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Bow has the international security environment
changed since 19707 In what directions is it likely
to evolve over the next fifteen yeare? Do thase
changes suggest a need to re-examine Canada's
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Albert Legault, Walter Gordon, John Harker
e S S e,

~
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Rapporteur - Michael Ticker
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BACKGROUND PAPER

POLICY SEMINAR ON FOREIGN AND DEFENCE ISSUES

Canadian security policy can be defined very
broadly to include three elements:

(1) Participation in collective defence and deterrence
through our contribution to NATO and NORAD;

(2) Active cooperation in efforts to achieve equitable
and verifiable arms control and disarmament agreements;

(3) Support for peaceful settlement of disputes and the
collective effort to resolve the underlying economic
and social causes of international tension.

Collective Defence .

NATO's strategy is to preserve security through
deterrence. Defence has been based on a triad of forces:
intercontinental strategic nuclear forces based in the United
States, intermediate and shorter range nuclear forces based
in Europe, and conventional forces.

Through the 1970s, the United States and the Soviet
Union reached a position of rough parity in their strategic
forces. This was codified in the SALT II agreement of 1979.
SALT II has not been ratified, but the main provisions are
still being observed by both sides. Although the agreement
provided limits on the aggregate number of strategic nuclear
~delivery vehicles to an initial total of 2400 each, it did
allow for their modernization subject to agreed rules. Both
countries are carrying out programs to renew their forces
accordingly.

NATO's conventional forces in Europe have been lower
than those of the Warsaw Pact in terms of numbers of men and
increasingly of major items of equipment, such as tanks. The
extent of this imbalance and its military significance are
the subject of controversy. The International Institute for
Strategic Studies has concluded that "the overall balance
continues to be such as to make military aggression a highly
risky undertaking....the consequences for an‘attacker would be
unpredictable, and the risks, particularly of nuclear escalation,
incalculable". :

At the point when it was reaching agreement with the
United States on a balance of strategic weapons, and already
had conventional superiority in Europe, the Soviet Union began
to introduce a new intermediate-range nuclear missile, the
SS-20, with much greater range and accuracy and more warheads
than its obsolescent SS-4s and SS-5s. Several Western European
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governments feared that the Soviet Union intended to
threaten European NATO members and split the defence of
Europe from the defence of North America. In December, 1979,
NATO Defence and Foreign Ministers accordingly took two
parallel decisions. They agreed to deploy 108 Pershing II
ballistic missile launchers and 464 Ground-Launched Cruise
Missiles to replace an equivalent number of short-range
systems. Secondly they proposed negotiations between the
Soviet Union and the United States to limit or eliminate
land-based intermediate~range missile systems on both sides.
Unless there are concrete results in the negotiations, the
first missiles will be deployed in Britain, the Federal
Republic of Germany and Italy at the end of 1983.
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Arms Control and Disarmament

There are several sets of arms control and disarmament
negotiations now underway: the Strategic Arms Reduction Talks
(START), Intermediate-~Range Nuclear Force Talks (INF), Mutual
and Balanced Force Reduction Talks (MBFR) and within the
United Nations and the Committee on Disarmament.

nindnls:

In the Strategic Arms Reduction Talks the United

States and the Soviet Union have each made modifications to their e
initial negotiating positions to take into account objections :
raised by the other. The Soviet position is based on the model it

of SALT II, with further reductions of about 25% proposed in the
number of delivery vehicles - missiles and aircraft. Under the
Soviet proposal, the number of warheads could, however, increase. B
After initially proposing a ban on Air-Launched Cruise Missiles, |
the Soviet Union would now permit 120 bombers equipped with ALCMs.
It has also withdrawn proposed limits on submarines which would

have had the effect of allowing Soviet but not US fleet modern-
ization. The US set out to reduce the threat posed by Soviet
heavy Intercontinental Ballistic Missiles with multiple warheads
which it diagnosed as the most destabilizing factor in the
nuclear relationship. It initially proposed deep cuts in the
numbers of warheads on missiles, the numbers of missiles them-
selves and their total throw-weight (an indirect measure of their
destructive power). The Soviet Union objected that the US proposals
would have the effect of imposing a much greater change in the
Soviet than in the US force, and would exclude consideration of
bombers in the first phase. The US has now indicated that it will
consider a higher number of missiles, while retaining the same
ceiling on warheads,will accept other means of limiting the
throw-weight, and will negotiate about bombers and cruise missiles
as well as ballistic missiles.

