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PREFACE

BACKGROUND

Planning for the Interfaith Program for Public Awareness of Nuclear Issues (IPPANI)
began at the time of the Falkland Islands crisis. At that time representatives of
certain of the faith groups in Toronto became concerned about the moral and ethical
implications of Canada's export of fuel for a CANDU nuclear generating plant in
Argentina. They were also concerned about what appeared to be a related matter, the
Canadian government's opposition to convening a national inquiry into the operations of
the nuclear industry. Initially, it was thought that these concerns might be addressed
in a meeting of senior church and government officials, but it proved impossible to
arrange such a meeting.

Upon reflection, the faith groups decided that a more extended approach should be
undertaken to enhance their knowledge of the issues so that they might be more able to
put the right questions to government, and to provoke public discussion so that
governments might become more responsive. The Jewish community and the Roman
Catholic and United Church organizations in the Toronto area each provided $5,000 to
"seed" such an enterprise.

A Planning Committee was set up, which consisted of three representatives of each
of the initiating faith groups. The Anglican Church, after it had been satisfied about
the program's objectivity, and then the Baha'i Community of Canada, which also had a
special concern that the program be non partisan in nature, entered the group and made
similar contributions of money and members for the Committee.

Attempts were made to interest other faith groups in joining in the work of the
Planning Committee. However, only the Unitarian Church responded, and it did not wish
to become a full member of the Committee.

In the two years since it was established, the Committee's composition has changed
only slightly. To those who helped establish the program, but found themselves unable
to continue on the Committee, the present members of the Committee express their thanks.

In the fall of 1983 the position of Executive Secretary was created to assist the
Committee. Mrs. Judith Langstaff has played that role with exceptional ability.

THE SEARCH FOR FAIRNESS

In order to accomplish its goals, the Planning Committee devised a program to
provide unbiased input to the faith groups' deliberations on the ethical and moral
issues involved in the nuclear debate. The development of a fair set of questions (see
pages vii & viii) for each of the three hearings to address required unusual patience,
since views on nuclear matters, relating to both their peaceful and non-peaceful
aspects, were often widely divergent.

To help it in creating a fair agenda, the Planning Committee obtained advice from
the Canadian Nuclear Association (CNA), the industry organization involved in the
uranium, nuclear reactor and radioisotopes industries, and from Energy Probe, a



non-profit organization critical of nuclear energy. The former was represented by David
Hardy, Secretary of the CNA's Social Issues Committee, and the latter by Norman Rubin,
Energy Probe's nuclear researcher.

A number of others contributed to their work. Officials of the Federal Department
of Energy, Mines and Resources, Sam Horton of Ontario Hydro, and Moira Hutchinson of
the Task Force on Churches and Corporate Responsibility offered advice on energy and
international trade matters. Professor Rod Byers of the Research Program in Strategic
Studies, Gordon Edwards of the Canadian Coalition for Nuclear Responsibility, and
Professor Ernie Regehr of Project Ploughshares made comparable contributions to the
development of questions involving nuclear weapons policy. Reverend John Hill acted as
consultant on ethics in this process. The work of preparing a suitable agenda was
completed early in 1984. Its result was embodied in appendices to the public document
promoting the program, which is appended to this report.

A second requirement for fairness was that there should be a neutral "filter",
independent of the faith groups, through which the input of proponents of different
approaches to nuclear issues might be channelled to the faith groups. This need was
filled through the generosity of a number of prominent Canadians who agreed to serve as
hearing panelists. Brief biographies of each of them will be found appended to this
report. The Planning Committee is extremely grateful to them all:

Howard Adelman (Chairperson - Week Three)
Doris Anderson
Gordon Butler
William Empey
James Ham
Lyman Henderson (Chairperson - Week Two)
Chaviva Hosek (Chairperson - Week One)
Peter Russell (Coordinating Chairperson)
Harold Schiff
Owen Shime
Art Solomon
David Strangway
Kenneth Swan

Committee members also record their gratitude to the late Arthur Maloney Q.C. who
had agreed before his untimely death to serve as a panelist.

In spite of the care taken by the Planning Committee to select panelists who "have
not, to date, taken public stands on nuclear policy issues", pre-hearing controversy
arose, especially over the inclusion of one panelist, whose career included prominent
positions with Atomic Energy of Canada Limited and on advisory boards to Canadian
Atomic Energy Control Board and the International Atomic Agency. After extensive
discussion by the Planning Committee, it was resolved to proceed as planned, but to
communicate the Committee's concerns in this matter to the Chairman of the relevant
panel. It is not possible to weigh what, if any, effect this controversy had on the
hearings or on the reflections of the panelists, although it is worth noting that the
Committee's own working environment, based on trust and cooperation, prevented this
controversy - and others which arose from time to time - from disrupting the Committee's
work.



THE SEARCH FOR "PRESENTERS"

Invitations were sent to over six hundred individuals and organizations to appear
before the panelists as "presenters". Their names were obtained by consulting with
known experts in the field, including officials of the federal government. As well,
advertisements were placed in various religious publications, a brochure was widely
circulated and a number of direct approaches were made to persons prominent in the
fields covered by the hearings. The resulting invitation list included spokespeople
for both "pro" and "anti" nuclear positions on each of the three topics, as well as
some who were found to be "in the middle".

To invitations to appear for discussion of the first week's topic, domestic nuclear
issues, there was an immediate response, representing a wide spectrum of views. But
achieving a balanced representation proved more difficult for the second and third
weeks of hearings, those which dealt with the issues of international trade and military
uses of nuclear materials and technology. It became necessary to cancel two sessions in
the second week because too few presenters to fill the time available for that week's
hearings accepted the Committee's invitation. Compiciing the roster for the third week
was possible only by extending deadlines for submissions long beyond the originally
advertised dates. A list of those who finally submitted briefs and appeared before the
panels is appended to this report.

Presentations were made by individuals and those representing religious,
government, peace, environmental and development organizations. Even a high school
class participated. Unfortunately, the Canadian Nuclear Association chose not to make
an official presentation, because it could not accept the inclusion of the third week
in the hearings. Presentations were made, however, by members of the Canadian Nuclear
Association.

Not all who submitted briefs appeared before the panelists. The selection of those
to be asked to appear involved two steps. A sub-committee of the Planning Committee
first considered all submissions in the light of criteria agreed on previously with the
panelists. Then, since it was a condition of the hearings that the panelist should
take full responsibility for their report, they reviewed the submissions and the
recommendations of the sub-committee and approved the final list of presenters.

EVALUATION OF THE PROGRAM

The media were well informed of IPPANl's intentions. Senior officials of the
sponsoring faith groups called a press conference shortly before the beginning of the
hearings, and a number of reporters appeared at the hearings from time to time. In
spite of this, attendance at the hearings was never large, and there were only a few
mentions of the hearings in the press at the time they were being held. Fears expressed
by some members of the nuclear industry, that the hearings would become a "media event"
that would detract from the main purpose of the hearings, thus proved unwarranted.

Following the hearings, panelists and presenters were asked to provide the Planning
Committee with an evaluation of the program. A number of constructive responses were
received, for which the Committee wishes to express its thanks.



Several of the panelists noted the lack of press coverage with the hope that the
publication of the report and attendant educational materials would make the public
more aware of nuclear issues than the hearings were able to do. A resulting concern
was, "What about the public generally? Obviously the process had practically no impact
at all. This puts tremendous importance on the next step - the use of the material to
be prepared at the congregational level. If debate is not stimulated at that level
then I, personally, would be forced to conclude that the process was of little value."

One panelist remarked, "...we panelists...were the principal beneficiaries of
the process. We had the equivalent of an 'immersion' university course on all aspect
of the nuclear issue". Both the content of the submissions and the inter-action among
the panelists contributed to this. There was some disagreement whether a specialist
ought to have been attached to the panels to help assess the technical inputs offered by
some of the presenters.

One panelist felt that the greatest good achieved by the hearings was, "that they
provided a forum where minority groups and people who fell wronged could be heard. It
seemed to [the panelistj that they felt better for this catharsis.

[The panelist didn't] think that anybody expects the decision makers and their
activities to be changed appreciably by the [hearings] report. But it is part of the
constant and mounting pressure to make large technological decisions more open to the
public at all stages."

Thirteen presenters responded with comments. In addition to echoing the panelists'
views, they criticized a number of elements in the hearings process.

The most frequently mentioned criticism had to do with the lack of time to deal
with the preparation of briefs and with the volume of materials submitted to each of the
presenters for critique. Coupled with this was frustration with the critique and
rebuttal process. Those whose briefs a presenter wished to criticize were usually not
present to hear or respond to the criticism. Some of the questions from the floor were
felt to be contentious and disruptive. The weight of different briefs seemed to many
presenters to vary considerably, without that fact being recognized by giving more time
to the weightier than to the lighter presentations. There was criticism also of the
changes in deadlines and the acceptance of oral submissions from government spokesmen
which the difficulty of obtaining presenters for the second and third weeks forced on
the Planning Committee.

The Planning Committees's conviction of the fairness of the process was reinforced
by the diversity of presenters' evaluations. For instance, two presenters differed on
the nature of bias in the hearings. One felt that, "The forum favoured the nuclear
industry. Although this was not deliberate, as with many other inquiries, much of the
opposition to the industry has been done with few resources and by volunteer labour,
while industry spokespeople participate as part of their jobs and with the support
structures of their institutions behind them." The other considered that, "The biggest
single error lay in permitting Energy Probe/Canadian Coalition for Nuclear
Responsibility to set the initial pattern for the hearings."

While the Planning Committee disagrees with both positions, such diametrically
opposite impressions suggest that overall there was fairness. Most of the presenters
who responded appreciated the opportunity to participate. One comment gave the Planning



Committee particular satisfaction, "/ think it was worthwhile to take part in the
Inter faith Program for Public Awareness of Nuclear Issues. I am glad that in doing so I
look seriously the questions that your planning committee developed, on which you
invited comment. The exercise of considering them proved helpful to me in developing
and clarifying my thinking. I had to weigh claims and information, and to try to
develop cogent arguments."

These and all the other comments will be kept in mind as the Planning Committee
turns to its next task, that of embodying the process and its results in an educational
program for the supplementary and parochial school systems.

THE PRESENT DOCUMENT

The production of this book is the first step in that task. It results from the
collaboration of the three panels with a writer, Betty Kaser, who was employed by the
Committee to help each panel prepare its report as it saw fit. Each panel used her
services in a different way. She was entirely responsible for writing the report of
the first week panel's deliberations. She acted as a consultant to the chairperson of
the second week panel, who himself drafted that panel's report, as did also the
chairperson of the third week panel. In the case of the third week panel's report,
however, Ms. Kaser took a much more active role in the final drafting.

The result of the panels' independent review of the materials presented to them is
embodied in the three sections of this Report, and each panel is responsible for any
statements of facts or conclusions in its report. The Planning Committee does not
necessarily agree with views expressed in any of the reports, nor does it take
responsibility for any use of the panels* reports.

It is hoped that this report will be useful in at least two ways that it .vill help
to focus public attention on the ethical and moral issues surrounding the development of
nuclear energy, and that it will provide the example of a process which has proved
unusually effective in achieving balanced consideration of a highly polarized question,
an example which could well be followed in considering other contentious issues.

FINANCIAL SUPPORT

The generosity of a number of foundations, governments, corporations, religious
orders and private individuals meant that the program's financial requirements were
met. The federal government's Disarmament and Arms Control Division approved a grant
in support of the third week of the program. Appended to this report is a list of those
contributors who did not wish to remain anonymous. To all of the program's benefactors
the Planning Committee wishes to express its sincere thanks.



UNITY IN ACTION

One of the most significant results of the collaboration of the members of the
faith groups in the work of the Planning Committee was their realization that, in spite
of their wide differences in theological views, they could experience unity in action.
They hope that all who use this material will find ways of studying it with other faith
groups, so that they can share one of the Committee's most profound insights - the
possibility of and need for unity as a condition for peace.

Members of the Planning Committee:

Marilyn Aarons Nan^y Ackerman
Rabbi Arthur Bielfeld Margaret Boyce
Rev. Douglas Craydon Rev. John Hill
Prof. Roger Kyman Rev. Massey Lombardi OFM
Hugh Locke Douglas Martin
Very Rev. Bruce McLeod* G.E. Nelligan
Peter Oliphant Rev. Lome Walsh

James Weller

•Replaced in May 1985 by Very Rev. Clarke MacDonald.

August 1985
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IPPANI QUESTIONS

CANADA'S DOMESTIC NUCLEAR ISSUES

INTRODUCTION

Policy questions have at their heart moral questions. Those posed by nuclear energy are
often sufficiently complex to lax the full resources of modern philosophy.1

In acknowledging the complexity of nuclear energy questions, this Hearing must also acknowledge
that it is the responsibility of all participants to examine, probe, and reflect upon possible
approaches to these questions.2

This Hearing will deal with the following questions:

1. (a) Is nuclear energy qualitatively different, from a moral and ethical viewpoint, from all
other energy sources?
(b) How are decisions made about the scale and balance among future energy
sources in Canada (e.g. coal, renewables, nuclear) and the impact of that balance on future
generations?

2. (a) How uncertain is the scientific basis of decision-making in the nuclear field?
(b) Does decision making in this field adequately reflect the scientific uncertainty?
(c) Is adequate attention being given to the task of decreasing that uncertainty?
(d) Are there areas of scientific consensus where a significant portion of the public is

misinformed?

3. How are decisions made in this field?
(a) Who makes decisions in the various nuclear fields?
(b) Who has access to this decision-making process?

(1) From the public
(2) From the scientific/technical community
(3) From those opposed to nuclear development.

(c) What is the role of values and pressures in scientific decision making with
respect to nuclear decisions?
(d) Are the moral and ethic?.! aspects of these decisions being given sufficient attention?

Andy Brook, Uranium. Mine Tailing!, and Obligation! to Future Generation!, in » seminar on Moral and Ethical
Issue! Relating to Nuclear Energy Generation, Toronto: Canadian Nuclear Association, March 1980.

Tours of nuclear facilities may be arranged for the Hearing Panelists with provision for input from critics
of the facilities as well as those who run the facilities. Facilities to be toured will include, if
possible: uranium mines, mills, and tailings disposal areas; the Eldorado Uranium Refinery at Port Hope,

Ontario; a fuel-fabrication facility; and a nuclear generating station.
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(e) Who speaks for future generations?
(f) Who holds the decision-makers accountable?

(1) From within the decision-making structures
(2) From society at large.

4. Can large-scale, centralized technologies like today's CANOU Stations co-exist with a
participatory society?

5. How does one calculate the overall financial and societal costs as opposed to the overall
benefits of nuclear technology?

V l l l



IPPANI QUESTIONS

CANADA'S INTERNATIONAL NUCLEAR TRADE

This Hearing will deal with four areas:

(1) Economic Implications

(2) Third World Implications: Energy and Development

(3) The Weapons Implications

(4) Other Moral and Ethical Concerns

1. Economic Implications

The primary question is one of benefits versus costs.

(a) What economic benefits is Canada receiving — or likely to receive -- from its
nuclear trade?

(b) What economic costs flow from this trade?

(c) What are the benefits and costs to the countries with which Canada does business?

(d) What is our assessment of the value of the benefits being received? What are the
social, economic and environmental costs of this trade to Canada and its trading partners?

2. Third World Implications: Energy and Development

(a) Is the criterion of responsible stewardship being met and are the concepts of justice,
sustainability and participation being applied in the conduct of Canada's international
nuclear trade?

(b) As a country which has developed nuclear technology and which is rich in uranium resourc-
es, would Canada be immoral to withhold these from the rest of the world?

(c) Does the consultation that takes place between Canadian government agencies and crown
corporations and governments of other nations ensure that the best interests of the people of
those nations are being taken into account? How can the principles of participation and
justice be applied in dealing with countries with non-representative forms of government?

(d) Are these principles "our business" when applied to other countries?

(e) Are we promoting an energy system which would lead to unwarranted dependencies on nuclear
energy by our trading partners?

(f) Is it morally permissible to supply uranium and reactors to countries whose governments
have a record of irresponsibility in matters of ecology, worker safety, human rights, and
military adventurism?

IX



(g) Is there a place for nuclear energy technologies in a mixture of energy sources and
technologies? Who decides on the appropriateness of technology?

(h) Is the spread of nuclear technology inevitable? What is our responsibility to neighbour-
ing countries with respect to nuclear technology?

3. The Weapons Implications

(a) Does research into the peaceful applications of nuclear technology have relevance to
military applications? Do military interests have unlimited access to such research?

(b) If there is a connection between nuclear technology and the spread of nuclear weapons,
what moral and ethical questions need to be raised?

(c) How effective are international treaties and safeguards with respect to nuclear technol-
ogy and fuel?

4. Other Moral and Ethical Concerns

(a) What assurances about health, safety and operating standards would Canada require from
countries to which we propose to sell nuclear technology?

(b) Should international agencies have the right to assist in setting standards with respect
to nuclear technology in other countries?

(c) Are criteria used by business adequate for the setting of standards? Do the political
ramifications require other bodies to exercise responsibility for nuclear technology?



IPPANI QUESTIONS

CANADA'S INVOLVEMENT IN NUCLEAR ARMS

This hearing will deal with the following areas:

(1) Assumptions behind Canada's security arrangements
(2) Canada's participation in nuclear weapons production, testing, deployment and

use
(3) Ethical considerations

'.. The Hearing will examine the assumptions behind Canada's security arrangements
with respect to:

(a) (i) the relationship between a stable peace and nuclear deterrence
(ii) the place of nuclear war fighting strategies within Canadian military policy

(b) (i) the relationship between Canadian security needs and American nuclear weapons
policy and the degree of Canadian independence from that policy

(ii) the degree of independence from American military decision making
(iii) the relationship between Canadian security needs, NORAD and NATO's nuclear

weapons policies
(c) the use of nuclear military power to secure and maintain the present economic order.

2. In Canada's participation in nuclear weapons production testing, deployment and use:
(a) What are the federal policies or guidelines which determine the nature and degree of

domestic control of nuclear weapons presently on Canadian territory?
(b) What are the federal policies or guidelines which determine the ways in which nuclear

weapons, nuclear weapons delivery systems, or fissionable materials in the control of
our allies may be transported, deployed, used or tested on or over Canadian territory?

(c) In what ways do military treaties, pacts, or arrangements between Canada and her allies
determine the nature and degree of Canada's involvement in the testing, transportation,
deployment or use of nuclear weapons on or over Canadian territory?

(d) What are the federal policies or guidelines which determine the nature and degree of
control over Canadian corporations and subsidiaries of foreign corporations involved in
building or testing nuclear weapons or aspects of nuclear weapons delivery systems in
Canada?

(e) To the extent that a stable nuclear deterrence is a possibility, is Canada's participa-
tion in the development of new weapons systems well-designed to advance that possibil-
ity?

3. Ethical Considerations:
(a) How do the perceptions and moral evaluations underlying our increasing nuclear arms

buildup actually arise? To what degree does the public share such views?
(b) Can the ethic of nuclear deterrence be distinguished from the ethic of

launching nuclear weapons?
(c) Is a strategy of pre-emptive strike morally consistent with the concept of

deterrence?
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(d) What should be the limits to the use of violence? What is appropriate to
secure or defend with nuclear weapons?

(e) To what extent is it morally acceptable to risk future generations for the sake
of securing present values?

(f) What is the moral impact on our present values of maintaining the threat of
all-out nuclear war?

(g) To what extent has the principle of deterrence been altered by recent
development of limited or counterforce nuclear war strategies?

(h) What does the shift of military strategy to a fundamentally nuclear-based
strategy do to the process of moral assessment and decision-making in
international relations?

(i) Does Canada give sufficient priority to the quest for non-nuclear and non-
military security strategies (e.g., the creation of alternative alliances,
independence from American nuclear weapons policy)?

(j) What are the economic and other implications of Canadian government
subsidies to defense industries bidding on export contracts?

X I I



Week I: Report of the Panel

CANADA'S DOMESTIC NUCLEAR ISSUES

PANEL MEMBERS:

Gordon Butler
Consultant, Division of Biological Sciences

National Research Council of Canada

James Mam
Professor of Science, Technology and Public Policy-

Past President, University of Toronto

Chaviva Hosek
President, National Action Committee

on the Status of Women

Peter Russell
Professor of Political Science, University of Toronto

David Strangway
Professor, Department of Geology

Past President, University of Toronto



The report of the panel on "A Hearing into Canada's Domestic Nuclear Issues"
will respond directly to the questions prepared by IPPANI but will begin with some
overall comments. As the hearings dealt exclusively with issues of nuclear power, the
report is also confined to this major area of domestic nuclear issues. An Appendix
accompanying the report provides background information concerning the nuclear industry
in Canada and Ontario.

IPPANI QUESTIONS

1. (a) Is nuclear energy qualitatively different, from a moral and ethical
viewpoint, from all other energy sources?

(b) How are decisions made about the scale and balance among future energy
sources in Canada (e.g. coal, renewables, nuclear) and the impact of
that balance on future generations?

2. (a) How uncertain is the scientific basis of decision making in the nuclear
field?

(b) Does decision making in this field adequately reflect the scientific
uncertainty?

(c) Is adequate attention being given to the task of decreasing that uncer-
tainty?

(d) Are there areas of scientific consensus where a significant portion of the
public is misinformed?

3. How are decisions made in this field?
(a) Who makes decisions in the various nuclear fields?
(b) Who has access to this decision-making process?

(1) From the public
(2) From the scientific/technical community
(3) From those opposed to nuclear development.

(c) What is the role of values and pressures in scientific decision making with
respect to nuclear decisions?

(d) Are the moral and ethical aspects of these decisions being given sufficient
attention?

(e) Who speaks for future generations?
(f) Who holds the decision-makers accountable?

(1) From within the decision-making structures
(2) From society at large.

4. Can large-scale, centralized technologies like today's CANDU Stations co-exist
with a participatory society?

5. How does one calculate the overall financial and societal costs as opposed to
the overall benefits of nuclear technology?



OVERALL POSITION OF THE PANEL

To provide a context for understanding their responses to the questions outlined
above, the panel would like to begin with the overall position that nuclear energy for
domestic purposes is an important and viable option among available energy resources.
This position, however, is qualified by concerns about the adequacy of the decision-
making process in nuclear energy matters. It is the opinion of the panel that the
decision-making process should contain more checks and balances and should be more
open, that is to say, more accountable to the Canadian public.

The panel believes that nuclear energy is but one of many concerns associated
with the whole technological adventure. What is special about nuclear energy is the
degree of public alarm concerning it and in particular a lack of certainty about public
health effects.

The panel is concerned about checks and balances in the processes through which
decisions about nuclear energy are made by government or quasi-governmental insti-
tutions and within the scientific community. Questions that require more open and
continuous debate include:
(a) whether or not nuclear energy should continue to be the major new source of

energy for Ontario, taking into consideration socio-economic, health and environ-
mental issues;

(b) what are adequate measures of safety? Worker safety as well as public health
concerns must be part of this debate. The issue is not limited to nuclear reactors
but encompasses the whole fuel cycle from mining to waste disposal.

The need to deal effectively with low level radioactive wastes from the uranium
mining, milling and refining processes was brought to the attention of the panel in a
number of submissions. For example, there is concern about the long-term integrity
and safety of mine tailing repositories and about waste from uranium refineries that is
now adjacent to houses built in areas of waste disposal. The panel believes there has
been negligence in the management of low level radioactive wastes in the past. Initi-
atives using the best feasible scientific and engineering methods must be undertaken to
deal with this waste both in present circumstances and by devising the means for
responsible and accountable management in the future.

It is the conviction of the panel that unless these wastes are "cleaned up" the
climate of the whole decision-making process for nuclear energy in Canada will be
clouded with public rancour. Action must be taken now. The responsible authorities must
indicate their clear appreciation of the circumstances that continue to cause concern
and their willingness to take these circumstances fully into account in their plans for
the future.

HISTORICAL CONTEXT OF THE NUCLEAR ENERGY DEBATE

In assessing the nuclear debate today, the panel believes it is important to
remember that current political consciousness or nuclear issues is an historical
development. The initial stages of nuclear research were closely inter-twined with
military uses of nuclear energy and consequently shrouded in secrecy. The decision of
the federal government in the early fifties to explore peaceful uses, was greeted with
optimism and support, including that of the churches and the general public.



At the outset the development of nuclear power for peaceful purposes was perceived
primarily to entail a set of technical decisions. For example, in Ontario there was an
assumption that Ontario Hydro was the provincial institution for providing energy and
that it woi'ld undertake the development of nuclear power in collaboration with Atomic
Energy of Canada Limited (AECL). There was little public debate on the issues sur-
rounding nuclear power and no mechanisms were provided for public questioning of the
decisions made.

The lack of political mechanisms for public debate, togelher with ihe initial
culture of secrecy around nuclear development set the stage for an adversarial dynamic
and has left a legacy of distrust. This quality is apparent in the style in which the
debate is conducted today. The hearings themselves were a clear demonstration of the
degree to which people see themselves to be on one side or the other, as proponents or
opponents of the domestic nuclear industry.

Environmental disasters, not necessarily related to the nuclear industry, continue
to fuel public mistrust of technology in general and further promote the adversarial
dynamic. While military use of nuclear technology has never been a Canadian policy,
there is nonetheless understandable fear about the possible connection between peaceful
and military uses. The debate has become so publicly provocative that the nuclear
industry has been led to over-react and deny any such connection.

That ionizing radiation of the type associated with nuclear fuels is known to
cause cancer and is not perceptible to the human senses is an additional factor arousing
public fear about nuclear energy. One of the panelists noted that in literature there
is a stream of imagery having to do with "something in the air", something threatening.
This metaphor is one onto which the fear of radiation is easily projected.

The panel is of the opinion that the adversarial dynamic has resulted in two
kinds of rhetoric, one that is unnecessarily inflamatory and one that is unreasonably
reassuring, and that both are wrong. It was argued at the hearings that the adversarial
dynamic has led the public to ask for unreasonable assurances and led scientists and
engineers to make excessive promises of safety. The panel agrees that one shouldn't ask
for absolute certainty and one shouldn't offer it. A degree of humility is necessary on
both sides and is the only honest and productive way to face the issues.

At the same time the panel wishes to point out there have been some gains as a
result of the adversarial process. Proponents of the domestic nuclear industry
acknowledged at the hearings that as a result of the work of their opponents, reactor
safety issues have been looked at more carefully and the issue of disposal of high-level
nuclear waste is receiving much greater attention. In this context, the issue of
the impact of low-level nuclear wastes on public health is now reaching a point of
public concern where the high-level nuclear waste disposal issue was ten years ago.

The demand of the opponents of nuclear energy for greater openness and
accountability has led to some changes in the process of decision making. Environmental
assessment reviews must now take place before any new nuclear facility is built. The
Federal Environmental Assessment Review Office (FEARO) of the Department of the
Environment, is responsible for these reviews which also involve public hearings. In
addition, the Atomic Energy Control Board (AECB), the federal agency that licences
reactors, has had a policy of soliciting briefs from the public since 1981.



The panel came to understand that another outcome of the on-going debate about
nuclear risk is that a number of misconceptions of the public appear to have been
clarified. At least among those directly involved in the nuclear debate, it now seems
to be understood that a reactor cannot blow up like a bomb; that there is potential for
a partial melt-down but not a nuclear explosion. There was no discussion at the hearings
concerning a massive release of radiation that could lead to the early death of hundreds
of thousands of people. It was accepted that there is a very high degree of safety
designed and built into a reactor which makes such an accident highly unlikely.

On the other side, the evident assumption of some of the proponents of the nuclear
industry that there has been sufficient public debate about general and future issues
and that it is therefore time to close off debate, was aired at the hearings and
this view was acknowledged to be unjustified.

The evolution of the nuclear debate should also be seen in light both of growing
scientific and engineering knowledge and of increased public awareness made possible by
new and developing techniques for measurement. It is possible to measure ionizing
radiation in extremely small quantities. This fact may have contributed to an increase
in public alarm because the perception can easily develop that if you can measure it,
it must be dangerous.

THE DECISION-MAKING PROCESS

In order to promote greater accountability and more open decision making with
regard to nuclear energy matters, the panel concluded that the process of decision
making should have the following features:
1) federal-provincial cooperation;
2) economic, environmental and public health issues should be considered along with

scientific and technical questions;
3) both in governmental and in scientific decision making, the process followed

should allow for dissent to be expressed by the public so that discussion and
debate become the norm rather than an occasional event;

4) adequate checks and balances should be in place within all decision-making pro-
cesses.

Energy development and environmental protection are two public issues of great
continuing importance. In both these areas neither level of government, federal or
provincial, can act independently; neither government has clear responsibility. For
example, the federal government is responsible for the regulation of nuclear reactors
while the provincial government is responsible for the delivery of energy. Another area
of overlapping responsibility is in the area of nuclear waste disposal. Ontario Hydro
is responsible for transporting the waste and the federal government is responsible for
disposing of it. Both governments therefore have a stake in nuclear energy issues and
cooperation is necessary to achieve the best results. When public safety is at issue,
unresolved issues of public jurisdiction that deter cooperation are intolerable.

The panel believes that there needs to be more genuine consideration of options
for different energy futures and that the organization whose prime responsibility is
the delivery of energy should not dominate the process of weighing alternatives for the
future. Nuclear power must not be examined in scientific and technical terms alone. The



insights, both expert and lay, about social, economic, environmental and public health
dimensions of nuclear power are necessary conditions in the decision-making process.

Diversity of views within decision-making bodies is important to prevent monolithic
approaches. For example, the membership of the Board of Ontario Hydro ought to include
persons with a range of views about alternative energy futures.

Similarly, dissent is fundamental to scientific inquiry. There must be openness
within the scientific decision-making process to ensure, for example, that research
proposals that do not necessarily fit with the conventional wisdom are seriously
considered for funding. At the federal level where decisions are made concerning
licencing and regulation for the nuclear industry, the introduction of the Technical
Advisory Committee on High Level Waste Disposal to the AECL and two other technical
advisory committees to the AECB have provided for broader access of the scientific
community to the decision-making process and improved the process of scientific and
engineering peer accountability. In an area as contentious as nuclear power, similar
technical advisory committees, such as a technical advisory committee to the Board of
Ontario Hydro, may be constructive as a method for broadening participation of the
scientific and engineering communities.

Accountability within a decision-making structure will be present when the nature
of the structure enables and encourages the public to demand accountability. Hence there
must be forms of public reporting that keep citizens informed of the issues. When the
public is not involved or perceives things to be kept secret, citizens are unable to
exercise their responsibility and the damage in terms of loss of belief and trust in
bureaucratic structures can be enormous.

The "green paper" approach that sets out issues before decisions are made is one
that has been used successfully to keep the public informed of the nature of decisions
being considered. With respect to nuclear matters, one could have a green paper
associated with the issues on deciding on further reactors. A green paper would ensure
an airing in the legislature of such questions as why a reactor is being considered
and what other options for alternative energy sources are being considered.

Some of the proponents of nuclear energy clearly believe that the improvements
made to the decision-making process referred to earlier provide for adequate
accountability and public consultation. Opponents on the other hand do not accept this
view. Opponents believe that the AECB is not sufficiently at arms length from the
industry and are concerned that there is a conflict of interest in having the
promotional and regulatory bodies (AECL and AECB) both reporting to the same Minister.

The panel supports the proposals made in Bill C-14 (a new Nuclear Control and
Administration Act tabled in Parliament in 1977) which recommended a clearer division
of functions to promote better checks and balances in nuclear energy decision making.
While the AECL is responsible for promotion and the AECB is responsible for regulation,
this division of responsibilities should be reinforced by having the two bodies report
to different Ministers. In addition, in order to avoid the AECB both prescribing health
standards and enforcing them, other Ministers, such as those of Health and Labour,
should be made responsible for the development of health standards related to radio-
activity.



The issue of the AECB not bcng sufficiently at arms length from the industry
relates to the fact that members of the AECB are frequently drawn from the staff of the
AECL where they have had a major career commitment to the promotion of the industry.
In this regard the panel is aware that in Canada there is not a large number of
scientists and engineers trained in the nuclear field, so that it is difficult to avoid
drawing from the same group of people for both the regulatory and industrial functions.
However, given this situation, it becomes all the more important for there to be
separate reporting structures for the AECL and the AECB.

In summary, the panel is of the opinion that the three functions, the promotion
of nuclear power, the regulation of nuclear power and the establishment of health
standards, should be clearly separated and should be seen to be separate.

While this arrangement could improve accountability of each of the above functions,
the panel also believes that there needs to be additional accountability in the public
processes of decision making. For example, the current process whereby the AECB solicits
briefs from the public is not considered adequate. An adequate process would include
opportunity for a public hearing for such briefs. The public hearings held by the
Ontario Provincial Advisory Committee on Waste Disposal (in connection with the Ontario
Waste Management Corporation) are a good example of an open public hearing. By contrast,
the panel perceives Ontario Hydro to have a public participation program with a public
relations focus rather than genuine opinion seeking.

The panel hesitates to recommend new governmental structures. If the principles
outlined at the beginning of this section of the report were openly and accountably
applied within the existing decision-making structures, there would be no need for
further structures. However, the panel believes the following further steps should be
taken.

The panel supports the recommendation of the Porter Commission for an independent,
authoritative Energy Commission to advise the Provincial Government on energy planning.
The Commission should be both strongly future oriented and strongly people oriented.
Ideally this advisory role should involve both the federal and provincial levels of
government. Such a commission could be described as follows:

-an independent Federal-Provincial Energy Commission that periodically reviews energy
choices for Canada;

-that receives public submissions and that has its own staff capable of cross-examin-
ing briefs;

-that receives technical advice from appropriate technical advisory committees;
-that can deal with energy, environment and public health issues together;
-that publishes reports on major issues;
-to ensure public credibility, appointments to such a commission should be tabled

before Parliament and the legislatures of participating provinces.

QUESTION 1A
Is nuclear energy qualitatively different from a moral and ethical viewpoint from all
other energy sources?

The panel concluded that nuclear energy is not qualitatively different from a
moral and ethical viewpoint from all other energy sources. There are, however, important
problems associated with the disposal of nuclear wastes that have moral and ethical



significance. In this context, it should be pointed out that there are toxins associated
with other industries (e.g. the chemical industry). The sate disposal of these
substances also poses serious problems that require attention.

In the opinion of the panel these questions should be seen in a broad context.
The implication of a number of submissions to the hearings was that the potential
dangers to humanity in making wrong decisions about nuclear energy are so much greater
in terms of magnitude and time that, from a moral and ethical viewpoint, nuclear energy
is qualitatively different in the problems it poses. The panel believes that nuclear
energy, examined in the context of technological change throughout history, is not
essentially different from other technological changes humanity has made that have
had enormous impacts, e.g. the wheel, the printing press, space exploration. Nuclear
energy is not unique in terms of its long-term impact. Changing the Columbia River
Basin to develop hydro-electric power has permanently changed the face of the whole
basin.

The panel believes there are many things we are doing and choices we are making
with respect to technological change, that will have enormous impacts on our future. We
cannot foretell what these changes will be. Nuclear power is one of these choices and
not necessarily the most serious one.

But there is a pressing need to come to terms with issues of nuclear waste
disposal. The issue of low-level radioactive waste has been commented on earlier in
this report. A second concern relates to the deep geological disposal of high-level
radioactive wastes for which a method is currently being researched. The moral and
ethical dimensions related to this issue concern the siting of waste disposal depots and
the prevailing attitude of "not in my backyard". Waste sites must be found. Our society
must go through the difficult social process of deciding the best location or locations
for disposal. "Not iii nvy backyard" means not dealing with the problem.

The panel concluded that efforts to avoid the issue by finding an unoccupied
place for waste disposal or by finding a place where there are few people would be
intrinsically irresponsible. Given that our government is committed to finding a very
long-term safe means of disposal, the waste can and should be put in the most suitable
location wherever that may be. We don't know where populations will shift over the next
several thousand years. If the disposal method is not safe enough to be near existing
populations, it is not safe enough to be anywhere. In addition, burying it far away
from where it is created increases the risks associated with transportation.

QUESTION IB
How are decisions made about the scale and balance among future energy sources in
Canada (e.g. coal, renewables. nuclear) and the impact of that balance on future
generations?

Earlier in this report the panel took note of concerns expressed about the adequacy
of decision-making processes and made some recommendations as to what should be done to
ensure that the issues of scale and balance are more fully addressed. It was noted that
the insights that must be expressed are not only those of experts and of lay people but
also of persons with social, economic, environmental and public health perspectives as
well as with scientific and engineering perspectives.



