™

“The future is uncertain: accurately predicting events over the
period 2020 to 2050 is extremely hard. There are worrying trends:
nuclear proliferation continues, large nuclear arsenals remain, and some
are being enlarged and modernized; and there is a potential risk from
state-sponsored terrorists armed with nuclear weapons.”

Prime Minister Tony Blair
. S
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European Nuclear Deterrence -
an Unattainable Quest

Sandro Kunz

Introduction

The rise of the European Union (EU) as an economic world
power since its foundation in 1951 as the European Coal and Steel
Community (ECSC) and later the EEC (European Economic Commu-
nity) is currently being complemented by the establishment of a
Common Foreign and Secugity Policy (CFSP). This potentially allows
the EU to evolve from an economic world power into a truly global
player on the geopolitical world stage. The amalgamation of the
French and British nuclear arsenals is a logical extension of the cur-
rent endeavour for a CFSP. Despite such efforts, the European Union
has persisted to be an economic phenomenon, while attempts,
mostly unilaterally initiated schemes, e.g. EDC, Fouchet Plan, for a

truly European defence policy have failed.

The resolve of the rationale for, despite available resources,
for instance financial potential, existent national military assets, and
technicat know-how, and political willingness, e.g. the Anglo-French
declaration at the Saint-Malo summit 1988, Europe’s non-perform-
ance as a global power, which incorporates not just conventional

armaments but the option of a nuclear deterrence can, can very
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well provide the key to solve the riddle of the present European

impasse in regard of a common defence policy.

The perception and apptication of defence policy in general
and nuclear deterrence in particular of the two European nuclear
powers, France and the United Kingdom, diverge toc widely to
constitute the basis for a universal European nuclear deterrence.
This is further complicated by electorates in many EU member states,
for instance Sweden or Austria, who are strongly opposed to a
nuclear element. The decisive conclusion of CFSP, a common
European nuclear defence policy, the convergence and Europeant-

zation of the ulfimate hard power, has thus to remain elusive.

The Predicament of Credibility

The member states of the European Union like to perceive
themselves as the promoters of political stability, economic integra-
tion, cultural diversity, democracy, and goo'd governance, all of which
are based on Judeo-Christian ethics and ideals. However, a potential
adversary, e.¢. Iran or North Korea, is not necessarily constraint by
the same value system. As such, what is intended to be of good
means, e.g. equality, social democratic values, etc, by the European
Union is unlikely to be interpreted in the same fashion by societies
adherent to diverse believe systems, e.g. theocracies such as Iran
and Saudi Arabia, or diverse political philosophies such as the
People’s Republic of China. Those dissimilar perceptions obviously
contract to cultural divergences. This is indubitably valid for all

nations and societies and nuclear powers such as the United States,
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Russia, India, or Pakistan certainly are no exception; however, the
aforementioned nuclear states do not necessarily need to accom-
maodate such levels of cultural diversity and potlitical ethos as those

cherished by the European Union.

Further stitl, precisely because of Europe’s treasured distinc-
tions, the absence of a common “pan-European” belief system, on
which threat assessments or requirements for aegis are based, further
conceivably inhibits a common European perception essential for a

credible nuclear deterrent,

For a nuclear deterrent to be credible, an assured level of
decisiveness needs to be projected. Such authority is best personal-
ized by a fieurehead of compelling standing such as the French or
U.S. Presidency. For an effective deterrent, a solidified and resolute
tenacity needs to be projected into the perception of not only latent
adversaries but that of the global community in toto. Additionally,
such a deterrent cannot be vague or suffer of capricious hesitancy,
lest it is unintendedly, thus dangerously, interpreted by both allies
and foes alike. However, given the hitherto rather *uncoordinated
foreign policy pursued by the European Union, little potential for a
coordinated, thus credible, carriage in foreign relations in general
and a common defence policy in particular is apparent. Allin ali, a
successful nuclear deterrent demands a decisive, credible, cohesive,
and intrepid leadership, of which the European Union has shown
very little since its inception by means of the Maastricht Treaty in
1993.
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The French view on Nuclear Deterrence

