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PREFACE

The purpose of this Guide is to bring together in one place the major
developments affecting peace and security, and Canadian policies related
thereto, over the course of a year. It can serve a useful purpose as a
record of such developments and policies from a Canadian perspective, but
the reader will have to draw his own conclusions if he wishes to pass
judgement on Canadian responses to the many challenges briefly surveyed
here. A few guidelines may perhaps be offered however to those who wish to
make such a critical assessment.

First, definitions and priorities: "Arms Control" and "Disarmament" are
considered together because both have to do with weapons, either by
reducing their numbers or by limiting their use, although the objective of
disarmament strictly considered is to abolish weapons. But unless either
or both contribute to the avoidance of war they have done Tittle to
strengthen peace and security, which is the goal of efforts to Timit and
reduce arms. "Defence" is interpreted mainly to mean the military means
Canada employs to deter war or to protect her sovereignty, although NATO is
as much a political as a military alliance and "peace keeping" goes beyond
the use of armed force. Finally, "Conflict Resolution" is a diplomatic
concept, a1though the conflicts under review have mostly been characterized
by the use of armed force. It may be thought that this subject should have
priority, for if there were to be no conflicts there would be little use
for weapons or for defence. However, the most serious potential conflict
is that between the United States and the Soviet Union, and this is mostly
treated under "arms control and disarmament". It is a matter of preference
or prejudice whether one assigns greater or less priority to these
headings. What is clear is that the greatest threat to the security of
Canadians, and no doubt of everyone else, is the potential use of strategic
nuclear weapons. In that sense, relations between the USSR and the West

are the key determinant of Canadian security.



A second guideline is that distinctions may therefore be made between
various categories of threats to Canadian security, both in terms of the
nature of the threat and of its urgency, which may well be different.

Apart from global nuclear war, however, it is not easy to categorise direct
threats to Canadian security which involve the use of force. Canada is a
fortunate country compared to most, but we are nonetheless vulnerable to
disruption and conflict elsewhere, whether it be in terms of imports of
particular commodities such as oil, or of illegal refugees, or of grain
markets. "Security" in this wider sense is not covered comprehensively in
these pages, but it is nevertheless possible to conclude from the issues
discussed that Canadian interests are world-wide and that an active
diplomacy may have more to do with their defence than conventional military
means. In any event, no government can or should pay equal attention to
all the possible contingencies which could threaten its security. Tacitly
or otherwise, governments establish some order of priorities based on their
assessment of national interests.

Thirdly, the user of this guide may wish to know what in fact are such
priorities from the government's point of view. Readers may recall that in
1970 the government of the day attempted to set out foreign policy
priorities, although it would be difficult in the 1ight of subsequent
events to claim that they always governed the policy agenda. The present
government has been less ambitious. But the Defence White Paper clearly
attaches greatest importance to two contingencies--an attack on North
America by ballistic or cruise missiles, and crisis leading to war in
Europe. Moreover, certain priorities have been established for arms
control and disarmament policy (see pp. 91-92). In general, these are
traditional Canadian objectives and priorities, although there is a
perceptible shift towards greater concentration on the North as a defence
priority, and more emphasis on issues of verification of arms control and
disarmament agreements. In regard to the resolution of regional conflict,
the record points to increasing Canadian involvement in efforts to assist



the front-line states of Southern Africa deal with the multiple challenges
confronting them, as well as to a slow but steady rise in official reaction
to public anxieties about the course of United States policies in Central

America.

These comments suggest that the concepts of peace and security, treated
here as two sides of the same coin, are taking on larger meanings in the
public mind, combining political, economic, ecological, and psychological
dimensions as well as those of defence in the traditional sense. Nuclear
weapons have now for over forty years called into question the "great war"
scenario which so dominated the Western experience and imagination up to
that point. Yet governments have had little choice but to assume that
armed force will continue to be the final arbiter in disputes between
nations, including the use of nuclear weapons. This dichotomy between
popular perspectives and traditional planning assumptions has affected
Canada less than many countries, but the twin issues of northern
sovereignty and cruise missile technology seem likely to bring it into
major focus in the years ahead.

Geoffrey Pearson
Executive Director
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iv.

INTRODUCTION

This quide is designed to provide Canadians with a readily accessible check
list of issues in the field of peace and security. It seeks to identify
the major policy issues to which Canada responded in the period between
August 1986 and July 1987, to place them in context, and, where
appropriate, to identify a range of Parliamentary comment on these issues.

In identifying official Canadian policies, we have relied entirely on
public statements by Government leaders and responsible officials. The

statements are either summarized or excerpted verbatim.

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

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

Fach entry is organized under five headings - Background, Current Canadian
Position, Parliamentary Comment, Current References and Further Reading.
These headings have been defined in the following manner:




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
1986 was integral to the development of the issue itself, or where it is
necessary to an understanding of the current Canadian position, it is
included under this heading.

Current Canadian Position is based on statements by Ministers and

responsible officials, and identifies recent developments in Canadian

policy.

Parliamentary Comment is intended primarily to capture the formal response

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

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

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

Further Reading contains a limited number of more general, background

references which the reader may wish to consult for more detailed

background.

The Institute welcomes comments on the Guide's utility, and format, and

suggestions for improvement.

The individual entries were researched and written by Jane Boulden,



i

Francine Lecours, and Jim Moore, research assistants at the Institute
during 1986 and 1987. The volume has been edited by David Cox and Mary
Taylor. A1l of the above owe a considerable debt to Doina Cioiu for
typing, formatting and vigilance in the preparation of the manuscript.

Comment and enquiries about the Guide should be addressed to

The Director of Research,
CIIPS

307 Gilmour Street
Nttawa, Ontario

K2P 0OP7
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SECTION I - ARMS CONTROL AND DISARMAMENT

1. THE ABM TREATY

Background

The SALT 1 Anti-Ballistic Missile (ABM) Treaty and the Interim Agreement on
Strategic Offensive Arms were signed by Soviet General Secretary Brezhnev
and US President Nixon on 26 May 1972. The SALT negotiations began in
November 1969. Since they were unable to reach final agreement on
strategic offensive arms limits, the parties agreed to make the ABM Treaty
separate and of unlimited duration, while signing an interim agreement on
offensive arms limitations.

Both the Soviet linion and the United States undertook ballistic missile
defence (BMD) programmes during the 1960s. 1In the United States, the BMD
issue sparked a prolonged public debate. The advisability of developing
BMD 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 BMD deployments might destabilize deterrence based on the
concept of mutual assured destruction. This concept, which had become the
basis of nuclear deterrence, assumes the impossibility of an adequate
defence against nuclear weapons.

The ABM Treaty prohibits both sides from deploying a nation-wide BMD and
limits each to two ABM deployment areas (this was amended to one area on 3
July 1974). The intent of the Treaty is outlined in Article I (2):

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

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

During the 1970s both the United States and the Soviet Union continued
research into ballistic missile defence. In 1975, the US dismantled the
BMD system it had deployed at a missile base in Grand Forks, North Dakota.

The Soviet Union has kept its BMD deployment around Moscow. As the
counterforce capability (the ability to accurately strike enemy missile
silos) of ballistic missiles improved in the late 1970s and early 1980s,
the question of defending against ballistic missiles surfaced again, since
defence of missile silos would be easier to achieve than population
defence. From the outset, therefore, the new Reagan Administration paid

more attention to BMD than had previous administrations.

In March 1983, President Reagan announced that the United States would
pursue the Strategic Defense Initiative (SDI) to provide a defence that
would make nuclear weapons "impotent and obsolete". The ABM Treaty,
therefore, entered a new and uncertain phase, since the final goal of a
defensive shield, impenetrable by ballistic missiles, contradicts the very
basis of the ABM Treaty. Although President Reagan initially stated that
SDI was only a research programme and would be conducted within the limits
of the ABM Treaty, the Administration has put forward and moved towards
acceptance of a second "new" interpretation of the ABM Treaty which would
allow the US to carry out tests and development of systems previously
considered forbidden by the Treaty.

This new interpretation, also known as the "broad" interpretation, would
allow the testing and development of ABM systems based on new physical
principles and would only prohibit their actual deployment. The

Reagan Administration has stated that it believes this broad interpretation
is legally valid.



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

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

Proponents of the broad interpretation maintain that the systems and

components referred to in Article V are defined by Article II. The use of
the phrase "currently consisting of" as part of the definition of a system
in Article II means that only systems based on 1972 technology (current at
the time the Treaty was signed) are banned. This means that systems based

on new technology in the basing modes listed are not affected.

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

The Soviet Union has stated that it believes the narrow interpretation to

be the only valid interpretation of the Treaty and until 1985 this was the
only interpretation held by the United States.

Current Canadian Position

The Government of Canada has stated that it is in favour of the narrow
interpretation of the ABM Treaty. In June 1986, the Special Joint
Committee Report, Independence and Internationalism recommended that the
Government reaffirm support for a strict interpretation of the ABM Treaty,
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and the Government responded that they "would continue to press both the
Inited States and the Soviet Union to maintain the Anti-Ballistic Missile
Treaty until an updated treaty is in p]ace".1 In a statement to the House
of Commons, Secretary of State, Joe Clark outlined this position further.

He said:

Qur interest in Canada is to ensure strict
adherence to that Treaty, and continued respect by
both sides for the integrity of this fundamental
arms control document.?2

Addressing the question of what limits the Treaty places on research into
ABM systems Mr, Clark stated:

Its text [the ABM Treaty] does not refer directly
to research, although the private negotiating
record of either side may mention research. The
agreement on what precisely is intended in that
Treaty is for these two Governments which are the
parties to the agreement to work out .3

In response to questioning in the House of Commons as to the Canadian
position on how the ABM Treaty limits research, Mr, Clark reiterated the
idea that it was up to the two parties to that Treaty to come to an

agreement :

...that is an issue, a disagreement between the two
parties signatory to the ABM Treaty. ...there is a
written treaty that makes no reference to research,
and...there might be private documents in the hands
of both the Soviet Union and the United States
which might elaborate on other agreements that they
made with respect to research. 0Only they can know
that. A1l that we can ask is that the integrity of
the ABM Treaty be respected and that there be a
strict adherence to it. That is the position of
the Government of Canada.?

1 DEA Canada’s International Relations, Dec. 1986, p. 47.
2 Commons Debates, 21 Nct. 1986, pp. 553-4.

3 Tbid., p. 553.

4 Tbid., p. 581.
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Mr. Paul Nitze, Special Advisor to President Reagan on Arms Control issues,
came to Nttawa on 5 March 1987 as part of US consultations with the allies
about the question of reinterpreting the Treaty. After the meeting, Mr.
Clark issued a statement that said the United States had reassured Canada
that no move had yet been taken to move to a broad interpretation. The
statement also said:

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

Parliamentary Comment

NDP member Derek Blackburn asked what steps the Government would take since
"President Reagan has made clear his intention to test and deploy ABM
systems outside the laboratory within 10 years?"® Prime Minister Brian
Mulroney replied:

I would not want to try to anticipate what may or
may not happen in the next 10 years but our treaty
is clear and the position of the Government of
Canada with regard to ABM is clear. We have
conveyed that to all Parties. There has been no
change in our positions.’

Mr. Blackburn then further suggested that the American position on the ABM
Treaty at the Reykjavik Summit demonstrated their intention of abrogating
the Treaty and that the United States had misled NATO allies as to their
intentions with respect to the Treaty.

2 NDEA Statement, 87/14, 5 Mar. 1987.

- Commons Debates, 14 Oct. 1986, p. 333.
I5tds




Liberal member Don Johnston expressed disappointment that the
post-Reykjavik statement made by the Secretary of State did not adopt a
position on how the US Strategic Defence Initiative (SDI) programme met the
requirements of the Treaty. Referring to Mr. Clark's statement that it was
up to the two parties to the Treaty to determine its specific limitations,

Mr. Johnston stated:

That sounds as though this were some sort of
private contractual relationship between two
individuals or two corporations....this treaty goes
to the very heart of world security, yet he refuses
to offer the Government's view as to how the star
wars initiative can be rationalized with the terms
of that treaty.8

NDP Teader Ed Broadbent believed that the events at the Reykjavik Summit
demonstrated the US intention to break the existing treaty and that this
represented a reversal of the previous US position favouring the
restrictive intepretation which had been elucidated by US Secretary of
State George Shultz. Mr. Broadbent went on to say that he felt that Mr.
Clark was avoiding the central issue by refusing to take a position on the

question of research.

Surely such a narrow discussion as 'the limits on
permissible research' is now described as the issue
only because the United States Administration has
refused to back away from insisting on its right to
test and deploy the star wars system. Instead of
forthrightly criticizing the Reagan Administration
for this, [he] is now helping them get the focus
away from their desire to violate the ABM Treaty.

I say to the Minister that this is unacceptable to
the people of Canada....?

On 27 October 1986 Liberal member Lloyd Axworthy called upon the Prime
Minister to join the opposition parties in a joint resolution indicating

8 Commons Debates, 21 Oct. 1986, p. 555.
9 Tbid., p. 557.
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support for the disarmament proposals discussed at Reykjavik

Such a resolution would incorporate the very
strong and unmistakable commitment to honour the
Anti-ballistic Missile Treaty requirements of 1972
that there be no testing and development of
space-related weapons other than those that are in
laboratories or on fixed-ground sites.10

Mr. Axworthy went on to say that the stumbling block at Reykjavik had been
President Reagan's failure to agree to limit research and development on
SDI for 10 years.

That is what the ABM Treaty requires. It is not
such a big concession. It is not such a major
threat to security. Research would continue in the
laboratories but it would not get to the point
where there would be a series of prototypes in
outer space....I rise...to express my deep

regret...that the Government has withdrawn from its
previous position.11

Mrs. Pauline Browes, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of
Environment, responded:

We have been assured by the USA that SDI research
is being conducted within the restrictive
interpretation of the ABM Treaty....We are

satisfied with the assurances we have received from
the administration.l12

At hearings before the Standing Committee on External Affairs and
International Trade, Liberal member Don Johnston asked Mr. Clark whether he
believed Article V of the ABM Treaty ruled out the pursuit of SDI. Mr,
Clark responded that "It is our view that it would not rule out research on
the Strategic Defence Initiative."13

1¥ Commons Debates, 27 Oct. 1986, p. 792.

Ibid.

2 Tbid., p. 793.

13 Standing Committee on External Affairs and International Trade
Proceedings, 21 Jan. 1987, p. 10.
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NDP member Pauline Jewett pursued the question of research, suggesting that
"...very frequently the President [of the United States] refers to research
as if it included testing and development - indeed, everything short of

deployment of SDI."14 Mr. Clark replied:

If what you are asking me to do,...is suggest it is
our view that the United States Administration is
now in breach, or is contemplating a breach, of its
obligations under the ABM Treaty, no, I do not
think that is the case.l®

In the House of Commons, Mr, Johnston asked Mr. Clark about reports that
Secretary of State Shultz said the allies should not be criticizing the
broad interpretation and asked Mr. Clark to confirm that he had sent a
letter to Mr. Shultz on this issue. Mr. Clark responded:

I can confirm that I have written to the US
Secretary of State indicating the very grave
importance Canada places on the US continuing to
adhere to a restrictive interpretation of the ABM
Tr‘eaty.16

Liberal member Donald Johnston called upon the Government to make it clear
to Mr. Nitze that Canada supported the restrictive interpretation of the
Treaty. He stated:

There is no need for a reinterpretation of that
treaty. Although it was signed only by the two
superpowers, it is not a private contract to be
nit-picked by Tawyers in the Kremlin and the White
House simply to provide new interpretations which
would permit the extensive testing of this new
defensive system.l”

14 1bid., p. 16.

15 Thid.

16 Tommons Debates, 13 Feb. 1987, p. 3409.
7 Tommons Debates, 4 Mar. 1987, p. 3799.
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2. ARMS CONTROL TREATY COMPLIANCE: SALT II

Background

The SALT II Treaty limiting strategic nuclear forces was signed by US
President Carter and Soviet General Secretary Brezhnev in Vienna, on 10
June 1979, Although the agreement was never ratified by the US Senate,
both the United States and the Soviet Union have continued to abide by its

terms.

The SALT II Treaty officially expired on 31 December 1985. 1In 1985
President Reagan made two reports to Congressl outlining Soviet violations
of arms control treaties. 1In 1987 a report was sent to Congress in March.?2
While most of the violations concerned the SALT II and Anti-Ballistic
Missile (ABM) Treaties, possible violations of the Threshold Test Ban
Treaty, the Limited Test Ban Treaty and the Biological and Toxic Weapons
Convention were also listed. With respect to the SALT Il Treaty, the
United States is primarily concerned with a new mobile Soviet
intercontinental ballistic missile (ICBM), the SS-25. The US states that
this is an illegal second new missile and that the Soviet Union has
excessively coded the telemetry on the missile's test flights. The Soviet
Union contends that the SS-25 is a modernization, within the limits of the
Treaty, of an older missile, the SS-13.

On 10 June 1985 President Reagan announced that the United States would
dismantle an older ballistic missile submarine when a new Trident submarine
was deployed in September 1985. This kept the US within SALT limits.
However, Reagan warned that future compliance decisions would be taken on a
‘case-by-case' basis and that the United States reserved the right to
exceed treaty limits in the future as a 'proportionate response' to Soviet
treaty violations. Defence Secretary Weinberger submitted a classified

report on possible responses to Soviet violations in January 1986.

1 President’s Report to Congress on Soviet Noncompliance With Arms Control
Agreements, T Feb. 1985 and 23 Dec. 1985.

2 President's Report to Congress on Soviet Noncompliance with Arms Control
Agreements, Mar., 1987.
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With the launching of another new Trident submarine in May 1986, the Reagan
Administration re-evaluated the compliance situation and possible American
responses. Reagan announced that the United States would dismantle two
older Poseidon submarines, thus keeping the US technically within the
limits of the SALT II Treaty. The President stated, however, that the
submarines were being dismantled for economic reasons, (the submarines had
reached the end of their useful 1ife) and not because of SALT limits. He
also indicated that because of continued Soviet violations of the Treaty,
the United States would make future force structure decisions based on the
nature of the Soviet threat and not on the basis of SALT limits.

In September 1986 the United States decided to overhaul rather than
dismantle two Poseidon submarines coming to the end of their useful lives.
As a result, the United States exceeded the SALT limits on 28 November 1986
with the deployment of a 131st cruise missile carrying B-52 bomber. This
put the United States over the SALT limit of 1,320 MIRVed ballistic
missiles and cruise missile carrying bombers. In response, the Soviet
Union stated it would remain within SALT limits "for the time being".

