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INTRODUCTION
It is a great hongur to ba called upon to deliver the
iraugural lecture of the Departmant of Poliical Science here at
Obafami Awolowo University, formaerdy known as the University of Hae.
Although supporting courses had been avallable in political
schnca evar since tha Linfversity was founded in 1962, it was not unil

id

came Nty exigtence. Tha Deparment has gons through many
defficultag, but teday, wa have causds o b prooed.

Wlith regard 1o studant preference and anfolment in the Faculty
of Social Sciences, the Deparvment of Political Science i3 next only o
the Department of Economics. In this acedemic year, for axample, in
spitn of the cut in student enrolment on university-wide basis, the
Dopartment has enrolled in the two programmes it runs - Political
Scionce (Major], and Politics. Philosophy and Econmics (PPE) - 41
siedants in Part [, B8 in Par 11, 65 in Part 15, and S0 in Parg 1V, 'We also
hava posgroduate studenis who ame currenily working towards thair
B.5c. and Ph.d. degress. In addition, we tsach students from the
Faculties of Arts and Education who offer political schence as an armea
of specialisation in combined honou's degres programmes.

In torms of staff srength, the Department has 5 Lecturers, 2
Sanior Lecturers and 2 Professors. The Depanment of Political Scienca
is cortainly alivo and doing wed,

Backgrowmnd Analysis

Maost scholars of contemperany intesnational condBer will readily
conceds that thare i an indvitabls relationship between war and
politics, But critical analyies on this relationehip are by No MBaRE NEw.
Indwed, the relationship has been browght out i varying degress, i the
wittings of professional military theorisia, philosephers, moralats,
historians snd secial schentisls. Thioe sarly bul populer mameos that
spfing to mand hive are: Immanued Kant (1724-1804), Gaorge Wilhelm
Frigdrich Hagel (1770-1831), and Carl Von Clausewitz |1 780-1831)."

Of thesa threse namas, I8t us consider the relevence of tha
vimwes of Clavsewiz. The proferentiad treatment for him & necasiary,
since his seminal woek, On War, Is today, still regarded by seversl
dofence academies throughout the world as an  all-time magor
confribution to strategy.” Canainly, it will not be ah exsggeration 1o
argus that the General’s grastest contribution 1o military thought is his
understanding of the primacy of politics. Clausawits sess war &8 the
continuatien of poditics by other maans, That i, war is, and propary
should ba, an instrumant of policy.
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By implication, Clousewitz at one level, amphasises tha
Emitatons on veence, For, il war s an instrument of policy, then it &
& aarious business, which can only be undertaken for a reason. Bashdes,
i war is an ingtrumant of policy, thon i1 & 8 means 1o an end, and mast
b used ondy 1o the axient that it 5 a0 appropriates maans. Tha
anminmant of peace as a goa! must, therofore, be camsfully wedghad
side by sade with the opton of going o war, In the anguags of
Clausswite:

Ho we is begun, of, a1 least, no war ought to be
begun, if people acted wisely, without first finding an
BnEwe 10 tha guastson: what s 19 bo attaned by snd
in wwar? The frgl = the final object; the other 8 tha
intermediate aam .

it another level, Clausewitr is also azsociated with a seemingly
contradectory viewpoint. He is regarded as an apostie of total wear,
ddpaclly in the context of his definition of war as (ke unlimited vse of
vinlancs in the sarvice of the state. To this end, scholars of strategy are
dirvidsd into two main schools. Tha first school maintaing that the later
argument merely constitutes a part of diabectical unity in Clausewitz's
miliary thowght. According 1o the srgument, war in iiself is assentially
unlemited viclance: and sance in roalty, war is always underiaken to
sarva the smms of polscy, the conduct of war is thus subordinated 1o the
larges considerations of policy.*

On the other hand, the second school contends that the
apparent contradiction is in fact, a real one, and not completely a
dinlectical one. Clausewitz is therefore seen as not kdentifying two
aspacts nf one phenomenon, war, bt rather, two separate phenomena,
vir, limfea, political war, and total war.® In recent times, we can
identify the Vietnam war as an example of limited political war." and the
tend world wars as efforis to lend waight to the doctring of tha use ol
total wiolence to achiove idealogical ends.

Clausawitz is often criticised by the Eberal mosslists who take
tha view that wa's can be avoided, and 50 insist that wars sre not a
nacassary feature of internaticnal intercourse. In thedr wiew, war is not
& continuation of policy, but rather, a sign that policy has failed. Thus,
& commitment t0 use war as an instrument of policy i an automatic
mssumption of a stance of bad faith. For his part, Clausewitz assumas
that sooned of later war is bownd o arise in intemational relations. His
mmﬂnmhmﬂwmwuﬁmﬂr With tha banefit

of hindsight, snd bearing i mind the trends n contemporary
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international political system, it would seem that Clausewitz's postJn
has s100d wie bast of time.

dmittedly, at the tma that Clausewitz wrote his matier - nioca,
high technology, in military tesms, masnt hores cavalry, Even 8o, many
concepts in the book still remain fresh foday. Tha lesson of tha
Clauspwitzian maxim that the continsation of poitscs by othar and afisn
viclent means doss not entall the subordination of political reasoning 1o
military action was wall browght home o the Amencans in Vistnar.,
During that conflict, it will b recalled that the LUnied States
goverminant broke an important Clausawitzian principle by tryng 1o
fight & waw withowt tryeng 1o mobolise publc support.” Nowadays, wars
BE won moe by winnieg at home, throush overwhalming pubdc
support. Cther ideas of Clausswite that are s1ll rebevant, include tha
el 10 be bold, as well a8 tha need for lexibility, snd the relationship
»atvwaen oifensive and defensive Sction.

Nor must we forget the Clausewitzian concept of friction, the
fact that in war oven the simplest things ane ditficuit. in an age of high
techrodogy. it ks tempting to argues that war can ba managed. Yet, il we
consader all the relatieely recent wars, from Wietnam 1o Afghanistan,
frem Liganda 1o Lebanon, and right through the Lwment conflict
batweien Iran and brog, expesence shows that war still invodves more
wncertainty than certainty. This stament of uncertainty |s parhaps best
Mlustrated in our time, by nuclear war, Givan the ohten stated magnetuds
of the destructive potontial of meclear wepons 10 the human racs; the
politics swurrounding thosa range of waapons - whather batween the
SUPITPOWOrS, of the groal poweds, of aven bebween the Third World
nuclsar or noar-nucloar 18168 - CONSHNFTEE MY important dimendion of
Wor't pasce.

Tren, no modern nuclsar wad has been fought. However, the
dapth of amotons and personal loss owved the detonation of nuclear
dervices on Hiroshsma and Negasaki, constantly remind us amongst
othar things, of the inharent dangers of the nuclear age. While it is not
my intenon hare o reargue the varous reamifications of President
Truman's dscision o conclsde the second wofld war with thosa
devasiating concustions, the need to contain both the spread of nuchear
wadpons and the me-lear arms race is arguably the most important item
in the guest for world pasces.

Today, | wat to sddiess mysell to this important subject. In
doing 80, | am aware of the fact that aside from being overburdened by
waafans of mads dadtrettion, the world economy is also overburdenad
by poverty and debt. The logic of my decision can be visualisad
soemswihal i wen bear just five random points i mingd, First, since 1980,
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world military expandituies nave ncreased faster than the world's
product (sggregate GNP per copita. In other words, these military
axpandiures v outpaced the soonomic sxpansion on which a repidly
greing population depands for improved living conditions. Indesd, the
wsiip katwasn the pace of tha arms buildup and tha growth in GHNP par
capita has bacome more proncamnced in the most recent years, to the
datrimeant of human walfare ®

Second, in 1950, workd military sxponditure of $344 billion
[constamt 15983 dollars) wede 134 million tmes the world's avorsgs
annual income per capita. By 1085, having dimbed faster than per
capity income, world miltary experdiere of 770 bellion  wedhs
aquivalent 1o 266, milkon man-years of income. The buhden of the
world sconomy, measured in terms of the population reguired o
support the arms race. had increased by 37 percent.* Third, by 1988,
the International Year of Peace, global military expendiiune had reachad
a phanomanal figures of 3300 billion."® Fouwrth, at the cost of less than
half an hour's world military outlay, the United Mations Fooo and
Agricuttural Drganisation (FAD) destroyed a plague of locusts in Africa,
saving enough grain 1o feed 1.2 million people for a year."' And lasity,
waspons of mass destruction now hold all of humandty hostage.
Encugh nuckesr weapons are scatiered over the globe to kil ewerycns
on aarth ot least 12 times over. "

In sssence, the politics of nuciear sysiems dessrves a spocial
attention, aspecially i wa recall tha words of Thomas JeHerson, who
od the third prasident of the United Stames bad argusd in 18059 thar:
“Tha care of human lifte and happeness, and Rot ther destructon, 8 tha
first and legitimate object of good gowernmant.''" In considering the
subject under focus, | intend drner 848, 10 Dero in on four Masn S
nixclsar balance; suparpowesr intervenionist poblicies, a8 8 filip w
muclanr armas race; threats to the nacloar regime, and ways of reducing
thia risk of nuclear war noour timae,

BALANCE OF NUCLEAR FORCES

In 1945, the world's stockpile of nuclear weapons was just
chvraa: one wal 18st-fred, and the other Two were dropped on Japan
Since then, the stockpie has steadily grows. By 1986, it had reached
wll over 680,000, Agreed, the ability to deploy these weapons is
always depandant on the available launchers, such as missiles, planes
of ships. " Even so, 49,390 nuclear weapons were actually deployed in
tha lamer year. Of thase, 21,280 were strategic weapons, with many
of tham capable of travaling as far as 16,000 klomatres on their own
powwer, and the balancs of 28, 100 were tactical weapons. See Table 1.




