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ABSTRACT

The development of nuclear weapons brought a new twist in inter-state relations. Since sustainable development is a sine qua
non for any progressive society,developed countries like the United States and the Soviet Union embarked on the
development of more advanced weapons, the hydrogen bomb while others such as Britain, France, China and Japan, though
got their nuclear breakthrough late, eventually joined the nuclear club. A few African Countries, notably South Africa, had
experiences and took positions with respect to nuclear weapons technology, while other countries such as Egypt, Algeria,
Libya and Nigeria also made attempt at various times. Therefore, the overall objective of this study is to explain the rationale
for African desire at acquiring nuclear technology, whether for military purpose like other countries or for peaceful means
and why the continent has failed to achieved this noble desire. The study utilise foreign policy and national interest as
analytical tool. The findings revealed that while the developed countries are improving their nuclear might both in military

and civil terms, pressure from the west and the poverty level of Africans, buried the nuclear project.
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INTRODUCTION

As the bomb fell over Hiroshima and exploded, we saw an entire city disappear. | wrote in
my log the words: My God what have we done? Robert Lewis, (cited in Rourke & Boyer,
2003, p. 245).

Early on the morning of August 6, 1945, an America B-29 dropped a single bomb on the Japanese city of Hiroshima. The
blinding flash of the explosion a few seconds later was followed by the appearance of a mushroomed-shaped cloud which
soon towered for miles over the doomed city. In this apocalyptic way, the people of the world learned that the atomic age had
begun. In a single moment, it seemed problems of international conflict and cooperation, war and peace, had become
question of the future of mankind, even of its survival. Since then, the hydrogen bomb and experiments with bacteriological
and chemical weapons have improved the techniques of mass destruction to the point where the atom bomb itself is hardly
more than a conventional weapon. Since Hiroshima, too many efforts have been made to adjust man’s thinking and
institution to the imperative of the atomic age, but these efforts have fallen far short of the dimension of the crisis.
Hiroshima’s day of doom marked the world debut of the atomic bomb, but not the birthday of the atomic age. (Palmer &
Perkins 2007).

It must be noted that the actual process that led to the development of atomic bomb can be traced to the wars fought by
Prussia under the leadership of Otto Von Bismarck against Denmark (1864), Austria (1866) and France (1870-71). Prussia’s

enemies were decimated in quick succession as (Ziegler, 1997, p.12) argued:

The startling Prussian victory was made possible by a factor that has loomed increasingly large in every
war since then-modern industrial technology. In addition to showing the use of war as an instrument of
policy, Bismarck war marked the entrance of that technology as a decisive factor in International
politics. The development that led to the atomic bomb and the intercontinental missile had its beginning

here.

Consequently, the wars that followed, particularly the First and Second World Wars, witnessed the development and

deployment of poisonous gas, submarines, airplanes, and of course, the atomic bomb.

The advent of the nuclear age coincided with the Second World War, especially with the bombings of two Japanese cities of
Hiroshima and Nagasaki on August 6 and 9, 1945. Immediately, the Soviet Union came up with more sophisticated nuclear
weapons, the hydrogen bomb (Waltz, 2000; Palmer & Perkins 2007) strictly for military purposes. To justify this, several
reasons were given with the hope that it will deter aggression (Halperin, 1972), (yet aggression persist everyday); protect
territorial integrity, ensure superiority and prestige (which will in turn secure allies and alliances from all parts of the world);
and to counter perceived threat (Waltz, 2000). The Republic of South Africa began its nuclear weapon program in 1948 after
given permission to South Africa Atomic Energy Commission (SAAEC) to oversee the country’s uranium mining and
industrial trade. Egypt followed suit in 1959 (Federation of American Scientists, 2005), Libya in the 1970s (Federation of
American Scientists 2011a), Nigeria began investing into nuclear research in 1975 (Babatunde, 2011) while Algeria launched

its nuclear program in the early 1980s (Federation of American Scientists 2011b). This is what sustainability is all about, the



ability to retain and improved upon what you have. Despite these assurances of nuclear development, both for military and
non-military purposes that would probably had placed the continent on the global stage, African leaders decided to jettison
this noble idea for a mere pot of porridge. Thus, citizens begin to asked what has happened and why has the continent lagged
behind other continents in its quest to be a major nuclear hub, whether for military or peaceful means. The answer is simple,
‘Dependence’. The question remains, ‘will Washington or Moscow risk their lives to protect any African country in case of

an aggressive act by any nuclear-wielding country?’
THEORISING FOREIGN POLICY AND NATIONAL INTEREST

Foreign policy has been defined and described in various ways in different scholarly literature. Many scholars conceive it as
the general principles which govern a state interaction with others in the international system. (Plano & Olton, 1982)
explained that, ‘foreign policy is the strategy or planned course of action developed by the decision makers of a state vis a vis
other states or international entities, aimed at achieving specific goals defined in terms of the national interest’. (William,
1975) sees foreign policy in terms of ‘high diplomacy as concerned primarily with other states, with international stability
and the rules of the international system, and with the promotion of national interest through the cultivation of good relations

with other government and the negotiation and maintenance of international agreements’.