Although START positions are beginning to converge,
major areas of disagreement remain. Success in any case may
depend on the outcome of the Intermediate-Range Nuclear Force
Talks. The United States initially proposed eliminating all
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intermediate-range land-based nuclear missiles everywhere

in the world. After consultations with NATO allies, it put
forward an interim proposal last spring which would allow the
Soviet Union and the USA an equal number of warheads on missiles
of this class. Although agreeing to warheads rather than.
missiles as the unit for negotiations, the Soviet Union has
insisted that French and British strategic forces should be
taken into account, that nuclear capable medium-range aircraft
should be included, and that missiles deployed outside of
Europe should be excluded. NATO allies have expressed their
hope that agreement can be reached in Geneva in the near future.
They have made it clear, however, that negotiations could
continue even should the deployment of Western missiles be
necessary later this year, and that these could be removed 1f

a satisfactory agreement is reached.

In the negotiations on Mutual and Balanced Force
Reductions in Vienna, both sides have put forward new compre-
hensive proposals during the past year. Eastern acceptance in
pr1n01ple of more stringent verification measures has been an
encouraging development but there is still no agreement on how °
many Warsaw Pact troops there are now in Central Europe and
hence on how many would have to depart if both 51des were to
be left with equal numbers.

At the follow-up meetlng of the Conference on Security
and Cooperation in Europe, which convened in Madrid in November,
1980, agreement has been reached on a mandate for a Conference
on Disarmament in Europe which will focus initially on negotiating
a regime of confidence and security building measures. It is
expected to start in January 1984 in Stockholm.

In the Committee on Disarmament, the multilateral _
negotiating body in Geneva, a number of Canadian priorities are
‘being pursued including a comprehensive nuclear test ban, a ban
on chemical weapons and the increasingly important subject of
arms control and outer space. Progesss has been disappointingly
slow except for the Working Group on Chemical Weapons, established
in 1980, which has accomplished useful work under a Canadian
chairman.

Reduction of International Tensions

East-West relations have seriously deteriorated over
the last few years. The two superpowers have tended to view
international problems primarily in the light of how the balance
of power between them might be affected, so that disputes in
Africa, Asia and Central America have all taken on an East-West
dimension. Soviet involvement in Afghanistan, the USSR's
continuing arms build-up and its support for surrogate forces
in extra-territorial adventures have all served to weaken
confidence that the Soviet leadership is in fact serious in
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its repeated protestations for improved understanding and
cooperation. On the other side, American rhetoric about the
Soviet Union as the focus of evil in the world has given rise

to doubts about the extent to which the United States has been
interested in improved East-West relations. Fortunately, there
have been signs in recent weeks that both have been prepared to
take a more pragmatic approach to dealing with the differences
between themn.

Canada's Role

Since 1949, Canada has considered it would most
effectively ensure its own defence by membership in the North
Atlantic Treaty Organization. Since the 1971 White Paper,

Canada has contributed only conventional forces in Europe. With
the phasing in of the CF-18 aircraft, it will give up its nuclear
role in the air defence of North America. Canada has provided
facilities for operational training of both nuclear capable and
conventional forces of our allies, and has recently agreed to

the testing of unarmed cruise missiles in this country.

The Canadian Government believes that NATO and Warsaw
Pact countries should be able to achieve undiminished security
at lower levels of arms through fair, verifiable agreements.
Canada has joined in the formulation of the Western position in

- the INF negotiations through consultations in NATO and bilaterally

with the United States. It has played an active role in the MBFR
talks, and will have a delegation to the Conference on Disarmament
in Europe when it begins as expected next year. Canada has played
an active role .in the multilateral negotiating body in Geneva. 1In
recent years, Canadian expertise has been applied in the ad hoc
group of seismic experts which is developing an international seismic
data exchange, a verification mechanism which will form part of the
provisions of an eventual comprehensive nuclear test ban treaty.
Internationally Canadian expertise in defensive measures has been
applied in the negotiations on a treaty banning chemical weapons.
On the subject of arms control and outer space, Canada initiated

a working paper last summer and this year called for the establish-
ment of a working group.