France’s nuclear deterrence policy is designed to attain dis-
suasion and thus assure the sovereignty of the French territory. The
concept of the French deterrence is a concept of “no-war”, as such
that any entity which attempts to threaten France’s independence
needs to be brought aware that the risk of an attack on France
outweighs any possible gain. The French deterrent employs the
concept of a “minimal dissuasion”, as thus it has never been in
France’s interest to mach either the American or Soviet arsenals,
but to be independently able to inflict enough damage on an ag-
gressor as not to be pulled into hostilities. In French strategy, two
possible scenarios prevail:

a) The threat of the attack will be large-scale, and thus the
adversary needs to be credibly persuaded that a nuclear counter-
attack would be resultant, and thereby the aggressor would be
deterred.

b) The threat of the atiack will be small-scale, and the use
of nuclear weapons, e.g. limited nuclear warfare would not be
Justiﬁable.]

As thus, the French leadership, and along with it many

politicat parties and a considerable part of the population in France,

1 Boniface, ‘French Nuclear Weapons Policy After the Cold War’. La
documentation Francaise, no. 4, 2nd semester in: The Atlantic Council of the
United States, August 1998, <htip://www.acus.org/docs/9808-French_Nuclear_
Weapons_Policy After_Cold_War.pdf>, accessed 27 February 2010, p. 18.
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do not perceive the nuclear arsenal as an asset of war, but as a

means to preclude war, e.¢. ‘non-guerre’
France’s stance must definitely also be appreciated in
historic terms. French territory was invaded no less than three times

within a period of only 75 years, e.g. France-Prussian War (1870-1871),

the Western Front during World War 1(1914-1918), and the German'

occupation of France (1940-1944). It is evident that the French
leadership after the end of hostilities perceived the nation’s frontiers
as vulnerable, especially in consideration that the new Soviet
threat was located barely 200 kilometres east of the Rhine River in
the Soviet occupied zone of Germany. The French leadership,
especially during General de Gautle’s presidency, was also painfully
aware that the results of both World Wars were majorly due to the
involvement foreign powers, e.g. the United Kingdom to a lesser and
the Unites States of America to a larger extend. Additionally, the
once prided French colonial empire, e.g. Algeria and
Indochina, was crumbling away as a direct result of the hostilities
which ended in 1945. “La Grande Nation” was free, but not so grand
anymore. The sanctuary of the French territory, moreover the notion
of French autonomy, could not be further compromised. The
presence of American air bases and troops on French soil certainly
did not help to alleviate the notion of injured confidence and
continued dependence on foreign powers for the nation’s security.
Additionally, two occurrences convinced the leadership of the
5" Republic for France to embark on a path of independence and
unilateral deterrence. Firstly, the confounded ramifications of the

First Indochina War between France and the Viet Minh communist
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revolutionaries in 1954, when France saw herself abandoned by both
the United States of America as well as the United Kingdom in her
battle at Dien Bien Phu, Vietnam.” Secondly, the refusal of the
Eisenhower administration to support the Franco-British attempt

to regain control over the Suez Canal in 1956, e.g. the resultant

2 Albeit extensive logistical help, the Eisenhower administration was
reluctant to assist Paris unilaterally, especially with ground troops, as renewed
direct confrontation with China, which supported the North-Vietnamese rebels,
as to avoid a repetition the events of the Korean War just a few months ear-
lier. Furthermore, the American and French interests in Vietnam diverged
targely: the U.S. administration was intend to prectude a “domino” effect,
where one country after another was feared fo “tumble over” into communist
control; as such an establishment of a Western oriented regime in Vietnam
after the withdrawal of the French forces was envisaged The French, on the
other hand, saw the conflict in Indochina as a “colonial” conflict, and were
perceived unlikely to depart after a long and costly war. The British were op-
posed against military action prior to peace talks which were to be held at the
Geneva Conference in May and July 1954, as the UK government under Prime
Minister Anthony Eden felt that the long-term security in Southeast Asia would
be better served by diplomatic means than by shart-term military actions. As
the Eisenhower administration felt that only a collective action by France, USA,
and the UK can effectively deter Increased Chinese influence in Southeast Asia,
Washington decided not to intervene in the crucial battle at Dien Bien Phy,
which resulted not only in the French defeat in the First Indochina War, but
marked the final stage of the fall of the French colonial empire in places such
as Algeria, Morocco, and Tunisia. The Pentagon Papers, U.S. Involvement in the
France-Viet Minh War, 1950-1954.Gravel Edition, Volume 1, Chapter 2, Beacon
Press, A1971,

