Dr. Strangelove:
Or How Ottawa Learned to Stop Worrying and Love the Bomb
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~ In 2009, for the first
time in two decades,
a weapons bazaar
was held at a City
of Ottawa facility.

By Richard Sanders, coordinator, Coa-
lition to Oppose the Arms Trade

s if converting the heart of a
downtown residential neigh-
bourhood into a warmonger’s

theme park was not transgression
enough, Ottawa’s City Council has
vanquished the municipality’s 20-year
ban on hosting international arms ba-
zaars. And, what’s worse, in place of
the national capital’s long-standing
prohibition on facilitating these com-
mercial spectacles for the trafficking of
war technology, Ottawa Council voted
to open wide the City’s arms to all such
military-industrial exhibitions.

This regressive decision was an
insult to thousands across Canada who
expressed opposition to pimping up

Ottawa Council
overturned its ban on
weapons shows and
welcomed these events
back to City property.

Ottawa’s publicly-funded fairground to
transform it into an ugly big-box empo-
rium for blow-out war sales.

But Ottawa Council was
unworried by widespread public con-
cerns and untroubled by the prospect
of stirring up deeply-felt apprehensions
about renewing the City’s role in the
giving financial reward to the folly of
war. Council was likewise unperturbed
by all the petitions, letters, articles and
detailed peace reports that they re-
ceived on this issue. Members of Ot-
tawa Council also closed their eyes and
ignored the many public events, vigils
and protests that drew attention to the
part played by Ottawa’s arms fairs in
fuelling wars that are ravaging innocent
civilians in other cities across the
globe. Similarly, Council paid no notice-
able heed to statements from the Ot-
tawa Presbytery of the United Church
of Canada, the local Anglican Bishop,
more than a hundred Catholic nuns,
plus Unitarian, Buddhist and Jewish
organizations, and thousands of other
concerned voices who appealed to
them with high hopes for a symbolic
local nod to world peace and justice.

Instead, Ottawa Council lis-
tened very intently to a small handful
of corporate representatives whose fi-
nancial stake in the lucrative business
of war revealed them to be the epitome
of a special interest group.

Len Munnik

Yes, Ottawa Council has turned
its back on peace. Two full decades
without a single City-sanctioned arms
exhibition was apparently long enough
for Ottawa’s current crop of obsequi-
ous, corporate-minded politicians.

As a result, CANSEC—Cana-
da’s largest showcase for export-de-
pendent military companies—will re-
turn in 2010 and it will do so with a
vengeance. Yes, next June, CANSEC
will be back with all of its most belli-
cose bells on! Like some obscene graf-
fiti reappearing to deface a communi-
ty’s public buildings, CANSEC will be
writ large once again on Ottawa’s civic
property, scrawled bigger than ever
before, in dripping indelible technicol-
our. And, now that the gory dye is cast,
and the CANSEC brand is deeply
etched on Ottawa’s walls, this warmon-
gers’ dream come true will no doubt cel-
ebrate its homecoming by vending an
increasingly astonishing array of tools
designed to meet the every need of do-
mestic and foreign combatants alike.
Ottawa has thus come to the aid of hun-
dreds of companies that are scrambling
to reap their share in the never-ending
profits of war. For this service, the na-
tion’s capital will take its cut for abet-
ting the whole sordid process.

But CANSEC organisers should

beware. Although they will be return-
ing, so too will those who oppose what
the world-class CANSEC arms show
represents. For despite all the disqui-
eting developments surrounding the
worrisome re-invasion of Ottawa’s pub-
lic spaces by the worst of corporate
belligerents, citizens concerned about
peace have not lost hope. In fact, al-
though we have suffered this blow to
peace, and witnessed the Machiavel-
lian machinations of Ottawa Council and
a City staff determined to assist Cana-
da’s war industries, we know that our
efforts against CANSEC 2009 were ac-
tually a tremendous success.

We made great strides in build-
ing public awareness, mobilizing pro-
gressive elements within our commu-
nity and deepening the peace move-
ment’s commitment to thinking globally
by acting locally. Through this impor-
tant work, we have ensured that when
CANSEC returns again next spring,
Canada’s most flagrant manifestation
of the international arms trade will have
to face an even stronger and more vi-
brant opposition than ever before!

And, perhaps, it is still not be
too late to celebrate the fact that in 1989,
Ottawa’s municipal facilities were set
free of all war industry exhibitions.! That
freedom lasted exactly twenty years,
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and two days. (But who’s counting?)
The City’s official ban was won thanks
to a campaign by the Coalition to Op-
pose the Arms Trade. It was a signifi-
cant victory for peace-minded citizens
and those conscientious city leaders
who, deeply alarmed by the destruc-
tive effects of the international trade in
weapons systems, gave a resolute and
principled “NO” to using Ottawa prop-
erty for expos that flaunt the sale of
military technology.

However, despite all that, on
May 27 and 28 of this year, the fair-
grounds and exhibition halls at Otta-
wa’s century-old Lansdowne Park
served once again as a giant shopping
mall catering to the needs of war fight-
ers from around the world. Not since
the ARMX ’89 military trade show had
the City thrown wide its doors for the
marketing of machine guns, tanks, am-
munition, missiles and all the other
high-tech products, gizmos and serv-
ices that are so essential to waging
modern armed conflicts.

But these displays, though
wanton and conspicuous, were not laid
out in the open for all to see. First of all,
CANSEC was a strictly private affair.
The general public is not allowed in-
side such banal supermarts of death
and destruction. The irony in this ex-
clusion is more than acute. After all, the
public was forced to provide the venue
for this war exposition. On top of that,
the public must also finance the gran-
diose military institutions that plan and
wage war. And, the public foots the bill
for creating and developing many of
the technological innovations that mili-
tary forces have grown so accustomed
to demanding. But besides all these
bountiful gifts unto Caesar, the general
population—especially the poor—are
plumbed as the source of human fod-
der for Mars’ deadly exercise.

So, although public subsidies
finance the war fighters, and line the
pockets of private international weap-
ons-makers and their professional
guilds, and pay the required toll in
blood, Canadian taxpayers are not part
of the in-club that is permitted entry
into these sacred mercantile shrines of
war. This is entirely understandable.
To allow common publicans into such
“dens of thieves” as CANSEC would
only open the door to potentially em-

The circular War Room in Stanley Kubrick’s classic anti-war
film, “Dr. Strangelove or: How I Learned to Stop Worrying

and Love the Bomb”—

starred Peter Sellers.

barrassing scenes, like the overturning
of exhibition tables heavily laden with
deadly products, or the ringing out of
such cleansing curses as “Hypocrites!”

But the physical walls, closed
doors, police, identity passes, barbed
wire and other “security” measures
used to surround and protect such re-
tail temples are not the only means used

“Mayors for Peace”
Since 1983, the City of Ottawa has
been a member of a global network

of municipalities started by the
Mayors of Hiroshima and Nagasaki.

to hide the ugly face of war merchan-
dising from public scrutiny. In fact, the
whole gaudy and seductive science of
death and destruction is much more ef-
fectively cloaked by a far more impen-
etrable barricade of symbols. Those
who market war and its pretexts do so
behind a panoply of clever words and
jingoistic phrases underlain by a
deeply-rooted mythos. Speaking in soft
and measured tones to conjure up de-

lusions of “peace” and “freedom,” “de-
fence” and “security,” the mongers of
war dispense a fog of buzz words that
camouflage and shield the manifest im-
plements of battle on display.

So thick is this verbal smoke-
screen that even if the whole CANSEC
weapons kit were laid bare on exhibit
tables and exposed to public view, many
might not discern what was
before their eyes. As a re-
sult, the effort to expose
such events is not a simple
matter of literally opening
the gates of CANSEC to
public attendance, as some
have proposed. It is instead
the much more difficult
struggle to remove the rose-
coloured scales of militarism
that so effectively glaze
over many people’s eyes.

So, since 2008, when a
legal technicality was used
by Ottawa City staff to al-
low war hucksters to get
their foot back in the door
of the region’s largest tax-funded facil-
ity for so-called “defence and security”
trade shows, COAT has been exposing
the grisly gamut of weapons-related
technologies that military exhibitors are
engaged in exporting.

But in spite of this effort, many
local politicians saluted the municipali-
ty’s de facto renewal of assistance to
military industrial behemoths like
CANSEC. They disguised their wel-
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The City of Ottawa’s circular Council Chamber where officials

voted—in June 2009—to reverse the municipality’s
20-year ban on hosting international war-industry bazaars.

come for this supposed “defence show”
with all the flag-waving “Support-our-
Troops” sloganeering that they could
muster. Countering such nationalistic
hype has been a difficult exercise in de-
bunking the myth that Canada is a pow-
erful force for peace and reconciliation
in a troubled world.

City Council’s late-June decision
to reverse Ottawa’s historic
ban was, of course, a tre-
mendous shame. The igno-
miny of this nodding en-
couragement to arms ped-
dlers should be an embar-
rassment to all those in-
volved. Despite efforts to
cloak their resolution be-
hind the prevailing national
mythology that Canadais a
great peacemaker, this epi-
sode symbolises a bowing
obeisance of those who
serve the violent gods of
metal by helping them to
satisfy their unquenchable
thirst for profits. The City
of Ottawa’s decision has not only dis-
graced and exposed the national capi-
tal region but the country as a whole.

Canada is clearly not the noble
peace-loving nation that so many still
imagine. CANSEC exposes that
Canada—for its share in the spoils of
war—is an ever-eager beaver, working
hard to supply whatever military tech-
nology is required to help build the
world’s damnable corporate empires.

Campaignh Successes
In the midsummer of 2008, the Coali-
tion to Oppose the Arms Trade (COAT)
started spreading the word that arms
merchandizing events were once again
bound for Ottawa’s prime public facil-
ity. Since then, thousands have ex-
pressed their sincere and ardent oppo-
sition to the Canadian military export

“Think Globally, Act Locally”
CANSEC 2009 exhibitors included
many Canadian war industries
exporting essential components for
nuclear weapons delivery systems.

business that such war fairs so brazenly
represent. In contrast, the only voices
that publicly expressed their support
for CANSEC came from the show’s or-
ganizer and some military industry rep-
resentatives—including Ottawa’s
Mayor Larry O’Brien—who are moti-
vated by economic self-interest.

For many months, the struggle
to expose and oppose CANSEC gath-
ered momentum. Finally, on May 27,

Lansdowne was brimming to capacity
with glitzy displays showcasing the
contraptions of war. Throngs of buy-
ers and sellers, bedecked in trim dress
uniforms and sharp business suits,
browsed the booths. Meanwhile, out-
side the gates, peace activists with con-
siderably less-fashionable attire held an
all day vigil in the drizzling rain. That
evening at a nearby church, about 400
citizens attended an indoor rally with
numerous speakers and musicians.> Al-
though completely and utterly ignored
by the mainstream corporate media, this
large event was a fine climax to our edu-
cation campaign. It gave eloquent ex-
pression to the widespread public re-
pulsion not only to the reappearance
of arms shows on city property but to
Canada’s role as one of the world’s larg-
est exporters of major conventional
weapons systems.’

Besides making significant
strides in raising public awareness, and
strengthening the resolve of many ac-
tivists to oppose Canada’s war exports,
we laid the groundwork for an even
larger and more determined opposition
to CANSEC 2010 next June.