Current Canadian Position

Responding to questioning in the House of Commons, the Secretary of State
for External Affairs, Joe Clark stated:

...we have made clear our views about the
importance of respecting the SALT II limits from
the very beginning of the rumours that there
might be an intention on the part of the United
States to breach those limits. Within the last
week both myself personally to Secretary Shultz
and the Prime Minister to President Reagan
reaffirmed our position that it would be better
for the world if the United States would respect
the SALT II obligations.3

3 Commons Debates, 27 Nov. 1986, p. 1590.
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In a statement released by Mr. Clark on 28 November 1986, he said:

The Government viewed with serious concern the
[Reagan] Administration's announced intention in
the spring and deplores the implementation of
that decision today. Our views have repeatedly
been conveyed to the US Adminstration....The
Government recognizes that SALT II is not a
perfect agreement and acknowledges that the USSR
has not satisfactorily responded to charges of
its own non-compliance with provisions of SALT
II. At the same time, we believe that even an
imperfect regime of restraint on the strategic
arms race is better than no restraint at all....
Until [a new arms control] accord is attained,
however, we consider the interests of nuclear
arms control and strategic stability are best
served by both the USA and USSR continuing to
abide by the provisions of the SALT II
agreement.4

Parliamentary Comment

Some members of the House called upon Mr. Clark to suspend cruise missile
testing as a way of protesting against the United States action with
respect to the SALT II Treaty. Mr., Clark responded:

We regret the decision that has been taken by the
United States with regard to the SALT II limits.
We have made that clear. We have a commitment to
NATO to test the airlaunch Cruise missiles. We
intend to keep our word.:

Liberal member Donald Johnston pursued the question, citing paragraph 23c
of the Canada-l)S umbrella testing agreement:

Either Government shall reserve the right to
cancel, suspend, postpone or terminate any

s quoted in "Canada views USA Decision on SALT II with Serious Concern"
. The Disarmament Bulletin, Winter 1986 - Spring 1987, p. 3.
Commons Debates, 27 Nov. 1986, p. 1597.
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specific test and evaluation project, if in its
opinion, any unforeseen imperative circumstances
should so warrant.

Surely the breach by the Americans of their
obligations under SALT II would constitute such
an eventuality if the Government so elected to
stop testing the Cruise missile.b

Mr. Clark responded:

I also regret the action of the Liberal Party now
in suggesting that we have no obligation to
contribute to the collective defence of NATO, an
obligation which we have accepted. Unhappily the
nuclear deterrent remains a reality in the

world. This_country cannot opt out of our
obligations.

NDP member Pauline Jewett pursued the same line of questioning:

Does the Government yet recognize that there is a
link between the breaching of the SALT II limits
and air-launched Cruise missile?....why does it
not do the honourable thing and dissociate us
from the breach of the SALT II limits and cancel
air-launched Cruise missile testing?8

Mr. Clark responded:

I know there is a great deal of concern in Canada
about the inherent danger of living in a nuclear
world. That is why Canada is doing everything we
can to encourage arms control agreements which
would move toward a reduction of that nuclear
danger. One way to stop arms control agreements
would be for a prominent member of the Western
Alliance to turn its back on Europe, and to turn
its back on the United States.9

9 Commons Debates, 1 NDec. 1986, p. 1643,
7 Tbid.

8 Tbid.

9 Tb7d., p. 1644.
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3. BIOLOGICAL WEAPONS

Background

Biological weapons have been used on several occasions in the past. Their
use during the First World War led the international community to redouble
its efforts to deal with this problem and in 1925 the Geneva Protocol was
signed. The Protocol prohibits the use of asphyxiating, poisonous and
other gases and of bacteriological processes.

After the Second World War several United Nations organisations recognised
the 1limits of the Protocol and the importance of making it more effective.
In 1969 the United States renounced both the production and stockpiling of
biological weapons. Negotiations at the UN Conference of the Committee on
Disarmament succeeded in producing a Convention on biological weapons in
1972, which came into force three years later. The Convention forbids the
use, production, stockpiling or transfer of bacteriological or poisonous
weapons and calls for the destruction of existing stocks. The Convention,
which 102 states had ratified by 1 January 1986, is seen as the first
agreement requiring actual disarmament to be agreed upon at the
international level,.

The Convention was the subject of two review conferences, in 1980 and

1986. The Second Review Conference, in September 1986, stressed its
determination to rule out any possibility of biological agents being used
in weapons and repeated its commitment to reach agreement on a ban on
chemical weapons. A final declaration was unanimously adopted which
required the signatories to start work on measures to prevent or reduce any
“ambiquities, doubts or suspicions" concerning bacteriological activities
and to improve international co-operation on the peaceful uses of
microbiology. Among the measures proposed were the exchange of information
concerning research facilities, biological products and the occurrence of
rare diseases. A new arrangement allows any state to call for a meeting of
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an advisory gfoup of experts if a problem arises concerning the application

of the Convention.

In recent years the ability of the Convention to control the threat posed
by biological weapons has been questioned. The development of new
technologies, such as the use of recombinant DMA, risks rendering the
Convention useless because of the many ways in which these technologies can
be employed. The Convention does not restrict research on biological or
toxic agents in any way. Most such research is concerned with the
properties of these substances and can be used for protective purposes. It
is possible however that the same research could ultimately be used to
produce new biological weapons. These concerns are a result of the ill-
defined boundary between research and development in this field.

Doubts as to the effectiveness of the Convention have also arisen in
connection with the allegations, first made in the seventies, that the
superpowers (and their allies) have developed and used biological weapons.
The most recent such accusation was made against the Soviet Union which was
said to have used toxic weapons in South East Asia (yellow rain). The fact
that a definite verdict on whether toxic weapons were used in that instance
was never been reached emphasises the problems of verifying the Convention
and the need to strengthen the Convention accordingly. The mechanisms
required for verification have been the subject of considerable discussion
and are at the heart of the disagreements which have arisen concerning the
Convention.

Canada signed and ratified the 1925 Geneva Protocol and the Convention of
1972. After the Second World War it carried out research on the defensive
aspects of biological and chemical weapons, often in collaboration with the
United States and Great Britain. In the mid-sixties, at a time when the
United States was being accused of using herbicides and defoliants in
Southeast Asia, Canada increased its efforts in the UN to have such weapons

banned. Canada is among the countries that have recommended that chemical
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and biological weapons should be dealt with in separate negotiations. It

is also interested in the verification measures required to enforce current

measures concerning biological weapons.

Current Canadian Position

In recent years Canada has conducted research into the methods of enquiry
needed for investigating apparent violations of the Convention. In 1985
Canada produced a document entitled, Handbook for the Investigation of

Allegations of the Use of Chemical or Biological Weapons, which it

presented to the United Nations. Following the 'yellow rain' accusations
against the Soviet Union, Canada undertook three studies in Southeast
Asia. These investigations, which were carried out by the Departments of
External Affairs and National Defence, produced three reports the last of
which was issued in 1986. Al1 three were presented to the UN Secretary

General.l

On 9 September 1986, Arséne Neprés, the head of the Canadian Delegation to
the Second Review Conference of the Biological and Toxic Weapons Convention
spoke of the major advances which had been made in biotechnology and the
danger that they could be used for "illegitimate purposes of the kind
prohibited by the Convention"2, He added that the fact there had been
several allegations of serious breaches of the Convention was a cause of
major concern and stated:

1 Handbook for the Investigation of Allegations of the Use of Chemical or
Biological Weapons, Ottawa, Department of External Affairs, Nov. 1985;
Butler, G. C., Report on Use of Chemical Warfare in Southeast Asia, Memo
to External Affairs, 2 Dec. 1981; Shiefer, H. B., Study of the Possible
lse of Chemical Warfare Agents in Southeast Asia: A Report to the
Department of External Affairs, Ottawa, 1982; Norman, J. J. and Purdon,
J. J., Final Summary Report on the Investigation of 'Yellow Rain' Samples

from Southeast Asia, Ottawa, Defence Research Establishment, Feb. 1986.
2 DEA, Statements and Speeches, 9 Sept. 1986.
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The Canadian Government considers that it should be
the task of this Conference to seek to strengthen
the application of the Convention in realistic and
operationally practicable ways."3

At the UN General Assembly Canada co-sponsored Resolution 41/58 (A) which
called upon all states that had not already done so to sign and ratify the

Convention. The resolution was adopted without a vote.

Parliamentary Comment

The issue has not been raised in the House of Commons since the summer of
1986.
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4. CANADA AS A NUCLEAR WEAPON-FREE ZONE

Background

Nuclear weapon-free zones (NWFZ) were first discussed in the 1950s. They
are seen as a way of limiting the deployment and proliferation of nuclear
weapons. The first proposal for a NWFZ was put forward by Poland in 1957
at the United Nations General Assembly. Known as the Rapacki Plan (named
after the Polish Foreign Minister) the proposal called for a nuclear-free
zone covering Poland, Czechoslovakia, East Germany and West Germany. No
nuclear weapons would be manufactured or stockpiled in this zone and the
use of nuclear weapons against the area would be forbidden. The Plan
proposed a broad system of air and ground surveillance, run jointly by the
NATO and Warsaw Pact nations, to ensure compliance. The Plan failed to
gain support from the Western Powers.

The Antarctic Treaty of 1959 established the first nuclear weapon-free zone
in the uninhabited Antarctic region., The Treaty of Tlatelolco, which
established Latin America as the only populated NWFZ in the world, was
signed in 1967. Twenty five Latin American nations are party to this
Treaty, under which they agree not to test, produce or acquire nuclear
weapons or to allow other nations to deploy them on their territory.
Protocol II of the Treaty was signed by all five nuclear weapons states and
requires them to respect the nuclear-free status of Latin America, and to

agree not to threaten to use weapons against the Treaty's members.

On 6 August 1985, at Rarotonga, the thirteen members of the South Pacific
Forum signed a treaty which declared the major part of the South Pacific to
be a nuclear weapon-free zone and banned the deployment, production or
testing of such weapons in the area; whether nuclear weapons would be
permitted on foreign planes or vessels was left to the discretion of the
signatories. The Soviet Union and China signed the two protocols to this
treaty forbidding nuclear testing, or the use of or threat of using,
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nuclear weapons in the area. Other areas have also been proposed as
nuclear weapon-free zones. These include: the Nordic states, the Balkan

states, Africa, the Middle East, and Southern Asia.

In the UN General Assembly Canada has supported resolutions calling for the
creation of nuclear weapon-free zones in the Middle East, Latin America,
Africa and Southern Asia; but it has always been opposed to the
establishment of such zones in Central or Northern Europe or the Balkans,
saying that zones in those 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.

Current Canadian Position

Canada supports the principle of nuclear weapon-free zones whenever this is
feasible and 1ikely to promote stability in the area. Although the
creation of such a zone is not a satisfactory alternative to having the
countries of the area ratify the Non-Proliferation Treaty it can make a
significant contribution to preventing the spread of nuclear arms.

The Canadian Government 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 geographical
area; it must be based on proposals which emanate from and are agreed to
by most countries in the area concerned, including the principal military
powers; it must not give advantage to any state or group of states; it
must contain adequate treaty assurances and means to verify that countries
abide by their commitments, and it must not permit the development of an
independent nuclear explosive capability in the area.l

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

Despite this position the local authorities in sixty Canadian cities have
declared their areas nuclear-free zones.

Parliamentary Comment

In recent years 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 has sponsored these resolutions and is opposed to the
presence of nuclear weapons on Canadian territory; it believes that they
do not contribute to the security of Canada or of the West. According to
the NDP Canadian activities such as testing the cruise missile only serve
to weaken the Canadian position on disarmament and to encourage nuclear
proliferation.

Bill C-214, to make Canada a nuclear weapon-free zone, received first
reading on 8 October 1986. It was introduced by NDP member Jim Fulton. It
would forbid the deployment, testing, manufacturing, transporting or
stockpiling of any nuclear weapons or the components thereof on Canadian
territory, including Canadian territorial waters and airspace.

At its convention in November 1986 the Liberal Party put forward a
resolution on this issue. The party resolved that the Canadian Government
should stop testing the cruise missile in Canada and "should move

2 1bid.
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immediately to make Canada a nuclear-free zone, to support a comprehensive
test ban treaty, and to oppose completely the Star Wars proposal".3

In a speech to the Commons on 17 February 1987, Conservative member Alan
Redway commented on the resolutions adopted at the Liberal Convention:

If we decided to Teave NATO or, for that matter,
unilaterally declared Canada to be a nuclear free
zone, we would be forfeiting the ability to influence
in some way the negotiations for nuclear disarmament
or for other kinds of conventional disarmament,
perhaps the consultations on the first use of nuclear
weapons in Europe, or the decision to use nuclear
weapons first, before anyone else does. We would be
forfeiting the right to consultation. It makes no
sense for us to forfeit that right or to get out of
NATO, nor does it make any sense for us unilaterally
to declare Canada a nuclear free zone. Whatever
happens in a nuclear exchange between the United
States and the Soviet Union, whether or not we are a
nuclear free zone will not save our hides.%

Mr. Redway added that it was "surprising and disturbing" that the Liberals
had adopted a resolution of this kind when they had been such strong
supporters of NATO and of multilateral and verifiable nuclear disarmament
for many years.
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5. CHEMICAL WEAPONS

Background

In recent years there have been various allegations about the use of
chemical weapons in regional conflicts. This has raised awareness of the
importance of their prohibition. The early conclusion of a chemical
weapons ban has been designated a priority by the Canadian Government.
Negotiations in this area take place primarily in the Conference on
Disarmament (CD),at Geneva but there have also been bilateral negotiations
between the United States and the Soviet Union.

Although a chemical weapons ban has been on the agenda of the Conference on
Disarmament and its various antecedents since 1968, it is only in recent
years that there has been any progress. In an attempt to facilitate
action, the forty-nation CD established the Ad Hoc Working Group on
Chemical Weapons in 1980 at which all CD participants were represented.
Their first task was to define the issues that a ban on chemical weapons
should cover. The 1925 Geneva Protocol prohibits the use of asphyxiating,
poisonous and other gases, but does not ban their manufacture or
stockpiling. Most of its signatories, including Canada, retain the right
to retaliate to any attack by chemical weapons. The second task of the
Working Group was to draft a comprehensive treaty which would constitute an
effective and verifiable ban on the development, production, stockpiling,
transfer and use of chemical weapons. 1In 1983 it developed a consensus
document which identified the elements of a comprehensive treaty, and
outlined areas of agreement and disagreement.

In 1984 the United States put forward a proposal for a ban on chemical
weapons which marked an important step in the CD negotiations on chemical
weapons. The proposal was noteworthy in suggesting verification by
challenge inspections - sudden mandatory inspections of plants suspected of
cheating. It was agreed in 1984 that the destruction of existing
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stockpiles should be subject to systematic international inspection, but
there was disagreement over the particular inspection procedures to be
used.

Since 1980 the UN Secretary General has conducted several enquiries into
the alleged use of chemical weapons. Two of the reports which resulted
from these enquiries, one in 1984 and the other in 1985, concluded that
chemical weapons had been used in Iran. A report in 1986 confirmed that
Iraq had been the country which had used these weapons. A further UN
study, released on 13 May 1987, confirmed that the Iraqi forces were
continuing to use chemical weapons and had even employed them against
civilians. The UN Human Rights Commission also reported in November 1986
that certain types of chemical weapons had been used in Afghanistan by
Soviet and Afghan troops.

In 1986 some progress was made in the Ad Hoc Committee of the CD on
provisions concerning chemical weapons production facilities and effective
ways of monitoring the chemical industry to ensure that production was not
diverted for chemical weapons purposes. Agreement was reached in April on
a preliminary list of chemicals used for industrial and military purposes.
The United States provided detailed information concerning the nature and
location of its stocks of chemical weapons. The Soviet Union declared
itself in favour of intermediate measures to bring about an agreement and
it accepted the principle of systematic on-site verification of the
destruction or dismantling of production facilities. In the meantime,
however, the United States and France both announced that they would resume

production of chemical weapons in order to counter the Soviet Union's
arsenal.

In the fall of 1986 the UN General Assembly adopted three resolutions
calling on the Conference on Disarmament to intensify its efforts to
achieve a convention on the complete and effective prohibition of the
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development, production, stockpiling and use of chemical weapons. It was
also decided to re-establish the Ad Hoc Committee for 1987. Progress in
the CD negotiations in 1987 has given rise to the hope that agreement might
be reached early in 1988. Draft provisions under discussion involve the
establishment of an organization to supervise the destruction and
dismantling of production facilities over a period of ten years and methods
to ensure that the agreement is respected.

In February 1987 the Soviet Union agreed to reveal the location of its
stockpiles. While this represented an important change in the Soviet
position it still failed to meet Western demands for obligatory challenge
inspections on short notice. In April the Soviet Union announced that it
had stopped producing chemical weapons.

Several questions concerning a ban on chemical weapons still remain. They
include: a definition of chemical weapons; the identification of the main
agents to be banned; the question of acceptable usage of chemicals; and
the destruction of existing stockpiles and factories.

Current Canadian Position

In order to compensate for limitations in the Geneva Protocol and in the
hope of providing a basis for further multilateral negotiations, Canada has
submitted several working papers to the CD since 1980. These dealt with
the definition and promotion of a treaty and the need for verification.l

' Conference of the Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disarmament, Conference of
the Committee on Disarmament, Gommittee on Disarmament, Chemical Weapons
-.wqrging Papers, 1969-1982 Sessions, Arms Control and Disarmament
Division of the Department of External Affairs, April 1983. In 1986
Canada published an indexed compendium of all chemical weapons
documentation for the period 1983-85.
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In December 1985 Canada presented the UN Secretary-General with a 174-page
Handbook for the Investigation of Allegations of the Use of Chemical or

Biological Weapons which sets out detailed operational methods for the

investigation of such allegations. 1In 1986 Canada tabled a further
document at the CD concerning an international system for classifying
chemical substances.

At the beginning of 1986 the Canadian ambassador to the CD, J. Alan Beesley
told the Conference that Canada was ready in principle to accept and apply
the verification proposals tabled in the US draft treaty of 1984, He added
that it would be of

...limited utility if we get an effective,
bilateral convention which is not a comprehensive
convention in both senses in extending to all the
main issues under negotiation and comgromising a
genuine non-proliferation convention.¢

In July 1986 Mr. Beesley said that in the course of the lengthy
negotiations it had become apparent that there was "unlikely to be
agreement on the precise substances to be controlled until there is also
agreement on exactly what type of controls would be app]ied".3

Canada co-sponsored two of the three resolutions on chemical and biological
weapons which were proposed at the UN General Assembly. Resolution 41/58 C
urged the CD to accelerate its negotiations and called upon all states to
co-operate in efforts to ban chemical weapons. It was passed by a vote of
137-0-14. Resolution 41/58 D asked the CD to spend more time on chemical
weapons negotiations and to re-establish the Ad Hoc committee in 1987. It
was adopted without a vote. Canada abstained on an East German Resolution,
41/58 B, which called on all states to cease from producing chemical

weapons and from using them against others.

