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¢ principles for the protection of human
Ab:s'tract: The most fi’;’;’nenﬁronment during armed conflict are
bezng.s: and the n‘f’;l corpus of International Humanitarian Law
contained n the ric JHL have set a high standard for acceptable
(IHL). Prz.nczples of nence IHL has been the mechanism through
weapons in ‘wa'fare: gl commuity has prohibited the use and
which t.he znternatl;?’:v capons that cause superfluous injury. Nuclear
production of severa ! des tructivé Weapons ever produced, yet they
Weapons are the mos ; prohibited by law. Nuclear weapon states
have not been express yme d the validity of the possession of nuclear
have for decades mamta.ne o fnuclear deterrence. As the world faces
weapons upon the docmity challenges, the question of the continued
new and imminent secu; oapons ViS. ~ a- Vis. the need to eliminate
.:Zstenc.znﬁ of ntuﬁii?rof preservaﬂon of world peace and security
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o oduction jce that 18 designed to release energy in an explosive
Nuclear Weapon is a device ' = yclear fusion or a combination of the two

n, . A
Manner as a result of nuclear ﬁs;lo only referred to as atomic bombs while fusion
Processes.! Fission weapons arc C;m Onucleal‘ bombs or more .con%monly, hydr.ogen
Weapons are referred to as the complete assembly in its intended ultimate

ombs. ? The nuclear bomb iS ':n of the prescribed arming, fusing and firing
Configuration that, upon complet! ¢ intended nuclear reaction and release of
Sequence, is capable of producitg ons Were bombs delivered by aircraft.
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by far the most impo

rtant nuclear Weapons. Smaller tactica] nuclear weapons have
also been developed *
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any weapon which when
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of the center, 50 percent of the inhabitants would be kzllecjl ZZI
miured by the thermal radiation and bla:s't pressures, ¢ !
ons thousands would suffer severe burn injuries... Medica
t‘?g;szg‘er planning” for a nuclear war is meamngl;.;s...t
There is no possible effective medzcgl response.l de(zsd
hospitals would be destroyed, most medical personnel dead
or injured, most supplies unavailable. Most “surviv
would die.

The foregoing exp .
beings demonstrates the disprop
depicts a weapon
spare the civilian populat
the analysis thus:

Species extinction could be expected for most tropical plants
g Is, and for most terrestrial vertebrates of north
and amrtnare,gions, a large number of plants, and numerous
A and some marine organisms....Whether any
ﬁeShwateruld be able to persist for long in the face of highly
peop] ; 1;7,(;)iolog"ical communities; novel climates; high leve{s
modzz; tion; shattered agricultural, social and economic
of 1@ u.l xn:aordinary psychological stresses; and a host of
Syswmfl”];‘iculties is open to question. It is clear that the
other tlm effects alone resulting from a large scale
eco™ clear war could be enough to destroy the current
ﬂ{ei‘?{w'tzi':m in at least the Northern Hemisphere. Coupled
cz?lhz]‘; direct casualties of perhaps two billion people, the
w”hbt' ed intermediate and long-term effects of nucle_ar war
cz;ngel:tethat eventually there might be no human survivors in
s
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the Northern Hemisphere.
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mpounded by illness. A plausible estimate of the total
hort-term cause of death, 15 - 20% died from radiation sickness, 20
—30% from flash

from other injuries, compounded by illness.?
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prohibition of the threa eapons should be compatltzle w1l those bf the principles
threat or use of nuclear v\l’:,le in armed conflict, particularly ific obligations under
internationel law ap'ph‘;?humanitarian law as well as with Spe"i;lmnuclear weapons.
and rules of internation dertakings which expressly deal . w1d e coeation of both
treaties and other unextenSively deliberated and deten;(lmg ey A
Accordinglya t-hsee (Z)(;‘u;:lclear weapons under the framework o .
the threat and u

The court acknowledge

S f the court observed tha their uniqu haracteristics render nuclear
g > hi ! destr \ - annot
ignificantly, £2¢ ° trc:‘: ': “The destructive power of nuclear weapons ¢

atas .

i tial to destroy all
b ponts pmen!lauyit‘;‘er space or time. They ha\:gz t"?(e) el)lgsl?asize further on the
be contained cllnthee entire ecosystem of the planet.

civilization an

s, one of
rfluous injuries potentially caused by m.mlc?érazzaﬁpeakable
unnecessary or Supeshl;habuddeen, stated that th,e eff(iectsd’a.mage the unborn, and
the judges, Judgeby painful death, affect the genetic code,

sickness followe

e e ili a-lue

i Advisory Opinion of
t or Use of Nuclear Weapons. General List No. 95 ( ry
8 See Legality of the Threal

ictionary — The Free
g;f}l)\’u?c’:llegr96) Weapons ;- m/NL:cg]Zlaﬁw[;a ons (Accessed on 20/0 }Zgrln?;n)t onal Court of Justice:
Ytionar.thefteediedonat A Opinions and Orders of the £8 July, 1996. p.1.
| Summaries of Juigﬁ%li’ of Nuclear Weapons. ﬁ)@;lsory Opinion o ,
}ieég:lltgyeg:nt:liy'lt‘llllree?ext of the j“%g;?::ite:rfvtg::gﬁ ‘. IOp. it.
32| egality of the Threat or Use 0

23

Dictionary.  Legal-



LIS

" University of Maiduguri Law Journal Vol. 10. 2013

for the user, but this does not

lessen their gravity or the fact that they result from the
use of nuclear weapons,”*

arguing for or against the
threat or use of nuclear

opinion by adq
international Jaw and the elements of fact at its dispos
definitively whether the €at or use of nuclear weapons would be lawful or
awful in an extreme circumstance of self-defence
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Although the I.CJ’s opinion did not give an absolute condemnation of nuclear
Wweapons by ruling that they are prohibited in al] circumstances and absolutely, this
writer opines that the findings of the

knowledgeq that th
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Nagasaki and.leos 'y The effects of all three weaponsfare 1ezl‘-,iveapons far
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New Threats to World Peace and Security: Nuclear Terrorism

It is almost two decades since the ICJ gave its Advisory Opinion on the legality of
nuclear weapons. Since then, events have occurred which have put the security of
the world in question. On September 11, 2001, terrorists hijacked four commercial
planes in the U.S.A and attempted to fly them into several targets. Two successfully
crashed into the Twin Towers of the World Trade Center in New York, killing about
3000 people %!
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