Foreign Policy is seen as’ consisting of decisions and actions which involve to some appreciable extent relations between one
state and another’ (Frankel, 1975). It is interplay between the outside and inside (Northedge 1968). To properly situate this
analysis, and to elaborate on the definitions above, foreign policy is a planned course of actions and inactions of a state
towards other external entities, both state and non- state actors, with the aim of manipulating and influencing them in order to
realise set objectives that are in conformity with the state’s perceived national interest. Foreign policy is not a one-sided
affair. Countries relate with each other on the basis of mutual respect promoted by sovereignty of each of them. Countries
should not be arm-twisted, threatened or coerced into abandoning its national objectives as was done against African

countries.

National interest as an analytical tool serves as a conceptual guide by providing the objectives often considered by a state
while weighing an intended foreign policy option (Anifowose & Enemuo 1999). It is a constantly changing pluralistic set of
subjective preferences (Snyder, Bruck, & Sapin, 1954). These preferences changes whenever the requirements (needs) and
aspirations (wants) of the citizens change. Morgenthau (1948) argued that the, ‘objectives of foreign policy must be defined
in terms of national interest and must be supported with adequate power. Further, the national interest of a state can only be
defined in terms of national security and national security must be defined as integrity of the national territory and its
institutions. Morgenthau’s view is that a statesman would be acting against the national interest-in other words, he would be
behaving irrationally if he fails to pursue those concrete (and selfish) objectives dictated by national power and, instead,
pursued goals, no matter how desirable, dictated by ethical or ideological considerations, a sense of legal obligation,

sensitivity to public opinion, or worse, sentimental attachment to, and empathy for, certain persons or group of persons.

From the stand point of Marxist political economy, in every class society, national interest is another name for class interest.
Hence for Marx and Engels (1977), national interest is the interest of the selected classes that dominate the power of the state.

Whenever the concept is used, it should be understood as the interest of the state. The interest of the state is essentially, but
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not exclusively, the interest of the dominant class in the society. The interest of the dominant class is that vital goal which the
dominant class persistently pursue in relations with other classes at home and abroad. It is that goal which is essential for the
continued reproduction of the dominant class. Accordingly, the international society is composed of social classes which are
in dynamic interaction with one another, both within and across the frontiers of states. As the class character of each national

society differs from that of another, so does the nature of her national interest (Asobie, 2007).

In the real sense of the word, national interest encapsulates the point that government need to act according to the interest of
their own people even if this conflict with the interest of other states and people. The import of the foregoing is that it tries to
link national interest with foreign policy as they closely relate. In other words, foreign policy and national interest are
inseparable concepts in international relations, and indeed, the foundation of a state’s foreign policy is her national interest

which in turn directs the course of the foreign policy (Anifowose & Enemuo 1999).
NUCLEAR WEAPONS TECHNOLOGY: THE AFRICAN STATUS

According to the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA), Algeria, Egypt, Ghana, Libya, Morocco, Nigeria and South
Africa, currently have operational nuclear research reactors. In addition, South Africa has two nuclear power reactors both
intended for civil nuclear energy purposes. At present, South Africa is the only country in Africa with nuclear power reactors
(Broodryk & Stott, 2012).

REPUBLIC OF SOUTH AFRICA

In March 1993, South Africa President, De Klerk announced that the country has dismantled its nuclear programme.
According to him, “a nuclear deterrent had become not only superfluous, but in fact, an obstacle to the development of South

Africa’s International Relations” (BBC, 1993). This of course was a mere face saving pronouncement.

In 1957, South Africa reached an understanding with the United States after signing fifty years collaboration under the U.S.
sanctioned programmed, the atom for peace. The treaty concluded the South Africa acquisition of a single nuclear research
reactor and an accompanying supply of the highly enriched uranium fuel located in Pelindaba. On September 22 1979, South
Africa conducted her first ever nuclear test codenamed, operation phoenix. From the 1960s to the 1980s, South Africa
pursued research into weapons of mass destruction including nuclear, biological and chemical weapons and came out with
the assemblage of six nuclear weapons. However, with the fear of South Africa’s forces coupled with the threat of domino
effect in favour of communism, represented in South Africa by Cuba proxy forces in Angola and threatening Namibia. In
1988, South Africa signed the tripartite accord with Cuba and Angola which led to the withdrawal of South Africa and Cuba
troops from Angola and independent Namibia. Another possible motivation for eliminating nuclear weapons in South Africa
was probability of an African National Congress (ANC) government in the near future. The ANC was listed as a terrorist
organization by the USA, and it had a long history of cooperating with leaders such as Muammar Gaddafi and organization

such as Palestinian Liberation Organisation (PLO).

The pre-emptive elimination of nuclear weapons would make a significant contribution towards peace, stability and progress,

improving South Africa’s relation with and restoring credibility in regional and international politics. Before the anticipated



change over to a majority elected ANC government in the 1990s, the South Africa government stood down its nuclear
weapons programme in 1989. All the bombs (six constructed and one under construction) were dismantled and South Africa
acceded to the Non-proliferation Treaty (NPT) when her ambassador to the United States, Harry Schwarz signed the treaty in
1991.