¢ Disarmament Bulletin, Winter 85-Spring 86, p. 14.
DEA, Chemical Weapons - Final Records (PV), Conference on Disarmament,
1986 Session.




28.

In a speech to the CD in April 1987, Ambassador Beesley referred to
allegations that chemical weapons had been used in the Gulf War, and said
that this underlined the importance of including in a treaty "a provision
for an unqualified, verifiable ban on the use of chemical weapons going
beyond use and including, of course, possession, destruction etc."4 He
also announced that Canada was continuing the research begun for the
handbook submitted to the Secretary General in December 1985, and was
studying other practical and technical aspects of procedures for

verification.b

On 9 July 1987 Canada and Norway submitted a document to the CD entitled
General Procedures for Verification of Alleged Use of Chemical weapons.6

This study contained proposals to be included in an annex to article IX of
a future Chemical Weapons Convention.

Parliamentary Comment

The subject has not been raised in the Commons since the summer of 1986
when there was considerable controversy over Canada's decision to support
NATO in its endorsement of the US decision to produce new binary chemical
weapons. (See 1985-86 issue of the Guide)
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6. A COMPREHENSIVE NUCLEAR FREEZE

Background

Comprehensive nuclear freeze proposals generally call for a halt to all
nuclear weapons production, testing and deployment in order to arrest the
nuclear arms race while significant reductions are being negotiated. The
concept of a nuclear freeze was frequently raised at the United Nations and
was the subject of lively debate early in the eighties. 1In March 1980
Randall Forsberg, of the Institute for Defense and Disarmament Studies in
Boston, drafted a resolution entitled “Call to Halt the Nuclear Arms

Race". The resolution stated that "...the United States and the Soviet
Union should stop the nuclear arms race" and called for "a mutual freeze on
the testing, production and deployment of nuclear weapons and of missiles
and of new aircraft designed primarily to deliver nuclear weapons."

The idea of a nuclear freeze appealed to many people who were increasingly
concerned by the nuclear arms race. Their concern had been aggravated by
the policies of the new Reagan Administration which appeared unenthusiastic
about arms control and was slow to develop an arms control policy.

Comments from senior administration officials suggesting the possibility of
a limited nuclear war, and the impending deployment of US cruise and
Pershing II missiles in Europe did nothing to alleviate this anxiety.
Support for the freeze movement grew quickly, therefore, in the first years
of the Reagan Administration, generating a movement of substantial
political strength. Early in 1982 a New York Times poll stated that 72 per

cent of the American public were in favour of a freeze. And in June 1982
an estimated 750,000 people, including Canadians, staged an anti-nuclear
rally in New York to mark the Second Special Session of the United Nations
General Assembly on Disarmament.

While this degree of support for and awareness of a freeze was a relatively

new phenomenon in arms control issues, the concept itself had been
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established earlier. In 1964 President Johnson proposed a limited freeze
on strategic weapons but it was rejected by the Soviets who argued that it
would guarantee the nuclear superiority of the United States. 1In 1978
Prime Minister Trudeau advocated "suffocating" the arms race by imposing a
ban on testing and prohibiting the production of fissionable materials.
The idea of a freeze was discussed in various international fora and also
in bilateral negotiations between Washington and Moscow about the
possibility of limiting strategic weapons.

The freeze movement generated political responses in both the US Congress
and the United Nations. 1In 1982 Senators Kennedy and Hatfield introduced a
resolution in the United States Senate, proposing a mutual, verifiable
freeze on the testing, production and further deployment of nuclear
warheads, missiles and other delivery systems as an interim step to
negotiating reductions on nuclear warheads and delivery systems. Senators
Jackson and Warner presented a counter resolution which effectively
outlined the Reagan position on arms control as finally enunciated. In it
they proposed that US and Soviet nuclear forces be frozen at reduced but
identical levels and that this be ensured by a long-term treaty. The
Kennedy-Hatfield resolution lost in the Senate Foreign Relations Committee
by a vote of 9 to 6, and in the House of Representatives, a resolution
endorsing the President's arms control policy passed, after a Tong and hard
debate, by a vote of 204 to 202. The following year the House voted for a
modified version of the freeze proposal which outlined the objectives which
the Administration should seek to achieve in the START negotiations.

At the United Nations, resolutions on a comprehensive freeze were sponsored
in the First Committee in 1982 by Mexico, Sweden, and India and by the
Soviet Union in 1983. All the resolutions passed but in each case most of
the NATO countries registered a negative vote. While Congressional
resolutions left the timing of the freeze up to the superpowers, and thus
implied that the freeze itself was open to negotiation, the resolutions at
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the United Nations suggested the freeze would be accomplished by
declaration. At the Disarmament Conference in 1985 the socialist and
non-aligned countries once again advocated a nuclear freeze as a necessary
prerequisite for nuclear disarmament. The West for its part preferred to
emphasise the need to strengthen international measures for enforcing
non-proliferation, as well the need for improved techniques of
verification. DNebate about the freeze focussed on two main issues:

verifiability and force imbalance.
It was the Tatter problem which most concerned the European NATO members,

In particular they pointed to the force imbalance in Europe which had been
created by the deployment of Soviet SS-20 missiles.

Current Canadian Position

At the 41st session of the United Nations two resolutions calling for a
nuclear freeze were presented in the General Assembly.l Canada voted
against both resolutions.

The Canadian Government recognizes the important symbolic value of the
freeze concept, but also stresses the need for significant, balanced and
verifiable reductions in the level of nuclear arms. The UN resolutions
made no reference to verification and did not allow for the production of
fissionable material for peaceful purposes. A freeze must be accompanied
by agreements between the nuclear powers in order to achieve any real
progress in disarmament or arms control. It was for this reason that
Canada chose rather to encourage the bilateral negotiations on nuclear arms
between the United States and the Soviet Union.

I

Resolution 41/60 E which passed with a vote of 136-12-5. Resolution
41/60 T which passed by a vote of 139-12-4,



38+

Parliamentary Comment

The issue was not raised in the House of Commons.

Current References

Betts, G. C., et al., (eds), The Strategic Aspects of a Nuclear
Freeze, Ottawa. Department of National Defence, Operational Research and
Analysis Establishment, June 1985.

Garfinkle, A. M., "The Unmaking of the Nuclear Freeze", Washington
Quarterly, Spring 1985, pp. 109-120.

Harrison, R., et al., (eds), Verifying a Nuclear Freeze, New York, Berg
Publishers, 1986.

Kalembka, L., "Breaking down the barriers to disarmament: Realism and
beyond", Alternatives, Vol. 11, No. 1, January 1986, pp. 83-106.

Further Reading

Cole, P. M. and W. J. Taylor (eds), The Nuclear Freeze Debate: Arms Control
Issues for the 80's, Boulder Co., Westview Press, 1983.

Cox, N., A Nuclear Freeze?, CIIPS Background Paper, No. 2, January 1986.

Drinan, R. F., Beyond the Nuclear Freeze, New York, Harper-Row, 1983.

Forsberg, R., Call to halt the Nuclear Arms Race, Institute for Defense and
NDisarmament Studies, 1982.

Garfinkle, A. M., The Politics of the Nuclear Freeze, Philadelphia, Foreign
Policy Research Institute, 1984,

Kennedy, E., Hatfield, M., Freeze! How You Can Help Prevent Nuclear War,
New York, Bantam Books, 1982.

The Nuclear Weapons Freeze and Arms Control, Proceedings of a Symposium

held at the American Academy of Arts and Sciences, January 13-15, 1983,

Cambridge MA, Center for Science and International Affairs, J.F. Kennedy
School of Government, Harvard University.




7. COMPREHENSIVE TEST BAN

Background

In the late 1950s The United States and Britain began negotiations with the
Soviet Union on a Comprehensive Test Ban (CTB) on all forms of nuclear
weapons testing. Although these efforts failed to produce a CTB, they did
result in the Partial Test Ban Treaty (PTBT) which was signed by the three
countries in 1963. The Partial Test Ban prohibits testing in the
atmosphere, underwater or in outer space and has since been signed by 111
other countries, but not by France and China. The Threshold Test Ban
Treaty (TTBT), Timiting underground nuclear tests to 150 kilotons, was
signed in 1974 by the Soviet Union and the United States, but has not been
ratified by the United States Senate. Similarly the Peaceful Nuclear
Explosions Treaty (PNET) of 1976, which established special provisions for
peaceful nuclear explosions, has not been ratified by the US Senate.
Despite the failure to ratify, the signatory states have undertaken to
comply with both treaties. Trilateral negotiations on a CTB were re-opened
by the Carter Administration in 1977, and substantial progress was made in
developing a draft treaty. However, in the wake of strong opposition in
the United States, and the political turmoil involved in the negotiation
and ratification debate on the SALT II Treaty, little more of substance was
accomplished in the negotiations. The negotiations ceased under the Reagan
Administration.

On 6 August 1985 the Soviet Union began a unilateral moratorium on nuclear
testing, which it extended four times. Although the Soviet Union
continually asked the United States to join in the moratorium and negotiate
a CTB treaty the US refused. The moratorium ended with a US test in Nevada
on 3 February 1987. The Soviet Union resumed testing on 28 February 1987.
The United States has stated that while the CTB is a long-term goal for
them testing must continue in order to ensure weapons reliability and
national security. The US Adminstration also believes that a CTB cannot be
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adequately verified.

On 8 August 1986 as part of the Defense Appropriations Bill, the US House
of Representatives passed a resolution calling for a one-year moratorium on
testing above 1 kiloton as long as the Soviet Union did the same and
allowed on-site monitoring. The amendement was eventually dropped as part
of a compromise with the Reagan Administration which agreed to submit the
TTBT and PNET to the Senate for verification. A US Senate amendment which
also banned tests above 1 kiloton was put forward in 1987. The amendment
was dropped in May 1987.

The Soviet Union continued to put forward proposals on nuclear testing
after it ended its unilateral moratorium. On 9 June 1987 it submitted a
draft treaty to the Conference on Disarmament. The treaty called for a
complete ban on nuclear tests but the Soviets said they were willing to
negotiate a 1imit of 1 kiloton.

In 1983 the United Nations Conference on Disarmament established a working
group to deal with a CTB. This group, now called the Ad Hoc Committee, has
had 1ittle success in agreeing on a programme of work. The group has not
met since 1983, and the 1987 spring session of the CD ended without
agreement on an acceptable mandate. The Group of Scientific Experts, also

under the CD, continues to work on developing a global system of seismic
monitoring.

In 1986 and 1987 the CTB remained one of the Canadian Government's six
major goals in arms control and disarmament, and in February 1986 the
Government approved a $3.2 million upgrade to the seismic array station in
Yellowknife as a contribution towards seismic verification. In October
1985, the Government awarded a two-year research grant to the University of
Toronto for further research on the use of regional seismic data for
verification of a CTB.
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Current Canadian Position

In October 1986 Canada hosted a technical workshop on seismic verification
of a CTB. The Canadian Ambassador to the Conference on Disarmament (CD)
Mr. Alan Beesley, tabled the proceedings of this workshop at the CD on 30
April 1987.1 Mr. Beesley stated:

...we are convinced that the Conference on
Disarmament has a substantive role to play in the
achievement of a comprehensive test ban. As we all
know, there are important related talks going on
bilaterally which we hope will produce results on
which the CD can build in its summer session....I
hope that the working paper I have tabled today
will not only provide further evidence of the
substantive role which the Conference on
Disarmament can play in achieving a comprehensive
test ban, but will also give encouragement to the
CD to establish an ad hoc committee as soon as
possib%e in order to get on with the job expected
of us.

In his address to the 41st Session of the UN General Assembly the Secretary
of States for External Affairs, Joe Clark, stated:

Canada will again be supporting a comprehensive
nuclear test ban. This is a fundamental goal and
one towards which concrete steps can and should be
taken now.3

Responding to questions in the House of Commons, Mr. Clark outlined the

Canadian position on the Soviet testing moratorium. He stated:

Our view,...is that the real test in these agreements
is to find something to which both sides can

1 CD/753, 28 Apr. 1987.

Conference on Disarmament, Final Record of the Four Hundred and Tenth
3 Plenary Meeting, CD/PV. 410, 30 Apr. 1987, pp. 10-11.

DEA, Statements and Speeches, 24 Sep. 1986, p. 5.
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comfortably agree. That is not likely to happen in
the case of a moratorium so we believe the
encouragement that Canada must give is to the United
States to continue along the path that was signalled
by the President...indicating a willingness to now
ratify treaties that some months ago the United
States was not prepared to ratify. We think that
step-by-step movement toward an end to testing is
more likely to be practically effective....t

At the 41st Session of the United Nations General Assembly, four
resolutions regarding a comprehensive test ban were passed. Resolution
41/47, sponsored by Australia and other Western nations, was passed by a
vote of 137-1-15, with France voting against.5 The resolution calls upon
the Conference on Disarmament to begin work on a nuclear test ban treaty at
the beginning of its 1987 session. Canada voted in favour of the
resolution.

Resolution 41/59(N) called for advance notification of the date, time and
location of all nuclear tests.® The resolution was passed by a vote of
130-1-22 with France again voting against. Canada voted in favour of the
resolution,

Resolution 41/46 (A), sponsored by Mexico called upon the CD to begin
negotiations for a cTB.” The resolution passed with a vote of 135-3-14
with Canada abstaining.

Resolution 41/46 (B), also sponsored by Mexico, called upon states party to
the PTBT to meet to amend the PTBT to make it comprehensive.8 The
resolution passed by a vote of 127-3-21. Canada abstained.

* Comons Debates, 6 Oct. 1986, p. 108.

5 UNGA Resolution 41/47, 3 Dec. 1986.

6 UNGA Resolution 41/59 (N), 3 Dec. 1986.
7 UNGA Resolution 41/46 (A), 3 Dec. 1986.
8 UNGA Resolution 41/46 (B), 3 Dec. 1986.
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In December 1986 in response to the report of the Special Joint Committee
on Canada's International Relations which had recommended that Canada
continue to work towards a mutually verifiable CTB, the Government stated

that:

...this remains a fundamental Canadian policy
objective, In the meantime, Canada is presenting
proposals in various bodies designed to lead to such
a treaty and is developing the necessary techniques
of verification.

Parliamentary Comment

On 3 October 1986, Liberal member Warren Allmand called upon the Government

to prepare a resolution for the House of Commons concerning a CTB. He

said:

Considering the summit planned in Iceland for October
11, it is important that our Government make a public
statement urging immediate negotiations on a
comprehensive test ban treaty. To this end the
Minister should prepare a resolution for this House,
so that Parliament can declare itself on thi?
important issue before the Icelandic Summit. 0

A few days later, during the debate on the Throne Speech, NDP member

Pauline Jewett stated:

Many of us are distressed indeed that Canada has
not yet placed at the top of its agenda urging the
United States to join the Soviet Union in a
moratorium on nuclear weapons testing....We say
from time to time that we cannot do much about
nuclear testing since there is a problem of

7 DEA Canada's International Relations, Response of the Government of
Canada to the Report of the Special Joint Committee of the Senate and
the House of Commons, Dec. 1986, p. 47.

Commons Debates, 3 Oct. 1986, Pe &
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verification. That is the Reagan argument.
However, virtually every seismographic expert
outside the US Administration believes that test
ban verification can now be assured. We would like
to see the Government move in that area.ll

On 7 October 1986 Liberal member Don Johnston called upon the Government
to make a clear statement asking the United States to join the Soviet
testing moratorium.

Given the meeting this coming weekend between General
Secretary Gorbachev and President Reagan, would the
Secretary of State bring a resolution to the House
for adoption by unanimous consent of all Parties
exhorting the superpowers to take concrete steps at
this meeting in Iceland leading to a comprehensive
test ban treaty.l?

Mr. Clark responded:

What is clear about the state of the world now is
that the action the world needs is action which can
be taken by those two superpowers meeting together.
We should be doing everything we can to encourage a
constructive result of that meeting. Lecturing from
afar will not necessarily add to a constructive
result.13

NDP member Derek Blackburn suggested that continued US nuclear tests and
refusal to join the Soviet moratorium set back chances at achieving a CTB
by at least five years.14

Liberal member Warren Allmand also condemned the continued United States
testing in light of the last extension of the Soviet moratorium. He said:

TI Commons Debates, 6 Oct. 1986, p. 84.

lg Commons Debates, 7 Oct. 1986, p. 154.
Ibid.

14 Tommons Debates, 4 Feb. 1987, p. 3096.
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This test [on 3 February] occurred despite the
knowledge that the Soviet Union would end.it§
self-imposed unilateral moratorium....It is indeed
unfortunate that mankind is being propelled further
into the nuclear arms race due to the_regressive
notion that nuclear testing can help.
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8. THE CONFERENCE ON CONFIDENCE- AND SECURITY-BUILDING MEASURES AND
DISARMAMENT IN EUROPE

Background

The Helsinki Final Act of 1975 was the culmination of two years of
negotiation in the Conference on Security and Co-operation in Europe
(CSCE). Amongst other things, it dealt with the need for measures to
reduce the risk of military confrontation between the East and West. The
confidence-building measures in the Final Act, however, were voluntary, and

there was general recognition of the need for more substantive methods.

After three years of discussion, on 9 September 1983, the 35 nations of the
GSCE established the Stockholm Conference on Disarmament in Europe (CDE).
Its initial goal was to discuss possible confidence and security building
measures (CSBMs), which would reduce the threat of military brinkmanship in
Europe. Actual implementation of disarmament methods was to be considered
after a CSCE review in November 1985,

The talks began in Stockholm on 17 January 1984. The 35 participating
countries included representatives of NATO, the Warsaw Pact, and a group of
neutral and non-aligned states. The NATO countries, including Canada,
presented the following six proposals in January 1984: annual exchanges on
military formations; annual announcements of upcoming military manoeuvres;

notification of military activities outside of garrison; acceptance of
observers at such activities; verification by challenge and on-site
inspection; and the establishment of hotlines to ensure communications in
time of crisis.

The Soviet Union tabled the Warsaw Treaty Organization's (WTO) suggestions
in May, 1984, which stressed the value of political steps to increase
confidence and reduce the risk of war. The WTO called for: an agreement on

the non-use of force; a negotiated chemical weapon-free zone in Europe;
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declarations of nuclear-free zones in the Balkans, Central Europe and the
Nordic area; a freeze and reduction of military spending; and some general
suggestions regarding 1imits on military exercises, advance warning of
troop movements and mutual exchange of observers. The Soviet Union also
tabled a draft treaty on the non-use of force.