The panel has concluded that there is an imbalance in the amount of consideration
being given to different energy siternatives. Nuclear energy appears to have a vested
institutional commitment and is currently not a subject for genuine debate within the
decision-making system. While there is some indication that Ontario Hydro considers
alternatives, the panel is conceded that such consideration be sustained and exhaust-
ive, with a long-term perspective and be subject to public scrutiny.

At the present time energy alternatives appear to be set aside on the basis of
short-term economic factors. Few significant investments have been made to explore
alternative energy futures. At the hearings, a representative from the nuclear industry
suggested the impracticability of alternative energy strategies by giving an example of
an alternative experiment in Manitoba that didn't work. What that indicated to the
panel was the provocative way in which this subject was being approached. A specific
example of failure does not constitute an open-minded test of future potential. One
failure singled out for public report does not justify public advocacy of the legiti-
macy of current choices. The industry must beware of a closed-minded approach that
cuts off the possibility of creative alternatives being fairly considered.

With respect to the efficient use of energy, the panel was also struck by the
fact that although Ontario Hydro's advertising has changed from promoting increased
consumption to placing more emphasis on conservation, even greater emphasis on
conservation would be appropriate. The pane) questions the need for Ontario Hydro to
enlarge its market through advertising.

It should also be pointed out that the "ideological" commitment of proponents of
the nuclear industry was matched by an "ideological" commitment to alternatives on the
other side. On the side opposing nuclear development, advocates of the "soft path" were
too prone to decide in advance that everything down the soft path would eventually work
out. That is, they seemed unable to enter into a critical scrutiny of the soft path
because they had such an enormous commitment to being optimistic about it. If some
proponents of alternative energies were represented in the decision-making system, as
suggested earlier, public debate would not be so polarized and more rational deba'.e
could be expected.

QUESTION 2A
How uncertain is the scientific basis of decision making in the nuclear field?

QUESTION 2B
Does decision making in this field adequately reflect the scientific uncertainly?

QUESTION 2C
Is adequate attention being given to the task of decreasing that uncertainly?

QUESTION 2D
Are there areas of scientific consensus where a significant portion of the public is
misinformed?

As noted earlier, the panel concluded that it is unreasonable to ask for absolute
certainty and irresponsible to promise it. Absolute certainty is not attainable. There
are many uncertainties and risks to people living in a technological world. The risks
of nuclear power are part of a complex matrix of risks.



The pane! observed that the lack of consensus around questions of risk and degree
of uncertainty during the hearings was affected by ideological differences with respect
to faith in human ingenuity or faith in science and by differences in belief with
respect to the rationality of human beings and what rationality can accomplish.

These differences were illustrated at the hearings by the various positions
taken on how to approach the disposal of high-level radioactive nuclear waste. The
approach currently being taken by our government is one in which the wastes are being
stored temporarily until scientific and engineering research can determine a long-term
safe means of permanent disposal underground.

Positions presented at the hearings regarding this approach can be categorized
as follows:
1) the promoters of nuclear power believe that a solution can be found and it can

be found in time;
2) opponents are concerned that a solution may not be found and therefore advocate

that we stop accumulating additional waste until we know how to dispose of it;
3) a third position postulated a more profound lack of faith in human rationality

and therefore opposed nuclear development or any technological development in
which there is signficant uncertainty concerning the future health and safety of
human beings.

The panel, while recognizing the importance of science to our society, believes
that questions about the ultimate limits of human ability are essentially unanswerable.

In practice, the approach the panel recommends for dealing with such issues
involves the application of the principle that "every waste generating activity should
dump its effluent 'upstream' and take its intake 'downstream'". This principle ensures
responsibility. Those people who create waste experience the risk of its creation and
are impelled to develop means to limit the risk to an acceptable level. With respect to
finding a location for the disposal of high-level nuclear wastes, the panel repeats its
position that if it is not safe enough to be buried in a suitable site under or near
members of the current population, it is not safe enough to be buried anywhere.

The other major area of debate at the hearings with respect to scientific
uncertainty concerned the expected harm to people from various low levels of radiation.
While there were substantially different views presented concerning the degree of human
harm from a given level of radiation, the panel is of the opinion that at the low
levels of radiation being discussed, and taking the greatest risk estimates proposed,
there is little likelihood of being able to identify specific changes in the health of
the population as being attributable indisputably to this radiation. Human beings have
always been exposed to natural background radiation that is at a level substantially
higher than the level of hazard to populations debated at the hearings. In this context
radiation exposure to the population from nuclear reactors is buried in the matrix of
risks of living in a technological society and on an earth bathed in natural background
radiation. This observation does not assert that there is no risk and does not encom-
pass the high exposures that miners of uranium, reactor workers, radiologists and
others may encounter in the course of their work. The human significance to be attached
to low-level radiation is a central question for continuing .eview by decision-making
bodies.
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The panel would also like to make the point that while it is important to
acknowledge that we will always live with a degree of uncertainty, we should not let
that make us unguarded about the future. There must always be concern about uncertainty.
What is required is a system for long-term monitoring, for gathering information for
prospective epidemiological research. That is to say, in setting up a nuclear industry
which one knows has hazards, one should also set up and sustain epidemiological studies
so that assessments made about the future can be as accurate as possible.

In this context, it must be understood that epidemiological research is founded
on personal health data. An issue our society must come to terms with in encouraging
epidemiological research is an appropriate balance between the protection of privacy
and the social need to understand the human consequences of collective decisions.
Currently an individual has the right to withhold the medical records upon which
epidemiological research is based.

Is the public adequately informed about the role uncertainty plays in decision
making? When regulatory agencies make statements about acceptable risks, they should
also state the scientific basis for assessing those risks. Such statements may
unnecessarily alarm the public. On the other hand, such statements must become part of
the understanding of a public that quiie properly calls for openness.

In the technological age public demands for absolute gu-rantees of safety are
not reasonable any more than offers of guarantees by government are. If the inevitable
uncertainties involved in decision making were stated in different areas, we would
begin to know, perhaps to our sorrow, that most things we do have some risk in them.
The result could be much more informed public debate. In such debate there are
responsibilities that must be accepted by both government and the public in pursuit of
the essential social conditions of openness and accountability.

This question is akin to the expectation that medical doctors will tell their
patients the truth. Our society tends to prefer clear, definite and simple answers. But
today many people would prefer that their doctor tell them the truth even if that means
an equivocal answer such as "Look, I really don't know. There is a 50-50 chance you
will survive". Openness can support a mature trust. The trust that is based on
unrevealed uncertainty is in the end fragile.

The panel believes that the declaration of uncertainty is as important in issuing
regulations as it is in establishing regulations and that questions regarding risk and
uncertainty should be openly debated at public hearings where all points of view can be
heard. Then, if a decision to adopt a standard is made, it is fair for our political
leaders to enact legislation. A dilemma of our times is that representative democracy
cannot represent the public interest through the formal processes of governance alone.

Are there areas of scientific consensus where a significant portion of the public
is misinformed? The panel is not able to make any judgement on this question on the
basis of information presented at the hearings.

In this context, however, the panel observes that there is a lot of work to be
done to find mechanisms for achieving consensus. On the one hand, it is important that
consensus not be achieved by excluding opposing points of view, and on the other, it is
important that there be processes whereby, following open debate, decisions can be made
and acted upon. Seeking consensus does not have to mean paralysis of action.
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The panel also observed that various religious faiths who made submissions to
the hearings need to develop mechanisms for reaching consensus. Submissions made by
certain religious groups obviously did not represent a consensus of congregations. The
point was made in several oral presentations that people felt excluded in presentations
made by their own faith groups.

QUESTION 3A
Who makes decisions in the various nuclear areas?

See Appendix for a description of the various actors in nuclear matters and
their roles in decision making.

QUESTION 3B
U7io has access to this decision making process

1) from the public
2) from the scientific/technical community
3) from those opposed to nuclear development

Distinctions should be made between three different areas of decision making:
1) decisions regarding the role of nuclear energy in providing electrical

power;
2) decisions regarding licensing for the mining, milling and refining of

uranium and for nuclear reactors;
3) decisions regarding the establishment of standards for health and safety.

With respect to decisions about the role of nuclear energy in providing electrical
power, whether to expand nuclear or whether to abandon it, the panel has the impression
that initially in Canada there was little open public debate. In Ontario, the govern-
ment regarded Ontario Hydro and the AECL as expert communities competent to decide the
question. This situation resulted in inadequate public consideration of the total
spectrum of issues: environmental, social, economic and public health.

Access for the public and those opposed to nuclear development has been limited.
While there have been public hearings and debates in the form of Royal Commissions and
Legislative Committees at the provincial level, these mechanisms have not provided a
consistent basis for public participation.

Similarly at the federal level where decisions are made concerning licensing and
regulations for the nuclear industry, the recent introduction of the Technical Advisory
Committee on High Level Waste to the AECL and two other technical advisory committees
to the AECB have provided broader access for the scientific and engineering community,
but access for the public and those opposed to nuclear development is limited to having
their views heard on a sporadic basis.

It is important to note that there are differing views of what access means. The
existing process is primarily one in which the decision makers listen, so that the
public can be heard, but the final decision is up to the decision makers. The panel
believes that "adequate" access should involve the public right to participate through
two-way debate so that citizens who so desire may become aware of the options considered
and the basis upon which decisions are made.
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As noted earlier the Porter Commission's recommendation for a standing energy
commission, advisory in this case to the Ontario Provincial Government, should be acted
upon and extended to having such a commission at the federal level to provide public
access to the-decision making process in all three of the areas outlined above.

QUESTION 3C
What is the role of values and pressures in scientific decision making with respect to
nuclear decisions'.'

QUESTIONS 3D
Arc the moral and ethical aspects of these decisions being given sufficient attention?

The panel would like to distinguish between individual morality and morality
within institutions.

Morality within institutions is really accountability. If there is accountability
one can expect moral and ethical reflection. If there isn't accountability, there won't
necessarily be moral and ethical reflection.

Bad decisions have been made. Some forms of low-level waste associated with mine
tailings and refinery wastes have not been adequately managed. T'lese circumstances may
reflect insufficient moral and ethical reflection on the problems of such wastes
both with regard to their technical character and the manner in which they are publicly
perceived. Such reflection is essential as an underlying basis for technical and
economic decisions. The panel is of the view that "cleaning up" these wastes is of
moral and ethical urgency.

With respect to individual morality and ethics, the authority to exercise expertise
brings with it a moral and ethical dimension as expressed in professional codes. There
is, however, also a need for institutional arrangements that support rather than
penalize individuals who "blow the whistle". One should not expect people to be saints
or heros. Are employees in the institutions associated with nuclear power encouraged to
exercise their full professional responsibility without fear that doing so would hurt
their corporate standing? Are there codes of conduct for corporations which ensure that
employees can live up to socially desired ethical standards without fear of jeopardizing
their positions?

The panel wishes to emphasize that it believes our society to be sensitive to
moral and ethical issues, whether these be related to nuclear power issues, abortion or
censorship. In this context the atmosphere of "name calling" that took place between
contending sides at the hearing was regrettable.

The panel believes that the two sides are not divided on fundamental human values.
Both sides want the world to be a decent place to live in, to protect peoples' health
and to provide efficient forms of energy. At the hearings, however, the proponents of
nuclear power tended to call their opponents "activists". The proponents would no doubt
be insulted if they were called "activists" themselves, even though they are activists
in their own cause as they perceive it. On the other hand, the implication of some
comments by the opponents of nuclear power was that the proponents are "grubby
materialists" and the only ethical people are the opponents. There is no cause for
satisfaction in either view.
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These moralistic stances appear to arise from the fact that the two sides have
different values regarding the process of decision-making and differing attitudes
towards science and professional expertise, not different values with respect to
basic human concerns. On the one hand there are the professional groups who have faith
in science and technology and who find it natural to dominate a decision-making process
to which public access is strictly limited. On the other are those who want change and
want to make that change possible through the avenue of public participation.

The differences are tc some extent related to position, who you are and for whom
you work, and perhaps to some extent are generational, expressed in varying degrees of
trust in authority. The so-called conservatives would view a lack of obedience as a
lack of morality. The so-called radicals on the other hand would consider any expert
who says, "Trust me", as by definition, untrustworthy.

QUESTION 3E
Who speaks for future generations?

The panel believes we all speak for future generations as far as we can. Good
stewardship means not leaving behind less than we inherited. In terms of energy this
argues for economically efficient design and use of energy sources so that options for
the future are not foreclosed. It argues for variety in research, for the testing of
alternatives, and for not placing all our efforts and resources in any one direction.

The panel found it interesting that the question "Who speaks for future
generations?" which has been primarily a philosophical question in the past, today is
present as a real question. Until relatively recently we have tended to think that the
next generation will be better off than we are. We have had confidence in progress. In
the twentieth century a number of events like the holocaust, the bombing of Hiroshima,
and Nagasaki, the maturing of the industrial revolution, sustained unemployment,
and persistent disparities of well-being both at home and with the third world have
brought pessimism. Perhaps only those who are already plugged into new technologies like
robotics and artificial intelligence are truly optimistic.

Finally the panel would like to state that in their view one of the most important
things to bequeath to our children is better and more humane technology and a store of
human understanding together with the institutions which maintain, generate and extend
that knowledge and understanding.

QUESTION 3F
Who holds the decision makers accountable?

1) from within the decision-making structures
2) from society at large

There are basically two kinds of formal structures of accountability. There are
formal structures within institutions like Ontario Hydro (decision makers within
Ontario Hydro are accountable to their Board of Directors who are accountable to
elected representatives) and there are formal structures within professions such as
licensing bodies. However, this kind of formal accountability is perceived by the
public to be inadequate.
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One of the problems of the nuclear industry, as mentioned earlier, is its legacy of
secret beginnings, accompanied by a feeling on the part of the public that "secrets" are
still being kept. The evidence of this sense is clear today in the degree of public
alarm and distrust.

To satisfy public demands for more accountability, there should be a greater
institutional openness, a public reporting that keeps citizens informed in a way that
permits them to understand the issues clearly. The panel notes that while there have
been substantial improvements - for example, Ontario Hydro now makes available to the
public information on technical flaws in reactors - there is a need for further
improvement, especially at the planning stages.

A number of suggestions have been made earlier in the report for ways to achieve
greater accountability through public participation. The use of technical advisory
committees to introduce peer accountability in addition to the more fundamental
accountability to a board was also noted.

QUESTION 4
Can large scale, centralized technologies like today's CANDU stations co-exist with a
participatory society?

The panel is of the opinion that large scale technologies interconnect as much
as they centralize. We are living in a global village; that is, we are living in an
interconnected world and we are interdependent as never before. The optimistic side
of interconnecting technologies is that we are learning to share responsibility.
People are becoming more aware and more concerned about their fellow human beings as
illustrated recently with the Ethiopian famine. The other side of the global village
phenomenon is demonstrated by a vibrant sense of local autonomy. People want to be self
governing wherever they live or work. The panel does not consider that this tension
between the local desire for autonomy and control and the concern about interdepen-
dency can be dealt with by getting rid of large scale interconnecting technologies
such as the Hydro grid or CANDU stations. It is incorrect to assume that eliminating
large technologies will result in a more participatory society.

The panel believes there is a fundamental adjustment going on, that there is a
point past which centralizing economies of scale break down. In fact, in some instances
new technologies are enabling things to be more decentralized. For example, with
computers more and more people are able to work at home if they choose to do so and
smaller groupings of people have become economically and technologically viable.

QUESTION 5
How does one calculate the overall financial and societal costs as opposed to the
overall benefits of nuclear technology?

The simple answer of the panel is that such calculations for an entire technology
cannot be made. As part of the way we go about analyzing questions concerning nuclear
technology, cost-benefit analysis is very important, but as a formula for resolving the
entire issue it is fruitless. We can widen the range of questions we ask - but our
ultimate decisions will necessarily be cumulative over time. Life in the global village
is a cumulative adventure.
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Decisions on basic questions should not be made solely in terms of immediately
perceived costs and benefits. To take a hypothetical example, suppose we found a new
oil deposit as rich as the Saudi Arabian deposit. Our whole approach to energy supply
would have to be rethought.

In fact, we can't make precise calculations for any one of the options in front
of us. What we must have is a program that continues to evaluate all possible options.
In the opinion of the panel, the door should not be closed on any option; rather, it
would be more appropriate to stimulate the consideration of certain options in order to
be ready to move if a new opportunity arises.

On the other hand, the panel wishes to note that Canada has to make trade-offs
and choices. With limited resources it is not possible to take on very many large
projects. In order to act responsibly, costs and benefits must be considered in making
choices even though the calculations will be fallible. That is to say, although we go
on debating, decisions must be made.

The panel perceives an increasing tendency to define as costs aspects of energy
development which were once not thought of as costs at all. It is extremely important
that the system be open to considering newly defined costs or benefits. Health costs,
the cost of public debt, the cost of disposing of wastes and decommissioning plants,
the cost of foregone opportunities and the cost of public participation should be part
of the process of calculation when planning for nuclear or other forms of energy.

CONCLUSION

Dissatisfaction with governmental decision-making appears to be a phenomenon of
our times, seen not only in nuclear matters but in many other areas as well. The pane)
had clear evidence at the hearings of a loss of faith in the legitimacy of
representative government and in the legitimacy of the traditional scientific
"establishment".

The public today is much more sophisticated and educated than it was in the
past. Attitudes towards authority have changed and government itself has changed in
ways that make it less accessible. The size of the non-elected cadre in government has
grown much larger relative to the number of elected members. The problem has become not
only one of accountability but also one of structural problems in our political institu-
tions.

The panel is of the opinion that the occasion of these hearings, to which this
report is responding, has arisen out of the failure of our government and institutions
to adapt to new public attitudes. The adversarial positions observed at the hearings
are also a part of this failure. There is a change in public awareness of how decisions
should be made in our society and who should be involved in them. While there are
varying views as to what constitutes appropriate public participation in decision
making, it is clear that more adequate means of providing for participation are
necessary.

Careful thought must be given to finding methods for constructive dialogue which
can provide for both public involvement and better decision making. One of the goals of
a participatory process should be to bring into the debate informed opinion that is now
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outside the process. In this context, it should be understood that participation does
not necessarily mean "getting your own way", rather it means there is an opportunity
for all views to become part of the decision-making process.

While there is and will be a cost involved in developing such processes, the
cost in public unease and alienation of not having adequate participation is likely a
much greater cost in the long term. Decisions must be made. In doing so there should be
on-going debate and review to ensure that where we are at any given point in time
represents the best knowledge available to us. A fair and open process of decision
making ensures that we are making decisions on the basis of that best knowledge.
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waste disposal (waste produced by the nuclear energy process) were secondary though
very real anxieties.

The Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons (NIT), to which a large
number of countries are signators, is not the perfect answer to nuclear security, but it
is the best available at present and far better than nothing at all. There is to be a
review of the treaty in 1985 and it lapses in 1995. It is crucial, for future safe
Canadian nuclear trade and for the world's survival, that a replacement treaty be
executed, preferably one that is even stronger than the present one. It is also vital
that countries with nuclear capacity who are not yet signators, be persuaded to become
so. Bu! there is serious doubt whether any of this will be possible, largely because of
the widespread belief that the super-powers are not serious about disarmament - an
important objective of the NPT treaty.

Sccrciivcncis: There was a major concern expressed at the hearings about secretiveness
in nuclear matters. The extent of this secrecy was well documented in one submission,
where it was shown that it was only through extreme perseverance that a satisfactory
answer was eventually received from the Canadian authorities. In a way, this is not
surprising, as nuclear decisions that are publicly announced are immediately attacked by
pressure groups who usually get media coverage and it's not human nature continually to
set oneself up as a target. The unfortunate result is secrecy. We, the panel, believe
that these issues are so vita) to all the people that there is a moral and social
obligation to allow public access to all such information, even if the consequences are
harmful to business or government. Surely the only exception should be "national secur-
ity", narrowly defined. Without facts, the Canadian public cannot fulfill its
democratic responsibilities.

Consistency: There was a significant amount of criticism at the hearings about
consistency in our government's decisions. As examples, the government condemns
Argentina for her Falklands attack but continues to build their CANDU reactor; it
forbids the use of Canadian uranium in nuclear weapons but allows enriched fuel which is
imported and "upgraded" in a Canadian research reactor to be returned to the country of
origin and used in weapons. Some of these inconsistencies are explained away by
legalese (We do not "own" the uranium which is enriched in our reactor; it is leased
from the U.S.) Some other decisions are in difficult grey areas.

Consistency, in itself, is not necessarily a virtue. Important decisions of this
sort are not made by civil servants referring to policy manuals, but by Ministers or
Cabinet on an ad hoc basis. We, the panel, know of no better way of dealing with these
situations at present. Important decisions of this type should be made by our elected
representatives. Our recourse as citizens, if we object to their decisions, is to tell
such representatives how we feel. Of course, the public cannot respond effectively if
they do not have full access to all the facts. Governments simply must be open about
nuclear issues.

Projected Energy Needs: There were widely differing scenarios for world power demand
by 2020. They varied from a 50% increase over the present to a 10 times increase, some
even more. There were questions as to the weight that had been given to price and
energy conservation in these projections, but even at the lower end of these
projections, such demand would put an impossible strain on traditional sources.
The gap must be filled by more unconventional supplies.
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It must also be recognized that the need for "mobile" fuels (e.g. for tractors and
transportation) may well exceed that for "static". This will put pressure to save
mobile energy sources exclusively for mobile uses (e.g. not to use oil for heating). As
yet, nuclear energy is not very mobile. Though there are exciting new sources of energy
on the horizon (solar, fusion, tidal, wind, etc.), none will be ready in time if
projected energy demands materialize. It does little good to say that if the research
and development money that has been poured into fission nuclear reactors had been used
to explore alternative sources, we would have them today. The reality of the situation
is that the only unconventional source of significant "static" power through to 2020 is
nuclear fission.

From a strictly moral point of view, the panel cannot see, at present, an
imperative to either carry on or stop the industry. Currently, there is ample
competition from other sources of supply should Canada cease to export. However, Canada
may face a moral question in the future, should it be sitting on a scarce and badly
needed commodity.

I. ECONOMIC IMPLICATIONS

(a) What economic benefits is Canada receiving - or likely to receive - from its nuclear
trade?

Upwards of 60,000 Canadians are employed in the industry. A large fraction
of these are employed through export of Candu's, fuel, medical radioisotopes and
nuclear generated electricity. There would be serious concerns for these liveli-
hoods should they be preemptorily cut off by closing down the industry, as some
presenters suggested. The case for immediate alternative employment was not
convincing. However, the nuclear megaprojects underway are highly capital intensive
and, once built, will employ relatively few. The question must be continually
asked: can this very large sum of money be employed more productively? And will it
be so employed if the nuclear alternative is rejected?

(b) What economic costs flow from this trade?

There is little market for Candu's, either at home or abroad, for the next few
years at least. If Canada wants to keep a nuclear industry and nuclear expertise, it
will be necessary for substantial government subsidies for some time to come. Is this
an appropriate distribution of resources? There is also the question of whether
interfering with market forces is a sound long-term strategy. The question is akin to
subsidies for aerospace, automotive, fishing or agricultural industries - the present
support of jobs in the expectations of better markets in the future.

The polarized submissions to which we listened gave no clear case for either side.
At present, conclusions are reached through our parliamentary process and, though not
all conclusions are the best, we feel that the process is still the best available. The
Canadian public generally has the chance to make its views known.



f'cj What are the benefits and costs to the countries with which Canada does busi-
ness '.'

Submissions ranged all the way from "we helped to save the country" to "Canada is
seducing third world countries into buying billion dollar nuclear reactors they don't
need". We, the panel, do not feel that Canadians can, from their privileged comfortable
position, decide what is "best" for others, who lack fuel, food and other "necessities"
of life. That must be a question that others decide for themselves.

There were concerns at the hearings expressed thai some purchasing countries were
spurred on by irrational or improper motives (prestige of joining the nuclear industry
club, getting closer to nuclear weapons, etc.) However, inasmuch as most of these
countries are purchasing on borrowed money, the scrutiny of the lending agencies
provides some discipline that decisions are made with world security as a concern and on
sound economic bases. But in essence, the panel thinks that other countries should have
the privilege of making wrong economic decisions too!

id) What is our assessment of the value of the benefits being received'.' What are the
social, economic and environmental costs of this trade to Canada and its trading
partners?

There is no doubt that energy does provide value. Correlations between energy
consumption and health, longevity and standard of living were provided at the hearings.
However, not all countries starting to benefit from nuclear power have had the desire or
infrastructure to pass these benefits on to the population immediately. Many emerging
countries should (though not necessarily will) have other priorities than nuclear
energy. The social costs and benefits can only be measured country by country and
Canadians would have to accept that country's evaluation rather than their own.
Economic costs have to be treated similarly. Environmental costs apparently can compare
favourably with other presently available means of providing energy (hydro, fossil
fuels, wood, etc.).

As far as Canada is concerned, it appears that, if world markets should improve,
there would be substantial social (jobs) and economic gains for Canada in the nuclear
industry at what appears to be an acceptable environmental cost (recognizing that there
is no such thing as a zero environmental cost).

Much was made at the hearings of the fact that many sales of Candu's are contingent
on Canada buying products or materials from the purchasing country. (Canada makes
similar demands when purchasing military equipment from foreign countries.) Canada has,
of course, an economy that heavily depends on foreign trade. Trade is a two way
street: it would be immoral to consider anything else. This is not to say that "barter"
deals would be always beneficial to Canada. We, as Canadians, may find that we are
accepting goods which the market doesn't buy. But this is an economic rather than moral
issue.
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2. THIRD WORLD IMPLICATIONS: ENERGY AND DEVELOPMENT

(a) Is the criterion of responsible stewardship being met and are the concepts of
justice, susiainabitily and participation being applied in the conduct of Canada's
international nuclear trade?

From the standpoint of Canadian concerns about Canadians, constant discussion
(such as the IPPANI hearings) is the exercise of democratic tools to achieve these
goals. There is no doubt that there are some tendencies to undermine these principles
(secrecy, authoritarianism, unilateral decisions, scientific superiority, etc.). The
freedoms that we have enjoyed in Canada are too precious to allow them to atrophy and
the public must always be vigilant.

The question is much more difficult to answer concerning the Third World, as there
are so many different situations in the many countries that make up the Third World.
Unquestionably, there are abuses of these principles in many situations. However,
Canadians are not in a position to dictate policies and politics in other sovereign
nations. The panel feels that it is essentially the responsibility of the Canadian
government to decide which nations should be excluded from nuclear trade because of
excessive abuses of these principles.

(h) As a country which has developed nuclear technology and which is rich in uranium
resources, would Canada be immoral to withhold these from the rest of the world?

If Canada has a contract with another country to supply nuclear equipment or
fuel, then there are ethical concerns to examine if we should decide to break that
contract unilaterally without just cause. Otherwise, at present, there would be nothing
immoral in withholding as there are many other sources of supply. For instance, the
panel believes Canada could make a purely economic decision to close down nuclear
exports now without moral qualms about denying something vital to the rest of the
world. In the future, should world demand exceed supply, then Canada may have moral
questions to consider in withholding exports, if she were then in a position to do so.

(c) Does the consultation that takes place between Canadian government agencies and
crown corporations and governments of other nations ensure that the best interests of
the people of those nations are being taken into account? How can the principles of
participation and justice he applied in dealing with countries with non-representative
forms of government?

Obviously, moral and ethical concerns are elements of the due process of deciding
the appropriateness of Canadian economic involvement with individual countries. The
responsibility rests on the Canadian government to make clear decisions in light of the
circumstances and ramifications of it foreign trade visavis the recipient countries. In
particular, the panel agrees with the presenter who submitted that Canada should refuse
to deal with countries who systematically and grossly flout fundamental human freedoms
by torture, detention without trial and arbitrary execution. We can legitimately draw
the conclusion that such a country would use the same behaviour internationally.

There are, however, limits to the political standards that Canada can reason-
ably expect our trading partners to meet. Reality dictates that the government of a
country is the international representative of that country. If we choose to deal only
with functioning democracies we will deal with very few countries indeed. And it would
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be highly presumptuous of us to circumvent any government and go directly to the people
(assuming we could talk to a truly representative group) without government invitation.
Therefore, Canada cannot ensure that the best interests of the people are being taken
into account, if only because we have no way of discovering what those "best interests"
may be. Furthermore we must recognize that, in other countries, "participation" and
"justice" may have different meanings (e.g. justice mav mean freedom from persecution)
and priorities (e.g. food may come before participation).

Canada is reasonably broad minded in its nuclear trading partner decisions.
This has left her open to criticism on specific cases, after the event (India and
Argentina would be examples). Some presenters felt that the government has a conflict of
interests (security vs. sales, future concerns vs. present jobs, etc.) but these
represent the true realities of their constituents. Therefore, the panel does not fault
the general policy. The government must assume the Canadian responsibility for deciding
which countries are and will continue to be responsible trading partners, bearing in
mind the interests of all Canadians.

id I Are these principles "our business" when applied to other countries'.'

While we, the panel, believe that fundamental deprivations of human rights are
Canadian concerns wherever they occur, we feel it would be presumptuous of us to assume
that any of us know what is best for peoples with very different cultures from our own
and with civilizations at different stages of development. There is a tendency to
believe that Canadian visitors to foreign countries who have talked to the "people"
really know what is what. Usually, on examination, it turns out that they have spoken to
a highly select and potentially biased group. (When warning of a "biased group" one
must include the possiblity that the government of that country may also be biased.)

If our direct consultation with the people of a country is a condition for our
assisting them, then we may end up not helping any of them. On the other hand, we enn
and should use trade sanctions to encourage compliance with our own international
nuclear standards.

(ei Are we promoting an energy system which would lead to unwarranted dependencies on
nuclear energy by our trading partners?

Once again, we deal with the question of who decides what is best for them?
Undoubtedly, spending a billion dollars on a nuclear reactor is going to lead to a
dependency on nuclear energy by the country in question. Before spending that kind of
money, both the government and the lending agencies would examine all the alternatives.
Furthermore, present Canadian practice is to examine the credit worthiness of a future
borrower. The panel does not believe that this is a matter of Canadian moral concern.

(/) Is it morally permissible lo supply uranium and reactors to countries whose
governments have a record of irresponsibility in matters of ecology, worker safely,
human rights and military adventurism?

Some other countries do not have an enviable reputation when it conies to care of
the environment or the safety of their workers. It is even more obvious that some
countries ignore human rights and some are military adventurers.
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Jt therefore seems obvious that moral considerations should eliminate some
countries as nuclear trading parties, but which ones and who decides? We, the panel,
believe that the elected representatives of Canadians (the government) should be
charged with this responsibility. This would then provide the ethical base for all
corporate nuclear dealings with foreign countries. Individuals or corporations might
add to this list on their own initiative because of their own particular concerns.

The question takes on broader aspects when we look into the future. Candu's, spent
fuel and the technology will outlast the present government in any country and who can
predict such things as political stability for generations into the future? Without
doubt, "the nuclear genie is out of the bottle" and nothing in Canada's power can
put it back in again. Many countries have nuclear materials and knowledge and can
easily get more from a variety of sources. While recognizing these potential dangers,
we do not feel that a stronger world security could now be gained by Canada cutting off
nuclear trade any more than we think that there is a moral imperative to continue in the
nuclear business. As nuclear energy is not an evil per se, at present such decisions
seem to us to be purely economic and political.

(g) Is there a place for nuclear energy technologies in a mixture of energy sources
and technologies? Who decides on the appropriateness of the technology'/

In many countries there will be a mixture of technologies. The decision as to the
appropriate mix should be up to the decision-making formulae of the country concerned.
Canadians cannot enforce their decision-making processes on other countries. They can
and do demand certain application and operational safeguards after such a decision has
resulted in an order for a nuclear reactor from Canada.

(h) Is the spread of nuclear technology inevitable? What is our responsibility to
neighbouring countries with respect to nuclear technology?

As stated before, "the nuclear genie is out of the bottle." The panel doesn't see
how the spread of technology can be stopped and indeed most "have" nations, including
Canada, are committed (by treaties, contracts and organization) to assist in the spread
of peaceful uses. We see nothing morally wrong in this.

Canada assists "neighbouring countries" with nuclear technology. Official Canadian
policy now precludes the supply of material for use in nuclear weapons. We, the
panel, do feel that it is Canada's responsibility to ensure that our exports are not
used for military purposes. For instance, we are not happy that the Canadian Government
excuses the fact that enriched uranium, which is leased from the U.S. as fuel for our
research reactor and then returned, may be used by the U.S. in nuclear weapons. (The
process of using it as a fuel in this reactor "upgrades" it so that it is more suitable
for weapons.)

If, as the panel suspects, the spread of nuclear technology is inevitable, then the
use of or the threat to use a nuclear weapon by an irresponsible person, group or nation
may also be inevitable. It appears to us that the power to prevent this must be
international: Canada itself has little clout against a foreign country.
(International, or super-power pressure, has already proven effective in some cases in
persuading smaller countries to dismantle plans to reprocess fuel, conduct weapon
research, etc.) The super-powers themselves often appear oblivious to international
pressures, but they are not unaware of international public opinion. Canada must
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continue to do everything she can to support international nuclear treaties and to
persuade other countries to do the same.

The answer for terrorism is not as simple. The panel can offer no solution to this
problem except increased vigilance to prevent material and knowledge from falling into
ihe wrong hands. It is obvious that to have Canada opt out of the nuclear world, in an
effort to prevent potential nuclear terrorism, would be but a futile gesture of no
practical \alue.

3. THE WEAPONS IMPLICATIONS

(a) Does research into peaceful applications of nuclear technology have relevance
tn military applications'.' Do military interests have unlimited access to such research?

The bridge between nuclear energy and weapons is very real. However, it is neither
as short as the "ami's" would have us believe nor as non-existent as the "pro's"
contend. The technology and apparatus of the CANDU could be used to produce a
clandestine bomb, eventhough the lead time would be very long. Should a "rebel" country
without a reactor choose this route to the bomb, lead time would likely be fifteen
years. It also appears that large, easily spotted separation plants are necessary to
upgrade the spent fuel for weapons use. There are faster and simpler ways of achieving
a bomb, should that be the sole objective of a country. Nevertheless, it must be
recognized that this is a possible way to acquire the nuclear technology necessary to
join the "nuclear weapons club".

Whether or not military interests have access to such information depends on the
country concerned. In Canada, we lake pains to separate the two, but in other countries
integration is closer. In the U.S., military and civilian uses are closely enough tied
that information must cross the "frontier" with relative ease. And enriched uranium,
which Canada "rents" from the U.S. to fuel the NRX research reactor at Chalk River, ends
up being shipped back to the U.S. in weapons usable form and may well actually be used
in nuclear weapons. We feel that this is a matter that must be taken into consideration
by our government in trading, even with friendly countries with whom Canada might have
defence pacts. We should be consistent in our stand that ours is a peaceful nuclear
industry and that our materials and knowledge must not be used in other country's
weapons.

We will not always be successful in enforcing our conditions on other countries
(witness the Indian experiment). However, when another country chooses to contravene
our conditions, then we should take such punitive actions as are within our capabilities
and seek international pressures as well. In the panel's opinion, however, it would not
be appropriate to discontinue our nuclear industry for all because of the crimes of one.

lb) Is there a connection between nuclear technology and the spread of nuclear
weapons? What moral and ethical Questions need to he raised?

There is little doubt but that India's so called "Peaceful Nuclear Explosion" was a
case in point - a connection between nuclear technology and a potential weapon. Our
ethical obligation is to counter possibilities of our materials and technologies,
supplied for peaceful purposes, being used for military purposes. Our efforts should
include a concern for the separation of civil and military sectors in nuclear weapon
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states, strict application of International Atomic Energy Association inspection to
civil nuclear sectors in all nations, and a moratorium on the spread of reprocessing and
enrichment technologies and plants.

(c) How effective are international treaties and safeguards with respect to nuclear
technology and fuel?

If we include in "treaties and safeguards" the already demonstrated retaliatory
actions taken by the "haves" against transgressors, we would have to conclude that they
have been reasonably effective to date (with the possible exception of the Indian case -
see above). The safeguards in existence are worth having but they are not yet strong
enough. The danger lies in the fear of the unknown future. The chief transgressors of
the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons (NTP) appear to be the super-
powers, who have yet to demonstrate any serious move towards disarmament (a stated
objective in the treaty). There are 124 signators to the treaty but notable holdouts
include France, China, Pakistan, India, Israel, South Africa, Argentina and Brazil. The
treaty will be reviewed in 1985 and terminates in 1995. It is essential that there be a
replacement treaty by that time. Canada must use her strong international influence on
countries who do not sign or comply with such international treaties.

