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'MARGARET THATCHER

“WE ARE ABSOLUTELY ADAMANT THAT
THERE SHOULD BE NO QUESTION OF

THE DENUCLEARISATION OF EUROPE”
" HOUSE OF COMMONS APRIL 2ND 1987

" THEY GIVE YOU A FOUR MINUTE WARNING

- WE'RE TELLING YOU NOW -




THE EFFECTS.... NOTTINGHAM AFTER THE BOMB
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It is difficult to calculate exactly what
the effects of & nuclear bDomb oD
Nottingham would be, but detailed research
has come up with the following probable
results.

A single one megaton bomb exploded at
6,000 feet above Slab Square would kill in
three ways.... fire; blast; radiation. (A
"megaton" means that the bomb would have
the equivalent explosive power of one
million tons of TNT. A million tons of
TNT would £fill up a goods train 200 miles
long, i.e. stretching from Nottingham to
London and back. This is not a huge bomb
by modern standards, some are 27
megatons!)

Fire

A fireball, about 1.5 miles across and at
a temperature of 10,000,000 degrees
centigrade would vapourise all 1life 1in
that area. Up to 3.5 miles away, in say
Clifton, and on the ringroad beyond the
City Hospital, metals would melt. On a
clear day, human skin wc.1ld be charred, as
far away as Bingham, 8 miles from the
explosion.

Blast

The shock waves would take 10 seconds to

travel 3 miles. The blast would move at
the speed of sound, and would knock down
everything in its path. Buildings would
be turned into flying pieces of glass and
masonry.

Radiation

For the Nottingham area, the main danger
from radiation would come from a bomb
exploded over Leicester. (This is because
the prevailing winds in this country would
carry the fallout away from the point of
the explosion.) This would 1lead to the
accumulation of about 1000 rads over 2
weeks.... 900 rads is lethal for a healthy
young adult.

Altogether, this one bomb would kill or
seriously injure 792,000. people in
Nottinghamshire. The whole of the City of
Nottingham would be wiped out.
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'NUCLEAR WEAPONS - NO DEFENCE'

There have been many occasions when I've been
discussing nuclear weapons that someone has said,
"Yes, of course nuclear weapons are horrendous, but
this is the real world we're living in, and if we
didn't have them we'd be defenceless". Many people
still firmly believe in the effectiveness of nuclear
weapons for defence. -

For a long time, the main arguments against nuclear
weapons have been moral ones. We have argued that
it would be immoral and illegal to use nuclear
weapons under any circumstances, and it is therefore
also wrong to possess nuclear weapons and threaten
to use them,

Personally, I think this argument 1is correct and
should be sufficient. 1 can think of no
justification for the slaughter and torture of
thousands and thousands of people.

it is clear that we must rely on more than
show that nuclear

However,
just moral arguments, but also
weapons are no defence.

There are, two meanings to nuclear defence. 1In The
first one, nuclear weapons are not meant to be used
at all, we merely possess them and it is their
deterrent effect that defends us. In The second
one, nuclear weapons are meant to be used. These
two meanings often get muddled and it is easy to see
why.

The mere possession of nuclear weapons cannot mean
much unless you are also prepared to use them and
"the enemy" believes you are prepared to wuse them.
Therefore, as well as having nuclear weapons, it is
necessary to devise a nuclear war fighting strategy.

The argument of "nuclear deterrence" has become less
and less convincing in recent years as new nuclear
war fighting strategies, using missiles which are
for first-strike, have been introduced. These
missiles are not to deter a nuclear attack, but to
start one. |

Let's look at three ways in which nuclear weapons
might be used for 'defence' -

1. against a "“conventional" (i.e. non-nuclear)
attack by a nuclear power (i.e. one that has
nuclear weapons). The obvious example used
by politicians 1is the invasion by Soviet
troops. If we mount a nuclear strike against
an invasion, the Soviets would automatically
strike back with their nuclear weapons
killing hundreds of thousands of innocent
people. That is not defence;

nuclear weapons

2. against a conventional attack by a non-nuclear

power. Examples 1in recent history, most
notably Vietnam and the Falklands (or
Malvinas) show that this does not work. The

cost of any nuclear power using nuclear
weapons in these examples would be politically
disastrous, and explains why nuclear weapons
were not used in Vietnam or the Falklands.
Therefore, 1if nuclear weapons cannot be used
against conventional attack, and clearly they
can't, they are not defending us;

3. finally, nuclear weapons may be used against a
nuclear attack by the enemy. Put simply, this
would inevitably lead to a full-scale nuclear
war and we would be "defending" ourselves by
destroying ourselves. Defending our national
interests in human ashes and slow death. That
is not defence.

To pose an unacceptable risk to the enemy, as
do, poses exactly the same risk to.
ourselves. To call this "defence" or security makes
a mockery of the term.

Quite clearly then, nuclear weapons do not defend
us. So why do we have them ? And why do we keep
making more of them ?

We have them because nuclear weapons are the most
powerful instruments on earth, and having them
achieves international status and recognition. They
are also used as a means of pursuing political and
economic interests abroad, a means of achieving
political control and economic growth from other
nations.

What we need to oppose is not just the nuclear
weapons, but the politics which has created them and
continues to build them. The politics of nuclear
weapons is not about defending our Tlives, but.
destroying them in pursuit of national and

international power, and economic domination. It is
about gambling with the 1lives of you, me, our
our whole

families, our friends and neighbours,
communities. -

This dis a gamble and a threat which I cannot ever
accept. I'‘'cannot rely on politicians to "see the
light" and dismantle nuclear weapons - it is not in
their interests to do so. If we care about our
lives, we must all make sure they are dismantled,
and fight the politics which poses the threat of
war.

Paddy Carstairs
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