The neutral and non-aligned group (NNA) presented confidence-building
suggestions that included restrictions on offensive weapons based near
borders, and vastly improved notification and observer provisions. The
NNA's emphasis on geographical restrictions was seen by the West as an
intermediate step between CSBMs and actual disarmament, and as such only to
be considered after CSBMs had been agreed upon. The East favoured
restrictions but was wary of concrete military changes that would impinge
on their requirements for national security.

After much discussion, in December 1984 two working groups were formed.
Working Group A examined all CSBMs not included in the Helsinki Final Act
of the CSCE. Working Group B studied the modest measures of observation
and notification of military activities which are included in the Final
Act. A third group discussed the links between the two working groups.

In January and February 1985, NATO member countries submitted six working
documents which reiterated their suggestions from the year before, and,
inter alia, recommended 45 days notification for any military manoeuvres
involving 6,000 troops, the mobilization of 25,000 reservists and any
amphibious activity with 3,000 combat troops. The 1975 Helsinki accords
call for 21 days notification of events involving 25,000 men. The WTO
states tabled their CSBMs at the same time. They suggested 30 days
notification of movement of more than 20,000 men and an overall limit of
any manoeuvres to 40,000 men.

On 15 November 1985, the NNA group submitted a revised proposal that many
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hoped would be a bridge between the NATO and Warsaw Pact positions. It
combined the Western emphasis on specific information exchange and on
demanding verification measures with the WT0's desire for a declaration on

the non-use or threat of force.

The NNA proposal also suggested that notice of a broader range of military
activity would be helpful in avoiding any aggression, either by
misinterpretation or accident. A1l CDE states should be invited to observe
military activities and should be given 42 days advance notice of such
activities. Details of standard conditions should be provided so as to
enhance the knowledge of the observers. The NNA addressed the problem of
verification 1n a manner meant to reconcile the divergent East and West
positions on compulsory inspection. It suggested "observation upon
request", which would require a 12-hour notice for investigation of any
suspicious activities.

At the end of 1985, there were still large areas of disagreement between
East and West, including whether to include independent air and naval
activities as part of a treaty as the East wanted, or to focus on ground
forces, as the West and NNA group wanted.

Although many disagreements remained, much of the last sessions in 1986
were spent in formulating a draft with a view to having a final treaty
ready by 19 September 1986, the final deadline before the CSCE Preparatory
Committee meeting in Vienna. The NATO initiative tabled on 30 June 1986
adopted a previous Austrian proposal to define the notification threshold
by combining unit structures, manpower, and equipment. Raising the limit on
troop numbers requiring notification from the previously suggested level of
6,000 was also agreed to in principle. Notification of mobilization
activities was no longer required. Limits on the duration of observation
missions during military exercises were accepted, and the number of
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verification inspections to which every state was entitled was Towered from

two to one per year.

As the end of the eleventh session of the Stockholm Conference approached
in mid-July 1986, further progress was made on the definition of the
numerical/structural notification threshold, and the issue of notification
for independent air activities was resolved.

In August 1986, both the Soviet Union and the United States modified their
negotiating positions. The Soviet Union accepted the principle of on-site
inspections on 19 August. For its part, the United States agreed, on 26
August, to provide advance warning of any trans-Atlantic movement of forces
from North America to Europe. The need for aerial inspection from the East
German border to the Urals was agreed to by the Soviets ten days later,
although Soviet negotiators argued that the host country should supply the
aircraft and pilots to carry the other side's observers. The American
negotiating team was reluctant to accept the Soviet position on aerial
inspection. The United States believed that the aircraft of neutral
nations, carrying both observers and host-nation officials, should be used
for inspections. The Soviet offer would be considered, however, if
technical details regarding navigation, monitoring, and camera equipment
aboard host-nation aircraft could be resolved satisfactorily. Soviet
negotiators were hesitant to accept this counter-offer since their
government wished to install its own monitoring equipment on aircraft
overflying Eastern bloc territory and to control the flight path of
inspecting aircraft. Furthermore, they argued that the number of permitted
aerial inspections per year should be limited to two as opposed to five as
suggested by the United States.

As the Conference deadline approached in September, differences narrowed on
the "split threshold agreement" for notification of ground force
exercises. NATO held that compulsory advance notice was required for

manoeuvres involving one or more divisions, 9,000 or more troops, and 250
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or more tanks. In addition, each state had the right to dispatch observers
to monitor exercises involving more than 14,000 troops. The Warsaw Pact
argued for a higher threshold - advance warning for military activities
involving more than 16,000 troops or 450 tanks, and monitoring of exercises
exceeding 20,000 men.

Despite these differences the Conference participants felt that an
agreement was within reach. Accordingly, the Conference clocks were
stopped at 2256 local time on 19 September 1986 to allow negotiations to
continue without breaching the final deadline. By 21 September 1986, the
last issue to be resolved concerned the numerical threshold. Agreement was
reached on notification of exercises with more than 13,000 troops or 300

tanks, with observers required for exercises exceeding 17,000 troops.

The final package was adopted at the 178th plenary session of the Stockholm
Conference on 22 September 1986.1 The terms, effective 1 January 1987,

“included the following: warning of military activities involving more than

13,000 troops or 300 tanks must be given 42 days in advance; foreign
observers may attend manoeuvres exceeding 17,000 men; each state has the
right to request a ground and/or aerial inspection of an exercise in
question, although no state is required to submit to more than three such
inspections per year; aircraft for aerial inspections will be chosen by
mutual consent of the parties involved, and inspectors will furnish the
monitoring equipment and control the flight path of the aircraft in the
suspected area; calendars outlining the schedule for military exercises in
Europe within the next calendar year must be exchanged by 15 November, of
the previous year, and warning of manoeuvres involving over 40,000 or
75,000 troops must be given one and two years in advance, respectively, by
the same date; finally, the signatories commit themselves to refrain from
the threat or use of force

I 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, Department of
External Affairs, pp. 1-20.
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against the territory or political independence of other states in

accordance with the Final Act of the 1975 Helsinki accords and the Charter
of the United Nations.

Current Canadian Position

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

Canada has been an active participant in the
Stockholm Conference on confidence- and
security-building measures and hailed its
successful conclusion. In the government's view,
Stockholm represents a significant accomplishment
in the field of arms control which will impart an
unprecedented openness to the conduct of military
affairs in Europe. The Stockholm Conference
measures and their early implementation will give a
powerful impetus to the work of the Vienna
Follow-up Meeting of the Conference on Security and
Cooperation in Europe and the NATO High Level Task
Force in pursuing conventional arms control in
Europe.

The Canadian Ambassador to the Stockholm negotiations noted:

...from a Canadian point of view, the positive
outcome of the Stockholm negotiation was in very
large part attributable to the effective coordination
of effort between and among NATO allies....3

2 DER, Canada's International Relations: Response of the Government of
Canada to the Report of the Special Joint Committee of the Senate and
the House of Commons, 1986, p. 48.

Delworth, T., "Stockholm Conference", The Disarmament Bulletin, Winter
1986-Spring 1987, pp. 5-7.
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Parliamentary Comment

The issue was not raised in the House of Commons which was not in session
at the time of the Stockholm agreement.
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9. DISARMAMENT AND DEVELOPMENT

Background

During the 1970s efforts were made, particularly at the United Nations, to
advance international understanding of the relationship between disarmament
and development. In 1978 the Final Document of the first UN Special
Session on Disarmament (UNSSOD I) noted the contradiction between growing
military expenditures and the persistent poverty of two-thirds of the
world's peoples.l UNSSOD I also set out the frame of reference for the
Secretary-General's Group of Governmental Experts on the Relationship
between Disarmament and Development, which began its work under the
Chairmanship of Mrs. Inga Thorsson of Sweden in 1978. Canada was
represented at this group by Bernard Wood of the North-South Institute.

The Experts' findings and recommendations were submitted to the
Secretary-General in September 1981.2 Their study, also known as the
Thorsson Report, provided comprehensive documentation on the worldwide use
of resources (labour, industrial capacity, raw materials, land, financial
capital, research and development) for military purposes. It noted, for
example, that over 50 million people were employed in military activities
and that US$ 500 billion (6 per cent of global output) was spent on
military goods in 1980. The Group arqued that this use of resources
undermined development prospects in market, planned and developing
economies alike. It also weakened global security by promoting the arms

race and preventing the allocation of the resources needed to address the
roots of instability in the developing world.

As a result of these findings, the Group suggested that national and

L UNGA, Final Document of the Tenth Special Session of the General Assembly
(UNSSOD 1), 1978, para.i6. :
Thorsson, 1., "Relationships Between Disarmament and Development: How

Development Would Promote Development and Security," Development: Seeds
of Change, No. 3/4, 1983.
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intergovernﬁenta] policies aimed at combining disarmament and development
objectives could contribute to both the North-South dialogue and East-West
detente. The report made nine specific recommendations including the
following:

- governments should undertake studies to identify and
publicize the benefits that would be derived from the
reallocation of military resources;

- governments should create the necessary prerequisites...
to facilitate the conversion of resources freed by
disarmament measures to civilian purposes;

- consideration should be given to establishing an
international disarmament fund for development.

Canada supported the report and commissioned a Canadian writer, Clyde
Sanger, to write a popular version of it for wider distribution. On the
question of the disarmament fund, the Government noted that

[although it] agrees that the disarmament dividend
approach is the most feasible of the various options
examined, it considers the likelihood of a separate
disarmament fund for development...remote (and that)

any excessive stress on the idea of a deceptively simple
“transfer" of financial resources from military to
development purposes could serve to obscure the more
significant aspects of global efficiency and economic
co-operation for development which the Group's report
has begun to illuminate.3

The relationship between disarmament and development has continued to
interest the United Nations since the release of the Thorsson report. The
Second Special Session on Disarmament in 1982 considered the issue, as did
the Secretary-General's Group of Consultant Experts, which produced a study
on the economic and social consequences of the arms race that same year.

3 Canadian submission contained in UNGA, Relationship between Disarmament
andBDevelggment, Report of the Secretary-General, 1982, A/S-12/13,
pp.8-14.
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Canada supported the 1983 General Assembly resolution which invited

governments to communicate their views and proposals on the relationship
between disarmament and development, and it supported resolutions calling
for a conference on this topic. This conference was originally scheduled
to be held in Paris in 1986, but was postponed until August 1987. There

were three main issues on the agenda:

- the relationship between disarmament and development in all its aspects
and dimensions;

- the implications of continued military spending for the world economic
and the international economic and social situation; and

- ways and means of reallocating resources released from disarmament for
socio-economic development, particularly of the developing countries.

Current Canadian Position

From the very beginning Canada welcomed the decision to hold a conference
on this subject. Speaking to the Preparatory Committee for the
International Conference on the Relationship between Disarmament and
Development, in July 1985, the Ambassador for Disarmament, Douglas Roche,
stated that "the Canadian Government welcomes the holding of a
well-prepared international conference on the disarmament/development
question."4 Canada would Tike the conference to emphasize "a practical,
in-depth examination of the question."

Ambassador Roche also stressed the importance of preserving the integrated
approach to the question as presented by the Group of Governmental
Experts. According to him, Canada had a special role to play in the
process of advancing the relationship between disarmament and development:

& ggggdian Delegation to the United Nations, Statement, New York, 30 July
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The world ratio of military spending to development
assistance is 20:1, and the Canadian ratio is 4:1.
I believe that this essential fact puts Canada in a
good position to enter the discussions at the world
community level.b

"As a developed country with a tradition of deep involvement with the
developing world and as an active participant in all the multilateral arms
control forums," Mr. Roche later noted, "Canada will bring special
expertise and sensitivities to the discussions."d

On 25 March 1987, in a speech to the United Nations Regional Conference on
the World Campaign for Disarmament, which was held in China, Mr. Roche made
some further points. He reminded his audience that the quest for security
was an important aspect of the relationship between disarmament and
development. This was why the immediate goal of disarmament was not the
release of resources for development but the establishment of a balance of
security at the lowest possible level. He also listed Canada's major
objectives for the forthcoming Conference; recognition of the fact that
disarmament and development are distinct issues that are interrelated
through security; acceptance that the approach to disarmament must be a
global one; appropriate attention to the potential developmental benefits
of disarmament measures; attention to the level of arms transfers within
the Third World and their development implications; and, an objective
appraisal of the overall effect of differing levels of military spending
(in both large and small countries) not only in macroeconomic terms but
also in terms of the alleviation of poverty and under-development ./

(Note: the conference was underway as this volume went to press)

5 Special Committee on Canada's International Relations, Canada's
International Relations, 28 Jan. 1986, pp.7-8.
6 DEA, Statement, 86/17, 10 Mar. 1986.

DEA, "Disarmament, Development and Security", Address by Ambassador
Roche, 25 Mar. 1987.
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Parliamentary Comment

The issue was not raised in the House of Commons.
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10. MUTUAL AND BALANCED FORCE REDUCTIONS TALKS (MBFR)

Background

Canada has participated in the Mutual and Balanced Force Reduction (MBFR)
talks since they began in Vienna in 1973. The talks, involving nineteen
nations from the NATO and Warsaw Pact alliances, seek reductions in
military manpower and armaments in a defined area in Central Europe that
includes: the Benelux countries, Czechoslovakia, East Germany, Poland and
West Germany.

In the negotiations, NATO has focused on the following issues: parity in
military manpower, in the first instance requiring accurate counts of the
forces deployed in the region by each alliance; effective methods of
verification to monitor compliance with treaty provisions; allowance for
geographical asymmetries - American, British, and Canadian forces must
travel overseas to reach the European theatre while Soviet forces can use
existing land transportation networks through Eastern Europe; and
collectivity in force reductions, thereby allowing one nation to compensate

for troop shortfalls in another without breaching the collective force
limit.

At the NATO Ministerial Meeting in December 1983, Canada called for a
review of the Western negotiating position. This review led in 1984 to a
new initiative adjusting the West's position on the exchange of force
data. Agreement on troop numbers has been a major stumbling block in the
negotiations as the two sides cannot agree on the numbers deployed in the
region - the West counts 230,000 more troops for the Warsaw Pact than the
number reported in the East Bloc's official data. Previously the West had
required data on all ground and air personnel as a prerequisite for
reductions but the revised 1984 proposal limited the data exchange to only

a portion of the ground force manpower (combat and combat support units) of
both sides.
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On 5 December 1985, at the close of the 37th Round of negotiations, the
Western delegation submitted a new proposal in response to the Warsaw
Pact's "Basic Provisions" of 14 February 1985. Adopting the first-phase
framework presented by the East, the proposal called for the immediate
withdrawal of 5,000 American and 11,500 Soviet troops from Central Europe
without prior agreement on force levels. A detailed exchange of data on
remaining forces down to battalion level would follow. Additionally, force
levels in the European theatre would be frozen for three years. The
proposed verification regime included thirty on-site inspections (five
aerial) and permanent entry/exit points for troops entering or leaving the

zZone,

Warsaw Pact negotiators countered by suggesting first-phase reductions of
6,500 American and 11, 500 Soviet personnel, thereby leaving post-reduction
force ratios unchanged (according to Eastern figures) and setting a
precedent for future proportionate troop reductions. Requests for on-site
inspections were to be allowed "if there is justified suspicion that the
agreement is not being complied with" and data on withdrawn units rather
than residual forces would be exchanged.

The political atmosphere for conventional disarmament changed dramatically
in 1986. On 18 April, Soviet General Secretary Mikhail Gorbachev, speaking
in East Berlin, offered to expand the "zone of reductions" to the "entire
territory of Europe, from the Atlantic to the Urals". A follow-on
initiative presented in the communiqué issued at the Warsaw Pact summit in
Budapest on 11 June included: proposals for troop cuts of 100,000 - 150,000
over the next two years and, ultimately, reductions of 500,000 personnel
and associated equipment in each alliance by the early 1990s; negotiations
to be held in a reconstituted CDE forum, a widened MBFR forum including the
35 members of the CSCE, or in a new disarmament forum; nuclear- and
chemical weapon-free zones; consultative commissions; and on-site
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inspection if necessary. The North Atlantic Council, meeting in Halifax on
30 May, created a high-level task force to study the Alliance's CDE and
MBFR negotiating positions in the light of these initiatives and report on
its findings by year's end.

The MBFR negotiations resumed in Vienna on 29 September 1986, two days
after the signing of the agreement in Stockholm on security and
confidence-building measures in Europe. It was hoped that the success of
the CDE negotiations would create a positive atmosphere for the resumption
of the MBFR talks.

In February 1387, the Warsaw Pact and NATO began discussions on an
alternative negotiating forum on conventional disarmament to pick up where
the Conference on Confidence and Security Building Measures left off.
Within NATO France wanted the new forum to include all 35 members of the
CSCE while the US wanted only Warsaw Pact and NATO members to be included
as in the MBFR negotiations. A compromise between the two positions was
reached at a NATO meeting in June, but as of July had not been made
public. On 31 July the informal meetings between the two alliances on the
nature of the new forum, recessed until September. Depending on the nature
of the agreement reached, it is possible the MBFR talks could end if their
function is covered in a new forum.

Current Canadian Position

The Government of Canada, along with its NATO Allies, supports the goal of

conventional disarmament in Central Europe. A detailed explanation of the

Canadian position was presented in a major statement to the MBFR conference
by the head of the Canadian delegation, Michael Shenstone, on 15 May 1986.

Mr. Shenstone expressed disappointment with the East Bloc's response to the
Western proposal tabled on 5 December 1985, in particular its failure to
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suggest adequate verification measures. Despite this, Mr. Shenstone
reaffirmed that:

...the West still supports the common framework
approach so earnestly advocated by the East over
the past 15 months. We still consider it the most
realistic and practical means of achieving an early
first agreement for reductions and limitations on
conventional armed forces in Central Europe.l

The key to agreement, however, remains an effective verification system.
While the West has fully explained its position in this regard, "the East
has still to demonstrate how its meagre verification measures can satisfy
the high standards required of a viable verification regime."2 Finally,
Mr. Shenstone noted General Secretary Gorbachev's April 1986 proposal, and,
while not commenting on the proposal in detail, observed that:

the view that European security is a concept going
beyond Central Europe is consistent with a Tong-held
NATO position - often expressed at this table - that
certain of the Associated Measures proposed by the
West should apply beyond Central Europe.3

Speaking before the Standing Committee on National Defence, the Secretary
of State for External Affairs, Joe Clark, spoke of the situation in Europe:

...1t is a daunting alternative to redress the conventional
imbalance through negotiation. Soviet and Warsaw Pact troops
and weapons are a threat to the West. However, one

must understand the military and political

situation in Eastern Europe. The capacity to use

force, or to threaten the use of force within that

area itself is a major reason for the current level

of Soviet troops deployed there. It is also a

1 "Major Canadian Statement at MBFR Negotiations", The Disarmament
Bulletin, Summer-Autumn 1986, p. 15.

