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INTRODUCTION 
It is a g td upon to deliver the first 

~naugural lecture or rne uepartmenr or Poliical Science here at the 
I Awolowo University, formerly known as the University of Ife. 

4lthough supporting courses had been available in political 
sver since the University was founded in 1962, it was not until 

the 1967168 session that a full-fledged Department of Political Science 
came intc existence. The Department has gone through many 
difficulties, but today, we have cause to be proud. 

With regard to student preference and enrolment in the Faculty 
of Social Sciences, the Department of Political Science is next only to 
the Department of Economics. In this academic year, for example, in 
spite of the cut in student enrolment on university-wide basis, the 
Department has enrolled in the two programmes it runs - Political 
Science (Major), and Politics, Philosophy and Econmics (PPE) - 41 
silldents in Part 1, 68 in Part 11, 65 in Part Ill, and 90 in Part IV. We also 
have posgraduate students who are currently working towards their 
M.Sc. and Ph.d. degrees. In addition, we teach students from the 
Faculties of Arts and Education who offer political science as an area 
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Background Anal 
Most scholars or contemporary lnternarlonal conrllcr WIII readily 

that there is an inevitable relationship between war and 
But critical analyses on this relationship are by no means new. 

lllUIiPU, the relationship has been brought out in varying degrees, in the 
writings 3f professional I theorists, philosclphers, moralists, 
historians and social sci Three early but popular names that 
spring to mind here are: lrnmanuel Kant (1 724-1 8041, George Wilhelm 
Friedrich Hegel (1 770-1 831 ), and Carl Vpn Clausewitz (1  780-1 831 I . '  

Of these three names, let us consider the relevance of the 
views of Clausewitz. The preferential treatment for him is necessary, 

On War, is todi regarded by several 
oughout the w an all-time major 

corirrlounon ro ~ r r a r e ~ ~ . ~  Certainly, it will rlur ua an exaggeration to 
bt the General's ! tion to military thought is his 
~nding of the p r i ~  Clausewitz sees war as the 
 tio on of politics b That is, war is, and properly 

should be, an instrument of policy. 
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All in all, today's nuclear arsenals contain the equivalent of more than 
o 3nt 2,70( '9Y 
tl when 3 

world military expendiib~aa nave increased faster than the world's 
product (aggregate GNP) per capita. In other words, these military 
expenditures have outpaced the ecqnomic txpansion on which a rapidly 
grot-ling populatio~ depends for improved living conditions. Indeed, the 
, ap hetween the pace of the arms buildup anc lwth in GNP per 
sapita has become more pronounced in the m nt years, to the 
detriment of human welfare.' 

Second, in 1960, world milit :nditure of $344 
(constant 1983 dollars) were 194 m les the world's i 
annual income per capita. By 1985, navlng dlimbed faster than per 
capit- income, world military experditure of $770 billion were 
equivalent to 266, million man-years of income. The burden of the 
world economy, measured in terms of the population required to 
suppon the arms race, had increased by 37 p e r ~ e n t . ~  Third, by 1986, 
the International Year of Peace, global military expenditure had reached 
a phenomenal figure of $900 billion.1° Fourth, at the cost of less than 
half an hour's world military outlay, the United Nations Foots and 
Agricultural Organisation (FA01 destroyed a plague of locusts in Africa, 
saving enough grain to feed 1.2 million people for a year.'' And lastly, 
weapons of mass destruction now hold all nf hllnnanity h 
Enough nuclear wekpons are scattered over tl 
on earth at least 12 times over.12 

In essence, the politics of nuclear SYSLGIIID UeDGI a D ~ C L I ~ I  

attention, especially if we recall the words of Thomas Jefferson, who 
as the third president of the United States had argued in 1809 that: 
'The care of human life and happiness, and not their destruction, is the 
first and legitimate object of go,~d government.'13 In considering the 
subject under focus, I intend inter alia, to zero in on four main issues: 
nuclear balance; superpower interventionist policies, as a filiip to 
nl~clear arms race; threats to educina 

ine millio 
hat was 

n Hirosh 
released 

imas; an 
I in Worl~ 

d represc 
d War II, 

O times t 
18 million 

he explo 
I peqple 

Table 1 : Nuclear Weapons Deploved, 198! 

cal , 
huclear vvaapvlls atares; 

A 
S . . ,. .ce 

United Kingd 
China 

U.S 
U.S. 
Fran, 

ary exc;: 
illion tirr 

Source: F 

Expenditi 
rdapted 1 
Ires, 19d 

from Chart I Y In R.L. Sivard, World Militaryand Social 
96 (Washington, 0.C.: World Priorities, 1 986). 

Although USA, USSR, France, United Kingdom and China 
constitute the major 'open' nuclear weapons states, the first two 
countries are, by far, the most formidable of the lot. True, the total 
population of the United States and the Soviet Union is less than eleven 
per cent of the world population. Nonetheless, in 1985, they accounted 
for 23 per cent of the world's armed forces, 60 per cent of the military . 
expenditures, more than 80 per cent of the weapons research, and 97 
per cent c d bombs ~ t b  Le$er Sivard has 
argued, r jisputed in military strength 
but, 'wit11 a l l  ~IIUIIIIUU~ 111vea~111ent of ~ ~ S U U I L ~ S ,  they have steadily 
pushed the frontiers of technology to new levels of destructiveness, 
escalating the dangers of conflict throughout the world.'17 

The number of weapons at the disposal of each of the nuclear 
s ,nt 
i I :Yl 
r, ~ c h  
they can 'be delivered. The consistent, improvement in accuracy 
deserves an emphbsia. Whereas, for example, the Hiroshima bomb, 
otherwise known as the 'Little Boy', was a freefall bomb, whoily 
dependent on the accui acy of the plane's positioning and aerodynamic 
forces, the self-propelled Inter-Continental Ballistic Missiles (ICBM's) of 
the early 1960s had a Circular Error Probable (CEP) of 2,000 to 6,000 
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BALANCE OF NUCLEAR FORCES 
In 1945, the world's stockpile of nuclear weapons was just 

three: one was test-fired, and the other two were dropped on Japan 
Since then, the stockpile has steadily grown. By 1986, it had reached 
well over 60,000. Agreed, the ability to deploy these weapons is 
always dependent on the available launchers, such as missiles, planes 
or ships.14 Even so, 49,390 nuclear weapons were actually deployed in 
the latter year. Of these, 21,290 were stretegic weapons, with many 
of them capable of travelling as far as 16,000 kilometres on their own 
power, and the balance of 28,100 were tactical weapons. See Table 1. 
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fm. Wtth the advent of the MX missile and submarine launched Trident 
II, the CEP has since been reduce le Table 2 
below. 

For obvious strategic reasons, Lwu superpowul a L-lrd to place 
a lot of bremium on the accuracv of their in*cr,antinental delivery of 
nuclear warheads. Yet, such armracy might, inter alia, strengthen the 
confidence or reinforce the logic of the ever-present strategy to be the 
first to use nuclear forces before they could be fired. In any case, even 
the sheer multiplication of nuclear systems in the arsenals of the United 
States and the USSR, increases the danger of the weapons being used 
by accident, miscalculation, misperception, or of 
inadvertence. 

form 1 

Table 2: Comparisom OT me n~rosrlima Bomb and the MX Missile. 

Ibs. 

\ 1 "-.I 

ICBM 

Little Boy MX Missile 
(Hiroshima '1 n-Warhead 

lb) 
.----------- ---------- 

Accuracy u i a ~ i t v  Bomu bcr of 300 ft. 
Weight (Ibs.) 9,0( 800 
Yieldweight ratio I KT I K T t  s 
Area of destruction tsq. mi.) 3 234 

r c n  , 
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Admittedly, both superpowers continually emphasise the 
effectiveness of their existing command and control systems. To remind 
ourselves, the command and control system is the means by which the 
American president, or his Soviet counterpart, can use strategic nuclear 
*orces. This system, which often is refeRed to as the strategic C31 
system (where C31 stands for command, control, communicaticns, and 
~ntalligence), includes sensors (such as ground-based radlrs a-.r spacr 
based telescopes) to detect an attack; command cent 1?"-3te t t  
:?*crmation; decision makers authorised to order t 2' quclei 
weapons; a communications network connec'lirlg t h e ~ e  eierr~nfs an 
:he strategic nuclear forces; and intelligence resources t; gathe 
analyse, and communicate information on the status sf :he ad rzrsary' 
war-making capabilities.18 All the same, such arrangements c-vnot t 
"0 per cent foolproof; precisely 
always exists that an unintended nl 

tistical r 
could oc 

This probability would increase with the number of nuclear 
weapons deployed, since such deployments woi~ id simultannr?~s!y 
increase the number of decision making centres that could release these 
weapons. The United States Department of Defence, for ex amp!^, had 
listed 32 serious accidents that involved nuclear weapons of various 
types, between 1 950 and 1 980.'' No doubt, more accidents must have 
occurred since then. In any case, it is tempting to argue that the 
deployment of more nuclear weapons would heighten the nnssibilities 
of more accidents in .future. 

For now, in spite of the general fears often expressed about the 
reliability of the C31 measures, and in spite of the tec!mological 
advances in the pr~~ductioi i  of nuclear systems, ,he wsild has not 
experienced a :ull modern nuc~dar war. Broadly spesl:ing, the post 
World War II relative global peace co~!ld be exp!ained, ironically, in 
terms of the nu~lear weaponry parity amongst the sc!perpowers. The 
parity not cnly constitutes a form of international balance of power,20 
but it alsc promotes global peace through mutual deterrence. In the 
context of our analysis, 'parity' refers to the relationship between the 
quantit! aiid quality of nuclear weapons which the superpowers 
possess; ?nd 'deterisnce' refers to the feeling ~f restrant generated hy 
this parity in weapons. 