By these important measures,
the whole effort to oppose CANSEC
2009 was in fact very successful and
incredibly useful. Here are some of the
many accomplishments achieved dur-
ing our efforts against CANSEC:

Building public awareness:

Numerous articles and detailed research
reports about CANSEC 2009 were cre-
ated and published by COAT. This in-
formation and analysis helped to inform
many thousands of people in Ottawa
and across Canada about this military
trade show and its role in facilitating
the international arms trade.*

Changing the “Googlescape”:

Thanks to COAT’s work, anyone who
is now doing online searches for the
term “CANSEC” will now encounter
thousands of references to wars, re-
gime changes and human rights abuses
that are directly linked to the products
of top Canadian arms companies exhib-
iting at this military trade show.’

Gathering Petitions:

Almost 5,000 people—two thirds of
them in Ottawa—signed COAT’s online
and paper petitions to Stop Ottawa’s
Arms Shows.*
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Vigiling for Peace:
Many activists braved the
relentless rain on May 27
to witness for peace out-
side CANSEC between
7:30 am and 6:30 pm.”

Rallying for Peace:

A large and enthusiastic
indoor rally with inspiring
music and great speakers
representing a diverse com-
munity was attended by
some 400 people on May 27.%

Speaking truth to power:
Dozens of peace, development and re-
ligious organizations sent delegations
to address Councillors at Ottawa City
Hall on June 2° and 15'°.

Understanding local “democracy”:
Ottawa activists gained a deeper un-
derstanding of how democracy works
(and does not work!) at the local level.
Many will no doubt be more motivated
than ever to get involved in future mu-
nicipal elections to hold Councillors to
account for facilitating CANSEC.

Strengthening the peace community:
We bolstered the existing community
of activists who oppose Canada’s role
in the business of manufacturing and
exporting war technologies.

Preparing for CANSEC 2010:

Our preparations set the stage for a
larger and stronger response to the re-
turn of CANSEC, June 2-3, 2010.

What we were up against
Whenever activists challenge the age-
old business of war, we are well-ad-
vised to enter the nonviolent fray with
a full understanding that in many con-
crete ways the odds are stacked against
us. This was certainly the case during
our latest bid to unmask Canada’s com-
plicity in the global commerce of war.

Besides having to contend with
elected and unelected powers-that-be
at City Hall, there were several other,
more formidable institutions that were
allied against our humble efforts. We
were opposed by interlocking networks
of well-established old boys clubs
whose tentacles embrace across vari-
ous levels of government and indus-
try. Let’s take a look at a few of these
adversaries who stood up to support
Canada’s military export business.

Ottawa’s Corporate

Services Committee

On June 2 and 15, about 60 peace activ-
ists made heartfelt presentations in Ot-
tawa’s Council Chambers to the City’s
aptly-named “Corporate Services”
committee. This conclave is the City’s
most right-wing, “business-friendly”
body. It is widely seen as the creature
of Ottawa’s controversial Mayor, Larry
O’Brien. Although “His Worship,” was
not in his usual position as chair of this
formidable group, his presence seemed
palpable. (Mayor O’Brien was unable
to oversee his committee in June be-
cause he had been charged by police
with bribery and purported influence
peddling and was on trial for allegedly
manipulating the 2006 city election.'!)

Notwithstanding O’Brien’s no-
table absence from City chambers, com-
mittee members remained in apparent
mental lockstep with their predisposed
leader. They rallied to defend the inter-
ests of high-tech military concerns like
O’Brien’s very own company, Calian
Technologies. Calian—which O’Brien
founded in 1982—was one of about 225
military industries exhibiting their prod-
ucts at CANSEC 2009."2 (For more on
O’Brien and his firm’s military contracts,
see “Democracy under Attack at Home
and Abroad,” pp.30-32.)

It became quickly obvious to
peace activists that the politicians on
this committee were hard set against
the public appeal to stop Ottawa’s sup-
port for the business of war profiteering.
Councillors seemed oblivious to the
fact that dozens of CANSEC exhibitors
are engaged in fuelling major armed
conflicts that are snuffing out innocent
civilian lives around the world. And,

g
Multimillionaire industrialist

“Daddy Warbucks”
plays the Mayor of

tiawar

what’s worse, they did not want to lis-
ten to the many public delegations that
presented them with such information.

Committee members did not
even feign an interest in absorbing any
new information that might conflict with
their preconceived understanding of
the issues at hand. Although paid to
represent Ottawa taxpayers, most of
these politicians gave very limited (if
any) attention to the dozens of thought-
ful and informed public presentations
made to their committee. Some Coun-
cillors did not bother to glance up from
their laptops during eloquent state-
ments by many peace-oriented Ottawa
citizens. Others could not pull them-
selves away, even momentarily, from
their disruptive conversations.

This studious disregard for the
citizenry’s pro-peace testimonials was
in direct contrast to the focused atten-
tion that these same politicians dis-
played when a couple of corporate ex-
ecutives showed up to represent the
industries and associations with a pri-
vate stake in CANSEC’s success.

Fortunately, not all Councillors
are prone to such fawning deference to
corporations or to the tendency to
show contempt towards civic input into
the democratic process. Councillor Alex
Cullen, for example, took the lead at City
Hall against CANSEC. Two other down-
town Councillors, Clive Doucet and
Diane Holmes, were also deeply com-
mitted to maintaining Council’s historic
ban on facilitating Canadian weapons
emporiums. Not being members of the
“Corporate Services” committee, these
three dedicated public servants were
unable to vote at its meetings. How-
ever, they did attend to make their dis-
senting voices for peace heard in the
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engage in a debate. The innocent lamb then ably exposes each and every flagrant lie and devious
deception put forward by her carnivorous oppressor. Despite this, the hungry despot disregards
all of the lamb’s words and simply remarks: “I do not intend to be talked out of my breakfast.”

halls of municipal power.

As expected, the Mayor’s com-
mittee remained loyal to “Corporate
Service.” It was unswayed by rational
arguments, impassioned pleas, en-
dorsements from religious congrega-
tions, community groups, academic ex-
perts and NGOs representing women,
students, veterans, and by statements
from groups working to improve the
conditions of those in impoverished na-
tions ravaged by war. Similarly, anti-
CANSEC rallies, vigils, meetings, peti-
tions, emails and letters, were dutifully
ignored, as were COAT’s articles and
research reports detailing how
CANSEC exhibitors have equipped
belligerents in recent and ongoing wars.

In the end, this committee voted
unanimously against Councillor
Cullen’s motion to uphold the City’s 20-
year ban on hosting arms shows.
What’s more, led by Councillor Rick
Chiarelli, they decided to take an un-
precedented step down the path of
complicity with the purveyors of war
technology. The entire committee voted
as one to support a new motion from
Chiarelli that effectively declared it Ot-
tawa’s official duty and responsibility,
as Canada’s capital, to smooth the way
for this country’s military industrial
complex by leasing whatever City fa-
cilities are requested for their business
operations, including arms bazaars.

Ottawa City Council

To come into force, Chiarelli’s motion
had to be approved by City Council as
a whole and was placed on its June-24
agenda. On that day, Councillors fa-
vouring war manufacturers almost suc-
ceeded in pushing through the com-
mittee’s regressive resolution without
even allowing Council to debate the
issue of Ottawa’s 20-year ban on host-
ing arms shows. Eventually, after many
jostling legalistic arguments, the right
to discuss this issue was won and those
few councillors who oppose CANSEC
finally had an opportunity to express
themselves. But, as expected, their
comments fell on deaf ears. The major-
ity of Councillors had already made up
their minds and were not about to
change. Fourteen Councillors favoured
the hosting of arms trade shows at Ot-
tawa facilities, while only five voted to
keep these events off City property.'
It was all reminiscent of Aesop’s
fable—"“The Wolf and the Lamb.” In
this powerful ancient allegory, a canine
predator sees an innocent lamb and de-
cides that he will make a tasty meal.
However, before devouring his prey,
the wolf decides that he will grant his
victim the right to engage in a little de-
bate. The parable is quite satisfying
because the lamb then ably defeats
every ridiculous and devious argument

put forward by the wolf. Again and
again, the innocent youth exposes the
flagrant lies of his carnivorous oppres-
sor. However, the lamb’s verbal and
mental prowess in exposing the wolf’s
deceptions does not prevent him from
being eaten. In the end, the hungry
despot disregards all of the lamb’s
words and simply remarks: “I do not
intend to be talked out of my break-
fast.”

The point of the story is that
rational discussion and the truth are to-
tally irrelevant when confronting those
whose will is enforced and inflicting by
raw physical power. Although backed
by the truth, and more than able to out-
argue an autocratic bully, innocent vic-
tims will still loose if forced into physi-
cal confrontation. As the moral of the
tale’s 1919 version explains:

“The tyrant can always find an ex-
cuse for his tyranny.

The unjust will not listen to the rea-
soning of the innocent.”'

So, after all the arguments were
said and done, and it finally came to
making their decision, Ottawa politi-
cians backed Councillor Chiarelli’s
shameful motion. They voted 14 to 5 to
open wide the City’s gates to allowing
municipally-funded facilities to be used
by merchants of war who live by the
wolfish doctrine that “Might is Right.”

It will be considered unjust by
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some to so bluntly compare Ottawa
Councillors or their prosperous corpo-
rate allies in the military industrial com-
plex, with vicious predatory wolves.
This is indeed unfair—to the reputa-
tion of wolves. These noble beasts do
not, of course, support anything so vile
and bestial as war. Wolves therefore
do not deserve to be semantically linked
with creatures who facilitate, let alone
profit from, such ignoble violence.

Ottawa City Staff

Not only was an array of “business
friendly” Councillors allied in support
of CANSEC, certain unelected City of
Ottawa staff were also determined to
support the blatant interests of Cana-
da’s war industries. Prime among these
was Rick O’Connor, the City’s Chlef So-
licitor, who also doubles as :
Ottawa’s City Clerk. He had
been central to the behind-
the-scenes efforts that won
the return of military trade
shows to Ottawa facilities.
It was O’Connor’s
“legal opinion” in the sum-
mer of 2008, that Council’s
1989 Motion no longer ap-
plied to the one City facility
coveted by arms organiz-
ers.”” This convenient es-
cape from the obligation to
respect Council’s Motion
was due to a dubious tech-
nical loophole relating to the
fleeting transfer of Lans-
downe Park to the Regional
Municipality of Ottawa-
Carleton in 1999, just before
the city’s amalgamation.
Based on O’Connor’s
convenient “opinion,” the
City opened its doors to leas-

“Secure Canada,” see pages 33-35.)

The peace movement could not,
of course, afford to retain legal counsel
to challenge the “opinion” of Ottawa’s
top lawyer. Such prohibitively expen-
sive actions are beyond the financial
resources of grassroots initiatives.

Also, when it came to the hear-
ings before Council’s “Corporate Serv-
ices” committee in June, activists had
to contend with the clever manoeuvring
of City Staff. After lining up dozens of
organizations to provide speakers to
address the committee on June 16, and
after widely publicising this event, we
were informed by City Staff, just a few
days in advance, that they had changed
the meeting date to June 15.

A far greater inconvenience
however occurred on June 24. On that

CANSEC will be back June 2-3, 2010,

but so will we!

it was the very last item. This meant
that interested members of the public
were forced to wait eight full hours be-
fore the issue was dealt with. By this
time, of course, only a third remained.
And, all of the TV cameras and several
reporters that were there earlier in the
day had disappeared long before the
CANSEC debate finally began.