2 Tbid.

3 Tbid.
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major factor in explaining why the Mutual and
Balanced Force Reduction talks have not produced
any agreement to reduce the level of conventional
forces in Europe despite 14 years of trying.4

Parliamentary Comment

At hearings before the Standing Committee on National Defence, Conservative
member Bud Jardine questioned Mr. Clark about the progress at the MBFR
talks, particularly about the prospect of reducing the overall costs of
maintaining force in Europe. Mr. Clark replied:

The MBFR talks have not shown a great deal of
progress, either recently or historically....It is
important that one bear in mind that reducing parts
of the mutual arsenals does not guarantee
economies....No one should assume that arms control
talks are some magic way of reducing defence
budgets. The MBFR is not making progress quickly.5
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11. THE NON-PROLIFERATION TREATY

Background

The Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) was signed on 1 July 1968 and entered
into force on 5 March 1970. The Treaty has a twenty-five year duration and
thus comes up for renewal in 1995. It also contains provisions for
guinquennial reviews of the operation of the Treaty.

Some observers regard the NPT as an agreement between states that possess
nuclear weapons and states that do not. However, to date only three
nuclear weapoa states (NWS) - the United States, the Soviet Union and
Britain - have signed the Treaty. France and China, along with some
near-nuclear states such as South Africa, Argentina, Brazil, India,
Pakistan and Spain have not become signatories. The reason most often
stated for not signing the Treaty is that it is discriminatory; it allows
nuclear weapon states to maintain their arsenals while refusing the right
of acquisition to others. Furthermore, non-nuclear weapon states (NNWS)
are required to open all their facilities to the International Atomic
Energy Agency (IAEA) while NWS are not. As of 1985, 130 countries have
signed the NPT. Only one non-signatory NNWS, India, is known to have
exploded a nuclear device. That explosion occurred in 1974 and India
stated that the detonation was for peaceful purposes only.

Article 1 of the Treaty declares that each nuclear weapon state

...undertakes not to transfer to any recipient
whatsoever nuclear weapons or other nuclear explosive
devices or control over such weapons or explosives
directly or indirectly; and not to in any way assist,
encourage or induce any non-nuclear weapon state to
manufacture or otherwise acquire nuclear weapons or
other nuclear explosive devices, or control over such
weapons or explosive devices.

In return, in Article II, non-nuclear weapon states agree
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...not to receive the transfer from any transferor
whatsoever of nuclear weapons or other explosive
devices or of control over such weapons...nor to
manufacture or otherwise acquire nuclear weapons or
other nuclear explosive devices; and not to seek or
receive any assistance in the manufacture of nuclear
weapons or other nuclear explosive devices.

Nuclear weapon states also agree to provide information and assistance to
non-nuclear states on the peaceful use of nuclear energy through the IAEA.
The non-nuclear states in turn agree to accept international safeguard
measures over material and equipment. Article VI of the NPT is seen by the
non-nuclear states as critical to the entire agreement. It states that all
signatories will undertake

...to pursue negotiations in good faith on effective
measures relating to cessation of the nuclear arms
race at an early date and to nuclear disarmament,
and on a treaty on general and complete disarmament
under strict and effective international control.

The first Review Conference was held in 1975. The non-aligned and neutral
states, which make up a large portion of the signatories, stressed that the
nuclear weapon states had failed to bring about a halt in the arms race.
Specifically they called for an end to underground nuclear testing, a
substantial reduction in nuclear arsenals and a pledge by the NWS not to
use or threaten to use weapons against non-nuclear weapon states (NNWS). A
Final Document was issued in which the nuclear weapon states agreed to try
harder to reach these goals.

The 1980 Review Conference was less successful. By this time the total
number of the signatories had grown to 115 of which 75 were in attendance
at the Review Conference. Since 1975 none of the non-aligned countries'
demands had been met, and, although there was some agreement on safeguards
for peaceful nuclear programmes, no consensus could be reached on bringing
a halt to vertical proliferation. There was therefore no final declaration
nor even a formal reaffirmation of support for the Treaty.
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when the NPT states came together again in 1985, there had not been an arms
control measure of any major kind in the previous five years. Once again
the failure of the nuclear weapon states to achieve anything substantive
with regard to Article VI (vertical proliferation) was the key issue.

In the Final Declaration, which was adopted by consensus, the participants
declared that they were convinced that the Non-Proliferation Treaty was
essential for international peace and security and reaffirmed their support
for the treaty and its objectives: to prevent the proliferation of nuclear
weapons and nuclear explosive devices, to put an end to the nuclear arms
race, and to promote co-operation in the peaceful use of nuclear energy.
The participants also agreed to include the following paragraph in the
Final Declaration:

the Conference, except for certain states,... deeply
regretted that a comprehensive multilateral Nuclear
Test Ban Treaty banning all nuclear tests by all
states in all environments for all time had not been
concluded so far and therefore called on the nuclear
weapon states party to the Treaty to resume trilateral
negotiations in 1985 and called on all the nuclear-weapon
states to participate in the urgent negotiation and
conclusion of such a Treaty as a matter of the highest
priority in the Conference on Disarmament (Article VI,
Part B, 14).

The certain states alluded to were the United States and Britain, and in
the next clause of the Declaration it is noted that those 'certain States'
felt that deep and verifiable reductions in existing arsenals of nuclear
weapons were the highest priority.

The Final Document also included the resolutions put forward by the
non-aligned and neutral states calling for a ban on nuclear tests and a
nuclear freeze.

In addition to Article VI two other issues gave rise to discussion. In the
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event of a nuclear ban being imposed those states which did not have
nuclear weapons wished to have reliable guarantees of their security and
adequate technical assistance for research and development on the peaceful

uses of nuclear energy (as laid down in Article V).

Canada was the first Western nation to adopt comprehensive safeguards on
all nuclear exports. In other words Canada will only export nuclear
materials to states that are party to the NPT or will accept full IAEA
safeguards on their nuclear programme. Canada, along with the Netherlands
and Australia attempted to have a clause in the Final Declaration calling
on all states (including nuclear weapon states) to open themselves to IAEA
safeguards and inspection. In the process of compromise that led to the
final consensus, the eventual statement simply reaffirmed the commitment of
both nuclear and non-nuclear states to the non-proliferation regime.

Current Canadian Position

Current Canadian policy on non-proliferation is the result of changes
introduced by Ottawa in 1974, and 1976, which imposed tighter controls over
nuclear exports.

Nuclear co-operation will be authorized only for those non-nuclear weapon
states that have made a general commitment to non-proliferation by either
having ratified the NPT or having taken an equivalent binding step and that
have thereby accepted IAEA safeguards on the full scope of their nuclear
activities. 1In addition, nuclear exports can go forward only to those
states (both non-nuclear and nuclear weapon states) which have undertaken
to accept, in a formal agreement, a number of additional requirements
designed to minimize the proliferation risk associated with Canadian
nuclear exports. These requirements are:
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- an assurance that Canadian-supplied nuclear items (nuclear material,
heavy water, nuclear equipment and technology) will not be used in
connection with the production of nuclear explosive devices; and

- a provision for fallback safeguards in the event that a situation
arises where the IAEA is unable to continue to perform its safeguard
functions. They also include control over the retransfer of
Canadian-supplied nuclear items; and over the reprocessing of

Canadian-origin spent fuel.l

Since 1976, agreements incorporating the new requirements of Canada's
nuclear policy have been negotiated with Euratom, the United States,
Australia, Japan and the Republic of Korea.

In his opening speech to the Review Conference in 1985, the Canadian
Ambassador for Disarmament, Douglas Roche, stated that:

any weakening of the NPT will lead to the very
condition - nuclear anarchy - that we are pledged
to prevent. The implications of nuclear
proliferation are so dangerous for all that we must
find a realistic way to constrain such an
unacceptable threat to common security and
stability.2

Speaking in New Delhi on 7 February 1987, the Secretary of State for
External Affairs, Joe Clark said that nuclear proliferation presented the
world with "unparalleled dangers" which "must be guarded against
collectively". He said that it was essential that all nuclear weapons and
weapons-capable states sign the Non-Proliferation Treaty.3

L DEA Canada's nuclear non-proliferation policy, 1985, p. 13.
Douglas Roche, "Canadian Address to Third Non-Proliferation Treaty Review
Conference", The Disarmament Bulletin, Autumn 1985, pp. 4-5.

3 DEA, Statement, 87/08, 13 Feb. 1987.
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In October 1985 Mr. Roche had told the Standing Committee on External
Affairs and National Defence:

....Canada has strong credentials to play a role in
the NPT, because we were the first nation in the
world having the capacity to participate in nuclear
development....We were the first nation having the
capacity to renounce the development of nuclear
weapons....We think it is of great importance that
Canada play a strong role in the protection of the
NPT this year.4

Parliamentary Comment

The Defence White Paper tabled in the House of Commons in June 1987 called
for the purchase of 10-12 nuclear submarines. NDP member Pauline Jewett
asked the Government where it planned to acquire the enriched uranium
needed to power nuclear-powered submarines and suggested that Canada would
have to violate its obligations under the NPT to do so. (See entries on
Defence- Major Acquisitions and the Defence White Paper).
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12. NUCLEAR AND SPACE ARMS NEGOTIATONS

Background

On 8 January 1985, US Secretary of State George Shultz and the Soviet
Minister of Foreign Affairs, Andrei Gromyko, signed a joint communiqué
outlining the nature and objectives of new negotiations "concerning space
and nuclear arms, both strategic and intermediate-range, with all the
questions considered and resolved in their interrelationship."

When these negotiations, known as the Nuclear and Space Arms Talks (NST),
began on 27 March 1985, the opening positions of both sides demonstrated
little change from those taken in the arms control talks (START) that had
been discontinued the year before. However, on 30 September 1985, the
Soviet negotiator, V. Karpov, presented a new proposal. The new proposal
called for a 50 per cent reduction in strategic launchers and a
6,000-warhead ceiling with no more than 60 per cent of the warheads allowed
on any one leg of the triad. A month later, the United States submitted a
counterproposal calling for a warhead ceiling of 4500, a 1imit of 1500 on
air-launched cruise missiles, and a sub-ceiling of 3000 on ICBM warheads.

When General Secretary Gorbachev and US President Reagan met at a summit in
Geneva, on 19-21 November 1985, they issued a joint communiqué reiterating
the objectives of the Geneva negotiations and agreeing to hold two more
summits in the following years.

On 15 January 1986, Gorbachev made a public statement outlining a Soviet
proposal to eliminate all nuclear weapons by the year 2000. Reductions
would occur in three stages over a fifteen-year period, culminating in a
universal accord to prevent such weapons from coming into existence again.
An important change was the inclusion of an offer to eliminate all US and
Soviet intermediate-range missiles (INF) in the European zone. Early in
February 1986, Soviet officials expanded on this offer by stating that an
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INF agreement was possible without prior agreement on limitations on the US
Strategic Defense Initiative (SDI).

Over the summer of 1986 progress was made in the INF arena. In September

1986, the Soviets proposed that each side reduce their INF warheads to 100
each in Europe. The United States responded by proposing a 'global' limit
of 200 INF warheads each, with 100 each in Europe, 100 in Soviet Asia and

100 in the territorial United States.

On 11-12 October 1986, with only two weeks prior notice, Reagan and
Gorbachev met for their second summit in Reykjavik, Iceland. It seemed
that an INF agreement might have been possible at that point but in fact
the Summit dealt with all the issues under discussion at Geneva.

With respect to INF, Reagan and Gorbachev agreed on the complete
elimination of all INF missiles in Europe. Each side would retain 100 INF
warheads outside of Europe; the Soviets in Soviet Asia, the US on its
territory.

As in the NST negotiations, the issues of strategic arms reductions and
maintenance of the ABM Treaty were linked. Gorbachev proposed there be
agreement not to withdraw from the ABM Treaty for ten years. In that
ten-year period all nuclear weapons would be eliminated. Reagan proposed
that the elimination of all ballistic missiles occur in the ten-year
period. There was agreement that in the first five years both sides would
reduce to 6000 strategic warheads each and 1600 strategic launchers.

Statements by both Reagan and Gorbachevy immediately after the Summit
indicated the talks had broken down over the issue of strategic defence.
The Soviet proposal included a stipulation that both sides strictly adhere
to the ABM Treaty and that the testing of elements of anti-ballistic
defense in space be prohibited, except research and testing in
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laboratories. Reagan was unwilling to accept this provision. At the close
of the Summit, Gorbachev "re-linked" agreement on the INF issue to
agreement on the larger package.

On 28 February 1987 Gorbachev announced that the Soviet Union would

again separate the INF issue from the larger package. Negotiations on an
INF agreement, based on the Reykjavik formula of zero INF in Europe and 100
in the US and Soviet Asia resumed.

As it became clear that an agreement to eliminate INF missiles in Europe
was possible, Western European members of NATO became increasingly
concerned about Soviet shorter-range intermediate forces (SRINF) in
Europe. NATO does not have missiles of comparable range in Europe and
Western European countries became concerned that the elimination of INF
from Europe would Teave them vulnerable to Soviet SRINF.

In April, while meeting with US Secretary of State George Shultz, Gorbachev
confirmed that the Soviet Union was willing to eliminate SRINF in Europe.
This concession in turn led to Western European fears of becoming
vulnerable to Soviet superiority in conventional arms in a Europe free of
SRINF and INF missiles. However, after consideration of the proposal NATO
agreed to make elimination of both SRINF and INF missiles from Europe part
of its negotiating position.

Finally, on 23 July Gorbachev announced that the Soviet Union would agree
to eliminate all INF missiles rather than maintaining 100 in Asia. This
solved the more difficult verification questions and the question of
Alaska-based US missiles that were slowing down negotiations. The most
important outstanding issue remaining was the fate of the seventy-two West
German Pershing I missiles whose nuclear warheads are under US control.
The IS and West Germany want the missiles to remain while the Soviet Union
wants them to be eliminated. US Secretary of State George Shultz and
Soviet Foreign Minister Eduard Shevardnadze will meet in September 1987 to
discuss arms control.
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Current Canadian Position

After the Reykjavik Summit, the Secretary of State for External Affairs,
Joe Clark, made a statement in the House of Commons commenting on the
results of the Summit. Mr. Clark stated:

At Reykjavik three lessons were reinforced. The
first two are: both sides are serious; and arms
control is possible. But the third lesson is that
arms control will not come easily. It is a
deliberate and difficult process. The more
sobering element of reality as it has emerged from
Reykjavik lies in the fact that the two sides
remain far apart in their views on the future role
of strategic defences. This is not a question of
saying yes or no to SDI but of finding a way of
managing the research on defensive weapons in which
both sides are engaged....

We are encouraged by the public undertakings of both
the President and the General Secretary to build on
the progress which was achieved at Reykjavik. The
resumption last Wednesday in Geneva of the nuclear
and space negotiations can only be regarded as more
good news. The superpowers have succeeded in
bringing a major arms control agreement tantalizing
close. We cannot stop here....Canada's role is not
simply to give advice. Many of the persisting
obstacles to negotiating progress arise directly
from a lack of trust....Arms control agreements
alone do not produce security; confidence in
compliance produces security. Verification
justifies that confidence. Such an approach
enhances the credibility of Canada's counsel.l

During testimony in front of the Standing Committee on External Affairs and
International Trade (SCEAIT) Mr. Clark elaborated further on his earlier
statement:

This government has supported the United States in
its efforts to secure such reductions. The current

T Commons Debates, 21 Oct. 1986, pp. 553-554.
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US proposal...should be vigorously pursued, along
with an agreement on INF missiles. The longer-term
goals of eliminating ballistic missiles or nuclear
weapons entirely requires, however, more
time...nuclear deterrence must not be discarded or
eroded without a satisfactory and acceptable
alternative régime to ensure and enhance
international stability and security. There is not
much benefit to a nuclear-free world if that will
only make it safe for devastating conventional
war....A world with fewer ballistic missiles could
increase the relative importance of bombers and of
cruise missiles. We are stud¥ing the implications
of that for our air defences.

Responding to the Soviet offer to conclude a separate agreement on INF,
Mr. Clark welcomed the Soviet move as a "positive development." He further
stated:

Canada has actively supported the idea that an INF
agreement should not depend on agreement being
reached in strategic arms or on defensive systems.
This support flows from Canada's belief that allowing
achievable progress to be consolidated in concrete
agreements is the most effective means of moving
forward the arms control process and improving
East-West relations.3

Parliamentary Comment

Liberal members Donald Johnston and Lloyd Axworthy pointed out that US
insistence on keeping the SDI (Strategic Defence Initiative) programme
intact had been an important stumbling block at the Reykjavik Summit.

Prime Minister Mulroney responded:

Z SCEAIT Proceedings, 21 Jan. 1987, pp. 8-9.
DEA, Communiquée, 40, 1 Mar. 1987.
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I am inclined to recognize that a serious problem
exists, but also that there is the potential for
future progress. Meeting under ideal conditions,
both parties discussed a very complex and de11cate
problem, leaving in place mechanisms for 3usta1n9d
and continuing negotiatons in the future.

Mr. Axworthy asked that the Prime Minister take action to put the question
of SDI on the agenda in Geneva. He asked:

In Canada's strong support for the continuation of
negotiations, will the Prime Minister be
communicating direct]y with our allies in the
United States and urging them to reconsider their
position and put the Star Wars SDI Program back on
tne agenda for Geneva so we can eliminate that
stumbling block and reach an historic agreement?5

Mr. Mulroney replied:

I think there is a reason to be modestly hopeful.