All in all, today's nuchaar srsenals contain the equivalant of mora than
one malion Heroahimas; and reprasent 2, 700 times the axplos. 8 ansdgy
that was releassd i Word War I, whan 38 million peaple Jie!,"

Table 1: Nuciear Woeapons Deployed, 1986,

Strategic Tactical
Nuclsar Weapons States:

L5 A, 12,000 156,000
US5R 8,000 12,00
Franca 176 250
Linited Kingdom i 1 550
China 18 305
Tols 21.2840 28,100

Sovrce: Adapted from Chart 18in AL, Shrard, Wosld Militery and Social
Expenditures, 1986 (Washington, 0.C.: World Priosities, 10886],

Although USA, USSR, France, United Kingdom and China
constitute the major “open’ nuclear weapons states, tha first two
countries afe, by far, the most formidable of the lot. True, the total
populaton of tha United States and tha Soviet Union i less than aleven
per cant of the workd population. Nonetheless, in 1986, they accounted
for 23 per cent of the world's srmed forces, B0 per cent of the military
gxpanditures, more than B0 per cent of the weapons resaarch, and 97
par cant of all nuclear warhaads and bombe. " As Ruth Leger Sivard has
argued, not only are thay the undisputed leaders in military strength
but, 'with an enormous investment of resources, they have steadily
pushed the frontiers of technology 1o naw levels of destructivensss,
escalating the dangers of conflict throughout tha workd,"'’

The Aumber of woapons at the disposal of sach of the nuclear
states hardly gives the full pictura of the sncrmous devastation inhanant
in them. Cher the years, continual testing has incroased the accuracy,
rangpn, and yield of nuclesr weapons as wall as tha efficacy with which
they can "be dolivered. The consistent. improvemaent in accuracy
deserves an emphisia. Whoreas, for example, thé Hiroshima bomb,
otherwise known as tha 'Little Boy’, was a freofall bomb, whally
depandant on the accuracy of the plana’s positioning and aarodynamic
forcas, the salf-propalled Inter-Continental Ballistic Missiles [ICBM 5} of
the sarly 1980s had a Circular Error Probable (CEP) af 3,000 to 8,000



feat. With the advent of the MX missile and submarine launched Trident
i, tha CEF has since bean meduced to some 300 foet. Seo Tabls 2
ko,
For obvious strategic roasons, the Two supsrpowars tend 1o place
i lot ol oremium on the sccurscy of thedr irteroontinentad delivary of
muckar wirhaads. Yer, such securscy might, mfer ails, strengthan tha
confidence or reinforce the logic of the aver-present sirategy 1o be the
first 1o usa nuclear forces before they could be fired. In any cass, even
ﬂmmmw:minmarmﬂnwm
Stotes and tha LISSR, increasss tha danger of the weapons being used
by wsocikdent, miscalculation, misperception, of other form of
inadvartance,

Tebls 2: Comparisong of the Hiroshima Bomb snd the MY Missils.

Littie Boy MX Missile
[Hiroshima 1 10-¥ asrhend
bomb) ICEM
Accuracy Gravity Bomib CEP of 300 f1.
‘Waight (1bs. | 8,000 BOG
Yiold "Weight ratio I KT 1o B0 Iha 1ET o 2.4 iBa
Arma of destrction (sg. mi] 3 234

Souwrce: Sivard. Word Mllitany and Soclad Exg anclireres, 15958, p. 14,

Admittedly, both superpowers continually amphasise the
sffectivennss of thelr axisting command and control sysiema. To remindg
oursatvas, the command and control System is the means by which the
Amarican president, of his Soviet counterparnt, can uss SIFASgE nuclsar
forces. This system, which often is referred to as tha strategic CN
system [whare C7 stands for command, contral. eommunications, and
imteligancel, includes sansors {such as ground-based radare and space-
baved idsscopea) to davect an srtack; command cantres io evaluats the
imformation; decision makers suthodsed o ordss the use of noclear
WEAROAY: & COMMURICAtions network conmesting e slaments and
thie straegic nuclear forces: and inteliges== rasources to gather,
nvatyan, and communicats information on the 2 2wl af the adversany's
wiar-making capabilities. ™ All the same, suth rrangarients cannot be
100 per cant foolproof; precisaly because = stetistical probabiity
shwiys exists that an unintended nuclear exchange could occur.




Thiz probabdsty wwoubd incroase with tha nombed of nuckaar
wasponts deployed, snce such deployments woukd simultsnsecassh
incraase the member of decision making centres that couwld reloase thass
m.muwﬂﬁmwnmﬂm for example, had
listed 32 serious aocidents that nwvolved nuclesr weaspons of warious
types, between 1950 and 1980, """ No doubt, more accidents must have
occurred since then. In any case, it is tempting 1o argus that the
deploymant of more nuckaar woapons woidd heighten the possdhilites
of more accidenis m fulirs,

For now, an spite of the general fears often expressed sboart tha
relsability of the C' measures, and in spite of the technological
advances n the producten of noclear sysiems, -he world has not
experionced a full modern nuclear war, Broadly spesting, the post
World War Il relative global peace could be axplained, wonically, in
terms of the nucbsar weaponry parity amongst the seperpowers. Tha
parity not only constitutes a form of international balance of power, ™
bt i alsc promotes global peace throwgh mutual detormence. In tha
confext of our analysis, “parnty’ roders to tho relationship between the
guantity and guality of nuclpar weapons which 1he Suparpowers
possess; and “dotetence” refors to the fesding of rest ssnt ganorated by
this parity in weapons.

Samply put than, there has baen no genedal world wae batwoen the
Amaricans and they Soviets, along with ther respective camps (tha
Korth Atantec Traaty Organesstion [NMATO) and ‘Warsaw  Treaty
Crrganssatson (W01, othervwase chrisgtened ssmply as Warsaw. Pact in
tha nuckear age. langely because armed conflict has been svolded
throargh shear fear [‘Balance of Terror' and ratonsl ssll nterest
{'Mutuially Asssed Destruction (BMADLT the ides of ssif-interasy ke
fests on the srmple assumption that the greater tho capability of two o
more parbes 1o destroy one another, the less likely they ara to engage
in combat;

Mutual deterrence, therefore, as ‘Walter Jones and Steven Rosen
have commoctly pointed out. bosis down t. a cloar messge to any
potantial adversary that: "Before you strike me, you had better consider
that | will strike you back, and | will do more damage o you that will
justify wour attack on me'. ™ MAD, in other words, presupposes mutwal
suporiority; sinca the kbea of mubsal detorrence is built upon the bein
abilities of first attack, and of surviving first attack to be able to launch
a retaliatory attack of insufferable groportions. ™ Where aither or bath
parties can achssve a first-sirike capabdity which in simpla languaga,
mpans & capacity to destroy the adversary’s strategic arsenal by
ganrprise attack, there is no midual deterrence. The possession of secura
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second-sirie forces that can survive any » «prise attack is a sine qua
noa for § sable deterrence.

The system of keaping the paace by mutual thraat of destruction
N our thma, of rather, throwgh the application of the thaory of mutual
deterrence, has, howewer, been criticised at different lovels. Soma of
the major criticiams often sdvanced by scholars include the following
points: furst, that deterrancs strategy, rather than being based on actusl
study of decision-making during conflict, is essentally pradecated on
anticipated behaviour. Second, that there is & fundamantal contradiction
in its underlying logic. Whereas, the objective of the policy s te make
situations safer, tha theory is precccupied with the strategic value of
showing a wilingnass fo increase the risks of mifary policy.

Third, that rathar than paying preat attention 1o the potential vales
of ¢ompromise, an undue emphasis is placed on punishmeant. And
fourth, that whoreas policy makers could, in real tefmas, lswnch an
attack through misunderstanding or misinterpeating the intentions of the
mihvarsary, this logic of detemencs SugQests that nuclear waapon s would
b usad in anticipation of an attack from the other party.”*

In spite of the merts or demerits of thess criticlsms, it is
nongtheless & truism that in gur time, nuckesr stabiity depends on a
bakal in the mind of the potential aggressor that, as a staie, it will
suffor retaliation st an unaccaptable cost. It is the potential leved of this
unacoaptable loss, in both hwman snd matena’ terms, that has led some
analysts o guestion the Clausewitzian thet's, namely, thar ware is
sssentially & pohcy instrument. Typical of the attacks on Clausewits is
the argument advanced by Senptor Fulbsght. According to him:

Thera is o longer vy validity in the Clausswiiz doctrine of war as
a "carrying out of policy by other maans”. Nuclesr weapons have
randerad it totally abeolets because tha instrument of policy is now
fully disproportsonats 1o the and in vigw. Muclksar weapons have
daprived force of its wiility a8 en matrument of national policy . .
&0 long as there is reason - not virtee, but simply reason - in thie
foraign policy of great nations, nuclear waapons are not so much
an instrument as an nhibition of policy, ™

in a simpla language. the thmust of Senator Fulbright’s argumant ks that
in Clausewitrion tenms, war no longer pays, precisaly bocauses what can
ba achiavad by war is negated by the means used in war,

it is of course arguabée, i Clausewitz can be considored as tomlly
obsolate. As we have oarber indicated, tha General did not recommeasnd
an indiscrimipate recourse (o war. On the contrary, i @ on




Clausswitzian grounds that war is 1o be evoided. He insisted that °war
i only a part of polidcal misrcourss, thersfore by no mesans an
indepondent thing 0 itssll’.™ Moreover, war, including totel war, i, in
reality, often limited by gquessons of polecy, &8 wall B8 by schnicsl
fsctors such & the superiodfity of the dafencs and, o quote Clsussvwito
once agaen, the natursl inertia and friction of (war's)l parts, all tha
inconsistency, the vaguenass, and the tmidity of the human mind.

i wa accept the basic Clausewitrian proposition that it is policy
that creates war; then. by extension, we have to accept that it is polcy
that creates or makes available the weapons of war, including nuclear
systoms. i wa do, then we hawy 1o crrefully reflect on Clausewitz's
srguament in chapier 3, book sight, of his work, On War, 1o the effect
that ‘tha probable character and general shapa of any war should
mainly ba xssassed in tha lght of political factors snd conditions”. k
could thus be srgued that policy, if it is 1o be maaningful in the contaxt
of our analysis, is not 1o be conceived in the absiract. Policy then will
hawe 10 b takon in its widest and sncompassing sonsa, so that policy,
ps Clausewitr has contonded, beccmes ‘the guiding inteligence and
war only the instrument, not vice versa’, ™

Mo other possibillty sxists, ¥ comtemporary world lsaders are
ratignal, than to subordinaie the military point of wview, including
whathor of not 10 deploy and use nucisar waapons 10 the political. in
athear words, svan though miitary considerations could from time to
time, sepgest that nuclear weapons should ba used in particular
instances, policy, that is, overall politicel considerations, will decide
wihathar 1o g0 shaad or not. This s the obdurame reality of war snd
EERCE in pur tme.

in any event, aven if we concads that it & abweys imational to fight
muchsar war, it may not be bratonsl 1o sk one, or, betber s, Do
senoisly conemplate waging & nuclesr war. Given tha fact that the
Soviet Union s relatively a clossd political system, wa may not know
much ahout thelr e, &8 oppossd o speculative, nuclesr imenthons.
Bur, as far as the United States (s concarned, de-classification of public
mecords 8 owall B inendiews and published mamoirs of fonmar
pregidents, butress our contention in this regard. Whils mibngful of tha
scale of devastoton mherant in neclear war, seversl Amarican losdears
Presidaniz Eenhower, Eennedy, Nizon and Carer - have had
BCCASIonE 10 contamplate nuclsar fire1 uss 10 back thalr hands in crigls -
mancauvoerng. ™ That the United States perceive the Soviet Lnion and
China as the sggressor in the major crisss of the faest half of the
postwar era {in particular, cver derdin, Ko, the Tabwen Straits, and
Cubsal, suggests that its nuclear threats could be sensible tactics. ™
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Moreowar, since the theory makes the balance of nuclear lorces
irrelgvant, it suggests that parity should not negats the option. Thus,
e i the acknowiedged attainmant of eifective parity bebesan the
two Buperpowers, muted nuckaar threats were still resurrected twice by
the Amaricans: the DEFCOMN-3 alert of the Strategic A Command
(SALC) in Octobes 1973, under the Hizon administration, and the several
inaks in sarly 1880 about using nuclear options by the Carter regima to
countar further Soviet advances toward the Porsian Guit.™ lronically,
tha balsnca of resobes theory by s non-emphasis on tha state of
nuclanr forces, unwittingly, lends credence 1 the Clausswitzian thesis
of regarding war &8 &n instrument of policy.