Canada is committed to a policy of promoting peaceful
ccoperation and enhanced understanding between the two super-
powers. The Government believes it is important to keep open
the lines of political dialogue between East and West both on
a bilateral basis and in multilateral forums. Canada has been
interested in expanding East-West trade, and has supported
initiatives within the Western Community to ensure that economic
relations with the USSR are developed methodically and based on
Western political, economic and security interests. Canadians-
have traditionally attempted to strengthen the role of international
organizations, and particularly the United Nations, in the peace-
ful settlement of disputes.

External Affairs Canada
Government of Canada
August 15, 1983
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positive post-December policies for trying to get
negotiations with the Soviet Union on a much more widespread
basis. It seems to me that by historical accident we are
left with three sets of negotations which are described in
the working paper in our folders, the INF, the START and the
MBFR and that the very splicing of these negotiations into
these three areas is itself a mechanism for slowing down the
pace of negotiations, because so much of the negotiations
are not actually negotiations at all, but arguments about
definitions of different weapon systems and into which
negotiations they ought to be. We ought to be looking
beyond the present run of talks to the possibility of
getting these pulled together, and I would argue that we
ought to be giving much more political attention to the MBFR
talks}in Vienna. Because from the European point of view
what we ought to be trying to do is to raise the nuclear
threshold and so far in Europe we are behind the Soviet
Union in conventional defence capabilitiés and thét is one
of the reasons why we are becoming overdependent on nuélear
defence. The MBFR talks are in a sense, in my view,
dragging on and on. We ought to be looking to the
possibility of a Freeze as an opportunity for re-organizing
the various forms of arms negotiations. Secondly, we in
Britain and our colleagues in France cannot go on pretending
that our independent missile systems should be kept ever out
of ﬁhe calculations. We may not actually want to put them
into the negotiations in the sense of wanting them in the
present run, but we cannot pretend that they can simply be
ignored. For our part in the Liberal Party and the Alliance
in Britain, we have opposed the Conservative Government's
determination to go for a new generation of independent

missile capability in purchasing the Trident system from the
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POLICY SEMINAR ON FOREIGN AND DEFENCE ISSUES,

VAL MORIN, QUEBEC, AUGUST 20-22, 1983

CHAIRMAN: The Honourable Allan J. MacEachen,
Deputy Prime Minister and Secretary

of State for External Affairs

OPENING SESSION: THE POLICY SETTING

Chairman: This is the third in the series of policy
seminars that will have been conducted under the leadership
of the Prime Minister and the Prime Minister's Office.

There havé been two previous seminars which have brought
together government and non-government people to explore new
policy approaches, if such are possible, in particular
areas, and this particular seminar, which will continue
tonight, tomorrow and Ménday morning, will deal with the
qﬁestion of security. The broad issues that are involved in -
that overall question énd Canada's national security will be
very much in our minds. In the course of our discussions we
will be examining the foundation, the principles that have
beenrat the root of our security policy, and asking whether
the changing world environment might not cause us to adopt
new approaches. That quéstion will certainly be on our
minds, but before launching into the discussion of this
evening I would like to askqu. Tom Axworthy, the principal
secretary of the Prime Miniéfer, who has attended the two
previous seminars, to outline to us the format and the
process that we will be following tonight, tomorrow -and

Monday morning.

Tom Axworthy: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 1I'd like to join

Mr. MacEachen in welcoming you all to Canada, to Val Morin,

especially the visitors from abroad. We found that in our

pPast sessions that the mixture of different points of view
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both by persuasion and geography are a very heavy mix, and I
look forward to the same spontaneous combustion this week-

end.

I will be very brief and just speak on two
points. The first, the ground rules for these sessions, and
the second would be just a very brief summary of the
previous seminars so you can have some idea of what has pre-
ceeded us here. First of all, on the ground rules, the
discussion is to be informal and off the record, and all
participants are equal here which includes experts,
ministers and officials, so our officials from the govern-
ment of Canada have the heady experience of being able to
disagree with their political masters in public, but with no
attribution, and I encourage them to do so. We have divided
the sessions into a format with lead speakers followed by a
commentator and a rapporteur. The rapporteurs have a dual
function. One is to make aﬁ assessment of their éarticular
sessions, and our concluding session consists of the reports
of the rapporteurs who try to draw together what has
happened in their'session, vis—-3-vis the total seminar. Lead
speakers, commentators, fapporteurs and members may speak
any time and on any subject. So please feel free to engage

in conversation and discussion at any point.

