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SUMMARY OF KEY FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
Canada should continue to give active leadership internationally to the elaboration and full and 
timely implementation of the global nuclear disarmament agenda as elaborated by the May 2000 
NPT Review Conference Final Document, the November 2000 UNGA “New Agenda” 
Resolution, and the July 1996 World Court Advisory Opinion on the legality of the threat or use 
of nuclear weapons.  
 
Canada and all NATO states have a particular and urgent responsibility to ensure that NATO 
nuclear policy conforms to the requirements of international law and to the nuclear disarmament 
obligations undertaken by NATO member states through the Non-Proliferation Treaty and 
reaffirmed and elaborated upon in the Final Document of the 2000 NPT Review Conference. 
 
Towards the fulfillment of those obligations, NATO and its member states are specifically called 
on to: 

- Explicitly declare NATO’s commitment to the elimination of nuclear weapons and to 
immediately reducing the political role of nuclear weapons in NATO policy and posture; 
- Immediately disavow all threat or use of nuclear weapons in response to any non-
nuclear weapon threat or use, as a step toward the total disavowal of nuclear possession 
and use; 

  - Adopt a formal no-first-use policy; 
- Remove tactical or non-strategic nuclear weapons from Europe; 
- Terminate nuclear-sharing arrangements; 
- De-alert and de-mate nuclear forces; 
- Pursue deep cuts in strategic nuclear forces, focusing in particular on counterforce 
capabilities; and 
- Ensure that all NATO and member state security policies respect and comply with 
international and humanitarian law. 

 
NATO should establish an ongoing, open-ended nuclear policy review process, and should 
provide for improved public and NGO access to NATO and member state nuclear policy 
decision-makers and decision-making processes, increased transparency of NATO nuclear policy 
and processes, and improved accountability of NATO members for NATO nuclear policies. A 
greater emphasis on the mobilization of informed global public support for nuclear disarmament 
should include support for the UN Secretary-General’s call for an international conference on 
eliminating nuclear dangers. Specific consultative, accountability, and transparency measures 
should include: 

- Regular meetings between NGOs and NATO officials and national delegations;  
- An annual NATO arms control compliance statement; and 
- Public disclosure of the full results of the “Paragraph 32” NATO review due for 
completion in December 2000. 

 
Canada and other NATO states should make clear their opposition to any deployment of missile 
defences outside the context of an agreed process to manage and eliminate nuclear weapons and 
other weapons of mass destruction. NATO states should actively support alternative approaches 



to assessing and addressing the ballistic missile problem, and should investigate the possibility of 
creating a multilateral missile monitoring and control regime. 
 
Canada, in furthering its important international role, should continue to work in close co-
operation with the New Agenda states and pursue closer co-operation with the NATO-5 states 
(Belgium, Germany, Italy, the Netherlands, and Norway) and other NATO allies to build NATO 
commitment to implementing the global nuclear disarmament agenda. 
 
To that end, Canada should advocate the start of international consultations on the scope and 
nature of general and complete disarmament, and should consider sponsoring a new international 
commission on the future of nuclear arms control and disarmament.  
 
Canadian disarmament efforts should be pursued in the context of a comprehensive and pro-
active global security policy. 
 
 



PREFACE 
 
The global threat posed by the existence of nuclear weapons certainly did not disappear with the 
end of the Cold War. Nevertheless, in the past decade we have seen a welcome surge in both the 
support for and the expectation of real progress toward the elimination of nuclear weapons. At 
the same time, there have been many developments – the defeat of the Comprehensive Test Ban 
Treaty in the US Senate, the nuclearization of South Asia, the retention of Cold-War-era nuclear 
postures by the United States and Russia – that tend in the opposite direction: towards the 
indefinite retention and even the spread of nuclear capabilities. The looming prospect of missile 
defence deployment threatens further damage to nuclear arms control and disarmament efforts. 
And thus the opportunity that now exists to make dramatic advances towards complete nuclear 
disarmament is at risk of being lost.  
 
