemical, and nuclear arms in the
larger Security Council resolution establishing the terms of the ceasefire with Iraq. In the end, the
Security Council resolution establishing the ceasefire conditions required the complete elimination of

Iraq’s capability in biological, chemical and nuclear weapons.

Within Canada, approximately 170 municipalities have declared their areas nuclear-free.
Manitoba, Ontario and the Northwest Territories have declared themselves to be NWFZs. As a result
of these declarations, approximately sixty percent of the Canadian population resides in locally
declared NWFZs.

In February 1990, NDP Member Svend Robinson asked the Government to respect the 1983
declaration by the Vancouver City Council establishing Vancouver as a NWFZ and refuse to give
nuclear weapons-equipped ships access to Vancouver harbour. In March 1990, NDP Member Robert
Skelly tabled a petition in the House of Commons asking the government to establish a NWFZ in
British Columbia which would prohibit port visits by ships with nuclear weapons (see 1990 edition
of The Guide). The Government has not taken any action on this issue.
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CURRENT CANADIAN POSITION

Canada supports the principle of nuclear weapon-free zones wherever they are feasible and
promote stability in an area. NWFZ proposals must meet certain requirements: they must have the
support of countries in the area in question; they must promote regional and international stability.

Canada has never supported NWFZs in Central or Northern Europe or the Balkans because of
its membership in NATO. The Government believes that NWFZs in these areas would be inconsistent
with NATO policy which has a defensive policy including a nuclear deterrent. Similarly, the
Government has never supported the declaration of Canada as a NWFZ for the same reasons. Canada
does not possess nuclear weapons and nuclear weapons are not stationed on Canadian territory. Canada
is a signatory of the Non-Proliferation Treaty (see Chapter 8, THE NON-PROLIFERATION
TREATY) which requires it "not to manufacture or otherwise acquire nuclear weapons...."

A number of resolutions relating to NWFZ were put forward at the forty-fifth meeting of the
United Nations General Assembly. A resolution which called for a nuclear weapon-free zone in the
Middle East! was adopted without a vote. The resolution, inter alia, calls on parties to take steps
towards a NWFZ in the area, and pending the establishment of such a zone, to refrain from
developing, producing, testing or otherwise acquiring nuclear weapons. Canada voted yes to a similar
resolution which supported a nuclear weapon-free zone in South Asia.?

As it has done consistently in the past, Canada voted in favour of a resolution which called
on France to ratify Protocol I of the Treaty of Tlatelolco, which it signed in 1979. Canada also
supported a resolution calling upon states to respect Africa as a nuclear weapon-free zone and
condemning South Africa’s pursuit of a nuclear weapons capability.3 However, Canada abstained on
Part B of the same resolution which, in part, termed South Africa’s acquisition of nuclear-weapon
capability a threat to international peace and security. The resolution demanded that South Africa
submit its nuclear facilities to inspection by the IAEA and requested that the Secretary-General
closely monitor South Africa’s nuclear development.

1UN Resolution 45/52, 4 December 1990.
2UN Resolution 45/53, 4 December 1990.
3UN Resolution 45/56A, 4 December 1990.
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PARLIAMENTARY COMMENT

On a related issue, on 22 October 1990, Liberal MP Warren Allmand drew attention to the
large numbers of nuclear weapons present in the Persian Gulf as a result of the Gulf crisis. He asked
then Secretary of State for External Affairs, Joe Clark to:

...take action through the United Nations to have the United States, the United
Kingdom, France and the Soviet Union remove all nuclear weapons from the region
immediately.

In response, Mr. Clark spoke of the need to continue attempts to extend the United Nations
mandate in the area in the hopes that a peaceful solution to the crisis would be found. Once Iraqi

withdrawal from Kuwait was secured:

..[w]e can then get on to the serious question relating to nuclear, chemical and
biological weapons in the region, that is to try to have some means in which the stores
of Iraq and those of other countries can be gradually controlled and eliminated.’

When pressed again on the question by Mr. Allmand, Mr. Clark responded that:

...a call by Canada...for some kind of unilateral action on nuclear weapons, on some
nuclear weapons,...could well have a counterproductive effect.’

4Commons Debates. 22 October 1990: 14501.
SIbid.
®Ibid.: 14502.
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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. In 1963, the United States, Great
Britain and the Soviet Union signed the Partial Test Ban Treaty (PTBT) prohibiting nuclear tests in
the atmosphere, outer space and under water. One hundred and nineteen countries have now signed
the Treaty.