On 19 August 1994, after completing its inspection, the IAEA confirmed that one partially completed and six fully completed
nuclear weapons had been dismantled. As a result the IAEA was satisfied that the South Africa’s nuclear programme had
been converted to peaceful applications. Following this, South Africa joined the Nuclear Supplier Group (NSG) as a full
member on 5™ April 1995. South Africa played a leading role in the establishment of the African Nuclear Weapon Free Zone
(ANWFZ), the Treaty of Pelindaba in 1996, becoming one of the first members in 1997. South Africa also signed the
Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty (CTBT) in 1996 and ratified it in 1999 (Vrancken, 2011; Keller, 1993). However, it is
worthy to be mentioned at this juncture that South Africa still respect the atom for peace treaty she signed with the United
States in 1957, and “remains one of the few countries in the world that has produced and destroyed its own arsenal”
(Liberman, 2001). Though there are no more traces of nuclear weapons in South Africa today, the nuclear material she
currently possesses is for peaceful purpose; for electricity generation, better vegetable and animal lives and develops the
society at large. Basically, the two events that led to dismantling of South Africa nuclear weapons, included, labelling of
ANC as a terrorist group; and the urgency with which the country’s ambassador to the USA signed the NPT was deliberately
meant to prevent and arm-twist the nation’s incoming black government from having nuclear weapons for military purposes.
(Moravcsik, 2000) argued, “...facing the likely formation of a future black government, de Klerk (and to some extent, his
cabinet) decided to destroy South Africa’s indigenous nuclear arsenal and accede to the NPT to “tie the hands” of that future

government, thereby preventing any potential misuse of the technology, whether in its proliferation or use against a target”.

PEOPLES DEMOCRATIC REPUBLIC OF ALGERIA

France conducted 17 nuclear weapon tests, (four atmospheric and 13 underground) in Algeria desert between 1960 and 1966,
the health effect of which remains a point of contention between both countries (Lamine, 2010). After independence, Algeria
launched its nuclear programme in the early 1980s and established the Commissariat for New Energy to develop nuclear
energy. It was speculated that Algeria may have been developing a nuclear weapons programme in cooperation with
Argentina and China in the 1980s and the 1990s, which presumably was motivated by the desire to counter a passive threat
from Libya. However, the IAEA found little evidence of a weapons programme. It was confirmed that Algeria purchased a
research reactor from Argentina in 1985, prior to Argentina’s accession to the NPT in 1995; and China has been Algeria’s
main supplier of nuclear technology since a secret agreement between the two countries was signed in 1983 for the
construction of the latter’s nuclear reactor in 1988 which first reached its criticality in 1992. The first (Nur), constructed by
Argentina in 1987, reached criticality in 1989. In 1992, Algeria accepted IAEA safeguards under pressure from the United
States. Algeria joined the NPT in 1995 after rejecting for decades on the principle that, “Algeria should not have to renounce
nuclear weapons programme when other nations could continue with theirs” (Federation of American Scientists, 2011;

IAEA, 2011; IISS, 2008). There are currently two operational research reactors in Algeria, both intended for civilian nuclear



energy purposes. The IAEA has provided research assistant to Algeria relating to the possibility of adopting nuclear energy

and a means of generating electricity (Broodryk&Stott 2012).



ARAB REPUBLIC OFEGYPT

Egypt, under president Gamal Nasser ventured into nuclear technology when he founded the Egyptian Atomic Energy
Commission in 1955. Until the 1967 Six Day War, it made impressive progress in developing an Egyptian nuclear
infrastructure—whether Nasser intended this infrastructure to serve military or exclusively peaceful purposes remains a
matter of considerable debate. Under Nasser, Egypt also pursued a ballistic missile program, which one day could have
yielded nuclear weapons delivery systems had the country decided to go nuclear (Fitzpatrick, 2008; IAEA, 2005). Since then,
Egypt has not engaged in any significant efforts to develop a nuclear weapon capability. Instead of developing nuclear
weapons, Egypt has focused on increasing conventional forces, and it has neither ratified the Biological and Toxin Weapons
Convention (BTWC) nor the Chemical Weapons Convention (CWC).

Egypt did initiate a nuclear programme in 1959 and acquire a nuclear research reactor from the Sosviet Union in 1961.
However, this reactor was small and not capable of producing a significant amount of weapons grade material. Egypt
discarded its nuclear ambitions after the defeat to Israel in the six day war in 1967 and signed the NPT the following year.
Still, Egypt delayed ratifying the NPT until 1981, presumably because the government had evidences that Israel had initiated
a nuclear weapon programme. For example, in 1961 Nasser warned that if Israel acquired such weapons, "we will secure
atomic weapons at any costs (Federation of American Scientists, 2005; Solingen, 2007). Egypt has not signed the CTBT, and
its signature is required for the treaty to enter into force. Egypt has linked its lack of ratification of the CTBT to Israel’s
nuclear stance, and has expressed that it will not ratify the CTBT until Israel join the NPT (Daily Times, 2005; Grossman,
2014a).

