
 1 

Security at the Crossroads; National Security vs. Human Security 

Jacqueline Cabasso, Western States Legal Foundation, USA 
 

Public Conference: A European Union for Peace and Solidarity 

held at the French Parliament, Paris, France: 10 March, 2008 

 

Round Table #1: An EU Acting for the Peaceful Resolution of Conflicts 

 

Many thanks to Le Mouvement de la Paix for inviting me to speak today.  It is a great honor.  

I came to Paris directly from two very busy weeks at the NPT Preparatory Committee 

meeting in Geneva where, once again, the states parties were unable to agree on the 

Chairman‟s factual summary, and there was no substantive final report.  Nonetheless, and 

despite all their differences, the five original Nuclear Weapon States (U.S., Russia, U.K., 

France and China) managed to issue a joint statement, for the first time since 1995, which 

was delivered by Britain, thus signaling their unified resolve to maintain the international 

system of nuclear apartheid. 

 

Shortly after the U.S. atomic bombings of Hiroshima and Nagasaki in August 1945, Mahatma 

Gandhi said: 

 

“It has been suggested by American friends that the atom bomb will bring in Ahimsa 

[Non-violence] as nothing else can.  It will, if it is meant that its destructive power 

will so disgust the world that it will turn away from violence for the time being.  This 

is very like a man glutting himself with dainties [sweets] to the point of nausea and 

turning away from them, only to return with redoubled zeal after the affect of the 

nausea is well over. Precisely in the manner will the world return to violence with 

renewed zeal after the effect of the disgust is worn out. 

 

So far as I can see, the atomic bomb has deadened the finest feeling that has sustained 

mankind for ages…. The atom bomb brought an empty victory to the allied armies but 

it resulted for the time being in destroying the soul of Japan.  What has happened to 

the soul of the destroying nation is yet too early to see....” 

 

Now we‟re seeing - all too clearly. 

 

In his 1995 testimony before the International Court of Justice, Hiroshima Mayor Takashi 

Hiraoka told the Court:  

 

“History is written by the victors.  Thus, the heinous massacre that was Hiroshima has 

been handed down to us as a perfectly justified act of war.  As a result, for over 50 

years we have never directly confronted the full implications of this terrifying act for 

the future of the human race.” 

 

Looking around the world today, we see the military legacy of the way in which World War 

II ended.  A few examples: 

 

 On 9 May, Russia – with its new President, Dmitri Medvedev, and new Prime 

Minister, Vladimir Putin presiding – marked the 63
rd

 anniversary of the Soviet defeat 

of the Nazis with a huge military parade in Red Square, the first such event since the 

collapse of the Soviet Union.  The CNN coverage was very strange.  On one hand, 

commentators played up the fact that this was the first such Russian military parade in 
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18 years.  On the other hand, they derided the condition of Russia‟s military hardware 

as “obsolete.” I wondered if the potential victims of these “outdated” weapons would 

agree!  One commentator noted an exception for Russia‟s nuclear-tipped 

intercontinental ballistic missiles, which he described as the “most terrifying” of all 

weapons of mass destruction. While the television pundits stressed that Russia does 

not pose a military threat, I wondered who the intended audience was for this massive 

display of military might.  

 

 On 8 May, the International Herald Tribune reported that the United States plan to 

install missile interceptors on Polish soil is in danger of falling apart because of 

Poland‟s increasing reluctance to accept the deal.  This sounded like good news.  

Perhaps the new Polish government did not want to collude with expanding U.S. 

militarism. Unfortunately, that was not the case. To the contrary, the Polish 

government is now insisting that the United States contribute financially – as much as 

$10 billion – to upgrade Poland‟s armed forces.  Why?  The Polish defense minister 

explained that the U.S. missile shield was designed to protect parts of Europe against 

missiles fired from Iran.  Poland, now part of NATO, apparently feels that it needs 

Patriot air-defense missiles to defend itself against its old Cold War ally, Russia, 

which itself feels threatened by the U.S. anti-missile shield! 

 

 On 22 January, the Guardian (UK) reported on a “radical” manifesto for NATO 

reform, prepared by top-ranking retired military officers and strategists from the U.S., 

Germany, Britain, France and the Netherlands.  Though not an official government 

document, authors of the 150-page “blueprint” for restructuring the transatlantic 

military partnership, “Towards a Grand Strategy for an Uncertain World,” include 

General John Shalikahvili, former NATO commander in Europe.  The document, 

which reportedly was presented to the Pentagon and to NATO Secretary-General Jaap 

de Hoop Scheffer, argues that, “The first use of nuclear weapons must remain in the 

quiver of escalation as the ultimate instrument to prevent the use of weapons of mass 

destruction.”  And it calls for a shift from consensus decision-making in NATO to 

majority voting, thus ending national veto power in order to enable swifter action. We 

don‟t know if this ominous document was discussed at the recent NATO summit in 

Bucharest, but it may well appear on the agenda of NATO‟s 60
th

 anniversary meetings 

next year.  This story did not appear in the U.S. press. 