4. OTHER MORAL AND ETHICAL CONCERNS

(a) What assurances about health, safety and operating standards should Canada require
from countries to which we propose to sell nuclear technology?

Obviously Canada has a moral obligation to seek and verify assurances on issues of
health, safety and operating standards. Canada might also demand an environmental
impact study and use persuasion to encourage public discussions before agreeing to sell
a CANDU. At present, Canada licenses (rather than sells) CANDU reactors, which allows
supervision during erection and operation. However, there is a much better chance for
such procedures being followed if there are international pressures, possibly through a
U.N. agency. Canada should back international efforts toward these ends and should set
an example by allowing such procedures within Canada.

There was some indication at the hearings that the Canadian public may have an
exaggerated concern about what could happen to a nuclear plant in the "worst scenario".
It should be made clear that it will not create a nuclear explosion. The worst would be
the escape of radiation to the surrounding environment, with enough time to evacuate
local inhabitants. However the land might be rendered useless for centuries.

(h) Should international agencies have the right to assist in setting standards
with respect to nuclear technology in other countries?

Canada has not the power to insist on her terms being continuously applied should a
purchasing country wish to go her own way. There are, however, international agencies.
The International Commission for Radiation Protection (1CRP) does research and sets
standards. The International Atomic Energy Association (IAEA) sets and inspects
operating standards. The right of these agencies to enforce their standards on
sovereign countries is supported by pressure from the international community.
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(c) Are criteria used by business adequate for the selling of standards? Do the
political ramifications require other bodies to exercise responsibility for nuclear
technology'.'

Each business develops its own code of stated or implied ethics. In the opinion of
the panel, some are adequate and some are not. Partly because of high profile and
public scrutiny, the nuclear industry has developed, over time, very high ethical
standards. However, when deciding such things as which countries to include or exclude
from trade, the panel believes this must be a government decision imposed on business by
law. It is too important an issue to leave up to the variable individual ethics of the
corporations concerned.

CONCLUSION

The Difference between .Xuclear and Conventional: While many analogies can be made
between nuclear and other types of energy, when one considers the prospect of a nuclear
holocaust, then all analogies fail. Conventional war threatens civilians and
combatants, mostly in the countries concerned: nuclear war threatens all life on this
planet. Conventional industrial processes can cause environmental damage that has the
hope of reversibility: nuclear contamination would continue for centuries. Therefore
the degree of concern and caution to be exercised in nuclear trade must be far higher
than for any other type of trade.

The Nuclear Bridge between Energy and Weapons: One fundamental polarization heard by
the panel concerned the link between peaceful and military uses of nuclear technology.
Arguments ranged from "nuclear energy is the logical first step to nuclear weapons" to
"there is no connection at all between the Canadian nuclear industry and the ability to
create weapons". The panel concluded that there is indeed a bridge between the two,
though it may be a long one. A convincing example is the case of India, where Canadian
technology and expertise provided to India for peaceful purposes, was used to create a
nuclear explosion. The technology that is necessary to operate a nuclear reactor would
provide a good knowledge base for the production of nuclear weapons. Power reactors do
create material that can be used in weapons, though this material cannot easily or
safely be used without expensive and readily observable reprocessing. Research reactors
(such as India's) may create more accessible weapon grade material. However, if a
country's sole objective is weapons, there are faster and simpler ways to acquire them
than via a Candu reactor.

The Decision Making Process: The panel entered the week with high hopes of unravelling
some of the threads of a very complicated ball of yarn. However, it soon became evident
that presenters were not as interested in reaching compromise positions as they were in
staking out their own territory. Canadians live in a tradition of adversarial decision
making (our parliament, our courts, our labour negotiations) but in these circumstances,
the panel felt that the extreme positions taken by the presenters resulted in their
arguments being less convincing rather than more. With subjects of such vital concern
as nuclear energy and weapons, we, the panel, seriously question whether this tradition
is still appropriate. In the adversarial presentations we witnessed, each side chose
such facts and presented those facts in a way that would support their bias. Morally,
is this telling the whole truth and nothing but the truth? The Japanese method of
decision making, where each side presumes they do not have the total picture and strives
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to increase its knowledge in order to make a more informed decision, appeals to us as
a model that could well be investigated for use in such important subjects.

The Public and the Debate: The presenters and audience at the hearings were, for the
most part, highly polarized and intensely concerned. The "pro's" tended to consist of
engineering employees of the nuclear industry: the "anti's" of "professional"
activists. There was little evidence that the ordinary citizen was much concerned with
the issues (low general attendance, minimum media coverage). One of the purposes of the
IPPANI hearings was to air these questions in public, yet the public yawned. Why was
there so little public interest and concern? Has the subject been so over-exposed that
the "man on the street" is saturated?

It must be of continuing concern to every one of us to br involved in public
matters so serious that they have the power to change the world. If the man in the
street abdicates this responsibility he will ensure the eventual demise of the
democratic process.
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PREFACE

This report is the product of reading and listening to submissions received in the
week of November 26-30, 1984. The panelists are grateful to the Interfaith Program for
Public Awareness of Nuclear Issues (IPPANI) for an excellent job of soliciting briefs,
organizing the hearings and providing the opportunity for all sides of the nuclear arms
issue to be heard in a forum of concern and reason.

The mandate of IPPANI was primarily directed at asking "moral, ethical and
spiritual questions" related to nuclear (in the case of our panel - arms) policies. The
specific questions drawn up by IPPANI to serve as a framework for the hearings on
nuclear arms are included after the preface to this report. We received many briefs
which did not explicitly raise any of those issues. The briefs concentrated primarily
on an analysis of either the strategic issues involved in the nuclear arms race or on
pragmatic dimensions of economics and politics in formulating policy in this area.

Thus, we have not been able to confine ourselves to the issues identified in the
framework for the hearings. However, we do deal with Canada's non-nuclear weapons
posture while "being the assumed beneficiary of the nuclear weapons umbrella of the
United States" and with Canada's involvement in the creation, testing and possible use
of nuclear weapons and/or delivery systems.

We found it convenient for purposes of our analysis to divide the briefs into the
following three categories:

1) moral, ethical and spiritual;
2) strategic analysis; and
3) pragmatic - political and economic considerations of the issue.

The three areas designated for consideration by IPPANI correspond roughly to
our categorization of the briefs in the following ways:

Our Categories

1) moral, ethical and spiritual
considerations

2) strategic analysis

3) pragmatic - political and ethical

Ippani Areas

3) ethical considerations

1) assumptions behind Canada's
security arrangements

2) Canada's participation in
nuclear weapon's production,
testing, deployment, use.

But the correspondence is rough. For example, our third category is much broader,
taking into consideration practical, political and economic issues on the world scale of
the cold war conflict, as well as the actions of the peacemakers and an analysis of
their modes of protest.

Under ethical issues, IPPANi outlined ten questions. We will deal with the ethical
issues in our own way only after we have analyzed and commented on the briefs. As will
be seen, the presentations were not adequate to deal with some of the questions raised -
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e.g., how the perceptions and moral evaluations on this issue arise. In other cases
the inadequacy of the evidence preferred led to conclusions which are primarily
interpretive and very fallible.

Some of the questions are based on false dichotomies. Question (b) asks, "Can the
ethic of nuclear deterrence be distinguished from the ethic of launching nuclear
weapons?" We suggest there is no ethic of launching nuclear weapons, and an ethic of
deterrence (or, as we describe it, threat) is only in the initial stages of formulation.
With the exception of one poorly argued and weak brief, which was based on accepting
the use of nuclear weapons, all the briefs, whether of the right, centre or left, found
the use of nuclear weapons to be unacceptable, quite aside from the ethical
considerations.

Some of the questions raised pseudo-issues. No one presented a brief which argued
for a pre-emptive strike. This was not a result of stacking the hearings with
presentations of peace advocates. There seems no evidence that anyone believes in a
pre-emptive strike, though some of the "peace" briefs ascribe such a belief to Pentagon
planners. This does not mean that either one of the two sides does not have a
first-strike strategy, only that the evidence we received does not support such a
conclusion. Moreover, focussing on this theme seems to distract from the main issue.
Further, seeking the answer to the question, "Is a strategy of a pre-emptive strike
morally consistent with the concept of deterrence?". involves an analysis of the issue
of deterrence, an analysis which makes the moral question of a pre-emptive strike
irrelevant.

In hindsight, some of the questions are poorly phrased. "Is it morally acceptable
to risk future generations for the sake of securing present values?" is misleading.
Present, as well as future generations are at risk. From the briefs presented, the
risks are taken much more to secure the preservation of a set of values in the future,
even if it is at the cost of undermining those same values to a degree in the present.
The effects of the interaction between current deterrence strategies and our ethical
values are much more to Ihe point.

Some questions were critical. We received several briefs which dealt with the
impact of the use of deterrence on our moral values. But we were not asked about the
impact on our moral values of other strategies. Further, that impact was assumed rather
than analyzed in most cases of anti-nuclear briefs. On the other hand, those that
argued for flexible response as opposed to the threat of all-out nuclear war ignored the
impact on our moral values.

Some questions were pertinent and we will refer to the issues underlying them.
Unfortunately, we received too few briefs in the hearings to provide guidance on these
issues. One example is the effect of the shift, presumably, from a conventionally based
strategy to a nuclear-based strategy on moral assessment and decision making in
international relations. Presumably, the intention of the question was to raise the
issue of the lack of time for any assessment, let alone a moral one, if nuclear weapons
have to be launched. As well, the decision is in effect delegated to one person. We
concluded that the issue was not the effect on moral evaluations and decision-making if
nuclear war were launched, but the effects of threatening nuclear retaliation. The
underlying issue was the ethics of threat, not the ethics of war.
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Some questions with which we do deal (included in the IPPANI document under ethical

considerations) - the attention and the priority Canada gives to independent foreign
policy and non-nuclear and non-military strategies - were addressed primarily from a I
non-ethical perspective. Canada does not give attention and priority to such •
strategies. Some moral briefs addressed this question, but only tangentially. For
example, what would the ethics be of our shifting strategies? The focus was more on •
whether Canada could realistically shift strategies. Similarly, non-defence strategies |
were dealt with much more as economic questions than as moral ones.

In making these comments, we are not by any means faulting the IPPANI organizers I
for the wording of the questions. Quite the contrary. We found the questions quite
satisfactory when we first read them. We merely wish to indicate why our major
categories do not conform to the original list of questions. I

This commentary on the questions raised in the panel guidelines comes only as a
consequence of reading the briefs, listening to the presenters and reflecting on the •
vast array of material. It is a demonstration of the value of the process. The J
guidelines served their purpose, but they are not the framework out of which we have
shaped our report. _

Following the three major sections, we will deal with the interaction of the three ™
major areas on one another and draw some conclusions. We then offer some
recommendations. I

We trust this report will be of some benefit in clarifying debate and discussion.
Certainly we learned a great deal in a very short compass of time and wish to express «
our gratitude to the Interfaith Program for Public Awareness of Nuclear Issues and the M
dedicated and efficient staff for having given us the opportunity to participate in the
discussion of one of the most important issues of our time.
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IPPANI QUESTIONS

A Hearing Into Canada's Involvement in Nuclear Arms

This hearing will deal with the following areas:

(1) Assumptions behind Canada's security arrangements
(2) Canada's participation in nuclear weapons production, testing, deployment and

use
(3) Ethical considerations

I. The Hearing will examine the assumptions behind Canada's security arrangements
with respect to:

(a) (i) the relationship between a stable peace and nuclear deterrence
(ii) the place of nuclear war fighting strategies within Canadian military

policy
(b) (i) the relationship between Canadian security needs and American nuclear

weapons policy and the degree of Canadian independence from that
policy

(ii) the degree of independence from American military decision making
(iii) the relationship between Canadian security needs, NORAD and NATO's

nuclear weapons policies
(c) the use of nuclear military power to secure and maintain the present economic

order.

2. In Canada's participation in nuclear weapons production testing, deployment and
use:
(a) What-are the federal policies or guidelines which determine the nature and

degree of domestic control of nuclear weapons presently on Canadian
territory?

(b) What are the federal policies or guidelines which determine the ways in which
nuclear weapons, nuclear weapons delivery systems, or fissionable materials

in the control of our allies may be transported, deployed, used or tested on or

over Canadian territory?
(c) In what ways do military treaties, pacts, or arrangements between Canada and

her allies determine the nature and degree of Canada's involvement in the
testing, transportation, deployment or use of nuclear weapons on or over
Canadian territory?

(d) What are the federal policies or guidelines which determine the nature and
degree of control over Canadian corporations and subsidiaries of foreign
corporations involved in building or testing nuclear weapons or aspects of
nuclear weapons delivery systems in Canada?

(e) To the extent that a stable nuclear deterrence is a possibility, is Canada's

participation in the development of new weapons systems well-designed to
advance that possibility?
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3. Ethical Considerations:
(a) How do the perceptions and moral evaluations underlying our increasing

nuclear arms buildup actually arise? To what degree does the public share
such views?

(b) Can the ethic of nuclear deterrence be distinguished from the ethic of •
launching nuclear weapons? |

(c) Is a strategy of pre-emptive strike morally consistent with the concept of
deterrence? a

(d) What should be the limits to the use of violence? What is appropriate to •
secure or defend with nuclear weapons? "

(e) To what extent is it morally acceptable to risk future generations for the
sake of securing present values? I

(f) What is the moral impact on our present values of maintaining the threat of •
all-out nuclear war?

(g) To what extent has the principle of deterrence been altered by recent •
development of limited or counterforce nuclear war strategies? I

(h) What does the shift of military strategy to a fundamentally nuclear-based
strategy do to the process of moral assessment and decision-making in _
international relations? I

(i) Does Canada give sufficient priority to the quest for non-nuclear and non- •
military security strategies (e.g., the creation of alternative alliances,
independence from American nuclear weapons policy)? •

(j) What are the economic and other implications of Canadian government |
subsidies to defense industries bidding on export contracts?
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I. MORAL, SPIRITUAL AND ETHICAL ISSUES

1. PREFATORY REMARKS

The definitions proposed by IPPANI for ethics and morality suggested that ethics
provided the philosophical or theological basis for distinguishing between good and
evil, whereas morality refers to the application of ethical principles to concrete
situations. This is not how the terms will be used here.

The distinction between ethics and morals will not be based on theory versus
application or practice. Rather, moral questions wili be considered to entail both
theory and practice in presumptions about good and evil entailed in considerations of
conscience, i.e., what the individual finds morally to be acceptable and unacceptable
behaviour. This was in fact the way those briefs addressing moral issues approached the
question. Morality was about the fundamentals of good and evil from which behavioral
guidelines were deduced.

Ethics will refer to publicly agreed rules for interpersonal and institutional
conduct defining actions considered to be right and wrong. Three briefs addressed the
ethical issues of what constituted a just war and whether current strategies were right
or wrong given agreement on such an ethic.

One of the unique advantages of our panel was the presence of one member directly
involved and primarily concerned with spiritual issues. Most of us took morality to be
related to individual conduct directed by evaluations distinguishing good and evil, and
ethics to deal with rule based conduct in social discourse and intercourse. Spiritual
values dictate both moral and ethical questions arising not from the individual or
society, but from the inspirations of spirit which infuse the individual with a direct
knowledge of what is good and bad and direct what is the right conduct for a group.
Operating through visions rather than critical reflection and communicating through
stories rather than intellectual analysis, this mode of inspired direction in behaviour
is best evidenced in the poem written by our spiritual panelist and included in Appendix
B.

The atomic scientists use a Doomsday Clock to indicate our proximity to the
midnight of our self destruction. The poem uses the scale of justice to suggest that
morally we've reached our lowest point. To offset this imbalance in the scale of
justice, the hand of man needs to be reinforced by the direct hand of God. Just as the
solution is direct, so is the knowledge of the ethical state of our present social
order. The vision indicates it is based not on rules of right conduct, but on theft and
oppression of the few against the many. Given the spiritual inspiration and the
unethical situation we are in, the translation of the spirit through moral anger and
indignation against our oppressors is immediately justified, for that anger itself is
God's anger. Either we, who are not directly inspired, creatively channel that anger,
or we get out of the way. Either we dedicate ourselves to the celebration of life or we
join in the dance of death. Either we open ourselves to the spirit and the force of
creative power, or we lose ourselves to the coercive power of oppression and
destruction.

This report is addressed to opening creative channels for that energy. It is
addressed to the analysis required for those who are not directly inspired by spirit or
directly informed by a religious heritage or text about what is good and evil so that
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their creative energies can combine with the energies of the spiritually inspired and
morally committed to avoid the dance of death and the coercive power of oppression and
destruction.

2. MORAL BRIEFS: DESCRIPTIVE ANALYSIS

The panel had before it eleven briefs which dealt with the issues from a moral or
ethical perspective. We have classified eight of these as having taken primarily a
moral perspective as we defined it in the prefatory remarks. These briefs were as
follows:

Written Only Written & Oral

a. Hilda & Walter Franz, Altona, Manitoba X

b. Durham Christian High School - Grade !2 X

c. Burnaby Christian Peace Council X

d. Teachers for Social Justice - Ted Schmidt X

e. Hiroshima - Nagasaki Relived X

f. Jack Panozzo - Canadian Catholic
Organization for Development and Peace X

g. Christian Initiative for Peace -
Mary Jo Leddy X

h. Canadian Conference of Catholic Bishops X

a. Hilda and Walter Franz

This submission, more a letter than a brief, is written out of concern as parents
and as members of a Christian historical peace church. The presumption is made that
both IPPANI and they are dedicated to working for peace. It is a letter of endorsement
as well as a request for information and advice.

Though written with humility, the letter opts for certain pragmatic preferences.
Trudeau's peace initiative, taken together with the testing of cruise missiles, is
viewed as a sign of ambivalence. Hilda and Walter Franz also advocate that Canada
support a nuclear freeze, nuclear disarmament and neutrality for Canada on the Swiss
model.

b. Durham Christian High School Grade 12

This group of young people base their convictions on a trust in God as opposed to a
trust in military weapons. Further, they declare that only if we have faith in God can
we live without the bomb. In other words, faith is not only set up as an alternative,
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but as the only alternative and one which will decimate the opposing belief system.
The source of faith is evidenced by the Biblical text, Joshua VI.

On the subject of strategy, deterrence is described as paradoxical in that, if the
nuclear weapons end up being used, we all are destroyed rather than protected. They
also presume the Cruise is related to providing the U.S. with a first-strike
capability.

Most of their attention was addressed to pragmatic issues. The first such issue
entailed Canada's withdrawal from participation in building parts for nuclear systems
which might be geared to a first-strike capacity. A second position entailed countering
the possibility of nuclear proliferation by opposing Canada's contribution to the
nuclear arms build-up through the export of uranium to countries that have the
technology to make nuclear weapons. Thirdly, they ad\ocate the shift of funds from
armaments to peaceful development.

In addition to these direct moves against the dominant strategy, they also state
their perception of the low level of knowledge and the current emotional state where
there is little hope for the future. The latter point was made in a very moving way by
one of the two young women who gave testimony before the panel.

c. Burnaby Christian Peace Council

They base their actions on their Christian convictions and, in particular, their
view of the Hebrew word "shalom" as meaning "God's concern for the wholeness of the
human race." On pragmatic issues, they oppose Cruise testing on the basis of its
strategic employment - its accuracy and first strike capability,its design to wage
nuclear war as opposed to deterring it, and its small size and ease of concealment which
present a problem for verification and control. In addition, they argue, we are not
legally obliged to test it as members of NATO. Nor do they believe we are testing it for
NATO but rather for the U.S.

Further to opposing Cruise testing, they deplore Canada's failure to support a
nuclear freeze in the U.N. where we recently voted against nuclear freeze resolutions.
Thirdly, they advocate that Canada become a nuclear-free zone and fourthly, in political
terms, that Canada should take a role as a conciliator between the western democracies
and eastern European countries. They recommend that NATO adopt a no-first-use policy
with respect to nuclear weapons and that newspapers employ "peace" reporters. They
support establishing a Canadian Institute for International Peace and Security and
applaud Mulroney's peaceful intentions, including the appointments of Douglas Roche as
Disarmament Ambassador and Stephen Lewis as U.N. Ambassador.

d. Teachers for Social Justice - - Ted Schmidt

This brief bases its convictions, as did the Durham Christian High School, on faith
derived from scripture, but also on particular Christian teaching and direct spiritual
inspiration. However, the stress was on the negative aspects of this world rather than
God's will. The initial quote is an apocalyptic calling for constant vigilance and
prayer to survive what will happen on that ultimate day. And in the case of activities,
the consequences of which are dangerous, absurd and morally intolerable, we are
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commanded not only to oppose them, but are called guilty if we do not protest, leaving
the decisions for such activities in the hands of an anonymous power elite driving us •
towards ruin. For even if one is silent and does nothing, one is guilty for not |
pointing out the evil being done by the sinner. The brief argues that we all live under
the Star of David and "are all marching to the crematorium," enlisting the synagogues by «
the use of common symbols and accusing the churches of apostasy if they do not support •
action with funds and deeds of resistance rather than mere words. *

This uncompromising protest and the anger expressed at the oral hearings, (where K
all governments were referred to as Judas and pragmatic politics was dubbed soulless), W
called for an "exorcism" of the demon of the bomb. From this perspective, no
compromise, hesitation or ambiguity is allowed, no involvement in the pragmatics of
realpolitik. I

Like other peace groups, the Teachers for Social Justice not only criticize world _
strategies and advocate others to direct their activities towards peace, but they point 1
out the sense of frustration and impotence of youth evoked so directly by the Durham »
High School students and referred to in what Mary Jo Leddy called their ephemeralism.

The group points to the faithlessness of those responsible (our government) as |
evidenced by their agreeing to participate in the development and testing of the Cruise
missile. The cruise is faulted primarily because verification is "impossible," thus •
making trust virtually impossible. Deployment of the Cruise is criticized for resulting I
in a change in strategy by the U.S.S.R. to "Launch on Warning."

This group also views America as superior in weapons overall, even if the U.S.S.R. 1
has an advantage in intermediate range weapons. They oppose the traditional deterrent 1
strategy of Mutually Assured Destruction. Canada should not test cruise missiles (or
their kin) or produce components for nuclear weapons systems, and should declare itself
a nuclear weapons free zone. NATO should adopt a no-first-use policy. 1

The argument for opposing deterrence is based on the lack of proof that deterrence .-
works (in the sense that it has brought peace) since there have been many wars, and ' •
since Germany and France evidently were supposed to deter each other with Strike bombers "
and Panzer divisions but did not. Rather, it is suggested that deterrence leads to
escalation in arms building and a waste of funds on guns instead of bread. However, the ' I
group seems to agree that deterrence is okay if it is a step towards disarmament, even iff
though deterrence is also regarded, as the Durham Christian High School students argued,
as faith in weapons rather than God. The intention to use such weapons, as well as •
their use, is criticized since the intention to use entails inevitably that they will be I
used.

e. Hiroshima -- Nagasaki Relived "

IThis brief is based on historical experience and the conviction that arises
therefrom rather than from religious faith. The group argues against the creation and
spread of nuclear weapons by informing the public about the horrors of Hiroshima and
Nagasaki in 1945. • i

On pragmatic issues, Canada's policies are found to be inconsistent in not
explicitly opposing U.S. nuclear armament while insisting on the use of nuclear energy
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for peaceful purposes, in cooperating in the testing of the cruise missile, in competing
for nuclear weapon related production contracts, in supplying uranium for nuclear
reactors which can be used to produce nuclear weapons, and by employing the rhetoric of
deterrence which identifies the Canadian defence department with the Pentagon.

This group argues that deterrence increases insecurity, not security.
Psychological instability in youth is also considered a direct product of the arms race.
They want a nuclear free zone for Canada, use of our influence to reopen arms limitation
talks, and withdrawal from arms escalation measures (e.g.. Cruise missiles) including
cooperation in testing. Political instability is said to be a result of economic
imbalance directly related to the economic waste of the arms race.

r. Canadian Catholic Organization for Development and Peace -- Jack Panozzo

This brief focuses primarily on militarization in general as a major obstacle to
development. Militarization results in distortion in expenditures, structures and
attitudes. For example, half the world's population is impoverished; one out of four
nations is at war with its own citizens or neighbours: the world is held hostage to
nuclear brinkmanship; there is an erosion of democracy. Our (people in the first world)
riches, greed, and thirst for power are important factors which shift the focus from
development to security. The minority profit and the majority are left in ignorance.
The centralization, discipline and uniformity induced by the structures of
militarization are also dangers.

This brief is categorized as a moral brief since the convictions about the nature
of the present world - the identification of the privileged minority with oppression and
militarization, and the impoverished majority as its victims - are declared rather than
concluded as the result of analysis, and are directly rooted in declared Christian
convictions.

g. Christian Initiative for Peace - - Mary Jo Leddy

This brief begins with a description of our moral desensitization as a result of
the arms race. It is not our cognitive ignorance but our affective anaesthetization
which leads to repression of our thoughts as well as our fears. The result is a new
ephemeralism. The result is paganism and barbarism versus religion and civilization.
Only religion can lead us out of the land of our oppression towards the promised land of
peace.

The author calls for peaceful protests and non-violent mediation against systematic
evil and repressed guilt. Like T. Schmidt, Mary Jo Leddy talks of our complicity and
advocates that Canada own up to its responsibility, and Christians to their need to
protest and not remain silent. The call is to symbolic action such as the peaceful
protests at Litton Industries, for Litton Industries was characterized in the oral
hearings as a "death camp in our midst." The system is evil, not individuals, and, in
the conflict, enemies get projected as evil, hence bedevilling the debate.
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h. Canadian Conference of Catholic Bishops

The brief was supported by many background papers (various statements of the
Canadian Conference of Catholic Bishops on this issue) which straddled to some degree
the division of ethical and moral questions. However, they placed the nuclear arms race
and deterrence in the context of a global economy with a built-in drive for
technological innovation which pointed to a source of evil in the system itself. Issues
similar to those in other moral briefs were stressed - desensitization, the promotion of
good versus evil in the neo-conservative ideology, the choice of death over life, the
decline of values and the loss of vision of our common humanity.

3. MORAL BRIEFS: CRITICAL ANALYSIS

All the moral briefs operate on a logic of mutually exclusive and opposing
reference points which are exhaustive of all the possibilities; there are no other
alternatives. Either individuals are for the way of peace and nuclear disarmament or
they are opposed.

Some of the briefs stress the positive source of their faith that puts them on the
side of good - personal conviction, commitment, scripture or a particular historical
experience, as in the case of the Hiroshima-Nagasaki brief. Other briefs give more
emphasis to the negative characteristics of the existing order. Schmidt sees anonymous
power elites and Panozzo the privileged few using militarization as a process for
maintaining oppression and repression. For Mary Jo Leddy, it is the system itself which
is evil, and her sensitization starts with the paganism, the barbarism she sees around
her in the moral desensitization and new ephemeralism of society. For the Canadian
Conference of Catholic Bishops, the source of evil is also in the system - in the global
economy and its technological imperatives.

Whatever the source of vision of the good and the diagnosis of the evil, this basic
contrast between a creative power for good opposing a coercive power of evil seems
implicit in all the moral briefs. The logic of the mutually exclusive exhaustive
categorization is that if you are not for good = peace = disarmament, you are for evil =
war mongering - nuclear arms and militarization. The source of evil is depersonalized
either in an anonymous elite or the system.

What is clear is that the source of faith can be myriad and even sometimes
contradictory. Thus, if scripture is used, Joshua VI can be cited as a source for
trusting God and not military defenses, while in another brief the Joshua text is used
to contrast an Old Testament warrior God with a New Testament God of love. This poses a
dilemma for those who don't initially share the convictions or interpretations of faith
or scripture. Since the source of faith among the believers varies, but that faith may
be the only basis for fighting the evil bomb in the words of the Durham Christian High
School, it is difficult to have a singular basis for determining action when that
singular basis is so pluralistic. The God in whom one is expected to have faith as a
basis for action has many faces. One of the faces may command nuclear arms rather than
nuclear disarmament. Since in the real world, evangelical Christians use the same text
to support nuclear armaments, one seems to be stepping on quicksand if faith or
scripture is used as the basis of moral conviction with respect to the nuclear arms
race.
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Further, those who do not share the same convictions are consigned to a complicit
if not explicit guilt for their inactivity, or else are characterized as insensitive to
moral issues ("morally anesthetized") or as simply unaware. One has at one and the same
time an irrefutable explanation of why the majority are not following the lead of the
moral minority, of the complicity of silence and unconcern, of moral degeneracy and
insensitivity or ignorance. One can then only give witness to one's convictions and
trust that the ignorant, morally insensitive or indifferent will awaken from their moral
turpitude and join the crusade.

While providing a foundation for one's actions as well as an explanation for its
minority appeal, this mode of presentation is alienating for those who do not share the
same convictions, but do not believe they are more insensitive or ignorant on average
than a dedicated member of the peace movement. A strategy which enlists energetic
voices to support the peace movement by means of a common language and analysis rather
than a particular set of moral convictions might be more appropriate.

Scepticism is reinforced when the nuclear disarmament proponents make controver-
sial interpretations about strategic issues and take them as self-evident truths. For
example, many of the briefs speak of cruise missiles providing a first strike
capability. First strike capability is not defined in the moral briefs but it appears
to be the capacity of one side to take out the whole retaliatory capacity of the other
side. As shall be seen in our strategic analysis section, no evidence was presented
that the cruise missile was intended to do this or could accomplish this, though there
are some arguments - the credibility of which we will have to examine - that cruise
missiles could theoretically be part of a pattern of weapons to give one side first
strike capability. But even if this latter were true, why isn't the contribution to a
potential first strike capability of the other side analyzed? Why, one asks, is it
always the Americans who are the initiators of evil?

What appears to be meant in the abbreviation of language is that the cruise missile
is designed to avoid radar detection and to be very accurate, and hence could be used
first in an all-out nuclear war to take out the detection systems or nuclear arms of the
other side. Alternatively, these weapons can be used in a conventional battle and can
entail the first use of nuclear weapons to respond to attack by a conventionally
superior enemy. One situation refers to the order in which weapons are used; cruise
missiles in this respect are first use weapons. The other situation refers to the side
which uses its weapons first; cruise missiles may entail the first use of nuclear
weapons in a conventional battle. There is little evidence in the moral briefs of
clarity or understanding in the distinctions between first use weapons, first use of
weapons and first strike capacity (the ability to use one's weapons to totally knock out
the nuclear capability of the other side). By themselves, cruise missiles show no such
capacity. Such confusions do not instill confidence or belief in a superior grasp of
facts or awareness about nuclear issues which the other side lacks.

It is important for credibility and clarity to attend to the equivocal use of
terms. When the peace movement asks the West to pledge no-first-use of nuclear weapons,
this connotes for many people that the West pledge that it will not attack the other
side with nuclear weapons first - that is, launch a pre-emptive nuclear strike. Western
leaders argue that such a pledge has indeed been made. On the other hand, no-first-use
also refers to the refusal to employ nuclear weapons even as retaliatory defensive
weapons in response to an overwhelming conventional attack. Such a use is clearly
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entailed in the flexible strategies and battlefield nuclear weapons developed and
deployed by NATO.

In sum, we found the moral presentations to be moving, sincere expressions of
deeply felt convictions, but they did not convince us of the virtue of their cause.
This does not mean that all the strategic understanding is wrong or the political
recommendations are incorrect, but only that the reasons are not convincing. In fact,
the arguments are at times counter productive, particularly when those who convey a
sense of superior awareness and sensitivity reveal a lack of awareness and an
insensitivity to the moral convictions of those who differ.

It is of course an arduous task to translate personal moral conviction into public
policy, and there are dilemmas whether the issue involved is nuclear disarmament or
capital punishment. But a requisite of entering into this discourse is that a common
mode of discourse be established. Mary Jo Leddy recognized this in her oral
presentation and commented on the changing nature of discourse as one stepped outside
one's immediate circle with the same convictions and mode of discourse, to wider and
wider circles with increasing differences in modes of communication. It may be that
witnessing through an act of love communicates to everyone, whereas witnessing through
an act of protest requires a calculation of the realpolitik.

This takes us into the pragmatic dimensions of the briefs. The programs advocated
had a large overlap and included Canada's refusal to participate in testing the cruise
or producing products for guidance systems of nuclear weapons. Canada was urged to
support a nuclear freeze and some urged that Canada become a nuclear free zone. Some
thought we should refuse to export uranium as a concrete means of supporting
non-proliferation. Some even urged we get out of alliances and become neutral. What
none of the briefs did was weigh the pros and cons of alternative possible action, or
measure indirect as well as direct consequences in order to arrive at a pragmatic
program.

From the moral assumptions professed, all of these actions follow logically.
However, pragmatics apparently entered the equation not to decide among alternative
courses of action to determine what was the right thing to do, but on the pragmatics of
estimating what a group could advocate without being dismissed as crazy. In other
words, neutrality or total disarmament followed logically from the moral positions
placed before us, but many groups did not go that far. Rather, they advocated measures,
such as a nuclear freeze, which would move in a direction away from the nuclear arms
race towards nuclear disarmament.

Why did one group adopt one position rather than another, given their moral
convictions? It appeared to us that it reflected the degree they were willing to go to
appear unrealistic to others rather than resulting from an analysis of the merits and
demerits of each proposal.

Further, many of the positions seemed to be infused with a profound inconsistency.
For, if the system itself is evil, how does one effect change? How can one expect to

change an evil system through peaceful protests? How does one get the government to
shift funds from arms to development if this is one's program? No program of effecting
change, no analysis of how this could be done is presented in the moral briefs. They
are briefs which state, "Here we stand" with the implication, "There you fall," or more
accurately, "There we all fall unless you stand beside us."
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4. ETHICAL BRIEF: DESCRIPTIVE ANALYSIS

Written Only Written & Oral

a. Phyllis Creighton X

b. Edmonton Interfaith Group -
Dr. W. Brouwer X

c. C.R. Nixon, and Paul Johnson
(appended to C.R. Nixon's brief) X

In general, the ethical briefs differ from the moral briefs in starting with an
analysis of the value systems which dictate moral concern, outrage and action. Though
some of the moral briefs address this issue, their depiction of the moral or immoral
dominant ethic is declaratory rather than analytic.

a. Phyllis Creighton

Phyllis Creighton's mode of analysis is historical. She argues that the present
nuclear deterrent strategy is rooted in an abandonment of the ethics of a just war
(entailing proportionality in the use of violence) that had previously placed boundaries
on human conflicts. The ethical break came in the mass murder of civilians in the
Allied bombing at Dresden and Hamburg. The thin edge of the wedge had been introduced
to open the door to universal mass destruction with indiscriminate slaughter of
non-combatants.

This breach in the doctrine of just war was complemented by the development of
deterrence doctrines, initially that "a nation's capacity to do retaliatory damage must
be sufficient to prevent a nuclear attack from being launched against it." Whereas other
briefs spoke of the difference between appearance and reality, this brief argues that
the alleged purpose of deterrence was in fact a cover for the reality of using the
weapons to threaten opponents through intimidation in order to fight the Cold War,
preserve or enhance one's power. Flexible response, counterforce and escalation
doctrines, therefore, are but a third stage in this continuity, increasing accuracy and
lethality as well as the utility of nuclear arms for actual use rather than a radical
breach from deterrent strategies.

The three stages in the development of the strategy were based on an immoral
premise which escalated, like drug taking, into an addiction based on an increasingly
psychotic deviance of thought from reality and a Manichean view of the world dividing it
into angels and evil doers, (a process which Mary Jo Leddy dubbed demonization).
Creighton roots the process in an historical pattern and an original historical sin.

Creighton then goes on to argue that deterrence is ethically and strategically
faulty. It is ethically faulty in that all the rules governing a just war doctrine are
breached, for example, the possibility of defence and the control of the degree of use
of weapons employed. Though the deterrence theory is ostensibly based on loyalty to
allies and the legitimate defence of shared values, the means chosen to preserve these
goals in fact undermine them. To really deter, one must convey a willingness to use the
weapons. The consent to possibly use a weapon, even as a last resort, when it is
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guaranteed to destroy the very values one set out to defend, is not really consent.
Therefore, deploying and developing the weapons are seen as wrong as the use of the
weapons themselves. Other arguments for the unethical character include not only the
consequences of usage and the conditions for usage, but risking the future for the
present, the alienation and despair inherited by youth, and the rigid division of the
world.