<htip//www.rtholyoke.edu/acad/intrel/pentagon/penté.htm>, ac-
cessed 14 March 2010.
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political bungle for the two European U.S. allies, certainly further
convinced the French leadership under de Gaulle to attain
autonomy in her defence.” As thus, the French strive for an
independent nuclear deterrent must be assessed from the
perspective of the historic French frauma and puts the French

nuclear policy into a unigque perspective.

What is especially noteworthy is the political unity in respect
to the French nuclear deterrent. All three major political parties, the
far-right Gaullist RPR; the centre-right UDF; and the socialist PS
support the notion of the French dissuasion. The Socialist Party
originally hedged opposition to nuclear testing in the Pacific, which
the party leadership believed to threaten the Non-Proliferation
Treaty (NPT), but not to the concept of dissuasion. The nuclear

% The Eisenhower administration found itself in a dilemma. A joint
American-French-British intervention on israel’s side certainly would have
consolidated the Western alliance against any future ageressors; however, the
Suez Canal was of no economic significance to Washington but much more so
for the Europeans, e.g. the shipping routes for oil tankers from the Middle East
to Europe. The Eisenhower administration decided that the risk of American
military intervention, e.g. the support of imperialist, or colonist, interests of
both France and Britain would drive many an Arab leader into Nasser’s arm.
Furthermore, the potential of conflict with the Soviet Union, which supported
Nasser's Egypt, had the Eisenhower administration to believe that the accept-
ance of Egyptian nationalization of the Suez zone to be the preferable option.
McDermott, ‘Risk-Taking in International Politics - Prospect Theary in American
Foreign Policy’, The University of Michigan Press, 2004, <http.//books.google.
com/books/umichpress?id=MOBdwHpRvCOC&pe=PA135&dq=The+1956+Suez
+Crisis&ei=gikGiS--4FdOMKASIKPjiICQ&cd= 1#v=onepage&q=The%201956920
Suez%20Crisis&f=false>, accessed 16 March 2010
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deterrence was consequentially not relinquished during the presi-
dency of the socialist Frangois Mitterrand (1981-1995), Furthermore,
the objections of the PS were completely diminished with the ter-

mination of French nuclear testing in 1996,

Alain Juppé (RPR), the then incumbent French minister of
foreign affairs, suggested a pan-European application of the French
nuclear deterrent in January 1995: “After developing a joint doctrine
between France and the United Kingdom, should our generation
fear the prospect, not of a shared deterrent, but at least discussing
the issue of dissuasion with our main partners? Might not adopting
a single currency and a new Franco-German contract alter France’s

perception of its vital interests?”"*

However the debate over an exiended, Europeanized,
nuclear doctrine was effectively terminated by the lifting of the
moratorium on nuclear tests in 1995 followed by several test “shots”
on the Mururoa Atoll in French Polynesia. Although French leaders
atternpted to justify the resumed nuclear tests as not only beneficial
for France but constructive for the European security, not only did
the testing come under harsh international criticism but also the
concept of an extended nuclear deterrent in particular and
nuclear weapons in general. Paris had severely miscalcutated the
levels of sensitivity towards nuclear weapons in Europe. What the
French leadership perceived as major concession and progress, e.g.

the potential for an extended, thus European, deterrent, was

4 Juppe,"Quel horizon pour la politique étrangére de la France?’ in
Pascal Boniface, French Nuclear Weapons Policy After the Cold War, p. 9
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effectively of no interest to most of France’s partner countries,
especially in Germany. Furthermore, many in Europe expressed .
their dislike of being “nuclearized” against their will and were
additionally suspicious that a French offer of a European nuclear
deterrent would involve considerable financiat implicationslfoz'

France’s partners in Europe.

