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Mr. President, 
 
First and foremost, we would like to thank you and your team for organizing this meeting in difficult 
circumstances, which mean for the Canadian delegation that we have to work with a reduced number of 
staff. Nevertheless, please be assured that you have the full support of our delegation. 
 
We would also like to thank you for preparing the draft final report for the meeting. This document 
provides a sound basis for our work over the next few days and for moving forward together to achieve a 
substantive collective outcome. 
 
Overall, we welcome the fact that the report highlights the issues that require additional work by the 
Group, particularly concerning characterization (paragraph 13.a). As we have already stated, while a 
precise definition is not necessary to advance our work, it is important to clarify our “common 
understanding” of the weapons systems being discussed. 

 
We also find the idea of working to identify good practices in the area of legal weapons review to be 
useful. 
 
Moreover, we appreciate the intention to give the Group a future mandate focused on tangible results. We 
believe this should be done in a manner consistent with our collective goal in 2019 to address the 
normative and operational framework of the technologies under consideration. 
 
Furthermore, to achieve optimal results, we believe it would be helpful to pay particular attention to the 
following points in the document: 
 

• First, we see merit in the idea of a political declaration, but at the same time we wonder if the 
limited meeting time remaining in 2021 is sufficient to reach a consensus on the 31 paragraphs 
proposed. Being ambitious is undoubtedly a good thing, and we support many of these 
paragraphs, but we also believe that as our discussions progress, it will be prudent to be 
prepared to balance our ambitions with the achievement of a concrete result. 

 

• Second, we do not believe that the emphasis on the “selecting and engaging” functions in 
paragraph 31.b is appropriate in this context. In our view, a broader focus on the application of 
force would be more consistent with the multiple forms that the human element can take to 
ensure compliance with international law. 

 

• Third, with regard to the proposal to negotiate and adopt by consensus an “instrument” on 
weapons systems based on emerging technologies in the field of autonomous weapons systems 
(paragraph 49.c.i), it is likely that the consensus on this will depend on the nature and content of 
such an instrument. While these matters need not be fully decided in advance, it may be useful to 
arrive at some “common understanding” in this regard. Also, given the current state of progress of 
our work, we will inevitably have to take into account the differences of opinion that persist and 
the need to delve deeper into certain aspects, again in the interest of maintaining a balance 
between our ambitions and the attainment of a concrete and collective result.   

 

• Finally, we are aware that there is no consensus within the Group on using the term “sufficient 
human control” (paragraph 49.c.ii). Several delegations, including Canada, have already 
expressed that this term is too restrictive to adequately reflect the human element required to 
ensure compliance with international law. This aspect will, therefore, inevitably require further 
discussion. 

 
Mr. President, 
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I would like to reiterate our delegation’s appreciation for your work in guiding this Group to the best 
possible outcome within the limits naturally imposed by respect for consensus. Accordingly, you can 
count on us to participate constructively in the coming days to achieve this common goal. 
 
Thank you. 