Simply put then, there ilas been no general world war between the 
Americans and the Soviets, along with their respective camps (the 
North Atlantic Treaty Organisation (NATO) and Warsaw Treaty 
Organisation (WTO), otherwise christened simply as Warsaw Pact) in 
the nuclear age, largely because armed conflict has been avoided . 
through sheer fear ('Balance of Terror' and rational self interest 
('Mutually Assured Destruction (MAD)).21 the idea of szif-interest here 
rests on the simple assumption that the greater thz capability of two or 
more parties to destroy one another, the less likely they are to engage 
in combat. 

Mutual deterrence, therefore, as Walter Jones and Steven Rosen 
have correctly pointed out, boiis down t. a clear messge to any 
potential adversary that: 'Before you strike me, you had better consider 
that I will strike you back, and I will do more damage to you that will 
justify your attack on me'.22 MAD, in other words, presupposes mutual 
superiority; sincr; the idea of mutual deterrence is built upon the twin 
abilities of first attack, and of surviving first attack to be able to launch 
a retaliatory attack of insufferable  proportion^.'^ Where either or both 
parties can achieve a first-strike capability which in simple language, 
means a capacity to destrov tile adversary's strategic arsenal by 
surprise attack, there is no m ~ ~ t u a l  deterrence. The possession of secure 
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second-strike forces that can survive any .swprise attack is a she qua 
non for a stable deterrence. 

The system of keeping th ~a l  threat 
in our time, or rather, through of the th 
deterrence, has, however, been crltlclsea at afferent levels. some or 
the major criticisms often advanced by scholars include the following 
points: first, that deterrence strategy, rather than being based on actual 
study of decision-making during conflict, is essentially predicated on 
anticipated behaviour. Second, that there is a fundamental contradiction 
in its underlying logic. Whereas, the objective of the policy is to make 
situations safer, the theory is preoccupied with tbe strategic value of 
showing a willingness to increase the risks of miitary policy. 

Third, that rather than paying great attention to the potential value 
of ccmpromise, an undue emphasis is placed on punishment. And 
fourth, that whereas policy makers could, in real terms, launeh an 
attack through misunderstanding or misinterpreting the intentions of the 
adversary, the logic of deterrence suggests that nuclear weapor s would 
be used in anticipation of an aback from the other party.'" 

In spite of the merits or demerits of these criticisms 
nonetheless a truism that in our time, nuclear stability depend 
belief in the mind of the potential aggressor that, as a sta;e, ~t will 
suffer retaliation at an unacceptable cost. It is the potential level of this 
unacceptable loss, in both human and matenam terms, that has led some 
analysts to question the Clausewitzian thes:s, namely, that war is 
essentially a policy instrument. Typical of the attacks on Clause 
the argument advancea by Senator Fulbright. According to him 

e peace 
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by mutu 
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ruction 
mutual 

an inhib 

rhere is no longer any validity in t t  2wi;z doctrine of war as 
3 "carrying out of policy by other Nuclear weapons have 
.endered it totally obsolete because. LIIG 111strument of policy is now 
'ully disproportionate to the end in view. Nuclear weapons have 
jeprived force of its utility as an instrument of national policy . . 
so long as there is reason - not virtue, but simply reason - in the 

'oreign p great nations;nuclear we 
3n instru ) o l i ~ y . ~ ~  

olicy of 
ment as 

re not sc much 

lat can 
In a simple language, the thrust of Senator Fulbright's argument is that 
in Clausewitzian terms, war no longer pays, precisely because wt 
be achieved by war is negated by the means used in war. 

It is of course arguable, if Clausewitz can be considered as totally 
obsolete. As we have earlier indicated, the General did not recommend 
an indiscriminate recourse to war. On the contrary, it is on 
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Clausewitzian grounds that war is to be avoided. He insistec 'ar 
is only a part of political intercourse, therefole by no an 
independent thing in itself'.*' Moreover, war, including total in 
reality, often limited by questions of policy, as well as by technical 
factors such as the superiority of the defence and, to quote Clausewitz 
once again, the natural inertia and friction of (war's) parts, all the 
inconsistency, the vagueness, and the timidity of the human mind. 

accept the basic Clausewitzian proposition that it is policy 
th ts war; then, by extension, we have to accept that it is policy 
t h a ~  creares or makes available the weapons of war, including nuclear 
systems. If we do, then we have to carefully reflect on Clausewitz's 
argument in chapter 3, book eight, of his work, On War, to the effect 
that 'the  roba able character and general shape of any war should 
mainly be d in the light of political factors and conditions'. It 
could thus ed that policy, if it is to be meaningful in the context 
of our analysis, 1s not to be conceived in the abstract. Policy then will 
have to be taken in its widest and encompa! YI 
as Clausewitz has contended, becomes 'tt id  
war only the instrument, not vice versa'.28 -. 

ther possibility exists, if conterr~purdry world leaders are 
rai subordinate the military point of view, including 
wl deploy and use nuclear weapons to the political. In 
O ~ ~ I G I  WUIU~, ever1 though military considerations could from time to 
time, suggest that nuclear weapons should be used in particular 
instances, policy, that is, overall political considerations, will decide . 
whether t~ go ahead or not. This is the obdurii'te realitv of war and 
peace in our time. 

In any event, e le that it is alway la1 to fight 
nuclear war, it may IIUL uw 111dtluna1 to risk one, or, Derrer still, to 
seriously contemplate waging a nuclear war. Given the fact that the 
Soviet Union is relatively a closed political system, we may not know 
much about their real, as opposed to speculative, nuclear intentions. 
But, as far as the United States is concerned, de-classification of public 
records as well as interviews aqd published memoirs of former 
presidents, butress our contention in this regard. While mindful of the 
scale of devastaton inherent in nuclear war, several American leaders 
Presidents Eisenhower, Kennedy, Nixon and Carter - have had 
occasions to contemplate nuclear first use to back their hands in crisis - 
manoe~vering.'~ That the United States perceive the Soviet Union and 

China as the aggressor in the major crises of the first half of the 
'postwar era (in particular, over tlerlin, Korea, the Taiwan Straits, and 
Cuba), suggests that its nuclear threats could be sensible tactics.30 



USA-USSR INTERVENTIONIST POLICIES AND THE N l ARMS 
RACE 

A major contributing factor in the nucleararms ra een the 
United States and the Soviet Union is the impact of tneir respective 
interventionist policies on each other. it is a generall) vledged 
fact that each superpower not only has what it conside its own 
sphere of influence, but that it also tries as much a* c r ~ ~ s i b l e  to 
preserve the status quo in the relevant territories. The two principal 
collective defence alliances, NATO and the Warsaw Pact, assist the 
superpowers in that endeavour, particularly in Fl~rope and North 
Ameri~a.~'  

In Europe, both ! !ntional 
warfare in the first insritnce. mcoralngly, tne conventional forces of 
both NATO and Warsaw Pact are impressive by any standard. As can 
be seen in Table 3, they show the extent of the reliance that both sides 
place on their combat-readiness. All the same, a recourse to a possible 
nuclear attack .in the second instance as a policv nf 'flexible 
repc; JATO'S parlance he war 
stratc te United States. 

Moreover, since the theory makes the balance of nuclear force2 
irrelevant, it suggests that parity should not negate the option. Thus 
even after the acknowledged attainment of effective parity between thc 
two superpowers, muted nuclear threats were still resurrected twice by 
the Americans: the DEFCON-3 alert of the Strategic Air Commanc 
(SAC) in October 1973, under the Nixon administration, and the severa 
leaks in early 1980 about using nuclear options by the Carter regime t c  
counter further Soviet advances toward the Persian G ~ l f . ~ '  Ironically 
the balance of resolve theory by its non-emphasis on the state o 
nuclear forces, unwittingly, lends credence to the Clausewitzian thesis 
of regarding war as an instrument of policy. 

On the whole, in the context of superpower nuclear equation, it 
seems that the 'balance of resolve' theory is more useful for explaininp 
the American decisions to attempt nuclear leverage than it is fo 
explaining USSR's reactions to the ploy. Moreso, as there is nc 
conclusive evidence to  prove that the Soviet Union saw itself as th  
aggressor in all the crises over which Wash 
attack and that the stakes of the American 
fact, greater than those of the Soviets. 

Agree nited States in the post-parity era had still engage 
in the use ( Ir threats. Nonetheless, it could be argued that sinc 
Moscow v forced to concede anything, the American threat 
were not tested to the same degree of some of the earlier ones. I 
1973, for example, both sides achieved what they wanted - a truc 
without either further Israeli advance or Soviet intervention. Even i 
1950, there was no evidence that the Soviets had intended to marcll 
beyond Afghanistan. In all, therefore, the 'balance of resolve' thesis has 
not offered as much persuasive reason to assume either that the 
American leaders in the future will desist from attempts to use nuclear 
leverage or that thl terpatis,will react as favourably as 

, in past cases.32 
In concrete terrns, Ilowavrrl, given the current level of high 

technology, nuclear balance and the awesome Soviet retaliat01 
~apab i l i t y ,~~  it is doubtful if American leaders, under rational condition! 
can effectively or vigorously issue and pursue their nuclear threat! 
especially, in these days of relatively improved superpower relation! 
Indeed, many ~mer ican scholars now focus their analyses on the mol 
prevalent view that declaratory policy should not diverge far fro1 
action poliCy. That is, that leaders should seriously caution themselvc 
against getting their countries to the brink of war if they are bluffin! 
and that the credibility of a threat mght  to rest on the plausibility ( 

following through at acceptable cost.34 

UCLEAR 

ice . betw . 

r acknov 
!rs to be 
..a --a. 

superpoc 
- - - -  ~ 

rvers bas .e their s . . trategy ( )n convr - . .  

lington tl 
s in the 

hreatene 
disputes 

d nuclea 
; were, i~ 

, known 
!en an i r  ise' in 1 

egy sf t t  
1-L- 1:1.-1: 

, has br itegral r: 

'I II~: I I K ~ I I ~ O O ~  of nuclear warrare In turope was nelgntened when, 
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Nonetheless, other categories of nuclear missiles that were not covered 
by the INF treaty, notably the long-range, have not eliminated the 
possibility of an outbreak of nuclear war in Europe. Indeed, the long- 
range nuclea ; of NAT farsaw Pact are 
quite sizeabl ~r-capabl 
Table 4 for t 1986. 

