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PREFACE

The Guide reviews major developments in the field of international peace and security from July
1989 to June 1990, and surveys Canadian policy statements and Parliamentary debates.
Concentrating on the areas specified in the Institute’s mandate, it covers arms control and
disarmament, defence, and conflict resolution.

I believe that The Guide is now recognized as a key resource for all Canadians who need
to keep up with the critical changes in today’s world and to reflect on their importance for this
country. It is also intended as a reference volume for speakers, commentators and analysts who
require ready, easily accessible information on recent Canadian contributions in the field of

international affairs.

The last year has seen some massive changes on the international scene. Canada has
responded to them, while at the same time pursuing such well-established goals as enhancing peace
through the United Nations, seeking to curtail the spread of nuclear weapons, helping to resolve
or at least contain the bitter conflicts ravaging many regions of the world, and countering
international terrorism. Even prior to the tumultuous late summer of 1990 -- which will be
covered in next year’s Guide -- Canadians have had some particular national concerns, such as
sovereignty and security in the Canadian Arctic, the aerospace surveillance of North America, and
the management of re-equipment and policy review for national defence under conditions of rapid
global change and budgetary austerity. :

The Guide touches on last year’s momentous developments in the Soviet Union and Central
and Eastern Europe where they have affected the prospects for arms control and disarmament on
such issues as the future of NATO and the question of modernizing short-range nuclear forces.
There are special sections describing the principal events in Central and Eastern Europe and the
Baltic States and Canadian policies towards them. Critical events in Central America, the Middle
East, Sub-Saharan Africa, Southern Asia, and East Asia and the Pacific are also outlined, together
with Canadian policy statements and Parliamentary comment on them. Since the period surveyed
ends in June 1990, the section on the Middle East does not cover the Iraqi invasion and occupation
of Kuwait or subsequent developments in the Gulf crisis.

Canada is affected by, and itself affects, the changes going on in this complex, rapidly
evolving and sometimes dangerous world. Broad public interest in these questions has been
heightened by the breakdown of the Cold War and the new challenges that have emerged. We all
have to think about the policies that our country should pursue if it wants to contribute effectively
to strengthening international peace and security. I hope that this fifth annual edition of The
Guide will contribute by helping readers to trace recent trends in international affairs and to judge
Canada’s performance on the most critical issues before us today.

T

Bernard Wood
Chief Executive Officer



INTRODUCTION

The Guide is designed to provide Canadians with a readily accessible check list of issues in the
field of peace and security. It seeks to identify the major policy issues to which Canada
responded in the period between 1 July 1989 and 30 June 1990, to place them in context, and,
where appropriate, to identify a range of Parliamentary comment on these issues.

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

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

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

Each entry is organized under five headings, as follows:

BACKGROUND provides an account of the basic issue. It seeks to avoid excessive detail,
but to draw on recent material as appropriate in order to set the context of current policy issues.
Where Canadian policy prior to 1989 was integral to the development of the issue itself, or where
it is necessary for an understanding of the current Canadian position, it is included under this
heading.

CURRENT CANADIAN POSITION is based on statements by Ministers and responsible
officials, and identifies recent developments in Canadian policy.

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

CURRENT REFERENCES is designed to indicate only some of the most recent materials
relevant to the issue; the section is not intended to be an extensive reference list.

FURTHER READING contains a limited number of earlier references which the reader
may wish to consult for more detailed background.

There have been a number of changes in this year’s Guide, reflecting the ebb and flow of
international events. Thus, in Section I, a new entry has been added on Open Skies. In Section II,




previous years’ entries on The Defence Budget and Major Equipment Acquisitions have been
combined into a single new entry entitled Defence Planning and Procurement, while an entirely
new entry has been added on Short-Range Nuclear Forces. Two entries have been dropped from
Section III: one on North Africa, given the dearth of developments and/or Canadian comment over
the past year; and the other on Human Rights, in light of the establishment of a new Institute in
this country devoted specifically to this subject.

In addition, an entirely new Section has been created entitled "Special Topics," meant to
embrace subjects of particular interest during the past year which have not been covered in
previous issues of The Guide. Two subjects have been chosen as "Special Topics" this year, based
on their intrinsic international significance and the degree of attention paid to them by the
Canadian public and policy-makers: the events in Central and Eastern Europe, and those in the
Baltic Republics of the Soviet Union. Many momentous events have occurred too late for
inclusion in this year’s Guide, including the Iraqi conquest of Kuwait and the reunification of
Germany. These, as well as other topics, will be given full consideration in next year’s edition.

The bulk of the individual entries were researched and written by Marie-France Desjardins,
Johanne Di Donato, and Robin Hay, all of the Institute’s Research Division. Ms. Desjardins was
responsible for entry numbers 3-5, 9-13, 15 and 27, as well as Appendices 4 and 6; Ms. Di Donato
for entry numbers 21-26, as well as Appendix 3; and Mr. Hay for entry numbers 1-2, 6-8, 14,
and 16-20, as well as Appendices 1-2 and 5. In addition, student intern Réjean Hallée of Carleton
University and Research staff member Karen Ballentine collaborated to produce entry number
28 on Central and Eastern Europe, while John Wright of the Institute’s Information Services
Division contributed entry number 29 on The Baltic States.

Ron Purver, Senior Research Fellow, and Roger Hill, Research Director, have edited the
volume, Mr. Purver being responsible primarily for those entries submitted in English (i.e., those
by Ms. Di Donato and Messrs. Hay and Wright); and Mr. Hill for those submitted in French (i.e.,
those by Ms. Desjardins and Mr. Hallée).

As in past years, there are many people to thank for what has become an Institute-wide effort.
Eva Bild and Veronica Baruffati of the Public Programmes Division copy-edited and managed
the publication of The Guide, being assisted in the copy-editing by Héléne Samson, also of Public
Programmes. Doina Cioiu, Administrator of the Research Division and "present at the creation"
of The Guide, continued in her role as its "midwife," providing invaluable editorial and technical
assistance. Thanks are also due to Anita Portier and Denis Bastien of Sogestran Inc., for both
copy-editing and translation; the entire staff of the Institute Library, whose assistance was called
upon throughout the year; and Sylvain Lemieux of Information Services, for his tireless work on
the computers.

We welcome comments on The Guide’s utility and format, as well as suggestions for
improvement.

Ron Purver
Co-editor
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SECTIONI - ARMS CONTROL AND DISARMAMENT

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

BACKGROUND

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

Significant progress was made in the NST with the signing of the Intermediate-range
Nuclear Forces (INF) Treaty in Washington on 8 December 1987. The Treaty banned all US and
Soviet land-based INF missiles (those with ranges of between 1,000 and 5,500 km). For the Soviet
Union this meant the destruction of 1,846 missiles; for the United States, 847. Short-range INF,
namely SS-12/22 and SS-12/23 missiles on the Soviet side and Pershing 1A missiles on the
American, were to be destroyed within eighteen months of the ratification of the Treaty. Long-
range INF, including SS-4, SS-5, and SS-20 ballistic missiles and SSC-X-4 cruise missiles (stored,
but never deployed) on the Soviet side and Pershing IIs and ground-launched cruise missiles
(GLCMs) on the American, were to be destroyed within three years of ratification. The
instruments of ratification were exchanged by President Reagan and General Secretary Gorbachev
at the Moscow Summit on 1 June 1988.

Both sides began inspecting each other’s bases and factories to verify the information
contained in the Treaty in July 1988. On 1 August, the Soviet Union destroyed the first of its
missiles, four SS-12s, while the US began destruction of its Pershing IIs on 8 September. By early
May 1990 the USSR had destroyed 1,615 missiles and the United States, 486. Generally speaking,
both the US and the Soviet Union were satisfied with each other’s record of compliance with the
Agreement. However, American consternation was aroused when in March 1990, SS-23 missiles
were discovered in the German Democratic Republic, Czechoslovakia and Bulgaria. US Arms
Control and Disarmament Agency Director Ronald Lehman said on 7 March that the United States
was "working on the theory that it was just a mistake, that the Soviets just lost or forgot about
those missiles."! The Soviets claimed that the missiles were transferred without authorization prior
to the signing of the INF Treaty and that they bore non-nuclear warheads. In spite of the Soviet
claim that the newly discovered SS-23s were not covered by the INF Treaty, arrangements were
made to destroy them.

Arms Control Reporter (1990), p. 403.B.745.



Success in the remaining two areas covered by the NST has been more difficult to achieve.
No official name has been selected for the group dealing with strategic nuclear arms, though it
is often referred to by the name of the earlier Strategic Arms Reduction Talks (START). START,
which ended without agreement in December 1983, was preceded by the Strategic Arms
Limitation Talks (SALT) I (1969-1972) and II (1972-1979). Each of these negotiations dealt with
intercontinental, strategic nuclear weapons. Strategic weapons are generally defined as those
weapons capable of reaching the territory of one superpower from that of the other (specified in
SALT II as those with a range in excess of 5,500 km).