According to the IAEA, Egypt is currently one of the seven African countries that possess nuclear research reactors. Like
Algeria, Egypt has received research assistance from IAEA regarding the adoption of nuclear energy as a means of
generating electricity (Broodryk&Stott 2012). Egypt expanded this initiative to endorse not only nuclear weapons, but all
weapons of, mass destruction, thus including biological and chemical weapons (Federation of American Scientists, 2005).
Egypt is central in the ongoing process of possibly creating a weapon of mass destruction free zone in the Middle East
(Grossman, 2014b).

LIBYAN ARAB REPUBLIC

Libya ratified the NPT in 1975 and five years later, it reached an agreement with the IAEA on international inspections of its
nuclear installations. Despite this, President Muammar Gaddafi repeatedly proclaimed in the mid 1970s and the 90s that
Libya was determined to acquire nuclear weapons, and pursued new avenues for its procurement (Sinai 1997). This desire
was presumably motivated by Gaddafi’s conviction that Israel had acquired nuclear weapons, thus must sign the NPT
(Cirincione, Wolfsthal, &Rajkumor, 2002).

Over the following decades, Libya cooperated with various states in order to assemble the necessary technology and
resources to acquire nuclear weapons. As a result, may have had the theoretical capability to develop certain nuclear
weapons. British intelligence revealed in 2002 that Libya was involved in the Pakistani nuclear Scientist, khan’s network

responsible for illegally delivering nuclear weapons technology to non nuclear states including North Korea in the early



2000s, and that Khan’s network was central to all aspect of Libya’s nuclear programme (Federation of American Scientists,
2011; Albright &Hinderstein, 2004).

In December 2003, following nine months of secret talks between Libya, USA, and British officials, Libya announced that it
would destroy all of its biological, chemical and nuclear weapons. Libya also agreed to allow for international inspection of
its weapon facilities (Global Security, 2011). Following the 2011 Libyan revolution leading to the fall of Gaddafi’s regime in
September, it has been claimed that radioactive materials was discovered at a military site. What was found was said to be the
so called yellow cake (Davenport, 2014), which is, processed uranium ore that may be used to produce enriched uranium for
nuclear purposes (CNN, 2011). Though this information is yet to be confirmed by the IAEA, but the National Transitional
Council has announced that they are in close contact with the IAEA and have no interest in keeping the materials (Novosti,
2011).

THE SEARCH FOR NIGERIAN PERSPECTIVE

As far back as 1978, Nigerian began investing into nuclear research which led to the establishment of two nuclear training
centres: Centre for Energy Research and Development (CERD) at the ObafemiAwolowo University, lle Ife as well as Centre
for Energy Research and Training (CERT) at the Ahmadu Bello University, Zaria. The Nuclear Technology Centre (NTC)
located in the Sheda Science and Technology Complex (SHESTCO) Abuja was established in 1988 as the third training and
research centre. Since the aspiration of becoming a nuclear power was unattainable, the desire to develop non-military
applications of nuclear technology for the benefits of its citizens led to the establishment of these centres. The original
designs were to develop safe applications for nuclear technology in medical and human health, management of water

resources and energy (power) sector (Babatunde, 2011).

Furthermore, the Nigerian Atomic Energy Commission (NAEC) was set up to provide legal and regulatory framework for
these nuclear technology applications in Nigeria within a strict regulatory provision as specified by the Nigerian Nuclear
Regulatory Authority (NNRA). Most unfortunately, Nigeria has not fared well at all in this effort. Even though Nigeria is
among the first set of countries to sign international treaties on nuclear technology applications, this has not translated into
any meaningful progress. One wonders why the nation has failed woefully in its efforts to harness nuclear technology for
noble and peaceful purposes where other countries of the world such as Egypt and India have made great advances. These

have great national and international implications for the Nigerian economy.

The global trend in nuclear technology development with particular reference to the experiences of Egypt and India is such
that the world has long left Nigeria behind. In the case of Egypt’s nuclear program, The Egyptian atomic energy authority
(EAEA) was established for the development and utilisation of nuclear science and technology for peace, welfare, safety and
security of the Egyptian society. EAEA has been involved in conducting research to develop nuclear technology applications
in the field of agriculture, industry, health and environment. The nuclear medicine component of the Egyptian nuclear
program has made remarkable advancement in the biomedical applications. Clinical therapy through the applications of
radio-isotopes in medicine, for ailment such as breast cancer, lung cancer, brain tumor, etc has been provided for many

Egyptian citizens.



As a result, the number of Egyptians travelling abroad for healthcare has been greatly minimised. Interestingly, the size of
nuclear facility deployed in Abuja is twice the capacity of the one established in Cairo. But it is an irony that Nigeria has not
been able to achieve any meaningful progress with the facility since its establishment in 1978. It is very sad to note that many
Nigerians have died of cancer of the lung and breast, yet the facility that was meant to provide medical assistance and prevent
their death was provided many years ago. In addition, those who could afford huge medical treatment abroad are spending
millions of dollars in foreign hospitals for treatment of different cases of cancer. This unfortunately is a significant economic

loss to the nation as funds that should have been used for building Nigeria are being taken to foreign lands.