However, by some odd coinci-
dence, the head of the national busi-
ness association that organizes
CANSEC was not inconvenienced by
this delay in the agenda. It was as if
Tim Page, president of the Canadian
Association of Defence and Security
Industries (CADSI), had been notified
in advance when the debate would oc-
cur. He therefore did not need to waste
his time waiting around City Hall sur-
rounded by a crowd of peace
activists. Instead, he simply
idled in at the right moment.
Some speculated that, public
be damned, the CANSEC item
had been timed to accommo-
date Page’s schedule.

When Councillors fi-
nally voted to welcome arms
shows onto Ottawa facilities,
only a dozen diehard peace
activists remained in the visi-
tors’ gallery. When a few held
up banners, one reading:
“Weapons Fair: Not in our
name. Not with out money,”
Council was not amused.
Three plainclothes City-paid
“security” personnel were
called into action. These same
“bouncers” had, earlier that
day, painfully assaulted and
forcibly removed an Ottawa-
Vanier NDP activist who had
the audacity to hand out me-
dia releases inside the City’s

ing its facilities for a large mili-
tary trade show that was to be held last
autumn. That exhibition, sponsored in
large part by the US Embassy, various
US government departments and US
war industries, was officially dubbed
“Secure Canada.”'® Although eventu-
ally cancelled, this arms bazaar served
a valuable role in allowing such shows
to once again get their foot in the door
of Ottawa’s prime public facility. This
meant that City Staff were able to lease
Lansdowne for the even bigger
CANSEC 2009 expo. (For more about

day, when more than 50 citizens turned
up at City Hall to witness Council’s his-
toric vote, only a few paid war-indus-
try representatives were in attendance.
No other item on the working agenda
drew so many spectators. Although
Council agendas have in the past been
altered out of common courtesy to ac-
commodate the presence of numerous
visitors in the public gallery, this con-
sideration was not extended to Otta-
wa’s peace activists on June 24. Instead,
the CANSEC item was shifted back until

hallowed chamber. They also hustled
aside a dozen activists singing a peace
song (“Last Night I had the Strangest
Dream”) in the foyer outside the Coun-
cil Chamber. When the “Weapons Fair”
banner was unfurled, these same City
employees grabbed it and laid hands
on one of the activists. When this as-
sault failed to intimidate the activists,
the City’s strong arms phoned the po-
lice. However, by the time “the law”
arrived, the vote was over and most of
the activists had already left.
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Ottawa Police Force

The Ottawa police are another publicly-
funded institution that has kindly
chipped in to assist the CANSEC cause.
As Ottawa Police Chief, Vern White,
has noted
“Within the terms agreed to with the
City, the security precautions under-
taken by the [CANSEC 2008] con-
ference organizer were very limited.
The costs of the Police deployment
were in the range of $30,000, the ma-
jority of it for officer overtime.”"”

This indicates that CANSEC
organizers had established an agree-
ment with the City that the publicly-
funded police force would bear the
brunt of security costs at its private
event. This is ironic in several ways.

Besides being a forum for war
technologies, CANSEC is also touted
as Canada’s primary showcase for “se-
curity” and “public safety” equipment.
Despite this, the private CANSEC show
required municipal funding to ensure
the security and safety of its partici-
pants from the very public it was sup-
posed to be protecting.

Although it is not unusual for
Ottawa’s police to cover such expenses,
the extent of security costs deemed
necessary for protecting CANSEC was
relatively high. Ottawa Police Services
estimated that $880,000 is spent annu-
ally to police “185 events unique to be-
ing associated as the nation’s Capi-
tal.”'® While this works out to an aver-
age of $4,750 per event, the cost of po-
licing CANSEC 2008 was more than six
times that amount. Another indication
of the relatively high costs of policing
CANSEQG, is that in discussing the
“Overtime Related to Special Events in
the City of Ottawa,” an Ottawa Police
Services report for 2008 mentions only
one “example of the impact that these
events have on the Police budget.”"
That one example was CANSEC.

Among other things, Police Ser-
vices noted that

“Weapons and munitions are exhib-
ited, as part of the CANSEC and pro-
test and special interest groups are
often on-site.... Officers were de-
ployed to ensure the safety of the
conference delegates, the protesters,
interest groups, and the public.”

Notably, the first and foremost
group of people that the police are in-

Colt Canada

makes automatic and semi-
automatic weapons used in
the Iraq and Afghan wars,

and by various police forces.

Two of the many CANSEC 2009 exhibitors
exporting weapons to police around the world
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R Nicholls
sells pepper spray, tear
gas, gas guns, pistols,

machine guns, sniper rifles
and grenade launchers.

terested in protecting are the so-called
“conference delegates,” even though
they were the only ones in possession
of “weapons and munitions.”

In 20009, police again protected
the “rights” of war industries to go
about the business of selling their
“weapons and munitions.” To “ensure
the safety of the conference delegates,”
police employed a variety of tactics. For
instance, police picked up their bi-
cycles and used them as battering rams
to shove activists off the street when
their peaceful protest blocked a bus car-
rying delegates to the weapons show.
Another more traditional police method
of “crowd control” was then used
against this People’s Global Action pro-
test. At least seven activists suffered
the intensely painful effects of being
hit in the eyes with pepper spray and
required immediate medical assistance.

Another example of a double
standard that anti-war activists must
deal with is that while police use public
funds to protect arms merchants who
gather to conduct their business, mem-
bers of the public who want to come
together to oppose such war profiteer-
ing at tax-funded facilities in their com-
munity are supposed to obtain police
permits allowing them to express their
constitutionally-protected rights to
freedom of expression and assembly.

But this was by no means the
full extent of police involvement in try-
ing to shield CANSEC from public op-
position. In the spring of 2009, police
officers actually initiated a meeting with

an official representative of a main-
stream Ottawa religious organization
who was just then becoming involved
in the broadly based peace movement
campaign against CANSEC. Police in-
stigated this private meeting in order
to urge this key Ottawa citizen to with-
draw support from efforts to expose and
oppose the CANSEC war show.

Although the police are theo-
retically supposed to protect the pub-
lic and their democratic rights, this in-
cident is a clear example of police inter-
ference with such rights.

Meanwhile in many countries
around the world, there are military, po-
lice and other so-called “security”
forces that infringe upon people’s
democratic rights in far more brutal
ways. During the anti-CANSEC cam-
paign, COAT drew attention to these
abuses of power by publishing a series
of detailed reports. COAT’s research
documents the fact that dozens of
CANSEC exhibitors are deeply engaged
in the business of supplying essential
parts and services for many major US
weapons systems used, for example, in
the Iraq War. In this way, CANSEC
companies aid and abet the commission
of crimes against peace and crimes
against humanity. This information was
however of no apparent interest to Ot-
tawa police. They were instead con-
cerned with protecting the supposed
corporate rights of Canadian compa-
nies engaged in the international arms
trade and in thwarting public opposi-
tion to the crimes associated with war.
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Canadian Association
of Defence & Security
Industries (CADSI)

The CANSEC bazaar is a creature of
CADSI, the business group that fronts
for 800 of Canada’s largest and most
profitable military industries. Among its
members are all of Canada’s “Top 40”
war manufacturers—as ranked by Ca-
nadian Defence Review magazine.
About 85% of these “Top 40” firms
were exhibitors at CANSEC. (See p. 25.)

COAT research has identified
100 Canadian firms exporting parts/
services for weapons used in the Iraq
War. About 80 of these firms are cur-
rent or former members of CADSI, while
45 of them exhibited at CANSEC 2008
and/or 2009. (See pp.36-38.)

nadian industries to market their prod-
ucts abroad. According to Tim Page’s
testimony at the June 2 “Corporate
Services” Committee, the US accounts
for 80% of Canada’s military exports.
Page also admitted that foreign embas-
sies—“mostly NATO”—sent del-
egates to CANSEC. Organizing events
to push Canadian military exports is
one of CADSI’s main services. As such,
it sponsors seminars and conferences
in collaboration with counterparts in the
US, Britain, Israel and elsewhere.”’
CADSI also publishes reports
that provide tips for military and “se-
curity” businesses on exporting to the
US. One such CADSI report acknowl-
edges the “Department of Foreign Af-
fairs and International Trade (DFAIT)
for support of CADSI’s initiatives

Security firms to Saudi Arabia and
the UAE.... [Y]ou will have the op-
portunity to interact with Canadian
embassy officials...and be intro-
duced to Agents in the region who
specialize in Defence and Security.””

In all such endeavours, CADSI
works hand in glove with the Canadian
government. Through the good offices
of CADSI, DFAIT will subsidize 50%
of the travel expenses of six Canadian
military and “security” industries for
CADSTI’s Middle East export junket.

It makes perfect sense that
CADSTI’s tour focuses on Saudi Ara-
bia. Although this kingdom is a world-
renowned for aversion to democracy
and its mediaeval-style human rights
abuses, it is a glowing prize in the eyes
of Canada’s arms exporters. Between

CANSEC appears to
be the chief fundraising en-
terprise of CADSI, which
rents 500 10°x10° booth
spaces for $3,250 each. It
also charges entrance fees,
sells event sponsor-ships,
and ads in the CANSEC
“show guide,” as well as
overpriced food and alcohol.

CADSI describes it-
self as a “not-for-profit busi-
ness association”' and “the
primary advocate”?* for
Canada’s military and secu-
rity industries. It sees its role
as advancing “the interests
of industry to governments,
politicians, the media, spe-
cial interest groups, opinion
leaders, and the public.”? In
various self-promotional ma-
terials, CADSI calls itself
“the voice” of Canada’s mili-

Dealing
in Conflict

2003 and 2005, it bought over $600
million worth of Canadian military
hardware. Almost $400 million of this
was for armoured battle vehicles
from CADSI member and CANSEC
exhibitor—General Dynamics Land
Systems Canada. This made Saudi
Arabia second only to the US in its
purchases of Canadian weapons.*
COAT research shows that
dozens of CADSI members are also
arming a main Saudi adversary,
namely Israel. See pp.26-28 for
lists of these CADSI members
and their participation in the
CANSEC war industry bazaar.
While it is loud and clear that
“the voice” of Canada’s military in-
dustries is CADSI, it is also undeni-
able that “the voice” of CADSI is Tim
Page. This “son of a naval com-
mander and grandson of an army gen-
eral,”’" has been repeatedly listed in
The Hill Times as one of Canada’s

top lobbyists.*? He is thus well-em-

tary industries.*

CADSI says that it
“has its roots in the creation of the
Canadian chapter of the American
Defense Preparedness Association
(ADPA) on November 30, 1983. The
organisation’s founding mission
was to be patriotic, educational, sci-
entific, and non-political.”*

CADSI members, like Canadian
military companies in general, export
most of what they produce.”® There-
fore, to do their job properly as “the
voice” for this sector, CADSI helps Ca-

through the Programme for Export Mar-
ket Development (PEMD).” It also
thanked Bruce Fox of Chateau Market-
ing, for organizing a CADSI conference
on this subject in January 2008.%

Fox is now working on a CADSI
“Trade Mission” scheduled for Janu-
ary 8 to 15,2010. The “Mission Profile”
states that CADSI has

“received financial support from the
Department of Foreign Affairs and
International Trade to lead a trade
mission of Canadian Defence and

bedded within two money-spinning
growth industries: Lobbying and War.
The former is conservatively thought
to pull in $300 million a year, that’s a 10-
fold increase over the past decade.®
This however is a paltry sum compared
to what Canada’s war industries rake
in. As CADSI states, it represents in-
dustries that “generate over $10 billion
in annual sales, half of which is earned
in international markets.”
Although the lobbying and
arms export industries are regulated in
Canada, it’s easy to argue that neither
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are controlled nearly enough. CADSI,
with Page at the helm as president, is
an excellent case in point. Canadian
laws now require that all lobbyists must
register with the Office of the Commis-
sioner of Lobbying. In accordance with
this law, Page has been on the books
for more than a dozen years.*

CADSI most recently updated
its record with the Lobbying Commis-
sion in June 2009. The data it supplied
is online in the Registry of Lobbyists.
There we see that CADSI responded
“No” when asked if it was “funded in
whole or in part by any domestic or for-
eign government institution in the last
completed financial year.””