At their November 1985 Summit in Geneva, President Reagan and General Secretary
Gorbachev agreed in principle to fifty percent reductions in their strategic nuclear arsenals,
together with effective measures of verification. Further details were agreed on at their December
1987 Washington Summit, including: a 6,000-warhead limit on no more than 1,600
intercontinental and submarine-launched ballistic missiles (ICBMs and SLBMs) and bombers; a
sub-limit of 4,900 ICBM and SLBM warheads; a fifty percent cut in the number of Soviet "heavy"
ICBMs to 154, with ten warheads each; a ceiling on the aggregate throw-weight of ICBMs and
SLBMs at fifty percent of the Soviet level at the time; a separate ceiling (outside the 6,000
warhead limit) on long-range, nuclear-armed sea-launched cruise missiles (SLCMs); and certain
methods of verification of an accord. In addition, the two sides agreed on the "counting rules" for
determining how many warheads would be assumed to be carried by each type of ballistic missile.

By the end of the eleventh round of START in August 1989, a number of critical issues
remained in dispute, including:

® Soviet insistence that an agreement on START be linked to an agreement in the
defence and space talks;

° counting rules for ALCMs, with the US proposing ten per bomber, regardless of
the number an aircraft was capable of carrying, and the Soviets wanting to count
the maximum number each type of bomber was equipped to carry. The two sides
also disagreed on the range limitations for ALCMs, with the US wanting to include
only those with ranges of over 1,500 km, while the Soviet Union wanted those with
ranges over 600 km included;

°® the US demand for a ban on mobile ICBMs, unless adequate ways of verifying
their numbers could be found;

[ the numerical limits on SLCMs, with the Soviets insisting on strict limits while the
US wanted to exclude SLCM from START, since they felt there was no way to
verify a ban on such missiles that did not compromise their policy of neither
confirming nor denying the presence or absence of nuclear weapons onboard ships;

@ the question of warhead sublimits, with the US insisting on a sublimit of between
3,000 and 3,300 warheads on ICBMs and the Soviets declining to accept that figure
unless a similar one was applied to SLBMs;




® the US insistence on a ban on heavy ICBM modernization; and

) the Soviet position that there be a ban on either country contributing to the
modernization of a third country’s nuclear systems; for the US this would preclude
support for the nuclear deterrent force of Great Britain.

On 20 September 1989, US Secretary of State James Baker responded to Soviet criticism
that the US was dragging its feet on arms control, by announcing that it would drop its demand
for a ban on mobile ICBMs, provided that Congress approved financing for both the MX and
Midgetman mobile missiles.

More significant progress related to the START talks was made during two days of
discussion between Baker and Soviet Foreign Minister Eduard Shevardnadze at Jackson Hole,
Wyoming on 22 and 23 September. During those meetings it was revealed that the Soviet Union
had dropped its insistence that a START treaty be accompanied by an agreement on Defence and
Space Arms that restricted the US Strategic Defense Initiative (SDI). The Soviets did reserve the
right, however, to abrogate a future START agreement if the US were to conduct SDI tests that
violated the strict interpretation of the ABM Treaty.

Also at Jackson Hole, Baker and Shevardnadze agreed to conduct trial verification
inspections of each other’s nuclear arsenals prior to the signing of a START treaty, and to provide
each other with at least two weeks’ notification of one strategic exercise per year involving heavy
nuclear-capable bombers. They announced as well that progress had been made on ways to
monitor limits on mobile missiles, and to define ballistic missiles in terms of the missile and its
associated launcher. Finally, in a significant move towards the US position, Shevardnadze
suggested at Jackson Hole that SLCMs "could be limited outside of the text of a START treaty on
the basis of reciprocal obligations."

At the Bush-Gorbachev Summit in Malta in early December, the two sides agreed to
resolve the major disputes in START by June 1990 and to sign a treaty before the end of that
year,

From 8 February to 10 February 1990 talks were held between Baker and Shevardnadze
in Moscow. As a result, the two sides moved closer to resolving their differences over the
counting of stored ballistic missiles, limits on SLCMs and ALCMs, and the issue of missile
telemetry. They agreed to limit only those stored or undeployed missiles tested from mobile
launchers. Regarding SLCMs, the US formally accepted the formula proposed by the USSR at
Jackson Hole, namely that each side exchange binding declarations with the other side on the
number of SLCMs deployed. These limits would be separate from, but remain in force for the
duration of, a START treaty, with each side pledging not to exceed its declared number.
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Differences remained over range specifications and whether or not to include non-nuclear SLCMs
in the agreement, as desired by the Soviets.?

The USSR conceded to the US position regarding ALCMs after being reassured that the
Americans would make a commitment that the actual number of ALCMs carried by a bomber
would not exceed a certain unspecified number. The Soviet concession meant that in START, US
strategic bombers capable of carrying up to twenty cruise missiles would be counted as carrying
only ten, while Soviet bombers capable of carrying a dozen or more would be counted as carrying
just eight. The Soviets would be allowed forty percent more ALCM-equipped bombers to offset
the greater number of missiles permitted on each American bomber.> Differences over ALCM
ranges were not solved, and the two sides still disagreed about how to ensure that conventionally
armed cruise missiles would be exempt.

The two sides also agreed on the outline of a treaty provision specifying that missile
telemetry would not be encoded, in order to allow for interception by the other side. However,
the US insisted on preserving the right to omit key technical parameters, so that Moscow would
remain in the dark about some of the data it intercepts. Moscow’s preference was for all data to
be transmitted in a clear and readily understood manner.

On 5 and 6 April 1990, Mr. Baker and Mr. Shevardnadze met in Washington in an effort
to clear away the remaining obstacles to a START agreement, among other things. Other than the
announcement that the US-Soviet Summit would take place from 30 May to 3 June, little headway
was made. In fact, the Soviets seemed to go back on the SLCM agreement reached in February.
Now they insisted that assurances on the size of the SLCM force of each side had to be codified
in the treaty. Mr. Shevardnadze also asked the US to commit itself to follow-on strategic nuclear
arms negotiations immediately upon completion of a START treaty, prior to Senate ratification.
The Americans refused to make such a commitment pending the outcome of the ratification
process and a discussion of what arms would be included in any "START 1 P

Immediately after the Baker-Shevardnadze meetings it was revealed that the two sides had
discussed a plan, secretly and informally put forward by the US the month before, for banning
all land-based multiple-warhead missiles. Under the plan, a ban on mobile land-based missiles
with more than one warhead would be included in an initial START agreement. In a follow-on
agreement, to be negotiated after the current talks were completed, all land-based, multiple-
warhead missiles would be eliminated. In a letter delivered to Bush from Gorbachev by
Shevardnadze on 6 April the Soviet leader countered that any ban on multiple-warhead missiles

~

Michael R. Gordon, "US and Soviets Appear to Agree on Main Elements of Arms Treaty."
New York Times, 11 February 1990, pp. Al and A20. Arms Control Reporter (1990),

p. 611.B.613.
3 Ibid., p. 611.B.614.
4 Don Oberdorfer and R. Jeffrey Smith, "US-Soviet Summit Dates Advanced." Washington

Post, 6 April 1990, p. Al.
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should include sea-based missiles as well as those on land.® The majority of Soviet nuclear
warheads are atop land-based ballistic missiles, while the majority of US nuclear warheads are
based at sea.

In May, Mr. Baker flew to the Soviet Union armed with a host of new proposals intended
to break the START logjam in order that a declaration on the main principles of an agreement
could be announced at the US-Soviet summit in June. After four days of tense and often
marathon-length negotiating sessions, US and Soviet officials reportedly "resolved all major
obstacles to a strategic arms reduction treaty."6 The "major obstacles" that were overcome involved
the issues of air- and sea-launched cruise missiles. The United States conceded to the Soviet
position that ALCMs with a range of 600 kilometres or more would be included in an agreement.
In return the Soviets agreed to the US counting rules, and also to exempt conventionally-armed
ALCMs that could be distinguished from nuclear versions. This included the Tacit Rainbow, an
American conventional cruise missile designed to suppress enemy radar, which was in the testing
phase. According to the agreed counting rule, "each current and future US heavy bomber equipped
for ALCMs will count as 10 warheads and may actually be equipped for no more than 20
ALCMs.... [EJach current and future Soviet heavy bomber equipped for ALCMs will count as 8
warheads and may actually be equipped for no more than 12 ALCMs."” It was agreed that the US
could apply the counting rule to up to 150 heavy bombers and the Soviets to 210. Cruise missile-
capable bombers in excess of those numbers would be counted as carrying the ALCMs for which
they were equipped.®

The two sides agreed that SLCMs would not be constrained in a START treaty but instead
would be included in a non-verifiable, politically binding -- but not legally binding -- declaration
outside the treaty. Declarations would take place annually for the duration of a START treaty
specifying the maximum number of SLCMs each side would have deployed "for each of the
following five treaty years," with that number not to exceed 880.°

A number of issues remained in dispute, including numerical limits on mobile land-
based missile warheads; restrictions on flight testing or modernization of existing heavy ballistic
missiles, such as the Soviet SS-18; and the question of the Soviet Backfire bomber, which the
Americans insisted posed an intercontinental threat, despite its limited range.

