
and realistic approach that allows Canada tc balance
our security needs and obligations with our traditional
disarmament goals.

Following the ICJ advisory opinion, via the Departmen-
tai website, Mr. Axworthy invited comments from the
Canadians on general arms control and disarmament
issues. Hie asked a series of questions which I think are
worth repeating here:

1. What are your views cf the implications of the opin-
ions given by the ICJ on global efforts toward nuclear
non-proliferation, arias control and disarnaunent?

2. What are your views on Canada's current approach
cf pursuing initiatives aimed at preventing prolifera-
tion, eliminating nuclear testing, cutting production of
fissile materials and then focussing on comprehensive
multilateral nuclear disarinaynent?

If riuclear weapons are not meant to be used, is it pru-
dent to attempt to place nuclear weapons, as one expert
has recornmnended "within a slowly contracting net7 of
restrictions (e.g. an improved non-proliferation regime,
a CTBT and Cut-oif convention, additional nuclear
weapons free zones and security assurances) as welI as
negotiated reductions in the numbers of nuclear
weapons9

Nuclear deterrence continues to be a necessary compo-
nent of collective defence. However, tens of thousands of
nuclear weapons is surely excessive. What is t.he level
of reductions and restrictions of nuclear weapons that
would be commyensurate with our current and future
security needs?

To what extent should we be encouraging the NWS to
reduce flot only the nmber cf their nuclear weapons,
but also their delivery systems, readiness and deploy-
ment?

How can we get the other states - such as India - which
we know are keeping open the nuclear weapons option,
to follow the example of countries like Ukraine and
South Africa and sign the NPT renouncing forever these
weapons?