On the whole, in the cuntion of superpower nuclear Bquation, i
ssams that the “balance of reschwa’ theory is mone usaful for axplaining
the American dacisions to attempt nuckear bovorage than it is for
mxpladning USSA's reactions 1o the ploy. Momeso, as there s no
conclesive avidence to prove that the Sovier Union saw itsell as the
aggrassur in all the crises cver which Washingion thmatensd nuciear
attack and that the stakes of the Amerdcans in the dispuiss warn, in
fact, groater than thoss of tha Soviets.

Agroed, the United States in the post-parity ara had still engaged
in tha use of nuclear threats. Nonethalsas, it could be arguad that since

1580, there was no evidance that the Soviets had intended to march
beyond Afghanistan. In all, thevafore, the ‘balance of resohvae’ thasis has
not ofered as muech porsuasive reason o0 assuma oither that the
Amaerican leaders in tha future will desist from sttempis (o use nucleas
mwﬂmmﬁwﬁnmﬂuﬂm-hwwlﬂru
in past cases. ™

in concrete terme. however, given the current levael of high
technology. nucloar balance and the awesoma Soviet reabkamory
capability,* it is doubthul f American lsaders, under raticnal conditions,
can effectively or vigorously issus and pursun thedr meclear threats;
aspocially, in thase days of relatively improved superpower relations,
indead, many Amarican scholars now focus thair analyses on the mors
provalant view that declarstory polcy should not divenge far from
action polity. That is, that leaders should senicusly caution themaabves
against geting their countries to the brink of w»ar i they are biuffing,
and that the credibility of a threat cught 1o rest on the plausibility of
follawing through at acceptable cost. ™
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HWSA-USSR INTERVENTIONIST POLICIES AND THE NUCLEAR ARMS
RACE

& rmajor contributing fector in the nuclesr arms race botaoen tha
Unitod States and the Scviet Union is the impact of their respective
interventionist policies on each othar. it i a genarally acknowindgad
fact that each supsrpowar not ondy has what it considers to b its own
sphore of influence, but that it also tries a8 much as possible o
praserve the status guo in the relevant territories. Tha two princapal
collactive dafence alliances, NATO snd the VWarssw Pact, aasist tha
SUDBIpOWErs in thal endeavour, particularly in Euwrope and MNorth
Amedica.™

In Europe, both superpowers base their strategy on conventional
warfare in the first instance Accardingly, the conventional forces of
both NATO and Warsaw Pact are impressive by any standard. As can
be seen in Tabla 3, they show the axtent of the reliance that both sides
place an their 2ombat-readiness. All the same, a recourss 10 8 possible
Auckaar attack in the second instance, known as a policy of ‘flexible
repiasa” in MATO's parlance, has bean an integral part of the war
strategy of the United States.

Thig likelihood of nuckear warfare in Europe wras heightoned whan,
between 18753 and 15983, both superpowers - first, te USSH than the
United States, deployed severad short and msdium nuclew sysioms in
the ampa. 'Whils tha Soviets deployed the 55 seres. the Amasicans
deploynd MX and Fershing 11, Trua, with tha Intermeduts-ranges Nuckaar
Missila (INFI treaty, which President Reagan and Soviet leader
Gorbachev signed in ‘Washington on Decamber 8, 1987, both
BLIEHNPOWErs are now expacied 1o aliminate all thesr nuclaar missides
with a range of 530 1w 5 500 Eilomeires.,

Tabsa 3: Comventional Forces of MATD and VWarsaw FPact
NATO Warsaw Fact

A Land-Based:

Total grownd forces

deployed in Furops 1.86E,000* 2, 104 000
Masn battle wanks 20,314 46,610
Artillary B.874 24,035

Other grouwnd force
equapement ® * 8. 600 23,387
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Submarinas 183 19

Carriars, cruisers, destroyers,

frigates iy | 128
C. Alr-Bassd:

Bormbars 159 #10

Fighters B84 1.07E
*  Spain not includad

**  ncludas antitank guns and guided waapons launchars, antisircrat
guna, SAM launchers, SSM lsunchers, armed helicoptons, snd
mortars (over 120 mm); some are astimates.

Souvrce: internathonal bnatitute of Stvategic Stsdées, The Mirary
Balance, T585-87 (London: 155, 1988).

Monethaless, other categories of nuckear missiles that were not coversd
by tha INF treaty, notably the long-range, have not sBminated the
posaibility of an outbreak of nuclear war i Europe. Indesd, the long-
Fangl nischanr waapons in the arsenals of NATD and Warsaw Pact are
guite sireable. So too, are the nuclear-capable dalivery velecles. Ses
Table 4 for the necessary details for 1986,

The major Europesn governments contend that the politics of
nuclaar systems, particularly in the context of an arms race, can best
ba understood as the anchor of peace. To these governments, the fact
that Europe has enjoyed peace for two generations (its longest period
of peace in this century}™ is not a paradox of the nuclear age; rather,
it is a direct result of the unprocedented destructiveness of the atom
boemils, The wary threat of nuclear age; rather, it is a direct result of the
unpracedonisd destructiveness of the atom bomb, Tha vory threat of
nuclear war, as well as the risk that a conventional war might sscalate
uncontrollably into a nuclsar conflict, s considenad as sascidal. And so,
once sgain, the logic of “deterrence’ msurfaces in our nalysds.

'Wa should perhaps point out at this stage that in the pre-nucisar
parity sra amongst the supsrpowers, deterrence in Eunope as viswed in
tha West. focused on comventional aggression. Indeed, terms ke
‘sctive’, "axtended’; or “Typa II' ware, and are still used, 1o denote the
deterrence of conventional attack,” Once the USSA attalned etective
nuclear oarity with the United States, espacially in the second-smike
capability, ‘passive’, "baskc’ or ‘mutual’ determence which refers o
determoence of nuclear atiack, became popular, And, determences & both
sinsas hove remained policy opions.
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Table 4: Nuclsar-Capable Dalivery Vehicles, Worid-Wide.

(Launchor Totals]
HNATOD Warsaw Pact

1. Land-Based:
Long-ranga 1.010 1,388
Madium- arge 226 833
Short-range G604 14,682
2. Sea Basoed:
Lomg-ranga 284 68
BAgdmpmi-cange EE60 a7
Shot-rangs 1,736 1,534
A, Ak Based:
Long-ranga Z3F T80
Madmim-rangs 4,854 3,684
Short-rangs 120 1]

Long-range: over 5,500 kdometras
Madium-range: 500-5, 500 krms.
Short-range: under 500 kma.

Source: International Institute of Strategec Studies, The Miitany
Balance, 1986-1987 (London: NSS, 1986).

Whala it s wua thar Westemn policy in Europe calls for first use of
muclear weapons, should HATD forces face defest by the Warsaw
Pack’'s suparor comeantional forcas, the Amanican nuchasr gusranies of
Ewropa’s sacamity, and with it, ths credibiity of deterrance of war, mow
appear 1o b in guestion. From the European standpoint. thies reason
can ba advanced to buttress this argumant. First (and with the 1987
INF treary i mind], 8 the perceived wand towand denuchesrnzation of
Evropa. Second and third, are politcal snd financial presseres o the
Uinited States 1o withdraw the cowniry” s roops from Ewnops and reduce
Amarican angagemant thers, Such a devalopmant would cut costs, free
tha. suparporwer' s hand for undlieral ntarventions slsawhels in the
wiorld and, for some Amercan politicians, ™ teach Burope 1o pay for its
own dafences,

Tha INF reaty i pardcular and the stated commitmant by the
supdipowars to further reduce theit strategic nuclesd forces @ future
nagotiations, have driven & mew senss of sacurity 10 the Europdans.
Major states lika VWost Germany, France and United Kingdom
increasengly consikder tha possibility of renewing e guast for a
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Ewiopasn Dafence Community, @&n daa which France had
wncaiamoniously setoed in the 19508 For sure, the evaluton towand
a naw Europaan cooperation, as a way out of the nuclead dilemma, will
take sometime 10 matwe. Nevertheless, there s a greater readiness
amongst the loading European poweors (o recogniss that the Amarican
dominatad security system of tha past thirty yoars or 90 cannot go on
for sver. Simply put than, the task of achisving peace in our time in
Exvopa will increasingly rest mora with the Europsans themaseslves than

it could ba argusd that the recent USA-UISSA success in the fiskd
of arma control and thelr pledge to make further progres in that
derection constitute a major fillip 1o global poace in general, which in
s would hedp tha guaest for poace in Europe. Even go, the advent of
tha INF treaty does not mean thai the United States will abandon s
European allies altogether; or that the underlying logic of deterrence will
na longer hald. On the contrary, so long as the soviet Uinion still fears
that i the passion and fog of war the West might commit the irrational
act of nuckear ascalation, this could effectively deter any consentional
attack as wall a5 any attmept 1o convert Soviet corventional suparionty
into political intimédation,

In any case, the Amaricans thamselves have assured Europe that
tha INF troaty ondy affects a small part of the spactrum of nuclear
woapons and tha romoval of the redevant items from the areas would
naot orode the sfurdy nuclkear determrence of conventionad war in Europa,
This argumant is by no means limited to Washington alons. Indeed., it
has found acceptance owan in Europe. Thus, for sxample, French
Prasident Francods Mimeranag and Sir Jemes Ebaedda, HATCO's formar
Command-in-Chisf of tha English Channsl and pressnt owector of tha
Royval institute of International Affairs i London, have both argued
along the sama lines, ™

A won all know, the dangers of possibles fupamower bErvantionst
policies go bayond Europs, and extends far and wide throughout the
mntire glhobe. For a long tima, the Amercan policy makers based thair
itrategic doctring on the "2"/; war’ strategy. In & less ssotenic language,
i assemes that tha United States showld b prepared 1o simultansously
fight a major war in, say Eurcpo, as wall a8 ancthor magor war in Agis,
wed @ ‘half war' somewhemne elss, possibly in Alrca or Latin Amarica.

The hesart and soul of this poliey B, of course, comvenEonal
arsanal. But in real terma, the United States has tended to rady far mons
on nuciaa deterrance than on conventional weapondy. This is largeky
because nuclear bombs, and aven the missides. bombars and
submarines that deliver tham, are far chaaper than maintaining & big
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army, & big navy and & big air force, sl of which would be noceasary
i 2%/, wars must bo fought.