One word about the press who began by taking the
press photograph. We ask you to have the same rules here as
govern most internatignal conferences, that is there will be
official spokesmen, ministers who will ﬁeet the press in the
evening to give them a view of what has transpired, so there
is no need for any of the participants to speak to the press
if they do not wish, for ministers have been assigned to

carry out that task. However, you may feel so inclined to




speak to the press - if you do, we ask the participants to
follow the rule that one can report on his own statement and
views, but not on the reports of others. One can make his
own point of view, but not'give a discussion of what the
other speakers have said. So you are responsible for

your own remarks and interpretations, but we will be meeting
the press officially ‘at the énd of each evening. Those,

Mr. Chairman, are the ground rules.

Let me just briefly report on the previous ses-
sions. Mr. MacEachan has reported that this is the third of
a series. The results of thESe think tank seminars will be
reported to Cabinet and to the caucus of our party, which
are meeting in September when we begin our planning season
for the next Speech from the Throne and other events. The
purpose of these seminars has been two-fold. One is to
engage in the widest bossible discussion of ideas on central
issues which may have a reflection on the government's fu-
ture planﬁing. The second is a broader objective, though
closely tied to it, and that is we hope through these
seminars and other activities that the governmént will be
carrying out on the wider policy issues of the 80's to
define the agenda for the 1980s and 1990s. The first two
seminars dealt with economic‘§ubjects, the first on economic
growth and inflation and the macro-view, the second more on
micro-policies, industrial strategies and full employmenf
issues. There was a discussion of the international
dimension of the economy, which may have somé relevance for
this seminar. In our discussions of the world economy, there
was a view that the recovery was real, though perhaps
fragile, and that the main dangers to the recovery were in
fact international. A consensus was very clear that the

single most worrisome aspect would be an international




financial failure. 1In particular the problems of Third

World debt and disparity in wealth between the developed and
non-developing nations was one of the great elements of
insecurity which would affect the economic recovery and the
general stability of the West. The second was a tremendous
worry about protectionism, and closely allied with the
discussions we had on Third World issues, that the
continuing economic pressures that we were faced with in the
West would lead nations in general, and the United States in
particular, to adopt a highly protectionist stance. This
was felt to be the second potentially great danger to the
recovery and to the security of the West. The third that I
mention is of the general problems of the Third World. So,
Mr. Chairman, there was a large part of our discussion,
particularly in the first seminar which dealt with macro
issues which focussed in on the internationél dimensions of
-the wofld economy, and perhaps has relevance for this
vsession; I would just conclude by saying that Mr: McEachan
_has éaid that when we are trying to define both the short

term stance of the government vis-3d-vis security issues and

the longer term, our office felt, and the Prime Minister
felt, that foreign policy and security policy were crucial

components.

The questions have been put before you for each of
the various sessions, but behind them all is one major one,
and that is how can a small nation like ourselves make a
contribution to world peace and security. I think nobody
aroundrthe table would disagree with those goals of ensuring
peace, more prosperity for all. We differ on how to achieve
it. A larger goal is clearly before us: how do we make
this a better and more secure world and, in particular, how

can we in this part of North America with this country's



assets, history and capabilities make a contribution. So
that is an essential purpose before us and I look forward

joining with you in the discussion in the days ahead.

Chairman: May I just add the further hope that each of us
will get to know the others around the table in this relaxed
setting. I hope that we can conduct the meetings in an
informal way - that we will indeed have a true exchange of
views and that any idea that is on the table that needs to
be attacked or supported, that there will be an opportunity
for others to do that very thing. So it is my purpose to
gdive maximum opportunity forlparticipation within the limits

of the agenda and the time available.