In September 2000, The Simons Foundation in partnership with Project Ploughshares convened a 
Consultation on NATO Nuclear Policy, National Missile Defence, and Alternative Security 
Arrangements. The Consultation brought together civil society experts, Canadian government 
officials, and a number of representatives of other countries to discuss the key nuclear weapons 
issues facing Canada and the North Atlantic community and to explore and articulate proposals 
in support of nuclear disarmament and alternative security arrangements. The purpose of the 
Consultation was to identify and build support for Canadian initiatives to advance nuclear 
disarmament and alternative security arrangements, globally and in the NATO context  (see 
Appendix 1 for a list of participants). 
 
The opening, context-setting, address to the Consultation was given by Jennifer Allen Simons 
and is included as the Introduction to this report. The Consultation then proceeded to focus on 
six main topics: Status of the NATO Review, Nuclear Arms Control and Disarmament Priorities, 
Implications of National Missile Defence, Deterrence and Assurance Strategies, Post-Nuclear 
Security Arrangements, and Directions for Canadian Policy (see Appendix 2 for the Consultation 
Agenda). 
 
The main body of this report is presented as a joint Policy Brief by The Simons Foundation and 
Project Ploughshares that draws on key points and recommendations discussed at the 
Consultation and raised in papers submitted beforehand by the participants (see 
www.ploughshares.ca). We believe these views are broadly representative of those expressed by 
the majority of Consultation participants, but this report is not intended to and does not represent 
the views of all participants on all subjects. 
 
We thank all the participants for their constructive participation in the discussion and to the 
resulting policy brief. Graduate student Angela Neufeld of Simon Fraser University provided 
notes and Bill Robinson of Project Ploughshares the primary drafting for the brief. Special 
thanks are due to Elaine Hynes of the Simons Foundation and Mr. Robinson for their work in 
organizing the event. 
 
Ernie Regehr, Director 
Project Ploughshares 



INTRODUCTION 
 
by Jennifer Allen Simons, Ph.D. 
 
This consultation built on a Strategy Consultation convened in Vancouver in October 1999, at 
which The Simons Foundation honoured the Hon. Lloyd Axworthy, then Canada’s Minister for 
Foreign Affairs, for his role in calling for a review of NATO’s nuclear policy. We want to 
continue to encourage the Canadian government to actively pursue a meaningful review of 
NATO’s plan and policies to make them consistent with the NPT 2000 Action Plan; and to 
further the goal of nuclear elimination by exploring global security arrangements as alternatives 
to a nuclearized and expanded NATO and to unilateral initiatives such as the United States’ 
National Missile Defence system. 
 
We have to accept that the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty, specifically in relation to Article 
VI, has so far failed in its objectives, notwithstanding the rhetoric to the contrary.  It has failed to 
halt proliferation, and it has failed to secure the elimination of nuclear weapons. Proliferation 
continues both vertically and horizontally and the vertical proliferation is taking place in several 
of the nuclear weapons states where modernization, research and development of nuclear 
weapons continue. 
 
The Conference on Disarmament remains stalled, despite the new NPT Action Plan, so there is 
no progress on a fissile material ban treaty, no body established within the Conference on 
Disarmament to deal with nuclear dangers, and the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty has not 
entered into effect. Moreover, there has been a reassertion of the nuclear war strategy policy as 
essential to the United States, to NATO and to Russia. All we have are hopes that the Nuclear-
Weapon States (NWS) and the NATO Alliance will not continue to flout International Law. 
 
Canada is a champion of International Law and it is in the country’s best interests to comply, and 
also to insist on compliance in any alliance in which it is a member, particularly with regard to 
NATO because NATO “operates on the principle of unanimity.”(IALANA doc., 5)  Therefore 
Canada, as a member of NATO, with nuclear policies unanimously agreed upon, is de facto in 
favour of nuclear war strategy, and of nuclear-sharing – a form of nuclear proliferation. It is 
therefore, essential that Canada continue to push, not just for a review of NATO’s nuclear 
weapons policy but for their elimination from NATO’s Strategic Plan. 
 
The International Court of Justice Opinion states “that any realistic search for complete 
disarmament, especially nuclear disarmament, necessitates the co-operation of all States.” This 
responsibility, according to an IALANA document, applies to all states but in particular to the 
NATO member states, “even those that own no nuclear arms or have no nuclear arms on their 
territory.” 
 