Thae comarsiona of the Assgan governmant's defence policy had,
amongat other things, been geared towards redressing this situstion
and in caling 1o guastion the 2/, - war doctrine. The emphasis of the
Reaganites is on total deterrence. In rationalising this policy, Caspar
Wainberger, the Administration’s Defence Secretary, argued that a total
wear might be global in scope, which could ‘go nuclear’ at any point and
wihich could involve every slement of the Amerdican armed forces. He
turthar contended that since a tofal war could escalate so swilfty that
tha Uinited States meght have no time to expand its arsonal, whatever
wiaapons wore dopioyable at the outbroak of hostilities would probably
be decisive for bettor of worse. In such an eventuality, Wainborger
reascned: 'You can't say it s a 1"/, war [scenaric] or @ 2'/; wer
Iscenariol, because it's a global war if and whan it starts”.*®

It was little wondar then that the Rsagan regime embarked upon
a massive conventional and mueclear weapons bulldup, By sardy 1588,
that i after five years in office, more than a trilllon dollars had besn
spont on all mamner of military handwame, basas and facilities,
ammunition and supplies. and pay, and perquisites for uniformed
persannel.*’

Whila the Feagan government has substantially increased the
budget for strategic nuclear weapons, its real emphasis has, rather
sapnificantly. beon on conventipnal hardwars. The resuft I8 now a
bewildoring asray of now, sophisticated and extremaly oxpansive
winapons systoms. By 1986, the United Swtes army had 3,000 M
tanks on hand and 2,000 more on order; & nevw armousd parsonnel
carrier, tha M2 Bradiey infantry wohicls: a new rocket-anillary 2ystom;
now halicoptors, snd pir-defence missiles, The navy, the big winner in
the interservice scramble for funding, in that year too, had sixty two
now combat swarface vassels and twenty Two ninw attack submarinss.
In addition, 100 more surfsce ships and peenty morne anack submarineas
warn authovised. The afr force, on ts pam for the said year, was
wurthovised to got the B-IB bomber, more than 300 new F-15 fighters
and 1,000 additipnal F-16.%

To anable us to have § vague idea of the snonmoes cost of thoss
materiol, ot us pondar very quickly owaer the price g on ona of tha
most basic of them, the M @0k, which cosia 2.4 million sach.™
fssuming we arn able te pog tha exchanges rata at four naira o the
United States dollar, the esgquivalent local price.is N9.6 milipn for just
one modern high-technology tank. The existing woapons systoms ar
just as expansive. For instance, the Navy's F/A-18 fighter/attacker had,
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oy 1588, skyrocketed to $33 million sach, a BB par cet Mcreass dver
it 1981 price.* which at tha sarer exchange rate of four naira 1o the
dollar, works out at roughly N132 million a piece,

mmwmimrmmm-m
ragson why somae of thess weapons are axpensive i that official
purchasas are usually less than tha lowest rate of production efficiency.
VWheseas, accarding to tha CBO, the ménimiem annual rate of producton
for the F-15 fiohiar ts 120, the air force har cndy beon able 10 buy
forty-one & year oved the Llast five years. Similarly, whaersas tha army
has bought 89 cruise messiles a yoar, the lowesl SLONDMIC ale i
120,

Given the United States recent hugs defcit, Weinbarger s
guccass~s, Frank Carucel,®™ was forced 1o ofder the military 1o cut
about §33 bdllign trom tha budget that begins in October 1388 - a cut
af mea than 10 percent.”’ As ivis to bo axpecied, the méitary doas not
share Caghucei’s interest for budget reduction. Consaguamly, tha results
it tha mma of writing, were ‘close to insurbodsnate’, " Whils the navy's
curts a1 firsr ampunied to §1 billion less than Carluco requested; the air
force suggests cancelling the Medgetman missie, an action that i
knpws that Congress wwould not approve;and the army propsses 1o
stratch oul weapons purchases, a messss it had besn 1ok specilically
no avaid.

Theds untoapadative risponses (o Carlucei's order reflect the basic
problem of trying 1o chnage the legacy of Weinberger's tradition of
huge expenditute on  procwrement of weapons.  Interestingly,
Wainberger had argued before he left office thar the Reagan
sdmirngration would ondy Slow down tha builduep whan “the Sowviots, in
& totally verifiabbs way, disanm and kel us onow they can be deterred at
rmsch bower levels of srmaments’.™  With the INF treaty bahind us,
perhaps there may, afterall, be a ray of hope in that direction. If that ray
of hops becomes a reality, parhaps thene will be a ray of hopae, toa, for
woidid peace N ok lime. Hitherto, the philosophy of the two
Superponwers ssaoms 1o have been firmly premised on that old adage, ‘if
YOou want peace, prapare for war'. it is no sxaggoration to say that, if
anything, tho two suporpowers, in the quest for the so-called total
deterrent have boon mosa than ovarpropared for war,

Whatewer might have been the oxtent of the Amorican buildep or
event hat of the Soviet Lnion, none of the suparpower military buildups
has succesded i resiraining  sither side from engaging in global
inteventicnast polices. The kst is there for all of us to see™ from
USSR's opon infervention in Afghasistan, (o the Unitod States rode in
Vietnam, 1o the indirect Soviet intervention throaegh Cuba™ n Angola,
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1o leas open Amarican ald 1o Jonas Savimbi®s National Union for the
Total Independence of Angola (UMITA) B Angola, and the non-
ommunist aegents in Cambodia led by Son Sann and Prince
Maradom Sihanauk.*

For good politics, American and Sovietl leaders often advance
doctiings 10 back up thew respsctive intarventionist pobcies. Ler us
M.MM.MMMHMW.MHI
Brarhmev doctring made popular afer the Soviet invasson of
Crechoslowakia in 1968, committed tha USSR to defend and uphold
through the use of force # need be, communist achievemenis in tha
international system.™ Second, the Aeagan doctring in plain language,
supports anticommunist insurgancies across the Third World.* In the
wiords of Prasident Roagan, “thosa who struggle for fresdom look 1o
Armarica’.™

The Reagan doctrine naturally lends itself to several criticisms.
First, it makes little distinction between American vital interests and
less vitln ones. Second, it Emplies open-snded ocommitments o
sifuations in which the Soviets or their allies may be abla to raise the
stakes, by sonding in thedr owen troops or vast shipmenis of arms, eithes
directly or through proxies. Third, it includes covert operations that
hawe a way of becoming embarrassingly overt, wven to the American
govarnmant and Congress. An oxample (s the messy entanglamant of
the Anpgan administration in the celebrated Iran-Contra affair, with the
sale of arms to fran and using the procesds to further arm the Contras
in Nicaragua *" Fourth, the poliey offends bnd, indeed, alionates what
is ofton tagged ‘progressive’ opinkon in the Third World, thas,
promating anti-&mancanism in soma states.** And, fitth, cndy few i any
of Washington's proteges seam likely 1o win an outright victory, At
bast, their sacrifices may forca the communists to compromise: ot
worst, thay may have 1o be abandonad sventually.

While It & trua that the Reagan doctrine forces Moscow 10 pay a
price for its ntervantionist rode in the Thind Warld, it is sgually trus thar
it axacts a price from the Amercani by making tham play the sama
interventionst poticies (00, " In any case, to the dogres that prog assive
public opinion in the Third World often supports USS5R's intenventions
espocially as they tend to suppori wars of national liboration - the
Soviets are seon by this proup not as intedopars, but as allies in the
war against colonipism and neo-colonialism as well as unjust world
ardar.™

For the puwposss of owr analysis, whils thess superpowaer
intorventions constitute o distinct category of warfam, thay promote
cold wear mentadity in both Washington and Moscow. Moreover, by
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promoting & mutual sense of meecunty, tha intarvantionast policsas fue
tha nuclear arms race and by implication, makea the task of arcaining
world paace in our tima mone complax.

THREATS TO THE NUCLEAR REGIME

in a simpla languags, tha nuclear regime is governed by the
Mueclaar Non-Proliferation Treaty (MPT] of 1888, Through its provisicns,
tha treaty bans tha transfer of nuclsar weapons and technology outside
‘iof tha original five woapons states and commits these latier states to
halt arma race. By Ociobar 1987, 137 states acceded to, and
ratified, the MPT," thus theosatically subscribing {0 the imternational
musclear regime. In practice, howaver, saversl signatony states do not
rospact these provisions. Morsover, some states refused to be party to
such provigions, and so are free and, indesed, have beon free, to
pursus their nucksar ambitions. In addition, some states only sign the
NPT, but decline, delay, or tacitly avoid, accession to tho essential
safoguands provisions. By implication, these states ame egually free o
surreptiticusly ambark on the nuclear path, since thae Intemational
Afomec Energy Agency [(MAEA), the body charged with ensuring
compliance with tha NPT provisions, canndt inspect their reacions and
othar nuclear nstallatons,

Arguably, threats 10 the nuckear regima constitute n our mo, a
major dangar to mismational peace and an mportant factor in tha war
capabilites and policies of cenmain stmes, most notably in the Thind
World, With all gansa of hemility, | would ke 1o podnt out that | hava,
in previous studies, discussed the sconomic, politcsl and stratege
ramifications of nucear proliferation and the conseguencas of thess
factors for regional as well as workd order, Specifically, | have merced
in ®n Africa, the Middle East, and some pams of Asia, Perhaps, the
mast important contributien B this regard to-date is my book, The
lfarnational Politica of Africa’s Sl'rllljﬁ: Minarals, wehich, i spate of its
tithe, critically discusses threats to the nucleads regirme, with special
rafarance 1o tha use of uraniem in that antenprise,

I, therefore, have no intention to recycle My provious arguments
in this section. What | want to do, with your kind indulgence, is to
briafly update my work on meclear proliferation.® Since my book was
first published in tﬂﬂhﬂfﬂﬂmmmﬂuwm.ﬂ
lsraadl nuclear develapmant seemed 10 have cleared somewhat. Whaen
for examples | argusd @ 1984, a1 tha MIT and Harvard Joént Summesr
Teaching Progesmme on Nuclear Weapons and Arma Controd, in
Cambaidgs, that lsrael had quistly becoma a nuclear weapons stata, and
that South Africa was quietly teking bold strides too, albeit on a
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relatively modest scale on the nuclear ladder | was attacked by some
rightwing intellsciuals. B was convenient for several of thess
participanis 10 consider my argumsnts as basaloss.

Since that time, my so-called “baseless’ assertions have, much fo
my delight, gained wider currency and, indeed, cwtright credibility. | am
by No manns arcgating o mysslf the credit for being the sole sarly
rasearchar on the lerael and South African nuclear capabilities, On tha
contrary, & year or so befors | finshed my first manuscript on the
Subject, ontitled “Africa’s MNuclear Capabdity” and subsaquantly
published n The Jowsnal' of Modemn African Sredies of March 1984,
soime Jowish scholars, notably Shadi Feldman, in hes study, /Srsel
Muclear Deterrence: & Strategy for the 15980737 (New York: Columbis
University Press, 15831 and Amos Parimuter, Michasl Handal and Ui
Bar-losaph in their joint work, Two Moures Over Saghdad (London;
Corgi, 1982) considersd the subeict, 1o,

That said, let us take & close and up-to-date ook a1 lsrael.™ This
iz esnantial fof &i least four reasons. First, Israel = night &t the cantre
af the endemic idaddles East canflict, & major wisr SIEuathon in our tima,
Second; Ilsrael is an important nuclear proliferator; ond 20 has been
winlatng intevnatinal norms in its desire 1o build an affectiva l'i.ll:Hﬂ_
deterrent. Third, an tha last few yeaes, an imgoriant dabate has come
to the fore on lerael's nucloar dilommas: ambiguty versus desclosure
and the choicn botween covert and overt nuclesr postures.® The
debate has besn greatly influsnced by lack of adequate knowlsdge
aboart the cosmect status of lsreel’s nuclsar capability. And, fourth, the
Jowish staie is South Africa’s lsading nuclear mentor, It is my wvigw
that if Africa must be sqguenzed from the nonth and sowth by these two
eminont nucloar proliferaiors, wo might as woll know the dotails.