The French leadership sees the nuclear deterrent as a
necessity to assure the country’s security and independence and
as a mean to avoid confrontation, whether conventional or nuclear,
in Europe; whereas most in Europe see it at most as an unnecessary
provocation towards Moscow. Moreover, the sentiments in other
EU rmember countries, such as Austria and Sweden, are strongly
anti-nuclear, regardless whether nuclear technology is applied for
civilian or military purposes, and any proposal of nuclear deterrence

is bound to encounter harsh criticism.

The domestic public acceptance of the French nuclea
weapons policy can potentially be related to its symbolic value as
a totem of national modernization and international prestige in a
broader sense. Ideologically motivated high levels of support of
the national defence policy in recurrent opinion polls are further
epitomized by the continued public tolerance towards high defence
budgets and remarkably tow levels of draft evasion. Secondly, the
theory of nuclear pacifism, which relates to the concept of an
eternal state of “non-war” which is assured by a nuclear deterrent,
rendered the French public so assured by their nation’s nuclear

umbrella as to deem the possibility of aggression towards French
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territory as negligible. Furthermore, the deliberate arnbiguities of
the French nuclear doctrine led many of the public to imagine that
if an international armed crisis in Europe were to occur, France,
exactly because of her own nuclear potential, to have the capacity
to abandon all her alleys and withdraw into her own national
“réduit” {fortified defencel. As such, French “nuclear pacifism”
is comparable to the idea of the Swiss armed neutrality. The support
of the French public for nuclear deterrence was further propagated
by the fantasy of French citizens to be spared the horrors of war,
at least within the borders of their motherland. Moreover, such a
concept of self-reliance led the French public understands itself to
be distant form the U.S. political leadership and the correlated
debates on security policy, thus public French opinion was not
affected by the American concept of a “limited” nuclear
confrontation, which was significantly responsible for major
anxieties in other Western European countries. A further divergence
of French and German views is also apparent: France has been lucky
in the 20% century, as she was spared the material destruction and
political occupation as suffered twice by Germany. However, the
lasting trauma was not to have lost sovereignty, but to have France’s

status of “la grande nation” tarnished twice in the 20" century.

In the past, France saw her nuclear deterrent as a purely

national issue, which cannot be shared, as stated in the 1972

5 Mason, ‘Mitterrand the Sodalist and French Nuclear Policy’, in Le
Prestre ‘French security policy in a disarming World — Domestic challenges and
international constraints’, Boulder & Londen: Lynne Rienner Publishers, 1989.
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White Paper on defence. Atthough France did not subscribe to the _
American notion of a European-scale nuclear deterrent as proffered
by NATO, France did not wish to propose a less potential substitute.
As such France sees her nuclear deterrent neither in contradiction
nor in competition to NATO’s nuclear umbrella over Europe, but
rather as a compliment. Hence, the French see their nuclear
deterrent specifically designed to protect France’s sovereignty and
her vital interests within the Western alliance. Paris understands the
nuclear deterrent as an asset to the Western alliance in general and
to European security in particular, where France can assure for
her own security, albeit France’s stance towards NATO and her
determination to maintain an independent policy of not just

nuclear deterrence, but defence in general.

Due to their aforementioned interpretation of the nuclear
deterrent, French leaders however progressively encountered a
ditemma during the 1990s. The French dissemination of European
Unity, especially in regard to the Franco-German relationship, which
increasingly appeared to be in contradiction to the French definition
of nuclear dissuasion as a policy of purely national interest. Although
the French white paper on defence from 1972 reiterated the purpose
of the French deterrent as of vital national interests, Paris appeared
convinced that Europeans benefit from the French strategy as the
limits of French interests are vaguely defined, e.g. a potential
adversary of Europe is also a likely adversary of France, and is hence
deterred effectively. The French Army Chief of Staff, General Méry

went in 1976 so far as to speak of a “broadened tenitory” which
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caused considerable uproar, and the subject was quickly dropped.
Conversely, the then incumbent president Mitterrand stated in 1984
that France cannot accept responsibitity for the security for the
whole of Europe. The defence white paper of 1994 further clearly
stated: “A European nuclear doctrine and European nuclear
deterrent wilt only be achievable when there will be vital European
interests, considered as such by the Europeans and understood
as such by others. Until then, France does not intend to dilute its

national defence resources in such a field under any pretext.” s

The notion of “minimal dissuasion”, e.¢. the possession of
nuclear weapons in numbers small enough to discourage any
potential attacker, but to exclude nuclear warfare, was originatly
determined by budgetary restraints, but has since mutated info a
politicat and diplomatic necessity. However, the French leadership
understands that too many nuclear weapons would devoid their
rationale as “trop des nucléaires tue le nucléaire” - 100 many

nuclear weapons kitll them altogether.

