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Introduction

N
ine months after the 11 September 2001 
attacks in New York City and Washington, G8 
members met at the 2002 Kananaskis Summit 
in Alberta, Canada, and declared their inten-
tion to launch the Global Partnership (GP) to 

combat the spread of weapons of mass destruction (WMDs) 
and to prevent them from falling into terrorist hands. Group 
members pledged $20 billion over ten years in an effort to 
destroy Russian chemical weapons, dismantle decommis-
sioned nuclear submarines, find work for underemployed 
weapons scientists, and secure nuclear, radiological, and bio-
logical weapons all of which posed, and continue to pose 
significant threats, should terrorist groups apprehend them. 

Russia is the primary locus of GP concern because the weap-
ons stockpiles it inherited from the Soviet Union, the rise in 
organized crime and corruption in the region since 1991, and 
the poor state of weapons and weapons materials security in 
Russia have made it a potential and accessible source of 
WMDs for terrorist groups. This article surveys the role 
Canada plays in the Global Partnership to secure these weap-
ons, the progress it has made in Russia, and what roadblocks 
it and other GP members have encountered since 2002.  
Advancements have been made to be sure, but many midway 
milestones have yet to be reached, and numerous obstacles 
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G8 leaders pose against a Canadian Rocky Mountain background at Kananaskis, Alberta, 26 June 2002.
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such as the lack of transparency, coordination, and prioritiza-
tion threaten the GP’s chances for a successful outcome. 

Background 

This survey begins with the collapse of the Union of 
Soviet Socialist Republics (USSR), the period when the 

global security landscape changed significantly but the weap-
ons produced during the Cold War arms race remained.1 The 
new Russian Federation inherited from the Soviet Union 
approximately 30,000 nuclear weapons, 
40,000 tons of chemical weapons, large but 
largely uncounted stores of biological 
weapons and fissile materials, and thou-
sands of scientists with enough valuable 
expertise to build more WMDs. During the 
first years of Russia’s turbulent transition 
toward both democracy and a market econ-
omy, governments in Canada, Europe, and 
the United States were concerned that 
Russia might expand its export of WMDs 
to earn badly needed foreign revenues and 
to bolster its foundering economy.2 After 1991, Russian mili-
tary industries experienced substantial overcapacity as mili-
tary forces were restructured and procurement budgets were 
cut.  Russia, like the United States, could not sustain its 
defence industries solely through purchases for its own forces 
in peacetime.3  Thus, if weapons, weapons-related materials, 
and scientific expertise were among the few commodities in 
the former Soviet Union for which there was “…an interna-
tional demand backed by hard currency,” the need for weap-
ons markets, combined with the escalation of organized crime 
and corruption in Russia, only raised more fears that these 
weapons could find willing buyers among belligerent states 
and terrorist organizations.4 

To resolve these problems, a US-led coalition launched a 
policy of ‘proliferation containment’ in 1991 to limit the 
mobility of weapons, materials, technology, 
and skill by means of physical protection, 
accounting, and export controls.5  This 
approach was built upon the long history of 
weapons security and confidence-building 
measures between the USSR and the US – 
beginning with the 1963 Hotline Agreement 
that attempted to reduce interstate miscom-
munication, which could trigger an acciden-
tal nuclear war.6  Other important Cold War 
era agreements include the Strategic Arms 
Limitation Treaties (SALT I 1972, SALT II 
1979), the 1972 Anti-Ballistic Missile (ABM) Treaty, and the 
1987 Intermediate-Range Nuclear Forces Treaty (INF). 

After the Soviet Union’s collapse, Russia and the US 
signed the Strategic Arms Reduction Treaties (START I 1991, 
START II, 1993), and met in Helsinki in 1997 to negotiate 
terms for START III and to clarify several problems with the 

ABM treaty, including Article V, which prevented testing, 
development, and deployment of more effective and less 
expensive missile defence systems.7  The START treaties 
were enacted to introduce systems of transparency and verifi-
cation in the reduction of long-range ballistic missiles, the 
ban on deployment of multiple warhead land-based missiles 
(MIRVs), and the destruction of nuclear warheads.8  