As a result of this analysis Creighton criticizes Canada's failure to vote for a
freeze, join in the "six-nations" four-continent plan, and Canada's participation in
cruise testing. From her analysis, one can recognize the value premises which are
basically those outlined in the faith briefs - trusting God rather than weapons, self-
sacrifice, and the acceptance of a common dependent humanity.

b. Edmonton Interfaith Peace Council — Dr. Wylze Brouwer

This brief opposes nuclear arms on the basis of what are argued to be the
fundamentals of the Christian faith in pre-Constantine Rome when the church was
pacifist, an argument supported by New Testament scripture. Secondly, it is argued that
even if war is justified for a just cause and decided by elected representatives as a
last resort for unified defensive ends, with the evil resulting outweighed by the good
and the means consistent with the goal to be achieved, none of these criteria stand up
to examination when the conditions for fighting a nuclear war are examined. The
decision would have to be made by a single man and not a congress or parliament of men.

Massive retaliation is not just, for it is the last resort, period, and not merely the
last step in an escalation of modes of conflict. By its nature nuclear war cannot be
limited and defensive. Only evil will be accomplished, not good, so that the means
(Mutual Destruction) is totally incompatible with the end of self-protection.

Pragmatic steps are proposed: a mutual and verifiable freeze on the testing,
production and further development or deployment of nuclear warheads and missiles;
unilateral destruction of 50% of each side's stockpile, leaving plenty left over to
deter the enemy; a complete ban on nuclear tests, no flight testing of nuclear delivery
systems or production of weapons material; and a freeze on military expenditures. These
would have to be supplemented by new means of establishing international cooperation.
The Canadian government could unilaterally initiate nuclear suffocation and influence
NATO to rely less on a nuclear defence of Western Europe, convince its allies and
members of the NATO pact to embark on negotiations as a priority, work to make the
international order truly effective, undertake studies on the ethical basis of war to
reduce world inequity, read and reflect on scripture and pray.

c. C. R. Nixon

C.R. Nixon has the only brief that defends deterrence in the present context as
ethically superior to unilateral disarmament initiatives. Nuclear deterrence is
intended only to terminate the hostilities without loss. Because the policies and
practices of the U.S.S.R. entail rule through strength, increased strength and powerful
armaments are required as the only means to bargain with the U.S.S.R. Unilateral moves
increase rather than decrease the risks of war. There is no "race" on the West's part,
only an attempt to maintain its deterrent. Further, arms themselves are not dangerous,
only their use is dangerous.
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The basic ethical argument is contained in a written attachment to the brief by
Paul Johnson, outlining and detailing the history of the development of the doctrine of
a just war in Christianity. It begins with Aquinas' three doctrines: the decision to be
made by due legal authority, motivated by just cause and rightful intent, and with the
consequence of good outweighing the evil. This doctrine of a just war was later
supplemented by Suarez' universalization of the theory to apply to situations between
Christians which went beyond war. He added more guidelines: the last resort doctrine
(the cause to be so grave as only to be soluble by war), and the requirement that it be
fought in a discriminate (differentiating between combatants and non-combatants) and a
proportionate manner.

In this ethical analysis of the just war doctrine, the premise is accepted that
waging a nuclear war cannot possibly fit a just war doctrine in any of its parts.
Therefore, the justification for fighting a war is different from the justification for
deterrence, which is to prevent a war. Johnson agrees with Creighton that the just
boundaries for conflict were broken prior to the nuclear arms build up in Churchill's
decision to engage in indiscriminate bombing of German cities to destroy the morale of
workers. Dresden was a clear turning point. He argues that nuclear weapons introduce
no new moral issues, only novelties of scale. Because they destroy the economy of war,
prevention is easier as neither side has anything to gain from the use of armaments.
Deterrence as a mode of preventing war fits into all criteria of justice. It is
endorsed by the majority of the electorate as policy as evidenced by those whom they
elect. It has a just cause, the prevention of war and rightful intention to obtain
peace. The good achieved, peace, far outweighs the tremendous evil of its cost and the
other evil of its risk, since it is not foolproof. Since waging war is not part of
Deterrence Doctrine in the form of MAD, discrimination and proportion applied to the
waging of war are not relevant. The doctrine fits in with choosing the lesser evil and
the argument of necessity given the alternatives at hand.

Further, it is argued that it works, though this cannot be proven absolutely.
Nevertheless since this is the basic strategy, and since there has been no war in the
European theatre where deterrence has been utilized, the onus of proof is on the
opponents of deterrence.

The subtle argument of Creighton, who connects deterrence theory with the
credibility of use, is then addressed. "In order to prevent war, is it wrong to
threaten to do something which, if you actually did it, would unquestionably be evil?"
For if you concede it is right to threaten to use nuclear weapons, but evil to use them
and you would not, the credibility of the threat is destroyed. Deterrence depends on
the enemy believing you can use nuclear weapons and you will use them. Since the
intention to use, which you must convey to maintain credibility is evil (though the
overriding intention is to prevent their use), the result is a doctrine which is in one
aspect unjust and another just.

Two arguments are then introduced to get out of the conundrum. Deterrence is
accepted if the strategy helps bring about deterrence. Secondly, there is no
alternative lesser evil, (though there are greater ones), making deterrence morally
obligatory while pursuing other nobler ends such as disarmament.

What about Canada being non-nuclear and pure while enjoying the safety of the U.S.
nuclear umbrella? Johnson suggests such a position is morally ambiguous at the very
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least and more likely inconsistent and hypocritical. Further, it leads to the problem
of a chain of consequences - the removal of nuclear weapons from Europe, the erosion of
NATO and parallel measures in the U.S. - thereby destroying the credibility of
deterrence. The resulting demoralization would confirm Soviet belief in disintegration
of the West, thereby increasing the risk of war or, alternatively, giving way to
appeasement.

Further, the anti-deterrence theorists ignore other aspects of the moral debate
involved in the Cold War. For example, there is the moral non-equivalence of the U.S.A.
and the U.S.S.R., with the latter entailing a structural propensity towards evil, (the
spectre of totalitarianism and the threat to all members of human society). The absence
of opposition would allow that system to grow unabated. It is argued that it is moral
to limit the range of injustice by choosing nuclear deterrence as the least of evils.

If the resultant strategy is to be effective, the deterrent must be credible,that
is, as powerful as necessary to deter, hence constantly updated and made as accurate as
possible. Then morality is improved because weapons can be targeted on exclusively
military targets. Indiscriminate bombing is in part a product of inattention to
improving the technology of accurate bombsights and navigation. Civil defence also
improves the credibility of deterrence. Hence, one is obligated to improve this aspect
of the overall strategy.

5. ETHICAL BRIEFS: CRITICAL ANALYSIS

The ethical briefs tried to place moral convictions within a common mode of
discourse, the concept of a just war. Given the doctrine of just war as an acceptable
ethical measuring stick, is nuclear deterrence compatible with such a doctrine? The
argument is joined at each of the elements of the doctrine.

Is the authority that governs the execution of the strategy legitimate? Dr. Wytze
Brouwer, for example, argues that nuclear deterrence cannot possibly be legitimate since
the decision maker, in the short time available, would have to decide virtually alone.
In western democracies only parliaments or congress have the power to declare war, and
then only for one's own country, not for allies, let alone the world. Can such
authority for a decision to use nuclear weapons possibly be legitimate according to just
war doctrine?

The pro-nuclear side argues that the governments which support nuclear deterrence
and its variations are legally elected, and they have the power to delegate decisions in
an emergency to an executive authority. This has in effect been done. Further, since
the use of the nuclear arsenal is viewed as a response to an attack, past parliamentary
practice enables the executive authority to respond to defend its side in a crisis. The
legal authority, both to adopt a nuclear deterrent strategy and to make it operational,
clearly exists.

What about the "just cause" as the minimal adequate motivation for going to war?
Dr. Wytze Brouwer quotes the 1977 Synodical Report to the effect that massive
retaliation is not a just cause for war. But Paul Johnson argues that the employment of
nuclear strategy, including its possible use, fits into the requirement that a just
cause "be an injustice of exceptional gravity, irreparable by other means." The
employment of a massive retaliatory nuclear strategy, it is argued, is itself a just
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cause because the alternative is to face Soviet totalitarianism unarmed, "a moral
threat humanity has never faced before." Given the assumption that Soviet authorities
would not scruple to use nuclear weapons to achieve their unjust ends, the employment of
the only means of stopping them, however dangerous and however evil the consequences, is
thereby justified. But since the West does not intend to use the weapons, (though
Johnson admits the risk that their use may indeed be an unintended consequence of their
employment), and since the justice of a cause is derived from intentions and not from
unintended consequences, nuclear retaliatory strategy is indeed a just cause. This
includes the expression of the willingness to use those weapons in defence if required,
since the expression of potential will is a precondition of the effectiveness of the
nuclear strategy.

Phyllis Creighton concedes that "fear of the alien, totalitarian, communist Soviet
Union fuels the impetus to the arms buildup." But, since the willingness to employ the
weapons must be an inherent part of the strategy, even in retaliation, the use of
nuclear weapons is not an unintended consequence, but an intentional use. Further,
since it would result in the destruction of all of life, at least as we know it, massive
retaliation does not seem a defensive function at all, but only a vengeful one.

The difference between these two positions is that the defenders of nuclear
deterrent strategy stress that the just cause and rightful intention aspects derive from
the character and effectiveness of the deterrence, with the use an unintended and
horrible by-product of the failure of what is by itself just and right. The critics say
that threat cannot be so divorced from the possible consequences, especially since the
effectiveness of the nuclear strategy depends on the other side's believing that your
side is willing to employ nuclear retaliation. We shall have more to say about the
connection between the nuclear strategy, credibility and use in the discussion of
strategy.

The ethical dimension of the debate does not stop here. The issue of just war not
only entails the grounds for going to war, but the conditions under which it is waged.
A just war must use means which are proportionate to its end and which discriminate as
much as possible between the guilty targets one wishes to eliminate and the innocent
others. If innocents are indeed harmed, these indirect consequences must be weighed
against the greater good obtained in the committing of evil acts. But massive
retaliation is by definition not proportionate. The very doctrine undercuts the
principle of proportionality of response, since the response requires no
proportionality. Further, it is also inherently indiscriminate. It will destroy not
only the evil enemy leaders but the whole of the enemy nation, and likely one's own
nation and the rest of the world as well.

If one adopts a flexible response doctrine in order to maintain the proportionality
thesis, one encounters two problems. The principle of discrimination could not be
maintained because, "The use of nuclear battlefield weapons would destroy not only the
armies of the enemy, but kill virtually all the inhabitants of the battlefield area, and
make the land uninhabitable for many years." Further, since flexible response is
inherently unstable and would more likely lead to escalation than not, proportionality
could not be maintained either. Johnson agrees that, "It is hard to see how it can be
lawful to use thermo-nuclear weapons except against isolated military targets, and t.i-.
use of tactical and battlefield nuclear weapons must clearly be very restricted," But he
goes on to argue that because the magnitude of possible destruction is of such colossal
size, the need to prevent war is paramount. Further, the nature of nuclear war changes
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the debate in another way. It eliminates the possibility that the end can be
proportionate to the means employed and can discriminate in any meaningful way, and
thereby - and here is the twist - makes prevention much easier. Precisely because it
does not pay to go to war on practical, strategic and certainly ethical grounds, it is
much easier to prevent war, provided you are willing to employ a deterrence strategy,
the only means available to deter both the aggressor and war itself.

But, the critics argue, what about the possibility of accident? Further, one must
go back to the connection between the threat and the credibility of threat depending on
the willingness to use the threat. Quite aside from the potential for an accident, this
alone makes the deterrent situation inherently unstable.

The issue then turns to whether nuclear deterrence is ethically necessary as the
only available strategy to prevent nuclear war and, hence, is the lesser evil. Are
there strategies other than the choice between massive retaliation and/or flexible
response, on the one hand, and effective nuclear disarmament on the other, so that
deterrence is shown not to be the only strategy? Is deterrence an ethical necessity?
Secondly, is it a lesser evil? On the one extreme, would it be a lesser evil for us to
live under an oppressive communist regime than the nuclear umbrella, if these were
indeed the choices?

This shifts the argument to whether nuclear deterrence works. Johnson argues
deterrence is indeed a prudent strategy since, "the surest way of preventing war in
present circumstances is the policy of nuclear deterrence." Phyllis Creighton rebuts
this contention in that it does not meet the "proof of evidence," arguing that there are
other plausible reasons why all out war has not occurred. Further, even if it has
worked, there is no proof that such success will continue. Prudence does not require
certain knowledge, only reasonable judgement as to whether it is likely that it was
effective in the past and might continue to be effective in the future given any
proposed alternative. Clearly, given the nature of the "beast" and the unrepeatability
of such an experiment, one can only speculate about future possibilities. There is
no certainty here. Finally, assessing the prudence of the measure (weighing risks of
accidents and failure against benefits, assuming that it has worked) is itself virtually
impossible even as a thought exercise, since the scales of comparison are impossible.
The risk of total destruction is not something against which anything else can be
measured.

The difficulty with engaging in an evaluation of the debate on the ethical grounds
of just war doctrine is that essentially, while both sides use the criteria applicable
to a just war, both sides also admit that the nature of nuclear deterrence and its
possible consequences qualitatively change the nature of the debate. Both sides agree
that nuclear war is ethically intolerable, and even its restricted employment, with the
possible inherent necessity to convince the other that one is willing to use the weapon,
is impossible to contemplate. So the issue goes back to the usefulness and prudence of
using an instrument which not only is not intended to be used and cannot be used, but
the effectiveness of which depends on the other side believing that one can and will use
the instrument, and that the use will be effective.

It is to this fundamental paradox we must turn in the examination of nuclear
strategy.
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II. STRATEGIC ALTERNATIVES

1. PREFATORY REMARKS

The dominant current strategy has been based on mutually assured destruction or
MAD. It is based on the threat of massive retaliation with thermonuclear weapons if the
other side attacks, a strategy which requires that each side retain a capacity to hit
the other side and wipe it out after being attacked. The usefulness of such a strategy
depends on threat. If the threat works, the intention is never to use one's weapons.
In other words, in a MAD strategy, the weapons are only useful if they are never used.
If used, the threat and the weapons behind it will have proven to be useless.

Complementing this paradox of weapons which are only useful if they are never used
is the principle of credibility. The MAD strategy is only workable if the other side
believes that you can use such weapons and that if you do use them, you will be
successful in destroying the other side in the process of being destroyed yourself. So
though the weapons are only useful if they are not used, the other side must believe
that you can and will use them successfully if required.

This complementary "use" paradox behind the dominant nuclear strategy of the last
two decades has a corresponding technological paradox. The weapons are not only useful
if they remain unused while the other side believes you can and will use them
successfully, but that credibility of use can only be maintained if the technology is
constantly being improved so that the other side never gets ahead in such a way that
they can destroy your side's capacity for massive retaliation. Credibility is based on
a real capacity to carry out the massive retaliation. The other side must not only
think you can and will use the retaliatory option, but you must in fact have the
capacity to use it. The weapons are only useful if they are not used and if the other
side believes you can and will use them and, in fact, you can use them.

This second "technological" paradox of deterrence entails constant technological
improvement to maintain credibility. But the deterrence doctrine taken in itself
requires a stable situation of mutual threat. Since the credibility dimension leads to
an imperative for technological improvement, the situation is inherently unstable. If
one side, to maintain its credibility, obtains the capacity to eliminate the other side
such that it cannot retaliate, then the side that loses the capacity to retaliate, in
effect, becomes "defenseless" since it can no longer deter the other side from an
initial devastating strike. Thus, the point of technological innovation is not to get
so far ahead of the other side that one can destroy the other side's capacity to
retaliate, but only so far as one's own capacity to retaliate is maintained. The
imperative of technological innovation related to credibility and to deterrence is only
valid insofar as the innovations do not undercut the deterrent strategy. In other
words, the technological innovations are not developed to create a use function, but to
guarantee that the weapons remain unused.

We thus have two sets of paradoxes:

The Use Paradox

I) Intention - Not to Use Nuclear Weapons: Nuclear weapons are useful only if
they remain unused.
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2) Credibility - Willingness to use Nuclear Weapons: The other side must believe
you can and will use the weapons successfully if required.

The Technological Paradox

1) Unlimited Improvement: (over time) Technological improvement is a constant
imperative to maintain the capacity to use these weapons.

2) Limited Improvement: (at any one point in time) The technological
improvement is limited by the need to maintain the belief that the weapons
will never be used to hit the other side first and totally destroy it so that
it cannot retaliate.

Most of the dimensions of this set of paradoxes about nuclear weapons were made
clear to us in the presentations. However, each paper either ignored one or more
aspects or else focused on disclosing absurdity in order to argue for a modest or
radical change in strategy or an abandonment of the strategy altogether. To reflect
this, we have grouped the papers and submissions into five categories:

A. those who wish to alter the strategy so that nuclear weapons become indeed
useful;

B. those who wish to maintain the status quo;

C. those who support a reformed deterrence strategy relying on minimum levels of
arms to deter attack;

D. those who believe the deterrence strategy is inherently too unstable so that
they seek to reinforce alternative strategies;

E. those who focus not only on the absurdities of the situation, but on the
consequences of the strategy in order to provide an imperative for the
development of other strategies.

We will deal with the following briefs (submitted in written form and presented in
oral discussions) according to the five categories defined above:

A. Strengthening Deterrence:

George Bell, Canada's Involvement in Nuclear Arms

Miroslaw Matuszewski, Canadian Coalition for Peace through Strength

B. Defence of Existing Deterrent Strategy:

John Gellner, Deterrence is the Only Reliable Strategy

C. Deterrence at Lower Force Levels:

R.B. Byers, Deterrence Under Attack: Crisis & Dilemma
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D. Shift Balance from Primacy of Deterrence to Other Alternatives:

C.G. Jacobson, Peiente or Nuclear Winter: Have we Lost Control?

John Lamb, Canadian Centre for Arms Control and Disarmament

E. Shift Strategies:

Anatol Rapoport. Science for Peace

Dr. F.G. Sommers, Children's Mental Health and the Threat of Nuclear War

2. DESCRIPTIVE AND CRITICAL ANALYSIS

A. Strengthening Deterrence

George Bell, Canada's Involvement in Nuclear Arms

( i) Descriptive Analysis

The paper submitted is a summary of sixteen "findings" derived from a longer
statement, in turn derived from nine draft research papers, which were in turn
summarized in an attached paper. The abbreviated nature of both the findings and its
basis makes it difficult to know if any shortcomings were a result of the process of
summation or whether it was inherent in the position itself. However, we can only base
our findings on what was submitted, supplemented by the oral presentation in which there
was an opportunity to clear up misunderstandings.

Bell's submission is set in the context of the "overall strategic environment." He
argues there has been a deterioration of the East-West military balance. Although there
is rough parity with the U.S. in nuclear forces, the Soviets have a massive superiority
in theatre nuclear weapons through the deployment of hundreds of more accurate and
mobile missile systems only recently countered by the NATO deployment of Cruise and
Pershing-II missiles in Western Europe. The Soviet Union also enjoys great superiority
in conventional armed forces assessed in terms of troop numbers, quantities and
qualitative improvement of military equipment (e.g., an additional 10,000 new tanks).
All this has been supplemented by the Soviet Union's acquisition of an outreach
capability, primarily in the acquisition of "blue-water" navy and strategic bases.
Soviet military expenditures represent 12-14% of their GNP or twice that of the U.S.A.

The second "finding" noted in Bell's report is "the persistent threat from the
Soviet Union and its allies to the values of western democracy." This is supported in an
attached document by reference to the assumptions and intentions of the Soviet Union;
namely, that "the two sides will be in constant conflict" and that the Soviet Union
intends - and the military thrust potential is an adjunct to this policy - to acquire
global strategic advantage. Thus, though Soviet goals are variously interpreted as
offensive or defensive or simply opportunistic, the complement to those goals always
entails the development of Soviet global strategic thrust.
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After these initial statements, the political and general strategic priorities of
the West and of Canada in particular follow: non-neutrality for Canada; support for
collective security and the recent NATO strategy of forward defence and flexible
response to maintain a credible, balanced defence, (including the strengthening of
NATO's conventional forces and the deployment of Cruise, Pershing-II and precision
guided airborne weapons). Given the overall conventional superiority of the Soviet
Union, the retention of the option of "first use" of these weapons is important for
Bell.

The rest of the paper goes into the corollaries, nuclear weapons modernization and
rejection of nuclear free zones since the thrust is world-wide. Alternative strategies
to deterrence are dismissed, including arms control and disarmament as a substitute for
security since two factors seem to be at stake. There is not only a concern about a
deterioration in security but there is a threat to "the maintenance of western values."
Thus, the alliance is endorsed and Canada plays a dual role as part of the security
system while abstaining from nuclear weapons so that it can provide a lead in preventing
proliferation.

(ii) Critical Analysis

Unfortunately, the oral testimony of the President of the Canadian Institute of
Strategic Studies did not help clarify the panel's understanding of the issues since
the answers did not, for the most part, respond to the questions asked. This does not
mean that we concluded at that point that the position adopted was baseless or
ill-informed, but only that the communication of the position left a lot to be desired.

Part of the confusion resides in the many senses in which a simple term is used
without the help of clarification. Bell writes about a deterioration of the East-West
military balance. Does he mean the balance in each side's capacity to retain a second
strike capability? Balance can mean that Soviet superiority in conventional forces is
offset by the West's qualitative superiority and defensive stance; that is, balance
means overall balance. Balance can also mean specific balance, i.e., balancing
conventional forces with conventional forces, nuclear theatre weapons with nuclear
theatre weapons, a strategic thrust capability with a strategic thrust capability.
Further, balance can mean an internal strategic balance wherein the stress on nuclear
deterrence and massive retaliation is balanced with limited nuclear war strategies and
conventional war strategies.

If we interpret him correctly. Bell clearly does not mean there has been any
slipping in each side's ability to destroy one another through a second strike
capability, since he speaks of a rough parity in nuclear weapons. Nor does he seem to
mean a global balance in which strength in one area is offset by strength in another
area. If he meant specific balance, then the Soviet Union's acquisition of a "blue
water" navy is merely an achievement of balance with the U.S. and not a deterioration
in the balance on our side. If he meant global balance, nothing in the presentation
enables one to understand what deteriorated and what needs to be redressed. One thinks
he means specific balance when he justifies the deployment of Cruise and Pershings to
offset the massive superiority of the U.S.S.R. in theatre weapons.

This confusion was compounded by an appeal to unimpeachable authorities during
questioning. The testimony, in fact, had more in common with the moral briefs based on
faith than the other witnesses providing strategic analysis.
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To return to the question of "balance", we cannot be sure that we are interpreting
Bell correctly but we think he means the following. The Eastern and Western blocs once
"enjoyed" both a nuclear deterrent balance and a global military balance. The nuclear
deterrent balance has been maintained but the introduction of Soviet nuclear theatre
weapons (presumably SS 18's, 20's, 23's, etc.), increased numbers of tanks, and an
increased naval capability, have in effect provided the Soviet Union with an end run
around the West's strategy of offsetting conventional superiority with a nuclear
retaliatory thrust, since the primary thrust is no longer nuclear but resides in the
military-strategic thrust. In other words, the "global balance" strategy of the 60's is
no longer applicable. A specific balance strategy must be adopted since the Soviet
Union has set out to achieve such a balance in areas where the West once enjoyed a
significant superiority, e.g., in naval capability. Hence, the need for military
expenditures "all across the board".

If this indeed is what is meant, and we admit we are not at all sure, the
arguments offered were to say the least singularly unpersuasive. They were of the form:
we must balance weapons system with weapons system because the Soviet Union is balancing
weapons system with weapons system where we were once superior and has jumped ahead in
areas which we have until recently neglected. In other words, the argument is, since
the Soviet Union is doing it, we must do so as well.

Perhaps this is correct strategy. But the arguments, the balance of funds
expenditure overall and the conflict in values, are presented as self-evident. The
first argument doesn't help. If the Soviet Union is spending twice as much of its GNP
as the U.S., but the GNP of the U.S. is much larger, (perhaps twice that of the Soviet
Union), then the U.S. already has parity. If the overall GNP of the West is considered
(including the expenditures of U.S. allies) as opposed to that of the Eastern bloc,
the answer might reveal Western military expenditures in excess of those of the Eastern
bloc. The failure to observe minimal standards of objective analysis of data to arrive
at a judicious conclusion not only makes one skeptical of the position taken, but
suggests the whole argument is distorted by ideological perception.

When Bell speaks of the threat to the "values of western democracy" in relation to
communism, the question immediately is raised whether the arms race ana Bell's type of
apologia is not more of a threat, since standards of critical evaluation are set aside
in favour of ideological "mumbo jumbo". There is no explanation of how weapons threaten
values but we suspect that Bell is referring to the proxy conflicts of the West and East
in the Middle East and elsewhere, to the possible use of military blackmail because of
superior forces and of "Finlandization" in countries intimidated and overwhelmed by the
superior forces of the Soviet Union. In that case, the threat is not to Western values,
whether virtuous or not, but to the extension of those values. It is not at all clear
how Bell's proposal to increase weapon systems across the board will do anything to
defend the right to extend those values. It may, but it is not self-evident.

Since the other proposals all rest on this quicksand, it is best to move on to the
analysis of another brief. It suffices to say that we came to understand how the peace
campaign came to distrust the apologia of the Western position and to believe in a
"technological imperative" behind the arms race. The irony of Bell's last paragraph
asserting that "the Canadian public has not been adequately informed on NATO deterrence
strategy" becomes apparent.
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I
1

Miroslaw Matuszewski, Canadian Coalition for Peace Through Strength

(i) Descriptive Analysis •

This group analyzes four alternative strategies which more or less parallel four
of our five categories. They reject restoring the traditional nuclear deterrent •
strategy (MAD), which they characterize not in terms of a second strike capacity to ™
retaliate after being attacked to destroy the other side, but as each side leaving
itself undefended to assure that both powers will never attack one another. The reasons •
given are: it is immoral; it is risky because of the possibility of a first strike, |
accident or miscalculation; politically, it sets up a false balance between the West and
Soviet Union, a country which has not hesitated in the past to kill tens of millions. g

They also ostensibly endorse the "balanced and verifiable disarmament of nuclear
and conventional weapons", which they characterize as requiring on-site inspections.
The Soviet Union will not allow this, and even if they did, in practice, the goal is M
unrealistic. I

The peace movement's unilateral proposals are rejected because they ignore the •
need for on-site inspection and effective verification, the untrustworthiness of the •
Soviets and the Soviet superiority in theatre nuclear and conventional weapons. In the
process the Canadian Coalition for Peace Through Strength makes the astounding claim
that the "overkill" theory is a myth, and that all-out nuclear war would kill only 10% M
of the Soviet population and 60% of the North American population, (the greater North •
American casualty rate resulting from an ineffective civil defence program).

Finally, the group endorses a slightly more extreme version of an improvement of | |
simple nuclear deterrence, emphasizing the strategy of building a space-based
non-nuclear defense designed to destroy incoming nuclear missiles. The correlate |
requires building up our theatre and conventional forces rather than targeting nuclear •
arms on cities and populations.

(ii) Critical Analysis I

The brief was marred by "overkill" or tremendous exaggeration in the gross ti
underestimation of the deaths occurring in a mutual attack, a point a number of other |j
speakers addressed. The speaker's presentation in the context of an applauding claque,
who left when the speaker finished, also suggested a group of people who engaged in w
strategic faith services rather than dialogue. Nevertheless, there was a coherence II
present in the brief and a directness which allowed the panel to pinpoint more clearly "
the nature of the doctrine of an improvement in the deterrence theory.

Essentially, the theory challenges what will be outlined in Byers' brief, (that II
is, a radical distinction between deterrence and defence), and reincorporates nuclear
deterrence as an aspect of defence. The primary challenge of the Soviet Union is not jj
presumed to be the threat to destroy the West, but to increase its power and influence ]{
at the periphery and in areas of dispute. On the down-side, the Soviet Union, with a
record of killing millions and as an alleged treaty violator, is untrustworthy. .
Essentially, the proponents argue that there exists an inherent connection between the ] |
reprejsiveness of internal Soviet life and a foreign policy where distortion, '•
misstatement and perfidy are manifest. They hold that the peace movement is stubbornly
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blind in its view of the two sides in balance (or even, of the U.S. as the greater
evil). In terms of cost benefit analysis, they argue that a strategy of defence
against nuclear weapons is cheaper than the MAD doctrine.

The brief expresses a view of the Soviet Union almost as evil, conniving, and
untrustworthy as Hitler. We will come back to this point under pragmatics because what
becomes clear is that the strategy adopted is directly dependent on one's view of the
Soviet Union. If they are indeed the evil empire, then that description seems to be
connected with an improved defense doctrine. If they are our enemies, but not evil,
then MAD is suggested. If they are opponents but ones with whom we can build trust
based on mutual interests, then minimal MAD or movements away from MAD can be taken.
If they and the U.S. are equally to be scorned, then disarmament or at least an
increasing disassociation of Canada from the U.S. is required.

The defense strategies of the Peace through Strength group parallel the 1984
rhetoric of getting back to combatting the Soviet Union in the various spheres where the
West and the Soviet Union are in conflict and employing the threat of nuclear weapons as
an aspect of that strategy. The new thrust is towards Mutually Assured Defence (MAD-II)
rather than Mutually Assured Destruction (MAD-I). The proxy conflicts in the various
peripheral spheres can then be fought without the intermediating threat of nuclear
destruction through all-out nuclear war because the nuclear weapons can be destroyed
before they even near their targets.

The brief did not deal with arguments which question the technical feasibility
of such a system, the astronomical costs or the destabilizing effects of the process of
transition to the new strategy. The failure of critical self-consciousness is
exacerbated by down-playing the consequences of nuclear war, ignoring the new and
probably increased instability while noting the instability of MAD-I, and in ignoring
the values of other forms of inspection.

The arguments presented by this group helped to explain why disarmers have been
inspired to be more active, because such a doctrine is indeed built on a Manichean view
of the evil other versus the angelic self. This brief, even more than Bell's, provided
the panel with the counterpoint to the faith briefs (which argued for faith in God
versus weapons), for these witnesses did seem to place their faith in weapons systems.

B. Defence of Existing Deterrent Strategy

John Gellner, Deterrence is the Only Reliable Strategy

(i) Descriptive Analysis

John Gellner's brief starts with the assumption, not a conclusion as a result of
analysis, that alternatives to deterrence are doubtful. Like Erasmus, he is the skeptic
of alternatives to his faith in order to maintain his own faith in spite of its
problems. Nuclear disarmament is Utopian. Nuclear arms control has political effects,
but since this strategy alternative depends on reliable verification which, in the
present circumstances is impossible, this alternative can also be ruled out as an
effective strategy for preventing nuclear war even if it continues to be employed as a
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(ii) Critical Analysis

I
I

political sop to those made nervous by deterrence. Deterrence is the best option in an
effectively nil field. •

Gellner then goes on to argue that arms controls agreements are ineffective because
technological innovations have made weapons so small, so mobile, so numerous and so
increasingly lethal, that they are virtually undetectable. As these weapons occupy less •
space and more potential locations as they multiply, the problem of detection becomes 9
virtually impossible for only 1/2 of 1% of the present stockpile is required to destroy
the other side and hence the world. Theoretical inspection potential is difficult Bj
enough. Practical inspection is made impossible by the refusal of the Soviet Union to p
allow on-site verification. Deterrence, however, is effective precisely because
neither side can afford to fail. Because overkill is so great and the chance of _
destroying that capacity so small, deterrence is virtually fool-proof. I

Just as the alternative strategies of nuclear disarmament and nuclear arms control
are dismissed as Utopian and impossible, so the alternative threat strategy of a I
flexible response or limited nuclear war is dismissed as one that would quickly escalate •
and entail mutual destruction.

Gellner also discusses the potential for a nuclear accident in his paper, though H
this is not clearly stated. As long as an accident would not be interpreted as a first-
strike to wipe out one's capacity to retaliate and neither side had developed a first
strike capacity to wipe out the other side before they could retaliate - hence forcing •
the other side to adopt a launch on warning corollary to the deterrence strategy - the •
occurrence of an accident would not lead to all-out nuclear war. In the oral
presentation, the stress was placed on the impossibility of an accidental explosion in V
the first place, and not the necessary conditions under which an all-out nuclear war p
resulting from an accident could be prevented.

The real danger, for Gellner, was proliferation. Presumably, the smaller the •
country the less trustworthy it is to possess these weapons of mass destruction. As a
result of this, Canada must have a political program in this area, helping maintain the
credibility of the American deterrent while as a country with the capacity to develop a I
bomb, providing the lead for limiting proliferation. In the first role, since an •
effective defense against ballistic missiles is in the works and the effectiveness of
deterrence will depend on long range atmospheric or Cruise missiles, Canada's territory •
is again in the strategic forefield as it was in the early sixties. Hence, early 0
detection becomes essential.

I
Gellner, in his paper and during the questioning did not reconcile why the three •

other nuclear powers - the French, the British and the Chinese - could maintain an |
effective deterrent which did not require the huge numbers of warheads, while the
superpowers - the Soviet Union and the U.S.A. - require large numbers. If m
technological innovation is the requisite to a credible nuclear deterrent strategy; that I
is, if quality is the key, why the stress on massive quantity? If the three small
nuclear powers had already an overkill capacity of five times based on their qualitative _
improvements, why did nuclear deterrence require seemingly unlimited quantitative I
expansion? 9
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Nor was Gellner convincing in his explanation of why an accidental nuclear
explosion was highly improbable if not unlikely. He seemed to confuse the distinction,
which we thought he had made, between the threat of an accidental explosion and the
danger of accidentally beginning an all out nuclear attack and reprisal.

More importantly, Gellner did not attend to an analysis of the dangers of prolif-
eration, which he acknowledged, and the damaging consequences of the present strategy on
the psyches of our children, which he did not acknowledge. Gellner, in fact, did not
attend to the down-side costs - economic, environmental and psychological implications -
of the current strategy.

C. Deterrence at Lower Force Levels

R.B. Byers, Deterrence Under Attack: Crisis and Dilemma

(i) Descriptive Analysis

Byers' submission points out that the deterrent strategy has recently come under
unprecedented criticism from the right (it no longer serves our security interests) and
the left (it may fail, it is unethical, it fuels the arms race, it is immoral) and, a
point we had not heard heretofore, that the U.S.S.R. had never accepted the strategy.
He also notes the critique that deterrence, which depends on credibility, is
conceptually flawed since it is incredible.

Byers challenges these attacks on deterrence. By distinguishing between
deterrence and defence, Byers reinforces the principal paradox of the theory - that it
is only useful if the weapons are never used. As he underlines it, "// force is
employed, deterrence has failed." Nuclear deterrence in this conception is not only
employed to deter nuclear war, but to deter the other side using force directly against
one's own side. Byers claims the paradox of deterrence becomes confused because it is
linked with the paradox of credibility, in the sense that the other side must believe
you can and will use the deterrent weapons to defend yourself, and that that capability
really exists.