Furthermore, the independency of the French nuclear arsenal
of NATO aliowed France not only to dissuade the Soviet threat
during the years of the Cold War but also enabled a foreign policy
as to peruse a relationship with Moscow which was distinctly
singular in comparison to other West European nations. Without
debititations of the Western solidarity, France felt neither restricted
nor inhibited in her relations to either superpower. Furthermore,

France’s policy of minimal deterrence did not compel the perusal

6 Boniface, ‘French Nuclear Weapons Policy After the Cold War’, p. 9.
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of extensive conventional and nuclear arsenals such as those of the

two superpowers but allowed France the status of a nuclear power.

The British Rationale for a Nuclear Deterrent

The rationale for the British perseverance of a nuclear
deterrent has been consistent, albeit the disappearance of the Cold
War threats. In stark contrast to the French perception of nuclear
deterrence, no national prestige or benefits to the nation’s status
are associated with the nuclear deterrent in Britain. Conversely, the
UK’s nuclear policy is regarded as Britain’s contribution to NATO’s
strategy.

The British fundamental principle for its small nuclear deter-
rent is the concept of “multiple decision centres” from which the
North Atlantic Alliance would gain strength. This concept has been
consistently adhered to since the 1960s by governments of both
parties, Conservatives and Labour, and endured the drastic changes
brought about by the end of the Cold War. The British view is that,
while Her Majesty’s gove.mment has complete confidence in the
U.S. security guarantees, potential adversaries might do less so. A
second centre of nuclear decision making within NATO, especially
one geographically closer to a probable conflict, would further
cenvince an adversary of the alliance’s determination of deterrence.
The official British view is that an antagonist might be prepared to
speculate on the American deterrent, especially in regard to issues
which might be perceived of lesser relevance to Washington, but

would refrain to do so if confronted with the dual determination of
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both an American and a British deterrent. The British Secretary of
Defence under Margaret Thatcher stated in 1981: “.... that | would
feel more than a touch of discomfort if France, with her clear policy
of non-commitment to Alliance strategy, were the only West Euro-
pean nuclear power.” This perception, whilst not a reprimand for
the then French absence of dedication to NATO, reflects the British
notion that a credible Western nuctear deterrent is not sustainable
by a single national entity, lest the perception of the deterrent of
the dissuaded party were to falter; thus the British perspective of a
credible nuclear deterrent is based on the principle of perspective
of the deterred party rather than that of the architect of the deter-
rent.” As such, a credible nuclear deterrent as perceived by the
United Kingdom needs to be multilateral in nature rather than na-
tionat such as the French policy of deterrence.

Despite the official declaration that the British deterrent served
no nationatistic ideals and is to be seen as ctosely linked to the UK’s
allies, e.g. NATO, much debate on the British deterrent was linked
to its true state of “independence”. The possibility of employment
of British nuclear forces needs to be recognized in the context of an
European crisis, e.g. an aggression of the Soviet Union during the
Cold War or Russia in the predictable future, but the British leader-
ship, irrelevant of the political spectrum, attempted to argue that
the British nuclear deterrent was not designed to substitute the

nuclear potential of the United States. The British deterrent is

7 Jervis R. ‘Strategy and Nuclear Deterrence, an International Security
Reader’, Princeton, NJ, USA: Princeton University Press, 1984, pp. 59-83

166




FrsaselsUiinw

consequently perceived as an additional impetus to a combined
US/UK strategy for the nuclear forces; as such the British nuclear
deterrent is an extension, the European branch, of NATO, which is
able to operate independently under British control, but not
detached from the Western alliance.