The major European governments conteno mar nit: IJUIILIL~ UI 

nuclear systems, particularly in the context of an arms race, can best 
be 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)38 is radox of the nuclear age; rather, 
it is a direct result of the unl ~ ted destructiveness of the atom 
bomb. The very threat of nucledr dye, rather, it is a direct result of the 
unprecedented destructiveness of the atom bpmb. The very threat of 
nuclear war, as well as the risk that a conventional war might escalate 
uncontrollably into a nuclear conflict, is considered as suicidal. And so, 
once again, the logic of 'deterrence' resurfaces in our analysis. 

We should perhaps point out at this stage that in the pre-nuclear 
parity era amongst the superpowers, deterrence in Europe as viewed in 
the West, focused on conventional aggression. Indeed, terms like 
'active', 'extended'; or 'Type 11' were, and are still used, t o  denote the 
deterrence of conventional attack3' Once the USSR attained effective 
nuclear oarity with the United States, especially in the second-strike 
capability, 'passive', 'basic' or 'mutual' deterrence which refers to 
deterrence of nuclear attack, became popular. And, deterrence in both 
senses have remained policy options. 
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nuclear weaporm,, a l l ~ ~ l d  NATb l v r ~ c s  lace aeTear ~y tne warsaw 
conventional forces, the American nuclear guarantee of 

~ty, and with it, the credibility of deterrence of war, now 
question. From the European standpoint, three reasons 

can be advanced to buttress this argument. Firs 1987 
INF treaty in mind), is the perceived trend towar )n of 
Europe. Second and third, are political and finar 

3 3 U l t . >  11) the 
United States to  withdraw the country's troops from Europe and reduce 
American engagement there. Such a development would cut costs, free 
the superpower's hand for unilateral interventions elsewhere in the 
world and, for some American ~oli t icians.'~ teach Eu r~pe  to pay for its 
own defence. 

The INF tr r and th  the 
superpowers to IUI i r ler  reuuce rheir strareglc nuclear forces in future 
negotiations, have driven a new sense of security to  the Europeans. 
Major states like West Germany, France and United Kingdom 
increasingly consider the possibility of renewing the quest for a 
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European Defence Community, an idea which France had 
uncsremoniously vetoed in the 1950s. For sure, the evolution toward 
a new European cooperation, as a way out of the nuclear dilemma, will 
take sometime to mature. Nevertheless, there is a greater readiness 
amongst the leading European powers to recognise that the American 
dominat2d security system of the past thirty years or so cannot go on 
for ever. Simply put then, the task of achieving peace in our time in 
Europe will increasingly rest more with the Europeans themselves than 
with-the Americans. . 

It could be argued that the recent USA-USSR success in the field 
cf arms control and their pledge to'make further pro that 
8irection constitute a major fi!lip to global peace in genc ich in 
turn would help the quest for peace in Europe. Even so, !nt of 
the INF treaty does not mean that the,United States w i i ~  aDanaon its 
European allies altogether; or that the underlying loaic of deterrence will 
no longer hold. On the contrary, so long as the soviet Union still fears 
that in the passion and fog of war the West might commit the irrational 
act of nuclear escalation, this cc leter any conventional 
attack as well as any attmept to .iority 
into political intimidation. 

In any case, the Americans themselves have assured Europe that 
the INF treaty only affects a ;ma11 part of the spectrum of nucleer 
weapons and the removal of the relevart items from, the areas would 
not erode the s clear deterrence of conventional war in Europe. 
This argument means limited to Washington alone. Indeed, it 
has found acc even in Europe. Thus, for example, French 
President Francois Mitterana an6 Sir James El 4TO's fc 
Command-in-Chief of the English Channel and r iirector c 
Royal Institute of International Affairs in Londc ! both a1 
along the same lines.39 

As we all know, the ; of possible supkroower interventionist 
policies go beyond Eur~ I extends far and wide throughout the 
wtire globe. For a long Lllllc, ~ ~ i e  American policy makers based their 
strategic doctrine on the '2'1, war' strategy. In a less esoteric language, 
t assumes that the United States should be prepared to simultaneously 
Fight a major war in, say Eurme, as well as another major war In Asia, 
3nd a 'half war' somewhere else, possibly in Aftica or Latin America. 

The heart and soul of this policy is, of course, conventional 
arsenal. But in real terms, the United States has tended to rely far more 
r>n nuclear detc :han on conventional weaponry. This is largely 
because nucle ~bs, and even the missiles, bombers and 
submarines th: r them, are far cheaper than maintaining a big 
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The cornerstone of th lefence policy had, 
amongst other things, been geared towards redressing this situation 
and in calling to question the 2'1, - ctrine. The emphasis of the 
Reaganites is on total deterrence. nalising this policy, Caspar 
Weinberger, the Administration's Derence secretary, argued that a total 
war might be global in scope, which could ' ar' at any point and 
which could involve every element of the r i armed forces. He 
further contended that since a total war co late so swiftly that 
the United States might have no time to expand ~ t s  arsenal, whatever 
weapons were deployable at the outbreak of hostilities would probably 
be decisive for better or worse. In' such an eventuality, Weinberger 
reasoned: 'You can't say it is a 1'1, war [scenario] or a 2'1, war 
[scenario], because it's a global war if and when it starts'.40 

It was little wonder then that the Reagan regime embarked upon 
a massive conventional and nuclear weapons buildup. By early 1986, 
that is after five years in office, more than a trillion dollars had been 
spent on all manner of military hardware, bases and facilities, 
ammunition and supplies, and Day, and perquisites for uniformed 
P 

ially inc~ he 
budget for srrdreylr; 1lur;ledr wedpurls, 11s redl e~rlphasis 1 . ler 
significan al hardware. Th is now a 
bewilderir sticated and ex expensive 
weapons United States a1 3,000 MI . 
tanks on hand and Z,UUU more on order; a new armoued personnel 
carrier, th adley infantry vehicle. a new rocket-artillery system; 
new helic ~ n d  air-defence missiles. The navy, the big winner in 
the in te rsa~v~~t :  scramble for funding, in that year too, had sixty two 
new combat surfa sls and twenty two new attack submarines. 
In addition, 100 m ~ c e  ships and twenty more attack submarines 
were authorised. I ne alr force, on its part for the said year, was 
a to get the B-IB , more than 300. new F-15 fighters 
a I 3 additional F-16 

iable us to havr . voyuc idea of the enormous cost of these 
materiel, let us ponder very quick1 he 
most basic of them, the MI tenk 43 

Assuming we are able to peg tna excriclrlye rdre dr iuur r l d ~ r d  zu rhe 
United St ar, the equivalent local price&is N9.6 million for just 
one mode technology tank. The existing weapons systems are 
just as ex1 For instance, the Navy's FtA-18 fightertattacker had, 
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to  less open American aid to Jonas Savimbi's National Union for the 
Total Independence of Anaola (UNITA) ic Angol the non- 
communist insurgents in ia led by Son ' ~d Prince 
Norodom Sihanouk. 53 

For good politics, Amer~cari and Soviet leaders often advance 
doctrines to back up their respective interventionist policies. Let us 
briefly, but randomly, take just two of these doctrines. First, the 
Brezhnev doctrine made popular after the Soviet invasion of 
Czechoslovakia in 1968, committed the USSR to defend and uphold 
through the use of force if need be, communist achievements in the 
international ~ v s t e m . ~ ~  Second, the Reaaan doctrine in plain language, 
supports ant ; the Thi 1 5 5  I.. *c. e 
words of Prc uggle f o ~  o 
America' .56 

lends itself to several criticisms. 
Fir: veen American vital interests and 
les es open-ended commitments to 
situations In wh~ch the Sovlets or their allies may be able to raise the 
sta ;ending in their own troops or vast shipments of arms, either 
dir~ through proxies. Third, it includes covert operations that 
habe d W ~ Y  of becoming embarrassingly overt, even tb the American 
government and Congress. An example is the messy entanglement of 
the Reagan administration in the celebrated Iran-Contra affair, with the 
sale of arms to Iran and using the proceeds to further arm the Contras 
in Ni~aragua.~' Fourth, the policy offends bnd, indeed, alienates what 
is often tagged 'progressive' opinion in the Third World; thus, 
promoting anti-Americanism in some states.58 And, fifth, only few if any 
of Washington's proteges seem likc in an ou t 
best, their sacrifices may force thc unists t c  ~t 
worst, they may have to be abandolleu eventually. 

While it is true that the Reagan doctrine forces Moscow ro pay a 
price for its interventionist role in the Third World, it is equally true thdt 
it exacts a price from the Americans by making them play the same 
interventionist policies too.59 In any case, to the degree that proglessive 
public opinion in the Third World often supports USSR's interventions 
especially as they tend to support wars of national liberation - the 
Soviets are seen bv this arouD not as interlo~ers. but as allies in the 
war agains 1 
order.'' 