In the case of India’s nuclear program, radiation from radio-isotope has been applied for immense benefits in areas of
improved health care and agricultural productivity. In India today, application of radiation to agriculture has resulted in the
release of 22 improved varieties of seeds which are contributing significantly to the increase of GDP of the country. The
achievement of India and other technology centres in the world have clearly demonstrated the advantages of food
preservation by irradiation. Sadly for Nigeria, the story is that of a shattered dream. Over 60% of the perishable agricultural
products such as vegetables, fruits, etc are being destroyed annually while the nuclear facility that was acquired for the
purpose of preserving these food items is left dormant or at best applied non-productively. Consequently, the nation’s foreign
reserve is greatly depleted as millions of dollars is being expended annually on importation of processed foods and drinks

from other countries that are careful not to be reckless in the application of their nuclear technology.

In 1987 Professor BolajiAkinyemi (cited in Brook, 1987), came up with the idea that Nigeria could utilize nuclear technology
to develop military grade weapons which would strategically position it as a nuclear power and enable it to be more effective
in the pursuit of its foreign policy agenda. He referred to the proposal as the black bomb. He noted that, “Nigeria has a sacred
responsibility to challenge the racial monopoly of nuclear weapons”. He believed that Nigeria has the capacity to emerge as
the first black power and that this has been the silent expectation of the world when the nation attained independence in 1960.
The black bomb proposal was forward looking in the way it was meant to be approached when it was presented. If it had
been adopted before now, the current doubt about whether Nigeria is the giant of Africa or the ridiculous manner Nigeria has
been addressed even by African countries that have benefitted immensely from its foreign policy would have been non-
existent. That is, Nigeria would have been treated and addressed more respectfully in Africa and even in the world. But the
people in charge of the apparatus of government to implement such policies were not so forward looking. This is deeply
regrettable. This is a dream that is now far from reality, or perhaps completely shattered, especially now that the resistance of

the international community against ownership of nuclear weapon has grown very strong (Babatunde, 2011).

From this analysis, beginning from the failure of African countries to continue with their nuclear weapons programme, to the
call for Nigeria to break the racial monopoly of nuclear weapons by investing in and developing nuclear weapon which
could have placed her strong among the comity of nations, one is therefore tempted to ask, what went wrong? Most recently,
Obiozor (2012) urged Nigeria to develop nuclear capability as a sovereign right and legitimate aspiration of the country, like
any other nation on earth. He spoke in Lagos against the background of the pressure being mounted on the political
leadership to sign NPT that will limit Nigeria’s growth and development “in favour of the United States and other western
power” that want to maintain monopoly over development of nuclear capabilities, even for peaceful purposes particularly in

generation of energy”. He added that, “I think it is fundamentally wrong for some countries to think that they are better



prepared to prevent nuclear explosion and to assume that apart from them all other countries on earth are at best, irrelevant
and incomplete. | think Nigeria, for the purpose of its strategic position in Africa and West Africa, should develop nuclear
capability, there’s absolutely nothing wrong with that aspiration. Since this call, Nigerian political leadership has remained
silent on this matter by not showing enough character, strength and assertiveness as to whether the country has the necessary

requirements, such as expertise, knowledge, technology and resources (human and capital).
THE ODDS AGAINST AFRICA’S DEVELOPMENT OF NUCLEAR WEAPON CAPABILITIES

There are certain underlying factors that have or may have inhibited Africa’s nuclear development efforts. Africa and indeed

Nigeria’s refusal to invest into nuclear research and development is hinged on a plethora of factors:
THE POVERTY RATE IN AFRICA

The United States and other countries of the west capitalize on the precarious poverty situation in the continent to exploit and
prevent nuclear development in Africa. They promise, and most cases, render assistance in the form of loans, aids, grants and
other forms of support to Africa through its political leadership, not bothered whether such assistance is directed at the actual
purpose for which it is intended, for as much as their intention and desires are achieved. This assistance is normally in
exchange for the stoppage of Africa’s nuclear weapons development for military intentions as earlier discussed in the case of
Algeria and Egypt (Broodryk & Stott 2012). It was this same scenario that played itself in the six party talks involving
Washington, Moscow, Tokyo, Beijing, Seoul and Pyongyang (Rourke, 2005), amidst the insistence by North Korea to go
ahead with its nuclear program. Pyongyang was promised aids amounting to several billions of dollars in exchange for its
nuclear program. Yet, North Korea stubbornly went ahead, not just to develop long and short range missile, but to defile the
NPT agreement which she earlier signed and rescinded, to test them underground. Though this didn’t go down well with
Washington, yet the deed has already been done. Africa political leadership lack such courage, enthusiasm, character,
assertiveness and daring attitude to look at Washington eye ball to eye ball to say NO. This is not healthy for Africa’s growth

and development.
PRESSURE FROM THE WEST

A lot of pressure is being mounted on the leaders of Africa by the United States and its allies in the West to sign the NPT in
order to prevent Africa countries from acquiring and developing nuclear weapons to the detriment of the continent’s
development while they (West) hold the monopoly. Otherwise what was the rationale behind South Africa, a country that
constructed six nuclear weapons and the seventh under construction, and even tested same, all of a sudden decided to
dismantle them, thus rendering all put together, including finance, to assemble the materials and develop them, to be in vain,

and then became the first country in Africa to sign the NPT.