 

At the same time, we are experiencing sharply rising oil and food prices and food shortages 

around the world, and an inability to cope with natural disasters like the cyclone in 

Myanmar/Burma (and the earthquake in China) - not to mention global climate change.  

Yet rather than redirecting resources badly-needed to meet human and ecological needs, 

trends seem to be going in the opposite direction.  

 

The Encarta Encyclopedia describes militarism as “advocacy of an ever-stronger military as a 

primary goal of society, even at the cost of other social priorities and liberties.”  As 

disquieting as it may be, this definition accurately describes the reality of current United 

States national security policy, as well as the national security policies of a growing number 

of countries.     

 

An advertising campaign now being conducted in the United States by the U.S. Air Force is 

truly chilling.  A full page ad in a glossy magazine shows a satellite orbiting the earth, with 

the caption: “What if the next global battleground isn‟t on the ground?”  The question is 

answered on the next page, which shows men and women in military uniform operating a 

high-tech command and control center. It reads:  “Air Force Space Command is protecting 
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our interests in space and beyond.” The slogan under the winged Air Force logo, 

uncomfortably similar to the German “uber alles,” is: “U.S. Air Force, Above All.”  

The United States military dominates the globe through its operation of 10 Unified 

Combatant Commands, overseeing a network of well over than 700 foreign bases in more 

than 60 countries.  Global operations are coordinated by United States Strategic Command 

(StratCom) in the state of Nebraska.  The Pentagon‟s December 2001 Nuclear Posture 

Review (NPR) – contemporaneous with the expansion of StratCom‟s mission - underlines the 

fundamental policy and technological underpinnings for the Bush administration‟s aggressive 

“preventive war” doctrine. The NPR expanded the role of nuclear weapons in U.S. national 

security policy, including the possible use of nuclear weapons in “immediate, potential, or 

unexpected contingencies” against seven named countries including Iraq, Iran, and North 

Korea, and called for indefinite retention of a large, modern, and diverse nuclear force.  The 

NPR has served as the primary justification for each subsequent annual nuclear weapons 

budget request as well as the current “Complex Transformation” plan to modernize the U.S. 

nuclear weapons laboratories and manufacturing plants.   

The policy of the nuclear weapon states, in particular the U.S., U.K. and France can be 

characterized as “fewer but newer,” and is increasingly “capacity-based.”  These states cling 

to the notion of “deterrence,” but the “threat” they seek to deter is an unknown and uncertain 

future.  They claim that reductions in numbers from the insane heights of the Cold War 

constitute meaningful disarmament, but disarmament is not just about the numbers.  Led by 

the U.S., they are modernizing and qualitatively improving their “enduring” nuclear arsenals 

– both warheads and delivery systems.  StratCom Commander, General Kevin Chilton, told 

reporters this spring: “As we look to the future – and I believe we are going to need a nuclear 

deterrent for this country for the remainder of this century, the 21
st
 century – I think what we 

need is a modernized nuclear weapon to go with our modernized delivery platforms.” 

 

In his terrible speech of 21 March, presenting France‟s aptly-named new nuclear submarine, 

“Le Terrible,” in Cherbourg, President Sarkozy proclaimed: “Our nuclear deterrence protects 

us from any aggression against our vital interests emanating from a state – wherever it may 

come from and whatever form it may take.”  

 

Reflecting U.S. policy and the “Grand Strategy‟s” proposed expansion of NATO‟s concept of 

deterrence, he added: “It cannot be ruled out that an adversary might miscalculate the 

delimitation of our vital interests or our determination to safeguard them.  In the framework 

of nuclear deterrence, it would be possible, in that event, to send a nuclear warning that 

would underscore our resolve.  That would be aimed at reestablishing deterrence.” 

 

Sarkozy explained how France‟s nuclear policy will be integrated with UK and NATO 

security policies. 

 

“Together with the United Kingdom, we have taken a major decision: It is our 

assessment that there can be no situation in which the vital interests of either of our 

two nations could be threatened without the vital interests of the other also being 

threatened.  

As for the Atlantic Alliance, its security is also based on nuclear deterrence.  British 

and French nuclear forces contribute to it.”  

 

Only near the end of his speech did Sarkozy get to the subject of disarmament, pledging to 

reduce the number of French nuclear warheads to fewer than 300, but providing no details or 

timeline. 
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France‟s nuclear partner, the UK, while also announcing cuts to its arsenal, is proceeding 

with plans to replace its Trident nuclear weapons system, while pursuing massive 

development of its Atomic Weapons Establishment at Aldermasten.  In addition, and without 

Parliament‟s agreement, the British government has endorsed the use of Menwith Hill for the 

U.S. missile defense system.  