While these bilateral agreements were guided responses 
to the need to avoid weapons proliferation, it was understood 

that Russian nuclear weapons were less 
vulnerable to theft and diversion than 
weapon-usable nuclear materials in other 
forms because the weapons themselves 
were heavily guarded and accounted for in 
military installations.9  By 2001, under-
protected Russian fissile material then 
became the greatest proliferation threat 
because these materials were kept in civil-
ian facilities under the care of low-paid 
nuclear scientists who could steal the prod-
ucts or “…share weapon information for 

financial gain.”10 This threat was further exacerbated by the 
knowledge that the global smuggling of radioactive materials 
had doubled since 1996, and that there were at least 100 ter-
rorist organizations that could acquire, or had already 
acquired the necessary fissile materials to develop nuclear 
weapons.11  

Unfortunately, the threat became a reality after the 
September 11th terrorist attacks in New York City.  
Significantly, Russian President Vladimir Putin was the first 
world leader to send US President George W. Bush his “sin-
cere condolences,” and to intimate that “the entire interna-
tional community must rally against terrorism.”12  Supporting 
the US in its effort to combat global terror, however, was 
more than a display of Russia’s sympathy and solidarity. 
Combined with existing confidence-building weapons secu-

rity agreements, Russian cooperation with 
the US in the war on terror was a new means 
by which Russia could become a useful and 
influential partner for the West, a circum-
stance that had the potential to open new 
doors, such as full G8 membership, and 
possible admission to the World Trade 
Organization (WTO).13 Active support, Putin 
hoped, could also convince the US to revise 
its opposing position on Russia’s second 
war in Chechnya, as rebels there were con-
nected with the Taliban, a group linked 

directly to the 9/11 attacks. Because of the security threats 
posed by Taliban-supported Chechen rebels, and the poor 
state of weapons materials security in Russia, the September 
tragedy presented an opportunity to use US resources to do 
away with the Taliban and the dual threats they posed in 
Chechnya and for weapons safety.14 

“Russia, like the United 
States, could not  

sustain its defence 
industries solely 

through purchases for 
its own forces in  

peacetime.”

“By 1968, however, 
Canada became one  

of the earliest  
adherents to  
the Nuclear  

Non-Proliferation 
Treaty (NPT).”
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The Plot Thickens

However, Russia and the US were not the only nations 
concerned with fighting terrorism and securing weapons 

and weapons materials. Signs of new extremist movement 
confrontations against globalization and modernization were 
emerging “…from the Sahara to the Korean peninsula and 
from Hindu Kush to Indonesia,” and their likely weapons of 
choice were viewed to be “…terrorist acts – including those 
that involve WMD.”15 Therefore, at the Canadian 2002 
Kananaskis Summit, G8 leaders condemned the September 
11th terrorist attacks and implemented UN Security Council 
Resolution 1373 to combat terrorism through increased inter-
national cooperation and the multilateral prevention of financ-
ing, recruitment, and the provision of weapons for terrorist 
organizations.16 More specifically, the G8 members committed 
to a program of preventing terrorists from “…acquiring or 
developing nuclear, chemical, radiological, and biological 
weapons, missiles, and related materials, equipment and tech-
nology.” This project, called the G8 Global Partnership against 
the Spread of Weapons and Materials of Mass Destruction 
(GP), launched “…specific cooperation projects, initially in 
Russia, to address non-proliferation, disarmament, counter-
terrorism, and nuclear safety issues.” The chief security areas 
to be addressed were the destruction and dismantlement of 
chemical weapons and decommissioned nuclear submarines, 
as well as the “disposition of fissile materials and the employ-
ment of former weapons scientists.” G8 members pledged $20 
billion to destroy old weapons and boost Russian weapons 
security over a 10-year period.17 

Canada to the Forefront 

As Kananaskis Summit host and G8 member, Canada com-
mitted $1 billion to the GP project in Russia.  If Canada 

had hitherto “…exercised strong lead-
ership in promoting the human secu-
rity agenda,” joining the Global 
Partnership was another opportunity 
for Canada, as a middle power, to fur-
ther promote its national security 
interests and foreign policy leadership 
in the disarmament arena.18 During the 
Cold War era, Canada established a 
‘strategic tradition,’ due to its crucial 
position within the West’s deterrence 
system as it hosted a wide variety of 
nuclear delivery systems while pro-
viding storage, dispersal, communica-
tions, and early warning facilities to 
support US and Western European 
security systems against the Soviet 
nuclear threat.19 By 1968, however, 
Canada became one of the earliest 
adherents to the Nuclear Non-
Proliferation Treaty (NPT).  Although 
Canada had direct access to and 

involvement in nuclear weapons research, the Trudeau govern-
ment opted early on not to develop its own explosive device, 
choosing instead, the “peaceful uses of the atom,” because 
arms race logic dictated that “…as more states acquire nuclear 
weapons, the likelihood of their use increases.”20 

