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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.




7

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.
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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



18

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.



34

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..
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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 first round of talks, Robert Barker, head of the US negotiating team,
announced plans to hold joint nuclear test explosions in order to calibrate equipment to help in
verifying any future limits on testing. The Joint Verification Experiment (JVE) would also aid
in settling differences between the superpowers regarding their preferred methods for monitoring
the size of atomic tests. The Soviets prefer to rely on seismic devices, while the United States
prefers the Corrtex system of hydrodynamic measurements. The Soviets have, however, agreed
to negotiated on-site hydrodynamic methods as a step toward a CTBT.

At the Moscow Summit on 28 May to 1 June 1988, President Reagan and General
Secretary Gorbachev noted that substantial progress had been made on a new protocol to the
PNET. They instructed their negotiators to complete expeditiously work on this Protocol, as well
as to complete a protocol to the TTBT as soon as possible after the Joint Verif ication Experiment
had been conducted and analyzed. In the meantime, US Secretary of State Shultz and Soviet
Foreign Minister Eduard Shevardnadze approved a schedule for the JVE and reached an
agreement on its conduct, allowing each side to measure the yield of an explosion conducted at
the other party’s test site using both teleseismic and hydrodynamic yield measurement methods.!
On 17 August 1988, stage one of the experiment was undertaken at the Nevada site. The
experiment was concluded with the detonation of a nuclear device at Semipalatinsk on 14
September 1988. Both US and Soviet officials judged the tests to be successful.

After their two-day meeting at Jackson Hole, Wyoming, in September 1989, Secretary of
State James Baker and Mr. Shevardnadze announced that the verification protocol to the PNET
had been accepted ad referendum by their negotiators. They also announced that discussions on
the protocol to the TTBT were proceeding well and that agreement had been reached on three
methods of verification: hydrodynamic methods, seismic methods and on-site inspections. They
did not reveal from what yield level such recording methods might be authorized, but agreement
was said to have been reached on that point.

On 22 January 1990, the Bush Administration announced that discussions on further limits
on nuclear testing would not begin immediately following signature of the protocols to the PNET
and TTBT, which was scheduled for June 1990 during the Bush-Gorbachev Summit in
Washington. This decision was not well received by the US Congress as it contradicted the
promise made by President Reagan in 1986 (which he reiterated to the Soviet Union in 1987) that
the United States would continue stage-by-stage negotiations on further limits once the
verification protocols to the TTBT and PNET were ratified. The Bush Administration explained
its decision on the grounds that it was impossible to establish further limits without harming US
national security. The US Administration stated that new complex verification techniques would
be included in the protocol to the TTBT and that they wished to be able to analyze them for some
time before determining further measures to be taken.

On 1 June 1990 in Washington, Presidents Bush and Gorbachev signed the verification
protocols to the TTBT and the PNET. Under the provisions of the PNET protocol, the parties are

"U.S., Soviet Union Sign Joint Verification Experiment Agreement." Department of State
Bulletin (August 1988), p. 67.
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authorized to use three methods of verification: hydrodynamic methods for explosions with
planned yields above 50 kt; on-site inspections for explosions with planned yields above 35 kt;
and seismic methods for group explosions above 150 kt.

The verification protocols to the TTBT and the PNET are almost identical. The only
significant difference concerns the use of seismic recording methods. In the case of the TTBT,
these can be used in countries carrying out the explosion, but only from three designated off-
site seismic stations. This method is authorized for tests with planned yields above 50 kt. Both
protocols also contain a time schedule for notifying the other party of any explosion exceeding
the agreed yield.

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

Despite the inability of the CD to agree on a mandate for the Ad Hoc Committee, a
special group of scientific experts associated with the CD has been working since 1976. The
Group of Scientific Experts (GSE) is charged with defining the technical specifications of a global
system for the rapid and reliable exchange of data, which would be acceptable to all parties to a
comprehensive nuclear test ban treaty. In December 1988 the GSE began work on the second
international seismic data exchange. A first experiment had been conducted in 1984.2 The
second phase of this second experiment, focussing on the weekly exchange and processing of data
between the various seismological stations, began in January 1990.

Since 1985, resolutions in the UN General Assembly sponsored by the Non-aligned
Movement (NAM) with the support of the Eastern bloc countries have called for converting the
PTBT into a CTBT. On 5 August 1988, this initiative received added impetus when Mexico,
Yugoslavia, Peru and Sri Lanka asked the PTBT’s Depository States (United States, Great Britain
and the Soviet Union) to convene an amending conference. Under Article II of the PTBT, the
Depository States are required to call a conference if one-third of the Treaty’s signatories so
request.

By spring 1989 the proposal had received the requisite support, and a few months later the
Depository States announced that the conference to amend the treaty would be held from 7 to 18
January 1991 in New York. From 29 May to 8 June 1990, over sixty signatory states attended a
meeting in New York to organize the conference. Discussion focussed primarily on the
organization and funding of the January conference. The United States and Great Britain
opposed conversion of the PTBT into a CTBT.

¢ "The Group of Scientific Experts meets in Yellowknife." The Disarmament Bulletin (Fall

1989), pp. 2-3.
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CURRENT CANADIAN POSITION

Further limitations on nuclear testing have been a priority item on the Canadian Government’s
agenda, a CTBT remaining one of its six major goals in arms control and disarmament during
1989 and 1990. Canada has contributed to this goal in various ways in the recent past.

Since 1976, Canada has participated in the work of the Group of Scientific Experts (GSE),
a CD body charged with examining the specifications of a global technical data system acceptable
to all the parties to a comprehensive test ban. In 1985, the Federal Government awarded a grant
to the University of Toronto for further research on the use of regional seismic data for
verification of a CTBT. In 1986, the Government approved a sum of over $3 million in order to
upgrade a seismic array station in Yellowknife as a contribution towards test ban verification. In
October 1986, Canada also hosted a technical workshop to support the GSE work on the
international exchange of seismic data. Attended by forty-three representatives from seventeen
countries, the workshop produced specific technical recommendations on the methods, protocols
and formats for seismic waveform exchange. The workshop’s proceedings were tabled by Canada
in the CD on 28 April 1987.3

From 11 to 14 September 1989, Canada hosted a workshop for about thirty members of
the GSE in Yellowknife. The purpose of this technical workshop was to give participants the
opportunity to evaluate the progress made on data exchange, to discuss outstanding problems and
to prepare the second phase of the second international seismic data exchange, which began in
January 1990 under the leadership of Peter Basham, a Canadian. The presence of some GSE
members in Canada coincided with the opening of the modernized seismological array in
Yellowknife.*

On 20 June 1989, Mr. Fred Bild, the Assistant Deputy Minister of External Affairs for
Political and International Security Affairs, spoke at the CD on the attempt to convert the PTBT
into a CTBT. Pointing out the possible implications of submitting a summary request for
amendment to the PTBT’s Depository States, Mr. Bild stated that it was dangerous to force the
parties to an arms control agreement to accept radical amendments to such agreements if there is
no consensus.” He added:

The very future of the existing agreement may be placed in
jeopardy. Even more disconcerting is the apparent readiness of at
least some to tie this call for a PTBT amendment conference to the
future continuation of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty. Any
such efforts should be firmly resisted. I cannot think of a better
example of throwing the baby out with the bath-water. To

4 CD/753, 28 April 1987.
"Modernized Yellowknife Array Opened." The Disarmament Bulletin (Fall 1989), pp. 1-2.

"Crise dp credibilité," Statement by the Assistant Deputy Minister for Political and
International Security Affairs. The Disarmament Bulletin (Spring-Summer 1989), p. 30.




threaten to bring down the cornerstone of the nuclear non-
proliferation regime in the quest for an amendment which, however
well intentioned, in reality gives no promise of producing a global,
comprehensive and verifiable test ban is, quite simply,
irresponsible.
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Mr. Bild went on to say that it was, however, very important to continue to remain
relentless and single-minded in preparing the ground for a comprehensive test ban. He also stated
that we must prepare for the time when the nuclear powers realize that such a ban is in their

security interests.

explained what we should do in the meantime:

The trepidation the nuclear powers and the rest of us will
undoubtedly feel in taking tentative steps into the post-nuclear
weapons era will largely be assuaged by assurances that no one is
cheating. That is why improvement and refinement of our ability
to monitor adequately such a ban should remain paramount on the
multilateral disarmament agenda. We need to continue
energetically experimentation with, and testing of, seismic data
exchanges. Only by improving the expertise and coordination with
which seismic events can be globally monitored will a level of
verification be reached that is comforting and assuring to all. Let
us not be caught in a position where the nuclear powers are ready
to call a halt to their testing] but the required verification
instruments are not yet in place.

Mr. Bild was convinced that circumstances will change in this regard and

On 20 October 1989, in a statement to the UN First Committee, Canada’s Ambassador for
Disarmament, Ms. Peggy Mason, explained the Canadian Government’s position on efforts to
convert the PTBT into a CTBT:

Because of its strong support for treaty-specific verification
measures and in light of the procedures that regulate amendments
to the PTBT, Canada did not view the initiative for an amending
conference as likely to be either helpful or productive. However,
now that the conference is to take place, we will, of course,
participate constructively.8

The Forty-fourth Session of the UN General Assembly in December 1989 passed three
resolutions concerning test bans. Resolution 44/105 called upon the CD to establish an Ad Hoc
Committee to negotiate a test ban, comprising two Working Groups -- one on compliance and

verification and another on content and scope.

b Ibid..
7 -

Ibid., p. 31.
8

(Fall 1989), p. 15.

The resolution was adopted by a vote of

"Statement by Ambassador Mason before the First Committee." The Disarmament Bulletin
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136-3-13, with the United States, Britain and France voting against it, and Canada abstaining.9
Resolution 44/106 called for the establishment of a preparatory committee to organize the
Conference to convert the PTBT into a CTBT. This resolution was adopted by a vote of 127-
2-22, with the United States and Britain voting against and Canada again abstaining.10 France
announced that it would not participate in the vote.

Finally, Canada co-sponsored Resolution 44/107,which called upon the CD to initiate
substantive work and for the nuclear weapon states to agree to "appropriate verifiable interim
measures on nuclear testing" so as to achieve a CTBT as quickly as possible. It also called on the
CD to set up an international seismic monitoring network, and to investigate other measures to
monitor and verify compliance with a CTBT. This Resolution was adopted by a vote of 145-
2-6, with France and the United States in opposition.11

PARLIAMENTARY COMMENT

On 16 February 1990, the Honourable Warren Allmand presented a motion to the House asking
the Canadian government to join the thirty-nine signatory states to the Partial Test Ban Treaty
that had asked for a conference to convert it into a comprehensive test ban treaty. Mr. Allmand
explained the background and importance of the PTBT as follows:

The partial test ban treaty was signed in 1963 by President John
Kennedy and Secretary Nikita Khruschev of the Soviet Union, and
originally it was a treaty to deal with radioactive fallout. It was
also seen as a means to stop the development of new nuclear
weapons. According to the partial test ban treaty, the countries
that signed the treaty pledged themselves not to test nuclear
weapons in the atmosphere, under the sea, or in outer space. This
meant that the only place left for the testing of nuclear weapons
was under ground.

That does not mean that testing has not taken place, as most of you
know. As a matter of fact, there have been over 1,000 tests of
nuclear weapons since 1963, all under ground. Unfortunately, these
tests have led to the proliferation of new types of nuclear weapons

In 1963, with the partial test ban treaty testing was abolished in the
atmosphere, under water and in outer space. By leaving that
particular avenue open, testing nuclear weapons under;round, we
have had a massive proliferation of nuclear weapons.1

: UNGA Resolution 44/105, 15 December 1989.
19 UNGA Resolution 44/106, 15 December 1989.
1 UNGA Resolution 44/107, 15 December 1989.

12 Commons Debates, 16 February 1990, p. 8473.
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Mr. Allmand went on to explain the importance of the motion he was proposing:

This is extremely important not only for the environmental
consequences of testing but also to stop the development of new
nuclear weapons. It is concluded by experts throughout the world
that, if you could stop the testing of nuclear weapons, you could
stop the development of nuclear weapons. This becomes an
extremelgaimportant step in bringing about the end of nuclear
weapons.

On the same day, NDP Member Dan Heap also commented on the effort to convert the
PTBT into a CTBT. He stated:

This move has the support of 116 countries, which is a good
majority of the United Nations. Unfortunately, some of the
heavyweights have not supported it. The point of such a
conference as is being proposed is to bring the public opinion of
the whole world, or of two-thirds of the world or more that are
represented in these countries, to bear on the heavyweights that are
resisting the idea of a comprehensive test ban treaty.

It has been the dream of hundreds of millions of people around the
world that we would arrive at a reasonable decision to stop the use
of nuclear weapons, to decide that we will never use them and,
therefore, to decide that we will never produce them, to decide that
we will never research their production, and to decide as a key
decision, that we will never test the production of any new nuclear
weapons.

In reference to the question of completely stopping the testing of nuclear weapons,
Progressive Conservative Member Bill Casey stated that the adoption of a CTBT had always been
a fundamental objective for the Government. He noted that in 1985 the Prime Minister had stated
that this was one of the six key objectives in the area of arms control and disarmament. Mr. Casey
continued:

In addition, it must be borne in mind that no amendment to the
partial test ban treaty can come into effect without the approval of
the original depository states, and here there is clear opposition.
Canada has long recognized the futility of holding a special
conference or a negotiation on a CTBT in the absence of support
of the parties most directly concerned.

Meaningful arms control, including the progress on the
comprehensive test ban treaty, requires that issues be approached
in a forthright manner. In this case, however, proponents of the
comprehensive test ban treaty are taking advantage of a legal

9 Ibid...

. Commons Debates, 16 February 1990, p. 8478.
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loophole, the prescribed partial test ban treaty amendment
procedure, to pursue an objective which they have been unable to
achieve directly.

A partial test ban treaty amendment conference, instead of
focusing on ongoing efforts where real prospects for real progress
exists, runs the risk of wasting both time and resources. To some,
it represents an irresponsible misuse of multilateral arms control
and disarmament mechanisms. Its failure could undermine the
confidence in the multilateral ACD process itself.
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6. NEGOTIATIONS ON CONFIDENCE- AND
SECURITY-BUILDING MEASURES (CSBMs)

BACKGROUND

Confidence-building measures (CBMs) and confidence- and security-building measures (CSBMs)
in the European security environment have been negotiated in three main fora: in Helsinki,
through the Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe (CSCE); in Stockholm, through
the Conference on Confidence- and Security-Building Measures and Disarmament in Europe
(CCSBMDE); and currently in Vienna through the Negotiations on CSBMs.

The Helsinki Final Act was negotiated by the thirty-five-nation CSCE between 3 July
1973 and 1 August 1975. The thirty-five participating nations were roughly divided into three
main groupings: the sixteen NATO members, the seven Warsaw Pact nations, and the neutral and
non-aligned (NNA) countries.! The Final Act contained three "Baskets" of issues: Basket I: Ques-
tions relating to Security in Europe; Basket II: Cooperation in the Field of Economics, of Science
and Technology and of the Environment; and Basket III: Cooperation in Humanitarian and Other
Fields.

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

CSCE Follow-up meetings have been held in Belgrade (1977-1978), Madrid (1980-1983),
and Vienna (1986-1989). The Madrid Follow-up meeting established the Conference on
Confidence- and Security-Building Measures and Disarmament in Europe (CCSBMDE), also
commonly referred to as the Conference on Disarmament in Europe (CDE), which began in
Stockholm on 17 January 1984. The aim of this conference was to build upon the CBM process
begun in Helsinki and "to undertake, in stages, new, effective and concrete actions designed to
make progress in strengthening confidence and security and in achieving disarmament, so as to
give effect and expression to the duty of states to refrain from the threat or use of force in their
mutual relations." These measures were to be applicable to "the whole of Europe as well as the
adjoining sea area and air space," to be militarily significant, politically binding, and adequately
verifiable. As the type of CBMs to be negotiated were strengthened from those agreed to in
Helsinki, the word "security" was added to describe them.

The nations involved in the CSCE process were: Austria, Belgium, Bulgaria, Canada,
Cyprus, Czechoslovakia, Denmark, Finland, France, the German Democratic Republic,
the Federal Republic of Germany, Greece, the Holy See, Hungary, Iceland, Ireland, Italy,
Liechtenstein, Luxembourg, Malta, Monaco, the Netherlands, Norway, Poland, Portugal,
Romania, San Marino, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, Turkey, the Union of Soviet Socialist
Republics, the United Kingdom, the United States of America, and Yugoslavia.
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On 22 September 1986, after almost three years of negotiations, an agreement was finally
reached in Stockholm. The terms of the Accord, effective 1 January 1987, included the follow-
ing: notice of military activities involving more than 13,000 troops or 300 tanks must be given
forty-two days in advance; host states must extend invitations to foreign observers to attend
manoeuvres exceeding 17,000 men; each state has the right to request a ground and/or aerial
inspection of any military activity raising doubts about compliance with agreed CSBMs, although
no state is required to submit to more than three such inspections per year; aircraft for aerial
inspections will be chosen by the mutual consent of the parties involved, and inspectors will
furnish the monitoring equipment and specify the flight path of the aircraft in the suspected area;
and calendars outlining the schedule for military activities subject to prior notification in the
following year are to be exchanged by 15 November. Notice for military activities involving over
40,000 or 75,000 troops must be given by 15 November, one and two years in advance,
respectively. Finally, the signatories agreed to refrain from the threat or use of force against the
territory or political independence of other states in accordance with the 1975 Helsinki Final Act
and the Charter of the United Nations.?

Compliance with the Stockholm Agreement since its establishment has been considered
satisfactory by all involved. For 1989, NATO forecast eleven exercises, of which seven were
planned to be of observable size. The Warsaw Pact forecast seventeen exercises, with seven
planned to be of observable size. The NNA forecast three exercises, of which two were planned
to be observable. Also in 1989, the West conducted nine on-site challenge inspections and the East
held seven. For 1990, notification has been given of twenty-one military activities -- seven by
the Warsaw Treaty Organization (WTO), ten by NATO, and four by NNA countries. Of these
twenty-one military activities, eleven qualify as observable (eight of NATO’s and three of the
WTQ’s).

The question of how to follow up the Stockholm Conference was on the agenda of the
third CSCE Follow-up meeting in Vienna, which began on 19 November 1986. The working group
on security discussed a proposal for two distinct negotiations on conventional arms control: one,
expanding the CSBM regime agreed to in Stockholm; and the second, held within the CSCE
framework but being autonomous and involving only the twenty-three nations of the Warsaw Pact
and NATO, to deal with enhancing security and stability in Europe at lower levels of conventional
forces (see NEGOTIATIONS ON CONVENTIONAL ARMED FORCES IN EUROPE (CFE),
Chapter 8). The concept of having two distinct conventional security negotiations had been first
outlined in the NATO Brussels Declaration of December 1986.

On 17 January 1989, the thirty-five nations involved agreed to establish follow-up talks
to the Stockholm Conference. The new Negotiations on Confidence- and Security-Building
Measures, related but not linked to the CFE negotiations, began on 9 March 1989. Prior to the

(3%

Canada, Department of External Affairs, Document of the Stockholm Conference On
Confidence-and Security-building Measures and Disarmament in Europe Convened in
Accordance with the Relevant Provisions of the Concluding Document of the Madrid Meeting
of the Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe, 1986, pp. 1-20.
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start of the negotiations, on 6 March, the Western nations issued their opening proposal. It
included twelve specific measures under the following three broad headings:

® Transparency about military organization: three measures under this heading
included the regular exchange of military information on forces on land in the
negotiation zone and major weapons deployed in the zone. This information would
be subject to random evaluation through unannounced visits by participating states.

° Transparency and predictability of military activities: the six measures under this
heading basically extended those measures agreed to in Stockholm. They included
enhanced information proposals for the annual calendars and notifications,
improvements to observation guidelines (that is, more detailed briefings, better
maps, etc.), lowering the observation threshold to activities involving 13,000 troops
or 300 tanks, improvements to inspection guidelines by increasing the number of
inspections allowed and shortening the period between inspection requests and
access for the inspectors to the area, among other things, and lowering the
thresholds for longer notice of large-scale activities to those involving 50,000
troops.

@ Contacts and Communication: three measures under this heading included improved
access to government officials for accredited personnel dealing with military
matters, development of better communication links for transmitting information
related to the Agreement, and encouragement of better treatment and access for
media representatives.

In addition, NATO proposed an exchange of views on military policy, ideas, capabilities and
doctrine.

The Warsaw Pact made a detailed proposal of thirty-six measures divided into five parts.

Part One contained five constraining measures, limiting exercises, redeployments, or
concentration of armed forces to 40,000 troops; the number of troops engaged in a series of
activities taking place in close proximity to 40,000; the number of notified exercises, involving
a maximum of 40,000 troops, to be conducted simultaneously in one state, to three; the number
of exercises with more than 25,000 troops to be conducted annually in any participating state, to
two; and the duration of notifiable military activities to fifteen days.

Part Two contained sixteen measures addressing air and naval forces. It included, for
example, limits on the number of ships involved in naval exercises and the duration of such
exercises, as well as notification of naval redeployments of certain sizes (with similar measures
applicable to air forces); notification of air exercises involving more than 150 aircraft or 500
sorties; and observation of naval exercises involving more than twenty-five ships or 100 aircraft.
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Part Three included three measures to "develop and amplify" the measures agreed to in
Stockholm. These involved lowering the thresholds for notifications and observations; improving
observation conditions; and providing better information in the annual calendars.

Part Four proposed sub-regions in which specific CSBMs would apply.

Finally, Part Five proposed such measures as the establishment of a centre for the
reduction of the danger of war and prevention of surprise attack, and the discussion of military
doctrine.

Romania also put forward a set of proposals in the first round of talks.

Following the end of the first round, Western negotiators felt that some positive and
common ground existed between the proposals. However, the West maintained its position that
exercises involving naval or air forces alone should not be included in the talks, as they were not
included in the mandate. The East’s proposals for limiting the numbers and types of exercises were
characterized as being unacceptable owing to the East’s numerical and geographic advantages.
NATO maintained that the large training exercises it conducted and the better training it provided
for its troops helped to offset the numerical advantages of the Warsaw Pact. Constraints on this
training, without corresponding reductions in force levels, would result in greater advantage to
the Warsaw Pact.

Two Working Groups were formed in the second round: the first, to examine informa-
tion, verification, communications and consultation; and the second, to consider constraining
measures, notification, observation and calendar questions. Following a Western proposal, a third
working group on developing an independent seminar on military policy and doctrine was
established on 16 June 1989.

At the end of the third round, which was held from 8 September to 20 October 1989, the
participants agreed on the dates and framework for a seminar on military doctrine. The latter
took place from 16 January to 5 February 1990 and was attended by the top military officers of
the thirty-five. Its purpose was "to allow for a discussion on military doctrine in relation to the
posture, structure and activities of conventional forces in the zone. Likewise other connected
issues of military doctrine bearing on military capabilities might be discussed."® Participants at
the seminar, who included US General Colin Powell, the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff,
and Soviet General Mikhail A. Moiseyev, the Chief of Staff of the Soviet Armed Forces, were
careful to stress that the seminar was not a negotiating forum. The idea was "to try to begin to
understand the motivations and intentions that lie behind military force structures and activities,
an element that is obviously the key to mutual confidence."*

2 Arms Control Reporter (1989), p. 402.B.242.

1 John J. Maresca, "In Vienna, A Friendly Invasion." Ottawa: United States Embassy Text

(15 January 1990).
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The first week of discussion consisted of opening presentations by the military
commanders. From 22 to 26 January, the delegates discussed the military posture of their various
armed forces, including organization, command, structures, deployment, support systems
personnel, armament, equipment, state of readiness and procurement plans. This was followed
by a session on military activities and training and concluded with a session devoted to budgets
and planning.

Of particular interest to the West was the Soviet elaboration of how they had reoriented
their military posture to a defensive mode. General Moiseyev emphasized in his opening address
that Moscow had adopted "a new defensive military doctrine" as a result of new political thinking.5
He provided details of unilateral troop and arms reductions in the Soviet Union and Eastern
Europe to support this claim. Though the Americans welcomed the Soviet troop withdrawals they
reacted cautiously given the fact that, according to intelligence reports, Soviet stockpiling of
ammunition and fuel in Eastern Europe remained at pre-1989 levels.®

In March 1990, it was reported that diplomats in Vienna had reached a virtual consensus
on the need to complete work on a CSBM treaty in time for signing at the CSCE summit to be
held in late 1990.7 Consequently, the fifth round ended on 23 February with a host of new
initiatives. The delegations set up four treaty-drafting groups: one on information exchange and
verification; one on communications, consultations, and contacts; one on observation and
notification of exercises; and one on the annual calendar and constraints. A paper on options for
a new communications system was introduced, co-sponsored by states from all three groups of
CSCE participants. The NNAs submitted recommendations for conducting random evaluations to
verify data furnished during the envisioned annual CSBM data exchanges. Finally, NATO formally
submitted two proposals resulting from discussion at the military doctrine seminar. Under the first
of these, each CSCE state would exchange annually with all others detailed data on its military
budget for the forthcoming fiscal year. The other states could then submit questions about the
data and expect answers. The second proposal was for states to hold annual five-day review
meetings to discuss present and future implementation of CSBMs, as well as other military data
exchanges.8

On 18 May 1990, Norway tabled on behalf of NATO a series of new CSBM proposals,
including measures for: reducing the risk of, and reporting, hazardous incidents, including hazards
to CDE observers and inspectors; a CSCE mechanism for the discussion of unusual military
activities; visits to combat air bases to observe routine activities; and information exchange on

Alan Riding, "Military Chiefs of East and West Meet to Discuss Europe’s Security." New
York Times, 17 January 1990, p. AS8.

Michael R. Gordon, "Soviets Still Stocking Ammunition, US Says." New York Times,
11 January 1990, p. AlS.

"CSBM Talks ‘Back on the Front Page’." Defense and Disarmament Alternatives, vol. 3 no. 3
(March 1990), p. 7.

8 Ibid..
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infrastructure upgrading. NATO also tabled revisions to previous proposals that called for
improved access to government officials for accredited personnel dealing with military matters
and fewer restrictions on their activities in the CDE zone; improved military contacts; and
development of new means of communication, including a telegram network, computer hookups,
or existing commercial networks.’

Also in May, Hungary and Czechoslovakia tabled a proposal on bilateral CSBMs, including
notification and observation of small-scale military activities, and bilateral commitments to refrain
from military activities in border areas. The two countries envisioned that such bilateral CSBMs
might eventually be incorporated into the multilateral CSBM regime. In June 1990, Sweden tabled
a proposal on exchanging information about plans and programs for "developing" armed forces.

CURRENT CANADIAN POSITION

On 19 October 1989, the government announced that Canadian military officials would visit the
Soviet Union the next day, and stay until 26 October. The discussions that took place during that
visit concerned military doctrine and arms control and disarmament issues, as well as a proposal
for a two-year military exchange programme. Defence Minister Bill McKnight described the talks
as "a historic first for Canada and...a testament to the new spirit of co-operation that exists
between the East and the West."1% Deputy Chief of the Defence Staff Lt.-Gen. David Huddleston,
who led the Canadian delegation, described the event as:

...a good first step in contributing to a common understanding of
the Soviet and Canadian positions on defence matters...as well as a
tried and true method of learning more of them and them of us in
terms of military thinking.11

During the visit of Prime Minister Mulroney to Moscow in late November 1989, Canada
and the Soviet Union signed an Agreement on the Prevention of Incidents at Sea. The agreement
specifies the proper actions ships and aircraft from Canada and the Soviet Union must follow
when they meet or operate in each other’s vicinity.12 On 31 May 1990, DND announced that
ships of the Second Destroyer Squadron based in Esquimault, BC, would visit Vladivostok, USSR,
from 3 June to 7 June 1990 to conduct training based on the new agreement. Defence Minister
McK night said: "The exercise of this agreement is tangible evidence of Canada’s commitment to

? Arms Control Reporter (1990), p. 402.B.267.
10 National Defence, News Release AFN 51/89 (19 October 1989).
11 The Wednesday Report, 8 November 1989, p. 2.