Isranl has for long, wiclaied & promése of ml:lll.ﬂun"nfnudlr
matesial that it gave o NMorway i 1958, hrmaduﬁuphrlwﬂml‘nr
wiaapans with the imponed 30 tons of Norwegian heavy water. It has
equally wiolated & similar pledge to the United States, in respact of the
3.9 tona of supeiposwar. Mor must we Forget France, from wheia tha
lerasling recerved an unknown Emoent of hesvy water 0 the early
19608.% In this regard, the recent suthodtative revelations of the larasli
mchaar technecisn, Mordechad Vanume, who hisd provioesly worked for
mink years 8t the classified Dimona resctor and nuclsar reprocassing
plant have boen quite mstrective.

in Ootober 1886, Vanunu gave a detailed interview 10 London's
Sundey Times about Israel's nuclear capabilites.®™ From the
information, diagrams and photographs that be supplied, the newpaper
conciuded that Israsl has botweon 100 and 200 nuchsar wikreads amnd
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indigenously # its Dunons nuckesr rossarch contra, His account shows
that the Jawisth stals has a rapidly enlarging programma, ncladeng
advanced weapons design, thermonuclear-bomb  mastery,  and
computeds -simulated testing. Specifically, he masntained that the Dimona
noactor produces sbout B8 pounds of plutonium annuadly, (encugh for
8 w 10 bombsl as well as other nuclsar matorials for use in
tharmonucisar woapons.™
Vanunu cenainly knew what ho was talking about. While at
the Machon 2 boilding. whare “the
components of nweclear weapons ane produced ang machined o
warhoad parts’.™ In any case, his account had been found to be

Thare should no konger ba any doubt that lsraol is, and 1or ot lsast
a docade has been, a fully fedged nuclear weapons siate. Tha
isranli mueciear weapons programems 3 contiderably more advanced
than indicated by any previous repons of congciures of wihich |
am aware, Tha information obtained from Vanunu's statemants
and photographs as pressnied to me are antirely consasient with
a prosent Israsl capacity 1o produce a1 lsast five 1o ten nuciesr
WOMpDNS & yoar that ane signifcantly smallsr, Bghitar, and mone
wificient than the first types of nuclsar waapons developsd by tha
LS, USSA. UK, France snd China. ™

The Bringsh nucloar apacialist, Proledsor Frank Barnaby, on his part,
was deaply shocked by photographs of a component machined in
Ivthirm deutersde. Boith he and Or. Taylorn maintained that Vammno's
photographs shawed beyond doubit that lsmel's devices ware not ‘a
sampla bomb bt & thermo-nuclear bomb'.™" Simdarly, the Sundaey Times
itsell inskyted 1hat the senist and sxpert sciantists that it approached on
the subject had concluded ‘that Vanunu's testimony cannot be
fauhed, '™

Langely on account of Vanonu's covrageous revsiations, many
American speciahists now sccept that lsrsel not only possasses
"significant’ nuclear weapons but that it also has modem delivery
systema. " indeed, such is the progress of the Jewish statw in nuclear
technology, that it has, ider aba, roporiedly doveloped & new wersion
of tha nuclaar-capable missila, Jericho 2, which, with s 1,440 kilometra
{900 mile] range, could reach as far afisld as the Soviet Union.™ This
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now delivory system is, of course, a marked mprovement on the
provious two types of the lsrask-French made Jericho, that | identified
in my book, viz. the MX 880 with a rangs of 450 kilomatres, and the
MD B20 with 8 langer rangs and better navigation system. "™

On the whole, The developmnts suriounding the lsraeli Auclesr
capability are particularly disturbing. if we baar in mind that lsrasl has
rﬂnﬂudnﬂm-ﬂnmmmmﬁd:u-ﬂ
i3 nuclear facilities. Tha developmonts ane disturbing too, becauss
Israsl often goes out of its way 10 strass the desirabiity of making the
Middie East a non-nucksdr waapons Tone. Indeed, this stance was
artsculsted by tha lsraslis atter they had bombed Ireq's Osirak resctos
ifn 1981, The statomant was subssguently anlanged in the declaration
of Forsign Minister Shamir 1o the United Nations General Assembly on
October 1, 1981, On the latter occasion, the Minister reasonod that
since Iraq had *acquired a complete fusd cycle and is openly bant on the
destruction of lsrasd, it will not balk at going ahead with it programeme,
whathar of not it is & party to the NPT, ™

Sharmir thon used the GpEOMUNITY 10 reiterate his country’s polcy.
fpcording to him, sraal

. . . will not ba the first country i the Middle East to. introduce
nuclear weapons into the region. Faced as it is with' the stark
roalities of tha Migdse East, lsrssl must insist on distinguishing
botween spurious and gemnsna safety. The only genuing way 10
rafmove the nuclear threat to the Meddle East can be found in the
establishment of 8 nuclear weapon-fres pane, freely and deectly
mqnﬂuﬁmﬂ-mmﬂuﬂﬂn:mn.rdhmﬂmmum
assurances, on the pattom of the Timedolco Treaty of Laun
America,”

Yot as we have indicated, and in spite of all the assurancas 1o the
sontrary, lsrsel has gona right ahaad to becoms the very first country
n the Middle East to mroduce nuclear weapons into the region.
Vigwnd from |srael's standpoint, the country his its own reasond
for doveloping nuchsar capability, Let us go through thase reasonds,
strictty from the larael perspective. First. save Tor Egypt, the Arab
siptes do not recopnss Israel’s right to exist, are continuously
proparing themsalves to undermine i, and ars mostly opposed 1o
negotiating with it. Second. a number of Arsb states have added
resarvations with regard to lsraol. to their signature of disarmament
treatims or of tha NPT, Third, at least ten Arab stotes, as wall a3
Pakistan, afe nat parmy to the NPT, And, fourth, a number of Arab
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signatorias to the NPT have not fulfilled their cbligations | naccordance
with it Oin all these grounds, tha lsraslis probably have seime points in
thir favour,

Ba that &8 i may, kEresl has subvemod United Mations ideals for
international peace and security by secretly amassing nuclear weapons
while using the workd body as a forum to pontificate about the ideals
of making the Middls East & nsclear weapon froe rone. Intorestingly,
this Jewish siete nsall hed srgesd that restraanis of a technical or
institutional natune one could hardly protect the arsa from nuchasr
prodiferation. n the event, the country, as Ken Coates has pointed out,
“ﬂﬂmwﬂmmmﬂﬂirrmﬁﬂhﬂﬂ
statemant by appealing for the creation of a nuclsal [iee-zond, whilst
at the sama time secretly building a majer siockpde of nuclear
weapons. '™

isranl has cloarly emorged as o majos *hemat to world peace in our
tima, in 8 sonse, couniries that supplied heavy water to [Srasl shea
part of the bame for their iresponsible behaviour 1 ROt ManItoRng tha
use of thase supplies. Meither the United States nor Morway had aver
inspected the water to verify the poaceful-use pledgs. Trus, Amescan
officials have pointed out that the United Stales does not have a
piaceiul nuclsar cooparation agreamant with lsrael; ostensibly, becausna
tha Jowish state has not been party. to the NPT provisions. Even so,
how about Norway, a supposadly paace-loving state and promoter of
international ordesr in all its ramifications?

#Afior the recent upswnge of intenational intorest in ksrasl’s nuclaar
capability, the Norwagian governmant eventually asked the Jewish
state to allow LAEA 1o inspact the hoavy water. Natwrally, lsrael turnod
down the megeest. it argued, mhiﬂﬂ?mﬂrﬂm
that the Vienna-based sgency would be ‘blased”.™ And, for good
maagasa, it siered the opportunity 1o assura s haavy wa.er supplers
that the water's use had bean consistent with the various agresmants
signed. Howewer, in the course of the ks, Israrl privately admitted
using tha haavy water a1 Dimona and of producing plutonaem wth it ™

Thaoretically, Morway has tha right to inspect tha watar, 1=t o
gea if it has boan used 10 produce plutonium, and, i the ests are
positive, demand o see the plutonium produced from it Thooretically
oo, Nonsay would, i anvy weapons had besn mace with tha plutonium,
hawe had tha right 1o have them dismanted. But, b concrets terms, i
s doubtful if Norway 8 ready o take such a step. I anything, the

gaem intent 10 presmpt such & drastc swep by aiguing, 0
thi imteeim, that idenviifying Nonway’s haavy water would be a difficult
task, since the Dimona reactor is sadd 1o be oparating not just the one

22




from Morway but & combinaticn of the thres hesvy waler supplied by
Moreway, LISA, and France.

Wa canmnotl concliede our analysis on lsraal’s nuclear capability
without considering the link with South Africa. To remand oursshves, the
two countries signed & secret nuclear cooperation in the 1970s,
including a common effort to develop a neutron bomb. There has been
o maaswre of division of labour batweesn the two ssdas. While South
#ifrica proveded ursnium and tasting space. lsrael provided exportise.
Tha wvarious nuclsar tests 5o far carmied out have been joint efforts
botwesn the two sides.* So, tod, have been the reported tests of
Izrasli-developad neutron bomb.,

Onca mgain, sven the most doubiful of tha American analysts
about previous analyses on lsrasl-South African nuclsar cullaboration
now conceds the argement. Leonard Spector, a non-proliferation
speciaiisy at tha Camegie Endowmant for Internatinal Peace think tank,
for one, =ays lereel’s closa cooporation with Sowth Africa in
consentsonal military lends credence 10 feports of miclear cooparation
betwoeen the two countries.™ Mark Gaffroy, Tod his part, fully accepis
the nuclear collaboration thesis snd diamizses the Amarican effors to
Covll up previous lersali-South Afncan nuclear blasts as disinganous.™
Since | mysall have fully discussed alsswhers, the eality and various
dimensiong of the nuclear cooparation batween South Africa and lerasd,
including the implcations for black Africa in genaral, and the frontlina
states as wall as Migeria in particular, | will have 1 make my analysis
quite brief here *

Agide from larsel and South Africa, thers ane, of courss, othaed
states that pose sedious threats to the international nuclear regeme. Let
us at this juncture, beiefly take a general, as opposed to detailed
country-spacific view of the problem. In doing S0, ws will as wa go
alpng, considar the main ways to view proliferation. First, i we analyse
profiferation by counting the number of nenw countries that have opendy
nstnd o annpunced possession of nuclear arms, there are none in
recent yoars. However, with the benafit of owr analysis so far, ot loast
two states, larsel and South Africa, can ba identified in this regard.