Fnr the purposes or our an,.,-.-, wnlle rnese superpower 
int~ listinct c e 
col Washin Y 
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by 1986, skyrocketed to $33 million each, a 58 over 
its 1981 price,44 which at the earlier exchange ra. ) the 
dollar, works out at roughly N132 million a piece 

-. 
e Congressional Budget Office (CG3) has argued that a major 

nsive is that official 
~roduction efficiency. 

vv11e1ea3, aC;I;uIuIIIy LU L I I ~  LDU, LIIC IIIII~IIIIUII~ arlrlual rate of production 
for the F-15 fiahter is 120, the air force h?s only been able to buy 
forty-one a year over the last five years. Similarly, whereas thz 6rmy 
.has bought 99 cruise missiles a year, the lowest economic rate is 
1 20.45 

Gi\ leftcit, \ 
successnr, Frank Carluc IU I~GJ to order the ~ I I I L O I Y  LU LUI 

about $33 billion from the budget that begins in October 1988 - a cut 
of more than 10 percent.47 As it is to be expected, the military does not 
share Carlucci's interest for budget reduction. Consequently, the results 
at the time of w e to insu e'.48 Whi IVY'S 

cuts at first amc )n less t t  ~cci requl e air 
force suggests blidgetm le, an a at it 
knows that Congress would not approve;and tt IJI UIJUW~S to 
stretch out weapons purchases, d specifically 
to avoic 

These ul~~uoperative responses ro ~arlucci 's order reflect the basic 
problem of trying to chnage the legacy of Weinberger's tradition of 
huge expenditure on procurement of weapons. Interestingly, 
Weinberger had argued hnfnre he left office that :he Reagan 
administration would on1 lown the buildup re Soviets, in 
a totally verifiable way, c i d  let us know th e deterred at 
much lower levels of ar I I I~II I~I I L S ' . ~ ~  With the l l v r  L I ~ ~ L Y '  behind us, 
perhaps there may, afterall, be a ray of hope in that direction. If that ray 
of hope becomes a reality, perhaps there will be a ray of hope, too, for 
world peace in our time. Hitherto, the philosophy of the two 
superpowers seems to have been firmly premised on that old adage, 'If 
you want peace, prepare for war'. It is no exaggeration to say that, if 
anything, the two superpowers, in the quest for the so-called total 
deterrent have been mol ~verprepared for war. 

night ha\ the extent of the Americe p or 
Soviet U ne of the superpower milii jups 

I I ~ S  succeeded in restraining either side from, engagir obal 
interventionist policies. The list is there for all of us to 'ram 

USSR's open intervention in Afgha~~istan, to the United I le in 
Vietnam, to the indirect Soviet intervention through Cuba!  gola, la, 
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promoting a mutual sense of insecur~ty, the interventionist policies fuel 
the nuclear arms race and by implication, n D 

world peace in our time more complex. 

*...I-+:..., -1y modest scale on the n~clear ladder. I. was attat some 
ing intellectuals. It was convenient for seve these 
)ants to consider my arguments as baseless. 

- nce that time, my so-called 'baseless' assertions have, much to 
my delight, gained wider currency and, indeed, outright credibility. I am 
by no means arrogating to myself the credit for bring the sole early 
researcher on the Israeli and South African nuclear capabilities. On the 
contrary, a year or so before I finshed my first manuscript on the 
Pubject, entitled 'Africa'; Nuclear Capability' and subsequently 
published in The Journal of PJodern African Studies of March 1984, 
some Jewish scholars, notably Shai Feldman, in h ~ s  study, Israeli 
Nuclear Deterrence: a Strategy for the 19801s? (New York: Columbia 
University Press, 1983) and Amos Perlmutter, Michael Handel and Uri 

Bar-Joseph in their joint work, Two Minutes Ov gad (London: 
Corgi, 1982) considered the subejct, too. 

That said, let us take a close and up-to-date IsraeLs3 This 
is essential for h i  least four reasons. First, lsrael is right at the centre 
of the endemic Middle East conflict, a major war situation in our time. 
Second, lsrael is an mportant nuclear proliferator; 2nd so has been 
violating internatinal norms in its desire to build an effective nuclear 
deterrent. Third, in the last few years, an important debate has come' 
to the fore on Israel's nuclear dilemmas: ambiguity versus disclosure 
and the choice between covert and overt nuclear  posture^.'^ The 
debate has been greatly influenced by lack of adequate knowledge 
about the correct status of Israel's nuclear capability. And, fourth, the . Jewish state is South Africa's leading nuclear mentor. It is my view 
that if Africa must be squeezed from the north and south by these two 
eminent nuclear proliferators, we might as well know the details. 

rightw nake the task of 

TH 
e 

Nuclear luurl-r~ VIII~;I OLIUI I I eaty (NPT) ot I Y tjtr. I nrougn Irs provlslons, 
the treaty bans the transfer of nuclear weapons and technology outside 
of the original five weapons states and commits these latter states to 
halt arms race. By October 1987, 137 states ha acceded to, and 9 ratified, the NPTre1 thus theoretically subscribing o the inti a l  

nuclear regime. In practice, however, several signatory stat )t 

respect these provisions. Moreover, some states refused to be parry 10 
such provisions, a ire free and, ind o 
pursue their nucle~ ons. In addition, le 
NPT, but decline, oelay, or tacitly avoid, i al 

,safeguards provisions. By implication, these states are equally free to 
surreptitiously embark on the nuclear path, since the Int a l 
Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA), the body charged with 19 
ca le NPT provisions, cannot inspect their reac~ors art' 
ot Ilations. 

rats to ti 
major oanger to international peace allu al l  important factor In the WL. 

capabilities and policies of certain states, most notably in rd 
World. With all sense of humility, I would like to point out tt e, 
in previous studies, discussed the economic, political and s i r d ~ a ~ i ~  
ramificatio ucear proliferation and the consequences of these 
factors f o ~  I as well as world order. Specifically, I have zeroed 
in en Africd, L I I ~  Middle East, and some parts of Asia. Perhaps, the 
mast important contribution in this regard be 

International Politics of Africa's Strategic Mi ts 

title, critically discusses threats to the nucledr re! ial 

re nium in that enterprise. 
ntention to recycle my p ts 

in ~111s aar bnt to do, with your kinc to 
briefly update my work on nuclear proliferati~n.~' Slnce my book was 
first published in 1985, the fog that surrounded the South A l d  
Israeli nuclear development seemed to have cleared somew 3n 
for example I argued in 1984, at the MIT and Harvard Joint ~UI I I I I I~~ 

Teaching Programme on Nuclear Weapons and Arms Control, in 
Cambridge, that lsrael had quietly become a nuciear weapons state, and 
that South Africa was quietly taking bold strides too, albeit on a 
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lsrael has for long, violated a promise of 'peaceful use' of nuclear 

material that it gave to Norway in 1959, by producing plutonium for 
weapons with the imported 20 tons of Norwegian heavy water. It has 
equally violated a similar pledge to the United States, in respect of the 
3.9 tons of supe Nor must we forget Frar I where the 
lsraelies receivec mown amount of heavy in the early 
1 960s6' In this r~ le recent authoritative rev1 3f the Israeli 
nuclear technician, ~oraechai  Var fnr 
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nine vears at the classified Dimo 
plant have been quite instructive. 

In October 1986, Vanunu gave a deta~~ea Interview to London's 
Sunday Times about Israel's nuclear ~apabilities.'~' From the 
. . . - 
information, diagrams and photographs that he supplied, the newspaper 
concluded that Is~ael has between 100 and 200 nuclear warheads and 



ranks as the world's sixth nuclear power.e7 Its bombs were produced 
%om secretly acquired enriched uranium and from plutonium produced 
indigenously at its Dimona nuclear research centre. His account shows 
that the Jewish state has a rapidly enlarging programme, including 
advanced weapons design, thermonuclear-bomb mastery, and 
computer-simulated testing. Specifically, he maintained that the Dimona 
reactor produces about 88 pounds of plutonium annually, (enough for 
8 to 10 bombs) as well as other nuclear materials for use in 
thermon"clear  weapon^.'^ 

Vanunu certainly knew what he was talkin9 about. While at 
Dimona, he had worked Machon 2 ballding, where 'the 
components of nuclear \n are produced ano machined into 
warhead parts'.sg Iri any ----, s account had been found to be 
a examine ' 

I 
I new delivery system is, of course, a .marked improvement on the 1 
I previous two types of the Israeli-French made Jericho. that I identified 

in my book, viz. the MX 660 with a range of 450 kilometres, and the I 
MD 620 with a longer range and better navigation system I 

On the whole. the developmnts surrounding the Is1 tear ! 
capab i l i  are paarticularly disturbing, if we bear in mind that l,,.~~ has I 
refused to sign the NPT and to accept international safeguards at all of I 
its nuclear facilities. The developmcnts are disturbing too, because 1 
Israel often goes out of its way to stress the desirability of making the 1 
Middle East a r zlear weapons zone. Indeed, this stance was 
articulated by th lis after they had bombed Iraq's Osirak reactor I 
in 1981. The st; t was subsequently enlarged in the declaration I 
of Foreign Minister ~ n a m i r  to the United Nations General Assembly on I 
October 1, 1981. On the latter occasion, the Minister reasoned that I 
since Iraq had 'acquired a complete fuel cycle and is openly bent on the 1 
destruction of Israel, it will not balk at going ahead with its ne, I 
whether or not it is a par ! NPT'.7e I 
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; been, a fully fledged nuclear weapons state. Th 
r weapons programme is considerably more advance 

~ n u ~ c a ~ e d  by any previo~s reports or conjectures of which 
aware. The information obtained from Vanunu's statemenl 
photographs as presented to me are entirely consistent wil 

,.esent Israeli capacity to produce a t  least five to ten nuclei 
!apons a year that are signifcantly lighter, 

'icient than the first types of nuclear s develol 

i, USSR, UK, France and China.70 
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realities of the Middle East, lsrael must insist on distinguishing 
between spurious and genuine safety. The only genuine way to 
remove the nuclear threat to the Middle East can be found in the 
ae+~blishment of a nuclear weapon-free zone, freely and directly 

3tiated among the countries of the region, and based on mutual 
Irances, on the pattern of the Tlatelolco Treaty of Lat~n 
irica. 77 
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I r all the ie Convary, Israel h&= YUII. 11y11t aneaa to DeCOme the V C I ~  rlrsr country 
in the Middle East to introduce nuclear weapons into the region. 