See: R. Jeffrey Smith, "Gorbachev Cool to Bush’s Missile Proposal." Washington Post,
9 April 1990, p. A10; and Michael R. Gordon, "Soviets Rebuffed by Cheney on Plan
Curbing Sea Arms." New York Times, 16 April 1990, pp. Al and AS8.

Thomas L. Friedman, "US and Soviets Close to a Pact on 30% Cut in Nuclear Missiles;
Agree on Chemical-Arms Curbs." New York Times, 20 May 1990, p. Al.

USIS, Wireless File, EUR403, 5 July 1990, p. 8.
S Ibid., pp. 8-9.

Ibid, p. 9.



At the Washington Summit on 1 June 1990, Presidents Bush and Gorbachev issued a joint
statement outlining the text of a prospective START treaty and reaff irming "their determination to
have the treaty completed and ready for signature by the end of this year."10 As expected, the outline
stipulated that each side would be restricted to no more than 6,000 deployed warheads on 1,600
strategic nuclear delivery vehicles (submarine-launched ballistic missiles and launchers, land-based
ballistic missiles and launchers, and heavy bombers). No more than 4,900 of the warhead total could
be deployed on ICBMs or SLBMs and no more than 1,540 on heavy ICBMs. The May agreement on
cruise missiles was incorporated in the outline, and mobile missile warheads were limited to 1,100,
though verification of their missiles was left unresolved. The treaty would have a duration of fifteen
years unless superseded before that time by a subsequent agreement.

The counting rules for ALCMs and for heavy bombers not equipped to carry them but able
to carry gravity bombs and short-range attack missiles, as well as the failure to include in the
prospective agreement either non-deployed (reserve) missiles launched from silos, submarines and
bombers or SLCMs, meant that the reduction in strategic warheads of the two signatories would be on
the order of thirty to thirty-five percent, rather than the fifty percent agreed to in principle by
Presidents Reagan and Gorbachev at their November 1985 summit in Geneva. The June 1990 summit
also failed to resolve the issues of the Backfire bomber and heavy ICBM modernization, or a new one
concerning the "non-circumvention" clause. The US wanted to make sure that the latter would not
interfere with its traditional assistance to the British strategic nuclear programme.“

Finally, Mr. Bush and Mr. Gorbachev signed a statement of goals for a follow-on START II
accord in which they would "seek measures that reduce the concentration of warheads on strategic
delivery vehicles as a whole, including measures related to the question of heavy missiles and MIR Ved
ICBMs."2

CURRENT CANADIAN POSITION

Reduction of the superpowers’ strategic nuclear arsenals remains one of the Canadian Government’s
main arms control priorities. Speaking in Moscow in November 1989 Prime Minister Mulroney stated:

A pre-requisite to genuine peace is the reduction of conventional and
short-range nuclear weapons in Europe and the correction of
imbalances in these forces, as well as the reduction of strategic nuclear
weapons on both sides to minimum levels consistent with basic security
requirements.

1 "Text of the Agreement on Long-Range Arms." New York Times, 2 June 1990, p. A8.

1 Michael R. Gordon, "Talks Fail to End Disputes on Long-Range Arms." New York Times,

2 June 1990, p. A4.

"Bush-Gorbachev Summit: Agreeing to Agree." Jane's Defence Weekly, vol. 13 no. 24
(16 June 1990), p. 1200.

Office of the Prime Minister, Notes for an Address by The Right Honourable Brian
Mulroney Prime Minister of Canada, Moscow, 20 November 1989.
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The joint Canadian-Soviet political declaration signed in Moscow declared that both sides
favoured progress toward "the early conclusion of negotiations to reduce by 50 percent USA and USSR
strategic offensive arms."*

Some aspects of the prospective START agreement worried Canadian officials, however.
Ambassador for Disarmament Margaret Mason told a Commons committee in November 1989 that
Canada had "signalled our concern over the setting aside of sea-launched cruise missiles [in START]
and we would certainly hope that issue continues to be addressed."”

PARLIAMENTARY COMMENT

In the House on 27 November 1989, NDP Member Bill Blaikie criticized the Prime Minister for failing
to address the issue of SLCMs in his statement regarding the Moscow visit :

There is the whole question of naval arms control and the proliferation
of submarine-launched cruise missiles. There was not a mention of it
in the statement by the Prime Minister. This area of growing
proliferation of nuclear weapons is of increasing concern.

On 19 December 1989, in the House, Mr. Blaikie raised the issue of the MX Rail Garrison
Program. He suggested that Canada protest the planned stationing of MX-equipped rail cars in Grand
Forks, North Dakota, close to the Canadian border. Furthermore, he urged the government to speak
now against this "inappropriate escalation of the arms race" and, failing the removal of the MX rail
cars, to seek a guarantee that these trains would "never move in the direction of Canada.""’
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2. NUCLEAR AND SPACE ARMS:
DEFENSE AND SPACE ARMS TALKS (DST)

BACKGROUND

The Defense and Space Arms Talks began in Geneva on 27 March 1985, as part of the Nuclear
and Space Arms Talks (NST) between the Soviet Union and the United States. The NST also deals
with long-range strategic nuclear weapons control (see NST:START). The aim of the Defense and
Space Arms Talks is to prevent an arms race in outer space and in strategic defences. This issue
has drawn considerable attention since the announcement by President Reagan on 23 March 1983
of the Strategic Defense Initiative (SDI or, as it is often referred to, Star Wars).

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

The ABM Treaty was the result of increased interest in anti-ballistic missile defence, on
the part of both the US and USSR, throughout the 1960s. In the United States, the ABM issue
sparked a prolonged public debate, centred on two main concerns: the ease with which the
defences could be overcome by large numbers of cheaper offensive missiles, and the possibility
that ABM deployments might destabilize deterrence based on the concept of mutual assured
destruction. This concept, which had become the basis of nuclear deterrence, requires that both
sides remain vulnerable to attack, thereby preventing aggression by either one.

The ABM Treaty prohibits both sides from deploying a nation-wide ABM defence and
limits each to two ABM deployment areas, later amended on 3 July 1974 to one area. Extensive
verification measures are provided for in the Treaty, which also established the Standing
Consultative Commission (SCC) to deal with questions of interpretation and compliance. The
United States Senate ratified the Treaty by a vote of eighty-eight to two.

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

In his March 1983 announcement, President Reagan stated that the United States would
pursue a new programme, SDI, aimed at providing a defence that would make nuclear weapons
"impotent and obsolete." Although he initially stated that SDI was only a research programme and
would be conducted within the limits of the ABM Treaty, the Administration adopted a "new"
interpretation of the Treaty which would allow the US to carry out tests and development of
systems previously considered prohibited by it.
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The interpretation of the ABM Treaty has, therefore, become an issue of considerable
debate, centring on how ABM systems based on new technologies are dealt with by the Treaty.
The key to the debate lies in Article V of the Treaty which states that:

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

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

The traditional or "narrow" interpretation holds that Article V clearly bans all sea-based,
space-based or mobile land-based systems and components, whether they are based on 1972
technology or not. According to this interpretation, the phrase "currently consisting of" was used
in Article I only to demonstrate the functional nature of the def inition, not to exclude future
technologies.

The Soviet Union has stated that it believes the narrow interpretation to be the only valid
interpretation of the Treaty. Indeed, until 1985 this was the only interpretation held by the
United States. The Soviets have stood by this position at the Defense and Space Arms Talks,
insisting that the testing of ABM systems and components must be restricted by the traditional
interpretation. The United States at the Defense and Space Arms Talks has focussed on discussing
the effects of the relationship between offence- and defence-based systems on the strategic
balance; attempting to negotiate a smooth transition from an offense-dominated to a defence-
dominated military structure; and raising concerns over possible Soviet violations of the ABM
Treaty, especially concerning the radar site at Krasnoyarsk, in central Siberia.

Both sides long used the 10 December 1987 Joint Statement from the Washington Summit
as the basis for an agreement in negotiations that have taken place since. At Washington, they
agreed to have their negotiators work out "an agreement that would commit the sides to observe
the ABM Treaty, as signed in 1972, while conducting their research, development, and testing as
required, which are permitted by the ABM Treaty, and not to withdraw from the ABM Treaty,
for a specified period of time." Intensive discussions on strategic stability were to begin not later
than three years before the end of the specified non-withdrawal period. Failing agreement in
these discussions, each side would be free to pursue its own course of action once the non-
withdrawal period was over. The general wording of the Joint Statement, however, left open the
question of the narrow versus the broad interpretation of the ABM Treaty.

On 15 January 1988, at the ninth round of the NST talks, the Soviets tabled a draft
protocol to the proposed Strategic Arms Reduction Talks (START) Treaty. During the ten-year
non-withdrawal period suggested in the proposal, testing of ABM systems and components would
be restricted by the narrow interpretation of the ABM Treaty. The United States rejected the
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Soviet-proposed Protocol, arguing that a START Treaty should not be tied to restrictions on SDL
On 22 January 1988, the United States presented a draft treaty intended to provide a basis for a
transition to a defence-oriented military structure by allowing for development, testing, and
deployment of advanced missile defences.