The most reputable contention is that the British deterrent is
rendered irrelevant by the presence of the American deterrent. Such
a perception was a cause for predicaments for the Labour Party in
the 1980s, as opposition to U.S. bases in the UK would have endorsed
a justification for the British nuclear forces, lest Labour would have
been perceived in denial of any protection against a threat from the
Warsaw Pact. However, that was exacily what the Labour Party
conveyed in the 1987 election campaign. Labour opposed the
nuclear umbrella, whether offensive in form of the American
nuclear forces based in the UK or the defensive version in the form
of the British nuclear deterrent. The overwhelming victory of the
conservatives and the Labour’s subsequent extensive confinement
info opposition unquestionably brought about a transformation in
the Labeour Party manifesto.

With the fall of the Soviet Union, the rationalization for a
British deterrent became rmore intricate, as any immediate threats
appeared 1o have disappeared. Nonetheless, Britain retained the
Cold Car validation of “second centre of decision-making” for her
nuclear deferrent. The British Secretary of Defence, Malcolm Rifkind
{Conservative), warmned of: “..any tendency towards thinking that
there could be a major conflict in Europe in which the question of

nuclear use arose which did not involve the vital interests of the
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allies, including the U.S”. However, the successive British leaderships
envisaged circumstances where Washington’s commitment might
be doubtful, and thus the United States could prove either
unwilling or unable to intervene. Although the nature of such a
potential situation is indistinct, the occurrences of 1956 can be
taken as precedence. As such, the British nuctear deterrent needs,
in addition to its affiliation to NATO and the U.S. American nuclear

strategy, to be understood as an “insurance policy”.

Prime Minister Tony Blair stated:

“The future is uncertain: accurately predicting events over the
period 2020 to 2050 is extremely hard. There are worrying trends:
nuclear proliferation continues, large nuclear arsenals remain, and
some are being enlarged and modemized; and there is a potential

risk from state-sponsored terrorists armed with nuclear weapons.”

The notion of a foundation of security on French and British
capacities is assumed to lack the element of credibility in compari-
son to the American security guarantee. For Britain, the French
security policy, which is based on nationalist notions and on the
concept of a national sanctuary, as well as the discrepancy in the
balance of forces in comparison to those of the United States, and
the considerations of potent threats such as of a re-emerging Russia,

. . . : 8
impedes cooperation with France on the issue of nuclear deterrence.

8 Freedman, ‘British Perspectives on Nuclear Weapons and Nuclear
Disarmament, France and the United Kingdom’, Stimson — Pragmatic Steps for
Global Security, Nuclear Security Series, 2009, <http://www.nuclearfiles.org/
menu/key-issues/nuclear-weapons/issues/policy/british-nuclear-poticy/POFs/
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The British not only view the nuclear deterrent in context with

the North Atlantic Treaty Organization, but furthermore as insurance

in conditions where Britain would deem herseif detached from her

alliance partners and the support of other nuclear allies, e.g. the

United States and France, might not be forthcoming in uncertain

future developments.

Furthermore, the official position of five principles as to define

the British methodology of the nuclear deterrent further eliminates

the possibility of a combined Franco-Anglo nuclear deterrent:

1. Deterrence: The nuclear arsenal is designed to deter an

attack and as such is not considered as a military asset, but
to nuclear prevent intimidation by adversaries. The British
nuclear arsenatl is only to be applied when threats against

Britain’s vital interest cannot be countered by other means.

Limited Deterrence: The UK government is to maintain only
the minimum amount of nuclear weapons needed to

maintain the objective of deterrence.

Deliberate ambiguity: The UK does not to divulge the
circumstances under which the use of nuclear weapons
is considered, nor does the Royal Government disclose
the severity of a potential employment of the nuclear
arsenat. Consequently, the first use of nuclear weapons by

Britain is not ruled out.

Nuctear_Security FINAL_Complete PDF[1].pdf>, accessed 15 March 2010, pp.

23-56.
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4. Collective security through NATO: The UK nuclear deterrent
is seen as a contribution to NATO for the Nerth-Atlantic
area

5. Independent decision centre: The British government
maintains the perception that an independent decision
centre within the North-Atlantic coalition contributes to
the overall credibility, and thus effectiveness of the nu-
clear deterrent of NATO.

The third point, which does not preclude the first use of
nuclear weapons, appears to be of especial relevance. As such, the
British nuctear weapons can potentially be used as a pre-emptive
asset rather than a purely preventive instrument.