Although Canada’s foreign policy moved toward modera-
tion, it undertook a leading role in “vigorous nonproliferation 
diplomacy” by persuading other states to take part in the 
SALT, ABM, and START treaties.21 As for weapons destruc-
tion, Canada also led the way toward banning anti-personnel 
landmines at the Ottawa Conference and Mine Action Forum 
in December 1997.  The 1999 Land Mines Treaty that fol-
lowed the ‘Ottawa Process’ called on all nations to destroy 
their mine stockpiles, to clear mined areas, to stop the produc-
tion and delivery of landmines, and to cooperate with other 
nations to implement the program.22 Because Canada was able 
to facilitate a coalition of state and non-governmental organi-
zations (NGOs) to work toward bringing the concept of land-
mine prohibition to reality in about one year’s time, Canada 
demonstrated clear leadership ability by coordinating the first 
disarmament instrument to ban a widely-used weapon of war.23 
It was due to this confidence, Canada’s competent history in 
nuclear nonproliferation and safe regulation of civilian nuclear 
reactors, combined with rising international concerns about 
Russian domestic developments including democratization, 
economy, and the security of Russia’s military arsenal, which 
Canada committed to the GP, and took on a new role in inter-
national weapons security and destruction.24 

The tasks that Canada has undertaken within the GP proj-
ect in Russia include providing assistance in maintaining and 
upgrading Russian nuclear and radiological security, cooperat-
ing in the dismantlement of Russia’s decommissioned nuclear 
submarines, destroying chemical weapons, ensuring the non-

Chechen rebels in the field near Semovodsk, approximately 70 km west of the Chechen capital 
Grozny, 16 October 1999.

R
e

u
te

rs
 R

T
X

K
L

1
8



Vol. 10, No. 1, 2009 • Canadian Military Journal 9

IN
T

E
R

N
A

T
IO

N
A

L
 C

O
O

P
E

R
A

T
IO

N

proliferation of biological weapons, and supporting redirec-
tion of thousands of former Soviet weapons scientists.25 
Overall, the Canadian government viewed its decision to par-
ticipate in the GP as beneficial, not only for globally recog-
nized presence in the disarmament effort, but also because it 
could work with other member states to provide Russia with 
much-needed resources to dispose of outdated weapons, and 
to meet international obligations to reduce international terror-
ist group access to WMDs that ultimately threaten Canadian 
security.26 However, it is important to recognize a key point at 
this juncture.  For Canada to actively participate in the GP 
initiative, it depended (and continues to depend) upon the 
cooperation of other states.  As a middle power, Canada’s pool 
of expertise in the making of both foreign and nuclear policy 
is relatively small, and, with an economy approximately one-
tenth the size of the US, it has far less available financial 
wherewithal than other GP members.  Therefore, Canada’s 
financial commitment to the GP is not without limits, in that 
its meaningful participation is hedged in the confines of pre-
dictably deliverable resources from within, and from GP part-
ner states.27

Nevertheless, on 4 February 2008, then Canadian Minster 
of Foreign Affairs Maxime Bernier produced the 2007 Global 
Partnership Program Report to Parliament to illustrate what 
progress Canada has made since 2002 in reducing the threats 
associated with Russian WMDs, and to otherwise justify ongo-
ing federal spending for GP projects.  First, because of the 
environmental and security threats posed by the more than two 
million portable chemical munitions at the storage facility in 
Shchuch’ye, Kurgan oblast, the GP sought to destroy 5457 
metric tonnes of nerve agent, or 20 percent of Russia’s chemi-

cal weapons destruction quota.28 In this effort, Canada has 
contributed $33 million to construct 18 kilometres of railway 
from the weapons storage facility to nearby destruction build-
ings. Another $10 million has been allocated for other 
Shchuch’ye projects, including the construction of a local 
accident warning system and the connection of high-speed 
fibre-optic communication links between facilities. 
Furthermore, Canada has provided $55 million to double the 
destructive capacity of the facility’s equipment that was to be 
installed in early 2008 when the facility’s operations were set 
to begin.29

Although Canada works largely in cooperation with 
Russia, the US, and the UK in Shchuch’ye, numerous factors 
have arisen that have made it difficult for the goal of chemical 
weapons destruction to be achieved on schedule. A February 
2006 SGP Issue Brief states that “…erratic funding from the 
United States, bureaucratic delays in processing government-
to-government agreements, conflicts over sub-contracting and 
over [Russian] visas for foreigners working onsite” have 
delayed the actual commencement of the destruction program 

by three to four years.30  
This means that the pro-
gram, begun in 2008, 
may not reach the GP 
goals by the 2012 expiry 
date. More resources 
and speedier efforts may 
be required from all 
participants, including 
Canada, to meet the tar-
get date.  