Viewed from Israel's standpoint, the country has its own reasons 
For developing nuclear capability. Let us go through these reasons, 
strictly fr Israeli perspective. First, save for Egypt, the Arab 
states dc lcognise Israel's right to exist, are continuously 
preparing lves to undermine it, and are mostly opposed to 
negotiatilrg wlrn it. Second, a number'of Arab states ha 

d 
reservations with regard to Israel, to their signature of disi It 
treaties or of the NPT. Third, at least ten Arab states, a. S 
Pakistan, are not party to the NPT. And, fourth, a number of Arab 
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Largely on account OT vanunu's COb~clyeuua Icvslarlvtla, ,,,~ny 

American specialists now accept that lsrael not only 
es 

'significant' nuclear weapons but that it also. has model 
!ry 

systems.73 Indeed, such is the progress of the Jewish state 
bar 

technology, that ?ter alia, reportedly developed a new version 
of the nuclear-cal ;sile, Jericho 2, which, ,with a 1,440 kilometre 
(900 mile) range, each as far afield as the Soviet Union.74 This 
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signatories.to the NPT have not fulfille bligation 

with it. On all these grounds, the lsrae lbly have 

I 
orway but a combination v y  wate ld bJ 
y, USA, and France. I e cannot conclude our analysis on Israel's nuclean r;apabiIiw 

without considering the link with South A remind ourselves, thq 
two countries signed a secret nuclear ation in the 
including a common effort to develop a n omb. There has bee 
a measure of division of labour between the two sides. While Sout 
Africa provided 1 and testing space, Israel provided expertise. 
The various nu its so far carried out have been joint effortd 
between the ~ V V U  ~IUBS." SO, too, have been the reported tests 00 

jeveloped neutron bomb. 
Ice again, even the most doubtful of t h ~  

YStS 
auour previous analyses on Israeli-South African luLlca1 l r ~ l ~ a u u r  dtion 
now concede the argument. Leanard Spector, a non-proliferation1 
specialist at the Carnegie Endowment for lnternatinal Peace think tank,( 
for one, says Israel's close cooperation with South Africa in1 
conventional mi ~ds  credence to reports of nuclear cooperation1 
between the t w  ies." Mark Gaffney, for hi% part, fully accepts1 
the nuclear col l~uv~dour~ thesis and dismisses the tmerican efforts to  

.IS Israeli-South African nuclear blasts as di~in~enous. '~l  
lave fully discussed elsewhere, the reality and various 
be nuclear cooperation between S ~ u t h  Africa and Israel, 1 

lnclualng Tne ~mplications for black Africz tline 1 
states as well as Nigeria ysis ( 
quite brief here.84 I 

d their o1 
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their favour. 
Be that as it may, lsrael has subverted United Nations ideals for 

international peace and security by secretly amassing nuclear weapons 
while using the world body as a forum to pontificate about the ideals 
of making the Middle East a nuclear weapon free zone. Interestingly, 
the Jewish state ~tself had argued that restraints of a technical or 
institutional nature alone could hardly protect the area from nuclear 
proliferation In the event, the country, as Ken Coates has pointed out, 
seemed to have given an unusually compell~ng kind r f proof for the 
statement by appealing for the creation of a nuclear :,ee-zone, whilst 
at the same time secretly building a major stockpile of nuclear 

frica. To 
' cooper 
leutron b 

uranium 
clear te: 
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can anal 
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weapons. 78 

Israel has clearly emergc iajor +hreat to world peace III UUI 

time. In a sense, countries t r l a ~  supplied he, ry water to lsrael share 
part of the bame for their irresponsible behaviour in not monitoring the 
use of these supplies. Neither the United States nor Norway has ever 
inspected the water to verify the peaceful-use ple ' ~ e .  True, Ameican 
officials have pointed out that the United States does not have a 
peaceful nuclear cooperation agreement with lsrael; ostensibly, because 
the Jewish state has not been party, to the NPT provisions. Even so, 
how about Norway, a supposedly peace-loving state and promoter of 
international order in all its ramifications? 

After the recent upsurge of international interest in Israel's nuclear 
capability, the Norwegian government eventually asked the Jewish 
state to allow IAEA to inspect the heavy water. Naturally, lsrael turned 
down the request. It argued, during the 1987 Norwegian-Israeli talks, 
that the Vienna-based agency would be 'biased'.79 And, for good 
measure, it siezed the opportunity to assure jts heavy wa~er suppliers 
that the water's use had been consistent with the various agreements 
signed. However, in the course of the talks, Israel privately admitted 
using the heavy water at Dimona and of producing plutonium with it." 

Theoretically, Norway has the right to inspect the water, test t c  
see if it has been used to produce plutonium, and, if the tests arc 
positive, demand to see the plutonium produced  fro^ -' oretically 
too, Norway would, if any weapons had been made w utonium, 
have had the right to have them dismantled. But, in ( terms, it 
is doubtful if Norway is ready to take such a step. II ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ h i n g ,  the 
Norwegians seem intent to preempt such a drastic step by arguing, ir 
the interim, that identifying Norway's heavy water would be a difficul 
task, since the Dimona reactor is said to be operating not just the onc 
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I Aside from lsrael all" ~UULII firrlca, mere are, or course, other 
states that pose serious threats to the international nuclear regime. Let 
us at this juncture, briefly take a general, as oppwed to detailed 
country-specific view of the problem. In doing so, we will as we go I 
along, consider the main ways to view proliferation. First, if we analyse 1 
proliferation by counting the number of new countries that have openly I 
tested or announced possession of nuclear arms, there are none in 1 
recent years. Ho with the benefit of our analysis so far, at least 1 
two states, Israf buth Africa, can be identified in ithis regard. 

Seco~d, if \ der proliferation in terms of the spread of the 
world's industrial base th )e useful to the production of nuclear 1 

s, the outlook se ~ e .  True, the dramatic rise and fall in 1 
I prices, the resull ~omic shocks, and the continued slow 1 
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le shows that Blix8s warning should be given some weight. 
le third and final way to view proliferation is to assess the 
! of forces that can push a government toward, or away from 

lluulear weapons. If momentarily we look at the high number of states 
that have so far given formal non-weapons commitments by voluntarily 
subscribing to the NFT regime, it is tempting to be overly optimistic 
about the possibility of containing nuclaar proliferation. In concrete 
terms, however, the major potential proliferators still refuse to sign the 
NPT. For instance, Argentina and Brazil still continue to reject the idea 
of international inspection. Resides. the two countries are yet to 
become active parties to the Latin American Nuclear Free Zone Treaty. 
So as to have a more balanced view of the 20 open non-weapon states 
listed in Table 5, their correspondina non-proliferation commitments are 
given in Table 6. 

In terms of how nuclear or nf lar statea their nat security, a worrying axis seems ro De the Pakistan-India-China L -. 

Pakistan considers its nuclear activities as an important security 
measure against India; just as how the latter engages in the same 
nuclear calculations over Pakistan. Moreover. lndia has quietly stepped 
up its nuclear programme because of the way it feels threatened by 
China and the impact of the United States aid to Pakistan. It is 
noteworthy that the Reagan administration continued its economic and 
military assistance to that country. In effect, Reagan's administration 

has chosen to jettison its nuclear nonprolifergtion they would 
have applied to Pakistan," since the country is r as a highly 
invaluable strategic ally to Wa~hington.'~ 

As for Israel, we have already sho it has lely 
* become the first country to introduce nuc apons t c  fdle 

East. It is conceivable that afer their war, Iran and Iraq mlght fully 
revive thsir previous nuclear activities. It could eve3 be argued that the 
war between the two countries would heighten their interest and 
resolve in such nuclear enterprise. South Africa's active n~~clear 
programme continues to arouse serious concern; largely because it is 
committed to perfecting and broadening its range of nuclear arsenal so 
as to be able to have the deterreence in co~ing with the substantial 
internal unrest as well as the inc pressure its apartheid 

Finally, the national : e l~kely 1 the two key Latin American stares rowara nuclear weapons appear, for the 
time being, to have diminished. Argentina and Brazil have both 
reinstated representative governments and have dngaged in bilateral 
talks over their nuclear activities. Yet, it is pertinent to state that the 
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concern about the spread of the sensitive nuclear technologies used for 
reprocessing and enrichment. The moreso, as their commercialisation 
can provide non-weapons states with access to wpannns-grade 
materials, be it uranium 235 or pluto 

Reprocessing, which is the kl !parating 

plutonium from irradiated uranium, remains a thriving enterprise in the 
West . While France has been improving the open its large 
existing facility, Britain has continued to expand its c ial plant. 
Similarly, while Japan is planning a commercial SCi ty, West 

Germany is due to begin the construction of a reprocessing plant. This 
trend is significant in the sense of boosting nuclear proliferation. In any 
case, some Third World countries have even taken some bold steps on 
the nuclear in 1986, Brazil announced that it had mastered the 
laboratory es top produce plutonium.85 Since then, Argentina 
has decide nplete and begin operating a large pilot plant, and 
while lndia still continues to operate several small plants, Pakistan has 
completed one major plant. 

The same level of prog I the spread of enrichment 

capability. Aside from South Africa hl,rll 
completed its new plant 

at Valindaba and which can produce weapons - grade uranium, 
Pakistan's much publicised plant is operable, and Argentina and Brazil 
have recently announced some laboratory capacity. In the interim, work 
has continued on laser isotope separation in the United States, Europe, 
and Japan, which, if successful, could provide a new enrichment 
technology. The technologyis widely expeted to be more efficient than 
the current one and could increase proliferation risks. 

