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The first part of the trilogy « What Europe should do » :
Topic : Nuclear (Non-)Proliferation


During the Second World War, scientists of all the countries involved in the conflict had the mission of trying to improve weapons. Germany improved impressionably its military technology developing missiles (V2, Henschel Hs 293 A, Kramer X4), tanks (Panzer) and planes. The Allies also had to reinforce their military potential. The Americans were the first to discover nuclear weapons, which permitted them to win the war and to create a military technological gap between themselves and the rest of the world. Then, it became one of the most important things during the Cold War because the USSR (followed by France, Great Britain and China) got the nuclear bomb. It became a dissuasive factor and some argue that a Third World War had been avoided because of this. 


Even if we consider that this thesis is correct, we can wonder what nuclear weapons are for, now. The Berlin Wall and communism collapsed, the Cold War is over and Russia will certainly not attack the West (because it needs its money) (in the same way, we could wonder what NATO is for because it was originally created to oppose the Soviet Union and its Warsaw Pact which don’t exist anymore but that could be the topic of another essay). It is why some claim that nuclear power should be abandoned.


Others (George W. Bush and his friends) think that some countries have the right to own nuclear weapons and others don’t. They consider that they are able to define who is “good” enough (read: who supports them enough in their vision of the economic, political and military world order) to get the authorisation to produce or buy it. Well, this is the American point of view. Some would say that it this the Western point of view but the aim of this essay (and of the whole trilogy) is to show that Europeans are not obliged to follow stupidly what the US says. There are some differences between America and Europe (concerning values, priority given to “hard” or “soft” power, arbitrary decisions, and so forth) and we should affirm them. The US tactic is simple: when it feels there is a danger, it makes it disappear immediately even before it is proved (see the Iraqi case). Sometimes, however, there are real potential dangers, which are not considered.


How could Europe distance itself from the US on the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons? Is there an alternative to what America does?


First, we should determine what non-proliferation is and which juridical and political foundations it has. Until 1970, nuclear power was under no one’s control. The US was convinced that this bomb assured itself a total hegemony in the world in 1945 but in 1949, 1952, 1960 and 1964 four other countries got it. Moreover, countries like Egypt, Norway, Sweden, Japan and West Germany started nuclear programmes (which were finally abandoned) before this date. The non-proliferation treaty (NPT) has been signed in 1968 and entered into force in 1970. All the signatory countries agreed “on effective measures relating to cessation of the nuclear arms race at an early date and to nuclear disarmament” and that they should pursue “general and complete disarmament under the strict and effective international control”. Generally, people distinguish three pillars of the NPT: non-proliferation, disarmament, and the right to peacefully use nuclear technology. 188 countries signed the treaty and only one (North Korea) retired in 2002 but came back in 2005. The problem is that countries like Pakistan, Israel and India didn’t sign the treaty and that they developed nuclear programmes.         

One of the controversies of this treaty is the fact that it allows the countries, which had nuclear weapons before signing the treaty to keep them. It is why the five “nuclear club” members could sign it without giving up their prerogative. Many people argue that this division between haves and have-nots is a factor of antagonism and jealousy. The Carnegie Endowment for International Peace explains that such a regime will always be unstable. 


Another limit is that countries, which signed it don’t necessarily respect it. It is now known that Iran and North Korea were lying, saying that they didn’t develop a nuclear programme. The communist North Korean regime had been caught cheating with a second (non-traditional) uranium-enrichment route to a nuclear bomb. Iran admits that it has been secretly dabbling in uranium for 18 years. It shows that the NPT is very theoretic and that it is very difficult to be controlled.


Not only did the West have the privilege to own nuclear weapons, but it decided to make the cob and to control who has it and who doesn’t and to sanction “rogue states”, which have or want to have the bomb. In any case, America did. America, which is already the defender of human rights, democracy, economic liberalism and free trade, decided to save also the world from the nuclear threat. 


Some would say that it is legitimate that the US makes it because it is the only world superpower and because somebody must control the application of the NPT. Even if we accept this argument, some doubts about Bush’s methods can be aroused. Let’s say that the principles enounced by the NPT according to which countries, which already have nukes, are authorized to keep it are acceptable and that if the US follows it correctly, there is nothing to reproach. But the US just doesn’t respect this principle because it provides nuclear technologies to powers, which are not in the nuclear club (mainly India). It shows that US doesn’t only split the world into haves and have-nots as the NPT does but also into “good allies” and “bad enemies”. “Good allies” are countries that support US foreign policy and accept the rules of free trade and implantation of US corporations. “Good allies” are not treated in the same way that “bad enemies” among other things concerning sanctions or reactions linked with/to owning/selling nuclear bombs/technologies/weapons of mass destruction. Iraq has been invaded by the US because it was supposed to produce weapons of mass destruction but Israel has not been sanctioned for owning nuclear power (which is considered as much more threatening). Not only “good allies” are authorized to make some nuclear business but also the US can help them to obtain technologies or weapons (the already quoted example of India). In other words, the role of the cob “America” is not to control if nobody has nuclear bomb but the nuclear club but to control that nobody has nuclear bomb except its friends.  <- (phrase incomprehensible)           
     