However, the truth is that
CADSI received at least $191,554 in
handouts from Canada’s Department of

Foreign Affairs and International Trade
(DFAIT) between 2006 and 2008. This
bountiful munificence, doled out under
DFAIT’s Programme for Export Market
Development (PEMD) was explicitly
given to CADSI to assist its “interna-
tional business development activi-
ties.”¥ In other words, the government
wanted to encourage and reward
CADSI for promoting Canada’s sizable
contribution to the international arms
trade. Most recently, in 2008, DFAIT
cut CADSI what can be called a corpo-
rate welfare cheque. This giveaway,
totalling $97,907, was described by
DFAIT as a “multi-year agreement.”
So, CADSI did receive funding
from a “domestic ... government insti-
tution in the last completed financial
year.” It should therefore have revealed

that fact when filing to renew its appli-
cation with the Lobbying Commission.
In other words, CADSI fibbed.

The law clearly states that if a
lobbyist’s employer “is funded in whole
or in part by a government or govern-
ment agency,” then it must disclose “the
name of the government or agency...
and the amount of funding received.”®
CADSI did neither.

It seems counterintuitive, in-
deed even unethical, that lobbyists
should receive even a dime in funding
from the very government agencies that
they are being paid by corporations to
influence. But there it is. The law is the
law. In theory, those who give profes-
sional voice to corporate interests, and
who lobby within the corridors of
power for legislation and policies to

Foreign Affairs and International Trade Canada
Generously Funds CADSI to Push Canada’s Military Exports

( : anada’s Department of Foreign

Affairs and International Trade

(DFAIT) generously supports
the lobby group representing hun-
dreds of war industries. This organiza-
tion, the Canadian Association of De-
fence and Security Industries (CADSI),
also organizes Canada’s largest military
trade show in Ottawa. Government do-
nations to CADSI have totalled at least
$191,554 between 2006 and 2008. These

CADSI to promote Canada’s military ex-
ports is evidenced in an online DFAIT
source called “Disclosure of Grant and
Contribution Awards Over $25,000: In-
ternational Trade.” This database docu-
ments the fact that CADSI received
three grants from DFAIT between 2006
and the 2008. (Note: DFAIT only dis-
closes its handouts to business asso-
ciations if the value of donations is more
than $25,000. If individual contributions

As the “voice” of Canada’s war industries,
CADSI has received generous federal
government grants to promote exports.
However, in its registration to the
Commissioner of Lobbying, CADSI stated
that it received no government funding.

under that amount were
also given to CADSI,
they remain unreported.)

DFAIT grants to
CADSI are part of the
“Program for Export Mar-
keting Development for
Associations.” Its ex-

grants were targeted to expand Cana-
da’s role in the global arms trade.

However, when CADSI updated
its registration with Canada’s Commis-
sioner of Lobbying, it said that it had
not received any funds from the Cana-
dian government during the previous
year. This was not true. CADSI was
being economical with the truth. In
2008, CADSI received almost $100,000
for what DFAIT described as a
“multiyear” grant. (For more on this le-
gal and moral transgression, see the
article above.)

This government support to

press purpose is to pub-
licly finance “generic international busi-
ness development activities.”

Many Canadians would likely
oppose federal government donations
of tax dollars to a military-industry front
group especially for efforts to promote
Canada’s arms exports. Besides its lob-
bying efforts, CADSI’s main work is to
organise the CANSEC arms bazaar, a
bristling military trade exhibition hosted
on City of Ottawa property in May 2009
that will return again in June 2010.

CADSI employs registered lob-
byists who meet with top bureaucrats
and politicians, including Canadian

cabinet ministers. CADSI lobbying is
not done to benefit the public but to
serve the bottom line of its corporate
members. It is clearly inappropriate for
DFAIT to fund this private front group
that lobbies the government on behalf
of Canada’s highly profitable war in-
dustries. It is also inappropriate, and
illegal, for CADSI not to report these
DFAIT grants to Canada’s Lobbying
Commissioner.

DFAIT Grants to CADSI
Year Amount of Grant
2006 $47,138'!
2007 $46,5092
2008 $97.9073

Total $191,554
References

1. Disclosure of Grant and Contribution
Awards Over $25,000: International
Trade, March 24, 2006.
wOl.international.gc.ca/dg-do/index_it-
ci.aspx?lang=eng&p=4&r=8&c=320

2. Disclosure of Grant and Contribution
Awards Over $25,000: International
Trade, May 15, 2007.
wOl.international.gc.ca/dg-do/index_it-
ci.aspx?lang=eng&p=4&r=13&c=802

3. Disclosure of Grant and Contribution
Awards Over $25,000: International
Trade, April 24, 2008.
wOl.international.gc.ca/dg-do/index_it-
ci.aspx?lang=eng&p=4&r=17&c=1575
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boost their corporate profits, are sup-
posed to at least admit publicly when
they are in financial bed with govern-
ment entities that they are pressuring.
However, in the case of CADSI, the law
was flaunted and the evidence is
online. (See article on previous page.)

The Lobbying Act is supposed
to have teeth, at least hypothetically.
The law states that any lobbyist who
files a report to the Commission and
“knowingly makes any false or mislead-
ing statement...is guilty of an offence
and liable” to a fine of between $50,000
and $200,000, and/or a prison term of
between six months and two years.*

But the idea that Mr. Page, or
any such front man for Canada’s bus-
tling military-industrial complex, might
be jailed or even fined for not reporting
$100,000 in government donations
seems a laughably-remote possibility.

Besides Tim Page, CADSI also
employs another professional lobbyist,
namely Janet Thorsteinson. She is their
“Vice President of Government Rela-
tions.” Unlike Page, she is a newcomer
to the world of lobbying, having only
recently retired from a 30-year career in
the federal government, “including 16
years at the executive level.”*!

In recent postings she was re-
sponsible for awarding government
contracts to industries, including those
providing military hardware. One of her
stints was as Acting Assistant Deputy
Minister (Acquisitions) with Public

Peter MacKay
Canada’s Minister of Defence
attended the CANSEC 2009
arms bazaar in Ottawa and
met with its organizers.
Addressing Canada’s top war
industry representatives,
MacKay declared from the
CANSEC podium that despite
the global economic melt-
down, his government would
guarantee the transfer of $60
billion in taxes to military
companies. He also told the
delighted crowd at CANSEC
that Canada’s annual war
budget of $19 billion would
increase by more than 50%
to $30 billion by 2027.

Works and Government Services, be-
tween Nov. 2004 and Nov. 2005.4

Since July 2008, when the new
Lobbying Act became law, senior pub-
lic officials (referred to as DPOH - Des-
ignated Public Office Holders) have not
been permitted to lobby the government
for five years after they leave their
posts. This prohibition includes As-
sistant Deputy Ministers (ADMs). Al-
though Ms. Thorsteinson was only an
“Acting ADM,” her position should be
covered by DPOH Regulations because
she held this “temporary” position for
three times longer than the allowable
four months. However, Ms. Thorstein-
son isn’t subject to this regulation be-
cause only acting appointments that be-
gan on or after May 4, 2009, are cov-
ered by the Act.®

This is but one example of the
Lobbying Act’s weakness in control-
ling corporate interests that wish to
cash in by hiring former government
officials. The Act has not prevented
CADSI’s Thorsteinson from pushing
back through the revolving door into
the government halls of power where
she once worked. Once back inside, she
works to encourage her former col-
leagues to institute policy decisions
that will increase corporate profits for
her new masters in industry.

Adding insult to injury, lobby-
ists like Page and Thorsteinson can
write off their business expenses. In
this way, “taxpayers actually subsidize

this distortion of the democratic proc-
ess, to the tune of an estimated over
$100 million a year.”*

CADSI’s high-flying ventures in
facilitating and promoting arms ped-
dling, make for an interesting foil to the
hard-slogging volunteer efforts of
peace activists. The two worlds could
not be farther apart.

An example of this gulf between
the two realms can be seen in the
sphere of communications. In the peace
movement, the work of communica-
tions is taken on by ordinary people
who are thrown together thanks to their
shared concerns about some injustice.
CADSI on the other hand, has a Com-
munications Committee chaired by an
executive from Hill and Knowlton
Canada (H&KC).* This huge PR com-
pany, one of CADSI’s 800 corporate
members, is “the nation’s leading stra-
tegic communications consultancy”
and is connected to *“the world’s fore-
most communications company.”4

Its US parent has been an in-
veterate flak catcher for many of the
world’s worst corporate fraudsters, pol-
luters, dictators, torturers, warmongers
and other global pariahs.”’ H&K s in-
famous for concocting the fabricated
“incubator-baby” story that was a used
as a pretext to manufacture widespread
public support for the genocidal US
bombardment of Iraq in 1991.#

Retired Canadian Brigadier Gen-
eral Gordon O’ Connor was a Senior As-
sociate at H&KC between 1996 and
2004.% While there, he lobbied for
many weapons industries before mak-
ing becoming the Conservative Party’s
first Minister of Defence in 2006.

In opposing CANSEC, not only
were we up against an influential, gov-
ernment-funded association represent-
ing many of Canada’s top multi-billion
dollar war industries, we were also con-
tending with professional corporate
propagandists and leading lobbyists.

Inimagining the work of CADSI
lobbyists, peace advocates should
therefore be under no illusion that there
is an adversarial relationship between
the denizens of military-industry and
their friends in government. On the
contrary, the working relationship be-
tween these two old-boys’ clubs is so
close that we could say, they are both
turning from the same page.
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Federal Government
Data filed by CADSI with the Lobby-
ing Commission states that on May 27
and 28, 2009—while peace activists
were locked outside Ottawa’s prime,
publicly-funded city facility—CADSI
lobbyists were behind closed doors
rubbing shoulder pads with two of
Canada’s top Cabinet Ministers and
several of their closest friends in the
bureaucracy. During the two-day
CANSEC war fest, CADSI had meet-
ings with these power brokers:
¢ Tony Clement, Minister of Industry
¢ William King, Chief of Staff to the
Minister of Industry
* Ron Parker, Assistant Deputy Min-
ister of Industry
¢ Peter Mackay, Minister of National
Defence
¢ Dan Ross, Assistant Deputy Minis-
ter (Materiel), Department of Na-
tional Defence (DND)
¢ John Macdonnel, Chief of Staff, Min-
ister of National Defence
¢ Drew Robertson, Chief of the Mari-
time Staff, DND
¢ JohnAdams, Chief, Communications
Security Establishment, DND
¢ Brian Macdonald, Senior Policy Ad-
visor, Minister of National Defence
* Senator Hugh Segal
¢ Marie-Lucie Morin, National Secu-
rity Advisor, Privy Council office.*
Over the previous months,
CADSI had also had dozens of private
meetings with other top government of-
ficials.’! Perhaps it was, in part, due to
all this persuasive CADSI smooth-talk-
ing that our so-called “Defence” Min-
ister, Peter MacKay, announced from
the security of the CANSEC 2009 po-
dium that—despite the global economic
meltdown—the Canadian government
would guarantee a transfer of $60 bil-
lion in taxes to this country’s military
industries. Minister MacKay also told
CANSEC’s delighted military-industrial
crowd that Canada’s current war budget
of $19 billion would be increased by
more than 50% to $30 billion by 2027.%
Although DND, DFAIT and In-
dustry Canada are the main government
departments tied to the CANSEC war
exhibition, they are only the tip of the
iceberg. As we are told by a CANSEC
2009 promotional puff, “Over 70 gov-
ernment departments and agencies are
expected to attend CANSEC.”™

A memo from Chief of Defence Staff, General Walt Natynczyk,
urged military personnel to attend CANSEC. His memo gave a
blanket exemption from Canada’s conflict-of-interest rules on
the “Acceptance of Gifts, Hospitality and other Benefits.”