= Government of Canada, "Canada and the USSR Sign an Agreement on the Prevention of
Incidents at Sea." News Release, 20 November 1989.
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promoting international stability and mutual confidence.... We are striving to establish a new
pattern of relations between our two countries and to enhance our understanding of each other."!3

Also during the Moscow visit, the Prime Minister and Mr. Gorbachev signed an
Agreement on a Program of Military Contacts, establishing the first Canada-USSR military
exchange programme. The purpose of this agreement as described by the Canadian Government
is to "nurture understanding between the defence forces between the two countries as a means of
reducing tensions."™*

In his address to the Seminar on Military Doctrine and Strategies in Vienna in January
1990, Canadian Chief of the Defence Staff General de Chastelain spoke of the value of the
meeting, "which has opened lines of contact non-existent heretofore, and which has given us the
opportunity for a balanced and transparent view and understanding of each others’ military
doctrines and strategies."15

Speaking before the Standing Committee on National Defence and Veterans Affairs on 7
March 1990, Canada’s Ambassador to the CSBM negotiations, David Peel, admitted that the talks
had lost the leading edge in multilateral arms control to the negotiations on conventional forces
in Europe, simply because progress in CFE had been so fast and dramatic. Nevertheless,
Ambassador Peel concluded, the CSBM negotiation by:

...its very existence is itself a confidence-building measure. The
fact that there is a body where 35 countries come together to
discuss the building of confidence at the military level among
them, quite apart from whatever document it may produce, does
itself produce an increase in confidence and one could argue an
increase in security t0o.16

PARLIAMENTARY COMMENT

The issue of confidence- and security-building measures was not raised in the House of Commons
during this period.

& National Defence, "Canadian Ships to Visit Soviet Union." News Release AFN: 25/90

(31 May 1990), p. 1.
= Government of Canada, "Canada and the USSR Sign an Agreement on a Program of
Military Contacts." News Release, 20 November 1989.

National Defence, "Address by General A.J.G.D de Chastelain Chief of the Defence Staff
to The Seminar on Military Doctrine and Strategies, Vienna, Austria, 17 January
1990," p. 13.

3 House of Commons, Standing Committee on National Defence and Veterans Affairs,
Minutes of Proceedings and Evidence, Issue No. 19 (7 March 1990), p. 19:7.
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7. OPEN SKIES

BACKGROUND

On 12 May 1989, in a speech delivered at Texas A&M University, President Bush referred to a
proposal made to the Soviets by President Eisenhower in 1955. Eisenhower’s proposal, dubbed
"Open Skies," had called for unarmed aircraft from the United States and the Soviet Union to fly
over each other’s territory, opening up each side’s military activities to regular scrutiny. Noting
that the Soviets had rejected the notion at that time, thus failing the test of "Soviet readiness to
open their society," Bush suggested:

Now, let us again explore that proposal, but on a broader, more
intrusive and radical basis, one which I hope would include allies
on both sides. We suggest that those countries that wish to examine
this proposal meet soon to work out the necessary operational
details, separately from other arms control negotiations. Such
surveillance flights, complementing satellites, would provide
regular scrutiny for both sides. Such unprecedented territorial
access would show the world the true meaning of the concept of
openness.

The motivation behind the proposals of Eisenhower and Bush were strikingly similar. For
Eisenhower, to some degree, the Open Skies proposal was seen as a means of testing the
seriousness of the Soviet Union on disarmament. The idea of mutual aerial inspection seemed to
be "a good test to determine the willingness on the part of the USSR to accept intrusive
inspection."2 The Bush proposal was made partly to test the veracity of the Soviet statement, made
by Foreign Minister Shevardnadze at the opening of the Negotiations on Conventional Armed
Forces in Europe (CFE) in March 1989, that there was no verification method the USSR would
not accept, given reciprocity.

NATO endorsed the Open Skies concept at its Heads of State Summit in Brussels on 29 to
30 May 1989:

We consider as an important initiative President Bush’s call for an
"open skies" regime intended to improve confidence among states
through reconnaissance flights, and to contribute to the
transparency of military activity, to arms control and to public
awareness. It will be the subject of careful study and wide-
ranging consultations.

George Bush, "Remarks at the Texas A&M University Commencement Ceremony College
Station, Texas 12 May 1989," in: Beyond Containment: Selected Speeches by President
George Bush on Europe and East-West Relations 17 April-2 June 1989. Ottawa: United
States Information Agency (July 1989), pp. 10-11.

External Affairs and International Trade Canada, "Open Skies: Challenge for the 1990’s."
Backgrounder, 15 September 1990, p. 1.

Declaration of the Heads of State and Government Participating in the Meeting of the North
Atlantic Council in Brussels (M-1(89)21). Brussels: NATO Press Service, 30 May 1989, p. 5.
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The initial Soviet reaction to President Bush’s revival of the Open Skies concept was
muted. But in September 1989, following the ministerial meeting between US Secretary of State
James Baker and Mr. Shevardnadze at Jackson Hole, Wyoming, the Soviets "agreed in principle
to the ‘Open Skies’ concept." Furthermore, both sides "noted their willingness to attend an
international conference on the subject."* Canada immediately offered to host the conference. In
November 1989, during his visit to Moscow, Prime Minister Mulroney announced that invitations
had been sent out to all members of NATO and the Warsaw Pact -- and had been accepted by
Mr. Shevardnadze and Mr. Baker -- to attend an Open Skies Conference of foreign ministers in
Ottawa in February 1990.°

On 15 December 1989, NATO released a Basic Elements paper, outlining its negotiating
position going into the conference.® This document stated that the Open Skies regime should be

based on:

@ overflights of a party’s "entire national territory, in principle without other
limitations than those imposed by flight safety or rules of international law;"

@ the possibility for the participants to carry out observation flights on a national
basis or jointly with their allies;

° the commitment of all parties to conduct and to receive such observation flights
on the basis of national quotas; and

3 the establishment of agreed procedures designed to ensure both transparency and
flight safety.

Key aspects of the NATO position were:

[ quotas for overflights based on the geographic size of the participating countries,
with totals for both alliances being roughly equivalent;

° the use of unarmed, fixed-wing civilian or military aircraft;

[} the prohibition of signals intelligence-gathering equipment, though a variety of
other sensors would be allowed;

United States Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, "Joint Statement of the Wyoming
Ministerial." Official Text, 23 September 1989, p. 3.

Government of Canada, "Canada Announces the International Conference on ‘Open Skies’."
News Release, 20 November 1989.

Open Skies Basic Elements (Annex to M-2(89)46). Brussels: NATO Press Service
15 December 1989. ;
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° sixteen hours’ notice of arrival at an entry point, after which a 24-hour pre-
flight period would begin. During this pre-flight period the aircraft would be
subjected to intrusive but non-destructive inspection for prohibited sensors and
recorders; and

° the determination by each alliance of procedures for sharing the information
gathered.

The Warsaw Pact tabled no comparable "basic elements" paper prior to the February
conference. Still, it became apparent through press briefings and newspaper reports that the Soviet
approach to Open Skies differed significantly from the approach of NATO. First, Moscow
preferred a joint pool of aircraft equipped with standardized sensor equipment that would be
shared by nations both East and West. Second, the Soviet Union argued that the information
gathered from overflights should be made available to all the signatories, not exclusively to
members of the alliance conducting the overflight. Finally, the Kremlin wanted the right to
conduct overflights of NATO military bases located in third party countries.

The Open Skies Conference took place in Ottawa from 12 February to 27 February 1990,
with NATO and Warsaw Treaty Organization (WTO) foreign ministers attending the first three
days. On 12 February the WTO tabled its own "basic elements" paper. The document stated that
"the regime parameters should ensure that the sides have equal entitlement to the information."
It also proposed that "those participating countries with military bases abroad would enter into
negotiations...with the aim of deciding whether the regime should extend to their military bases
in third countries...with the agreement of those countries." Other elements in the WTO document
included: a common fleet of surveillance aircraft that would use mixed crews and mixed groups
of observers; uniform or agreed-upon surveillance equipment to be made available to all
participants; access by all on an equal basis to the information resulting from the overflights; and
the designation of "closed" areas, with special policies for those containing atomic power stations,
large chemical plants and certain other structures.

In spite of these differences the negotiators were able to issue a communique on 13
February in which they agreed on four elements:

The "Open Skies" regime will be implemented on a reciprocal and equitable basis

which will protect the interests of each participating state, and in accordance with

which the participating states will be open to aerial observation. The regime will

efelr}SL}llre the maximum possible openness and minimum restrictions for observation
1ghts;

Each participating state will have the right to conduct, and the obligation to
receive, observation flights on the basis of annual quotas which will be determined
in negotiations so as to provide for equitable coverage;

The agreement will have provisions concerning the right to conduct observation
flights using unarmed aircraft and equipment capable in all circumstances of
fulfilling the goals of the regime; [and]

The participating states will favoqrably consider the possible_participation in the
regime of other countries, primarily the European countries.

Open Skies Conference, Communique Doc. ICO-CS-038, 13 February 1990, pp. 1-2.
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However, the initial optimism that the negotiation of an Open Skies agreement would be
a relatively straightforward affair soon evaporated. The delegations divided into four working
groups to meet daily to deal with the main issues in dispute. The first group focussed on what
sensors would be permitted and what types of aircraft would be used. The second concerned itself
with the number of overflights each country could conduct (active quotas), how many each would
be subject to (passive quotas), and the geographic areas in each country that would be included
(or not included) in the regime. A third group, "flight operations," looked at such issues as flight
safety, the notice-time of overflights, and transit procedures at the point of entry. Finally, a
fourth, legal working group dealt with the various legal issues that would be part of any regime.

The main stumbling block early on was the types of sensors to be permitted. The West,
favouring sensors that would provide a twenty-four-hour, all-weather capability, envisaged a
package including photo-reconnaissance, infrared detectors and synthetic aperture radar. The
Soviets, though at one point seeming to agree to this package, backed off and insisted on optical
and electro-optical sensors only (which do not have an all-weather, day-or-night capability), that
would be used in common by all.

On other issues, the Soviets began to retreat from their insistence on a common pool of
aircraft but suggested instead that Soviet aircraft and crews be used to carry foreign observers
over Soviet territory. The Western position was that the country conducting the overflight would
supply the aircraft and crews. There was also disagreement on the size of the quotas. While neither
side had reached any final conclusions about the number of flights it would be allowed to conduct
in a given year, the Soviets had in mind one-fifth the number that the West was considering. For
example, the Soviets were suggesting receiving on the order of fifteen overflights for themselves
and thirty for the Warsaw Pact as a whole, while Canada alone suggested it might want to conduct
thirty overflights of the Soviet Union.

In addition, the Soviet Union, which was characterized by a Canadian official as being
isolated in its positions, even from the other members of the WTO, wanted to impose strict
territorial limits on Open Skies. This would include a minimum height of 10,000 feet for flights
over nuclear power plants, chemical plants and populated areas such as Moscow. Viktor Karpov,
the chief Soviet negotiator, argued that flights in those areas would be unduly hazardous, given
the potentially catastrophic consequences should a plane crash.!®’. NATO members felt that such
restrictions would apply to too great an area of the Soviet Union and therefore were unreasonable.
The Soviets also insisted on the need to extend Open Skies to military bases in third-party
territories. The West argued that this could be done only in negotiation with those parties. Finally,
the Soviets did not budge in their insistence that the data collected from any overflight be shared
among all the members of the regime. The West felt that this would be too expensive, given the
costs of information- processing, and maintained their position that data should be shared only
among the allies as each member saw fit. By 27 February, when the Ottawa conference ended,

8 Olivia Ward, "Superpowers Far Apart on Open Skies Treaty." Toronto Star, 28 February

1990, p. 3.
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there had been little movement by either side on these issues. However, the meeting did produce
a seventy-three-page composite Draft Treaty Text in which most of the language was agreed.

Most of the delegates to the first Open Skies conference registered disappointment at the
outcome, though they seemed somewhat optimistic that agreement could be reached at a follow-
on conference in Budapest, planned for the spring. Canadian delegate John Noble said: "We are
not deadlocked here.... We have come as far as we can usefully come in Ottawa. This is an on-
going negotiation."9

The Budapest conference began on 23 April 1990. In the intercessional period between the
two meetings little or no progress had been made toward resolving any of the issues in dispute.
At the start of the Budapest round, however, Mr. Karpov indicated that the Soviet Union would
be willing to add radar to the list of permitted sensors, thereby acceding to the West’s demand for
a 24-hour, all-weather capability. There was still some debate over how sophisticated these radars
could be.!® For its part, NATO indicated that it would consider lifting COCOM (Coordination
Committee on Multilateral Export Controls) restrictions to allow the export of commercial sensors
to all participating countries. However, the chances of a successful conclusion to the round were
diminished when after only two days of talks Mr. Karpov flew home to the Soviet Union. On 4
May the negotiators in Budapest abandoned their target of signing an Open Skies treaty by the
end of the conference on 12 May, the first anniversary of President Bush’s proposal. Instead, the
conference adjourned two days early. One participant acknowledged that "we have not succeeded
in the ambitious task we set for ourselves in Ottawa."'! However, there was optimism that a third
round would take place at an unspecified date.

CURRENT CANADIAN POSITION

In spring 1989 Canadian officials became aware that the Bush administration was giving at least
cursory consideration to re-introducing Eisenhower’s 1955 Open Skies proposal. Like the
Eisenhower approach, the Bush proposal for Open Skies was intended to limit overflights of
unarmed reconnaissance aircraft to the territories of the Soviet Union and the United States.
However, because of their research into space-based satellite monitoring, it was obvious to
Canadian officials that the middle and lesser powers stood to gain the most from aircraft
monitoring, because:

...as long as surveillance aircraft belonging to each alliance are
excluded from the other’s airspace, the smaller members of both
NATO and the Warsaw Pact have to rely on the sophisticated
spying abilities of their respective superpowers for much of the

"Open Skies Doesn’t Fly." Ottawa Sun, 28 February 1990, p. 16.

4 Celestine Bohlen, "Open Skies’ Talks Hit Snag, Cutting Chances of Pact in May." New

York Times, 26 April 1990, p. Al4.

2k John Noble, "Remarks to Closing Plenary," 10 May 1990.
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information they receive about their potential adversaries.
Proponents of open skies argue that lesser powers would be better
off gathering their own information from independent
overflights.

In short, satellite monitoring was too expensive for the middle and lesser powers; aircraft
monitoring, on the other hand, was affordable to all. In April 1989 Mr. Mulroney wrote President
Bush urging him to support Open Skies, offering Canada’s help and askmg that it be put on the
agenda for the Prime Minister’s visit to Washington the following month.'® During his visit, Mr.
Mulroney explained Canada’s view "that while this would be an excellent initiative, even in a
bilateral context, it would have greater value if it included the territory of all nations in NATO
and the Warsaw Pact, and if all these nations could participate in the programme of overflights. pad
On 11 May, the day before he made his announcement, President Bush informed Prime Minister
Mulroney that he intended to proceed with the initiative according to the broader definition of
open skies suggested by Canada. The Canadian intervention was apparently an important factor
in the President’s decision to proceed.15

Canada was among the first nations in NATO to applaud the Bush proposal and
immediately announced that it would be willing to participate in an Open Skies arrangement. As
Prime Minister Mulroney explained in a press release welcoming the US announcement:

This concept was raised during our meetings with the President and
Secretary of State James Baker and we suggested that Mr. Bush
consider it as an initiative for the NATO Alliance. 5

On 5 June 1989, in an op-ed article written for the New York Times, External Affairs
Minister Clark outlined the reasons why Canada supported Open Skies. First, he listed the
advantages of aircraft surveillance over satellite surveillance:

Aircraft can see more than satellites can. They fly lower. They can
get around or below clouds and observe from different angles.
Satellites pass in fixed orbits, at predictable times, so suspect
activity can be thoroughly hidden; short-notice overfhghts would

complicate this kind of masking s:gmflcantly, and could make it
impossible. Should a satellite see something significant, its ability
to take another look is constrained by its orbit_time. Open skies
could allow an early second look from aircraft.

12 Marc Clark and Ian Mather, "Opening the Skies." Maclean’s, 12 February 1990, p. 19.
1 Ibid..
M External Affairs, Factsheet, May 1989, p. 8.

B Clark and Mather, supra note 15, p. 19.

16 Office of the Prime Minister, Press Release, 12 May 1989, p. 2.

¢ Joe Clark, "Don’t Dismiss Open Skies." New York Times, 5 June 1989, p. 17.
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He then listed some of the less technical reasons why Open Skies should be considered
seriously. Clark said that Open Skies would build confidence by opening a nation’s activities to
detailed, intrusive monitoring: "A clear unequivocal gesture that a nation’s intentions are not
aggressive"; open skies could contribute to the verification of prospective arms control treaties,
specifically a CFE agreement, allowing "all parties to the agreement...to assure their publics, on
the basis of their own judgements, that these agreements are being adhered to, and that their
security is intact"; the public availability of aircraft surveillance photos could not but enhance the
public discussion of the Warsaw Pact’s military activity and of arms control compliance; and,
finally, overhead monitoring would become more reliable since it would not be subject to the
vagaries of satellite failure.

Following the Wyoming ministerial in September 1989, Canada offered to host the first
international Open Skies conference. Mr. Clark welcomed the Soviet agreement to attend,
observing: "It’s a very firm commitment from the Soviet. Union not only to participate but to
encourage the participation of others."!®

During his visit to Moscow, Prime Minister Mulroney reiterated Canada’s belief that "an
"Open Skies’ regime would contribute significantly to East/West confidence-building," adding:
"the utility of such overflights would be enhanced if these aircraft were unrestricted as to where
they could fly, subject only to basic air safety regulations as applicable to civilian passenger
aircraft."??

Prior to the February conference, and in an effort to clarify some of the issues pertinent
to an Open Skies regime, External Affairs and International Trade Canada sponsored a workshop
in Ottawa from 21 to 24 November 1989. The meeting, which included some forty participants
from Canada, the United States and Europe, dealt with the technical, organizational, operational,
legal, and political aspects of the subject. In the foreword to the book that resulted from the
workshop, External Affairs Minister Clark wrote:

Canada believes that Open Skies is the most effective way to
translate the current atmosphere of goodwill which prevails in
international relations into something practical and concrete. The
initiative will give President Gorbachev the opportunity to act
upon his commitment to openness in a simple and yet dramatic
fashion.?’

18 Southam News, "Soviets Endorse Canada’s Plan for Open Skies Treaty." Montreal Gazette,

28 September 1989, p. Al3.
2 Ibid..

Joe Clark, "Open Skies" (Foreword), in: Michael Slack and Heather Chestnutt (eds.), Open
Skies: Technical Organizational Operational Legal and Political Aspects. North York,
Onta.l'rio: York University, Centre for International and Strategic Studies, February 1990,
p. Vii.
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Mr. Clark noted that Canada supported the Open Skies concept because it would "enable
the two North American members of the NATO Alliance to demonstrate to their European
partners their willingness to shoulder some of the obligations of the upcoming era of greater
openness in international relations.” Specif ically, he wrote: "Since CFE provisions will not apply
to North America, Open Skies will demonstrate our willingness to bear a comparable
responsibility in the interest of improved international relations.” He was alluding to the fact that
the North American partners in NATO were sometimes criticized by the European Allies for
calling for onerous verification provisions in arms control agreements without themselves being
subject to such provisions. By extending aerial overflights to North America, Open Skies would
subject Canadian and American territory to surveillance as well. Mr. Clark was careful to point
out that Open Skies was not a verification technique per se, though it would contribute to the
verification of arms control agreements.

On 3 January 1990, Canada announced that it would conduct a trial overflight of Hungary
on 6 January, "to test the administrative and operational procedures that are expected to be
necessary for an Open Skies agreement."21 At a press conference following the flight, the Director
of the Arms Control and Disarmament Division at External Affairs, Ralph Lysyshyn, noted that
the fact that Canada conducted the overflight reflected "the role we have played in moving
forward the Open Skies process."

Optimism on the part of some Canadian officials that the Open Skies conference was
"doomed to succeed," remained undimmed by the fact that East and West had opposing visions of
the prospective regime. Mr. Clark explained that it was only natural for countries to enter the
meeting with differing positions.?> At the opening plenary on 12 February Mr. Mulroney said:

An agreement on Open Skies is in concert with the times.... An
Open Skies agreement will be a statement of enlightened political
will, capitalizing on the current cli%ate of achievement and
building on a record of recent success.

Then, turning to the business of the conference, the Prime Minister said:

This meeting in Ottawa has two main tasks. First, to concentrate
diligently on the work at hand so that an agreement on Open Skies
will be achieved when delegations reassemble in Budapest. And,
more generally, to seize this unprecedented moment in recent
history to replace the Cold War and its incalculable costs in
economic wealth, misspent human genius and wasted social
opportunity with a new ethic 35 cooperation based on peace,
prosperity and common purpose.

Government of Canada, "Canada to Conduct Trial Open Skies Overflight of Hungary."
News Release No. 001, 3 January 1990.
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In his opening remarks to the conference the following day Mr. Clark placed the Open
Skies concept within the context of the historical changes taking place in Europe:

Let us make Open Skies our first step onto the uncharted ground
of our future security in Europe. We face an enormous challenge,
but also unprecedented opportunity. By putting our political will
into practice we, together, can make the term "East-West"
synonymous not with confrontation and rivalry, as it has been for
the last forty years, but with good will and cooperation.

With the announcement of the two-plus-four formula for German unification and the
agreement on US-Soviet troop reductions during the first days of the conference, Mr. Clark
indicated that his wishes had been fulfilled: "There is no question we have contributed to historic
processes in Europe," he said. 26 The Prime Minister said the agreements were evidence of "the
kinds of timely and appropriate initiatives that a country like Canada can take."”’

The initial euphoria engendered by these accomplishments quickly dissipated as the
negotiators in the Ottawa conference found themselves stalemated. In the intercessional Mr. Clark
expressed the view that an agreement on Open Skies, which at first seemed inevitable, might not
be signed by the end of the second round in Budapest. Blaming the Soviet side for the lack of
progress in Ottawa, Mr. Clark speculated that conservative forces in the USSR might be stalling
the pace of reform, or that the Soviets might simply be preoccupied with other problems. 5

Optimism again reasserted itself as the Budapest round got under way. John Noble said
that the talks began "in a good atmosphere.... an agreement is not beyond the bounds of
possibility." He continued: "We are here to negotiate. The big question is whether the Soviet Union
is prepared to negotiate also. They have shown some signs of flexibility. "22 At the end of the
Budapest round on 10 May, Mr. Noble stated:

We have been limited in our potential at this session by continuing fundamental
political differences on certain key issues. Once those political differences become
unstuck, as I remain confident that they will, the technical solutions will follow
very quickly. 0

"Speech by the Right Honourable Joe Clark," Open Skies Conference Doc ICO-CS-031,
13 February 1990, p. 4.

% Paul Mooney, "Conference a Triumph for Canada." Ottawa Citizen, 14 February 1990,
p. A4,

&1 Philip Jalsevac, "PM: Success of Meeting Shows Canada has Role in Solving Global Issues."
Ottawa Citizen, 14 February 1990, p. A4.

# Charlotte Montgomery, "Clark Pessimistic on Slow Progress of Open Skies Pact." Globe
and Mail, 12 April 1990, p. AS.

2 Alan Ferguson, "Canada to Offer Compromise in ‘Open Skies’ Row." Toronto Star,
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PARLIAMENTARY COMMENT

Much of the discussion of Open Skies in the House concerned the relationship between the Ottawa
conference and the monumental changes sweeping Europe. A few days prior to the beginning of
the conference, Conservative MP Arnold Malone declared:

..the events of recent days in the Soviet Union have been
extraordinary. Mikhail Gorbachev has shown courageous leadership
in moving his country toward democracy and economic renewal....
By taking these steps, Mr. Gorbachev has also given a challenge to
all other countries. The challenge is to dare to undertake those
procedures which will build a mutual environment of confidence.

He then said:

Next week, in Ottawa, Canada will have the opportunity to play a
leading role in advancing the confidence-building measures. The
Open Skies Conference is a unique occasion for Canada to make a
substantive contribution to verification and confidence-building.
This statement is shared by all members of the Standing Committee
on National Defence and Veterans Affairs.>!

Again, as the conference opened, Conservative MP Pauline Browes placed Open Skies
solidly within the context of the changes that took place in Europe in 1989-1990:

Today in Ottawa an historic chapter in that process is unfolding.
Representatives from 23 NATO and Warsaw Pact nations have
gathered in Canada to negotiate a treaty which will permit unarmed
surveillance flights over each other’s territory. An open skies treaty
will help foster peaceful understanding and co-operation and lead
to more stable relations between all nations. Canadians can be
proud of the role that our country is g)laying in helping to put an
end to the cold war once and for all.>
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8. NEGOTIATIONS ON CONVENTIONAL
ARMED FORCES IN EUROPE (CFE)

BACKGROUND

Negotiations between members of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) and the Warsaw
Pact on reducing conventional armed forces in Europe have been conducted in two main fora: the
Mutual and Balanced Force Reduction (MBFR) talks in Vienna; and the Negotiations on
Conventional Armed Forces in Europe (CFE) in Vienna.

The MBFR talks began in 1973. The aim of the talks was to reduce the level of
conventional forces in a Central European zone covering the territories of West Germany,
Belgium, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, East Germany, Czechoslovakia, and Poland. Direct
participants included the eleven NATO and Warsaw Pact nations with troops stationed in these
countries -- the above seven, plus the United States, Canada, the United Kingdom, and the Soviet
Union. Eight nations, known as "flank states", were indirect participants in the talks. These
consisted of Denmark, Greece, Norway, Italy, and Turkey from NATO; and Bulgaria, Hungary,
and Romania from the Warsaw Pact.

The MBFR talks showed some progress through the 1970s, including an agreement in
principle in 1977 to reduce each side’s forces in the region to 900,000 air and ground personnel
with a 700,000 sub-ceiling for ground forces alone. Between 1977 and the conclusion of the talks
on 2 February 1989, however, the talks were stalemated largely over the issues of the number of
troops each side had stationed in the area (with the West counting 230,000 more Warsaw Pact
troops than officially declared by the East) and the methods that would be used for verifying any
troop reductions.

Throughout the negotiations, NATO’s positions centred on achieving parity with the
Warsaw Pact in military manpower; agreeing on effective verification measures to ensure Treaty
compliance; allowing for geographical asymmetries, given the greater distance to the central front
from North America and the UK; and requiring collectivity in force reductions -- enabling
deployments of troops from one nation to substitute for those of another while remaining under
the overall manpower ceiling. The Warsaw Pact, on the other hand, opposed collectivity and
pushed for national sub-ceilings on force levels; equipment, in addition to manpower reductions;
and verification measures less intrusive than those proposed by the West.

In April 1986, General Secretary Gorbachev proposed to expand the "zone of reductions”
to the "entire territory of Europe, from the Atlantic to the Urals." Two months later, the Warsaw
Pact suggested troop cuts of 100,000 to 150,000 over the next two years, with ultimate reductions
of 500,000 on each side by the early 1990s. The Soviets suggested that negotiations on these
proposals could take place in an expanded MBFR forum (including countries not already
involved), a forum related to the Conference on Confidence- and Security-Building Measures and
Disarmament in Europe (CCSBMDE) (see NEGOTIATIONS ON CONFIDENCE- AND
SECURITY-BUILDING MEASURES, Chapter 6), or a new forum altogether. In May 1986,
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NATO formed a High Level Task Force (HLTF) as a steering body for the review and
development of Western positions on conventional arms control.

