
Peacebuilding
church response to defence policyThe

In February, 1988 leaders o f  eleven  Canadian churches released an open letter on 
defence policy which they had sent to Prime M inister Mulroney. The letter, which is 
available as Ploughshares Working Paper 88-1, criticizes the government's 1987 
White P aper on D efence and offers an alternative set o f  principles and policies.

ear Prime Minister,
We write to you in response to 

the Defence White Paper, Challenge 
and Commitment: A D efence Policy for  
Canada, released by your Government 
in 1987. Our joint letter is sent in the

spirit of your 1984 year-end message 
to Canadians, when you reminded us 
that "there is no cause more urgent or 
more necessary for [our] government 
than to contribute to the reduction of 
the threat of war and to further the

cause of peace." We applaud this 
commitment. We assure you and 
your Government of our prayers for 
your efforts to pursue peace with jus
tice.

In our shared faith, we know that 
God desires for all people the true 
peace promised in the teaching, life, 
and resurrection of Jesus. The same 
faith perspective leads us to be critical 
of your Defence White Paper. In this 
we find ourselves to be in line with 
the majority of Canadians who, 
according to a recent survey by the 
North-South Institute, implicitly rejects 
both the Cold War diagnosis and pre
scriptions of the Defence White 
Paper. With them, we reject 
increased defence spending as a prior
ity for this country. To maintain 
peace and enhance international 
security, Canada should focus 
increased effort on disarmament and 
arms control, international co-opera- 
tion and the peaceful settlement of 
disputes, and peacekeeping, all in the 
context of pursuing ethical, develop
mental and environmental goals. Our 
alternatives to your Defence White 
Paper are based on the following 
security principles:

1. Nuclear weapons have no place in 
national defence policies.

2. Canadian security relies on an 
international order that recognizes 
and respects Canadian sovereignty 
and territorial integrity, and not on

(Continued on page 4J



Overview

One could hardly have hoped for better timing for the Third United 
Nations Special Session on Disarmament (UNSSOD III) which is to 
take place in New York in June. The superpowers have set aside their 

megaphones in favour of more measured diplomacy, for the first time a 
nuclear arms control agreement provides for the elimination of state-of- 
the-art weapons (not just the removal of obsolete hardware already 
headed for retirement), and the stage is being set for a summit meeting 
which could result in deep cuts in strategic nuclear arsenals. It's pretty 
heady stuff — but UNSSOD III may be just what the world needs to keep 
success from going to its head.

These welcome disarmament gains truly are extraordinary — not 
because of what they achieve, but because they stand in contrast to dec
ades of such dismal arms control failure. While UNSSOD III will con
vene in a climate of justifiably new hope, it will also remind us that dis
armament is not a single hesitant step — instead, it is a journey whose 
destination is a disarmed world in which the earth's resources are devoted 
to meeting human need rather than to the accumulation of the means to 
destroy.

In this issue we explore some of the opportunities which UNSSOD III 
offers us to inject new energy into that journey. Not the least of it is rhe
torical energy. The United Nations is dedicated to the proposition that 
words can make a difference in international behaviour. Prime Minister 
Mulroney ought to be encouraged to speak the minds of Canadians to the 
Assembly, reminding the world that it remains overarmed and underfed. 
We will not rest until the threat of nuclear annihilation is lifted and mili
tary preparations give way to negotiation and the pursuit of justice.

Mr. Mulroney ought also to remind the world that nuclear reductions, 
even radical reductions, are not enough — they must be accompanied by 
an immediate moratorium in the technological arms race. Even with arse
nals cut in half, if what remains are new generations of first-strike and 
nuclear war-fighting weapons, we will not have retreated very far, if at 
all, from the nuclear brink. A halt to nuclear weapons modernization 
requires a halt to all nuclear warhead testing, a halt to all flight-testing of 
cruise and ballistic missiles, and a ban on all testing of space weapons. 
These measures were all advocated by Canada at the first special session 
on disarmament in 1978 — it's time, for the sake of the planet, to revive 
them.

This being the first issue of a new volume, we have introduced some 
changes in style and presentation in the Monitor. As always, we welcome 
your comments. Letters, whether commenting on the publication itself or 
on the issues which we address, are appreciated.

Ernie Regehr

3 Cardfile 

7 UNSSOD III

10 Flight-test ban

11 Letters

12 Sales to Pentagon  

16 Pinetree Conversion  

18 Weapons in Space 

20 Nuclear-Free Pacific 

22 Green Pine Network

24 From the Hill

25 At the Table 

27 Peace Shelf

Editor
Ernie Regehr

Managing Editor 
David Jackman

Staff Writers 
Ken Epps
Carolyn Musselman-Wigboldus 
Bill Robinson
Simon Rosenblum (Ottawa)

The Ploughshares Monitor is the quarterly newsletter of Project Ploughshares, a working 
group on disarmament and development sponsored by Canadian religious and civic 
organizations. It is published at the Institute of Peace and Conflict Studies, Conrad Gre- 
bel College, Waterloo, ON, N2L 3G6. Ottawa address: #1616-190 Lees Ave., Ottawa, ON, 
K1S 5L5. Ploughshares Associates receive the Monitor four times each year for an annual 
minimum fee of $20. All associate fees are tax deductible. Material from the Monitor 
may be freely reproduced provided proper credit is given and one copy is sent to the 
Waterloo office of Project Ploughshares. Return postage is guaranteed. Postage is paid in 
cash at second class rates. Registration No. 6170.



Cardfile
Nova Scotia Arms mart?
Nova Scotia may yet be a production 
site for the export of armoured vehi
cles, despite External Affairs Minister 
Joe Clark's dismissal of controversial 
plans by the West German corpora
tion, Thyssen AG. Thyssen wanted 
to ship armoured vehicles to the Mid
dle East from a proposed plant in 
Cape Breton.

Now a US-based firm, FMC Corp., 
says that it will transfer production 
of its M-113 armoured personnel car
riers to Atlantic Defence Industries 
Ltd (ADIL) from its plant in San Jose, 
California. According to the Investor 
Responsibility Research Center in 
Washington, FMC's chief military 
export is the M-113. The armies of 
nearly 40 countries use the vehicle as 
a troop transporter, command post, 
ambulance and heavy weapons car
rier. Approximately 1250 were deliv
ered in 1985 alone and most went to 
overseas customers. Since 1982 
M-113s have been ordered by Greece, 
Pakistan, Taiwan, Thailand, Egypt, 
Kuwait, Lebanon and Saudi Arabia.

Nova Scotians learned in January 
of this year that ADIL is indeed 
underway. It will occupy a vacant 
plant in Bridgetown to fulfil two con
tracts, totalling $4.8 million, with the 
Department of National Defence. The 
contracts call for the production of 
sections for folding, floating bridges 
and for fuel-tank modification kits for 
M-113s. Then in February UTDC 
Corp of Kingston, the winner of a 
$250 million DND contract to build 
heavy military trucks, told reporters 
that it was also negotiating with 
Atlantic Defence Industries to handle 
some of the work building the trucks.