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 Outer Space Treaty, as it is known,
states that the exploration and use of outer spacé shall be for the benefit of all. It bans the stationing
of any nuclear weapons or weapons of mass destruction anywhere in space. Military bases, installations
or fortifications, as well as weapons testing of any kind and military manoeuvres are prohibited on
the moon and other celestial bodies. The use of the moon for solely peaceful purposes was reaffirmed
in July 1984, with the coming into force of the Agreement Governing the Activities of States 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 the two
states may maintain. Under Article V of the Treaty, the two parties also undertake "not to develop,
test or deploy ABM systems or components which are sea-based, air-based, space-based, or
mobile-land based.” The ABM Treaty, therefore, acts as a barrier to the extension of the arms race
in outer space.

Bilateral discussions between the US and the Soviet Union on possible limitations on
anti-satellite (ASAT) weapons have been occurring on and off since 1979, when negotiations ended
after a year of inconclusive discussion. One of the primary areas of disagreement about ASAT
weapons is whether they are inherently offensive or defensive weapons. Repeated calls by the Soviet
Union for a renewal of negotiations have proved unsuccessful. In 1983, the Soviet Union announced
that it was unilaterally halting all ASAT testing. Two years later, the US Congress imposed a
moratorium on tests of the US F-15 ASAT in space. In 1987, the US Air Force cancelled all f unding
for the weapon. In 1988, an effort to impose a more permanent ban on ASAT testing was launched
by some members of Congress. Congressional supporters of ASAT not only succeeded in blocking a
ban, but also in ending the moratorium imposed in 1985. The Soviet Union has continued to call for

73



11. Prevention of an Arms Race in Outer Space

discussions on ASATs and on outer space generally, and advocates establishing an international
organization to inspect satellites before they are launched into space to ensure that they are for
peaceful purposes only.

Another issue of concern for the maintenance of outer space as a peaceful environment has
been the progress of the US Strategic Defense Initiative (SDI). The US programme, commonly referred
to as the "Star Wars" programme envisages placing systems in space which would shoot down enemy
nuclear missiles, thus protecting the US against attack and limiting the effects of such an attack. While
the final goal of the SDI programme remains several years away, and deployment plans are neither
firm nor anticipated in the immediate future, the programme has significant implications for the
Outer Space Treaty and the ABM Treaty. Several countries, especially the Soviet Union, have raised
these issues with the US in a variety of fora. However, SDI remains at present a research programme,
As such, it is permitted under both treaties and the US has been reluctant to discuss whether SDI
might eventually violate arms control treaties (see Chapter 12, START).

At the multilateral level, the UN Conference on Disarmament (CD) in Geneva is the primary
forum for discussion of outer space. The CD involves thirty-nine countries, including Canada. The
"prevention of an arms race in outer space” has been an agenda item at the CD since 1985. In 1985,
after three years of debate, the CD was able to agree on a mandate for an ad hoc committee. The Ad
Hoc Committee has been renewed annually since then by the UN General Assembly.

After studying the relevant international law relating to outer space, in April 1988, the Ad Hoc
Committee presented a special report to the CD. The report concluded that the legal regime that
applied to outer space, did not by itself guarantee the prevention of an arms race in outer space, and

that the legal regime should be consolidated and reinforced to enhance its effectiveness.

The Ad Hoc committee has continued to meet each year since 1985, but has not been able to
develop a mandate for negotiations. In 1990, the UN General Assembly again re-established the Ad Hoc
Committee, with the usual mandate "with a view to undertaking negotiations for the conclusion of an

agreement or agreements, as appropriate, to prevent an arms race in outer space in all its aspects."