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

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

In February 1987, the Conventional Mandate Talks between the Warsaw Pact and NATO
began with the aim of drafting a mandate for new negotiations on conventional stability in
Europe. At the time, these negotiations were referred to as the Conventional Stability Talks (CST).
On 10 January 1989, agreement was reached on the mandate for the new talks, at which point
their formal title became Negotiations on Conventional Armed Forces in Europe (CFE).

The mandate stated the following as the objectives of the talks:

..to strengthen stability and security in Europe through the
establishment of a stable and secure balance of conventional armed
forces, which include conventional armaments and equipment, at
lower levels; the elimination of disparities prejudicial to stability
and security; and the elimination, as a matter of priority, of the
capability for launching surprise attack and for initiating large-
scale offensive action.

It stated that these objectives would be achieved through such militarily significant
measures as reductions, limitations, redeployment provisions and equal ceilings. Measures would
be pursued step by step and for the whole area of application, from the Atlantic to the Urals,
allowing for regional differentiation to redress disparities, if necessary.1

Following the decision to open the first round of the new negotiations in March, the
participants decided to conclude the MBFR talks. On 2 February 1989, the forty-seventh and
final round of the latter ended without agreement.

Prior to the agreement on the CFE mandate, a series of significant events established the
groundwork upon which the talks began. On 25 November 1989, NATO released a report entitled
Conventional Forces in Europe: The Facts. The document summarized the conventional forces

United States, Department of State, To Strengthen Stability and Security: CFE Negotiation
on Conventional Armed Forces in Europe. Washington: United States Information Agency,
March 1989, pp. 4-5.
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balance in Europe, demonstrating a Warsaw Pact numerical advantage in each of the categories
listed, including: main battle tanks (51,500 vs. 16,424); armoured infantry fighting vehicles
(22,400 vs. 4,153); artillery (43,400 vs. 14,458): other armoured vehicles (71,000 vs. 35,351); anti-
tank weapons (44,200 vs. 18,240); air defence systems (22,400 vs. 10,309); helicopters (3,700 vs.
2,419); combat aircraft (8,250 vs. 3,977); armoured vehicle launched bridges (2,550 vs. 454); and
personnel (3,090,000 vs. 2,213,593). These figures excluded stored equipment.

On 8 December 1988, at the United Nations, General Secretary Gorbachev announced
unilateral cuts in the Soviet armed forces of 500,000 troops, 8,500 artillery pieces, 800 aircraft,
and 10,000 tanks within two years. Fifty thousand troops and 5,000 tanks would come out of
Czechoslovakia, Hungary, and East Germany by 1991. Six tank divisions in these countries would
be disbanded. Mr. Gorbachev also stated that the remaining forces in Eastern Europe and the
Western portion of the Soviet Union would be reorganized into defensive formations.

The following day, NATO issued a proposal for negotiated arms reductions. The tank
holdings of each alliance would be limited to 20,000, with no one nation allowed more than
12,000. Equal limits were also proposed on all other weapon categories, at levels slightly below
those assessed for Western forces in NATO’s November 1988 report. As with tanks, no single
country would be permitted more than thirty percent of the total holdings of both alliances in any
category of weapons systems. Other elements of the proposal included specific limits on stationed
forces, and sub-limits within particular zones to avoid a concentration of forces.

In the two months following Mr. Gorbachev’s announcement of unilateral reductions, a
number of other Warsaw Pact nations made similar moves. East Germany announced cuts of
10,000 troops, including six armoured regiments, 600 tanks, and fifty fighter planes to take place
by the end of 1990. Czechoslovakia stated that over the next two years it would reduce army
combat units by 12,000 troops, while phasing out 850 tanks, 165 other armoured vehicles, and
fifty-one combat aircraft. Poland, which stated that it had cut two motorized rifle divisions
totalling 15,000 troops in the past two years, announced that it would further reduce its forces by
40,000 troops, 850 tanks, 900 artillery pieces, 700 armoured vehicles, and eighty combat aircraft.
Hungary planned to cut its forces by 9,300 troops, 251 tanks, thirty armoured personnel carriers
(APCs), 430 artillery pieces, six missile-launching pads, and nine interceptor aircraft. Finally,
Bulgaria announced that by the end of 1990 it would reduce its forces by 10,000 troops, 200
tanks, 200 artillery pieces, twenty planes, and five ships.

On 30 January 1989 the Warsaw Pact, for the first time ever, released its own assessment
of the European military balance. NATO was estimated to have a higher total troop strength than
the Warsaw Pact (3,660,200 vs. 3,573,100) and more combat helicopters (5,270 vs. 2,785), anti-
tank misssile launchers (18,070 vs. 11,465), and large surface ships (499 vs. 102). The Warsaw Pact
was credited with more tactical combat aircraft (7,876 vs. 7,130); tactical missile launch systems
(1,608 vs. 136); tanks (59,470 vs. 30,690); infantry fighting vehicles (70,330 vs. 46,900); artillery
pieces (71,560 vs. 57,060); and submarines (228 vs. 200). Different counting rules and definitions
were responsible for most of the discrepancies between the two alliances’ assessments. For
example, NATO figures did not include ship-borne naval aircraft, ships, naval personnel, or
stored materiel.
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On 6 March, Soviet Foreign Minister Eduard Shevardnadze set out the Warsaw Pact’s
negotiating proposal, consisting of three stages. In the first stage, lasting two to three years, each
alliance was to reduce its personnel and conventional arms -- including tactical fighter aircraft,
tanks, armoured personnel carriers, artillery, combat helicopters, multiple rocket launchers, and
mortars -- by ten to fifteen percent below the lowest levels currently held by either side. The
second stage, again lasting two to three years, would involve further reductions of twenty-five
percent in these categories, as well as cuts in battlefield nuclear arms. In the final stage, each
side’s forces would be given a strictly defensive character and agreements would be reached
limiting all other categories of arms.

Also on 6 March 1989, British Foreign Minister Sir Geoffrey Howe presented the West’s
proposal, adding detail to the plan outlined in December. As noted above, each side would be
allowed 20,000 tanks with no single nation having more than 12,000. Ceilings of 16,500 artillery
pieces and 28,000 APCs were proposed. Each side could station no more than 3,200 tanks, 1,700
artillery pieces, and 6,000 armoured personnel carriers outside national territory in active units.
For example, tank deployments in Belgium, the Federal Republic of Germany, Luxembourg, the
Netherlands, Czechoslovakia, the German Democratic Republic, and Poland, would be restricted
to 8,000 by regional sub-limits.

In sum, key areas of agreement between the two sides included the setting of equal limits
on critical weapons (tanks, APCs, and artillery), the general size of reductions envisaged, and the
need for stringent verification measures. Important differences also existed, however. These
included the Soviet proposals for partially demilitarized zones along the East-West border and
limits on aircraft; their specification of follow-up reductions in arms and troops; and their view
of the relationship of naval forces to the negotiations.

On 25 May, during the second round of talks, the Warsaw Pact, in a major shift, accepted
the NATO principles of ceilings on any one country’s forces, on foreign deployment, and within
three sub-zones. Specifically, the Warsaw Pact proposed reductions in each alliance to 20,000
tanks, 28,000 APCs, 24,000 artillery pieces, and 1,350,000 troops. Strike aircraft would be limited
to 1,500, and helicopters to 1,700. Reductions to these levels would occur over six years, from
1991 to 1997, after which the alliances would begin a twenty-five percent reduction in remaining
forces.

At the NATO Summit on 29 May, President Bush outlined a new four-point proposal:
first, agreement on the ceilings already proposed in Vienna on tanks, APCs, and artillery, with
all withdrawn equipment to be destroyed (recognizing that questions of definition remained to be
solved); second, fifteen-percent reductions in helicopters and land-based combat aircraft in the
Atlantic-to-Urals zone, with withdrawn equipment again being destroyed; third, a twenty-
percent cut in combat manpower in US stationed forces and a ceiling on US and Soviet air force
and ground personnel stationed outside national territory within the zone of approximately
275,000, with all withdrawn forces being demobilized; and fourth, negotiation of such an
agreement in six to twelve months, aiming to accomplish the reductions by 1992 or 1993. Most
important was the Western acceptance of reductions in air forces and troop strength. At the
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NATO Summit it was agreed that a draft agreement based on this proposal would be tabled by the
third round of the talks, scheduled to begin 7 September. The Warsaw Pact characterized the
Bush proposal as positive, and agreed that a treaty was possible as early as 1990.

On 12 July, ahead of schedule, NATO announced further details of the Bush proposals
dealing with aircraft. These included limiting each side to 5,700 combat aircraft and 1,900 combat
helicopters. The former category would include those designed primarily for air-to-ground
bombing and air-to-air fighting operations. NATO indicated it had about 6,700 such aircraft
while the Warsaw Pact possessed approximately 9,600. Major differences between the two
alliances on defining the types of aircraft to be included in any agreement remained, however.

In August 1989, the US House Armed Services Committee visited Soviet Military
Headquarters in East Germany. During a meeting with Lieutenant-General Valery L. Fursin, the
Chief of Staff for Soviet Forces in East Germany, committee members learned that not all the
elements of six tank divisions would be withdrawn from Eastern Europe under the plan
announced by General Secretary Gorbachev at the UN in December 1988. Instead, weapons used
for air-defence and artillery would remain, Fursin exp'ained, to be added to "new non-offensive
motorized rifle divisions" in East Germany. Still, the American visitors concluded that the
unilateral reductions in tanks alone would effectively and measurably reduce the Soviet military
threat to NATO.

The opening session of the third round of CFE talks began as scheduled on 7 September
1989. At that session the Soviet Union declared that it accepted the Western challenge to sign a
treaty in 1990 reducing conventional arms. Two weeks later, NATO tabled proposals on
information exchange, "stabilization" measures, and verification provisions. The proposed
information exchange measure stipulated that each alliance would provide information on the
structure of its land, air and air-defence forces down to the level of battalion (land forces) and
squadron (air and air-defence forces). This would include detailed information on the
organization and location of these units and itemization of their holdings of treaty-limited
equipment and non-treaty-limited equipment, such as main battle tanks, that could have a
potential for treaty circumvention.

The verification proposal included measures pertaining to the validation of baseline data,
monitoring of reductions and confirmation of compliance with force limits. It included
stipulations for short-notice inspections of declared sites and the right to request inspection of
undeclared sites. It also contained provisions for the monitoring of stabilization measures and for
aerial inspections.

NATO also tabled proposals on stabilization measures that included: at least forty-two
days’ notice of troop movements or the call-up of 40,000 or more reservists; monitored storage
sites and monitored low-strength units; and restrictions on the size of military activities to 40,000
troops and 800 MBTs, this level to be exceeded only once every two years, with at least twelve
months’ notice.
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On 28 September 1989, the Soviets presented a revised position on aircraft limitations.
Like NATO, the Warsaw Pact now suggested an overall limit of 4,700 on each side. Included in
this limit would be some types of interceptor fighters, reconnaissance planes and electronic
warfare aircraft. Still excluded were training aircraft, the Backfire bomber and approximately
1,800 fighters that the Soviets said were designated for defence against strategic air attack. In
addition, the Soviets proposed that limits on the numbers of helicopters possessed by each side be
set at 1,900 (the same number proposed by NATO).

Round three of the CFE concluded on 19 October with the tabling by the Warsaw Pact of
counterproposals to NATO’s proposals on stabilization measures, information exchange and
verification. Concerning verification, the East proposed the establishment of entry/exit points
in the area of application at railway junctions, ports, air bases and airfields. In its information-
exchange package the Pact asked for data down to the level of regiment rather than battalion or
squadron. The stabilization measures proposed by the Pact included limiting exercises of more
than 40,000 troops to once every three years and exercises of more than 25,000 troops to only
twice a year.

The International Institute for Strategic Studies declared in October 1989 that the
unilateral reductions announced by Gorbachev in 1988 would, once completed, virtually eliminate
the surprise attack threat that had so long concerned NATO. The IISS estimated that after the
cuts it would take the Soviets one to two weeks to marshall their forces for an attack. This
assessment complemented a new American intelligence estimate, made public in November 1989,
that the United States was now likely to have one to three months’ warning of a Soviet
conventional forces attack in Europe (compared to recent previous Pentagon estimates of just
fourteen days). This calculation of extended warning time was based on increased Soviet
openness, better American intelligence capabilities and Soviet cuts in conventional forces.

In the fall of 1989, some Warsaw Pact countries began to reduce their conventional
defence structures. At the end of November 1989, Czechoslovakia announced that it would begin
immediately to eliminate the fortifications along its 240-mile border with Austria. The following
month Prague told of similar intentions to dismantle the defences along its 150-mile border with
West Germany. The Czech Government stated also its intention to shorten compulsory military
service to eighteen months from two years and to reduce the number of active reserves from
290,000 to nearly 200,000. The Czechoslovak initiative followed a similar one made by Hungary
in September 1989 to pull back and reduce defences along its borders with Austria and
Yugoslavia. '

Prior to the summit meeting between President Bush and General Secretary Gorbachev on
2 and 3 December at Malta, America’s European Allies expressed concern over the possibility of
a unilateral American initiative on troop cuts greater than those proposed by President Bush in
May 1989. On 4 December, President Bush met with his Alliance counterparts and reassured
them that he and General Secretary Gorbachev had discussed only their broad aspirations for arms
control, without getting into specifics. Furthermore, the President emphasized in a press
conference following the NATO meeting that his interest was in getting a CFE treaty signed,
rather than to begin thinking about any follow-on conventional arms reductions or CFE IL
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NATO and the Warsaw Pact exchanged draft treaty texts on 14 December 1989. The two
sides appeared close to agreement on reductions in three types of armament: main battle tanks,
armoured troop carriers and helicopters. East and West agreed that limits should be placed on
these types of equipment at 20,000, 28,000 and 1,900 respectively.

Regarding limits on other types of equipment the two texts differed, though seldom
drastically. Perhaps the widest difference in numbers was in the proposed limits on artillery, with
NATO’s suggested ceiling of 16,500 versus the Pact’s suggested ceiling of 24,000. However, the
two sides had at least agreed upon a definition in this category. In addition, NATO continued to
propose a limit of 5,700 aircraft compared to the Pact’s suggested limit of 4,700.

Finally, while NATO’s draft embodied its call for a ceiling of 275,000 on US and Soviet
stationed manpower, the Warsaw Pact draft restricted each alliance to a total of 1.35 million
troops, with a sublimit of 350,000 stationed forces for each country.

Both drafts included proposals on "sufficiency" limits (the maximum percentage of manpower
and equipment that could be held by any one country) as well as verification and stabilization
measures. Differences in definitions of equipment remained. The East continued to insist that
certain types of aircraft -- air-defence interceptors, land-based naval aviation and trainers -- be
excluded. NATO insisted on including all combat-capable aircraft. NATO defined a main battle
tank as a tracked vehicle weighing twenty tons or more with a 75-mm barrel. The Pact set the
weight limit at ten tons.

The CFE process was influenced by the dramatic changes that took place in Europe this
past year. Most significant were the demands by several East European countries for the
negotiated withdrawal of Soviet stationed forces from their territory. The Soviets agreed on 10
March 1990 to remove their contingent of 50,000 to 60,000 troops from Hungary by 30 June 1991.
In Czechoslovakia, withdrawal of the approximately 75,000 Soviet troops began on 26 February
1990 and was scheduled to be completed by 1 July 1991. The Kremlin expressed a willingness to
remove its 40,000 troops from Poland but had not received a formal request from Warsaw to do
S0.

In January 1990, there were murmurings of more far-reaching troop-cut proposals from
East and West. On 1 January it was reported that Sam Nunn, the Chairman of the US Senate
Armed Services Committee, had suggested that the United States reduce its troop presence in
Europe from 305,000 Army and Air Force personnel to as low as 200,000, on the grounds that the
NATO manpower proposal tabled at the CFE in December had been overtaken by events.

On 5 January, it was reported that chief Soviet negotiator Oleg Grinevsky had informally
submitted a plan during the fourth round of the talks calling for an overall limit of 600,000 troops
(foreign and indigenous) for each side in Central Europe. The sublimit for Soviet and American
stationed forces under this proposal was set at 275,000, corresponding to NATO’s proposal in this
respect.
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At the talks on 26 January, West Germany, France and Italy called for accelerating their
pace to take into consideration the political changes in Eastern Europe. With an eye to these
changes the Soviet Union announced on 11 February 1990 that it was ready to reduce its troop
strength in Europe prior to the signing of a CFE agreement. The Soviets maintained that their
forces stationed in East Germany would have to be dealt with separately, however.

Finally, in his 31 January 1990 State of the Union Address, President Bush proposed
reductions in Soviet and American stationed forces in Central Europe to 195,000,2 with a
provision for 30,000 American forces stationed outside the central zone. Initially the Soviets
balked at this proposal, primarily because of the latter provision which would have granted the
US superiority in stationed forces in Europe as a whole. At the Open Skies Conference in Ottawa
on 14 February, however, the Soviets relented and agreed to the proposal on the condition that
the separate troop levels for the Americans constitute individual ceilings: US troop levels could
not be increased beyond the ceiling in either zone, nor could troops be transferred from one zone
to the other.

In February 1990, NATO agreed to allow each side to keep up to 500 air-defence
interceptors over and above the ceiling on combat aircraft. NATO also agreed to exclude
approximately 2,000 "primary" trainer aircraft (those without weapons) from that ceiling, which
it lowered to 4,700. The revised NATO position on aircraft was prompted by a Pact promise to
allow on-site inspection and its willingness to limit air-defence interceptors under a separate
ceiling. At the same time, NATO lowered to thirteen tons its previous weight stipulation for
defining an MBT.

NATO was surprised when, on 23 February 1990, Moscow and East Germany proposed
limits on alliance-wide troop holdings of East and West of between 700,000 and 750,000 troops
each. NATO had assumed that Soviet agreement to the Bush proposal meant that the East had
yielded in its attempt to impose troop limitations on overall holdings. Because of Hungarian
opposition to the Soviet-East German proposal, however, it was not formally tabled.

On 24 February, it was reported that the Soviet Union had carried out nearly half of the
unilateral force cuts announced by Mr. Gorbachev in December 1988. Intelligences sources
revealed that nearly 5,000 Soviet tanks and 800 aircraft had been removed. They also said that
half the promised cuts in manpower and artillery had been made, although this was difficult to
estimate.’

Prior to the convening of the sixth round of the CFE in March, NATO agreed on
verification proposals that were less strict than those tabled in the past. Previously, at US
insistence, NATO verification plans for a CFE accord would have required monitoring of key
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weapons production plants and of shipments of restricted equipment into or out of the region
covered by an agreement. Now, the Allies agreed to forego strict monitoring of some shipments
and production, relying in some instances on private notification. Parties to an agreement would
still be required to allow on-site inspection of key storage sites and weapons destruction.?

On 15 March 1990, when the sixth round began, NATO tabled destruction protocols
stipulating that all equipment in excess of the residual levels would have to be destroyed, with
destruction taking place over a period of three years. With the tabling of these protocols NATO
had virtually completed its draft treaty.5

The promise of a quick and easy CFE agreement, ready for signing at the June 1990
Bush-Gorbachev summit or even by the end of the year, began to fade during the sixth round as
the Soviets became preoccupied with events at home and with the future status of a united
Germany. On the opening day of the round, Mr. Grinevsky called for cuts in the armed forces
of a united Germany as part of any agreement on German unification. He indicated that such cuts
should be related in some way to the CFE talks.% As a result, the talks bogged down over such
issues as height requirements for fences at depot facilities and whether a tank’s weight should
include fuel and other items.’

Still, the major hurdle to overcome, about which there was little or no movement in round
six, involved aircraft. At the Washington meeting on 5 and 6 April between Mr. Baker and Mr.
Shevardnadze, the Soviet foreign minister presented a proposal limiting to 500 each the number
of American and Soviet aircraft stationed in central Europe. The Americans immediately rejected
the proposal, primarily because it did not cover Soviet aircraft at home, within easy reach of
central Europe. On 26 April, Hungary tabled a compromise aircraft proposal limiting air-defence
interceptors to 800 and combat aircraft and trainers to 5,600, making a combined ceiling of 6,400.
A no-increase limit would be placed on land-based naval aviation.® The aircraft issue had proven
so intractable that, on a number of occasions, US and Soviet officials had suggested deferring it
to future negotiations, but agreement could not be reached to do so.

Other areas where major disagreement remained included "sufficiency" rules, with NATO
proposing that no country should have more than thirty percent of the total equipment in each
category (sixty percent of each alliance total) and the WTO suggesting a thirty-five to forty
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percent rule (seventy to eighty percent of each alliance total); and verification, with the main
issue in dispute being how to calculate the number of inspections each country would have to
host. NATO favoured a formula based on the number of treaty-limited items in each country and
its geographic size. The East objected that such a formula would subject them to 900 inspections
compared to just 400 for NATO. The WTO wanted to determine quotas based on the number of
each country’s military units, storage sites, and training camps.9

At a ministerial meeting in Moscow between Mr. Baker and Mr. Shevardnadze from 16
to 19 May 1990, the US presented new ideas to break the CFE logjam, including higher limits on
tactical aircraft and a willingness to explore a compromise over sufficiency rules. The American
aircraft proposal, revealed in a letter to NATO foreign ministers the day Mr. Baker arrived in
Moscow, suggested that the US was prepared to discuss a limit in the 6,000 range.10 It also
included greater flexibility on the mix of combat aircraft, trainers and air-defence interceptors.
However, no compromise was reached on these issues as a result of the meeting.

The failure by Baker and Shevardnadze to reach a compromise dimmed the prospects of
any major announcements on CFE at the June Washington Summit between Presidents Bush and
Gorbachev. The Soviets were cautious about moving ahead with CFE until they had been assured
at the "two-plus-four" German unification talks (talks between the two Germanies and the four-
powers with post-war rights in Germany -- US, USSR, UK, and France) that the size of a united
German Army would be limited. NATO argued that the subject of German troop levels should
be discussed exclusively at the CFE, that this should take place only after an initial conventional
forces treaty had been signed, and that it should avoid singling out Germany for reductions.

At the 30 May to 3 June Summit in Washington, Mr. Bush and Mr Gorbachev reaffirmed
their commitment to conclude a CFE agreement by the end of 1990.'1 A week later, the NATO
foreign ministers meeting in Turnberry, Scotland instructed their negotiators in Vienna "to pursue
new approaches to mutually acceptable solutions, in particular on aircraft, armour and
verification." These new approaches were to be based on the proposals made by Baker to
Shevardnadze in May.12

In late June, in an effort to move the talks forward, NATO began to consider offering
Moscow a commitment to limit the size of the future German Army in connection with a CFE
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treaty. Specific numbers, however, would be left to a CFE-II negotiation.”> On 23 June, Mr.
Shevardnadze proposed at the two-plus-four talks that "an international endorsement of German
unity include provisions for a staged withdrawal of all foreign troops from a united Germany and
strict limits on its military."14 The proposal was immediately rejected by the other participants as
an unwarranted restriction on the sovereignty of a future Germany.

On 27 June 1990, the WTO and NATO agreed to definitions for, and reductions of, tanks
and armoured combat vehicles. According to this compromise agreement, first tabled on 14 June
by France and Poland, tanks would be defined as tracked or wheeled armoured vehicles weighing
16.5 tonnes or greater (unladen) and with a main gun of 75 mm or larger. There would be three
categories of armoured combat vehicles: armoured personnel carriers (APCs) -- tracked or
wheeled armoured vehicles designed to transport combat troops; armoured infantry fighting
vehicles (AIFVs) -- APCs with a gun of 20 mm or larger; and heavy armament combat vehicles
(HACVs) -- tracked or wheeled armoured vehicles weighing between 6 and 16.5 tonnes (unladen)
with a gun of 75 mm or bigger.15

The agreed limit on tanks would be 20,000 for each alliance. The limit on ACVs was set
at 30,000 with a combined sublimit on AIFVs and HACVs of 18,000, of which no more than
1,500 could could be HACVs. Under this plan the WTO would be forced to reduce its inventory
of tanks by 35,000, compared to a reduction of 4,000 by NATO.

CURRENT CANADIAN POSITION

The Government of Canada, with its NATO Allies, supports the goal of conventional force
reduction to the lowest levels commensurate with security and stability. Addressing a dinner
crowd in Moscow on 20 November 1989, Prime Minister Mulroney described as "a pre-requisite
to genuine peace, the reduction of conventional and short-range nuclear weapons in Europe and
the correction of imbalances in these forces."!

At first, Canadian officials remained cautious about the degree to which developments in
Europe had reduced the Soviet threat. Testifying before the Standing Committee on External
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Affairs and International Trade on 12 December 1989, John Noble, Director-General of the
International Security and Arms Control Bureau at External Affairs, said:

Despite the political developments covered daily by the western
media, there do remain at the present time, in terms of Soviet
capabilities, asymmetries which favour the East in critical
conventional weapons categories and which give the Warsaw Treaty
Organization a capability for surprise attack and large-scale
offensive action. I am talking about a capability; I am not talking
about an intent.... So it is important that the CFE proceed to deal
with the cuts bringin%down the Soviet forces to parity at NATO
at 15% less than that.

There was some confusion on the part of government officials as to whether Canada
would make troop cuts as a result of a CFE agreement. On 27 November 1989, the Prime
Minister expressed the hope that any NATO agreement to cut troops in Europe would include
Canadian forces based in West Germany. On 5 December, following a visit to Washington, the
Prime Minister qualified his remark, saying that Canada eventually would like to pull some of its
armed forces out of Europe: "But we are going to maintain our full complement [now about 7,500]
until such time as the [Western] alliance decides that a reduction is in order."!8

Canada wholeheartedly endorsed the NATO draft treaty text tabled at the CFE in
December. Perhaps referring to the difficulty NATO had experienced in formulating a common
position, Canadian officials called the draft an important agreement and a major achievement.

On 17 January 1990, at a Seminar on Military Doctrine and Strategy attended by virtually
all of the military leaders of NATO and the Warsaw Pact, Chief of the Defence Staff General
John de Chastelain reaffirmed Canada’s commitment to the achievement of a "military balance
between East and West at the lowest possible level of the two forces."!’

In a speech delivered at McGill University on 5 February 1990, External Affairs Minister
Joe Clark firmly rejected unilateralism and emphasized Canada’s commitment to negotiated
reductions in national milifary capabilities. At the same time he warned that the negotiations
"must keep pace with the political will, and grasp the opportunity now before us to increase
security at vastly lower levels of armaments."?
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In announcing the US-Soviet agreement at the Open Skies Conference in Ottawa on 13

February, Mr. Clark added: "The agreement on manpower overcomes one of the most significant

. obstacles to a CFE treaty and provides additional impetus to reaching an agreement this year."*!

| Later, he was cited as indicating that "the ongoing game of troop reductions could eventually
affect the more than 7,000 Canadians stationed in West Germany."22

| Following the agreement on tanks and ACVs announced on 27 June 1990, Canadian
1 Ambassador to the CFE David Peel declared: "This is really an important step in terms of the
‘ negotiations and it’s been holding up some of the other work.... Along with artillery, the tanks
and armored combat vehicles are the main components, SO we can now go on to other areas."?