Any reflection on NATO has to include reflection on Russia. The early damage done to relations 
with Russia with the expansion of NATO has been exacerbated with the bombing of Kosovo, the 
United States’ threatened abrogation of the ABM Treaty, the proposed National Missile Defence 
system, and failure to ratify the CTBT. The situation is more dangerous than ever because of the 
deterioration of Russia’s military establishment, of nation-wide low morale, a poor economy, 



and Russia’s perceived need to rely on its nuclear force as its sole symbol of power. It is 
dangerous to ignore this, according to Bruce Blair of the Center for Defence Information. 
Because of this situation, both sides have thousands of warheads on high alert and, he says, the 
conference briefing of the U.S. President lasts only 30 seconds.  Before there is a catastrophe, 
both the United States and Russia must be encouraged to take the weapons off this alert and 
stand down all nuclear weapons. 
 
Moreover, further expansion of NATO will not only have a catastrophic effect on U.S/Russia 
relations, but with Romania and other Balkan countries lobbying to join NATO, it will further 
destabilize the Kosovo region. I do not think we can ignore the possible consequences of the 
further alienating Russia. NATO Nuclear Weapons Policy cannot be viewed by NATO in 
isolation from its other concerns. NATO expansion will create more de facto nuclear-weapons 
states. The Balkans situation will be exacerbated by a few of the Balkan states under the NATO 
nuclear umbrella. European Union relations with NATO in discussions on European Union 
security strategies cannot exclude nuclear policy. National Missile Defence is a response to 
nuclear missile proliferation and relations with Russia always include the nuclear component. 
Nuclear policy is integrally connected with all these problems, and any discussion of these, in the 
context of the current Review, should include the issue of nuclear weapons policy. 
 
After the fall of the Berlin Wall, NATO’s raison d’etre ceased, and as NATO scrambled to 
redefine itself, the opportunity was lost to pursue alternative security structures more suitable to 
a changed and changing world system. This was the time when the OSCE, a partnership which 
ranges from Vancouver to Vladivostok, could have been supported and strengthened with terms 
of reference emphasizing partnership, and cooperative security measures. However, because of 
the failure of political imagination, the opportunity has gone, and a re-invented NATO, thus far, 
has demonstrated that it is not the vehicle for a globally secure world unless it radically changes 
its terms of reference or one resigns oneself to nuclear domination and United States hegemony. 
NATO’s idea of conflict prevention is to threaten nuclear attack. And Kosovo is an example of 
NATO’s failure at humanitarian intervention. 
 
Nuclear weapons cannot be viewed in isolation from chemical and biological weapons. Chemical 
and biological weapons are the poor man’s weapons of mass destruction – a substitute for 
nuclear weapons – and there are treaties banning both. There is no treaty banning nuclear 
weapons. Richard Falk makes the point that it would be “surreal” to propose arms control 
arrangements for biological and chemical weapons. Can you imagine, states will agree to each 
destroy two vials of a virus and stand down 10 containers of their most deadly “humanicide” (if 
that is the equivalent word to “insecticide”). They are all weapons of extermination – nuclear 
weapons exterminate on a greater scale by incineration and radioactive poisoning lasting for 
generations. Yet only biological and chemical weapons are considered outrageous and their use 
unconscionable. Nuclear weapons – at this point more threatening to life on the planet than both 
(biological are predicted to reach this danger level) – are treated as if they were normal weapons 
of normal war. Even though it is bizarre, “it seems normal to pursue incremental steps for 
nuclear weapons.” (Falk). 
 
I have made the point elsewhere, on other occasions, that the words “weapons” and “war” are 
euphemisms when used in relation to “nuclear”. Nuclear weapons are not weapons in the 



conventional sense of weapons for war, but rather a nuclear weapon is “an instrument of 
unlimited, universal destruction.” Nuclear war is suicide and genocide. 
 
Policies of extermination are irrational. And we are dealing with irrational forces. Richard Falk 
believes that “the danger is seriously underestimated [because] the real danger comes not from 
proliferation – horizontal, that is – but from those who have weapons.” He makes the point that 
we have the tendency to treat “our leaders as normal, rational individuals acting in good faith.” 
However, he believes that there is something “cultist” about the nuclear policy-makers and refers 
to General Butler’s term “nuclear priesthood” and suggests that Butler is making the point that 
one is not dealing with rational-policy-makers. 
 