Second, H we conskder prolferation in tems of the spread of the
wiorld®s industrial bass that may be useful 1o the producton of nuclear
waapons, the outlook seems grave. True, the dramatic rise and fall in
wiorld oil prices, the resuliing sconomic shocks, and the continueed slow
groweh in demand for electricity in the ndustialised countries have all
put nuclear powar at a disadvaniage. T too, these factors hava, by
implication, mduced ntormational nuclsar commarce and  relieved
PIBESUE ON ursnkem resoaeces, Nevertholess, thers is a growing
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cancern about tha spread ol tha seneithve nuckaar technologins used for
reprocessing and enrchment, The moreso, &8 thei commercialisation
can provide NOR-weAPONE Blates with AcCess 10 weapohE-greds
matarisls, be it uranium 235 of plutonum,

Reprocassang, which is the key ndustial step in separating
plutonium from radisted uranium, remains a thriving snterprise in the
West . While France has bean improving the operation of its langs
axisting facility, Britain has continued 10 expand its cormmercial plant.
Sirmilarty, whila Japan is planning & commercial scale facbity, West
Germany is dus 1o begin the construction of a reprocessing plant. Thes
trend is significant in the sense of boosting nuclear proliferation. In any
case, soma Thid Workd countries have even taken soms bold sieps on
tha rupclear ladder, s 1988, Bragil annpanced that it had masismd the
laboratory techniques top produce plutonam.™ Since then, Argantng
has docided o complots and bogin cparating a large pilot plant, and
wihile India s1ill continues (o oparste several small plants, Pakizan has
compdated one major plant.

The sama level of progress is avident in the spread of ann hemant
capability. Asida from South Afnca which has completed 18 now plant
at Valindaba snd whesh can produce wespons - grade whaniu,
Pakistan's much publicised plant is oparable, and Argentina and Brard
havs recently announced some laboratory capacity. In tha interim, work
has continued on laser molope separaticn in the United States, Europs,
and Japan, which, # successful, could provide a new enrichman
technobogy. Tha echnologyis widely expeted to be more effecient than
the camrent one and could increase proliferation risks,

By and large, neany countrias now have an industrial base that can,
o wadying degrees, produce matenals for nuclear weapons, and othedss
are approaching the capability. indesd, way back in May 1983, Hans
Blix, director general of LAEA, had ruclully concluded that

We must face tha fact thar the scientific bnowlsdge and skills
nestfed (o make nucksar weapons s within the meach of alemaosr
any siate which has a masonable industrial base.™

By 1988, six countries - Argenting, Braml, India, lerasl, Pakistan, and
South Africa had doveloped mone industrisd base 10 maks nuclear
woapons than the United Smies did st the outsst of the Manhatian
Project in 1942 So as o give us an kdea of the world's nuclear
indusirial base, Tabla 5 indecates the major capabilities of 20 non-
woapons states &8 of 1386, Since larael snd South Africa e known
io e weapons sieas, they are omittsd fom the able. A close look af
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tha table shows that Blix"s warmning should be givan pome waight,

Tha third and final way 10 view proliferation i o assess the
balance of forces that can push a govermment toward, of away from
nucleisr weapons. I momentarity we kook at the high member of states
that have so far given fonmal non-weapons commitmaents by voluntarily
subscribing to tha HNPT regime, i is tempting 10 ba overly optimistic
about the possibdlity of containing nuclesr proliferation. In conorate
teems. howwver, the major potential profiferators stlll efese to sign the
MFT. For instance, Arganting snd Brazil still continue 1o reject the idea
of intemational inspection. Besides, the two countries are yet to
becoma active panias to the Latn Amedcan Nuclear Free Zore Treaty.
So a8 to have a more balanced view of the 20 opoen non-wee on states
listed in Tabls 5, their comresponding non-prolifecation comemi:ments are
given in Table 6.

In terms of how nuckesr oF near nucloar states assoess their natonal
security, @ womying axis seems o be the Pakistan-india-China ona.
Pokistan considers its nucloar activities 8s an important sscurity
masasaie against India; just as how the latter engages in the same
nuclear calculations over Pakistan. Moreower, India has quisthy stepped
up s nuclhar programme because of the way it fesls threatensd by
China and the impact of the United States ald to Pakistan. 1t is
notewarthy that the Asagan admiénistration continued its scomomic and
military assistance to thai country. in effect, Reagan's administration
has chosen (o jettison its nuclsar nonproliferstion nidos as thoy would
have applied 1o Pakistan.”" since the country is regarded ss a highly
invaluable strategic ally to Washingion,™

As tor Israsd, we hove alroady shown how it has cledestinely
bocome tha first country. (o introduce nuclaar weapons to the Middle
East. It is concaivable that afer thed war, Iran and Ireg might fully
rawihva thair previous nuclaar activities. it could even ba srgued that the
wiar batweon the two countries wwould helghten thair intorosi and
rasolve in such nuclear enteprise. South Africa’s active nuclsar
pOgTaAmME: Continues (0 arcuss sarous concem; lengely becausas it is
committed to perfecting and broadening its range of nuclsar arsenal 50
as to be ably to have the detsmeonoe in coping with tha substantial
ntarnal unrest as well as thea increasing external pressure (o end its
apartheid policy.™

Finally, tha national security presswres that are hikely to push the
two koy Latin Amerkcan states toward nuclsar woeapons appear, for tha
time being, to have diminished. Argentina and Brazil have both
reinstated represantative governmants and have engaged in baatoral
talks over their nuclear activites. Yet, il is partinent to state that the
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Brarilisn press ofien dicusses the sdea of building nuclear-posered
subrmarines. ™ AR aaid, the dangers of meclear proliferation, temd to raise
ol conaciousness aboutl the possibility of nuclear war and 3o,
pasychologically at lsast, mova us further from ghobal peace.

REDUCING THE RISK OF NUCLEAR WAR

Given the formidable nucleas arsenals of the United States and the
Soviet Union 88 wall a8 the nuclear forces of the other weapons siates,
on the one hand, and the growing thieats possed (o the ntemational
nuckear regime by the proliferators on the other, it is hardly surprising
that fears ano usually expressed sbout the haightensd risks of nuckear
war in our time. To this end, sight possible senanios ane often sdvanced
for the owtbdeak of msclear war, vir. surpriss afisck, Emited stisck on
the enemy’'s missiles, pre-empiiee strike, sscalation from consentional
war, tragic accident, regional nuclear conflict after proliferation,
catalytic war {in which a menor nucleas power precipitates war between
the superpowers) and nuclear terorism. '

Muslar analysts and strategests differ, as to which of these
scenarios ame most dangenous or imminent for mankind at any point in
tine. Sea the left margin of the menuscript in tima. In 1982, for
example, Thomas Schelling advanced his famous prognosis on nuchksar
tarrorismi. In his view:

Somatime i the 1980s an organization that is not a national
povarnmant may scquira a few nuclear weapons. I not in tho
1980s then in the 1990s. The lkelihood will grow as moms and
more national govermmants acquine fissionable material from thaeir
N Wsapon programs, thedr resasrch programs, thesr reactor-fual
wwlntwﬁmhmm#ﬂﬁmm
reacions.

Whatower may o the real (as cpposed 1o imagined) prospects of
nuclear terrorism,* along with the other aforementionad sewven
sCenarios, any serious analysis of nuclkear war, s usually complicated
by tha differing Amarican and Soviet attitudes to the subject. For, whiln
the United States goals in war are often pl.rased i terms of ‘damage
mitation”, ‘escalation control’ and “war termination’, the Sowiet Lindon
speaks of the guict defeat of the snemy.*™ The complication aises,
itar alis becsuse these perspectives affect sach superpowar's
interpretation of the other's war preparations and policies.
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Yo, the atFnsdes of thase same superpowers o dissmamaent ard
mrma control often gives us a rough indication as to whather the world
4 moving towards peace or war. Progress in thess fields for mstance,
nat only helps ©0 ushar in, or concretise, an era of detente amongst the
superpowers, but it also facilitates stability in detesrence, arms race,
crisls managamant and verification. This poant was highighted recently
whter tha 1987 INF treaty which diminished the air gf cold war betwesn
tha USSR and USA and also initiated a new era of amangst tha
T BUDBIDOwers. ™

Before we po inio the specifics of the INF treaty, kot us bosfly
romind carsalves of six of tha several ssemingly gre it strides so far
taken o curh the ams race.™ Fret, tha Hot Line and Modemisation
Agreaments of 15963 batween the United States and LSSA, astablished
darect rded and wire-talegraph links betwesn Moscow and 'Washington
o ansure communication batvween hesds of governmant in timas of
crisis. Tha 1971 follow-up agresment provided for satellite
communication, Second, o the NPT, which wi considered in tha last
saction. Thind, tha 1972 Antibalistc Missile (ABA) Treaty, betaman
LiSA snd LISSA, limited anti-bllisth: méssils gyatem. 1o two doaployrmant
areas for sach supsrpower. in & follow-up Protocol of 1574, sach side
winh further restmictsd o ons deploymant sres. Tha central objective
hare i 1 avokd upserting the swbslity of tha nuclear balamce by
THMTING 0nE SUpapoWwer o think it could launch sn amack and actually
win & nuclaar war withoul triggering thal unaccapiable retaliation from
tha oghiar,

Fourth, the Svategic Asms Limétatdon Talks (SALT) | Ingesim
Agreamant of 1573, betwesn the Unitod States and USSA. frome the
mamber of strateic ballistic missile lsenchoers end parmitted an increasa
in Submaring-Launched Ballistic Missile (LEM) launchers up 1o an agrend
lowal, subject to sguivalent dizmantling of older ICEMs or SLEM
launcharg. Fitth, the 1973 USA-USSR Preesntion of MNuciear War
Agresmant requires consultation batwesn the Two supipowars if thar
is a danger of mucisar war, Lastly, SALT Il Treaty of 1979 mposed
limits on the numbers of strategic nuclear delivery vehiclas, launchams
of Multiple Indepsndently - tangetable Re-entry Vehicled (MIFVd)
missilas, bombaers with long-rangas cruise missiles, warheads on axisting
ICBMs; and stipulated that as new dalivery wehicles are deployed, old
ones must be dismantied.*"

By far, what stands 10 ba ona of tha most enduring feats among
the superpowsrs was attained in December 1387 whan, in & major
braakthrough in arms negotiations, the United States and USSH signed
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the INF treaty in which both sades agread to alimsnate thes land-based
intermediate-range and shorter-range missiles in Europe. Alogether, and
8% can be ssen in Table 7, whils the Americans are expected to
elirminate 438 nuclear warhaads, the comesapnding figure for the Soviet
is 1,675, President Roagan who had aarier axconated the USSH as an
“avil ampire,*™ becams & proponent of detente.