On 22 April 1988, during a Shultz-Shevardnadze meeting in Moscow, the Soviets
presented a new draft agreement. However, they have refused to develop a Joint Draft Treaty
text, as proposed by the US.

From 24 to 31 August 1988 the third ABM Treaty Review Conference took place. Prior
to the Conference, attention was focussed on whether or not the US would charge the Soviet
Union with a "material breach" of the Treaty, as possible justification for an American
withdrawal from it. Shortly before the beginning of the Conference, however, the United States
announced it would postpone its decision until later. The Review Conference ended, unlike its
two predecessors, without a joint statement reaffirming the Treaty’s aims and purposes.

As a result of its strategic review in early 1989, the Bush Administration declared that it
would take a somewhat different approach to the issue of SDI than did the Reagan
Administration. This would involve a more limited view of what to expect from SDI and lower
appropriations for research. For fiscal year 1990, requests for SDI funds were reduced from $5.9
billion to $4.9 billion:! funding requests for the next five years were reduced from $41 billion to
$33 billion. Priority has shifted within the Strategic Defense Initiative Organization (SDIO) from
developing a system of large satellites from which up to ten interceptor rockets each would be
launched against incoming warheads, to a system called "Brilliant Pebbles," involving thousands
of smaller space-based rockets. In July 1989, by a margin of 248 to 175, the US Congress voted
to cut SDI funding for 1990 from the $4.9 billion requested by President Bush to $3.1 billion.

On 21 September, Soviet Foreign Minister Shevardnadze delivered a letter from Secretary
General Gorbachev to President Bush detailing significant changes in the Soviet position on arms
control. The contents of the letter were made public on 22 and 23 September during the Jackson
Hole, Wyoming, meetings between Shevardnadze and US Secretary of State James Baker.
Reversing its previous position on the issue, Gorbachev wrote that the Soviet Union would agree
to a START treaty without first receiving assurances that the US would not deploy a space-
based ABM system. However, Moscow reserved the right to abrogate any future START treaty
in the event of a US move to deploy a strategic defence system that contravened the strict
interpretation of the ABM Treaty. As part of this proposed "delinking" of START and SDI, the
Soviets asked that both sides agree in writing to this abrogation clause.

Also at the Jackson Hole meetings, the Soviets announced that they had decided
unconditionally to dismantle the Krasnoyarsk radar station. At the same time, they reiterated
their concerns about US radar stations at Thule, Greenland, and Fylingdales Moor, in Great
Britain. One month later, on 23 October, Shevardnadze, in a speech before the Supreme Soviet,

Michael R. Gordon, "Stars Wars’ Fading as Major Element of US Strategy." New York
Times, 28 September 1989, pp. Al and All.
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admitted the Soviets had made a mistake in building the Krasnoyarsk radar. It had been built on
the wrong site, he said, and constituted a violation of the ABM Treaty. On 28 May 1990 it was
announced by US and Soviet officials that dismantlement of the thirty- story -high radar, which
had cost the Soviets several hundred billion rubles to construct, had begun

At the conclusion of the Jackson Hole meetings, Secretary Baker had invited Soviet experts
to visit SDI research facilities at Los Alamos and San Juan, Capistrano. The first visits by the
Soviets to these stations took place on 15 December 1989 at San Juan and on 18 to 19 December
1989 at Los Alamos.

On 26 September 1989 the US Senate voted by a margin of sixty-six to thirty-four to cut
$800 million from the Administration’s proposed budget for SDI. This compared to the $1.8
billion cut proposed by Congress in July. Following the Senate vote, negotiators for both chambers
set to work reconciling the different figures. In November, a compromise was announced that,
for the first time, actually cut spending on SDI. By its terms, the Pentagon would be allowed to
spend $3.57 billion on SDI for fiscal year 1990 For 1991 the Bush Administration is asking for
approximately US$4.4 billion in SDI f unds.?

The 12th round of the Defense and Space Arms Talks began on 29 September. On 3
October the chief US negotiator, Henry Cooper, stepped down. He was replaced in mid-October
by David Smith. On 5 December, three days before the end of the round, the US tabled a new
draft treaty text that did not, however, constitute a major change in the American position.

On 22 January 1990, Round 13 began. During the round, the Soviets backed off their
insistence upon a written clause permitting withdrawal from START if the US deployed SDI.

CURRENT CANADIAN POSITION

In the past five years the Government of Canada has declared both that it is in favour of the
narrow interpretation of the ABM Treaty, and that it is not prepared to become involved in
government-to-government participation in the SDI programme.

On 26 March 1985, Canada and the other NATO allies, as well as Australia, Japan and
Israel, received a letter from US Secretary of Defense Caspar Weinberger, inviting them to
participate in the SDI research programme. On 7 September 1985, after internal Government
study and a set of public Parliamentary hearings, Canada refused the offer of government-to-
government participation but left open the possibility that private companies could compete for

(8]

Don Oberdorfer and Ann Devroy, "Soviets Dismantle Disputed Radar." Washington Post,
29 May 1990, p. Al.

Peter Grier, "Star Wars Future May Rest on Test of New Rocket." Christian Science
Monitor, 26 June 1990, p. 1.




13

SDI contracts. Of the allies contacted by the US, five nations--the United Kingdom, West Germany, Italy,
Israel, and Japan -- did sign Memoranda of Understanding to participate in SDI

The Canadian Government has repeatedly expressed its belief that while it does not want to get
involved directly in SDI research, it is only prudent to have some such research pursued in the West. This
view was elaborated by External Affairs Minister Clark on 5 March 1987, following a meeting with Paul
Nitze, Special Advisor to President Reagan on arms control issues. Having expressed Canadian support for
continued US adherence to the narrow interpretation of the ABM Treaty, Mr. Clark stated:

Any move to a broader interpretation could have significant political and strategic
ramifications for international stability and security....Any unilateral action by either party
to the Treaty that could have a negative impact on the current strategic balance would be
regarded by Canada with profound concern.

He went on to say:

Canada has expressed its support for the Strategic Defence Initiative
research program as a prudent measure in light of significant similar
Soviet activity in the field of ballistic missile defence. We believe,
however, that any transition to a greater dependence on strategic defences
should be undertaken on a mutually agreed basis by both superpowers and
should be combined with significant reductions in strategic offensive
forces...[The] SDI program should continue to be pursued within the
current restrictive interpretation of the ABM Treaty.

Assurances from Mr. Shultz that the US considered premature any decision to deploy a ballistic
missile defence were welcomed by the Canadian Government.

In a speech before a meeting of the North Atlantic Assembly in Quebec City in May 1987, Prime
Minister Mulroney stated that strategic defences must meet criteria that had been outlined previously by
Mr. Nitze -- cost effectiveness, survivability, and affordability -- along with two other criteria: "extreme
care must be taken to ensure that defences are not integrated with existing forces in such a way as to create
fears of a first strike" and "we cannot allow strategic defences to undermine the arms control process...."5

According to a United States General Accounting Office report issued in February 1990, Canadian
companies, as of 31 March 1989, had received four of the sixty-seven SDI contracts awarded to foreign
firms.® The total value of the Canadian contracts was US$1.9 million. In addition, Canadian firms had been
awarded six SDI subcontracts worth US$775,000.”

Department of External Affairs Statement 87/14, 5 March 1987, p. 2.

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

United States General Accounting Office, Strategic Defense Initiative Program. Extent of
Foreign Participation (Report to the Chairman, Subcommittee on Oversight and
Investigations, Committee on Energy and Commerce, House of Representatives), February
1990, p. 11.

Ibid., p. 29.
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PARLIAMENTARY COMMENT

There was no comment in the House of Commons on the issue of the Defense and Space Arms
Talks during this reporting period. In past years, questions were raised in Parliament over
Canadian Government involvement in SDI contracts to Canadian industry. In November 1987 the
involvement of the Canadian Commercial Corporation as a prime contractor for an SDI contract
was raised in the House. It was argued that the CCC, as a Crown Corporation, was an agent of the
federal Government, and that its involvement therefore ran counter to the Government’s
commitment not to participate in SDI projects. The Government responded that the purpose of
the CCC was to act as an agent for Canadian companies and that its involvement was limited to
this purpose.8
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3. CHEMICAL AND BIOLOGICAL WEAPONS

BACKGROUND

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

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

By 1971, the difficulties of concluding a single agreement banning both chemical and
biological weapons led to a decision in the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament (CCD)
to consider them separately. Progress in the area of biological weapons control soon followed,
producing a convention signed in 1972 which came into force three years later. Considered the
first international agreement requiring actual disarmament measures, the Biological Weapons
Convention (BWC) prohibits the development, production, stockpiling and transfer of
bacteriological or toxin weapons, and calls for the destruction of existing stocks. As of 1 January
1990, the Convention had been signed by 137 states and ratified by 112 of them.