By and large, rllany countries now have an industrial base that can, 
in varying degrees, produce materials for nuclear weapons, and others 
ar ~ed, way back in May 1983, Hans 
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weapor~s rrlall L I I ~  United States did at the outset of the I v~a~~ t~a r~an  
Project in 1942. So as to give us an idea of the world's nuclear 
industrial base, Table 5 indicates the major capabilities of 20 non- 
weapons states as of 1986. Since Israel and South Africa are known 
to be weapons states, they are omitted from the table. A close look at 
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Yet, the attitudes of  me superpowers to dismament and 
arms control often gives gh indication as to whether the world 
is moving towards peacc Progress in these fields for instance, 
not only helps to usher in, UI ~u~~cret ise,  an era of detente amongst the 
superpowers, but it also facilitates stability in deterrence, arms race, 
crisis'management and verification. This point was highlighted recently 
after the 1987 INF treaty which diminished the air 9 cold war between 
the USSR and USA and also initiated a new era of detente amongst the 
two  superpower^.^^ 

Before we go into the specifics of the INF treaty, let us briefly 
remind ourselves of six of the several seemingly yre r t  strides so far 
taken to curb the arms race." First, the Hot Line and Modernisation 
Agreements of 1963 between the United States and USSR, established 
direct radio and wire-telegraph links between Moscow and Washing 
to ensure comm on between heads of government in times 
crisis. The 16 3llow-up agreement provided for satel 
communication. aacond, is the NPT, which wd considered in the I 
section. Third, the 1972 Antiballistic Missile (ABM) Treaty, betwc 
USA and USSR, limited anti-bllistic missile s'ystem, .? two deploym~ 
areas for each superpower. In a follow-up Protocol of 1974, each sloe 
was further restricted to one deployment area. The central objective 
here is to avoid upsetting the stability of the nuclear balance by 
tempting one superpower to think it could launch an attack and actually 
win a nu ng that unacceptable retaliation from 
the othe 

Fou ic Arms Limitation Talks (SALT) I Interim 
Agreement of 1972, between the United States and USSR, froze the 
number of strateic ballistic missile launchers and permitted an increase 
in Submarine-Launched Ballistic Missile (LBM) launchers up to an agreed 
level, subject to equivalent dismantling of older ICBMs or SLBM 
launchers. Fifth, the 1973 USA-USSR, Prevention of Nuclear War 
Agreement requires consultation between the two superpowers if there 
is a danger of nuclear war. Lastly, SALT II Treaty of 1979 imposed 
limits on the numbers of ! nuclear delivery vehicles, launchers 
of Multiple Independent1 etable Re-entry Vehicled (MIRV'd) 
missiles, bombers with lonv-~rlge cruise missiles, wyheads on existing 
ICBMs; and stipulated that as new delivery vehicles are deployed, old 
ones must be dismantled." 

By far, what stands to be one of the most endurina feats among 
the superpowers was attained in Decemt in a major 
breakthrough in arms negotiations, the Unii SSR signed 

2 8 

the INF treaty in which both sides agreed to eliminate their land-based I 
intermediate-range and shorter-range missiles in Europe. Altogether, and I 
as can be seen in Table 7, while the Americans are expected to 1 

eliminate 436 nuclear warheads, the corresopnding figure for the Soviet 1 
is 1,575. President Reagan who,had earlier excoriated the USSR as an 1 

these sa 
US a roul 
! or war. . -- ---- 

- 
~ - . - . . . - - - 

'evil empire,98 became a proponent of detente. 
This could be not so much because of his love for world peace or 

or anxiety to eliminate some of the American nuclear systems; but, 
rather, because it was the Soviet Union that yielded most ground on 
INF.' Apart from giving up its stance to  convert its Pershing lls and 
cruises to other missiles, the United States had not yielded any of its 
original positions.loO 

By contrast, the INF treaty requires abandonment of several Soviet 
demands. Moscow agreed, for the first time in any arms control 
agreement, to destroy weapons and to allow intrusive on - site 
inspection. Furthermore, Moscow accepted unprecedented 
asymmetrical destruction of warheads and the principle of equal global 
numbers for the United States and the Soviet Union (not only in Europe 
but worldwide), and without compensation for Brit~sh and French 
nuclear forces. The Soviets ceded points even on less important issues. 
They abandoned their insistence that the superpowers should retain 
100 residual INF warheads (m Soviet Asia and the United States). The 
Soviets also agreed to accelerate full destruction of missiles from five 
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treaty 1 fect. Tt 
'act enjoys 1 

conside periority forces, an 1 
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ce. Besides, 1 
in the opinion of these a zxacerbates certain problems 1 
by eliminating the most I-based nuclear missiles that 1 
are capable of reaching 1 

and closing off the possibility 1 
iystems vent~onal warheads. 
hese arg e pushed too far, especially if 1 
that any :ails for the USSR to eliminate 

four nuclear warheads for every U I I ~  Lllat the United States destroys, 
as the INF treaty stipulates, cannot be d 3 be a sell-out of the 
Western interests. Even from the strictly n allies' viewpoint, it 

could be argued that NATUs military capability is beter than it has ever 
been; and the military balance is suficiently substantial to v 

I the 

effects of the treaty.lo2 In any case, and in spite of any re5 IS by 
some of the member states. NATO itself has repeatedly I l the1 
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A~artr from the various meetit~gs on olsarrnament ana arms contrnl 
eir own ideas as te how best to reduce or el 
: a nuclear war. Specifically, each superpol 

has whar 13 pupularly styled 'Star Wars' programme. Christened a> 

strategic Defnece Initiative (SDI) by the Reagan tration, the 
American programme hopes to render nuclear sT 3bsolete by 
making any nuclear war unattractive.'04 In the eLent "I a lluclear attack 
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the system would be automatically controlled by computer, without the 
overriding guidance of human reason. However, an amendment to the 
1988 United States defence .authorisation bill passed late last year, 
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nn. of the things that we don't know is what it is we are trying to i 
ck. What are the object! bat I 
text will the background b 

I 

US to understand the operatiny aralld. 

'W I I 

I 

requires that human beings, as oppose ~puters, 
initiate the firing of any strategic defen tem.'05 

I should perhaps point out that ut~uar most crisis scenarios, 
commander of strategic defences would have seen signs for days, or 
even weeks, that an attack might be imminent. The signs could be 
through such things as rising political tensions or movement of 

,conventional military forces. Thus, it is highly unlikely th in the 
event of an attack by the Soviets, the Americans wou18 ~n ly  a 
few seconds to react to a complete surprise. 

I should also add that beyond the decision to push the 'star wars'; 
button, it is not yet clear exactly what people would dr- in directing a 
defensive battle. Moreover, the hardware that would be needed for 
'star wars' command has yet to be sketched. The computers, display 
screens, and complicated graphics that defence commanders would use 
are still vague concepts.'06 All t'he same, our analysis on SDI here is 
quite relevant; at least, in so far as no lecture on war and peace in our 
time would be adequa -date if i -too- I 
important subject. 
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In spite of the Reagan administration'! ness in keeping the 

SDI afloat, it has not-been able to fully convert the rank and file of the I 
American people to  embrace the programme to the hilt, especially in its I 
formative years. True, there has been a steady increase in th 

:an ~ 
support for SDI. All the same, it is clear that the rate of in 1 

suppon has been relatively slow. This was highlighted in the IUUI palls i I 
that were conducted by Gallup Organization Inc. Between September. 
1984 and December 1986. See Table 9 The polls showed that a sizable 1 
American public opinion (at leaR 40 per cent of those interviewed in 1 
December 1986) were opposed to the programme 
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In the context of superpower strategic relatior 
sue I 

has assumed an important position in the realm of arms control as well I 
as that of the interpretation of the ABM treaty. Wb 

the ~ 
Reagan regime, in a bid to keep the SDI pro 
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This woud allow more latitude for the testing and development of 
SDI programme. traditional interpretation of the treaty which 
had been followe !ry United States Administration since 1972, 
does not permit ing, development, or deployment of exotic 
space-based defensive systems - the very antimissile weaponry nl 
t earched as part of the SDI p r~g ramme. '~~  

ough the USSR has sharply contested United States' n~ 
unoersranding of the ABM treaty, the latter has not pad much attention 
to this largely because it contends that the Soviets have their own 'star 
wars' programme. Moreover, the United States Defence Department's 
SDI Organistion has argued in its 1987 annual report to Congress that 
there are s t  are not defined in the ABM treaty, such as precisely 
wh?; ABI onents' are and what testing in an 'ABM mode' really 
mwns. It nas rnerefore justified, planned tests on SDI devices by 
aqserting that the ,BM cam ~t be tested 
in an ABM mode' 

It seems to me that tile way our or me srar wars- problem under 
the ABM regime is not the exploitation of the grey areas. Rather, and 
bearing in mind that high technology has advanced since 1972, both 
the United States and USSR need to take a new look at the provisions 
of ABM treaty and come up with a workable agreement on the subject. 
Specifically, there ought to be high-level discussions between the 
superpowers that could determine a list of devices whose launch into 
space for the purpose of testing or deployment would be.prohibited.l7' 

This approach would not only establish a joint understanding of the 
treaty's provisions but would also eliminate any possibility of different 
interpretations."' Any consensus reached by the superpowers on the 
exact meanings of ABM key provisions as well as the elimination of 
different interpretations of the treaty, would, I submit, lead to a better 
understandiog of the problems of war and peace in our time 

ave no A r 'will no 

C DATION! 
. r u ~ ~ l ~ c s  or nuclear systems remains a wide awl" l a a L  y~uwlrig 

sub-field in political science. What I have done in this lecture, in the 
spirit of the ongoing structural adjustment programme in Nigeria, is to 
offer, in a metaphorical sense, a main course meal in the sub-field 
without an elaborate aperitif and dessert. It is impossible in a relatively 
brief time of an inaugural lecture to adequately cover all the dimensions 
of the politics of nuclear systems. I can only hope that the main course 
meal has strengthened us to see more clearly beyond the cloudy vista 
of the balance of forces amongst the nuclear weapons states; the 
linkage between the global interventionist policies of the superpowers 
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and nuclear arms races; the threats to the nuclear reaime: and the 
major efforts, as well as policies, that have been in 
recent times to redwe the risk of a nuclear war. 