Also in January 1988, Nova Sco
tians received confirmation of another 
new site of military production in 
their province. Cellpack Aerospace 
Limited, a joint venture of ABCO 
Holdings of Lunenburg and Cellpack 
Ltd of Switzerland and Germany, will 
build a $4.5 million facility in Lunen
burg to produce advanced composite 
materials. The company's first two 
contracts are with Oerlikon Aerospace 
of Quebec to supply missile canisters 
for the Canadian and American ver
sions of the Air Defence Anti-Tank 
System (ADATS). (The Canadian 
forces have ordered 36 ADATS for its

Low-Level Air Defence programme. 
The US Army has selected ADATS 
for its Forward Area Air Defence Sys
tem and Oerlikon will provide 60 of a 
total order of 170.) Cellpack Aero
space will receive about $1 million in 
federal assistance from the Atlantic 
Canada Opportunities Agency 
towards the costs of setting up shop.

A rctic Spring?
In an effort to warm up an increas
ingly frosty arctic Cold War, Soviet 
leader Mikhail Gorbachev last year 
called for the creation of a "Zone of 
Peace" in the Arctic. Speaking at the 
northern Soviet port of Murmansk on 
1 October, Gorbachev proposed talks 
to: reduce military confrontation in 
the Arctic, promote joint arctic 
resources development, establish 
cooperation on arctic environmental 
protection, and promote joint arctic 
scientific research. The military talks 
suggested by Gorbachev included 
NATO/Warsaw Pact negotiations on 
force reduction and confidence-build
ing measures in the Baltic, North, 
Norwegian and Greenland seas, and 
talks between "all countries con
cerned" on "the limitation and scaling 
down of military activity in the North 
as a whole, in both the eastern and 
western hemispheres."

Canada's reaction to the Mur
mansk speech has been subdued, 
with official interest limited mainly to 
the non-military aspects of Gorba
chev's suggestions. In a partial 
response delivered in a speech on 9 
December, External Affairs minister 
Joe Clark effectively rejected negotia
tions on the military proposals, stat
ing "we have serious reservations 
about these proposals." According to 
Clark, military limitations such as 
those Gorbachev proposed are not the 
best approach to enhanced security in 
the North: instead, said Clark, "our 
security in the Arctic is a direct func
tion ... of the solidarity and cohesion 
of the [NATO] Alliance, the climate 
of East-West relations and progress 
toward balanced reductions of nuclear 
weapons." (Apparently, the govern
ment has retreated from its "compre
hensive northern foreign policy," writ
ten in 1986, which promised that 
Canada would "strive to limit the 
excessive militarization of the Arctic

in the interests of strategic stabil
ity....")

Clark's response to the Soviet 
non-military proposals was somewhat 
warmer. The External Affairs minister 
announced in his speech that Canada 
intends "to expand its Arctic programs 
with the Soviet Union and with other 
Arctic countries," adding that "cooper
ation in the North can help build 
confidence, it is a bridge between our 
societies."

Disabled Peoples' Peace Efforts
Disabled Peoples' International is a 
network of self-help organizations in 
over 70 countries, representing 500 
million people with physical, mental 
and sensory disabilities. It has con
sultative status with the United 
Nations and UNESCO, and has made 
presentations to the UN Human 
Rights Sub-Commission on the Pro
tection of Minorities regarding human 
rights violations against the disabled. 
As DPI considers war a prime cause 
of disability, it has become involved 
in promoting peace issues.

In June of 1982, DPI joined with 
victims of the Hiroshima bombing in 
publishing a peace statement, which 
was subsequently received by the 
UN. It asserts that "Disabled people 
all over the world know, from their 
deepest personal experience, the 
capacity of war to cast its mantle of 
death and destruction over life and 
limbs.... The creation of disability 
and the ending of life by the waging 
of war is an abomination. Yet the 
accumulation of the engines of war 
gains pace. Let us demand that the 
world leaders...begin the enormous 
task of redirecting our resources, our 
productions, our talents, and our abil
ities from the creation of weapons of 
war to the creation of instruments of 
peace."

Most recently, DPI has been 
involved in a 190-km March of the 
Handicapped for Peace and Human 
Rights in Lebanon. Begun October 
12, 1987 in the northernmost town of 
Halba, approximately fifty victims of 
Lebanon's twelve-year civil war made 
their way to the southern port of 
Tyre, planting white flags in bombed 
areas of the Green Line dividing

(Continued on page 28.)



(Continued from  cover.)

Canada's ability to defend itself 
militarily.

3. The international order on which 
the security of Canadians and oth
ers depends is threatened militarily 
beyond Canada's borders and 
Canada has a responsibility to 
respond constructively to such 
threats.

4. Canadian territory should not be 
available to any other country for 
the purpose of attacking or threat
ening to attack a third country. 
Canadian territory, given its strate
gic place between the two super
powers, can be a means of either 
stabilizing or threatening the inter
national order.

5. National defence policies should be 
based on defensive rather than 
offensive capabilities, and should 
be designed to defend without 
threatening or provoking neighb
ours and adversaries.

We write to you about peace in a 
world sinfully drawn to preparations 
for war. There are many tragic exam
ples. The Persian Gulf war devas
tates two proud nations, but the 
industrialized world continues to ply 
both sides with the weapons to 
pound each other into oblivion. 
Though the world faces annihilation, 
scientists, industries, and political 
leaders work to devise new genera
tions of nuclear weapons and more 
efficient means of mass destruction. 
And though Canada faces no direct 
military threat, our own Government 
rekindles cold war enmity and pro
poses military "solutions" to political 
problems.

It is the relentless military build
up — whether of weapons and train
ing for the continuing warfare that 
since World War II has claimed more 
than 20 million combat deaths, or 
nuclear arsenals with fire-power to 
deliver a dozen deaths to each and 
every human being — that presents 
the most urgent challenge to human
ity. That challenge is to redirect 
ambition, intellect, and imagination to 
a relentless pursuit of peace that rests 
on justice.

We are grateful for what Canada 
has contributed in the past to the

We understand ourselves 
and our governments to 

have 
an obligation to seek the 

welfare of 
all people on earth.

cause of peace and the reduction of 
the threat of war, and for its contin
ued support for the United Nations' 
quest for global peace. Our criticisms 
and recommendations are offered in 
the belief that Canada's contribution 
to a more just and peaceful world can 
and must become more persistent and 
effective.

In this message we identify con
cerns and expectations of Canadian 
churches regarding international 
peace and security, and set out some 
fundamental principles which we 
believe should guide Canada's secur
ity policies.

This letter is a continuation of the 
many communications which you and 
your predecessors have received from 
Canadian churches, individually and 
collectively, about the pursuit of an 
enduring peace with justice. In 
addressing you now, we acknowledge 
that while warfare and regional con
flicts persist at immeasurable costs to 
those most directly affected, there are 
also intimations of new peacemaking 
opportunities (in Central America and 
through international action on South 
Africa, and through the INF Treaty 
and the plans for radical reductions in 
strategic nuclear weapons).

It is in this context that we con
sider Canada's obligations and oppor
tunities. Our immediate reference 
point is the Defence White Paper (ref
erences to which are indicated in 
parentheses): we recommend to you

and your Government measures 
through which Canada might more 
effectively further the cause of peace 
with justice.

Security Policy
and Our Common 
Humanity

Governm ents must, as must we 
all, ultim ately serve a common 
hum anity, rather than only the 
national interest. Governments 
have an obligation to build  
peace with the building blocks 
of justice and hum an dignity.