Even so, and notwithstanding the absurdity of “security” policies based on the threat of 
annihilation, the recommendations that follow are designed to offer real and realistic steps 
toward nuclear disarmament. They continue to rest on the expectation that governments can and 
must provide rational leadership and that rationality and public will can combine to produce 
policies and alternatives capable of moving us back from the nuclear brink. 
 
Jennifer Allen Simons is President of The Simons Foundation, and Adjunct Professor and 
Associate of The Institute for the Humanities, Simon Fraser University.  
 



POLICY BRIEF 
 
The Nuclear Disarmament Agenda 
 
Among the most positive disarmament developments of recent years has been the renewed 
attention given to the desirability and feasibility of abolishing nuclear weapons. The debate over 
the future of nuclear weapons is far from resolved, and the Nuclear-Weapon States are still far 
from committed to immediate action towards abolition. But the broad outlines of the global 
nuclear disarmament agenda are now widely accepted.  
 
The Final Document of the Sixth Review Conference of the Parties to the Treaty on the 
Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons (NPT), which was adopted by consensus in May 2000, 
incorporated a substantive set of principles and measures to guide future nuclear disarmament 
activities. (The relevant section of the Final Document is included as Appendix 3 to this report.) 
These included “an unequivocal undertaking by the nuclear weapon states to accomplish the total 
elimination of their nuclear arsenals” – without specifying when that might be accomplished, 
however – and support for a series of interim steps, including “concrete agreed measures to 
further reduce the operational status of nuclear weapons systems” (commonly known as “de-
alerting”) and “a diminishing role for nuclear weapons in security policies to minimise the risk 
that these weapons ever be used and to facilitate the process of their total elimination.” 
 
This global agenda was strongly reaffirmed at the United Nations General Assembly a number of 
weeks after the Consultation when a resolution directly based on the Final Document, the “New 
Agenda” resolution (see Appendix 4), received the overwhelming support of member states. 
Among the countries that voted in favour of the resolution were China, the United States, the 
United Kingdom, and every NATO member except France, which abstained. Russia and six 
other countries joined France in abstaining, while only Israel, India, and Pakistan – the three 
nuclear-armed countries that are not signatories of the NPT – voted against the resolution. 
 
The success of the NPT Review Conference and the subsequent passage of the “New Agenda” 
resolution mean that a near-consensus now exists on the outlines of the global nuclear 
disarmament agenda.  
 
What remains, and it is a huge task, is to translate that agenda into action – to consolidate the 
progress made, to fill in the details where agreement exists only on principles, to extend the 
agenda to include additional important measures, and to ensure that it is implemented fully and 
expeditiously. We believe that Canada should give active leadership internationally to the 
elaboration and implementation of this global nuclear disarmament agenda. 
 
The NATO connection 
 
Crucial decisions currently being taken individually and collectively by the member states of 
NATO will do much to determine the future success or failure of the nuclear disarmament 
agenda: 
 



IMPLEMENTING THE GLOBAL NUCLEAR DISARMAMENT AGENDA: A 
CHALLENGE TO NATO 

I. In 1999 NATO formally restated in its new Strategic Concept its position that nuclear weapons are 
“the supreme guarantee of the security of the Allies,” pledging to retain them “for the foreseeable 
future.” The Alliance also agreed, however, to conduct an internal review of its nuclear policies, 
including “options for confidence and security-building measures, verification, non-proliferation 
and arms control and disarmament.” This review – known informally as the “Paragraph 32” 
process after the paragraph of the Washington Summit Communique that announced it – is 
scheduled for completion in December 2000, when its results are to be reported to the North 
Atlantic Council. Although it is not yet clear what decisions will be made at that time, the review 
process is likely to continue – in one form or another – after December. It is crucial to the future of 
nuclear disarmament and non-proliferation efforts that NATO’s nuclear policies be revised to 
conform to the global nuclear disarmament agenda and to international and humanitarian law. 

 
I. NATO members are also consulting on the implications of the US National Missile Defence 

(NMD) program, which, despite President Bill Clinton’s September 2000 decision to delay 
deployment of the system, could get the go-ahead sometime in the next few years. Missile defence 
deployment would lead to serious damage to the existing arms control, disarmament, and non-
proliferation regime and undermine strategic stability and international security. 