PARLIAMENTARY COMMENT

Prime Minister Mulroney touched on the CFE in his report to the House on 27 November 1989
regarding his visit to Moscow. He maintained that even in the context of momentous change in
Eastern Europe and the Soviet Union, the latter still retained enormous conventional forces and
that therefore NATO remained relevant as the locus for discussion of the Western response to the
political changes in the East and for coordinating positions in the conventional arms reduction

8 . . . 2.
discussions in Vienna.?*

Responding to the Prime Minister’s statement, NDP Member Bill Blaikie suggested "that
Canada should seek within the context of the mutual balance force reduction negotiations (sic) to
bring Canadian troops home from Europe." He stressed, however, that this should be done in the
context of negotiated reductions.”

On 1 February 1990, the Prime Minister replied to a question by Liberal Member William
Rompkey on the troop reduction initiative announced by President Bush the night before. Mr
Mulroney said that Canada had been consulted on the President’s decision and had congratulated
him prior to his announcement. Alluding to the possibility of removing Canadian troops from
Europe, the Prime Minister indicated that Canada’s intention was to act only in concert with its
Allies.
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9. NUCLEAR NON-PROLIFERATION

BACKGROUND

Since the discovery of nuclear fission in 1939, the problem of nuclear proliferation has been a
major concern. Following World War II, the United States, Britain and Canada (the three allied
governments involved in the Manhattan project to build the first nuclear bomb) decided to
continue the policy of atomic secrecy, that had been adopted during the War, until an effective
international monitoring system could be established to control this new energy. A few months
later, in June 1946, the United States proposed the creation of an international authority to
monitor all existing nuclear raw materials in the world and all nuclear activities considered
potentially dangerous. This initiative, better known as the Baruch Plan, was rejected by the
Soviets in 1949 on the grounds that it did not require the prior destruction of US nuclear
weapons.

Following the explosion of the first Soviet and British nuclear devices in 1949 and 1952
respectively, the United States began to perceive the problem of nuclear proliferation in a new
light. In December 1953, President Eisenhower presented to the United Nations the "Atoms for
Peace” programme, under which countries could be helped to exploit the potential of nuclear
energy, provided that they were willing to undertake to use such technology solely for peaceful
purposes and to accept the application of safeguards to ensure compliance with such a
commitment. This concept was finally endorsed in 1956, when over fifty states approved the
creation and Statute of the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA).

The primary function of the IAEA, which was established in Vienna in 1956, is to
"enlarge the contribution of atomic energy to peace, health and prosperity” and to ensure that all
assistance provided by it or under its control "is not used to further any military purpose." The
TAEA has contributed to this goal through the application of safeguards (such as keeping records
of stocks of nuclear materials and conducting on-site inspections) to all projects it supervises, to
all voluntary offers and to all requests made to the Agency as a result of bilateral or multilateral
cooperation agreements.

Although the creation of the Agency in Vienna, and the acceptance of the principle of
verification and on-site inspections have all made a significant contribution to preventing nuclear
energy from being used to manufacture weapons, the implementation of a more global non-
proliferation system was achieved only in 1968 with the conclusion of the Non-proliferation
Treaty (NPT). The express purpose of the NPT is to prevent the spread of nuclear weapons to
non-nuclear weapon states.

In accordance with the provisions of the NPT, which came into force in 1970, each
nuclear weapon state (NWS) party to the treaty "undertakes not to transfer to any recipient
whatsoever nuclear weapons or other nuclear explosive devices ... and not in any way assist,
encourage or induce non-nuclear weapon states to manufacture or otherwise acquire nuclear
weapons or other nuclear explosive devices."
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For non-nuclear weapon states, acceding to the Treaty means agreeing not to receive and
not to manufacture or otherwise acquire nuclear explosives or other nuclear explosive devices, and
to agree to accept full IAEA safeguards on their nuclear activities. Nuclear weapon states parties
agree to facilitate the fullest possible exchange of information and assistance to their non-
nuclear counterparts for the peaceful use of nuclear energy. Moreover, all states parties
undertake not to provide fissile material, or equipment used for processing or producing it, unless
under IAEA safeguards.

In addition to non-proliferation, the Treaty also seeks to promote nuclear disarmament.
The Preamble, for example, recalls that the parties to the 1963 Treaty banning nuclear testing in
the atmosphere, in outer space and under water (the PTBT) had expressed their determination to
bring test explosions of nuclear weapons to a complete halt. Also, under Article VI, every nuclear
weapon state party to the NPT agrees to undertake to pursue negotiations "on effective measures
relating to the cessation of the nuclear arms race at an early date."

The Treaty also seeks to promote access to nuclear technology for peaceful purposes.
Article IV stipulates that: "All the Parties to the Treaty undertake to facilitate, and have the right
to participate in the fullest possible exchange of equipment, materials and scientific and
technological information for the peaceful uses of nuclear energy."

Although viewed by some as an agreement between nuclear and non-nuclear weapon
states, only three of the states possessing these weapons -- the United States, Britain and the
Soviet Union
-- have actually signed the NPT. France and China -- as well as states suspected of having or
wishing to acquire nuclear weapons such as India, Israel, Pakistan, Brazil, Argentina and South
Africa -- have all yet to accede to the Treaty. However, it is rumoured that Pretoria might soon
sign the Treaty.

One obstacle to further accession to the NPT has been the long-held view among some
states that it is discriminatory in that it allows a very small number of countries to maintain their
nuclear weapons whereas the majority must renounce them. Furthermore, non-nuclear weapon
states are the only ones which are required, under the Treaty, to open their facilities to the
IAEA. Nevertheless, as of early 1990, 141 states were party to the Treaty. By the end of the
1988, the IAEA had concluded some 168 safeguard agreements with ninety-nine states.!

Under Article VIII of the NPT, parties may convene conferences every five years to
ensure that the provisions and purposes of the agreement are being realized. To date, three review
conferences have been held on the operation of the NPT.

1 International Atomic Energy Agency, The Annual Report for 1988, Vienna, July 1989. It
should be noted that the safeguard agreements negotiated under the NPT are not the only
agreements the Agency has negotiated.
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At the First Review Conference, in 1975, expressions of concern were voiced by the
neutral and non-aligned nations regarding the failure of the NWS to halt the arms race. These
states called for an end to underground nuclear testing, large reductions in nuclear arsenals, and
a pledge by nuclear weapon states not to use or threaten to use nuclear weapons against their non-
nuclear counterparts. Agreement by the NWS to make a greater effort to address these concerns
was reflected in the Final Document.

The Second Review Conference in 1980 was less successful than its predecessor. This was
in large part due to the fact that since 1975 none of the demands of the neutral and non-aligned
states had been met, and no consensus could be reached on bringing a halt to the expansion of
existing nuclear arsenals. In fact, no final declaration, nor any reaffirmation of support for the
Treaty, was issued from the review’s proceedings.

Although no major arms control measure of any kind was achieved between 1980 and
1985, the issue was again the subject of considerable debate at the Third Review Conference in
1985. However, a Final Declaration reaffirming the participants’ support for the Treaty was
adopted by consensus. The Declaration also expressed the deep regret of all but some participants
(i.e., the United States and Britain) over the failure to conclude a comprehensive test ban, and
called on nuclear weapon states parties to resume trilateral negotiations, as well as to participate
actively in the CD, to achieve it.

A Fourth Review Conference on the operation of the NPT is to be held in Geneva from
20 August to 14 September 1990. This review will be the last of its kind before the parties meet
again in 1995 to decide whether the Treaty "shall continue in force indefinitely, or shall be
extended for an additional fixed period or periods." Under Article X of the NPT, the Treaty is
in force for an initial period of twenty-five years, and any decision on extending it beyond that
period must be taken at a new meeting by a majority of the parties to the Treaty.

A first meeting of the Preparatory Committee of the Fourth Review Conference was held
in New York from 1 to 5 May 1989. The Committee chose Oswaldo de Rivero from Peru to chair
the Fourth Conference.? At the Second Meeting of the Preparatory Committee, held in Geneva
from 11 to 18 September 1989, discussion focussed on administrative questions relating to the
Conference and examination of the working papers on disarmament.? The third and last meeting
of the Preparatory Committee prior to the Review Conference was held in Geneva from 21 April
to 2 May 1990. There were discussions on a number of issues, including the possible accession
of South Africa to the NPT and steps to ensure universal acceptance of the Treaty.4

See The Arms Control Reporter (June 1989), p. 602.B.164.

See "NPT Review Conference Preparatory Committee Meets." Disarmament Bulletin,
vol. 11 (Fall 1989), p. 9.

See The Arms Control Reporter (May 1990), p. 602.B 174-176.
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Canada has always played a leading role in the quest for strict non-proliferation measures.
While Canada assisted the US in the development of the world’s first nuclear weapons during
World War II, it was also the first nation to forego the option of developing them despite
possession of the capacity to do so. As an active participant in negotiations on the creation of the
IAEA and one of the first countries to accede to the NPT, Canada has always articulated the
maintenance and strengthening of the non-proliferation regime as one of its six specific arms
control goals.

CURRENT CANADIAN POSITION

Present Canadian policy on nuclear non-proliferation is based on changes introduced by Ottawa
in the mid-1970s as a result of the testing of a nuclear explosive device by India in 1974.
Although India, which is not a signatory to the NPT, stated at the time that its explosion was
"peaceful" (i.e., for peaceful purposes), the Canadian Government has never recognized any
distinction between nuclear weapons and nuclear explosive devices. The announcement that the
Indian explosion had been achieved with plutonium produced in a reactor supplied by Canada in
the 1950s also contributed to Ottawa’s decision to revise its non-proliferation policy and to impose
tighter controls over nuclear exports.

Since 1974, Canada has allowed the export of nuclear materials only to those states (both
nuclear and non-nuclear) which have undertaken to accept, in a formal agreement, a number of
additional requirements designed to minimize proliferation risks. Such states must assure that
Canadian-supplied nuclear items (e.g., nuclear materials, heavy water, nuclear equipment and
technology) will not be used in connection with the production of nuclear explosive devices. In
addition, they must be willing to accept fallback safeguards in the event that a situation arises
where the TAEA is unable to continue to perform its safeguard functions. The Canadian
Government also reserves the right to retain control over the re-transfer of Canadian-supplied
nuclear items and the reprocessing of spent fuel of Canadian origin. Since 1976, any new nuclear
cooperation with non-nuclear weapon states is authorized only if such states accede to the NPT
or make equivalent undertakings with respect to the Treaty, and thus accept the application of
IAEA safeguards.5 Since 1976, these requirements have been negotiated with the United States,
Euratom, Australia, Japan and the Republic of Korea.

In the mid-1970s, Canada established an extensive programme aimed at developing and
improving the verification mechanisms of the NPT. This initiative, known as the Canadian
Safeguards Research and De.velopment Programme, was designed to assist the IAEA in the
development of safeguards systems for CANDU reactors. Since 1983, work under this programme
has extended to other facilities such as plutonium reprocessing plants.6

2 Department of External Affairs, Canada’s Nuclear Non-Proliferation Policy. Ottawa, 1985,
p. 13.
6 Department of External Affairs, Canada and International Safeguards: Verification of

Nuclear Proliferation. Ottawa, January 1990, p. 46.
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In September and October 1989, a number of sources indicated that the Crown
Corporation, Atomic Energy of Canada Limited (AECL), had held discussions with Hungary,’
Israel® and South Korea,9 concerning the sale of Canadian CANDU nuclear reactors. While some
senior officials subsequently denied rumours of upcoming cooperation with Hungary10 and
Israel,!! the possibility of an agreement with South Korea was said to be merely premature.?

In early 1990, Romania was accused by many sources of using conscripts and forced
labour on the CANDU reactor construction site at Cernavoda.’> On 14 March 1990, Atomic
Energy of Canada Ltd., which had sold the reactor to Romania, stated that it was aware that the
army provided some manual labour to the reactor construction project, but it was not aware of
forced labour being used on the site.

In May 1990, Romania’s nuclear project was in the news again, following allegations
concerning the illegal diversion of heavy water from Norway. The Norwegian heavy water was
to have been used in Canadian-designed Romanian reactors but, according to the new Romanian
government, the heavy water in question was diverted to India in 1986 under the previous regime
of dictator Nicolae Ceausescu. An AECL spokesperson stated that the diversion of Norwegian
heavy water did not constitute a violation of the nuclear agreement between Canada and
Romania.’”

"Un réacteur Candu en Hongrie?" Le Droit, 27 September 1989, p. 20.

& "Israel Keen to Buy Candu from AECL, Official Says." Globe and Mail, 27 October 1989,
pp. A1-A2.

"Un autre CANDU pour la Corée." La Presse, 22 September 1989, p. All.

% "Centrale Candu: pas d’accord entre EAC et la Hongrie." La Presse, 30 September 1989,

p. A-T7.

= -"Israel Keen to Buy Candu from AECL, Official Says." Globe and Mail, 27 October 1989,
pp. A1-A2.

7 "News of AECL Candu Sale to South Korea Premature." Globe and Mail, 21 September
1989, p. B12.

13

See William Walker, "Candu Overseer Dismisses Reports of Forced Labor." Toronto Star,
3 January 1990, p. A17. See also "Energie atomique nie que des Roumains aient été
envoyés de force sur le chantier Candu." La Presse, 4 January 1990, p. B10.

- Commons Debates, 14 March 1990, pp. 9285-9286.

5 "Canadian Reactor Used in Illegal Sale." Toronto Star, 1 May 1990, p. 4.
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Later in May, the Romanian government asked Canada for financial assistance to complete
the Cernavoda nuclear complex.16 In January 1990 Bucharest had suspended construction of the
project in order to assess safety problems which had been indicated by a number of people
involved in the project.17

On 5 March 1990, the Secretary of State for External Affairs, Mr. Joe Clark, clearly
reiterated Canada’s support for the NPT. Recalling that the date in question marked the
twentieth anniversary of the coming into force of the Treaty, Mr. Clark stated:

The NPT’s continuing major importance has been that it provides
for legally binding commitments to prevent the proliferation of
nuclear weapons and facilitates international cooperation in the
peaceful use of nuclear energy. Another key element is that it sets
out a guiding framework for the negotiated reduction of nuclear
arsenals.

Noting that Canada had been among the earliest adherents to the Treaty, Mr. Clark urged
all states which had not yet done so, to officially ratify the agreement. Mr. Clark also pointed out
that the US/USSR negotiations on nuclear arms control and disarmament were progressing in
conformity with the objectives of the provisions of the NPT and he expressed the hope that
further progress would be made before the Fourth Review Conference. After noting the
contribution made by the NPT to non-proliferation, Mr. Clark stressed that the Treaty would
remain a key factor in strengthening international cooperation and security, particularly in view
of the significant changes taking place in the world at the present time.

PARLIAMENTARY COMMENT

On 27 October 1989, NDP Member Ron Fisher made a statement to the House regarding the
possible sale of CANDU reactors to Israel. He said:

[1]t is said that Atomic Energy of Canada Limited wishes to sell a
nuclear reactor to Israel. Given that Israel is widely reported to
have a covert nuclear bomb assembly capability, I call on the
Government of Canada to block the sale. Given that the Israelis
are not signatories to the nuclear non-proliferation treaty, they
cannot be considered to be purely peaceful consumers of nuclear
power.

16 "Romania to Seek $306 - Million to Complete Candu Complex." Globe and Mail, 14 May
1990, pp. A1-A2.

17 "Romania Halts Candu Construction; Official Promises to Make Changes." Toronto Star,

25 January 1990, p. 16.

18 Department of External Affairs, "Canada Supports Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty."

News Release No. 44, 5 March 1990.

19 Ibid..
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It should be remembered that in 1974 the Indian government
detonated a nuclear bomb based largely on Candu technology and
nuclear materials. We do not need this dangerously dirty
technology and the balance of power in the middle east does not
need another nuclear plant with all the possibilities of diverting
nuclear materials to nuclear weapons production that such a
CANDU plant would imply.20

Further to questions asked by Liberal Member Charles Caccia regarding the sale of Candu
reactors to other countries, Minister for Energy, Mines and Resources Jake Epp tabled the
answers of Atomic Energy of Canada Limited before the House on 14 March 1990. In answer to
the question whether AECL was negotiating the sale of CANDU reactor technology to other
countries, the Crown Corporation gave the following answer:

AECL is not currently negotiating the sale of CANDU reactor
technology to other countries. However, in late January 1990,
AECL received from South Korea an Invitation to Bid on
engineering services for the construction of a second CANDU
reactor in that country, that could eventually involve the sale of
CANDU reactor technology. Negotiations for this unit are
expected to begin later this year.

On 28 May 1990, Liberal Member David Walker asked the Minister of Energy, Mines and
Resources whether he could assure the House that if an agreement with Bucharest on the
Cernavoda nuclear project was concluded, such an agreement would take into account all
conditions related to safety and to the workforce, as well as questions of human rights, and that
the agreement would be tabled in the House for discussion by all parties. Mr. Epp answered:

[W]ith respect to safety, that is the reason why I and others have
been insisting that if there is any work resumption at Cernavoda
we need control of it and that the safety aspects relative to AECL
requirements, our signatories with the non-proliferation treaty, as
well as our membership with the International Atomic Energy
Agency in Vienna are met.>

For further Parliamentary comment on this issue, see the section on PARLIAMENTARY
COMMENT: Romania, in chapter No. 28, CENTRAL AND EASTERN EUROPE.

» Commons Debates, 27 October 1989, p. 5222.
# Commons Debates, 14 March 1990, p. 9286.

- Commons Debates, 28 May 1990, p. 11933.
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10. PREVENTION OF AN ARMS RACE IN OUTER SPACE

BACKGROUND

In 1961, a resolution passed by consensus in the United Nations General Assembly (UNGA)
identified the principles by which states should be guided in their exploration and use of outer
space. It was established that international law, including the UN Charter, applied to outer space,
and that outer space and all celestial bodies were free for all states to explore. In 1963, the United
States, Great Britain and the Soviet Union signed the Partial Test Ban Treaty (PTBT) prohibiting
nuclear tests in the atmosphere, outer space and under water. Over 119 countries have now signed
the Treaty.

In December 1966, the UN General Assembly unanimously approved a Treaty on
Principles Governing the Activities of States in the Exploration and Use of Outer Space, Including
the Moon and Other Celestial Bodies. Canada ratified this Treaty in 1967. The Outer Space
Treaty, as it is known, states that the exploration and use of outer space shall be for the benefit
of all. It bans the stationing of any weapons of mass destruction in space, and also prohibits
military bases, installations or fortifications; weapons testing of any kind; and military
manoeuvres on the moon and other celestial bodies. The use of the moon for solely peaceful
purposes was reaffirmed in July 1984, with the coming into force of the Agreement Governing
the Activities of States on the Moon and other Celestial Bodies.

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

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

In June 1979, bilateral superpower talks on anti-satellite (ASAT) activities were suspended
after a year of inconclusive discussions. There was disagreement concerning the capabilities of
each side in this area, as well as the possible defensive or offensive nature of ASAT weapons.
Repeated calls by the Soviet Union for a renewal of negotiations proved unsuccessful. Then, in
1983, the Soviet Union announced that it was unilaterally halting all ASAT testing. Two years
later, the US Congress imposed a moratorium on tests in space of the F-15 ASAT, and in late
1987, funding for the weapon was cancelled by the US Air Force, in large part due to its high
costs and limited capability. In 1988, an effort to impose a more permanent ban on ASAT testing
was launched by some members of Congress. Congressional supporters of ASAT succeeded not
only in blocking a ban, but also in ending the moratorium imposed in 1985. Recent budget
statements by the Pentagon call for increases in spending on ASAT research and development for
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FY 1991, and each of the armed services is currently considering different systems developed
under the Strategic Defense Initiative.

"Prevention of an arms race in outer space" has also been on the agenda of the multilateral
Conference on Disarmament (CD) in Geneva. It was not until 1985, however, that the forty
nations represented on the Conference were able to reach a consensus on a mandate for an ad hoc
Committee on the subject. It was agreed that, in addition to studying the issues involved in such
a ban, the Committee should also study existing treaties and international law relating to outer
space along with any proposals concerning the issue. During 1986 the CD re-established the ad
hoc Committee to continue its examination of issues related to the prevention of an arms race in
outer space. The 1986 mandate has been continually re-established ever since.

In April 1988 the Ad Hoc Committee presented a special report to the CD, concluding that
"the legal regime applicable to outer space by itself does not guarantee the prevention of an arms
race in outer space." The report also recognized the need to consolidate and reinforce the legal
regime in order to enhance its effectiveness. Finally, it called for strict compliance with existing
multilateral and bilateral agreements.1

In 1982, at the Second UN Special Session on Disarmament (UNSSOD II), Prime Minister
Pierre Trudeau outlined Canada’s official stand on the increasing militarization of outer space.
He pointed out the "highly destabilizing" loopholes in the Outer Space Treaty, particularly those
regarding "anti-satellite weapons or anti-missile laser systems":

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

In 1982, as a contribution to the necessary preparation for substantive negotiations,
Canada tabled a working paper in the CD outlining the factors of stable and unstable deterrence,
desirable objectives for arms control, the increasing importance of space for military purposes and
the present state of arms control in space. The paper also illustrated the relationship of anti-
satellite systems to ballistic missile defence.® The following year, Canada initiated a national
research programme on the problems for verification which were likely to arise from the possible
dual nature of many space systems.

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

= Rt. Hon. P. E. Trudeau, "Technological Momentum the Fuel That Feeds the Nuclear Arms
Race: An Address...to the Second United Nations Special Session on Disarmament, New
York, 18 June 1982." Department of External Affairs Statements and Speeches No. 82/10,
p. 5.

3 CD/320, 26 August 1982.
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In 1985, the Canadian delegation at the CD tabled a working paper entitled "Survey of
International Law Relevant to Arms Control and Outer Space at the CD."* This review of existing
relevant agreements was considered essential to ensure that the CD worked in conformity with
existing treaties and international law.

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

In 1988, Canada presented three working papers at the CD dealing with the prevention of
an arms race in outer space. The papers dealt with terminology; a proposal for the strengthening
of state practice under the 1975 UN Registration Convention (which requires, among other things,
that parties to it furnish information to the Secretary General concerning the general function of
space objects launched); and a retrospective view of recent significant political, technical and
military developments in outer space.s

CURRENT CANADIAN POSITION

On 20 June 1989, Mr. Fred Bild, Assistant Deputy Minister for Political and International
Security Affairs at the Department of External Affairs, addressed the CD on the prevention of
an arms race in outer space. Noting that the number of activities taking place in space is
constantly increasing, Mr. Bild stated that it is important to reassure the public about them, and
particularly to explain that they do not detract from, but rather contribute to, international
security. Mr. Bild pointed out, however, that before a start can be made in that regard:

[We] must know what international security means as it relates to
the uses of space. International security ... implies not only the
absence of weapons as such in outer space, it entails the
responsibility of the two major space powers to maintain a stable,
controlled relationship between themselves on space issues. This
means that all efforts to consider the relationship between
international security and outer space are predicated on the

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

See Canada, Working Paper on the Use of Certain Terms Relating to Arms Control and
Outer Space,CD/OS/WP.27 (8 August 1988); Australia and Canada, Strengthening State
Practice Under the Convention on Registration of Objects Launched into Outer Space, L0
provide more timely and specific information concerning the function of satellites, including
whether the satellite is fulfilling a civilian or military mission, CD/OS/WP.25 (18 August
1988); and Canada, Arms Control and Outer Space: A Retrospective Review: 1982-1987,
CD/OS/WP.26 (8 August 1988).
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enhancement of stability. It is our job to identify measures
concerning the use of outer space that can be taken on a
multilateral basis and through consensus, and that will enhance
stability, admittedly a daunting task. That is all the more reason
to ensure that the first step provides a strong building block from
which further proposals can proceed.

Mr. Bild went on to state:

Much more attention has to be given to the basic framework
involved in the use of space. The current regime on outer space,
comprising a number of international agreements and treaties, can
be strengthened: we can search for agreement on the definition of
key terms, clarify the issue of stability and, in general, thereby set
up a solid foundation to guide our work in the coming years. We
could make a start, for example, in applying principles of
transparency to activities in space by urging more States to sign the
Registration Convention and by persuading the parties to the
Registration Convention to agree to provide more timely and
specific information on the functions of the satellites they launch,
including whether specific satell,;tes are intended to fulfil civilian,
military or combined functions.

In October 1989, Canada held a workshop at the McGill Centre for Research of Air and
Space Law in Montreal. A cooperative effort between the Centre and the Arms Control and
Disarmament Division of the Department of External Affairs, the workshop represented a further
step in the progressive study toward the continuing use of outer space for peaceful purposes. Over
one hundred academics and outer space specialists, representing twenty-four countries, attended
the workshop. The Symposium focussed on the militarization of space in its various forms.®

On 20 October 1989, Canada’s Ambassador for Disarmament, Ms. Peggy Mason, addressed
the First Committee of the Forty-fourth United Nations General Assembly. Ambassador Mason
discussed Canada’s policy on preventing an arms race in outer space:

As we enter the final decade of the century, the relative
prominence of the United States and the Soviet Union as the two
major powers in space is lessening. More and more states are
developing the capability to conduct space research and to use outer
space for legitimate commercial purposes. Such developments are
welcome, as long as they do not contribute in any way to the
development of an arms race in outer space .... It is Canada’s strong
conviction that outer space is an area of legitimate multilateral
concern, and that the question of whether additional legal measyres
may be required in this area is of broad international interest.

"Crise de crédibilité," Statement by the Assistant Deputy Minister for Political and
International Security Affairs. The Disarmament Bulletin (Spring-Summer 1989), p. 31.

: Ibid..

"Symposium on Space Without Weapons." The Disarmament Bulletin (Winter 1989-90),
p. 18.

"Mason Addresses First Committee." The Disarmament Bulletin (Fall 1989), p. 15.
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On 15 December 1989, the UN General Assembly passed Resolution 44/112, calling on the
CD to give priority to the question of preventing an arms race in outer space and to re-establish,
with the appropriate terms of reference, the Ad Hoc Committee on this question. It also called
upon the United States and the Soviet Union to intensify their negotiations on this issue. The
Resolution passed by a vote of 153-1-0, with Canada voting in favour of the motion and only the
US opposed.10

In January 1990, the Arms Control and Disarmament Division of the Department of
External Affairs released its latest compendium of final records and working papers from the CD.
The volume includes all such materials on the outer space question for the sessions of the CD held
in 1989.11

Ambassador Gerald G. Shannon discussed the prevention of an arms race in outer space
at the CD on 24 April 1990. Noting that Canada had been entrusted with the Chairmanship of the
Ad Hoc Committee on Outer Space, Ambassador Shannon added:

On outer space there is both very little and a great deal to say. I say
"very little" because, as we all know, we have spent the past three
months trying first to establish the Ad Hoc Committee on the
Prevention of an Arms Race in Outer Space and then to find
agreement on a programme and organization of work. Thus we
have not been able to begin substantive work until now. On the
other hand, there is nonetheless a great deal to say, in the sense
that the Committee has much valuable work to do in furtherance
of its goal of preventing an arms race in outer space.12

Since 1988 Canada, along with Japan and the European Space Agency (ESA), has
participated in the US space station project. Deployment of the station, which was initially
scheduled for 1995, has been postponed until 1999. Canada’s contribution to the station includes
a mobile servicing centre to cost an estimated $1.2 billion. The "Intergovernmental Agreement"
signed in 1988 between Canada, Japan, the United States and certain ESA members, gives each
member state the right to decide on the military uses of its own contribution to the station.’®

i UNGA Resolution 44/112, 15 December 1989.

1 Prevention of an Arms Race in Outer Space - Final Records and Working Papers 1989.
Ottawa: Department of External Affairs, January 1990.