We agree with you that a primary 
obligation of government is "the pro
tection and well-being of its people" 
(introductory remarks, p.II). How
ever, as members of a global human 
community, we understand ourselves 
and our governments to have an obli
gation to seek the welfare of all peo
ple on earth. The faith out of which 
we speak impels us to recognize our 
obligation to seek the welfare of all 
as fundamental to our humanity. 
Through Jesus, we know that God 
desires for all people an abundant life 
of peace with justice. From within 
this knowledge and expectation we 
protest against distinctions of East 
and West, North and South, and 
powerful and powerless.

While the world offers sorry evi
dence of division and conflict, it is 
our obligation, and that of our gov
ernment, to lift up our common, 
global humanity to honour and 
respect. The security of some must 
not be purchased with the insecurity 
of others. As church leaders said to 
the Prime Minister in 1983:

those who have been defined by 
others as our enemies, we regard 
as brothers and sisters whose 
welfare must remain our para
mount concern.

The perspective of national gov
ernments must extend beyond unilat
erally defined national interests. We 
are called to sustain and nurture the 
earth itself and to seek the common 
security of all its inhabitants.



Some of the most urgent 
and intractable world 

security problems must be 
defined in 

North/South, not East/ 
West, terms.

The Limits of Military 
Force

M ilitary force has a minimal 
role to play in the pursuit of 
our common security. Unres
trained pursuit of military 
security, indeed, accounts for 
much of the current global inse
curity.

Canada has at times prudently 
restricted the place of the military in 
its national security objectives. We 
agree with the White Paper's assess
ment that "far too often, military 
force or the threat of military force 
has been the preferred tool for 
achieving political objectives" (p. 2).
In 1982 the church leaders noted with 
appreciation that Canada had taken 
major steps toward becoming a nucle
ar-weapon-free zone — for example, 
by removing nuclear weapons from 
Canadian territory and by eliminating 
nuclear weapons roles for Canadian 
armed forces in Europe. They also 
noted, "with approval, that, as a pro
portion of gross national product, 
Canadian resources have quite prop
erly been devoted more to the social 
well-being of Canadians than to mili
tary defence."

"Defence" is properly concerned 
with preservation and the common 
welfare, not destruction, and central 
to the development of a national 
"defence" policy must be the distinc
tion between what protects and what 
destroys. Even if the world's 
obscenely growing stockpile of weap
ons is never detonated, it already pro
duces victims on a grand scale. We 
acknowledge that many would con
sider it impractical for states to 
renounce military capacity, but the 
excessive level of current spending, 
worldwide, on the maintenance and 
accumulation of military force (now 
more than one trillion dollars annu

ally) is not only impractical but 
immoral and dangerous. It contrib
utes to the deaths of hundreds of 
thousands killed annually by warfare, 
and also to the suffering and deaths 
of the millions in want of adequate 
food, shelter, and health care.

Nuclear weapons most graphically 
illustrate the limited contribution that 
military might can make to a just and 
lasting peace. In nuclear arsenals we 
have created the greatest military 
power in human history — a power 
so great that there are no conceivable 
circumstances in which it could 
rationally be used. They are a primi
tive means of regulating human 
behaviour, defying rationality and 
morality. Nor are they made rational 
or moral by proposals for strategic 
defence (frequently referred to in its 
space dimension as Star Wars, and 
explored in its air dimension in the 
Air Defence Initiative which the 
White Paper indicates Canada will 
now join). Strategic defence does not 
help to ensure that nuclear weapons 
will never be used; it is designed to 
open up new nuclear options, thus 
increasing the occasions in which 
political leaders might consider using 
nuclear weapons and making their 
use more likely.

Nuclear deterrence brutalizes 
friend and foe alike. None escapes 
this pervasive threat, and societies 
associated with perpetuating it cannot 
escape its moral burden. Nuclear 
deterrence is a judgement on our col
lective failure to meet our obligation 
to build peace and justice.

The Catholic bishops in the United 
States, after thoroughly reviewing the 
implications of nuclear deterrence, 
concluded that it is tolerable only as a 
transition to nuclear disarmament. 
Given current levels of arsenals, we 
acknowledge the dangers inherent in 
unreciprocated disarmament, but call 
urgently for mutual and universal 
nuclear disarmament.

Universal Nuclear 
Disarmament

The extraordinary destructive 
powers of today's m ilitary arse
nals, whether in use or costs, 
have made universal disarm a
m ent an urgent necessity.

Any national defence policy must 
acknowledge the appalling threat to 
human welfare in the world's unprec
edented accumulation of arms. These 
weapons are not the means to secur
ity, they are the source of much of 
the world's insecurity. Their destruc
tive power threatens us directly; their 
economic and social costs undermine 
our social and economic security. 
Complete nuclear disarmament must 
become a centrepiece of Canadian 
security policy.

Inasmuch as defence policy is 
focused on the well-being of people, 
it must have as a minimal and pri
mary objective the elimination of 
weapons of mass destruction and the 
reduction of conventional arsenals to 
levels consistent with the state's obli
gation, within morally constrained 
limits, to protect the weak and pre
serve justice. For this reason we are 
grateful for the DW P's reassertion 
that "arms control is one of the pillars 
of Canadian security policy” (p. 26). 
This "pillar," however, receives pass
ing mention.

The thrust of the DWP is to down
grade disarmament and reconciliation 
as instruments of security. The prom
ise of detente is termed "exaggerated" 
(p. 2), but there is no acknowledge
ment that the military alliances of 
which Canada is a member are partly 
responsible for its past failure. Arms 
control is described as not living up 
to its earlier promise (p .l), without 
any acknowledgement that responsi
bility for this failure must also be 
shared by Canada and its allies. The 
DWP proposes that our "optimism"
(p. 2) regarding international peace 
and security must be replaced by "a 
more sober approach" (p. 2), an 
approach which subsequent pages 
suggest amounts to greater reliance 
on the means of destruction. The 
DWP turns out to be seriously out of 
step with the momentum toward 
renewed detente and arms control 
which is reflected in the recent and 
planned Soviet/American Summit



meetings. The DWP is also out of 
step with your Government's earlier 
foreign policy green paper, in which 
you told us the 1967 NATO Harmel 
Report declared that NATO's obliga
tions extend beyond the organization 
of military force to the pursuit of 
"progress towards a more stable rela
tionship in which the underlying 
political issues can be solved." It is 
also, as noted earlier, out of step with 
Canadian public opinion.

We therefore find unacceptable 
the DW P's gratuitous comment that 
"unilateral disarmament will not 
enhance Canadian security" (p. 27). 
This remark insinuates that those 
seeking disarmament are simply 
advocates of unreciprocated disman
tling of arsenals, disregarding the 
importance of "careful negotiation of 
balanced and verifiable reductions or 
limitations" (p. 27). The churches of 
Canada have been strong and persis
tent advocates of disarmament, and 
have argued that even carefully 
planned unilateral disarmament initia
tives can be effective means of 
advancing the goal of universal disar
mament.

We fear that the Government is 
unaware of the real threats to Cana
dian security when in the DWP it 
warns Canadians of the dangers of 
unilateral disarmament, but remains 
silent about the dangers of unilateral 
rearmament initiatives.

Return to the Cold War?

The ceaseless build-up of m ili
tary force around the world is 
no sober response to reality; it 
is an attem pt to impose a partic
ular interpretation of reality on 
national and international 
affairs, but it is also a political 
reaction to fear.