A further problem 
is found in that Russia 
shifted its focus to 
destroying chemical 
stockpiles at Kambarka 
and Maradykovsky to 
meet its 10-year-old 
obligation to the April 
2007 Chemical Weapons 
Convention deadline, 
putting less priority and 
financing on the 
Shchuch’ye project.  
Russia’s strategic shift, 

bureaucratic obstacles, lack of consistent US funding, and 
inability to deliver ‘extensive information’ about project sites 
have therefore created what former Canadian Ambassador 
Christopher Westdal calls a “procedural impasse.”31 This situ-
ation has frustrated meaningful progress for Canadian efforts 
and expenditures, and it also threatens failure in the achieve-
ment of GP targets if member states become more wary of 
continued investment in an unviable program without a pre-
dictable endpoint.

Canadian Minister of Foreign Affairs Maxime Bernier with senior Afghan officials in Kandahar, Afghanistan,  
13 April 2008.
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Maritime Initiatives 

Additionally, as is the case with chemi-
cal weapons, Russia’s decommissioned 

nuclear submarines pose significant prolif-
eration, terroristic, and environmental risks. 
In 2002, the GP pledged $1.3 billion of pri-
ority assistance to Russia in the transport, defuelling, dis-
mantlement, safe management, and storage of nearly 200 
nuclear vessels.32  Focusing upon the Northern Fleet, Canada 
pledged $120 million to dismantle 12 vessels at the 
Zvezdochka Shipyard in Severodvinsk, Archangelsk oblast. 
By March 2008, Canada had successfully dismantled 11 sub-
marines, defueled 24 reactors, and transported spent radioac-
tive fuel from these vessels to a processing facility in the Ural 
region. Canada also cooperated with the US and completed 
dismantlement of one Typhoon class strategic ballistic missile 
submarine.33

To complement the project, Canada, which shares com-
mon Arctic waters and interests with Russia, has also donated 
$32 million to the Northern Dimension Environmental 
Partnership (NDEP) that supports environmental projects on 
nuclear-related security and nuclear waste management in 
Northwestern Russia and the Barents Sea region, currently 
the largest repository of nuclear waste in the world.34 The 

NDEP is currently working on a Strategic 
Master Plan (SMP) and a Strategic 
Environmental Assessment (SEA) that will 
set out a comprehensive and harmonized 
work program for the overall decommis-
sioning of nuclear submarines, which will 
include awareness of the environmental 

consequences of SMP implementation.35 

The creation of the SMP indicates that Canada and the 
GP’s achievements in Russia are cooperative, but its efforts 
have been thwarted by a number of international impediments 
that have made a successful outcome for submarine disman-
tlement more difficult to reach.  Reports from the Center for 
Nonproliferation Studies show that by 2004, more detailed 
high- and low-level coordination was needed to prevent gaps, 
duplications, and accidents such as the August 2003 sinking 
of a K-159 nuclear submarine caused by insufficient over-

sight between working groups.36 Unfortunately, by 2007, 
questions with respect to prioritization, risk assessment, and 
planning methods, as well as information sharing, which 
would help donors to set their own priorities, and coordina-
tion, still needed to be clarified and answered.37 The CNS, for 
example, criticizes Russia’s prioritization of socioeconomics 
(i.e., job creation in the region) over security improvements 

Decommissioned Russian nuclear submarines at their Arctic base of Severomorsk awaiting their turn to be dismantled.
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“Further criticism  
lies in a distinct  

lack of transparency 
on Russia’s part.”
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for nuclear submarines, a condition that contradicts the GP’s 
security concerns.38 