Byers recognizes that these paradoxes, which we dealt with in the prefatory
comments, have a fourth side - "the result of the operationalizat ion of deterrence" into
"extended deterrence." That is, the nuclear deterrent is not only intended by the
superpowers to deter a nuclear attack, but it is necessary to deter the use of force
altogether against the NATO allies in Europe. But if a conventional massive attack
entails the use of nuclear weapons such that you will blow everyone up, (including your
own side and the rest of the world), then it is no longer credible that the nuclear
deterrent will be used to stop a conventional attack. Hence, the necessity to develop a
flexible response strategy and "theatre" nuclear weapons. And herein lies the source of
the confusion. Technological imperatives have led to the destruction of the credibility
that nuclear weapons will be used only to retaliate against a conventional attack.
Innovation in nuclear weapons suggests they may actually be used as part of a defensive
strategy (a war-fighting concept) and not just as a deterrent to prevent the outbreak of
war. In the quest "to enhance the credibility of deterrence," means are devised "to
utilize nuclear capabilities should deterrence fail."
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I
Byers insists that it is imperative that pure deterrence be reinforced by

resisting the shift to the use of nuclear weapons as part of a defense strategy. But H
what if nuclear weapons technological innovation has its own imperatives? I

Byers admits that the deterrent strategy is based on a cost-gain calculus, but
nuclear weapons as the ultimate in deterrence are incapable of being subjected to such a •
calculus. When the analysis shifts to the pragmatics of the deterrent strategy rather W
than to the inherent logic, he argues that it is a matter for politicians to ensure that
the deterrence element of nuclear weapons retains priority over their potential use, M
since development of the defensive use undermines the deterrent strategy. The f
possibility of this development being inherent in the deterrent strategy (the
possibility of a technological imperative overwhelming the strategic one) is not _
explored. I

Byers points out that innovations in nuclear weapons systems have meant the
development and deployment on both sides of weapons systems with first-strike B
characteristics, suggesting only that such weapons may be used first in a defence |
against an attack. But they can be further developed as a first-strike capability to
destroy the other's power to retaliate as innovations in speed combine with measures to m\
prevent detection. Byers analyzes these "incommensurate tendencies" as "reducing the •
probability of war by increasing its apparent probability." He means, we believe, that
as the innovative technology inherent in deterrence improves, the probability of war is
reduced, though it appears to be increased. He claims that this "unfortunately has •
blurred the distinction between the threat of force and the possible application of •
force." Unfortunately, he does not clarify how innovations which increase the threat
decrease the probability of war. A

What he does argue is that weapons systems should be stressed which enhance
deterrence but do not increase the possibility that they will in fact be used; only m\
retain the credibility that they can be used and those who possess them are willing to M
use them if necessary. Byers opposes those who stress both winning and the assumption *
that, if a nuclear is fought, it can be won. He favours ensuring the non-use of nuclear
weapons while maintaining the credibility of usage. V

(ii) Critical Analysis m

Byers does not wrestle with the inherent logical connection between the dynamic of
the deterrent strategy and the necessary innovations in weapons. Weapons innovations _
such as shorter time, longer ranges, resistance to detection, as well as multiplication, •
all feed nuclear war fighting strategies rather than stable deterrence. In Byers' 9
commitment to balance, he believes the options of nuclear-war fighting strategies are
simply not part of the dynamic inherent in the contradictions of the nuclear deterrent •
strategy itself. In this posture, he may be correct, they may not be inherent £
contradictions. But nothing he says disabuses one of a belief in the inherent
contradictions. Further, the paths of technological innovation and strategic am
development testify to the inherent instability of the strategy. •

Thus, his critique of counterforce strategies (of attempts to reciprocate against
the full range of enemy weapons systems, the possibility of nuclear usage restricted to •
second-strike capabilities, the worry about nuclear developments as defence strategies V
in a non-nuclear framework) all reveal, as he admits, an assumption of natural control
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and calculation of consequences belied in fact by his own insights into the paradoxical
and absurd character of deterrence assumptions. The strategy is not only inherently
unstable and conceptually contradictory, but it carries the appearance of rational
calculations in control of policy and strategy independent of the imperative of the
systems, an assumption of rationality which cannot be met by simply understanding the
other side's goals, motives and perceptions. This technological imperative energized
some of the moral presentations that we received. The strategy itself pays lip service
to rational control and autonomy while being inherently non-rational, reinforcing our
sense of impotence to control evil.

For those on the right, forward defensive and flexible response, as well as the
possible first use of nuclear weapons, are all necessary to deter the Soviet Union in a
conventional attack. If Byers admits this, as he seems to, the option of mutual assured
destruction in the face of conventional attack has lost its credibility. The option of
increasing conventional capability is criticized both for the cost and the disbelief
that western nations have the will to bear that cost. The fact that this strategy is
risky does not notice that nuclear strategy has always been risky. For the critics of
the right, the increased risks in the new strategy outweigh the risks if the strategy is
not adopted.

Nor do Byers' pragmatic political suggestions meet a whole set of other criteria
required by both his left and right. Thus, for example, Byers sees the increase in
intemperate language and mistrust between the two sides to be a result of decisions
rather than the edginess resulting from the inherent logic of the situation or, from the
perspective of the right, the necessary psychological components of fne poker playing
game we happen to be in. What Byers calls enhancing cooperation is perhaps merely the
necessity to force the other side to accept revisions in the rules which serve your
interests more than theirs. Byers' proposals for progress on arms limitation talks fail
not only to explain the reasons for lack of success, but to deal with the fact that even
when successful, the logic of the situation may have pushed the development of new and
larger numbers of weapons. The increased use of the resort to force in non-direct
East-West conflicts should be a clue to Byers about another aspect of the inherent
instability of the deterrent strategy.

As for the morality issue, Byers sees this as simply a by-product of the present
nervous situation. Restabilize deterrence and the moral concerns will recede. This
again ignores the possibility that moral concerns have been enhanced because the system
of deterrence, not simply its present situation, is perceived as inherently unstable, a
perception supported by increasing evidence of that instability.

D. Shift Balance from Primacy of Deterrence to Other Alternatives

C.G. Jacobson - Detente or Nuclear Winter: Have we Lost Control?

(i) Descriptive Analysis

The Soviet Union may be repressive, the Soviet Union may be unreliable, but it
is, in the view of this author, the U.S.'s latest initiatives that have destabilized the
current stable MAD doctrine. Behind this is the possibility that the technological
imperative has become the reality rather than simply a policy direction. The big
difference is the result of the Pershing-IJ with its speed, accuracy and contribution to
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a potential first strike capability. With the short flight times and slowness in
upgrading our detection systems, the danger has increased. But mostly, the ground rules M
have changed so that, for the first time in decades, the security of the enemy is once I
again being threatened. Jacobson emphasized in the oral presentation that the Pershing
missile was more significant politically than militarily.

This thesis is backed up by an interpretation of recent initiatives on both sides m
which suggests that the U.S.S.R. deployment of SS 20's was but a' replacement of
obsolete weapons within the levels set by the West. He argues that "Pershing and cruise •
missiles were deployed in spite of the fact that Moscow had conceded far more than |
originally expected." The proposed cuts to parity, if Britain and France are included,
were also reasonable and, by implication, the exclusion of the weapons of France and _
Britain on the part of the West was simply unfair. I

Most importantly for strategy, Jacobson challenges Bell's view of Soviet
superiority in the military areas outside of the nuclear retaliatory one. For Jacobson, S
"America remains ahead in the most important indices of power: warhead numbers, both |
strategic and overall; accuracy potentials (far more important than yield); warhead
miniaturization technologies (allowing more to be packed on smaller numbers); vulnera- •
bility (71% of Moscow's nuclear arsenal is landbased and theoretically vulnerable, as I
opposed to 21% of America's); and day-to-day readiness (60% of U.S. submarines are at
their firing locals, versus 15% of Moscow's)."

Mutual Assured Defense is dubbed NUTS - nuclear utilization theory. Jacobson •
places responsibility on the Reagan administration for the new initiatives and hence for
the new process of destabilization with increased uncertainty, shorter time periods, M
and the danger of the utilization of "launch on warning" by the Soviet Union. In the |
oral hearings, this shift in American strategy was explained in terms of a mixture of
ideology, a nostalgia for unquestioned U.S. supremacy and the implications of weapon •
technology. The shift is accomplished by the spread of disinformation on the Soviet I
Union. Lack of knowledge of the U.S.S.R. is a serious problem for the Reagan *
Administration as it is for other Western nations, including Canada's Department of
External Affairs. Citing Richard Gaven's "Emergency Space Wars" in the Bulletin of I
Atomic Science. Jacobson also argued that the new strategy won't be totally effective, •
and, therefore, it will also be a total waste.

(ii) Critical Analysis

This brief was helpful in challenging the view of the Soviet Union as an •
increasing menace, as well as in querying the conceptions on which the new improved *
nuclear strategy is based. What the brief does not do is point to alternative
initiatives if the U.S.A. is the primary agent of the new instability. Further, and B
perhaps more importantly, the brief did not deal with the Soviet military and political (
strategy on the periphery, which is where the new right evidently expects the conflicts
of East and West to be fought. m

Finally, there are some key contradictions. If Strategic Defence Initiatives are
intended to make the U.S. immune to nuclear attack and thereby the supreme power, then
this is a radical change. At the same time, if the systems are not 100% effective, this fj
defect will mean the system is a total waste. If the intention is not U.S. supremacy J»
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and cannot be filled, it is simply a waste of money and changes nothing. One cannot
also argue it creates a radical change.

John Lamb, Canadian Centre for Arms Control and Disarmament

(i) Descriptive Analysis

For John Lamb, the essential problem is not only the shortness of clock time for
launching weapons and hitting the opponent, but the shortness of historical time to
resolve a situation of increased instability. Since, for Lamb, the alternatives reside
in international institution building which takes a great deal of historical time, the
strategic paradoxes outlined in the prefatory remarks present us with practical tensions
between the urgency of the issues and the need for patience in constructing
international alternatives. Thus, how do we buy time to build up the movement towards
arms control, to increase the web of international agencies and the new ethics of
international behaviour which can allow the risk of an "accident" or an outbreak of
nuclear war to recede.

Key steps must be arresting the arms race and the elimination of weapons that are
de-stabilizing. Towards that goal, Lamb advocates a selective freeze to buy time. If
Jacobson documents the instability of deterrence, Lamb offers the alternative -
international institutional mechanisms of control. In particular, arms control is put
forward as the only real strategy. What was most valuable in Lamb's brief was the Arms
Control Chronicle which he appended to his brief and which analyzes in detail the arms
control legislation introduced in the past.

(ii) Critical Analysis

Reading the progress on arms control talks, as documented by Lamb, one is not
encouraged given the urgency of the situation, that the wide gaps in position, interests
and perspectives of both sides can be bridged. Secondly, Lamb's detailed historical
documentation makes it difficult to believe in the effectiveness of arms control, for as
he documents it, what is ML frozen gets developed. Lamb, however, wants to make
progress by focussing on the dangerous and de-stabilizing weapons, Pershings and S.S.
20's.

E. Shift Strategies

Anatol Rapoport, Science for Peace

(i) Descriptive Analysis

Anatol Rapoport's brief provides a concise, incisive and very cutting critique to
the language of nuclear strategy. He takes apart the meanings of such terms as
"security," "stability," "defense," and "deterrence" to indicate we already live in
Orwell's 1984, where the words stand for precisely the opposite reference. What the
words connote or mean are contrary to the situation which they depict - insecurity,
instability, weapons which do not defend, and deterrence which is really an excuse not
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simply to threaten an enemy with retaliation but to build up arms so that one can
destroy the other side forty times over.

(ii) Critical Analysis

Rapoport successfully demonstrates the absurdity and iilogic of the present
situation. The only problem is that if our policy makers are so illogical, why would he
expect a demonstration of rationality to alter policy. Put another way, particularly in
response to Peter Russell's queries in the oral hearings, Rapoport was unable to
demonstrate how one related the illogic of the situation to the pragmatics of
realpolitik. Are rational criteria adequate and, if not, what use are they in the face
of the arms race which by its very nature, (and, therefore, the language which depicts
it) is absurd. Rapoport's brief is, however, an incisive call to rethink our ethical
premises, the link between nuclear weapons development and both defence and deterrence,
and even the link between war itself and the defence of national interests.

Dr. Frank Sommers, Physicians for Social Responsibility

(a) Descripti/e Analysis

This brief provides documentary evidence for some of the moral briefs,
(particularly that of Mary Jo Leddy and of the moving testimony of one of the students
from Durham Christian High School), on the effects of the nuclear struggles in numbing
sensibilities, creating a situation of anomie and an attitude of ephemeralism among
youth. The brief also argues that the diversion of funds from other preventative health
needs is also a great cost in human health and lives and notes that the consequences of
nuclear war would, of course, be catastrophic not only to humans, but to life in
general. Finally, the brief advocates some practical means Canada could take to alter
the current disastrous course of events.

(ii) Critical Analysis

This brief is included in this section because, while it addresses issues raised
in the next section, the unique value of the brief is its analysis of the effects the
present deterrent strategy is having on the health of our youth and of people in
general, let alone the catastrophic consequences if the strategy fails. The brief is a
counterpart to Bell's brief calling for a defence of western values through improvements
in deterrence, which according to this brief will further undermine these very values of
hope, hard work, commitment to the future, openness, freedom, etc., on which the West
has developed. If, indeed, the new hedonism, the decline in birth rate, the lack of
commitment to family and future, is in some way related to the nuclear arms race and the
despair over the future, then the means chosen to protect western values are in actual
fact undermining them.

Now one would need much more evidence, for instance, an attitudinal survey and
depth analysis, to demonstrate a causal link. This is not to blame the "messengers of
gloom" (those who publicize the negative aspects of the arms race) as if the messengers
and not those responsible for the arms race are the guilty parties - though one witness,
Mr. Bell, did in fact invoke this argument. On the other hand, a survey of the
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literature in which children and adolescents explain their evaluation of the present
and future in terms of nuclear arms, indicates further study is required to demonstrate
actual linkages. The evidence presented, however, is sufficient to compel not only
further in-depth studies but a large question about the relationship of the means of
defending western values and the possibility that those very means are in fact in the
process of undermining and even destroying those values which nuclear arms defenders
refer to in such a rhetorical and cliched manner.
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III. PRAGMATIC CHOICES

1. PREFATORY REMARKS

Virtually all briefs addressed the issue of what to do about the present situation.
Since there is a great deal of overlap, including overlap with mr\t2rial contained in fl
earlier briefs, we will deal with the briefs in seven different groupings rather than on fl
an individual basis.

What is noticeable in these briefs is the absence of an analysis of the fundamental 1
political dynamics, the superpower rivalry, the tension between East and West and how
the choice of strategies fits into this analysis. Jacobson opted for moves away from
deterrence because of his analysis of the military strategy, but he did not, nor do any I
of these briefs, explain how one can (not whether one should) effect a move away. •

The pragmatic briefs are categorized as follows:

A. An Overview

Hanna Newcombe, Survey of Non-Official Peace and Disarmament Proposals

B. The Non-governmental Sector

Robert Penner, An Activist Peace Movement m

C. Canadian Economic Policy •

Joe Mihevc, The Case for Conversion in Canada

Gideon Rosenbluth, Canada's Role in the Nuclear Arms Race I

Norman Rubin, Brief

D. Canadian Political Policy - Defense of the Status Quo f|

Louis Delvoie, Canada and Nuclear Arms m

E. Canadian Political Policy - Changing the Status Quo *

Michael Rant, The Security of Neutrality M

Joseph Reid, Canada's Involvement in Nuclear Arms

Dan Heap, Brief J
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F. Historical and Philosophical Perspectives

Ernie Regehr, Military Technology. Permanent War & Canadian Independence

David Cox, Denying Canadian Geography to the Arms Race: the Canadian
Experience from 1957 to 1963

Derek Paul, Gullibility

G. Internationalist Approaches

Odo Waldstein, Caveat Aggressor

Arnold Simons, New Approaches to "Re-Stabilizing" the International System

Gordon Thompson, Proliferation Reform Project

2. DESCRIPTIVE AND CRITICAL ANALYSIS OF BRIEFS

A. An Overview

Hanna Newcombe, "Survey of Non-Official Peace and Disarmament Proposals"

(i) Descriptive Analysis

This brief was a very useful survey of new strategies for arms control and
disarmament by the superpowers, by medium or smaller countries, by the United Nations
and through approaches that were not rooted in the size of a state or an international
body.

The oral presentation was also helpful. One general maxim to which we were
introduced was fascinating: the greater the chances of acceptance of a proposal, the
lower the level of effectiveness the disarmament proposal would have. In other words,
the anti-nuclear arms race has its own measure of built-in complementary absurdity - "If
a proposal is useful, it will not be used."

Hanna Newcombe also confirmed that the cruise missile was not a first-strike
weapon and suggested that neutrality as an option would not increase Canada's security
since it would not affect the major problem of preventing war. The problem was how the
ideological and economic conflict between East and West could be conducted without being
tied to a military competition.

(ii) Critical Analysis

This brief was modest in scope and the oral presentation too insightful to warrant
any critique. It was also an answer to those who argue that nothing can be done. A
plethora of suggestions was included in the brief.
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I
B. The Non-government Sector

Robert Penner, An Activist Peace Movement

(i) Descriptive Analysis

I
IThis brief is an argument on pragmatic grounds for the development of a large

protest movement with the immediate aim of placing Canada in an independent and active ^
role in pressuring the superpowers towards disarmament. The premise is that large •
social movements are the key to change, and the churches and labour unions are key
components in providing leadership and creating a critical mass for the required large
social movement. M

(ii) Critical Analysis *

Unfortunately the brief is more of a plea and a hope than an analysis. The premise
that "large social movements are the key to change" is presumed rather than justified, _
especially in the unqualified way stated. The fact that European attempts have proven •
ineffective in halting Cruise deployment is ignored. Nor is there any necessary '
connection drawn between a mass movement in Canada resulting in a changed Canadian
stance and a reduction in the arms race. V|

The brief was a statement of secular faith, complementing the moral briefs, but
was not very helpful to anyone who did not already share the assumptions and convictions «
of the peace movement. I

C. Canadian Economic Policy •

Joe Mihevc, The Case for Conversion in Canada

Gideon Rosenbluth, Canada's Role in the Nuclear Arms Race £

Norman Rubin, Brief ^

(i) Descriptive Analysis

AH three briefs argue that economic measures can be taken to reduce Canada's M
support of the nuclear arms race and, hence, enhance Canada's independent role in
providing a countervailing force against the arms race. m

The brief on the Cruise Missile Conversion Project argues that maximum benefits
for the peace movement are to be obtained by an economic approach. The conversion of ^
Litton Industries from an involvement in the nuclear arms industry to other functions •
will, at one and the same time, reduce Canada's ties to a continental military •
industrial strategy while creating more jobs. Current military involvement produces
fewer jobs for Canadians than other economic strategies. This macro-economic ft
perspective is complemented by a micro-political perspective which envisions a new union |
of labour and the peace movement to effect social change.
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Gideon Rosenbluth's analysis, while addressing the same issues, did so from a
much more modest perspective. The effect of military industrial involvement on Canada's
independence and the potential political effectiveness of Canada's independence were
viewed as slight rather than as significant. Similarly, a shift in economic strategies
by a factor of one-percent of total output and employment cannot be regarded as a
significant economic shift, let alone an earth shattering basis for social change.
The author nevertheless supports economic measures, however modest, as a limited means

to alter a disastrous political course for which the responsibility is placed on an
inert political system that lacks the creative imagination to develop alternative
employment strategies.

Norman Rubin documents in more detail Canada's economic subsidies and commitments
to the nuclear arms industry.

(ii) Critical Analysis

The Cruise Missile Conversion Project provides a diagnosis of why Canada did not
in the past shift strategies, why the project so far has not shown any demonstrable
movement of labour to the peace movement, particularly the labour force employed by
Litton. They then analyze the threatened loss of Litton's contract as a success rather
than a threat towards the labour force. The latter indicates that the group's
activities are based on a set of beliefs and assumptions rather than a rigorous
analysis. For example, no evidence that industrial investment would shift to
non-military manufacturing is provided. Nor is there any assessment of the impact of
the protests on a possible deterrence to investment in Canada. In any case,
Rosenbluth's brief makes it clear that even if the project were successful, the impact
would not be very significant. The brief illustrates Utopian thinking in the guise of
systematic analysis.

Rosenhluth's brief brings us down to earth. But then we get carried away again in
wishful thinking by Rubin's description of developing an opposition to government
subsidization of the military industry. One has the distinct impression that these
economic approaches are much more symbolic than based on any hard-headed analysis of
economics, industry and modes of social change. They have not shown that there is a
direct causal relationship between the defence contracts and the lack of independent
thinking about strategic policy; that is, terminating defence contracts has not been
shown to be a necessary step towards Canada adopting an independent stance on foreign
policy.

D. Canadian Political Policy - Defense of the Status Quo

Louis Delvoie, Canada and Nuclear Arms

( i ) Descriptive Analysis

This brief, delivered by the Director General of the International Security and
Arms Control Bureau on the behalf of the Federal Government, provides • very helpful
historical survey along with the rationale for Canada's in and out, up and down
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involvement in the NATO alliance and NORAD nuclear strategies. What seems implicit is
that the option of nuclear weapons strategies for the Canadian armed forces was used not
only to offset Soviet capabilities, but to avoid the option of higher cost improvements
in conventional defense. Further, the strategies are placed in the context of political
decisions and priorities. Finally, whatever Canada's role in the alliance, it is still
part of an alliance with a commitment to both deterrence and a flexible response
strategy.

(ii) Critical Analysis

Given the source of the brief in the civil service, one could not expect a
critical examination. What we received was an historical survey without explanation but
with the rationale. There was no attempt to assess alternatives, although the
implication was that the only other strategic option depended on the political option of
improvements in conventional capability while Canada individually dropped any nuclear
role.

Listening to this brief "on behalf of the government" we were reminded of the fact
that we had not had any representations from elected political leaders of either of the
two major parties in Canada. We were also aware that during the recent election
campaign the Conservative Party had supported a nuclear freeze policy. However, this
political stand did not seem to have any influence on subsequent policy. This suggested
to us that the political commitment of the Conservative Party was not based on any
sustained analysis and therefore could be quickly abandoned once in office.

E. Canadian Political Policy - Changing the Status Quo

Michael Rant, The Security of Neutrality

Joseph Reid, Canada's Involvement in Nuclear Arms

Dan Heap, Brief

(i) Descriptive Analysis

Michael Rant adopts the high road to security, considering the problem in the
widest meaning of the term. He advocates a healthy neutrality to reduce dependency,
even at some economic costs, a focus on increased conventional capability through a
larger conventional force, and improved surveillance combined with people-to-people
exchanges with alleged enemies to reduce tensions.

Joseph Reid begins his brief in a way identical to many others by stressing how
the new weapons and the changed political climate have made disarmament, arms control or
moves away from confrontation more urgent. The steps recommended generally include an
increase in civil international discourse, a comprehensive test ban treaty, dismantling
land based missiles, reduction of offensive conventional weapons and an increase in
defensive conventional weapons, including the possibility of universal military service.
These revisions in policy, including a more independent stand by Canada, extend to
neutrality if NATO does not renounce a "first use if necessary" policy.
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Dan Heap's brief is a cross between moralism ((he principles of cooperation,
enlisting God's will, avoiding social evils and building peace and justice) and new
political strategies based on the nuclear war crisis and its dilemmas as outlined in
many other briefs. Unlike Reid, Heap concurs with Jacobson and holds the U.S.A. as
primarily responsible. Some of the rhetoric referring to consequences of the current
crisis, such as a police state and semi-slave labour, seem extreme.

(ii) Critical Analysis

Heap's brief builds on rhetoric and suspicion rather than analysis, while Rant and
Reid more directly point out the option of Canada opting out of the nuclear arms
strategy for a Swedish or Swiss type of neutrality. One question is whether this option
is realistic given Canada's huge land mass, large maritime border and its position
vis-a-vis the U.S. and the Soviet Union.

The briefs pay scant attention to the implications and down-side effects of
neutrality and seem to grope in desperation at the consequences of participating in the
arms race and the lack of any apparent third option. A push for increased conventional
arms omits any consideration of the effects of militarization on youth, culture and
attitudes. What would the effects of two years in the army be? On the other hand,
what would the effects of a move away from nuclear deterrence towards neutrality be on
defence in the "free-world?" The briefs fail to examine that question as well.

F. Historical and Philosophical Perspectives

Ernie Regehr, Military Technology. Permanent War and Canadian Independence

David Cox, Denying Canadian Geoeraphv to the Arms Race: The Canadian Experience
from 1957 to 1963

Derek Paul, Gullibility

(i) Descriptive Analysis

Ernie Regehr's brief was set in the context of a George Grant version of Canada's
ambivalence. We are caught complacently in the benign shadow of a great empire. We are
not part of the central power of that empire, and we thereby retain a degree of moral
sensitivity. Thus, Canada is devalued "as a separate and identifiable actor" at the
same time as we act as an impotent superego (not Regenr's words) to express our negative
attitudes.

The thrust of Regehr's paper is that the imperatives of modern technology - central
control, complexity, long-lead time for planning and development, short time spans for
decision making, etc. - undermine our independence and strengthen the impulse to
acquiesce in domination. Canada is involved in production sharing agreements and is
a regional contributor to America's permanent security planning.
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In order to achieve greater independence, Regehr advocates the development of a
clear Canadian policy, including a definition of deterrence. Then Canada could, for
example, refuse to test the Cruise on the basis that Canada is against the deployment of
weapons that threaten pre-emptive strike. Regehr's paper is an echo of Grant's lament
for a nation, urging on the impulse for greater independence, (actions which take a
different course than that of America) without a strong political-economic analysis to
reinforce such a move.

David Cox's historical review of the events of 1957 - 1963 and the
Robertson-Heaney debate (over the best way to influence nuclear disarmament - either
opposing American policy of staying friendly in order to influence them from within)
details Canada's involvement in continental defence as a junior partner of the U.S.A.
He suggests that the strategic ideology at that time was not simply one of early warning
and massive retaliation, but entailed targeting places to strike Soviet forces before
they could be launched. The strategy originated in a myth about suspected improvements
in Soviet long range bomber forces. The anticipation of ICBM's began to shift the
strategy and the questionable effectiveness of '.he anti-bomber defenses raised serious
doubt about the air defense strategy. The detection system was only a warning system,
defective in the flanks and low altitudes, and not a tracking and guidance system (which
was handled by Pinetree, as distinct from D.E.W.). To improve the system, Bomarc B's
were needed for low altitude defence and F-106's (and later 108"s) were needed to be
effective for long distance defense at very high levels. The Bomarcs were out of date
before they were deployed for the reasons the U.S. Army gave - its low altitude
limitations, vulnerability in elective counter-measures, limited interception control
capabilities as well as being extraordinarily dangerous to highly populated areas. The
Nike-Hercules or active interception defense was the competition. The fact is, the new
ICBMs made both strategies obsolete. But instead of cancelling the Bomarc program, it
was watered down so that the individual weaknesses were now compounded with a
development that met more of the required criteria of an effective air defense system.
America, after 1963, shifted away from war fighting or defense strategies to damage
limitation and retaliation, while Canada was left to carry on a political debate
over the remnants of an irrelevant defense strategy.

Derek Paul's brief of Gullibility is but the name given to the process of a
mixture of ignorance and contradictory tensions by which Canada conducts its policies.
If the content or will to negotiate a nuclear arms agreement is not there, Paul adds a
third pessimistic note that "Probably Canada cannot avoid becoming a victim in the
struggle between the great powers". However, like Regehr, Paul also advocates more
rigorously developed Canadian policies which can at least support an independent
appreciation of the issues.

(ii) Critical Analytic

The strategic intent of Canadian policy, as Cox outlines it, turned out not to be
defense strategy per se. but an attempt to allow the RCAF to be a junior partner in the
new technology of war. In Regehr's analysis, the imperatives of technology pushed us
into integration. Nevertheless, the debate focused on deploying the Bomarc (most
importantly, arming it with nuclear warheads), cancelling the Avro Arrow and acquiring
Voodoos. In this irrelevant strategy, we did the Canadian thing - took the Bomarc B's
(useless without warheads) and postponed the warheads; cancelled the Arrow and bought
the Voodoo* in a swap for producing Starfighters, thereby integrating fighter plane

71



production. Canada turned itself into a parody of the whole defence strategy, acquiring
weapons which were useless even if we wanted to use them and inevitably, with the
purchase of Voodoos, involving Canada in a tactical strike role, not just air defense.

Further, Canada opted for operational training and support systems for nuclear
weapons and not for conventional use. Since our air defence (geared for a tactical
strike role and the use of nuclear weapons) was to be deployed in France, but France
would not allow nuclear weapons to be deployed on its territory, another level was added
to an already ridiculous situation.

To summarize, the first three stages of the farce were as follows:

1. Bomarc B's which were useless without nuclear warheads, but Canada took the
B's and not the warheads;

2. Voodoos with a support and training system only for nuclear weapons, but we
disdained the nuclear weapons; and

3. Voodoos meant for a European theatre but we had no place to deploy them if
they did use nuclear weapons.

The government added the fourth level of farce, a legal agreement which used
language which ensured that Canada could not get nuclear weapons since "title would be
vested in Canada" for the weapons acquired. According to JJ.S. law this could not be
done for nuclear weapons. In the big political debate which created divisions within
the Tory Party, the government, and the civil service over deploying nuclear weapons on
Canadian soil, strategic doctrine and technology pushed for acquisition of nuclear
weapons which, by American law, we could not acquire. \t the same time the absurdity
and obsoleteness of it all pushed against the warheads while allowing military planning,
integration and our support role to depend on nuclear weapons to be effective. The
result was the absurdity of weapons systems which were ineffective without nuclear
warheads, in conflict with the absurdity of weapons which were useless if the warheads
were acquired.

A fifth level of absurdity was then introduced. The U.S., in an unprecedented
way, offered custody of nuclear weapons which we did not want. But we did not want the
Americans to have it either. In effect, we totally undercut the whole system of air
defense, including the ability of the Americans to use their F-89's in Newfoundland
effectively, to use their anti-sub weapons off Newfoundland and to utilize SAC
effectively by storing nuclear "/capons at Goose Bay. However, except for the storage of
weapons for SAC, we gradually ceded to the Americans the rights to secure, store and
maintain nuclear weapons on Canadian soil under the provision of joint responsibilities
for release from storage.

Meanwhile, Canadians kept nuclear weapons off Canadian soil by refusing to arm the
Bomarcs. Thus, the peace movement helped provide a sixth level to the growing
skyscraper of absurdities by protesting against the most useless nuclear weapons on
Canadian soil, while the really effective ones were being placed on Canadian soil.

The seventh level of this absurd story was the Americans' desire for secrecy in
granting Canadians partial custody, since Canadian custody conflicted with their
policies in the European arena. But Diefenbaker had already announced the terms in
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Parliament. Endless delay and procrastination was the result. Diefenbaker took the
position: "Yes, but only if needed" and only when the rest of the absurd replaceable m
structure is constructed. Our whole defense strategy thrust towards one absurd never- I
never, land while our foreign policy and desire to secure independence and sovereignty
thrust in the opposite but equally absurd direction.

To take one coherent set of absurd positions was natural, but to adopt two rival •
coherent sets of absurd positions at the same time was embarrassing. The debates that
ensued made the first seven stories of absurdity look sane - should the power switch on •
the Bomarc warhead be kept in the U.S. so we did not technically have custody of our |
nuclear warhead?

Howard Green and John Diefenbaker acted out the impotent superego strategy to •
preserve Canadian sovereignty, and pushed for nuclear disarmament while participating in *
a defense and deterrent strategy that made that stance impossible to maintain. The
issue was not moral piety, but double absurdity. %

David Cox's historical tale gives content to Regehr's and Paul's pessimism. The
technological imperatives of the defense system would indeed not allow Canada an m
independence which would endanger the U.S., so we had to integrate our defensive j l
structure in the interests of the centre of the empire. More telling, the whole
independence issue had been given away much earlier in allowing BS2 overflights with
nuclear weapons, ostensibly to facilitate massive retaliation, but, in Cox's view, to M
enable the U.S. to employ a massive counter-force pre-emptive strategy. Any action we •
took would at best (if Canada was successful), be symbolic, and then the reprisals would
have been mighty indeed. •

G. Internationalist Approaches . .

Odo Waldstein, Caveat Aggressor '

Arnold Simons, New Approaches to 'Re-Stabilizine' the International System if

Gordon Thompson, Proliferation Reform Project

1
Descriptive aad Critical Analysis

After the despair of the previous section, focussing on the prospect of an I
independent Canadian position, hope leaps to the international sphere. The suggestion - '"
of Odo Waldstein for economic warfare mounted by a central authority of a peace bloc
versus national military conflict appears not simply Utopian, but even more absurd than I
the deterrence, defense and independent positions outlined already. I

Arnold Simon's push for a new internationalist system involving an international g
broadcasting system, massive student exchanges, and an international movement for peace I
instead of a peace block focusses more on the conditions creating hostility than on
weapons themselves. Modes of conflict reduction have become the norm within sovereign
states and clusters of sovereign states. Why can't they spread wider? Perhaps because •
the spread depends on open systems. The Soviet Union may have a very different *
geopolitical situation, surrounded as it is on all sides by unfriendly neighbours and
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unreliable satellites. It also has unresolved internal ethnic and economic problems.
It may indeed be the follower rather than the leader in innovative arms race
initiatives. However, the U.S.S.R. is still a relatively repressive regime which
squelches dissent, controls the media and therefore, doesn't at all fit in with the
requirement of open intellectual exchanges.

Gordon Thompson's Proliferation Reform Report advocates that Canada involve itself
in restricting the boundaries of the arms race by ceasing to export nuclear materials or
technology except under very limiting conditions. Since anti-proliferation is supported
by both the U.S.A. and the U.S.S.R., Canada could perhaps be effective in this
peripheral but crucial area of the arms race. Thompson believes we should use trade
sanctions to induce our nuclear trading partners (i.e., our customers) to comply with
safeguards and standards and to sign the non-proliferation treaty.

This is a strategy which allows Canada to act out its ambivalence in an effective
way on an important margin of the nuclear conflict. We could build up and reinforce
existing institutional frameworks, while combating one of the greatest sources of fear
in the nuclear arms race. Further, progress on this front might have repercussions on
the level of tensions and risks in the vertical proliferation of the superpowers.

Canada also could be an important actor in replacing the non- proliferation treaty
which runs out in 1995, a process which begins in September of 1986 in Geneva. As a
large exporter of nuclear materials, Canada carries a fair amount of clout in these
circles. Our participation on one level can be directed to getting states that are not
nuclear armed to join the treaty. At another level, the forum can be used to pressure
the superpowers to make progress on 'arms reduction, especially given the fears of both
superpowers and the other nuclear powers of proliferation. Such an activity would be
less divisive in Canada. It would allow Canada to acquire broader international support
without alienating the U.S.A., since the goal is not directed against or for the U.S.A.
or the U.S.S.R.
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IV. CONCLUSIONS

Stands which are primarily moral may be good for the soul, but they do not seem to I
have much pragmatic effect. Too little thought seems to be given to the analysis of
realpolitik. Further, the moral briefs sometimes misconceive the nature of the strat-
egies. What is worse, the modes of protest may simply be a way of acting out the I
absurdity of the strategies they criticize, thereby deflecting the appearance of M
ridiculousness onto themselves. On the other hand, in the face of such extreme
absurdity as embodied in the various military strategies, for some the resort to •
witnessing to faith, hope and the desire for a new direction might, in the end, be as |
effective as any other strategy.

If one tries to focus the issue ethically on a "just war" doctrine, rather than •
helping resolve the dilemmas of the arms race on ethical grounds, the doctrine of a •
"just war" is revealed as too flimsy and ill-fitting to be useful. An ethical basis
rooted in mutual physical threat rather than war might be more appropriate, but none was •
presented before the hearing, and we are not acquainted with such a doctrine. The |
Interfaith Committee might wish to consider commissioning such a study as a follow-up to
the hearings. Is there and can there be an ethics of threat which sets forth rules and A
boundaries for parties threatening one another with mutual destruction, just as Aquinas •
first set up principles on boundaries for states engaged in war. *

The strategic analysis briefs were both fascinating in their analysis and revealing in •
the contradictions uncovered. What was most revealing was the degree to which the •
conclusions drawn were not so much a result of the strategic analysis itself but of the
depiction of the degree of good and evil to be ascribed to each of the superpowers. •

The pragmatic briefs suggesting an independent role for Canada seemed long on hope in
proportion to the degree of historical ignorance or full of profound pessimism to the £
degree the analysis was informed by history. One area of emphasis and importance for I
Canada to play a role was in the work on non-proliferation. '

One of the pervasive messages of many briefs was the potential for accidental nuclear ft
destruction. There are three possibilities. There is the possibility of a nuclear W
device being detonated by accident. Secondly, terrorists could obtain a nuclear device
and blackmail a population and even set it off. There is also the possibility of m
nuclear wars being set off by a misreading of information or an erroneous interpretation I
of the intentions of the other side.

The briefs we heard did not provide any comfort or relief from such fears. Quite the I
contrary. One of the effects of involving oneself in the hearings was the heightening V
of such fears. This made us aware of one possible reason for members of the public
shutting out awareness of the dangers of such a conflict, since the feeling of impotence 9
in effecting change in this area is so strong. £

We did not hear directly from either of Canada's two major political parties. However, a
we did hear that the Conservative Party campaigned in the tast election on a platform of I
a nuclear freeze but after achieving power reversed positions. Given the historical
case studies we heard, we are dismayed by the evident lack of depth in the analysis of
nuclear arms issues on the part of both major political parties. This means that when •
either party is in power, the elected leaders are excessively dependent on officials and 8
allies in formulating policy in this area. This would be unacceptable in any other area
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of government policy and on this crucial issue should be regarded as even more
unacceptable.

V. SUMMARY

THE BRIEFS

The briefs divided into four categories:

1. Moral Positions: the positions adopted arose primarily from the moral convictions of
the presenter, whether those convictions were based on religious grounds, personal
experience or a secular faith.