During meetings of the Ad Hoc Committee in July and August 1990, a variety of topics were
discussed. These included an Argentinean proposal that the Convention for the Registration of Objects
Launched into Outer Space be updated and strengthened. Poland proposed that work be undertaken
to develop confidence-building measures which would promote greater openness. The US continued
to maintain that a bilateral framework must be established first, before multilateral negotiations can
usefully begin. The Ad Hoc Committee ended its session on 16 August 1990, with little in the way

aof progress towards a negotiating mandate.
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Canada is a long time supporter of a stronger peaceful regime in outer space. In 1982, at the
Second UN Special Session on Disarmament, the then Prime Minister of Canada, Pierre Trudeau,
called for efforts to prohibit the militarization of outer space. Since 1982, when the CD first began
considering discussions on the prevention of an arms race in outer space, Canada has submitted a
number of important working papers to the CD. In 1985, Canada submitted a working paper entitled
*Survey of International Law Relevant to Arms Control and Outer Space at the CD."! In 1988, Canada
presented three working papers. The papers dealt with terminology, a proposal for strengthening state
practice under the 1975 Registration Convention, and a retrospective view of significant recent
political, technical and military developments in outer space.2

As part of its programme on verification, Canada has conducted a research project known as
PAXSAT A. The PAXSAT A study examined the feasibility of developing a system of satellites which
could be used to verify arms control agreements in outer space. A similar project, PAXSAT B, examines
the feasibility of verifying conventional arms agreements by using satellites for space-to-ground remote
sensing. Canada presented its analysis of the PAXSAT study to the CD in 1987.

CURRENT CANADIAN POSITION

Canadian support for efforts to prevent the militarization of outer space continues to be strong,

and the prevention of an arms race in outer space remains one of Canada’s six arms control priorities.

As part of the summer session at the CD, two Canadian experts spoke to the Ad Hoc Committee
on outer space at the CD in July 1990. Jeff Tracey from the Verification Research Programme at Canada’s
Department of External Affairs, spoke about the past, present and future capabilities of commercial
satellites with respect to arms control verification. Peter Stibrany, of Spar Aerospace, spoke about the
ambiguities that might arise in space programmes in the next twenty years. In particular, he discussed the
difficulty inherent in distinguishing between weapon and non-weapon activities.3

Two resolutions on outer space were put forward at the United Nations General Assembly in
December 1990, Canada voted in favour of both resolutions. Canada and Egypt co-sponsored

ICD/618, CD/OS/WP. 6, 23 July 1985.

Canada. Warkin§ Paper on the Use of Certain Terms Relating to Arms Control and Quter

.S;'pace, CD/OS/WP. 27, 8 August 1988; Australia and Canada. Strengtheniné State Practice under

the Convention on Registration of Objects Launched into Outer Space. CD;/ S/WP. 25, 18 August

é9}8\8, Catmliggs Arms Control and Outer Space: A Retrospective Review: 1982-1987. CD/0S/ 26,
ugus g

. 3Departmo:nt of External Affairs. "Canadians Address Ad Hoc Committee on Outer Space,”
Disarmament Bulletin. Fall 1990: 15.
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Resolution 45/55A, titled "Prevention of an arms race in outer space." The resolution calls for the CD
to intensify its work on outer space, and requests the CD to re-establish the Ad Hoc Committee on
outer space, with the same mandate as in 1990. The resolution passed by a vote of 149-0-1, with the
US abstaining. Resolution 45/55B "Confidence-Building Measures in Outer Space," requests the
Secretary-General to carry out a study on confidence-building measures that could be applied to outer
space, and to examine the technologies that might be used and the mechanisms that might be
developed. The Resolution calls for the report to be submitted to the General Assembly in 1993. This
resolution also passed by a vote of 149-0-1, with the US again as the only abstainer.

In February 1991, the US proposed changing the principles on the use of nuclear power sources
in outer space. The US wants to change the standards so that it will be able to display a nuclear reactor
it has designed. Canada has spoken out against these changes at meetings of the Ad Hoc Committee.

PARLIAMENTARY COMMENT

There was no parliamentary comment on this issue during 1990-1991.
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12. STRATEGIC NUCLEAR ARMS REDUCTION TREATY (START)

BACKGROUND

On 31 July 1991, in Moscow, Soviet President Mikhail Gorbachev and US President George
Bush signed the Strategic Nuclear Arms Reduction Treaty. The strategic arms reduction talks (START)
took place under the umbrella negotiations on nuclear and space arms talks (NST), which began in
January 1985. Talks on strategic arms had also occurred in 1982 and 1983 but ended when the Soviet
Union refused to set a date for their resumption. The NST negotiations resulted in a treaty in 1987
which provided for the elimination of intermediate-range and shorter-range nuclear missiles (the INF
Treaty) with ranges between 1,000 and 5,500 kilometres. This entire category of weapon system had
been eliminated as of 1 June 1991.