 
The discussions leading to these decisions are being conducted mainly behind closed 
doors, with little public awareness and even less opportunity for public participation. 
 
Canadian action 
 
Canada is one of the few NATO members to publicly encourage the Alliance to rethink 
its nuclear weapons policies and reduce the role accorded to nuclear weapons. The efforts 
of Canada and other like-minded members played an important part in the decision to 
initiate NATO’s policy review. In the aftermath of the NPT Review Conference, then-
Foreign Affairs Minister Lloyd Axworthy challenged the North Atlantic Council to take 
advantage of the policy review to  
 

make our nuclear posture in NATO coherent with our non-proliferation and disarmament 
posture in New York and Geneva. We need to examine our own policy statements from 
the perspective of non-proliferation, and ask ourselves what further measures we can take 
to build confidence, to increase transparency and to advance disarmament. In particular, 
we need to meet the challenge of reducing the political value that our own alliance 
ascribes to the possession of nuclear weapons, if we are to continue to convince others 
that they should not acquire nuclear arsenals of their own. 

 
Canadian officials identified six objectives currently pursued by Canada with respect to 
NATO nuclear policy: 
 

1.  To reduce the “political value” of nuclear weapons 
 

2.  To diminish the role of nuclear weapons in Alliance strategy and to restrict their 
function to solely that of deterring the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons by others 

 
3.  To update Alliance Arms Control and Disarmament Policy and to publicize this (the 
last comprehensive statement of the subject dating back to 1989) 

 
4.  To promote confidence building measures and to take steps to facilitate the reduction 
of sub-strategic nuclear arsenals in Europe 



IMPLEMENTING THE GLOBAL NUCLEAR DISARMAMENT AGENDA: A 
CHALLENGE TO NATO 

 
5.  To encourage enhanced Alliance consultation on non-proliferation, arms control and 
disarmament issues with the view to concerted efforts in other fora 

 
6.  To keep Alliance policy on WMD [weapons of mass destruction] issues, including 
nuclear ones, under continuing political review 

 
In addition, efforts to apply the momentum established by the NPT review and General 
Assembly resolutions to deliberations within the Conference on Disarmament (CD) in 
Geneva and within NATO were identified as a Canadian priority. 
 
Directions for Canadian policy 
 
Our fundamental recommendation is that Canada should give active leadership 
internationally to the elaboration and full and timely implementation of the global 
nuclear disarmament agenda. We commend the efforts that the Canadian government 
already has undertaken in this regard and we urge it to place even higher priority on 
preserving and advancing the nuclear disarmament agenda. 
 
NATO nuclear policy  
 
NATO nuclear policy was the main topic of discussion at the Consultation. Our primary 
recommendation with respect to NATO is that NATO nuclear policy must be made to 
conform to the requirements of international law and to the nuclear disarmament 
obligations undertaken by NATO member states in the Non-Proliferation Treaty and 
reaffirmed and elaborated upon in the Final Document of the 2000 NPT Review 
Conference. The most basic of these commitments is, of course, the obligation to 
eliminate all nuclear weapons. NATO policy must be made to conform – and be seen to 
conform – with this obligation. 
 
As noted above, the disarmament agenda outlined in the Final Document of the NPT 
Review Conference was strongly reaffirmed a number of weeks after the Consultation 
when the “New Agenda” resolution, based directly on the Final Document, received 
overwhelming support at the United Nations. Especially notable is the fact that the entire 
membership of the NATO Nuclear Planning Group voted in favour of the resolution. 
(France, the only NATO member to abstain, is not a member of the NPG.) The onus is 
now clearly on NATO to match the words and commitments of its members with action. 
 
We recommend that Canada and all NATO states work to ensure that NATO: 

Affirm its commitment to the elimination of nuclear weapons and commit itself to 
reducing the political role of nuclear weapons. Current NATO policy statements 
that characterize nuclear weapons as “essential” and assert an intent to retain them 
for “the foreseeable future” are incompatible with NATO member states’ 
obligation to eliminate nuclear weapons. The Canadian government should ensure 
that such references are eliminated from future NATO policy statements and 
should continue to place high priority on efforts to “make our nuclear posture in 
NATO coherent with our non-proliferation and disarmament posture.” 