I think the elements are in place for an ongoing
civilized dialogue at Geneva and, hopefully, which
will result in Mr. Gorbachev's coming to the United.
States as agreed upon.6

Mr. Axworthy then asked the Prime Minister to draft a joint parliamentary
resolution to urge that the question of SDI be put on the table at Geneva
and that an agreement to limit the testing of SDI in space be achieved.
Mr. Mulroney replied: "I do not know why we would pass a resolution
putting the question on the agenda when it clearly is on the agenda and it
was on the agenda all weekend".7

Responding to the Secretary of State's comments on the Summit, Liberal

% Commons Debates, 14 Oct. 1986, p. 330.
5 Tbid., p. 331.
g Tbid
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member Donald Johnston stated:

His comments are optimistic in the aftermath of the
Reykjavik summit meeting....To a degree I share
that optimism. However, I must say it has been
very much tempered by the outcome. In my view a
historic opportunity was lost in Reykjavik....It
was lost because of the insistence of the United
States on continuing to develop its Star Wars
Initiative,...beyond laboratory testing.8

Responding to the same speech, NDP leader Ed Broadbent said:

There were moves on both sides, but the major moves
were taken by the Soviet Union....The stumbling
block...was in fact President Reagan's insistence
on the United States' right to go ahead with the
development of testing of Star Wars during the next
ten years and the right to deploy such a system at
the end of the decade....I would have liked the
Secretary of State for External Affairs to say that
clearly in the House today....9

Conservative member Bob Hicks also asked the Secretary of State for
External Affairs to state that the US position on SDI and the ABM Treaty
prevented agreement at Reykjavik. Mr. Clark responded:

The NDP Tleader said today that the Americans were
trying to scuttle the ABM treaty. Quite the
opposite occurred. The United States agreed at
Reykjavik to respect that treatﬁ for another ten
years. That is real progress.1

During the SCEAIT Committee hearings Mr. Clark was again asked about the
role SDI played in negotiations during the Reykjavik Summit. He responded:

B Commons Debates, 21 Oct. 1986, p. 555.
9 1bid., pp. 556-557.
0 Tbid., p. 584.
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I think there was an immediate reaction, largely
among critics of the American administration, that
SNI had played a major role in the final failure to
agree on all of the matters that had been put
forward....my view would be that it is being referred
to less now and that indeed the emphasis now is less
upon what actually might have been discussed at
Reykjavik and more upon what legacy of Reykjavik ma¥
be capable of being pursued at Geneva or elsewhere. 1

Mr. Clark was also aked for his assessment of the European response to
events at Reykjavik. He replied:

I think on the one hand satisfaction and surprise
that as much progress appeared to have been made as
did appear to have been made. I think however, also
a certain renewal of...the old fear in Europe that
there might be some actions taken that would deprive
western Europe of the full scale of protection it now
enjoys. I think that has been registered fully and
effectively with the American administration and
those fears are less lively now than they were, 12

In a statement to the House on 2 March 1987, Liberal member Warren Allmand
praised the Soviet offer for a deal in the INF area. He said:

It not only reopens the door to a concrete plan for
action towards disarmament, but also augurs well for
the talks between the two superpowers which
ultimately will decide the fate of a world wanting to
rid itself of all nuclear weapons. [ urge our
Government to support the two sides negotiating in
good faith...and encourage our US neighbour to take
most seriously this latest breakthrough on a matter
of such critical importance.1

11 SCEAIT Proceedings, 21 Jan. 1987, p. 14,
2 1bid., p. 15.
13 Tommons Debates, 2 Mar. 1987, p. 3710.
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13. NUCLEAR WINTER

Background

The nuclear winter theory holds that an exchange of nuclear weapons could
produce enough smoke and dust to cut off sunlight to the earth for months,
or even years, thus causing a severe drop in temperature to somewhere below
the freezing mark. Plant 1ife and agriculture would be destroyed and any
surviving animals and humans would starve. These effects would have a
global impact, with the collapse of ecosystems and food supplies leading to
worldwide starvation. The thesis was first put forward in 1983 by a group
of American scientists, including astronomer Carl Sagan, and has since been
the subject of several scientific studies, and of debates concerning its
potential effect on nuclear strategic thinking.

On 27 November 1984 the First Committee of the United Nations General
Assembly (UNGA) adopted a resolution, sponsored by Mexico and the Neutral
and Non-aligned Nations, citing nuclear winter as a certain outcome of a
nuclear exchange. Canada also tabled a resolution maintaining that nuclear
winter was a worst-case-scenario outcome but subsequently withdrew the

resolution for lack of support. Canada then voted in favour of the Mexican
resolution.

On 31 January 1985, the Royal Society of Canada, responding to a request by
the Government of Canada, presented its report entitled “"Nuclear Winter and
Associated Effects." The report concluded that a prima facie case
supporting the nuclear winter hypothesis had been made, but that further
study, possibly involving Canadian participation in the larger US research
programme, was needed.

In mid-July 1986 the Canadian Forestry Service invited a group of
international scientists to observe the controlled burning of approximately
800 hectares of crushed fir trees in Northern Ontario. Scientists also



76.

observed the burning of five acres of dead brush in Los Angeles National
Forest's San Dimas Experimental Forest in December 1986. It was thought
that data on the smoke effects of these controlled fires would shed some
1ight on the nuclear winter theory.

Studies conducted in 1986 by the National Centre for Atmospheric Research,
Los Alamos National Laboratory, and Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory
in the United States have cast doubt on the original predictions of the
nuclear winter hypothesis. Using detailed computer simulation models of
climatic processes, researchers determined that the cooling effects
following a nuclear exchange might not be as severe as originally predicted
by Sagan and his associates. In their view, the world may be faced with a
"nuclear autumn", an effect which would be essentially irrelevant amid the
general devastation of a nuclear exchange.

Current Canadian Position

In response to the 1985 report of the Royal Society of Canada, the Canadian
Government agreed that the nuclear winter hypothesis was scientifically
credible, and called for further study of the phenomenon in co-operation
with other countries.

In 1986 Canada voted in favour of UN Resolution 41/86 which requested the
Secretary-General to carry out a study of the possible climatic and
physical effects of nuclear war and submit it to the next session of the
General Assembly. The Resolution passed by a vote of 140-1-10 with the US
voting against.

Parliamentary Comment

The issue was not raised in the House of Commons.
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14. PREVENTION OF AN ARMS RACE IN OUTER SPACE

Background

Although the prevention of an arms race in outer space has been considered
by the United Nations since the beginning of the space age in the late
1950's, it was only taken up by the Conference on Disarmament (CD) in a
serious and comprehensive manner in 1982.

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

In December 1966, the UN General Assembly unanimously approved the Treaty
on Principles Governing Activities of States in the Exploration and Use of
Quter 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, and bans all weapons of mass destruction in space.

The 1972 Anti-Ballistic Missile (ABM) Treaty between the United States and
the Soviet Union Timits the number of anti-ballistic missile sites,
interceptor missiles and associated radar, and tests of defensive weapons.
Under Article V of the treaty the parties undertake "not to develop, test
or deploy ABM systems or components which are sea-based, air-based,
space-based, or mobile land-based." The ABM Treaty, therefore, acts as a
barrier to the extension of the arms race into outer space.
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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, and
the possible defensive or offensive nature of ASAT weapons.

The Final Document of the First UN Special Session on Disarmament (UNSSOD
1) urged that further agreements be developed to keep outer space for

solely peaceful purposes.

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 development, testing
and deployment of all weapons for use in space.

In 1982, as a contribution to the necessary preparation for substantive
negotiations, Canada tabled a working paper which outlined 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.2 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,

L DEA, The Prime Minister's Address to the Second United Nations Special
Session on Disarmament, New York, 18 June, 1982, p. 10.
2 T 320, 26 Aug. 1982.
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For a Tong time the forty nations represented at the Conference on
Disarmament were unable to reach a consensus on a mandate for the Ad Hoc
working group on the prevention of an arms race in outer space. It was
only in 1985 that the matter was resolved. It was agreed that in addition
to studying the issues involved in such a ban the committee should also
study existing treaties and international law relating to outer space along
with any proposals concerning the issue.

In 1985 the Canadian delegation tabled a working paper entitled "Survey of
International Law Relevant to Arms Control and Outer Space at the CD."3
This review of existing relevant agreements was considered essential to
ensure that the CD worked in conformity with existing treaties and
international law. Over twenty international agreements, including the UN
Charter, were examined, and a variety of issues were identified that were
deemed fundamental to the successful development of a treaty preventing an
arms race in outer space.

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

Current Canadian Position

Since the beginning of the 1980s Canada has been conducting a research

o

° Conference on Disarmament Document 618, CD/0S/WP.6, 23 Jul. 1985.
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project on verification "PAXSAT A" studying the feasibility of developing a
system of satellites capable of verifying an arms control agreement in
outer space. It is concerned with studying the application of space-based
remote sensing technology to the tasks of verification for a treaty
controlling the use of arms in outer space. A second project, PAXSAT 'B',
is a feasibility study of the possibility of using space-based remote
sensing to verify agreements on conventional weapons.

In a speech to the CD in April 1987 Ambassador Beesley gave an account of
the requirements of a verification system of the type envisaged by PAXSAT
A4

At the CD in July 1986 Canada tabled an official paper on the terminology

relevant to arms control in outer space. This drew attention to the fact

that experts in international law disagreed as to how certain terms should
be interpreted.

At the 41st session of the UN General Assembly Canada voted for Resolution
41/53 which called on the CD to give priority to the question of preventing
an arms race in outer space, and to re-establish at the beginning of the
1987 session, the Ad Hoc committee on the prevention of an arms race in
outer space. It also called on the United States and the Soviet Union to
intensify their negotiations on this subject. No country voted against
this resolution, and the only abstention was by the United States. The
Resolution passed by a vote of 154-0-1.

Speaking before a workshop on outer space and arms control sponsored by the
Department of External Affairs, the Parliamentary Secretary to the
Secretary of State for External Affairs outlined Canada's efforts in the
field. He also stated:

% Ch/PV 410, 30 Apr. 1987.
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Given the complexity of the issues and the need to
ensure that any actions taken on agreement concluded
do indeed contribute to strengthening international
security in the long term, Canada hopes the CD will
pursue its task with energy and deliberation.

The Canadian Ambassador to the CD, Alan Beesley echoed this view and said:

The Outer Space Treaty of 1967...has been and
remains the keystone of a legal framework which
currently governs activities in outer space,
including certain military activities. Canada
believes that the multilateral dimension of arms
control in outer space is gaining increasing
importance and will continue to do so.b

Parliamentary Comment

The subject was discussed in the Commons on 3 February 1987 when NDP member
Pauline Jewett put forward a private members motion to the effect.

That, in the opinion of this House, the Government should
consider the advisability of drafting and promoting a treaty
for the peaceful and non-military uses of space and space based
technologies.

Ms. Jewett spoke of Canada's increased involvement in space activities and
said that she believed "Canada should take a lead in maintaining the
frontier of space for peaceful purposes."’ The treaty should

...prohibit weapons in space; it would forestall
the deployment of anti-satellite weapons; it would
prevent other types of militarization such as
military training, research, and
experimentation;....I would hope that such a treaty
would create a world space organization that would
concentrate on using space technology for peaceful
international activities.

> DEA, Statement, 87/29, 15 May 1987, p. 3.
Conference on Disarmament, Final Record of the Four Hundred and Tenth
Plenary Meeting, CD/PV. 410, 30 Apr. 1987, p. 12.

Commons Debates, 3 Feb. 1987, pp. 3046.
8 Ibid., p. 3047.
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The Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Finance, Pierre Vincent,
referred to Canada's activities in the First Committee and at the CD which
"attests to the Government's firm commitment to promote the peaceful use

of, and the prevention of the arms race in, outer space."9

The Liberal member Lloyd Axworthy supported Miss Jewett's resolution and
said he was not satisfied with Mr. Vincent's response which did not address
"the ongoing development of the Strategic Defence Initiative and the clear
determination on the part of the Reagan Administration to deploy that
system in space at the earliest possible opportum’ty."10 He also
maintained that some military activities in space were desirable, such as
surveillance and verification and should not be precluded.

Conservative member, Reginald Stockhouse, dwelt on the need to focus on the
peaceful uses of outer space. He hoped the record of the debate would:

...show some fuller attention given to the
technological, scientific, and productive development
of space because peace is not simply a matter of
excluding conflict but also...of developing the
oppor%gnities for the human race to lead a fuller
life.

The Parliamentary Secretary to the Deputy Prime Minister, Pierre Blais,
ended the debate by pointing out that the Ad Hoc Committee on the Peaceful
Uses of Outer Space at the UN was already working towards a treaty. He
also stated that Canada had contributed a great deal to work in this area
and said that " at this time we already have another agency...and we should
follow the course already taken."12

9 1bid., p. 3048.
10 Thid.

11 Tb7d., p. 3050.
2 Tbid., p. 3053.



84.

Current References

DEA, Survey of International Law Relevant to Arms Control and Outer Space,
CD/0S/W0. 6, 23 July 1985,

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

Further Reading

DEA, Conference on Disarmament, "Prevention of an Arms Race in Outer Space

- Final Records 1986, March 1987.

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

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

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

Cross References

Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty
Canada-lIS - Space Station
Verification



15. URANIUM AND TRITIUM EXPORTS

Background

Canada is one of the world's largest suppliers of uranium. It was involved
in the research and development of the atomic bomb during World War II, and
supplied uranium for atomic weapons from Port Radium in the Northwest
Territories. In 1945 Canada renounced any intention of developing atomic
weapons of its own but it continued to supply Britain and the United States
with uranium and plutonium for their weapons programmes for the next twenty
years. In 1965 Prime Minister Lester B. Pearson changed this policy and
announced that from that point on Canadian exports of uranium would be used
for peaceful purposes only. The Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) came into
force in 1970, requiring non-nuclear weapon states to submit to the full
safeguard measures of the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) and to
agree not to develop nuclear weapons. Nuclear weapon states are required
to co-operate fully with non-nuclear states in the development of peaceful
nuclear energy uses and have agreed to work to end vertical proliferation.
Canada signed the NPT but continued to sell uranium to countries that had
not signed this Treaty.

In 1974 India, which had participated in a nuclear co-operation programme
with Canada, exploded an atomic bomb, claiming that it was a peaceful
nuclear explosion. It initially stated that no agreement with Canada had
been breached but later admitted that the plutonium used in the bomb had
been produced in the Canadian-supplied CIRUS reactor. In response, Canada
suspended all nuclear co-operation with India and later that year announced
more stringent safeguards on Canadian exports of nuclear material and
equipment.

Natural uranium is a blend of Uraniump3g and Uraniumgpig. Uraniump3g which
can be used directly as a nuclear explosive constitutes less than 1 per

cent of natural Uranium and this is too low to generate a nuclear
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explosion. Natural uranium, therefore, is not classified as a strategic
material. Approximately 85 per cent of Canadian uranium exported goes to
the United States, the Soviet Union, Britain and France for enrichment and
then for use in Tight water nuclear reactors. These reactors require
uranium with a 3 per cent concentration of Uraniump3s and natural uranium
must be enriched to this concentration. This is done by increasing the
percentage of the Uraniump3g isotope. The enrichment procedure is
elaborate and expensive and until recently only countries with nuclear
weapons programmes could afford the cost of such large operations. These
plants have both military and civilian uses, and therefore the separation
of materials for civilian and military application occurs only as a
bookkeeping procedure. Essentially, this is the basis of the principle of
fungibility. Imported uranium effectively goes into a large pot and is not
kept separate according to country of origin or intended use.

In a Tetter to Ed Broadbent, leader of the NDP, Secretary of State for
External Affairs Joe Clark, outlined the principle of fungibility:

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
principle of fungibility.l

When the uranium is enriched to the required 3 per cent concentration, the
commensurate amount is taken off and the "depleted uranium" (which still

contains small amounts of p35) is stored. Depleted Uraniump3g can be used

I Secretary of State for External Affairs, Letter to the Hon. Edward
Broadbent, 3 October 1985.
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in military reactors to breed plutonium which can be used to produce
nuclear weapons. Uraniump3g is also an important element of hydrogen
bombs, providing 50 per cent of their explosive power.

After the Indian explosion in 1974, Canada announced that no uranium of
Canadian origin could be enriched or reprocessed without prior consent from
Canada. After two years of negotiations concerning this requirement, the
European Economic Community (EEC) and Japan continued to refuse to agree to
the stipulation, and in January 1977 Canada halted uranium shipments to
both. Japan soon afterwards agreed to abide by the clause but the
Community continued to balk and eventually, in September 1980, Canada
signed an agreement with the EEC allowing sales to occur with consultation
on a case-by-case basis. When Canadian uranium is enriched by the Soviet
Union for use by Spain, East Germany, Sweden and Finland in their reactors,
Canada requires that the depleted uranium be shipped to those countries
along with the enriched. This requirement does not apply to Canadian
uranium enriched in Britain, France and the United States, since these
countries have bilateral agreements with Canada.

In 1965 Canada signed an agreement with the United States entitled the
Canada-United States Nuclear Co-operation Agreement. This agreement
stipulates that uranium from Canada can not be used for military
purposes,and was most recently renewed in 1980. It requires that the
amount of Canadian uranium entering an American plant must at least equal
the amount of uranium enriched by that plant for non-military use
(primarily light-water reactors).

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

Approximately 0.5 kg of tritium per year is used for civilian purposes such
as phosphorescent runway lights and fusion experiments. Approximately 11
kg per year is used for military purposes. All but very primitive nuclear
weapons contain tritium and because tritium decays at a rate of about 5.5
per cent per year, older nuclear weapons need to have their tritium supply
replaced after a certain length of time.

The tritium by-products produced by CANDU reactors need to be removed for
health and safety reasons and Ontario Hydro is therefore constructing a
Tritium Recovery Facility at Darlington Ontario which is scheduled to begin
operations in 1987. Ontario Hydro plans to market the recovered tritium
which sells for approximately $15 million/kg on the international market.
Tritium is not classified as a nuclear material by the International Atomic

Energy Association (IAEA) and is therefore not subject to their safeguards.

Current Canadian Position

(For the Canadian Government position on Uranium exports see the Guide for
1985-86)

In June 1986, the Secretary of State for External Affairs, Joe Clark,
responded to an open letter from author Margaret Laurence in which she
expressed concern over Ontario Hydro's plans to export tritium. He stated:

...officials have consistently advised that any
such exports would take place only within the
general framework of Canada's non-proliferation
policy as regards nuclear exports....The Canadian
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Government believes that, given the physical nature
of tritium and its limited proliferation
significance, the application of safeguards to
tritium is not appropriate., It should be clear,
however, that export licences and permits for
tritium will not be issued unless the Government is
satisfied that tritium will not be used for nuclear
weapons or any other nuclear explosive purposes.

At the United Nations General Assembly (UNGA) Canada was the lead sponsor
of a resolution entitled "Prohibition of the production of fissionable

material for weapons purposes" (UNGA Resolution 41/59L). The resolution
passed by a vote of 148-1-6.

Parliamentary Comment

NDP member Bill Blaikie made a statement in the House of Commons protesting
Ontario Hydro's plans to market tritium.

Most tritium that is produced in the world today is
used for the manufacture of hydrogen and neutron
bombs. The Government may claim that it intends to
sell tritium only for civilian use, but, apart from
the fact that it is nearly impossible to verify
what is eventually done with a nuclear product,
Canadian exports would certainly free up huge
supplies of tritium for use in weapons production.
If the Government allows Ontario Hydro to proceed
and to export tritium to countries which have the
capability of producing nuclear weapons, then
Canada will be responsible for increasing the
world's ability to produce nuclear weapons
twentyfold.3

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

3 Commons Debates, 11 Feb. 1987, p. 3321.
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16. VERIFICATION

Backggggnd

Verification is an issue which spans all areas of disarmament and arms
control. It is at the heart of the negotiations on a comprehensive test
ban, the prohibition of chemical weapons and the peaceful uses of outer
space. The difficulties which arise concerning verification have often
made it impossible to reach an agreement on one or the other of these
matters.