Two treaties on strategic nuclear weapons were completed prior to the START Treaty. In 1972,
the two superpowers signed the SALT I agreement and in 1979, they signed the SALT II agreement.
These two agreements established upper limits or ceilings on the numbers of strategic intercontinental
nuclear weapons that each side could maintain. Intercontinental range refers to the ability of a mxssxle
to travel between continents from one superpower to the other; this is considered to be 5, 500
kilometres and above.

It had been hoped that the START Treaty would be completed sooner. However, final
agreement was delayed by problems associated with the Treaty on Conventional Forces in Europe, the
Persian Gulf crisis and difficulties in resolving the final sticking points. Final agreement between
Presidents Bush and Gorbachev was reached at the G-7 meeting in London on 17 July 1991. The
START Treaty affects intercontinental ballistic missiles based on the ground (ICBMs),
submarine-launched ballistic missiles (SLBMs) and strategic bombers carrying nuclear weapons.

The new START Treaty represents a significant step forward from the SALT treaties because,
for the first time, the US and the Soviet Union have agreed to reduce their nuclear weapons rather
than simply limit them. The Treaty limits the two sides to 1,600 deployed delivery vehicles for
ICBMs, SLBMs and heavy bombers. Within this limit, there is a sub-limit of 154 on deployed "heavy"
ICBMs (ICBMs above a defined size). This provision will require the Soviet Union to cut its SS-18
missile force in half. Strict limits on this ten-warhead missile was one of the US’ primary goals in the
negotiations. The US does not have any heavy missiles. In a separate letter associated with the Treaty,
the Soviet Union has agreed to destroy twenty-two SS-18 launchers each year over the seven-year
reduction period to reach the required level.

Each side is permitted a total of 6,000 "accountable” deployed warheads. This means that 6,000

is not a firm limit on all warheads in their possession, but limits those warheads deemed accountable
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by the Treaty. Within this upper limit, there is a sub-limit of 4,900 on warheads deployed on ICBMs
and SLBMs. No more than 1,540 warheads may be deployed on heavy ICBMs, and no more than 1,100
on mobile ICBMs.

Under the terms of the Treaty, new types of heavy ICBMs are banned, as are heavy SLBMs and
their launchers, and mobile launchers for heavy ICBMs. New ICBMs and SLBMs which have more than
ten warheads are also prohibited. As part of a general trend towards having fewer warheads on strategic
missiles, both sides will be permitted to "download" warheads from existing deployed missiles so that
missiles which previously had ten warheads might now be deployed with only six or eight. Determining
an upper limit of 1,250 on the number of free spaces that could be created this way was one of the final
issues to be resolved in the negotiations. Placing an upper limit was considered very important because the
possibility always remains that these warheads could be replaced (or uploaded) quickly.

The reductions the US and the Soviet Union will need to make to reach these levels amounts
to épproximately one-third of their presently deployed arsenals. (See STRATEGIC NUCLEAR
BALANCE in the FACTS AND FIGURES section.)

Reductions will occur in three phases over a seven year period. The Treaty itself will last for
fifteen years, with the option of renewal for five-year periods after that. Under a separate political
agreement, both sides agree not to exceed 880 nuclear-armed sea-launched cruise missiles (SLCMs)
with ranges above 600 kilometres. Since neither side is anywhere near that upper limit, this is a very
minimal constraint. Annual declarations of policy and planned deployments of SLCMs will also be
given. Confidential data exchanges about nuclear-armed SLCMs with ranges between 300 and 600

kilometres will occur.

Under the counting rules established for strategic bombers, bombers loaded with nuclear
bombs and short-range missiles will count as one launcher against the 1,600 limit and one warhead
against the 6,000 warhead ceiling, regardless of the number of weapons actually carried. The US
bombers carry a maximum of twenty air-launched cruise missiles (ALCMs), but only ten warheads
will be counted against the 6,000 ceiling. One hundred and fifty US bombers can be counted in this
way. Bombers with ALCMs in excess of this 150 limit will be counted with the actual number of
warheads deployed on them. The Soviet bombers can carry a maximum of sixteen ALCMs and will
be counted as eight warheads against the 6,000 ceiling. The Soviet Union is permitted to count 180

bombers this way.

The START Treaty is also important for its extensive verification provisions. These include
information exchanges, a consulta<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>