IMPLEMENTING THE GLOBAL NUCLEAR DISARMAMENT AGENDA: A 
CHALLENGE TO NATO 

 
Immediately disavow all threat or use of nuclear weapons in response to any non-
nuclear weapon threat or use, as a step toward the total disavowal of nuclear 
possession and use. The position of the Canadian government is that “the only 
function of nuclear weapons is to deter the use by others of nuclear weapons, 
notwithstanding that nuclear weapons may have a deterrent effect in the mind of a 
potential aggressor.” Current NATO nuclear policy does not reflect this restricted 
view of the utility of nuclear weapons. Indeed, NATO’s recently updated Military 
Committee Directive for Military Implementation of Alliance Strategy (MC 
400/2) reportedly allows for, or is ambiguous on, the use of nuclear weapons to 
deter or respond to chemical or biological weapon threats. Such a policy – even 
ambiguity concerning such a policy – contradicts the Negative Security 
Assurances that the Nuclear-Weapon States have made and seriously undermines 
nuclear non-proliferation and disarmament efforts. States agreed at the NPT 
Review Conference to pursue “a diminishing role for nuclear weapons in security 
policies.” Policies that assert a continuing role for nuclear weapons in defending 
against non-nuclear threats constitute an especially formidable obstacle to 
progress towards nuclear abolition, since they imply an enduring requirement for 
nuclear weapons. Canada should provide leadership within NATO in advocating 
restriction of the role of nuclear weapons solely to deterrence of nuclear use by 
others. Canada should also be consistent in opposing less restrictive nuclear 
policies and should not join “consensus” decisions in favour of such policies. 
 
Adopt a formal no-first-use policy. Following on from the previous point, Canada 
also should advocate adoption of a formal no-first-use policy for NATO. (Some 
participants at the Consultation argued against making this a priority, since a no-
first-use policy would affect the global policies of the NATO Nuclear-Weapon 
States, not just their NATO policies, and they might therefore resist addressing 
this issue through the NATO forum. No participants argued that Canada should 
not support a no-first-use policy, however.)  

 
Remove tactical or non-strategic nuclear weapons from Europe. There is no 
necessity or justification for such weapons in Europe, and their continued 
presence sends a highly undesirable message about the legitimacy and importance 
of nuclear weapons in national defence policies. The NPT Review Conference 
agreed to support “the further reduction of non-strategic nuclear weapons”. 
Canada should advocate the removal of these weapons and a commitment never 
to redeploy such weapons in Europe. 

 
Terminate nuclear-sharing arrangements. The nuclear-sharing arrangements 
currently in place between the United States and six Non-Nuclear-Weapon State 
(NNWS) members of NATO violate the spirit (and, many argue, the letter) of the 
Non-Proliferation Treaty. Canada should advocate the termination of these 
arrangements. As a contribution to this goal Canada should encourage the 
participants in these arrangements to declare individually or collectively their 
willingness to terminate them. 
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Despite the fact that NATO’s current nuclear policies as specified in the 1999 Strategic 
Concept and elsewhere are clearly incompatible with its member states’ disarmament 
obligations, it is widely expected that the “Paragraph 32” process will not produce 
significant changes in NATO policy. Thus a key objective now must be to establish an 
open-ended review process to formalize continuing opportunities to engage NATO in 
pursuit of the changes that are needed to begin carrying out the global nuclear 
disarmament agenda. The Consultation was informed that this is already a major goal of 
Canadian policy. Such a review process should include annual public reports to, and 
responses from, NATO ministers’ meetings. 
 
NATO process 
 
A high priority should be placed on improved public and NGO access to NATO and 
national nuclear policy decisionmakers and decisionmaking processes, increased 
transparency of NATO nuclear policy and processes, and improved accountability of 
NATO members for NATO nuclear policies.  
 
Specific recommendations include: 
 

Regular meetings between NGOs and NATO officials and national delegations. 
These could include annual conferences similar to those now organized between 
Canadian NGOs and DFAIT, as well as a commitment to much more frequent 
informal contact and regular participation by NATO and national officials in 
NGO meetings and public fora. 