In similar vein, after spending much resource to acquire nuclear weapons technology, Libya decided to invite the IAEA to
inspect its nuclear facilities which she later destroyed, though not yet functional, and stopped the programme. In the case of
Nigeria, for the past thirty five years, three nuclear training and research centres were established to meet the nuclear needs of

the Nigerian people, as of today, nothing has come out of it successfully.
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The Chairman/ Chief Executive of Nigeria Atomic Energy Commission, Osaisai (2011) said there are five training and
research centres established within five universities in the country, yet there is no prospect of developing them due to
pressure from the west. Similarly in 2008, the United States warned Nigeria not to rely on rogue nation in its quest to acquire
nuclear technology and that Washington was closely monitoring the growing clamour by Abuja to join the elite group of
nuclear nation with great apprehension. The White House spokes woman, Perino (2008) said, it is a concern shared by the
administration about the spread of nuclear materials. That America is concerned about Nigeria’s discussion with Iran and on
the acquisition of nuclear materials. In a swift reaction, Nigeria’s Minister of Foreign Affairs, Ojo Maduekwe, denied that the
country wants nuclear weapons from Iran after Washington protested to Aso Rock on the deal.What this means is that

warning, threat and pressure from outside, hampers the continent’s nuclear development efforts.
FOREIGN POLICY POSTURE

All through history, especially prior to and immediately Nigeria attained independence, its foreign policy was directed
towards the West. The height of this pro-westernization was the period between 1957 and the end of civil war in 1970. In
fact, Tafawa Balewa’s regime’s commitment to the West was so aggressive that anything outside the west made no meaning
to the regime. Despite his consistent stance on non alignment, his speeches on major national and international issue betrayed
him. To justify this assertion, he made statements like, “we shall never forget our old friends”, “those we are accustomed to”,
etc, apparently referring to Britain and the United States as Nigeria’s best friends, if not allies; and their leaders more reliable
and trustworthy than those from the Eastern bloc. He said in his Independence Day broadcast to the nation that, “we are

grateful to the British whom we have known first as masters, then as leaders, and finally as partners, but always as friends”.

This justifies Awolowo’s statement that, “the Prime Minister could hardly take any major foreign policy decision without
first consulting the British government”. Apparently referring to the Bizerta crisis of 1961 in which Balewa had to travel to
London to seek the advice of British government before issuing any statement on the issue. He regarded communism as an
evil and a great threat to his government and promised to prevent its infiltration and ideas to Nigeria. Nigeria’s pro-west
policy was also manifested in the unbalanced pattern of diplomatic relations with the outside world after independence. For
example, four of the first five diplomatic posts opened outside Africa was in the west: London, Washington, Bonn and Rome.
The other was Jeddah in Saudi Arabia, though the ambassador resided in Khartoum. It was not until late 1961 that the Soviet
was allowed to open an embassy in Lagos. Between 1960 and 1965, there were 52 foreign missions in Lagos of which only
six belonged to the eastern bloc countries of Russia, Yugoslavia, Bulgaria, Czechoslovakia, Poland and Hungary. As if this
was not enough, Balewa’s government imposed unprecedented restriction on the number of Soviet diplomats in Nigeria,

importation of communist literature and on travel to soviet bloc countries and discouraged soviet bloc aid and trade.

Throughout Balewa’s era, Nigeria was referred to as a “status quo state, a stooge and minion of the west” (Idang, 1973).
Presently, Nigeria is gradually restructuring its foreign policy to be all embracing, including opening diplomatic missions in
many countries (West, East, Arab and Middle East), and its latest romance with Iran over the acquisition of nuclear materials
and the sponsoring of some Nigerians to Russia and China for further studies. Despite this restructuring, the character
disposition of Nigeria political leadership and her foreign policy makers is still tilted towards the west. What this means is

that whatever decision is taken in the west, particularly the United State and Britain, still have effect on Nigeria. This has left
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in its trail suppression, oppression, repression and subjugation of Nigerians and, indeed, Nigeria. Now that the craze to stop

nuclear weapon proliferation is stronger, Nigeria will no doubt abide by it.

12



DOMESTIC PRESSURE AND HIGH PRODUCTION COST

It is a truism that apart from the tasking and high knowledge required to acquire the necessary expertise on nuclear
technology, it is also highly capital intensive. That is, the time required to gather nuclear information and materials and to
assemble them is tasking while the actual project execution is monetarily demanding. According to the Stockholm
International Peace Research (SIPRI) and the United States Arms Control and Disarmament Agency (ACDA), total military
expenditure is well over $568 billion per annum. The US and Russia alone in 1979 spent about 54% of the total resources for
military purpose in the world (Akinyemi,  Akindele,Vogt, Aluko & Ede, 1986). Where a country like the United States
spent a whopping $2.2 trillion in five years on defense only (Rourke, 2005), both in nuclear and other forms of military
hardware, Africa countries cannot spent same. It is in this regard that some people are of the view that it is better to direct
such amount in developing human capital, build infrastructure, restructure, reform and uplift the continent’s economy rather

than waste such amount on defense.