12

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

i3 "Agreement Among the Government of the United States of America, Governments of
Member States of the European Space Agency, the Government of Japan, and the
Government of Canada on Cooperation in the Detailed Design, Development, Operation,
and Utilization of the Permanently Manned Civil Space Station," in: Canada, Ministry of
State for Science and Technology, Space Station Documents, 29 September 1988.
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Bill C-16, an Act to establish the Canadian Space Agency, was given royal assent on 10
May 1990. The Act describes the objects and functions of the Agency as follows:

The objects of the Agency are to promote the peaceful use and
development of space, to advance the knowledge of space through
science and to ensure that space, science and technology provide
social and economic benefits for Canadians.’

PARLIAMENTARY COMMENT

In a statement to the House on 6 October 1989, NDP Member Lyle Dean MacWilliam questioned
the government about the establishment of the Canadian Space Agency. Referring to the mandate
of the new Agency, Mr. MacWilliam stated:

[W]hile Canadians largely support this government’s venture into
space science research through the development of a Canadian
space agency, there is legitimate concern that such a venture be
used for non-military and peaceful purposes only.

The Minister of State has recently acknowledged that the bill to
establish the space agency, Bill C-16, does not preclude its
involvement in military pursuits. The term "peaceful purposes"
may well be interpreted as non-aggressive military use such as
satellite surveillance or the development and testing of space-
based weapons systems.

On 3 November 1989, Mr. MacWilliam proposed a motion to amend Bill C-16. In
presenting it to the House, the NDP Member explained that the purpose of the motion was to
ensure that the Act would clearly preclude the use of the Agency for military purposes. Mr.
MacWilliam stated:

The current bill before the House outlines that the proposed space
agency shall promote "the peaceful use and development of space."

It was argued in committee, and I think the argument is valid, that
although the term "peaceful use and development of space"
indicates that we will be seeking to use the mandate of the agency
for non-aggressive military purposes, the argument can be made
that the term "peaceful use" does not preclude the use of this
agency for non-aggressive military purposes.

b Section 4, Bill C-16, an Act to establish the Canadian Space Agency and to provide for

other matters in relation to space, assented to 10 May 1990, Statutes of Canada 1990,
Second session, Thirty-fourth Parliament.

© Commons Debates, 6 October 1990, pp. 4418-4419.
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During committee stage the minister acknowledged that the agency
could actually become involved in a type of non-aggressive military
action. The minister gave the indication, by way of example, of the
launching and maintenance of surveillance satellite systems.

The crux of the argument lies in what can be construed by the term
"non-aggressive military use." Such a definition in the past has
been used, for example, to qualify the low altitude testing of cruise
missiles in Canadian air space. It is non-aggressive, but ultimately
the testing of those cruise missiles has forwarded the whole
problem of the use of nuclear military weaponry.

Therefore, because the current legislation does not specifically
preclude military actions under the mandate of the space agency,
it leaves the door open for Canada to enter into the exploration of
space as a military f rontier.!

On the same day Ms. Suzanne Duplessis, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of State
for Science and Technology, outlined the position of the government:

The government cannot accept the motion because the Agency’s
objects are stated clearly in clause 4 of the Bill. They consist in
promoting the peaceful use and development of space ....

The terms "for peaceful purposes" are entirely appropriate, since
those are the terms used in treaties on outer space.

I would therefore like to remind the Hon. Member ... that
according to the Canadian government’s policy, also stated in clause
4 of the Bill which provides for promoting the peaceful use and
development of space, Canada is a signatory to the Outer Space
Treaty which requires space to be used for "exclusively peaceful"
purposes.

The terms "peaceful purposes" can apply to certain non-aggressive
activities such as monitoring compliance with arms control treaties,
telecommunications and search and rescue operations. It is clear
the terms "peaceful purposes" do not apply to aggressive activities
such as the "militarization" of space.

Mr. MacWilliam’s motion on the mandate of the Canadian Space Agency was rejected by
the House on 6 November 1989. Bill C-16, an Act to establish the Canadian Space Agency and
to provide for other matters in relation to space, was passed on 15 December 1989.

Commons Debates, 3 November 1989, p. 5513.

17 Ibid., p. 5519.
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11. URANIUM AND TRITIUM EXPORTS

BACKGROUND

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

By acceding to the Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT), which came into force in 1970,
Canada agreed to place greater restrictions on the use of its nuclear materials. Under the
provisions of the NPT, every state party to the Treaty undertakes not to provide raw materials or
special fissile products, to be used for peaceful purposes, to a non-nuclear weapon state unless
such products are subject to the safeguards of the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA).
Non-nuclear weapon states must also undertake not to acquire such weapons and must agree, for
verification purposes, to submit their civilian nuclear programme to IAEA safeguards.

In 1974 India, which had not signed the NPT, exploded its "peaceful nuclear device" (ie.,
one used for peaceful purposes). This event led Canada to conduct a thorough reassessment of its
nuclear non-proliferation policy. Canada never recognized any distinction between nuclear
explosive devices and nuclear weapons, and the announcement that the Indian explosion had been
produced with plutonium produced in a reactor provided by Canada in the 1950s caused Canada
to suspend all nuclear cooperation with New Delhi and to impose more stringent safeguards on
its nuclear exports.

Since 1974 the Canadian Government has reserved the right to control the retransfer and
reprocessing of any nuclear item directly provided or derived from products supplied by Canada.
Furthermore, since 1976 any new cooperation with non-nuclear weapon states is subject to the
countries in question acceding to the NPT or making equivalent commitments with respect to the
Treaty, and accepting the application of IAEA safeguards to their nuclear activities.

Canada is now the world’s largest producer and exporter of natural uranium. However,
Canadian uranium cannot be used directly to manufacture nuclear weapons. A blend of uranium
235 (U235) and uranium 238 (U238), natural uranium contains less than one percent U235, and
a far higher concentration of this fissile isotope would be needed to make nuclear weapons. In
international usage, when the U235 concentration reaches twenty percent (through a process
known as uranium enrichment), it is then designated as highly enriched uranium, even though an
enrichment level of eighty or ninety percent is probably needed to manufacture weapons.

Canada has never considered that it might be necessary to enrich uranium in Canada itself.
Not only does Canada not have a nuclear weapons programme, but the Canadian-designed
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CANDU reactor (abbreviation of CANada, Deuterium and Uranium) uses only natural uranium.
However, with the exception of the CANDU reactor, most existing nuclear reactors are light-
water reactors requiring uranium with a three percent concentration of U235, and the natural
uranium must be enriched to this level by increasing the percentage of U235 isotope. Elaborate
and expensive, the enrichment process was, until recently, confined to those countries possessing
nuclear weapons programmes, as only they could afford the cost of such large operations.

Approximately fifty percent of the uranium exported from Canada goes to the United
States, Great Britain and France. There it is enriched for use in light-water nuclear reactors. The
Canada-United States Nuclear Cooperation Agreement, signed in 1955 and most recently renewed
in 1980, stipulates that uranium of Canadian origin cannot be used for military purposes. Similar
conditions govern uranium exports to Britain and France under the Canada-Euratom Agreement
(1978).

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

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

After the uranium is enriched to the required three per cent concentration of U235, the
remaining uranium (which still contains small amounts of U235) is stored. This uranium, which
is called depleted uranium because its U235 concentration is lower than that of natural uranium,
can be used in military reactors to breed plutonium -- a substance which itself can be used to
make nuclear weapons. Depleted uranium also constitutes an important element of hydrogen
bombs, providing fifty percent of their explosive power.

Following the policy changes announced in 1974, Canada had to halt uranium shipments
to both the European Economic Community (EEC) and Japan in January 1977, after two years
of negotiations failed to produce their agreement to the Canadian stipulations. Although Japan
consented to abide by the clause soon afterwards, the EEC remained intransigent. It was not until
1980 that an agreement was signed allowing sales to the EEC, with consultation on a case-by-
case basis.

Secretary of State for External Affairs, Letter to the Hon. Edward Broadbent, 3 October
1985.
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Western European countries purchasing uranium from Canada occasionally have arranged
for both its enrichment, and its subsequent retransfer to one of Canada’s nuclear partners, by the
Soviet Union. This practice has been taking place for several years with the complete knowledge
and prior consent of the Canadian Government, which has judged it to be fully consistent with
Canadian nuclear export and non-proliferation policy.

Greater formalization of this agreement was established with the signing of the Canada-
USSR Agreement Concerning the Peaceful Use of Nuclear Energy on 14 October 1988. The
Agreement stipulates that Canadian uranium shipped to the USSR "... shall not be used for any
nuclear explosive device or other military purpose."2 It also provides for the direct exchange of
information between the parties on the transfer of Canadian uranium into and out of the Soviet
Union.?

Tritium, a radioactive isotope of hydrogen, constitutes another key component of nuclear
weapons. It is generally found as tritiated water. Its importance is based on its high rate of fusion
with deuterium and the large quantity of high-energy neutrons released as a result. The fusion
of the two elements produces ten times as many neutrons as fission for the same amount of energy
released. Tritium is thus crucial for boosting the energy released in nuclear explosions, allowing
designers to build smaller and lighter weapons. In fact, because of its boosting characteristics,
tritium is now considered an essential aspect of most US nuclear weapons.

Each year, approximately 0.5 kg of tritium is used for civilian purposes such as
phosphorescent lights and fusion experiments, while approximately eleven kg are used for
military purposes. Tritium decays at a rate of about 5.5 percent per year. In the case of nuclear
weapons, this requires that their tritium supply be replaced from time to time.

Continued production of the tritium required for the US nuclear stockpile, however, has
become an issue of increasing concern. In August 1988, the sole tritium-producing facility in the
US -- the thirty-eight-year-old Savannah River Plant in South Carolina -- was closed due to
safety and management problems. The costs associated with repairing the facility are estimated
at close to $1 billion over a ten-year period. Even if repaired, however, the plant is not expected
to operate with the power required to produce the tritium necessary for US needs.

More tritium is produced as a by-product by the CANDU reactors than by any other type
of reactor. The heavy water -- containing deuterium -- captures neutrons from the main reactor
chamber, converting deuterium to tritium. As the Canadian reactors are designed to minimize the
risk of heavy water leaks, they are very effective for containing tritium.

For health and safety reasons, the tritium by-products of CANDU reactors require
removal. In October 1988 Ontario Hydro constructed a tritium recovery facility at Darlington,

Department of External Affairs, News Release No. 223 (14 October 1988).

8 Ibid..
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Ontario. This facility is capable of producing an estimated 2.5 kg of tritium per year. However,
technical problems have precluded regular operation of the facility, and the plant was shut down
for repair in late February 1989. Operations were resumed in June 1990.

Ontario Hydro has for a long time considered whether to market the tritium recovered at
the Darlington facility. Tritium sells for approximately $15 million per kilogram on the
international market. As transportation of tritium can be dangerous and is not subject to IAEA
international safeguards since it is not classified as a nuclear material (although it is an important
element in the manufacturing of certain atomic weapons), the possibility of Ontario Hydro
marketing the material has sparked considerable concern from both peace activists and
environmentalists.

On 30 August 1989, the Government of Ontario announced its decision. The Minister of
Energy, Ms Lyn McLeod, stated:

Hydro will be permitted to sell tritium only for the manufacture in
Canada of self-powered tritium lights, for medical research, and
for government-sponsored research into the fusion process.

The Minister added that these limited sales will be subject to the strictest interpretation
of federal government controls, in accordance with Canada’s obligations under the
Non-Proliferation Treaty. Tritium will be used only for peaceful purposes.

The announcement by Ontario Hydro that it would authorize the sale of tritium did not
meet with unanimous approval. Some observers doubted the ability of the government to verify
whether the tritium was being used for peaceful purposes after it left Canada.’ Other critics
urged t}ée government to support and promote the idea of a universal ban on the production of
tritium.

CURRENT CANADIAN POSITION
Canada continues to require that its uranium exports be used for non-explosive purposes,
pursuant to bilateral nuclear cooperation agreements, and in keeping with its nuclear non-

proliferation commitments.

Canada’s policy on the sale of tritium and tritium-related technology is governed by a set
of guidelines issued on 14 March 1986. The guidelines reflect Canada’s policy that tritium

Ministry of Energy, Government of Ontario, News Release (30 August 1989), p. 1.
"Hydro Ontario pourrait vendre du tritium." La Presse, 31 August 1989, p. A10.

"Mulroney Asked to Push Ban on World Production of Tritium." Sunday Star, 8 October
1989, p. A26.
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exports "not be used for the production of nuclear weapons or other nuclear explosive devices."’
Tritium exports are permitted only to states parties to the Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT), or to
states which have undertaken equivalent non-proliferation obligations acceptable to Canada and
for the specified end-uses elaborated in Canada’s guidelines.8

In December 1989, at the UN General Assembly, Canada once again introduced a
resolution (44/116H) entitled "Prohibition of the Production of Fissionable Material for Weapons
Purposes." The Resolution noted that such a prohibition would be an important step in
facilitating the prevention of the proliferation of nuclear weapons and other explosive devices,
as well as halting and reversing the arms race. It therefore requested that the CD pursue its
consideration of the question of an adequately verifiable cessation and prohibition, and that it
keep the General Assembly informed of that consideration. The Resolution passed by a vote of
147-1-6, with only France in opposition.

PARLIAMENTARY COMMENT

Neither the issue of uranium exports nor that of the export of tritium has been raised in the
Commons this year.
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12. VERIFICATION

BACKGROUND

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

Over the years, Canada has acquired solid expertise in verification, in the recognition that
an arms control and disarmament agreement must be accompanied by provisions designed to
ensure compliance and build confidence. Following the United Nations’ First and Second Special
Sessions on Disarmament, which stressed the inclusion of adequate verification provisions in
disarmament agreements, the Canadian Government announced in 1983 the launching of an Arms
Control Research Programme, which now has an annual budget of $1 million. This Department
of External Affairs programme involves the Government, the academic community and the
commercial sector and includes such projects as studies of problems that arise in international
negotiations, creation of specialized technical training programmes and organization of
international symposia of experts.

The Arms Control Research Programme, which is managed by the Verification and
Research Section of the Arms Control and Disarmament Division of External Affairs, focusses on
certain Canadian arms control priorities: the achievement of a comprehensive convention to ban
chemical weapons; negotiation of a comprehensive nuclear test ban treaty; the development of a
treaty to ban weapons for use in outer space; and the pursuit of arms control and military
confidence-building in Europe.

The Government’s activities include a $3.2 million upgrading of the seismic array station
in Yellowknife, which was officially opened on 11 September 1989; two studies given to the UN
Secretary-General on operational procedures for investigating alleged chemical weapons abuses,
and working papers on the prevention of an arms race in outer space and the verification of a
future Convention on Chemical Weapons. Canada has also considered the possibility of using
space-based remote sensing for the verification of multilateral arms control agreements, known
as PAXSAT. PAXSAT ’A’ investigated the use of space-based remote sensing for arms control in
outer space, while PAXSAT ’B’ was concerned with verifying conventional arms control
agreements.

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

Carrying out the requirements of this Resolution, in April 1986, the Canadian Government
submitted to the Secretary-General, and subsequently published, A Comprehensive Study on Arms
Control and Disarmament Verification. This publication, in addition to describing the relevant
principles, procedures and techniques used in verification, also foresees an important role for the
United Nations in the application and interpretation of arms controls agreements, despite the fact
that bilateral negotiations between the superpowers will likely continue to be of paramount
importance in this context.

In 1987 and 1988, Canada chaired the UN Disarmament Commission’s Verification
Working Group. The Group completed its work in May 1988, approving a consensus document
listing sixteen principles on verification. The Group also held discussions on procedures and
techniques and on the role the United Nations might play in verification of arms control and
disarmament agreements. The latter was described on 12 May 1988 by Mr. Douglas Roche, who
was at that time Canada’s Ambassador for Disarmament, as follows:

° development of internationally recognized standards on arms control and

disarmament verification;

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

3 provision of assistance, advice and technical expertise to regional arms control

negotiators, on request;

research into structures, procedures and techniques for verification; and

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

At the United Nations’ Third Special Session on Disarmament in June 1988, Canada and
the Netherlands submitted a paper on the role the United Nations might play in verification. The
two countries proposed in particular that a UN Group of Experts conduct a thorough study of this
subject, to serve as a key international document on future UN activities in this field.

Permanent Canadian Delegation to the United Nations, News Release No. 62, 22
November 1985.

~

"Intervention on the Role of the United Nations in Verification by Canadian
Representative at UNDC Verification Working Group," United Nations, 12 May 1988.
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In December 1988, a Department of External Affairs briefing note addressed the Canadian
Government’s position regarding the notion of an international verification organization (IVO) and
the link between such a body and the UN. It stated:

Canada advocates a realistic and step-by-step approach to the
establishment of IVOs, including those that would employ the UN.
Costly schemes to create verification bodies with all-encompassing
responsibilities, some of which go beyond the limited function of
verifying compliance with arms control and disarmament
agreements, are inappropriate. Verification should be primarily a
treaty-specific activity. While useful work may be done to study
verification as a general process and to discuss general principles,
the implementation of verification is fundamentally dependent on
the specifics of a treaty context. For the foreseeable future, the
most effective way of organizing the specialized expertise necessary
for verification will be through treaty-specific organizations.
Under current international conditions an IVO with responsibilities
for several ACD agreements is unlikely to [be] a realistic
possibility.3

At the Forty-third Session of the UN General Assembly in 1988, Canada co-sponsored
Resolution 43/81B calling upon the UN Secretary-General to initiate a Group of Experts study
on the role of the United Nations in verification. The study would identify and review existing
activities of the United Nations in the field of arms control and disarmament; assess the need for
improvements in existing activities; explore and identify other possible activities; and provide
specific recommendations for future actions by the United Nations in this regard.* The
Resolution passed by a vote of 150-1-0, with the United States opposing the motion.

The opening session of the Group of Experts study on the role of the United Nations in
verification was held in February 1989. Composed of authorities from over twenty countries,
including Canada, the Group dedicated its first session primarily to organizational matters and the
preparation of a draft outline of the Group’s report. Fred Bild, Canada’s Assistant Deputy
Minister of External Affairs for Political and International Security Affairs, was elected
chairman.’ The second and third meetings of the Group of Experts were held in July 1989 and
January 1990 respectively. They focussed on developing the final report to be submitted at the
Forty-fifth session of the UN General Assembly in 1990. A final meeting of the Group is
scheduled for July 1990.

? "Establishment of a UN Verification Organization." Department of External Affairs
Briefing Note, 22 December 1988, p. 3.

g UNGA Resolution 43/81B, 7 December 1988.

5

"Work Begins on S.G. Studies." Disarmament Times (April 1989), p. 1.
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CURRENT CANADIAN POSITION

On 24 and 25 July 1989 the Group of Experts studying the role of the United Nations in the field
of verification held a workshop in Montreal. The workshop was organized by McGill
University’s Centre for Research of Air and Space Law, at the request of the Department of
External Affairs, and its purpose was to provide the Group with an opportunity to discuss the
results of Canadian verification research and to explore the technical and legal issues relating to

verification.®

From 11 to 15 September 1989 Canada hosted a workshop of the Group of Scientific
Experts examining international cooperative measures to detect and identify seismic activities.
This Group of Experts is associated with the Conference on Disarmament and has participants
from twenty-seven countries; it met in Edmonton and Yellowknife to discuss technical questions
related to the detection of seismic activities, data communication by satellite, and facilities for
managing and processing data bases.’

In an address to the First Committee of the United Nations on 20 October 1989, Canada’s
Ambassador for Disarmament, Ms. Peggy Mason, stressed the importance of verification in the
context of Canada’s arms control policy:

The verification of compliance with arms control and disarmament
agreements continues to be a major focus of Canada’s efforts in the
multilateral field. Without provision for assurances that parties
will abide by their treaty obligations, countries will be hesitant to
sign arms control and disarmament agreements. Verification is the
essential means by which confidence in compliance is created.?

Ambassador Mason also pointed out the strong support given to the verification resolution
proposed by Canada the preceding year. She added that, so as to avoid prejudging the Experts’
report on this subject, Canada would not propose a resolution on verification during the Forty-
fourth Session of the UN General Assembly.9

As part of its Verification Research Programme, the Verification Research Unit
(Department of External Affairs) devoted its Sixth Annual Symposium to the subject of "Open
Skies". The Symposium, which was organized by York University’s Centre for International and
Strategic Studies, was attended by approximately forty people, including civilian and military

"Canada Hosts Workshop of UN Verification Experts." The Disarmament Bulletin (Fall
1989), p. 5.

"Grou% of Scientific Experts Meets in Yellowknife." The Disarmament Bulletin (Fall 1989),
pp. 2-3.

"Ambassador Mason Addresses First Committee." The Disarmament Bulletin (Fall 1989),
p. 14.

: Ibid..
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officials from Canada, the USA, the Federal Republic of Germany, France, the Netherlands and
Hungary. The Symposium, held in Ottawa from 21 to 24 November 1989, gave participants the
opportunity to examine technical, organizational, legal and political issues relating to overf lights.10
(See Chapter OPEN SKIES).

PARLIAMENTARY COMMENT

The subject of verification was not raised in the Commons this year.
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13. ARMS TRANSFERS

BACKGROUND

According to the Stockholm International Peace Research Institute (SIPRI), the global trade in
major weapons in 1989 was valued at approximately US $31.8 billion (all figures are in 1985 US
dollars),! down from US $33.6 billion in 1988 and US $38.8 billion in 1987, which was the highest
year on record for arms sales.?

The Institute noted a relative drop in the value of arms sales to Third World countries:
the value of weapons sold to these countries in 1988 was US $19.3 billion. By comparison, in 1989
the value of such sales dropped to US $16.4 billion, which was the lowest level since 1976.3
SIPRI attributed this downward trend to a number of factors, including the economic difficulties
being experienced by many developing countries and the cessation of major conflicts, such as the
war between Iran and Iraq.

For the first time in twenty years, the Middle East was not the leading importer of
weapons in the world. In 1989, the largest importer of major weapons in the Third World was
South Asia, with transfers for that year estimated at US $6.9 billion. It was followed by the Far
East (US $3.279 billion), the Middle East (US $3.27 billion), North Africa (US $1.2 billion), South
America (US $963 million), Sub-Saharan Africa (US $397 million), Central America (US $300
million) and South Africa (US $3 million).4 India ranked as the world’s leading individual arms
importer in 1989 with purchases estimated at US $3.8 billion. It was followed by Afghanistan,
North Korea, Saudi Arabia, Pakistan, South Korea and Libya.5 The largest exporters of major
weapons to developing countries were the USSR (US $8.5 billion), the USA (US $2.5 billion),
France (US $1.5 billion), the UK (US $993 million) and China (US $718 million).6

While arms purchases by Third World countries have declined, those of industrialized
countries have been steadily increasing since 1985. The share of the world market held by
industrialized countries rose from thirty-three to forty-two percent between 1987 and 1988, and
to almost fifty percent in 1989.7 According to SIPRI, this increase was due to measures taken
by certain NATO countries (such as major modernization programmes carried out by Greece,
Turkey and Spain) and also to decisions by the Japanese authorities. Among the industrialized

Stockholm International Peace Research Institute, World Armaments and Disarmament:
SIPRI Yearbook 1990. London: Oxford University Press, 1990, p. 219.

o

Ibid..

X Ibid., p. 220.

: Ibid., pp. 250-251.
i Ibid., p. 228.

¢ Ibid., p. 220.

i Ibid., p. 219.
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countries, Japan was the leading importer of arms in 1989, with purchases estimated at US $3.1
billion. Japan was followed by Greece and Turkey, with imports of US $1.8 billion and US $1.1
billion respectively.8

The Soviet Union (US $11.7 billion), the USA (US $10.8 billion) and three NATO
countries -- France (US $2.7 billion), the UK (US $1.6 billion) and West Germany (US $780
million) -- were the world’s top exporters of major weapons to all countries.” China followed
West Germany with 1989 transfers valued at US $779 million. However, China’s sales were made
almost exclusively to the Third World. The Soviet Union continued to lead as the main exporter
of major arms to the Third World, while US arms transfers were divided between the developing
countries (US $2.5 billion) and the industrialized world (US $8.2 billion).'® In 1989, the US
ranked first among exporters of major weapons to industrialized countries.!!

Arms transfer controls by exporters, whether through regulation, creation of a world arms
register, or any other means, have often been considered but never effectively enacted by
members of the United Nations. In 1977, US President Carter imposed unilateral restrictions on
American arms exports. This action was followed by the Conventional Arms Transfers (CAT)
talks with the Soviet Union. These talks, however, soon broke down.'?

CURRENT CANADIAN POSITION

Canada continues to be a minor player in the global conventional arms market. In 1989, Canada
ranked fourteenth as a major weapons exporter with global deliveries valued at US $37 million.'?
In the same year, Canada imported weapons from industrialized countries to the amount of US
$444 million.™

Canadian military exports are primarily in the electronics and aerospace sectors. Since
Canadian firms manufacture few complete weapons systems, most exports consist of components,
despite Ottawa’s continued efforts to develop a more broadly-based domestic defence industry.
Canada’s policy on military exports has not changed since Secretary of State for External Affairs
Joe Clark announced revised guidelines on 10 September 1986, aimed at regulating Canadian

g Ibid., p. 228.
s Ibid., p. 221.
10 Ibid., p. 220
u Ibid..

12 Keith Krause, The International Trade in Arms. Ottawa: Canadian Institute for
International Peace and Security, Background Paper No. 28 (March 1988), pp. 7-8.

13 SIPRI, supra note 1, p. 221.

4 Ibid., p. 229.




119

exports.15 This policy prohibits military exports to countries that seriously or persistently violate
human rights, "unless it can be demonstrated that there is no reasonable risk that the goods might
be used against the civilian population"; to countries under UN Security Council sanctions; and
to countries involved in or under imminent threat of hostilities. Restrictions also apply to exports
of civilian strategic equipment to the Soviet Union, the Warsaw Pact and countries where there
is a risk the goods will be re-routed to these destinations.

The biggest recipient of Canadian defence and defence-related goods is the United States,
with whom Canada has had a Defence Production Sharing Agreement (DPSA) since 1959 that
gives Canadian firms privileged access to the US military market.! [Canada and the US also have
a Defence Development Sharing Agreement (DDSA)]. However, protectionists in the US Congress
have tabled trade bills in the Senate and House of Representatives that would place restrictions
on purchases of foreign defence goods in order to promote US products. Despite the Free Trade
Agreement, these measures may well affect existing Canada-US agreements on military trade,
such as the DPSA and the DDSA.

The idea of developing an international arms sale register under the auspices of the United
Nations surfaced once again in the Report of the Special Joint Committee on Canada’s Foreign
Relations (the Simard-Hockin Report) of June 1986. The Report recommended that Canada
should strive to convince other nations to support the proposals for an international system to
register exports and imports of weapons and munitions.!” On 21 October 1987, Under-Secretary
of State for External Affairs James Taylor told a conference in Hull that Canada supported the
idea of an arms register. His address included the following statement:

It is perhaps instructive in this regard to note that despite repeated
UN resolutions, scarcely more than twenty states register with the
UN their levels of military expenditure. Canada is one of the few
countries that does so.

Mr. Taylor also listed the current obstacles to such a measure, especially the type of
information to be provided and the range of goods to be declared. He pointed out that some
countries might refuse to be included on such a register for security reasons, since this register
would contain virtually all information about a country’s military strength, and might be used by
a potential enemy. Finally, he explained that the problem of the arms trade could not be solved

13 For a full overview of the new policy, see: "Export Controls Policy." Department of
External Affairs Communiqué No. 155 (10 September 1986).

e Krause, supra note 12, pp. 6-7.