It is significar?.: that under the aegis of the awesome atom, there 
has been no genorsj war between the United States and the Soviet 
Union, along'with t?s respective collective defence systems that they 
head: NATO and t h ~  War saw Pact. True, each of the superpowers has, 
at different times, anchored its ~ o l i c v  underlying 
philosophy of either the hawks, whc 3r; 

or of the doves, who see provoca Is, 
who are concerned about non rational racrors arw loss or L-UIIUUI."~ 

Nonetheless, at ail times, the superpowers, and the other major nuclear 
weapons states, have engaged in nuclear arms race; not simply for the 
fun of it, buz essen?klly because of its perceived value in securing 

~{ience. peace through der; 
On the present show lot 

result from a deliberate act our worn rne uri-t~t~et~ueu L U I I ~ ~ S ~ U C ~ I ~ K Z ~  of 
a crisis or conventional war. To avoid such a possible development in 
future, the psycholog~cal of deterrence has to be krot alive. The nuclear 
weapons states would have to consciously *,rive to maintain a 
balanced strategv, in wt ?at and reassurance are Caref~lly 
blended according to the I mate S T  the neeas, fears, and goals 
of an adversary. In part~culdr, d c ; ~ I I ? ~ ~ I  object~ve of the oolicy should be 
the prevention of dangerous crises betweer. the sclperpowe 

A balanced deterrence then, if nuclear war' is to be a1 nd 

peace assured in our time, would be an adrnixtbre of acccl on 

and coercion.l14 For such a policy to be effective, the major nuclear 
weapons states, especially USA and USSR, would have to devote more 
energy to the task of arms control. To be sure, their leaders and pdlicy 
makers need to draw up and be firmly committed to a workable list of 
guidelines that would address pressing arms c nd 

strengthen the arms control regime,'15 including as \ red 

in the last section, the ABM treaty. 
Politics as Stanley Hoffman has maintained, is wholly 

psychological. Be that as it may, proposed solution to what may be 
regarded as importantly psychological problems of war and peace must 
be wholly p~l i t ica l . "~ This is precisely why emphasis is placed on the 
word 'workable'. Proposed solutions must be situated firmly within the 
cognitive context of the polycymakers, who must agree that their 
proposals will help to solve what they regard as real problems of war 
and peace, of deterrence and reassurance; not proposals that are based 
on 'perceptual distortion' or 'paranoia' or other psychological problems 

35 

voided a 
mmodati 

1. 

ssues a 
just argu 



For r 
:onventif 
~dntinue 

een as il 
With 

-.---Am,. 

srsenals 
-C CL, ,, 

of the 1 
^--+ ... .r 

ion amo 
gures ofi 
e from a 

.~ - 

! for wo 
or conflic 

~r ld  
CtS 

in contemporary international relat~ons."' 
Agreed, there is a general fear of nuclear desctruct 'ng 

citizens of the world, heightened perhaps by the enomous fi! :en 
advanced as the possible number of deaths that may aris~ InY 
nuclear war."' Such general fear has not necessarily led to a cons~srent 
nuclear policy. Rather, governments engage in disarmament and arms 
control talks if, and when, domestic political problems dictate such a 
stance. It is a well-known fact, for example, that a major reason why 
the Roaganites pursued the INF accord with the Soviets a d o  shore la- 

the Reagan administration from the debilitating effects of the In 
Contra affair. In my view, what is needed as a complement to a ~ o l  
of balanced deterrence, and as an additional s? ety valvc 
peace is a framework for negotiating arms control and maj~ 
that would survive governmental charges in Washington. 

low, certain features persist that do not augur well for peace. 
C ~ n a l  weapons still proliferate; governments in the West 
c to use military spending as winch for pulling their economies 
out of recession, and as a competitive ware for f o re i~n  trade, nuclea 
equipment that could be utilised to spread militaristic use of the atom 
is still being exchanged for political and economic advantage. Moreover, 
in a stated bid to render nuclear weapons obsolete, both the United 
States and the Soviet Union have energetically embarked on, and are 
vigorously pursuing multi-billion dollar versions of 'star wars' defences, 
exploring the use of satellites and lasers and other technologies once 
s tems of science fiction. 

the magnitude of the : wn nuclear 
weaputta states as well as those o~ ula aaLlai IluLlaal wadpons states 
such as Israel and South Africa, it is not an exaggeration to speak of 
the nuclear revolution in our time. The revolution is given more weight 
if we bear in mind that there are, many threats to the nuclear regime in 
the making. Yet, unless a state has firstptrike capability, it is hard to 
see how having 'the advantage 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, 'the 
side that is ahead is no more protected than the side that is behindl."O 

This is why from the strictly military sense, new nuclear or nuclear- 
aspiring states that lack the first-strike capability cannot be taken quite 
seriously in the nuclear equation. This is why, nearer home, the debate 
about the need for Nigeria to acquire a 'Black Bomb' hardly adds up to 
anything significant; nor does it help Nigeria's strategy towards its 
perceived leading enemy, South Africa. Even if Nigeria must go nuclear, 
given the assertive role it may consistently wish to play in African 
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' affairs and given its status as a reginonal power, its leaders do not have 
to harp on the country's intentions. 

After all, while successive regimes, especially the Shagari 
administraton, have literally pontificated about the nuclear option,12' 

I 
there is nothing concrete as of now to show for our efforts. If anything, 
a physical as opposed to a theoretical 'black bomb' still remains a 
distant dream. In the interim, while we have been identifying South 
Africa as our main reason for going nuclear, it has solidly emerged as 
a serious secret nuclear power, which is in possession of necessary 
delivery systems to launch an attack on any target in black Africa. 
Similarly, South Africa's nuclear mentor, Israel, has moved beyond first- 
strike to second-strike ~apab i l i t y . ' ~~  

To the degree that one should be objective enough to accept the 
obdurate reality that regardless of what one may advance as the virtues 
of safeguarding and, indeed, tightening the NPT regime, particularly in 
the context of promoting world peace in our time, the fact remains that 
nuclear proliferation be totally eliminated. If we are bolc I 

to accept this unpa act as, indeed, the IAEA's Direc 
admitted in 1983, t t  t can we do about it? 

My answers here are two-fold. First, IAEA's emph 
nonproliferation should be slanted in favour of the prombtion of 
of reactor types which are advanced over the present ligt 
reactors. One such example IS the nonproliferative light-water tnonurn- 
core concept. The thorium reactor will not only achieve the goal of 

I adequate energy supplies for the foreseeable future,but it will do so in 
1 a much simpler, safer and cheaper way. Since this type of reactor 

would be nonproliferative, it would be acceptable for vyorldwide 
1 deployment, especially to the Third World countries, which, for lack of 

oil or coal may genuinely be in great need of nuclear energy. True, the 
possiblility of utilising thorium rather than uranium, for nuclear energy 
has intrigued scientists ever since the Manhattan Project, but a 

1 workable thorium reactor has never been in wide use. 
ind that thorium is several times more abundant 

than isation of this reactor concept would ensure ample 
nucl for several centuies. Besides, a thorium reactor's 
pluton~urn proauct~on rate would be less tha~ ent of that of a 
stan tonium's isotopic t would make it 
unsi ation. The fissile I generated in the 
thorbultt WUUIU I I ~ ~ I I ~  ue burnt in place. In any case, the small 
resic lature by I times a 
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,onsiderina the ends. means and the conseauences of such ultimate 
steps. The cores would, of course, be suitable for. backlifting in tha 

pressure vessels of existi1 ar power plants, thus conservin 
multi-billion-naira or dollar i~ nts, and would have inherent safet 
improvements that greatly rauucx  he possibility of a meltdown. alst 
there would be a considerable saving in fuel 
of high-level and low-level radioactive wastc 
and the storage of spent fuel simplied.lZ3 

ther suggestion centres on the need to step u6 the pace ( 
in ~ a l  nuclear allergy. In recent years, peace and anti-nuclei 
mvv~ l l l~ l l t~  have proliferated in Europe, North America and the Pacific 
T se movements fo ~ c t  co lstituencie! 
in iure on the demo jimes in the Wes 
as we11 a: ~aigns to educatc citizens about t t  
inherent dangers of nuclear war. 

True, decisions on nuclear we 
reactor safety or industrial pollutio 
too complex and technical for the average clurel I. MII LI IG same. tt 
new communications technology can be mobilised by t t  
movements, or even anti-nuclear  government^.'^^ all otrnr th 
raise the level of public knowledge and understanding of the udrrye 
o arms races and nuclear proliferation. Modest as the outcome 
0 efforts might be, particularly on the known major weapons 
Slarsb ~l l~ lud ina the suoeroowers, they represent a potential avenue for 
reducing 
time. 

In advanc~ng me Idsr 1 

stretch d imagination a self-indulgent moral ab: who sees 
i-.. mipar de:e:rence as unquestionably wicked and s a 
L -  ~afora'ast or abciitionist stance. All the same, I be tic 
$5 wwcll as international public policy should not oniy ue lrlrluellLau by 
moral princ~ples, I by 
r r ~ r a l  phiiosophv. 

In this roscert, the teachlngs ot tne Kantlan,, ...... rnelr rule- 
orient~d *:rcum~~ts, and t irians or consequentialist, with their 
.act-'oriented perspectives, I be pondered over. Three essential 
'dimensions of sound mom 1e03~11ing that ought to be constantly and 
carefully weighed by leaders, nuclear strategists and citizen 
'6nds (or motives), mans, and consequences (likely results). r 

'much earlier, even a top-flight military strategistilike Claus 
virtue in these three dimensions. And in spite of his temarks about war 
as the use of unlimited violence in the sewice of the state he does not 
recommend an indiscriminate recourse t8@war; at least, not without 

3 8 

19 nucle 
nvestmel 
-..A. .-a 4 

NOTE 
I. For some analyses and/or translations of the works of these 

writers, See among several others, D.P. Verene, 'Hegel's Account 
cf War', in Z.A. Pelczynski, ed., Hegel's Political Philosophy: 
Problems and Perspectives (Cambridge: Cambridge University 
Press, 1971 1; 1. Kani, 'Conjectural Beginning of Human History', 
in L.W. Beck, ed., and E.E. Fackenheim, trans., On History 
(Indianapolis: Bobbs-Merrill, 1963); 1.' Kant, 'Perpetual Peace', in 
H. Reiss, ed., and H.B. Nisbert, trans., Political Writings 
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1970); Steven B. Smith, 
'Hegel's Views on War, the State, and International Relations', in 
American Political Science Review, vol. 77, no. 3, September 
1983, pp. 624-632; Bernard Brodie, '~/ausewitz: A Passion for 
War',World Politics, vol. 25, no. 2, January, 1973; Michael 
k k: On 
b 9761; 
a rant's 
Philosophy of History and Politics (Toronto: University of Toronto 
F 186). 