For instance, Akinyemi et al. (1986) posited that there has been a disturbing trend in the allocation of resources worldwide
for military purposes. Given the low level of economic development in the third world in general and in tropical Africa in
particular, the burden of defense spending must be insufferably heavy. This is not to deny that in view of the poor
performance of the African countries during the first and second United Nations development decades and also because of
the pressing problems of growing shortage of food, population explosion, decreasing stock of non-renewable natural
resources, energy problems, rural-urban migration and others, the observable trends of increased militarization in terms of the
total resources used for military preparedness has become a major concern to both the African government themselves and
the United Nations.

A meaningful approach tom the assessment of defense spending in Africa, Qualitatively and quantitatively, therefore must
start with a synopsis of the characteristics features of the African economies. In almost every sense of it, all black African
nations can be characterized as developing. By modern standards, these economies can be described as largely rural, with tiny
modern enclaves in some cases. All the countries in tropical Africa are still enmeshed in the throes of development, but they
are desperately searching for quick and effective means of telescoping into a short period what the industrial countries of the
north achieved in centuries. Thus, the burden of spending in defense in black Africa is heavy. It diverts resources which

could have been allocated to social and economic development project.

What can be gleaned from the expose is that spending on military technology and hardware (nuclear weapons inclusive) in
Africa is meaningless when the level of economic and social development is still very low. Furthermore, monies spent on
weapons technology is same as been externalized since it brings no return or profit that will be of benefit to the average
African citizens. Again, the level of defense spending is not determined by the strength of a nation’s economy or prestige, but
by the perception of internal and external threat. So what manner of threats faces Africa that such amount would be spent
from their budget on defense? Thus, they advocated for economic, social and human development. This means that, if it is
today that there are pockets of insurgencies around the continent, they would have advocated nuclear weapons for military

purpose. In essence therefore, pressure from scholars and foreign policy experts like Akinyemi, have the ability of impacting
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on Africa nuclear development programme since it is better to develop economies and human capital rather than build

bombs.
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RATIFICATION OF NON -NUCLEAR TREATIES

African countries, including Nigeria has had to sign treaties that either barred or restrict them from developing nuclear
weapons. One of such impediments is the African Nuclear Weapon Free Zone (ANWFZ) Treaty.This treaty also known as
the Treaty of Pelindaba, establishes a nuclear weapon free zone in Africa. It was signed in 1996 and came into effect with the
28" ratification on 15™ July, 2009. The quest for a nuclear free Africa began when the OAU formally stated its desire for a
treaty ensuring the denuclearization of Africa at its summit in July 1964. The treaty was opened for signature on 11MApril
1996 in Cairo, Egypt. All the states of Africa are eligible to become parties to the treaty which will enter into force upon its
28" ratification; the protocols will also come into effect at that time for those protocol signatories that have deposited their
instruments of ratification. It was reported in 1996 that no African Arab state would ratify the treaty until Israel renounce its

nuclear weapons program (Rosen, 1997).

However, Algeria, Libya and Mauritania have since ratified the treaty. The United Nations General Assembly has passed
without a vote identical resolution in 1997 (twice), 1999, 2001, 2003 and 2005 calling upon African states that have not yet
done so to sign and ratify the treaty as soon as possible so that it may enter into force without delay (UNGA Resolutions
51,52,54,56,58,60). The treaty prohibits the research, development, manufacture, stockpiling, acquisition, testing, possessing,
control or stationing of nuclear explosive devices in the territory of parties to the treaty and the dumping of radioactive
wastes in the African zone by the treaty parties. The treaty also prohibits any attack against nuclear installations in the zone
by the treaty parties and required them to maintain the highest standards of physical protection of nuclear materials, facilities

and equipments which are to be used exclusively for peaceful purposes.

The treaty requires all parties to apply full scope IAEA safeguards to all their peaceful nuclear activities. A mechanism to
verify compliance, including the establishment of the African Commission on Nuclear Energy has been established by the
treaty, with its office in South Africa. The ANWFZ, covers the entire African continent. (Scott, Du-Rand, & Du-Preez,
2008). As of July 2009, the treaty has 28 ratifications and entered into force on that date. The ratifying countries are: Algeria,
Benin, Botswana, Burkina Faso, Burundi, Equatorial Guinea, Ethiopia, Gabon, Gambia, Guinea, Ivory Coast, Kenya, Libya,
Lesotho, Madagascar, Malawi, Mali, Mauritania, Mauritius, Mozambique (Du-Preez, 2008), Nigeria, Rwanda, Senegal,
South Africa, Swaziland, Tanzania, Togo and Zimbabwe .At the other end, 23 countries have signed but not yet ratified the

treaty. They include Angola, Cameroun, Ghana, Liberia, Sudan, Uganda, Zambia, etc (African Union, 2008).
THE THREE PROTOCOLS OF THE TREATY

Under protocol 1, the United States, France, UK, Russia and China are invited to agree not to use or threaten to use a

nuclear explosive device against any treaty party or against any territory of a protocol 111 party within the African zone.