 
Improvements to transparency. Transparency in NATO policy and process is 
essential for effective public oversight and participation in nuclear policy issues. 
Transparency is also essential for demonstrating to the international community 
that NATO is complying in good faith with its members’ arms control 
obligations. NATO nuclear policy must be both explicit and public. Deliberate 
ambiguity and spurious secrecy, as shown, for example, in NATO’s continuing 
refusal to confirm the presence of nuclear weapons at locations where it is well 
known they are deployed, undermines both democratic debate and international 
confidence. It is especially important that the results of the “Paragraph 32” review 
due for completion in December 2000 be made public. 

 
Annual NATO arms control compliance statement. One significant contribution 
that NATO could make to improved transparency would be an annual public arms 
control compliance statement, detailing NATO’s current compliance with arms 
control obligations (this could apply to non-nuclear as well as nuclear obligations) 
and outlining its plans for future compliance. Individual member states could also 
produce such statements. Canada should set an example by producing an annual 
Canadian statement on these issues. 

 
National Missile Defence and related issues 
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The continued existence and proliferation of ballistic missile capabilities poses a threat 
both to global security and to arms control and disarmament progress. It is important to 
recognize, however, that the primary if not exclusive reason to consider ballistic missiles 
a threat is the possibility that they might be armed with weapons of mass destruction (of 
which nuclear weapons are by far the most destructive). Vigorous global action to 
implement the existing commitments to eliminate these weapons found in the Non-
Proliferation Treaty, the Biological Weapons Convention, and the Chemical Weapons 
Convention would thus be the most effective means of addressing the ballistic missile 
threat.  
 
The deployment of strategic ballistic missile defence systems such as the proposed US 
National Missile Defence system would not provide an effective response to the missile 
threat. Even if the technology of missile defence could be made to work, such defences 
would not eliminate the fundamental problem, which is the continued existence of 
nuclear weapons and other weapons of mass destruction capable of being delivered in a 
wide variety of ways. Furthermore, in the absence of consensus among the nuclear 
powers on the appropriateness of such defences, missile defence deployment almost 
certainly would do serious harm to arms control and disarmament efforts and intensify 
the overall nuclear threat to the world. The issue of ballistic missile defence is not a 
matter that should be left solely to the parties to the Anti-Ballistic Missile (ABM) Treaty. 
Canada and all countries have a vital stake in the pursuit of global security. Canada and 
other NATO states should make clear their opposition to any deployment of missile 
defences outside the context of an agreed process to manage and eliminate nuclear 
weapons and other weapons of mass destruction. 
 
Alternative approaches to assessing and addressing the ballistic missile threat, such as 
closer engagement with possible proliferators, tighter export controls, and creation of a 
multilateral missile monitoring and control regime, might help to limit the problem and 
moderate excessive concern about ballistic missiles. Canada and other NATO states 
should actively support alternative approaches to assessing and addressing the ballistic 
missile problem, and should investigate the possibility of creating a multilateral missile 
monitoring and control regime. 
 
Overall nuclear arms control and disarmament policy 
 
Beyond the immediate context of Alliance nuclear policy and NMD, there are a number 
of arms control and disarmament priorities that Canada and other NATO states should 
pursue. 
 
The danger of accidental or inadvertent nuclear war still remains far too high, due in large 
part to the continuation of Cold-War-era “hair-trigger” alert postures by both Russia and 
the United States. De-alerting and related measures such as de-mating (removing nuclear 
warheads from delivery vehicles) have the potential to significantly reduce this danger. 
These measures, which are in effect another form of disarmament – operational rather 
than numerical – also have considerable potential for augmenting and reinforcing more 
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traditional disarmament measures. The Canadian government declared its support for de-
alerting and de-mating in its April 1999 nuclear policy statement. The NPT Review 
Conference’s call for “concrete agreed measures to further reduce the operational status 
of nuclear weapons systems” was also a clear reference to the concept. Canada and other 
NATO states should actively advocate the concept of de-alerting and de-mating nuclear 
forces.  
 
Much deeper cuts in strategic nuclear forces (as well as the elimination of non-strategic 
nuclear forces) should also be an important near-term goal. One participant at the 
Consultation recommended in this regard that Canada should explore the 1994 Yeltsin 
proposal for a five-power nuclear safety, stability, and disarmament framework, which 
Russia continues to cite when making disarmament proposals. A deep cuts agreement 
could contribute significantly to other Canadian disarmament objectives, particularly if it 
focused on sharp reductions in counterforce weapons, the highly accurate nuclear forces 
that have the potential to destroy other countries’ nuclear forces in a surprise attack. 
Counterforce reductions would serve not only to reduce Russian concerns about US 
NMD plans, but would also – more importantly – eliminate the argument that de-alerting 
might create an unacceptable vulnerability to surprise attack. Canada and other NATO 
states should advocate further deep cuts in strategic nuclear forces, focusing in 
particular on counterforce capabilities. 
 