Free Lunch, Anyone?
On March 13, 2009, a DND memoran-
dum promoted CANSEC and encour-
aged milisaary personnel and DND staff
toattend. This government memo was
signed by none other than Canada’s
Chief of Defence Staff, Walt Natynczyk,
one of three Canadian generals who
commanded tens of thousands of
troops in the current Iraq war.>® But
more than just pushing a private event,
this memo gave CANSEC attendees a
blanket exemption from military conflict-
of-interest rules on the “Acceptance of
Gifts, Hospitality and other Benefits.”*
Natynczyk’s letter said that all
DND staff and Canadian Forces per-
sonnel were permitted to
“visit CANSEC 2009 without prior
approval and may accept CANSEC
2009 and its members’ invitation to
attend the breakfasts, network lunch-
eons, and evening reception that are
part of the CANSEC programme.”’
He went on to state that “Al-
though the costs of these events...may
exceed minimal value as outlined” in
conflict-of-interest rules, “any CF mem-
ber and DND employee invited to at-
tend any of these events is hereby
authorised to do s0.”®
The events in question were
CANSEC'’s free meals: two breakfasts
at $40 each, two lunches at $70 each,
and an $85 dinner. In total, the poten-
tial windfall totalled $305 per person.

(That’s $326.35 with GST.)

The military industries exhibit-
ing at CANSEC were apparently more
than happy to pick up the additional
tabs for DND staff and CF personnel
who attended these extravagant meals.
According to an insider who attended
CANSEC and took part in the feeding
frenzy, there were between 800 and 1000
people at these over-priced feasts.

Peace activists can only imag-
ine how many additional people might
be attracted to anti-war events if we
offered such culinary incentives.

Bending the conflict-of-interest
rules by allowing military contractors
to pick up the tab for the meals of mili-
tary personnel attending CANSEC was
certainly yielded a financial windfall for
CADSI. However, when compared to
Canada’s overall military spending,
such corporate giveaways are nothing
more than mere chicken feed.

Pigs at the Trough

The real feeding troughs are to be
found in various government programs
that transfer billions of dollars in pub-
lic funds to private military enterprises.
Industry Canada’s “Strategic Aero-
space and Defence Initiative” (SADI)
is a case in point. One of SADI’s main
goals, it reveals, is to make Canada “at-
tractive to top scientific and engineer-
ing talent in cutting-edge A&D [Aero-
space and Defence] industries.”’
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Industry Canada recently “invested” $415 million
in nine Canadian aerospace/“defence” exporters.
Of these, three exhibited at CANSEC 2009. This trio
—Bristol, CMC and CAE—got 80% of the handouts.

federal “investment” of
$43.4 million in Bristol
would put Manitoba on

This “cutting-edge” metaphor is
not only well-honed and well-used, it
is quite apt. Canada’s highly subsidised

military technologies have very sharp
applications indeed. They are all-too-
often found at the extreme business end
of Canada’s most pointed contributions
to major US weapons systems.

Over the past year and a half,
the SADI program has “invested” $415
million in nine Canadian companies.®
While only three of these exhibited at
CANSEC 20009, this trio received the li-
on’s share of all the SADI funding, get-
ting 80% ($346 million) of the total
amount it disbursed. Let’s take a peek
at these CADSI triplets and their recent
successes in suckling at the SADI teat
of government largesse.

Three War Industries

the “cutting edge of re-

search, innovation, education and skills
training.”®* (Emphasis added.)

His speech, on behalf of then-
Minister of Industry, Jim Prentice, cut
to the chase when explaining that the
money would help “sustain Canada’s
participation in the multinational Joint
Strike Fighter (JSF) program.”® The
JSE is a major US-led effort to build the
world’s most advanced airborne weap-
ons system, the F-35 “Lightning I1.” It
is also one of history’s biggest cash
cows, or, as Toews puts it:

“The government’s commitment to
this program provides the Canadian
aerospace industry with access to
the largest international defence

A Magellan Aerospace Company

risiol

Bristol Aerospace:
Bristol, whose parent company
Magellan Aerospace exhibits at the
CANSEC war show, is famous the world
over for its government-subsidized
CRV-7 air-launched missile system.
(CRYV stands for Canadian Rocket Vehi-
cle.) This unguided Canadian missile
carries a variety of warheads—includ-
ing those loaded with antipersonnel
cluster munitions, fragmentation
bombs, dart-like flechette projectiles
and high explosives mixed with a chemi-
cal called white phosphorus.®' The lat-
ter is inextinguishable by water and can
burn right through the flesh to bone.
In September 2008, Conserva-
tive MP Vic Toews announced that a

64

contract ever awarded.
As summarised by Industry
Canada, the $300-billion® JSF is
“A multinational acquisition pro-
gram for the United States Air Force,
Navy, Marine Corps, and eight co-
operative international partners (in-
cluding Canada). The stealth, super-
sonic F-35 Joint Strike Fighter is ex-
pected to replace a wide range of ag-
ing fighters and strike aircraft.”®
From the beginning, Industry
Canada has led the charge to partici-
pate in building these warplanes by
“providing R&D funding to Cana-
dian aerospace firms on favourable
terms to assist them in securing work
on the systems development and de-

monstration phase of the program.”®’

The Canadian government is
expected to channel over $500 million
in the JSF project over the next four
decades. In return, military advocates
are hoping to receive “$8 billion in op-
portunities for Canadian industry.”®

Bristol’s part in the production
of this futuristic weapons system was
described by Toews as “focused on
advanced composite technologies re-
quired” for the JSE.®

CADSI’s website says Bristol

“is positioned to move into the pro-
duction phases of the [JSF] program
in the following areas: machining of
wing, airframe and landing gear
structural items; production of ma-
jor composite structural items; pro-
duction of complex frames and as-
semblies for the engines; and ma-
chining, fabrication and assembly of
key portions of the LiftFan™ for the
STOVL variant.””

Toews’ glowing pronounce-
ments project that the government’s in-
vestment in Bristol will:

e “push the boundaries of manufac-
turing precision and tolerances”

® “have a positive impact on the Win-
nipeg region and Canada as a
whole”

e “help strengthen Winnipeg’s posi-
tion as a composite centre of excel-
lence.””!

But the bottom line used in publicly

promoting this disbursement of $43+

million in cash is simply jobs; lots of
supposedly great high-paying jobs.

Toews bragged that
“The jobs that will be generated
through this project will be high-
technology, knowledge-based posi-
tions. As one of Winnipeg’s largest
industrial employers, Bristol’s highly
trained workforce will benefit from
being at the leading edge of com-
posite expertise.””?

Exactly how many jobs, Toews
didn’t actually mention, but seven
months later, we got an answer. In June
2009, the Winnipeg Free Press was
glowing with excitement because Bris-
tol had just received an additional $20
million from Manitoba’s NDP govern-

14

Press for Conversion!

(Issue # 64) November 2009



ment to assist with its JSF contract. The
article quotes Bristol’s vice-president
as saying there “are now about 15 to 20
Bristol people working on the JSE.”””?
With such a measly number of
actual jobs in place, Bristol’s JSF project
seems a far cry from the “cutting edge”
foray into employment creation prom-
ised by the government’s overly-opti-
mistic pronouncements. The reality at
Bristol, leads one to a healthy skepti-
cism that pretending to pull jobs out of
a high-tech hat is just a pretext for cor-
porate hand outs. If the government
really wanted to help people by creat-
ing jobs, wouldn’t it invest in socially-
useful, labour-intensive sectors?
Over the decades, many stud-
ies have demonstrated that military
spending is actually one of the worst
methods ever devised for putting peo-

Jobs Created by
$1 Billion in Spending
# of Jobs
Jobs Relative
Sectors Created [to Military
Spending
Military 8,555 --
Home
Construction | 12,804 +49.7%
(Weatherization
& Infrastructure)
Health Care 12,883 +50.2%
Education 17,687 | +106.7%

ple to work. For instance, research pub-
lished by the Institute for Policy Stud-
ies in 2007 shows that while shovelling
$1 billion into high-tech military indus-
tries can create 8,555 jobs, this pales
when compared to investing the same
amount in socially-useful, but less capi-
tal-intensive sectors. For example, $1
billion creates 50% more jobs in home
construction and health care; more
than twice as many jobs in education
and 2.3 times as many jobs in mass tran-
sit.™ Tt is equally important to note that
investing in these other sectors would
also provide socially-useful benefits to
the public, who are after-all providing
the cash. (See the table above.)

So, if “investing” in Bristol and
other arms industries isn’t really done
to create jobs, what is driving the gov-
ernment’s obsessive support for war

technologies? The answer is clear. This
is about the Canadian government’s
firm determination to wage future wars.
In a few years, the Canadian
government—no matter which party
holds power—will want to retire its CF-
18 fighter planes and replace them with
“cutting-edge,” state-of-the-art F-35s.
As the Winnipeg Free Press tells us,
“the Canadian Forces are considering
acquiring up to 80 of the $100-million
jets.”™ (This is separate from its $500
million “investment” in the project.)
Buying dozens of F-35s will cer-
tainly reward the military industries in-
volved. These companies however are
not the only beneficiaries of war pro-
duction. Other Canadian enterprises—
engaged for instance in foreign re-
source extraction or importing products
made by poorly-paid factory workers—
can also expect their profits to be en-
hanced when “business-friendly” for-
eign regimes are emplaced or propped
up by US-led wars. Investing in the
baneful technology of military “air
power’” may therefore be seen by Cana-
da’s government as an effective way to
multiply profits in many industries.

Esterlinca

and Defence Initiative (SADI) at-
tracts foreign investment to Canada,
advances innovation and helps de-
velop a highly skilled workforce.””
(Emphasis added.)

Although this announcement
may sound great on the surface, there
is much hidden behind the veil of this
declaration. CMC was once largely
owned by Canadian billionaire Gerry
Schwartz, who was Prime Minister Paul
Martin’s top fundraiser® and a leading
light in Canada’s pro-Israel lobby.*!
This is significant because CMC sup-
plies technology for many of the
world’s most lethal war machines, in-
cluding several brands of US warplanes
used by Israel. The most notorious of
the Israeli weapons systems benefiting
from CMC technology are the AH-64
“Apache” helicopter gunships®?and
the F-15* and F-16* fighter/bombers.

At the time of the CMC an-
nouncement, Israel was in the middle
of a major military offensive that mas-
sacred hundreds of innocent people in
Gaza using these very US weapons. But
Canada’s role in easing the flow of es-
sential war technology for use in the
aerial bombardment of
densely-populated ci-
vilian neighbourhoods
was not one of the
government’s talking
points on January 13.