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

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

In an attempt to strengthen the BWC further, the final declaration of the Second Review
Conference included a new arrangement allowing any state to call a meeting of an advisory group
of experts, if a problem arises concerning application of the Convention. It also requires the
signatories to begin work on measures to prevent or reduce any "ambiguities, doubts and
suspicions concerning bacteriological activities and to improve international cooperation on the
peaceful uses of microbiology." Specific measures included the exchange of information
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concerning research facilities, biological products and the occurrence of rare diseases. In order
to elaborate precise procedures for such exchanges, an ad hoc Group of scientific and technical
experts from the states parties, met in Geneva from 31 March to 15 April 1987. The first such
exchange of information began in the fall of 1987 and has been repeated each year thereafter.

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

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

Concern over chemical weapons has been fed by recent allegations of their use. Since
1980, the UN Secretary-General has conducted several inquiries to ascertain the truth of such
charges. A series of UN reports, beginning in 1984, confirmed that chemical weapons had been
used in the Gulf War by Iraq against Iran. On 1 March 1988, Iraq was again reported to have
used chemical weapons -- this time against its own Kurdish population. A UN investigation of
the alleged attacks was undertaken between 17 March and 4 April 1988. On 26 April, 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.

In the meantime, after a hiatus of eighteen years, the United States renewed its production
of chemical weapons in December 1987. Such plans gained momentum in the wake of US
statements alleging continued Soviet production of chemical weapons. In the fall of 1987, for
instance, Ambassador Max Friedersdorf, chief US delegate to the CD’s Ad Hoc Committee on
Chemical Weapons, cited US estimates indicating that there were fourteen to twenty chemical
weapon-production sites on Soviet territory whose whereabouts Moscow refused to disclose.

At the same time, there is evidence of the development and production of chemical
weapons in the Third World. On 25 October 1988, US Director of Central Intelligence William
Webster announced that Libya was building a chemical warfare complex at Rabta, about eighty
kilometres southwest of Tripoli. According to US State Department officials, the plant, once
completed, would be capable of producing nerve gas as well as large quantities of mustard gas.
While Libya denied the charges, and maintained that the facility was a pharmaceutical plant that
it would "open to the world when completed," US accusations and presentation of evidence to the
contrary mounted during subsequent months. Such evidence also indicated that the technology
used in the development of the Libyan facility was acquired from companies in both West
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Germany and Japan. West German, US and Indian companies were also linked to the
development of a chemical weapons capability by Iran.

In Geneva, negotiations on a chemical weapons ban moved closer to agreement on the
definition of chemical weapons and on procedures for their destruction. Detailed provisions have
been elaborated on the verification of declarations of existing stocks and the closure and
elimination of production facilities, while useful work has also been done on the guidelines for
an international inspectorate. On 11 August 1987, the USSR tabled a proposal on compulsory on-
site inspection which came close to that put forth by the United States in 1984. The Soviet
proposal accepted the concept of challenge inspection of all chemical weapon facilities with no
right of refusal. It also provided for the entry of inspection teams within forty-eight hours of a
challenge (previously the Soviets had insisted on the right to veto requests for challenge
inspection, and did not require that inspections be so timely).

Additional headway toward a chemical weapons ban was made in October 1987, when
representatives of forty-five nations visited a Soviet chemical weapons facility at Shikhany, on
the Volga River south of Moscow. The foreign delegations were shown nineteen different types
of chemical munitions and a mobile complex used for their destruction. Bilateral talks between
the superpowers also resulted in visits by US officials to a Soviet facility for the destruction of
chemical weapons at Chapayesk, and by Soviet officials to a US chemical weapon facility at
Tooele, Utah, in November 1987. Moreover, in December 1987, the Soviet Union declared that
its chemical weapons stockpile consisted of no more that 50,000 tons of poisonous agent, all
located on Soviet territory.

From 7 to 11 January 1989, over 140 nations participated in a Conference on Chemical
Weapons in Paris. The conference was intended to focus attention on the horrors associated with
chemical weapons use, the dangers posed by their existence and proliferation, and the outstanding
issues to be addressed in achieving a chemical weapons ban. During the five days of
deliberations, the total number of states to have declared non-possession of chemical weapons
increased to over sixty, eleven states added their signatures to the Geneva Protocol, and three
additional states announced their intention to sign in the near future.

The Final Declaration of the Conference stressed four points: 1) the commitment of the
participants not to use chemical weapons and to condemn their use (thus reaffirming the validity
of the Geneva Protocol); 2) the necessity and urgency of concluding a chemical weapons ban, and
for all states to accede to it upon its conclusion; 3) the need for states to exercise self-restraint
and act responsibly until such time as a comprehensive ban entered into force; and 4) full 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.

Some participants at the Conference charged the Western nations with practising a double
standard by trying to halt the proliferation of chemical weapons in the Third World while at the
same time developing new generations of such weapons themselves. Arab states such as Egypt,
Iraq and Libya demanded that the conferees recognize their right to possess weapons of this type
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as long as Israel possessed a presumed nuclear capability. Both superpowers rejected such
arguments.

During the past year, a number of events drew attention to the development and
production of chemical and biological weapons in the Third World. For example, on 19 August
1989, the New York Times reported that Iran had tried to obtain toxins from Canada and the
Netherlands, probably for a research programme on the production of biological weapons.! The
newspaper went on to explain that in December 1988, an Iranian researcher had contacted Dr.
Bruno Schiefer, Director of the University of Saskatchewan’s Toxicology Research Laboratory,
in order to negotiate the purchase of toxins which could be used to produce biological weapons.
The New York Times reported that Dr. Schiefer informed the Canadian Government and rejected
the transaction. Canada then alerted the members of the Australia Group (comprising nineteen
countries manufacturing chemical products, including Canada, which are trying to impose tighter
controls on the export of chemical agents which could be used to produce poisonous gas).

On 17 March 1990, the US Government again commented on the facility at Rabta, Libya.
The White House spokesperson, Marlin Fitzwater, said: "There is evidence to suggest that Rabta
is producing chemical weapons.... The facility is dangerous and becoming increasingly so." When
questioned about the possibility of a military operation, Mr. Fitzwater simply stated: "We are not
ruling anything out."”> One week later, several sources reported that a fire had destroyed the
Rabta facility, and Libya immediately accused the United States, Israel and the Federal Republic
of Germany of being involved.? However, on 7 April, Washington said that it had satellite photos
proving that the fire had been staged.4 Just over one month later, the United States stated that
activities had resumed at the chemical facility, which was suspected of being used to produce

weapons.’

On 2 April 1990, President Saddam Hussein of Iraq acknowledged for the first time that
his country possessed binary chemical weapons (composites which, when combined, become
toxic). The Iraqi President added: "We shall ensure that fire ravages half of Israel if that country

"Iran Is Said to Try to Obtain Toxins." New York Times, 13 August 1989, p. 11. See also
"Harmful Fungi Requested by Iranian, Scientist Says." Globe and Mail, 14 August 1989,
p. Al and A2; and "Armes chimiques: I'Iran aurait tenté d’acheter des toxines au Canada."
Le Devoir, 14 August 1989, p. 2.

"Washington et Bonn accusent la Libye de produire des armes chimiques." La Presse,
8 March 1990, p. B7.

"L'usine de Rabta aurait été dévastée par un incendie." Le Monde, 16 March 1990, p. 8.
The Arms Control Reporter (1990), pp. 704: E2.6. See also "L’usine chimique de Rabta a
subi trés peu de dégats." Le Monde, 21 March 1990, p. 6; and "Damage in Libyan Fire
Reassessed as U.S. Sees Possible Hoax." The Washington Post, 31 March 1990, p. A23,

5 The Arms Control Reporter (1990), p. 704.E2.8.
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tries anything against Iraq." He also stated: "Those who threaten us with atomic weapons shall
be exterminated by us with chemical weapons.”6

Recent progress at the CD has been evident in the near doubling of non-member
participants involved in the chemical weapons negotiations, and in the submissions of reports by
more than thirty states to date concerning inspections of their chemical industries (i.e., National
Test Inspections). Nevertheless, several issues require further attention. These include:
verification (and particularly the procedural details for instituting challenge inspection and ad hoc
inspections), sanctions, assistance and the role of the Executive Council.

On 1 June 1990, the United States and the Soviet Union took an important step to
facilitate the conclusion and implementation of a multilateral agreement banning chemical
weapons. During their Washington Summit meeting, Presidents Bush and Gorbachev signed a
bilateral agreement on the destruction and non-production of chemical weapons and on measures
to facilitate the adoption of a multilateral convention banning such weapons.7 In their statements
of intentions, both parties expressed their determination to do their utmost to conclude and
implement a multilateral convention on chemical weapons. Under the terms of the bilateral
agreement, the United States and the Soviet Union undertake (once the agreement comes into
effect) to stop all production of chemical weapons and to begin the destruction of their stockpiles
prior to the end of 1992. The parties also undertake to destroy at least half of the stockpiles
before the end of 1999, so that the maximum they will have as of 31 December 2002 will be 5,000
tons.