The military build-up is a response 
to perceptions and descriptions of 
enemies. In a less than perfect world, 
states all too frequently act, either 
unwittingly or with malicious intent, 
contrary to the principles of justice, 
and thus contrary to the welfare of 
people. The DWP ascribes such 
behaviour to the Soviet Union, but is 
blind to the fact that other states, 
including Canada's allies, also seek to 
maintain and enforce spheres of polit
ical and economic influence. The

point is not that the Soviet Union is 
benign, but rather that the world is 
threatened by major powers which 
use political, economic, and military 
means of imposing their will and 
influence on the less powerful.

There is no moral or security justi
fication for the description of the 
Soviet Union as an eternal, unredee
mable enemy. The people of the 
Soviet Union are brothers and sisters 
whose welfare is also our concern.
The DW P's lapse into alarmist, anti- 
Soviet cold war rhetoric is counter
productive to the pursuit of interna
tional reconciliation and contrary to 
the Harmel Report's description of 
NATO's obligations. We need realis
tic threat assessments as the basis for 
defence policy, not jingoistic 
depictions of "enemies."

The Threat of Injustice

The chief threat to security  
faced daily by most of the peo
ple on earth is the threat to sur
vival engendered by a world 
order that either w ill not or 
cannot m eet basic human needs.

In defining the world as "domi
nated by the rivalry between East and 
West" (p. 5), the DW P's description of 
the international environment fails to 
provide a reliable assessment of the 
threat confronting us. The churches' 
extensive experience in working with 
partners in the less developed coun
tries of the South convinces us that 
some of the most urgent and intracta
ble world security problems must be 
defined in North/South, not East/ 
West, terms.

A North/South perspective 
emphasizes indigenous threats to 
security — lack of adequate food, 
shelter, and health care, as well as 
denial of fundamental human rights. 
Poverty and hunger, exacerbated by 
the debt burden of developing coun
tries, are the consequences of inordi
nate attention to military responses to 
insecurity. True security, within this 
context, must be seen first and fore
most as social and economic security 
to be attained through the establish
ment of stable social and political 
institutions that honour individual 
rights and provide for popular partici
pation in decision-making. In focus
ing on superpower rivalries, the DWP

fails to acknowledge the primary 
security concerns of the age.

It is these concerns and principles 
that we believe should inform Cana
dian defence policies, and that we 
have used in evaluating the policies 
enunciated in the white paper. We 
respectfully commend them to you 
for your consideration.1

Yours sincerely,

Most Reverend M ichael J. Peers,
Primate,
Anglican Church o f Canada,

Archbishop Vazken Keshishian,
Locum Tenens,
Diocese o f  the Armenian Church o f 
Canada,

Archbishop Jam es Hayes,
President,
Canadian Conference o f Catholic Bish
ops,

Elinor Knight,
President,
Canadian Unitarian Council 

Walter Franz,
Conference o f M ennonites in Canada

Rev. M essale Engede,
Ethiopian Orthodox Church in Canada

Bishop Donald Sjoberg,
Evangelical Lutheran Church in Canada

Rt. Rev. Joseph Nieminski,
Polish National Catholic Church

Rev. Tony Plomb,
M oderator,
Presbyterian Church in Canada 

Edward S. Bell,
Clerk, Canadian Yearly Meeting, 
Religious Society o f Friends

Anne Squire,
M oderator,
United Church o f Canada

1 In the full text (published as P ea ce 
b u ild in g : T h e  C h u rch  R e sp o n s e  to  
D e fe n c e  P o licy , Ploughshares Work
ing Paper 88-1) a set of seven 
appendices explore the application of 
these concerns and principles to 
Canadian policy.



The Third UN Special Session on Disarmament:

Prospects for Progress
by Bill Robinson

T he third United Nations Special 
Session On Disarmament 
(UNSSOD III) will meet in New York 

City from 31 May to 25 June 1988.
This meeting will bring together 
nations from around the world to 
assess global progress towards disar
mament and to discuss the next steps 
on the road to peace. Like its forerun
ners UNSSOD I and UNSSOD II, 
UNSSOD III is not likely to see any 
disarmament agreements made during 
the course of the conference — none 
can be expected in this kind of forum. 
Instead, its function will be to direct 
global attention to the dangers of 
continued military confrontation and, 
picking up on the arms control 
momentum that has been generated 
over the past year, to focus on the 
need to redouble efforts to end the 
global arms race.

A look at the disarmament record 
of past UNSSODs helps to explain 
what to expect at UNSSOD III. 
UNSSOD I, in 1978, took place at a 
time when East-West relations were 
relatively good, and the conference 
was considered generally to be a suc
cess. Consensus was achieved on a 
landmark Final Document that sought 
to sketch out the future path to disar
mament, declaring that: "The accumu
lation of weapons, particularly nuclear 
weapons, today constitutes much 
more a threat than a protection for 
the future of mankind. The time has 
therefore come to put an end to this 
situation, to abandon the use of force 
in international relations and to seek 
security in disarmament." "Mankind is 
confronted with a choice," stated the 
Final Document, "we must halt the 
arms race and proceed to disarma
ment or face annihilation." The con
sensus created on this document 
remains one of the great successes of 
the UNSSOD effort.

UNSSOD I also agreed to institute 
the annual UN Disarmament Week, 
which has since become an important 
focus for public disarmament activi

ties in Canada and around the world.
UN SSOD II, on the other hand, 

took place in 1982 during a tense 
period in superpower relations.
Largely as a result of this fact, no 
consensus was achieved on any new 
course of global action. Nevertheless, 
the conference participants did agree 
"categorically and unanimously" to 
reaffirm "the validity of the 1978 Final 
Document."

UNSSOD II also agreed to launch 
a World Disarmament Campaign, 
with the goal "to inform, to educate 
and to generate public understanding 
and support for the objectives of the 
United Nations in the field of arms 
limitation and disarmament" (a goal 
that serves to underline the legitimacy 
and importance of public participation 
in the disarmament process). Public 
participation turned out to be one of 
the highlights of UNSSOD II's pro
ceedings: hundreds of non-govem- 
mental organizations attended the 
conference and large public demon
strations took place in many countries 
to show support for disarmament 
(more than one million people dem
onstrated in New York City alone).

UN SSO D  was not expected to 
stop the arms race and it did 
not. In fact, global military expendi

tures have risen 1.5 times in constant 
dollars since UNSSOD I. But 
UNSSOD does serve many important 
functions.

UNSSOD conferences provide a 
forum for the nations that do not 
play a major role in the arms race 
(and, to a lesser extent, for members 
of the public) to put forward their 
perspectives on peace and security, 
and to apply moral and political pres
sure for an end to the arms race. In 
addition, they provide a forum for 
non-superpowers, such as Canada, to 
place disarmament initiatives on the 
international agenda.

UN SSOD conferences force partici
pating nations to go on the record 
with their disarmament positions. 
Statements such as the 1978 Final 
Document, although not always 
adhered to by the governments that 
signed it, represent a minimum stan
dard against which future disarma
ment actions and statements can be 
measured — a standard from which it



UNSSOD III promises to be 
an important opportunity for 
the Canadian government to 

express its support for the recent 
progess that has been made 
towards halting the global arms 
race. More important, it will be an 
opportunity for Canada to empha
size the moral and political 
urgency to redouble disarmament 
efforts and to keep the momentum 
going. In addition, it will be a 
chance for Canada and other 
nations to look to the future — to 
discuss the next steps towards 
halting the arms race and to point 
the way towards the common 
security path to global peace.