(CMC Electronics

CMC Electronics:
This CANSEC 2009 exhibitor™ is “a
wholly owned subsidiary of Ester-
line,”””a US aerospace company that
derives about 40 percent of its busi-
ness from military production.”™
On January 13, 2009, the Cana-

dian government announced a $52.3
million “investment” in CMC. This gen-
erous support for one of Canada’s big-
gest money-making war industries was
proudly unveiled by Industry Minister
Tony Clement, and Minister of Public
‘Works and Government Services, Chris-
tian Paradis. In their announcement
supporting CMC’s “innovative cock-
pit technologies,” Clement conjured up
the standard images by intoning that

“In addition to encouraging Cana-

dian companies to perform cutting-

edge R&D, the Strategic Aerospace

It never is.

On the day be-
fore our government’s
kind declaration of monetary support
for CMC war technology, Canadian
diplomats stood defiantly alone at the
UN’s Human Rights Commission in
Geneva to vote against a motion call-
ing for “urgent international action” to
halt Israel’s “massive violations” of
human rights.®

On the next day, when two Ca-
nadian Cabinet Ministers stood shoul-
der to shoulder smiling with CMC’s
president and announced their be-
nevolent investment in CMC, the Is-
raeli armed forces were killing dozens
of innocent people in Gaza, including
atleast 11 children and three women.*
(For more on Canada’s military exports
to Israel, see pp.26-29.)

But, of course, Clement and
Paradise made no mention of Israel or
Gaza in their statements. The words
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“weapon,” “war,” “death” and “de-
struction” were similarly absent from
their discourse. Instead, Canadians
were treated to such whitewash as:
“Creating public-private sector part-
nerships with companies such as
CMC will help to ensure that Canada
remains at the forefront of the aero-
space and defence industry.”®
The stated goal of this particu-
lar “defence” project is to create “open
architecture” making “components of
the cockpit easily customizable and
adaptable to both changing technolo-
gies and varied aircraft platforms.”®
The “varied aircraft platforms”
that CMC has already supplied include
many “cutting-edge” US weapons. Be-
sides the three already mentioned war-
planes used by Israel in the bombing
of Gaza, CMC has also equipped at least
two dozen other types of US military
aircraft.® (See p.36.) Each of these have
been employed by the US in the Iraq
War, in which over 1.3 million people
have been killed since 2003.”° But that
is another story Canadian cabinet min-
isters are loath to mention in relation to
public “investments” in “cutting-edge”’
“defence” industries like
Canada’s CMC.

CAE: (::ldkilz

CAE was a major exhibitor at CANSEC
2009. It was also one of this military
trade event’s seven “Show Spon-
sors.””! CAE occupied the space of six
booths in a strategic location opposite
the main registration area just inside the
front entrance to Lansdowne Park’s
well-known Aberdeen Pavilion. (This
historic fair building, builtin 1898 and
affectionately known to locals as the
“Cattle Castle,” is the “last remaining
Canadian example of a popular 19th
century exhibition-hall style” edifice.”
During CADST’s recent war industry ex-
travaganza, this building was coldly
rechristened “General Dynamics
Hall”®*in honour of one of the world’s
“Big Four” weapons manufacturers.)
CAE is also represented on
CADST’s 15-member board of directors.
These so-called “senior leaders from a
broad spectrum of defence and secu-

rity interests...set the strategic direc-
tion” of CADSI.* The CAE’s point man
on CADSI’s board is Marc Parent, the
company’s executive vice president and
chief operating officer.”

CAE is the only Canadian cor-
poration on the Stockholm International
Peace Research Institute’s list of the
world’s 100 largest war industries.*
This Montreal-based firm has reversed
the usual pattern of North American
military industries; it is Canadian-
owned with branch plants in the US.

CAE’s main products include
“innovative modelling and simulation

edged function. They are designed
“specifically for military training and
mission rehearsal requirements.”’!
So, not only are CAE’s simula-
tors used for training purposes, air crew
also use them to rehearse their military
missions. These trial runs, of course,
include practising the deployment of
all manner of weapons during bombing
sorties. As such, these sophisticated
Canadian simulation technologies must
also be recognised as fulfilling a vitally
important psychological role. They
help to prepare the minds of warfight-
ers who must eventually use many of

2009
2008
2007
2006
2004

Canada
Pension
Plan
Investments
in CAE
(in millions)

$24
$52
$68
$46
$31

CEO Robert Brown (left) with Cabinet Ministers Clement (centre)
and Paradis, tour CAE’s Montreal plant to announce the govern-
ment’s $250 million ‘investment’ in one of the world’s most profit-
able war industries. This handout, they said, would “strengthen
Canada’s workforce.” Six weeks later, CAE layed off 700 workers!

technologies™’ for dozens of kinds of
warplanes and military helicopters.
The company’s 2009 disclosure
statement to Canada’s Commissioner of
Lobbying frankly notes that “Ninety
per cent of CAE’s C$1.4 billion annual
revenues are derived from worldwide
exports” and that it is
“a global leader in the design of so-
phisticated military training systems
for air, land and sea applications,
having supplied the defence forces
of more than 30 nations with military
training systems and services.”*
Among CAE’s most infamous
systems are high-tech flight simulators
of which it “has long been the world’s
leading supplier.”” These devices,
used by pilots, weapons specialists and
other air crew, are part of what CAE calls
its strategy for “Staying at the Cutting
Edge.”'® Flight simulators have a two-

the world’s deadliest weapons systems
in devastatingly destructive attacks.
CAE is handsomely rewarded
by the Canadian government for its
important work in readying dozens of
the world’s military forces for warfare.
For instance, during fiscal year 2008,
CAE reported received $11.3 million
from Revenue Canada and $52.2 million
from the Department of Industry’s Tech-
nology Partnership Canada program.'®
In its record with the Commissioner of
Lobbying, CAE also noted that it ex-
pected to get more government fund-
ing in 2009. It was, of course, correct.
On March 31, 2009, the Cana-
dian government revealed a massive
“investment” of $250 million in Cana-
da’s top military enterprise, CAE. This
quarter billion in tax dollars—ostenta-
tiously publicized on March 31 by In-
dustry Minister Clement—was in aid
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of a CAE project called “Falcon,” an
appropriately predatory name. Clement
brandished the project as a way to
“expand the company’s technologi-
cal capabilities by allowing it to de-
velop new simulation tools and prod-
ucts for the civil aviation and defence
markets.”!'®
Media announcements about
this huge cash transfer were accompa-
nied by photographs of a positively
beaming Clement. In one image, the
Minister is seated within a CAE simu-
lator shaking hands with CAE’s presi-
dent, CEO and chief lobbyist, Robert

Reuters story revealed that CAE was
in fact slashing 700 employees from its
talented workforce.!”” Most of these
laid off workers are in Montreal, at the
very site of Minister Clement’s joyful
gladhanding photo op.

One might imagine that things
must be awfully grim over at CAE for it
to be cutting 10% of its workforce. But
this isn’t the case. As Reuters reported,
CAE’s “fourth-quarter earnings...were
C$51.3 million...up 9.1 percent from
C$47 million...a year earlier.” Neither
were CAE’s revenues down. In fact,
they had justrisen 19.7 percent to $438.8

CAE is a global
leader in the design
of sophisticated
military training and [** -
rehearsal systems
for air-, land- and
sea-based weapons.

CAE has built high- T
tech flight simulators Ar Rufbah”
for at least two
dozen different kinds
of US war planes
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Brown. In another photo, accompanied
by Minister Paradis of Public Works
and Government Services, Clement is
grinning ear to ear as he waves to a few
applauding employees at CAE’s Mon-
treal facilities. (See opposite page.) With
them once again is Brown, the CAE
boss, who is a former military officer
turned government bureaucrat who has
been responsible for CAE’s lobbying
efforts since 2005.! (Brown reached
the level of Assistant Deputy Minister
between 1982 and 1987.1%)

The government’s PR efforts
predictably assured taxpayers that our
six-figure “investment” would

“contribute to high-quality employ-
ment opportunities, [and] strengthen
Canada’s workforce with talented
scientists, engineers and research-
erS.”lO()

However, only six weeks later, a

million. What’s more, this company
happily “closed the quarter with a back-
log of C$3.2 billion in orders, up from
C$2.9billion a year earlier.””'®® CAE mili-
tary contracts totalled $1.1 billion in the
quarter, while its civil aviation unit
signed contracts worth almost half a
billion.!” CAE was doing so well that,
despite labour cut backs, some might
have seen this as a good news story.
But was everyone overjoyed
that our government had ploughed an-
other $250 million into CAE? Certainly
not those 700 unemployed workers and
their families, or the taxpayers who fi-
nanced the whole “cutting edge” fi-
asco. But, also—lest we forget—there
are the multitudes of poor at the receiv-
ing end of all those sharp CAE-linked
weapons systems used in the war zones
of Iraq, Afghanistan, Gaza, etc. Surely
their lives must count for something.

Some Lessons Learned
from an
Uneven Playing Field

According to official narratives per-
petuated in plentiful government me-
dia releases extolling the benefits of
“cutting edge”” war technologies, or by
the websites cranked out by the corpo-
rate beneficiaries of this federal lar-
gesse, or even by reviews from the
cheerleaders for military industrial de-
velopment that can be found through-
out the daily tripe of mainstream media,
the countless foreign civilians that are
victimised by war remain forever
unreckoned. They are nigh on unheard,
invisible and presumed worthless.

This human toll of Canadian war
technology is never tallied when gov-
ernment, business or the press calcu-
late the supposed value of pouring bil-
lions of tax dollars into the coffers of
military industries. So, because the in-
nocent victims of Canadian-supplied
wars are silently swept under the rug,
citizens who empathise with their plight
feel a moral and social responsibility to
help make their voices heard. We pool
our personal resources and try to push
our way against the mainstream current.
Such was the case in the public effort
to expose CANSEC 2009 and the elitist
politics of war profiteering that it sym-
bolises. In examining this effort, we can
see that there were numerous inequali-
ties and imbalances inherent in the
struggle.

In one corner, fighting to pro-
mote CANSEC and the arms trade, there
are the staff lobbyists and professional
PR experts from CADSI—the institu-
tional embodiment of raw corporate
militarism. Strengthened by ample pri-
vate and public funding, this business
association represents the brute mus-
cle of arms manufacturers. Backed by
dues from 800 of Canada’s most suc-
cessful war-related companies, and
subsidised by liberal disbursements
regularly doled out from the federal
government’s kitty, CADSI also re-
ceived virtual in-kind donations from
the City of Ottawa’s legal department,
administrative staff and police force.

In the other corner, assorted
volunteers from diverse citizens’
groups and religious organisations,
came together to speak out on behalf
of those countless innocent civilians
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who are the daily roadkill of the world’s
ravaging war machines. Although our
grassroots challenge to CANSEC rep-
resented unmistakable public interests
in peace and security, we could not ex-
pect to receive government donations,
subsidies or investments derived from
our own taxes. Similarly, the idea of re-
ceiving corporate sponsorships for
such a campaign would be a laughable.

But setting aside all of these le-
gal and fiscal imbalances, even the rules
of engagement in this contest seemed
fixed to ensure a victory for those
vested private interests that accrue
vast riches from war. Well-heeled out-
fits like CADSI need never tromp the

ready staged enough of these experi-
ments in truth? For instance, public
opinion polls have already clearly
shown that most Canadians do not sup-
port their government’s support for the
US-led war in Afghanistan,'° let alone
the destruction of Iraq.