The British concept of nuclear deterrence thus significantly
diverges from the French model as such as a) the British nuclear
weapons are an implicit part of the North-Atlantic alliance, e.g.
NATO, and b) the British nuclear weapons could potentially be
applied for a first strike under the postulation of deliberate
ambiguity. This differs vastly from the French conception of nuclear
deterrence, where the use of nuclear weapons is contemplated as
justifiable by the notion of the preservation a national sanctuary
which is to be shielded by an utterly sovereign, thus isolated,

nuclear strategy.

9 YK Secretary of State of Defence, ‘The Future of the United
Kingdom's Nuclear Deterrent’, Cmnd {(Command paper) 6994, 2006,

<http://www.maod.uk/nr/rdonlyres/ac00dd79-76d6-4e3-91al-6a56b-
03c092f/0/defencewhitepaper2006_cmé994.pdf>, accessed 22 March 2010,
pp. 17-19.
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The Gerrman Reluctance

The trauma of the consequences of the brutal and disastrous
military follies of the Nazi Regime still was very much felt in a
divided Germany with reconstruction of destroyed cities, towns
and industrial infrastructure hardly accomplished in the 1950s,
These horrors of a war recently lost collided bluntly with the new
harsh realities and the daunting tensions of the Cold War such as
the Berlin Blockade (1948-1949) and the Berlin Crisis of 1961,

which cumulated in the erection of the Berlin Wall.

The debate on defence policy in general and the necessity
of a nuclear deterrent in such a tense gec-political environment
initiated a fierce public debate which was to endure for four decades
in West Germany. For obvious reasons, such discussions were not
known to take placed publicly in East Germany, which was to remain

under the Soviet sphere of influence.

A nuclearzation of Germany was vehemently opposed by
scientific and religious groups within the West Germany. Those groups
found themselves in an untikely alliance with the centre-teft German
Social Democratic Party (SPD), which caused the conservative-liber-
al Christian Democratic Union of Germany (CDU/CSU alliance) to
retract its stance on a nuclear armament of the West German troops.
The CDU/SCU electoral victories of 1957 however renewed the
discussions of a German nuclear arsenal. Such concepts were pas-
sionately contested by the emerging German peace movement,
which was led by the nuclear-physics community, churches, and

diverse dedicated antinuclear organizations.
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In addition to the apprehension of a nuclear holocaust in
Germany as a result of an armed conflict between NATO and the
Warsaw Pact in Europe, the opposition to German armed forces
equipped with weapons of mass destruction was, although margin-
ally, based on the fear that the such an equipped German military
could hedge aspirations which do not conform to the democratic
rules laid out in the West-German constitution. The advocates of a
nuclear armed German military by contrast were alarmed by the
prospect of a German political landscape destabilized by factions
of extreme social forces, which had the potential to recreate the
conditions which had spelled the end of the Weimar Republic and
had given raise to the National Socialist regime some 35 years
earlier. Such anxieties on both side of the then political divide in
Germany are proof of the inherent trepidations present in Germany
at the time in regard to a potential nuctear armament of the newly
established German military. Additionally, the deliberations of a
German nuclear option where more and more replaced by general
reflections on the overall strategy on NATO planning and the

deployment of the alliance’s assets in Europe.

The reasons for the fierce public opposition to the U.5./NATO
deployment of additional and upgraded sub-strategic nuclear
delivery systems in the 1980s are best explained by the “not with
us” attitude of the German populace. Deutschland’s population is
in a state of rejection to accept foreign policy from the perspective
of defence. The German relationship with the past is very much
unlike the French rapport with history. Frangois Mitterrand’s