Further criticism lies in a distinct lack of transparency on 
Russia’s part. Here, information sharing is important to both 
planning and implementation, as it builds confidence among 
Russia’s partners and the Russian public.  
This sharing would further mean that secu-
rity concerns are being fully and properly 
addressed, and that GP activities are designed 
and performed safely, securely, and cost-
effectively. Also, more transparency will 
ensure that certain tasks, such as those 
undertaken by Canada, will not be forgotten 
or de-emphasized.  Appropriate inter-agency 
and inter-state management and information-
sharing will make certain that Canadian 
milestones and continuing projects are prop-
erly factored into prioritizing ongoing GP bio-safety and ter-
rorist risk assessment, security measures, including physical 
protection upgrades – and the elimination of gaps or costly 
duplication.39 

Nuclear and Radiological Protection

Canada’s third area of participation in the GP project 
focuses upon nuclear and radiological protection because 

existing security weaknesses in Russia could allow terrorists 
to steal fissile material, weapons, or materials from radioiso-
tope thermoelectric generators (RTGs).40 Unclassified data 
shows that 600 RTGs and 1250 tonnes of poorly guarded 
weapons-grade nuclear materials, including 600 tonnes of 
highly enriched uranium (HEU) and separated plutonium, 
were accounted for in Russia at the end of 2003.41  Prior to 
Kananaskis, these materials were subject to numerous attempts 
to seize, smuggle, or trade them on the black market.42 The GP 
therefore took on the task of upgrading security systems and 
assisting in the US/Russian led effort to convert 34 tonnes of 
plutonium that was no longer required for defence purposes 
into valuable energy for several new Russian fossil fuel power 
plants currently under construction.43 

For these projects, Canada has contributed $65 million to 
help secure weapons-grade materials through physical protec-
tion and security upgrades at Russian nuclear facilities includ-
ing sensors, barriers, and intervention response forces.44  
Canada also created the RTG Master Plan, and pledged $2 
million to “…remove, secure, replace, and decommission 
Russian RTGs” under the plan’s guidelines. Furthermore, 
Canada pledged $6 million to upgrade Russia’s border secu-
rity alongside Ukraine and $9 million toward the project to 
shut down Russia’s last reactor producing weapons-grade plu-
tonium by 2011 – and made an $8 million contribution to the 
IAEA Nuclear Security Fund (NSF), which coordinates addi-
tional nuclear security activities to “…prevent, detect, and 
respond to nuclear terrorism.”45

Additional Problem Areas 

However, like setbacks associated with implementing the 
destruction of chemical weapons and nuclear submarines, 

several problems have surfaced in the realization of GP goals 
for nuclear and radiological security.  In July 2006, the 

Strengthening the Global Partnership Project 
cited transparency issues as the primary 
impediment to weapons materials security.  
For example, incomplete accounting of the 
amount and precise locations of nuclear and 
radiological materials in Russia have 
impeded GP coordination efforts, leaving 51 
percent of the known facilities containing 
nuclear materials without any outside secu-
rity upgrades.46 To date, the vulnerability of 
these sites to theft by terrorists or terrorist 
suppliers has not been resolved. In January 

2008, Russia claimed that their customs officials had foiled at 
least 120 separate attempts to smuggle highly radioactive 
material out of the country in 2007, sparking larger concern 
with respect to “how many illegal exports were not halted” on 
Russian borders, let alone at weapons materials facilities.47 In 
one contentious case, a Russian man was apprehended in 
Tbilisi in January 2006 trying to sell a four-ounce sample of 
presumably Russian HEU for $1 million to an undercover 
Georgian agent.48 Although the sample was too small to deter-
mine its origin, the Russian connection to the contraband HEU 
has been established, due to the poor level of weapons materi-
als security in Russia.49

The Way Ahead 

Therefore, it is clear that while significant headway has 
been made in the priority projects of chemical weapon 

and nuclear submarine destruction, resources for these 
achievements have come at the expense of nuclear and radio-
logical security, wherein the threat of theft is actually a real-
ity. Moreover, what advancements Canada and other GP 
members have made in securing nuclear materials is over-
shadowed by the continued theft of the materials they have 
yet to secure.  More information-sharing, and higher levels of 
GP priority and funding must be directed toward under-pro-
tected weapons materials facilities in Russia to ensure that 
terrorist groups cannot access them, and to meet the third 
principle of the GP mandate, to “…develop and maintain 
appropriate effective physical protection measures” of weap-
ons and weapons materials.50 