 

Russia‟s military display in Red Square speaks for itself.  And China is massively expanding 

its military budget, which nearly doubled, from $62.5 billion in 2004, to $121.9 billion in 

2006.  All of this is in the name of “national security.”  

 

What is to be done?  The answer is clear to ordinary people.  We need to fundamentally 

redefine security.  We must put universal human security and ecological sustainability at the 

heart of conflict resolution and prevention.  We must divest precious resources from 

militarism and invest them instead in this new security paradigm. 

 

I would like to highlight one bright spot in this rather dismal picture.  I want to commend 

Germany for demonstrating bold leadership in convening a preparatory conference for the 

establishment of an International Renewable Energy Agency (IRENA).  At the invitation of 

the German government, representatives from 60 countries met in Berlin in April 2008 to 

foster and promote the development of renewable energy worldwide, in response to the 

growing demand for energy and the necessity to address global warming.   

 

A major challenge we face – and acutely here in France – is nuclear power, which has 

become a leading cause of conflict around the world due to the inherently dual use nature of 

the nuclear fuel cycle.  We simply must phase out and move beyond nuclear power (as well 

as fossil fuels) if we are to achieve a world of human and ecological security.  By promoting 

a cooperative approach to the development of clean renewable solar, tidal and wind power, 

IRENA provides a positive vision and a practical way forward for this energy “revolution.”  

 

A European Union acting for the peaceful resolution of conflicts would: 

 

 Reaffirm the values, embodied in the United Nations Charter, of multilateralism, 

cooperation and diplomacy; work for UN reform, including repeal of the Security 

Council veto; and refuse to participate in illegal wars of aggression; 

 

 Proactively engage in conflict prevention, by anticipating sources of conflict, such as 

competition for energy resources, and working to address them though creative and 

practical means, such as IRENA; 

 

 Promote a culture of peace, including through comprehensive peace education, to 

promote the values of nonviolence, tolerance, cooperation, democracy and critical 

thinking; and redirect resources to meet human needs and ensure ecological 

sustainability. 

 

How will this happen?  I don‟t see it coming from the top.  At best, elite initiatives like the 

famous Henry Kissinger editorials in the Wall Street Journal and British Foreign Secretary 

Margaret Beckett‟s call for cuts in the U.S. and Russian nuclear arsenals, are appeals for 

“responsible” arms control in a world that seems to be spinning out of control.  But they are 

fundamentally rooted in the national security status quo. 
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One rather disquieting view of security without nuclear weapons was offered last year by 

Robert Einhorn, a Clinton administration nuclear policy expert and arms control advocate. 

“We should be putting far more effort into developing more effective conventional weapons,” 

he said. “It’s hard to imagine a president using nuclear weapons under almost any 

circumstance, but no one doubts our willingness to use conventional weapons.”  This 

statement, unfortunately, is all too true.  But an even more overpowering conventional U.S. 

military threat surely is not the desired outcome of the nuclear disarmament process.  

Moreover, how practical would that approach be?  How would countries with fewer 

economic resources - especially those on the “enemies” list - respond?  Wouldn‟t they have 

an incentive to maintain or acquire nuclear weapons to counter overwhelming U.S. 

conventional military superiority?  And wouldn‟t that, in turn, even further entrench U.S. 

determination to retain and modernize its own nuclear arsenal, thus rendering the goal of 

nuclear disarmament nearly impossible?  This conundrum is one of the biggest challenges we 

face and it cannot be ignored. 

 

If he is elected U.S. President, it is unlikely that Barack Obama will make dramatic changes 

to entrenched U.S. military policies.  However, there will be an opening to put pressure on his 

new administration, and this pressure will need to come from Europe as well as from inside 

the United States – from both European allies and civil society.  

 

In conclusion, we need to build a broader and deeper international movement, with much 

stronger transatlantic links, which recognizes the fundamentally difficult realities of the 

military-industrial-complexes, and which links issues of peace, justice and ecological 

sustainability. Nuclear disarmament should serve as the leading edge of a global trend 

towards demilitarization and redirection of military expenditures to meet human and 

environmental needs.  

 

As Gandhi observed: 

 

„The moral to be legitimately drawn from the supreme tragedy of the bomb is that it 

will not be destroyed by counter-bombs even as violence cannot be by counter-

violence.  Mankind has to get out of violence only through non-violence. Hatred can 

be overcome only by love.  Counter-hatred only increases the surface as well as the 

depth of hatred....” 

 

And, he explained how social transformation will come from the bottom up. 

 

“We have to make truth and non-violence not matters for mere individual practice, but 

for practice by groups and communities and nations…. 

 

[Before] general disarmament… commences… some nation will have to dare to 

disarm herself and take large risks.  The level of non-violence in that nation, if that 

event happily comes to pass, will naturally have risen so high as to command 

universal respect.  Her judgment will be unerring, her decisions firm, her capacity for 

heroic self-sacrifice will be great, and she will want to live as much for other nations 

as for herself.” 
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