Past Canadian governments 
have recognized the value of 
U N SSO D  as a global forum to dis
cuss these fundamental questions. 
Both UN SSO D  I and UNSSOD II 
were personally attended by then- 
Prime Minister Pierre Trudeau. On 
each occasion, the Prime Minister's 
attendance served both as a signal 
of the importance that Canada 
attached to UNSSOD and as an 
opportunity for Canada to outline 
its vision of the path to global 
peace.

It is evident that the current 
Canadian government also takes 
the value of UNSSOD seriously.
As Ambassador for Disarmament 
Doug Roche stated last year, Can
ada "is convinced that UNSSOD

Canada at UNSSOD

III will have special significance 
with respect to the pace of future 
progress in arms control and disar
mament."

However, it is not yet clear that 
the current government will dem
onstrate the kind of high-level 
political support for UNSSOD that 
was evident at previous UNS- 
SODs. Project Ploughshares is ask
ing Prime Minister Brian Mulroney 
to attend UNSSOD III to demon
strate Canada's support for 
UNSSOD and to speak for Canada 
on the future direction of efforts to 
end the arms race.

UNSSOD III will be a chance 
for Canada to direct global atten
tion — as it did at UNSSODs I and
II — to the need for a "strategy of 
suffocation" to stop the techno
logical modernization of nuclear 
weapon systems. As Prime Minis
ter Trudeau argued at UNSSOD II, 
"such a technological freeze is fun
damental to controlling the arms 
race." (He also pointed out that a 
space weapon ban is necessary to 
foreclose "the prospect of space 
wars.")

Unfortunately, the current gov
ernment seems likely to back 
away from Canada's long-standing 
position on the need to "suffocate" 
nuclear modernization. For a num
ber of years now the government 
has voted against "nuclear freeze" 
resolutions at the United Nations

III

General Assembly, usually justify
ing its vote with the arguments 
that a freeze must be negotiated, 
not declared, and that it would be 
difficult to verify some aspects of 
certain proposals. Of course, nei
ther argument would justify a fail
ure to push for the start of negoti
ations on such a technological 
freeze (at which verification prob
lems could be considered). More 
recently, however, there have been 
signs that the government no 
longer advocates an end to nuclear 
modernization.

The UNSSOD I Final Docu
ment, which Canada signed and 
continues to affirm, noted that "the 
achievement of nuclear disarma
ment will require urgent negotia
tion of agreements at appropriate 
stages ...[for] cessation of the quali
tative improvement and develop
ment of nuclear-weapon sys
tems...." Project Ploughshares is 
urging Prime Minister Mulroney to 
reaffirm Canada's opposition to 
further nuclear modernization and 
to use the opportunity of 
UNSSOD III to call on both super
powers to negotiate measures to 
end the technological arms race, 
including in particular the negotia
tion of a nuclear weapon test ban, 
a strategic nuclear weapon flight- 
test ban, and a space weapon test 
ban.

is difficult to retreat (even during the 
somewhat stormy UN SSOD II, for 
example, the participants agreed to 
reaffirm the Final Document).

Overall, UNSSOD might best be 
understood not as a propellor, used to 
drive the disarmament process for
ward, but as an anchor, used by the 
world community to secure progress 
when it is being made and to mini
mize drift when no progress is forth
coming. UN SSO D  has not led to 
global disarmament, but it has the 
important potential to help keep the 
process going.

UNSSOD III will be held in the 
context of considerable East-West

progress in disarmament negotiations 
on the whole range of nuclear weap
ons, chemical weapons, conventional 
weapons and confidence-building 
measures. The recent signing of the 
INF Treaty, which will eliminate an 
entire class of US and Soviet nuclear 
weapons, has helped to establish 
some real disarmament momentum. 
U N SSO D  III will be an excellent 
opportunity for the world community 
to "ratify" this progress and to apply 
pressure to maintain and increase the 
momentum towards disarmament.

UNSSOD III will not end the arms 
race any more than previous UN S
SODs did, but it stands a good

chance of adding some real momen
tum to the disarmament process at a 
time when dramatic progress is no 
longer unthinkable. UNSSOD III will 
be an opportunity for the Canadian 
government, and the Canadian peace 
movement, to try to ensure that the 
momentum continues and grows in 
the future.

v v v v v v v v v v v
Philip Siegrist Jr., a salesperson for 
ITT Defense Corporation, is quoted in 
Newsday as saying "Business is great. 
There's a lot of little wars going on."



Limits to 

UNSSOD III
■^Butler

William Epstein who has spent 
som e 40 years in the work o f  disar
mament and was a member o f the 
Canadian delegation to both 
UNSSOD I and II, offers the fo llow 
ing prognosis for accom plishments at 
UNSSOD III.

Possible Agreements.
There are some new principles and 
specific measures of disarmament 
and arms control on which it 
seems possible to arrive at consen
sus language during UNSSOD III. 
They include:

• a declaration that a nuclear war 
cannot be won and must never 
be fought;

• a declaration calling for early 
agreement on freezing and 
reducing military expenditures;

• a declaration calling for more 
openness and exchange of infor
mation on various aspects of the 
arms race and military matters;

• agreement on additional confi
dence-building and security- 
strengthening measures;

• agreement on early conclusion 
of a treaty for the 50 percent 
reduction of strategic missiles;

• agreement on some reduction or 
pullback of tactical or battlefield 
nuclear weapons;

• agreement on the early conclu
sion of a treaty for the reduction 
of conventional weapons;

• agreement on the early conclu
sion of a treaty for eliminating 
chemical weapons;

• agreement on the basic elements 
of verification of, and compli
ance with, arms control and dis
armament agreements.

I believe that this list shows that 
UNSSOD III need not be either a 
disaster or failure but that some 
genuine progress is possible.

Generalities only.
There are some subjects on which
it may be possible to reach a con
sensus if they are couched in gen
eral terms as desirable objectives.
They include:

• the concept of promoting unilat
eral, bilateral, regional and mul
tilateral measures of arms con
trol and disarmament;

• the concept of the link between 
disarmament and international 
security;

• the promotion of the idea of 
development as a way to 
enhance international and 
national security;

• the need for greater progress in 
both nuclear and conventional 
disarmament and the reduction 
of military budgets;

• the usefulness of additional 
nuclear-weapon-free zones of 
peace;

• the virtues of preventing the 
further proliferation of nuclear 
weapons;

• the virtues of providing some 
security assurances to non-nu
clear weapon states;

• the ultimate goal of ending the 
testing of nuclear weapons, their 
delivery vehicles and the pro
duction and deployment of 
nuclear weapons, ending the 
nuclear arms race and finally 
eliminating nuclear weapons;

• the need for preventing an 
extension of the arms race to 
outer space;

• the need for preventing conven
tional wars;

• the ultimate goal of general and 
complete disarmament.