Moreover, Bush has an aggressive policy towards nuclear “rogue states”. I don’t think that it is a good issue (choisir un autre mot, je sais pas ce que tu veux dire) to threaten each country, which has a nuclear aspiration with the possibility of invasion or embargo. This just emphasizes the conflict and leads to reactions like this in Iran where the president calls GW Bush a devil and North Korea where propaganda has been reinforced. The fact that the US divides arbitrary states into “countries that could possibly have an atomic bomb in the future” in this that “will never be allowed to own it” explains it partly. These countries are irritated because of being treated as second-class countries. If all the states were equal, they would maybe accept it easily (they would not feel inferior).   

So, we see that the US attitude is not an example to follow. Europe can adopt a totally different attitude. It must show that it has different values and that its actions are the result of different principles. The notion of human rights for example is seen differently in the EU and in the US. Different cases show that America is not so bound to them in practice and that the US can violate it. In Guantanamo custody prisoners are tortured. In Iraq between 50000 and 450000 innocent victims have been killed or died indirectly because of the war. In many states the death penalty still exists. All these points differentiate us from them. Furthermore, we don’t have the same conception of war. The Iraqi war is an example of that. It is true that the UK and other European countries were involved in the conflict. However, the majority of Europeans (including many British) were opposed and involved European countries sent just symbolic troops. Moreover, EU countries military contingents in Iraq are decreasing now because their leaders think that the “job” has been done and it is time to let Iraqi people govern themselves. The UK troops in Iraq are no more than 7200 soldiers today. On the contrary, Bush visibly doesn’t want to leave the country. It seems that he wants to have a colony and to reinforce already existing antagonisms in this country. The third main distinction between us and them is that peace is one of our fundamental values. The European Community has been founded on peace, on the will of avoiding a next war. The US appeared as a result of a war: the independence war. This symbolic difference could appear insignificant. Nevertheless, because of this, America will always help other people to get sovereignty through implementing democracy. It will help them even if they don’t want to be helped and even if they don’t want democracy at all. Europe will always follow another path: the path of dialogue, which should keep peace.   


All these factors show that we are different and that we should have different approaches in our relations towards the rest of the world. It is the reason why we could be more plausible than the US for other countries and we could negotiate more effectively than it. All over the world- in South America, in Sub-Saharan Africa and in the Arab World- America is so hated that it is simply difficult to be less respected than it. It is why Europe has an advantage on America concerning nuclear non-proliferation. Its credibility would be strengthened if it would treat in the same way all the countries because no one would feel discriminated and humiliated. The fact that countries like Pakistan, India and Israel have nuclear bombs or develop programmes should be sanctioned by the EU even if these countries didn’t sign the NPT. A universal dimension of the NPT surpassing the borders of signatory countries would be in the interest of non-proliferation and of global security. In any case, non-proliferation of nuclear weapons to these states is an obligation (it is even written in the NPT). So, if the goal of forbidding possession of nuclear weapons by other countries than the “five official” seems to be hard to reach, the EU could impose trade sanctions on these countries similar to those imposed on North Korea for example. We really should show that we treat all the countries equally and that we have no preferences like the US. Economic interests don’t matter in fields like human rights, respect of democracy and nuclear power. They just have priority because of their ethical dimension. Europe is already heading in the right direction because it signs some commercial agreements with some countries only if there are anti-proliferation clauses. 


Moreover, Europe has other assets that the US doesn’t have. It is more attractive for the Third World because it prefers to cooperate and to provide humanitarian aid rather than send troops, invade states and force to accept democracy. Just one amount: the EU-25 gave in 2004 43 billion $ humanitarian aid and the US gave only 20 billion $ (ok, it’s true, it makes two amounts). I think that it is a quite good argument to show that Europe could be a privileged partner. Europe is less threatening than the US and it is more generous. The US represents the stick and the EU the carrot. It is why it has better tools to persuade third world potential nuclear weapons owners to give up their programmes. 


Another point, which has not been initiated yet but seems to me to be obligatory, is disarmament. You are credible when you condemn an action only if you don’t make it yourself. A priest who has mistresses cannot be considered as credible when he speaks about the seventh commandment (“do not commit adultery”).  It is the same thing with nuclear non-proliferation: if you have a nuclear weapon, you are not credible when you say that other countries should not have it. For sure, the US will never abandon its nuclear power prerogative because it is convinced that it is its moral duty to control the world through hegemony. So, if Europe gives up progressively its atomic program, it will have a supplementary comparative advantage.              

So, we see that there are many axes of distancing from the US. It is possible to affirm Europe’s differences with this country on nuclear non-proliferation policy. But will it find a political will?