National security poiicy is obviously a‘composite
of a lot o£ elements drawn from foreign policy, defence
policy, aid policy and even domestic economic and social
policy. It would certainly embface attitudes to interna-
tional ecénomic institutions and questions of trade, finance
and human rights. Canadian security policy has not been
subjected to a full scale review for quite some years. .
Certainly the assumptioné and policies or principles which
we have been following have not been addressed in the form
of a review. I believe these principles and assumptions
have generally served Canada well, but éertainly it is
prudent to re—examine from time té time these assumptions
and principles and, of course, we have to ask ourselves how
the international sechrity environment has changed in the
last ten or more years. It certainly has changed and the
speakers obviously tonight will be attempting to tell us in

way it has changed.



It seems to be the case that since 1970 the super
powers have each gained in absolute military strength, but
their relative political, economic and ideological weight
seems to have declined. The risks of East-West conflict
remain as high or higher as each sees the hand of the other
in any turn of events. The ability of others to control
events or even to influence events has lessened. Not only
is that true of the super powers, but it is true also of
lesser states, at least that is how it appears to me.
Tonight, presumably, our speakers will want to address such
questions as the strategic balance, what is the present
strategic situation, what is the current strategic doctrine,
how has it evolved in the last numbér of years, how will it
evolve in the future. They will not only be touching on
some of these questions, but they will be introducing new

ideas of their own.

The first lead speaker is Mr. David Steél, the
leader of the Liberal Party of the United Kingdom. I
thought I had his constituency in my head before I came into
the room, but I fbund that the boundaries have been changed
and he has a new designaéion for his,consfituency on the
border of Scotland and England - I haven't had time to
master the designation, but he has been a Member of
Parliament for quite some time and has recently taken part

in a very exciting election in Britain.

David Steel: Thank you first for the invitation to be

here. I am looking forward very much to these two days of

discussion. I have been on holiday for the last month or soO
and negotiations about this were conducted by my office and
when they told me I was required to speak in this opening

session, I protested because I don't know anything about




Canada's security policy, but the answer came back that was
precisely why I was asked to open (the benefit of ignorance
they supposedly thought to be advantageous). Combine that
with jet lag as I arrived just an hour ago from Scotland and
I think you can excuse any idiocy which you are about to
hear. But I would like to speak very much not as an expert
at all, though there are plenty of experts at this table,
but as a practicing politician dealing with the democratic
problems of operating any kind of security policy. I think
that we are, not just here in Canada, but in the United
States and in all the NATO countries, coming up to a really
difficult period within 6 mohths, with time running out on
the 1979 deployment decisions. Therefore, I think it is
going to be a very important topic in all of the Western

countries, particularly in the next few months.

My first observation is that the security of our
peoples in the real sense of thé word has been decreasing,
not increésing,-over the years because of the increase in
both the number and power of nuclear missiles. Also because
of the increased sophistication over the last two decades of
nuclear weaponfy, politiéal control over their deployment
and potential use is now much more difficult. For example,
it is argued in Britain that decisions about the use of
cruise missiles,vif we havelﬁhem in Britain, cannot be
satisfactofily covered by the political agreement between
the United States and Britain which dates from Mr. Atlee
and President Truman. Now it is self-evident that a
political agreement designed to cover the use of the bombers
stationed in Britain is rather different, I would have
thought, from the split-second decisions required on the

firing or not firing of cruise missiles. It seems to me

that, because of these factors, the political debate, public




debate on the development and deployment of nuclear missiles
is more essential precisely because of the difficulties of
political control. And I think -that the public in our
countries is in fact aware of my basic opening statement and
that their own individual security and their children's
security have not by our collective wisdom been increased
over the last couple of decades, but that it is in fact
decreasing. And that is one of the reasons why we see the

growth of the various peace movements in our countries.

I think that, as practicing politicians, or those
of us who are, we have not been very successful in the hand-
ling of these peace movements or the‘handling of this wave
of public concern. There is no doubt in my mind, certainly
if I may speak for a second of the British political scene,
that those who advocate the sort of unilateral solution are
a tiny minority of public opinion and thet was demonstrated
during the general election because the Labour Patty in
Btitain committed itself to just such a policy. In other
words, they say that if we are elected the government we
will not have cruise missiles in Britain whatever the out-
come of the Geneva negotiations. And that was one of the
main reasons why the Labour Party went down the plug hole in
the election. That policy is not accepted by the broad mass
of the population. However unpopular or uneasy people
regard the future of having‘missiles stationed in the
country, the fact is they are not prepared to renege on the
1979 major decision. We stuck by that in the Alliance
parties and we pulled up to 25%, Labour went down to 27.
What is interesting is that in the Labour leadership
election, which is going on at the moment, the candidate who
is advocating standing by that Labour policy of unilateral-