No agreem ent likely.
Judging from the strongly held 
positions enunciated at the 
recent session of the General 
Assembly and the voting pat

tern, there seems little or no 
possibility of reaching a consen
sus on the following important 
measures of disarmament:

negotiations for a com prehen
sive test ban treaty;

1 a nuclear weapons freeze;
1 prohibition of the use of nuclear 

weapons and their non-first use;
1 qualitative limitations on the 

development or production of 
nuclear weapons;

1 a cessation or prohibition of 
production of fissionable 
material for weapons;

1 elimination of tactical or battle
field nuclear weapons;

1 giving priority to nuclear disar
mament;

» specific measures for the pre
vention of nuclear war;

> negotiations for additional 
nuclear-weapon-free zones;

» specific security assurances for 
non-nuclear weapon states;

> prevention of an arms race in 
outer space or on banning the 
development or deployment of 
strategic defensive weapons;

* banning the development or 
deployment of anti-satellite 
weapons;

> measures for freezing and 
reducing military expenditures;

» banning or limiting the transfer 
of conventional weapons;

* specific measures to implement 
the Charter system of interna
tional security;

* specific measures linking disar
mament and development;

* a comprehensive program of 
disarmament.

(William Epstein is a Senior Spe
cial Fellow at UNITAR. He was 
form erly head o f the disarmament 
secretariat in the United Nations.)



Making Deep Cuts Meaningful

A Ballistic Missile Flight Test Ban
By Simon Rosenblum

T he successful completion of the 
INF agreement opens the way 
for serious talks toward radical reduc

tions in superpower strategic (i.e., 
long-range) nuclear forces. While 
welcoming new disarmament oppor
tunities, it is necessary to evaluate 
proposals for reductions in strategic 
weapons critically, because first-strike 
strategic weapons at radically lower 
levels could still result in less stability 
and increased danger of nuclear war.

As long as some nuclear weapons 
remain, the likelihood of them ever 
being used can be reduced by protect
ing them from the threat of a pre
emptive strike. If nuclear weapons 
are vulnerable to a pre-emptive (first- 
strike) attack, there could be an 
incentive to use them during a serious 
crisis rather than risk having them 
destroyed. Thus, radical reductions, if 
they left both sides with highly accu
rate weapons with multiple warheads 
capable of destroying the other side's 
missiles, could increase first-strike 
dangers.

This problem of first-strike vulner
ability will remain as long as modern
ized nuclear weapons are exempted 
from reductions. A recent study by 
the Canadian Institute for Interna
tional Peace and Security says that 
the implementation of current US and 
Soviet proposals could — with ongo
ing modernization — sharply increase 
the first-strike pre-emption capabili
ties of both superpowers.

The conclusion to be drawn from 
this is obviously not that disarma
ment could be dangerous; rather it is 
that continued modernization — the 
development of accurate systems with 
short warning times capable of 
destroying the other side's weapons - 
is dangerous. Radical reductions in 
numbers must be accompanied by 
radical restrictions on modernization. 
How can this be achieved?

Two measures are critical — a ban 
on flight-testing of new weapons 
delivery systems, and a ban on test 
explosions of warheads. Both meas
ures were featured in Canada's aban
doned "strategy of suffocation," but

both should become Canadian diplo
matic priorities, because continued 
testing of missiles and warheads is 
central to the pursuit of first-strike 
and nuclear war-fighting strategies.

W arhead Test Ban
For example, the United States is 
investigating a directed electro-mag
netic pulse (EMP) warhead that could 
disable Soviet command, control and 
communications systems during a 
nuclear conflict. Warhead testing is 
also used to develop warheads with 
varying combinations of blast and 
radiation effects — as in the neutron 
bomb — and to improve yield-to- 
weight ratios. Pursuit of these new 
directions in nuclear weaponry, far 
from enhancing security/deterrence, is 
more likely to erode nuclear stability 
by fostering the illusion that a nuclear 
war could be fought, controlled and 
"won."

A warhead test ban would radi
cally restrict the technological nuclear 
weapons race in warhead design 
(although given the simulation capac
ity of the super computer, banning

tests would not alone stop all war
head modernization).1

Missile Flight Test Ban
Curtailing the development of new 
warheads would not prevent the 
development of new and more threat
ening delivery systems for existing 
weapons. The primary benefit of a 
ballistic missile flight test ban would 
be to halt the advance of first-strike 
missile technologies. Future ballistic 
missile modernizations will promote 
accuracy and speed and thereby 
increase the capabilities of destroying 
the other side's retaliatory forces.
This applies to both the US and the 
USSR and the net effect will be to 
undermine deterrence (increase the 
likelihood of nuclear war).

But, a new strategic nuclear 
weapon that cannot be flight tested 
will not be deployed. There are 
many examples of new missiles 
which performed well in computer 
simulation and ground testing but 
which revealed major defects in flight 
testing. There is no better example of 
this than the cruise missile. Indeed,



Mail Basket
of the eight new superpower ballistic 
missiles first tested in this decade 
(MX, Trident II, Pershing II, SS-24, 
SS-25, SS-N -20, SS-N -23 and an 
SS-18 follow-on), all but two failed 
their first flight tests. Flight tests 
allow weapons developers to "get the 
bugs out" of new missile technologies. 
But if no flight testing is allowed, 
every new missile or component car
ries with it a very high risk of failure. 
Consequently nuclear weapons mod
ernization could not proceed in the 
face of a flight test ban.

The United States, in particular, 
has refused to incorporate an end to 
nuclear weapons modernization into a 
reductions agreement. However, five 
of the six current Democratic presi
dential candidates have endorsed a 
flight test ban and a debate over the 
merit of such a proposal is heating up 
both inside and outside the Demo
cratic Party in the United States.
With some diplomatic pushing from 
countries like Canada, there is a sig
nificant prospect that a flight test ban 
might get off the ground!

1 With the technology of what is 
called "inertial confinement fusion", 
the US hopes to be able to detonate 
miniature hydrogen devices in the 
laboratory. But while greater reli
ance on such techniques as computer 
simulations might reduce perceived 
requirements for developmental test
ing, it is hard to imagine the military 
of any nuclear nation having confi
dence in new weapons systems 
without some tests involving nuclear 
explosions.

Citrus Defence Initiative
US President Reagan got some hands- 
on experience in SDI technology dur
ing a visit last November to defence 
contractor Martin Marietta's Denver 
facilities. Reagan used a medical 
free-electron laser device to brand his 
initials on a grapefruit. The night 
before his visit, Secret Service agents 
replaced the original laser target, an 
orange, with the grapefruit to give the 
president a bigger target.

W hat's so super?
I became an associate of Project 
Ploughshares so as to be better 
informed on disarmament issues. I 
am very impressed with, and thankful 
for, the research and subsequent 
reporting that you have done. There 
is a point that I would like to make, 
and a suggestion arising from it: 
what we call something affects our 
attitude to it. Now, why do we call 
the US and the USSR "superpowers"?

The Americans seem to feel that 
God has called them to be crusaders 
for freedom; to fight for it where they 
do not perceive it to exist and pre
serve it where they feel it is threat
ened. I fear their simplistic world 
view that reduces all the earth's ills to 
the colour red. And on the other 
side, the Soviets still subscribe to the 
"international revolution". Communist 
theory has it that all the earth's ills 
will be gone once the means of pro
duction are in the hands of the work
ers. The USSR seems to see itself as 
the vanguard of the revolution that 
will effect this transfer of power.