2. F ple, a rec 
notes that the work is still L I I ~  IIIUS~ i m p o r t a ~ ~ ~  3111yle: UUUK III LUUI J 

academic curriculuml. Note that the War College is like a graduate 
school for Colonels. It offers promising mid-career officers ten 
months of advanced study in subjects that range fmm battle 
strategy to budget manag 

3. Clause.vitz, On War. 
4. Note that some of Clausewltz's admirers dlSmlSS nls talk ot total 

v e produc monality link. Sc 
I itz: a Pa! War'. 

5. S R. Moo 'Clausewitz and 
War', World Politics, xxxi, 3,  (1 9791, 41 7-433. 

6. See, for example, Stephen Peter Rosen, 'Vietnam and the 
American Theory of Limited War', International Security, 7, (21, 
(1 9821, 81-1 13. 

7. C.  ibid. Also, se urner, 
Lyndon Johnson ': 0, Ill.: 
University of Chicago Press, Y l  YtlSI; and l ruong Nnu lann A 

C Memoir ?go, C.A. Harcourt, Brac 
1 
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APPENDIX I 
Wars With Deaths of 100.008 Or More* 

1. Local Date 19th Century Manaftlcnian Drirlha 
-1 L - - 2  

ivy Chie 
70. 

ral Operi ations in 

Nokh America: 
United States 
Latin America: 
Brazil 
Columbia 
Cuba 

Europe: 
Germany 
Gree-a 
Turk 

USS 
Far tasc 

China 

Indonesia 
Philil . 

Govt. 1861-65 Civil War, Confob,,-,, .-. 
1864-70 P ~ N  vs Brazil & 
1899-03 Liberals vs Cons1 
1868-78 Cuba vs Spain & 

Philippines 

Argentina 
srvative Gc 

1870-71 France vs Germanyirru~s~a 
1821-28 Greek revolt against Turkel 
1 828-29 USSR vs Turkey 
1877-78 USSR vs Turkey 
1853-56 Turkey s USSR; UK, Fr., It. . invading 

sning 1860-64 Taiping rebellion; UK interv 
186G72 Muslim rebellions vs China 
1873-78 Achinese vs Netherlands 
1899-02 Philippine revolt against US 

*Only the largest wars are shown in  these lists but the full record covers 'any conflict 
which includes one or more governments, involves the use of arms, and csuaea deaths 
of 1,000 people or more per year'. Included are both civilian and military fatalities. 
massacres, prllitical violence, and famine associated with the conflict. 

20th Cer 
ication of 1 Loca 

Latin nrnerlca 

Bolib 
Colu 

Date ldenti f Death* 

ria 
mbia 

1932-35 Paraguay vs Bolivia 
1949-62 "La Violencia"; civil war. Li 

vs. Conserv. Govt. 
191 0-20 Liberals & Radicals vs Got. Mex~ 

Euro 
Gree 
Pola~ 
Spaill 

1945-49 Civil war: UK intc 
191 9-20 USSR vs Poland 
'""@-39 Civil war; Italy, Purruyat a W - ~ V V W Z E V ,  

intervening Armenians deported 
Armenians deported 

.05 Japan vs Russia 
I Y I a-20 Civil war; Allied interventio~ 

Turkey 
USSR 



APPENDIX 2 
Formal Ag .eeme Europe and 0th !nt for Curl bing the AI rms Race* 

18 World 
,45 World 

War I 
War II A! ar Multilateral 

nriic~rctic Treaty, 1959 
es of Antarctica. including nucls 
Treaty, 1963 
:apons tests in  atmosphere, oul 

space I reaty. 1967 
testing, possession 

uards on facilities. 

Nucle 
A -.-- 30 states' 

1961 -70 Civil war, Kurds vs Govt.; 
massacre of Christians 1 05,000 

1982-86 Iran attack following Ira invasion 600,000 

1975-76 Civil war, Muslims vs Christians; 
Syria intervening 100.000 

1962-69 Coup; civil war; Egypt intervening 101,000 

Bans I 

Partia 
Bans 
Outer 

ear tepts. 

ter space, 

military us1 
I Test Ban 
nuclear wf - - 

1 
and under' 

12 states' 
water. 
82 states1 
I requires , deploym 

968 ..,--...- ..- - 

ent of nu clear wea 

.I...".. -6 6;. 

Ipons, anc 

1 : 

Bans 
safegl 
Non-F 
n.,..- 

Yemen, AR 
South Asia 
Afghanistan 

! 'roliferation Treaty, 1 32 states1 
I uollJ transfer of nuclear 'W~~, ,U, ,U tol.lllluluy, vl llro weapons 

I states. Commits latter to halt arms r; 

I Sealbed Treaty, 1971 74 states' 
Bans nuclear weapons on the seabec oastal limit. 

I South Pacific Nuclear Free Zone Treary, I yar, 3 statesZ. 

1978-86 Civil war, Muslims vs Govt.. 
USSR intewenin 500.000 

1971 Bengalis vs Pak; d.; famine & 
massacres 1,500,000 

1946-48 Muslims vs Hindus; UK intervening; massacres 800,000 

Bangladesh 

India 
Far 
Can 

B 

East 
ibodia 

Bans testing, manufacture, acquisition, stationing of nuclear weapons. 
Requests five nuclear weapons states to sign protocol banning use or threat of 
noclear weapons and nuclear testing. 
' As of 1986, see Ruth Leger Sivard, World Military and SocialExpenditures, 

I 
1986 (Washington, D.C.: World Priol 

1970-75 Civil war, Khmer Rouge vs ', US intew. 156.000 
1975-78 Pol Pot Govt. vs people fa1 massacres 2,200,000 
1928 Muslim rebellion vs Govt. 200,000 
1930-35 Civil war, Communists vs 5Q0,000 

1937-41 Japan vs China 1,800,000 
1946-50 Civil war. Communists vs nuomlnrang Govt. 1.000.000 
1950-51 Govt. executes landlords 1,000.000 

1 956-59 Tibetan revolt 100,000 

1965-66 Aborlive coup; massacres 500,000 
1975-80 Annexation of East Timor; famine & massacres - 100,000 

.' 1950-53 Korean War; UN intervening 2,889,000 
1945-54 War of independence from France 600,000 

1960-65 Civil war, Vietcong vs Govt.; US intc 300,000 
1965-75 Peak of Indo-Chtna War; US bombin- 2,058,000 

Govt.; N\I 
mine and 

China 
Govt. rities. 198 

I 
B Other Multilateral 

Geneva Protocol, 1925 20 st?tesl 
Bans the use in war of asphyxiati s, and of 

I bacteriological methods of warfare. 

1 1  Biological Weapnos Convention, 197 99 states1 
1 Bans the development, production, stockpiling, and use of I > I ~ . ! ~ . I ! ~ I ;  . r l  agents and 

toxins; requires the destruction of stocks. 
Environmental Modification Convention, 1977 47 states1 
Bans military or other hostile use of techniques tu cnarige weather patterns, 
ocean currents, ozone layer, or ecological balance. 

ng, poisol 

'2 

1 .  
~ther  gase 

'ea * 
tnam 

Kor 
Vie 

Af rica 
Algeria 
Burundi 
Ethiopia 
Mozambique 
Nigeria 

1954-62 Civil war, Muslims vs Govt., France intervening 320,000 

1972 Hutu vs Govt.; massacres 100,000 
1974-86 Eritrean revolt and famine 545,000 

1981-86 Famine worsened by civil 100,OC 

1967-70 Civil war, Biafrans vs Gov 
famine & massacres 2.000.0C 

1956-65 Tutsis vs Govt.; massacres 108.W 
1963-73 Christians vs Arab Govt.; massacres 300,OC 
1905-07 Revolt against Germany; massacres 3OO.OC 

'- 9.905-07 Revolt against Germany; massacres 300,OC 

',TS81,-85 Aimy vs peoplf 1 0 2 . 0 0 ~  
1960-65 Katanga seces! 100,000 

I Inhumane Weapons Convention, 1981 

Ili 

26 states'," 
Bans use of fragmentation bombs not detectable in  the human body; bans use 

I1 against civilians of mines, booby traps, and incc.idiaries. 
war 
't; I - 

-. Nuclear Bilateral 
Hot Line and Modernization Agreements. 1963 US-USSR Establishes direct 

,I radio and wire-telegraph links between Moscbw and Washington to ensure 

' ~ !  communication between heads of governmi*it in  times of crisis. 1971 
agreement provided for satellite communicatio: . 
Accidents Measures Agreements, 1971 US-USSR 
Pledges US and USSR to  improve safeguards against accidental or unauthorized 
use of nuclear weapons. I ABM Treaty (SALT I). 1972 US-USSR 

Limits anti-ballistic missile systems to  two  deployment areas on each side. In 
1 ,  

Protocol of 1974, each side restricted to one deployment erea. 
11 

SALT I Interim Agreement, 1972 US-USSR 
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Source: Ruth Leger Sivard, World Milita~ y and Social Expenditures, 1986 (Washington, 
D.C.: World Priorities, 1986). 



F~eezcs the number of strategic ballistic missile launchers, and permits an 
increase i n  SLBM launchers up to  an agreed level only wi th equivalent 
dismantling of older ICBM or SLBM launchers. 
Prevention of Nuclear War Agreement, 1973 US-USSR 
Requires cansultation between the t w o  countries if there is a danger of nuclear 
war. 
SALT I1 Treaty, 1979 US-USSP2 
Limits numbers of strategic nuclear delivery vehicles, launchers of MIRV d 
missiles, bombers wi th long-range cruise missiles, warheads on existing 
ICBM's, etc. Bans testing or deploying new types of ICBM's. As new delivery 
vehicles are deployed. old ones must be dismantled. 
Threshold Tesl 3an rreaty, 1974 US-USSR2 
Bans "group e,:plosions" w i th  aggregate yield over 1,500 kilotons; requires on- 
site observers of  explosions wi th  yield over 150 kilotons. 

1. Number of  accessions and ratifications, as recorded b y  ACDA, October 1986. 
2. Not yet  ratified. 
3. US  has signed but  n o t  yet  ratified. 
4. Nine states signed, 3 ratified; 8 required for ratification. 