17

Tom Hockin (MP) and Senator Jean-Maurice Simard, Independence and Internationalism:
Report of the Special Joint Committee of the Senate and of the House of Commons on
Canada’s International Relations, June 1986, p. 145.

i Department of External Affairs, Canadian Policy on Arms Control and Disarmament -
Excerpts from Official Statements and Communication. Ottawa, August 1988, p. 1.
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until the insecurity of some countries, often the result of flawed international security
mechanisms, had been addressed.”

In 1988 the UN General Assembly adopted a resolution requesting the Secretary-General
to carry out, with the assistance of governmental experts, a study on ways of promoting
transparency in international transfers of conventional weapons on a universal and non-
discriminatory basis. The group of governmental experts held its first meeting in New York from
22 to 26 January 1990, where they focussed on the scope of the study and the def inition of key
terms such as "arms" and "transfers". The Group comprises experts from nineteen countries,
including Canada. It will submit the results of its study to the General Assembly in the fall of

1991.%°

Begun in 1983, the biennial Armed Forces Training Technology Exhibition (ARMX) held
its 1989 exhibition in Ottawa in May. The exhibition featured the latest military technology
products of approximately 450 corporations from sixteen countries, including Canada. The
sponsor of the event was the Toronto-based Baxter Publishing Co., publisher of the Canadian
Defence Quarterly.

On 19 May 1989, Associate Minister of National Defence Mary Collins explained the role
of ARMX-1989 to the House of Commons as follows:

The primary purpose of ARMX is to provide a forum in which
training and technology needs of the Department of National
Defence can be offered and shown.... The Government of Canada
has identified its equipment needs from trucks to communications
equipment, and ARMX provides the various companies with an
opportunity to show their products and share their ideas.... ARMX
gives Canadian companies...the opportunity to show what they
have to offer to both exhibitors and the Canadian Government....
Visitors from NATO countries are encouraged to look at Canadian
capabilities to help them meet their NATO commitments.... We all
know that the defence industry is a relatively small part of our
national economy.... However, it certainly represents some of the
most technologically sophisticated industries that we have. The
high-tech industry is one of the ways for Canada to maintain a
competitive position internationally.... The defence business is
important toathe economic viability of many of our high-tech
communities.”

About 2,000 demonstrators protested outside the grounds where ARMX-1989 was being
held. A total of 145 people ‘were arrested and charged with mischief when they staged a sit-

5 Keith Krause, The International Trade in Arms: Problems and Prospects. Ottawa: Canadian
Institute for International Peace and Security, Conference Report No. 6 (October 1987),
pp. 28-29.

"Arms Transfer Experts Group Meets." Disarmament Bulletin No. 13 (Spring 1990), p. 15.

L Commons Debates, 19 May 1989, pp. 1981-1982.




12l

down strike in an attempt to prevent the exhibition from opening. Ottawa’s City Council voted
to stop renting any municipally owned property for future ARMX shows.

In February 1990, an ARMX spokesperson stated that a new private facility was being
built in the Ottawa region to house the military exhibition.?> A few months earlier, in October
1989, a study prepared on behalf of Baxter Publications reported that ten percent of the products
presented in ARMX-89 could be classed as weapons. The study, conducted by John Walsh of
Guelph University, stated that over eighty percent of the ARMX exhibitors were manufacturers
of non-lethal products, such as protective clothing, infographic equipment, machine parts,
medical equipment used for training purposes and components required for information services.?

Canadian Government regulations require an export permit for the sale of military
commodities to any country other than the United States. However, this permit does not cover
subsequent sales or inclusion of the commodity in another product sold to a third party. There
is no official Government reporting of either direct or indirect military commodity sales.
However, it was alleged in the December 1989 issue of The Ploughshares Monitor that Canadian
military commodities, or products that have military application, find their way each year into the
hands of governments who are at war or who are severe human rights violators.?*

PARLIAMENTARY COMMENT

On 29 September 1989, Liberal Member Stan Keyes presented to the House a petition signed by
some twenty-five members of local churches in the riding of Hamilton West. Mr Keyes stated:

They call upon the government to provide full disclosure of all
Canadian military exports, including the type, producers, vendors,
purchasers, transporters, as well as the immediate and final
destinations of military exports to be printed in register form and
available to the Canadian public upon request.

On 25 January 1990, NDP Member Bill Blaikie spoke on Bill C-25, an Act to amend the
Geneva Conventions Act. Mr Blaikie referred to the December edition of The Ploughshares
Monitor which gave a list of those countries reported to have received Canadian military

~
(5]

"ARMX Trade Show’s Back - Permanently." Ottawa Sun, 20 February 1990, p. 4.

= "Report Finds Defence Show a Boon to Ottawa Industry." Toronto Star, 24 October 1989,
p. F7.

i "Armed Conflicts in the World 1989." Ploughshares Monitor, vol. 10 no. 4 (December 1989),
pp. 14-15. See also "Indirect Military Sales to the Third World: Hidden Road to the Arms
Market." Ploughshares Monitor, vol. 9 no. 4 (December 1988), pp. 13-15.

25

Commons Debates, 29 September 1989, p. 4110. See also Commons Debates, 4 October
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equipment directly and indirectly. The NDP Member pointed out that the publication listed a
number of documented cases of such sales:

Let me mention the ones in which there are documented direct
arms sales. In Colombia there is a record of documented indirect
Canadian arms sales. There is documentation of Canadian arms
sales in Peru, in Israel, in Northern Ireland and Turkey. There is
documentation of indirect arms sales in Western Sahara, Sudan,
Chad, Uganda and Angola.

There is a record of indirect Canadian arms sales in the Irag-
Iranian conflict. In India where there is conflict between the
government and separatist ethnic and religious rebels, there is
direct Canadian arms sales; in Somalia, indirect Canadian arms
sales; in Mozambique, direct Canadian arms sales; in Sri Lanka,
direct Canadian arms sales; in Indonesia, direct Canadian arms
sales; in Malaysia, direct Canadian arms sales; in the Philippines,
indirect Canadian arms sales.

Finally, in the conflict between the Chinese and Vietname%e
governments since 1979, there is record of Canadian arms sales, 6

Mr Blaikie went on to state:

Unfortunately, as far as we are concerned, the Canadian government’s
record in that respect is not one that Canadians should be as proud of as
they sometimes are. There is no question that the average Canadian feels
good about Canada’s role in the world, and so they should in many respects.
They need to be reminded, not just from time to time, but consistently that
our hands are indeed dirty with respect to a lot of these armed conflicts
that are happening around the world.?’

On 9 February 1990, NDP Member Stan J. Hovdebo also spoke on Bill C-25, an Act to amend the
Geneva Conventions Act. He stated:

There should be stronger restrictions so that, minimally, military
and military-related products do not go to human rights violators.
The end use of any component should be part of the exporting
requirements and should be firmly controlled.

Better still, we should stop making and selling armaments
completely. Canadians could also make an effort, both nationally
and internationally, to reduce the flow of weapons on the
international iarket. As a place to start we could make
requirements which would force suppliers to recognize when they
are contributing to world armament.

Commons Debates, 25 January 1990, pp. 7482-7483.

27 Ibid., p. 7483.




We could appeal to places such as Indo-China, the Horn of Africa,
South Africa, Central America, the Middle East and other places
where there is widespread killing, devastation and injustice. We
could deal with them and start a movement toward the elimination
of armaments.

Even as we make rules for war we should be doi% much more to
ensure that war becomes less likely in the world.
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On 30 April 1990, NDP Member Ian Waddell questioned the Government about arms sales
to Nicaragua. Mr. Waddell said:

Three vears ago I raised in this House of Commons actually four
times, the question of arms sales by Canadian companies to the
Nicaragua contras.

Yesterday The Toronto Star reports that arms dealer Arif Durrani
has seen the shipments first-hand, and is testifying that documents
were falsified.

In light of the new, direct evidence of illegal activity of Canadian
companies, will the minister make public the RCMP report, which
I do not believe has ever been made publici and can we expect
charges against these companies in Canada? 2

Secretary of State for External Affairs Joe Clark replied:

The hon. member is correct. He raised the matter four times and
I think that on each occasion I gave him the assurance that the
Canadian government was not involved in and had no knowledge
of a transaction to supply arms.

He quotes Mr. Arif Durrani. He does not give his full credential.
He is a convicted arms dealer in prison in Oregon. He is the source
of the latest round of concerns that have been expressed in The
Toronto Star.

The hon. member knows as well as anyone in the House that there
is a practical rule against releasing RCMP reports. I trust him and
take him as a man of his word. If he is prepared to accept the
normal confidentialities that would apply, I will be sure that there
is a complete briefing given to him on a confidential basis as to the
circumstances. Then he can base his questions on the facts, not on
allegations that come from persons occupying cells in Oregon.

29

30
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Il - DEFENCE

14. ARCTIC SOVEREIGNTY AND SECURITY

BACKGROUND

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

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

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

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

Although the first nuclear-powered submarine operated under the Arctic icecap for an
extended period of time as early as 1958, it is comparatively recently that both superpowers are
believed to have initiated regular submarine patrols under the ice. This development has raised
the prospect of the Arctic becoming an area of growing strategic importance to the superpowers,
and has created dilemmas for the Canadian Government. As nuclear-powered submarines are
particularly difficult to detect and monitor effectively under the ice, their operation in the Arctic
poses a new challenge to the assertion of Canadian sovereignty in the region.
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In August 1985, a more visible threat to Canadian sovereignty presented itself with the
voyage of the US Coast Guard vessel, the Polar Sea, through the Northwest Passage. The declared
purpose of the voyage was to shorten the sailing time to Alaska. The US Government failed,
however, to request the Canadian Government’s permission to make the voyage. Although the US
Government made it clear that it did not agree with Canada’s position on the status of the Arctic
waters, it nevertheless proposed that the voyage be made on a cooperative basis. To this end, the
US Coast Guard provided information to its Canadian counterpart and took Canadian observers
on board the vessel. Moreover, the US Government stated that the voyage did not prejudice the
legal position of either government with regard to the waters.!

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

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

Mr. Clark announced several measures to better ensure the protection of Canadian Arctic
sovereignty. These included: an Order in Council establishing straight baselines (enclosing
Canada’s internal waters) around the outer perimeter of the Archipelago; the introduction of
measures to extend the application of Canadian civil and criminal law to all offshore zones,
including the Arctic (Bill C-104); an increase in the number of surveillance flights and in the
level of naval activity in eastern Arctic waters; and the construction of a Polar Class 8 icebreaker.
The Government also indicated its willingness to have the sovereignty question referred to the
World Court, by withdrawing its earlier reservations in this regard. Finally, it called for
immediate discussions with the United States on all means of cooperation in Arctic waters on the
basis of full respect for Canadian sovereignty. Negotiations between Canada and the United States
began soon afterwards.

In June 1987, Canada’s Defence White Paper listed a number of additional sovereignty-
related defence initiatives that the Government planned to undertake. These included: the ongoing
modernization of the DEW Line radars; the upgrading of five northern airfields to accommodate
fighter interceptors; an increase in the number of Aurora Long-range Patrol Aircraft; the
modernization of the Tracker medium-range aircraft; an expansion of the Canadian Ranger force;
the establishment of a Northern Training Centre for the Canadian Forces; and the planned
deployment of fixed sonar systems for submarine detection in the Arctic passages. In addition,

1 This was made clear in a State Department Press Guidance released on 14 June 1985, the

day after the Canadian public was made aware of the impending transit.

2 Commons Debates, 10 September 1985, p. 6463.
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recognizing the Aréhipelago’s potential as a viable passageway for submarines between the Arctic
and Atlantic Oceans, the White Paper announced the Government’s decision to acquire ten to
twelve nuclear-powered submarines of its own, partly because of their under-ice capability.

In a speech in Murmansk on 1 October 1987, Soviet leader Mikhail Gorbachev proposed
that the Arctic become a zone of peace. Specifically, the Soviet leader called for negotiations
aimed at scaling down militarization and naval activity in the Baltic, Northern, Greenland and
Norwegian Seas (later extended to include the Barents Sea as well). Limitations on anti-
submarine weapons, advance notification of major military exercises, and the banning of naval
activity in international straits and shipping lanes were all proposed. President Gorbachev also
called for multilateral cooperation in the development of Arctic resources, in scientific research,
and in environmental protection. Finally, he raised the possibility of the Soviet Union opening to
other nations the Northern Sea Route from Europe to the Far East.

On 9 December 1987, at a Norway-Canada Conference on Circumpolar Issues in Tromso,
Norway, External Affairs Minister Joe Clark indicated the Government’s desire to develop a
comprehensive Northern foreign policy. He stated the elements of this policy as follows: 1)
affirming Canadian sovereignty; 2) modernizing Canada’s northern defences; 3) preparing for
commercial use of the Northwest Passage; and 4) promoting enhanced circumpolar cooperation.
Enhanced security in the Arctic, according to Mr.Clark, would come from a step-by-step
approach to arms control and disarmament. Finally, he noted that Canada’s Arctic security was
a direct function of Alliance solidarity and cohesion, the climate of East-West relations, and
progress toward balanced reductions of nuclear weapons.>

In this speech Mr. Clark also elucidated Canada’s response to Mr. Gorbachev’s Murmansk
Initiative, outlining what he termed "serious reservations about these proposals." First, Mr. Clark
said that proposals to declare the North a nuclear weapon-free zone or to restrict naval
movements in areas like the Norwegian Sea ignored the fact that the nuclear weapon threat was
global, not regional. Such proposals, he said, would therefore do nothing to reduce the threat
from these weapons. Second, Mr. Clark criticized Mr. Gorbachev for not providing any detail as
to how a ban on naval activity would be verified. Finally, the External Affairs Minister observed
that it was the Soviet Union, not Canada or the other Nordic countries, that had an enormous
concentration of military forces and weapons in the Arctic.

On 11 January 1988, after two years of discussion, Canada and the United States signed
a Canada-United States Arctic Cooperation Agreement (the "Icebreaker" Agreement). This
Agreement seeks to facilitate navigation by the icebreakers of the two nations, and to develop
cooperative procedures for this purpose. Under its terms, the United States pledges that all
navigation by US icebreakers in waters claimed by Canada to be internal, will be undertaken with

"S.peech by the Right Honourable Joe Clark to the Norway-Canada Conference on
Circumpolar Issues, Tromso, Norway, December 9, 1987." Secretary of State for External
Affairs, Statement 87/72.
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the consent of the Canadian Government.* It goes on to state that nothing in the Agreement nor
any practice thereunder affects the respective positions of the two governments on the Law of the
Sea in this or other maritime areas, or their positions regarding third parties.’ Describing the
Agreement as "an important step for Canada in the North," Prime Minister Brian Mulroney stated:

While we and the United States have not changed our legal
positions we have come to a practical agreement that is fully
consistent with the requirements of Canadian Sovereignty in the
Arctic. It is an improvement over the situation which prevailed
previouslgr. What we have now significantly advances Canadian
interests.

The first "test" of the new agreement came in October 1988, when External Affairs
Minister Clark announced that the Canadian Government had given its consent to a US request
for the US Coast Guard icebreaker Polar Star to transit the Northwest Passage.

The release of a new budget by the Government in late April 1989 brought with it the
cancellation or curtailment of a number of programmes envisaged in the Defence White Paper as
contributing to sovereignty protection in the Arctic. Cancelled were: 1) plans to acquire ten to
twelve nuclear-powered submarines; 2) the purchase of six additional Aurora long-range patrol
aircraft; 3) plans to modernize two squadrons of older Tracker patrol planes; and 4) the purchase
of thirteen to twenty-eight CF-18 jet fighters. In addition, the planned purchase of 820 all-
terrain vehicles designed to operate in the Arctic was cut by over fifty percent (to 400), and was
expected to be delayed until at least 1995-1996.

In an interview on 27 April 1989, Defence Minister Bill McKnight remarked that, as a
result of the budget cuts, Canada might in future be forced to place greater reliance on
cooperation with its allies (i.e., the United States and Britain) for the protection of sovereignty in
the Canadian Arctic.” Commenting that "(t)here are better ways of defending northern
sovereignty," the Minister added: "unfortunately we cannot afford those ways."8

On 30 June 1989, Defence Minister McKnight announced the purcHase of three Arctic
and Maritime Surveillance Aircraft for the Canadian Forces. To be called the Arcturus, the
aircraft will be used primarily for military, environmental, maritime and Arctic surveillance, as

"Agreement Between the Government of Canada and the Government of the United States
of America on Arctic Cooperation." Department of External Affairs, News Release
No. 010 (11 January 1988).

? Ibid..

o Ibid..

L Paul Koring, "Defence of Arctic Left to Allies by Budget Cuts," Globe and Mail, 28 April
1989,:p. A2:

9 Ibid..
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well as for fisheries patrols.9 In addition, they will serve as a back-up for search and rescue. The
aircraft are to be built to Canadian military specifications and share the same airframe and
engines as the Aurora aircraft (although, unlike the Aurora, they will not be equipped with
submarine-detection equipment), thus allowing significant savings in maintenance and training
costs for both. Mr. McKnight described the purchase as "a cost-effective measure to address the
need to effectively patrol Canada’s coastline and enforce Canadian sovereignty.10

CURRENT CANADIAN POSITION

In July 1989, the United States, for the second time under the terms of the Canada-United States
Arctic Cooperation Agreement, requested and received permission from the Canadian government
to allow navigation through the Northwest Passage of the Polar Star icebreaker. Mr. Clark, who
announced the voyage, said that the Polar Star would be accompanied by a Canadian Coast Guard
icebreaker and that there would be a Canadian Coast Guard agent aboard the American vessel.!!

In September 1989, there were reports that Soviet leader Mikhail Gorbachev would ask
Prime Minister Mulroney to cooperate in demilitarizing the Arctic when the Prime Minister
visited the Soviet Union in November 1989.12 The following month, the issue of Arctic
demilitarization drew closer scrutiny with the publication by the Canadian Centre for Arms
Control and Disarmament of a panel report on Arctic arms control. The panel, consisting of
professors, international relations experts and representatives of native groups, made eight
recommendations in response to Mr. Gorbachev’s 1987 Murmansk initiative, including:
establishment of a central Arctic demilitarized zone; an Arctic Open Skies arrangement; aerial
confidence-building measures pertaining to military aircraft; sea-launched cruise missile limits
and naval arms control; a Conference on Arctic Security and Cooperation; the appointment by
Canada of an Ambassador for Circumpolar Affairs; and two unilateral initiatives by the USSR,
namely a halt to its nuclear testing on the Arctic island of Novaya Zemlya and a declaration that
its submarines would not transit Canadian Arctic waters.

At a Conference on Canadian-Soviet Arctic Cooperation to which the Panel report was
presented, Soviet Deputy Foreign Minister Vladimir Petrovsky urged Canada to join the Soviet
Union in attempts to demilitarize the Arctic. Specifically, Mr. Petrovsky suggested there should

Department of National Defence, News Release, 30 June 1989, p. 1.

10 Ibid., p. 2.
11

" Ottawa autorise le Polar Star a naviguer dans le Passage du Nord-Ouest," La Presse.
29 July 1989, p. A10.

Olivia Ward, "Soviets 'ready’ to disarm Arctic official says," Toronto Star, 18 September
1989, p. A3.

B See: David Cox and Tariq Rauf, Security Co-operation in the Arctic: A Canadian Response
to Gorbachev’'s Murmansk Initiative. Ottawa: Canadian Centre for Arms Control and
Disarmament, 24 October 1989, pp. vi-vii.
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be limits on vessels bearing nuclear weapons in the northern seas. Petrovsky told the confer-
ence: "We propose all interested states begin negotiations aimed at limiting the scale of their
military activity in the North, both in the eastern and western hemispheres."!*

The response of the Canadian Government to the report of the panel on Arctic arms
control was less than enthusiastic. Speaking to the House of Commons Standing Committee on
External Affairs and International Trade on 7 November 1989, Canada’s new Ambassador for
Disarmament Margaret Mason explained that Canada viewed the threat to Canadian security in
the Arctic in the context of East-West relations. That threat, she said, was being addressed
through those forums that deal with such issues. She continued:

The only nuclear weapons that are present in the Arctic are of
course on the Soviet Kola Peninsula. It is a base for the submarines
that carry submarine-launched ballistic missiles. Those weapons
are being addressed...by the START negotiation. If there is a 50%
reduction, at least some of the reduction will touch the missiles that
are located in the Soviet Arctic.

Likewise the conventional negotiation in Europe, dealing with the
East-West threat...again is dealing with the question of Arctic
secu{ity. I think that is the way Canada has been approaching
this.

Ambassador Mason maintained that the level of armaments located in the central Arctic
was too low to warrant it being established as a zone of peace. She did concede, however, that
confidence-building measures could be examined for that area. She also suggested in her
testimony that the government was looking closely at the recommendation for a conference on
Arctic cooperation to discuss a broad range of issues affecting the region. She remained adamant,
though, that "the government’s approach at this time is to argue, as I said, that the threat to the
Arctic is not emanating from the Arctic per se. It is a broader issue."1 Finally, the Ambassador
maintained that "no proposal put forward by the Soviets goes anywhere near affecting the Kola
Peninsula."l” This point was echoed by External Affairs Minister Clark who was quoted later in
the month describing Mr. Gorbachev’s "zone of peace" as unacceptable to Canada because it
excluded the heavily militarized Kola Peninsula.'®

¥ William Walker, "Soviet urges Canada to work toward limiting nuclear arms in North,"

Toronto Star, 24 October 1989, p. 3.

B Minutes of Proceedings and Evidence of the Standing Committee on External Affairs and

International Trade, Issue no. 24, 7 November 1989, p. 11.
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54 Ibid., p. 22.
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While in the Soviet Union in November 1989, Prime Minister Mulroney delivered a speech
on Arctic issues to the Arctic and Antarctic Institute in Leningrad and signed the Canada-USSR
Agreement on Cooperation in the Arctic and the North. In his speech, which dealt mainly with
the responsibility of Canada and the USSR to protect the Arctic environment, Mr. Mulroney said
that he agreed "entirely with President Gorbachev on the call he made at the United Nations for
definitions of national security to be broadened to include the environmental threat to all
nations."'? The "Arctic Cooperation Agreement," signed by Prime Minister Mulroney and Soviet
Prime Minister Nikolay Ryzhkov, is intended to enhance exchanges and broaden bilateral
cooperation in many areas of Arctic development including scientific, technical and economic
cooperation and cooperation on social and cultural questions. The agreement provides for the
establishment of a Canada-USSR ministerial level mixed commission to oversee its implementa-
tion.

Also announced by Mr. Mulroney during his visit to Moscow was the creation of a
Canadian Polar Commission, to monitor the development in Canada and elsewhere of polar
knowledge and provide information about polar research matters for Canadians and Canadian
institutions. Bill C-72, an act to establish the Commission, was first introduced in the House by
Indian Affairs and Northern Development Minister Thomas Siddon on 25 May 1990.%°

On the final day of the visit to Moscow it was revealed that Soviet Foreign Minister
Eduard Shevardnadze had told Mr.Clark privately that the Soviet Union would not send its
submarines into Canadian Arctic waters.”! Mr. Shevardnadze made that commitment public in
an interview with the Soviet newspaper /zvestia when he said:

The Soviet Union is consistently working towards making the
Arctic a zone of peace, free from nuclear weapons, and scaling
down military activity in that region....even now we can announce
that Soviet submarines do not enter the waters of the Canadian
Archipelago.22

2 Office of the Prime Minister, Notes for an Address by The Right Honourable Brian
Mulroney Prime Minister of Canada, delivered at the Arctic and Antarctic Institute,
Leningrad, 24 November 1989, p. 4.
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Minister Eduard Shevardnadze in Izvestia, 23 November 1989), Ottawa: Press Office of
the USSR Embassy in Canada, News Release No. 90, 30 November 1989.
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Mr. Clark responded cautiously to the Soviet pledge. He said that he believed Soviet
submarines had in the past invaded Canadian Arctic waters though he had no indications of
recent incursions.??

When he returned home the Prime Minister was widely criticized for having failed to use
the opportunity of his Soviet visit to launch a Canadian initiative on Arctic arms control. He did
tell the House of Commons upon his return that he had raised the issue of the Murmansk
proposals with President Gorbachev, reminded him of Mr. Clark’s initial reactions, and stated
"that we were quite prepared to discuss with the Soviets any refinements they might have to their
original ideas." He also informed the Soviet president of his belief that "the best avenues for
making progress on these issues" were the "current ongoing arms control negotiations between the
two superpowers and the two alliances." According to the prime minister, President Gorbachev
"understands fully our position and agreed that further review of this issue should be pursued by
the Secretary of State for External Affairs (Mr. Clark) and Mr. Shevardnadze."**

Later in the day’s debate, External Affairs Minister Clark referred to President
Gorbachev’s desire to have "the matter...be under more regular review between myself as
Canadian foreign minister and Mr. Shevardnadze." Describing this as "one of the significant
developments of the discussions in Moscow," Mr. Clark went on: "We agreed to that immediately
because we think that will provide us with the opportunity to make proposals and provide an
occasion for them to be looked at on a very high level."®

Just prior to visiting Canada in February 1990, Mr. Shevardnadze said that Canada would
figure prominently in helping to demilitarize the Arctic. He insisted that the Soviet Union was
already meeting doubts raised by Canada and other countries about Moscow’s commitment to
demilitarizing the region. He pointed out, for example, that more than 20,000 soldiers and sailors
would be withdrawn during 1990 from the Leningrad Military District and the strategic Northern
Fleet. He added that the US-Soviet treaty cutting strategic nuclear arsenals (START) would also
affect the polar region.¢

Also during February 1990, the Canadian Government announced, as part of its deficit
reduction effort, the cancellation of the Polar 8 icebreaker project. During his budget speech on
20 February, Finance Minister Michael Wilson explained: "The government will not proceed with
the Polar 8 icebreaker project, due to significant increases in the estimated costs, delays which

23 Jeff Sallot, "Soviet subs entered Arctic, Clark says," Globe and Mail, 25 November 1989,
p. Ad.

24 Commons Debates, 27 November 1989, p. 6237.
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Stephen Handelman, "Let’s build ‘peaceful Arctic roof’ soviet urges," Toronto Star,
3 February 1990, p. A20.
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have contributed to these increases, and changes in the international environment."*” The budget
document itself added:

The decision to construct the Polar 8 was taken in a significantly
different international context. In 1988, the government signed the
Canada-US Arctic Cooperation Agreement. Under this proven and
workable agreement, the United States has agreed to provide
advance notice and seek prior consent of Canada for all US
icebreaker voyages in Canadian Arctic waters.

The document also pointed out that the current estimated cost of the Polar 8 project was
in excess of $680 million, twenty per cent higher than the original estimate of $565 million. It
calculated that the decision to axe the project would generate direct fiscal savings of $84 million
in 1990-91 and $62 million in 1991-92.%

PARLIAMENTARY COMMENT

The question of Arctic arms control was the subject of considerable discussion in the House. On
24 October 1989, Liberal MP Joseph Volpe referred to the Arms Control Centre’s panel report in
criticizing the government for what he called its lack of an Arctic policy. Specifically, he
chastised the Government for pouring cold water on the recommendations of the report and for
failing to respond to Soviet invitations for discussion and reciprocal cooperation in the region.
Mr Volpe then said:

I call on the government to examine thoroughly, thoughtfully, and
with openness, the recommendations made by the panel on Arctic
arms control and then to respond positively to invitations for
peace.

NDP Member Simon de Jong made a similar statement in the House on 31 October 1989,

criticizing the government for its negative response to the Murmansk initiative. He then urged
that:

At a minimum the government should accept two of the Arms
Control Centre’s recommendations. It should create an ambassa-
dor for circumpolar affairs, and it should extend the open-sky
proposals to include the Arctic ocean region.