My own feeling is that the "super" 
in "superpower" refers to their respec
tive nuclear arsenals. If that is the 
case then neither "superpower" will 
ever totally disarm. The ideology of 
neither country adequately explains 
the ills of the earth. Hence their solu
tions do not ameliorate life on this 
planet; in fact, because of them, 
human beings can now ponder the 
possibility of the extermination of 
their species. What does make a 
power "super"? For that matter, what 
makes a nation a "power"? In the 
nuclear "might" for a "right" which 
each defines in different materialistic 
terms?

Here is my suggestion: let us ref
use to call the US and the USSR 
"superpowers"; instead, let's call them 
"atomic states", or nuclear nations". I 
myself mentally substitute the term 
"superpower" with "atomic state" 
whenever I see it in print. It helps 
me to overcome the ostensible 
respectability of either country and 
hence to see them both for the bullies 
that they really are.

This alternate term reminds us that 
there are other "nuclear nations": 
Britain, France, China, India. The 
continued use of the term "super
power" gives nuclear weapons a polit
ical prestige towards which many an 
aspiring nation strives.
Calogero Steinmetz Cumbo,
Waterloo, ON

The Price of War
Unemployment, poverty, lack of shel
ter and food, disease, ignorance, and 
in a nuclear war, total destruction of 
our civilization, is the price that we 
the people of the world have to pay 
for wars.

Many Canadian politicians fail 
to acknowledge the price of war upon 
their society. Against the best wis
dom of research scientists and peace 
researchers, they are planning to pur
chase nuclear submarines costing at 
least $10 billion for patrolling the 
West and East coasts and the Arctic 
in search of intruders.

Until then, Canadians have a 
duty to stop this nonsense, stop the 
spending, and shift these huge 
resources towards the social and 
material benefits of ordinary citizens 
in Canada and abroad. Princeton 
economist and peace researcher Dr. 
Dietrich Fischer, author of Preventing 
War in the N uclear Age (New Jersey, 
Rowman & Allanheld, 1984), was in 
Ottawa recently, and spoke on the 
urgent need to abolish the institution 
of war. He urged the electorate to 
become active peacemakers and work 
to make war unpopular. Persuading 
the politicians to embrace the policy 
of "no first use" of nuclear weapons, 
he said, would be a good first step. 
Canada could serve as a catalyst for 
NATO members to follow suit. In 
the concluding chapter of his book, 
Dr. Fischer stated:

To preserve peace and common 
security, it is necessary to make it 
clear that aggression cannot suc
ceed. But it is equally important 
to make it credible that we do 
not pose any threat to others as 
long as they leave us in peace.
To threaten others, or even to 
allow them wrongly to believe 
they are threatened, can be suici
dal in the nuclear age. The old 
idea that in order to protect its 
own security a country must 
threaten the security of other 
nations has become obsolete, if it 
was ever valid at all. In the 
nuclear age, we are either all 
secure, or no one is."

Building nuclear submarines in 
the north is a dangerous idea that 
threatens others. Unless we can 
overcome that false idea of threaten
ing others soon, we may all die out. 
Koozma Tarasoff,
Ottawa, ON



Booming Business

The Pentagon's output in 
the 1980s includes a new 
generation of nuclear 
weapons with a nuclear 
war-fighting strategy to 
match, a renewed focus on 
force projection weapons 
with military invasions and 
interventions to match, 
and, to round out this good 
neighbour policy, an export 
boom for Canada's military 
industry.

The Reagan Arm s Boom
W hen Ronald Reagan was first 
elected president in 1980, the US 
Defence Budget was $144 Billion. By 
the time he leaves the oval office, 
Pentagon spending will have more 
than doubled (see Fig. 1). This mili
tary spending reflects a rise of milita
rism in the United States that has led 
the former Generals and Admirals 
who run the Washington-based Cen
ter for Defense Information to issue 
this warning: "The glorification of 
military values in the US distorts our 
foreign and domestic policy and 
raises serious concerns for the future 
of the democratic process in a stable, 
productive society."1

Besides its long-term impact on 
American society, US military spend
ing more immediately affects military
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1981 Nicaragua

1982 Afghanistan
1982-84 Lebanon

1983 Grenada
1986 Angola

1986 Libya

1986 Honduras

1987 Persian Gulf

Funding and logistical 
support to Contras 
Covert aid to rebel groups 
Marine deployment, naval 
bombardment 
US troop invasion 
Covert aid to UNITA 
guerrillas
Raid by US military 
aircraft
Major joint military 
exercise and deployment 
Naval build-up

action. Despite the prospect for real 
cuts in strategic nuclear weapons, the 
Pentagon's 1988 budget includes 
about $70 billion for nuclear war 
preparations, of which $14 billion is 
explicitly devoted to new nuclear war- 
fighting systems. MX and Trident II 
missiles are being deployed for their 
first-strike capabilities, a stealth 
bomber is under development to use 
during nuclear war to destroy mobile 
Soviet weapons, and communications 
systems are being developed for oper
ation in a nuclear war environment.2

The parallel boom in spending on 
conventional forces is in response to 
the US Defence Secretary's assertion

that "in every corner of the globe, 
America's vital interests are threat
ened by an ever-growing Soviet mili
tary threat."3 The Center For Defense 
Information says the Pentagon is 
spending "billions of dollars for new 
weapons to enable the US to inter
vene militarily any place in the world, 
especially in the developing world."4 
Table 1 lists the major US military 
interventions in the 1980s. Admiral 
James D. Watkins characterized this 
activity as being close to a war-time 
footing: "Although we are not at war 
today, our operating tempo has been 
about 20 percent higher than during 
the Vietnam War."5

Canadian Sales to the Pentagon
(Canadian statistics used in the following were obtained from Project Ploughshares'
Canadian Military Industry Database.)
_ .  _  .... Fig. 1: US Military SpendingThe Reagan military 
spending spree has pro
duced more than an 
unprecedented US deficit.

$ Billions US
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Table 1: Major US Military Interventions since 1980



Fig. 2: Canadian Military Sales to the US (Current dollars)

Canada's military industry 
is oriented toward the 
American military market, 
not Canadian security 
needs. Its not surprising, 
therefore, that Canadian 
sales to the Pentagon 
have quadrupled during 
the Reagan presidency.

Military production in Can
ada depends for its sur
vival on the American mar
ket, a dependence that is 
not lost on the mind of 
Ottawa when it gets cer
tain American offers -  like 
the one to test the cruise 
missile here.

The Reagan military spending boom 
finds direct expression in Canada in 
the rapid growth in Canadian military 
exports to the United States (see Fig. 
2). Canadian sales to the US jumped 
from $481.7 million in 1980, to almost 
four times that ($1,644.2) by 1985. 
Since then, with US spending level
ling off, and with the American Con
gress anxious to preserve the Penta
gon market for American firms, 
Canadian sales have also levelled off 
or declined. Canada's military indus
try is primarily oriented toward the

US market, making Congressional 
protectionism a difficult political 
problem for Canada. Ottawa, with an 
industry that depends for its long
term survival on the American mili
tary market, feels increasing pressure 
not to jeopardize access to that mar
ket with unfriendly acts — hence an 
increasing desire to demonstrate Can
adian solidarity with growing Ameri
can militarism (e.g., permitting cruise 
missile testing, describing Star Wars 
research as prudent).