The fourth arm of the GP project in which Canada plays 
a role is in the re-direction of 35,000 to 50,000 underemployed 
weapons scientists to sustainable, non-military activities, and 
to ensure they do not sell their expertise or access to weapons-
related materials to groups or states of proliferation concern.51 
Because arms-control treaties have reduced the number of 
nuclear warheads to be developed, tested, maintained, and 
deployed, “overcapacity in the nuclear sector” has occurred – 

“However, the  
sustainability of the 

GP project of  
redirecting scientists 

into these  
organizations is a 

grave concern.”
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a consequence that ensures downsizing, particularly in nuclear 
cities where the sole industry is the nuclear facility.52 Therefore, 
scientists and other technical personnel who have lost or will 
lose their jobs require sustainable employment options.53 

To assist them, Canada has contributed $27 million to 
ongoing research projects at the International Science and 
Technology Centre (ISTC) in Moscow, and the Science and 
Technology Centre (STCU) at Kiev.  The ISTC funds basic 
and applied research and technology development, and has 
integrated approximately 25,000 former Soviet weapons scien-
tists from Russia into the international science community, to 
address such problems as environmental restoration and arms 
control verification. Canada’s GP contributions have success-
fully redirected 2000 scientists into technology development 
for civilian purposes within the ISTC.54 The STCU focuses 
upon the Ukraine, Azerbaijan, Moldova, Uzbekistan, and 
Georgia.  It supports the integration of scientists from these 
areas into the global scientific and business communities, and 

it assists in the protection and exploitation of research results 
attained to benefit the scientists creating them, and the econo-
mies and societies of the parties governing the Center.  Under 
the GP, Canada has provided about $562,000 to fund numer-

ous STCU research projects.55 

However, the sustainability of the GP 
project of redirecting scientists into these 
organizations is a grave concern. Funding 
for these centres by GP donor states has 
been reduced by 40 percent, or $39 mil-
lion since 2002, a contraction that means 
current financial support cannot meet new 
research proposal demands, and that new 
grants can only redirect scientists for 
short-term, or two-to-three-year periods. 
Simply put, as more scientists lose their 
jobs from downsizing, it will be increas-
ingly difficult to redirect them if there are 
not enough positions created to accom-
modate them. Thus, more funding in this 
sector is required. As well, until the plan 
for creating sustainable employment 
opportunities is fully implemented, more 
effort and funding are also needed to cre-
ate a broader security culture at weapons 
facilities among scientists and other per-
sonnel with access to sensitive materials.56 
While no program can guarantee that sci-
entists will refrain from selling scientific 
knowledge to proliferants, the attempt to 
instill a strong security culture must be 
pursued; otherwise the program of redi-
recting scientists to peaceful occupations 
will be rendered dangerously incomplete 
if they are not given sufficient induce-
ments to discourage them from selling out 
to the “highest bidder.”57 

The last area of the GP project 
Canada participates in is the non-prolifer-
ation of biological weapons, including 
Russia’s stockpile of weaponized dis-

eases.58 Inadequate control over biological agents, manufactur-
ing equipment, and scientists after 1991 meant these resources 
posed significant security risks in light of not only the envi-
ronmental threats they posed, but also the attention paid by 
terrorist organizations to the utility of dangerous pathogens 
and toxins for their programs.59 Canada has invested approxi-
mately $610,000 to develop biosecurity and biosafety stan-
dards, guidelines, associations, and training for Russia and 
Central Asia, as well as the implementation of physical secu-
rity procedures and equipment for laboratory facilities. There 
is also a developing project to build a new biological contain-
ment laboratory that will consolidate dangerous pathogen col-
lections as the Russian government reduces the number of 
science research facilities from 2600 to 1600 by 2010 – a pro-

Russian Deputy Prime Minister Klebanov inspects a chemical warhead during the inauguration 
of a plant outside Chelyabinsk tasked with destroying chemical weapons, 8 June 2001.
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cess that may boost effi-
ciency and accountability, 
but noticeably contradicts 
efforts to employ weapons 
scientists.60 

The Two-Way Street

Still, cooperative initia-
tives to prevent terrorists 

from acquiring biological 
materials require greater 
assistance from Russia, a 
necessi ty the Global 
Partnership has not yet 
received in full. So far, 
Russia has declined to dis-
cuss the issue of biological 
security within the context 
of the Global Partnership, a 
point of contention with 
donor countries like Canada 
that are working on physical 
security upgrades for biological sites.  In order to fulfill the 
GP plan of securing biological weapons, donor states need 
information with respect to Russia’s Ministry of Defence bio-
logical facilities, including locations, accurate inventory data, 
and current security conditions.61