2. Ethical Analysis: the ethics of current military strategy was analyzed in terms of
the concept of a just war.

3. Strategic Alternatives: a variety of different military strategies were advocated
based on an explicit analysis of the strengths and weaknesses of the current strategy
and implicit assumptions about the degree of evil and potential for good assumed about
the other side or one's own.

4. Pragmatic Choices: these briefs, concentrating on the various possible positions for
Canada to adopt towards the nuclear conflict, used economic and historical, as well as
political analyses to reinforce the strategies outlined or advocated.

ANALYSIS OF BRIEFS

1. Moral Positions

The positive convictions which inspired the moral stands adopted were based on
scripture, personal commitment, or historical expeiience. Complementary negative
convictions depicted the existing order as governed by power elites, an oppressive or
repressive regime, or even an inherently evil system. But whether positive or negative,
or both, the judgements were convictions rather than conclusions based on reasoned
analysis. Further, the vision of the good and the assignment of evil seemed to be the
mode of judgement shared by the peace movement briefs and many of the writers on
military strategy, however varied the conclusions of those evaluations.

Though we recognize that a prime concern of the faith community is with judgements
of good and evil to guide the members of a community, we found all the assumptions of
good and evil to be unconvincing. What is more important, conclusions filtered through
preexisting moral frameworks lost credibility and provided an inadequate and sometimes
distorting framework for communication to those who did not share the same moral
framework. The moral framework may provide a foundation for action and even an a priori
explanation of its minority appeal, but the mode of presentation alienates those who do
not share the same convictions but at the same time, do not consider themselves less
morally sensitive or informed.

The credibility of the briefs was weakened even further when controversial
interpretations (such as the theory that Cruise missiles provide a first strike
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capacity) were taken as self-evident truths and important conceptual distinctions were
blurred. This does not mean the interpretations were incorrect, but only that they were M
suspect to an independent listener because crucial steps in the arguments were simply •
assumed to be correct.

In sum, we found the moral briefs to be moving, sincere expressions of deep-felt •
convictions but unconvincing. We did not conclude that their understanding of military •
strategy was incorrect or that their political recommendations were misguided, but only
that they were suspect because they were so infused with a moral outlook and so often
replete with questionable interpretations and conceptual confusions. I

Further, the particular political stances advocated appeared to arise, not from ^
moral positions alone, but from a consideration of the degree to which the group would •
appear unrealistic when presenting their positions. That is, taking a stance primarily *
on the basis of moral conviction often seemed to entail compromises on political stances
and strategies when communicating positions to others. Mary Jo Leddy not only was fl
self-conscious of this issue but made members of the panel aware of the problem. The C
effect of such compromises was the reverse of that intended. Rather than drawing the
unconvinced, the uncommitted or those not ready for conversion into the peace process, m
the positions adopted seemed to be either initially alien, on the one hand, or palatable 1
but suspect on the other.

Further, we detected a basic inconsistency in many briefs between a system depicted •
as inherently evil and a positive faith (rather than analysis) in a process of change 9
that will replace the evil system with one dedicated to good. Perhaps this primary
dichotomy led most of the groups to concentrate their political activities on •
extra-parliamentary modes of protest. P

2. Ethical Analysis I

These briefs, applying the ethical maxims of "just war" doctrine to current nuclear
strategy, were very valuable. Although the analysis was very well done, we could not fl
conclude that current strategy was compatible or incompatible with such a doctrine. 9
Rather, we decided that the doctrine itself was not a relevant basis for drawing ethical
conclusions about current deterrence doctrine in its manifold guises. Instead, it •
seemed to us necessary to develop an ethical analysis of just threat rather than just g
war. When and to what degree is it ethical to threaten another with violence and
annihilation? ^

3. Strategic Alternatives

The briefs fell into five categories depending on the analysts of current military m
strategy and the positions advocated. We identified two sets of paradoxes underlying
most of the analyses of current nuclear military strategy: m

The Use Paradox

a) Intention - not to use nuclear weapons. Nuclear Weapons are useful only if •
they remain unused, since use constitutes a failure of deterrence.
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b) Credibility - willingness to use nuclear weapons. The other side must believe
you can and will use the weapons successfully, or the deterrent will be
ineffective.

The Technological Paradox

a) Unlimited Improvement (over time). Technological improvement is a constant
imperative to maintain the capacity to use these weapons.

b) Limited Improvement (at any one point in time). The technological improvement
is limited by the need to maintain the belief that the weapons will never be
used to hit the other side first and totally destroy it so that it cannot
retaliate.

Depending on the analysis of the merits of current deterrent strategy, the briefs
divided into the following five positions:

A. Those who wish to overcome the paradox by pushing technological improvement,
making the weapons useful (as battlefield weapons) and developing modes of
eliminating the threat of massive retaliation.

B. Those who believe that the paradoxes should be kept in balance and wish to
reinforce current doctrines.

C. Those who want to offset both the technological threat undermining deterrence
and the current overkill capacity which also threatens its credibility, by
reducing the mutual threat to much lower force levels.

D. Those who view deterrence as inherently, not just currently, unstable and who
wish to shift primary attention to alternative strategies.

E. Those who focus on the absurdities of the current deterrent strategy and its
potentially lethal consequences, in order to advocate the urgent development
of alternative strategies to cope with international conflict.

We found those advocating technological improvement to make weapons useful to have
an ideological faith in weaponry as strong as the faith in God of some of the faith
communities who subscribe to the peace movement. The briefs were replete with
credibility gaps, conceptual confusion, questionable "factual" assumptions taken as
articles of faith and a view of the Soviet Union as the repository of evil. The
weakness of the analyses was particularly astounding in light of the fact that one
of the presenters was the President of the Canadian Institute of Strategic Studies.
Any policy influenced by such an impoverished analysis deserves loud and strong
protests.

A brief arguing for preservation of the status quo was inadequate in explaining the
need for such huge quantities of overkill to make the strategy effective. Nor was it
clear or convincing in the dismissal of the possibility of the real danger of accidental
nuclear conflict. The reinforcement of current strategy also down-played or ignored the
dangers of proliferation and the down-side costs on our economy, environment, and
psychological morale, particularly of children.
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A brief advocating the maintenance of the deterrence strategy but at lower force
levels was particularly enlightening but did not attend to the possibility that the
strategy was inherently unstable given the thrust towards technological improvement.
Hence, the inadequacy of current deterrence strategy was not just a product of misguided
policies.

Briefs advocating a shift from deterrence to other alternative strategies were
strong in their criticism but weak in pointing out alternative strategies. Nor did the
briefs attend to the use of current nuclear overkill capacity in peripheral conflict
areas. Because of fear of nuclear conflict among the great powers, there is a tendency
to permit military aggression on the periphery of the great power conflict, for to
challenge such situations might trigger nuclear war. The historical depiction of an
alternative strategy - arms control - raised serious questions about its past effective-
ness.

Finally, those briefs advocating alternative strategies were devastating in the
criticisms of the "newspeak," contradictions and detrimental consequences of current
nuclear strategies, but provided no link between the irrationality of current doctrine
and modes of altering political policies.

4. Pragmatic Choices

A survey of non-official peace and disarmament proposals was invaluable in
indicating the variety of alternative strategies available for consideration. How-
ever, arguments for relying on the development of a mass peace movement to shift
strategy were totally unconvincing as were those who argued for adopting an economic
approach (the Cruise Missile Conversion Project, for example) to enable Canada to shift
position in the current stand-off in the threat of mutual destruction. Nor were those
advocating Canadian moves away from support of the U.S. position towards neutrality
convincing about the effectiveness or propriety of such a move. An historical analysis
of the past record of Canada on this issue suggested that any moves away from the
American position would be extremely divisive within Canada, likely to be hypocritical
in the extreme, and in the long run totally ineffective and irrelevant.

One clear area in which Canada could work and be effective on alternative strategy
seemed to be in the area of limiting proliferation.
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VI. RECOMMENDATIONS

We regret we cannot draw substantive conclusions on the basis of the submissions to
the hearings. We are in the unhappy position of examining one of the most important
questions of our time with few positive recommendations as to what can be done, but the
evidence before us was simply inadequate. For example, a key missing component was a
sophisticated and thorough analysis of Soviet intentions, policies, and strategies, as
well as the range of appropriate responses with their strengths and shortcomings.

Nevertheless, we found the rationale for the current or modified deterrent
strategy, even when extremely well done, to be inadequate even if it could be argued
that deterrence was effective in the past. The rationality for altering the deterrent
strategy to an active defence posture, we found to be extremely inadequate and highly
dangerous.

We also found that virtually all of the submissions were committed to peace and the
avoidance of nuclear war and were not, in that sense, morally divided. The differences
revolved around convictions about what was most likely to prevent a nuclear holocaust
and preserve peace. Thus it seemed inappropriate to us that the protagonists of
differing strategics should attack one another in moral terms. Further, those who
addressed the panel in religious or moral terms, while often sharing positions, were so
varied in their justifications that the effect of moral justification was to weaken
rather than strengthen positions.

We agreed that though we lacked sufficient evidence to formulate recommendations on the
main substantive issues, we were in a position to make recommendations about filling the
gaps and facilitating a more involved and self-critical decision-making process for
Canada.

Recommendations

1. Canadians, including those most committed to the peace movement, need to be better
informed on nuclear strategy and alternatives, as well as on political options, and to
that end IPPANI should advocate:

(a) the devotion of more independent resources within Canada, financial and human,
for the analysis of nuclear and military strategy (to determine, for example, if Canada
should adopt a more independent position, particularly vis- a-vis the United States) and
the communication of the results of those analyses to a wider public;

(b) the development of a much greater degree of independent expertise and in-
depth understanding of nuclear issues by Canada's major political parties so that
intelligent and informed positions can be taken;

(c) a much greater capacity for independent analysis of the Soviet Union and
communicating the results of that analysis to a wider public;

(d) that the options available to Canada (such as not testing Cruise missiles) be
analyzed and communicated to a wider public.

2. The faith communities should consider donating funds and commissioning studies from
institutes working in these areas.
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3. Though adequate analysis and an informed public may be a prerequisite for Canadian
political will, they are insufficient in themselves. Those involved in the peace
movement should consider a shift from extra-parliamentary opposition to a direct
involvement in the political process and the political parties, in order to directly
participate in influencing and directing the development of that political will.

4. One political strategy that does seem appropriate for Canada, as a major emphasis,
is the employment of diplomatic means to ensure that a new and strengthened
non-proliferation treaty will be in place by 1995 when the current treaty ends. Actions
on other perhaps more central issues in the nuclear conflict should be considered in
light of their effect on this primary goal for Canada.

5. In light of the learning process and informative value of the hearings, IPPANI
should consider preparing a package of materials, including a selection of briefs
received and possibly this report, as well as a set of instructions, in order to enable
interested churches, synagogues and other faith groups to utilize the documents to hold
their own day-long hearings with a local panel requested to publish its report for the
whole congregation.

6. IPPANI should consider soliciting additional material to fill in gaps in the
evidence on:

(a) the Soviet Union, its intentions, policies and strategies;

(b) the Strategic Defence Initiative;

(c) the ethics of the threat.
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PREAMBLE - HISTORICAL PERSPECTIVE

The Canadian nuclear industry has existed for several decades. It involves tens of thousands of
employees and includes the uranium mines, uranium refiners, radioisotope producers and medical
equipment manufacturers, energy equipment manufacturers, utilities, government departments and
universities. It is an industry with heavy involvement of the federal and provincial
governments. Many pieces of regulation govern its activities.

One way of understanding the various actors, regulations and interrelationships is to consider
the various stages of evolution: the early pre-nuclear electricity years; the years of nuclear
electricity development and the years of stabilized growth.

THE PRE-NUCLEAR ELECTRICITY YEARS

The true starting place of the pre-nuclear years was probably the discovery of pitchblende in
1727 by chemist Martin Klaproth. The pitchblende, when heated by Klaproth formed a yellow oxide,
and revealed a new element called uranium. By the end of the 19th century its use for
photography and pottery was well known. In 1898, Pierre and Marie Curie began to analyse
pitchblende and found it also contained the elements polonium and radium. By 1903 Curie had
documented the process of removing radium from pitchblende and had speculated that radium had
cancer curing properties. The results of this work produced a product that by 1904 was more
valuable than gold. The search for pitchblende was on.

Many companies attempted to find pitchblende and produce radium but during the 1920's er~
company managed to corner the market and drive prices to an exorbitant level. This Belgian baseo
company, Union Miniere, struck it rich by discovering vast quantities of pitchblende in a
Belgium Congo mine. Their dominance continued until a small gold mining company in Canada
discovered pitchblende having a 60% content of uranium at Great Bear Lake. The company, Eldorado
Gold Mines, set out to mine the pitchblende and refine the radium by establishing a refinery at
Port Hope in 1933.

Ten years later the U.S. and British discovered the tremendous energy potential resulting from
splitting the atoir. And, by 1942 the U.S. Army offered to buy all the uranium the company could
supply.

After World War II Canada became the first nation to emphasize the civil rather than military
aspects of nuclear activities, and also became the first country outside the United States to
have a nuclear reactor. The existence of the Chalk River facilities was made known to the public
in August 1945 and Canadians were informed that uranium atoms could produce energy for
peaceful purposes.

In the early post-war years four government organizations were involved with atomic affairs:
the recently purchased Eldorado Nuclear (1942) under the federal Department of Reconstruction
and Supply; the National Research Council; federal Advisory Panel on Atomic Energy, and the
newly formed Atomic Energy Control Board (1946).

The Atomic Energy Control (AEC) Act of 1946 established the Board as a departmental corporation,
"to make provision for the control and supervision of the development, application, and use of
atomic energy and to enable Canada to participate effectively in measures of international
control of atomic energy."
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At that time, the development of the atomic bomb, and hence the need for strong security
measures in nuclear matters, were paramount. The Board was responsible for all nuclear
activities, from research and development to regulatory control.

This put the control and regulation of nuclear matters squarely in the hands of the Federal
Government. By February 1947 the AECB had asked the National Research Council to take over the
Chalk River facility. The National Research Council established a Division of Atomic Energy
Research and in July 1947 the NRX 20 MW(+) reactor became operational. Throughout this period
NRX and the later NRU reactors were used for research and for the production of plutonium, which
was sold to the U.S., France and Britain for weapons until the mid-60's.

The Royal Commission on Canada's Economic Prospects (1956) heard that a tremendous amount of
energy might be forthcoming as a result of atomic energy. Subsequently decisions were made to
build the Nuclear Power Demonstration (NPD) generating station at Rolphton, Ontario.

THE EARLY YEARS OF NUCLEAR ELECTRICITY DEVELOPMENT

An amendment to the Atomic Energy Control Act occurred in 1954 which was a transfer of power for
atomic energy development, including the creation of companies for researching and commercially
exploiting nuclear energy, to the Minister. As a result of this change the AECB became solely
concerned with the regulation (and not the promotion) of the nuclear industry. Atomic Energy of
Canada Ltd. had been incorporated in 1952 and charged with the mandate of developing the
peaceful uses of Atomic Energy. By 1954, the Federal government through AECL and the Ontario
Government through Ontario Hydro jointly established a Nuclear Power Group at Chalk River to
develop the CANDU reactor system.

The first large demonstration nuclear power reactor was planned for Douglas Point on the
shores of Lake Huron. This station was to be a 200 MW(e) plant designed and managed by Atomic
Energy of Canada and operated by Ontario Hydro.

From 1964 to 1974 electricity demand in Canada grew at 7.4 per cent per annum sending Provinces
scurrying for a way to provide additional electricity. In the early 60's Ontario Hydro ordered 4
(515 MW) units at Pickering and by 1975 orders were placed for twelve more units, four at
Pickering and eight at the Bruce Nuclear Power Development. The Bruce A and B plants were
located beside Douglas Point.

Quebec commenced a nuclear program in the same time period with the Gentilly-I proto-type
reactor. This unit was completed in 1971 but has not been commercially operated. Hydro Quebec
ordered a conventional CANDU 600 MW unit in 1972 which entered into commercial operation in
1983. The next power reactors ordered were 4 850 MW(e) units at Darlington and a 600 MW unit at
Point Lepreau, New Brunswick.

As orders for nuclear reactors increased many other actors outside government became involved.
The University of Toronto, Ecole Polytechnique and other universities received research and
development contracts. Increased emphasis was given to two long standing disciplines, nuclear
physics and engineering. The public administration of nuclear energy increased with numerous
governmentdepartments(Environment, Industry TradeandCommerceetc.)expandingstaff. Canadian
banks (Toronto-Dominion, Bank of Commerce) became involved with financing nuclear expansion.
Numerous consulting firms (Canatom, J.F.MacLaren, DSMA Atcon) assisted the utilities with
engineering and design work.
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And, numerous manufacturing companies in British Columbia, Manitoba, Quebec and Ontario,
suchasBorg-WarnerCanada.Donlee Manufacturing, Canadian Vickers,DominionBridge,Babcock&
Wilcox Canada, Canadian General Electric, Westinghouse, Noranda Metal Industries, CAE
Electronics, Bristol Aerospace, etc. received nuclear equipment contracts. Orders for uranium
had fallen off as a result of the 1963 decision of the U.S. and U.K. not to take up options for
uranium purchases. For the next few years the Government of Canada assisted uranium sales
through stockpiling. By 1973 uranium orders had resumed again with the reactors requiring fuel.

Up to 1960, the AECB regulations were primarily aimed at control of strategic materials and of
information relating to those materials. In 1960, with the agreement of the provinces (since
health services are under provincial jurisdiction), the Board also assumed control of
radiological health and safety matters, and its mandate began to assume the form it has today.

By 1964, the AECB published a set of reactor safety criteria. The Board continued to refine its
operations, zeroing in on safety and health factors. In 1976, responsibility for general nuclear
energy research was passed over to the National Research Council, freeing the AECB to
concentrate on mission-oriented research that supports its own regulatory activities. Meanwhile,
the Government of Canada announced in the mid-1960's the cessation of military plutonium
production at Chalk River, dedicating the Canadian nuclear program to peaceful purposes.

In 1977, Bill C-14 - a new Nuclear Control and Administration Act - was proposed. This Act would
have created sharper divisions between the regulatory and development aspects of the nuclear
industry, and provided for increased public participation. Even though it has never been passed
by Parliament, its spirit has been incorporated into a number of informal Board policies,
especially the public information programs.

THE RECENT EXPERIENCE

By the mid-70's orders for CANDU reactors decreased. With orders falling off many of the
manufacturing firms laid off staff and others diversified to stay in business. A group of nine
manufacturers and consultants trying to pool their resources, CANDU Nuclear Equipment Suppliers
(CNES) folded. This led to a resurrected Organization of CANDU Industries (OCI) in 1979. OCI is
currently an organization of 45 manufacturers and consultants attempting to pool their resources
to support the export of CANDU.

As well as commercial difficulties, this period was also marked by increased public awareness of
nuclear-energy issues, and increasing controversy. Several events brought about these
responses:

India's testing of a nuclear explosive in 1974, made with plutonium from a small
Canadian-supplied reactor (not generating station), led in Canada to heightened public attention
and opposition to reactor exports, as did the realization of multi-million-dollar financial
losses on a reactor sale to Argentina. Reports and rumours indicating the emergence of a group
of "near-nuclear-weapons states", including several Canadian nuclear clients (Pakistan, Taiwan,
Argentina, and South Korea); disclosure and formal government investigations of questionable
"fees" paid by AECL to secure reactor sales in Argentina and South Korea; the Canadian
government's decision to honour its nuclear trade agreement with Argentina after the overthrow
of the democratic government we had been dealing with, and, more recently, a reactor sale to
Romania paid for with Romanian goods instead of cash; and the continuation of Canadian nuclear
cooperation with Argentina during the Falklands war.
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Domestically, the public has expressed concern about reactor accidents (heightened by the 1979
accident at Three Mile Island and the 1983 accident at Pickering), radioactive wastes, and the
scale of nuclear activities planned in Canada. For example, a 1974 announcement by Ontario Hydro
of its long-range expansion plans - - including eleven (multi-unit) nuclear stations, seven
fossil-fuelled stations, and the attendant transmission lines — helped to focus broadly based
concerns in Ontario that led to the establishment of a Royal Commission and a Parliamentary
Select Committee.

In fact, many of these concerns have led to public review or changes in procedures. These
responses have often seemed "too little too late" to critics "too much too soon" to some actors
in the nuclear-energy industry, although both groups have generally participated in good faith
in the public reviews.

As the end of the decade approached, the most active industries and government departments were
those involved in food and medical radiation, nuclear power station operation, uranium mining
and refining and nuclear waste management.

One major focus of nuclear energy development in the 1970's and continuing today is research
into the disposal of nuclear wastes. Research began in the 1950's, but, in the 1970's public
uncertainties about the ability to find waste management concepts and locations elevated this
aspect of nuclear energy to a public issue. By 1972 Atomic Energy of Canada recommended that the
waste disposal concept should include the storage option of retrievability and AECL was given
the technical responsibility for developing appropriate waste storage sites.

Two years later (1974) AECL suggested that an above ground interim storage concept be pursued
along with a deep geological disposal concept for permanent disposal. Research on both concepts
proceeded with Ontario Hydro given responsibility for researching the interim options. AECL was
persuaded to proceed with the geologic research. However, in March 1977 they were restrained
from drilling in the Town of Madoc.

In April 1977 the Department of Energy, Mines and Resources commissioned the Hare Report. This
report assessed the types and quantities of nuclear waste that will be generated by the
operation of nuclear power stations in the near future; the alternative options open to Canada
for disposal of these wastes; the concerns of the public and recommended options to be pursued
by Canada to ensure that nuclear energy can make its appropriate contribution to the supply mix
required to meet future Canadian energy needs.

Subsequently, the Federal Government contracted with the Royal Society of Canada and the
Science Council of Canada to co-sponsor a process for public education and involvement -
Committee on Nuclear Issues in the Community (CONIC) - to assess public concerns. A number of
meetings were held across the country culminating in the CONIC Conference in Vancouver before
the committee was disbanded.

In June 1978, AECL and Ontario began a joint program for developing an interim storage facility.
This was known as the Canada/Ontario Nuclear Fuel Waste Management Program. Also in I97S, the
AECB identified the approvals necessary for AECL to obtain a licence for a waste disposal site.

When this program was announced the Royal Commission on Electric Power Planning (Porter
Commission) was still in progress. Its final report was tabled in 1980 and it gave positive
endorsement to limited nuclear expansion but recommended many changes, for example, that a
social advisory committee be established parallelling the Technical Advisory Committee. It also
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recommended that unless progress in the disposal of nuclear waste was satisfactory by 1990,
there should be a moratorium on additional nuclear power stations.

In a 1980 Report, the Ontario Legislature's Select Committee on Ontario Hydro Affairs,
recommended, in part, that a new agency be formed for managing the entire fuel waste management
program. While this recommendation was not implemented, an Inter Agency Review Committee was
formed to undertake a regulatory and environmental review of the disposal concept.

Throughout 1981 -82 drilling continued in northwestern Ontario in Atikokan, Massey, Kenora and at
Lac du Bonnet in Manitoba. By March 1982 the AECB had released its Proposed Regulatory Policy
Statement for the Licencing of AECL's Waste Disposal Facility for public review. In addition,
research continued, under AECL's direction on the technical and social aspects of the disposal
concept, interim storage and nuclear fuel waste transportation.

In the fall of 1982 an office of Low-Level Radioactive Waste Management was established,
attached to the Research Company of A.E.C.L. The office was charged with the responsibility of
disposing low-level wastes, those wastes having a low intensity of radiation, or small amounts
of radioactivity diluted in large volumes of material.

Since the earlier years, the actors in the uranium mining area have remained relatively
unchanged.By 1984 the ma joruraniumproductioncompanies were: Rio Algom,Denison,Saskatchewan
Mining and Development Corporation and Eldorado. In the area of refining and conversion, a new
refinery was opened in Blind River in 1983 to supply uranium trioxide feedstock to Eldorado's
two conversion operations at Port Hope. In 1980, Eldorado upgraded its plant providing fuel for
CANDU reactors. The upgraded plant also produces uranium concentrates for international electric
utilities.

There follows a partial listing of bodies interested and active in the nuclear field. Emphasis
is on the government and non-governmental organizations rather than private companies. In
addition the listing gives more emphasis to Ontario based actors and nuclear energy industry
actors than others. Some associations and universities with small research reactors have not
been mentioned.
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FEDERAL GOVERNMENT

Department of The Environment
Environmental Protection Branch
Nuclear Programs
Ottawa, Ontario K1A 1C8
(819) 997-1731

Federal Environment Assessment Review Office (FEARO)
Hull, P.Q.
KIA 0H3

The Federal Environmental Assessment Revie v Office is responsible for the establishment of
Environmental Assessment Review Panels to review referred projects and for the provision of
secretariat support to those Panels. Once established, an Environmental Assessment Panel is
independent and reports during the course of its project review directly to the federal Ministry
of the Environment. In special cases an Environmental Review Board, external to the federal
public service, may be established to conduct the formal review.

Environmental Assessment Review Panels formally review the potentially significant environmental
effects of projects submitted for formal review under the Federal Environmental Assessment and
Review Process (E.A.R.P.). This process was established by Cabinet decision in December
1973,(and amended in February 1977), as a means of determining in advance the potential
environmental impact of all federal projects, programs and activities. The ultimate
responsibility for decisions resulting from Process activities rests with the Minister of the
Environment and Cabinet colleagues.

Department of External Affairs
Nuclear Section
International Energy Policy Division
A Tower, 6th Floor
Room 210
Ottawa, Ontario KIA 0G2
(613) 593-7928 or Varis Smiltnieks or Mark Moher (613) 995-7529

Department of Energy, Mines & Resources
Uranium & Nuclear Branch
460 O'Connor Street
Ottawa, Ontario K1S 5H3
(613) 995-1118 Contact: Robert Morrison

Energy Policy Sector
580 Booth Street
Ottawa, Ontario KIA 0E4
(613) 992-2725
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FEDERAL GOVERNMENT (Cont'd)

Activities: Administrative responsibility (with the National Research Council and the Natural
Sciences and Engineering Research Council and AECL) for electrical research. Contributes funds
to the Canadian Electrical Association and various projects at academic institutions. The
Department of Energy Mines and Resources is the sponsor of the Inter-agency Review Committee.

National Research Council
Montreal Road Laboratories
Council, Building M-35
Ottawa, Ontario KIR 0R6
(613) 993-9101

Activities: Maintenance of measurement standards for X-rays, gamma rays, electrons, and
neutrons. Provision of grants for nuclear physics research. Research towards improvement
in the methods and techniques of absolute measurement, as well as towards coverage over wider
energy ranges and higher intensities. Fundamental research in the fields of nuclear structure
and radiation chemistry. Major facilities are (a) 3-55 MeV electron linear accelerator, (b) 4
MeV Van de Graaf positive ion accelerator.

National Sciences and Engineering Research Council
200 Kent Street
Ottawa, Ontario K1A 1H5

Provision of grants for research and development, including those in nuclear physics, nuclear
energy and energy-producing systems.

National Energy Board
Trebla Building, Room 1002
473 Albert Street
Ottawa, Ontario K1A 0E5
(613) 992-3972
J.R. Jenkins, Director

Department of Health & Welfare
Radiation Protection Bureau
Ottawa, Ontario K1A 0K9
(613) 998-3624

The Radiation Protection 3ureau develops and implements standards for radiation safety under the
Radiation Emitting Devices Act, the Food and Drugs Act, and the Canada Labour Code. The Bureau
has developed jointly with Emergency Services, Medical Services Branch, the Federal Nuclear
Emergency Response PJan and shares with Medical Services Branch the responsibility for
implementation of this plan in the event of an emergency affecting Canada. Radioactive
substances in food, the environment and the human body are investigated, and the exposure of
workers to external radiation is monitored.
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FEDERAL GOVERNMENT (Cont'd)

The hazards of X-ray machines, microwave equipment, laser and ultrasonic devices are evaluated
and controlled by regulation when necessary. Radioactive pollution in nuclear reactor
environment is studied to assist the appropriate regulatory body to develop standards. Advice on
the safe use of radionuclides and radiation-emitting devices is provided to federal government
agencies, provincial health authorities, industry and the general public.

Atomic Energy of Canada Ltd.
275 Slater Street
Ottawa, Ontario
K1A 0S4
(613) 237-3270

Atomic Energy of Canada Limited is a federal Crown Corporation which over the past 30 years has
been the major force in helping Canada develop and promote nuclear power.

Incorporated in 1952 under the provisions of the Companies Act (RSC 1952 c. 53) with authority
to develop, for the national benefit, the peaceful uses of atomic energy, AECL reports to
Parliament through the Minister of Energy, Mines and Resources.

AECL consists of three operating divisions each of which specializes in a different area
of nuclear development under the general direction of a central management company located in
Ottawa. These are the Research Company, CANDU Operations, and the Radiochemical company.

A.E.C.L. - Research Company

This company, with a head office in Ottawa, operates Canada's national nuclear laboratories at
Chalk River, Ontario, and Pinawa, Manitoba. Its research and development work provides the
technological base for the engineering, chemical and radiochemical units of AECL. The Low Level
Radioactive Waste Management Office is attached to AECL research.

Chalk River Nuclear Laboratories
Chalk River, Ontario KOJ 1 JO
(613) 584-3311

As an industrial laboratory, CRNL provides a scientific and technical base for other units of
the company and the nuclear power industry; as a national nuclear laboratory, it provides advice
and information in the nuclear field to the government and the public.
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FEDERAL GOVERNMENT (Cont'd)

Whiteshell Nuclear Research Establishment
Pinawa, Manitoba
ROE 1L0
(204) 753-2311

One of the prominent activities based at WNRE is the Nuclear Fuel Waste Management Program. Its
responsibilities are to research, develop and demonstrate methods of permanent disposal of
radioactive wastes and to ensure that such disposal is done in a safe and environmentally
acceptable manner. Contact: E.Freeh. Reviews of the Nuclear Fuel Waste Management Program are
made by a Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) and made available to AECL and the public.

A.E.C.L. - CANDU Operations
Sheridan Park Research Community
Mississauga, Ontario
L5K 1B2
(416) 823-9040

CANDU Operations is the engineering and marketing company of AECL, with headquarters in
Mississauga and project offices in Montreal and abroad. In addition to engineering design and
equipment procurement for nuclear stations, CANDU Operations is responsible for the marketing of
the CANDU reactor system and related technologies.

AECL is also a major producer of heavy water and operates two plants in Nova Scotia, one
at Glace Bay and the other at Port Hawkesbury, each with a capacity of 400 tonnes per year.

AECL's CANDU Operations Marketing and Sales group in Mississauga, has the full responsibility
for the marketing of the CANDU reactor system and related technologies. Contact: J.MacPherson
(416) 823-9040.

A.E.C.L. - Radiochemical Company
413 March Road
P.O. Box 13500
Kanata, Ontario
K2K 1X8
(613) 592-2790

The Radiochemical Company has two components, both located at Kanata, near Ottawa. The
radioisotope Marketing Section is responsible for the supply of radioisotopes and industrial
irradiation equipment. These are used for medical and industrial applications: for example,
industrial machines for the sterilization of medical products.
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FEDERAL GOVERNMENT (Cont'd)

The second component is the Medical Division which was placed under a separate management
structure in January 1985 in order to pursue new business opportunities marketing cobalt-based
medical therapy.

Atomic Energy Control Board
Box 1046
Ottawa, Ontario KIP 5S9
H. Spence (613) 992-5544

The Atomic Energy Control Board is responsible for the health, safety, and security aspects of
prescribed substances, equipment and facilities. It controls these through a comprehensive
licensing system.

Prescribed substances are materials the Board designates as being capable of releasing nuclear
energy, or as being required for the production or use of nuclear energy. They include uranium,
thorium, plutonium, tritium, neptunium, deuterium (the hydrogen in heavy water), and all their
derivatives and compounds. There's a long list of radioisotopes actually in the regulations.

Nuclear facilities include power and research reactors, accelerators, uranium mines, mills, and
refineries, nuclear fuel fabrication plants, heavy water plants, and radioactive waste
management facilities.

The Board's regulations cover all aspects of the development, production, and application of
nuclear energy: the mining and processing of prescribed substances; their production, import,
export, transport, possession, ownership, use, or sale. The AECB defines standards for nuclear
facilities, assesses the ability of licence applicants to meet these standards, and inspects
facilities for compliance. At the same time, it has an important role to play in national and
international safeguards - the diplomatic, technical, and administrative procedures which
discourage non-peaceful uses of nuclear energy.

The Board also has some responsibilities in relation to nuclear liability and insurance;
for research in areas relevant to its regulations; and supervision of decontamination in
some circumstances. The Board tries to take a technical approach to nuclear regulation and
licencing, and does not deal with many of the other issues related to the use of nuclear energy,
such as the economic and social issues often raised in the course of "nuclear or not" arguments.
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PROVINCE OF ONTARIO

Ministry of the Environment
Suite 100, 135 St. Clair Avenue West
Toronto, Ontario M4V 1P5
(416) 965-1611
Hon. James Bradley, Minister

The goal of the Ministry of the Environment is to achieve and maintain a quality of the
environment, including air, water and land, that will protect human health and the eco-system
and will contribute to the well-being of the people of Ontario.

The responsibility assumed from the Department of the Environment was air management including
abatement, approvals and criteria; meteorology and air quality; phytotoxicology; auto emission
control and related laboratories; waste management. While the Ministry does not have a direct
role in the regulation of radioactive material it does monitor Federal activities in this area
and, along with the Federal Department of the Environment, assists the AECB in the development
of regulatory standards and requirements. It sits along with Environment Canada and the AECB on
the Inter-agency Review Committee. The Inter-agency Review Committee will provide a technical
review and set out guidelines and criteria for determining the acceptability of proposed
nuclear fuel waste disposal facilities.

Environmental Assessment Board
5th Floor, 1 St. Clair Avenue West
Toronto, Ontario M4V 1K6
(416)965-2531
Mr. B.E. Smith, Chairman

TheEnvironmentalAssessmentBoard(EAB), in conjunction with the OntarioMunicipal Board (OMB),
holds public hearings under the Consolidated Hearings Act, 1981, (CHA), on undertakings in
relation to which more than one hearing is required by more than one tribunal under one or more
of the Acts set out in the Schedule to the Consolidated Hearings Act, 1981, or prescribed by the
regulations. Under this Act, the proponent of an undertaking, usually a department of agency of
the Provincial government, gives written notice to the Hearings Registrar specifying the general
nature of the undertaking, the hearings that are required and the Acts under which the hearings
are required. As the Environmental Assessment Act was proclaimed in 1976 when existing nuclear
plants were in various stages of planning no nuclear reactors were placed under the Board's
jurisdiction. The Board was given limited jurisdiction to judge the expansion of Elliot Lake
uranium mining and has held extensive hearings on two large proposed electrical transmission
lines.
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PROVINCE OF ONTARIO (Cont'd)

Environmental Assessment Advisory
Committee
1 St. Clair Ave. W.. 9th Fir.
Toronto M4V 1K6
(416) 965-3091

The Environmental Assessment Advisory Committee provides advice to the Minister of Environment
on requests for exemptions from the provisions of the Environmental Assessment Act and on
requests or proposals for the designation of undertakings so as to render them subject to the
Act. The committee advises on, and comments on, the reasons provided by the proponent for the
exemption of an undertaking, in particular those reasons relating to public health and safety,
economic necessity and significance of environmental effects. The advice provided by this
Committee falls within the jurisdiction of the Ontario Ministry of the Environment.

Ministry of Natural Resources and Energy
11th Floor, 56 Wellesley St. W.
Toronto, Ontario M7A 2B7
(416) 965-4286
Hon. Vince Kerrio, Minister

An Advisory committee on Energy, appointed by an Order in Council in August, 1971, recommended
that a separate ministry for energy be established which would develop a comprehensive and
coordinated energy policy for the Province. At that time, energy matters in Ontario were
affected by 38 major acts and 9 ministries were involved to varying degrees. This recommendation
was accepted and a new ministry, under the Ministry of Energy Act, was established in 1973.

The Ministry of Energy tries to ensure that Ontario receives an adequate and secure supply of
energy at reasonable prices with an acceptable environmental impact. To fulfill this
responsibility the Ministry works with other ministries and agencies of the government and with
the energy sector more as a catalyst than as an operating agency. Functions include reviewing
and advising on energy matters and policy; maintaining liaison between the government and
Ontario Hydro, applying policy by coordinating the government's energy-related activities and by
interventions before provincial and federal tribunals. The Minister of Energy reports to the
Legislature for Ontario Hydro.the Ontario Energy Board and the Ontario Energy Corporation.