Among the measures taken to facilitate the conclusion of a multilateral convention, the
United States and the Soviet Union agreed to reduce and limit their chemical weapons so that at
the latest, eight years after a multilateral convention has come into effect, the combined quantities
of stocks possessed by both countries will not exceed 500 tons. Washington and Moscow also
agreed to consult with other participants in the multilateral negotiations with a view to proposing
that a special conference of parties to the convention be held eight years after it comes into
effect. The purpose of such a conference would be to determine whether there was sufficient
support for the multilateral convention to ensure the complete elimination in subsequent years of
all stocks of remaining chemical weapons.

"Israel s’inquiéte des menaces de I'Irak." Le Monde, 4 April 1990, pp. 1 and 7. See also "Le
président Hussein menace de mettre a feu la moitié d’Israél." Le Monde, 4 April 1990, p. 7.

"Agreement Between the United States of America and the Union of Soviet Socialist
Republics on Destruction and Non-Production of Chemical Weapons and on Measures to
Facilitate the Multilateral Convention on Banning Chemical Weapons," reproduced in
Chemical Weapons Convention Bulletin no. 8, (June 1989), pp. 19-22. See also "Agreed
Statement in Connection with the Agreement Between the United States of America and
the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics on Destruction and Non-Production of Chemical
Weapons and on Measures to Facilitate the Multilateral Convention on Banning Chemical
Weapons," reproduced in Chemical Weapons Convention Bulletin no. 8 (June 1989), p. 22.
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Canada has signed and ratified both the 1925 Geneva Protocol and the 1972 Biological
Weapons Convention (BWC). Since the conclusion of the BWC, Canada has shown great interest
in the elaboration of verification measures to strengthen its enforcement. Canada was an active
participant at the ad hoc meeting of scientific and technical experts held in Geneva in March and
April 1987, in accordance with the provisions of the Final Declaration of the second review
conference of the BWC. There, Canada contributed to a better understanding of the utility of
adopting criteria relating to disease outbreaks, as well as containment standards for research
facilities.®

Successive Canadian governments have also sought to help define and promote a chemical
weapons convention, as well as to ensure its effective verification. Indeed, the conclusion of such
2 ban constitutes one of the six major goals in arms control and disarmament of the present
Canadian Government. Prominent among Canada’s initiatives has been its submission to the CD
of various working papers relating to a chemical weapons ban.’

Canada has also produced a Handbook for the Investigation of Allegations of the Use of
Chemical and Biological Weapons, in 1985; sponsored three investigations of alleged Soviet use of
toxin weapons in South East Asia;10 and presented to the CD a series of compendia on chemical
weapons negotiations comprising documents from its ongoing sessions. Finally, the Canadian
Government has actively expressed its condemnation of the use of chemical weapons, most
recently in the Iran-Iraq war. 11

More recently, Canada has helped work towards the conclusion of an international
convention on chemical weapons by organizing or participating in a number of activities to
promote its adoption. In October 1988, for example, Canada hosted a meeting at the University
of Calgary of a small number of experts from the United States, the United Kingdom, West

"Biological Weapons: Successful Conference Outcome." The Disarmament Bulletin,
(Summer-Fall 1987), p. 10.

See, for instance: Canada and Norway, Proposal for an Annex to Article IX Concerning
Verification of Alleged Use of Chemical Weapons, CD/766 (2 July 1987); and Canada,
Factors Involved in Determining Verification Inspectorate Personnel and Resource
Requirements, CD/823 (31 March 1988).

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

i Department of External Affairs, Communiqué No. 068, 25 March 1988.
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Germany, the Netherlands, Sweden and Canada to consider what lessons could be learned from
the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) safeguard systems, in the context of verifying
a ban on chemical weapons.12

From 7 to 11 January 1989, Canada actively participated in the Paris Conference on
Chemical Weapons. External Affairs Minister Joe Clark took this important opportunity to call
upon the conference to condemn the use of chemical weapons and reaffirm the Geneva Protocol.
He also called on additional states to adhere to the Protocol, and for strengthening the capacity
of the United Nations to investigate allegations of chemical weapons use.’® The conference also
gave Mr. Clark the opportunity to reiterate that Canada does not intend to develop, acquire or
stockpile such weapons, unless they are used against the military forces or the civilian population
of Canada or its allies. He stated that Canada was fulfilling its obligations under the Protocol to
parties and non-parties alike, and had adopted a firm policy of non-production to help achieve
a comprehensive ban on chemical weapons. The Minister added that Canada had already advised
other nations of the destruction of the bulk of usable chemical warfare agents it had stockpiled
during the Second World War. With regard to the BWC, Mr. Clark reiterated Canada’s 1970
declaration that it had never had any biological or toxin weapons and did not intend to develop,
produce, acquire, stockpile or use such weapons at any time in the f uture. ™

In order to enhance Canada’s contribution to the discussions on a chemical weapons
agreement, Ottawa announced on 9 January 1989 the appointment of a full-time Defence Science
Counsellor for chemical arms control negotiations as part of Canada’s Permanent Mission to the
chié

In March 1989, Canada announced to the CD that it was preparing a working paper
examining the cost implications of establishing an international inspectorate for a Chemical
Weapons Convention.®

In July 1989, Canada welcomed a delegation of ten Soviet scientists and military officers
who visited the Defence Research Establishment Suffield (DRES). The purpose of the visit was
to observe the technology and equipment used to destroy chemical agents, and to share

& "University of Calgary Workshop on Verification of a Chemical Weapons Convention." The

Disarmament Bulletin. (Fall-Winter 1988), p. 5. See also James Keeley, International
Atomic Energy Agency Safeguards: Observations on Lessons for Verifying a Chemical
Weapons Convention. Ottawa: Department of External Affairs, Arms Control and
Disarmament Verification Occasional Papers No. 1, September 1988.
13 "Banning Chemical Weapons for All Time." The Disarmament Bulletin (Fall-Winter 1988),
p. 3.

ke Ibid..

B Department of National Defence, News Release, 9 January 1989.

= Permanent Mission of Canada to the United Nations at Geneva, "Statement by Ambassador

de Montigny Marchand before the Conference on Disarmament," 7 March 1989, p. 8.
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information about technical issues and environmental safety related to the destruction of those
agents i

Within Canada, serious concerns were raised in 1988 about the testing of chemical
weapons (for more information, see CHEMICAL AND BIOLOGICAL WEAPONS in the 1987-
1988 and 1989 editions of The Guide). In June, it was revealed by a number of sources that the
Department of National Defence had been testing nerve gas at the Canadian Forces Base Suf field,
Alberta, since 1983. Although the Government stated that it had used only small quantities so as
to find effective devices to protect Canadian troops against the possibility of such a threat (during
peacekeeping operations, for example!®), the fears concerning possible risk to neighbouring
communities were not allayed. The Government subsequently asked Mr. William Barton, who was
at the time Chairman of the Board of the Canadian Institute for International Peace and Security,
to prepare a report on research and training activities in the area of chemical and biological
defence.

In December 1988, the Government published the results of Mr. Barton’s study. The
report, which was entitled Research, Development and Training in Chemical Biological Defence
Within the Department of National Defence and the Canadian Forces, concluded that all research,
development and training activities undertaken by the Department of National Defence were for
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. In
addition, the study noted that all such activities were conducted in a professional manner, and
posed no threat to public safety or to the environment. Nevertheless, it went on to list sixteen
recommendations aimed at improving management, control and public understanding of the
chemical and biological self-defence programme. These recommendations included: the
tightening of safety procedures and physical security arrangements at the Defence Research
Establishment, Suffield (DRES) and the Defence Research Establishment, Ottawa (DREO);
reducing the number of outdoor tests at the Suffield base; and ensuring that all future testing
procedures be conducted in accordance with the new Canadian Environmental Protection Act.’
On 25 January 1989, Mr. Beatty, who was then minister of National Defence, announced the
Government’s response to the Barton Report. He stated that he had accepted all sixteen
recommendations made in the report and had directed that they be implemented without delay.20

Meanwhile, during the fall of 1988, there were a number of reports that chemical weapons
had been tested on human subjects at Suffield during the 1960s (see CHEMICAL AND

L "Soviets Visit Defence Research Establishment Suffield." The Disarmament Bulletin, (Fall

1989), p. 6.

18 Commons Debates, 24 August 1988, p. 18803.
5 Department of National Defence, Research, Development and Training in Chemical and
Biological Defence within the Department of National Defence and the Canadian Forces:
A Review by William H. Barton. Ottawa, 31 December 1988.

. Department of National Defence, News Release, 25 January 1989, p. 1.
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BIOLOGICAL WEAPONS in the 1989 edition of The Guide). The Government ordered that a
public enquiry be held to clarify the matter. It promised to conduct follow-up studies of those
individuals identified as having participated in such tests, and gave assurances that additional
efforts were being undertaken to identify and locate others who may have been involved.?!