If CADSI, and the private enter-
prises they front for, want the public to
grubstake them with tax money and
other community resources for their
efforts to feed US-led coups, wars and
bombing campaigns, is it not up to them
to demonstrate that the supposed value
of such faraway exercises in mass mur-
der can be justified? (As if the slaugh-
ter of innocent people could ever be

The City of Ottawa’s recent

decision to facilitate the

business of war was a rude

gesture of disrespect to

Ottawa’s much-loved former

Mayor, and COAT mentor,
Marion Dewar.

In remembrance of her

unwavering spirit, activists
will continue to oppose

Canada’s military exports and
to expose this country’s largest

mand that their arms shows be held at
publicly-financed venues. Nor must
CADSI personnel rally citizens to lobby
in support of corporate welfare for the
already lucrative trade in instruments
of death and their accessories. And,
when have Canada’s military privateers
ever been required to organize large
public events to demonstrate that they
enjoy popular backing for their free-
wheeling international weapons deals
and their enjoyment of unrestricted mili-
tary exports to fuel the US war machine?

The peace movement however
is continually expected to jump through
elaborate hoops to prove, once and for
all, that the world is not flat and that
ordinary peace-loving people do not
want to bankroll war racketeers. Such
expectations seem totally unfair. Why
must we repeatedly demonstrate such
obvious realities? Have activists not al-

commercial pageant of war,

CANSEC.

justified by some overriding Canadian
interest.) But war industries—and their
kowtowing apologists in public of-
fice—need not prove anything of the
sort. Governments routinely operate as
if their chief responsibility is to help fill
corporate larders. Although lining the
pockets of their friends in the big busi-
ness of war—like Bristol, CAE and
CMC—is always presented as a public
good, popular support for such hand-
outs need never be demonstrated. Such
munificence is simply viewed as an un-
derlying reality about how our peculiar
democratic system works, whether peo-
ple like it or not.

On the other hand, because the
peace movement is always expected to
prove that it enjoys public support,
many exasperated activists can often
be heard expressing such refrains as:
If only we had more names on petitions.
If only people wrote more letters.

If only we organized larger protests.
If only politicians had the facts....
Then, they would understand.

Then, they would end these senseless
wars and we could all live in a peace-
ful world that respects the public’s
overwhelming desire for peace.

But no matter how much we do,
or how well we perform the media
dances that are expected of us, our ef-
forts are never sufficient to do the trick.

The reason for our apparent
“failure” is not that we need to provide
politicians and bureaucrats with more
information, or that we needed to im-
press them with more people signing
petitions, writing letters or waving
signs at rallies. The problem is, tragi-
cally, far deeper than that.

The reality is that mainstream
politicians know all too well which side
their bread is buttered on, and it is gen-
erally not on the side that favours
peace. Politicians have it on good au-
thority from the media, and from their
friends and allies in the military and
corporate worlds, that war is often very
good for business. And, of course, it
is. It is damned good, and therein lies
the very root of our predicament.

War is not some insane or
senseless behaviour. War is a cold and
calculated means to overthrow govern-
ments that get in the way of our busi-
ness interests. And, it is a way of main-
taining the power of business-friendly
regimes that allow access to their mar-
kets, and their natural resources, and
their cheap labour. As such, investing
in the tools of war is a fabulous way to
accumulate wealth, not simply because
military industries are themselves ex-
tremely profitable, but because the
products that they make are used to
facilitate wars that make so many other
businesses profitable as well.

Therefore, the struggle to budge
hard-set political minds is often beyond
futile; it can be a waste of the peace
movement’s breath and energy. Such
was the case with a single-minded ef-
fort limited merely to convincing a ma-
jority on Ottawa Council to vote in fa-
vour of upholding the City’s two-dec-
ade long ban on facilitating war indus-
try trade shows. The real goal of our
struggle was not simply to win enough
votes on Council. That in itself was a
lost cause and, as such, it was a sure-
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fire trap to set us up for a depressing
and demoralising failure.

Our real goal was to raise public
awareness and to build a stronger com-
munity of opposition and resistance to
Canada’s despicable role in the inter-
national arms trade. The underlying is-
sues at stake in this greater struggle
are not decided by local governments
but by federal politicians who make
Canada’s war policies and who pull the
purse strings to dispense our nation’s
common wealth to private industries
that are fuelling international wars.

By thinking globally and acting
locally, we did achieve many important
successes. Despite the disempowering
vote at Ottawa Council, we did raise
public awareness and we did build the
movement to oppose war. And, when
future elections roll around, more peo-
ple will have a better understanding of
the need to work toward replacing the
servile corporate-minded politicians
that are working—in all levels of gov-
ernment—to promote war profiteering.

To thousands of citizens en-
gaged in local grassroots efforts to op-
pose Canada’s role in wars, the City of
Ottawa’s recent affront to peace was a
rude gesture of disrespect to the City’s
much-loved former Mayor, and COAT
mentor, Marion Dewar."! Shortly before
her untimely demise last fall, Marion ex-
pressed her resolute commitment to join
COAT in opposing the return of
CANSEC—and other such military
marketeering events—to Ottawa prop-
erty. In remembrance and recognition
of her unfaltering spirit, activists will
continue to struggle against Canada’s
largest commercial pageant of war.

When flatbed trucks laden with
large armoured battle vehicles destined
for war once again roll through the
streets of Ottawa’s quiet downtown
neighbourhoods on their way to the
outdoor display areas of Ottawa’s fair-
grounds, we’ll be there.

And, when hundreds of this
country’s top military exporters begin
again to set up their marketing stalls
inside Ottawa’s main publicly-funded
exposition halls, we’ll be there.

And, whether or not you are in
Ottawa next June, please join us during
the next round in this ongoing struggle
to expose Canada’s largest manifesta-
tion of the military-industrial complex.

References

1.

10.

11.

Ottawa Councillors Outlawed all future
Arms Trade Shows from City Facili-
ties in 1989
coat.ncf.ca/ARMX/bylaw.htm

See links to video clips from May 27
rally, and some articles describing it
coat.ncf.ca/ARMX/cansec/newlinks.htm
Canada was the 7th largest supplier of
arms to the world in 2007 according to
the US Congressional Research Serv-
ice. See Richard F. Grimmett, Conven-
tional Arms Transfers to Developing
Nations, 2000-2007, October 23, 2008.
www.fas.org/sgp/crs/weapons/RL34723.
pdf

See “Reports” on the COAT website
coat.ncf.ca

Google search for cansec AND war

www.google.ca/search?hl=en&num=
100&q=cansec++war&btnG=Search&meta=
More than 2100 signed hard copies of
the COAT petition while over 2600
others signed online. The web based pe-
tition, complete with pithy comments
by petitioners, can be seen here:
prax.ca/view/coat/No-Arms-Shows
Stand for Peace against CANSEC
coat.ncf.ca/ARMX/cansec/all-day-
vigil.htm

Interfaith Peace Rally
coat.ncf.ca/ARMX/cansec/CANSEC-
rally.htm

Minutes, Corporate Services Commit-
tee, June 2, 2009.
ottawa.ca/calendar/ottawa/citycouncil/
csedc/2009/06-02/minutes44.htm
Minutes, Corporate Services Commit-
tee, June 15, 2009.
ottawa.ca/calendar/ottawa/citycouncil/
csedc/2009/06-15/minutes45.htm
Richard Sanders, “Ottawa’s Mayor
O’Brien, Calian Technologies and the
CANSEC War-Industry Bazaar: De-
mocracy under Attack at Home and
Abroad,”

12.
13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.
20.
21.

22.

23.

24.

coat.ncf.ca/ARMX/cansec/Calian.htm
Ibid.

The only Councillors who voted to keep
arms shows off City property were Alex
Cullen, Clive Doucet, Diane Holmes,
Peggy Feltmate and Jacques Legendre.
Oddly though, Legendre devoted his en-
tire allotted time to criticising the peace
movement and its arguments against
CANSEC and Canada’s arms trade!
www.ottawa.ca/online_services/council
_vo0d/20090624/index_en.html

Aesop for Children, 1919.
mythfolklore.net/aesopica/milowinter/
45.htm

See Rick O’Connor’s August 19, 2008,
memo to City Councillors
ottawa.ca/calendar/ottawa/citycouncil/
csedc/2008/10-07/ACS2008-BTS-RPM-
0040-IPD.htm

Mainstream politicians
know which side their
bread is buttered on, and
it is not on the side that
favours peace. They have
it on good authority from
the media, military and
corporate worlds, that war
is good for business. And,
of course, war IS good for
business. It is damned
good. And therein lies the
very root of the anti-war
movement’s predicament.

“Secure Canada 2008 has been can-
celled!
coat.ncf.ca/ARMX/SecureCanada.htm
Vern White, Chief of Police, “Threat
Assessments and Funding of Policing
Costs for Functions, Events and Con-
ferences,” Report of the Ottawa Police
Service, June 16, 2008.
www.city.ottawa.on.ca/calendar/ottawa/
citycouncil/opsb/2008/06-23/item5.htm
Ralph Erfle, “Review of Overtime,” Ot-
tawa Police Service, November 2008.
www.ottawa.ca/calendar/ottawa/
citycouncil/opsb/2009/05-25/
item12att2.htm
Ibid.

Ibid.

How to Join CADSI
https://www.defenceandsecurity.ca/
index.php?action=cms.how_to_join
Benefits of Membership
https://www.defenceandsecurity.ca/
index.php?action=cms.benefits
US-UK-Canada Trilateral Symposium
www.defenceandsecurity.ca/UserFiles/File/
2009/US-UK-CAAgenda.pdf

CADSI website

November 2009 (Issue # 64) Press for Conversion!

19



25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.
37.

38.

39.

www.defenceandsecurity.ca/
CADSI website, “History”
https://www.defenceandsecurity.ca/public/
index.asp?action=about.background
Richard Sanders, “Canadian Military
Exports to Countries at War, 2003-
2005,” June 2009.
coat.ncf.ca/ARMX/cansec/exports/
WarExports.htm
Canada / Israel Industry Partnering
Mission, May 12, 2004.
www.nccar.ca/publications/05_10_04_
biwk.html
Canada—U.S. Defence & Security Indus-
try Conference, Oct. 30 — Nov.1, 2006.
www.defenceandsecurity.ca/public/docs/
2006/October/BiNational/WebAgenda.pdf
U.S.-UK-Canada Trilateral Sympo-
sium, October 2, 2009.
www.defenceandsecurity.ca/UserFiles/File/
2009/US-UK-CAAgenda.pdf
Doing Business with the Department
of Homeland Security: Answers to Fre-
quently asked Questions
https://www.defenceandsecurity.ca/
UserFiles/File/2008/DHSJan30/
DHSFAQs.pdf
Archive for March 2009, Veritas, Royal
Military College Club of Canada.
www.rmcclub.ca/everitaswp/?m=200903
Canadian Military Exports, 2003-2005
coat.ncf.ca/ARMX/cansec/exports/
details.htm
Simon Doyle, “The Top 100 Lobby-
ists,” The Hill Times, February 25, 2008.
www.hilltimes.ca/html/index.php?
display=story&full_path=2008/february/
25/toplobbyists_2008/&c=2
Doyle, op. cit. and “The Top 100 Lob-
byists,” The Hill Times, Feb. 16, 2009.
www.hilltimes.com/pdf/2009/021609 _
ht.pdf

“Join the ‘Government Ethics Coali-
tion’ to help push for stronger lobbying
and ethics rules and ethics enforcement
in Canada”
www.dwatch.ca/camp/ethicscoal.html
CADSI Elects Five New Members to
its Board of Directors
https://www.cdia.ca/index.php?action=
news.article&id=112
Office of the Commissioner of Lobby-
ing of Canada, Active Registration:
780113-15125-5
https://ocl-cal.gc.ca/app/secure/orl/Irrs/
do/publicBasicSearch?
Ibid
DFAIT funds CADST’s efforts to Pro-
mote the International Arms Trade
coat.ncf.ca/ARMX/cansec/CADSI-
DFAIT.htm
Disclosure of Grant & Contribution
Awards Over $25,000: International Trade
wOl.international.gc.ca/dg-do/index_it-
ci.aspx?lang=eng&p=4&r=17&c=1575
Lobbying Act, 1985, c. 44 (4th Supp.),
Contents of return,
laws.justice.gc.ca/en/showdoc/cs/L-12.4/
bo-ga:s_5-gb:s_7/20090630

40.