The 1996 advisory opinion of the International Court of Justice on the legality of the 
threat or use of nuclear weapons was a landmark statement that did not create law but did 
provide the most authoritative opinion possible regarding the requirements of existing 
international and humanitarian law with respect to nuclear weapons. By demonstrating 
the near impossibility of using nuclear weapons in compliance with the law, the Court 
highlighted the incompatibility between an international society based on law and human 
rights and the continued existence of security policies based on nuclear weapons. Canada 
and other NATO states should continuously emphasize the importance of ensuring that 
all NATO and member state security policies respect and comply with international and 
humanitarian law. 
 
It is important also that nuclear disarmament efforts be supported by broader 
disarmament objectives. The pursuit of “general and complete disarmament” – also an 
obligation that states have undertaken in the Non-Proliferation Treaty – receives 
insufficient attention. Neither goal should be considered dependent on the achievement of 
the other, but the parallel pursuit of both is likely to achieve more than the pursuit of one 
alone. General and complete disarmament would not mean the elimination of all armed 
forces but rather the progressive elimination of capabilities to conduct major offensive 
warfare and the placing of residual interventionary capabilities under the firm control of 
the international community for the purposes of the collective preservation of 
international order and protection of human rights. There is an element of the US foreign 
policy establishment that seeks to preserve unlimited unilateral military intervention 
capabilities for the United States but fails to recognize that the existence (and use) of 
these capabilities increases the likelihood of some of the threats, such as ballistic missile 
and weapon of mass destruction proliferation, that most concern the US. Canada should 
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advocate the start of international consultations on the scope and nature of general and 
complete disarmament. The work of the International Commission on Intervention and 
State Sovereignty might provide a useful starting point for some of these discussions. 
 
Further complementing these efforts must be increased emphasis on the non-military 
resolution of armed conflicts and on preventive action to improve human security in all 
its aspects, reduce the underlying causes of conflicts, prevent future problems, and 
provide peaceful means to address contentious issues. Canadian disarmament efforts 
should be pursued in the context of a comprehensive and proactive global security policy. 
 
Like-minded governments 
 
Canada can pursue its disarmament objectives most effectively by working in co-
operation with like-minded governments to build broad international support for 
disarmament progress. As a member of NATO and a strong supporter of nuclear 
disarmament, Canada is in a key position to contribute to this process. The Standing 
Committee on Foreign Affairs and International Trade (SCFAIT) recommended in its 
December 1998 report Canada and the Nuclear Challenge that “the Government of 
Canada intensify its efforts, in cooperation with States such as its NATO allies and the 
members of the New Agenda Coalition, to advance the process of nuclear disarmament.” 
The government accepted this recommendation, and we believe that the record of the past 
two years has validated the strategy. 
 
We recommend that Canada continue to work in close co-operation with the New Agenda 
states to advance the global nuclear disarmament agenda and that it pursue closer co-
operation with the NATO-5 states (Belgium, Germany, Italy, the Netherlands, and 
Norway) and other NATO allies to build support for changes in NATO nuclear policy. 
 
Public opinion / global consensus building 
 
The importance of public opinion in maintaining pressure for nuclear disarmament was 
emphasized by a number of participants at the Consultation, including Ambassador 
Westdal, who noted that in many instances “the mobilization of shame is the chief engine 
of progress.” It was also highlighted in the SCFAIT report. Canada should place greater 
emphasis on the mobilization of informed global public opinion in favour of nuclear 
disarmament. The annual Canadian compliance report suggested above could contribute 
to this effort, as could support for other initiatives such as the UN Secretary-General’s 
call for an international conference on eliminating nuclear dangers. Canada should also 
consider sponsoring a new international commission on the future of nuclear arms 
control and disarmament to continue and extend the work of the Canberra Commission 
and the Tokyo Forum. 
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