In December 1988, a retired Canadian army veteran indicated that in 1947 the Canadian
Army had dumped shells containing mustard gas in the Pacific Ocean.?? While Defence Minister
Beatty and other DND officials had responded to such claims initially by stating that "no record
of such an operation existed", additional evidence led to admissions by Colonel Conrad
Mialkowski, Assistant Deputy General for Research and Development at National Defence
Headquarters, that such dumping did in fact take place about 160 km off the coast of British
Columbia.? (see CHEMICAL AND BIOLOGICAL WEAPONS in the 1989 edition of The Guide).

CURRENT CANADIAN POSITION

From 18 to 22 September 1989, Canada participated in a conference in Canberra, Australia, on
the proposed implementation of a convention on chemical weapons. The conference was attended
by government officials from over sixty-five countries and chemical industry representatives
from over thirty countries. Its purpose was to strengthen the government-industry bond and to
draw attention to national and industrial responsibilities pending the conclusion and
implementation of a Chemical Weapons Convention. Canada took the opportunity to present a
study prepared under the auspices of the Verification Research Unit of the Department of
External Affairs, entitled "Role and Function of a National Authority in the Implementation of
a Chemical Weapons Convention."**

In an address to the First Committee of the United Nations on 20 October 1989, Canada’s
Ambassador for Disarmament, Ms. Peggy Mason, referred to the progress achieved in chemical
weapons negotiations:

Progress in the chemical weapons negotiations in the Conference
on Disarmament has not been as dramatic as some may have hoped,
given the expectations generated at the Paris Conference earlier this
year. These expectations must be tempered, however, by
recognition that questions of considerable complexity are now
before the Ad Hoc Committee. The Working Groups established

2t Commons Debates, 21 September 1988, pp. 19478-19479; 22 September 1988, p. 19530;
and 23 September 1988, pp.19568 and 19572.

A "Army Dumped Chemical Arms: Report." Ottawa Citizen, 9 December 1988, p. C18.
= "Forces Admit Mustard Gas off B.C.’s Coast." Vancouver Sun, 14 December 1988.
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"Government and Industry Discuss CW Ban in Canberra." The Disarmament Bulletin, (Fall
1989), p. 22.
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by this year’s Chairman had many difficult technical and legal
issues to consider, and they responded with extraordinary diligence
and perseverance. We hope that a strengthened sense of purpose
will be conveyed to the delegates in Geneva as a result of the
highly successful Government-Industry Conference Against
Chemical Weapons, recently concluded in Canberra, Australia.

Ms. Mason went on to note the problem of adhesion to a Chemical Weapons Convention:

It has been suggested by some that convincing states to adhere to
a chemical weapons convention, once concluded, might be a
lengthy process. In fact, for many years, states have indicated in
this Committee that they not only support a chemical weapons
convention, but that they eagerly await its conclusion. Their votes
in favour of resolutions calling for this agreement should be
regarded as promises to be kept. 2

On 15 December 1989, at the Forty-fourth Session of the UN General Assembly, Canada
co-sponsored three resolutions on chemical and biological weapons. Resolution 44/115A urged
that efforts be intensified and that increased time be devoted to the negotiation of a Chemical
Weapons Convention.?” Resolution 44/115B called for strict adherence to the Geneva Protocol
and a continuation of efforts by the Secretary-General, when a member state reports to him the
use of chemical and bacteriological (biological) weapons or toxins, to conduct an investigation
expeditiously in order to determine the facts. The resolution also noted the work done by the
Group of Experts responsible for developing further guidelines and procedures for investigations
into accusations of use.?® Resolution 44/115C expressed satisfaction with the adoption of
procedures for the exchange of information in accordance with the provisions of the Final
Declaration of the second review conference of the BWC. The resolution also called upon
member states to communicate such information annually and requested the Secretary-General to
provide assistance where required to facilitate implementation of the relevant parts of the Final
Declaration. The Resolution concluded by calling upon all states to ratify or sign the Convention
if they had not yet done s0.22 All three resolutions were adopted by consensus.

On 24 April 1990, Canada’s Ambassador to the CD, Gerald Shannon, made reference to
the negotiation of a ban on chemical weapons at the CD. Ambassador Shannon pointed out that
this issue was the most important one the CD faced during its 1990 session. He noted the threat
posed by the existence of chemical weapons and reiterated the importance of achieving real

o "Mason Addresses First Committee." The Disarmament Bulletin (Fall 1989), p.15.
o Ibid..

B UNGA Resolution 44/115(A), 15 December 1989.

& UNGA Resolution 44/115(B), 15 December 1989.

= UNGA Resolution 44/115(C), 15 December 1989.
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progress. Ambassador Shannon indicated that success had been achieved in resolving a number
of problems and he listed some of the areas where progress had been made.*

Ambassador Shannon said that Canada was particularly impressed by the progress made by the
various working groups. He stated that the success of Working Group B on the crucial issue of the
order of the destruction of chemical weapons may have been the most significant so far achieved. He
described this problem as one of the most difficult issues facing the CD, and pointed out that although
a solution was underway, there remained much work to be done in this area.

Referring to the progress of Working Group C in addressing the legal issues involved in the
consideration of sanctions, amendments and settlement of disputes, Ambassador Shannon said that
barely a year ago it might have seemed to a casual observer that these issues were intractable, but
progress achieved had shown that solutions were possible.

Ambassador Shannon also noted the progress achieved by Working Group A concerning the
work on the Protocol on Inspection Procedures, and particularly the issue of procedures for the
investigation of the alleged use of chemical weapons. In this respect, Canada’s representative noted the
distribution of a report prepared by the Verification Research Unit of External Affairs and
International Trade Canada entitled, "Verification Methods, Handling and Assessments of Unusual
Events in Relation to Allegations on the Use of Novel Chemical Warfare Agents." He also noted the
work that Working Group A had recently begun on the question of Ad Hoc Verification. The
Ambassador stated:

After careful consideration of the various approaches and proposals
in this area, my government has come to the conclusion that the
concept of Ad Hoc Verification must be an essential part of the
structure that we are trying to develop to ensure the effective
verification of the Convention. In our view, Ad Hoc Verification
offers the most satisfactory means short of Challenge Inspection of
ensuring that facilities relevant to_the goal of the Convention are
subject to appropriate verification.

Ambassador Shannon concluded by stating:

In highlighting some of the achievements to date in the 1990 Session,
I have been very conscious of the need to slight neither the other
encouraging developments that have taken place nor the magnitude of
the tasks that remain. My primary purpose in addressing these
particular items has been to suggest that the momentum of 1989 is
being continued and we are making considerable progress toward our
ultimate goal.... I should, perhaps, not need to add that my
Government is fully committed to doing all that it can to assist in
realizing our final goal.

"Statement by Ambassador Gerald D. Shannon before the Conference on Disarmament,
24 April 1990." Geneva: Permanent Mission of Canada to the United Nations at Geneva.

3 Ibid..

Ibid..
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During his statement before the CD, Ambassador Shannon also tabled a paper describing
Canada’s first national Trial Inspection carried out in an organic synthesis laboratory at the
Defence Research Establishment, Suffield. He expressed the hope that the results of the trial
would prove to be a useful contribution to the work of the ad hoc Committee on Chemical
Weapons.

33

PARLIAMENTARY COMMENT

On 4 April 1990, NDP Member Bill Blaikie questioned the Government about the proliferation

and use of chemical weapons in the world:

replied:

Mr. Patrick Boyer, Parliamentary Secretary to the Secretary of State for External Affairs,

My question...has to do with the heightened concern around the
world about the spread and use of chemical weapons as a result of
the Iraqi threat against Israel the other day and the well-known
fact that these chemicals are being stockpiled in various places by
various nations.

I want to ask the government whether it intends to show more
leadership on this issue. Specifically, does it intend to use its seat
on the Security Council of the United Nations to provoke new
international momentum with respect to a total ban on chemical
weapons and an international context in which nations which
threaten not only to possess but to use these kinds of weapons are
brought to heel?**

The hon. member’s question is extremely timely. The statement by
President Hussein in relation to chemical weapons is one the
Government of Canada condemns as being of an extremely
bellicose nature in an area that is already tense and it in no way
advances the cause of peace.

I would like to raise two points in answer to the hon. member’s
specific question. First, Canada as a nation does not export to Iraq
any equipment, material, chemicals or substances that could be used
in the development of chemical weapons.

Second, in relation to the question of the Security Council, this is
a point that I will bring to the attention to the Secretary of State
for External Affairs because I think the leadership role that Canada
can play in this, as the hon. member suggests, is very timely and
important and the Government of Canada would like to do that.?

33
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Ibid..

Commons Debates, 4 April 1990, pp. 10181-10182.

Ibid., p. 10182,
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The same day, NDP Member Jim Fulton questioned the Government about the
development of biological and chemical weapons in Alberta:

The Department of National Defence developed and tested a
number of chemical and biological weapons at Suffield, Alberta
and other sites, including one in the province of Quebec.