As of July 1983 the Ministry was organized into the following groups: Conventional Energy Group,
Strategic Planning and AnalysisGroup,EnergyConservationGroup,Alternative&RenewableEnergy
Group, Legal Services Group and Management Systems and Service Branch.
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PROVINCE OF ONTARIO (Cont'd)

Ontario Energy Corporation
5th Floor, 101 Bloor St. W.
Toronto, Ontario M5S 1P7
(416) 926-4233
Malcolm Rowan, President

The Ontario Energy Corporation (OEC) was established by the Government of Ontario in 1975 to
implement government energy policies through investment in energy ventures. The Corporation
invests in new energy technologies and in energy exploration, primarily with private sector
partners. The Corporation may in the future be involved in co-generation activities related to
electric power plant operations.

Ontario Energy Board
9th Floor, 14 Carlton Street
Toronto, Ontario
M5B 1J2
(416) 598-4000

The Board holds hearings on references from the Minister of Energy regarding Ontario Hydro
wholesale rates and other rate-related matters, and from the Lieutenant Governor in Council on
any question about energy. The Board answers to the Legislature through the Minister of Energy.
Since 1972 the O.E.B. has conducted a series of public hearings on Ontario Hydro's annual rate
increases. The Board has regulatory power over natural gas companies in Ontario, but can only
make recommendations to Ontario Hydro and the Minister of Energy on electrical matters.

Ontario Hydro (Head Office)
700 University Avenue
Toronto, Ontario M5G 1X6
T. Campbell, Chairman
(416) 592-3351

Activities: Ontario Hydro operates as a provincial crown corporation with a Chairman, President
and Board of Directors. As a result of a 1973 amendment to the Power Corporation Act Hydro was
designated as a Crown Corporation. The Board members are appointed by the Ontario government.
Ontario Hydro is primarily concerned with providing electric power in Ontario by generation or
purchase and delivering it in bulk to municipalities for resale, and directly to certain
industrial customers. Other sales are made to retail customers in rural areas. Hydro also sells
power to utility companies outside Ontario. The primary generation sources are hydraulic,
nuclear and coal.

Hydro operates a Nuclear Communications Centre in Pickering (416-839-0465) to provide
educational information to the public on nuclear power. The Ontario Hydro Public Reference
Centre has information and documentation on Ontario Hydro and general pam-phlet material on
energy (416-592-3331). Ontario Hydro reports to the Legislature through the Minister of Energy.
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PROVINCE OF NEW BRUNSWICK

New Brunswick Electric Power Commission
527 King Street
Box 2000
Fredericton, New Brunswick E3B 1E7
(506) 453-4444

New Brunswick Electric Power Commission went nuclear on Septemberl 1,1982. The Point Lepreau
Station was the first 600 MW CANDU station to generate commercial power. A second 600 MW unit at
Point Lepreau is being contemplated for electricity sales to New England.

For further information contact: T. Thompson.

PROVINCE OF QUEBEC

Hydro Quebec
75 ouest boul. Dorchester
Montreal, Quebec H2Z 1A4
Contact: Renat Hout
(514) 289-2222

Hydro-Quebec is a provincially-owned corporation, created in 1944 by an act of the Quebec
legislature which acquired Montreal Light, Heat and Power Consolidated, and the Beauharnois
Light, Heat and Power Company. It was given the specific mandate "to supply power...at the
lowest rates consistent with sound financial administration." A second stage of acquisition in
1963, with the purchase of ten other privately-owned electric utilities, doubled the size of
Hydro-Quebec and enabled it to become the producer and distributor of nearly all Quebec's
electricity supplies. In 1978, the Hydro-Quebec mandate was modified to read as follows: "To
attain its objects, the Corporation shall estimate the needs of Quebec in energy and the means
of meeting them within the scope of the energy policies that the Lieutenant-Governor in Council
may otherwise establish."

Hydro Quebec has one nuclear development, Gentilly I. (Gentilly II is a prototype of a different
kind of CANDU reactor, owned by AECL, and has been shut down for several years).

Hydro-Quebec submits an annual report to the Quebec government and appears every year before a
parliamentary committee on energy and natural resources.

Recent changes in the Hydro-Quebec Act included the replacement of its five man commission by an
11-member board of directors, which includes the presidents of Hydro-Quebec and the Societe
d'energie de la Baie James. Board members are appointed by the Quebec government and represent a
variety of sectoral interests.

Hydro-Quebec has two wholly-owned subsidiaries. These are the Societe d'Energie de la Baie James
(SEB) and Hydro Quebec International (IREQ).
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Hydro-Quebec International was created in October, 1978. Its mission is to export the know-how
Hydro-Quebec has acquired in the areas of electrical generation, transmission and distribution.

Hydro Quebec is studying the feasibility of building various types of thermal power stations,
for example gas-turbine plants powered by oil, coal or natural gas. It also keeps abreast of
recent developments in nuclear technology, including thermonuclear fusion. And IREQ is carrying
out a variety of studies on alternative energy sources, wind turbines, energy storage,
peat-fired power stations, biomass energy, solar energy and heat pumps.

PROVINCE OF SASKATCHEWAN

Saskatchewan Mining and Development Corporation (S.M.D.C.)
Public Affairs
8th Floor, Provincial Building
I22-3rd Avenue North
Saskatoon, Saskatchewan
S7K 2H6
(306) 664-5000 or Contact: Dr. Don Somers, Vice President, Corporate Affairs (306) 664-6830

The Saskatchewan Mining and Development Corporation was established in 1974. In 1977 the Act
was passed establishing S.M.D.C. as a crown corporation. Its mandate involves the exploration
and development of uranium and base precious and industrial materials primarily in Saskatchewan
either on its own or by means of joint venture participation.

It currently is involved in the Cluf f Lake Mine (20% S.M.D.C., 80% AMOK), the Key Lake Mine (50%
S.M.D.C.) and is investigating the Waterbury Lake and other properties.
(S.M.D.C. may also have a future interest in the Cigar Lake Mine Development)

MINING AND OTHER COMPANIES

Rio Algom Mines Ltd.
(Subsidiary of Rio Tinto-Zinc Corporation Ltd., London, England)
120 Adelaide St. W., 26th Floor
Toronto, Ontario M5H 1W5
(416) 367-4000
Mr. D. Willock or Ken Culver (416) 365-6915

Activities: Rio Algom and its subsidiaries are engaged in two principal lines of business:
mining operations and steel production. The mining operations consist of exploration for and
mining of ores and minerals and its principal products are uranium-oxide, copper and molybdenum.
The steel operations consist of the production and marketing of stainless and specialty steels.
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Locations:

The Canadian uranium mines are located in the Elliot Lake area, including Quirke, Panel,
and Stanleigh.

Eldorado Nuclear Ltd.
Suite #400, 255 Albert St.
Ottawa, Ontario KIP 6A9
(613) 238-5222
T. David Smith

Activities: Eldorado Nuclear Ltd., a federal Crown corporation with responsibility for all
uranium refining, is now the third major producer of uranium. Eldorado is an integrated nuclear
fuels supplier engaged in uranium exploration, mining, refining, conversion, metallurgy and
research and development.

Eldorado began in the 1930's as a private company involved in the production of radium. It was
nationalized in 1944. With the growth of the nuclear energy industry Eldorado began the
production of commercial fuels for industry in Canada and abroad. It supplies all the uranium
dioxide used as fuel in CANDU reactors. It also supplies uranium hexafluoride used to enrich
uranium sold abroad. On October 1, 1982 Eldorado bought all outstanding shares ofGulf Minerals
Canada Ltd.andUranerz Canada Ltdjoint owners of the Rabbit Lake operation. In 1982 the shares
of Eldorado were transferred from the Department of Energy, Mines and Resources.to theCanadian
Development Investment Corporation. In February 1984 CDIC announced that Eldorado was being
prepared for sale on the private market.

Locations: mining division: Saskatoon, Sask.; refinery: Port Hope, Ont.; under construction:
Blind River, Ont., UO3 refinery; Port Hope, Ont., UF6 conversion plant; under development: Key
Lake Uranium Mining, Sask.

Eldor Resources Ltd.

Eldor Resources Ltd. is a wholly-owned subsidiary of Eldorado Nuclear Ltd. formed in 1978. Eldor
holds 1/6 interest in Saskatchewan Uranium Joint Venture which is developing new uranium
properties, mainly Key Lake - Maurice Bay, Saskatchewan. Eldor also holds Eldorado's exploration
interest in uranium and other mineral properties.

Eldorado Resources Ltd.
Eldorado Resources Ltd. is a wholly-owned subsidiary of Eldorado Nuclear Ltd. It owns and
services the company's three operating divisions:

Eldor Mines - based in Saskatoon
- mine and mill at Rabbit Lake
Fuel Services - uranium refinery at Blind River
- uranium conversion plant at Port Hope
Metal Products - Port Hope
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Gulf Minerals Canada
The sole purpose of Gulf Minerals Canada was to be active in the Rabbit Lake project. Gulf
Minerals Canada ceased to exist after selling all its shares in the Rabbit Lake project to
Eldorado Nuclear.

Uranerz Canada Ltd.
224 Fourth Avenue South, #206
Saskatoon, Saskatchewan S7K 5M5
(J06) 244-1838
(subsidiary of Uranerzbergbau GMBH&Co.K.G. West Germany)

Uranerz Canada was the other interest in the Rabbit Lake project. And like Gulf Minerals,this
was its sole reason for existence. After selling its shares to Eldorado, Uranerz Canada ceased
to exist.

Uranerz Exploration And Mining Ltd.
(subsidiary of Uranerzbergbau GMBH & CO. K.G., West Germany)

Uranerz Exploration and Mining Ltd. is a German company involved in production at the Key Lake
Mine (33 1/3%). SMDC (50%) and Eldor (1/6) are the other partners. German companies are also
involved in exploration and development. These are Urangesellschoft Canada Ltd., Saarberg
Interplan Canada Ltd., E and B Explorations Ltd. and Uranerz Exploration and Mining.

Amok Ltd.
P.O. Box 9204
817-825 45th St. W.
Saskatoon, Saskatchewan S7K 3X5
(306) 242-8894
Mr. P. Capron, President

Amok is privately owned by CompagnieGenerale des Matieres Nucleaires (38%), Compagnie Francaise
de Mokta (37%), and Pechiney-Ugine-Kuhlmann (25%). Amok has an 80% interest in the Cluf f Lake
project with SMDC (20%).

Denison Mines Ltd.
P.O. Box 40, S. Tower
Royal Bank Tower
Toronto, Ontario M5J 2K2
(416) 865-1991
Mr. Noel O'Brien, Vice President

Minerals & Marketing

Activities: mining of uranium, coal exploration, extraction of oil and gas, production of
concrete and cement, development of potash project.

Locations: Elliot Lake
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International Commission on Radiological Protection (ICRP)
Clifton Ave.
Sutton, Surrey SM2 5PU
United Kingdom Contact: Dr. Richard Osborne, Chalk River Nuclear Laboratories

This Commission was formed in 1928 as a body of academics and radiologists studying human
radiation exposure. It is responsible for advice on, and the review and develop-ment of,
recommended dose limits. Currently members of ICRP, through a system of committees and task
groups maintain contacts with the IAEA, WHO, International Labour Organization, Nuclear Energy
Agency and UNSCEAR. Recommendations are promulgated throughout the scientific, medical and
radiation protection communities.

American Nuclear Society (ANS)
555 N. Kensington Ave.
LaGrange Park, Illinois 60525
(312) 352-6611

Activities: To advance science and engineering in the nuclear power industry. Disseminates
information; promotes research; establishes scholarships; conducts meetings devoted to
scientific and technical papers; works with government agencies, educational institutions, and
other organizations dealing with nuclear power issues. Maintains library of more than 3,000
volumes on nuclear engineering and business management.

Advisory Committee on the Biological Effects
of Ionizing Radiation (Beir) of the
National Academy of Sciences (N.A.S.)
Washington, D.C.
U.S.A.
(202) 334-2000

The National Academy of Sciences was established by a presidential proclamation (Lincoln) in 1863 to
advise the government on matters of science. In 1916 the U.S. National Research Council (NRC)
was established as the operations arm of the NAS. The president of the NAS is the chairman of
the NRC.

Other bodies under NAS include the National Academy of Engineers. The president of this body is
the vice-chairman of the NRC. Also included is the Institute of Medicine which is
semi-autonomous.

The NAS employs 900 people who coordinate the work of the committees. The committee members of
NAS are located at universities and institutes around the country. These committee volunteers
collectively produce approximately 300 reports each year.

The NRC does research contracts specifically requested by Congress or federal agencies and
approved by the NAS. 90% of the funding comes from the federal government for specific research
contracts. The NRC is not a government agency but a private non-profit group.
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United Nations Scientific Committee on the Effects
of Atomic Radiation (UNSCEAR)
Vienna International Centre
P.O. Box 500
A-1400 Vienna, Austria

The United Nations Scientific Committee on the Effects of Atomic Radiation was formed in 1955
as a reaction to atomic weapons testing and the impact of the associated fallout. Their current
responsibility involves recording radiation levels throughout the world and assessing the
effects of radiation on humanity and the environment.

International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA)
Wagramerstrasse 5,
P.O. Box 100
A-1400 Vienna, Austria

365 Bloor St. E.
Toronto, Ontario
(416) 928-9149

The International Atomic Energy Agency is authorized by the U.N. under Articles III.A.5 and XII
of its Statute to establish a system of safeguards to ensure that "assistance provided by it or
at its request or under its supervision or control is not used in such a way as to further any
military purpose". Since its creation in 1957, the Agency, in co-operation with its member
states, has worked steadily to improve the effectiveness of its safeguards operations
established under those articles of this Statute. Canada supports this activity fully because
Canada's bilateral agreements call for IAEA safeguards to be applied to Canadian-origin nuclear
items tranferred pursuant to these agreements.

While the Agency's Statute provides that it will apply safeguards to ensure as far as it
can that no military objective will be fulfilled, the purpose of the application has been
extended. The IAEA has stated that it interprets this undertaking as including the development,
manufacture or testing of nuclear explosive devices of any kind.

The objective of IAEA safeguards is the timely detection of diversion of significant quantities
of nuclear material from peaceful nuclear activities to the manufacture of nuclear weapons or
other nuclear explosive devices or for purposes unknown, and deterrence of such diversion by the
risk of early detection.

The basic approach of the IAEA to achieving this objective consists of the following main
elements:

a) The examination by the IAEA of information that is provided by the state. Such information
includes accounting reports, special reports and advance notification of international
transfers.

b) The collection of information by the IAEA through inspections of various kinds. Information
obtained through inspections is compared with that provided by the state to determine the
latter's completeness, accuracy and validity.
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c) The monitoring of the flow of nuclear material in nuclear facilities through the use of
various kinds of instruments and other techniques at certain strategic points. These are
generally referred to as "surveillance and containment" measures. Equipment used for this
purpose includes cameras, closed circuit TV, seals.

d) Independent verification by the Agency of the entire accounting for nuclear material subject
to safeguards using chemical analysis and non-destructive measurements.

In general, the existence of a domestic accountancy and control system is a prerequisite
to the application of efficient international safeguards, although of course a national
accounting system by itself cannot replace the international safeguards applied by the IAEA.

In 1980, the IAEA employed some ISO inspectors who made about 500 visits to plants and scanned
about six million photographs taken by sealed automatic cameras and affixed some three million
seals.

As stated above, the objective of the Agency's safeguards operations is to detect diversion to
any unknown use. If diversion conditions or non-compliance with a safeguards agreement is
detected, the Director General of the IAEA informs the Agency's Board of Governors. The Board of
Governors then calls upon the state concerned to remedy the non-compliance and may, depending on
the gravity of the situation, also report to all members of the agency and to the Security
Council and General Assemby of the United Nations (Article XII.C of the IAEA Statute). The key
point, however, is that it is the international response to the reported diversion or
non-compliance that is considered to be the ultimate deterrent.

Canada has been a strong supporter of the safeguards operations of the IAEA, and Canadian
technical experts have participated in advisory groups, technical committees and other
gatherings convened by the Agency to improve those operations. Moreover, in support of the
objective of IAEA safeguards, Canada established the "Canadian Safeguards Research and
Development of Safeguards Systems for CANDU Reactors". The program has received a five-year
budget of approximately $11 million and work under its auspices is already well-advanced.

Euratom - Commission of The European Communities
200, rue de la Loi
B-1049 Brussels
Belgium

Euratom is comprised of the following member countries: Belgium, Denmark, France, Federal
Republic of Germany, Greece, Ireland, Italy, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, United kingdom.
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Canadian Association of Nuclear Medicine
#806 J440 St. Catherine St. W.
Montreal, Quebec H3G IR8
(514) 866-2035
Mrs. A.E. Pentacost, Executive Director or Dr. David Gilday, Sick Childrens Hospital, Head of
Nuclear Medicine

Science Council of Canada
100 Metcalfe Street
Ottawa, Ontario
KIP 5M1
(613) 996-1729

Association for the Advancement of Science in Canada (AASC)
805-151 Slater Street
Ottawa, Ontario
KIP 5H3

Canadian Nuclear Association (CNA)
111 Elizabeth St., 11th Floor
Toronto, Ontario M5G 1P7
(416)977-6152
N. Aspin, President

Activities: The purposes of CNA are (a) to promote and foster an environment favourable
to the healthy growth of the uses of nuclear energy and radioisotopes; (b) to encourage
co-operation between various industries, utilities, educational institutions, government
departments and agencies, and other authoritative bodies which have a common interest in
the development of economic nuclear power and uses of radioisotopes; (c) to provide a forum for
the discussion and resolution of problems of concern to the members, to the industry, or the
Canadian public generally, and (d) to stimulate co-operation with other associations that have
similar objectives and purposes.

Canadian Nuclear Society
111 Elizabeth St., 11th Floor
Toronto, Ontario M5G 1P7 Contact: Dr. Peter Stevens-Guille
(416) 592-5211

The Canadian Nuclear Society is a voluntary organization of men and women who apply their
intellectual talents to the advancement of nuclear science and engineering in the service of
human endeavour.

Organization of CANDU Industries O.C.I. (1979)
I Yonge St., Suite 1400
Toronto, Ontario M5E 1J9
(416) 363-7261
J.M. Douglas, General Manager (519) 621-7191
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The Organization of CANDU Industries was formed in 1979 with a membership of 40 private sector
companies engaged in the supply of goods and services for CANDU reactors.

Energy Probe
100 College Street
Toronto, Ontario
M5G 1L5
(416) 978-7014 Contact: Mr. N. Rubin

The objectives of Energy Probe are to promote policies for Canada, based on conservation
and renewable energy, that will secure long term energy self-sufficiency in the shortest
possible time, with the fewest disruptive effects, and with the greatest societal, economic and
environmental benefits. Also, to promote the democratic process by encouraging individual
responsibility and accountability; to provide business, government, and the public with
information on energy and energy-related issues.

Canadian Coalition for Nuclear Responsibility
2010 MacKay Street
Montreal, Quebec
H3G 2J1 Contact: Dr. Gordon Edwards

Task Force on the Churches and Corporate Responsibility
129 St. Clair Avenue W.
Toronto, Ontario
M4V 1N5
(416) 923-1758 Contact: Ms. M. Hutchinson

The Taskforce on the Churches and Corporate Responsibility was formed in 1975 as a national
ecumenical coalition of Christian churches. The Taskforce assists participating churches in
implementing policies adopted by the churches in the area of corporate social responsibility.

The churches, working through the Taskforce, have focussed their attention on current Canadian
energy policy and in particular the use of nuclear power.

Ontario Hydro Employees Union
CUPE Local 1000
244 Eglinton Avenue East
Toronto, Ontario M4P 1K.9
(416) 481-4491

University of Toronto
Department of Physics
Department of Chemical Engineering
Faculty of Applied Science & Engineering
Centre for Nuclear Engineering
Toronto, Ontario MSS 1A4
(416) 978-6697 Contact: Dr. J. Runnalls (416) 978-4328
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Activities: An undergraduate nuclear engineering option is offered in the Engineering Science
curriculum, leading to the degree of Bachelor of Applied Science. Graduate nuclear programmes
are offered, leading to the degree of Master of Engineering, Master of Applied Science, or
Doctor of Philosophy. Graduate courses and research topics are selected according to individual
requirements.

University of New Brunswock
P.O. Box 4400
Fredericton, New Brunswick
E3B 5A3

Chair of Nuclear Engineering
Contact: Dr. D. Meneley (506) 453-4519

or 453-4520

Ecole Polytechnique
Institut Genie Nucleaire
Campus de PUniversity de Montreal
P.O. Box 6079, Stn. 'A'
Montreal, Quebec
(514) 344-4711

This institution has received grants from the AECB for nuclear-related research projects.
Provides undergraduate and graduate program in nuclear engineering.

McMaster University
Hamilton, Ontario
L8S 4KI
(416) 525-9140

The first Canadian university to establish a nuclear reactor on campus. Swimming pool type.
Opened in April 1959. Offers undergraduate and graduate papers on nuclear science.

Atomic Industrial Forum
7101 Wisconsin Avenue
Bethesda, MD 20814
(301)654-9260

A non-profit organization formed in 1953 to foster the development and utilization of atomic
energy for peaceful purposes.

British Nuclear Forun
1 St. Alban's Street
London SW1Y 4SL
01-930 6888

Association of more than 60 organizations dedicated to the sound economic development of
nuclear power in Britain.
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Nuclear Energy Agency
Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development
2, rue Andre - Pascal
75775 Paris Cedex 16
France

The OECD Nuclear Energy Agency was established in 1972 to replace the European Nuclear Energy
Agency with the primary objectives of promoting co-operation between its member governments on
the safety and regulatory aspects of nuclear development, and of assessing the future role of
nuclear energy as a contributor to economic progress.

The Uranium Institute
New Zealand House (8th Floor)
Haymarket, London
SW1 Y 4TE
United Kingdom

The Uranium Institute is a policy research and advocacy organization concerned with nuclear
fuel. The Institute was founded in 1975. Its members are drawn from 16 countries and its
activities cover the whole nuclear fuel cycle - from uranium mining, through conversion,
enrichment and fuel fabrication, to electrical utilities engaged in reactor operation, and on to
reprocessing and waste management.

107 Appendix A



COMMISSIONS OF INQUIRY

The Royal Commission on the Health and Safety of Workers in Mines. J. Ham, Commissioner.

On September 10, 1974, Dr. James Ham was appointed to investigate and report on the Health and
safety of workers in Ontario mines.

The Commission, appointed under the authority of the Office of the Attorney General, completed
its report in June 1976. It surveyed the health records of 1,000 men in uranium mines during the
period 1955-1974.

Environmental Assessment and Review Process for
Proposed Uranium Refineries; Environment Canada - 1975+

- Port Granby, Ontario
- Blind River, Ontario
- Dill Township, Ontario
- Hope Township, Ontario
- Warman, Saskatchewan

The Committee on Nuclear Issues in the Community (CONIC), Chairman, K. Hare.

Under the auspices of the Federal Department of Energy Mines and Resources the CONIC
investigated various options for the disposal of reactor wastes and irradiated fuel. Their
report was intended to assist the hearings of the Standing Committee on National Resources and
Public Works, February 1978. They recommended that Canada urgently needs a national plan for
the management and disposal of nuclear wastes, in particular a goal should be to have a
repository by the end of the century.

Ontario Environment Assessment Board Hearing into the Expansion of the Uranium Mines in the
Elliot Lake Area. D.S. Caverly, Chairman

Commissioned inNovemberl976andreportsubmitted to theOntarioEnvironmentalAssessmentBoard
in March 1979.

Joint Federal-Provincial Inquiry Commission into Safety in Mines and Mining Plant in Ontario. K.
Burkett, Chairman

The Inquiry was commissioned to report on the adequacy of existing arrangements and practices
that may affect mines and mining plants in Ontario. The report was submitted jointly to the
Ministry of Labour - Ontario and Ministry of Labour - Canada in April 1981.

The Royal Commission of Inquiry into Uranium Mining, British Columbia, (The Bates Commission)
January 1979 to October 1980.

The Bates Commission was appointed in 1979 to inquire into the adequacy of existing meansures to
provide protection in all aspects of uranium mining in British Columbia. The Commission was also
asked to make recommendations for setting and maintaining standards for worker and public safety
and for the protection of the environment as a result of the exploration for the mining and
milling of uranium ore.
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The Commission was terminated in February 1980 after the Government announcement of a seven year
moratorium on uranium mining. Before termination, 100 submissions were received by the
Commission and a three volume report was prepared. The report contained 30 recommendations
pertaining to uranium mining.

The Key Lake Board of Inquiry - Saskatchewan, December 1979 to January 1981. D. Klenavic -
Commissioner. Approved uranium mining at Key Lake.

Commission Parlementaire Sur L'Energie - Quebec Public Works - 197S.

Federal Standing Committee on National Resources and Public Works - 1979.

Ontario Legislature Select Committee Hearings on Ontario Hydro Affairs, Ontario, October
1975 to June 1976, November 1977 to January.

Ontario Hydro underwent continuous review for a six year period between October 1975 and
January 1981 through Select Committees of the Ontario Legislature on Ontario Hydro. The
Committee was established under the chairmanship of Donald McDonald (former leader of the NDP in
Ontario) and its 12 members were drawn from the three political parties. The Committee report of
June 1976 was concerned with rates and system expansion plans. Committee reports from December
1977 to January 1981 dealt with topics such as uranium contracts, the costs of construction at
Bruce, nuclear power, nuclear waste management, future demand for electric power, the safety of
nuclear reactors, nuclear waste management and the mining, milling and refining of uranium.

Legislative Committee Uranium Inquiry- NovaScotia(McCleaveCommission)-began February 1982
- 1985. Led to a moratorium on uranium exploration in Nova Scotia.

Environmental Assessment - BrinexKitts - Michelin Uranium Project Inquiry of Newfoundland and
Labrador - April 1980 to November 1980. Led to a moratorium on uranium mining in Newfoundland
and Labrador.

Cluff Lake Board of Inquiry - (Bayda Inquiry)
Saskatchewan February 1977 to May 1978.

The Cluff Lake Board of Inquiry was conducted under the auspices of JusticeE.D.Bayda to review
the application of AMOK, a French consortium, to establish and operate a uranium mine and mill
in the Cluff Lake area of northern Saskatchewan.

The Royal Commission on Electric Power Planning - (Porter Commission).
Dr. Porter was appointed July 1975 to examine the long range planning concepts of Ontario Hydro
and matters related thereto. Report submitted to the Lieutenant Governor in February 1980.

Northwest Territories Uranium Inquiry - 1981.
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The Energy Committee of the New Brunswick Legislature - 1982.

Task Force Hydro 1971.

Task Force Hydro was appointed by Ontario's Committee on Government Productivity in September
1971 to review the function, structure, operation, financing and objectives of the
Hydro-Electric Power Commission of Ontario. Five reports of Task Force Hydro were published
between August 1972 and June 1973.
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APPENDIX B

They've Gone Too Far

(By Art Solomon)

The gods of greed and lust and avarice
Finally they've gone too far.
They took the cup, the Chalice of Life,
And they've smashed it on the rocks,
The rocks of hatred toward life.
We, the people of the Earth,
We, the children of God
Must fashion a new cup \
A cup of Life
From which all humanity can drink again
And be at peace with all creation
For that is God's dream
For all his children.

Grandfather, Great Spirit, I pray
That Your love within us
Will become the guiding light
By which we your children here on Earth
Will find our way back
To the ways of peace and tranquility and balance, For us your children.
And for all your creation
Here on the Earth Mother.

We walk about here on earth
Amid great distress and sorrow
Caused by greed for money
And lust for power.
There are those who have far too much
And those who die because they have too little.
Have pity on us who have so little courage
And so little vision.
Because you gave us all that we need
To make a better world;
A world where your dream could be
The reality of every day, for every one.

It gives me great distress
To see so many pray;
Oh God, we need this; Oh God, give us that.
But they seem not to understand
That you are already doing your part to the full.
But unless we do ours
Your dream will not be fulfilled
And the gifts and opportunities you gave us
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Unused.
Oh God, how we need courage and vision.

I have sat for a week and listened.
I have listened to those who said that
The way of weapons of war
Is not the way to peace on earth, if ever it was.
I have listened to those who said that
The way to peace on earth
Is to have a great arsenal of weapons, and more military,
The more deadly, the better.
But the Enemy must know that we
Have the will to use them.
Without wanting to dishonour any of the presenters
I have to say it the way I see it.

There are those who say that it is OK to use
Nuclear energy for whatever purposes we may devise,
Like generating electricity
And making weapons so devastating and so deadly
To all life on earth that we dare not use them.
In the matter of generating electricity, for instance,
No one anywhere yet has found
A safe way of disposing of the deadly waste that remains.
There seems to be always the assumption and the
Confidence that somehow with our marvellous
Technology we will find a way to dispose of the
Waste safely and forever.
Surely that must be the arrogance of fools.
Or of men who consider themselves Gods
In their own right?

But what of the massive piles of radioactive
Waste left on the surface from mining, to leach into
The air and the water, forever.
Is that showing a responsible stewardship
For our time on this earth?
Is that the legacy that we want to bequeath to those who come after us?
Do the fish not have a right to live?
And the animals and the birds and the plants?
The water and the air
And the sun, moon, and stars.
They are our life support system
For us who live on this planet;
And what of the people who live by those radioactive piles of waste?
Are we offering them blessing or curse?
The way I see it is that some have never
Been content to marvel and wonder
At the mysteries of God and His creation.
But rather chose to unravel those mysteries
And "Crack Those Secrets"
And perhaps one day they would know

112 Appendix B



As much as the one who created them.
That seems to me a deadly situation for us to get into
Because we do not have the wisdom
Of the Creator;
And as long as we live in this human form
We will be imperfect,
Because our purpose here is to work toward our perfection.
What I understand is that the creation is sacred,
That it has its own inherent power.
That it was created in balance and harmony
And it was to stay that way for all time
Without interruption.

What I have seen for many years now
Is that there are those children of the Creator
Who were not content
With the way that God made things.
And in their arrogance they set out
To improve on "His/Her" work;
They plant trees in straight rows, etc.,
Everything is done in straight lines
And right angles
Yet everything in nature tries to be round,
It seems like we cannot allow anything
To be "natural".
So the tyranny of the right angle dominates our lives
And it seems like there have always been
Those who were obsessed with
"Progress and development".
But I have rarely found anyone who asked:
Is this progress forward or backwards?
And this development,
Is it for people or is it for money?

Have we really progressed when we have
Created weapons so terrible that if they
Were unleashed, this planet would be uninhabitable forever?
Is that the nature of our stewardship?
Have we become so arrogant and so godless
That we can take the gifts of God
And use them to destroy this part of His/Her
Creation forever?
Surely we are laughing in the face of God,
And just as surely we won't do it for very long
Regardless of how it is rationalized.
There were other empires before this one
But they are not here anymore
Because each of them came to their highest point of arrogance
And were each consigned
To oblivion.
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Surely it is time to stop and decide
Whether we want to live by the laws
Of Cod, which are the laws of the universe.
Or continue on our present course
Into oblivion;
We can make a choice. *

/ believe that those who destroy God's creation
Will be destroyed by it
Because the creation has not lost its power,
In spite of how we have desecrated this planet.
And for me the history of "progress and development"
Has been at the cost of planetary and human
Life;
Surely the time has come to ask the question:
Why are we here in this part of God's creation
And what is the purpose of life for each human being?
Are we powerless? Or do we have the power of God within us?
I say that we have the power of God within us
And the name of that power is L.O.V.E.,
But unless we use it, we too will be consigned
To oblivion.

There is a sacred teaching that says
Thou shall love thy neighbour as thyself;
But it's not something to talk about,
It is a principle to live by or it's not real.

There are those who seem to be infected
By what has been called
"Nuclear numbness",
And there are those who say "I am much too small;
I can't change anything".
And there are those who prefer to wring
Their hands and cry in their beer;
I would suggest that they have already
Consigned themselves to oblivion
Because they refuse to become involved with God's work.
For me there are only two realities, the negative
And the positive.
One is the great negative power, the Destroyer;
The other great power is the Creator,
And we have no choice but to be involved with
One or the other.
There is no middle ground, none whatever.
That's why I have always been distressed
To hear people say: I don't want to get involved.

So what's to be done?
I would like to suggest what's to be done
By starting this way:
"Those who make private property of the gifts of God
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Pretend in vain to be innocent.
For in thus retaining the subsistence of the poor
They are the murderers of those who die every day
For the want of it."

By Pope Gregory the Great.

The question of nuclear power or nuclear weapons
Cannot be rationalized, they are real.
But the uses to which they are put can be.
I can not deal with the technology or
The rationalization,
I can only deal with what for me are the
Underlying fundamental principles of life.
And my understanding, like my knowledge
And my vision are very limited,
I'm only a human being after all and I am concerned
That life should continue on this planet.
For that reason I affirm all life.
I don't believe that life was given for us to endure.
But to celebrate together, because without exception
We are all children of God,
And I reject any notion whatever, which seems
To be proposed by some that we should move
Much closer to the possibility of total annihilation
And celebrating together in a final orgy of death;
After all, I'm only seventy-one years old and I'm much
Too young and good looking to die yet.

I refuse to trust my future and my wellbeing
To the military or to governments
Because I do not believe that the way to
Create peace on earth is by preparing
To kill other children of God because they
Are different from us,
I think there is a better way
And I think we had better soon find it and use it
Or forget it forever.

I believe, as Dr. Alan Boesak of South Africa says
"If there is no justice, there will be no peace
On the Earth."
As I see it we face the two greatest imperatives
In the history of the human family on this earth,
And that is.
Either we destroy the environment till it can't
Support life or.
We face the possibility of a nuclear holocaust,
We have a choice.
We can race on toward extinction
Or we can choose to live by the laws of the creation
(God's Law)
But it can only be done by deliberate choice.
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We cannot drift into it,
We have to choose a course and steer by it.

I have an abiding faith in God, that he will not allow
His creation to be destroyed by the hands cf fools.
There will be an intervention, and we are close to that time.
Years ago, a friend of mine blasted me right out of the water.
He said, "You can't change the world all by yourself,"
But the truth is, I was already (changing the world)
Because I was already changing me.

The challenge is the same for each one of us,
(If we want to change the world)
We have no other place to begin.
There are only two choices
For change.
It can only be positive or negative;
We either affirm all life or we negate all life.
The choice is ours.
The free will that is one of our many gifts
From the Creator is so sacred that not even He
(will walk around in there),
Our free will is our responsibility alone
But we will be required to give an accounting
For the time, and the opportunities, and the gifts
That were given to each one of us.

Here I must share a teaching that was
Given to me some years ago by two women.
I was in South Dakota at an International Indian
Treaty Conference for four days.
These two women came to my camp.
They said, "We are Pottawalomi women from Oklahoma,
And we have no money, and no food, and no shelter";
So I said, "The young women are preparing food for us,
And we will share that with you, and my tent is up
And my bed is made, so you can have that for
Yourselves, I will find some other place to sleep".
After we finished eating they came with me
To where I was working on the skin of an antelope that had been killed in the night,
As I worked on the antelope skin
They told me this story.

They said, "You know, if only people understood
That we, (meaning us people) are spirit beings.
We have come from the spirit world.
We have taken on this human form
But we are only here for a short time
And we must return again to the spirit world
Where we have come".
And they said, "While we are here in this human form
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We are the guests of the one who owns all this creation."

They said, "We look around and we see the grass
And the stones, and the water, the clouds, the trees
The fish, the birds and the animals;
Even the air that we breathe is not ours.
Surely if people understood that all these things
Belong to Cod, surely as his guests they would not
Want to destroy these sacred things."
After they said these things to me they left
And I never did see them again, and I wondered if they might have been
Spirits in human form.
But it was a good teaching for me.

There was a Mohawk woman who once said
To the president of the United States:
"When you have eaten the last fish.
When you have cut down the last tree,
And when you have poisoned the last river.
It's then that you will understand
That you cannot eat all the gold
That you have stored away in the bank."

What I have to say about nuclear power
Is that it was alright in the ground where it was
The way that God put it,
It didn't threaten anyone, and now that it has been
Taken out, it threatens all life.
Surely that is not (progress and development)
By God's terms.
They have taken from the Storehouse of God's Treasures
Ti.2 power of the universe, but have not the wisdom

or the knowledge
of how to use it.