In 1986 the Soviet Union agreed to the principle of on-site inspection of
nuclear tests. During 1987 the Soviet Union agreed to reveal the location
of its stockpiles of chemical weapons and to allow on-site inspections.
The Soviet Union also agreed that arms control agreements should be the
subject of obligatory on-the-spot inspections at short notice.

In the summer of 1986 a private US research organisation, the Natural
Resources Defense Council (NRDC), signed an agreement with the Soviet
Academy of Sciences. The agreement allowed US scientists to set up seismic
monitoring stations near the Soviet test site in Semipalatinsk and Soviet
scientists to do the same near the US Nevada test site.

In 1983 the Canadian Government announced that it was launching the Arms
Control Verification Research Programme. The programme was set up by the
Secretary of State for External Affairs and involves the Government, the
academic community and the commercial sector. Its objective is to improve
the verification process as part of the effort to reduce arms and
eventually eliminate them. The programme includes such projects as
research concerning problems in international negotiations and the creation

of specialized technical training programmes.

The Government's arms control priorities are: the achievement of a
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comprehensive convention to ban chemical weapons; the 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.

Among the activities which the Government has undertaken as part of the
verification programme are a $3.2 million upgrade of the seismic array
station at Yellowknife, two studies given to the UN Secretary General on
operational procedures for investigating alleged chemical weapons abuses,
and working papers on the prevention of an arms race in outer space.

The major project undertaken by the verification programme has been the
PAXSAT research project. PAXSAT is a feasibility study of two potential
applications of space-based remote sensing to the verification of
multilateral arms control agreements. PAXSAT 'A' studies the use of
space-based remote sensing for arms control agreements concerning
satellites in space while PAXSAT 'B' is concerned with verifying
conventional arms control agreements.

During the 1985 Fall Session of the United Nations General Assembly, the
Canadian delegation to the UN initiated and sponsored Resolution 40/152
entitled "Verification in A1l Its Aspects" which was passed by consensus.
This was the first resolution on verification ever to be adopted by the UN.

The Resolution called upon member states "to increase their efforts towards
achieving agreements on balanced, mutually acceptable, verifiable and
effective arms limitation and disarmament measures." It also invited all
members of the UN "to communicate to the Secretary-General, not later than
15 April 1986, their views and suggesticns 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.
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Carrying out the requirements of Resolution 40/152 0, in April 1986, the
Canadian Government submitted to the Secretary-General and subsequently
published "A Comprehensive Study on Arms Control and Disarmament
Verification Pursuant to UNGA Resolution 40/152 (0)". This publication, in
addition to describing the relevant principles, procedures and techniques
used in verification, also foresees an important role for the United
Nations in the application and interpretation of arms control agreements,
despite the fact that the bilateral negotiations between the superpowers
may continue to be of paramount importance in the global arms control

programme.

Current Canadian Position

In 1986, during the first session of the UN General Assembly Canada
sponsored Resolution 41/86 Q on the role of verification in arms control
agreements and this resolution was once again adopted by consensus. The
Resolution called upon states that had not already done so to submit their
views and suggestions to the Secretary-General by 31 March 1987. It also
asked the Disarmament Commission to put verification on its agenda anda to
report its conclusions at the next session of the General Assembly. The
Secretary of State for External Affairs, Joe Clark, issued a statement
after the resolution was passed. He stated:

...the resolution will give further impetus to the
consideration of verification by the United
Nations, by referring the subject to the United
Nations Disarmament Commission...[which] is
expected to draw up principles, provisions and
techniques to encourage the inclusion of adequate
verification provisions in armms control and
disarmament agreements....[the resolution] reflects
the strong support of the international community
for Canada's continuing efforts in this critical
area.l

1 DEA, Communique, 14 Nov. 1986.
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In his speech at Kiev, in the Soviet Union, on 11 December 1986, the
Ambassador for Disarmament, Douglas Roche, outlined the reasons why Canada
stresses the importance of verification.

At the outset we must recognize that it is
unfortunately true that arms control agreements
cannot be negotiated on the basis of trust alone.
The highly sophisticated nature of today's weapons
means that, in order to be meaningful and durable,
arms control and disarmament agreements must have
provisions that ensure compliance and build
confidence in the validity and integrity of a
treaty. Because arms control agreeements are
directly related to the security of signatory
nations, effective verification measures are
vital.2

On 30 April 1987 the Canadian Ambassador to the Conference on Disarmament,
Alan Beesley, made a statement on Canada's verification programme.

He recalled the contribution which Canada had made to the study of seismic
verification and tabled the findings of a workshop of scientific experts
which had met in Ottawa in the fall of 1986 to discuss seismic monitoring.
He also outlined progress on the PAXSAT study and discussed Canada's

research on verifying a chemical weapons ban .3

On 5 May, in a speech to the United Nations Disarmament Commission
Ambassador Roche expressed gratification that Resolution 41/86 Q had been
adopted without a vote and pointed out that

...there were over 20 co-sponsors representing all
groups. The broad co-sponsorship underlines the
growing recognition within the world community that
adequate measures of verification are essential for
effective arms control and disarmament measures.

2 DER, Statements and Speeches, 11 Dec. 1986.
3 cp/PV, 410, 30 April 1987.
4 DEA Statements, 87/27, 11 May 1987.
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Concerning the proposal to create a general international verification
organization with responsibility for monitoring compliance with
multilateral agreements Mr. Roche added:

canada favours moving steadily towards the eventual
creation of a general IVO, once the international
community agrees on the desirability of
establishing such an institution.>

Parliamentary Comment

Questions about Canada's verification programme have not been raised in the
Commons since the summer of 1986.
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SECTION II - DEFENCE

17. ARCTIC SOVEREIGNTY AND SURVEILLANCE

Background

In 1880, when the Arctic islands first became part of Canada, a colonial
bureaucrat noted:

The object in annexing these unexplored territories to Canada
is to prevent the United States from claiming them, and not from
the likelihood of their proving of any value to Canada.

Notwithstanding this view, successive Canadian Governments have attributed
great political and economic value to the Arctic and its resources. Active
jinvolvement 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 airfields and weather stations 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
NDistant Early Warning 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 primarily initiated by the
United States, co-operative agreements satisfied Canadian Government
concern about the protection of sovereignty. This situation changed in
1969 when a privately owned American oil tanker, the Manhattan, attempted
to cross the Northwest Passage without seeking the permission of the
Canadian Government. Concerned both with the threat to sovereignty and

possible increases in commercial shipping, the Canadian Government passed
the Arctic Waters Pollution Prevention Act, 1970, which established
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Canadian environmental jurisdiction for up to 100 miles off the Arctic
coasts. Following further multilateral efforts to codify the law of the
sea this claim to regulation was acknowledged in Section 234 of the 1982
United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea (The United States does not

recognize the authority of this Convention).

During the 1970s the resource potential of the Arctic grew substantially as
reserves of oil and natural gas were discovered. Foreign and Canadian 0il
companies estimate that there are 8.5 billion barrels of 0il beneath the
Beaufort Sea and 65 trillion cubic feet of natural gas in the High Arctic.

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
Tine of modern long- and short-range radars to replace the DEW Tine. The
NWS will be completely manned and controlled by Canadians, a change from
the DEW line which was largely manned and operated by Americans.

Although the first nuclear submarine operated under the Arctic ice cap for
an extended period of time as early as 1958, it is only recently that both
superpowers have developed the technology needed to operate ballistic
missile submarines under the ice. This capability has increased the
potential for the Arctic to become a region of strategic importance to the
superpowers, and has created new dilemmas for the Canadian Government. The
presence of nuclear submarines is particularly difficult to detect and
monitor effectively, thus posing a new challenge to the assertion of
Canadian sovereignty in the Arctic.

In August 1985 a more visual threat to Canadian sovereignty presented
itself in the form of the voyage of an US coast guard vessel, the Polar
Sea, through the North West Passage. The declared purpose of this voyage
was to shorten the sailing time to Alaska, but the US Government did not
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request permission from the Canadian Government 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 did propose that
the voyage be on a co-operative basis. It also stated that the voyage did
not prejudice the legal position of either government with regard to the
waters.

John Anderson, at that time Assistant Deputy Minister for Policy at the
Department of National Defence, explained the American view more fully:

...the Law of the Sea convention provided that
international straits that would be closed by

the extension of coastal jurisdiction under the
other provisions of the Law of the Sea convention
would become subject to a right of transit. That
right of transit is without restriction....It covers
operation of ships on the surface, submarines under
the surface and aircraft above the surface [and]
applies to straits that are considered to connect
high seas to high seas....The Americans...contend
that the Northwest Passage is such an international
strait, connecting high seas to high seas. Canada
contends that it is internal waters of Canada.
Under the American interpretation of the status of
those straits, even though we have closed them and
made them internal waters, even though parts of
that strait were closed as territorial sea when

we extended the territorial sea to the 12-mile
1imit, under the 1983 convention a pre-exjsting
right of transit would continue to exist.

Current Canadian Position

The Speech from the Throne, read by the Governor-General on 1 October 1986
said:

TStanding Committee on National Defence Proceedings, 5 May 1986, p. 34.
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The government asserts complete sovereignty over the
Canadian Arctic and recognizes that sovereignty
requires a vigorous national presence. My government
has drawn straight baselines around the perimeter

of the Arctic archipelago to preserve Canadian
sovereignty over the land, sea, and ice of the
Canadian Arctic. Canada will construct one of the
most powerful icebreakers in the world to enhance
our sovereign rights and to contribute to the
development of the North.2

In its response to the Special Joint Committee Report on International
Relations the Government stated:

The government recognizes the importance of
developing a coherent set of policies for the
Arctic, including foreign policy. The major,
closely interlinked components of policy will be:
a) buttressing sovereignty over Arctic waters; b)
modernizing northern defences; c) preparing for
commercial use of the Northwest Passage, and d)
expanding circumpolar relations, including contacts
among northerners.

The Government also stated that: "it would explore ways of
expanding...bilateral and multilateral relations with all northern states"
but said that because of the Soviet presence in the Arctic and likely
Soviet unwillingness to cooperate, a demilitarized zone in the Arctic "does
not seem practicable" .4

Responding to questioning in the House of Commons, Mr. Clark made the
following statement regarding ongoing negotiations with the US on Canadian
sovereignty in the Arctic:

In September 1985, when we announced the dramatic
action to assert Canada's sovereignty over our
North, I also indicated that we would be entering

2 Commons Debates, 1 Oct. 1986, p. 13.
DEA, Canada's International Relations, Dec. 1986, p. 85.
Ibid., pp. 86-87.
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into discussions with the United States to see if
there was some way we could have an arrangement
that would serve their legitimate security
interests and respect our sovereignty....I want to
make the point that if there is a failure in those
discussions, or if we are not satisfied that
Canadian sovereignty will be respected, we are
prepared to defend our claims to our North before
the International Court of Justice....?

During an interview with US journalists prior to the Canada-US Summit,
Prime Minister Mulroney stated this position further:

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

In the Defence White Paper delivered to the House in June the Government

outlined its view of the situation in the Arctic. The Paper stated that

the development of nuclear power for submarines has meant that the Arctic
has become a viable passageway between the Arctic and Atlantic oceans.

In a period of tension or war, Soviet submarines
could seek to operate off the deep channels of the
Canadian Archipelago to intercept Allied submarines
entering the Arctic...the Soviets might use these
channels in war to reach patrol areas in the North
Atlantic,...the Canadian Navy must be able to
determine what is happening under the ice in the
Canadian Arctic, and to deter hostile or
potentially hostile intrusions.”’

The White Paper announced a Government decision to purchase 10-12

5 Commons Debates, 23 Mar. 1987, p. 4446.
6 Prime Minister Mulroney, Interview with Meet the Press, 5 Apr. 1987.
7 DND, Challenge and Commitment, p. 50.
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nuclear-powered submarines. Nuclear-powered submarines are the only vessel

capable of operating under the ice for sustained periods of time and this
was part of the rationale for the decision to purchase such submarines.8

Parliamentary Comment

During Hearings before the Standing Committee on National Defence (SCND)
NDP member Derek Blackburn asked the Associate Minister for Defence, Mr.
Paul Dick, about military exercises in the Arctic. He said:

I refer in my final question to the Secretary of
State for External Affairs announcement,...that
there would be naval exercises for the eastern
Arctic. Now, these exercises never happened as
such. I would like to know why they did not
happen....2

Mr. Dick responded:

I can say generally...that there was an increase in
surveillance by aircraft this year, and it will be

maintained or enhanced again next year. There was

some activity in the eastern Arctic, in the waters,
by naval vessels.

At a later hearing Mr. Blackburn asked the Minister of Defence about
Canada's surveillance capabilities in the Arctic and whether we were
completely dependent on allies or considering developing a Canadian
capability in this area particularly as a way of controlling the choke
points. Mr. Beatty responded:

I guess we would have a couple of concerns, seeing
as one likely would not be entering our Arctic

through those choke points. Would it be possible
for somebody...to get into the Canadian Arctic and

—871bid., p. 53.

9 SCND, Proceedings, 2 Dec. 1986, p. 51.
0 1bid.
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hide there; possibly in the case of
submarine-launched cruise missiles, to position
themselves in a place where the southern areas of
Canada become vulnerable? I do not believe...that
simply looking at choke points, particularly in the
southeast area, would give us the adequate coverage
to ensure that somebody was kept out of the

north.ll

Liberal member Russell MacLellan asked the Secretary of State to confirm
whether three US submarines passed through Canadian waters on their way to
surfacing at the North Pole on 6 May 1986 and whether they had asked

Canadian permission. Mr. Clark responded:

...we have a variety of ways of knowing of the
presence in our waters of submarines from the
United States or other countries. I do not
think...it would be in the interest of anyone, and
certainly not in the Canadian national interest, to
reveal publicly the nature of the means by which we
come to that information.l2

Progressive Conservative member Dave Nickerson, made a statement to the
House on the issue of the three US submarines surfacing at the North Pole.

He stated:

...the reluctance of the Government of Canada to
give straight answers regarding the May voyage...is
leading to a suspicion on the part of Canadians
that their Government was unaware of these
manoeuvres and is now trying to save face. 13

Liberal leader John Turner pursued the question that same day asking “had

L1 SCND Proceedings, 11 Dec. 1986, p. 18.

2 Tommons Debates, 5 Dec. 1986, p. 1823.

Commons Debates, 8 Dec. 1986, p. 1869.
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the Canadian Government authorized in advance the presence of these
American submarines in our Arctic waters?"14 Mr. Clark responded:

There have been reports of submarines having come
to the surface at the North Pole. He would know
that there are at least four routes by which they
could have reached the North Pole, one Canadian and
three American. 1 do not propose to be drawn into
a question which might lead us to indicate the
presence of submarines of Canadian allies anywhere
in the world where that indication might worE to
the benefit of countries hostile to Canada.l

Liberal member Lloyd Axworthy asked Mr. Clark about the Government's
response to the Special Joint Committee's proposal for a northern
demilitarized zone. Mr. Clark responded:

...demilitarization, like disarmament, in order to
be effective requires at least two to play. You
cannot have unilateral demilitarization just as you
cannot have unilateral disarmament.l

Conservative member Allan Lawrence asked:

...1f the Government actually knows the routes
taken by both Soviet and American submarines in the
Arctic? Second...could he tell the House if there
have actually been transgressions of Canadian
sovereignty by Soviet and American submarines?l’

Mr. Clark responded:

...l cannot say with confidence that we know all of
the routes which might be taken, particularly by
Soviet submarines....We have arrangements in place
by which we can be informed of activities in our

1% 1bid., p.iB70.

15 Tbid.

16 Thid.

7 Tommon Debates, 9 Dec. 1986, p. 1926.
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waters ....They are not as strong as they need to
be. We are on the way to resolving that problem
with regard to the ice-breaker, and we are
naturally considering other measures which will
allow us to ensure and protect Canada's
sovereignty....

NDP member Nelson Riis asked for assurances about renewed US activites in
the Beaufort Sea area:

...the last time this area was open to some dispute
the Minister sent a comment to the United States
authorities asking them to back off....they are now
back again. Is that a clear indication that they
have ignored the plea from Canada?l®

Mr. Clark replied:

...what happened before was that a note of protest
was sent. As a consequence of that note being
sent, the second step...the issuing of leases, was
not proceeded with. In that case, what we
requested was acted upon. I trust the request we
have made this time will be acted upon.

The issue of US activites east of the 141st meridian in the Beaufort Sea
was also raised by Liberal member Lloyd Axworthy who asked about hearings
going on in the US:

In his note of protest did the Minister
specifically ask that the hearings now being
conducted be stopped until this particular issue is
resolved and the Canadian rights to _those
territories are clearly identified?2l

Mr. Clark responded:

18 1bid.
19 1bid.
20 1bid.
21 1bid., p. 1924.
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...We are asking the United States not to take any
actions which would assume that those territories
were not in dispute. When we last took that
action, the gnited States agreed to the
request....2

Referring to an article in the New York Times which spoke of more extensive
activities by US submarines in the Arctic, Pauline Jewett asked whether the
US had asked permission for these activities. Mr. Clark stated:

...let me take this occasion to indicate publicly
that the Government of Canada expects the US
Government to respect and enforce the understanding
among all NATO allies about not revealing the
presence of our routes used by ships of the US or
NATO fleets,23

Conservative member Dave Nickerson made a statement in the House:

...in the wake of the Polar Sea transit, [the
Government] announced...the Canadian Laws Offshore
Application Act which was introduced into
Parliament as Bill C-104 in April 1986. This Act
would have confirmed Canadian jurisdiction within
the area defined by drawing straight base lines
around the islands of the Arctic Archipelago. Bill
C-104 died on the Order Paper last June and to date
it has not been reintroduced. What has happened to
this Bi11724

NDP member Pauline Jewett asked:

...Will the Secretary of State for External Affairs
quite explicitly assure the House that in the
negotiations he is having with the United States
there are not any discussions or negotiations on
the question of Canadian sovereignty,...and that
the United States...will not in fact be given full
and free access to Canadian Arctic waters?25

€< 1bid,

23 Tommons Debates, 19 Dec. 1986, p. 2296.
Commons Debates, 26 Jan, 1987, p. 2680.
Commons Debates, 23 Mar. 1987, p. 4447,
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Mr. Clark responded:

...I presume what [she] is asking is whether or
not, as a result of the discussions,...other
countries would not be able to pass through our
sovereign waters without our permission or
agreement. That is the purpose of the
negotiations.26

Liberal leader John Turner asked the Prime Minister about his Summit
meeting with President Reagan:

Why did the Prime Minister not receive an
unconditional commitment from the
President...recognizing in clear terms Canada's
sovereignty over our Arctic,...complete
sovereignty, unequivocal and uncha]]enged?27

The Prime Minister replied:

I indicated prior to the presidential visit that we
were not looking for anything other than steady,
serious progress in all these matters. I think we
have made some progress.28

Liberal member Don Johnston pursued the question and Mr. Clark replied:

We are trying to work out an arrangement which
will,...involve a mutual respect for sovereignty
but will also take account of other interests. If
that fails, we will be prepared, if challenged, to
go to the International Court of Justice.?