Fig. 3: Regional Distribution of Canadian Prime Contracts to the Pentagon, 
1982-86

The Canadian military 
export boom is really a 
central Canada boom.
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Ontario's aerospace, elec
tronics and automotive 
industries have been the 
main beneficiaries of the 
1980s Pentagon largesse 
-  the Pentagon may be in 
a fighting mood, but it's 
not on a crusade against 
Canadian regional eco
nomic disparity.
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As Fig. 2 illustrates, about one-half 
of Canadian sales are directly to the 
Pentagon (prime contracts), with the 
other half going to US military sup
pliers (subcontracts). The Govern
ment's claim that "defence programs 
also make a significant contribution to 
overcoming regional economic dispar
ities'' 6 is not supported by Fig. 3 which 
shows Canadian prime contracts with 
the Pentagon heavily concentrated in

Ontario. And the trend appears to be 
toward even heavier concentration. It 
is not possible, due to Government 
secrecy, to determine the direct 
regional distribution of subcontracts, 
but a Royal Military College study 
concludes that the pattern indicated 
in Fig. 3 applies generally to military 
spending in Canada, with dispropor
tionately heavy concentrations in cen
tral Canada.7

Fig. 4: Top 20 Canadian Prime Contractors to the Pentagon, 1982-1986

The Reagan arms boom 
has been a chance for 
Canadian industry to par
ticipate in state-of-the-art 
military folly -  from gui
dance systems for strate
gic nuclear weapons, to 
launchers for battlefield 
nuclear weapons, to arm
oured vehicles for military 
invasions, and to commu
nications gear to keep it 
all co-ordinated.

Corporation

Foreign 
owned or 

controlled Prov. 5 Year Total

General Motors of Canada, Diesel Div. yes ON 618,475,477
Litton Systems Canada Ltd. yes ON 388,757,600
Canadian Marconi Co. yes PQ 386,399,236
Indal Technologies Inc. yes ON 193,084,447
Pratt and Whitney Canada yes PQ 110,563,574

Bristol Aerospace Ltd. yes MB 96,327,650
Spar Aerospace Ltd. no ON 94,439,311
Imperial Oil Ltd. yes ON 93,171,780
Computing Devices Co. yes ON 82,843,974
Heroux Inc. no PQ 78,482,363

Control Data Canada Ltd. yes ON 73,584,022
Hermes Electronics Ltd. no NS 64,227,540
Northern Telecom Ltd. no ON 53,263,294
Garrett Canada yes ON 50,326,964
CAE Electronics Ltd. no PQ 43,172,328

Anachemia Ltd. no PQ 40,681,924
Northern Transportation Co. Ltd. no AB 31,054,037
Rockwell International Canada yes ON 29,554,760
Bell Aerospace Canada Textron yes ON 22,889,089
Menasco Canada Ltd. yes ON 22,527,707

The Big Players
The Canadian military industry is not 
only geographically concentrated. It is 
also concentrated in a handful of 
companies (see Fig. 4). During each 
of the years from 1982 through 1986 
the top twenty firms doing business 
directly with the Pentagon (prime 
contracts) received 85% or more of 
total prime contracts. In 1984 they 
accounted for more than 92% of the 
total.

Of the top twenty companies, thir
teen are wholly-owned subsidiaries of 
US or British corporations, or are con
trolled by foreign-based multination
als. The largest sales were by for- 
eign-owned firms for major and 
ongoing orders of a few military sys

tems. General Motors supplied Light 
Armoured Vehicles to the US Marine 
Corps, Litton Systems supplied the 
US Navy with Inertial Guidance Sys
tems for Tomahawk Cruise Missiles, 
Canadian Marconi Company provided 
the US Army with Tactical Radio Sets 
and other communication equipment, 
and Indal Technologies sold Recov
ery, Assist, Secure and Traverse 
(RAST) Systems to the US Navy for 
hauling helicopters down onto ships. 
These four companies together got 
half of the total Pentagon contracts 
awarded to Canada during F/Y  
1982-86.8

Twelve of the top 20 are Ontario 
companies and five operate in Que
bec.



It may be a military export 
boom, but that doesn't 
mean that the taxpayer 
has been ignored. We all 
get to do our part. The 
arms business is competi
tive, but its not free enter
prise. The Defence Indus
try Productivity Programme 
takes money from Cana
dian taxpayers and puts it 
in the hands of military 
exporters.

After all, as the Govern
ment guidelines insisted, 
its simply good business 
to "enhance economic 
growth through the promo
tion of viable defence or 
defence-related exports." 
Isn't it?

Fig. 5: Defence Industry Productivity Grants to Canadian Industry, 1882-86 

(Current Dollars)

Public Subsidy
Current Defence Industry Productivity 
(DIP) programme guidelines state that 
"the objective of DIP is to develop 
and maintain strong defence-related 
industries across Canada, capable of 
competing successfully over the long
term in domestic and export mar
kets.''9 For Canadian military indus
tries the Pentagon is the major export 
market. Yet, a regional breakdown of 
DIP awards during F/Y  1982-86 (see 
Fig. 5) shows that, with regard to 
prime contracts at least, there is no 
positive correlation between DIP 
funds and military sales to the US. A 
decline in DIP grants to Ontario cor
responds to a period of rising prime 
contracts with the Pentagon. Con
versely, a rapid increase in DIP grants 
to Quebec corresponds to declining or 
only slowly rising Quebec sales to the 
Pentagon.

Canadian sales to the Pentagon 
are subsidized by the Canadian tax
payer, but the Canadian government 
exercises no control over them. Can
adian firms are free to sell the Penta
gon or its suppliers anything they are 
prepared to buy — whether for 
nuclear war-fighting systems or mili
tary interventions in the third world. 
Canada makes no judgements about 
whether the military systems and pol
icies which Canadian industry sup
ports through these sales are danger
ous or destabilizing. Through 
Canadian military exports to the 
United States, Canada has been and 
continues to be an uncritical booster

of the Reagan Pentagon's weapons
boom.
1 The D efense Monitor, Vol. XV, No. 3, 

1986.
2 The D efense Monitor, Vol. XVI, No.

4, 1987.
3 US Secretary of Defense Annual 

Report to Congress, 1988 — quoted 
in The D efense Monitor, Vol. XVI,
No. 4, 1987.

4 The D efense Monitor, Vol. XVI, No.
4, 1987.

5 The M aritime Strategy, Proceedings 
of the US Naval Institute Supple
ment, January 1986 — quoted in Paul 
Rogers, "Force Projection and Third 
World Militarization," CUPS Working 
Paper, January 1987.

6 The Defence White Paper, Challenge 
and Commitment, p. 85.

7 The Economic Im pact o f Canadian  
D efence Expenditures, 1984/85  
Update, The Centre for Studies in 
Defence Resources Management, 
Royal Military College, Kingston, 
Ont.

8 General Motors and Litton Systems 
are subsidiaries of US parents; Gen
eral Electric Company of Britain 
owns 51.6% of the common shares 
of Canadian Marconi; and Indal 
Technologies is a subsidiary of Indal 
Limited, 61% of whose common 
shares are owned by R.T.Z. Pillar 
Limited, a holding company of Rio 
Tinto Zinc of Britain.

9 Department of Regional Industrial 
Expansion, D efence Industry Produc
tivity Program: Terms and Conditions, 
March 7, 1986.
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