Department of Finance Canada, The Budget, 20 February 1990, p. 12.
= Ibid., p. 82.

Department of Finance Canada, The Budget, 20 February 1990, p.82.
Commons Debates, 24 October 1989, p. 5046.

Commons Debates, 31 October 1989, p. 5353.
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Prior to the Prime Minister’s departure for the Soviet Union in November 1989, NDP leader
Ed Broadbent asked him if he would seriously respond, during his visit, to a repeated Soviet proposal
for a nuclear-free zone in the Arctic.®> The Prime Minister replied:

I propose to review with the President of the Soviet Union all avenues
of co-operation and to explore with him and his colleagues all
reasonablg opportunities for progress and for a greater degree of
stability.

Liberal Leader John Turner took up this theme upon the Prime Minister’s return from
Moscow. Referring to Mr. Mulroney’s visit, Mr. Turner remarked:

The joint statement by the two governments contain many generalities
but no proposals, no initiatives, no studies of any indication of interest
in developing Canadian perspectives on arms limitation. Joint
approaches to Arctic security shone by their absence. There was no
response to Mr. Gorbachev’s proposal regarding a peace zone in the
Arctic.

Mr. Turner continued, suggesting to the Prime Minister specific proposals he might have pursued:

The Prime Minister should have put forward serious proposals in
several areas. First, Arctic security. In February, 1988, I called for
the creation of a new international regime in the Arctic, in particular
the promotion of arms control alternatives. This government has
refused to consider such initiatives.

The second area is Arctic sovereignty. We need a joint declaration
with the Soviet Union in which they explicitly recognize our
sovereignty over Canadian-claimed Arctic waters. The Soviet foreign
minister’s statement on Soviegssubmarines hinted at their willingness
to support such a declaration.

Finally, Mr. Turner asked the government to appoint an ambassador for circumpolar affairs whose job
it would be to co-ordinate Canada’s Arctic policy.

NDP Member Bill Blaikie also criticized the government for failing to come up with any ideas
with respect to peace in the Arctic:

What is the response of the government to the proposal that there be
an Arctic open skies Policy? What is the response of the government
to the suggestion that we seek -- and this is a suggestion that has been
made not only by the Soviet Union, but by various Canadian groups
and political parties -- aagemilitarized zone in the Arctic or a nuclear
free zone in the Arctic?

32 Commons Debates, 30 October 1989, p. 5292.
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Mr. Blaikie complained that it was a mistake to confine matters pertaining to the Arctic
to the context of superpower negotiations. On the contrary, he said, Canadian sovereignty in the
Arctic was no more respected by the US than by the USSR. He suggested, therefore, that the
Government seek a replacement for NORAD that would enable Canada to respond to initiatives
that were made by the Soviet Union with respect to peace and security in the Arctic.”

Again, on 27 November, Mr. Volpe asked if the government would, like the Soviet Union,
give a positive response to recommendations of the Panel on Arctic Arms Control. Mr. Clark
responded:

I have asked my office to arrange a meeting between myself and
the chairman of the agency which organized that panel. We intend
to take a very careful look at all of its recommendations.

Mr. Clark then reiterated his feeling, which he said was shared by the Soviet Union, that
any discussion of such questions would proceed "always on the understanding that any
negotiations would occur on an alliance basis because that is the way that negotiations lead to real
reduction in weapons."39 However, he added:

Having those questions negotiated on an alliance to alliance basis
obviously does not preclude them being discussed between
countries that have a particular interest, as Canada and the Soviet
Union do.*

Given the strength of the Government’s past commitment to building the Polar 8
icebreaker and its economic importance to B.C., where it was to be built, it is not surprising that
the decision to cancel the project caused a flurry of discussion in the House. On 13 March 1990,
NDP Member John Brewin asked the government to revoke its decision:

Will the Prime Minister assure the House, given his personal
commitment, that he will in fact direct a reconsideration of this
decision, or will he stand in this House and explain to the people
of Canada what alternative the government has in mind to protect
our sovereignty in the Arctic, to open the north and to ensure that
the people of British Columbia get their fair share of jobs in the
shipbuilding industry?41

3t Ibid., p. 6244.
% Ibid., p. 6264.
22 Ibid..
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41 Commons Debates, 13 March 1990, p. 9157.



140

External Affairs Minister Clark replied that the decision to cancel the icebreaker had been
an agonizing one for the government. But he said it was justified for reasons of escalating cost,
the fact that the US had agreed to seek the prior consent of Canada before traversing the
Northwest Passage, and the fact that "there are a range of other devices available to us in our
north that can help us assert and assume Canadian sovereignty."42

Liberal MP Lloyd Axworthy persisted along the same line as Mr. Brewin, asking the
government if it was no longer interested in exercising Canada’s sovereignty in the Arctic. Mr.
Clark reiterated that the agreement with the United States had assured Canadian sovereignty

there:
Mr. Speaker, as I have indicated, what we have done is first, our

actions with regard to the International Court; second, with regard
to the establishment of base lines; third with regard to the
establishment in the north of aircraft and other surveillance
features; fourth by the conclusion of an agreement with the United
States by which for the first time in history the Americans agree
that they must....seek the prior consent of this sovereign country
before their nation traverses the Northwest Passage.43

A few days later Liberal MP Bob Kaplan attacked this latter argument:

I want to ask [Mr. Clark] about the delusions of grandeur he has
about this Northwest Passage Agreement with the Americans. The
minister said in the House last week three times that Canada’s
consent was required for all US vessels to pass, that is false. The
consent required is limited to ice-breakers. His agreement means,
in effect, that other US vessels like submarines and oil tankers can
pass without seeking consent.

Is his agreement not a step backward from the long progress to
have the Americans recognize our sovereignty?

Mr. Clark responded that he would let the people of Canada decide what was a step
backward. He pointed out that when Mr. Kaplan’s party was the government there was no
understanding between Canada and the US with regard to the passage of icebreakers. This had
precipitated the controversy over the Northwest Passage that Mr. Clark’s government had sought
to end by concluding the agreement.

In a statement made in the House on 5 March 1990, Ms. Dawn Black, NDP Member for
New-Westminster -- Burnaby, BC, described the cancellation of the Polar 8 project as indicative
of "how much the finance minister cares about British Columbia." First, she said, the government

2 Ibid., p. 9157-9158.
43 Ibid., p. 9158.
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had snubbed that province entirely when it came time to award contracts for the Navy frigates,

which had created a furore. Ms. Black continued:

Somehow, surprised at the furore that this snub created in my
province, the Tories did what they always do. They scrambled
about and they made yet another of their "sacred trust" promises.
They said: No, of course we did not forget about British Columbia.
We will give your shipyards the Polar 8 contract. Now, just a short
time later, we see those words were just so much hot air. The
budget wiped out this promise to B.C..

w46

the Committee and was told by NDP Member Bill Blaikie:

The fact that [testing] is now going to be happening in our
neighbourhood, in the Arctic, it seems to me, should be of renewed
concern to both west and east and grounds, I would hope, for the
government to change its position, to give new impetus to the
government to really get about the business of seeking a
comprehensive test ban....

Mr. Clark replied:

On the Arctic, we are worried about that change in the venue of
testing. We certainly are going to be discussing it with the Soviets
when they are here, particularly with regard, in the short term, to
whatever guarantees they can give us, whatever safeguards can be
established regarding environmental implications for Canada. As
you know, there are particularly acute problems because of the
fragility and the carrying capacity of the atmosphere in the far
north. We are going to have to take a look at whether or not under
some of the agreements we have signed with the Soviets on
northern co-operation there is particular leverage or a particular
oppertunity for us to deal with the question.

45
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Referring to the Government’s action, Ms. Black charged: "They make one promise to get
elected and rescind that commitment when the whim suits them.

From 20 April to 5 May 1990, the Standing Committee on External Affairs and
International Trade visited the Soviet Union and East and West Germany. While in Leningrad the
Committee learned that Moscow would soon transfer all its nuclear testing from Kazakhastan to
the Arctic island of Novaya Zemlya. On 24 May, External Affairs Minister Clark appeared before

House of Commons, Standing Committee on External Affairs and National Defence,

Minutes of Proceedings and Evidence, Issue No. 51 (24 May 1990), p. 51:11.
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Progressive Conservative MP Walter MacLean suggested that the Minister explore the
possibility of "having an Arctic parliamentary initiative to look at the environment and security
issues in this area, particularly in light of the testing issues that Mr. Blaikie was raising."* Mr.
Clark replied:

I think the idea of an Arctic parliamentary initiative is interesting.
If you want to flesh that out, I think that would be a useful thing
to be launched between Soviet and Canadian parliamentarians for
a variety of reasons. The focus on the Arctic, I think, would be
quite helpful.50

In June, the Standing Committee issued a report of its visit to the Soviet Union and the
two Germanies recommending the "need to develop and act upon a circumpolar political agenda
by creating a Conference on Arctic Security and Cooperation, in effect an Arctic equivalent of
the CSCE."! They advised that such a forum would continually address several "baskets" of issues,
including security and arms control issues, the indigenous peoples, scientific cooperation, the
environment and economic and cultural development. To begin the process the report
recommended that the Canadian Parliament propose and prepare to organize a Circumpolar
Parliamentary Conference with the aim of setting up a permanent Arctic Conference.>

On 31 May 1990, Liberal MP André Ouellet moved that the Chamber call upon the
government through open parliamentary consultations to develop independent, effective policy
initiatives in foreign policy and trade in line with changed international conditions. In considering
that motion, Liberal MP Lloyd Axworthy said that one of the most critical areas of concern was
the Arctic. He chastized the government for not taking advantage of Mr. Gorbachev’s visit the
day before by responding to his earlier suggestions for a treaty for the Arctic: "Goodness knows
that our security interests are directly in the Arctic. That is where US and Russian submarines are
playing tag all the time and where we need some kind of arrangement."53

On 5 June, New Democratic Party leader Audrey McLaughlin told the House that there
could be no greater threat to the environment than continued nuclear testing. She then asked the
External Affairs Minister what had been conveyed by Canada to Mr. Gorbachev about the Arctic
during his visit. Mr. Clark replied:

I raised the question with Mr. Shevardnadze with respect to the
shifting of the emphasis of Soviet testing to the Arctic and
expressed Canada’s concern about the environmental consequences
of that testing. I indicated to him that we were particularly aware
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of the fragility of the ecology there and wanted to ensure that the
co-operation established between Canada and the Soviet Union on
Arctic matters could apply to co-operation with respect to testing.

On 15 June 1990, a second reading was given in the House to Bill C-72, an act to establish
the Canadian Polar Commission. In the debate that followed, Conservative MP Shirley Martin said
that the Commission would foster the promotion and development of knowledge about the polar
region. "Furthermore," she said:

An increase in the field of polar knowledge will in accordance with
Canada’s foreign policy enhance Canada’s international profile as
a circumpolar nation by fostering international co-operation and
by increasing international attention to Canada’s polar regions by
addressing such issues as resource development, legal or
jurisdictional questions, security concerns, and global
environmental problems including the greenhouse effect, the ozone
layer, and water and airborne contaminants.

There was virtually unanimous support in the House for the establishment of the
Commission. Liberal MP Jack Iyerak Anawak said that he supported the bill in principle " because
it is a good initiative and is long overdue.™® New Democratic Party Member Nelson Riis echoed
Mr. Anawak:

This particular piece of legislation to create an arctic commission
is long overdue. If my memory serves me, I believe that we are the
only polar nation that does not have a commission in place. I must
say that, on behalf of the New Democrats in the House, we are
pleased with this initiative...3’
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15. CRUISE MISSILE TESTING

BACKGROUND

On 10 February 1983, Canada and the United States signed an agreement establishing a procedure
for the testing of US defense systems in Canada. Known as the "Canada-U.S. Test and Evaluation
Programme," the agreement was initially valid for five years, and was renewed for another five
years in 1988.

The agreement is not reciprocal, covering only the testing of U.S. defence systems in
Canada. According to its terms, the United States can request testing of various systems,
including artillery equipment, helicopters, surveillance and identification systems and the guidance
system for unarmed cruise missiles. Canada may, however, refuse any testing project, and no
biological, chemical or nuclear weapons may be brought into the country. Furthermore, the
agreement can be terminated on twelve months’ notice.!

Two groups were formed within the Department of National Defence (DND) to oversee
the programme. A steering group, charged with exercising authority over the programme itself,
makes recommendations concerning which projects are acceptable to Canada. In addition, a
coordinating group reviews the feasibility of the projects and administers the programme. At the
beginning of each year, the United States submits a thirty-month forecast to DND, outlining the
projects it wishes to undertake in Canada. After review, and once ministerial approval is granted,
the Government of Canada informs the US of its approval-in-principle. The Americans then
submit a project proposal to DND, where it is examined and approved by authorities. Once this
approval is obtained, a project arrangement is jointly developed by the two parties. For some
projects, however, Cabinet approval may be required.

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

The Government’s rationale for agreeing to the US request was that testing of the cruise
missile and guidance system was, in its view, directly linked to Canada’s security, as a member
of NATO and NORAD, and that it was in keeping with Canada’s policy on arms control and
disarmament. Canadian territory is particularly suitable for this type of testing as it offers vast
expanses of uninhabited cold-weather terrain similar to that of attack routes into the Soviet
Union. The tests generally take place in the first three months of the year to take advantage of
the desired weather conditions. The government has made clear, however, that its agreement to
allow such testing in no way changes Canada’s own decision to renounce the use of nuclear
weapons for its own armed forces.

Department of External Affairs, Testing of Defence Systems in Canada, Background Notes.
Ottawa, 1983.
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The extension of cruise missile testing for another five years beyond the initial five-
year period specified in the 1983 umbrella agreement was confirmed in 1987, after the
Government did not give the required twelve months’ notice of its intention to withdraw. The
renewal of the agreement, and the terms surrounding it, were clearly expressed in a statement by
the Associate Minister of National Defence to the House of Commons on 6 March 1987:

The agreement has always been and still is, liable to termination at
any time by either party giving 12 months’ notice.... Either party
can terminate a specific arrangement under the agreement -- for
example, cruise missile testing -- at any time on one day’s notice
should imperative circumstances so warrant.... We have repeatedly
stated our intention to carry on, and will do so, but this in no way
precludes second thoughts should circumstances change.

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

On 17 January 1989, Canada received an official request from US authorities to amend the
1983 umbrella agreement to allow testing of a more sophisticated version of the cruise missile in
Canada. This Advanced Cruise Missile (ACM), a "Stealth" missile known as the AGM-129A, is
faster and has a longer range than the previous model tested in Canada. It is also more difficult
to track via radar and seeks its targets with more precision. :

The new American request provoked an outcry among arms control experts, as well as
peace and disarmament groups, who pointed to the new missile’s potential use as a first-strike
nuclear weapon. These critics argued that agreement to allow its testing by Canada would mean
a "dangerous escalation of the arms race."

On 1 February 1989, Minister of National Defence Bill McKnight, announced that
Canada would allow the United States to test the unarmed Advanced Cruise Missile over Canadian
territory. The Minister said that cruise missile testing "is an important Canadian contribution to
the effectiveness of NATO’s strategic deterrent." Observing that Canada supported the pursuit
of mutual arms reduction, Mr. McKnight went on to say that this process could only move ahead
effectively if both sides were dealing from equivalent positions. He added that the Warsaw Pact
already had a significant and impressive cruise missile capability, and that both superpowers were
agreed that under the Strategic Arms Reduction Talks (START), advanced cruise missiles would
continue to form part of their future strategic arsenals.’

~

Commons Debates, 6 March 1987, p. 3918.

Tim Harper, "New Cruise Missile Tests Fuel the Arms Race." Toronto Star, 2 February
1989, p. A2.

Department of National Defence, News Release No. 6 (1 February 1989), p. 1.

3 Ibid., pp. 1-2.
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Echoing Mr. McKnight’s remarks, External Affairs Minister Joe Clark added that cruise
missile testing would contribute to a climate "that will lead to balanced arms control."® He also
denied allegations that the Stealth cruise missile constituted a first-strike weapon capable of being
used in a sudden attack on the Soviet Union. In this regard, Mr. Clark noted that the advanced
cruise would require "something like six hours to reach Moscow from North America," and that
it "would be visible" on Soviet radar screens.’

That same day, a document issued by the Department of External Affairs stated that
substantial improvements were taking place in Soviet cruise missile capabilities. Noting that many
of these developments were "revolutionary”, the document asserted that the Soviets had begun
testing a number of supersonic (Mach 3) cruise missiles which were larger than currently existing
US and Soviet ALCMs.2 The document also observed that the Soviet AS-19 cruise missile
currently in production was supersonic and equipped with state-of-the-art Stealth technology.9

The first test of the advanced missile over Canadian territory took place on 2 March 1989.
In a "captive carry" test flight, the missile remained attached to a US B-52 bomber on a return
flight from the United States without any stop in Canada. The testing of the ACM prompted
considerable criticism in Canada. Following the first ACM test, demonstrations against cruise
missile testing were held across the country.

To date, sixteen cruise missile tests have taken place over Canadian territory: one in 1984,
three in 1985, two in 1986, three in 1987, two in 1988, two in 1989 (including one of the
advanced AGM-129A missile), and three in 1990.

The agreement on cruise missile testing sparked a vigorous national debate. For some
Canadians, the testing compromised their country’s position on nuclear arms and contributed to
the arms race. Others raised concerns over the potential risks to Canadians and the environment
in case of an accident during the tests. The government responded by assuring Canadians that
test missiles would never come within less than eight kilometers of populated areas.

In mid-March 1989, documents were released under the Access to Information Act
revealing that the Canadian Government had accepted liability ranging from twenty-five to 100
percent for accidents resulting from cruise missile tests in Canada as part of the 1983 umbrella
testing agreement. According to the standard NATO arrangement outlined in the documents,
Canada was to pay twenty-five percent of damages if the US was to blame for an accident, while

g Harper, supra note 3.

[ Iain Hunter, "Disarmament Groups Condemn ’Stealth’ Cruise Missile Testing." Ottawa
Citizen, 2 February 1989.

8

"Canada, Security Policy and Cruise Missile Testing." Ottawa: Department of External
Affairs Backgrounder (1 February 1989), p. 8.

% Ibid..
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damage costs would be split fifty-fifty if Canada shared some responsibility. In addition, Canada
could claim damages against the US for damage of Canadian military property and, in the event
that other federal property was damaged, Canada would be required to agree with the US on an
outside arbiter to assess damage costs.® The documents also revealed that officials from at least
four Department of National Defence directorates (finance, legal, air plans and military plans
coordination) strongly opposed adoption of the liability arrangements.11

CURRENT CANADIAN POSITION

In a news release issued on 21 January 1990, the Minister of National Defence explained the
reasons for Canada’s authorization of cruise missile testing over its territory as follows:

Participation in the testing of the air-launched cruise missile is an
acceptance of Canada’s obligations and responsibilities within the
NATO alliance, and contributing to maintaining a balance of
strategic forces which will effectively deter any aggression and
thus preserve the peace.

The first cruise missile test over Canadian territory in 1990 was conducted on 23 January,
when an AGM-86B missile was tested in free flight. An identical test was planned for 26
January but poor weather and technical "glitches" on one of the aircraft that was to track down
and intercept the missile forced a delay until 29 January. Although the test of the missile was
executed according to plan, the simulated detection exercise had to be cancelled following the
crash of one of the four participating tracker aircraft. The CF-18 crashed a few seconds after
takeoff from the airport in Inuvik, Northwest Territories.'

The last test during 1990, of an AGM-129A advanced cruise missile, took place on 24
March. The missile remained attached to an American B-52 bomber throughout the flight which,
according to reliable sources, lasted a little more than four hours.’ According to information
made available before the test, the B-52 was to fly over the Beaufort Sea and the Mackenzie
River Valley, heading east near the intersection of the borders of the Northwest Territories,
Alberta and British Columbia, where it was to veer south to the Primrose Lake weapons testing
range, near the Canadian Forces Base at Cold Lake (Alberta) before returning to the United

1 See Peter Calamai, "Canada Liable If Cruise Crashes." Ottawa Citizen, 17 March 1989, p. Al.
H Ibid., p. A2.
12

Department of National Defence, News Release No. 5 (21 January 1990), p. 2.

R "Un CF-18 s'écrase au cours d’un essai du missile de croisiére." La Presse, 30 janvier 1990,

Pl

“ "Final 1990 Cruise Test Runs Smoothly." Toronto Star, 25 March 1990, p. A2.
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States.’> This was the second test of an advanced cruise missile over Canadian territory since
1984; both tests were "captive carry" flights.

A Gallup poll of 1,003 Canadians conducted between 7 and 10 February 1990 found fifty-
seven percent of respondents opposed to continuing cruise missile testing in Canada, while thirty-
five percent were in favor of it and eight percent had no opinion.16

PARLIAMENTARY COMMENT

On 22 January 1990, New Democratic Party MP Derek Blackburn asked the Secretary of State for
External Affairs about cruise missile testing in Canada:

As he (Secretary of State for External Affairs) knows, and as the
whole world knows, for the last many months we have been
witnessing the grinding down of the cold war in central and eastern
Europe and even in the Soviet Union.... Therefore, why is it that
he, his department and this government insist upon clinging on to
that old relic of the cold war, cruise missile testing here in
Canada?'’

External Affairs Minister Joe Clark replied as follows:

There have been dramatic developments in East-West relations.
There have been dramatic changes which are evident and, to some
degree, surprising to all of us in their extent in Eastern Europe.
There is no doubt that there were several causes of that. One of
them, of course, was the reform initiative undertaken by Mr.
Gorbachev. But, there is also no doubt that one of the reasons for
those changes was that at times when parties like his were
suggesting that the West should take positions that were divided,
governments like ours decided that it was in our interest to
maintain the solidarity of the western alliance. This solidarity led,
in the first instance, to the reduction of a classification of nuclear
weapons. We believe it had contributed substantially to the
dramatically new atmosphere that now exists in East-West relations.
We have followed the practice in the past of taking major decisions
of this kind in consultation with our allies. Often we propose
things, as we have done with the "Open Skies" Conference, which
became the policy of the alliance as a whole. But we do not
propose to act unilaterally, because that would neutralize one of the
fo(rjcesltghat has brought the progress that we celebrate in this House
today.

15 Department of National Defence, News Release No. 16 (22 March 1990), p. 1.

i "Cruise Tests Opposed by 57%, Gallup Says." Toronto Star, 26 February 1990, p. A18.

17 Commons Debates, 22 January 1990, p. 7314.

B Ibid., p. 7314-7315.
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In a press release issued on 23 January 1990, the Opposition Associate Critic for Arms
Control and Disarmament, Mr. Joseph Volpe, asked the government to reconsider its decision to
allow testing of Stealth cruise missiles in Canada.'” The Liberal MP went on to say:

The Canadian government must realize that strategic cruise missiles
represent a direct and increasing threat to Canadian security and
that Canada has a right to forcefully present its concerns to the
Americans and Soviets.?’

According to Mr. Volpe, a halt to cruise missile testing over Canadian territory would
enable Canada to indicate clearly to the superpowers that the Geneva strategic arms talks on the
control and reduction of cruise missiles must move forward. The Liberal MP said:

The reluctance of the Conservative government to act on cruise
missile testing reflects the government’s preference to allow other
nations to decide Canada’s fate in the realm of arms control and
foreign policy, even when these decisions are of immediate concern
to Canada’s national security and sovereignty.21

On 29 January 1990, following the crash of the CF-18 during a cruise missile test over
Canadian territory, Liberal MP Jack Iyerak Anawak asked the Minister of National Defence, Bill
McK night, if he would reconsider his authorization allowing such tests over Canadian territory.22

The Minister of National Defence replied as follows:

The agreement under which Canada allows for the testing of the
AGM-86B is an agreement that was signed and supported by the
previous administration - and he is a member of that party at this
time - and supported by this administration. I believe it is an
important part of the defence of North America. We are part of
an alliance.”

= Joseph Volpe, Member of Parliament for Eglinton-Lawrence, Opposition Associate Critic
for Arms Control and Disarmament, News Release (23 January 1990), p. 1.

0 Ibid..
#8 Ibid..
s Commons Debates, 29 January 1990, pp. 7544-7545.

23 Ibid., p. 7545.
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Ms. Audrey McLaughlin, Leader of the New Democratic Party, said that lives should not
be endangered simply in order to test cruise missiles. In her statement to the media on 30 January
1990, Ms. McLaughlin maintained that changes taking place in the world had rendered testing of
such offensive weapons unnecessary.24

On 26 March 1990, Liberal MP Stan Keyes raised the cruise missile testing issue in the
House of Commons:

The Hamilton, Ontario chapter of Science for Peace, along with
many other Canadians, oppose the continued support by the
Conservative government for cruise missile testing over Canadian
soil. The over 300 scientists and other members of Science for
Peace say to the government that cruise missile testing completely
negates any efforts Canada may be making in the cause for global
peace and security. While other countries in the world are
sheathing their swords, Canada is keeping remnants of the cold war
alive by participating in the testing of these destructive weapons.
As Science for Peace members correctly pointed out in their second
letter of protest to the Secretary of State for External Affairs, there
are many ways in which Canada can honour commitments to
NATO, instead of participating in cruise missile testing. Canada
can start by distancing itself from such destabilizing activities and
by promoting its traditional role as the honest broker in
peacekeeping. Science for Peace and all Canadians, including the
Liberal party, call upon the Conservative government to
discontinue testing of the cruise missile over Canadian s0il.2
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16. NORTH AMERICAN AEROSPACE DEFENCE COMMAND (NORAD)

BACKGROUND

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

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

The NORAD Agreement, initially to last ten years, established an integrated headquarters
exercising operational control over the forces of both nations and dedicated to continental
defence. At the outset, the Command included both active and passive defence systems, with a
joint fighter-interceptor force and a series of radar nets across the continent. These nets included
the Pinetree Line, built in 1951, at 50° North latitude; the Mid-Canada Line, completed in 1954,
at 55° North latitude; and the Distant Early Warning (DEW) Line, completed in 1957, at 70°
North latitude.

As the assessment of the threat evolved, NORAD’s resources also changed. The develop-
ment of the intercontinental ballistic missile (ICBM), in particular, lessened the need for bomber
defence. By 1965, the ninety-eight detection stations of the Mid-Canada Line--the only system
built, designed and financed solely by Canada--were deactivated. The number of DEW Line and
Pinetree Line installations was reduced from seventy-eight to thirty-one and from thirty-nine to
fifteen, respectively. From its height between 1958 and 1962 of nearly 250,000 (including 17,000
Canadians), the manpower available to NORAD had decreased to approximately 64,000 (including
6700 Canadians) in 1985. Canadian financial contributions have traditionally been about ten
percent of the annual total of $6.8 billion (in 1985 dollars).

The NORAD Agreement was first renewed in May 1968 for a period of five years. The
renewed agreement included two changes: first, clarification that either party could nullify the
agreement after review and one year’s notice; and second, the insertion of a clause stating that
the NORAD agreement would "not involve in any way a Canadian commitment to participate in
an active ballistic missile defence." The 1973 renewal of the agreement was for two years only,
to allow for re-evaluation of the strategic situation, in light of Soviet ICBM developments and the
first Strategic Arms Limitation Treaty (SALT I).

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

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

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

At the Quebec City Summit on 18 March 1985, Canada and the United States signed a
Memorandum of Understanding to collaborate on an extensive modernization of NORAD’s assets,
known as the North American Air Defence Modernization (NAADM) Project.