ism is the one who is going to win and the Labour Party has



continued to go down. The latest Gallup Poll, monthlyvpoll,
published just the other day‘puts us into second place now
at 29%. fhe momentum of the election is in fact carrying on
after the general electioh and the supposed official opposi-
tion, the alternative government, is committing itself to a
policy which the public is rejecting. So, although I say
we've handled the peace moveheht badly, I don't want to give
the impression that we want somehow simply to go along with
its demands. I think what we have to do is to demonstrate
that we accept the public's anxiety about its increased
insecurity as legitimate, and that we ought to be seen to be
bending our efforts more effécfively to securing a reduction

in the arms race.

Now’where does this'put NATO powers like Canada
and the United Kingdom, who are not in the forefront of
these negotiations. AObviously, we would be very interested
to hear from Eugene Rostow latef on. Butrwhen I last talked
to him in.Washington three hours before he was fired, and
when I talked to Mr. Nitze, I got the impression that they
were men who were determined to try and make a success of
the current rounds of neéotiations with the Soviet Union.
Without naming names, I did not find that that was a
universal impression left in my mind by the various members
of the Administration in Washington, and I think this poses
a problem for the allied countries like our two countries
and without interfering in internal United Statés politics,
I think we have got-to be seen to be identifying with those
in the United States Administration who are pressing for
‘success in these negotiations and seem to be publ?cly
irritated or concerned about those who are taking a rather
- cynical view of the present round of discussions with the

Soviet Union. I think, too, we ought to be looking at
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positive post-December policies for trying to get
negotiations with the Soviet Union on a much more widespread
basis. It seems to me that by historical accident we are
left with three sets of negotations which are described in
the working paper in our folders, the INF, the START and the
MBFR and that the very splicing of these negotiations into
these three areas is itself a mechanism for slowing down the
pace of negotiations, because so much of the negotiations
are not actually negotiations at all, but arguments about
definitions of different weapon systems and into which
negotiations they ought to be. We ought to be looking
beyond the present run of talks to the possibility of
getting these pulled together, and I would argue that we
ought to be giving much more political attention to the MBFR
talks in Vienna. Because from the European point of view
what we ought to be trying to do is to raise the nuclear
threshold and so far in Europe we are behind the Soviet
Union in conventional defence capabilities and thaf is one
of the reasons why we are becoming overdependent on nuclear
defence. The MBFR talks are in a sense, in my view,
dragging on and on. We ought to be looking to the
possibility of a Freeze as an opportunity for re-organizing
the various forms of arms negotiations. Secondly, we in
Britain and our colleagues in France cannot go on pretending
that our independent missile systems should be kept ever out
of the calculations. We may not actually want to put them
into the negotiations in the sense of wanting them in the
present run, but we cannot pretend that they can simply be
ignored. For our part.in the Liberal Party and the Alliance
in Britain, we have opposed the Conservative Government's
determination to go for a new generation of independent

missile capability in purchasing the Trident system from the
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Americans because we believe that represents a positive

increase in the Western side of the arms race.

Looking at military expenditures as a whole, in
the last four years, world military expenditures have in-
creased by 4% per annum, whe:eas in the previous four years
it was running at about 2% per annum. I think we ought to
be concernéd about that escalation, much of which is repre-
sented by the sale of quite sophisticated con&éntional

weaponry to Third World powers and two countries have had

their comeuppance in this policy. First of all, we

. \
ourselves in Britain, in the Falklands episode, parts of the

Exocet missiles which did so much damage to our naval forces
are made in my constituency, not something I like to talk
abqut, but that is a fact. Our French colleagues again are
fighting in Chad. There they are ranged against the wéapons
they sold to Libya. I-think ideas have been put forward in
the past, perhaps by Genscher from Germany, of at least
starting by gettingra UN register of arms sales, have made
no progress at all, and if we don't even know what arms are
being sold to who, then there is very little hope of going
on to second stage which is trying to get some kind of
control over the ever-increasing sale of sophisticated

weaponry.

Now this brings me lastl