Since some sites may still be contaminated with deadly agents
such as anthrax, and since the Department of National Defence
is known to cover up rather than clean up incidents such as this,
will the Minister of the Environment undertake an immediate
and complete search of all government records to determine and
make public the location of such development and testing sites
and test sites for contamination, particularly the anthrax site in
the province of Quebec?36

The Honourable Mary Collins, Associate Minister of National Defence and Minister
responsible for the Status of Women replied:

I wish to advise the hon. member that the Department of
National Defence is hiring someone to go back over the records
of the second world war to see if there is any further
information or evidence which could confirm or deny whether
field tests of anthrax, for example, took place at either Grosse
Isle or at Suffield. We will certainly make whatever information
that comes out of this review public.

As I am sure the member is aware, the Department of National
Health and Welfare is undertaking investigations this summer in
Grosse Isle to determine if there is any evidence of anthrax in
that part of the country.37

On 5 April 1990, Liberal Member André Ouellet questioned the Secretary of State for
External Affairs about the answer given on the previous day by his Parliamentary Secretary,
regarding the role that Canada intended to play with respect to the development and use of
chemical weapons in the world. Mr. Ouellet stated that Canada could not remain silent when

36

37

Ibid..

Ibid..
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faced with the threat of the proliferation and use of this type of weapon in various parts of the
world, and specifically the threats by Iraq against Israel.® External Affairs Minister Clark
replied:

First, we believe that for the time being, it would be more
effective for us to pursue the general question within the context
of the Geneva talks on chemical weapons, which we are doing now.

I will continue to look at this question, and as soon as we can
usefully raise the matter in the UN Security Council, we will do so.

Third, today I have given instructions that Canada’s ambassador to

Iraq be called to my department so that we can 1nform h1m of our
concern about the statement by the President of Iraq
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4. CANADA AND NUCLEAR WEAPON-FREE ZONES

BACKGROUND

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

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

Two NWFZs for populated areas have been established by international agreement: the
Treaty of Tlatelolco of 1967, establishing Latin America as the first such zone in the world; and
the Treaty of Rarotonga of 1985, establishing a South Pacific Nuclear-free Zone. The latter,
negotiated by the thirteen members of the South Pacific Forum, bans the deployment, production,
and testing of nuclear weapons in their area. The question of transit and visiting rights for ships
and aircraft carrying nuclear weapons in the zone has been left open for signatory nations to
decide independently. The Treaty has encountered problems, since only two of the five nuclear
weapons states, China and the Soviet Union, have signed the relevant Protocols. France, which
maintains an active nuclear testing programme in the region, is opposed to the zone, as are the
United States and the United Kingdom, which have both expressed reservations over the Treaty’s
symbolic importance as a precedent allegedly incongruent with their national interests.

Proposals have also been made to establish NWFZs in the Middle East, South Asia, Africa,
the Indian Ocean, the Balkan states, the South Atlantic, the Nordic states, the Mediterranean, and
South East Asia. Most of these efforts have been made in the United Nations General Assembly
and the Conference on Disarmament, with interest in them varying over time. Two areas which
have received considerable international attention recently include the Arctic--stimulated by the
Soviet Union’s October 1987 initiative (please see ARCTIC SOVEREIGNTY AND SECURITY,
Chapter 14 of The Guide), and South East Asia--through the efforts of the Association of South
East Asian Nations (ASEAN). At their December 1987 summit meeting, ASEAN members agreed
to intensify efforts for a Southeast Asia NWFZ given the example of New Zealand and improved
US-USSR relations. The US has stated its strong opposition to the concept, however.
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CURRENT CANADIAN POSITION

Canada supports the principle of nuclear weapon-free zones whenever they are considered
feasible and likely to promote stability in an area. Although the creation of such a zone is not
judged a satisfactory alternative to having the countries involved ratify the Non-Proliferation
Treaty (NPT), it can make a significant contribution to preventing the spread of nuclear arms and
increasing regional security in the absence of NPT ratification. At the first two special sessions
of the UN General Assembly on Disarmament, in 1978 and 1982, Canada supported the final
declarations encouraging the establishment of nuclear weapon-free zones.

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

At the Forty-fourth Session of the UN General Assembly in 1989, Canada voted in
support of related resolutions on the Treaty of Tlatelolco and the Treaty of Rarotonga,
Establishment of a Nuclear Weapon-free Zone in the Middle East (adopted without a vote),
Establishment of a Nuclear Weapon-free Zone in South Asia, and the Denuclearization of Africa
(Part A--Implementation of the Declaration). Canada abstained on the Denuclearization of
Africa (Part B--Nuclear Capability of South Africa), on the Indian Ocean as a Zone of Peace and
on a Zone of Peace and Cooperation in the South Atlantic.

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

The Government does not support a declaration of nuclear weapon-free status for Canada.
Although Canada does not possess nuclear weapons, and nuclear weapons are not stationed on
Canadian territory, Canada is a member of NATO which, as already indicated, relies on a nuclear
deterrent. The declaration of a nuclear weapon-free zone, it is maintained, would be inconsistent
with membership in that alliance.?

Department of External Affairs, Arms Control and Disarmament Division, "Canada’s
Position on Nuclear Weapon-free Zones." Disarmament Bulletin, (Summer-Fall 1986),
p. 12.

W

Ibid..




35

Despite this position the local authorities in approximately 170 municipalities across
Canada have declared their areas nuclear-free. Manitoba, Ontario and the Northwest Territories
have each declared themselves to be NWFZs. As a result of these declarations, approximately
sixty percent of the Canadian poulation resides in locally declared NWFZs.

PARLIAMENTARY COMMENT

Proposals to make Canada a nuclear weapon-free zone have been put forward in the House of
Commons on several occasions. The New Democratic Party (NDP) has been a strong supporter
of bills declaring Canada a NWFZ. In the past it has put forward motions, for example, calling
for a prohibition of "the deployment, testing, construction and transportation of nuclear weapons
and associated equipment through and within Canada, [and] the export of goods and materials for
use in the construction and deployment of nuclear arms," while calling on the Government to
"encourage cities, provinces and states throughout the world to undertake similar action."

On 19 February 1990, NDP Member Svend Robinson asked the Government to prohibit
ships carrying nuclear weapons from using the port of Vancouver. Mr. Robinson stated:

.. on April 19, 1983, Vancouver City Council representing the
citizens of the city of Vancouver, declared the city to be a nuclear
weapons free zone. Despite that fact, the Government of Canada
continues to invite nuclear-armed U.S. ships into the harbour of
Vancouver.

Recently, a group of courageous Greenpeace protesters were
acquitted on mischief charges for having spray painted peace
symbols and radio activity warnings on visiting U.S. warships in
August of last year.

The learned trial judge, Wallace Craig, said he found it "remarkable
that the government sees fit to invite this type of equipment into
Vancouver in view of the serious concerns people have about it.
It almost invites protest".

In June of last year the Secretary of State for External Affairs said
in this House: "When there are nuclear weapons there are going to
be accidents".

I call upon the Conservative government to repect the wishes of the
people of Vancouver and to refuse to allow any more nuclear
weapons equipped ships in our harbour, to take a strong stand for
peace and a clean environment.

Commons Debates, 31 August 1987, p. 8627.

Commons Debates, 19 February 1990, p. 8495.
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On 7 March 1990, NDP Member Robert E. Skelly tabled a petition before the House of
Commons asking the government to set up a nuclear weapons-free zone in British Columbia. Mr.
Skelly stated:

I have a ... petition that calls on the government to set up a nuclear
free zone in British Columbia that would allow no ship carrying
nuclear weapons to be given access to our ports and waterways, that
the designation include passages through our waters en route to
Nanoose Bay and in all the waters around the Canadian Forces
maritime experimental and test ranges near Nanoose Bay, British
Columbia, and that all governments be required to provide, in
advance of their arrival, assurance that ships visiting our waters
carry no nuclear weapons and have no nuclear reactors on board.

The Liberal Party at its 1986 Convention declared itself in favour of the establishment of
a NWFZ for Canada, but not at the expense of Canada’s alliance obligations.
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5. NUCLEAR TESTING

BACKGROUND

In the 1950s, the United States and Great Britain began negotiations with the Soviet Union to ban
all forms of nuclear testing. While efforts to conclude a Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty (CTBT)
proved unsuccessful, the negotiations bore some fruit with the signing of the Partial Test Ban
Treaty (PTBT) in 1963. The PTBT prohibits the testing of nuclear devices in the atmosphere,
under water and in outer space. As of January 1990, the Treaty had 119 states parties, although
two nuclear weapons states -- France and China -- have yet to sign.

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

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

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

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

While the Soviets initially opposed the US government’s approach to limits on nuclear
testing -- favouring instead immediate negotiations on a total ban -- the prospects for
accommodation began to brighten by the summer of 1986. One year later, the Soviets had largely
acceded to the US position on how negotiations toward a CTBT should proceed.

On 17 September 1987, the two sides agreed to begin "full-scale stage-by-stage
negotiations on nuclear testing" before 1 December 1987. The negotiations would begin by
searching for mutually agreeable procedures for verifying the TTBT and the PNET. On 9
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December 1987, during the fir