I cannot deal with the technologies and the uses
Of nuclear power; I can only deal with Life
As I understand it. Life, all life to me is sacred,
Life is not here on this earth (by chance) or (by accident),
We are given life for a purpose,
And our purpose as I understand it is to live
In peace and harmony and tranquility.
To accomplish each our own individual destiny
And return to the spirit world from where we came;
And our stewardship is to accept our responsibility
To leave this world, this earth, in such a way
That it will be a good place, a happy place.
For other human beings to come to
Knowing that nothing here, not even our own lives
Belongs to us, because there's not one of us
Who can say, "Tomorrow I'll be here."
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/ would like to share a perception that I have
Which for me is an abiding hope for the time ahead;
I'll describe it this way,
I have to call it (a spirit wind), it is all pervasive.
All inclusive, it is gentle, and it is gathering strength.
It consists of people whose hearts and minds are engaged
In affirming life, millions of them, all over the earth
Millions more are joining as they see this new direction
For humanity;
This wind, some call it "The Next Wave,"
It is gathering strength and velocity as it goes,
It is made of Love and affirmation
And it will engulf and overwhelm all those
Who are engaged with the negative;
The new day is dawning, what are we waiting for?
Why don't we get up
And celebrate life,
Together?

I must continue to lead my people
On the road the Great Spirit made
For us to travel.
We will meet many obstacles along the way.
The peaceful way of life can be accomplished
Only by people with strong courage
And by the purification of all living things.

By Dan Katchongva
Hopi Holy Man
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APPENDIX C

ANNOTATED BIBLIOGRAPHY

Following, with a brief description of each, is a list of the briefs to the
panels of each week of the IPPANI hearings. The bracketed numbers after each
title refer to the corresponding code numbers in the archive material (see
Lists of Presenters, pages 130-132). The first number of each pair indicates
the week during which it was presented.

Algoma Nuclear Awareness Association.(1-14,2-14,3-14) J.L.Greenspoon, Ice Lake,
Manitoulin Island, Ontario POP 1H0. Questions about the accessibility of the legal
system to the public for matters of nuclear policy and nuclear-related claims.

Algoma-Manitoulin Nuclear Awareness.(l-35) Edward Burt, R.R.#1, Gore Bay, Ontario POP
1H0. Description of local environmental concerns with recommendations about radioactive
tailings from uranium mines, safety of new uranium refinery, and plans for deep waste
disposal; expression of concern re possible military destination of locally produced
uranium.

Algoma-Manitoulin Nuclear Awareness.(1-85) Harald Simon, Correspondence Coordinator,
Algoma-Manitoulin Nuclear Awareness, 251 Woburn Ave, Toronto, Ontario M5m 1L1. Case
Study Demonstrating Lack of Public Input in the Siting of a Uranium Refining Plant in
Northern Ontario, that is, in Blind River.

Artiss, William G.(l-65) Rothesay, New Brunswick. Nuclear Power in the Maritimes: the
Decision-Making a history, with some critique, of decision-making processes leading to
the construction of nuclear generating stations at Point Lepreau, New Brunswick.

Association of Municipalities of Ontario.(l-63) 100 University Ave., Ste. 902, Toronto,
Ontario M5J 1V6. AMO Report #82-18 Canadian Shield Disposal and Nuclear Fuel Waste
Management describing plans for the transportation and storage of nuclear wastes in the
Canadian Shield, and querying government and AECL assurances about safety.

Atomic Industrial Forum, Inc.(1-45) Carl Walske, President, 7101 Wisconsin Ave.,
Bethesda, Maryland 20814. Argument that U.S.A. must maintain technological leadership
in peaceful uses of nuclear energy and cooperate with non-nuclear nationals in
developing nuclear power, in order to bolster the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty.

Baha'i Community of Canada.(1-70) Identifies "the principal moral challenge as one of
achieving a minimal level of unity within Canadian society on issues of vital concern
and poses the ethical challenge of establishing social mechanisms for a just and
intelligent basis for objective dialogue on nuclear issues".

Bailey, Terry Lou.(3-116) Box 29, Hazlet, Saskatchewan. Recommendation for individual
confrontative action and international dialogue to counter the nuclear threat.

Beckett and Simpson Consultants^ 1-75) Carlisle, Ontario LOR 1H0. Analysis of the
financial costs of various energy options, concluding that nuclear option is the most
expensive now and will be so in the future.
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British Columbia Medical Association^ 1-83) Eric R. Young, B.Sc., M.D.,1807 West 10th
Street, Vancouver, B.C. V6J 2A9. Resolutions of the Association from 1978 to 1984
pertaining to nuclear and radiation issues, asking in particular for restrictions and
safeguards on uranium mining, with copies of four briefs to the B.C. Royal Commission of
Inquiry into Uranium Mining.

Burnaby Christian Peace Council.(3-114) Shirley Ince, St Paul's United Church, 3821
Lister St., Burnaby, British Columbia V5G 2B9. Expression of opposition to Canadian
testing of cruise missiles, and listing causes for hope.

Campaign for a Nuclear Free Ontario.(l-42) Stephen Hall, 730 Bathurst St., Toronto,
Ontario M5S 2R4. Submission contrasting the social values expressed and reinforced by
the development of nuclear power with their opposites implicit in the development of
alternative energy sources, such as conservation, solar power, and biomass.

Canada-Asia Working Group.(2-88) Dennis Howlett, 11 Madison Avenue, Toronto, Ontario M5R
2S2. The Cost of Canada's Nuclear Generosity: A Case Study of South Korea querying the
benefit to third world populations of nuclear reactors, and the wisdom of supplying
reactors to oppressive regimes.

Canadian Catholic Organization for Development and Peace.(l-89) Newman Centre Chapter,
98 St. George Street, Toronto, Ontario M5S 2E7. One page letter suggesting connection
between nuclear electric power and nuclear weapons, and requesting clear policy
statements on this issue from governments.

Canadian Catholic Organization for Development and Peace.(3-01) Jack Panozzo, 3028
Danforth Avenue, Toronto, Ontario M4C 1N2. Position paper Militarization. Obstacle to
Development —traces links between arms trade, poverty and oppression, especially in the
third world: urges Christian duty to end arms race in order to aid poor.

Canadian Centre for Arms Control and Disarmament.(3-18) John Lamb, 275 Slater Street,
Ottawa, Ontario KIP 5H9. Time and the Arms Race arguing for the "development of a web
of international institutions capable of...replacing the...institution of war as a means
of managing interstate competition, and for the need for arms control to allow this.

Canadian Coalition for Nuclear Responsibility^ 1-68) Gordon Edwards, C.P. 336,
Succursale Snowdon, Montreal, P.Q. H3X 3T4. Cost Disadvantages of Expanding the
Nuclear Power Industry questioning changes in radiation protection standards proposed by
AECB in July 1984, and commenting on risks to miners and public from mine tailings.

Canadian Coalition for Nuclear Responsibility.(2-68) Gordon Edwards, C.P. 336 Succursale
Snowdon, Montreal, P.Q. H3X 3T4. Argument for abandoning nuclear power generation in
order to prevent proliferation of nuclear weapons; includes copies of presentations to
previous hearings.

Canadian Coalition for Peace Through Strength.(3-10S) Miroslaw Maruszewski, Box S457,
Station A, Toronto, Ontario M5W 1N7. Argument against the strategy of Mutual Assured
Destruction or unilateral disarmament, for the necessity of increased conventional
defense and "space-based non-nuclear defence".
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Canadian Conference of Catholic Bishops.(3-111) 90 Parent Avenue, Ottawa, Ontario KIN
7B1. A collection of briefs and statements on moral and ethical issues involved in
various aspects of the arms race.

Canadian Department of Energy, Mines and Resources.(I-98) Ottawa, Ontario K1A 0E4.
Papers on federal policies and perceptions: Radiation Protection. Regulating Canada's
Nuclear Industry. Canada's Domestic Nuclear Industry: An Overview. Canada's Uranium
Industry. Radioactive Waste Management, and Nuclear Reactor Safety.

Canadian Department of External Affairs.(2-101) External Information Programs Division,
Ottawa, Ontario K1A 0G2. Canada's Nuclear Non-Proliferation Policy.

Canadian Department of External Affairs.(3-112) Ottawa, Ontario KIA 0G2, Louis Delvoie.
Explanation and defence of current Canadian defence policy.

Canadian Institute of Strategic Studies.(3-110) George G. Bell, c/o York University,
4700 Keele St. Downsview, Ontario M3J 1P3. Defence of current NATO policy as the only
practical counter to perceived Russian threat.

Canadian Nuclear Society.(l-36) Peter Stevens-Guille, President, 111 Elizabeth St.,
Toronto, Ontario M5G 1P7. Response to IPPANI questions (see Week I report) arguing that
scientific method and process along with democratic political structures suffice to
ensure best use of nuclear energy.

Christian Initiative for Peace.(3-77) Sister Mary Joe Leddy, 2 Fuller Avenue, Toronto,
Ontario M6R 2C3. Reflections on questions of ethics and responsibility in arms
manufacture, and on a symbolic protest action at Litton Systems, Inc.

Coalition for World Disarmament.^-115) Donald A. Ross M.D. Chairman, S630 Monarch St.,
Burnaby, British Columbia V5G 2A3. Recommendation for a more active role in nuclear
disarmament for Canada.

Colquhoun, Roy P.(l-93) 50 Leadale Ave., Toronto, Ontario M4G 3G1. Favourable comparison
of the safety record of nuclear-generated power systems compared with other
technologies, with an argument that the nuclear industry is accountable, responsible,
and well-motivated.

Cox, David.(3-106) Department of Political Studies, Queen's University, Kingston,
Ontario K7L 3N6. Denying Canadian Geography to the Arms Race: the Canadian Experience
from 1957 to 1963 and its Contemporary Implications.

Creighton, Phyllis.(3-78) 12 Glenview Ave., Toronto, Ontario M4R 1P6. Response to
IPPANI questions, seeking to clarify moral issues by posing further questions. Comments
on other briefs included.

Crosscurrents Research and Policy Consulting Ltd.(I-43) Dirk Leemans, 5 Melbourne Place,
Toronto, Ontario M6K 2B8. Argument for the abandonment of the nouble standard governing
allowable radiation exposure for atomic workers and the general public.
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Cruise Missile Conversion Project.(3-56) Joe Mihevc, 730 Bathurst St., Toronto, Ontario
M5S 2R4. Argument for conversion from military to civilian trade and industry, citing
negative effect of military production on employment and the economy in general.

Durham Christian High School - Grade XII.(3-24) R.R.#1, Bowmanville, Ontario L1C 3K2.
Recommendation that Canada withdraw from nuclear arms manufacture and export of
reactors, as an expression of its faith in God.

Durham Christian High School Physics Class.(l-24) R.R.#1, Bowmanville, Ontario L1C 3K2.
List of some social and financial costs and risks of nuclear energy.

Edmonton Interfaith Peace Council.(2-64) Dr. Wytze Brouwer, 14632-92A Ave, Edmonton
Alberta T5R 5E7. Description of various Christian attitudes throughout history to war
in general, urging Christian action to prevent nuclear war, and recommending disarmament
strategies.

Emmerton, Ivan R.(l-99) Box 1206, Deep River, Ontario K.OJ IPO. Argument for the domestic
and international benefits, safety and cost efficiency of Canada's nuclear program,
including, as an appendix, Preventine Nuclear Weapons Proliferation: A Positive Factor
for Peace by J.A.L. Robertson.

Energy Probe.(l-29) David Poch, 100 College St., Toronto, Ontario M5G 1L5. The
Regulation of Nuclear Technology in Canada: The Atomic Control Board. Response to
question #3 (How are decisions mads in this field?), concluding that the Atomic Energy
Control Board is an unsuitable decision-making body.

Energy Probe.(l-41) Norman Rubin, 100 College St., Toronto, Ontario M5G 1L5. Response
to IPPANI questions (Week I), arguing that decision-making in the field of energy
production is restricted to those with a bias in favour of nuclear energy, and does not
allow for enough public participation or seriously consider either possible long term
consequences or soft energy alternatives.

Energy Pro be.(2-40) Mrs. Patricia Adams, 100 College St. Toronto, Ontario MSG 1LS.
Argument against large-scale (including nuclear) power developments in third world
countries on the grounds of its net harm and of hazards to general populations,
including chapters from In the Name of Progress.

Energy Probe.(2-4I) Norman Rubin, 100 College St., Toronto, Ontario M5G 1LS. Argument
that it is impossible to separate nuclear energy and nuclear weapons, listing costs and
risks of nuclear trade.

Franz, Hilda and Walter.(3-109) Altona, Manitoba. Support for neutrality for Canada.

Freeh, E.R.(l-80)Pinawa, Manitoba ROE 1L0. List of the benefits of nuclear energy, with
arguments that risks, minimal compared to those of alternatives, are magnified by fear
and misinformation.

Friends of the Earth.(l-03) Represented by David Brooks, Marbek Resource Consultants,
2211 Riverside Dr, Ottawa, Ontario K1H 7X5. Argument for more efficient energy use,
including A Brief to the Roval Commission on the Economic Union and Development
Prospects for Canada. Mav 1984 listing the benefits of conservation and "soft energy"
development.
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Gellner, John.(3-66) R.R.#3, Caledon East, Ontario LON 1E0. Argument for deterrence as
the only reliable safeguard against nuclear attack or coercion by nuclear threat.

Gertler, Ann.(3-94) 482 Strathcona, Westmount, Quebec H3Y 2X1. A Draft Proposal for a
Canadian Alternative Security Commission and Report of the British Alternative Defence
Commission: "Defence Without a Bomb".

Goldberg, Mark.(l-60) c/o Dept. of Epidemiology and Health, McGill University, 3775
University Ave, Montreal P.Q. H3A 2B4. Argument against Atomic Energy Control Board's
proposal to raise standards governing allowable exposure of atomic workers to ionizing
radiation.

Green Party of Ontario.(l-96) Laurie Gourlay, 24 Ryerson Ave, Toronto, Ontario M5T 2P3.
Argument that more jobs are created by conservation and small-scale energy projects
than by huge centralized energy projects.

Greenpeace Foundation.(2-92,3-92) Joyce McLean, 427 Bloor St. W.,Toronto, Ontario M5S
1X7. Nuclear Snakes and Ladders: Canada's Hidden Link, tracing Canadian-produced
uranium to its many military destinations.

Harding, John.(1-69) 108 Brentwood Dr., Bramalea, Ontario L6T 1R2. Brief argument for
nuclear power to save fossil fuel and forests, and prevent depletion of the world's
oxygen supply.

Hart, R. G.(l-61) 21 Oakhurst Cr., Ottawa, Ontario KIB 4A5. Description of the benefits
to humanity of nuclear energy, arguing that its risks have been magnified by
misinformation and fear.

Heap, Dan.(1-33) 323 College St., Toronto, Ontario M5T 1S2. Response to IPPANI
Questions. Some responses simple expressions of opinion, others elaborated.

Hiroshima-Nagasaki Relived.(3-12) 69 Olsen Drive, Don Mills, Ontario M3A 3J4.
Submission urging abolition of nuclear weapons, detailing present ill-effects and future
risks of current trends.

Ignatieff, George.(3-87) Room 100, Simcoe Hall, University of Toronto, Ontario MSS 1A4.
Submission suggesting steps Canada could take to halt and then reverse the nuclear arms
race.

Institute for Resource and Security Studies.(2-15) Gordon Thompson, 727 Massachusetts
Ave, Cambridge, Mass 02139. Argument for the necessity of international control of
nuclear proliferation, to be achieved through restraints on both civilian and military
applications of nuclear energy.

Institute for Resource and Security Studies.(3-15) Gordon Thompson, 727 Massachusetts
Ave, Cambridge, Mass 02139. A plan for controlling proliferation of nuclear weapons,
including a strategy for Canada.

Institute of Concern for Public Health.(l-ll) Dr. Rosalie Bertell, 67 Mowat Ave, Suite
343, Toronto, Ontario M6K 3E3. The Human Health Consequences of Ionizing Radiation and
Environmental Influence on Survival of Low Birth Weight Infants in Wisconsin 1963-1975:
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Two scientific papers providing evidence of harmful health effects measured in vicinity
of nuclear generating stations.

Institute of Peace and Conflict Studies.(3-17) Ernie Regehr, Director, Conrad Grebel
College, Waterloo, Ontario N2L 3G6. Military Technoloev. Permanent War and Canadian
Independence arguing that "modern military technology undermines Canada's independence
and strengthens the impulse to acquiesce to domination."

Inter-Church Uranium Committee.(l-74) Bill Curry, Box 909, Wynyard, Saskatchewan SOA
4T0. Expression of the concern of local native people about the deleterious
environmental and social effects of uranium mining at WoIIaston Lake, Saskatchewan.

Jacobsen, Carl G.(3-06) Director, Soviet and Strategic Studies, University of Miami,
Coral Gables, Florida 33124. Detente — or Nuclear Winter: Have We Lost Control? and
Prisoners of Mind - - Victims of Time detailing the dangers of intractable
U. S. attitudes, futuristic weapons and archaic understandings and prejudices.

Jovanovich, Jovan.(2-91) University of Manitoba, Winnipeg, Manitoba R3T 2N2. Argument
for the development of nuclear generating plants as the best response to the need for
energy to raise third world living standards, assuming safeguards to eliminate risks of
environmental damage and military proliferation.

Lawson, Patricia.(l-32) R.R.#2, Port Hope, Ontario LI A 3V6. Response to IPPANI
Questions, listing instances in and around Port Hope where environmental concerns were
over-ridden in refinery siting and waste disposal.

Lutheran Church in America - - Canada Sectlon.(l-95) The Rev. David Pfrimmer, 40
St. Clair Ave. E., Toronto, Ontario M4T 1M9. Energy and Our Future: Who Is Deciding?
questioning justifications for nuclear power expansion, with Peace and Politics: A
Social Statement of the Lutheran Church in America.

MacOdrum, Bruce.(l-OO) Assistant Deputy Minister, Ministry of Energy, Government of
Ontario. Brief oral review of Government of Ontario's position with regard to nuclear
energy matters; no written brief.

Malvern Radioactive Account Committee.(l-34) c/o Neil Jones, 52 McClure Cres.,
Scarborough, Ontario M1B 1J6. History of the McClure Crescent radioactive soil episode
from 1940 to 1983.

Matthias, Mitad R.(2.58) c/o AECL, Sheridan Park Research Community, Mississauga,
Ontario, LSK 1B2. Presentation of a tally of major global energy resources, arguing for
expanding nuclear generation in order to extend energy supplies.

Morrow, Bob.(l-76A) c/o 700 University Ave., Toronto, Ontario M5G 1X6. Argument for a
mix of energy sources, including nuclear, as most responsible, cheap and safe.

National Working Group on Energy and Environments 1-08) United Church of Canada, 85
St. Clair Ave. E., Toronto Ontario M4T 1M8, represented by David Hallman. Ethical and
theological reflections on a list of concerns of the United Church of Canada over
environmental costs and health risks of nuclear power.
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Nixon, C. R.(3-104) Box 322, R.R.#2, Ottawa, Ontario K2C 3H1. Several addresses and
articles developing a moral defence for maintaining the nuclear deterrent.

O'Brien, Patrick D.(l-57) R.R.#3, Hanover, Ontario N4N 3B9. Charge that hazards of
zircaloy pressure tubes used extensively in CANDU reactors and tritium emissions into
the biosphere from reactors are ignored by regulatory bodies, urging the enactment of
laws to govern the use and abuse of radioactive materials.

Ontario Hydro.(l-76B) W.G.Morison, Vice-president Design and Construction Branch, 700
University Ave., Toronto, Ontario M5G 1X6. Presentation of details of Ontario Hydro's
record of attention to the safety of workers and public.

Ontario Hydro.(l-76C) S.G.Horton, Executive Vice-president Engineering and Services, 700
University Ave., Toronto, Ontario M5G 1X6. Public Access and Public Accountability in
Nuclear Enerev Decision Making: the Experience of Ontario Hydro describing public input
and attention to ethical questions in nuclear decision-making, and concluding that
nuclear energy is morally appropriate.

Ontario Hydro.(l-76D) L.G.McConnell, Vice-president Power System Program Branch, 700
University Ave., Toronto, Ontario M5G 1X6. Enerev Supply and Demand: The Role of
Nuclear and Other Energy Sources presenting arguments for the benefits of nuclear energy
to Canada and the world.

OPIRG-Toronto.(2-82) Mr. Paul McKay, 2 Sussex Ave, Room 301, Toronto, Ontario M5S 1J5.
Argument that it is impossible to separate peaceful and military nuclear materials and
technology due to limitations of safeguards against military misuse, recommending that
Canada cease to be a nuclear exporting nation.

Paul, Derek.(3-108) 392 1/2 Markham Street, Toronto, Ontario M6G 2K.9. Argument for the
need of a better Canadian understanding of the nature of defence cooperation with the
USA.

Peace Research In$titute.(3-02) Dr. Hanna Newcombe, Peace Research Institute, 25 Dundana
Ave., Dundas, Ontario L9H 4E5. Survey of non-official peace and disarmament proposals
from individuals and peace organizations; includes rebuttals of other submissions.

Penner, Robert.(3-13) 736 Bathurst St. Toronto, Ontario MSS 2R4. Argument for the
necessity of broad-based "activist" peace movements to reverse the arms race, especially
among large constituencies such as the faith groups.

Pereira, Elizabeth.(l-25) 9 Sullivan St., Port Hope, Ontario L1A 1Y4. Demonstration of
the lack of concern of the nuclear industry for environment and future generations,
using two Port Hope examples — the siting of a new uranium refinery, and neglect of
low-level radioactive waste.

Physicians for Social Responsibility.(3-90) Dr. Frank Sommers, Room 534, 100 College
St., Toronto, Ontario M5G 1L5. Description of medical effects of nuclear war and
psychological aspects of nuclear threat, recommending dramatic Canadian initiatives to
halt the arms race, with copious supporting materials including books: Frank Sommers'
Curing Nuclear Madness, and Thomas The Prevention of Nuclear War. Thomas L. Perry
Jr. ed., published by Physicians for Social Responsibility, B.C. Branch..
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Rant, Michael.(3-102) 265 Beechgrove Drive, West Hill, Ontario M1E 4A2. Recommendation
of some priorities for Canadian security through non-nuclear strategies.

Reid, Joseph B.(3-49) 301 Sumach St., Toronto, Ontario M5A 3K4. Suggestion of five
necessary steps to disarmament, with an independent defence policy for Canada.

Research Program in Strategic Studies.(3-113) R.B. Byers, Director, c/o York University,
Downsview, Ontario M3J 1P3. Deterrence Under Attack: Crisis and Dilemma listing
reasons for loss of public confidence in deterrence as theory, policy and strategy,
and making proposals for restoring such confidence.

Robertson, J. A. L.(l-52) 1 Kelvin Cres., Deep River, Ontario KOJ IPO. Argument for the
benefits of nuclear energy, compared with alternatives, with a detailed response
to IPPANI Questions.

Robertson, J. A. L.(2-52) 1 Kelvin Crec, Deep River, Ontario KOJ IPO. Response to
IPPANI Questions,general discussion of ethical issues involved, list of points for
consideration by panelists. Includes detailed rebuttal of other briefs.

Rosenbluth, Gideon.(2-04,3-04) Department of Economics, University of British Columbia,
2075 Westbrook Place, Vancouver, B.C. V6T 1E5. Canada's Role in the Nuclear Arms Race
describing Canada's contribution to the nuclear arms race, the economic effects of
eliminating this contribution and the reasons for continuing it.

Rubin, Norman.(3-4I) c/o Energy Probe, 100 College St., Toronto, Ontario M5G 1L5.
Various documents: excerpts from Chapters I and VI of Carole Giangrande's The Nuclear
North and information flyer Defence Industry Productivity Program describing the use of
federal funds to subsidize Canadian firms dealing in weapons.

SCIMUS, Inc.(l-53) Dr. Alex Buchnea, 18 Aneta Circle, Willowdale, Ontario M2M 3J2.
Argument against giving excessive attention to the distant future in planning for
nuclear waste disposal, because it results in delays in solving more urgent present and
near-future problems.

Saskatchewan Mining Association.(1-50) R.B.Cheesman, Ph.D, P.Eng., Mgr. 73 Avord Tower,
Regina, Saskatchewan S4P 0R7. A brief to the Cluff Lake Board of Enquiry supporting
the continuing development of Saskatchewan's uranium resources, citing benefits to the
Province, and urging industry and the Province to continue developing uranium as an
energy source.

Schmidt, Larry.(l-20) Associate Professor, Department of Religious Studies, Erindale
College, University of Toronto, Mississauga, Ontario L5L IC6. Examination of Canada's
domestic nuclear policies from a classical philosophical perspective, with a discussion
of the risks, present and future, of nuclear power programs.

Science for Peace.(3-107) Professor Anatol Rapoport, University College, University of
Toronto, Toronto, Ontario M5S 1A1. Questioning of the accuracy in the nuclear age of
traditional policy terms such as deterrence, defense and security, discussing the
ethical implications of the use of nuclear arms. (Abstract only).

Sccord, Lloyd.(l-Sl) 413 The Kingsway, Islington, Ontario M9A 3W1. The Nuclear Fear
Syndrome, examining the roots of fears, claimed baseless, surrounding nuclear energy,
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using the McClure Crescent case as an example, and citing fluoridation as a non-nuclear
comparison.

Shemilt, L. W.(l-79) with G. Sheng, Technical Advisory Committee to AECL on the Nuclear
Fuel Waste Management Program, c/o McMaster University , Hamilton, Ontario L8S 4L7.
Response to IPPANI Questions concerning high-level nuclear waste disposal, describing
current plans and proposals, with processes for their evaluation.

Shiell, Maisie.(l-30) 2332 Atkinson St., Regina, Saskatchewan S4N 3X3. List of damage
and risks to the environment of uranium mining practices in Saskatchewan, with queries
about the quality of information provided to the public.

Simoni, Arnold.(3-97) 89 Southill Drive, Don Mills, Ontario M3C 2H9. New Approaches to
"Re-stabilizing" the International System.

Task Force on Churches and Corporate Responsibility.(1-05) Father Tim Ryan and Moira
Hutchinson,129 St. Clair Ave. W., Toronto, Ontario M4V 1N5. An exploration of the
question how nuclear decisions are made, using the Task Force's experience in research
and advocacy related to nuclear waste management as a case study.

Task Force on the Churches and Corporate Responsibility.(2-05) Three case studies on
the limitations of Canadian policy on nuclear trade with Namibia, Argentina and South
Africa.

Teachers for Social Justice.(3-72) Ted Schmidt, 127 Victoria Park Ave., Toronto, Ontario
M4E 3S2. Submission connecting the call for resistance to the nuclear arms race with
the teaching of Jewish and Christian scriptures and of the Roman Catholic Church.

Waldstein, Odo.(3-07) 6 Centre St., Beeton, Ontario LOG 1A0. Caveat Aggressor! A
Blueprint for the Peace-Enforced World of Tomorrow advocating a "peace bloc" to enforce
abstention from war by threat of economic, financial and cultural strangulation of
aggressors.

Westra, Dr. L»ura.(l-71) Philosophy Department, Lakehead University, Thunder Bay,
Ontario P7B 5E1. The Kev Lake Mining Spill. January 5 1984: Some Ethical Issues
Arising from the Spill and Uranium Mining in General: a description of the spill
with tables and diagrams, with discussion of responsibility for its immediate and basic
causes and of the negative effects of uranium mining.

Wyatt, Alan.(l-27) 40 Prince Rupert Ave., Toronto, Ontario M6P 2A7. Argument that
nuclear energy in its peaceful uses (medical, industrial and power generating) is
morally superior to any practicable alternative.

Wyatt, AUn.(2-27) 40 Prince Rupert Ave., Toronto, Ontario M6P 2A7. Description of the
benefits to less fortunate countries of Canada's sharing of nuclear technologies.
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APPENDIX D

LIST OF PRESENTERS -- WEEK I

Oral Written Presenter

1-03 Friends of the Earth
1-05 Task Force on Churches and Corporate Responsibility
1-08 National Working Groupon Energy and Environment, United Church of Canada
1-11 Institute of Concern for Public Health

1-14 Algoma Nuclear Awareness Association
1-20 Schmidt, Larry

1-24 Durham Christian High School Physics Class
1-25 Pereira, Elizabeth
1-27 Wyatt, Alan
1 -29 Energy Probe (David Poch)
1-30 Shiell, Maisie

1-32 Lawson, Patricia
1-33 Heap, Dan
1-34 Malvern Radioactive Account Committee

1-35 Algoma-Manitoulin Nuclear Awareness (Edward Burt)
1-36 Canadian Nuclear Society

1-41 Energy Probe (Norman Rubin)
1-42 Campaign for a Nuclear Free Ontario

1-43 Crosscurrents Research and Policy Consulting Ltd.
1-45 Atomic Industrial Forum, Inc.
1-50 Saskatchewan Mining Association

1-52 Robertson, J.A.L.
1-53 SCIMUS, Inc.

-57 O'Brien, Patrick D.
-60 Goldberg, Mark

1-61 Hart, R.G.
-63 Association of Municipalities of Ontario
-64 Edmonton Interfaith Peace Council
-65 Artiss, William G.

1-68 Canadian Coalition for Nuclear Responsibility
1-69 Harding, John

1-70 Baha'i Community of Canada
1-71 Westra, Laura

1-74 Inter-Church Uranium Committee
1-75 Beckett and Simpson Consultants
1-76A Morrow, Bob

1-76B Ontario Hydro (W.G.Morison)
1-76C Ontario Hydro (S.G.Horton)
1-76D Ontario Hydro (L.G.McConnell)
1-79 Shemilt, L.W. and Sheng, G.
1-80 Freeh, E.R.
1-83 Secord, Lloyd

1-85 Algoma-Manitoulin Nuclear Awareness (Harald Simm)
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Oral Written Presenter

1-89 Canadian Catholic Organization for Development and Peace (Newman Centre
Chapter)

1-93 Colquhoun, Roy P.
1-95 Lutheran Church in America
1 -96 Green Party of Ontario
1 -98 Canadian Department of Energy, Mines and Resources
1-99 Emmerton, Ivan R.
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LIST OF PRESENTERS -- WEEK II

Oral Written Presenter

2-04 Rosenbluth, Gideon
2-05 Task Force on the Churches and Corporate Responsibility

2-14 Algoma Nuclear Awareness Association
2-15 Institute for Resource and Security Studies
2-27 Wyatt, Alan
2-33 Heap, Dan
2-40 Energy Probe (Patricia Adams)
2-41 Energy Probe (Norman Rubin)
2-52 Robertson, J.A.L.
2-58 Mathias, Milad R.

2-64 Edmonton Interfaith Peace Council
2-68 Canadian Coalition for Nuclear Responsibility
2-76D Ontario Hydro ( L.G. McConnell)
2-82 OPIRG-Toronto
2-88 Canada-Asia Working Group
2-91 Jovanovich, Jovan
2-92 Greenpeace Foundation
2-99 Emmerton, Ivan R.

2-101 Canadian Department of External Affairs
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LIST OF PRESENTERS -- WEEK III

Oral

3-02

3-06

3-12

3-15
3-17
3-18
3-24

3-49
3-56

3-66
3-72
3-77
3-78

3-90

3-102

3-105
3-106
3-107
3-108

3-110
3-111
3-112
3-113

Written

3-01

3-04

3-07

3-13
3-14

3-41

3-64

3-87

3-92
3-94
3-97
3-99

3-104

3-109

3-114
3-115
3-116

Presenter

Canadian Catholic Organization for Development and Peace
Peace Research Institute
Rosenbluth, Gideon
Jacobsen, Carl G.
Waldstein, Odo
Hiroshima-Nagasaki Relived
Penner, Robert
Algoma Nuclear Awareness Association
Institute for Resource and Security Studies
Institute of Peace and Conflict Studies
Canadian Centre for Arms Control and Disarmament
Durham Christian High School -- Grade XII
Rubin, Norman
Reid, Joseph B.
Cruise Missile Conversion Project
Edmonton Interfaith Peace Council
Gellner, John
Teachers for Social Justice
Christian Initiative for Peace
Creighton, Phyllis
Ignatieff, George
Physicians for Social Responsibility
Greenpeace Foundation
Gertler, Ann
Simoni, Arnold
Emmerton, Ivan R.
Rant, Michael
Nixon, C.R.
Canadian Coalition for Peace Through Strength
Cox, David
Science for Peace
Paul, Derek
Franz, Hilda and Walter
Canadian Institute of Strategic Studies
Canadian Conference of Catholic Bishops
Canadian Department of External Affairs
Research Program in Strategic Studies
Burnaby Christian Peace Council
Coalition for World Disarmament
Bailey, Terry Lou
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APPENDIX E

IPPANI
LIST OF DONORS

Anglican Diocese of Toronto
The Anglican Foundation of Canada
The Atkinson Charitable Foundation
Baha'i Community of Canada
Beth David B'Nai Israel Beth Am
Beth Tzedec Congregation -Rabbi's Charitable Fund
Boland Foundation
M.L. & G.W. Boyce
Bramalea Limited
Rev. P. Busing
Catholic Archdiocese of Toronto
Capuchins of Central Canada
Canadian Jesuits
Carl Cole Family Foundation
Congregation of Notre Dame, Provincial Administration
Mr. and Mrs. Harold Chapman
Christian Brothers Provincialate
Cistercian Monastery of Notre Dame
Mr. and Mrs. E. Comfort
Congregation of the Resurrection
Daughters of St. Paul
Phyllis Davey
Dominican Order
Donald Deacon
Fraser Deacon
Paul Deacon
A.E. Diamond
Disarmament Fund (Dept. of External Affairs)
Ecumenical Peace Service, Midland Ontario
Shirley Farlinger
Ruth Fawcett
First Unitarian Congregation of Toronto
First Unitarian Congregation of Toronto Social Action Committee
Sir Joseph Flavelle Foundation
Forum Financial Corporation
Franciscan Missionaries of Mary
The Glen Group
Ruth Goodman
Grey Sisters
Sylvia G. Hamilton
James Harris
Harvey Hecker
Mary L. Heiberg
Lyman Henderson
Hillcrest United Church
Holy Blossom Temple
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Hungarian Jesuit Fathers
Jackman Foundation
Mr. and Mrs. Harvey Kalles
Dr. Donna Keystone
Mr. and Mrs. William Kilbourn
Koffler Foundation
Laidlaw Foundation
Fred Leighton
Reg Lang
Les Dominicains (Quebec)
Les Filles de la Sagesse
Carmen Loiselle
Loretto Ladies' Colleges and Schools
Dr. Leo M. Lowe
Mr. and Mrs. Bert Mann
E. Manson
Dr. James McK.ee
Misericordia Sisters of Ontario
Missionary Sisters of St. Peter Claver
Missionary Sisters of the Precious Blood
Mr. and Mrs. Murray G. Nadler
Novopharm Limited
Oblate Fathers
Mrs. Grace Olds
Ontario English Catholic Teachers Association
Ontario Hydro
Paulist Fathers
Margaret Peck
Mr. Leo Perkell
Presentation Sisters
Rabbi James Prosnit
Redemptorist Fathers
J.A. Rhind
R.S.V.P. Trading Limited
M.H. Russell
Samuel Sarick Limited
School Sisters of Notre Dame
Shaarei-Beth El Congregation
Shoppers Drug Mart
Sisters of the Holy Cross
Sisters of the Precious Blood
Sisters of St. Martha
Sisters of St. Joseph
Sisters of Social Service
The Spiritans
Spiritual Assembly of the Baha'is of East York
Spiritual Assembly of the Baha'is of Toronto
Catherine B. Stidsen
St. Luke's United Church, Islington
Temple Emanu-El
Temple Har Zion
Temple Sinai
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Toronto Jewish Congress
United Church of Canada —Toronto Conference
United Church of Canada —Moderator's Fund
Ursuline Generalate
Vincentian Sisters of Charity
A.I. Waters
Westwind Charitable Foundation
Wilket Investments Limited
Susan Yee
Several donors who wished to remain anonymous
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ARCHIVES

All materials and background documents pertaining to the Interfaith Program for Public
Awareness of Nuclear Issues are available to the public for examination and study. Additional
copies of the Final Report or briefs may be obtained from:

Ontario Hydro
Social and Community Studies
Section H19
700 University Avenue
Toronto, Ontario
M5G 1X6

Tel: (416) 592-3868

The same materials are available for use by the public at the Toronto School of Theology.
For further information please call:

Rev. Grant Bracewell
Librarian, Emmanuel College
Tel: (416) 978-3864

or Professor Roger Hutchinson
Professor of Church and Society
Emmanuel College
Tel: (416) 978-3818

The Interfaith Program for Public Awareness of Nuclear Issues expresses its profound
gratitude to both these agencies for making their public facilities available for this purpose.
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