Under protocol 11, United States, France, UK, Russia and China are invited to agree not to test or assist or encourage the

testing of a nuclear explosive device anywhere within the African zone.

Protocol 111, is open to states within dependent territories in the zone and obligates them to observe certain provisions of the

treaty with respect to these territories; only Spain and France may become parties to it.
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The U.S. and Russia signed the treaty in 1996 but have not ratified their obligations as nuclear weapon state under protocol 1
and 11 of the treaty. In May 2010, U.S. Secretary of State, Hillary Clinton (2010) announced that the Obama administration
would submit these protocols to the U.S. Senate for advice and consent to ratification. Russia has not ratified the treaty
because the status of the India ocean island of Diego Garcia, controlled by The UK and used as a military base by the United

States, with regard to the treaty is unclear. Diego Garcia is part of the Chagos Archipealago claimed by Mauritius.

The other Islands of the Chagos Archipelago are considered in Africa and are under the treaty, but neither the United States
nor the United Kingdom recognizes Diego Garcia as being subject to the treaty (Arms Control Association, 2006; peter,
2009).This is one of the major factors that has inhibited, misdirected, misguided, altered and strangulated Africa’s attempt at
developing nuclear weapons. Africa’s political leadership did not see this as an insult and an infringement on the rights and
sovereignty of the people of Africa. While there was the craze to establish the Africa Nuclear Weapon Free Zone Treaty,
such could not be said of Asia, otherwise countries like Japan, South and North Korea would not be nuclear countries today,
neither is there one for Middle East that could have prevented Irag, Israel, Iran and Pakistan. Similarly, African leaders
should have protested for the establishment of North and South America, as well as European Nuclear weapon Free Zone to
prevent countries in these regions from developing nuclear weapons so that the entire world would be clean of nuclear

weapon.

Rather than do this, they hastily signed and ratified the ANWFZ treaty in order to save face and gain favour from the
initiators of the monster who are bent on preventing other countries from its benefit. The daring and courageous countries
that are yet to ratify the treaty on the ground that some countries renounce before they ratify, have done well. Africa must not
always agree with other continents of the world, especially on issue that bothers on the upliftment of the continent. They must
always have and take their own stand on serious national and international issues. They must let the world know that Africa
have come of age, and that the continent has ability and capacity in terms of population, human and mineral resources, viable
and arable lands, intelligentsias, prosperous climate, topography and vegetation, which can make them stand on their own

without support and contribution from outside. We must look inward.
CONCLUSIONS

Nigeria should begin to play her role as a leading country on the continent, while Africa should start playing a bigger role in
the international system. While other countries are building nuclear military capabilities and nuclear energy, Nigeria should
do same and not renege in its effort to position itself, this is what sustainability entails. Obiozor (2012) former Director
General NIIA and Nigeria’s ambassador to the United States, opined that, “even with the historical fluctuation of the
international system between war and peace, Nigeria should embrace the imperative of pragmatic power politics in the global
context for relevance and strategic relevance. Nigeria is a rising power in Africa and a regional hegemony in West Africa,
with its population and national resources, the U.S. has a strategic interest in the dealing with the most influential black
nation on earth. He said it was a matter of time when there would be a convergence of technology and population for the

world to reckon with Nigeria.

Nigeria must rise to the occasion if she must play a leading role in Africa and the world. As one time American great,

Thomas Jefferson, once opined, that, “if a nation expect to be ignorant and free in state of civilization, it expects what never
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was and never will be... if we are to guard against ignorant and remain free, it is the responsibility of every American to be
informed...” No matter what we may have passed through or facing at the moment, we must not relent or persevere because,
after the storm, comes the rain, as there is always light at the end of the tunnel. This light must not be allowed to go off. This
ideas and visions must not die. Nigeria will be great. Nuclear weapons program is now a global phenomenon which cannot be
completely eliminated. It is not a bad program per se. If properly utilized, it enthrones development, plenty and hopes. These

are virtues that guide the proper use of nuclear fuels, uranium and thorium (Palmer & Perkins, 2007).

Nigeria is expected to key into these virtues so as to better the lives of its citizens and that of the countries looking up to her
leadership. She should begin to play active role in world politics and in the politics of IAEA. She should invest into the
development of nuclear weapon like other countries, both for peaceful and military purposes. Since it has been researched
that nuclear fuels, uranium and thorium can be harnessed to increased world’s food supply, prolong life, conquer disease, and
in general, create a better life (Laurence, 1955), there should be a coordinated efforts between countries of the world to
venture into this area of research to better human lives. Defense policy makers must also consider the consequences of their
actions on the policies of their adversaries. Actions that seemingly increase security may in fact appear provocative to

potential enemies and lead to great instability or uncontrolled arms race (Holsti, 1992).
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