41.

42.

43.

44.

45.

46.

47.

48.

49.

50.

Lobbying Act, Offences and Punish-
ment
laws.justice.gc.ca/en/showdoc/cs/L-12.4/
bo-ga:s_14/20090630/en#anchorbo-
gais_l14
Janet Thorsteinson, “What is the Price
of RISK?” FrontLine Defence, Sept/Oct
2008.
www.frontline-canada.com/Defence/pdfs/
Thorsteinson_Risk%20Management.pdf
Public offices held: Janet Thorsteinson
https://ocl-cal.gc.ca/app/secure/orl/Irrs/
do/publicBasicSearch?
Acting Appointments in Designated
Public Office Holder Positions
www.ocl-cal.gc.ca/eic/site/lobbyist-
lobbyistel.nsf/eng/nx00349.html

“Join the ‘Government Ethics Coali-
tion,”” Op. cit.
www.dwatch.ca/camp/ethicscoal . html
About Hill & Knowlton Canada
www.robertssmartcentre.com/english/
about/board/
Our History
www.hillandknowlton.ca/index.php/
about_us/history.html
Hill & Knowlton, A Corporate Profile
www.corporatewatch.org/?1id=380
John Stauber and Sheldon Rampton,
Toxic Sludge Is Good For You. Lies,
Damn Lies and the Public Relations In-
dustry, 1995. See “Packaging the Emir”
www.prwatch.org/books/tsigfy10.html
Search the Registry of Lobbyists
Chapter 10
Communications Log, Four “Commu-
nications Entry Summaries” for May
27 and 28. Office of the Commissioner

51.

52.

53.

54.

55.

56.

57.
58.
59.

60.

61.

62.

63.
64.
65.

66.

67.

68.

69

of Lobbying of Canada.
https://ocl-cal.gc.ca/app/secure/orl/Irrs/
do/publicBasicSearch?

Ibid. See other “Communications En-
try Summaries” for September 12, 2008
to April 22, 2009.

Mike Blanchfield, “MacKay touts $60B
for new military equipment,” Canwest
News Service, May 28, 2009
www.ottawacitizen.com/Health/MacKay
+touts+military+equipment/1637466/
story.html

CANSEC in the nation’s capital at the
end of May

www.cansec-ottawa.ca

DND memo. CANSEC 2009, March
13, 2009.
www.defenceandsecurity.ca/UserFiles/File/
CANSEC2009/CDSMemo.pdf

Richard Sanders, “George Orwell meets
Canada’s General Walt Natynczyk in
Iraq,” September 2008.
coat.ncf.ca/articles/Natynczyk_Iraq.htm
Defence Administrative Orders and Di-
rectives DAOD 7021-3
www.admfincs.forces.gc.ca/dao-doa/7000/
7021-3-eng.asp

DND memo. Op. cit.

Ibid.

SADI - Strategic Aerospace and Defence
Initiative
ito.ic.gc.cal/eic/site/ito-oti.nsf/eng/
h_00022.html

SADI Project Portfolio
ito.ic.gc.cal/eic/site/ito-oti.nsf/eng/
h_00025.html

The CRV-7 Rocket Weapon System
www.magellan.aero/content/objects/
CRV7_Rotary_Wing.pdf
www.magellanaerospace.com/content/
objects/CRV7_Fixed_Wing.pdf

Vic Toews, “Government of Canada
Invests in R&D Technology for Joint
Strike Fighter Program,” Speech, Sep-
tember 2, 2008.
ito.ic.gc.ca/eic/site/ito-oti.nsf/eng/
00623 .html

Ibid.

Ibid.

Martin Cash, “Fighter contract could
be big: Bristol working on top U.S.
forces jet,” Winnipeg Free Press, June
10, 2009.
www.winnipegfreepress.com/business/
fighter-contract-could-be-big-
47509652.html

Glossary, Industrial Technologies Office
ito.ic.gc.ca/eic/site/ito-oti.nsf/eng/
h_00010.html

Investing in Innovation, 2001 - 2002
Year in Review, p.46
ito.ic.gc.caleic/site/ito-oti.nsf/vwapj/s_
f174_ic_tpsannua_2001_02_e.pdf/$FILE/
s_f174_ic_tpsannua_2001_02_e. pdf
“Building the Canadian Military Ma-
chine (Literally),” Machine Tools, April
2007.
machinetools.ca/articles/apr_11.pdf

. Toews, Op. cit.

20

Press for Conversion!

(Issue # 64) November 2009



70.

71

74.

75.

76.

77.

78.

79.

80.

81.

82.

83.

84.

85.

86.

87.

88.
89.

Magellan Aerospace Corp. - Details
https://www.defenceandsecurity.ca/index.
php?action=mbrProfiles.viewProfile&profileID
=160

. Toews, Op. cit.
72.
73.

Ibid.
Cash, Op. cit.
www.winnipegfreepress.com/business/fight
er-contract-could-be-big-47509652.html
Robert Pollin and Heidi Garrett-Peltier,
“The U.S. Employment Effects of Mili-
tary and Domestic Spending Priorities,”
October 2007.
www.peri.umass.edu/fileadmin/pdf/
other_publication_types/PERI_IPS_
WAND_study.pdf
Cash, Op. cit.
Exhibiting Companies
https://www.defenceandsecurity.ca/index.
php?action=cansec.exhibitors
Esterline CMC Electronics - Details
https://www.defenceandsecurity.ca/index.
php?action=mbrProfiles.viewProfile
&profileID=85
Esterline Facts
www.esterline.com/profile/factsheet.stm
Minister of Industry Announces Sup-
port for Aerospace and Defence Project,
January 13, 2009.
www.ic.gc.ca/eic/site/icl.nsf/eng/
04313.html
Richard Sanders, “CMC’s Gerry
Schwartz and Paul Martin’s War Chest,”
Press for Conversion!, June 2005.
coat.ncf.ca/our_magazine/links/56/Arti-
cles/56_40-41.pdf
HESEG Boycott Factsheet
www.caiaweb.org/files/websitel _
HESEG_factsheet_v2.3.pdf
Canadian War Industries Exporting
Parts and/or Services to the USA for
the AH-64 “Apache”
coat.ncf.ca/ARMX/cansec/AH-64.htm
Canadian War Industries exporting Parts
and Services to the US for F-15 “Eagle”
coat.ncf.ca/ARMX/cansec/F-15.htm
Canadian War Industries exporting Parts
and/or Services to the USA for F-16
“Fighting Falcon”
coat.ncf.ca/ARMX/cansec/F-16.htm
UN rights council condemns Israeli of-
fensive in Gaza,” AFP, January 12,2009
www.google.com/hostednews/afp/article
ALeqM5g5WIYV-fItEjKhSXM_EC2
at92HeQ

“19th day of continuous IOF attacks
across the Gaza Strip,” Palestinian Cen-
tre for Human Rights, January 15, 2009.
www.reliefweb.int/rw/rwb.nsf/db900SID/
MCOT-7NBKDS?OpenDocument
“Minister of Industry Announces Sup-
port...,” Op. cit.
Ibid.
COAT Report, Profiting from the
Slaughter of Innocents in Iraq: An
Exposé of Canadian War Industries aid-
ing & abetting production of major US
Weapons Systems in the Iraq War
coat.ncf.ca/ARMX/cansec/CANSEC

90.

91.
92.

93.

94.

95.

96.

97.

98.

99.

weapons.htm

Iraq Deaths
www.justforeignpolicy.org/iraq
Exhibiting Companies, Op. cit.
Historical Dates
www.lansdownepark.ca/history_en.html
Floor Plan, General Dynamics Hall
www.defenceandsecurity.ca/UserFiles/File/
CANSEC2009/General-Dynamics-
Canada-Hall.pdf

CADSI Board of Directors
https://www.defenceandsecurity.ca/
index.php?action=cms.board

CADSI Elects Five New Members to
its Board of Directors, March 19, 2009.
https://www.defenceandsecurity.ca/
index.php?action=news.article&id=112
Table 6A.1. The SIPRI Top 100 arms-
producing companies in the world ex-
cluding China, 2007a, Military Spend-
ing and Armaments, 2008.
www.sipri.org/research/armaments/pro-
duction/resultoutput/arms_prod_com
panies

News release, “Minister Clement An-
nounces Repayable Investment in Flight
Simulators,” Industry Canada, March
31, 2009.
ito.ic.gc.ca/eic/site/ito-oti.nsf/eng/
h_00715.html

CAE record, Office of the Commis-
sioner of Lobbying of Canada, Active
Registration: 778025-5798-8
https://ocl-cal.gc.ca/app/secure/orl/lrrs/
do/publicBasicSearch?

Ibid.

100. CAE Annual Report, FY 2009

www.cae.com/en/investors/_pdf/2009/

101.
102.

103.

104.

105.

106.

107.

108.
109.
110.

111.

CAE_Annual_Report_2009.pdf

Ibid.

CAE record, Office of the Commis-
sioner of Lobbying of Canada, Op.cit.
News release, Industry Canada,
March 31, 2009. Op. cit.

Public Registry Search Results:
Robert Brown
https://ocl-cal.gc.ca/app/secure/orl/Irrs/
do/publicBasicSearch?

Public offices held: ROBERT
BROWN
https://ocl-cal.gc.ca/app/secure/orl/Irrs/
do/publicBasicSearch?

News release, “Minister Clement An-
nounces Repayable Investment in
Flight Simulators,” Industry Canada,
March 31, 2009.
ito.ic.gc.ca/eic/site/ito-oti.nst/eng/
h_00715.html

John McCrank, “UPDATE 2-CAE to
slash 700 jobs, mainly in Montreal,”
Reuters, May 14, 2009.
www.reuters.com/article/rbssAerospace
Defense/idUSN1446668420090514
Ibid.

Ibid.

Polls show that “Opposition [to the
Afghan war] has run from 53 to 58
per cent since November [2008].” See
Barbara Yaffe, “Polls and Afghani-
stan,” Vancouver Sun, July 30, 2009.
www2.canada.com/windsorstar/news/
editorial/story.html?id=2102ce34-
e10a-4064-a373-09e1375225¢6
Remembering Marion

coat.ncf.ca/our_magazine/links/63/
63_50b.htm

November 2009 (Issue # 64) Press for Conversion!

21