This includes the following:

® a system of four very-long-range Over-the-Horizon Backscatter (OTH-B) radars
(one in Alaska and three in the continental United States) to monitor the eastern,
western and southern approaches to North America;

® a North Warning System (NWS), consisting of thirteen long-range (eleven in
Canada) and thirty-nine short-range (thirty-six in Canada) radars located along
the northern periphery of the continent, to replace the DEW Line;

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

® upgrading of forward operating locations (FOLs) and dispersed operating bases
(DOBs) to accommodate fighter and AWACS aircraft; and

® improvements to the command, control and communications (C3) elements of the
system.
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The modernization programme will cost over $7 billion, of which Canada will contribute
$1.2 billion.

The NWS is expected to be completed by 1993. The Canadian commitment to the
programme includes: meeting all the communication needs of the North Warning System; the
integration of the radars with the ROCCs in North Bay, Ontario; the design and building of any
new facilities required by the NWS in Canada; forty percent financing of the $1.3 billion NWS
system (a sixty/forty cost-sharing ratio also applies to its operational and maintenance costs);
managing the final stages of the programme after 1989; and complete operational control of the
NWS in Canada upon its completion. Canada will also be involved, to a limited extent, in the
manning of the OTH-B radars and the AWACS aircraft.

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

In March 1987, Canada announced five forward operating locations for NORAD fighter-
interceptors : Rankin Inlet, Inuvik, Yellowknife, and Iqaluit in the Northwest Territories, and
Kuujjuaq in Quebec. Canada and the US will share, equally, the cost of developing these sites,
which will be fully operational by the end of 1993.

The first five long-range radars of the NWS, the westernmost of the Canadian-based ones,
became operational in November 1987. Construction of the remaining six Canadian NWS long-
range radars in the Eastern Arctic, Labrador and Baffin Island, was completed in November 1988.
The first OTH-B radar, on the east coast of the United States, began to be tested in mid-1988 and
is due to be fully operational by the end of 1990. On 24 April 1990 it was delivered to the US Air
Force in Maine.! The west coast site was still under construction but was ninety percent
complete in April and expected to be at least partially operational by the end of 1990.> Planning
and design continues on the mid-west and northern sites. Design of the thirty-nine short-range
NWS radars of Phase II of the NWS is complete, and construction of this system is scheduled to
begin in 1990. Installation of the first radar is to take place in 1991, with the entire system to be
completed a year later than planned, by late 1993.

As revealed in the 1987 Defence White Paper, Canada has also agreed to participate in the
United States’ Air Defense Initiative (ADI). This is currently a relatively small programme
(US$250 million spent from 1987 to 1989) concentrating on research into air defence technologies
that offer the promise of reliable detection, tracking, and engagement of bombers and cruise
missiles, particularly in light of the development of Stealth characteristics. Initiation of the ADI
was followed by five years of debate over the role that the elements of surveillance, engagement
and battle management should play in the programme. The resultant confusion prompted
Congress to slash $100 million from the US Department of Defense’s (DoD) request of $253
million for ADI in 1990. DoD appeared to have resolved the issue with its decision to focus on

"New Radar Peers Over the Horizon." New York Times, 26 April 1990, p. A24.

(88

See: Ibid.; and National Defence, 1990-91 Estimates -- Part IIl Expenditure Plan, p. 47.
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airborne surveillance within ADI, leaving issues of engagement to be pursued by the Air Force
Tactical Air Command and other military divisions.> Consequently, the Bush Administration
sought to increase funding for ADI to $246.9 million for fiscal year 19914

Canada is also pursuing a $50-million research and development programme of its own on
space-based surveillance systems for the future. This project began in 1987 and will run for
approximately seven years. Current studies aim at determining the feasibility of space-based radar
with "look-down" capability for detecting low-flying objects. Canada and the United States are
also negotiating an agreement for project definition of a cooperative, space-based surveillance
system.

Finally, Canada is going ahead with development of a Canadian Coastal Radar (CCR)
system -- three radars on the east coast and one on the west coast -- to complement the NWS and
to fill in the gaps in these regions that the OTH-B radars cannot cover. Deployment of this system
will probably begin in the early 1990s.

CURRENT CANADIAN POSITION

The Government remains fully committed to its membership in, and support for, NORAD. On
29 September 1989, Canada accepted full responsibility for the NWS at an official signing
ceremony held at Hall Beach in the Northwest Territories.” The ceremony marked the handing
over to Canada from the United States of the last of eight former DEW line sites, which had been
upgraded to NWS configuration. Operation and maintenance (O&M) responsibility for the sites
was also transferred from US O&M contractor, FELEC Services Inc., to Canadian O&M
contractor, FRONTEC Logistics Corporation.

On 26 January 1990, a Soviet Ilyushin I1-20 reconnaissance and electronic intelligence-
gathering aircraft was intercepted by Canadian aircraft under the operational control of NORAD
when it entered the Canadian Air Defence Identification Zone over the Beaufort Sea.’ At no time
did the aircraft enter Canadian air space. In March 1990, two pairs of Soviet aircraft, two Bear
"D"s and two Soviet Bear "F'"s, were intercepted.

Barbara Amouyal, "Air Defense Initiative Survives Congressional, Industry Debate."
Defense News (29 January 1990), p. 13.

“ Aviation Week and Space Technology, vol. 132 no. 12 (19 March 1990), p.25.
"Canada takes over northern alert system." Sunday Star, 1 October 1989, p. A20.

"Soviet Aircraft Intercepted in the Beaufort Sea Area." National Defence News Release
AFN: 06/90, 26 January 1990.
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In a paper delivered on 31 May 1990, the Commander, Fighter Group Canadian NORAD
Region, Major General J. D. O’Blenis remarked:

As part of Mr. Gorbachev’s new policy, Soviet military activity off
our coasts was significantly reduced during 1989. A total of only
21 Soviet military aircraft were detected in all three areas last year.
It is important to note, however, that this does not mean that Soviet
cruise missile carriers are not continuing to maintain a high state
of readiness through regular training.

Major General O’Blenis provided figures that showed a total of 68 Soviet military aircraft
detected in 1988 and 66 detected in 1987. He explained:

One can speculate that these numerous Soviet military forays were
a political embarrassment to Mr. Gorbachev and were curtailed
because they undermined his attempts to create a non-aggressive
military image in the west.

But O’Blenis warned:

Despite the fact that one is encouraged by the reduction of such
aggressive activity, there is a real risk that this could be
misinterpreted by some who are perhaps overly eager to believe
that the Soviets have reduced their capabilities for strategic attack
on North America when, in fact, the opposite is the case.

On 26 March 1990, a building permit was issued for work to begin on site preparation for
the Forward Operating Location (FOL) at Yellowknife, Northwest Territories. It was expected
that an appeal would be launched by local Dene and Metis Indians, who had been pressuring the
Government of the Northwest Territories to reject DND’s environmental pgotection plan for the
site on the grounds that it was inadequate. In the end an appeal was launched by Chris O’Brien,
a pacifist. It was rejected and five days later DND issued a $4.5 million contract to Robinson
Trucking for site preparation work.

In May 1990, native leaders were surprised to learn that the military was considering low-
level flight training at the Yellowknife FOL. They said that such training had not been mentioned
in DND’s original environmental assessment of the FOL and that as recently as 28 December 1989
they had been assured by Mr. McKnight that low-level flight training would not take place there.
On the basis of the new information, the natives asked DND to outline all specific activities
planned for the air base. They complained that the original environmental impact assessment had

Major General J. D. O’Blenis, Air Defence. Ottawa: Department of National Defence, 1990,
p. 15.

8 Ibid., p. 16.
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not been clear on the effect of noise on residents or wildlife, or how the department would
mitigate the impact of low-level flying in the region.10

In May 1990, Defence Minister McKnight announced that, beginning on 3 May, the
Canadian NORAD Region would "implement a policy of directing all unidentified aircraft which
enter the Canadian Air Defence Identification Zone (CADIZ) to land at a recognised point of
entry."!! Notice was also given of a new policy requiring all aircraft entering the CADIZ to file
flight plans. These moves were intended to enhance Canadian Forces’ support to the RCMP and
other government departments in their effort to combat drug smuggling. In August 1989 the
Government had authorized the employment of Canadian NORAD resources in support of drug
interdiction efforts.'?

The NORAD Agreement is up for renewal in 1991. Parliamentary hearings on the
agreement and the renewal issue are expected to be held in the autumn of 1990. The New
Democratic Party has long held a policy to cancel the NORAD Agreement if elected. The Liberal
Party remains committed to maintaining the agreement.

The Department of Defence estimates that it will spend $112 million in fiscal year 1990-
1991 as its contribution to the NAADM Project.

PARLIAMENTARY COMMENT

The prospects for greater cooperation with the Soviet Union in 1989-1990 prompted NDP
Member Bill Blaikie in November 1989 to ask the Government to reconsider its NORAD
commitment. Said Blaikie:

[W]le urge the Prime Minister and the government to seek a
replacement for our relationship with the United States now
constituted in NORAD which would give us more ability to
respond to initiatives that are made by the Soviet Union with
respect to peace and security in the Arctic.

On 2 May 1990, Liberal MP Derek Lee asked the Associate Minister of National Defence,
Mary Collins, how Canada was going to fulfill its aircraft drug interdiction role using the CF-
18, which he said had an air-speed envelope too high for the purpose. Ms. Collins replied that in
addition to the CF-18, the Aurora aircraft could be used in this type of operation. She said; "We
also require that slow-flying and unidentified aircraft identify themselves. If they do not, we are

"Natives Upset Over Jet Base." Toronto Star, 24 May 1990, p. 16.

"McKnight Announces Directed Landings Policy." National Defence News Release AFN:
20/90, 1 May 1990, p. 30.

3 Ibid..

3 Commons Debates, 27 November 1989, p. 6244,
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able to use our own capability to track them until they land."™ Mr. Lee then asked if the directed
landings policy announced by the Defence Minister on 1 May had been prompted by the inability
of the government to carry out effective and comprehensive air sovereignty surveillance. Ms.
Collins answered negatively, saying that the policy was only one of the mechanisms, in addition
to aircraft tracking and identification, by which Canada could have greater assurance that drug-
smuggling aircraft did not enter its air space.
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17. DEFENCE PLANNING AND PROCUREMENT

BACKGROUND

On 5 June 1987, the Government tabled the Defence White Paper, Challenge and Commitment,
in the House of Commons. The White Paper was intended to provide a new defence strategy for
the Canadian Forces for the ensuing fifteen years. It stated that significant changes had occurred
in the international environment since the previous White Paper on National Defence had been
released in 1971. However, East-West rivalry remained the predominant feature of international
affairs. Accordingly, one of the White Paper’s main premises was the need to maintain Canada’s
support for the West and its contributions to the NATO and NORAD alliances.

The White Paper stated, however, that a "significant commitment-capability gap" existed
in the structure of the Canadian Forces, the result of long-term inadequacy in defence spending.
The Government decided that through consolidation of some of its commitments -- namely
Canada’s forces earmarked for Europe -- and an established long-term funding programme, the
gap could be closed.

To accomplish this, the White Paper announced a new method for establishing the defence
budget, based on annual increases of two percent real growth with additional funding to be
determined in annual Cabinet reviews. The declared purpose was to allow for long-term planning,
particularly with major equipment procurement in mind.

The White Paper listed a number of major equipment purchases planned for the fifteen-
year period, including new tanks, nuclear-powered submarines, patrol aircraft, and
communications systems. Most observers agreed that increases in the budget closer to five percent
annual real growth were necessary to implement the procurement programmes.

The 1989-1990 Canadian budget of April 1989 in effect stripped the 1987 White Paper of
its teeth. Planned expenditures for DND were limited to $11.34 billion, a 0.9 percent increase
over spending in 1988-1989. Over the following five years, DND was expected to cut $2.7 billion
from its planned budget. Much of the savings in this period were to come from the scaling back,
rescheduling, postponement or cancellation of a number of major capital projects.

Projects cancelled include: the nuclear-powered submarines, which had an estimated cost
of $8 billion over twenty-seven years; six new Aurora long-range patrol aircraft at an estimated
cost of $450 million; the $300 million Tracker aircraft update; and the planned acquisition of
thirteen to twenty-eight CF-18A fighter aircraft to replace those lost through peacetime attrition.

Plans to acquire up to 250 main battle tanks were scaled back and delayed and the entire
project was put on hold pending a decision to proceed with project definition at a later date. A
planned total of 820 new northern terrain vehicles for use in both Canada and Europe, announced
in July 1988, was reduced to approximately 400. Implementation of this project would not take
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place before 1995-1996. Finally, the tactical command, control, and communications system
project, which included plans to replace both combat radios and area communication systems, was
scaled back to include only radios, and those only for forces committed to the NATO European
theatre. In addition, in its 1989-1990 budget, DND declared its intention to reduce its operating
expenditures by closing seven military bases in Canada, and reducing operations in seven others.!
Initial DND figures estimated the cost of closing and reducing the bases to be $153.5 million,
compared to savings of $3.3 billion over fifteen years. Reductions in the overall size of the Armed
Forces were not ruled out, while the revitalization and restructuring of the Reserves was slowed
down.

CURRENT CANADIAN POSITION

Prior to the tabling of the 1990-1991 Canadian budget in February 1990, there was widespread
speculation that once again DND would be the target of drastic cuts. Instead, increases in defence
spending for each of the next two years were limited to five percent. In contrast to the previous
year’s budget, no military bases were slated for closing and no major equipment programmes were
cancelled. However, 1,500 military personnel were ordered cut, in addition to the 2,500
announced in 1989-1990. These latest personnel cuts would be managed through attrition. The
current level of military personnel is 86,833.

Tﬁe five percent ceiling on planned expenditures meant that DND would have $658
million less to spend than anticipated over the next two years. The total planned budgetary
expenditures for the Canadian government in 1990-1991 are $147.8 billion. Of this DND estimates
$12.005 billion will be spent on defence.

Personnel costs, including the wages, salaries and benefits for approximately 120,000
civilian and military employees, account for nearly forty-five percent of defence expenditures.
Around twenty-four percent of the defence budget is devoted to capital expenditures. Five major
equipment acquisition projects -- the Canadian Patrol Frigate (phases I and.II), the Low-Level
Air Defence, the Tribal Class Update, the North American Air Defence Modernization, and the
Heavy Logistics Vehicle -- account for approximately forty-five percent of capital expenditures.

On 8 March 1990, following the release of his department’s spending estimates, Defence
Minister Bill McKnight defended the premise of that document which stated: "The most serious
direct threat to Canada is a Soviet nuclear attack on North America. At present, the only
effective counter to such a threat is a strategy of deterrence based on the maintenance of
diversified nuclear forces."> Mr. McKnight elaborated, saying that despite rapid change in East-

The bases slated for closure include;: CFB Sydney, Portage la Prairie, Holberg, Mont
Apica, Barrington, Summerside, and London. The bases slated for reduction include:
CFB Ottawa (North), Chatham, Penhold, Gander, Winnipeg, Moncton, and North Bay.

“ Department of National Defence, 1990-91 Estimates. Ottawa: Minister of Supply and
Services, 1990, p. 22.
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West relations, "the capability of the USSR strategic forces has not lessened since [Mikhail]
Gorbachev became president, and it's only prudent to take the actions that are necessary." He
added, however: "I don’t believe that the present leadership of the Soviet Union is prepared to
launch a nuclear attack."

Referring to the fact that the 1990 budget did not include major cuts in defence spending,
the Minister said: "Canada has been spending less of its gross national product on defence than
other countries. We cannot reduce further and still maintain a structure that allows Canadians to
feel secure -- that protects our maritime interests, carries out drug interdiction, coastal
surveillance, peacekeeping, the forces in Europe, and so on."

For some time now DND, in response to new fiscal and international realities, has been
conducting a defence review. At the heart of that review, expected to culminate in a White Paper
by the end of 1990, is Canada’s role in Europe. Mr. McKnight explained:

We hope to have -- we will have, if I have anything to do with it -- a
professional force in three environments; land, sea and air. It will have to
be trained in a primary (combat) role and it will have to continue to have
equipment to allow the force to function. We have national roles to fulfil,
as well as the ongoing support of our allies. And that may well mean, over
a short period, continued presence in Europe.

On 16 May 1990, Mr. McKnight told the Standing Committee on National Defence and
Veterans Affairs that the defence review would aim at a policy designed for a period of transi-
tion:

It will aim at preserving our options to the maximum extent. Its
theme will be that of flexibility so that we can be responsive to an
evolving situation. When our review is completed, in the not too
distant future, it should provide a reasoned response to the
emerging global strategic context; to the realities of Canada’s fiscal
circumstances; and to the unchanging demands of Canada’s
sovereignty.

Satya Das, "Soviets still main threat, defence minister says." Ottawa Citizen, 8 March
1990, p. Al6.

"Ceiling slapped on military spending." Ottawa Citizen, 21 February 1990, p. D3.

Carol Goar, "Can We Cut Our $12 Billion Military Budget? NO Says Ottawa." Toronto
Star, 14 April 1990, p. DI.

Ho_use of Commons, Standing Committee on National Defence and Veterans Affairs,
Minutes of Proceedings and Evidence [hereafter:SCNDVF Proceedings], Issue No. 23
(16 May 1990), p. 23:6.
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In any event, Mr. McKnight said, "Canada’s security will continue to rest upon three
major imperatives: defence and collective security, arms control and disarmament, and the
peaceful resolution of disputes."” He acknowledged that there had been "a certain amount of
agitation" for a new defence policy statement now, but said that, "We are proceeding with
deliberate speed in the face of what I say and suggest to you is a dynamic strategic situation."®
Though he was unable to be specific about when the defence review would be completed, Mr.
McKnight said that he hoped to be able to present the results of the analysis before too many
months had passed.9

Though DND did not suffer cuts to its own capital projects, the decision to cancel the
Polar 8 icebreaker did in part affect its budget, since the department had been expected to
contribute $178 million to this project over a two-year period beginning 1 April 1993. The 1990
budget also stipulated a reduction in the Canadian Forces of 1500 personnel, to be managed
through attrition. Finally, DND launched a study on how to eliminate 870 jobs at its headquarters.
The goal of all of these cuts was to reduce manpower to 83,500.

The five percent ceiling on defence expenditures for the next two years fuelled
speculation that DND would again be forced to delay some or all of its capital projects.10 The
current state of major equipment acquisitions is as follows:

Mine counter-measures vessels: A programme to acquire twelve MCM vessels to be operated by
the Reserves is continuing. Total cost of the project is estimated at $750 million,ll with
construction to begin in 1992 and delivery to take place between 1993 and 1998. In June 1989,
Defence Minister McKnight selected two principal contractors, Canadian Shipbuilding and
Engineering Limited of St Catharines and Fenco Engineering Inc. of Toronto, to conduct a one-
year competitive contract definition for the vessels’ construction. They were to submit their
proposals in July 1990. In addition to their minesweeping capability, the ships will carry out
coastal patrol and harbour surveillance, and will regularly be deployed up the St. Lawrence River
and into the Great Lakes.'?

1 Ibid., p. 23:7.

g Ibid., p. 23:9.

3 Ibid,. p. 23:9.

i Jo}‘}zr;3 Geddes, "Defence-spending Growth Held to 5%." Financial Post, 21 February 1990,
p. 28.

- $750 million refers to the cost in escalating dollars over the lifetime of the project. In

1989 dollars the cost will amount to $450 million.
12 Ken Romain, "Minesweepers Making a Comeback in Wake of Persian Gulf War." Globe
and Mail, 17 October 1989, p. B33.
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Shipborne Aircraft: In August 1986, the government granted approval for DND to enter into the
project definition stage for a new shipborne aircraft (NSA). DND says it will need between forty
and fifty-one of the NSA to replace the current fleet of thirty-five Sea King helicopters which
entered into service in 1963. On 5 August 1987, the Canadian Government selected the Anglo-
Italian EH-101 as the NSA. The cost of the project is expected to be more than $3 billion. "

EH Industries (Canada), owned jointly by Westland Helicopter of Britain, Agusta Group
of Italy, and now including Unisys Corporation of the United States, formed a consortium to
handle the project definition. Recently, Bell Helicopter Textron dropped out of the project. The
consortium now consists of Paramax Electronics, a wholly owned Unisys subsidiary, Canadian
Marconi of Montreal, IMP Group of Halifax, and Amtek Group of Ottawa. The NSA’s primary
functions are anti-submarine warfare (ASW) and anti-ship surveillance and targeting. Its
secondary roles consist of search-and-rescue, medical evacuation, troop transport and
communications.

Approximately one-quarter of the cost of the project is destined for the actual aircraft
and its engines. The remaining three-quarters of the cost are earmarked for mission suite
avionics, logistics support, training, project management, and so forth. EHI was supposed to have
completed project definition by April 1989, but was unable to meet this deadline. Initial delivery
of the aircraft, planned for 1994, has been pushed back. Now delivery of the first squadron with
an operational capability is expected to take place in 1997-1998.

Tribal Update Modernization Programme (TRUMP). TRUMP, announced prior to the 1987
White Paper, consists of a mid-life update for Canada’s four DDH-280 destroyers, which entered
service in 1972-1973. The destroyers will receive new command, control, communication, and
combat systems. The new combat systems will provide defence against air and anti-ship missile
attacks as well as the ability to defend other ships. The total estimated cost of this project, which
will extend the operational life of these ships into the twenty-first century, is $1.87 billion. Work
on the first destroyer, the HMCS Algonquin, began in November 1987. Work on the HMCS
Iroguois is also underway. Work on both was scheduled to be completed within eighteen months
of commencement. However, in January 1990 Litton Systems Canada Limited was more than a
year behind schedule and was found by DND to be in default of its contract. In the spring of
1990, Litton submitted a new completion schedule for the Algonguin and the Iroquois that
tentatively promised delivery of the ships in December 1990 and October or November 1991,
respectively. Work on these two destroyers and on the second batch consisting of the HMCS
Athabaskan and the HMCS Huron is being done by Marine Industries Limited (MIL) of Montreal
at its Davie Shipyard in Lauzon, Quebec.

B Ronald Lebel, "Bell Helicopter Quits Group Bidding on $3 billion Contract." Montreal

Gazette, 17 March 1990, p. E2.
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Patrol Frigates: The Canadian Patrol Frigate (CPF) programme was initiated in 1983 for the
procurement of six ships. Total estimated cost of the programme, including a second batch of six
ships ordered in December 1987, was $9.5 billion. This figure is likely to increase, however, since
delays and cost overruns reportedly may push the cost of each frigate well beyond the original
estimate of $525 million.!*

St. John Shipbuilding Limited and Marine Industries Limited of Montreal share the
contract for the first batch of frigates, building three ships each (HMCS Halifax, Vancouver,
Toronto and Ville de Quebec, Regina and Calgary, respectively). St. John Shipbuilding was
awarded the contract to build the entire second batch of frigates.

Sea trials for the HMCS Halifax, originally scheduled for fall 1989, were delayed to early
1990, due to problems with the communications equipment. Delivery of the Halifax is not
expected before the end of 1990, possibly later. It is expected that the Vancouver will be
delivered by the end of 1991 and that the remaining four frigates will be delivered over the
following three years. Delivery of the last of the twelve ships is expected by 1996. Because of the
cost, plans for lengthening the frigates of the second batch by ten metres have been dropped.

Low-Level Air Defence (LLAD) system: On 16 April 1986, DND announced the awarding of a
contract for a Low-Level Air Defence system for the Canadian Forces. The Oerlikon-Buhrle
Litton consortium received the contract of $1.14 billion to provide the Canadian Forces with
thirty-six Air Defence/Anti-Tank Systems (ADATS) and twenty twin 35-mm twin guns with ten
fire-control units. The ADATS will be deployed at bases in Baden-Soellingen and Lahr, West
Germany. Initial delivery of the twin guns to the Canadian Army in Europe began in October
1988. As of December 1989, only one of a scheduled eight ADATS had been delivered. Now,
deployment in Europe of the first operational ADATS is not expected until 1992, over two years
behind schedule. The ADATS system is being manufactured in St. Jean-sur-Richelieu, Quebec.

Heavy Logistics Vehicle Wheeled (HLVW ) Project. A programme for the CAF to acquire a
replacement for its heavy truck fleet began in 1983. On 5 February 1987, Associate Defence
Minister Paul Dick announced that the team of Urban Transportation Development Corporation
(UTDC) Inc. of Kingston, Ontario (eighty-five percent owned by Lavalin Industries) and Stayr-
Daimler-Puch of Austria would fill an order for 1,200 heavy trucks. Over $310 million was
budgeted for the purchase. The trucks, called the Percheron, will replace the current fleet of 800
five-ton trucks, forty percent of which were acquired between 1953 and 1963 (the remaining
sixty percent were built in 1975-1976). The first of the new trucks was delivered to DND in May
1989. The vehicles began being issued to units in early 1990, with production of all 1,200
vehicles scheduled to be completed by September 1990, at an estimated total cost of $387.3
million.

I Canadian Press, "Frigate Costs Skyrocketing, Letters Show." Toronto Star, 24 June 1990,

p. 4.
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Arctic and Maritime Surveillance Aircraft (AMSA): In the April 1989 budget, the White Paper
commitment to purchase at least six new Aurora long-range patrol aircraft was cancelled. In June
1989 the government approved instead the purchase of three AMSA called "Arcturus." These
aircraft will be used for maritime, arctic, and environmental surveillance; fisheries patrols; and
as a backup for search-and-rescue operations. Unlike the Aurora, the Arcturus will not have
extensive submarine-detection equipment. It will have high-powered radar and long-range
communication capabilities. Lockheed Aircraft Systems Company will supply the aircraft, with
delivery beginning in December 1992 and scheduled to be completed by February 1993. The
estimated total cost of the project is $257 million.

Militia Light Armoured Vehicles (LAVs): In July 1989 the government approved the purchase of
221 wheeled and tracked vehicles for the militia, 199 wheeled light armoured vehicles (LAVs) and
22 tracked M113 Armoured Personnel Carriers (APCs). On 28 July 1989, General Motors of
Canada Ltd. was awarded a $100 million contract to supply the 199 LAVs. It produces the
vehicle under licence from Motorwagen Fabrik AG (MOWAG) of Switzerland, the developer of
the LAV. The contract for the 22 APCs is still being negotiated. The estimated total cost of both
the LAVs and the APCs is currently $201.3 million.

Other Projects: It was reported on 15 November 1989 that the government of Canada had invited
seven companies to bid on an $800 million contract to supply the Armed Forces with a mobile
tactical communications system.15 The contract is expected to be awarded in June 1991.

In the spring of 1990 it was reported that Cabinet would approve the purchase of five new
Hercules tanker/transport aircraft at a cost of approximately $300 million. Delivery of all five
aircraft would be made within two years of a Cabinet decision.!® Using conversion kits the plane
could be switched from a tanker (used for aerial refuelling of the CF-18) to a transport aircraft
within two hours. By early summer, DND had yet to submit a proposal to Cabinet pending the
outcome of the defence review.

The Globe and Mail reported on 21 September 1989 that DND had urged Cabinet to
approve the building of at least six diesel-electric submarines.!” The plan included an
examination of various technologies, including low-powered nuclear reactors, that could
eventually complement the diesel engines of the submarines and enable them to operate in the
Arctic. In January 1990 it was reported that the option preferred by the Canadian Navy was to
buy a diesel-powered version of the French Améthyste nuclear submarine and later convert that
vessel to an air-independent propulsion system.18

B "7 firms invited to bid for defence contract valued at $800 million." Globe and Mail,
15 November 1989, p. B28.

-~ Ron Lowman, "5 New Hercules Aircraft In Works for Airforce." Toronto Star, 1 March
1990, p. 14.

17

Paul Koring, "Defence Staff Asks for 6 Submarines to Beef-up Navy." Globe and Mail,
21 September 1989, p. A9.
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