This could be not so much becsuse of his love for world psace or
of anwety to eliminate some of the Amenican nuclear systems; but,
rather, bacause it was the Sovest Unkon that yislded most ground on
INF.* Apart from giving up s stance 10 convert its Pershing lis and

Wmmwmuuwlmmmﬁmﬂﬁmm
demands. Moscow agreed, for the first time in any arms control
agreamant, W destmoy weapons and to allow intrusive on - site
inspoctien, Furthesmore, Moscow accepiod unprecedented
asymimetiecs destruction of warhoads mnd the principle of sl global
numibrs for the United States and the Soviet Unson (no1 only in Europe
bt wworkfwadel, st sethout compensation for Britogh and Franch
nuclgar forces. The Soviets ceded points even on less Important Esees.
Thay abandoned thei msistence that the suporpowsrs should retain
100 rexidual INF waiheads (in Soviet Asia and the Uniied States). The
Soveets alse sgrocd to accelerate full destructson of méesiles from five
o thres years."™'

Arguably, from the Amenican allies’ standpouny. thers could be an
imbalance in those forces that would remain o Fuiops once tha INF
trealy thkes effect The moreso, as thae Warsaw Pact enjoys
conssforabls supenodity in conventional and chemical forcas, an
pdvantage not offset by areas of NATO gualitative excellence. Besides,
in the opinion of these allies, INF reaty sxacerbates cerasin problems
by eliminating the moest modern European-based msclear missiles that
are capable of reaching the Soviet Unkon and closing off the posssbility
of usang these systoms with conventional waithaads.

However, these argumants cannol be pushed 1oo far, especially if
wit boar in mind that any agreament that calls for the USSR o eminats
four nuclsar warhinads for svery one that the United States destroys,
as the INF treaty stipulates, cannot be deemed to be a sell-out of the
Wastern interests. Even from the sticily Amenican allies’ viewpoint, it
could bo argued that NATO' s milvtary capability is beter than it has ever
besn; and the military balance i suficiently substantial to withstand the
effects of the treaty."™ In any case, and in spite of any reservations by
some of the momber siaces, MATO el has repeatedly endorsed tho
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troaty, arguing that it was a milastons in the effons of the alance ‘o
achigve a more securs paace and lowed kevels of arma’. '™

Table 7: INF Treaty, 1887 (Warheads to be ERminated)

120 551277 35 with
one swartamt
sah = 120

20 B 7 0w wvkh ans
wearhead mach = 30

Sowrpe:  Adapted feen Nes, Decembes 14, 1307, pp. 0.5,

Thare is no doubt that, if faithfully adhared to by the superpowars,
tha INF treaty will maks an important contribution towards global peace
in our tima, It will not only reduce the risks of an outhreak of nuclaar
wear in Europae, but it will also pave the way 1o a further elmination of
battleground nuclear woapons in the future,

Apartrirom the various meetings on disarmamant and arms conirol,
the supasrpowesrs have their own ideas &5 10 how bast (o reducs or oven
sliminate the outbreak of & nuclear war. Spacifically, each supsrpowar
has what is popularly styled ‘Star Wars' programmae. Christonsd as
stratogic Defreca Initiative (5011 by the Roagan adménestration, the
American programma hopes o render nuclear systems obsolote by
making any nucloar war unattractive,”™ In the svent of a nuclaar attack
on the United States by the Soviets, for axample, the méssiles would all
ba cestroyed in five mimmes. See Table 8.

in other words, if the United States ever deploys a “siar wars'
defence, s commandar in soma futurne crisis might have less than GO
seconds io reach one of the most fateful millmry dacisions aver made.
Tha need for fest responss by “star wars” defences atems from tha (act
that shooting down attacking noclesr missiles in the firsl stages of
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Might ks critical. Just after launch, attacking missiles would ba rising
relatively slowly, with theér bright booster flarmes as an sasy tanget for
tha infrared sensors of defensive weapona, This vulnarabls boost phase
lasts s minumes 81 most.

Tehla B: How S0 would Work: A Frva Minuta Process.

Tirme Expected Action

[+ Bacond Bt rrdaeide Lpviied Pail
b 1] S U msrmecry dabsct leanch
1

Within this Emited time, the Amesican space-based Intercepior
reckets, the United States weapons that would ba firing back in any
inftial deployment of defences, would take 2'/, ménutes or more 1o
reach their targets. That means that “star wars' batthe managers, both
hurnan and electronic would have only & small slice of time to decide
that an attack really was taking place. They would then have to el
numarous space-based waspons what their targets were, and odder
tham to fire; all in seconds.

While an SDI tsme line calls for interceptors to ba launched about
58 seconds after attacking missides begin rising from their silos, the
Lnited States sensors are not Ekely to register a soviet attack wntil
aboart 30 saconds after it has begun to taka place, leaving 28 seconds
for the Amsrican commandes to decide to switch on a space shiald. Tha
e window could be widened, of coursa, i the defence systermn used
lagser weebpons, which would then armive at thesr targets at the speed of
Eght.

It from this brief account on SDI you conclude that defence against
nuclaar missiles under ‘star wars’ programema would, essantially,
amount to strategic beat-the-clock affair, you may be right. Indeed,
critics have kong claimad that responss would have to be so fast that
tha system would ba sutomatically controlled by computar, without ths
ovarriding gusdance of human resson, However, an amendmant 1o the
1988 United States defence suthorisation bill passad late last year,
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reguines that human beings, as opposed 10 computers, would have to
initiate the firing of any strategic defensive system.'™

I should perhaps point out that wnder most crisis scenarnios, the
commander of strategic defences would have seen signs for days, o
even weoks, that an attack might be smminent. Tha signs could ba
through swuch things as rising political tensions or movement of
conwvanticnal military forces. Thas, it is highly unlikaly that even in the
evant of an attack by tha Sovests. the Amaricans would have only a
fovw Seconds 10 reacT 10 & Complote Sunpise.

| shosdd nlso add that boyond the decision to push the “star wars”;
bution, it is not yot clear axactly what people would d¢ in directing a
defonsive bambe, Moreover, the hardware that would be nosded Tor
‘star wars® command has yet 1o be skaiched. The computers, desplay
Ecreons, and complcatsd graphics that defence oo mmanders would usa
are still vague concepts."™ All the same, oo walyss on 501 heme s
quits relevany; &t Bast, i 2o Tar 58 no lecture . war and paace in ous
tme would be adequate or even up-to-date i it ignores this all-too- |
Emiporiant subject

One does nat have 1o be Bh eaxpert in fubisobog ; o knoww that. foe
battes or Tod worse, the issees of war and peace in our Timae, sspacaally
in the context of relaions belwesn meclear wolpons STAlES, wall
continug to be influsnced by any marked pogress of technological
broakthroughs in the “siar wars® programmes of the suparpowers. Fod
now, the Raagan sdmikisiraton in its a5l year in office, has ot
ralented in s enthugiasm for the SDI. Indesd, n February 1988, the
United States launched 15 mosr complex snd costly "star wars' tesi to
date when it senl an sdvanced milnary saellite into space. Tha
msaarch craft succassfully tested a varlety of sensing devices that are
designed 1o track nuckaar messlles in Migh. "™

Reporiedly, the #2560 milson, 12-hour missile defence test
produced so much data that it took tan dave 1o sand them all to Earth.
The satolte rebaased 14 mock ansmy targels, sach stimulating & Sowviet
milssile, warhaad, of decoy i flight. The satellite was rapidly fotated v
record how the targets appeared against the backgrounds of Earth,
deap space, and the Eanh's horzon. As might be expected, the
tracking waa dons thicugh lasers, radars, optical devices, infrared and
ubravioden sensors.

The official reason for this majods test wias 10 enable the Americans
10 know mons about space, particulaly sgainst the background of the
anpmy nucloar waapons systems that might be artacked. As & Linited
Swte Army spokasman has put ic
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O of the things that we don'L know is whal iLis we ane trying 1o
attack. What ame the objects, what do they look like, in what
combext will the background ba? The data [ust gathered] will allow
U 10 understand the operating arena.™

In spite of the Reagan administration’s doggednass in keaping the
SDI afloat, it has not been able to fully convert the rank and file of the
Amarican people 10 embrace tha programme to the hilt, espocially in its
hmﬁiwu:.Tmmn+mhmauudviMlmhhm
support for SO All the same, 11 5 clear that tha rate of increase in
support has boen redatively stow. This was tights 11ed in the four polts
that were conducted by Gallup Orgamzation Inc. Betwoen Septemis
1984 and December 1986, See Table 9 The polls showed that a sizable
Amerscan publc opirvon (a1 beast 40 por cent of those interviewed in
December 1986) woern opposod 10 T programe.

In the context of SUPETPOWET BUalege rolations, 'Sar wars' issue
has assumed @n iMportant position in 1he realm ol ams control as weill
a5 that of the interpretation of the ABM treaty. Yhie it is true that the
Ampgan regime, o 8 bid 1o kesp the SO poo camena alive, has
roaffirmed  its adheroncs 1o 1he Uesaly, the Administration has,
novertholess, besn ours.ing the very sort of naton-wede missile
defonca system that e 1372 meaty prohitsted, Furthermors, it seemed
detarminod to unilaterally alter the terms of the treaty, to which it had
pledged itself anew n 1982, by taking & beoad interprotation of tho
PrOViskons,

Tabls 9: Amarican Pubidic Openion and the Strstegc Defence Inivatve

Ouestion:  Soma peaple foel the United States should try to develop
& space-spaced ‘Star Wars' system (0 protect the
country from nucksar attack. Others oppose such an
afior becauss they say it would bo 100 costly and further
ascalate the arma race, '‘Which comes closer to your

e T | alloph
September, Augusl Janupey. Decerri
1384 1985 1386 1986
Should develop.  41% b & 7% 52%
Should not diove-
op 47 &7 Al A0
Dont komsdiw 12 8 4 B

Source: Adapted from Aatione Jousma, lamsary 31, 1387
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This woud allow more latitude for the testing and development of
SN programmi. yat, the traditional interpretation of the treaty whach
had basn followed by svary United States Admbnistration since 1972,
doas not parmil the eeting, developmant, of deployment of axotic
space-based defensive systems - the very Bntimissile Wweaponry now
being ressarchad as part of the S0I programma, "™

Although the USSR has sharply contested United States” new
understanding of the ABM treaty, the Lattes has not paqd rmach attention
to this largaly becauss it contands that the Soveets have ther own 'star
wars' programme, Moreover, the United States Defence Depantment’s
501 Organistion has angued in its 1987 annual report to Congress that
thare are arsas that are not defined in the ABM treaty, such as precisaly
whiel ABM "componants’ are and what testing in an "ABM modae” really
moang. |t has thorefore justified planned tests on SDI devices by
assarting that thay “will have no ABM capability” of “will not be tested
in an ABM moda".""”