staterment that “France does not confuse pacifism as a postulate
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with peace as a result” is starkly inspired of the events of 1938 when
both France and Britain capitulated in face of Nazi Germany’s
demands because of their weakness. As such, in popular French
view, security, stability and thus peace necessitate strength, both in
the diplomatic as well as the military sphere. The German view of
history in contrast, is shaped by the start of World War Il in 1939 and
the resultant catastrophe, the utter destruction and humiliation of
the German nation in 1945, Many Germans equal pacifism as the
absence of military strength, because military prowess is seen
responsible for Germany’s anguish in both 1918 and 1945. Whereas
in France, the term “nuclear” has a largely positive connotation, in
particular as it allows la grande nation to preserve her national
independence in both the energy as well as the military sector;
conversely, the both the strategic and the civilian use of nuclear
power in Germany remains poisoned by the totally negative impact
of Germany’s military history in the 20th century. Demonstrations,
as the witnessed by during the anti-nuctear rallies in Germany, have
two potential roots: either a total rejections of the established
public system or a manifestation of democracy, where the
population can freely and openly express their opposition. These
two forces were combined in the German peace protests and
marches, mainly because the large majority parties, e.g. SPD, CDU/
CSU, as well as FDP, were unable to offer a perspective for the
concerns of the German population. As such, a clear cleavage
between the German political scene and the German population
was evident in regard to the deployment of NATO nuclear delivery

systerns. Consequently, any notion of either a European or a purely
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German strategy of nuclear deterrence would be condemned to

. 10
failure.

Indigenous European Nuclear Deterrence Impeded

A successfut strategy of nuclear deterrence needs to be
perceived as credible, explicit, and resolute. Given the multitude
of divergent perceptions moutded by the dissimilar cultural,
economical, political, and sociological dimensions of the 27 member
states of the European Union, it appears unlikely that a common
set of values and perception can be agreed upon, lest be projected

into a nuclear deterrent of a potential adversary .

The study of the historical circumstances of the French
Republic, the United Kingdom, and the Federal Republic of
Germany reveals the origins of ideological diversities existent in the
EU’s three most significant member states. White both the French
and the British notion of nuclear deterrence are based on the
concept of national defence by a minimal nuclear deterrent, the
justifications are dissimilar: France’s deterrent policy is shaped by
the aspiration of national self-reliance supported by indigenous
technology of both the warheads and their delivery systems,

whereas the British deterrent is embedded as a “secondary decision

18 Grosser, “This Crisis is the Most Serious One of All, The Peace Move-
ment and German Foreign Policy’, volume 9, Two Germanys, 1961-1989,
German History in Documents and Images, <http://germanhistorydocs.ghi-dc.
org/pdf/eng/Chapter12Docl0.pdf>, accessed 15 March 2010.
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making centre” in the North Atlantic Treaty Organization supported
by U.S. technology, e.g. warhead design and the Trident delivery
system. Although both the French as well as the British nuclear
ambiguity denote that the intended targets remain to be covert;
only the latter does not exclude a first strike option. As the French
deterrent is defined as a guarantee of a state of “non-war”, the Brit-
ish deterrent is regarded as an “insurance policy” in a conflict that

does not preclude limited warfare.

However, most importantly, the French and the British con-
ception of nuclear deterrence are shaped by three dimensions: a)
their former status of colonial powers b) the awareness of the de-
cisiveness of their military resolve that helped to bring about the
defeat of Nazism, which ultimately lead to c) the general public and
political acceptance for the perceived necessity for a national nu-
clear deterrent. These three dimensions are not merely absent in
Germany, yet reversed as a) Germany’s attempts as a colonial
power overseas were paltry and consequently replaced by the
theory of “Lebensraum”, e.g. “living space” which lead to the east-
ward expansion on the European continent, which ultimately
resulted in b) not only the annihilation of Germany at the end of
World War |, but also the distress of segregation into two adverse
states for four decades, which lead to ¢} a public and largely
political opposition to the concept of militarism in general and
nuclear weaponry in general. As thus, the suggestion of a common
European defence strategy, lest a universal European nuclear

deterrent, is doomed for rejection.
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The European integration has not progressed sufficiently as to
allow for an independent, but unified European nuclear umbrelia,
which renders the European nations with the choice of two options.
Firstly, adaptations of an exclusively national nuclear deterrent, €.g.
“lg force de frappe”, which is prone to exacerbate nuclear
proliferation and thus eventually endanger the NPT (Nuclear
Non-Proliferation Treaty} to which all EU member states have
acceded. Conversely, the second alternative is to abide to the
agreements set forth by NATO, and thus to remain reliant on the
alliance’s sustained commitment to the strategic defence of

Europe.
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