Russian silence on the issue arises from several possible 
factors.  First, since the Soviet Union violated provisions 
under the 1972 Biological Weapons Convention (BWC) by 
continuing to develop offensive biological military programs 
illegally, it is possible that Russia had either sustained bio-
logical weapons projects, or had failed to destroy laboratories 
and large-scale testing equipment as promised when Boris 
Yeltsin officially eliminated the program in 1992.  However, 
given the chaotic decision-making and lack of inter-agency 
coordination in Russia during the 1990s, as well as multiple 
but divergent policy priorities since 2000, it is also possible 
that Moscow can neither provide accurate data, nor face nega-
tive political implications should foreign access to its biologi-
cal facilities reveal uncomfortable truths.62 Other plausible 
reasons for Russia’s lack of transparency include economic 
motives, such as saving jobs in the defence industry, profits 
and balance of payments for state and indus-
try, and saving the costs of destruction.63 
There are also possible psychological 
motives, such as the desire to gain leverage 
or influence in a particular region or coun-
try, and the need to retain strong defences in 
a particular area as other areas are disman-
tled.64 Clearly, political solutions to these 
variables may be the only way for GP mem-
bers to get the access and information they require to fulfill 
their plan to secure biological weapons, an effort that, to date, 
has “barely scratched the surface.”65

Conclusion

Overall, since the inception of the Global Partnership at 
Kananaskis in 2002, considerable developments have 

been made in numerous areas while meaningful work needs to 
be implemented in other sectors to ensure terrorists do not 
intercept WMDs, the ultimate goal of the GP. To ensure a suc-
cessful outcome, and to strongly justify and encourage further 
spending by donor states such as Canada, several problems 
must be addressed and surmounted.  Issues of transparency 
and access in Russia must be resolved so that appropriate 
coordination and implementation of GP plans can be exer-
cised and prioritized by donor states and personnel, if goals 
are to be met by 2012.  Heavier priority, funding, and on-site 
implementation must be given to areas such as nuclear and 
radiological weapons materials facilities, where the security 
of weapons is known to be weak, and, in some cases, has been 
compromised. Russia must share information on its biological 
weapons facilities, because their vulnerability is known only 
approximately, and few ‘on the ground’ measures have hith-
erto been taken to eliminate the threat. Further inter-state/
inter-agency coordination and oversight is needed to promote 

efficiency by eliminating unnecessary dupli-
cation or gaps in security activities.  Donor 
states, including the US, must also be com-
pelled to honour their pledges, so that these 
funds can be converted into sustainable 
projects such as job creation for scientists 
more quickly, rather than remaining as plans 
on the agenda.66 Lastly, but not insignifi-
cantly, issues of liability and taxation must 

be unraveled, as they also have slowed progress on project 
implementation and added to the “bureaucratic burden in 
donor countries.”67 

The destruction of a Tupolev TU-22 Backfire strategic supersonic bomber, 12 November 2002.

“Canada remains a 
stalwart contributor  
to its GP projects,  

but its finances are 
exhaustive…”
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However, even if these disparities are resolved quickly, 
the Global Partnership may still have to extend itself beyond 
the 2012 deadline and $20 billion ceiling. Whether this will be 
considered a failure is a matter of conjecture, as success can 
only be truly measured once the threat posed by unsecured 
WMDs in Russia ceases to exist. In the meantime, Canada 
remains a stalwart contributor to its GP projects, but its 
finances are exhaustive, despite its most recent earmarks in 
June 2009.68 As well, Canada has called upon all participants 
to turn financial pledges into concrete activities because “…
one of the essential factors of successful projects is a predict-
able, coordinated, targeted and efficient assistance.”69 If 
Canada has merited special praise by completing legal frame-
works in Russia and by disbursing funds in a number of 

implemented project areas, this progress serves as an example 
to other donors of what can happen when national leadership 
and resources are harnessed to their fullest extent.70 The 
Global Partnership and Canada are confident these pledges 
will be realized, so that investments such as Canada’s $1 bil-
lion pledge (including the $526 million spent to date)71 will 
buy more than simply international recognition, but will 
implement more meaningful and sustainable projects to 
achieve the goals of weapons and weapons materials security 
and destruction in Russia.
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