NDP member Pauline Jewett also raised the question of a deal between Canada

20 Tbid.
27 Tommons Debates, 7 Apr. 1987, p. 4926.
28 Thid.

29 Tbid., p. 4927.
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and the US on the Arctic and asked for a full public discussion on the
issue. Mr. Clark replied:

I have had discussions with the Heads of Government
of both Yukon and Northwest Territories. I would
be pleased to meet with members of opposition
Parties to bring them up to date on the
discussions....30
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18. ARMS TRANSFERS

Backg[ggnd

The global trade in conventional arms has expanded considerably during the
past decade, from a worldwide total of deliveries of US$ 63.3 billion
during 1974-77 to US$ 150.5 billion during the 1982-85 period.l Although
the share of the supplier market held by the superpowers has decreased
since the 1960s, the United States and the Soviet Union still accounted for
56 per cent of total arms deliveries in the years 1982-85. Britain,
France, Italy and West Germany together held 21 per cent of the market
during that period. The total of world arms deliveries has declined since
1982 from a peak of US$ 42 billion (1983 dollars) to us$ 27 billion.2

Armms imports of developing countries have also declined. In 1985
developing countries imported US$ 21.8 billion in arms as opposed to US$
33.2 billion in 1982.3 Overall, between 1982-85, 80 per cent of global
exports of conventional arms were purchased by developing countries. Half
of these (51 per cent) went to the Middle East, followed by 18 per cent to
Africa, 13 per cent to East Asia, 9 per cent to Latin America and 7 per
cent to South Asia.?

There have been important attempts to regulate both the supply and demand
side of the global arms trade. In 1974 eight Latin American countries
signed the Declaration of Ayacucho, in which they pledged to work towards
ams acquisition limitation agreements in their region. No concrete
agreements were reached, but the initiative was revived by the Peruvian
Government in 1985. The Contadora draft treaty, debated in 1985, contains
provisions for the comprehensive limitation of arms transfers to Central
America.

T Ams Control and Disarmament Agency, World Military Expenditures and Arms
Transfers, Washington, ACDA, 1986, p. 147.

2 1bid., p. 6.

3 Tbid., pp. 147.

4 Tbid., pp. 147-148.
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In 1977 the Carter Administration committed the United States to unilateral
arms exports limitations and to negotiating multilateral restraints with
the other major exporters. This initiative led to the Conventional Arms
Transfer (CAT) talks with the Soviet Union. Four sets of discussions were
held on this issue without result, and the process was abandoned in 19795

There has since been a decline in the priority attached to this jssue by
the main exporters. The idea of increasing the international availability
of arms trade statistics, as an interim step towards arms trade regulation,
was put forward by the UN Group of Governmental Experts on the Relationship
between Disarmament and Development, in their 1981 report. The Canadian
Government responded to this recommendation, in 1982, by stating that it
"...whole-heartedly supports the spirit and letter of this
recommendation.... "6

Canada is not a major player in the global conventional arms trade: it
ranks twenty-seventh in the world's suppliers, far behind the superpowers,
the secondary exporters and the new tier of exporters. Indeed, Canada's
arms exports account for less than 0.7 per cent of the global conventional
arms trade.’

The volume of Canada's military exports has nevertheless grown over the
years, from $ 336.2 million in 1970 to $ 721.7 million in 1980, and

$ 1,902.7 million in 1985.8 Over 70 per cent of these exports were sold to
US purchasers, a pattern reflecting both the overall continental
orientation of Canadian trade and the impact of the Defence Production

5"StockhoTm International Peace Research Institute, World Armaments and
Disarmament, SIPRI Yearbook 1980, London, Taylor and Francis, 1980,
pp. 121-126,

6 UNGA, Relationship Between Disarmament and Development, Report of the
Secretary-General, A/S-12/13, 14 May 1982, p. 10.

7 Arms Contro]l and Disarmament Agency, World Military Expenditures and Arms
Transfers, Washington, United States ACDA, 1986, pp. 101, 111.
DEA, Statistics on Canada's Defence Exports, Apr. 1986, unpublished.
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Sharing Agreement (DPSA) between Canada and the United States.

Questions have been raised in the past about Canada's arms exports
practices. Alleged violations of the Canadian policy, particularly the
granting of export permits for the sale of strategic goods to governments
involved in conflicts or known to systematically violate human rights, have
been the subject of public debate. The need to enforce end-use provisions
in ams sales contracts, as exemplified by the existence of Canadian
military supplies in Vietnam and the resale of Canadian F-86 fighters to
Pakistan in 1965, have also attracted public attention.9

Current Canadian Position

On 10 September 1986 after a review of Canadian policy on military exports

the Secretary of State for External Affairs, Joe Clark, announced revised

guidelines for Canadian export controls.10

The new guidelines restrict military exports to:

- countries with a persistent record of serious violations of human rights
“unless it can be demonstrated that there is no reasonable risk that the
goods might be used against the civilian population";

- countries under UN Security Council sanctions;

- countries involved in or under imminent threat of hostilities.

J Regehr, E., Making a Killing: Canada's Arms Industry, Toronto,
McClelland Stewart, 1975, pp. 5-8, 51-52. Taskforce on the Churches
and Corporate Responsibility, Annual Report 1983-84, Toronto, 1984,
pp. 16, 53-54,

10 For a full overview of the new policy see: "Export Controls Policy" DEA
Communiqué, no. 155, 10 Sep. 1986.
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Exports of civilian strategic equipment will continue to be restricted to
the Soviet Union, the Warsaw Pact and countries where there is a risk the
goods will be rerouted to these destinations (COCOM proscribed
destinations). Restrictions on exports of peaceful civilian goods to the
Soviet Union and the Warsaw Pact will be 1ifted.

Previously Canadian policy had treated military and civilian exports
together. The new policy focuses on military goods. Military goods have
been defined according to the International Munitions List (Group 7 of the
current Export Control List). This definition includes arms and ammunition
along with equipment “specially designed for military purposes".

In particular the most major change is in exports to countries that have
poor human rights records. Previously exports had been limited to regimes
“wholly repugnant" to Canadian values but, since no regime was ever
declared as such, exports to countries with human rights problems were
controlled on an ad hoc basis. The new policy puts the onus on the
exporter to prove that there is "no reasonable risk" the military equipment
will be used against the civilian population,

Exports to South Africa continue to be limited as stipulated under UN
Security Resolution 418 (1977). Further restrictions on the export of
strategic and military goods to South Africa have been implemented.

The background paper accompanying the Minister's announcement stated:

...the Government recognizes the importance of the
Canadian defence industry. Canada's defence
industry is necessary for reasons of national
security and sovereignty and has over the years
made an important contribution to Canada's economic
well being....

Canadian defence sector companies produce for the
most part defensive military equipment and
strategic products....It is not possible for our
defence industry to recover the large costs of
development of their products through Canadian
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sales alone. Therefore, these goods are primarily
exported to the United States and to our NATO
allies....In recognition of this fact, the
Government will continue to maintain an open
approach to the export of military goods...to our
NATO allies and other friendly countries.

Parliamentary Comment

When the controversy concerning arms sales to Iran arose in the United
States, questions about Canadian sales to Iran were raised in Parliament.
Pratt & Whitney had exported helicopter parts to Iran and opposition
members inquired as to why permission for this sale had been granted and at
what level the decision had been made. Mr. Axworthy pointed out that the
helicopter engine in question was listed by the Department of External
Affairs as having military purposes. The Deputy Prime Minister, Don
Mazankowski replied:

...we have been assured that this was a
commercially oriented transaction. There have been
cases where permit applications have been
refused....Where there is a clear case of spare
parts being used for military purgoses, the export
permit requests are turned down.l

NDP member Pauline Jewett pursued the issue. She indicated that a company
in Texas had refused to sell helicopter parts to Iran because it was
confident they were being used for military purposes.13 Liberal member Don
Johnston asked the Deputy Prime Minister whether the US government had
asked the Canadian Government to approve the sale. Mr. Mazankowski
replied:

TIHEA Communique, no. 155, 10 Sep. 1986, p. 2.
12 Tommons Debates, 17 Nov. 1986, p. 1221.
3 Tbid., p. 1223.
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...we have been assured that it was a straight
commercial, civilian oriented transaction....I think the
issuance of the export permits was in compliance with
the policies of the Government at that time.l4

Mr. Johnston raised the issue of US involvement in the sale again the next day.
He asked: "...were there representations made by the US Administration to the

Canadian Government to relax or set aside our export control policy?"15

Mr. Mazankowski replied:

...the assemblies in question had a US component
for which an export control permit was sought.
Because the assemblies in this particular case were
used for civilian commercial use, no permit was
required.16

Responding to further questioning, Mr. Mazankowski announced that Pratt &
Whitney had voluntarily suspended further shipments of the helicopter parts and
that “there has been an acknowledgement of the dual capability of these
machines,"17

Pauline Jewett asked whether the Government was aware that Pratt & Whitney
engines were being used in helicopters by a Swiss company and that those
helicopters were being used by both sides in the conflict between Iran and
Iraq. Mr. Mazankowski replied that he would look into the issue,18

The issue of possible US involvement in granting Pratt & Whitney the export
permits was raised again by Mr. Johnston and Pauline Jewett on 19 and 20
November. 1In both cases the response from the Government was that there was no
US encouragement or solicitation of the sale of the helicopter parts to Iran.l19
Questions on this issue were raised again in December as CIA director William

T4 Thiq.

15 Egﬁﬁbns Debates, 18 Nov. 1986, p. 1277.
Ibid.

17 Tbid., p. 1278.

8 1bid., p. 1279.

Commons Debates, 19 Nov. 1986, p. 1321; 20 Nov. 1986, p. 1362.
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Casey testified before Congress,20 and later in February as questions of
canadian involvement in arms sales to the Nicaraguan Contra rebels surfaced.
Specifically opposition members raised concerns after a report appeared in a
Montreal newspaper stating that a Canadian company was involved in such sales.

Mr. Clark stated: "Any Canadian companies shipping arms to those destinations
do so contrary to Canadian policy....There is now an active RCMP
investigation."21

During hearings before the Standing Committee on External Affairs and
International Trade (SCEAIT) Mr. Clark addressed the possibility of using
"and-user" certificates to cut down on the possible misuse of dual-purpose

exports. He said:

...one possible device can in fact be an end-user
certificate. That...was what was invoked by Pratt
& Whitney - on their own,...to bring an end to the
abuse by the user of the engines that were being
exported....I am concerned about the implications
that legitimate Canadian exports might be diverted
to other purposes. I want to tighten that up.22

Opposition members objected to Canadian exports to countries with human rights
problems despite the new Government provisions. NDP member Nelson Riis asked
about exports to Chile. Mr. Clark responded that the exports consisted of
electrical equipment not military equipment.23 Questions of Canadian arms
exports to Syria and Indonesia were also raised.24

NDP member Pauline Jewett asked about a conference sponsored by the Department
of External Affairs to promote military exports. She said:

¢U Commons Debates, 11 Dec. 1986, pp. 2015-2017; 12 Dec. 1986, pp.
2048-52.
1 Commons Debates, 12 Feb. 1987, p. 3373. See also: Commons Debates, 18
Mar. 1987, p. 4289; 4 June 1987, p. 6731.
2 SCEAIT Proceedings, 21 Jan. 1987, p. 30.
3 Commons Debates, 27 Jan. 1987, p. 2741.
4 Tommons Debates, 27 Jan. 1987, p. 2741, 17 Feb. 1987, p. 3522.
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Can the Minister explain why the Department would,
at public expense, be promoting military and
military-related exports to countries which have
major human rights violations or are in the midst
of conflict or are CIDA recipients? Why are we, at
public expense, promoting military exports to those
countries??

Mr. Clark replied:

One of the reasons that we are prepared to promote
military exports is because there are a number of
Canadian jobs involved in the production of
military equipment....the term 'military equipment'
covers much more than weapons .26

Liberal member Lloyd Axworthy asked Mr. Clark about tightening restrictions on
Canadian exports given the ease with which Canadian arms can be shipped to
countries through intermediary countries. Mr. Clark responded that he was
willing to further examine the problem and said that he would welcome
suggestions on the matter.2’
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19. CANADA-US - CRUISE MISSILE TESTING

Background

On 10 February 1983 Canada signed an agreement with the United States
entitled the "Canada/US (CANUS) Test and Evaluation Program" which
established a procedure for the testing of US defence systems in Canada.
The agreement is valid for five years, and was renewed automatically for
another five years on 28 February 1987. The agreement can be ended on
twelve months' notice. The agreement is not reciprocal since it only
covers the testing of US systems in Canada. Under the agreement the United
States could ask to test the following systems: artillery equipment;
helicopters; surveillance and identification systems; advanced non-nuclear
munitions; aircraft navigation systems; and the guidance system for unarmed
cruise missiles. Canada may refuse any project and no biological, chemical
or nuclear weapons may be brought into the country.1

On 15 July 1983, the Canadian Government announced that it had agreed to
allow the testing of the AGM-86B Air-launched Cruise Missile (ALCM) in
Canada. The Government stated that the testing of the cruise missile
guidance system was "linked intimately to Canada's security as a member of
NATO and NORAD and to Canada's policy on arms control and disarmament." The
cruise missile is an unmanned vehicle propelled by a jet engine that can
carry conventional or nuclear warheads and be sea-, ground- or
air-launched. The use of Canadian territory was explained on the ground
that it offers extensive stretches of uninhabited cold weather terrain
similar to the attack routes into the Soviet Union. Four to six tests per
year of the unarmed ALCM are allowed and take place in the first three
months of every year to ensure the proper weather conditions. The
Government stressed that "this in no way changed Canada's own renunciation
of nuclear weapons for our national forces."

1 DND, Cruise Missile Testing in Canada, Background Notes, 1983.
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The agreement to test the cruise missile generated considerable public
debate among Canadians who felt it compromised Canada's position on nuclear
weapons and contributed to the arms race. There was also concern about the
potential harm to Canadian citizens and the Canadian environment should
anything go wrong during a test. In announcing individual tests the
Government has assured Canadians that the flight of the cruise missile will
never be closer than eight kilometres "to any built-up area."

The Government also stated that the Canadian approach:

...is grounded in several elements: our founding
membership in NATO, our dedication to the global
dimension of peace and stability, our active
pursuit of verifiable arms control and disarmament
agreements, and our longstanding decision not to
develop our own national nuclear force.

Two groups were formed within the Department of National Defence (DND) to
oversee the process. A steering group exercises authority over the
programme itself and makes recommendations concerning projects which are
acceptable to Canada. A co-ordinating group reviews the feasibility of the
projects and administers the programme. Every year on 1 January the United
States submits a 30-month forecast to DND outlining the projects they wish
to implement in Canada. After review and ministerial approval the
Government informs the US of its approval in principle. US sponsors then
submit a project proposal to DND. This is again reviewed and the proper
authority granted, at which point a project arrangement is jointly
developed which, when signed, allows testing to begin. Cabinet approval
may be required for specific projects.

Only one test of the cruise missile was carried out in 1984. 1In 1985,
three tests occurred. On 15 January, there was a "captive carry" test of
the electronic guidance system in which four ALCMs were carried on a B-52
bomber; this was followed by a free flight test on 19 February, and
another one on 25 February. All three tests were successful.
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In 1986, two tests occurred. On 22 January, there was a free flight test
which included a practice interception by two Canadian CF-18 fighters. The
missile crashed in a wooded area, near the end of its flight; on 25
February, there was another free flight test in which the engine failed to
ignite and the missile fell into the Beaufort Sea.

Two tests were carried out in 1987. A free flight test took place on 24
February in which US F-4 and F-16 fighters joined CF-18 fighters in trying
to intercept the missile. A second, similar test was carried out on 1
March.

At the Nuclear and Space Arms Talks the United States and the Soviet Union
have tentatively agreed to count ALCMs as part of a ceiling of 6,000 on
nuclear warheads. The question of limitations on strategic arms remains
linked to that of strategic defences and there has therefore been no final
agreement .

Current Canadian Position

A Department of National Defence publication of January 1985 stated that
the ALCM is an important retaliatory element of the US strategic triad
which provides the ultimate deterrent for NATO. Canada's willingness to
test the cruise missile is rooted in its obligation to NATO and the
strengthening of deterrence. This continues to be the Government's
position. During testimony to the Standing Committee on External Affairs
and International Trade, Secretary of State Joe Clark reiterated this
position. He said:

...[ending cruise missile tests] are steps Canada
could take. They would be taken with some very
real consequences. One of the consequences would
be that we would be putting aside obligations we
have assumed as part of the Alliance. I have made
it clear that I do not intend to do that with
regard to cruise testing, because I think if we
intepd to exercise some influence over both our own
destiny and the policy of the Alliance of which we
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are a part, we cannot do that without assuming some
obh’gation.2

Responding to an NDP motion to end cruise missile testing, Mr. Clark

~stated:

One of the Government's priorities in our arms
control and disarmament policy is the enhancement
of strategic stability. The air-launched cruise
missile with its long flight time and its
relatively slow recallable carrier is currently
among the most stabilizing elements of nuclear
deterrent forces. However, we believe that it too
should be subject to arms control restraints. We
have supported the inclusion of air-launched cruise
missiles in the limits on strategic nuclear arms
being negotiated at the Geneva talks....

One does not help people get to the negotiating
table and then, just when the hard negotiation is
about to begin, weaken the side which one
supports.

The umbrella-testing agreement reaches the end of its first five-year term
on 28 February 1988. Since the Government did not state any intention of

withdrawing from the agreement by 28 February 1987 (twelve months' notice)
the agreement was automatically renewed for a second five-year term. The

Associate Minister for National Defence made this renewal clear to the

House,

He pointed out:

...the project arrangements for cruise missile
testing is part of an over-all test and evaluation
agreement with the United States....Those [news]
reports have left an impression that the

Government is committed to a further five years [of
cruise missile testing]. <ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>