It sasma to ma that the way out of the ‘star wars' probile © under
tha ABM regima is not the exploitation of the gray arsas. Fater, and
‘beasing in mind that high technology has advanced since 1972, bath
i Uinited States and USSA nead to take 8 new look at the provisions
of ABM treaty and come up with o workable agreement on the sulbject.
Specifically, thers ought to be high-level discussions botween the
superpawers that could determine a kst of devices whose lanch into
space for the purposs of testing o deployment would be prohibited. "'

This approach would not anly establish a joint understanding of the
traaty’s provisions but would also eliminate any possibility of different
inerpretations.”'” Any consensus reached by the suparpowars on the
exacl masnings of ABM key provisions as well as the elimination of
different interpretations of the treaty, would, | submit, lead to a better
understanding of tha problems of war and poace i our time,

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The politics of nuclear systems remaing & wide and Tasr growing
sub-fisld i pofitical science. VWhat | have dona in this lecture, in the
spirit of the ongoing strectural adjustmant programime in MNigaria, is o
gffer, in a mataphorical sense, & main courss maal i the sub-Teld
writhout an elaborate aperitl and dessert. |1 is impossible in & relathoaly
briaf tima of an inaugural lscture 10 sdeguataly cover all the dimantions
of tha politics of nuclsar systemas. | can only hope that te main courss
maad has strengthened us to see more cleary bayond the cloudy vista
of the balance of forces amongst the nuclesr waapons states; the
linkage betweon tha global imterventeonist policies of the suparpowers
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nﬂmﬂummﬂuhummnumm.ﬂm
rmaajor afforts, as well as policies, that have been ambarked upon n
fRCmi

Mmﬂmm:mmmlﬂﬂﬂmm,
a1 different times, anchored s nuclesd policy o the underdying
mvmmmm,mmm-,mgtm
o of the doves, who e provocation as dangenows;-or of the owils,
who are concemed about mon rational factors and loss of conarol.*'?
Honetheless, at all times, the superpossors, and rha other magor nuclioar
weapans states, have engaged in nuckear arms race; not simply for the
fun of it, but essentially because of its perceived value in Securing
poace through deterrence.

On the present showing, it soems ihot meclear war would nod
rasuft from a deliberate act but frem the encevonded conssqueancas of
@ crisis or convantienal war, To avosd such a possible devalopment mn
futunn, the peyvcholpgecad of diterroncs has o ba ke ol alve. T nuckaar
WIAPDNE SIS wiiukd have 10 CONSCIOWSNY salive 1D mMESiNtain a
talanced strategy. o which theaar snd reassorsncs are - canefully
blended acoonding 1o the best estimare of 1he needs, fears, and goals
of an advarsary, In parbcolsr, & central objectiva of the policy should ba
the pravention ol dangérous crisss batwesn the Superpowes.

A balanced deterranca then, i noclear war 2 19 ba avoided and
pEace assured in ol tme, would be an admixtene of scommmodation
and coarcion,'" Fod such a policy to ba efective, the major nuclear
weaping states, aspecially USA and USSR, would have to devote more
energy 10 the task of arms control. To be sure, their leaders and policy
makers nesd to draw up and be firmly committed to & workable list of
guidelinas that would address pressing sms control | ssees . and
strangthen tha arms control regime, ' including as we have just srgued
in the kast saction, the ABM treaty.

Politics as Stanley Hoffman has nﬁiﬂhd is wholly
psychological. Be that as it may, proposad solution to what may be
regarded as importanily psychological probloms of war and peace must
be wholly political.''® This is precisely why amphasis is placed on the
word ‘workable®. Proposed sclutions must be siuated firmly within the
cognitive contoxt of the polycymakess, who must agrea that their
proposals will help to solve what thay regard as real problems of war
and pasce, of deterrence and reassurance; not proposals that are based
on “percopiual distortion” or *parancia® wmﬁwpﬂmm
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in contemporary international relasons. "’

Agread, there is & general fear of nuclear desclruction aMong
citizens of the world, heightoned perhaps by the anomous figures often
sdvanced as the possible mesmber of deaths that may arisa from any
nuchkear war.'"" Such general fear has not necessarily ked to & congastent
puclesr policy. Rather, govednmants sngage in disarmament snd sms
oontnod talks i, and when, domestic political problems dectams such &
stanca. It i a well-known fact, for example, that & majod reason why
the Roapanites purswed the INF accord with tha Soviets asto shode up
the Reagan administration from the debilitating effects of the lran-
Contra affeic. bn my view, what ks noeded as a complement to & palicy
of balanced deterrance, and as an sdditional s=aiaty valve for world
paace is a framework for negotiating arms control and magor conflicts
that would survive governmantal charges in Washington.

For povw, cortain foatures parsist that do not augur well for poace.
Conventional weapons still prodiferate; governmants in the ‘West
continue 10 use miitary spending as wanch for pulling their economiss
out of recession, and 88 B competitive ware for forsion rade. nuclea
squipment that could be utilised to spread mitaristic use of the atom
i& &till beang exchanged for political and economic advantage. Moredser,
in & stated bid to render nuclear woapons obsolote, both the United
Siates and the Soviet Uinion have snergetically embarked on, and ane
vigorously pursuing multi-billion dollar versions of “star wars’ defences,
exploring the uves of sateliites and lasers and other technologies onco
®Ean 8% items of science fiction.

With the magnitude of the arsenais of the well-known nuclear
wonapons states B3 well as thosa of the secret nuclear weapons stated
such as lsrsel and South Africa, it is not an exaggeration to speak of
thed ucladr revolution in owr tima. The resolution s given mone wesght
if wob bar in mind that thare sre, many threats 1o the nuckesar regims in
the making. Yet, unless a state has first-strike capability, it is hard 10
sae how having "the advantsge at the uppermost level of violence”
helps.""* Indeed. it is even hard to tell, in real terms, what that
advantage means. because, as Robert Jervis has rightly contended., “tha
sada that is ahead B no more protected than the side that is behind', '™

This i# why from the stractly military sensa, new nuclesr of nuckear-
aspiring wtates that lack the first-strike capabdity cannot be taken guete
sariously in the maclear eguation. This is why, nearer home, the debate
sbout the need for Negaria 10 acquire & "'Black Bomb® hardly adds up 1o
snything significant; nor does it help Nigeria's sirategy towards its
percatved lzading enemy, South Alrica. Even if Nigefia mutt o nuchaar,
given the sssertive robs it may consistently wish to play n African
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affaire and given its status &8 o reginonal powear, 13 ladars do not have
o harp on the cowntry’s intentions,

After all, while successive regimes, especially the Shagari
admindgtraton, have Eterally pontificated about the nuchkesr option, "™
thare ia nothing concrete as of now 1o show for our efforts. If anything,
& physkcal a3 opposed 1o & theorstical ‘black bomb® still remains a
digtant dream. In the interim, whils we have been identifying South
Africa as our main reason for gong nuckead, it has solidly emerged as
a sarious socrot nuclear powerd, which i in possession of necessary
dalivery systems 1o launch an attack cn any target in black Africa.
Sirmdlarly, South Africa®s nucl&asr menter, [srsel, has moved beyond first-
strike to second-strike capability.’*

To the degres that one should be objective enough 1o accept the
ohdurate madity that regardisss of what one may advancs as the wirmues
of safeguarding and, indeed, tghtening the NPT regime, pariculady in
tha context of promating world peace in our time. 1ha fac1 remains that
nuclear proliferation cannot be totally sliminated. If we are bold enough
o accapt this unpalamable fact as, ndeed, the |AEA's Dwector Biix
admiteed in 1983, thean what can we do sbout 1t

My snswers here ada two-fold. First, |AEA's amphasis on
nonproliferaton should be slanted o favour of the promotion of the use
of reactor types which she advanced over the present Bght water
rapctors, One such axarmple i the nonproliferative light-water thodum-
core concept. The thorium reactod will not only achsswe the goal of
sdequats snargy supplies for the foresseable Tubune, bt it owill do so in
& much shmpler, safer and cheaper way. Since this type of reactor
wiould be nonproliferative; it would be ascoceptablo for weoridwide
daployment, aspecially to the Third World countries, which, for lack of
oil or coal may genuinely be in great need of nuclear enengy. Truae, the
possiblility of utilising thorium rather than wanium, for nuclear enengy
has intrigued scientists ever since the Manhattan Project. but a
wwindkable thorium reactor has nover boen 0 wido W,

It wa bear in mind that thorium is several times mome abundant
than uranium, the utifisation of this reactor concept would snsurs ampls
nuchaar fuel supplies for several centies. Basides, a thorum reactor's
plutonium production rate would be less than 2 parcent of that of a
standard neactor, and the plutonium’s Eotopic content would make it
unsuitable for a neclear detonation, Tha fissde uranium generated in thes
thorium would naarly all be burnt in place. In any cass. the small
rasidun would ba denature by baing mixed with several times as much
nonfissibéa uranium o that it can be used for weapons.
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Tha cores would, of courss, ba suitable for backlifting in the
prassure vessels of existing nuclear power plants, thus consarving
multi-billion-naira or dollar invastmants, snd would have inharent safery
improvemnents that greatly reduce the possibility of a meltdown. also,
there would be a considerable saving in fuel cycle costs, the generatson
of high-level and low-lovel radicactive wastes would be much redweced,
and the storage of spent fusl simplied. '™

My other suggestion centres on the need to step up the pace of
imtemnational nuclear allergy. In recent years, peaca and ant-nuclaarn
mowemants have proliferated in Europe, Norh America nnd the Pacific.
There is no doubi that these movements form distinct €0 Stitushcies,
in tarms of mounting pressure on the democratic regimas in the Wast,
as woll a5 mounting campaigns to educate foellows-citirzens shout the
inhorent dangeds of nuclear war.

True, decissons on nucloar weapons - desposal of nuclear wasts,
repctor safety or industrial pollution, to cite a fow examples - may be
oo complex and technical for the average citizen.'** All the same, the
new communications technology can be mobilised by the vafious
mosvaments, of aven anti-nuclsar Wmh.""_;ﬂ guer the world 1o
raisa the level of public knowledge and understanding of the dangers
of nuclear ams races and nuclear proliferation. Modest as the cutcome
of thase efforts might be, particularly on the known major woeapons
states including tha superpowers, they presant a potential avenue for
feducing the risks of nuclear war, and thersby promoting peace in our
tirmha.

In advancing the last two necipes for global peace, | am not by any
atratch of imagination a self-indulgent maral absolutist, who sees
nuthias detormencs as unguestsonably wicked and so asswmas either a
unilatarahat of abalitonist stance. All the sams, | bellave that domestic
g woitll as antarnatonsl public policy should not anly be influenced by
meoeal principles, but thay policy makers should also be influenced by
moral Ehalgeophy.

In this respect, the teachings of the Kantians, with thesr rule-
oriented argumants, and the utiitarians or consegquentialisy, with thair
act-oriented perspactivas, need to be pondered over. Thres essential
dimanalons of sound moral reasoning that ought to be constantly snd
carafully waighad by leaders, neclear strategists and citirens alike are:
enadds (or motives), mans, mdw:ﬂ.hﬂf reguital, A we Eaw
much sarlier, sven a top-Thght military strategist Bue Clausswits sses
wirtue in thess three dimansions. And in apite of his remarks Sbot vwar
as the use of unlimited violence in the s8fvice of the state he dobs not
recommand an ndiscriminate recourse b war: 81 least not without
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congsdaring the ends, means and the consequences of such ultimats
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